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Preface*

The present study is a revised version ofmy doctoral thesis, which bore the title
‘The Globalisation of the Critique of Political Economy: On the Development
of the International Discourse on Marx from the 1960s to the Present’.**

As a comprehensive worldview, Marxism is historically obsolete. Yet Marx’s
theoretical approach, which consists in a detailed exposition of the internal
interconnection of economic categories and relations, and effects a ‘disen-
chantment’*** of the ‘inverted world’ of the economy, is still of great theor-
etical significance. Marx’s goal of theoretical enquiry into, and exposition of,
the economic laws of motion of modern bourgeois society has lost none of its
relevance. Internationally, over the last 50 years in particular, generations of
researchers have engaged with Marx’s insights.

The object of the present study, which is composed of three central chapters,
is to outline the historical development within this international discourse. In
chapter 1, an exposition is undertaken of the development of Marx-oriented
conceptual approaches between the poles of politics and theory. Chapter 2
deals with the further development of the reception of Marx and of Marx-
oriented critical social theory, providing a survey of the historical development
of the discussion in various regions of the world, especially since circa 1965.
Finally, chapter 3 engages in more depth with central discourses within the
German-language and international scientific discussion of Marx from the
1980s to the present.

The above doctoral thesis was accepted by the Department of History and
Cultural Studies at the Free University of Berlin in the summer semester of
2008; it was successfully defended on 22 December 2008.

My special thanks go to my primary supervisor, Professor Dr. Wolfgang
Wippermann, and my secondary supervisor, Professor Dr. Frieder Otto Wolf,
both of whom consistently supported and accompanied my doctoral research
project. I would also like to thank the participants of the research colloquia of
both professors for their fruitful contributions to the discussion.

* The symbol * throughout the book indicates the translator’s footnotes.
** Thanks are due to Frank Engster, William Lewis, Gary Roth, Christoph Lieber, Nate Haw-

thorne, Riccardo Bellofiore, Tommaso Redolfi Riva, Simon Mussell and others for biblio-
graphic assistance provided during the preparation of the English-language edition of this
book.

***[Entzauberung] – i.e. demystification.
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Introduction

In the first volume of Capital, Karl Marx located the ‘homeland of political
economy’ in ‘Western Europe’.1 He likewise ascribed a relatively limited geo-
graphical space to his own theory – i.e. the critique of political economy. At
least he did so in his letter to Ferdinand Lassalle of 12 November 1858, in which
he referred to his theoretical project of the critique of political economy as a
contribution to science ‘in the German sense’:

In your letter fromFrankfurt you said nothing about your economicwork.
As far as our rivalry is concerned, I don’t believe that the German public
suffers from an embarras de richesses in this field. In fact economics as a
science in the German sense of the word has yet to be tackled and to that
end not just the two of us but a dozen will be needed.2

Likewise, in his famous review of Marx’s A Contribution to the Critique of Polit-
ical Economy (1859), Engels wrote the following:

While in this way in Germany the bourgeoisie, the schoolmasters and
the bureaucrats were still making great exertions to learn by rote, and in
somemeasure to understand, the first elements of Anglo-French political
economy, which they regarded as incontestable dogmas, the German
proletarian party appeared on the scene. Its theoretical aspectwaswholly
based on a study of political economy, and German political economy as
an independent science dates also from the emergence of this party. The
essential foundation of this German political economy is the materialist
conception of history whose principal features are briefly outlined in the
Preface to the above-named work [i.e. A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy – j.h.].3

1 Marx 1976a, p. 931.
2 Marx 1983i, p. 355. It is an open question as to what Marx actually meant by his statement

that the study of ‘economics as a science in the German sense’ was yet to be undertaken – it is
possible that hewasmaking an implicit reference toHegel, or perhaps to the underdeveloped
state of contemporary German economics in comparison to British economics. What is
clear in any case is that Marx situated his theoretical project within a specific national
context.

3 Engels 1980, pp. 466–9 (italics in the original).
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Marx considered the critique of political economy to be a contribution to
economic science ‘in theGerman sense’; Engels regarded it as German political
economy. Thus both thinkers explicitly added a national epithet to the critique
of political economy.

Nonetheless, Marx’s critique of political economy was received, discussed
and further developed beyond national, linguistic and continental boundaries.
This process has occurred in a more intensive form in the period spanning
from the 1960s to the present than at any previous time. Accordingly, a kind
of globalisation in the sphere of theory and science* can be said to have taken
place. It is important to note here that the focus of the present study is explicitly
placed on the history of the international interpretation and discussion of
Marx’s ‘mature’ critique of political economy, rather than on the international
publishing history of Marx’s works. More precisely, the object of the present
work is the international reception of the critique of political economy in the
period from the 1960s to the present.

The globalisation ofMarxian theorywas alreadyunderway in the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. Various studies of this early process of dissem-
ination have been published in the intervening period.4 By the time of the
October Revolution (andperhaps earlier), this phenomenonalso encompassed
the countries of the ‘global South and East’ in a consolidated way. However,
Marx’s doctrine was frequently propagated in a form heavily inflected by the
Marxisms of the Second and Third Internationals. The 1960s and 1970s rep-
resent a watershed in the history of the globalisation of Marxian theory, for
reasons which are both political and immanent within the theory itself. Firstly,
the new ‘wave of globalisation’ which was generated at this time came after
the de-Stalinisation of the Soviet Union, and it was at the forefront – or at least
occurredwithin the context – of the formation of new emancipatory and social
revolutionary movements on a worldwide scale. Secondly, the new era of glob-
alisation of Marxian theory which began in the 1960s was accompanied by the
emergence and development of an innovative (and, as such, novel) theoretical
potential in the interpretation and further elaboration of the Marxian critique
of political economy. This process developed (and continues to develop) in sev-

* [Wissenschaft] – Marx’s allusion to ‘science “in the German sense” ’ should be borne in mind
in the context of the present work: ‘science’ and ‘scientific’ should be taken as referring to
the dialectical theory as exhibited in Marx’s critique of political economy (with its debt
to Hegelian dialectic, as acknowledged by Marx), in contrast to what might justifiably be
characterised as the Anglo-American, positivist understanding of science which holds sway
within the ‘scientific community’ today.

4 Cf. for example, Uroeva 1978, pp. 180ff.
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eral areas of the world almost simultaneously, occasionally with a high degree
of interdependence between the various local processes, with the result that a
complex web of mutual theoretical references, international transfer of theory
and intellectual exchanges now stretches across the globe.

In the last two decades, an enormous transformation took place which gen-
erated the conditions for a genuine globalisation of Marxian theory and the
related discussion. After the fall of the ‘Iron Curtain’ in 1989/90, the oppor-
tunities for a lively and open exchange of ideas between researchers from
East andWest were much improved. The second Marx-Engels-Gesamtausgabe
(mega2), formerly under the aegis of party-affiliated institutes in East Berlin
and Moscow, has been continued as a publishing project with an increased
international orientation since the 1990s (with cooperation between research-
ers in the ‘West’, ‘East’ and ‘far East’). With its highly rigorous editorial prin-
ciples,mega2not only affords access to (previously virtually unknown) sources
in relation to Marx’s critique of political economy, among other things, thus
providing newmaterial for source-oriented research, but also connects the sci-
entific work of numerous historians, social and political scientists, economists
andphilologists indifferent countries and continents. Likewise, since the 1990s,
the internet has enabled the rapid worldwide dissemination of the results of
research, and facilitated communication between researchers.

The present work is a study in the history of theory, and examines several
aspects of the broad and variegated field of international processes of the-
ory formation in connection with the Marxian critique of political economy
within the period from circa 1965 to the present. With this focus on the period
since 1965, and the simultaneous emphasis on the specifically international
and intercontinental dimensions of the process of theoretical development in
relation to the critique of political economy, this work fills a gap in research,
despite the multiplicity of existing approaches to the historiography of Marx-
ism.

Some two decades after the collapse of ‘actually existing socialism’, the ques-
tion which might be asked of a study of the development of certain theoretical
currents which have taken up, interpreted or further developedMarx’s critique
of political economy on a worldwide scale over the last 50 years is the follow-
ing: how is such a study of contemporary relevance? It is so in at least two
regards. Firstly, in the case of many of the currents thematised in my enquiry,
these represent forms of thought which draw on Marx, but which cannot be
placed under the rubric of an anachronistic ‘science of legitimation’ in the
context of an authoritarian party dictatorship; on the contrary, these currents
were mainly forms of a ‘dissident’ Marxism, often emerging in opposition to
the orthodox Marxist-Leninism of the communist parties, from which they
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dissociated themselves. Secondly, the historic failure of ‘actually existing social-
ism’ in no way negated the most important aspects of the Marxian critique of
political economy, since the object of this critique was not socialism, but cap-
italism. Thus an exposition such as the present one – situating itself within the
history of theory, and exploring the various readings and currents of interpret-
ation of Marx’s project of a critical theory of capitalism that have developed
over recent decades – is of undiminished contemporary significance and relev-
ance.

In the following, Marx’s critique of political economy is to be grasped as
a critical theory oriented to the investigation of the structure and laws of
motion of the modern capitalist economy. Marx’s critique of political eco-
nomy can also be described as a ‘critical theory of capitalist society’. Thus, if
the present study undertakes the exploration of the history of the globalisa-
tion of Marxian theory (or of Marxismmore broadly) as a critical social theory
from the 1960s to the present, it does so by significantly restricting the relev-
ant thematic field within the history of the formation of Marxist theory in the
sense outlined above. The historical development of dialectical materialism,
of historical materialism, and of the various approaches to ‘concrete’ Marx-
ist historiography and to Marxist political theory (in a narrow sense) do not
fall within the scope of this work, and are not considered here. The dissoci-
ation of Marxism as a critical social theory from these fields of Marxist theory
formation is itself the result of a process of historical development. Other ele-
ments which have long moulded the understanding of Marxism – for example
as a ‘dialectics of nature’, drawing on the late Engels, or as a specific determ-
inistic conception of history, through a construal of the work of both Marx
and Engels – withdrew into the background within the historical process of
the development of theory, or were increasingly regarded critically, at the same
time as there was a growing interest in Marxism as a critical social theory, at
least in some areas within the international reception of Marx. A more precise
explanation of how Marxism can be characterised as a ‘critical social theory’
cannot be given in advance, however. Rather, this will emerge from the expos-
ition of the historical processes within the development of Marx-related the-
ory.

In apparent opposition to the virtually global dimension in which the form-
ation of Marx-oriented theory has occurred, a theoretical provincialism has
remained a regrettable characteristic and something of a tradition within the
history of thought inspired by Marx and within that of the reception of his
theory. This is the case not least with regard to the German-language discus-
sion of Marx. It is precisely due to this theoretical provincialism, and in view
of the corresponding vacuum in research and knowledge in German-speaking
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countries, that the task of analysing the historical development of theory on an
international scale since the 1960s is of such significance, particularly in these
countries themselves.5

In the introduction to his comprehensive study of the Latin American
thinkers, Adolfo Sánchez Vázquez and Bolívar Echeverría, both of whom take
up Marx’s work, Stefan Gandler writes – exaggerating somewhat, but identify-
ing a real problem– as follows: ‘While, for example, inMexico every theoretical
“innovation” in Europe or the United States is followed and commented upon
with care – not only are translations prepared, but they are also published and
read – in Frankfurt the simple discovery that two philosophers living inMexico
are worth reading arouses exclamations of delight or commotion, both expres-
sions of the same phlegmatic self-satisfaction’.6

In actual fact, the problem is not merely that there is only a very limited
German body of knowledge on, for example, the Latin American theoretical
discussion (this in itself is a deficit which ought to be eradicated, or at least
reduced); weighing even more heavily are the lack of openness to, and dis-
interest in, the Latin American debate and its history. Gandler’s reference to
‘exclamations of delight’ might be expanded upon by adding that a euphoric,
uncritical receptionof thehistoryof processes of theory formation in the ‘global
South and East’ would be no more constructive than the currently prevailing
indifference. This wouldmerely be the other side of the coin of theoretical pro-
vincialism.

An example of theoretical provincialism – again, within the context of the
German discussion – is to be found in Christoph Henning’s important mono-
graph on the development of Marx-related philosophical thought after Marx.
Henning justifies the predominant focus on literature in the German language
with the argument that an approach specifically oriented to philosophy is
bound to refer especially to the discussion in the German language. This, he
contends, is because the three sources of Marxism identified by Lenin in his
famous thesis of 1913 (French socialism, English political economy andGerman
philosophy) have since drifted in different directions. Already for Lenin, the
third ‘source of Marxism’ was not simply philosophy, but German philosophy:

5 Nevertheless, the problematic of the relation betweenMarx and/orMarxism and intercultur-
ality has been the subject of discussion within the discipline of philosophy in recent times in
Germany. Marco Iorio has arrived at the ambivalent conclusion that the ‘antiinterculturalist
traits, which can be unequivocally demonstrated inMarx andhiswork’ contrast ‘with awhole
series of characteristics which definitely indicate the presence of some interculturalist trace
elements’ (Iorio 2005, p. 110).

6 Gandler 2015, p. 6.
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‘…Germans, ametaphysical people, have their problemswith politics, and thus
Marx was soon read in an “intellectual” way once again – he was rephilosoph-
ised’.7

Henning’s argument in relation to his particular concentration on the
German-language philosophical discussion is questionable. A decidedly philo-
sophical approach to the critique of political economy is not specifically (and
certainly not exclusively) a characteristic of theGerman (or German-language)
debate. Thinkers such as the Latin American, EnriqueDussel, the Briton, Chris-
topher Arthur, or the Russian, Viktor Vazjulin, immediately spring to mind as
counterexamples in this regard. All three figure later in this study; in the case
of Dussel, it can be stated in advance that his original approach toMarx’s work
is taken precisely from the ‘peripheral’, Latin American (and decidedly non-
Eurocentric) perspective of the philosophy of liberation – i.e. simultaneously
from a specifically philosophical, and a specifically Latin American, stand-
point.

An exemplary case of provincialism in Germany (and especially in theWest-
ern part of the country) is provided by the preface to a commemorative volume
for Helmut Reichelt, written by some of his students and their associates.8
The historical development of the interpretative orientation labelled by Hans-
Georg Backhaus as the ‘Neue Marx-Lektüre’ (or ‘New Marx-Reading’), which
focuses in a specific way on Marx’s understanding of object and method, is
traced by these authors aptly enough on some points. Yet at a second glance (at
the latest) it is striking that they not only concentrate on Germany; worse still,
their scope is limited to the former Federal Republic of Germany, and in fact
they identify one unambiguous central locus: Frankfurt am Main. This claim
is not tenable with regard to the facts of the matter – i.e. with regard to the
historical development of the Neue Marx-Lektüre as a reception of Marx. In
the course of the present study, it will become evident that it is thoroughly
appropriate to understand important theorists ‘from all over the world’ pre-
cisely as the protagonists of a New Marx-Reading – and indeed, in the sense
that their approaches to the interpretation of Marx are, in decisive aspects,
extremely similar to those of theWest German discursive constellation around
Hans-Georg Backhaus, Helmut Brentel, Michael Heinrich, etc.

The present work aims to overcome theoretical provincialism. The task here
is to provide an exposition of the international historical development of a spe-
cific current of Marx-related thought over the last five decades. Nevertheless,

7 Henning 2005, p. 22.
8 Kirchhoff, Pahl, Engemann, Heckel and Meyer 2004, pp. 7 ff.
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such an undertaking requires critical self-reflection on the part of its author
regarding his or her own criteria, evaluations and level of expertise. The present
study is an ‘international history of the reception’ of Marx’s critique of political
economy. It should be noted, however, that it is written from a specific (West)
German perspective – i.e. it is permeated by the author’s point of view, which
has been arrived at through the West German Neue Marx-Lektüre. Moreover,
my familiarity with non-German-language debates (and particularly those in
Asian or Slavic languages, which are inaccessible to me) is necessarily lim-
ited.

A number of attempts – some of them very elaborate – at a historicisation of
Marxism have been published in which the specifically international character
of the processes of the formation ofMarxist theory is taken into account. At the
same time, it can be demonstrated that there is room for improvement with
regard to the treatment, by some of the historians of Marxism referred to here,
of the specifically global dimension of the reception of Marx’s theory and of
processes of the formation of Marx-related theory.

An important work on the history of Marxism as a theory is that of the
Yugoslav philosopher Predrag Vranicki.9 The first edition of his Historija mark-
sizma [The History of Marxism], published in 1961, contains the development
up to the end of the 1950s, while the second edition from 1971 also takes into
account the progression up to 1968.* The author was involved with the Praxis
Group, and as such can be considered as a representative of a specifically
Yugoslav Marxism which was independent of the Soviet orthodoxy. Vranicki
was close to the current of humanist Marxism. The first part of Vranicki’s com-
prehensive work deals with Marx and Engels themselves; the second part cov-
ers the Marxism of the period of the First and Second Internationals; the third
part is dedicated to Lenin; the fourth part treats the Marxism of the period of
the Third International; the fifth and final part, which is of most interest here,
engageswith theMarxismof the contemporary period. Under this heading, the
Yugoslav philosopher includes, firstly,Marxism in the ‘socialist camp’; secondly,
Chinese Marxism; thirdly, Marxism in the capitalist world (especially in West
Germany, France, Italy and the Anglo-Saxon countries); and finally,Marxism in
his own country. Vranicki’s wide-ranging study in the history of theory is indis-
pensable as a significant standard work in the historiography of Marxism. Yet,
in his concluding observations, Vranickimakes the following remarks onMarx-
ist thought:

9 Vranicki 1971.
* Vranicki’s work has been published in German (see Vranicki 1985).
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It emerged and developed as the expression of European culture, and
it is on European soil that it has achieved its greatest and most fruitful
victories. The other centres of modern civilisation … did not represent
suitable terrains for the further development of such complex thinking.
Whether this was due to their historically backward situation, or to their
lack of certain cultural and intellectual traditions, the other parts of
the world were only able thus far to contribute to this development
in the periods of the most intense practical revolutionary action, and
indeed especially with regard to the socio-political problematic and to
revolutionary praxis.10

On the basis of the results of research presented in this study, it can be demon-
strated not only that Vranicki’s judgement is inappropriate in view of the con-
temporary situation in the early twenty-first century, but also that the Euro-
centric verdict of the Yugoslav historian of Marxism is also problematic in
relation to the period up to 1968, as dealt with in the second edition of his
work.

The exiled Polish non-Marxist philosopher and historian of ideas, Leszek
Kołakowski, authored a further important work on the history ofMarxism (this
work was conceived by him as a handbook).11 The first volume principally cov-
ers Marx and Engels and locates themwithin the history of theory. The second
volume deals with the period spanning from the Marxism of the Second Inter-
national to Leninism. Finally, the third volume encompasses the development
from early Soviet Marxism to the Marxism-Leninism of the postwar period;
it also details the Marxisms of Gramsci; Lukács; Korsch; Goldmann; the lead-
ing exponents of the Frankfurt School; Marcuse; Bloch; lastly, it provides an
overview of the most recent developments in Marxism at the time it was com-
posed (this final volume, which covers part of the period which is the focus
of the present study, dates from 1975/6). Like Vranicki’s study, Kołakowski’s
comprehensive standard work is characterised by Eurocentrism. The names of
such significant Latin American or Asian theorists as Adolfo Sánchez Vázquez,
Marta Harnecker, Hajime Kawakami, Kōzō Uno or Samezō Kuruma do not fig-
ure in the index of names in Kołakowski’s compendium. However, Kołakowski
himself states the following at the beginning of the third volume: ‘The present
volume deals with the evolution of Marxism in the last half-century. Writing it
has involved especial difficulties, one of which is the sheer bulk of the available

10 Vranicki 1985, p. 1071.
11 See Kołakowski 2008, p. xxiii.
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literature: no historian can be fully acquainted with it, and it is therefore, so to
speak, impossible to do everyone justice’.12

Alongside the historian E.P. Thompson, one of the most important protag-
onists of the intellectual New Left of the 1960s and 1970s in the uk was Perry
Anderson, not merely on account of the latter’s editorial activity for New Left
Review (formerly a significant journal in the area of Marxist theory). Ander-
son’s attempt at a historicisation of a determinate domain of Marxist thought
in the twentieth century, which he published in his Considerations on Western
Marxism in 1976,13 had a relatively large impact, reaching beyond the borders of
the Anglo-Saxon world. One sign of this impact, among others, is the fact that
Anderson has contributed considerably to the dissemination of the concept of
‘Western Marxism’ (it should be noted, however, that the French philosopher,
MauriceMerleau-Ponty, had already employed this concept before Anderson’s
book was published). According to Anderson, Western Marxism originated
in the 1920s with Lukács, Korsch and Gramsci. Among others ranged within
this current alongside these thinkers are the main exponents of the Frank-
furt School. A distinctive feature attributed by Anderson to Western Marxism
consists in its structural separation frompolitical praxis (this is its ‘most funda-
mental’ characteristic);14 he also considers that it is characterised by an obsess-
ive engagementwithmethodology.15 According toAnderson,WesternMarxism
retracedMarx’s own development, but in the opposing direction: Marx moved
away from philosophy and towards politics and economics, whereas Western
Marxism progressively turned back from economics and politics to the terrain
of philosophy.16

The theoretical and political heterogeneity of the thinkers subsumed under
the concept of ‘Western Marxism’ in Anderson’s study presents a problem,
however. In general, themeaningfulness of assigning thinkers as heterogeneous
as Adorno and Korsch, for example, to one and the same category of Marxism
is questionable (even, in part, on the basis of Anderson’s own criteria). This
problem cannot be dealt with inmore depth here; the term ‘WesternMarxism’
is used – with reservations – in the present study because it has become
established within this field of research.

12 Kołakowski 2008, p. 787.
13 Anderson 1976. For Anderson’s critical engagement with E.P. Thompson, see Anderson

1980.
14 Anderson 1976, p. 29.
15 Anderson 1976, p. 53.
16 See Anderson 1976, p. 52.
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According to Anderson, the events of May 1968 in Paris altered the condi-
tions for aMarxist-inspired development of theory: ‘The advent of a newperiod
in the worker’s movement, bringing to an end the long class pause that divided
theory from practice, is now however visible. The French Revolt of May 1968
marked in this respect a profound historical turning point. For the first time
in nearly 50 years, a massive revolutionary upsurge occurred within advanced
capitalism …’.17

With this development, Anderson argues, new possibilities are opened up
for a new generation of Marxist thinkers. The significance of this is that there
is to be a shifting of priorities within the production of theory away from
philosophy and towards thepolitical and economic domains. Anderson,who at
the timeharboured certain sympathies for Trotskyism, particularly emphasises
the role of Trotskyist intellectuals such as IsaacDeutscher or RomanRosdolsky,
to a certain extent posing them as an alternative to so-calledWesternMarxism.
Anderson writes as follows: ‘Western Marxism … was always magnetically
polarized towards official Communism as the only historical incarnation of the
international proletariat as a revolutionary class. It never completely accepted
Stalinism; yet it never actively combated it either. But whatever nuance of
attitude successive thinkers adopted towards it, for all of them there was no
other effective reality or milieu of socialist action outside it’.18

ForAnderson, then, it is precisely here that an important difference between
Western Marxism and Trotsky is to be found (although Anderson would have
done well to realise that Korsch’s political and theoretical opposition to Bol-
shevism and Stalinism totally contradicts this schema).

Anderson’s basic conception from 1976 can be represented as follows: so-
called Western Marxism should in no way be ignored by a new generation of
socialists. It is rather a question of ‘settling accounts’ with it. A basic condition
for the renewal ofMarxist thought is, according to Anderson, to learn from this
tradition of thought, but also to overcome it. Ultimately, for Anderson, the fact
that this tradition – a tradition which is in Anderson’s view to be superseded –
is geographically bounded is also a cause of its weakness: ‘Marxism aspires in
principle to be a universal science – no more amenable to merely national or
continental ascriptions than any other objective cognition of reality.’19

In his study on so-called Western Marxism, Anderson focuses primarily on
thinkers from continental Europe. However, a questionwhich arises is whether

17 Anderson 1976, p. 95.
18 Anderson 1976, p. 96.
19 Anderson 1976, p. 94.
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non-European thinkers, such as Kazuo Fukumoto or Adolfo Sánchez Vázquez,
might not also be ranged under the category of so-called Western Marxism.
If this current were defined according to content-related criteria, rather than
geographical ones, there would be substantial arguments for locating these
theorists in the lineage of so-called Western Marxism. Unfortunately, neither
thinker figures in Anderson’s account. Elias José Palti writes that ‘in his survey
ofWesternMarxism, Anderson fails to mention any Latin American current’.20
A subsequent book published by Anderson in 1983, In the Tracks of Historical
Materialism, which is considered later in the course of this study, represents a
nadir of theoretical provincialism.

Between 1978 and 1982, a five-volume history of Marxism was published in
Italian.21 This projectwas characterised by a consistently international orienta-
tion, both in terms of the authors involved and in relation to its thematic scope.
In addition to its focus on the Marxism of Marx’s time, and the Marxism of
the Second and Third Internationals, this project paid close attention to con-
temporary developments in the area of Marxist theory. Alongside the ‘official’
and ‘heretical’ Marxisms in Eastern Europe, it encompassed not only signific-
ant West European currents such as the Della Volpe School and the Althusser
School, but also non-European theoretical orientations such as the Japanese
Uno School, which was familiar to only a limited number of people outside
Japan at the time. This five-volume project affords important insights into the
globalisation of Marx-oriented theory formation up to circa 1980, but a corres-
ponding exposition spanning the last three decades remains adesideratum. It is
by nomeans in Europe alone that approaches to the historiography of interna-
tional Marxism have been developed. As is demonstrated by the comments of
Su Shaozi, a Chinese researcher of Marxism (and a representative of the Insti-
tute of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Zedong Thought at the Chinese Academy of
Sciences at the time), Chinese research in the 1980s engaged with Vranicki and
with Western historians of Marxism, among others, and pursued the aim of
launching a specifically Chinese historiography of international Marxism: ‘the
proposal for writing and publishing a History of the Development of Marxism
of several volumes by researchers of Marxism in our country through con-
certed effort is an important event for Chinese social scientists’.22 Su Shaozhi
formulates the position to be adopted in such an undertaking as follows: ‘It is
understood that to write a history of the development of Marxism it is neces-

20 Palti 2005, p. 55.
21 Hobsbawm et al. (eds.) 1978–82.
22 Shaozhi 1985, p. 3.
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sary to take Marxism-Leninism and Mao Zedong Thought as the guide and to
adhere to the proletarian stand of the Party’.23 It should be noted, however, that
Su Shaozhi himself was the protagonist of an opening up of Chinese Marxism
in the post-Mao Zedong era and that the Institute of Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Zedong Thought was subjected to criticism by dogmatic ideologues and ulti-
mately even state repression in the 1980s. Su Shaozhi can be considered to a
certain extent to represent the opening up of Chinese Marxism vis-à-vis the
external world of international Marxism – a process which occurred extremely
cautiously at first, and which was not without setbacks.

In the mid-1990s, the (West) German social scientist, Michael Krätke,
engagedwith the history ofMarxism, distinguishing four historical phases. The
first of these spans from 1842 to 1883, the year of Marx’s death; the second,
that of ‘classical Marxism’, from 1883 to the First World War; the third phase
is characterised by Krätke as follows: ‘It is not so much a phase of “Western”
Marxism that is inaugurated by the October Revolution and the declaration of
the creation of the Soviet Union during the civil war, but rather a phase of the
great schism between, on the one hand, a party- and state-ideology, Marxism-
Leninism, which was very much present in both East and West, and, on the
other, a variety of Marxisms which are more or less loosely associated with the
socialist workers’ movement outside the Soviet Union, but which no longer
play the role of official organisation doctrine in these countries’.24 According
to Krätke, this historical phase stretches to the end of the 1960s. Krätke then
outlines a fourth, contemporary period: the phase of a specific social-scientific
Marxism, with its basis in the Marx renaissance of the 1960s. Krätke asserts
that the mega2 edition represents a ‘constant source of energy’ for this social-
scientific Marxism. However, it is striking that, in his exposition of currents of
thought since the 1960s (an exposition undertaken from the standpoint of the
history of theory), Krätke refers primarily to Europe and North America, and
the development of theory in Asia and Latin America is rather neglected.

At the end of the 1990s, the (West) Berlin political scientist and interpreter
of Marx, Michael Heinrich, published an annotated bibliography on the recep-
tion and discussion of Marx’s critique of political economy; Heinrich’s notes
contain a thorough historicisation of the debate.25 Heinrich’s procedure in this
historicisation is to separate off a strand of reception oriented to social the-
ory and methodology from the history of the narrowly ‘economistic’ debate,

23 Shaozhi 1985, pp. 3–4.
24 Krätke 1996, p. 82.
25 Heinrich 1998, pp. 188ff.
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and to accord the former rathermore attention – especially to its development
from 1960 onwards. With regard to the readings of Marx which are oriented
to social theory and methodology, Heinrich refers to interpretations which,
according to him, ‘explicitly do not reduce the critique of political economy
to an undertaking within the specialist area of economics, grasping it instead
as the analysis and critique of a determinate relation of socialisation and of the
forms of everyday and scientific consciousness that are generated by the lat-
ter’.26 In his historical literature survey, Heinrich draws mainly on approaches
from Western Europe (including the Federal Republic of Germany), Central
and Eastern Europe (including the German Democratic Republic), as well as
the Anglo-Saxon world. Important Japanese contributions are discussed at the
margins of Heinrich’s survey.

InFrance, several approaches to thehistory ofMarxismhavebeendeveloped
covering the period that is the focus of the present study. In the form of
a synopsis transcending national and continental boundaries, Jacques Bidet
draws a broad arc over the various interpretative currents oriented towards
Marx’s critique of political economy from the 1960s almost to the present
day. He considers the analytic Marxism of the English-speaking countries,
the Japanese Uno School (including its ‘Canadian wing’), the West German
approaches stemming from the tradition of the Frankfurt School (Schmidt,
Backhaus, Reichelt), the LatinAmericanMarx-interpreter influenced by libera-
tionphilosophy, EnriqueDussel, but also theoretical currents from Italy, France
andEastern Europe. However, Bidet lacks the space to provide a thoroughgoing
anddetailed elaboration of the complexities of the international debate that he
touches upon.27

André Tosel’s central focus is a periodisation of the history of theory. He
divides the development of the debate onMarx andMarxism from the 1960s to
2005 into three different stages: the first stage (1968–75) is determined by the
end ofMarxism-Leninism and by the last contributions of the ‘great heretics’ of
Marxism (he names Lukács and Bloch as examples). The second period (1975–
89) is characterised as the crisis years ofMarxism. The third stage, which begins
in 1989, is conceived of by Tosel as a period of theoretical pluralism, as a ‘period
of a thousandMarxisms’. Tosel’s overwhelming focus is on France, Italy, Central
Europe (especially West Germany) and the Anglo-Saxon world. The historical
development of theory in Asia, and in particular in Japan, is excluded, despite
the fact that this development is so theoretically rich and of such significance

26 Heinrich 1998, p. 205.
27 See Bidet 2005a.
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for the history of the formation of theory drawing onMarx’s critique of political
economy. However, Tosel does mention Enrique Dussel in relation to the Latin
American debate.28,*

Contributions to research into the history of Marxism have also been made
in LatinAmerica. As far as the history of LatinAmericanMarxism is concerned,
the first body of work to cite would be that of the Brazilian Trotskyist and
Marx researcher, Michael Löwy. A further point of reference in this regard is a
work by the South American, Javier Amadeo; the latter’s exposition transcends
the boundaries of his own continent.29 Amadeo traces the historical devel-
opment of Marxism up to the recent past. He directs his attention especially
to French Marxism (Althusserianism, among other variants); Italian Marxism;
the critical theory of the Frankfurt School; the Budapest School; and Marxism
in the Anglo-Saxon world (‘analytic Marxism’ and other currents). In relation
to Marxist thought in Latin America, Amadeo focuses above all on the Marx-
ism of liberation theology, although he is conscious of the fact that while the
latter constitutes – on his own assessment – ‘one of the most important the-
oretical currents of our own continent’,30 it in no way represents the entire
bandwidth of Latin American Marxism. Amadeo thus concentrates especially
on the historical development traversed by Marxism in the second half of the
twentieth century in Western and Central Europe, the Anglo-Saxon world and
Latin America. It is a shortcoming of his wide-ranging study that the historical
development of Marxism in other countries – i.e. Chinese and Japanese Marx-
ism, among others – scarcely comes into the author’s field of vision, if at all.

An innovative approach to the historicisation of the formation of Marxist
theory is that undertaken by Ingo Elbe and sketched in his essay, ‘Between
Marx, Marxism and Marxisms – Ways of Reading Marx’s Theory’.31 Elbe iden-
tifies as core elements of ‘traditional Marxism’ the transformation of Marxian
theory into a ‘closed … proletarian worldview and doctrine of the evolution
of nature and history’,32 the central significance accorded to ontology, as well
as the historicist reconstrual of the form-genetic method of Marx’s critique of
political economy. Elbe regards the leading theoretical figures of the Second
and Third Internationals as important representatives of ‘traditional Marxism’,

28 Tosel 2008a. An earlier French exposition of the history of Marxism is given in Favre and
Favre 1970.

* See also an abridged version of Tosel’s text published in English translation (Tosel 2008b).
29 See Amadeo 2006.
30 Amadeo 2006, p. 92.
31 Elbe 2013.
32 Ibid.
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such that it becomes evident that this type of Marxism – according to Elbe –
dominated the theory formed by both the Social Democratic and Communist
movements. Elbe contends that so-called Western Marxism, which emerged
after the FirstWorldWar and the failure of revolution in the ‘West’, promoted an
increased sensibility for the subjectivemediatedness of the object and grasped
Marxism as a ‘critical revolutionary theory of social praxis’.33 Elbe’s argument
is that since the category of praxis and the subjective mediatedness of the
object were hardly considered adequately within the paradigm of ‘traditional
Marxism’, Western Marxism should be conceived of as an essentially differ-
ent type of Marxism vis-à-vis the ‘traditional’ variant. According to Elbe, then,
Lukács, Korsch, Gramsci, the Frankfurt School and the Yugoslav Praxis Group,
among others, can be considered important protagonists of Western Marx-
ism.

One of the merits of Elbe’s work is to have devised a systematising approach
in relation to the typeofMarxism representedby theNewMarx-Reading,which
first began to develop in the 1960s and 1970s (if early precursors are disregarded,
such as Isaak Ill′ich Rubin and Evgeny Pashukanis in the Soviet Union of the
1920s). According to Elbe, this New Marx-Reading refers to Marxian theory
as a ‘deciphering and critique of the forms of capitalist socialization’. Elbe is
concerned to show how the references to the works of Marx and Engels vary
according to the respective types of Marxism, and how the latter focus their
interest on different texts or parts of texts from these works as central points of
reference.

The present study can be held to supplement Elbe’s pioneering work: a con-
siderable part of the thinkers presented in the present study can be attributed
to the New Marx-Reading, or at least stand in close proximity to it. Moreover,
as this study will make clear, this type of theory is not only to be found inWest
Germany, but represents an international phenomenon.

In themeantime, Elbe has produced a comprehensive standard work which
goes into great depth on the emergence and development of the New Marx-
Reading in West Germany from the middle of the 1960s, and which points the
way for future debates on the recent reception of Marx.34 In this work, Elbe
refers to the fundamental value-theoretical and methodological reflections
which have been developed in the recent history of the reception of Marx’s
critique of political economy, and also to the so-called state-derivation debate
and to interpretations of Marx’s theory of revolution.

33 Ibid.
34 Elbe 2010.
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Although Elbe restricts himself in his monograph mainly (but not exclus-
ively) to the West German debate, his work is demonstratively characterised,
in two respects, by an openness to an ‘internationalist perspective’ and by its
capacity to establish connections in this regard. Firstly, Elbe considers early
Soviet thinkers such as Rubin and Pashukanis as precursors to the New Marx-
Reading35 and concedes that various later authors from the countries of ‘actu-
ally existing socialism’ stand in a certain proximity to the NewMarx-Reading.36
Elbe also traces the possible influence of Louis Althusser on the West Ger-
man reception of Marx, and observes that many of the motifs and insights
‘which would characterise the debate in the Federal Republic of Germany
in the 1970s’ are already anticipated in a contribution by the French Marx-
exponent, Jacques Rancière.37 Secondly, despite his concentration on the New
Marx-Reading in the Federal Republic of Germany,38 Elbe establishes a determ-
ination of this special type of theory which can ultimately be extended to the
range of problems with which the international reception of Marx is engaged.
In this connection, the criterion which proves particularly decisive, according
to Elbe, is that this type of theory is characterised by a perspective on Marx’s
theory which is sharply focused specifically on form-theory and form-critique.
(Elbe consequently locates the international ‘Open Marxism’ current, on the
basis of its references to Rubin, Pashukanis, and form- and fetish-theory, within
theNewMarx-Reading). In thisway, Elbe’s project can formapoint of reference
for the present study, provided the horizon of the investigation is more rigor-
ously and consistently broadened beyond aWest German point of reference.

The historian Wolfgang Wippermann has also published an engagement
with the history of Marxism.39 Wippermann’s exposition revolves around the
thought that Marx led ‘four lives’. Accordingly, the first life of Karl Marx was
Marx’s own, which was especially determined by his existence as the author of
Capital and through his activity as a political revolutionary. Marx led a kind of

35 Elbe 2010, pp. 32ff.
36 Elbe 2010, p. 30.
37 Elbe 2010, p. 58. However, Rancière’s contribution ‘was not translated into German until

1972, and since then it has hardly been noted in Germany, let alone given the praise it
deserves’ (ibid).

38 That the New Marx-Reading in Germany cannot be reduced to the Frankfurt strand of
Marx-reception around Hans-Georg Backhaus and Helmut Reichelt (even though this
current represented and continues to represent an important component of the New
Marx-Reading in this country) ought to be clear, once and for all, to anyone who has read
Elbe’s book.

39 Wippermann 2008.
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‘second life’ in the tradition of the Marxist workers’ movement of the Second
andThird Internationals.Wippermann grasps the corresponding development
in terms of an increasing deformation ofMarxian theory. According to the Ger-
man historian, Marx was given a ‘third lease of life’ through a renaissance of
Marxist thought shapedby ‘dissident’Marxist theorists.Wippermanncontends
that in the most recent past, Marx, having been falsely written off, has once
againmade a comeback or been brought back to life. Wippermann argues that
Marx deserves to be read once more in the contemporary world, not only as
an economist, but also – and particularly – as a historian and as a philosopher.
Wippermann attributes an importance toMarx in relation to the discussion on
globalisation, concentrates attention on his theories of ‘Asian despotism’ and
Bonapartism, and focuses onMarx as a ‘critic of religion and philosopher’, who
canoffer an orientation ‘in the struggle against, and overcoming of, fundament-
alism, and in the creation of a better world’.40

The present study draws upon the above-mentioned attempts at a histori-
ography ofMarxism. However, the aim here is also to go beyond them, first and
foremost in view of the virtually global dimension characterising the develop-
ment of a determinate current drawing on the thought of Marx over the last
decades. Not least, it can be demonstrated that the non-European world of the
last 50 or 60 years has produced not only ‘revolutionary praxis’ (see Vranicki
above) but also theoretical innovations of great interest from the standpoint of
the history of theory.

40 Wippermann 2008, p. 133.
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chapter 1

The Development of Varying Marx-Oriented
Conceptual Approaches between the
Poles of Politics and Theory from the 1960s
to the Present

This part of the present study deals with the historical development under-
gone by the international debate on Marxism from the 1960s to the present;
moreprecisely, this development is considered in connectionwithdeterminate
historical and political processes. Following on historically from the late Stalin-
period and the subsequent de-Stalinisation within Soviet Marxist-Leninism,
three phases can be distinguished in relation to the historical development of
Marxism – a development which occurred on a world scale between the poles
of politics and theory.

Firstly, there was a period (circa 1960/65–77) characterised by the rise of an
innovative Marxism which broke free from the shackles of dogmatic Marxism-
Leninism, especially the dogmatic Marxism-Leninism of Soviet provenance.
This occurred in the course of the formation and development of worldwide
political movements inspired by Marx and Marxism. The subsequent phase
(circa 1974–90)was inauguratedby the registering of a kindof ‘crisis ofMarxism’
(particularly inWestern Europe) when revolutionary political upheavals failed
tomaterialise, culminating in the decline of ‘Marxism as amass ideology’ (John
Milios)* in the wake of the ‘transition’ in Eastern Europe and the collapse
of Soviet Marxism-Leninism. The third phase (circa 1990–the present) can
be designated as a period of new approaches within a largely marginalised
Marxism. Intellectual forms of resistance drawing on Marx – these could be
describedas ‘attempts to think against theZeitgeist’ – existedbefore thehistoric
demise of Marxism as a mass ideology, and such forms continue to exist to the
present day.

* John Milios is also known as Yannis/Giannis Milios.
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1 Dogmatic Marxism before the Political and Theoretical Upheaval

1.1 Soviet Marxism-Leninism before De-Stalinisation
The framework of the present study permits no more than a cursory presenta-
tion of the theoretical side of SovietMarxism-Leninismof the late Stalin-period
in some of its aspects; it is not possible here to consider all of its fundamental
characteristics. It is important to note, first of all, that Stalinism, which went
under the name of Leninism or Marxism-Leninism,1 was not formed historic-
ally by direct reference to Marxian thought; rather, it emerged from determin-
ate theoretical developments in theMarxisms of the Second andThird Interna-
tionals. The conception of the unity of the theories ofMarx and Engels played a
considerable role here, as did the conception of a later development of this the-
ory, first through Lenin, and subsequently through Stalin. Engels’s ‘dialectics of
nature’ and Lenin’s text, Materialism and Empiriocriticism, were thereby can-
onised. The development of Marxism to a comprehensive and self-contained
‘Weltanschauung’,2 a process begun before Lenin, and taken up and pursued
further by Lenin himself, also formed a core element of theoretical Stalinism.
Dialectical and historicalmaterialismwere elevated to the status ofmandatory
precepts for all Marxist thought. Historical materialism was thereby under-
stood by the Stalinists in the sense of an extension of the axioms of dialectical
materialism to the investigation of social life, to the investigation of the his-
tory of society. An abstract schematism of the opposition betweenmaterialism
and idealism was established as a decisive criterion for the evaluation of pre-
vious thinkers in terms of the history of philosophy. On the epistemological
level, the position advanced corresponded to the theory of reflection. In turn,
the Marxian critique of political economy was reinterpreted as a proletarian
political economy.

On the level of Marx-interpretation, Stalinism entailed a massive restriction
of scientific freedom. Elements of the theory of Marx and Engels were misused
for the purposes of the legitimation of domination. Research was to be sub-
ordinated to politics, under the threat of repression. Accordingly, Rolf Hecker
has theorised the termination of the project to publish the first Marx-Engels–

1 On theoretical Stalinism, see also Negt 1974. David McLellan provides a more concise over-
view in McLellan 1979, pp. 134ff.

2 ‘The Marxist doctrine is omnipotent because it is true. It is comprehensive and harmonious,
and provides men with an integral world outlook …’ (Lenin 1977, p. 23); Lenin’s dictum dates
from 1913.
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Gesamtausgabe as a result of the politics of the Stalin-period. FollowingHecker,
two different levels of Stalinist reaction to Marx-oriented thinking might be
distinguished:

Stalinism in the social structures of domination, which led to political
‘purges’ and thus to the elimination of critical-thinking and argumentat-
ive personalities; Stalinism also as a reduction of the Marxian doctrine to
a rigid ideological dogma that could tolerate no ‘deviations’ and that was
instrumentalised quaMarxism-Leninism for the legitimation and consol-
idation of the claim to absolute power.3

The research undertaken by Hecker and other researchers for the anthology
Stalinismus und das Ende der ersten Marx-Engels-Gesamtausgabe (1931–1941)
provides the basis for a historical reconstruction of the brutal state persecution
(and even murder) of researchers focusing on Marx and Engels, and of editors
of the works of Marx and Engels during the Stalin-period.

A distinctive feature of Capital-exegesis after the imposition of theoretical
Stalinism was the interpretation of Marx’s main work as providing proof of
a historical inevitability or necessity of the transition from capitalism to the
dictatorship of the proletariat or to socialism. Thus the Soviet philosopher,
Mark M. Rosental, wrote the following in 1952:

If the utopian socialists put forward socialist theories which offered no
explanation of the objective mechanism of capitalism, whose own devel-
opment leads to its own demise, it is to Marx’s credit that he showed
socialism arising not from the wishes of people, but as the necessary,
law-governed result of social development. For this reason, there is no sci-
entific socialism without Capital.4

The interpretation offered by P.S. Trofimov in 1951 points in a similar direc-
tion; he saw Capital as propounding ‘the inevitability of proletarian revolution
and dictatorship of the proletariat’.5 With regard to Marx, however, it is prob-
lematic that interpretations of this kind can certainly find a textual warrant in
Marx’s magnum opus. In the seventh section of the chapter in Capital on so-
called original accumulation,* Marx does indeed refer to capitalist production

3 Hecker 2001a, p. 10.
4 Rosental 1953, p. 332.
5 Trofimov 1953, p. 579. I. Blyumin advances a similar position (see Blyumin 1953).
* [ursprüngliche Akkumulation] – often rendered in English as ‘primitive accumulation’.
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as inducing its own negation with the inexorability of a natural process.6 There
is an ambiguity in Marx’s work with regard to historical determinist thinking.
While the Stalinist tradition took up the topos of the lawlike necessity of the
transition to socialism, it is precisely this dimension that anti-Stalinist inter-
preters seek to call into question in their critical reappropriation of Marx.

Stalinism also had an impact on the discussion of abstract, theoretical ques-
tions, which at first sight had little to do with politics. For example, a negative
view of the philosophy of G.W.F. Hegel was officially prescribed, at least during
the latter phase of Stalinism.7 The negative representation ofHegel, which bore
the imprint of theoretical Stalinism, coincided with the common, superficial
tendency of reducing the history of philosophy to an opposition between ideal-
ism and materialism. In considering the historical background to the current
engagementwith theHegel-Marx relation, it is worth noting that, at least in the
late-Stalinist period in the Soviet Union (i.e. until the time of the ‘Khrushchev
Thaw’), and also in the late-Stalinism of the gdr of the 1950s, any object-
ive and reasonable discussion of Hegel’s philosophy risked coming up against
intense ideological resistance. According to the guidelines issued by Stalin, the
dominant image of Hegel in official Marxism-Leninism was one in which the
philosopher hailing from Stuttgart was portrayed as a political reactionary and
precursor to German fascism.8 Camilla Warnke reports the following:

At a secret conference of the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union in 1944, Stalin passed a motion according to which
Hegel was also to be held responsible for German nationalism and chau-
vinism, and thereby became a precursor of fascism (a typical interpreta-
tion at the time, not only for Stalin!) The significance of this judgement is
undoubtedly to be sought in political ideology.9

6 See Marx 1976, p. 929.
7 A consideration of the debate between ‘dialecticians’ and ‘mechanicists’ (and their varying

evaluations of Hegel) is beyond the scope of the present study.
8 See Warnke 2000, pp. 523 and 544. On the image of Hegel in late Stalinism, see, among

other works, Zimmerli 1984, pp. 27ff. For a general treatment of the various aspects of the
understanding of Marxism in the early gdr, see, among other works, Prokop 2006, pp. 359ff.

9 Warnke 2000, p. 523. Elsewhere, Warnke reproduces an anecdote (itself transmitted by a
historian who is not always reliable, it should be added): ‘D. Volkogonov’s Stalin biography
from 1990 contains new material on Stalin’s relation to Hegel. We learn that Stalin had
difficulties dealingwith dialectic. For this reason, at the end of the 1920s Stalinwas apparently
given instruction in philosophy by the philosopher and old Bolshevik, Jan Sten (the then
deputy director of the Marx-Engels Institute), following a programme of study especially
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Warnke’s interpretation is that the corresponding defamation of Hegel was
intended as a contribution to the ideological buttressing of the ‘anti-German
attitude’ of Stalinist politics. In addition, it was a case of ‘countering the great
influence traditionally exerted on Soviet philosophy by the German classics,
and particularly by Hegel’.10 Theoretical Marxist-Leninism in the late Stalinist
period declared Hegel – in the face of resistance by Marxist philosophers such
as György Lukács or Wolfgang Harich – to be a persona non grata. In the post-
Stalinist period, however, Hegel’s philosophy came to be discussed again. From
this point on, references to Hegel would occasionally take on a comparatively
more positive character.

The ideological atmosphere of late Stalinism is clearly illustrated by a pas-
sage, chilling alone in its diction, from a book by the Soviet philosopher Mark
M. Rosental that first appeared in Russian in 1955. Here Rosental polemicises
against the theoretical current of the Soviet exponent of Marx, Isaak Ill′ich
Rubin, whowas one of themost significantMarx-oriented thinkers of the inter-
war period and who had been murdered during the great ‘purges’ of the 1930s:

The supporters of Rubin and theMenshevising idealists whowere at large
in the fields of economics and philosophy in the 1920s and 1930s wrote a
great deal on the ‘dialectic of Capital’, but they treated Marx’s method in
the spirit of theHegelians, they turned it into a scholastic play of concepts,
a complicated system of sophistries and casuistries that was worlds apart
from science. The idealist-scholastic treatment of Marx’s dialectic by
Rubin, for example, was intended to disorientate Soviet economists and
to entangle them in abstract problems … A conspicuous example of the
idealist-Hegelian treatment of the method of Capital can be found in the
work of Kushin, a student of Rubin … the Communist Party has smashed
these tendencies which are alien to Marxism, and has helped Soviet
philosophers and economists to expose their nature.11

devised for him by the latter: this programme included the study of Hegel, Kant, Feuer-
bach, Fichte and Schelling, and also covered Plekhanov and Kautsky. According to Volko-
gonov, Sten attempted twice weekly to bring Hegel’s philosophical world closer to his
high-ranking student. Yet the “abstractness enraged Stalin” and prompted him repeatedly
to interrupt his tutor with splenetic questions: “what significance does all this have for the
class struggle?” and “how is anyone supposed to use this nonsense in practice?” ’ (Warnke
2001, p. 199).Warnke then proceeds to note (again citing Volkogonov) that Jan Sten did not
survive the great ‘purges’.

10 Warnke 2000, p. 524.
11 Rosental 1957, p. 19.
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The first steps towards de-Stalinisation were taken in the Soviet Union
shortly after Stalin’s death in 1953, at the beginning of the period of the so-
called ‘Khrushchev Thaw’. Khrushchev’s secret speech criticising Stalin at the
Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (cpsu) in
1956 played an important role in this process. Five years later, at the Twenty-
Second Congress, the turn away from the Stalin-period was further intensi-
fied. In the People’s Republic of China, it was not until 1978 that a process
began that could be compared, within certain limits, to Soviet de-Stalinisation.
De-Stalinisation in the Soviet Union is to be understood as a historical turn-
ing point with regard to the international communist movement. Indirectly,
it opened up a new space in which the formation of Marxist theory, which
until this point had largely ossified into dogma, could unfold. The various dog-
matisations which characterise the Marxism of the Second and Third Interna-
tionals frequently went hand-in-handwith a vulgarisation ofMarxian theory.12
During the course of de-Stalinisation, and in the subsequent period, the vari-
ous new theoretical approaches which elaborated a novel understanding of
Marx and Marxism – an understanding at least partially freed of dogmatic
ballast – were in many cases no longer compatible with coarse simplifica-
tions.

1.2 A Brief Insight into the Current State of Research into Chinese
Marxism before 1978

The present framework permits no more than a cursory consideration of the
complex and widely ramified history of Chinese Marxism before the water-
shed year of 1978 in order to draw out key points in relation to the current
state of international research. Nick Knight, one of the most prominent West-
ern experts on the history of early Chinese Marxism, considers it to be evident
that ‘Marxist philosophy in China during its formative years was heavily influ-
enced by European and Soviet Marxist philosophy’ with regard to the theoret-

12 Incidentally, Marx himself was infuriated when acquaintances of his preferred to avoid
theoretical difficulties rather than displaying any resolve to engage with them. A letter
from 1851 reveals Marx’s attitude: ‘I am usually at the British Museum from 9 in the
morning until 7 in the evening. The material I am working on is so damnably involved
that, no matter how I exert myself, I shall not finish for another 6–8 weeks … The
democratic “simpletons” to whom inspiration comes “from above” need not, of course,
exert themselves thus. Why should these people, born under a lucky star, bother their
heads with economic and historical material? It’s really all so simple, as the doughty
Willich [a political opponent – j.h.] used to tell me. All so simple to these addled brains! –
Ultra-simple fellows!’ (Marx 1982a, p. 377).
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ical aspects of determinism, ontology, epistemology and logic.13 It can be seen
from Knight’s study on the Chinese philosopher, Li Da, that, as far as the inter-
pretation of Marxian theory was concerned, a transfer of ideas via and from
Japan was one of the conditions for the emergence and development of early
Chinese Marxism. In the interwar period, Li Da translated Hajime Kawakami,
one of the founders in terms of the formation of Japanese Marxist theory, into
Chinese.14 The transfer of theory from Europe to China also occurred, at least
in part, via Japan, or via translations from the Japanese.15 Wolfgang Lippert
maintains that the categories and concepts ofMarx’s and Engels’s social theory
were introduced into theChinese intellectual culture almostwithout exception
through Japanese mediation.16

Knight engages with the history of Marxist philosophy in China from 1923
to 1945, with a central focus on the theorists Qu Qiubai, Ai Siqi, Li Da and
Mao Zedong, whowere of great significance for the Chinese reception ofMarx.
Despite Qu Qiubai’s earlier endeavours to introduce Marxist philosophy into
China, Knight considers that the work of Ai Siqi, Li Da and others towards the
‘introduction… of the Soviet Union’s New Philosophy’ in the 1930s represented
a more important development.17 In Knight’s account, the years between the
late 1930s and the Seventh Congress of the Chinese Communist Party in 1945
form the period inwhichMao Zedong’s thought was able to rise to the status of
party ideology. As central elements of Mao’s philosophical thought, the theory
of contradiction and the theory of praxis were, according to Knight, ‘clearly not
his own invention’. Rather, Knight argues that ‘[t]he immediate inspiration for
Mao’s understanding of these foundational dimensions of Marxist philosophy
was the New Philosophy [from the Soviet Union – j.h.]’. Knight continues
as follows: ‘This philosophy described the law of the unity of opposites (or
contradictions) as “the fundamental law of dialectics”, and provided a detailed
explanation of its logical structure and examples of itsmanifestation. Similarly,
in its discussion of epistemology, the New Philosophy asserted that practice is
the touchstone against which claims to knowledge are evaluated’.18 According
to Knight, Mao constructed his philosophical theory on the foundations of the
doctrines of contradiction and praxis.

13 Knight 2005, p. 222.
14 See Knight 1996, p. 130.
15 See Knight 1996, p. 117 f.
16 See Lippert 1979, p. 393.
17 Knight 2005, p. 216.
18 Ibid.
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ChenshanTian, a historian of traditional Chinese philosophy and of Chinese
Marxism, has presented an interpretation of the history of the latter in which
he grants a significant role to traditional Chinese philosophy. He refers to a
sinicisation of dialectical materialism, which, on his account, occurred in the
1920s and 1930s. According to Tian, intellectuals such as Qu Qiubai and Ai
Siqi engaged with the Marxist dialectic against the background of classical
Chinese philosophy. Tian claims that the sinicisation of Marxism was further
intensified by Mao Zedong. On the one hand, according to Tian, the latter
received Marxist texts through the lens of a specifically Chinese philosophy,
namely the tongbian tradition of thought (translated by Tian as ‘continuity
through change’). On the other hand, Tian argues that Mao also read elements
of traditional Chinese thought through dialectical materialism. Tian infers
that ‘the form taken by Marxism in its encounter with China was no longer
the one inherited from the tradition of Marxian dialectic in Europe’. What
now emerged was a version that ‘in fact expressed tongbian, a traditional
Chinese way of thinking, in a language’ that was based on the terminology of
Western Marxism, ‘but in Chinese translation’. Ultimately, on Tian’s account, it
is possible to refer in this case to ‘a modernised form of traditional thought’.19
David Salomonhas raised the following objection toChenshanTian’s historico-
philosophical interpretation: ‘Tian’s thesis that the “sinicisation of Marxism”
consists in detaching it from the Western tradition and integrating it into
the Chinese tradition as a variety of tongbian fails to take into account the
critical content of Marxist thought in Europe, especially given that “Western
Marxism” has been characterised as the “philosophy of praxis” (Gramsci)’.20 For
Salomon, the decisive aspect of praxis and the characteristic Marxist criteria
for social emancipation are not sufficiently considered in Tian’s interpretation.
The following qualification can be added here: precisely the category of praxis
was, in my opinion, of decisive significance for the philosophical thought
of Mao Zedong. It is not possible within the present framework to go into
more detail on the putative sources of ChineseMarxism (whether Soviet, West
European, Japanese, or traditional Chinese). However, some developments
relating to theChinese engagementwithMarxismduring theperiod afterMao’s
death – i.e. the period shaped politically by Deng Xiaoping – will be referred to
later.

19 Tian 2006, p. 192.
20 Salomon 2006, p. 193.
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2 Marxism’s Resurgence between the Inception and Highpoint of
Political Movements of Emancipation (Circa 1960/65–77)

There was a specifically international dimension to the political revolts of the
1960s. The Vietnam War; the Japanese movement against the Security Treaty
between the usa and Japan in 1960 (and again in 1970); the ever advancing
development of the Cuban Revolution; the Latin American guerrilla move-
ments in the countryside as well as in the cities;21 the us movement against
the Vietnam War; the Indian Naxalite insurgency; the student movements in
Mexico, West Germany, Japan, Spain and numerous other countries in the
second half of the 1960s; May 1968 in Paris; the strike wave of the ‘Hot Autumn’
in Italy: these were all political events or movements which had an interna-
tional discursive resonance, and in some cases they became important sources
of political inspiration across national borders. The specifically international
dimension of the political revolts of the 1960s should not be presented as a his-
torical novelty, however, since the transmission of revolutionary influences and
ideas across national borders has occurred previously in history (one need only
think of the international revolutionary events in 1848–9 or 1917–19). Yet the
revolts of the 1960s transcended not only national boundaries, but also, to a
greater extent, continental ones.

The revolts of the 1960s were bound up with a growing interest in an intens-
ive engagement with Marxian theory. At the same time as the political revolts
were occurring, there was a developing wave of appropriation of Marxian the-
ory, especially of his critique of political economy. This latter process also had
an international character. There developed a lively transfer of theories and
interpretations beyond linguistic and national boundaries. In the words of
Miloš Nikolić: ‘The newwave of dissemination ofMarxism and itsmore intens-
ive political and theoretical re-affirmationbegan… in the early 1960s. Thiswave
brought a re-affirmation of Marxism in West Germany, it spread Marxism for
the first time in Great Britain and the usa, it advanced Marxist theory in Latin
America, and took the first significant steps in the development of Marxism in
Africa’.22 Nikolić adds that Marxism was able to anchor itself in the academic
sphere in the 1960s. A critical qualification ought to be made here in relation
to Nikolić’s account: the international wave of Marxism that he sketches can-
not actually be so precisely dated. It would be more accurate to say that it did

21 Although the Marxist forces in Latin America endured a setback with the right-wing
putsch in Brazil.

22 Nikolić 1983, p. 20.
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not develop simultaneously in all countries: in Japan, for example, this had
already occurred in the 1950s.23 According to Nikolić, an important moment
in the development of this postwar Marxism was the initiation of a process of
revision and supersession in relation to theMarxismof the Third International.
Nikolić writes that this process, which has been described as a renaissance of
Marxism, began with a return to Marx’s original texts.

Within the timeframe thematised here (circa 1960/65–77), there was thus a
burgeoning interest in Marxism as a critical social theory; this was the case on
an international scale. In the following historical exposition, it should be borne
inmind that it will be necessary time and again to consider individual theorists
in whose thinking currents of ideas or political events were reflected, and
to refer to intellectuals from all over the world whose thinking accompanied
processes of development both in the political sphere andwithin the history of
ideas.

2.1 Western Europe and the Anglo-SaxonWorld
In West Germany, there was at first little indication of a renaissance of Marx-
oriented thought in the early 1960s: the kpd (Kommunistische Partei Deutsch-
lands)* had been proscribed in 1956 and the spd (Sozialdemokratische Partei
Deutschlands)** had renounced its last points of reference to Marxism in its
Godesberg Programof 1959. Yet inWestGermany therewere a few lone intellec-
tuals who at least endeavoured to ensure that interest in Marxian and Marxist
theory was sustained. In this context it would be appropriate to mention Leo
Kofler,24 but also the political scientist, Iring Fetscher, and not least a philo-
sopher coming from the tradition of critical theory, namely Alfred Schmidt.

In the 1960s, the sds (Sozialistische Deutsche Studentenbund)***,25 under-
went a process of political radicalisation, including in West Berlin and Frank-
furt – the bastions of the student movement. This movement experienced its
highpoint in 1968. This political process was accompanied by a burgeoning

23 Nikolić does not mention Japan at this point in his exposition.
* Communist Party of Germany.
** Social Democratic Party of Germany.
24 On Leo Kofler’s person, see Jünke 2000, pp. 7 ff.; Kessler 2002, pp. 43ff. On Kofler’s under-

standing of Marxism, see Kofler 2000, pp. 40ff. For a closer consideration of Kofler within
the milieu of the postwar West German Left, see Jünke 2007, pp. 271 ff. On the precarious
situation of Marxist intellectuals in the postwar period inWest Germany, see Deppe 1999.

*** The Socialist German Student Federation.
25 Probably the best-known work on the history of the sds remains Fichter and Lönnen-

donker 1977.
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interest in theoretical engagementwithMarx. In 1966, RudiDutschke compiled
a kind of Marxist literary canon in order to provide his comrades with a guide
for a renewed understanding of the emergence, development and reception of
Marxist theory. The theoretical horizon of a determinate part of the Berlin sds
canbe inferred from this canon,26 and in this regard it is striking that, according
to Dutschke’s understanding ofMarxism, ‘the attempt to “reestablish”Marxism
through an unmediated and direct recourse to the “pure” Marx’ misconstrues
‘the essence and method of Marx’.27 Indeed, the reception of Marx within the
sds, not only in Berlin, but also in Frankfurt, was undertaken in both a dir-
ect and a mediated way. The latter approach was characterised by a critical
engagement with thinkers inspired by Marx – in particular with Karl Korsch,
but György Lukács and Herbert Marcuse were likewise read and discussed in
both Frankfurt and Berlin.28

The most significant theorist of the Frankfurt sds was Hans-Jürgen Krahl.
According to research into the sds, ‘there had already been a reception of the
Frankfurt School by other groups within the sds beyond the Frankfurt group
towards the end of the 1950s’.29 However, the theoretical influence of the Frank-
furt School was especially present in the Frankfurt group of the sds.30 Krahl
was personally a student of Theodor W. Adorno. During the course of the stu-
dent movement, Krahl chose to ignore Adorno’s reservations with regard to
revolt,31 but his theory did not lose its Adornian stamp. Shortly after Adorno’s
death, Krahl paid tribute to his mentor, whose ‘micrological power of exposi-
tion’ had brought to light ‘the submerged emancipatory dimension of Marx’s
critique of political economy, the self-conscious character of which as a revolu-
tionary theory, and thus as a doctrine whose propositions construe society
from the perspective of its radical transformation, is mostly lost on contem-
porary Marxist economic theorists’.32 According to Krahl, Adorno’s legacy was

26 The theoretical protagonist of an earlier generation of the West Berlin sds was Michael
Mauke (see Mauke 1970). Mauke died in 1966.

27 Dutschke 1966, p. 2.
28 Students from the milieu around the sds also sought personal contact with Lukács. In

this connection, there is also a 1967 letter by Dutschke to Lukács which was published
by Frieder Otto Wolf (Dutschke 2000). On the famous encounter between Marcuse and
students in the main auditorium of the Free University of Berlin in the summer of 1967,
see Lefèvre 2005, pp. 71 ff.

29 Becker 2002, p. 17.
30 On the general problematic of ‘critical theory and the student movement’, see Wigger-

shaus 1995, pp. 609ff.
31 On Adorno’s relation to the student revolts, see also Adorno 2000, pp. 42–116.
32 Krahl 1999, p. 79.
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the transmission of the consciousness of emancipation characteristic of the
Western Marxism of the interwar period through his specific reference to the
categories of reification, fetishisation, mystification and second nature.

Adorno’s intervention against the invocation of a unity of theory and prac-
tice – a postulate whichwas characteristic ofMarxism-Leninism–was nothing
if not consistent, given thepositionhehad taken.Already inNegativeDialectics,
which was written before the student movement, he had criticised a corres-
ponding conception:

The demand for the unity of theory and praxis has irresistibly debased
the former to a mere underling, eliminating from it what it was supposed
to have achieved in that unity. The practical visa-stamp demanded from
all theory became the stamp of the censor. In the famed unity of theory-
praxis, the formerwas vanquished and the latter becamenon-conceptual,
a piece of the politics which it was supposed to lead beyond; delivered
over to power.33

Significantly, it was precisely Adorno’s student, Krahl, who, despite his polit-
ical engagement, opposed potential tendencies inimical to theory within the
student movement.34

Krahl engaged intensively with Marx’s critique of political economy. Hans-
Georg Backhaus (who studied alongside Krahl under Adorno in the 1960s and
was subsequently a pioneer of the New Marx-Reading in the Federal Republic
of Germany) maintains that it was his (Backhaus’s) own engagement with
Marx’s critique of political economy that spurred Krahl to ‘turn his attention to
the texts on Marx’s value theory with which he was unfamiliar at the time’.35
Within the German-language debate, Krahl figures as the protagonist of a

33 Adorno 2001, p. 91.
34 Detlev Claussen regards Krahl as being considerably influenced by Adorno’s social cri-

tique, and characterises him as a protagonist of the ‘third generation’ of critical theory
whose contribution in the course of the studentmovement also consisted precisely in the
articulation of ‘opposition to tendencies in the movement which were inimical to theory
and thus to emancipation’ (see Claussen 1998, pp. 69f.). On Krahl, see also Reinicke 1973.

35 Backhaus 1997b, p. 31. It should be borne in mind that Backhaus is somewhat critical
towards Krahl in his retrospective view of the latter. Backhaus asserts that the title of
Krahl’s famous essay – ‘Zur Wesenslogik der marxschen Warenanalyse’ (Krahl 1971) [‘On
the Essence-Logic in Marx’s Commodity-Analysis’] – is ‘misleading: in Krahl’s essay there
is by no means any essence-logical concretisation of the commodity-analysis pointing
beyond what I have set out in relation to the category of doubling [Verdopplung], for
instance vis-à-vis the problem of the commodity as “immediate contradiction”. The title
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‘Hegelianising’ interpretation of the Marxian critique of political economy.
Thus, he states the following: ‘The transfer of the categories of Hegelian logic,
these having been extracted from their metaphysical context, to the categories
of political economy is, according to Marx, that which defines the critique
of political economy. In Marx’s view, Hegelian logic is the self-movement of
capital dressed in metaphysical garb’.36 Accordingly, the subsequent critique
of ‘Hegelian Marxism’ was directed against Krahl in particular.37

Between 1968 and 1969, the fractional tensions within the sds became
increasingly intense. The organisation was finally dissolved in 1970 following
the death of Hans-Jürgen Krahl in an accident. In the meantime, the student
movement had left an important legacy in the frg: a completely novel kind of
intense and widespread interest in an engagement with Marx’s oeuvre in gen-
eral, and with his critique of political economy in particular; this interest was
sustained into the second half of the 1970s.38

waspresumably addedbyKrahl’s editors. Krahlmerely repeats in various formulations the
category of “doubling” [Verdopplung]; by contrast, it is rather his essay, Bemerkungen zum
Verhältnis vonKapital undHegelscherWesenslogik [“Observations on theRelationbetween
Capital and Hegel’s Logic of Essence”] that represents a step forwards. Yet the almost
simultaneous elaboration of the same problem by Helmut Reichelt, and, with certain
reservations, by Klaus Hartmann, was far more rigorous: the function of the “dialectical
exposition” completely escaped Krahl’ (Backhaus 1997b, p. 40).

36 Krahl 1970, p. 141. This passage is formulated differently in another published version (see
Krahl 1984, p. 160).

37 Michael Heinrich makes the following criticism of Krahl: ‘Such a transfer [as the one
referred to by Krahl in the above quotation] does not correspond to Marx’s own self-
understanding.Above all, however,Hegelianphilosophy itself precludes suchaprocedure.
Thus, the proposition that the specific form ofMarx’s exposition is to be sought in Hegel’s
logic presupposes something that is assumed by all Hegelian-Marxist authors without
giving grounds for such an assumption: that it is at all possible to separate out the figures
of argumentation of Hegelian logic from their speculative premises, without destroying
them in the process. Hegel’s logical categories, however, are precisely not mere forms that
were applied to a content distinct from them and that could therefore be applied to any
given content’ (Heinrich 1986, p. 147).

38 George Katsiaficas, an American writer who focuses on the international dimension of
the protest events of 1968, states the following: ‘The German New Left was among the
most theoretically inclined … members of the global movement’ (Katsiaficas 1987, p. 49).
Incidentally, contactwith the studentmovement of the 1960s coincidedwith a heightened
interest inMarx andMarxist theory within themilieu around theWest Berlin journal Das
Argument, which itself had its origins in the anti-nuclearmovement of the 1950s.Wolfgang
Fritz Haug comments as follows: ‘By the time the student movement had become a
mass movement, the group around Das Argument had already crossed the threshold to
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In Italy, the situation in the postwar period was considerably different from
that inWest Germany, for, in contrast to the kpd, whichwas proscribed in 1956,
the pci (Partito Comunista Italiano)* remained an influential mass party in
the 1950s and 1960s. Two dimensions were initially of particular importance
in relation to the context within which Marx- andMarxism-related theory was
formed (i.e. the context defined by the tension between politics and science):
first, the emergence of a political line that was partially independent vis-à-vis
Moscow, and that was especially connected to the activity of Palmiro Togliatti;
second, the renewed interest that in particular the philosopher Galvano Della
Volpe (1895–1968) was able to arouse in an intensive engagementwithMarxian
theory and with Marx’s original texts.

Under Togliatti, the pci of the postwar period pursued a new path that was
to lead to socialism via ‘structural reforms’, such that the programmatic ori-
entation to revolution slipped into the background. At the Eighth Congress of
the pci, in 1956, Togliatti had already anticipated the thesis of an independent
Italian path to socialism (i.e. independent vis-à-vis Moscow). On a theoret-
ical level, it was above all the theoretical interpretation of Della Volpe that
provided a central impetus: here it can be noted that the influence of Della
Volpe in inspiring the formation of a school of thought gradually became evid-
ent over the course of the 1950s and 1960s. Lucio Colletti has suggested that
Della Volpe’s standing within the pci was temporarily boosted due to the fact
that he remained in the party at a time when many intellectuals had turned
their backs on it in the wake of the international events of 1956.39 At the begin-
ning of the 1960s, there were reproaches within the party of fraction-building
around the Della Volpe School.40 The second part of this study will focus more
closely on the Della Volpe School.

Around the beginning of the 1960s, a new political and theoretical current
emerged in Italy and evolved its own grasp ofMarxian theory independently of
‘academic Marxism’. As a result, there is a distinction to be made in relation to
the Italian engagement with Marx’s critique of political economy between, on
the one side, a theoretical current oriented to the theory of struggle and more
strongly geared toward political and revolutionary praxis, and, on the other, the

Marxism’ (Haug 1978, p. 486). The study of Capital was significant in this process. In
1972, Haug, the editor of Das Argument, insisted on what he presumed to be the internal
connection between the critique of political economy and Marxian socialism. See Haug
1972, pp. 561 ff.

* Italian Communist Party.
39 See Colletti 1974, p. 5.
40 See Fraser 1977, p. 15.
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more markedly ‘academic’ debate around Marx. According to Giacomo Mar-
ramao, the distinction between ‘academic’ and ‘militant’ Marxism was at its
sharpest in Italy in the second half of the 1960s.41,* Within this context, the
so-called operaismo** of the 1960s is of special relevance: this was a revolution-
ary communist movement which originated in Italy and had its greatest effect
there, but its influence certainly radiated outwards to other countries.42 Polit-
ically, the operaista movement stood – in contrast to the established workers’
organisations – for resolute struggle against labour, inwhich the comparatively
new figure of the ‘mass worker’ served as an important reference point.43 The
journal,Quaderni Rossi, founded by Raniero Panzieri, played an important role
in the development of operaista theory. Claudio Pozzoli describes the engage-
ment with Marx’s works as being central for the theorists in the milieu around
this journal. In this process, the critique of political economybecame a decisive
point of reference, according to Pozzoli. He writes that ‘the interpretative cat-
egories for an analysis of Italian society with revolutionary intent were taken
from Capital and the Grundrisse’.44

Between 1963 and 1964, following a split in the group aroundQuaderni Rossi,
a new journal, Classe Operaia, came into existence, with the collaboration of
Mario Tronti (who had also contributed to Quaderni Rossi). Within operaismo,
it was in particular these two thinkers – i.e. Tronti and Panzieri (the latter
died in 1964) – who stood for an intensive engagement with Marx’s critique of
political economy. Tronti sought to appropriate Marx’s thought from a revolu-
tionary, class standpoint. The labour theory of value cannot be separated from
the political, according to Tronti: ‘For Marx, labour value is a political thesis,
a revolutionary watchword; it is neither an economic law nor a means for
the scientific interpretation of social phenomena; or, better: it contains these
two latter determinations, but on the foundation of the first, and as its con-
sequence’.45,*** Tronti elaborates on this point by asserting that labour is the

41 See Marramao 1973, p. 217.
* See also Marramao 1975.
** A literal English translation of operaismo would be ‘workerism’, although this term has

tended to have a different, pejorative connotation in English-language Marxist discourse.
42 On the reception of Italian operaismo by parts of the West German Left of the 1970s, see

Ebbinghaus 2003, p. 241.
43 For a detailed account of the history, and especially the history of the theory, of operaismo,

see Wright 2002.
44 Pozzoli 1972, p. 7.
45 Tronti 2006, pp. 225. This text originates from 1965.
*** An English-language edition of Tronti’s work, Operai e Capitale, is forthcoming (Mayfly

Books, translation by Peter Thomas).
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measure of value ‘because the working class is a condition for capital. This polit-
ical conclusion is the true, presupposed starting point of Marx’s economic
analysis itself ’.46 In the 1970s, the operaista movement would undergo a fur-
ther process of political and theoretical development in which the reference to
Marxian theory was of fundamental significance.

The events of May 1968 in France can be considered (perhaps alongside
the Italian ‘Hot Autumn’ of 1969) as the highpoint of the revolts in Western
Europe – and here it should be noted that, in France and Italy, these revolts
were not merely student rebellions, but also workers’ insurgencies. The May
events themselves and the first years thereafterwere characterised by the rising
strength of Trotskyist and Maoist groupings.

On a theoretical and political level, the ‘internal French’ development of
the discussion around Marxian and Marxist theory was of more significance
than external influences on the reception of Marxism in France.47 While the
pcf (Parti Communiste Français)* had opposed any thoroughgoing de-Stalini-
sation, to an extent even after 1956, a broad and heterogeneous field of eman-
cipatory philosophy and social theory had already evolved in France before
May 1968,48 in which Marx sometimes represented an important point of ref-
erence. Prior to 1968, there already existed an intellectual atmosphere inwhich
various tendencies within FrenchMarxismdirected their efforts towards a new
appropriation, liberated from any dogmatism, of Marxian theory in general,
and Capital in particular.

On the theoretical level, the most significant intellectual processes occur-
ring in France between the poles of theory and politics were those carried
out by Louis Althusser and his school.49 With regard to Althusser’s theoret-
ical approach, it is significant that his theoretical interventions in the early and

46 Tronti 1974, pp. 225–6.
47 On the historical development of French Marxism in the twentieth century, see Khilnani

2003, pp. 299ff. On the development up to the beginning of the 1970s, see Bandyopadhyay
1972, pp. 129ff.

* French Communist Party.
48 This field comprises, among others, the Marxist philosopher Lucien Goldmann, the Situ-

ationist Guy Debord, the Arguments group, the non- or anti-Marxist ‘anarcho-socialist’
Cornelius Castoriadis, Jean-Paul Sartre, the sociologist and Marx researcher Henri Lefeb-
vre, who was expelled from the pcf in 1958 (see, among other sources, Lefebvre 1985), as
well as the ‘Marxologist’ Maximilien Rubel.

49 The process of development of the theory formed by Althusser, in its various phases in the
1960s and 1970s, cannot be adequately presented within the framework of the treatment
here.Nordo the constraints of spacepermit anydiscussionofAlthusser’s pre-1960writings
in the present study.
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mid-1960s were undertaken within a historical situation in which Marxist the-
ory was confronted by the antagonism between post-Stalinist dogmatism and
a de-dogmatisation which supposedly de-rigidifiedMarxist thought. Althusser
created an alternative to this opposition within Marxist theory by opening up
Marxist theory formation to a greater complexity through his reception of the
concept of overdetermination from psychoanalytic theory, without however
renouncing the claim to theoretical rigour and Marxist orthodoxy. In this way,
he made a decisive contribution to the theoretical and political ‘renovation’ of
Marxism in the 1960s. Althusser aimed in particular to separate Marxian from
Hegelian dialectic.

An interpretation of Althusser is possible which contends that he also pur-
sued distinctly political aims in his engagement with Marx’s work. Althusser’s
approach to theory and thus also to Marx’s texts is in no way to be understood
as a renunciation of political praxis. Decisive for Althusser were the struggle
(including within the pcf, or perhaps especially in this context) over a new
Marxist orthodoxy, and the project of elaborating a new kind of approach
to truly revolutionary theory. Althusser’s endeavours are thus certainly to be
understood in a pedagogical sense. He functioned as the teacher of the up-
and-coming elite of a new generation of revolutionary theoreticianswhose role
was to provide the theory to accompany the revolutionary process in politics.
Althusser insisted on the pre-eminent position of leading Marxist theoreti-
cians.

It should be noted that Althusser operated theoretically within two prom-
inent institutions. Within the academic sphere, Althusser worked at the École
Normale Supérieure, which was one of the most distinguished university insti-
tutions within France. Althusser’s seminar on Marx in 1965 at the École Nor-
male Supérieure attracted a circle of students that would subsequently have
a decisive influence on the intellectual (and, in part, also the political) life of
the French Left. On the other hand, within the politico-intellectual sphere, the
pcf was at least as important as an institutional point of reference, and here
Althusser attempted to influence its political and theoretical orientation.50

Althusser’s theoretical work of the 1960s can also be understood as a polit-
ical intervention in a more specific sense, namely insofar as one of his aims in
this work, among others, was to provide an alternative to a determinate inter-
pretation of Marxism – i.e. the one which prevailed at the time within the pcf.
Althusser wrote in 1968 that the critique of Stalinism following the Twentieth

50 It is not possible within the constraints of the present study to go into more detail on the
various phases of development of Althusser’s relation to the pcf.
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Congress of the cpsu in 1956 had revived a ‘petty bourgeois’ ideology within
the communist parties which – according to Althusser – corresponded to an
interpretation of Marxism as ‘humanism’ and a focus on Marx’s early writings,
as well as on concepts such as ‘human being’, ‘alienation’, ‘appropriation of
the human essence’ and ‘freedom’. Althusser makes his point as follows: ‘Up
to that point, the interpretation of Marxism as “humanism” – i.e. the ethical,
idealist interpretation ofMarxist theory, the recourse toMarx’s early writings –
had been the affair of bourgeois intellectuals, social democratic ideologues or
avant-garde theologians (among them some Catholics). From this point on, it
was now the affair of numerous Marxists and communists themselves’.51 Fol-
lowing theTwentiethCongress of thecpsu, the attempt at a ‘de-Stalinisation’ of
French communism–partly resisted by the pcf –was boundupwith the emer-
gence of a ‘humanist’ interpretation ofMarx within the pcf (such an interpret-
ation, it should be noted, was also promoted outside the party). It was precisely
this tendency that Althusser criticised and against which he oriented his dia-
metrically opposed (‘anti-humanist’) interpretation of Marx. Althusser’s posi-
tion was especially counterposed to that of Roger Garaudy, an important prot-
agonist of a humanist-oriented Marxism within the pcf of the post-Stalinist
era; Althusser refused to deviate from his ‘theoretical anti-humanism’.52

In the second half of the 1960s, around 1967, Althusser movedmore strongly
than previously in a direction which ultimately amounted to taking a stand-
point characterised by the ‘primacy of politics’. Althusser’s position, which
had previously stood in proximity to the principle of an autonomy of the-
ory vis-à-vis politics, now shifted in an ‘over-politicising’ direction.53 Lenin
now became a centrally important point of reference in Althusser’s thinking.
Althusser emphasised the role of the class struggle, especially retrospectively.
Thus, he wrote in 1971: the ‘whole theory of Marx, i.e. the science founded by
Marx’ – bywhichAlthusser understands historicalmaterialism– ‘and the philo-
sophy inaugurated byMarx’ – by which Althusser understands a newly defined
dialectical materialism – ‘has the class struggle at its heart and at its centre’.54

51 Althusser 1974, p. 318.
52 On Garaudy and Althusser, see Geerlandt 1978. On the discussion held by the Central

Committee of the pcf in Argenteuil in 1966, as well as the reaction to it, see Judt 1896,
p. 192f.; Schoch 1980, p. 223f.; and Khilnani, p. 162ff.

53 On the shift in Althusser’s political and theoretical position around 1967, see, among other
works, Elliott 1987, pp. 197ff.

54 Althusser 1985, p. 12. In Althusser’s theoretical interventions around 1970, it was especially
his theory of ‘ideological state apparatuses’ that assumed a central importance; this
cannot be further addressed here.
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However, political implications were manifest not only in Althusser’s own
theoretical work, but also in the critique by others of the theoretical corpus
that he developed. Jacques Rancière, in theoretical terms one of the most
significant students of Althusser and a co-author in the Lire le Capital project,*
would subsequently denounce the ‘reactionary political foundations’55 of this
theoretical project, of which his own study ‘The Concept of “Critique” and the
“Critique of Political Economy” from the “ParisManuscripts” toCapital’ formed
apart, havingbeenpublished in Lire leCapital. Rancière’s critique cameafter he
haddissociatedhimself from theAlthusser School and turned towardsMaoism;
he performed his political and theoretical volte-face against Althusser and the
Althusserian School in the 1960s.56

According to the historian of Marxism, Montserrat Galcerán Huguet, ‘des-
pite the fact that censorship still prevailed’ in the final years of the Franco
dictatorship in Spain, ‘the books, studies and essays on what Perry Anderson
calls’WesternMarxism ‘came evermore into the foreground’.57 One of the best-
knownMarxist thinkers in Spain was the philosopher Manuel Sacristán Luzón
(1925–85). Politically, Sacristán could be located within the context of the pce
(Partido Comunista de España)** for a long period during the Franco dictat-
orship. From 1965 to 1970, he was a member of the party’s central committee.
Towards the endof the 1960s, theMay 1968 events inParis and thePrague Spring
became sources of inspiration for his political thought.

Sacristán’swork canalsobe considered as playing an important role in estab-
lishing the presuppositions for a theoretically advanced Marxism (which had
to a great extent long remained a desideratum), insofar as he endeavoured to
contribute, through translation and reception, to the process whereby aware-
ness of the contemporary state of the international debate on Marxism could
be transferred to Spain, and to elevate the Spanishdiscourse onMarx andMarx-

* Rancière’s contribution – along with those of Roger Establet and Pierre Macherey –
was omitted from the abridged second edition of Lire le Capital, and likewise from the
English-language edition,ReadingCapital (seeAlthusser andBalibar 1970).Anunabridged
English-language editionwhich restores the original contributions is forthcoming (Verso).

55 Rancière 1989, p. 181.
56 For Rancière’s critique of Althusser, see Rancière 2011, pp. 125ff. On the theoretical and

political confrontation between Althusser and John Lewis (a theorist from the ranks of
the Communist Party of Great Britain), which took place at the beginning of the 1970s, see
Arenz, Bischoff and Jaeggi 1973. For E.P. Thompson’s critique of Althusser, see Thompson
1978.

57 Galcerán Huguet 1987, p. 263.
** Communist Party of Spain.
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ism to the level of the international debate. In this regard, he engaged with the
theories ofMarx, Engels, Gramsci, Lukács, the Frankfurt School, theDella Volpe
School, aswell as those of the contemporaryCzechphilosopher and interpreter
of Marx, Jindřich Zelený. Sacristán related critically to Althusserianism, which
was widely received in Spain in the 1970s.58

A recently published collection of Sacristán’s writings on Marx’s critique
of political economy affords an insight into his reading of the Grundrisse,
Theories of Surplus-Value and Capital. This is notable insofar as it demonstrates
that a reception of Marx’s blueprints for the construction of the critique of
political economy has occurred within the Spanish engagement with Marx:
Sacristán endeavoured to retrace the sequence of Marx’s structural outlines
of the critique of political economy with meticulous attention to detail.59
Considered as awhole, Sacristán’swork represented an important contribution
to the development of an advanced Marxism in a country with a historically
weaker Marxist tradition than Italy or France (which remains the case today).

In the Anglo-Saxon countries, Marx-oriented intellectuals moving within
the context of the charged relationship between theory and politics encoun-
tered a greater level of resistance than did their Italian or French comrades;
this was due to the fact that such intellectuals were confronted in the Anglo-
Saxon world both by a more widespread militant anti-communism, and by a
more pronounced tradition of pragmatism (which is also to be encountered on
the political Left) with its hostility towards theory.

In the United Kingdom,60 a ‘first New Left’ emerged in the wake of the polit-
ical events of 1956, and aimed to renovate socialist politics beyond the ortho-
doxy of the Communist Party. The ‘first New Left’ in the uk, whose best-known
representative is perhaps the historian and ‘socialist humanist’, E.P. Thompson,
whohad resigned from theCommunist Party, can in turn be distinguished from
a ‘second New Left’ of the 1960s and 1970s. One of the most important intellec-
tual protagonists of this ‘second New Left’, Perry Anderson,61 was concerned
to make continental theoretical currents – i.e. so-called Western Marxism –
known to the British public. Not only did British Marxists originally have no
great part in ‘WesternMarxism’ (not one of the prominent exponents of ‘West-
ern Marxism’ was British), but as a rule most British Marxists had neither an
adequate knowledge of these ‘alien’ theorists, nor any great interest in their
thoughtuntil the interculturalmediationundertakenbyAndersonand theNew

58 Sacristán’s relation to Althusser is dealt with by Salvador López Arnal (López 2007).
59 See Sacristán 2004, pp. 138ff. On Sacristán, see also Muntaner and Buey 1998.
60 On the New Left in the uk, see Chun 1993.
61 For a closer consideration of Anderson, see Elliott 1998.
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Left Review, which he edited. The transfer of theory which did then occur from
the continent to the uk in the 1960s and 1970s, and the initiation and intens-
ification of the reception of ‘Western Marxism’, were regarded with suspicion
by E.P. Thompson, who remained to a large extent blinkered by an insular pro-
vincialism, and aimed criticism at Althusser in particular.

In the 1960s, a New Left emerged in the us.62 A typical characterisation is
given by Herbert Marcuse’s 1967 assessment of the American New Left, which
he claims is, with the exception of a few small groups, ‘not orthodox Marxist
or socialist. It is characterised by a deep mistrust of all ideology, even social-
ist ideology …’.63 However, it ought to be noted that the hostility to ideology
designatedbyMarcusewas a concealing andeuphemistic characterisation, dis-
guising a deep-seated hostility to theory. James William Chesebro cites Tom
Hayden, one of the most important precursors of the New Left in the us,
who asserted that the New Left was based ‘more on feeling than on theory’.64
Such an attitude was not exactly conducive to an intensive engagement with
Marx’s critiqueof political economy.WhileGeorgeKatsiaficas attributes ‘theor-
etical strengths’ to the (West) German New Left in his retrospective historical
appraisal, he refers to the ‘militant pragmatism’ of the American New Left.65
Yet from the end of the 1960s onwards, parts of the American New Left moved
towards different variants of Marxism or Marxism-Leninism.

In fact, it was precisely a representative of the Frankfurt School, Herbert
Marcuse (1898–1979), who became a mentor to parts of the student opposi-
tion in the us, accompanying them theoretically and politically. During the
student revolts, Marcuse acted as a constant point of reference for the radical
students.66,* This was the case not least because his thought represented an

62 The processes of theory formation within the New Left in the usa are investigated by
Richard Guarasci (see Guarasci 1980).

63 Marcuse 1967, p. 398.
64 Chesebro 1972, p. 96.
65 Katsiaficas 1987, p. 181.
66 Other contemporary Marxist intellectuals of the English-speaking world are nowadays

eclipsed by Marcuse in terms of the prominence accorded to them: these include, in
the us, the economist, Paul Sweezy, and the Marxist-Humanist, Raya Dunayevskaya, and,
in the uk, the Trotskyist historian, Isaac Deutscher. Also worth bearing in mind in this
context is the German-American economist and council communist, Paul Mattick, even
though he remained an intellectual and political outsider. Important works by Mattick
include a collection of essays entitled Kritik der Neo-Marxisten: Baran, Gillman, Hook,
Mandel, Sweezy, in which he critically engages with bourgeois and Marxist economists
(Mattick 1974), and Marx and Keynes: The Limits of the Mixed Economy (Mattick 1969).

* See Mattick 1935, Mattick 1959, Mattick 1978, Mattick 1981, Mattick 1941, Mattick 1967,
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alternative to Marxist or Marxist-Leninist orthodoxy of Soviet provenance.67
AlthoughMarcuse did not see in the oppositional students and protesting eth-
nic minorities a new subject of the revolutionary process – i.e. a subject that
could ‘replace’ theworking class in theproper sense–hedid accord themakind
of ‘precursor’ function within a possible liberatory and transformative process.
Marcuse considered that the formation of emancipatory theory had to react
to the significant alterations in the social and political situation – the point of
departure for the formation of theory – since Marx’s time, and that theory had
to be renewed accordingly. Marcuse’s own theoretical approaches are located
within this context.

2.2 Latin America and Asia
The best-known and most influential Marxist thinker in Latin America in the
first half of the twentieth century was the Peruvian, José Carlos Mariategui.
According to Raúl Fornet-Betancourt, this thinker attempted, in the 1920s and
until his death in 1930, to use theMarxist approach as a ‘guide to creative think-
ing – i.e. to a thinking which sees its historical task as that of adequately ana-
lysing the concrete reality which determines its own context’.68 Mariategui’s
thought forms an important stage within a theoretically productive line of
development of Marxist thought of Latin American provenance. This innov-
ative Latin American theoretical tradition was of renewed relevance in the
1960s.69

TheBrazilian historian ofMarxism,Michael Löwy,maintains that theCuban
Revolution, which took place in 1958–9 and underwent a process of political
and ideological radicalisation in the subsequent years, favoured an intellectual
atmospherewhichwas conducive to a renewal of Latin AmericanMarxism and
which influenced its emancipation from the model of Marxism-Leninism of
the Soviet kind. Löwy expands on this point as follows: in the 1960s, Cuba saw
‘a flourishing of sociological, historical, and philosophical research – a witness

Mattick 1968, Mattick 1972 and Mattick 1962 for the corresponding English-language
versions of the essays contained in Kritik der Neo-Marxisten (thanks are due to Gary Roth
for bibliographic assistance provided in relation to Mattick’s writings).

67 OnMarcuse’s own critical engagement with Soviet Marxism, see Marcuse 1958.
68 Fornet-Betancourt 1994, p. 106.
69 Space does not permit a consideration here of Latin American dependency theory, which

developed in particular from the 1960s onwards, and relied at least in part on elements of
theory from the Marxist tradition. Parallels between dependency theory and the thought
of Enrique Dussel, which will be considered in more detail later, cannot be dismissed out
of hand.
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to the existence of a creative and open Marxism’,70 which found expression in
theCuban journal PensamientoCrítico.71 The decisive circumstance here is that
the Cuban Revolution provided a stimulus in theoretical and political terms in
relation not only to the situation in Cuba, but also to that in Latin America as
a whole.

Also worthy of consideration within the context of the tension between
theory and politics is the thought of one of the most important Latin Amer-
ican Marx-inspired philosophers of the 1960s, who collaborated in the devel-
opment of an undogmatic Marxism in Central and South America: the Mex-
ican, Adolfo Sánchez Vázquez. Sánchez Vázquez was born in 1915 in Spain and
fled to Mexico after the Spanish Civil War. However, insofar as it was particu-
larly subsequent events in Latin America that formed an important frame of
reference for his political and philosophical thought, he is to be understood
more as a Latin American philosopher than as a European one. This is par-
ticularly true in relation to the Cuban Revolution. In 1978, Sánchez Vázquez
responded to the question as to what the Cuban Revolution had signified for
him as follows: ‘Without my first live and direct encounter with the men and
the accomplishments of the Cuban Revolution in 1964, my book Las ideas
estéticas de Marx [Published in English as: Art and Society] would not have
been possible, and nor would my effort to make my way through Marxism,
in my Philosophy of Praxis, casting aside the crutch of the instruction manu-
als’.72

A significant political movement that formed the backdrop to the theoret-
ical discussion of the subsequent years was the Mexican student movement
of the 1960s, whose decisive turning point came with the massacre in the
Plaza de las Tres Culturas in October 1968. Stefan Gandler quotes Sánchez
Vázquez’s retrospective evaluation of those events: ‘Although it was crushed,
the movement of ’68 changed the political physiognomy of the country, and
from that point onward the Universidad Nacional was never the same again.
Marxism with a critical and anti-dogmatic edge became one of the most vig-
orous currents of thought in the institutions of the unam [the Universidad
Nacional Autónoma de México – one of the most important academic insti-
tutions in the whole of Latin America – j.h.] and especially in the humanit-
ies’.73

70 Löwy 1992, p. xlvii.
71 Yohanka León del Río goes into more detail on the development of Marxist-oriented

philosophy in Cuba in the 1960s (see León del Río 2000).
72 Cited in Gandler 2015, p. 15.
73 Cited in Gandler 2015, p. 37.
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Alongside Gandler, Wolfgang Fritz Haug is one of the few Germans to have
engaged with these Mexican thinkers. Already at the beginning of the 1980s,
Haug emphasised the undogmatic character of Sánchez Vázquez’s philosophy.
According toHaug, Sánchez Vázquez binds ‘Marxist philosophers to the incon-
trovertibility of discussion and argumentwithinMarxism, counter to any claim
to a monopoly’.74 Sánchez Vázquez identifies Marx’s turn to the category of
praxis as the decisive moment of the latter’s thought. Sánchez Vázquez’s inter-
pretation of Marx remains problematic, however, insofar as he relies first and
foremost on Marx’s early work (the Theses on Feuerbach among others), and
only engages with the mature Marxian critique of political economy to a lim-
ited extent – even though, in his view of Marx’s work as a whole, he rejects the
idea of a radical rupture in Marx’s development (as is emphasised by Gand-
ler).75 SánchezVázquez’s bookThePhilosophy of Praxismust be considered one
of his most important works; here he attempts, from the perspective of a philo-
sophy of praxis, to go beyond traditional Marxist orthodoxy and to open the
way for a different understanding ofMarxism. This book first appeared in 1967,
i.e. before the highpoint of theMexican studentmovement, and in subsequent
years became an important point of reference in the LatinAmerican discussion
on Marxism.76

In Japan, interest in Marx’s theory intensified in the postwar period. For
an adequate presentation, within their historical setting, of important Marx-
ist theoretical approaches located within the context of the tension between
theory and politics, it is necessary first to go back further in time and to touch
upon a significant theoretical and political controversy in the Japanese Marx-
ism of the interwar and immediate postwar period. In 1922, a communist party
was constituted under the aegis of the Comintern. The party received direct-
ives from the Comintern in the 1920s and 1930s in the shape of various draft
theses, with the theses of 1932 finally being regarded as definitive.77 According
to the latter Comintern directive, the revolution was to be thought of as occur-
ring in two phases: it was a question first of eliminating the Tenno system by
means of a bourgeois revolution; once this had taken place, the socialist revolu-
tion could then be organised. In the early 1930s, a group ofMarxist researchers,

74 Haug 1981, p. 529.
75 See Gandler 2015, p. 130. ‘Distinguishing himself vehemently from Althusser’s Marxism,

Sánchez Vázquez insists that Marx’s work is indivisible’ (Gandler 2015, p. 177).
76 In a preface, written in 1972, to the English-language edition of his book, Sánchez Vázquez

himself refers to the ‘enthusiastic reception of this study’ by the public (Sánchez Vázquez
1977, p. xii).

77 See Furihata 1987, p. 78.
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the so-called ‘Lectures School’ (Koza-ha),* published a multi-volume work on
the development of Japanese capitalism in which they set out the conceptions
that seemedadequate to the taskof undergirding theCommunist Party strategy
prescribedby theComintern.78 According to Setsuo Furihata, a central thesis of
the Lectures School was that, as a whole, the Meiji Reform merely constituted
a transformation in which ‘purely feudal land ownership had been reorganised
into semi-feudal land ownership’.79 Hiroshi Mizuta underscores the signific-
ance in this context of the theorist Moritaro Yamada (1897–1980). Yamada, ‘an
associate professor of Tokyo Imperial University and the most influential of
those authors [of the Lectures School], published a book based on his contri-
butions [to the above-mentioned multi-volume work]. The book was entitled
Analysis of Japanese Capitalism … and called, ironically, a bible for his dis-
ciples’.80

The ultimate judgement of the Lectures School as to the previous and con-
temporary economic structure and development in Japan contrasted with the
thesis put forward by Marxist researchers from the milieu around the journal
Workers and Farmers (Rono-ha)** and the communist politician Hitoshi Yama-
kawa (1880–1958). The latter’s faction had opposed the steering of the com-
munist movement in Japan by the Comintern, and had split from the party.81
The thesis of the Worker-Farmer Faction*** amounted to the following point
of view: the Rono-ha understood the Meiji era as a quasi-bourgeois transform-
ation and grasped contemporary Japanese society as one which was already
developing primarily in a capitalist direction. The Worker-Farmer Faction
diverged from the conceptions of the Lectures School on a decisive point: the
latter considered that the process of social transformationwas less advanced in
a capitalist direction than could be surmised from the positions of the former.
Accordingly, a further development of the theses of the Worker-Farmer Fac-
tion implied that political strategy was to be focused directly on the socialist
revolution, rather than on a revolution in two phases.82 According to Tessa
Morris-Suzuki, Itsuro Sakisaka, one of the important theorists of the Worker-
Farmer Faction, made a critical intervention against the supposed tendency

* Also referred to in English as the ‘Symposium School’.
78 See Furihata 1987, p. 79.
79 Furihata 1987, p. 79.
80 Mizuta 2006, p. 116.
** Also referred to in English as ‘Workers and Peasants’.
81 See Sekine 1980a, p. xi.
*** Also referred to in English as the ‘Worker-Peasant Faction’.
82 See Furihata 1987, pp. 79f.
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of the Lectures School to regard the Japanese society of the post-Meiji era as a
static formation.Morris-Suzuki writes that Sakisaka’s criticism of the approach
of the Lectures Schoolwas that the latter ‘entirely ignores theprofound changes
that have occurred, and continue to occur, within the system – above all the
gradual transformation of the peasantry into a modern proletariat’.83 The the-
oretical (and also, in a secondary sense, political) controversy between the
Lectures School and the Worker-Farmer Faction shaped the Japanese Marxist
milieu of the 1930s,84 which was nonetheless subjected to increasingly brutal
state repression until 1945.

In the postwar period, both a ‘neo’-Lectures-School and a ‘neo’-Worker-
Farmer-Faction approach were constituted. The former remained consistent
in its proximity to the official party line of the Japanese Communist Party,
thus forming a continuity with the Lectures School of the interwar period.
Following a brief phase of radicalisation towards the beginning of the 1950s
(the period of the so-called ‘Molotov Cocktail Programme’), the jcp switched
in the second half of the 1950s to a more moderate course, gradually orient-
ing itself towards the political perspective of ‘structural reform’. A parallel can
certainly be drawnherewith the ItalianCommunist Party: both parties demon-
strated certain characteristics which anticipated the subsequent emergence
of Eurocommunism. The ‘neo’-Worker-Farmer-Faction moved within the orbit
of the non-cp, left-socialist spectrum. Itsuro Sakisaka (1897–1985), one of the
important theorists of theWorker-Farmer-Faction in the 1930s, became a lead-
ing protagonist of a politically and theoretically oriented groupwith its roots in
the Worker-Farmer-Faction. This was the Socialist Association, which was act-
ive within the Socialist Party. Sakisaka demonstrates that Marxism-Leninism
was also embracedby leftwing Japanese intellectuals outside the jcp: ‘Although
Sakisaka argued that Japan’s revolution would pursue its own peaceful course,
he did not criticize the shortcomings of the Soviet experience; nor did he limit
the validity ofMarxism-Leninism to the SovietUnion.Heenvisaged the jsp [the
Japanese Socialist Party] as a party ideologically based on Marxism-Leninism
…’.85 Yet Sakisaka was equally active politically and theoretically – also inMarx
research – in the postwar period.86 Sakisaki translated all three volumes of
Marx’s Capital; the first of these translations was published in 1947, and the
others subsequently.

83 Morris-Suzuki 1989, p. 87.
84 On the controversy between the Lectures School and the Worker-Farmer Faction, see

Hoston 1986, pp. 35ff.; Sugihara 1987, pp. 24ff.; Itoh 1980, pp. 22ff.; Gayle 2003, p. 24f.; Gayle
2006, p. 92f.

85 Hoston 1986, p. 281.
86 See Itoh 1980, p. 35f.
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Although the predominant Marxist-Leninist theoretical orthodoxy within
the orbit of the jcp was of great influence among Japanese leftist intellectuals
in the postwar period, it is also appropriate here to consider Japanese intel-
lectuals with an orientation towards Marxism whose political and theoretical
work presented an alternative to the theoretical orthodoxy of the jcp and con-
tributed to the ‘de-Stalinisation’ of the intelligentsia of the Japanese Left. An
example of an ‘alternative’ (and,moreover, fairly influential) current of thought
within JapaneseMarxismwhich developed in clear demarcation from theoret-
ical Stalinism from the 1960s onwards is the ‘Civil Society’ School; within this
theoretical orientation, Kiyoaki Hirata elaborated a critique of actually exist-
ing socialism which drew on Marx himself. However, it was not only within
this theoretical tendency that critiques of real socialism or theoretical Stalin-
ism were developed.

An intellectual who exerted a notable influence in the course of the attemp-
ted ‘de-Stalinisation’ of the Japanese Left as early as the 1950s was Tadayuki
Tsushima (1901–79). Tsushima had an extremely critical attitude towards the
political and social system of the ussr in particular, and disputed its socialist
character. To this convinced anti-Stalinist, the ussrwas a state-capitalist coun-
try under the rule of a bureaucratic dictatorship. Tsushima held that within a
socialist society there is no law of value, the labour objectifiedwithin a product
does not take the form of value, and value itself and the value-form are non-
existent. Tsushima’s conception can be supplemented as follows: if Marxian
theory is extended in a certain direction, it becomes apparent that the products
of labour in a socialist society result from immediately socialised labour, rather
than from private labour which first assumes the character of universal social
labour within the process of exchange (as is the case in capitalist society). The
value-character and the commodity-form of the products of labour within the
capitalist mode of production are the necessary result of a determinate, histor-
ically specific mode of the socialisation of labour. This mode is to be abolished
in socialist society. By contrast, Stalin’s conception implied that the lawof value
could also exist in a socialist society. Stalin proceeded from this assumption in
his late text, Economic Problems of Socialism in the ussr (1952). Tsushima criti-
cised this text in his 1956 work, Myths of the Kremlin, in which he denounced
Stalin’s theoretical incomprehension. For the Japanese theorist, the existence
of the law of value meant that Soviet society could by no means be considered
a socialist one. The non-existence of the categories of value and money within
the socialist mode of production was a necessary implication of Marx’s value
theory.87

87 See Tsushima 1956. Marx himself wrote in the Critique of the Gotha Programme: ‘Within
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A further critic of Stalinism deserves a somewhat more detailed considera-
tion. In the 1950s and 1960s, an economic school of thought developed in Japan
which is referred to as the Uno School after its founder and ‘doyen’, Kōzō Uno
(1897–1977), andwhich attracted numerous intellectuals with an interest in the
formation of Marxist theory. It should be pointed out, in order to prevent any
misunderstanding, that Uno can in no way be described as a political leading
figure. He himself eschewed any great political engagement. For many young
intellectuals, however, Uno and his school represented a compelling theoret-
ical alternative to Marxism-Leninism, from which Uno consistently distanced
himself. Uno’s thought thus served as a point of reference for a portion of those
Marx-oriented intellectuals who felt no affinity towards orthodox Marxism-
Leninism and its Japanese adepts. To this extent, his thought also had an effect
precisely within the field defined by the charged relationship between theory
and politics.

An important criterion which distinguishes Uno’s theory from Marxism-
Leninism consisted in Uno’s critical opposition to the doctrine of dialectical
materialism. His revision of the traditional understanding of Marxism within
the Japanese and international orthodoxy also extended to the postulate of
the ‘unity of theory and practice’. Uno broke with this authoritative doctrine
of Marxism-Leninism.

Uno himself attached great importance to the separation of the process
of theory formation from any direct political engagement. For this reason,
affiliation to the Uno School by no means implied the adoption of a determ-
inate political position; this remains the case today. In fact, in his own self-
understanding, Uno did not at all consider himself to be aMarxist, even though
he located himself theoretically within Marx’s tradition. For Uno, the term
‘Marxist’ denoted an intensive participation in political practice, for which
reason he rejected this description for himself, despite his affinity with Marx
and socialism.88Despite his inclination towards a supposed abstinence in prac-
tice and the separation of the process of theory formation from immediate
political engagement, Uno by nomeans shied away from openly criticising Sta-
linism. He expressed his criticisms already in the 1950s. Contrary to Stalin’s
conception, according to which the law of value would continue to apply in

the co-operative society based on common ownership of the means of production, the
producers do not exchange their products; just as little does the labour employed on the
products appear here as the value of these products, as a material quality possessed by
them, since now, in contrast to capitalist society, individual labour no longer exists in an
indirect fashion but directly as a component part of the total labour’ (Marx 1989a, p. 85).

88 See Joe 1995, p. 139.
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socialism, Uno advanced the view that a socialist economy ‘should aim at
the abolition of economic laws, such as the law of value, dominant in capit-
alist society’.89 Uno’s theory was in turn the object of vehement critique on
the part of orthodox Marxist-Leninists with the intelligentsia of the Japanese
Left.

Within the context of the tension between theory and politics, another
important aspect of Uno’s work consists in his attribution of a ‘scientific’ char-
acter to Marx’s critique of political economy – in contrast to his evaluation of
historicalmaterialism,which he accords the status of amere ‘ideological’ hypo-
thesis. This ‘heretical’ proposition is to be considered against a background in
which historical materialism was held to be of considerable scientific signi-
ficance within the theoretical understanding of intellectuals close to the jcp.
The Uno-scholar Thomas Sekine reflects the Uno School conception as fol-
lows:

Socialism never becomes a science; it remains an ideology. Socialism
does not become evenmore defensible because of the formulation of the
materialistic conception of history. The conception (otherwise known as
historical materialism) [is] an ideological hypothesis.90

Political economy, according to Sekine, is the scientific basis of Marxism. Yet
Marxism (including socialism) is not a science; it is an ideology based on sci-
entific achievements.91 Uno, one of the most influential thinkers with an ori-
entation towards Marxian theory in Japan, clearly broke with the traditional
orthodoxMarxist conception of ‘scientific socialism’, without however renoun-
cing his advocacy of socialism in the sense of a political standpoint.

The historian of Marxism, Hiroomi Fukuzawa, maintains that the impact of
Uno’s magnum opus from the beginning of the 1950s, Keizai Genron, can be in
part attributed to Uno’s assertion that it is necessary to separate political eco-
nomy as a science from the question of the political utility of theory formation.
Fukuzawa adds the following: ‘The explosive character of his assertion is only
imaginable on the basis of a familiarity with theMarxist camp at that time: any
criticism of Marx would immediately entail the critic being branded as anti-
Marxist, and Marxist theory was understood as the handmaid to politics for
the sake of the revolution’.92

89 Itoh 2006, p. 23.
90 Sekine 1975, p. 850f.
91 Ibid.
92 Fukuzawa 1981, p. 140.
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Uno’s views by no means caused him to be discredited in the eyes of the
entire politically active intellectual Left in Japan, however. One of the most
important points of reference of the Japanese student movement of the 1960s,
alongside the protest against the Vietnam War, was in particular the rejection
of the military ‘security policy’ alliance between Japan and the us, which
found its expression in the militant protests against the ‘security treaties’ of
1960 and 1970. The left-wing student umbrella organisation Zengakuren (All-
Japan Federation of Student Self-Government Associations) had already been
founded in 1948. In subsequent years it underwent a process of radicalisation,
having first stoodmore or less under the control of the jcp until the emergence
of the Japanese New Left in the second half of the 1950s. From the late 1950s
onwards, a New Left was formed amid a continual process of regrouping – i.e. a
Left beyond the classical Moscow-oriented party communism and beyond the
Marxism of the Japanese Socialist Party. In the late 1960s, the spectrum of the
student Left had developed into a complex structure of rival communist party,
left socialist, Trotskyist, Maoist and anarchist groupings, with violent struggles
erupting between the various factions in some instances.93

Despite his distinction between ‘science’ on the one hand and socialist ‘ideo-
logy’ on the other, and despite his own ‘academic’ abstinence from practice,
Uno’s theoretical approach exerted a certain magnetic effect on parts of the
Japanese NewLeft. AndrewBarshay depicts the situation as follows: ‘This same
combination of a demonstrated anti-Stalinism (Stalin being portrayed as will-
fully distorting Marxism) with a powerful systematizing drive that provided
Uno’s economics its academic bona fides may also have made it attractive to
elements of the radical studentmovement and a leftwing fraction of the Social-
ist Party’.94 This is especially true of the processes of theory formation within
the Japanese Communist League (not to be confused with the jcp), one of the
best-known organisations of the New Left, founded in 1958.

Uno’s theory was critically acclaimed not least by Kan’ichi Kuroda.95 In the
period of the formation of the New Left, Kuroda was a leading theorist of the
Japan Revolutionary Communist League, which had emerged from the Japan
Trotskyist League.96Kuroda’s interpretationof the expositionofMarx’s critique
of political economy is noteworthy insofar as he formulated a critique of the
reading of Marx’s commodity theory as a theory of (historical, pre-capitalist)

93 A detailed overview of the various groupings and organisations can be found in McCor-
mack 1971, pp. 37ff.

94 Barshay 2004, p. 124.
95 See Kuroda 2000.
96 See Derichs 1995, p. 63.



48 chapter 1

‘simple commodity production’ as early as the 1960s. In Kuroda’s work, the
political bearing of his interpretation ofCapital is immediately evident. Kuroda
wrote in the 1960s that Capital is ‘a mental weapon for the self-liberation of the
proletariat all over the world, as well as being the monumental achievement
of Marxism’.97 In political and theoretical terms, Kuroda was concerned to
distance contemporary European and Asian ‘actually existing socialism’ from
the thought of Marx and Lenin:

The socialist Soviet Union, realized through the Russian revolution in
1917, has undergone Stalinist degeneration. It exists as something alike
in appearance but quite different in nature from the socialism envisaged
by Marx and Lenin. This is not restricted to the contemporary Soviet
Union. The so-called ‘socialist countries’ in Eastern Europe and Asia exist
as something different from socialist societies or states under proletarian
dictatorship clarified theoretically by Marx and Lenin.98

But now let the account return to Uno himself, and to his relation to Marxian
theory. In the famous subchapter on the historical tendency of capitalist accu-
mulation within the chapter on original accumulation* in Capital,** Marx
refers to the supposednecessity of the transformation fromcapitalism to social-
ism. Marx writes as follows:

The capitalist mode of appropriation, which springs from the capitalist
mode of production, produces capitalist private property. This is the first
negation of individual private property, as founded on the labour of its
proprietor. But capitalist production begets, with the inexorability of a
natural process, its own negation. This is the negation of the negation.
It does not re-establish private property, but it does indeed establish
individual property on the basis of the achievements of the capitalist era:
namely co-operation and the possession in common of the land and the
means of production produced by labour itself.99

97 Kuroda 2000, p. 221.
98 Kuroda 2000, p. 126.
* [ursprüngliche Akkumulation] – often rendered in English as ‘primitive accumulation’.
** English-language editions of Capital are structured differently to the fourth German

edition: the chapter on original accumulation in the original corresponds in English-
language editions to Part Eight, and the subchapter on the historical tendency of capitalist
accumulation to Chapter 32.

99 Marx 1976a, p. 929.
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Uno felt compelled to take a positionwith regard to this point in Capital. His
central thesis is as follows: althoughMarx refers to a ‘necessity’ of the transition
from capitalism to socialism, ‘I do not believe that this necessity follows from
the economic laws which Marx discusses in Capital of the motion of capitalist
society’.100 Uno continues by asserting that the ‘pure’ theory of capitalism has
to present the capitalist commodity economy ‘as if it were a self-perpetuating
entity in order to divulge the laws of its motion. It, therefore, seems tome quite
impossible for economic theory to demonstrate at the same time a transforma-
tionwhich involves thedenial of these laws’.101 Neither a theory of ‘pure’ capital-
ist society, nor a theory of the various stages of capitalism, nor empirical studies
of a concrete, historical capitalist economy can provide an economic explan-
ation of the process of transition to socialism, according to Uno. He states his
core conception as follows: ‘In any case, whether or not the victory of socialism
is necessary depends on the practice of socialistmovements, not directly on the
economic laws ofmotion of capitalist society’.102 ForMarxist-Leninist theorists
in Japan, who were oriented towards the Moscow orthodoxy, the opportunity
thus presented itself to object to Uno’s theory on the grounds that in the latter,
Marx’s allusion to the necessity of the transition to socialism plays no positive
role, but is rather problematised.103

Setsuo Furihata – himself one of the best-known members of the Uno
School – reports that the influx of Marxist scientists into the Uno School
increased under the impact of the loss of authority of the jcp as a result of the
international events of 1956, and that, somewhat later, ‘of the approximately
one thousandmembers of the association ofMarxist economists in Japan (“The
Scientific Association for Economic Theory” – Keizai Riron Gakkai), circa 20
percent could be numbered among the Uno tendency’.104

100 Uno 1980, p. 125.
101 Ibid.
102 Uno 1980, p. 126.
103 A similar critique was formulated, for example, by Samanosuke Omiya (Omiya 1980,

pp. 371 ff.).
104 Furihata 1987, p. 83. The dissemination of Marxism in the various Asian countries varied

very widely in the 1960s, but nowhere else was there a comparable scientific intensity
and theoretical depth of the discussion of Marx. In contrast to Japan, it is possible to
refer to other Asian countries in which Marxist politics and theory have never exerted
any significant influence. This applied, and still applies, to Turkey, for example, which can
be described as a historical paradigmatic case in all matters relating to anti-Marxism. Yet
even here, there were attempts to introduce Marxian theory, although these were largely
unsuccessful. According to Yakub Demir, the first volume of Capital appeared in Turkish



50 chapter 1

2.3 ‘Heretical Marxism’ in Eastern Europe
One of the best-known ‘heretical’ tendencies in Eastern European Marxism in
the 1960s and 1970s was represented by a Yugoslav group of theorists around
the journal Praxis – i.e. by thinkers such as Mihailo Marković, Danko Grlić,
Gajo Petrović and Predrag Vranicki. This rather heterogeneous current stood,
at least in part, for a ‘theoretical humanism’ especially oriented to the young
Marx. Within the Yugoslav interpretation of Marx,105 a great deal of attention
was paid to Marx’s early work.106 In particular, the Economic and Philosophical
Manuscripts (first published in 1932) played a role in the Yugoslav discussion
of the 1960s and 1970s around Marx’s early writings. Hans-Georg Conert, who
provides an exhaustive treatment of the Yugoslav discussion onMarxism in this
period, states the following:

The unmistakably enthusiastic reception of the conception of alienation
in the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts is in the first instance
an expression of a corresponding need to catch up on the part of those
Yugoslav philosophers whowere not confrontedwith this aspect ofMarx-
ism during their studies in the ussr in the early post-war years or sub-
sequently in Yugoslavia, and who presumably had no access to the inter-
pretations and discussions which followed the first publication of these
manuscripts in 1932.107

Due to its focus on Marx’s early works in particular and its emphasis of the ali-
enation problematic, the approach of parts of the Yugoslav discussion towards
Marx’s work is reminiscent of a general tendency in parts of theWest European
discussion of Marx in the postwar period. However, the fact that there was a
significant turn towards Marx’s early work within the Praxis Group does not
mean that no attention was paid to Capital or to Marx’s mature critique of
political economy in general in the Yugoslav discussion of Marx. Although a
translation of the Grundrisse was first published in Yugoslavia in 1979, one of

translation in full for the first time in 1966–7 – i.e. 100 years after the first German edition.
(SeeDemir 1968, pp. 357ff.). Demir relates that the book ‘metwith a silence ladenwith fear
and fury on the part of reactionary Turkish journalists’ (Demir 1968, p. 366). In the early
1980s, Wolfgang Fritz Haug reported the torture and assassination of a Turkish publisher
of Marx (see Haug 1983, p. 426).

105 A survey of the engagement with Marx and Marxism in Yugoslavia, although it mainly
refers to the debates up to 1963, can be found in Vrtačič 1975.

106 See Conert 1974, pp. 76ff.
107 Conert 1974, p. 76.
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the best-known representatives of the Praxis Group, the philosopher Gajo Pet-
rović, had previously presented research into thesemanuscripts byMarxwhich
date from 1857–8.108

The work of the Praxis Group was widely received internationally. An inter-
national edition of the journal Praxis appeared intermittently in addition to the
Yugoslav edition. From 1963 to 1974, an international summer school initiated
by the Praxis Group was held on the Croatian island of Korčula in the Adriatic;
among other purposes, this served to facilitate intellectual exchange between
Yugoslav and foreign thinkers.However, the representatives of thePraxisGroup
were criticised by the official Yugoslav party orthodoxy and were ultimately
confronted by state repression – the Praxis journal was discontinued in 1975.109

A further ‘heretical’ orientation within Eastern European Marxism was the
so-called Budapest School – i.e. the circle around György Lukács (1885–1971).
Lukács succeeded in gathering a circle of theorists around him, among whose
most prominent members figured the philosophers György Márkus and Agnes
Heller.110 Marx’s early work played an important role inMárkus’s philosophical
reading of Marx, as it did in the discussions of the Yugoslav Praxis Group.111 A
core aspect of Márkus’s thought consisted in bringing Marxism and anthropo-
logy into relation with each other. After Lukács’s death, Heller would follow a
trajectory from protagonist of a critical Marxism to resolute opponent ofMarx-
ist thought.

3 From the Proclamation of the ‘Crisis of Marxism’ to the Decline of
Marxism as a Mass Ideology (Circa 1974–90)

The interest in an intensive and differentiated engagement with Marxian the-
ory began to decline once again in the ensuing period, after the anticipated
revolutionary political transformations had failed to materialise. This was par-
ticularly the case in Western Europe. In parts of Latin America and Asia, by
contrast, a situation of open development presented itself on both a political
and a theoretical level.

108 See Veljak 2008, p. 262.
109 See Grebing 1977, p. 235f.
110 Yet Lukács stated the following in an interview: ‘Márkus is not a student of mine. Márkus

returned from Moscow 75 percent a complete human being, and I am not saying that I
had no influence on him, but he cannot be described as my student’ (Lukács 1981, p. 232).

111 See Márkus 1969, p. 18 ff.
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3.1 Europe and North America
Within the period from the mid-1970s up to 1989–90, the various Marxist-
oriented political forces in the countries outside the sphere of control of actu-
ally existing socialismwere evermore on the defensive, at least when the polit-
ical balanceof forces is consideredonaworld scale (CentralAmerica andSouth
Korea certainly represent exceptions to this rule). This political development
was accompanied by a change in the intellectual Zeitgeist. In France, a ‘nou-
velle philosophie’ evolved in the circle around Bernard-Henri Lévy and André
Glucksmann, who a few years previously still figured as part of the radical Left
and who now adopted an ‘anti-totalitarian’ and anti-communist position. The
intellectual climatewas transformed, and interest in a sophisticated and differ-
entiated engagement with Marx continually receded.

Theyears between 1973 and 1979 canbe consideredasmarking akindof turn-
ing point. On a political level, this assertion can be backed upby referring to the
decline of radical socialist movements in Western Europe and North America
(most notably, Autonomia was smashed in Italy) and the failure of attempts
at socialist transformation in Chile and other countries within this period. The
communist parties of Italy andFrance– themost significant inEurope– turned
politically to the right at this time. In the 1970s, the pci embarked on a path of
so-called ‘historical compromise’, while the pcf dropped its demand for the
establishment of the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ during its Twenty-Second
Party Congress in 1976. On the other hand, there is also a further reason to
characterise the years between 1973 and 1979 as a turning point. Two ‘leading
theoretical figures’ of Western European Marxism attempted, through sensa-
tional interventions, to draw the attention of their audiences to a supposed
‘crisis of Marxism’. While it is true that references to a ‘crisis of Marxism’ can
be traced back to Karl Korsch and even earlier, such a proposition regained its
currency in the 1970s.

In 1974, the Italian philosopher Lucio Colletti, whose origins were in the
Della Volpe School, spoke, in a interview which gained a great deal of atten-
tion, of the fact that Marxism was in crisis. He argued as follows: ‘Not only has
the falling rate of profit not been empirically verified, but the central test of
Capital itself has not yet come to pass: a socialist revolution in the advanced
West. The result is thatMarxism is in crisis today, and it can only surmount this
crisis by acknowledging it’. Yet, Colletti argued, numerousMarxists consciously
refused to recognise that there was any such crisis. According to Colletti, such
a refusal was understandable on the part of apologist intellectuals within the
communist parties, ‘whose function is merely to furbish a Marxist gloss for the
absolutely unMarxist political practice of these parties’. However, the matter
weighed much more heavily in the case of intellectuals who were of real the-
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oretical significance, ‘who systematically hide the crisis of Marxism in their
work, and thereby contribute to prolonging its paralysis as a social science’.112
Colletti’s own intellectual and political biography illustrates why the period up
to 1990 delineated here can be interpreted as a time of crisis at least as far as
West EuropeanMarxismwas concerned. Once one of themost important prot-
agonists of Italian Marxism in the context of the Della Volpe School, Colletti
subsequently turned ever more to the right. In the 1980s, he drew closer to the
Socialist Party. Later, he was even elected to the Italian parliament as a repres-
entative of Berlusconi’s Forza Italia.

In autumn 1977, Louis Althusser issued a call for a conference on ‘The Crisis
of Marxism’ organised by the group around the Italian newspaper, Il Manifesto
(which represented a position independent of the pci).113 The reverberations
generated in Western Europe by Althusser’s provocative thesis can hardly be
overestimated. For Althusser, the crisis of Marxism was a ‘phenomenon which
must be grasped at the historical and world level, and which concerns the
difficulties, contradictions and dilemmas in which the revolutionary organisa-
tions of struggle based on the Marxist tradition are now involved’.114 Accord-
ing to the French philosopher, the crisis also affected Marxist theory forma-
tion. At the same time, for Althusser the crisis of Marxism was in no way a
new type of problem, even though it had not previously come to light: it had
already emerged ‘for us’115 in the 1930s, but was simultaneously blocked dur-
ing Stalinism. Yet Althusser understood the crisis of Marxism not merely as
something purely negative or immutable, but also as a challenge. It forced
Marxists to modify Marxism. Althusser held that it was of great importance
to acknowledge the difficulties, contradictions and lacunaewhich indeed exis-
ted within the Marxist theoretical tradition. If Marxists were in a position
to carry out such a change, the crisis would open up a historical opportun-
ity.

The expression ‘crisis of Marxism’ soon became a buzzword. The centre of
the debate over the ‘crisis of Marxism’ was Western Europe,116 not least due to
the sensational interventions by Colletti and Althusser, although the corres-

112 Colletti 1974, p. 21.
113 See Goshgarian 2006, p. xxii. See Elliott 1987, pp. 275ff., for a detailed consideration of

Althusser’s thesis of the ‘crisis of Marxism’.
114 Althusser 1978a, p. 215.
115 Althusser does not make clear at this point whom precisely he means by ‘us’: Marxists in

general as opposed to non-Marxists, French or Western EuropeanMarxists as opposed to
others, or an entirely different grouping.

116 TheWest Berlin journal Prokla also addressed the ‘crisis of Marxism’ (see Prokla 1979).
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ponding debate was also received outside Europe (for example in Mexico).117
The thesis of the ‘crisis’ was not taken up by all Marxist theorists in Western
Europe, however. The philosopher Lucien Sève, a long-time leading intellectual
of the pcf, opposed the thesis as follows: ‘In my opinion, to refer to a “crisis of
Marxism” amounts to giving a false answer to real problems. We live in the age
of revolutions, and living Marxism is their simultaneously critical and creative
soul’.118

In hindsight, itwould be appropriate tomake a critical distinction in relation
to the references to a ‘crisis of Marxism’ which were in vogue in the late 1970s.
It would have to be asked which variant of Marxism was in a situation of crisis
in Western Europe at the time. Most plausibly, it was Marxism in the sense
of a unity of theory and political practice that was afflicted by crisis from the
mid-1970s on. This did not apply, or at least not to the same extent, to the
historical developmentofMarxist theory in the senseof the formationof theory
related toMarx’s critique of political economy. However, a development began
in the late 1970s which can be understood as a decoupling of the sophisticated
scientific discussion of Marx (which continued its positive evolution) from the
progressively receding broad interest in Marxian theory.

In the 1970s, Italy was still one of the countries in Western Europe where
political confrontation still took amilitant form. However, a reorientation took
place within the revolutionary movement as it reorganised: the concept of the
‘socialised worker’ as the emancipatory subject took the place of the ‘mass
worker’ of the classical operaismo of the 1960s. The sphere of struggle was
thereby extended from the factory to society. In 1978, one of the intellectual
protagonists of the struggles of the 1970s, the philosopher Antonio Negri, pro-
duced an attempt at a new reading of Marx which was systematically based on
the Grundrisse (and which he incidentally presented at a seminar at the École
Normale Supérieure at the invitation of Althusser). In the guise of this initiative,
the struggle-oriented theoretical engagement with Marx’s critique of political
economy that had evolved within the intellectual culture of the Italian opera-
ismo of the 1960s underwent a specific further development.119 Negri attributed

117 For amore recent Brazilian contribution to the discussion ofAlthusser’s thesis of the ‘crisis
of Marxism’, see Limoeiro-Cardoso 2002, pp. 107ff.

118 Sève 1980, p. 523. On the ‘crisis of Marxism’, see also a presentation by Guido Liguori, who
outlines the development of Italian Marxism between the poles of theory and politics in
the period between 1963 and 1991 (Liguori 2006, p. 34).

119 Negri was arrested in 1979 as part of the repressive measures taken by the Italian state
against the radical Left, and was subsequently sentenced to more than 30 years in prison.
After a period spent in exile in France and in prison, Negri is now free and has risen
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enormous theoretical and political significance to the Grundrisse manuscript,
which he considered to be ‘the summit ofMarx’s revolutionary thought’. A core
element of Negri’s perspective on the Grundrisse consists in his stated inten-
tion to investigate this text ‘for itself ’120 – in contrast to other readings of the
Grundrisse, which reduce this manuscript to a mere developmental step in
Marx’s intellectual process that would ultimately lead to Capital. According
to Negri, however, the Grundrisse also opens up the possibility of an adequate
reading of Capital.

At around the same time that Negri presented his reading of the Grundrisse,
in the usa, Harry Cleaver was developing an extremely similar perspective in
relation to the reading to be made of Marx’s critique of political economy.121
In political and theoretical terms, Cleaver could be located in the current of
‘autonomist Marxism’, which was influenced by Italian operaismo, and which
was also represented in the usa. He emphasised the necessity of a political
reading of capital, and counterposed the decidedly political reading of Marx to
the economic and thephilosophical readings. Cleaver states his aims as follows:
‘to bring out the political usefulness of the analysis of value by situating the
abstract concepts’ of the first chapter of Capital ‘within Marx’s overall analysis
of the class struggles of capitalist society’.122 The American theorist claims that
his approach to interpretingMarx facilitates a return to the original purpose of
Marx’s process of theory formation: Marx ‘wrote Capital to put a weapon in the
hands of workers’.123 This quotation from Cleaver could be supplemented by
recalling that Marx himself described Capital as the ‘most terrible missile that
has yet been hurled at the heads of the bourgeoisie (landowners included)’.124

to the position of leading theoretician (in collaboration with the us literary theorist,
Michael Hardt) of a post-operaista theoretical current. This current is influenced by
French poststructuralism, and places its revolutionary hopes in a nebulous ‘multitude’.
The post-operaista approach to the formation of emancipatory theory developed byHardt
and Negri since the 1990s and finally presented particularly in the shape of their book,
Empire (Hardt andNegri 2000), generatedmuch resonance in circles of theLeft andamong
left intellectuals just after the turn of the millennium, but also (and not least) criticism.
It seems indisputable that, while the reference to Marx’s critique of political economy is
still present in Negri’s more recent theory formation, it now ranks alongside (or perhaps
even behind) other essential theoretical references.

120 Negri 1984, p. 15.
121 See Cleaver 1979.
122 Cleaver 1979, p. 3.
123 Cleaver makes a similar argument to that in his book in an essay entitled ‘Karl Marx:

Economist or Revolutionary’ (Cleaver 1986, p. 144).
124 Marx 1987i, p. 358.
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At approximately the same time – towards the end of the 1970s – as the
last large-scale attempt by the radical Left to bring about political and social
transformation failed in Italy, numerous Western European Leftists progress-
ively lost their previously close connection toMarxian orMarxist theory under
the impact of the rise of the so-called New Social Movements (the ecological
movement, feminism, etc.). An additional problemwas engendered by the fact
that the crisis of Marxism (widely referred to among the intelligentsia of the
West European Left) was in no way restricted to the Western part of Europe.
Following the waves of protest that were unleashed against the socialist regime
in Poland in 1956 and 1968, anti-communist dissent attained a new high point
with the Solidarność movement in the early 1980s. By this time, Marxism had
becomemarginalised not only among themasses of the Polish population, but
also within the Polish intelligentsia. It was against this backdrop that Adam
Schaff, who numbered among the very few internationally renowned Marxist
thinkers in Poland as Director of the Institute for Philosophy and Sociology at
the Polish Academy of Sciences, published his intervention in the first half of
the 1980s. With regard to the interpretation of Marx’s works, the Polish philo-
sopher insistedupon theunity ofMarx’s early andmaturework. Schaff opposed
the reduction of the theory of alienation to the doctrine of the young Marx
alone. According to Schaff, the theory of alienation had shaped Marx’s entire
creative process – including the formation of theory in his mature period.125 At
first sight it might appear paradoxical, but Schaff placed himself in the pos-
ition of an outsider vis-à-vis the intelligentsia of his socialist native country
with his defence of Marxism (which he understood as an open and undog-
matic system). The Polish philosopher was forced to concede at the time that
‘in Poland, the myth of the “end of Marxism” … is very widespread’.126 Indeed,
Schaff modified the thesis of a crisis of Marxism to the ‘crisis of the Marx-
ists’. This was not only a contemporary problem, in Schaff ’s view: there had
also been such a crisis in 1956, when it was ‘in fashion to be anti-Marxist’.127
According to Schaff, in the early 1980s there was a higher level of interest in
Marxism in the West (he himself held a professorship in Vienna and visit-
ing professorships at various American universities) than in his home coun-
try.128

125 See Schaff 1984a, p. 137.
126 Schaff 1984b, p. 171.
127 Schaff 1984c, p. 152.
128 See Schaff 1984d, p. 160.
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3.2 Latin America, Africa and Asia
Politically, Latin AmericanMarxism was forced onto the defensive in the 1970s
through right-wing military coups supported by the usa, such as in Chile
and Argentina. However, as far as the formation of emancipatory and critical
social theory was concerned, a new approach soon coalesced in the shape of a
specific wing of the Latin American ‘philosophy of liberation’. The philosophy
of liberation has developed alongside liberation theology since the 1970s and
shares several commonalities with the latter, although the two should not
be automatically identified. Within the extremely heterogeneous current of
thought that is the philosophy of liberation, one tendency, represented by
Enrique Dussel, developed an emphatic and innovative relation to Marxian
thought.

The philosopher and theologian, Dussel,129 who hails originally fromArgen-
tina and has been resident in Mexico since the mid-1970s, ranks – within the
context of the tensionbetweenpolitics and theory– among themost important
interpreters of Marx south of the Río Grande. This is true of the contemporary
Latin American debate, and was already the case in the 1980s. Although Dussel
forms his theory from a specifically Latin American perspective, his signific-
ance reaches far beyond this continent. He ranks among the protagonists of
the ethics of liberation, and as such hemoves within a determinate intellectual
orientation within Latin American liberation philosophy. A feature of Dussel’s
theory is that it is shaped by the study of the French philosopher Emmanuel
Levinas, and also by an intense engagement with Marxian theory, in particular
with the various drafts of the critique of political economy. A crucial point of
reference in Dussel’s conceptual approach is the division of the contemporary
world into centre and periphery. Dussel brings together periphery with the cat-
egory of exteriority, thus drawing on a central category from Levinas’s thought.
For Dussel, it is a question of understanding the peoples and cultures of the so-
called ‘Third World’, and Latin America in particular, as a historical-concrete
exteriority in the sense of an ‘other’ vis-à-vis the capitalist totality. The rela-
tionship between totality and exteriority is of decisive importance for Dussel
with regard to both his interpretation of the contemporary capitalist world sys-
tem and his reading of Marx’s critique of political economy, since he grasps
as a determining theorem in Marx the fact that the totality of capital stands
counterposed to the exteriority of ‘living labour’. According to Dussel, the eco-
nomic relationship between centre and periphery is one of dependency, whose
hallmark he identifies as the transfer of surplus value. Dussel’s core thought

129 On Dussel’s biography, see Schelkshorn 1992, pp. 16 ff.
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can be sketched as follows: the ‘vertical’ social relation of capital and labour is
characterised by exploitation. Labour produces surplus value within this rela-
tion. However, for Dussel, there also exists a ‘horizontal’ social relation, which
has an international character; in this relation, economic competition between
the bourgeoisie of economically more developed world regions and that of less
developed ones plays a decisive role. This international relation is not one of
direct exploitation, although it is an international relation of domination. Sur-
plus value is not produced within this relation; rather it is partially transferred
between different world regions. It flows from the periphery to the centre.

Dussel’s political and philosophical perspective amounts to the advocacy of
a social emancipation in the countries of the periphery (the countries of the
so-called ‘ThirdWorld’), whereby it is conceived of as a kind of ‘popular eman-
cipation’. An important point of reference in emancipatory theory for Dussel
is the category of ‘the people’. With this term, Dussel refers to the oppressed
masses, towhomanexteriority corresponds in the sense that they represent the
peripheral ‘other’ vis-à-vis the totality. ForDussel, this proposition is to bemade
more concrete by the acknowledgement that the centre of the capitalist world
system is counterposed to the ‘peoples’ of the oppressed periphery. This theory
forms the political context of Dussel’s intensive engagement with the various
Marxian texts on the critique of political economy,which is considered inmore
detail in Part 2 of this work. At the present juncture it should be noted that it
was only a considerable time after his development as a philosopher of libera-
tion (i.e. only from the end of the 1970s or beginning of the 1980s) that Dussel
clove a path to a positive relation to Marx’s theory; he had initially considered
Marx as a theorist in the European tradition of a certain totality-thinking.* It
was only in the course of an intensive new reception of Marx’s writings that
Dussel came to identify Marx as a thinker of exteriority.130 Dussel’s philosoph-
ical development, which led from a critical to a positive attitude towards Marx
andMarxism, ran counter to the trend inWestern Europe as exemplified by the
trajectories of Colletti and other thinkers.131

In a report on an international Marx conference which took place in the
early 1980s, Wolfgang Fritz Haug states that Marx ‘is still only in the process
of “arriving”, or becoming linguistically accessible, in various regions of the

* [Totalitätsdenken] – thinking (in terms of) totality.
130 On Dussel’s re-evaluation of Marx, see Peter 1997, pp. 72ff.
131 Another work worthy of mention within the context of the Latin American debate on

Marx in the 1980s, and one which caused something of a stir, is Aricó 1980. Here it was
claimed that Marx was occasionally somewhat uncomprehending when confronted by
the social and political reality of Latin America.
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world, and that this arrival incurs brutal persecution in many places’.132 The
same could be said in relation to various regions of the world in the 1960s
and 1970s. In considering the question of the accessibility of Marx’s work, it
should be borne in mind that it was not until the 1980s that the Marx-Engels
Collected Works (mecw) edition, which was conceived in part also with the
English-speaking countries of the so-called ‘ThirdWorld’ inmind,was initiated.
The SovietMarx-researcher, LewGolman, wrote the following in relation to the
mecw in 1978: ‘The English-language edition is intended for an extraordinarily
large readership. It has been distributed not only in England and the usa, but
also in all English-speaking countries – in Ireland, Australia, New Zealand,
Canada, India, Burma, Sri Lanka – as well as in a series of other Asian and
also African countries which have only recently freed themselves from the
colonial yoke of British imperialism’.133 In some regions of the so-called ‘Third
World’, a theoretically sophisticated methodological discussion oriented to
Marx was (and continues to be) hardly existent, for various economic, political
or politico-ideological reasons. This applied (and continues to apply) to Arab
countries,134 for example, but also to Sub-Saharan Africa. In the 1980s, Paulin
J. Hountondji, who originates from Benin and has become one of the best-
known African philosophers, explained the African perspective as follows: ‘We
still have no real, consistent, intellectual Marxist tradition. We still continue
to learn and teach our Marxism out of popular handbooks written elsewhere,
especially in the Soviet Union’.135 In another text dating from 1976, the West
African philosopher expanded on the point as follows: ‘We must promote
positively a Marxist theoretical tradition in our countries – a contradictory
scientific debate around the work of Marx and his followers. For let us not
forget this:Marxism itself is a tradition, a plural debate based on the theoretical
foundations laid by Marx’. Hountondji deplores the fact that there still exists a
theoretical ‘vacuum’ in relation toMarxist discussion inAfrica. He continues as
follows: ‘We learned our Marxism from popular works, and having swallowed
it in little pills, we used to enjoy whispering about it in tightly closed circles’.
According to Hountondji, a solution would consist in the following: ‘here and

132 Haug 1983, p. 428.
133 Golman 1978, p. 436.
134 See Mchaurab 1984, for a contribution from the 1980s which deals with the situation

regarding editions ofMarx’swork in theArab language.OnMarxism in theArabworld, see
alsoHafez 1969. The best-known critical social theorist of African-Arab origins drawing on
Marx is the Egyptian, Samir Amin, who lives in Senegal: Amin engaged extensively with
Marx’s critique of political economy in the 1970s (see, among other works, Amin 1978).

135 Hountondji 1984, p. 107.
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now, in the semi-silence in which we are compelled to work, we should set
about broadening our knowledge ofMarx and the rich traditionhe inaugurated
and thus stampout once and for all our unanimist and dogmatic prejudices: we
must restore to theory its birthright’.136

With regard to the situation in Korea, the South Korean Marx-researcher,
Moon-Gil Chung, claims that, before 1945, ‘the interest of Korean intellectuals
in Marx and in Marxism, and their contacts to this ideology, were similar in
level to those of the Japanese intelligentsia’.137 The question as to whether or
not Chung’s view is to be endorsed cannot be answered here. Nevertheless, it is
a fact that the division of the country into a capitalist Southern part and a Sta-
linist Northern part as a consequence of the SecondWorldWar and the 1950–3
Korean War represented a fundamental point of rupture in this regard. In the
South, any engagementwithMarx andMarxism,whether politicallymotivated
or primarily scientific, had to contend with repressive measures on the part of
the state. Beyond the oppositional underground movement, there was hardly
any space for an engagement with Marx and Marxism that transcended anti-
communist indoctrination. In the Stalinist North, the dogmatism of the ruling
‘Juche’ ideology suffocated any emancipatory theoretical potential.

After the Gwangju massacre in 1980, in which hundreds of protesters were
slaughtered by themilitary, a strong oppositional protestmovement developed
in SouthKorea; the latter wasmore strongly radicalised in comparison to previ-
ous protest movements, and more ideologically oriented towards Marxism. Of
significance in this context was the development of an intellectual ‘counter-’
and ‘underground’ culture, in which a movement of reading circles interested
in Marxian and Marxist literature played an important role. The South Korean
Left of the 1980s, which was compelled to operate underground as the result
of state repression, drew for the most part on forms of dogmatic Marxism. The
two most significant currents within the South Korean Left of the 1980s were
an orthodox Leninism on the one hand, and the North Korean ‘Juche’ ideo-
logy on the other (by contrast, Trotskyism was pretty much insignificant at the
time). An important theoretical debatewithin theMarxist undergroundmilieu
in South Korea of the 1980s revolved around the specific socio-economic char-
acter of South Korean society.138

It was not until the 1990s, when both the militant protest movement and
interest inMarxian andMarxist theory were already in decline in South Korea,

136 Hountondji 1996, p. 183.
137 Chung 1998, p. 269.
138 The term ‘social formation debates’ is sometimes used to describe this discussion. For a

detailed account, see Shin 2002, pp. 359ff.
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that a kind of South Korean counterpart to the New Left in theWest could gain
a foothold.139 With the reduction (although not complete disappearance) of
state repression in the same decade, the research situation improved for South
Korean scientists with an orientation towards Marxian theory. However, the
present relatively scant interest in Marx on the part of the new generation
can hardly be compared with the intensive reception of Marx and Marxism by
the protest generation of the 1980s. Nevertheless, Althusserianism and (post-)
operaismo have recently found a positive resonance among a few intellectuals
in South Korea (more precisely: Althusserianism represented something of
a fashionable current within the South Korean Left above all in the 1990s,
whereas in the 2000s, the same could be said of post-operaismo).140

In the People’s Republic of China, Mao’s death in 1976 and Deng Xiaoping’s
subsequent rise to a leading position marked the beginning of a new era not
only politically, but also in the ideological sphere. Surveying the time under
Mao, the philosopher Fangtong Liu explains in retrospect that ‘both Marxism
and other cultural fields were confined to a closed situation for a long time,
which cut them off from the development of the rest of theworld. It obstructed
their growth and enrichment’.141 The intellectual situation had changed since
the political and social upheavals at the end of the 1970s. The philosopher Li-
Quan Chou perceived a new intellectual openness in this context. In the 1980s,
he wrote that the classical works of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and Mao were
no longer regarded as the ultimate criterion of truth. In addition, a transfer of
various philosophical ideas from Eastern Europe, Western Europe and Amer-
ica to China was now taking place. An important theme of Chinese research
in this new period was the question of the relationship between Marxism and
humanism; in this context (and against the backdrop of the new openness), a
genuine philosophical discussion was able, somewhat diffidently, to unfold.142
Thus, according to Chou, the exponents of the conception that ‘humanism is

139 In this paragraph I rely above all on the work of a Korean sociologist and historian of the
protest movement in her country, who lives and lectures in the Anglo-Saxon world: see
M. Park 2002 and Park 2005. The Marxist economic scientist, Seongjin Jeong, criticises
both the ‘Juche’ wing of the South Korean Left of the 1980s, and the latter’s Leninist wing,
which he regards as ‘Stalinist’ (see Jeong 1996).

140 On (post-) operaismo in South Korea, see, among other works, Kim 2007, pp. 170ff.
141 Liu 2004, p. 187.
142 On the occasion of the centenary of Marx’s death, Shaozhi wrote the following: ‘There is

… the relationship between Marxism and humanism to consider. For a long period, this
question remained a forbidden area of study in China. Today, fewer and fewer people still
refuse to admit that there is humanism in Marxism’ (Shaozhi 1983, p. 39).
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indeed an essential ingredient of Marxism’ found themselves confronted by
those thinkers who represented the view that ‘humanism cannot be incor-
porated into Marxism’.143 In the early 1980s, Shaozhi, then a high-ranking rep-
resentative of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Zedong Thought at the
Chinese Academy of Sciences, was able to report that there was a new under-
standing ofMarxism inChina. According to Shaozhi, the potential connections
and differences between Marx’s early and mature work, the relation between
Marxism and humanism, the relationship between science and ideology, as
well as ‘the connection and/or differences between Marx on the one hand,
and Engels and Lenin on the other’,144 all represent important questions that
the Chinese debate on Marxism had to pose. Shaozhi wrote elsewhere that
Marxism cannot be handled like a religion or a compulsory ideology: it is ‘a
branch of the social sciences, but it is not an all-encompassing “science of sci-
ences” ’.145

The ‘ideological struggles’ around reform-based attempts to foster an open-
nesswithinChineseMarxism in theperiodof the late 1970s and the 1980s canbe
illustrated by the example of the history of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism-
Mao Zedong Thought, which was founded in 1979.146 To all appearances, this
institute was characterised by a strong interest in determining the contem-
porary state of the international discussion on Marxist theory: ‘The Institute
regularly published Reference Materials on the Study of Marxism (distributed
internally) to introduce Chinese readers to the various schools of Marxism and
socialism in the contemporary world, commentary on Marxism abroad, criti-
cisms and revisions of Marxism in the West and Eastern Europe, and descrip-
tions of the reforms under way in the Soviet Union and Eastern European
countries’.147 However, there were repeated setbacks to contend with in the
form of repression, as Shaozhi reports. An example is the campaign against
‘intellectual pollution’ which was led by dogmatic hardliners in 1983. Shaozhi
writes that following the death in 1989 of the reformist politician, Hu Yaobang,
and the massive student protests that this triggered, the Institute of Marxism-
Leninism-Mao Zedong Thought was subjected to state repression. Members of
the institutewere arrested and later released. Shaozhi foundhimself compelled
to emigrate.

143 Chou 1988, p. 61. On the development of ChineseMarxism sinceMao’s death, see also Kha
1987, pp. 113 ff.

144 Shaozhi 1984, p. 78.
145 Shaozhi 1993a, p. 111.
146 On this institute, see Shaozhi 1993b, pp. 335ff.
147 Shaozhi 1993b, p. 342.
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It is alsoworthnoting that the thesis of a crisis of contemporaryMarxismwas
also developedby aChinese theorist – namely by Shaozhi himself – in the latter
half of the 1980s. Shaozhi outlined the historical process which had led to the
crisis of Marxism as follows: ‘For a long period, approximately since the end of
the 1920s or the beginning of the 1930s, Marxism has been simplified, petrified
and dogmatised. The scientific spirit and innovating power of Marxism was
destroyed. The practice of socialism and theworld communistmovementwere
damaged, and Marxist theory regressed far behind practice – it no longer
had the power to further develop itself ’.148 According to Shaozhi, Stalin had
expedited the development of Marxism into a dogma. By contrast, Shaozhi
advocated apluralist andopenMarxism, and tookup in this context the dictum
of letting a hundred schools of thought contend.149,*

4 The Global Situation after the End of Marxism as a Mass Ideology
(Circa 1990–2008)

If a distinction is made, following the Greek social theorist, John Milios** (see
below), between ‘Marxism as an ideology of the masses’ and ‘Marxism as a
theoretical system’, it can be said in relation to the latter that the systematic
theoretical and scientific engagement with Marx was affected by the collapse
of actually existing socialism, insofar as this entailed the extensive ‘winding
down’ of institutionalised Marx-research in the former countries of actually
existing socialismandespecially in thegdr.However, theoretical and scientific
engagement with Marx’s oeuvre, and with Marx’s critique of political economy
in particular, continues to the present in both East and West and in some

148 Shaozhi 1989, p. 747.
149 Shaozhi 1989, p. 752.
* ‘ “Let a hundred flowers blossom, let a hundred schools of thought contend” and “long-

term coexistence and mutual supervision” – how did these slogans come to be put for-
ward? They were put forward in the light of China’s specific conditions, in recognition
of the continued existence of various kinds of contradictions in socialist society and in
response to the country’s urgent need to speed up its economic and cultural development.
Letting a hundred flowers blossomand a hundred schools of thought contend is the policy
for promoting progress in the arts and sciences and a flourishing socialist culture in our
land’ (Mao 1977, p. 408). Mao’s ‘Hundred Flowers Campaign’ of 1956–7, in which criticism
of the regime was encouraged, was followed by the repressive crackdown on dissent dur-
ing the ‘Anti-Rightist Campaign’.

** John Milios is also known as Yannis/Giannis Milios.
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countries of the so-called ‘Third World’. In the eyes of numerous researchers
worldwide, the Marxian project of a critique of political economy has in no
way been rendered obsolete by the political collapse of the system of states
of actually existing socialism in Central and Eastern Europe, or by the trans-
formation of the People’s Republic of China into a modern capitalist society (a
processwhichhas steadily intensified since the 1990s). The continuation, under
the aegis of the Internationale Marx-Engels Stiftung, of the Marx-Engels Ges-
amtausgabe (mega2)* – themost representative international project in terms
of research into, and publication of, theworks ofMarx and Engels – exemplifies
the fact that engagement withMarx continues to be of contemporary scientific
relevance after 1990.

Yet mainstream interest in Marxian theory – beyond merely superficial
engagement – has further receded in this period. Itmust thus be acknowledged
that, in comparison with the 1970s, the attractiveness of Marx’s works has
considerably subsidedas far as thenewstreamof scientific researchers, but also
the younger generationof political activists, is concerned.Adorno’s reference to
the ‘neuroticisation that consciousness has experienced in relation toMarx’150
would seem to be of contemporary relevance once more.

Historically, the collapse of actually existing socialism signified the end of
Marxism as a political and ideological mass movement. Here it is to be noted,
however, that previously the Marxisms of the mass parties of the Second and
Third Internationals and of their historical successors were mostly accessible
to the masses only in their vulgarised form, meaning that, for the most part,
there was no intensive engagement with Marx’s critique of political economy
on the part of the masses. Following the political and economic processes of
transformation which began in 1989 in Central and Eastern Europe, even the
vulgarised variants of Marxism have definitively lost all ‘compatibility with the
masses’ – at least inmost countries of the world.Marxist thought appears to be
fundamentally discredited (although the objection could be made that this is
not the case to the same extent in all countries).

Beyond the narrow confines of the intensive scientific engagement with
Marx and with Marxism that has continued undiminished since 1989, the
‘requiem’ for Marxism became a commonplace of intellectual discourse. Fran-
cis Fukuyama’s conjectures concerning the end of history – his speculation
that liberal democracy marks the endpoint of the ideological development of
humanity – were broadly received in the 1990s. Even if such hyperbole is to be

* The critical edition of the complete works of Marx and Engels.
150 Adorno 1974, p. 272.
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dismissed, it remains the case that the collapse of actually existing socialism
andofMarxism-Leninism in theory andpractice represents a historical turning
point: it forms the historical background to the subsequent further develop-
ment, between the poles of politics and theory, of theoretical approaches to
social criticism since 1989/91.

The collapse of Eastern European Marxism-Leninism had far-reaching con-
sequences for Marxists worldwide, regardless of whether they were sympath-
etic to the Soviet variant of Marxism or distanced themselves from it. Yet it was
Marxism in those countries in which it had previously constituted the official
ideology of the ruling party that was most immediately affected by these polit-
ical and ideological transformations. The Soviet Union constitutes a striking
example in this context. Alexander Litschev and Dietrich Kegler draw a dis-
tinction between two differing interpretations of the Soviet philosophy of this
period of upheaval and theway that it related toMarx.151 On the one hand, they
identify theoretical ‘attempts to rescue’ Marxismwhichmilitated in favour of a
return to the original – and, it might be added, unadulterated – Marx. On the
other hand, another tendency which joined the debate pushed for a complete
overcoming and elimination ofMarxism. Amore differentiated study than that
of Litschev and Kegler in relation to the understanding of Soviet philosophy
in the late phase of perestroika is provided by the South Korean, Seong-Paik
Lee.152 He identifies a certain ‘Marxist humanism’ as a fundamental guiding
principle of those forces whowere in favour of a philosophy of reform andwho
struggled for a renewal ofMarxist thoughtwithin perestroika. According to Lee,
Marxist humanism had had ‘its decisive origin in the discussion on the “young
Marx” in the 1960s’.153 Lee’s study enables a parallel to be drawn between the
strands of Marxist thought which strove for a renewal during the Soviet peres-
troika period and the theoretical openings and developments within Chinese
Marxism which came to light – however tentatively, and against stern resist-
ance on the part of the dogmatists – during the Deng Xiaoping era. In China,
too, a ‘Marxist humanism’ was developed.

Although instances of a differentiated engagement withMarxian orMarxist
theory can still be found in Russia today (in the context of the mega2 pro-
ject, for example),154 these represent a marginal phenomenon within Russian
philosophy and social science. For example, Alexander Buzgalin and Andrej
Kolganov are working to form a school of thought of post-Soviet Marxism in

151 See Litschev and Kegler 1992, pp. 9 ff.
152 See Lee 1998.
153 Lee 1998, p. 45.
154 See for example Mayer 2007; see also Mayer and Küttler 2007, pp. 740ff.
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Russia: this school is to be characterised by the critique of theoretical Stalinism,
with currents of humanist Marxism forming its central point of reference.155

From the 1990s onwards, the critique of so-called ‘globalisation’156,* marked
the emergence of a new social movement on a world scale; points of reference
for this movement were the Zapatista uprising of 1994,157 the protests against
themeeting of theWorld Trade Organisation in Seattle in 1999, and against the
g8 Summit in Genoa in 2001. The international counter-globalisation move-
ment is a politically and theoretically variegated protest movement. Marx-
oriented currents have a presence within this movement, although as yet only
in a marginal form. Opinions are divided within the counter-globalisation
movement on the question of Marxian theory. It can safely be assumed that
Marxian theory has little significance for the majority of the ‘more pragmatic’
critics of globalisation, and yet a newly reconfigured context of the tension
between theory and politics emerged with the counter-globalisation move-
ment.Movingwithin this newcontext are various thinkers fromdifferent coun-
trieswhocan certainly be said tohave engaged intensivelywithMarxian theory.
Although these theorists have not as yet succeeded in exerting an influence on
broad circles of globalisation critics, it is worth casting a glance at the profile of
several of the thinkers with an orientation towards Marx who also relate to the
counter-globalisation movement.

In Japan, intensive engagement with Marx continued after the upheavals in
Central and Eastern Europe.158 Against the backdrop of globalisation since the
end of the Cold War, the Asian Financial Crisis of 1997 and global migration
flows, the Japanese philosopher andMarx-researcher, Tomonaga Tairako, deals
with suggestions for possible solutions and attempts to deliberate the role of
philosophy in this context. Tairako expands as follows: ‘The most critical goal
of globalization studies is to construct resistant discourse against capitalist
globalization without falling into the pitfall of nationalism’.159 The Japanese

155 See Buzgalin and Kolganov 2007.
156 On the problematic of ‘Marx and the critique of globalisation’, see Henning 2006, pp. 29ff.

Nevertheless, one of the internationally best-known intellectuals to have criticised glob-
alisation, the Filipino sociologist Walden Bello, describes Marx as a formative influence
on his own thought (see Bello 2004).

* See also Pradella 2015.
157 This was an uprising by the indigenous population which began in the SouthernMexican

region of Chiapas in 1994. The designation Zapatista derives from one of the leading
figures of the Mexican Revolution of the early twentieth century, Emiliano Zapata.

158 See for example Ito 1994, pp. 323ff.
159 Tairako 2005, p. 59.
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philosopher’s projected goal consists in the creation of a global safety net to
protect all individuals from direct violence and oppression, as well as from the
‘structural’ violence associated with capitalist globalisation. Regarding the role
that philosophy can play, Tairako writes that it should take seriously ‘the needs
and demands of people suffering from today’s globalization’. He adds that it
is important ‘to keep supporting the social movements for empowering them
and to equip themwith the sense of humandignity and ethicalmeaningfulness
which grounds on historical necessity’.160 Tairako’s interpretation of Marx – an
interpretation which is of great significance with regard to Japanese research
intoMarx on account of the original reading that Tairakomakes of the critique
of political economy via the theory of reification – will be considered later in
this study.

One of the best-known intellectual critics of globalisation in the People’s
Republic of China is currently the economist Han Deqiang; however, the lat-
ter also relates critically to Marxism (or what he understands by Marxism). He
presented some of his theses to a non-Chinese audience at an international
Marx conference in Havana: according to Deqiang, the People’s Republic of
China is characterised by ‘the emergence of [a] new exploiting class and the
return in reality of capitalism’. Deqiang asserts that China is a ‘new economic
colony of the United States’.161 Deqiang’s theoretical approach points in a dif-
ferent direction from that of Shaozhi, referred to above, who was close to the
reform wing of Chinese Marxism in the 1980s. Deqiang refers to Mao Zedong
and even ultimately evaluates the basic approach of the Cultural Revolution
positively. He insists on a fundamental revision of Marxism. His critique is
expressed in his proposition of inverting the traditional base-superstructure
schema: ‘So, this Marxist statement would be rewritten as: “the superstruc-
ture of a society dominates its economic basis while the latter restrains the
former” ’.162 Deqiang’s radical voluntarism is expressed in this inversion, as well
as the leading role that he ascribes to an ‘ideological revolution’. According
to Deqiang, it must be conceded that the writings of Marx and Engels ‘leave
too much room for revisionists. What is more, Marxism is likely to become
detached from revolutionary practice since it does not fully recognize the
importance and complexity of ideological revolution’.163 This, in Deqiang’s

160 Tairako 2005, p. 60. Incidentally, Tairako has also published a contribution on the prob-
lematic of ‘Marx and globalism’ (Tairako 2003, p. 11 ff.).

161 Deqiang 2003.
162 Deqiang 2003, p. 7.
163 Deqiang 2003, p. 10.
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view, is a key limitation of Marxism. The solution to the problem that he pro-
poses is ‘to admit the limitation of Marxism, innovate and integrate Marxist
theory through a summary of international communist revolutionary practice
under the guidance of Marxism in the last 150 years, and consequently estab-
lish new theories that are more fitting to revolutionary practices and histor-
ical rules, thus laying a solid theoretical foundation for the final elimination
of capitalism and for true liberation of humanity’.164 In political terms, Deqi-
ang’s ultimate partisan defence of Mao Zedong and the Cultural Revolution is
catastrophic. Nevertheless, it is important to consider his thinking here to the
extent that it is an expression of the social and ideological tensions which tra-
verse contemporary Chinese society in its colossal process of transformation in
the context of capitalist globalisation.

In his 1970 work, Marx’s Theory of Alienation, the Hungarian philosopher,
István Mészáros, who preferred to remain in his homeland rather than to
emigrate to the West after the 1956 uprising, regards the concept of aliena-
tion as the key to understanding both the early and the mature Marx.165 This
work, in which the trajectory of Marx’s further intellectual development is not
contested, even though Mészáros resolutely opposes any interpretation which
establishes a strict dichotomy between the ‘young’ and the ‘mature’ Marx, was
of great significance for the discussion of Marx in the Anglo-Saxon world (and,
to a certain extent, beyond). In a more recent book, Beyond Capital (published
in 1995),166 Mészáros retains his emancipatory socialist perspective; this work
was received not only in the Anglo-Saxon world, but also in Latin America.167
Dorothea Melcher has written that Beyond Capital was even ‘translated and
published by the Venezuelan government in 2001’.168 Mészáros himself argues
that the title, Beyond Capital, is to be understood in three ways. One meaning
of this formulation refers back to Marx himself: ‘In this sense it means going
beyond capital as such and not merely beyond capitalism’.169 Secondly, it is a
question of going beyond the three volumes of Capital (and also theGrundrisse

164 Ibid.
165 See Mészáros 1970.
166 See Mészáros 1995.
167 Two interviews (from 1992 and 1999) also afford insight into Mészáros’s political thought

in the 1990s: Mészáros 1993, pp. 9 ff. and Mészáros 2000, pp. 26ff.
168 Melcher 2005, p. 511. This information cannot be verifiedhere. Incidentally, one of the best-

known Venezuelan interpreters of the critique of political economy was the philosopher
and economist, José Rafael Núñez Tenorio. See, among other works, Núñez Tenorio 1969
and Núñez Tenorio 1985.

169 Mészáros 1995, p. xxi.
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and Theories of Surplus-Value). Thirdly, the Hungarian theorist adds that it is a
question of going beyond theMarxian project itself, as the latter ‘could be artic-
ulated under the circumstances of commodity society’s global ascendancy in
the nineteenth century, when the possibilities of adjustment for capital as a
“hybrid” system of control – which became fully visible only in the twentieth
century – were as yet hidden from theoretical scrutiny’.170 Nevertheless, Marx
remains a crucial point of reference for Mészáros’s thought.

Alongside Mészáros and the above-mentioned Argentinian-Mexican philo-
sopher, Enrique Dussel, whose theoretical output continues to be received in
Latin America (and beyond), there are further intellectuals worth registering
here as exerting a certain influence on the contemporaryMarxist discussion in
Latin America. Thus the German social scientist, Heinz Dieterich, who lives in
Mexico, deserves mention at this point: he is considered the visionary behind
the project for a ‘socialism of the twenty-first century’ (according to Dieterich,
such a project is to have a grassroots democratic configuration);171 such a pro-
ject is also invoked by the President of Venezuela, Hugo Chávez.172

Another thinker worthy of mention is Marta Harnecker, a philosopher ori-
ginating from Chile. Harnecker made a significant contribution to the dissem-
ination and development of Marxist thought in Latin America in the 1960s
and 1970s by publishing a textbook on the fundamental concepts of histor-
ical materialism; Harnecker’s work was considerably influenced by Althusser’s
‘structuralist Marxism’.173 Numerous editions of Harnecker’s book were pro-
duced, and in total approximately one million copies are in circulation in the
Spanish-speaking world. Reception of this work continues to this day. After
Pinochet’s military coup in 1973, Harnecker fled to Cuba and worked as a his-
torian of the Latin American Left and as an observer of its political develop-
ment.174 The thrust of her thinking in relation toMarxism can be encapsulated
in the proposition that the updating ofMarxist theory represents an important
theoretical challenge.

170 Ibid.
171 See Dieterich 2006, pp. 65ff.
172 One of the fiercest critics of Dieterich is the British Trotskyist, Alan Woods, who is evid-

ently attempting to gain political and theoretical influence within the process of the
‘Bolivarian Revolution’ in Venezuela. For the critique of Dieterich, see Woods 2008.

173 See Harnecker 1969. Harnecker also produced a popular guide to Capital (Harnecker and
Lapidus 1972). This book consists of three parts, two of which are authored by Harnecker;
the third part is a translation of a Soviet textbook from 1929, which addresses the funda-
mental concepts of Capital.

174 See Harnecker 1999.
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A further theorist to be cited here is the Irishman, John Holloway, who lives
and lectures in Mexico. Holloway’s approach is oriented towards a theory of
revolution.175 The Irish thinker draws onMarx’s critique of political economy176
as well as on operaismo in the context of his own distinctive combination of
critical perspectives: Holloway’s theory is informedbyboth the theory of fetish-
ism and a theory of struggle. Holloway is engaged in a reorientation of Marxist
thought, as is given expression in his critique of the ‘tradition of “scientific
Marxism” ’; Holloway contends that the latter is blind to the fetishism problem-
atic. A decisive factor influencing Holloway’s thought is his background in the
circle of theorists involved in the international ‘OpenMarxism’ project.177 This
international Marxist theory project developed in the 1990s with a program-
matic orientation towards the interconnection between theory and practice,
andwas characterisedby an emancipatory perspective.178 (The ‘OpenMarxism’
project was at least in part influenced by theWest GermanNewMarx-Reading,
or more precisely, by the works of Backhaus and Reichelt).179 Holloway’s intel-
lectual approach, which is informed by a theory of emancipation, has certainly
resonated with a minority within the counter-globalisation movement.

Some of theMarx-interpreterswho can be grouped under the rubric of inter-
national Trotskyism180,* also relate to the counter-globalisation movement.

175 See Holloway 2002. On Holloway, see also Elbe 2006.
176 For Holloway’s view of Marx’s critique of political economy, see also Holloway 2001.
177 On the ‘Open Marxism’ project, see, among other works, Altamira 2006, pp. 181 ff.
178 See Bonefeld, Gunn, Holloway and Psychopedis 1995.
179 This becomes evident from a consideration of, among other writings, Bonefeld’s study on

the significance of the Marxian concept of critique. See Bonefeld 2001, pp. 53ff. Among
the aspects foregrounded by Bonefeld, a German representative of the ‘Open Marxism’
project, in his approach to reading Marx, are those of form theory and fetish critique.

180 The Belgian economist, Ernest Mandel (1923–95), ranked as one of the best-known Trot-
skyist interpreters of Marx’s critique of political economy in the 1960s and 1970s; his work
was widely disseminated internationally (see, among other works, Mandel 1962; Mandel
1970; Mandel 1976a; and Mandel 1991). Jan-Willem Stutje recently produced a biography
of Mandel, which also deals with the Belgian theorist’s contacts to the West German and
French student movements of the 1960s (see Stutje 2007). As one of the leading protagon-
ists of Western European Trotskyism, Mandel stood critically opposed in political terms
both to the ‘Moscow orthodoxy’ and to the communist parties in Western Europe, and
explicitly understood himself as a representative of an undogmatic, open Marxism (see
Mandel and Agnoli 1980). In the frg, however, there were vehement criticisms of Man-
del’s economic theory formation from an early stage (see Bader, Bischoff, Ganssmann,
Goldschmidt, Hoffmann and Riehn 1970).

* Mandel 1991 containsGerman translations ofMandel’s introductions to the three volumes



marx-oriented conceptual approaches, 1960s to today 71

These include the French philosopher, Daniel Bensaïd (a member of the Ligue
Communiste Révolutionnaire), the Brazilian or Franco-Brazilian philosopher,
eco-socialist and Marxism researcher, Michael Löwy (also a member of the
Ligue Communiste Révolutionnaire), as well as the British social scientist, Alex
Callinicos (member of the Socialist Workers’ Party). Callinicos engaged with
the counter-globalisation movement in the form of his Anti-Capitalist Mani-
festo.181 As he declared in 1983, his underlying concern in his engagement with
Marx is to rescue the latter ‘from the distortions he has suffered’.182 In the
context of his engagement with Marxian theory, Callinicos more recently criti-
cised the ‘New Dialectic’ approach of the British Marx-interpreter, Christopher
Arthur (see below).183 For his part, Bensaïd grasps Marxian theory neither in
the sense of a philosophy of history, nor in the sense of a sociological the-
ory of class or an economic science, but rather as a kind of critical theory
of social struggle and transformation of the world.184 As regards Löwy: bey-
ond his research into the historical development of Latin American Marxism,
the Brazilian Trotskyist has engaged with Marx’s theory of revolution, among
other themes.185 In relation to the recent development in Latin America, Löwy
maintains that the Zapatista movement has inherited the historical legacy of
CheGuevara and liberation theology, among other traditions. In Löwy’s assess-
ment, the ‘Bolivarian Revolution’ under Hugo Chávez draws on not only Símon
Bolívar (the liberator of South America from the colonial yoke and visionary
thinker who strove to unify the continent), but also Marx and Engels, Luxem-
burg, Trotsky, Mariategui and Guevara. The question of whether and to what
extent this is true cannot be addressed here. What is clear, however, is that the
Marx-interpreters referred to here cannot be reckoned to have exerted more
than a slight influence on the international counter-globalisation movement
overall.

To conclude this section, a brief summary: the historical point of departure
of the present exposition was the international rise of socialist movements,
particularly in the 1960s. During the course of this political ferment, there was
probably amore intensive reception ofMarxian theory than ever before. Marx-

of Capital (see Mandel 1976b, Mandel 1978 and Mandel 1981), along with a foreword and
afterword.

181 See Callinicos 2003.
182 Callinicos 2004a, p. 11. There is also a shorter, general introductory presentation ofMarxian

theory in Callinicos 2007, pp. 78ff.
183 See Callinicos 2005a, pp. 41 ff.
184 See Bensaïd 2002, p. 12.
185 See Löwy 2003.
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ism was to large extent de-dogmatised. From the mid- to late 1970s onwards, a
debate developed – particularly in Western Europe – over the (alleged) ‘crisis
of Marxism’. From the 1980s onwards, however, new opportunities arose for
Marxist thought to have an impact in other parts of the world (Latin America,
South Korea). In the People’s Republic of China, certain tendencies towards
de-dogmatisation emerged within Marxist theory formation during the Deng
Xiaoping era. Since the end of ‘Marxism as a mass ideology’ that was signalled
by the epochal watershed of 1989–90,Marx-oriented thought has beenmargin-
alised to a large extentwithin the sphere defined by the tensionbetween theory
and politics, but it is still present: since the 1990s, it has retained a presence in
the milieu around the international counter-globalisation movement.
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chapter 2

The Further Development of the Marx Debate since
the 1960s: A Survey

The intensive reception of Marx’s critique of political economy in the post-
war period was prefigured by the work of significant historical precursors in
the period before the SecondWorldWar. Notable contributions in this context
include: Rubin’s research into value theory in the Soviet Union in the 1920s;
Samezō Kuruma’s discussion in interwar Japan of the problematic of Marx’s
plans for the architectonic of his critique of political economy, among other
themes; the theoretical disputes around Hajime Kawakami and Kazuo Fuku-
moto; and finally, during the period of the Weimar Republic, Henryk Gross-
mann’s treatment of various issues including the problematic of Marx’s plans
for the architectonic of his critique of political economy. Numerous other
examples could doubtlessly be cited here. Disregarding these historical pre-
cursors, however, it can be established that there was a significant upturn in
terms of theoretically sophisticated, systematic and differentiated discussion
of the critique of political economy, particularly in the postwar period: this was
the case in Japan, inWestern Europe, in the socialist countries of Europe (in the
Soviet Union in particular, and somewhat later in the gdr), and finally, also in
West Germany, as well as in the Anglo-Saxon world (from the 1960s and above
all from the 1970s on) and, more markedly than ever before, in Latin America
from the 1960s and 1970s on.

A survey is given here, from the perspective of the history of theory, of
the development of the international reception and further elaboration of
the Marxian critique of political economy from the 1960s to the present. In
this survey, reference is made to the existence of determinate research fields
and to theses which have played an important role in the formation of the-
ory in different countries; various theoretical currents and schools of thought
in individual regions of the world are presented; and, within this context,
it is crucial to address the international transfer of theory and the way in
which theories refer to each other across national and linguistic boundar-
ies.
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1 West Germany1

Since West German theoretical approaches after 1980 are considered in detail
within the in-depth thematic examination of the historical development of
the international discussion on Marx which is undertaken in the third part
of the present study, I concentrate here primarily on the exposition of the
West German debate of the 1960s and 1970s. So as not to pre-empt the later
exposition, the later theoretical development is merely briefly outlined and
periodised here. However, the particular emphasis on the 1960s and 1970s at
this juncture should in no way be read as an indication that little or no pro-
gress has been made in the theoretical debate in the subsequent period up
to the present. On the contrary, it was only later – from the point of view of
the history of theory – that the West German debate experienced its high-
point.

The rediscovery and reappropriation of Marx’s ‘mature’ critique of political
economy was the most important task that presented itself in the 1960s – the
discussion ofMarx having been brutally terminated by National Socialism, and
having been subsequently neglected to a large extent in favour of the focus
on Marx’s early writings that typified the postwar period in West Germany.
West German engagement with Marx received an effective impetus towards
further development from outside the frg – namely from an exile in the
usa, Roman Rosdolsky, who composed a widely-read commentary on Marx’s
Grundrisse.2

Rosdolsky – a Marx-researcher originating from Galicia, who was aware of
the destruction of the Rubin current in the Soviet Union in Stalin’s time,3
and who was nearly killed himself as an anti-fascist resistance fighter in the
concentration camps of Auschwitz, Ravensbrück and Oranienburg – disclosed
the motivation behind his magnum opus as follows: he himself was by pro-
fession neither an economist, nor a philosopher. He would not have dared
to

write a commentary on the Rough Draft if a school of Marxist theoreti-
cians still existed today – as it did for the first thirty years of this century –
which would have been better equipped to carry out this task. However,
the last generation of notable Marxist theoreticians for the most part fell

1 In the present study, the Western part of Berlin is included within the concept of ‘West
Germany’.

2 See Rosdolsky 1977.
3 See Rosdolsky 1977, p. 570.
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victim to Hitler’s and Stalin’s terror, which interrupted the further devel-
opment of the body of Marxist ideas for several decades. Given these
circumstances I feel obliged to offer this work to the reading public – as
defective and incomplete as it might be – in the hope that a new genera-
tionwill follow forwhom, oncemore,Marx’s theorywill be a living source
both of knowledge and the political practice which this knowledge dir-
ects.4

This hope of Rosdolsky’s was to be fulfilled, not least as a result of his own
theoretical contribution. (He himself did not live to experience this, as he
died in 1967 in exile in Detroit, whereas his major work was only published
posthumously the following year in West Germany).

Whereas in Japan, a differentiated discussion around Marx’s method in his
critiqueof political economyhad soonbegun todevelopagain a short timeafter
1945 (not only drawing on the state of the discussion of the interwar period, but
also going beyond it), a comparable development failed at first to materialise
inWest Germany. Here it was amatter of bringing to life a debate about Capital
which had reached no more than a preliminary stage before 1933,5 and which
had then been violently broken off and had remained largely non-existent in
the intervening period.

In the 1950s, during the peak of Rosdolsky’s work on his monograph which
was published in 1968, a correspondence developed between Rosdolsky and
Korsch. The latter ranked among the most important representatives of a crit-
ical Marxism in opposition to the ‘official’ Marxism-Leninism of the interwar
period, and likewise had access to one of the few copies of the Grundrisse to
have reached theWest after it was first published in the Soviet Union in 1939/41.
Michael Buckmiller writes of the discussion between Rosdolsky andKorsch: ‘In
December 1950, Rosdolsky was so advanced in his treatment of the Grundrisse
that he intended to start drafting his commentary and his “recomposition” and
requested that Korsch … act as a critical proofreader and discussant – above

4 Rosdolsky 1977, p. xiv.
5 In the 1920s, Grossmann had identified the task of reconstructing the underlying method

in Capital. However, he drew up a sobering balance sheet in relation to the contemporary
state of research: ‘My view is that the unsatisfactory state of the literature on Marx is ulti-
mately rooted in the fact – which will appear strange to some – that until today no one
has proposed any ideas at all, let alone any clear ideas, about Marx’s method of investiga-
tion. There has been a general tendency to cling to the results of the theory … In all this
the method has been totally ignored’ (Grossmann 1992, p. 29). On Grossmann, see Kuhn
2007.
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all in relation to providing support in the interpretation of Hegel’.6 Rosdolsky’s
lament – that he was merely able to address the problematic of the Marxian
relation to Hegelian logic, which he himself considered to be very important,
but was unable to theorise it in any greater depth – rings true in the published
version of Rosdolsky’s monograph.

Rosdolsky’s study on theGrundrissewas almost completed by the turn of the
year 1953/4. In 1953, an investigation into the problematic of ‘capital in general’
in Marx, which was included in the monograph, was published in the Swiss
journal, Kyklos.7 This aroused little sustained attention, in contrast to the pub-
lication of his book in 1968. It would appear that the German-language – and
particularly theWest German –Marx discourse of the 1950s was not yet ripe for
a broad and intensive discussion of methodological problems of this kind. The
left-socialist political scientist, Wolfgang Abendroth, to whom Rosdolsky had
given the manuscript for his book in the 1950s, characterised the situation as
follows in a 1957 letter: ‘The Marx discussion ought to be restarted in Germany
in a seriousmanner, and not in amerely philosophically or theologicallymedit-
ativeway’.8 Thus the question can be posed as towhether, against the backdrop
of the dominance of theWestGermandiscourse onMarx’s earlywritings and in
particular of the Marx debate within the milieu of the Evangelical Academies,
Rosdolsky’s study could have had such an inspirational and sustained effect
in the 1950s and early 1960s as it did from 1968 onwards. In any case, Rosdol-
sky only revised his almost-finishedmonograph andmade it ready for printing
shortly before his death in 1967. Core substantive theses fromRosdolsky’s work
will be considered in part three of the present study; here, it is sufficient to note
that Rosdolsky’s monograph contributed to the opening of new thematic hori-
zons for West German engagement with Marx in the following decades and
to the demarcation of important problem areas for further research. This is
especially the case vis-à-vis the debate on the ‘problematic of Marx’s planned
architectonic of his critique of political economy’ in relation to the six-volume
structure he originally conceived; it also applies to the debate on the structur-
ing concept of ‘capital in general’, but also to the discussion around the genesis
of Marx’smagnum opus.

The Capital-debate associated with the student movement of the late 1960s
must be considered in part against the backdrop of the interpretations of Marx
that were developed within the milieu of the Frankfurt Institute for Social

6 Buckmiller 2006, p. 310.
7 Rosdolsky 1953, pp. 153 ff.
8 Wolfgang Abendroth, in a letter cited in Buckmiller 2006, p. 316.
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Research at the end of the 1950s and beginning of the 1960s.9,* Of note in this
context is first and foremost the dissertation on the concept of nature in Marx
written between 1957 and 1960 by Alfred Schmidt, a student of Horkheimer;
thisworkwaswidely disseminated in the years following its publication in 1962.
Although Schmidt’s study cannot be characterised thematically as an intensive
critical engagement with the specifics of Marx’s critique of political economy
comparable to those subsequently undertaken by Backhaus and Reichelt, it
represented an important impetus for the ensuing debate onMarx, as is reflec-
ted in Schmidt’s 1971 postscript:

It was one of the first attempts to draw on the politico-economic writ-
ings of middle-period and mature Marx, in particular Capital and the

9 It is worth mentioning in connection with the engagement with Marx within the milieu of
the Frankfurt Institute for Social Research that two different sources highlight the theoretical
influence of Adorno’s reading of Marx independently of one another. Ernst-Theodor Mohl
writes the following: ‘In an exclusive tutorial at the beginning of the 1960s, he [Adorno]
explained to me the section on fetish and the subject-object inversion which follows from it
in such a way that I was subsequently able to avoid taking an economistically foreshortened
perspective on Marx’s critique of capitalism’ (Mohl 2002, pp. 18 f.). Hans-Georg Backhaus
states the following in relation to his notes from a lecture by Adorno which were published
in 1997 (see Backhaus 1997c): ‘The notes from the summer of 1962 published in the appendix
to this volume might afford an insight into the intellectual and political atmosphere which
gave the impetus to a new Marx-reading in the early to mid-1960s, and which also played
a part in shaping the intellectual background to the protest movement’ (Backhaus 1997b,
p. 29). In 1974, Backhaus made the following criticism of the Frankfurt School: ‘The fact that
the Frankfurt School’s concept of society and ideology can only be understood on the basis
of Marx’s labour theory of value, whereas this value-theoretical dimension was completely
neglected in the German positivism dispute as well as in the way this dispute is presented
in the literature, indicates however that Adorno and Horkheimer themselves reflected the
foundations of critical theory in the labour theory of value in away thatwasmethodologically
inadequate. Although, in Adorno and Horkheimer’s opinion, the basic concepts of Marxian
value theory transcend value theory as a specialist economic discipline, it is astonishing how
little care was taken in the interpretation of these concepts which were fundamental for
the sociology and philosophy of the Frankfurt School. Taking into account the extraordinary
function that is attributed to a single concept, namely value or social labour, it is all the
more surprising that Adorno and Horkheimer should completely ignore the sociologically
and philosophically relevant object lesson in the labour theory of value – i.e. the value-form
analysis’ (Backhaus 1997a, pp. 75f.). In the meantime, a series of studies on the reception of
Marx by Adorno and by Horkheimer has appeared (Hafner 2005; Ritsert 1998; Blank 2002).

* On Adorno’s reception of Marx’s critique of political economy, see also recent studies by
Werner Bonefeld (Bonefeld 2014 and Bonefeld 2016) and Dirk Braunstein (Braunstein 2011).
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… Grundrisse, for a ‘philosophical’ interpretation of Marx’s life-work. In
doing this, the book opposed the widespread Western European, often
neo-Existentialist, tendency of the 1950s to reduce Marx’s thought to an
unhistorical ‘anthropology’ centred on the alienation problematic of the
early writings (in particular the Paris Manuscripts of 1844).10,*

According to Schmidt, the focus on the ‘philosophical depth’ of the youngMarx
had served to keep the critic of the bourgeois economy at arm’s length. The
Marx-reading of the 1960s was indeed characterised in part by the attempt to
overcome the deficits of the relatively one-sided interpretation centred on the
early writings which had been predominant until that point.

One factor which set the course for the new Frankfurt interpretation of
Marx which burgeoned in the 1960s, and which by the 1970s – if not sooner –
had developed into an important theoretical configuration, was the theor-
etical legacy of the Frankfurt School. Whereas Engels’s ‘dialectic of nature’
and in particular the development of Marxian or Marxist theory into a pro-
letarian ‘worldview’ – a development prefigured by Engels’s Anti-Dühring –
were of decisive significance for traditional Marxism, the representatives of
a younger generation attempted to tap Capital, long stylised as a classic and
yet seldom given a rigorous reading, and especially the 1857–8 Rohentwurf,**
whichhadpreviously beenoverlooked to a great extent. This occurredprecisely
under conditions in which a theoretical ballast that had encumbered most
attempts to engage with Marxism up to that point was being shaken off: the
ballast of the history of the reception of Marx under the worldview Marxisms
of the Second and Third Internationals. In 1978, Backhaus wrote the follow-
ing:

10 Schmidt 2014, p. 9. A furtherWest German author to examine the Grundrisse in the 1960s,
Friedrich Tomberg, could not be considered a genuine representative of the ‘Frankfurt
tendency’ of Marx-interpretation (see Tomberg 1969, pp. 187ff.).

* In the English-language edition (Schmidt 2014), this quotation occurs in the preface (writ-
ten 1970). It should be noted that Schmidt’s formulation in his postscript to the 1971 Ger-
man edition is slightly different: there, he characterises ‘the tendency, widespread in the
Western Europe of the 1950s, to reduce Marx’s thought to an ahistorical “anthropology”
centred on the alienation problematic of the early writings’ as being ‘tinted by Existen-
tialism and also by theology’ (see Schmidt 1993, p. 207).

** The German title of the Grundrisse is Grundrisse der Kritik der politischen Ökonomie
(Rohentwurf ). 1857–1858. This is rendered in English as ‘Outlines of the Critique of Political
Economy (Rough Draft), 1857–58’.
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The ‘New Marx-Reading’ emerged within the milieu of the Frankfurt
School and is thus owed above all to [the latter’s] critique of the theory
of reflection, of the dialectic of nature, and of the base-superstructure
theorem. It relates in an orthodox way only vis-à-vis Marx’s critique of
political economy, and in a thoroughly revisionist way vis-à-vis certain
core philosophical conceptions of Marx and Engels. On account of this
ambivalent position, the ‘logical’ current of Capital interpretation could
be termed as neo-orthodox.11

It is thus a matter here of a selective appropriation of the classics on the part
of the leading theoretical exponents of the Frankfurt reading of Marx of the
1960s and 1970s, and one which was influenced by the interpretative schema
of the Frankfurt School around Adorno and Horkheimer. The formative influ-
ences exerted by an older theoretical current constituted a decisive precondi-
tionwhich enabled a ‘neo-orthodoxy’, whichwas simultaneously orthodox and
revisionist, to position itself against the traditional Marxist theoretical ortho-
doxy of bothWestern and Eastern provenance. However, Backhaus abandoned
this ‘neo-orthodoxy’ in the third part of his Materialien zur Rekonstruktion der
MarxschenWerttheorie,* published in 1978, since he now considered an ‘ortho-
dox’ position vis-à-vis Marx’s critique of political economy to be inappropriate
given the (alleged) problems that could be identified within it.

A further factor which influenced the Frankfurt Capital reading of the 1960s
was a fortuitous discovery made by Backhaus in around 1963 – the doyen of
the Frankfurt interpretation of Marx was a student at the time – in the library
of Hermann Brill, a social-democratic politician who had died a few years pre-
viously. The discovery in question was the first edition of Capital, published
in 1867, which was scarcely-known at the time (at least in West Germany);12
‘even at first glance’, wrote Backhaus in retrospect, ‘categorial differences were
apparent in the formation of concepts in, and also in the questions posed by,
value theory – differences that are only hinted at in the second edition. This
older text had been completely ignored in a hundred years of discussion of

11 Backhaus 1997a, p. 138.
* ‘Materials towards the reconstruction of Marx’s value-theory’, republished in Backhaus

1997a.
12 In the gdr, the popularised appendix on the analysis of the value-form had been repub-

lished by 1955, and in Japan a reprint of the first edition of Capital had appeared in or
before 1959. At the time, these events in publishing history did not attract the attention
that they deserved within the reception of Marx in West Germany.
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Marx’s value theory …’.13 There are in fact notable differences between these
two editions of the first volume of Capital. Eventually the Frankfurt political
scientist, Iring Fetscher, became aware of the newly discovered 1867 first edi-
tion of Capital, and included an excerpt on value theory in the Marx-Engels
study edition, published in 1966, that he edited.14 What might appear at first
glance to be a mere anecdote from the 1960s reveals, on closer inspection, far-
reaching theoretical consequences. Backhaus’s chance discovery inaugurated
a development in which the interpretation of differences in terms of value the-
ory and value-form theory between these two editions of the first volume of
Capital15 – notable interpretations being proposed by a number of theorists
ranging from Backhaus himself, via Gerhard Göhler, to Winfried Schwarz,16
Michael Heinrich17 and Christian Iber –18 became a virtually ‘classical’ field of
enquiry for the West German interpretation of Capital, through which central
questions (the logical and the historical in Marx’s exposition, the problematic
of form-analysis and the theory of action, or the question of the popularisa-
tion of Marxian theory undertaken by Marx himself) could be discussed or
broached.

A first highpoint of the new Frankfurt engagement with Marx’s critique
of political economy was attained in 1967 at the Frankfurt Congress to mark
the centenary of the publication of the first edition of the first volume of
Capital. Alfred Schmidt was once again centre-stage, and here, he succeeded in
identifying a number of important themeswhich are still being takenupwithin
Capital-interpretation to this day. This is the case, on the one hand, vis-à-vis the
relation betweenMarx’s early andmature work, which Schmidt determined as
follows:

Marx’s methodological principle is to be used in relation to Marx’s life’s
work itself – we should explain the anatomy of the ape from the anatomy
of the human, and not vice versa. Marx and Engels’ early writings, which
were long considered to contain the original philosophical and humanist

13 Backhaus 1997b, p. 29.
14 See Fetscher 2006, p. 464.
15 For a contribution by a researcher from the former gdr on Marx’s reworking of his value

theory in the context of his preparation of the second edition of the first volumeofCapital,
see Lietz 2000.

16 See Schwarz 1987.
17 SeeHeinrich 1999a, pp. 226ff. OnMarx’s analysis of the value-form, see alsoHeinrich 2008,

pp. 104ff. and 259ff.
18 See Iber 2006.
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content of Marxism, can only be completely understood on the basis of
the historical and economic analysis of Capital.19

On the other hand, Schmidt emphasisedMarx’s concept of critiquewith regard
to his project of the critique of political economy. Importantly, too, Schmidt
conceived of the thought thatMarx-interpretationwould have to go ‘construct-
ively’ beyond the immediacy of Marx’s texts and the necessary philological
work associated with them. Elements of a procedure of this kind can cer-
tainly be found in subsequent research that has been carried out. In addition,
Schmidt argued that Marx’s self-understanding – as important as this might
be – remains often enough far behind ‘that which Marx offers theoretically in
his material analysis’.20 It is perhaps no overstatement to claim that Schmidt’s
paper represents a kind of ‘birth document’ for what was a new phenomenon
in postwar West Germany: the intensive and sophisticated engagement with
the critique of political economy.

Since the 1960s, Backhaus and his research colleague, Reichelt, have placed
a central focus on a specifically ‘qualitative’ problematic in Marx’s work –
a problematic upon which the engagement with Marx’s critique of political
economy must be concentrated, they argue. Backhaus argues that although
Marx’s critique of economic categories transcends the specialist discipline of
economics, in fact the analysis of the value-form accomplishes a sublation* of
the antinomies of economics as a specialised discipline. With his treatment
of the problematic of the value-form and fetishism, which was published in
1969 within the framework of his widely received essay, ‘On the Dialectics of
the Value-Form’, Backhaus paved the way for a part of the subsequent (West)
German discussion on the critique of political economy.21

In 1969, Reichelt had criticised a foreshortened mode of reading of Marx’s
critique of political economy – i.e. the reading of the critique of political eco-
nomy through the specialist discipline of economics.22 If the beginnings of the
first ‘wave’ of the new Frankfurt engagement with Marx can be traced back to
Schmidt’s monograph on the concept of nature in Marx, Reichelt’s 1970 inter-
pretation of Marx’s value theory, money and capital marks its end. Reichelt’s
dissertation deals with the exposition elaborated by Marx for the explication

19 Schmidt 1968, p. 33.
20 Schmidt 1968, p. 32.
* Aufhebung – a dialectical supersession.
21 See Backhaus 1980, pp. 91 ff. This essay is based on a dissertation completed in 1968.
22 See Reichelt 1969, p. 17 ff.
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of economic categories, and represents an attempt to retrace a part of the pro-
gression of this exposition – or,more precisely, themovement fromcommodity
and money to the most abstract form of capital. According to Reichelt, Marx
insists upon a strict derivation of the genesis of economic forms.23 Reichelt’s
work locates itself within the context of the international wave of readings
of the Grundrisse of the 1960s and 1970s. Reichelt argues that it is more evid-
ent in the Grundrisse that ‘the abstruse Hegelian mode of expression’ is actu-
ally an integral component of Marxian critique. The intrication is so narrow
between, on the one hand, the material circumstances which are traditionally
considered to lie within the domain of economic science and, on the other, a
form of exposition of these material circumstances which is oriented towards
Hegelian logic, that the one can no longer be thematised in isolation from the
other.24

The emphatic reference to the Grundrisse would remain constitutive for
Backhaus’s and Reichelt’s later critical engagement with Marx’s critique of
political economy. Marx’s subsequent texts dedicated to the critique of polit-
ical economy, starting with A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
(published in 1859), were popularised by Marx himself,25 and his method was
‘concealed’ – this is the general tenor of Backhaus’s and Reichelt’s research
since the 1990s. In this process, according to Backhaus and Reichelt, Marx
obscured essential moments of his critique of political economy. Conversely,
this thesis implies a positive revaluation of the Grundrisse and the Urtext of
1858.26

Within the German-speaking countries, Backhaus’s series of essays from the
1970s, Materialien zur Rekonstruktion der Marxschen Werttheorie, in particular
the second part from 1975, founded the interpretative current of the ‘monet-
ary theory of value’, or of the reading of Marxian value theory as a critique
of pre-monetary theories of value. Backhaus stated his view succinctly as fol-
lows: ‘Marx’s value theory is conceived as a critique of pre-monetary theories
of value – on the level of exposition corresponding to simple circulation, it is
essentially the theory of money’.27 Backhaus ascribed a strictly ‘logical’ charac-
ter to Marx’s exposition of his critique of political economy and criticised the

23 See Reichelt 2001, p. 22. The first edition of this book was published in 1970.
24 Reichelt 2001, p. 21. For Reichelt’s later perspective on the Grundrisse, see Reichelt 2007,

pp. 87ff.
25 This is known as the ‘popularisation thesis of Backhaus and Reichelt’.
26 Dieter Wolf has undertaken an extensive attempt to refute Reichelt’s more recent

approaches to value theory and the theory of money (Wolf 2004).
27 Backhaus 1997a, p. 94.
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‘logical-historical’ reading of Marx’s exposition (which dates back to Engels),28
although subsequently in 1978 he called his own views into question in this
regard in the third part of Materialien zur Rekonstruktion der Marxschen Wert-
theorie.

InWestGermany, includingWest Berlin, as FriederOttoWolf, Alexis Petrioli,
Ingo Stützle and I have already shown elsewhere, a lively critical engagement
‘could be registered not only with the Marxist “classics”, but also with the con-
temporary understanding of Capital at home and abroad. Within the review
columns of the journals Sozialistische Politik, Internationale Wissenschaftliche
Korrespondenz zur Geschichte der deutschen Arbeiterbewegung, Das Argument
and Neue Kritik, there were critical engagements’29 with interpretations of
Marx’s critique of political economywhich had been advanced by theMarburg
sociologist Werner Hofmann, the Belgian Marxist and Trotskyist Ernest Man-
del, the Halle-based Marx-researcher Wolfgang Jahn, the Czech philosopher
Jindřich Zelený, the Marx-researcher Roman Rosdolsky, the Soviet/East Ger-
man Marx-interpreters Vitaly Vygodsky and Walter Tuchscheerer, but also by
Jürgen Habermas.30 ‘It is noticeable from the way that the works of Vygodsky,
Tuchscheerer, Jahn and Zelený were taken up, that the Capital-reading by the
studentmovement in the frg, despite the latter’s innovative potential, was not
a purely “domestically cultivated” affair; rather, there was also a fruitful theory
transfer fromEast toWestwhich occurred parallel to the “internal” processes of
theory formation’.31 Furthermore, the question can be posed as to the possible
influence of theAlthusser School on theWestGerman reception ofMarx.32 The
West German Marx debate, which developed above all in the wake of the stu-
dent movement, is not to be regarded as an isolated phenomenon. Within the
international discussion – a discussion held on both sides of the ‘IronCurtain’ –
it rather represented an important intersection between its own theoretical
approaches and those emanating from East andWest.

An essential aspect of the engagement with the critique of political eco-
nomy that took place during or immediately after the student movement was
the reception of texts byMarx that had previously been neglected inWest Ger-

28 Backhaus was not alone in researching Engels’s engagement with Marx’s critique of
political economy in the frg in the 1970s: compare Kittsteiner 1977.

29 Hoff, Petrioli, Stützle andWolf 2006b, p. 26.
30 The following contributions exemplify the series of critical confrontations which are to

be found in the above-cited periodicals between 1968 and 1970: Müller 1969a and Müller
1969b.

31 Hoff, Petrioli, Stützle andWolf 2006b, p. 26.
32 Ingo Elbe comments on this question in Elbe 2010, pp. 48ff.
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many.Of particular note in this connection, alongside the republication in 1966
of the opening part of the above-mentioned 1867 first edition of Capital, is the
considerable interest in the Grundrisse – an interest which burgeoned after
1968, not least due to the publication of Rosdolsky’s monograph.33 A further
example that can be cited in this context is the Results of the Immediate Process
of Production. After this text byMarxwas first published in 1933 (inGerman and
Russian), it was republished at the end of the 1960s in West Germany.

An intensive debate on Capital had developed in West Berlin with a brief
time lag relative to the initially somewhat more advanced discussion in Frank-
furt. Joachim Bischoff ranked as one of the most influential Marxist theorists
inWest Berlin in the 1970s; among the questions that Bischoff addressed in the
context of his critical engagement with the problematic of dialectic was that
of enquiry and exposition in Marx. While Bischoff ascribed a dialectical form
to the exposition of the critique of political economy, he could not identify
any indications of a contribution by the dialectical method in relation to the
process of enquiry, which is concerned with the detection of an internal inter-
connection between economic forms.34 The ‘Projektgruppe Entwicklung des
Marxschen Systems’ (pem)* was formed within the milieu around Bischoff at
the beginning of the 1970s. In addition to its interpretation of various drafts of
Marx’s theory ofmoney,35 the pemwould subsequently produce commentaries
on Theories of Surplus-Value and other texts.36

Of great significance was the theoretical controversy over the fundamental
status of Theories of Surplus-Value within Marx’s oeuvre which was argued out
in the 1970s between theWest Berlin pem andMarx researchers from the gdr,
or more specifically from the milieu of the Marx-Engels-Werke (mew) and
Marx-Engels-Gesamtausgabe (mega2) publishing projects. As is well known,
the Theories of Surplus-Value – which form a component of Marx’s 1861–63

33 Incidentally, a discussion of theGrundrisse is still taking place to this day – seeHafner and
Huckenbeck 2008, pp. 267ff.

34 See Bischoff 1973.
* ‘Project Group: Development of Marx’s System’.
35 See Projektgruppe Entwicklung des Marxschen Systems 1973. Elbe surmises that in this

text the ‘insertion of the money-form into the analysis of the value-form’ was ‘explicitly
thematised and interpreted with regard to its significance for the course of the exposition
in Capital’ probably for the first time within the West German New Marx-Reading (see
Elbe 2008, p. 214).

36 See, among other works, Projektgruppe Entwicklung des Marxschen Systems 1975 (this
study will be engaged with below) and Projektgruppe Entwicklung desMarxschen Systems
1978.
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Manuscripts (in the shape ofNotebooks vi to xv, supplementarymaterial being
contained in subsequent notebooks, in particular Notebook xviii) – represent
Marx’smost significant and best-known critical engagementwith the history of
political economy. Given that from the summer of 1865 (and perhaps earlier),
Marx planned to divide his main work of critique of political economy into
four volumes – the fourth of which was to contain his historiography of the-
ory –37 Theories of Surplus-Value has since come to be known within certain
interpretations of Marx as the fourth volume of Capital. Indeed, Theories of
Surplus-Value is given a corresponding subtitle in themew edition.38 Research-
ers in the milieu around the mega2 project defended in principle the view
according to which Theories of Surplus-Value did actually represent a text that,
taking into account its character as a ‘rough draft’, corresponded (more or less)
to the fourth volume envisaged by Marx in his later plans. The pem advanced
a different conception, which indicated that the designation of Theories of
Surplus-Value as ‘the fourth volume of Capital’ was inappropriate, given that
the text had an essentially different character. According to the pem, Theories
of Surplus-Value is to be regarded not least as a document of Marx’s process
of enquiry in the context of his critical engagement with the history of polit-
ical economy; by working on Theories of Surplus-Value, Marx had deepened his
knowledge both of the history of this science and, crucially, of the structure of
the object itself. The general significance of this textual treatment by the pem
for the historical development of the reception of Marx in the frg resided in
the approach taken by the theory-collective: a given text by Marx was inter-
rogated with regard to its specific character; this allowed the pem, within its
critical interpretative engagement with the Marxian oeuvre, to go beyond the
dubious practice of reducing Marx’s texts to a repository of quotations.

Alongside those of Bischoff and the pem, other orientations and projects
were represented within the Marxist debate on Capital which took place in
West Berlin in the 1970s. In 1974, Wolfgang Fritz Haug’s introductory lectures
to Capital were published for the first time;39 these were originally conceived
of as events organised at the university to accompany the reading groups that
were the expression of an innovative ‘reception of Capital which was taking
place on a massive scale’.40 Among the core aspects focused on by Haug in his
lectures were the problem of the beginning of Marx’s exposition and the prob-
lematic of the value-form. One of Haug’s concerns was ‘to demonstrate that

37 See Marx 1987a, p. 173.
38 See Marx 1965, Marx 1967, and Marx 1968.
39 See Haug 1985.
40 Haug 1985, p. 6.
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the unity of “the logical” and “the historical” is fundamental for the method of
the critique of political economy’.41 A similar motif was also of crucial import-
ance in the reception of Marx’s critique of political economy by a further well-
known representative of West Berlin Marxism in the 1970s: the psychologist
Klaus Holzkamp drew on the traditional ‘logical-historical’ reading of Marx’s
critique of political economy within the context of his theoretical argument
with Bischoff, thus pursuingwhat is inmy opinion an approachwhich is highly
problematic in objective terms.42

Another West Berlin group project consisted in a critical engagement with
the critique of political economy thatwas tailored to a reconstruction ofMarx’s
approaches to crisis theory.43 Despite their assessment that Marx’s critique of
political economy ‘has a broad scope and a high level of explanatory power’,
Bader et al. represent the view that there are certainly also deficiencies in
Capital with regard to the way that determinate economic laws of motion and
their internal interconnection are grounded. On their view, Marx in no way
arrived at a systematic exposition of crises beyond his wide-ranging initial
approaches. Bader et al. endeavoured to provide a methodological foundation
to their study ofMarx’s various approaches to crisis theory. In this context, core
elements of the Marxian method were to be explained with reference to the
philosophy of Hegel. Bader et al’s emphatic reference to Hegel is in line with a
general tendency among sections of the West German debate on Marx.

Alongside the two centres of West German engagement with the Marxian
critique of political economy (Frankfurt andWest Berlin), corresponding read-
ingmovementswere also formed in several ‘sub-centres’ in the 1970s. The inter-
pretation of Marx in Konstanz (around Volkbert Roth)44 was influenced by the
theoretical discussion in Frankfurt around Backhaus and Reichelt, and soon
established connections with the Anglo-Saxon debate on Marx (the ‘Sydney-
Konstanz Project’).45 InHannover, there emerged a ‘Projektgruppe zurKritik der

41 Haug 1985, p. 9.
42 See Holzkamp 1974. Elmar Altvater was considered to be a further protagonist of West

Berlin Marxism in the 1970s and 1980s, which as a whole was relatively heterogeneous.
For many years, Altvater organised Marx seminars at the Otto Suhr Institute for Political
Science at the Free University of Berlin, and eventually summarised the results of this
academic activity (see Altvater 1998).

43 See Bader et al. 1975a and Bader et al. 1975b.
44 See von Holt, Pasero and Roth 1974.
45 The orientation, in terms of its content, of research in Konstanz and Sydney will be

addressed below in the context of the survey of the historical development of the Anglo-
Saxon debate.
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politischen Ökonomie’.* According to this group’s interpretation, Capital invest-
igates the form-determinacies of the capitalist mode of production, and these
are to be characterised as historically specific. Marx’s argumentation is accord-
ingly to be grasped as a form-analysis of capital. Furthermore, this group of
authors refers to the high level of abstraction of Marx’s exposition in Capital,
pointing out that the latter is exposition of the general, lawlike structures of
capitalism.46 According to the ‘Hannoverian’ interpretation of the progression
of Marx’s exposition, the economic categories within it are not to be ‘incor-
porated externally on the basis of empirical observation, rather they are to be
developed from one another in the ascent from the abstract to the concrete’.47
Responding to the impact of the sharp increase in interest in Marx in the wake
of theWest German student movement, some ‘professional philosophers’ haz-
arded a ‘guest performance’ in Marx-interpretation. Alongside studies by Hans
Friedrich Fulda48 and Michael Theunissen,49 a notable contribution in this
context is that of Rüdiger Bubner, according to whom two logical elements
speak in favour of a convergence between Hegel’s Logic and Marx’s Capital. In
this connection, Bubner refers to the problem of presupposition and the ques-
tion of the determination of relations between categories.50

In the mid-1980s, Egbert Dozekal proposed the thesis that a development
had taken placewithin theWest German theoretical debate from the late 1960s
into the 1980s: this evolution had led from the project of the reconstruction of
Marxian theory to the proclamation of a ‘crisis of Marxism’ and the debates
associated with the latter.51 However, it should be noted that on closer inspec-
tion, Dozekal’s thesis of the development of the West German debate on Marx
and Marxism in this direction alone proves to be overstated. The ‘spectacular’
proclamation of a ‘crisis of Marxism’ by French and Italian Marxists from the
mid-1970swere notwithout a certain resonance in theWestGermandiscussion
of Marxism, yet here there was still a whole series of theorists who continued
towork assiduously, and in a theoretically productiveway, on detailed research
intoMarx’s critique of political economy, and on opening it up for further elab-
oration. In relation to the period between the end of the 1970s and the begin-
ning of the 1980s, the monographs of Gerhard Stapelfeldt, Winfried Schwarz,

* ‘Project Group on the Critique of Political Economy’.
46 See Projektgruppe zur Kritik der politischen Ökonomie 1973, p. 13.
47 Projektgruppe zur Kritik der politischen Ökonomie 1973, p. 24.
48 See, among other works, Fulda 1974.
49 See Theunissen 1974.
50 See Bubner 1973, p. 73.
51 See Dozekal 1985.
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Fred Schrader and Gerhard Göhler in particular deserve a cursory considera-
tion here (some aspects of their approaches to the interpretation of Marx are
referred to in more detail in Part 3 of the present study).

Towards the end of the 1970s, Winfried Schwarz presented a structural-
theoretical investigation into the genesis of Marx’s opus on the critique of
political economy, and attempted a critical ‘examination’ of Rosdolsky’s inter-
pretation of the destiny of the concept of ‘capital in general’ through the various
iterations of Marx’s critical project.52 Schwarz arrived at the conclusion that
Marx did in fact retain this concept, with the qualification that it was now
placed under the dominance of a new structuring principle. Probably themost
meticulousWest German investigation into the period from 1850 to 1858within
Marx’s process of enquiry and elaboration of the critique of political economy
is that presented by Fred Schrader in 1980,53 at a time when Marx’s London
notebooks (1850–3) had not yet been published in mega2 (indeed, at the time
of publishing, this process still remains to be completed).* Schrader focused
particularly on Marx’s research notebooks and the critical engagement with
political economy on questions relating to the theory of money, among others,
that these contain; he also attempted to demonstrate the effect thatMarx’s crit-
ical engagement with political economy in these notebooks had on his elabor-
ation of theGrundrissemanuscripts. In addition, he provided an interpretation
of Marx’s ‘solutions’ to the ‘problem of the beginning of the exposition’ both in
the run up to composing AContribution to the Critique of Political Economy and
in the latter text itself. Within this context, Schrader ascribes a decisive signi-
ficance to Marx’s excerpts from Benjamin Franklin in 1858. At almost the same
time as Schrader, Gerhard Stapelfeldt grappled with ‘the problem of the begin-
ning’ (of the exposition) in Marx.54 Stapelfeldt attempted a reconstruction of
Marx’s value theory, or value-form theory, and an interpretationof the structure
of the value-theoretical argumentation inMarx’s critique of political economy.
Here, in turn, there is a thematic parallel to Gerhard Göhler’s monograph. The
latter undertakes an enquiry into the different types of dialectical exposition
in Marx’s theory of the commodity, value, the value-form and the process of
exchange.55 To summarise, the development that the West German debate on
Marx underwent in the late 1970s and early 1980s deserves to be understood –

52 See Schwarz 1978.
53 See Schrader 1980.
* This remains the case at the time of the publication of the present English-language

edition.
54 See Stapelfeldt 1979.
55 See Göhler 1980.
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beyond the thesis of a ‘crisis of Marxism’ – as representing considerable pro-
gress in theoretical terms (i.e. progress immanent within the theory itself); this
is true in the sense that further research was carried out into Marx’s texts on
the critique of political economy, and these were opened up for further elabor-
ation.

A further stage in the engagement with Marx’s critique of political eco-
nomy – and one which signalled the way for the current debate – spans from
approximately the middle of the 1980s to the early 1990s. Within this period,
Dieter Wolf presented a comprehensive investigation into the dialectical con-
tradiction in Capital,56 while a work by Helmut Brentel located the core con-
tent of Marx’s understanding of his object in a specific form-theory.57 Michael
Heinrich also presented an understanding of Marx’s critique of political eco-
nomy above all in the sense of a scientific revolution.58,* Heinrich’s reception
and redefinition of the concept of ‘theoretical field’, which originates from the
Althusser School, played a decisive role in this context. According to Hein-
rich’s interpretation,Marx brokewith the theoretical field of political economy;
in carrying out this break, Marx was largely (but not entirely) successful. The
approaches of Brentel and Heinrich will be considered in detail in Part 3 of the
present study.

Since its foundation in 1992, important debates around the critique of polit-
ical economy have been carried out within the Marx-Gesellschaft.59,** Discus-
sions within this society facilitated an understanding of the dissensus in rela-
tion to content between the various lines of interpretation within the German-
language debate on Marx; no consensus could be reached over central ques-
tions, however.60 The question of whether it is possible to speak of a dimension

56 See Wolf 2002. This is a revised edition of a book originally published in 1985 under the
titleWare und Geld: Der dialektische Widerspruch im ‘Kapital’.

57 See Brentel 1989. On Brentel’s theoretical approach, see also Behrens 1993.
58 See Heinrich 1999a. This is an expanded and revised edition of a text which was first

published in 1991.
* A sixth edition of Heinrich’s work was published in 2014. An English edition is forthcom-

ing, to be published in the Historical Materialism Book Series by Brill and Haymarket
Books under the title The Science of Value: Marx’s Critique of Political Economy between
Scientific Revolution and Classical Tradition (translated by Alexander Locascio).

59 See Hafner 1999.
** TheMarx-Gesellschaft, orMarx Society,was established inFrankfurt in 1992 as an initiative

by Hans-Georg Backhaus, Diethard Behrens and Hans-Joachim Blank, and has provided a
forum for critical Marx-related theoretical discussion over the following decades.

60 In any case, the purpose of the debates was not to dispel all scientific dissension. In one of
thediscussions,MichaelHeinrichmade the following comments: ‘I also doubtwhetherwe
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corresponding to a philosophy of history in Marx’s thinking (in the critique of
political economy, as well as elsewhere) led to a controversy within the Marx-
Gesellschaft in the 1990s. In this context, Thomas Lutz Schweier represented
the view that Marx, in his own self-understanding, was no philosopher of his-
tory. Schweier rejected as inapposite the point of view according towhichMarx
was construed as a philosopher of history.61 Heinrich adopted a more deliber-
ative position: ‘Today, the assertion of a historical determinism appears rather
as a cause for embarrassment (at least within scientific discussion)’.62 Heinrich
adds that undogmaticMarxists are therefore keen to ascribe historical determ-
inism to a foreshortened reception of Marx, thus absolving Marx himself of
any defect. However, Heinrich reached the conclusion that in Marx’s post-1857
work on the systematic critique of political economy, there are also points of
view which can be identified that correspond to a philosophy of history or to
a historical determinism. ‘Such passages cannot lay claim to a scientific con-
tent corresponding to that of the critique of political economy, however’.63
According to Heinrich, the excerpts in question aremerely isolated statements
or additions to declamatory parts of Marx’s texts. In Heinrich’s view, these
historico-philosophical passages do not represent ‘any premise for substant-
ive arguments’ within the framework of Marx’s critique of political economy –
they are not constitutive for scientific analysis.64

will be able to find the lowest commondenominator at all, but that is not strictly necessary.
At one time, when this Marx-Gesellschaft was first established, there was much talk of
achieving consensus about dissensus. This means that when a consensus is not reached
on certain questions, there is at least a consensus over this fact: the disagreement lies in
suchand suchpoints. In thisway, the situation canbeavoidedwherepeople are constantly
batting objections back and forth: “you haven’t understoodme, I meant it in a completely
different way”. Instead, an understanding is reached, and there is simply a disagreement
on suchand suchpoints, a dissensus that is allowed to standas such’ (Heinrich 2002a, p. 11).

61 ‘To interpret him in this way is either something one would associate with the Marxist-
Leninist tradition, or with that of bourgeois humanism, or else it is due to a conception
which attempts to play off Marx’s hopes for a social revolution against his claims to
scientific rigour’ (Schweier 1999, p. 149, emphasis in original). The Marxian self-under-
standing referred to by Schweier is given expression in a letter written in 1877 to the
editors of the Russian journal Otecestvenniye Zapisky. At least in this context, Marx states
explicitly that he in noway claims to possess the ‘universal passport of a general historico-
philosophical theory, the supremevirtueofwhich consists inbeing super-historical’ (Marx
2001, p. 201).

62 Heinrich 1999b, p. 136.
63 Heinrich 1999b, p. 138.
64 Ibid.
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The theoretical intervention by Nadja Rakowitz is also to be located within
the context of the debates within theMarx-Gesellschaft. In a work published in
2000, she drew on Backhaus’s value-theoretical reading of Marx of the 1970s,
despite the fact that she underlined certain differences vis-à-vis Backhaus
and Reichelt, above all in the interpretation of the key Marxian category of
‘abstract labour’. According to Rakowitz, Marxian value theory is to be under-
stood as a ‘monetary theory of value’. In addition, Rakowitz criticises the mis-
interpretation of Marx’s theory of ‘simple circulation’ as a theory of a histor-
ical, pre-capitalist ‘simple commodity production’, and delivers a correspond-
ing critique of Engels; on this point, Rakowitz is in agreement with Backhaus.
However, she also presented a further elaboration of the further ramifications
of this ‘Frankfurt’ discourse specifically with regard to the critique of ideo-
logy.65

A further discussion has continued in recent years concerning dialectic.66 In
a 1998 essay, Dieter Riedel called into question the virtually endless attempts to
decipher the ‘dialectical exposition’ in Capital insofar as these were based –
according to Riedel’s explanation – on the assumption that Marx’s method
remained in principle the same throughout the history of the development
of his critique of political economy (at least from the Introduction of August
1857 onwards). On Riedel’s view, this assumption fails to recognise a crisis in
Marx’s understanding of his method. In this connection, Riedel refers to the
fact that Marx broke off the process of drafting the Urtext of A Contribution
to the Critique of Political Economy in the autumn of 1858. According to Riedel,
Marx’s method underwent a profound alteration after he had come to recog-
nise the limits of the dialectical form of presentation. It is worth recalling in
this context the now-familiar Marxian topos from the Urtext of 1858: ‘the dia-
lectical form of presentation is correct only when it knows its own limits’.67
Riedel argues as follows: ‘In a complicated and contradictory process charac-
terised by non-simultaneities, Marx had recognised that the dialectical form
was not adequate to his object, that it was not suitable for the exposition of
the emergence and self-reproduction of the capitalist mode of production. The

65 See Rakowitz 2000.
66 The problematic of the ‘limits of the dialectical form of exposition’ has played a central

role in this discussion: see Riedel 1998. For a response to Riedel’s text, see Reichelt 2003.
Frieder Otto Wolf provides a critical commentary on the debate between Reichelt and
Riedel (Wolf 2006). More recently, DieterWolf has also intervened within this debate (see
Wolf 2007).

67 Marx 1987b, p. 505 [translation modified – n.g.].
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method that Marx applied in Capital was no longer bound by the pretension
to a dialectical development of the concept’.68 Yet Riedel’s assessment of this
circumstance is evidently far from a negative one: if the reader also drops this
pretension, then a ‘complex, but surprisingly clear and transparent structure of
argumentation emerges’.69

Other well-known points of contention within research on Marx’s critique
of political economy in recent years include the following: the critical engage-
ment by the circle around Michael Heinrich with the ‘traditional’ interpreta-
tion of Marx in relation to the problematic of the money-commodity;70 the
debate involving Dieter Wolf and Helmut Reichelt on the specific intercon-
nection between value-form, the emergence of money, and the exchange pro-
cess; and finally, the confrontation between Wolfgang Fritz Haug and Michael
Heinrich on the problematic of the ‘monetary theory of value’, among other
themes.71 From these debates it can be seen that references to Marx’s exposi-
tion of the commodity and money have retained their importance within the
discussion of Marxian theory. It seems reasonable to assume that little will
change in this regard in the future.

2 Japan

2.1 The Situation before 1945
In Japan, Marxism developed an extraordinarily large influence within eco-
nomic science inparticular, but alsowithin Japanese intellectual life as awhole,
in the course of the twentieth century.72 Yet this development was unforesee-
able at the beginning of the twentieth century. European economic science
reached Japan during the Meiji period primarily in the shape of a German cur-
rent, namely that centred around the ‘Verein für Socialpolitik’* (whose leading
figures included Gustav von Schmoller, Adolph Wagner, Lujo Brentano); this

68 Riedel 1998, p. 40.
69 Ibid.
70 A synopsis of the current state of the discussion on the ‘money-commodity problematic’

is provided in Stützle 2006.
71 SeeHeinrich 2003 andHaug 2003. For a renewed critique of the ‘monetary theory of value’,

see Haug 2007. A reaction to the controversy between Haug and Heinrich is given inWolf
2008.

72 This is also true in relation to historical science. See Krämer, Schölz and Conrad 2006,
pp. 17 f.

* Social Policy Association.
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current was inclined towards anti-Marxism.73 Thus a theoretical orientation
corresponding to the German model exerted a great influence in Japan in the
early twentieth century, whereas Marxian theory, in all its complexity, was at
first largely unknown. For example, one of the best-known non-Marxist the-
orists of the ‘social question’ to emerge in Japan in the first decades of the
twentieth century, Tokuzō Fukuda, studied under Lujo Brentano, and gained
his doctorate in Munich.

There follows a very brief survey of the historical development of the Japan-
ese reception of Marx’s critique of political economy before 1945. The first
complete translations into Japanese of the three volumes of Capital were pub-
lishedbetween 1920 and 1924. In theperiodbefore 1920 in Japan, it hadnot been
possible for a discussion that was differentiated in terms of its content and sci-
entifically ambitious to developproperly in relation toMarx’s economic theory,
or his critique of political economy.74HajimeKawakami (1879–1946)was one of
the first economic theorists to succeed in distancing himself from the current
which was inclined towards the ‘Verein für Socialpolitik’, and to orient himself
in the direction of the Marxian critique of political economy.75 In addition to
his other scientific and political activities, Kawakami translated Capital into
Japanese. In the early period of JapaneseMarxism, he played an important role
in enabling thought that was oriented towards the formation of Marxian the-
ory to begin to gain purchase among Japanese intellectuals, and not least in
Japanese universities. He was arrested on political grounds in the 1930s.

The economist and historian ofMarxism,Makoto Itoh, reports that an anim-
ated discussion of Marx’s value theory emerged in Japan between 1922 and
1930.76 Kawakami and his critical star pupil, Tamizo Kushida (1885–1934), were
among thosewhoparticipated in the debates on the theory of value of the 1920s
which had been provoked by the Böhm-Bawerk-inspired critique of Marx from
the perspective of non- or anti-Marxist economic theory in Japan, among other
catalysts. Importantly, Kushida was also concerned, despite his pupil-master
relationship with Kawakami, to overcome the theoretical restrictions of the
latter’s interpretation of Marx’s theory of value. Kawakami responded to the
criticisms levelled atMarx’s theory of value ‘with a series of articles inwhich he
criticised the neo-classical school and developed his own defence of the labour

73 See Sekine 1980a, pp. ixf. On the great influence of (non-Marxist) German economics on
Japanese economics in the process of the latter’s emergence, see also Yagi 2004, p. 12.

74 On the embryonic state of the Japanese reception of Marx’s critique of political economy
before 1920, see Lippert 1979, pp. 75ff., especially p. 83.

75 This process is outlined in Bernstein 1976, pp. 103ff.
76 See Itoh 1980, p. 17.
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theory of value’.77 Yet Kawakami’s defence of Marx was itself theoretically defi-
cient. Kawakami modified ‘Marx’s view – that exchange value is determined
by the amount of labour required to produce a given commodity – into the
statement that the value of any object reflects the amount of human effort and
sacrifice involved in its production’.78 Kawakami’s student, Kushida, was able
to go beyond the former’s interpretation. Tessa Morris-Suzuki gives the follow-
ing account: ‘As Kushida Tamizo was quick to point out, Kawakami had tried
to create a universal and immutable theory of value that applied to all things
and all times’.79 By contrast, Kushida recognised the historicity of the category
of value: he considered that Marx had precisely demonstrated the historical
character of value. Kawakami in turn soon corrected his own previous posi-
tion on the theory of value. Further debates which were held in the interwar
period revolved around the problematic of the reproduction and accumulation
of capital and around the category of ground-rent. Kawakami also participated
in these debates on Marx’s critique of political economy.

Kawakami also commented on the ‘problem of the beginning’ in Marx’s
exposition. In a study published in 1928, Kawakami’s theoretical approach
amounted to the proposition that – to express it in Marxian terminology –
scienceuncovers the essence of the objectwhich is concealedbeneath the form
ofmanifestation. According to Kawakami, vulgar economics is content to seize
upon the form of manifestation. Kawakami maintains that scientific enquiry
does indeed begin with the form ofmanifestation and interprets the beginning
of the exposition in Capital in this way: ‘The wealth of societies in which
the capitalist mode of production prevails appears as an “immense collection
of commodities”; the individual commodity appears as its elementary form.
Our investigation therefore begins with the analysis of the commodity’.80 The
Japanese theorist grasps the commodity as the contradictory unity of use-value
and value. According to Kawakami, the commodity contains the germ of every
contradiction within capitalist society.81

It was a critic of Kawakami who would provide an important link between
so-called Western Marxism as it began to emerge after the First World War
and Marxist thought in Japan. The theorist in question was Kazuo Fukumoto

77 Morris-Suzuki 1989, p. 79.
78 Ibid.
79 Morris-Suzuki 1989, p. 80.
80 Marx 1976a, p. 125.
81 See Kawakami 1928. On Kawakami’s theoretical studies in the 1920s, see also Hoston 1986,

pp. 46f.
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(1894–1983), who was influenced by György Lukács and Karl Korsch.82 In 1923,
Fukumoto had participated, along with Korsch and Lukács, in the renowned
‘Marxist WorkingWeek’ in the Thuringian Forest; this event was closely bound
up with the prehistory of the Frankfurt Institute for Social Research. Upon
returning to Japan, Fukumotobecameengaged in the communistmovement in
that country; for a short period, he even held a leading political positionwithin
this movement, but was ousted in 1927 on account of his political divergences
with the Comintern. He was arrested the following year and was eventually
sentenced to a lengthy term of imprisonment.83

Fukumoto enriched the Japanese discussion of Marx’s critique of political
economy. In the mid-1920s, he attempted to draw the attention of Japanese
Marxists to a moment which had, on the whole, been rather neglected until
then: Marx’s methodology. Above all, Fukumoto posed the question of the
object and scope of Capital (he held the object of the critique of political eco-
nomy to be much more comprehensive than that of Capital). For Fukumoto,
the ‘chapter on method’ – Marx’s 1857 Introduction to the Critique of Political
Economy – played an important role from a methodological point of view.
According to Fukumoto’s interpretation, the Marxian method contains a com-
bination of analytic abstraction and synthetic construction. Fukumoto thus
ranks among the earlier interpreters of Marx’s critique of political economy
who ascribed an important significance to the ‘problem of the beginning of
the exposition’, thus anticipating a widely discussed dimension of the interna-
tional debate on Marx in the second half of the twentieth century. Fukumoto’s
interventionmarked a turning point in the historical development of Japanese
Marxism, and called into question the position of Kawakami and Kushida as
the leading theorists engaging with Marx in Japan.84

The Ōhara Institute for Social Research in Osaka, which was founded in 1919
and financed by the entrepreneur, Magosaburō Ōhara, and which would later
engage in scientific cooperation with the Marx-Engels Institute in Moscow,
played a certain role in the development of Marxist thought in Japan. This
was a research institute in which younger Marxist researchers could find a
position, including Samezō Kuruma85 (1893–1982) and Kawakami’s student,

82 See Sakuramoto 2000. For more detail on Fukumoto’s role in linking German-language
and Japanese Marxism in the 1920s, see Yagi 2011.

83 For an account of the events of 1927–8, see Sakuramoto 2000, p. 184.
84 For a critical appraisal of Fukumoto from an orthodox Marxist-Leninist standpoint, see

Iwasaki 1987, p. 21. Fukumoto is considered in detail in Yagi 2005. As early as 1929, a review
of an important work by Fukumoto was published in German (see Hirano 1929).

85 Kuruma’s interpretation of Marx’s theory of value and of money will be considered below.
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Kushida. Although the director of the institute in the 1920s, Iwasaburo Takano
(1871–1949), favoured empirical research over engagement with abstract meth-
odological questions on Marx’s critique of political economy (incidentally, he
had studied under Lujo Brentano), he moved ever closer to Marx. Rolf Hecker
haswritten that the researchers of theŌhara Institute considered it one of their
tasks ‘to contribute to the dissemination of theMarxist body of thought on sci-
entific foundations in Japan’.86 The Ōhara Institute is still in existence to this
day; it is now affiliated to the Hosei University in Tokyo.

There was already a scientific exchange between Japanese and Western
interpreters of Marx before 1945. This is evidenced by the example of the
Japanese economist, Shigeto Tsuru (1912–2006),87 who lived for a period in the
usa, where he collaborated with the Marxist economist, Paul Sweezy, among
others, in the early 1940s. In an article published in a British journal in 1938, the
Japanese researcher, who had previously engaged in detail with Marx’s theory
of fetishism and with Marx’s methodology,88 criticised the interpretation of
Marx’s theory of value by theMarxist economist,Maurice Dobb. In his critique,
Tsuru referred to the specifically ‘qualitative’ dimension of the problematic of
value.89 In his own Theory of Capitalist Development, published in 1942, Sweezy
in turn made positive references to the engagement with Marx’s theory of
value by Tsuru in the latter’s critique of Dobb,90 and furthermore published
an appendix on Marx’s reproduction schemata which originated from the
Japanese economist.91

The discourses enumerated above were somewhat overshadowed, however,
by the development of the two competing Marxist schools of thought in the
1930s referred to earlier: the Lectures School* and the Worker-Farmer Fac-
tion.** Moreover, the situation of Marxist researchers became ever more pre-

86 Hecker 1997, p. 90. Also of interest in relation to the Ōhara Institute is Kubo 2006.
87 For a biography of Tsuru, see Suzumura 2006.
88 See Tsuru 1994a.
89 See Tsuru 1994c.
90 See Sweezy 1972, p. 39.
91 According to Kotaro Suzumura, Tsuru would eventually become ‘one of the greatest

political economists and influential opinion leaders in post-war Japan’ (Suzumura 2006,
p. 613). From 1972 to 1975, Tsuru was president of the Hitotsubashi University in Tokyo.
AlthoughTsuru’s intellectual field of activity extended far beyondMarx research in amore
narrow sense, he also continued to engage with Marxian theory in the period after the
SecondWorld War: see Tsuru 1994b and Tsuru 1993, pp. 3 ff.

* [Koza-Richtung] – occasionally referred to in English as the ‘Symposium School’.
** [Rono-Richtung] – occasionally referred to in English as the ‘Worker-Peasant Faction’.
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carious as a result of the repressive measures taken by the Japanese state.
Nonetheless, the Japanese reception of Marx and Marxism before 194592 had
served to establish a substantial basis, behind which the Japanese debate of
later years would no longer be able to regress. Yet Japanese research would not
fulfil its potential until the period after the Second World War. It was above
all in this period that Japan successfully established itself as an intellectual
centre of international research into, and further development of, Marxian
theory.

2.2 The Evolution of the Japanese Debate from the Postwar Period to the
Present

It is fair to say that in Japan, an innovative potential was developed in the shape
of various conceptual approacheswithin the field of the interpretation ofMarx,
and within critical social theory that was substantially inspired by Marxian
theory. Part of the background to this development is the extraordinarily wide
dissemination of Marx’s writings in Japan. Taking into account all the various
editions of Capital that have been published in that country, several million
copies are in circulation.93

Already in the immediate postwar period, there was a new surge in the
intensive reception of Capital. Various leading theorists and interpreters of
Marx, including Itsuro Sakisaka, Kōzō Uno and Samezō Kuruma, participated
in the debates that took place in Tokyo in 1947–8. Kiyoshi Nagatani enumerates
several questions and thematic fields that were debated during this period
as follows: ‘[the question] whether a commodity in the opening chapter of
Capital 1 is a commodity in simple commodity production or one in capitalist
production; the lawof value in a socialist economy; the relevancy of themethod
by which to abstract value as congealed labor leaving aside both use-values

92 Restrictions of space do not permit a closer consideration here of two thinkers who occu-
pied a position betweenMarxism and the Kyoto School (the latter being oriented towards
Kitaro Nishida [1870–1945], one of the best-known Japanese philosophers): Kiyoshi Miki
(1897–1945) and Tosaka Jun (1900–45).

93 An overview of the publication history of Capital before 1980 is given by Ōmiya 1980,
p. 366. In addition, it is worth noting that the complete translation of the Grundrisse into
Japanese, which, according to Rolf Hecker, was published between 1958 and 1965, was one
of the first complete translations of this work to appear in any language. Hecker reports
that the first complete translation into Russianwas not published until 1968/9 (seeHecker
2001b). For a detailed account of the publication and reception of theGrundrisse in Japan,
see Uchida 2008, p. 213 ff.
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in an exchange relation between two commodities; the connection of the
value form with the exchange process of commodities (Chapter 2), and so
on’.94 The debates at this time formed a foundation for determinate theoretical
developments of the subsequent period, even though the latter pointed in
different directions, as, for instance, in the contrasting approaches to value
theory of Uno and Kuruma.

Not only was the Japanese engagement with Marx’s critique of political
economy carried out in greater depth following the Second World War, but it
also became broader. TwoNorth American researchers with a specialism in the
theory formed in Japan estimate that ‘at its height in the late 1960s perhaps
as many as 50% of all professors of economics in Japanese Universities were
primarily oriented towards Marxian economic theory’.95 Although it can be
taken for granted that this intellectual balance of forces no longer obtains, it
is still safe to assume that there is scarcely another capitalist country in the
world where scientific interest in the Marxian critique of political economy
is greater than in Japan. According to Izumi Omura, almost 4,000 scientific
studies engagingwith the critiqueof political economywerepublished in Japan
within the period from 1975 to 1998.96

In his 1980s survey of the various theoretical currents within contempor-
ary Japanese Marxism,97 Toshio Yamada highlights three main orientations:
firstly, the theoretical approachof theUnoSchool (which is considered indetail
below);98 secondly, the ‘Civil Society’ current, which investigates, among other
things, the specific characteristics of Japanese capitalism; and thirdly, the crit-
ical theory of reification, which can be traced back to the philosopher, Wataru

94 Nagatani 1997.
95 Albritton and Bell 1995, p. 3. Thomas Sekine provided concrete statistical data in the

mid-1970s: ‘There are approximately 2,300 academic economists in Japan, most of whom
belong either to the Economic Theoretical Association, with a 100 percentMarxianmem-
bership of 950, or to the Theoretical-Economic and Econometric Association, with a 100
percent non-Marxian membership of 1,000. Those who do not belong to either of these
associations are specialists in economic history, finance, and other applied fields and can
be of eitherMarxist or non-Marxist persuasion. Thus, it can be safely concluded that, out-
side the communistworld, Japanprobably possesses the largest group ofMarxian political
economists who are professionally engaged in teaching and/or research’ (Sekine 1975,
pp. 847f.).

96 See Omura 2006, p. 75.
97 See Yamada 1987. An important article surveying the reception of Marx in Japan is avail-

able in German: see Otani and Sekine 1987.
98 On Uno, see also Kubota 2009, among other works.
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Hiromatsu (1933–94),99 whose work inspired a school of thought. In the lat-
ter theoretical current, a specific concept of reification is strictly differentiated
from the concept of alienation.

Of crucial significance in Hiromatsu’s interpretation of Marx is the assump-
tion that a theoretical break occurred in connection with the development of
Marx’s thought from the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts to The Ger-
man Ideology. According to Hiromatsu, Marx’s turn away from the theory of
alienation is to be located within this development. Hiromatsumaintains that,
following this break, Marx turned to the theory of reification. Ryoji Ishizuka,
the Hiromatsu specialist of the Historisch-Kritischen Wörterbuchs des Marx-
ismus,* offers an interpretation in relation to this theoretical break that the
Japanese philosopher thematises and discerns in Marx’s work: according to
Ishizuka, Hiromatsu considers that the theory of alienation implies a subject-
object schema. The concept of alienation ‘originally [describes] the process in
which the “human essence” passes over into the object (objectification), and in
which the latter counterposes itself to the subject as an alien, hostile power (ali-
enation)’.100 In making his theoretical break, Marx discards this subject-object
schema, and develops in its place a theoretical approach oriented towards
social relations and their reification. It is worth noting in relation to Hiromatsu
in general that he ranked among the most important theorists of the Japanese
New Left, and that his philosophy can by no means be reduced, with regard
to its primary sources and its thematic breadth, to the reception of Marx in a
narrower sense.101

Beyond the currents enumerated by Yamada, there also existed an ortho-
dox Marxist-Leninist theoretical strand which wielded considerable influence
within the postwar Marxist discussion in Japan, as well as a broad field of
research oriented to the history of the emergence and elaboration of Marx’s
works and tomethodological questions inMarx in a narrower sense. It is debat-
able whether a ‘further development’ of the Uno School since the 1960s –
the ‘World Capitalism’ current that was substantially influenced by Hiroshi
Iwata –102 ought to be regarded as a school of its own or as a branch of the

99 Little of Hiromatsu’s work has been published in Western languages. See, for example,
Hiromatsu 1987.

* The Historical-Critical Dictionary of Marxism, serialised in English translation in the His-
torical Materialism journal.

100 Ishizuka 2004.
101 An impression of Hiromatsu’s philosophy is given in Kobayashi 1998.
102 A closer consideration of Iwata and the ‘World Capitalism’ current is given in Mitsunobu

2002, pp. 233ff.
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Uno School. The Uno-critic and former director of the Ohara Institute, Samezō
Kuruma, whose theses in relation toMarx’s theory of value and of money exer-
ted a great influence on the Japanese debate, will be considered in depth later.
Although there was a circle of emulators around Kuruma, he refused to found
a school of his own.103

One of the schools of thought identified by Yamada can be presented here
in more detail: the Uno School, which emerged in the 1950s.104 The devotion
of more space to the Uno School than to the other schools of thought is cer-
tainly warranted on several grounds. Firstly, of the Japanese schools of thought
inspired by Marxian theory, the Uno School was by far the most successful
in gaining a profile beyond Asia.105 Notice was – and still is – taken of this
school on an international level, beyond Japan and Asia, and it continues to
exert an influence on this scale. This is true at least with regard to fundamental
questions of methodology in critical social theory. This current’s best-known
exponents have become firmly established within the international discus-
sion, in particular the Anglophone one. Secondly, the Uno School polarised
the Japanese discussion over a long period. Participants could either associate
themselves with this current, or else vehemently reject it, but it could not be
ignored. Anyone engaging with Marx in Japan was obliged to position them-
selves in relation to this school of thought. Thirdly, Uno made a decisive con-
tribution to the repudiation of the orthodox Marxism-Leninism of a Stalinist
stamp which was widely disseminated among the intelligentsia of the Japan-
ese Left in the postwar period. This would seem to be extremely significant,
even if Uno was not the only Japanese intellectual to render such a service.
Fourthly, Uno could marshal a large number of scholars who either took up
his approach or further developed it independently. According to Andrew Bar-
shay, Uno’s theory garnered support among ‘hundreds of adepts, particularly
among economists with ties to TokyoUniversity, whereUno hadmoved shortly

103 Alongside the currents enumerated here, the ‘mathematical-economic’ line of interpret-
ation of Nobuo Okishio (1927–2003) might also be mentioned. See Okishio 1963. Another
‘mathematical-economic’ interpreter to engage intensively with Marx was Michio Mor-
ishima (1923–2004). See Morishima 1973.

104 In engaging with Uno, this study will focus on the freestanding theory formed by the
latter in connection with Marx, rather than on his reception of Marx in a narrower
sense.

105 Although it is true to say that there is now also an awareness of Hiromatsu’s work in the
People’s Republic of China, the Hiromatsu School is less well known in theWest than Uno
and his school of thought.
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after the war had ended’.106 Barshay writes the following of themost important
Uno scholars: ‘These scholars in their turn trained their own students, so that
over the two decades from the mid-1950s through the mid-1970s, Marxian eco-
nomics in Japan came to be dominated by, or at least to assume its strongest
academic “personality” in, the Uno school’.107 The term proposed by Barshay
here (albeit not without reservations) – ‘dominance’ – is a little exaggerated,
since the Uno School also found itself confronted by numerous Marxist critics
in Japan, including some theoretically influential ones (e.g. Samezō Kuruma).
Furthermore, the influence of the Uno School in Japan has rather tended to
decline in recent times. Nevertheless, the enduring merit of the Uno School is
that it achieved a considerable prominence beyond national and continental
boundaries as a Japanese school of thought focusing on fundamental meth-
odological questions of critical social theory, and oriented to Marx’s magnum
opus. This consideration alone justifies the space granted here – i.e. in a study
presenting the globalisation of Marxist theory – to Uno and his school (includ-
ing the Japanese Uno scholars, Makoto Itoh and Thomas Sekine, to whom the
transfer of Uno School theory to the Anglo-Saxon world can largely be attrib-
uted).

Kōzō Uno can be considered one of the most important and influential crit-
ical social theorists of the twentieth century. For Uno and his school, it was
crucial to refer precisely to Marx’s major work (i.e. to his mature critique of
political economy), rather than to his early writings. Furthermore, the posing
of specifically methodological questions was central to the independent form-
ation of theory by Uno. When Japanese engagement with Marxist theory was
given an unforeseen impetus in the period following the Second World War,
Uno endeavoured to usher in a new epoch inMarx-oriented political economy
in Japan.

A decisive factor in setting the course of Uno’s life as a young man was the
time he spent studying in Germany at the beginning of the 1920s, where he first
undertook an intensive reading of Capital. Having been appointed Professor
of Economics at the University of Sendai in 1924, and subsequently removed
from the university system at the end of the 1930s following his imprisonment
on political grounds, Uno took up a professorship again in Tokyo in 1947. It
was approximately at this time that he began his career as a significant heretic
of Japanese Marxism. From Tokyo, Uno was able to develop a considerable
influence on the Marxist theoretical discussion in his country through the

106 Barshay 2004, p. 123.
107 Barshay 2004, pp. 123f.
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publication between 1950 and 1952 of his two-volume magnum opus, which
was entitled Keizai Genron (the title is rendered in English as Principles of
Political Economy). A significant text by Uno on the theory of value had already
appeared in 1947.108

The English translation of the 1964 abridged edition of Keizai Genron con-
tributed substantially to the reception of the Uno School in the Anglophone
world.109 Incidentally, alongside the three versions of Uno’s major work (the
two-volumeedition of 1950/2, the abridged edition of 1964 and the 1967 seminar
edition), several works by Uno scholars either share its title or have terminolo-
gical variations as their title,110 reflecting these scholars’ conscious intention
to locate themselves and their theoretical production in the tradition of their
master. It should be noted here that, in his Principles of Political Economy, Uno
scarcely engages in research into, or interpretation of, Marx – at least if the
numerous footnotes are disregarded which refer to Marx and virtually form a
kind of subtext. Instead, Uno is concerned with the exposition of the ‘matter
itself ’, namely the presentation of a ‘pure’ capitalist society. This is the explan-
ation for the title and subtitle (Theory of a Purely Capitalist Society) of the
English-language edition. However, since Uno saw Marx as a precursor in pre-
cisely this theoretical approach (even if, according to Uno, certain deficiencies
remained in Marx’s approach), he positioned himself in the tradition of Marx.

Located at the centre of Uno’s thought is a ‘three-levels-theory’,111 which was
of defining importance for his scholars and belongs to the core content of his
school. For Uno, Capital is not an exposition of the capitalist mode of pro-
duction in a particular country at a particular point in time, but rather the
analysis of a ‘pure’ capitalist society (even if Marx was not always consistent
in this regard). Such a theory is to be established at a high level of abstrac-
tion. The ‘theory of a purely capitalist society’ corresponds to the first level in
Uno’s three-level schema. A decisive moment in Uno’s exposition of a ‘pure’
capitalist society is the system concept – i.e. the exposition of such a society
as system. The second, or intermediate, level within the ‘three-levels-theory’ is
that of a stages theory; on this level, the object of investigation is the determin-
ate historical stages of capitalist society. Uno distinguished the stages of mer-
cantilism, liberalism and imperialism within the development of the capitalist

108 Thomas Sekine writes of this study that its publication ‘set against him [Uno] not only
the Marxian professors of Tokyo University but virtually the whole profession of Marxian
political economy in Japan’ (Sekine 1975, p. 848).

109 The following presentation relies on this translation.
110 See Mawatari 1985, p. 407.
111 See also MacLean 1981, pp. 213 ff., Bidet 1987, p. 56, and Bidet 1990, pp. 241 ff.
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mode of production. If Uno’s approach were expanded upon, an example of
theory formation on this level of abstraction could be found in Lenin’s text on
imperialism,112 for instance. Theanalysis of the concretehistorical situationof a
concrete capitalist economy is to be carried out on the third andmost concrete
level within Uno’s schema. It is evident, then, that the distinction between dif-
ferent levels of abstraction within Marxist theory constituted a core principle
in Uno’s methodology.

In Uno’s conception, ‘historicalmaterialism’ ismerely accorded the status of
an ‘ideological hypothesis’ rather than that of a ‘scientific theory’. Uno insisted
on the primacy of the science of political economy.113 In order to understand
Uno’s approach, it is crucial to recognise that he was not so much concerned
in his Principles of Political Economy (i.e. in his theory of a ‘pure’ capitalist soci-
ety) with an interpretation of Marx’s various drafts of his critique of political
economy; rather, he intended to construct a theory of a ‘pure’ capitalist society
according to its immanent logic. Parallels to, anddeviations from,Marx are thus
the result of Uno’s understanding of the ‘matter itself ’, rather than of his under-
standing of Marx. Although Uno recognised his debt to Marx’s basic approach,
the former’s thought cannot be reduced to a mere appropriation of Marx’s cri-
tique of political economy (as it has been bequeathed inMarx’s various drafts).
Uno is to be characterised as an essentially independent thinker who intends
to go beyondMarx, even though he stands in theMarxian tradition. To criticise
Uno’s theory of a ‘pure’ capitalist society for failing to correspond toMarx’s cri-
tique of political economy on this or that point would be tomiss the essence of
Uno’s theory and to fail to recognise its independent character.

From the point of view of the Uno School, there are specific Marxian ‘defi-
cits’ to be overcome, however. Shoken Mawatari states the following from just
such a perspective: ‘In order to locate Capital as the principles of the capital-
ist economy, we must purify Marx’s Capital, by setting aside Marx’s references
to historical changes, by eliminating his ideological forecasts and prejudices,
and by removing his logical inconsistencies’.114 TheUno scholar Thomas Sekine
criticises Marx for having failed to distinguish adequately between ‘the theory
of a purely capitalist society, capitalism in its liberal stage of world-historic
development, and the economic history of England up to the middle of the
nineteenth century’.115 It should be noted that Uno’s theory of a ‘pure’ capitalist

112 See Lenin 1964.
113 See Joe 1995, pp. 30f.
114 Mawatari 1985, p. 406.
115 Sekine 1980b, p. 151.
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society forms a self-contained theoretical system. This implies the presuppos-
ition that the economic life of the ‘pure’ capitalist society corresponds entirely
to a commodity-economy: all products take on the commodity-form.116

It is worth considering more closely two points on which Uno deviates
from Marx’s conceptions. The first of these is Uno’s view that Marx’s theory
of abstract labour as the substance of value is misplaced. According to Uno,
the exposition of abstract labour as the substance of value does not belong
in the theory of circulation, but rather in the subsequent theory of produc-
tion:117 that is to say, its adequate place is much later within the systematic
exposition. The theory of the value-form is to be developed prior to, and inde-
pendent of, the theory of abstract labour as the substance of value. Uno writes
thatMarxunderlines the significanceof the commodity-formofproducts at the
beginning of his exposition in the first volume of Capital, and yet ‘after stating
that use-value and value are the two elements of a commodity, he immediately
attributes the substance of value to labour that is required to produce the com-
modity. But the production-process of a commodity is not yet analyzed at this
stage’.118 In his The Dialectic of Capital, a work written following the precepts
of Uno’s Principles of Political Economy, the Uno scholar Thomas Sekine does
not systematically expound the substance of value until he develops his doc-
trine of production.119,* The background toUno’s reflections onwhere to locate
the exposition of abstract labour as the substance of value within his theory is
given by his endeavour to establish a strict separation between the ‘Doctrine of
Circulation’, the subsequent ‘Doctrine of Production’, and the ‘Doctrine of Dis-
tribution’, which is the last to be expounded in this series. This strict separation
and sequence is virtually constitutive for his exposition of the ‘pure’ capitalist
society. It is thus clear in this context too – i.e. with regard to the inner structure
of Principles of Political Economy – how the distinction between different levels
of abstraction was of crucial importance for Uno’s methodology.

A second important point to consider is that Uno effects alterations in the
logic of the exposition vis-à-vis the structure of the third volume of Marx’s
Capital– i.e.within the sphere thatUno,within the context of his tripartite divi-

116 In a 2007 study, the Canadian Uno scholar, Robert Albritton, emphasises the crucial
significance of Marx’s theory of the commodity-form (see Albritton 2007, p. 21 ff.).

117 See Joe 1995, pp. 67ff.
118 Uno 1980, p. xxviif.
119 See Sekine 1986, pp. 199 and 297. More recently, a revised and shortened new edition of

this book has been published (see Sekine 1997).
* Sekine’s The Dialectic of Capital is due to be republished by Brill in the Historical Materi-

alism Book Series.
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sion between circulation, production and distribution, assigns to the doctrine
of distribution.120 It is particularly striking that Uno positions the treatment
of ground rent logically before the exposition of interest. Uno elaborates on
the structural division of his doctrine of distribution as follows: ‘The theory of
interest including the account of commercial profit must follow the theory of
rent which directly supplements the general theory of profit because rent ori-
ginates in the direct participation of landed property in the production-process
of capital’.121 It should be borne in mind here that Uno agreed with Marx that
the structural division of the exposition should not bemade following external
considerations; rather, it should adequately express the interconnection of eco-
nomic categories, and as such is itself given by the structure of the object. Uno’s
structural divisionof thedoctrineof distribution contrastswith that of the third
volume of Marx’s Capital as follows:122

Uno’s Doctrine of Distribution
Introduction
1. Profit

– The formation of the general rate of profit: the transformation of
values into prices of production.

– Market prices and market values (or market prices of production):
the relation between supply and demand and the formation of sur-
plus profit.

– The tendential fall in the general rate of profit: the increase in pro-
ductive forces and business cycles.

2. Ground rent
3. Interest

– Credit capital and banking capital.
– Commercial capital and its profit.
– Capital as an automatic interest-bearing force.
– The class structure of capitalist society.

The alterations made by Uno within the structure of the exposition vis-à-vis
the Marxian one are considerable. The structural division of the third volume
of Marx’s Capital is reproduced as follows:123

120 OnUno’smodification of the structure of the third volume ofCapital, see Joe 1995, pp. 117 f.
121 Uno 1980, p. 75.
122 It should be kept in mind here that this structural division is drawn from the 1980 edition

of Principles of Political Economy, which corresponds to the 1964 edition of Keizai Genron.
123 Marx 1981a, pp. 5–8.



106 chapter 2

Capital, Volume Three
Part One: The Transformation of Surplus Value into Profit, and of the

Rate of Surplus Value into the Rate of Profit.*
Part Two: The Transformation of Profit into Average Profit.
Part Three: The Law of the Tendential Fall in the Rate of Profit.
Part Four: The Transformation of Commodity Capital into Commer-

cial Capital and Money-Dealing Capital (Merchant’s Cap-
ital).

Part Five: The Division of Profit into Interest and Profit of Enterprise.
(Industrial and Commercial Profit). Interest-bearing Cap-
ital.**

Part Six: The Transformation of Surplus Profit into Ground Rent.
Part Seven: The Revenues and their Sources.

Some Uno scholars, while remaining true to the spirit of their mentor, felt
justified in going beyond Uno, in the sameway that the latter had gone beyond
Marx. A decisive criterion for affiliation to the Uno School is normally held to
be the acceptance of the three-levels method and the associated evaluation of
the level of Principles of Political Economy as in a certain sense constituting the
foundation of theory formation on the intermediate level (i.e. that of stages
theory) as well as on the third, most concrete level. Yet, within the tradition
deriving from Uno, there is also a current which takes critical aim at the
theoretical fundament of the Uno School – i.e. the three-levels method. This
tendency is made up of theorists from the ‘World Capitalism’ current around
Hiroshi Iwata and others, which was formed in the 1960s. According to the
Uno scholar, Mawatari, this theoretical tendency favours a two-level method
over the three-level one, with the level of stages theory being discarded.124 By
contrast, Uno’s tripartite division of levels of abstraction, including a level of
stages theory, retains its validity in the eyes of other Uno scholars.125

The Uno School was in no way homogeneous, and this remains the case to
this day. Uno scholars are divided not only on the question of how to evaluate
Uno’s fundamental method, but also on the question of how to further elabor-

* The German and English versions do not correspond here.
** The German and English versions do not correspond here.
124 See Mawatari 1985, pp. 413 f. A caveat should be included here: it is not clear that this

characterisation byMawatari represents a correct interpretation of the ‘World Capitalism’
current’s critique of Uno.

125 This applies, for instance, to Thomas Sekine in The Dialectic of Capital (Sekine 1986,
pp. 64ff.).
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ate his theory. NumerousUno scholars have attempted to further developUno’s
approaches – be it on the level of Principles of Political Economy, on the level of
stages theory, or on the level of concrete and empirical analysis. The assump-
tion underlying these endeavours was that Uno’s approaches were to be found
in a less developed form, the more concrete the corresponding level of theory.
Nonetheless, further research was also carried out within Uno scholarship in
relation to themost abstract theoretical level (that corresponding to Principles
of Political Economy), on the theories of value, rent, credit and crises, among
others.126 As indicated by Thomas Sekine, there was no theoretical unanimity
in the way that Uno’s theory of value was referred to within the Uno School.127

The theorist Kan’ichi Kuroda (already mentioned above) deals extensively
with the discourse on the theory of value within Japanese Marxism in the
1950s and 1960s. In his treatment, Kuroda counterposes the interpretation of
the opening sections of Capital, which reads these as corresponding to ‘simple
commodity production’ – an interpretation vehemently rejected by Kuroda
himself, and onewhichwas (also) representedwithin the context of theoretical
Stalinism – to Uno’s position on the theory of value. According to Kuroda,
Uno’s conception is incompatible with the ‘simple commodity production’
interpretation:

In opposition to the Stalinist distortion of Marx’s theory of commodit-
ies into a theory of simple commodity production, he [Uno] proposes the
‘theory of circulation’merely as a theory of circulation forms (unrelated to
the process of production), by abstracting from the issue of the substance
of commodities (the so-called ‘dual character of labour’) to be corrobor-
ated later (i.e. in the theory of production process).128

It might be added that, in actual fact, Uno considers that the theory of ‘pure’
capitalism must begin with the theory of circulation, ‘in which the forms of
circulation alone are to be examined’.129 Kuroda himself was a vehement critic
of Stalin’s economic theory, which he held to be fundamentally different from
the theory set out by Marx.

To the survey provided here of Kōzō Uno’s theoretical approach, it might be
added that the interpretation of the opening sections of Capital which reads
these as corresponding to a historical, pre-capitalist era of ‘simple commodity

126 See Mawatari 1985, p. 414.
127 See Sekine 1984, p. 419.
128 Kuroda 2000, p. 55.
129 Uno 1980, p. xxiv.
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production’ can be traced back to Friedrich Engels. Moreover, there is a long
tradition in Japan of engagement with the problem of the relation between
Marx and Engels; according to Akira Miyakawa, this tradition ‘dates back to
the period following the SecondWorld War’.130

A divergent position with respect to the so-called ‘logico-historical’ inter-
pretation of Marx’s method (which originally derives from Engels) was appar-
ently advanced by SekisukeMita.131 In the 1960s and 1970s, Mita ranked among
the best-known interpreters ofMarx’s critique of political economy in Japan. In
his consideration ofMarx’s procedure,Mita refers to a dialecticalmethod in the
sense of amethod of development, and argues thatMarx added such amethod
to the analytic one that he retained. On Mita’s view, the analytic method was
also that of classical political economy; this method represented the founda-
tion, which Marx supplemented by the dialectical method. Thus, according to
Mita, Marx’s procedure relies on the analytic method and additionally pursues
the dialectical method.132 Incidentally, Mita numbered among the outspoken
opponents of Uno within Japanese Marxism.

In his 1970s survey of the Marxist discussion of dialectic in Japan, Chikat-
sugu Iwasaki refers to a research controversy regarding the relation between
the dialectical contradiction and the principle of consistency, or freedom from
contradiction, deriving from formal logic. Iwasaki comments as follows: ‘All
Marxist philosophers of course concur that the dialectical contradiction can-
not be grasped with the help of formal logic alone. However, their opinions
are divided on the question as to whether the dialectical contradiction can be
expressed without infringing the logical principle of consistency’.133 It might
be added that this problem must be understood as a significant one for any
adequate comprehension of Marx’s critique of political economy.

A great deal of attention has been paid in the Japanese discussion both to
the theoretical relation between Marx and the classical political economists
and to that betweenMarx andHegel. According toKan’ichi Kuroda, aHegelian-
influenced reading of Capitalwas already undertaken in Japan shortly after the

130 Miyakawa 1999, p. 254.
131 See Otani and Sekine 1987, p. 249. In relation to Mita, the question remains open as to

whether his critique of the logic-historical interpretation of Marx’s method was merely
directed at an ‘idealist, mystificatory’version of this mode of interpretation of the critique
of political economy, or against the logico-historical interpretation in general. On Mita,
see, among other works, Kakuta 2009.

132 See Mita 2006.
133 Iwasaki 1979, p. 363.
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SecondWorldWar.134 It is apparent from the studies published in the 1980s and
1990s that the Marx-Hegel relation has been an object of focus in later times.
Hirochi Uchida posed the question of whether the relation between Marx’s
Grundrisse andHegel’s Logicwasnot ‘moreprofoundandmore systematic than
hitherto appreciated’.135 Uchida presented a ‘Hegelianising’ interpretation of
theGrundrisse, in which parallels are drawn between the 1857 Introduction and
the Doctrine of the Concept in Hegel’s Logic, between the chapter onmoney in
the Grundrisse and Hegel’s Doctrine of Being, and finally between the chapter
on capital in the Grundrisse and Hegel’s Doctrine of Essence. The Marx and
Hegel researcher Yoshihiro Niji has attempted to demonstrate that there is an
essential parallel between Hegel’s logic of judgement on the one hand, and
Marx’s analysis of the value-form on the other, or that certain elements of
Hegelian logic are to be regarded as a source of Marx’s theory of value.136 Niji’s
position has been noted, and criticised, within the German discussion.137

It is worth emphasising that Niji’s approach ought to be considered within a
specific context within the history of the reception of Marx. The interpretation
of Marx’s analysis of the value-form (as well as of his theory of money)138
represents a virtually ‘classical’ field of Japanese engagement with Marx, to
which a great deal of attentionwas devoted already in the 1950s (at a timewhen
the analysis of the value-form was on the whole rather neglected within the
West German debate on Marx). This has remained the case in the more recent
past in Japan. Thus, for example, the analysis of the value-form is accorded
a central place in Susumu Takenaga’s examination of Marx’s theory of the
commodity.139 A defining circumstance to be considered in this case is that
Takenaga grasps Marx’s theory of the commodity as the foundation of Marx’s
entire economic theory. (A positive side effect or after-effect of the intensive
engagement with Marx’s theory of value by Japanese scientists is the fact that
in Japan a great deal of attention is devoted to the manuscript Marx wrote for
self-clarification in the process of revising Capital between the first and second
editions of the first volume, namely the Ergänzungen und Veränderungen zum
ersten Band des ‘Kapitals’* composed at the turn of the year 1871–2).

134 See Kuroda 2000, pp. 35 and 232ff.
135 Uchida 1988, p. 1.
136 See Niji 1983 and Niji 1995.
137 These criticisms are reproduced in Hafner 1999, p. 28.
138 A more recent interpretation of Marx’s theory of money has been proposed by Masao

Ishikura (see Ishikura 2004).
139 See Takenaga 1985, pp. 127ff.
* [‘Additions and Alterations to the First Volume of Capital’].
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In the 1980s, the interpreter of Marx, Tomonaga Tairako, grasped a specific
inversion as a structural peculiarity of modern bourgeois society. According to
Tairako, this inversion consists in the fact that an essence necessarily takes on
an inverted formof appearance, such that this essence is no longer immediately
transparent. For Tairako, a core content of Marx’s dialectical method consists
in the ‘genetic development, from essence itself, of the stages of the process
by means of which essence is inverted and thus necessarily assumes forms of
appearance which seemingly contradict it’.140 In his consideration of Marx’s
theory of inversion, Tairakomakes a basic distinction between Sache and Ding,
and between Versachlichung and Verdinglichung:*

Firstly, the commodity production reverses the human interaction of pro-
ducers to the reified interaction of things (Sachen). Secondly, it further
reverses the social characteristics of this reified interaction itself to the
natural attributes which pertain to the natural things (Dinge). The first
reversal is termedVersachlichung in the sense of the reversal of thehuman
relations of production to the reified (versachlicht) ones. The second
reversal is termed Verdinglichung in the sense of the reversal of the rela-
tions of things to the natural properties of things.141

With Tairako’s interpretation, a new point of departure has been established in
Japan for the reading of Marx informed by the theory of reification.

In the 1990s, Akira Miyakawa provided a contribution which addressed
Marx’s critical engagement with classical political economy. His interest here
was in the problematic of the total social reproduction process in the history of
the formation of economic theory. The arc drawn byMiyakawa in the history of
theory within this context spans from François Quesnay’s Tableau économique,
via Adam Smith’s dogma according to which the value of the annual social
product resolves into the revenues of wages, profit and ground rent – a the-
ory that Marx held to be deficient – to Marx’s own exposition of the total
social reproduction process. According to Miyakawa, Marx devised his theory
of reproduction through his critical engagementwith the Smithian dogma, and
it was especially in the 1861–63 Manuscripts that the Trier-born thinker made

140 Tairako 1987, p. 105.
* Sache andDing can both be translated into English as ‘thing’. Sache can also have the sense

of ‘matter’ (as in ‘the matter in hand’), or ‘affair’. Verdinglichung and Versachlichung are
both rendered in English as ‘reification’.

141 Tairako 2002, p. 51. The German concepts and emphases are given in the original. On the
distinction between Versachlichung and Verdinglichung, see also Tairako 1997, p. 45.
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progress in overcoming Smith’s erroneous doctrine. Yet, as Miyakawa argues,
Marx innoway subsequently abandonedhis critical interrogationof the Smith-
ian dogma: ‘its critical overcoming extends like a red thread through the history
of the origins of Marx’s theory of reproduction’.142

A significant study by Takahisa Ōishi, bearing the title The Unknown Marx:
Reconstructing a Unified Perspective, was published in English in 2001.143 Ōishi
defends the thesis that Marx is to be considered a largely unknown thinker to
the extent he has previously been interpreted above all under the influence of
SovietMarxism-Leninism. This perspective has yielded a problematic image of
Marx, according to Ōishi. The Japanese researcher is concerned to demarcate
Marx’s theory, which he considers to be centred upon the critique of polit-
ical economy, from Engels on the one side, and also from the theories of the
classical political economists on the other. Ōishi locates the core content of
Marx’s critique of political economy both in the method of dialectical exposi-
tion of economic categories and in its specificity as a critique of the categories
of political economy. Drawing a parallel with the notorious ‘Adam Smith Prob-
lem’, which concerns the relation between the Theory of Moral Sentiments and
Wealth of Nations, Ōishi dubs the internationally much-discussed question of
the relation between Marx’s early and late work the ‘Karl Marx Problem’. Yet
Ōishi argues that no methodological break, no really profound rupture can be
identified between the young and the mature Marx. Instead, Ōishi discerns a
continuity in the historical development ofMarx’s work.With regard to the dif-
ference between Marx and classical political economy, Ōishi argues that Marx
rejectedDavid Ricardo’s ahistorical understanding of the capitalist economy in
his 1847 The Poverty of Philosophy – a text to which Ōishi makes copious refer-
ences.144

A more recent approach to the reading and reconstruction of Marxian the-
ory, but one which draws rather less on Hegel than on Kant, is that proposed
by the philosopher Kōjin Karatani. Karatani’s is an ambitious project to devise
a reading of Kant informed by Marxian thought, and likewise a reading of
Marx informed by Kantian philosophy, in which the specific moment of cri-
tique is recognised as being central to both thinkers. Karatani comments on
his undertaking as follows: ‘Capital is commonly read in relation with Hegel-
ian philosophy. In my case, I came to hold that it is only the Critique of Pure

142 Miyakawa 1994, p. 40. On Marx’s various drafts for the second volume of Capital, see
Miyakawa 1996, p. 46f.

143 See Ōishi 2001.
144 See also Ōishi 1995, p. 164.
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Reason that should be read while cross-referencing Capital’.145 At a later point,
Karatani elaborates further: ‘In fact, Marx sought to describe the capitalist eco-
nomy as if it were a self-realization of capital qua the Hegelian Spirit’ – yet
Capital differs from Hegelian philosophy with regard to its motivation. ‘The
end of Capital is never the “absolute Spirit”. Capital reveals the fact that capital,
though organizing the world, can never go beyond its own limit. It is a Kantian
critique of the ill-contained drive of capital/reason to self-realize beyond its
limit’.146 Karatani discerns a decisive break in Marx’s mature work – more pre-
cisely, between theGrundrisse and Capital. On Karatani’s view, Marx remained
within the Ricardian horizon in terms of his theory prior to this break (even if
in a radically critical way). Karatani argues that it was this break that enabled
Marx to rid himself of these limitations through the elaboration of his theory
of the value-form, thus achieving a decisive theoretical breakthrough. In this,
so runs Karatani’s argument, Marx was certainly inspired by Samuel Bailey’s
critique of Ricardo. Karatani maintains that Marx subsequently developed his
theory of value between the poles of Ricardo and Bailey, but overcoming both.

Crucially, the ongoing mega2 critical edition has continued to serve as a
stimulus not only for the German-language discussion of Marx, but also par-
ticularly for the corresponding Japanese discussion. In Akira Miyakawa’s view,
research into Capital in Japan has gained a recent and essentially qualitative
impetus as a consequence of the publication of the previously unpublished
original draft for volume three of Capital which is contained in the 1863–65
Manuscripts.147 Over many years, Japanese Marx and Engels researchers and
editors have been carrying out an important part of the work on the mega2
critical edition.148 Japanese scholars have participated since the 1980s in the
discussion around this publishing project. In certain cases, Japanese philolo-
gists149 specialising in Marx have even attempted to correct potential errors or
inaccuracies on the part of the mega2 editors. One point of contention con-
sisted in the question as to whether or not the third edition of the first volume
of Capital, which was published in mega2, Volume ii/8, could be described as

145 Karatani 2005, p. ix. The Japanese original was published in 2001.
146 Karatani 2005, p. 9.
147 Miyakawa 1999, p. 251.
148 See Omura 2005, pp. 35ff.
149 This description is by no means used in a pejorative sense, but rather in a positive one:

it indicates a great knowledge of Marx’s texts. As Alfred Schmidt once commented: ‘The
ever-changing history ofMarx-interpretation teaches us thatwhenever the so-called letter
was sacrificed in favour of the spirit, it was the latter itself that suffered the damage’
(Schmidt 1981, p. 83. Translation amended – n.g.).
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the ‘final edition authorised by Marx’ (Izumi Omura answered this question
in the negative);150 another contested issue revolved around the difficulties in
dating certain sections of Marx’s 1861–63 Manuscripts.151

Scientific exchange between Japanese researchers on the one hand, and
(East)GermanMarx researchers andeditors ofmega2on theother, had already
taken place prior to 1989, and has been steadily intensified since the 1980s.
The Japanese ‘Marx-Engels Researchers’ Association’ has played a certain role
in this context.152 According to Thomas Marxhausen, before the ‘transition’
in 1989, a fifth of the print-run of each mega2 volume published was sold in
Japan. When the mega2 project was in acute danger of being discontinued at
the beginning of the 1990s, approximately 1,500 Japanese researchers signed
a petition in favour of its continuation.153 Recently, the cooperation between
Japanese and German mega2 researchers has been more intensive than ever.

In recent years, the Uno School is seemingly attracting fewer Marx-oriented
researchers. Yet its international profile is growing. The Japanese scholars
Makoto Itoh and Thomas Sekine have disseminated Uno’s theory and their
own respective further elaborations of the latter bothwithin and beyond Japan
more or less independently of one another since the 1970s and particularly
since the 1980s. It was in this way that the Uno School reached the Anglophone
sphere in particular.154 Within the Anglo-Saxon debate, Itoh and Sekine met
with both approbation155 and criticism.156 Sekine’s approach,157 which relied
onUno’s theory, reachedCanada inparticular,where Sekine taught as Professor
of Economics at York University, Toronto.

In his major work (published in English in the 1980s), Sekine was concerned
with the expositionof a ‘dialectic of capital’158 on the level of abstraction corres-
ponding to a theory of the ‘pure’ capitalist society. Like his mentor, Uno, Sekine

150 See Omura 1995.
151 See Omura 1995, pp. 66f.; see also Miyake 1993.
152 See Hashimoto 1991.
153 See Marxhausen 2006, p. 600.
154 There has also been a reception of works by Makoto Itoh in China.
155 A positive evaluation of the approach to value theory of the Uno-Sekine tendency is

offered by Robert Albritton (see Albritton 1984).
156 A critique aimed particularly at Itoh’s theoretical roots in Uno’s thought is provided by

Simon Clarke (see Clarke 1989).
157 Itoh’s theoretical approaches will be considered in more depth in Part 3; Sekine can be

treated in more detail here.
158 See Sekine 1986. Sekine affords an insight into his specific concept of dialectic in two

essays: Sekine 1998 and Sekine 2003.
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structures the exposition of the ‘pure’ capitalist society according to the prin-
ciple of a tripartite division in which the exposition of circulation precedes the
exposition of production, which itself precedes the exposition of distribution.
Furthermore, on essential points he follows Uno’s restructuring and modific-
ation of the third volume of Capital. Sekine concludes that for Marx, logic
coincideswith political economy,whereas forHegel, logic coincideswithmeta-
physics. Sekinewrites that Uno ‘never related his approach to economic theory
to Hegel’s Logic. Nor did he, unlike Lenin, ever recommend his students to
familiarize themselves first with the Hegelian Logic in order to understand cor-
rectly Marx’s Capital’.159 However, in his The Dialectic of Capital, Sekine argues
the following: ‘It is my belief that the dialectic operates essentially in the same
way whether in idealism or in materialism, and that therefore Marx’s thought
can never be understood as it was intended to be without a full comprehen-
sion of the significance of the Hegelian dialectic’.160 According to Sekine, ‘the
materialistic substitute for Hegel’s Absolute’ can be found in Marx’s Capital.
The dialectic of capital ‘replaces the dialectic of the Absolute; with Marx “cap-
ital” plays the same role as Hegel’s Absolute’.161

Uno’s theory, or Sekine’s interpretation of this theory, and in particular the
corresponding methodology, was taken up by researchers in the Anglo-Saxon
debate.162 One instance is the work of Robert Albritton, who attempted to
familiarise the Anglophone readership with Uno’s (and Sekine’s) methodolo-
gical conceptions.163 A more recent monograph by Albritton likewise draws
on the theoretical tendency moulded by Sekine with the Uno School. In this
work, the Canadian also refers to the methodological dimension of the Uno-
Sekine tendency.164 Albritton and John R. Bell even suggested in the mid-1990s
that the Uno School was in decline in Japan, while – in their opinion – the
‘Canadian branch’ of this school was ‘doing the most to develop the legacy of
Uno’.165

159 Sekine 2003, p. 120. Mawatari claims, however, that Uno had made a careful reading of
Hegel’s Logic (see Mawatari 1985, p. 405).

160 Sekine 1986, p. 26.
161 Sekine 1986, p. 35.
162 Alongside Robert Albritton, this is (or was) true of John R. Bell, Brian MacLean and Colin

A.M. Duncan. See Bell 1995, Bell 2003, Maclean 1981 and Duncan 1983.
163 See, for example, Albritton 1986.
164 See Albritton 1999.
165 Albritton and Bell 1995, p. 1. In any event, the ‘Canadian wing’ of the Uno School has

also been acknowledged approvingly by researchers in this school’s country of origin (see
Ishibashi 1995).
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Further aspects of the Japanese debate on Marx are considered in Part 3
of this study. These include the interpretation of Marx’s theories of value and
money that Samezō Kuruma expounded in the 1950s, and the discussion of
the problematic of Marx’s plans for the architectonic of his critique of political
economy – a problematic which Japanese researchers addressed in the period
following the Second World War, thus further elaborating a theme which had
already been an object of Japanese research into Marx’s critique of political
economy in the interwar period.

3 Other Asian Countries

3.1 South Asia
The South Asian reception of Marx with regard to the critique of political eco-
nomy remains to this day relatively narrowly bound to theAnglo-Saxon debate.
InGermany, relatively little is knownof the receptionofMarx’s critique of polit-
ical economy on the Indian subcontinent.166 Towards the end of the 1970s, an
approach to the interpretation of Marx advanced by the Indian intellectual,
Jairus Banaji, gained a certain prominence within the Anglo-Saxon sphere; in
his interpretation of Marx, Banaji broached important problems of value the-
ory and methodology.167 In a sense, the Indian interpreter of Marx takes a
kind of counter-position to those currents which establish a primary separa-
tion between Marx’s method and Hegel’s philosophy. For Banaji, there is no
doubt that ‘the method that Marx followed was a method “which Hegel dis-
covered” ’.168 There is also a parallel between Banaji’s position and a part of the
West German interpretation ofMarx in the 1970s, insofar as the Indian theorist
interprets Marx’s theory of value as constituting a unity of the theory of value
and the theory ofmoney (what ismore, with explicit reference to Backhaus). In

166 Specialist circles in Germany are acquainted with a comprehensive Indian introduction
to Capital: Ranganayakamma 1999. A further example of an Indian contribution to the
reception of Marx’s critique of political economy is Bose 1980. According to Eric Hobs-
bawm, Capital is available to Indians not only in English translation: a ‘major linguistic
extension of Capital occurred in independent India, with editions in Hindi, Bengali and
Malayalam in the 1950s and 1960s’ (Hobsbawm 1982, p. 343). By contrast, an East German
author wrote in the 1970s that of all the Indian languages, a ‘complete translation of the
three volumes of KarlMarx’sCapital…’was only available ‘inMalayalam’ (see Krüger 1975,
p. 277).

167 See Banaji 1979.
168 Banaji 1979, p. 19.
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addition, in his study Banaji addresses the ‘problem of the beginning’ (which
numbers among the virtually classical thematic fields within the international
reception of Capital). Banaji apprehends the ‘problem of the beginning’ by dis-
tinguishing between an ‘analytic’ and a ‘synthetic’ point of departure in Marx.
On Banaji’s view, the ‘analytic’ point of departure is the commodity, as it is
expounded at the beginning of Capital; from here, we arrive at value. Value is
in turn qualified as the ‘synthetic’ point of departure in Capital.

The Iranian, Ali Shamsavari, contributed to the international discussion
with a monograph on the method of the critique of political economy and
Marx’s relation to Hegel’s philosophy.169 The starting point for Shamsavari’s
attempt to reconstruct both themethodology ofMarx’s critiqueof political eco-
nomy and the link that connects Marx’s methodological perspective to Hegel’s
philosophy and logic is a critical engagement with interpretative approaches
that try to distance Marx’s thought from Hegel’s philosophy. In this context,
Shamsavari has in his sights economists inspired by neo-Ricardianism, such as
Ian Steedman, as well as ‘analytic Marxism’ (see below), alongside the ‘usual
suspects’, namely Althusser and Colletti. The formation of ‘anti-Hegelian’ cur-
rents of thought into the 1980s forms the background within the history of
theory from which Shamsavari aims to distance himself with his alternative
interpretation: ‘As opposed to the anti-Hegelian trends … it is the central con-
tention of this book that the dialectical method as developed by Hegel consti-
tutes a central influence on Marx’s economic and historical studies, and that,
furthermore, thatmethod in itself is valid and essential for social theorizing’.170

Shamsavari understands Marx’s theory of value to represent a scientific
breakthrough; the Iranian theorist argues that this is the case in particular
because Marx is able, through his value-form analysis, to transcend the value-
theoretical horizon of classical political economy in a theoretically decisive
way. The failure of classical political economists to conduct an analysis of the
value-form is interpreted by Shamsavari as a consequence of their deficient
method. Nevertheless, Shamsavari also criticises Marx’s theory of value. Sham-
savari’s criticismengageswith a similar point to that already addressedbyBack-
haus in the German discussion;171 the Iranian theorist writes as follows:

169 See Shamsavari 1991.
170 Shamsavari 1991, p. 14.
171 ‘The inadequate mediation of the substance and form of value is already expressed in the

fact that a break can be identified in the development of value: it is no longer obvious
that the transition from the second to the third section of the first chapter is a necessary
one’ (Backhaus 1980, p. 101). Although Backhaus wrote this in 1969, he advised me in a
conversation in 2002 that he still held this view, at least in its fundamentals.
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The central problem with Marx’s presentation of his theory of value
in Chapter One of Capital i, as I see it, concerns the curious isolation
of the value-form analysis both from the question of the essence and
the measure of value (which precedes the analysis of value-form) and
from the fetishism of commodities (which follows the section on value-
form).172

Shamsavari’s thesis might be supplemented here by noting that, in the
appendix to the first edition of Capital in 1867, the problematic of commod-
ity fetishism is at least partially integrated with the fourth peculiarity of the
equivalent form in the value-form analysis itself under the rubric, ‘The fetish-
ism of the commodity-form is more striking in the equivalent form than in the
relative form of value’.173

At virtually the same time as Shamsavari developed his approach, the Thai,
Pichit Likitkijsomboon, critically engaged with the Marxian relation to Hegel-
ian dialectic, and proposed a theoretical approach that can be described as
a ‘Hegelianising’ reading of Marx.174 On Likitkijsomboon’s view, a sustainable
interpretation of Marx’s theory must be based on an adequate understanding
of both Hegelian dialectic and its reception by Marx. Likitkijsomboon grasps
the Marxian theoretical project as being concerned with identifying all relev-
ant economic categories and investigating their logical interrelation, in order
to adequately expound the ‘pure form’ of the capitalist economy. According
to Likitkijsomboon, Marx aims to present the logic of the process of capital’s
self-unfolding – theThai theorist apprehends capital as subject.More precisely,
Likitkijsomboonholds thatMarx traces this logic of the process of capital’s self-
unfolding from the most abstract and simple categories right up to the fully
developed totality of the ‘pure’ capitalist economy. Likitkijsomboon’s manner
of referring to a ‘dialectic of capital’ and a ‘pure capitalist economy’ might at
first sight suggest a theoretical proximity to the Uno School, and in particular
to Thomas Sekine, but in fact the Thai theorist exposes the latter to a poin-
ted critique. According to Likitkijsomboon, Sekine’s conception of dialectic,
which the Thai theorist characterises as ‘an interpretation of “dialectic” from
the standpoint of formal logic’, in no way corresponds to Marx’s or Hegel’s
understanding of dialectic.175

172 Shamsavari 1991, p. 246.
173 See Marx 1994, pp. 21–3.
174 See Likitkijsomboon 1992.
175 Likitkijsomboon 1992, p. 418.
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Likitkijsomboon critically engaged with Marx’s value-form theory in a fur-
ther text from the 1990s.176 A central thesis of the Thai theorist consists in the
assumption that ‘a systematic overview of Marx’s theory of value-form, with
its dialectical method, reveals a theory consisting of both social and quant-
itative aspects. The two aspects are logically integrated within the dialectical
structure of the theory’.177 Likitkijsomboon regards Marx’s theory of money as
being logically grounded in his labour theory of value and value-form theory. In
the light of his considerations on Marx’s value-form analysis, the Thai theorist
criticises value-form theory as developed by the Uno School, among others.178
It should be recalled that the Uno School proposes to defer the theorisation
of abstract labour as the substance of value from the doctrine of circulation
to the doctrine of production, whose exposition is only to be undertaken at a
later stage – i.e. the Uno School proposes the immediate separation of the the-
orisation of abstract labour as the substance of value from the theory of the
value-form. Likitkijsomboon’s criticism is that ‘Unoist adventure in the sphere
of value-form onlymystifies the categories of value and value-form and obliter-
ates the utmost significance of the necessity to verify private, individual labor
as social labor,which is’ – hereLikitkijsomboonputs his finger ona very import-
ant point – ‘at the root of Marx’s value theory’.179

3.2 East Asia
Aspects of the interpretation of Marx in China and South Korea in the more
recent past are briefly surveyed here.180 Wei Xiaoping, Director of Marxist
Studies at the Institute for Philosophy, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences,
reports that there are currently three main lines of engagement with Marxism
in the People’s Republic of China: firstly, ‘official’ Marxism in the sense of
the ideological guidelines of ‘Socialism with Chinese characteristics’ – i.e. in
the sense of the ideology of the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party;
secondly, ‘academic Marxism’ (which, it might be added, holds most promise

176 See Likitkijsomboon 1995.
177 Likitkijsomboon 1995, p. 74.
178 A further theorist criticised by Likitkijsomboon is the Dutchman, Geert Reuten (although

the latter is not associated with the Uno School). For Reuten’s response to this criticism,
see Reuten 1995.

179 Likitkijsomboon 1995, p. 89.
180 As far as the interpretation ofMarx is concerned, the People’s Republic of China and South

Korea are, after Japan, the most important East Asian countries in which an engagement
withMarxian theory has occurred.On the situationwith regard to publishing inMongolia,
for example, see the report given in Birwa 1989.
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for a further development of the methodological discussion around Capital);
and thirdly, the reception of what can be described as ‘Western Marxism’.181
Xiaoping states that the latter theoretical tradition has been acknowledged
in the People’s Republic of China in particular since the 1980s. Recently, the
philosopher, He Ping, believed that it was possible to observe a ‘return toMarx’
in Chinese Marxist philosophy.182

A first Chinese edition of the collected works of Marx and Engels, com-
prising some 50 volumes, was already published in the People’s Republic of
China between 1956 and 1985 (primarily on the basis of the second Russian
edition of the works of Marx and Engels). The fact that ‘the first German edi-
tion and the French edition of the first volume of Capital (1867 and 1872–75,
respectively)’183 are also available in Chinese translation alongside the three
volumes of Capital would seem to indicate that the publishing situation in
China permits a differentiated debate on Capital (at least to a certain degree).
Indeed, the situation is set to improve further in the future from a publish-
ing point of view. With its plans for a second Chinese edition of the collec-
ted works of Marx and Engels, this time based on mega2, the Institute for
the Publishing and Translation of the Works of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin
of the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party aims to ensure a
qualitative improvement of editorial standards in relation to both the transla-
tion and the scientific apparatus. This edition is oriented to a scientific read-
ership, and, following the structural division of mega2, will comprise four
series (works and drafts; Capital and preparatory works; correspondence; and
excerpts/notes/marginalia), making up approximately 70 volumes in total.184
The first volume of this new edition appeared in 1995. The second Chinese
edition of the collected works of Marx and Engels is remarkable on account
of its scope and by virtue of the attention paid to the mega2 edition in its
elaboration. There is no indication yet of when it will be completed; work
on this large-scale publishing project is proceeding at rather a slow rate. A

181 See Xiaoping 2006, pp. 384ff.
182 SeePing 2007. A JapaneseMarx-researcher haswritten the following: ‘InChina, a tendency

has emerged since the beginning of the 1990s’ which has resulted in ‘increasing numbers
of Chinese Marx-researchers no longer orienting themselves to the dogmatic theories of
orthodoxMarxism-Leninism, but toMarx’s original texts’ (Tairako 2009–12, p. 50; Tairako’s
text is also due to be published in Wissenschaftliche Mitteilungen des Berliner Vereins zur
Förderung der mega-Edition, Heft 7).

183 Renxiang 1998, p. 263.
184 See Chai 2006; Chai’s text is also due to be published inWissenschaftlicheMitteilungen des

Berliner Vereins zur Förderung der mega-Edition, Heft 7.
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smaller, 10-volume edition of the works of Marx and Engels, originally sched-
uled for publication in recent years, is to include the three volumes of Cap-
ital.185

Furthermore, Marx’s Grundrisse is also available in Chinese translation,
along with a compilation of excerpts with commentaries byMarx which forms
a part of the background to this manuscript which he wrote in 1857–8. The first
issue of a periodical dedicated to research into Marx and Engels, published in
1989 by the Marx-Engels Department of the Institute for the Publishing and
Translation of theWorks of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin of the Central Com-
mittee of the Chinese Communist Party,186 contained the first Chinese trans-
lation of Marx’s Bullion manuscript.* The latter is a compilation of excerpts
revised and edited by Marx and used by him during the winter and spring of
1851 as he systematically reorganised thematerials he had collected to that date
relating to the theory of money. Since Bullion belongs to the materials Marx
used as he completed the Grundrisse, its publication affords access to a better
understanding of the research background behind the latter manuscript, and
indeed to an enhanced appreciation of the 1857–8 Rohentwurf itself.**

Within Chinese engagement with Marx, there has been a detailed focus,
since the 1980s at the latest, on the history of the origins of his economic mag-
numopus. Within this process, Chinese researchers have devoted attention not
least to the Grundrisse.187 Zhongpu Zhang reports that the results of Chinese
research intoMarx’s six-volume plan were published in 1995;188 on this point it
seems that there is a thematic parallel between the Chinese and the interna-
tional reception of Marx’s critique of political economy.

Here a brief glance can be cast at an example from recent Chinese interpret-
ation of Marx. References to a ‘capital-logic’ are no longer limited to the Ger-
man, Danish or Anglo-Saxon discussion of Marx, but also play a role in recent
Chinese engagement with Marx’s critique of political economy. The thrust of
Haifeng Yang’s interpretative approach is to profile three central aspects of

185 On the new edition of the collected works of Marx and Engels in the People’s Republic of
China, see also Lu 2006 and J. Yang 2006.

186 See Skambraks and Haixian 1991.
* Bullion. Das vollendete Geldsystem [Bullion: The Consummate Monetary System] (Marx

1986). This text has not yet been published in English translation.
** The German title of the Grundrisse is Grundrisse der Kritik der politischen Ökonomie

(Rohentwurf ). 1857–1858. This is rendered in English as ‘Outlines of the Critique of Political
Economy (Rough Draft), 1857–58’.

187 See Zhang 2008, pp. 220f.
188 Ibid.
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Marx’s philosophy: firstly, the critique of metaphysical philosophy; secondly,
the exposition of ‘capital-logic’; and thirdly, the dimension of social criticism,
in which Marx’s theory of fetishism is a significant moment.189

Yang is a former student of the philosopher Yibing Zhang, who belongs to
the ‘academic’ tendency within engagement withMarx andMarxism in China.
Zhang is also one of the protagonists of the Chinese critical involvement with
so-called Western Marxism, and has come to represent the trend of a ‘return
to Marx’ in China since the 1990s. It is worth mentioning with regard to the
question of the theory transfer from Japan to China that Zhang has been a
driving force in the Chinese reception of the theory of the Japanese interpreter
of Marx and philosopher, Wataru Hiromatsu, whose work inspired a school of
thought in Japan (as noted above).

In the People’s Republic of China there exists a network of scientific institu-
tions oriented toMarxism,which includes amongothers theMarxismResearch
Institute at the Shanghai University of Finance and Economics and the
Academy of Marxism at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences. One insti-
tution in which the project of the reception of modern non-Chinese Marxism
is being pursued is the Center for Studies of Marxist Social Theory. The World
Association for Political Economy (wape) – an association founded a few years
ago whose headquarters is located in Hong Kong and whose chairperson, Enfu
Cheng, holds a leading position at the Academy of Marxism at the Chinese
Academy of Social Sciences – can be considered an example of the attempt
to promote international cooperation in Marxist economic research.

Under the impact of increasing oppositional activity in South Korea from
1980 onwards, there was a wave of editions of the writings of Marx and Engels
in the subsequent period. Although a new edition of Capital was impeded
in 1987 by the organs of state repression and the publishers were arrested,190
as a rule the activity of editors and scientific interpreters of Marx’s works
has subsequently been able to continue to a large extent unchecked. It is
striking that many significant research contributions originate from South
Korean researchers who were educated in Europe. The overseas education of
numerous South Korean interpreters of Marx has been a contributing factor
which has facilitated their critical engagement with theoretical approaches of
European Marxism. Alongside this factor, the reception of Japanese Marxism
has also played a role, however. Of the older generation of researchers with
an orientation towards the Marxian critique of political economy, Soo-Haeng

189 See H. Yang 2006.
190 See Chung 1999, pp. 279f.
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Kim had studied in London, Young-Ho Park in Frankfurt am Main, and Woon-
Young Jeong in Leuven (Belgium), before they could establish themselves at
universities in their home country in the 1980s. Of the South Korean Marx-
researchers to have completed their doctorates in the recent past, No-Wan
Kwack, YoungBinHahn, Lee JunKim,Kyung-MiKim191 andDae-WonParkwere
educated in Germany (the study on Isaak Ill′ich Rubin and Kōzō Uno authored
by the South Korean, Hyeon-Soo Joe, who was also educated in Germany, has
already been referred to above). Significant results of research undertaken
by theorists from this circle will be considered in detail later in this study,
for instance the sophisticated conceptual approaches oriented towards the
interconnection between the theories of money, credit and crisis, or towards
epistemological problems. A further South Korean researcher, Chai-On Lee,
carried out research and was awarded a doctorate in the United Kingdom.
Lee scrutinised the charges of redundancy, inconsistency or lack of realism
levelled against the Marxian theory of value by neo-Ricardian economists or
‘analytic Marxists’, among others, and attempted to defend Marx against these
objections.192 Cheong-Lip Chu’s study, Ideologie undKritik, came into existence
as a doctoral thesis at the Goethe University of Frankfurt.193 Chu opened up
a form-theoretical perspective on Marx’s critique of political economy, and,
influenced byHans-Georg Backhaus, graspedMarx’s value-form analysis as the
unity of the theories of value and money.

Methodological questions also play a role within South Korean research
engaging with Marx. This can be demonstrated with an example: one of the
problematics considered within the South Korean research of the 1990s was
that of the categorial transitions within Marx’s exposition of his critique of
political economy. The explanation of the Marxian transition from money is
accorded a significant status in the enquiry by Seung-Wan Han, who incident-
ally also obtained a doctorate in Germany.194 Han writes, with regard to the
categorial transition to money within Marx’s exposition – a transition which
must necessarily occur before the transition from money to capital – that in
the Grundrisse Marx drew on Hegelian logic as a resource in the construction
of this transition. Han argues that although a passage of the Grundrisse that
recalls Hegel’s logic of the determinations of reflection is omitted in A Contri-
bution to the Critique of Political Economy, there is still a similarity between the

191 Kyung-Mi Kim was originally associated with the Marburg ‘Forschungsgruppe Politische
Ökonomie’ (‘Research Group on Political Economy’). See Kim 1999.

192 See Lee 1993.
193 See Chu 1998.
194 See Han 1995.
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development of money in the latter work and the way this is expounded in the
Grundrisse. Han states that ‘[h]ere too, the immanent contradiction within the
commodity develops into an external contradiction between the commodity
andmoney’.195 The South Korean researcher advances the thesis with regard to
the transition frommoney to capital thatMarx executes a dual transition in the
Grundrisse. Thus, on the one hand, a transition is constructed from the sphere
of circulation to productive activity; yet this is not the transition to capital itself.
According toHan, the dual transition frommoney to capital consists in the fact
that ‘in this transition, a shift occurs in one instance between spheres from cir-
culation to production; in another instance, but simultaneously, the categorial
development from money to capital takes place’.196 With his treatment of the
problematic of the categorial transitions tomoney and to capital, Han engaged
with a range of problems that also occupies a certain spacewithin Japanese and
European research.A thematic parallel betweenHan’s enquiry and later studies
carried out in South Korea consists in the attention devoted to the Hegel-Marx
relation.197

4 The Former Socialist Countries in Europe

4.1 The Soviet Union198
Marx’s Capital reached Russia at an early stage. In fact, its introduction into
Russia was so early as to be almost anachronistic, given that the theory which
aimed to expose the economic laws of motion of modern capitalist society
arrived in Russia before this form of society itself. The first Russian translation
of the first volume of Capitalwas published in 1872.199 Thus, as Marx observed,
‘the first foreign nation to translate Kapital [was] the Russian’.200 After the
socialist October Revolution, resources weremade available for the foundation
of the Marx-Engels Institute in Moscow (in 1921) and for the publication of the
first historical-critical edition of the complete works of Marx and Engels (the

195 Han 1995, p. 99.
196 Han 1995, p. 110.
197 See Kim 2007.
198 As is the case with the reception of Marx in the Asian countries, the Soviet reception of

Marx can only be partially considered in the present study – to the extent, that is, that it
is documented in West European languages.

199 See Uroeva 1978, p. 190. Valeri Tschechowski considers an interesting dimension of the
translation of Marx into Russian (see Tschechowski 2007).

200 Marx 1988a, p. 130.
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first mega) under the aegis of the institute’s director, David B. Ryazanov.201 For
the elaboration of the first mega, connections were successfully established
with the Frankfurt Institute for Social Research, whose director at the timewas
Carl Grünberg (Max Horkheimer would only later become director).202

A sophisticated discussion of Marx’s theory of value had already developed
in the Soviet Union in the 1920s. A central figure in this discussion was Isaak
Ill′ich Rubin, whosemajor work Essays onMarx’s Theory of Valuewas first pub-
lished in 1923.203 Following the republication of this work in several languages
in the 1970s, and the publication of further texts by Rubin outside the Soviet
Union, his theoretical output has been the focus ofmuch interest in the debate
on value theory inWesternEurope, Japan, andNorth andSouthAmerica. Rubin
gave expression to deliberationswhose content can to a certain extent ‘be inter-
preted as anticipating the conception of Marx’s theory of value as a monetary
theory of value – a conception which was developed from the 1970s on, par-
ticularly in West Germany’.204 According to Rubin, Marx’s theory of value con-
tains the synthesis of the theory of the substance of value and the theory of
the form of value (i.e. the ‘form of value’ not in the sense of the value-form,
but of ‘value as form’), and the synthesis of the qualitative and quantitative
aspects of the theory of value.205 With regard to the category of ‘equal labour’,
Rubin distinguishes between three determinations: (1) physiologically equal
labour, which exists in all historical epochs; (2) socially equated labour, which
is characteristic of all systems with a social division of labour; (3) abstract or
abstract-universal labour, which characterises commodity production. Rubin
emphasises that ‘Marx links the category of abstract labour inseparably with
the concept of the universal equivalent’,206 and elucidates as follows: ‘In real-
ity we defined abstract labour as labour which was made equal through the
all-round equation of all the products of labour, but the equation of all the
products of labour is not possible except through the assimilation of each one

201 See Hecker et al. 1997, p. 10 ff. On the life and works of Ryazanov, see, among other works,
Külow and Jaroslawski 1993, pp. 10 ff. More recent literature to have appeared on Ryazanov
and the firstmega includes Hecker 2010. Readers of Russian can consult a comprehensive
biography of Ryazanov by Jakov Rokitjanskij (see Rokitjanskij 2009).

202 See Hecker et al. 2000.
203 See Rubin 1972. This work underwent four editions in the Soviet Union until 1930. The

changes between the second and third editions are discussed in detail in Takenaga 2007.
204 Hoff, Petrioli, Stützle andWolf 2006b, p. 17.
205 See Rubin 1972, pp. 107ff.
206 Rubin 1994, p. 49.
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of them with a universal equivalent’.207 According to Rubin, then, the concept
of abstract labour necessarily leads to that of money. The problematic of com-
modity fetishismwas of particular significance for the Soviet theorist,208 which
demonstrates that he accorded a central status to the specifically qualitative
dimension of Marx’s critique of political economy, in contrast to potentially
reductionist, quantitative, economistic interpretations of Marx.209

In the 1930s, scientific engagement with Marx in the Soviet Union suffered
setbacks at the hands of Stalinism. The Marx-Engels Institute was ‘purged’
and reorganised in 1931, researchers were persecuted and subsequently even
murdered, and the publication of the firstmegawas discontinued in 1935.210 It
was under difficult conditions that theworldwide first edition of theGrundrisse
was successfully published (outside the framework of the mega) in 1939/41;
this was a milestone in the publishing history of the works of Marx.211 The
Grundrissewas thus first published in the Soviet Union, but in the original Ger-
man: the complete Russian translation first appeared in 1968/9. Rolf Hecker
reports that two essays by the editor of the Grundrisse, Paul Weller, were pub-
lished in 1940/1 as ‘practically the first signal of the impending first publication
of the Grundrisse’.212 The early reception of the Grundrisse – a reception thor-
oughly informed bymethodological deliberations –was undertaken before the
Stalinist era had ended.213 A Russian researcher relates that a monograph pub-
lished in 1946 by the Marx-interpreter, Lev Leontiev, aroused ‘much interest
in the Grundrisse amongst a new generation of scholars’. In celebration of the
100th anniversary of the Grundrisse, articles by A.G. Achundov (1957) and Igor
A. Boldyrev (1958) were published.214 In 1963, the Soviet Marx-researcher, Alex-
ander Malysch, considered that the significance of the 1857–8 manuscripts

207 Rubin 1994, p. 48.
208 See Joe 1995, pp. 142ff.
209 Although Rubin’s extensive critical engagement with Marx’s theory of commodity fetish-

ism is contained in theNorth American edition of Essays onMarx’s Theory of Value (Rubin
1972, pp. 5–60), it is omitted in the German edition of this work. However, the section
of Rubin’s text dealing with commodity fetishism was recently published in German for
the first time (see Rubin 2010). On the other hand, it remains the case that Rubin’s com-
prehensive study on the history of economic thought has been published in English (see
Rubin 1979), but not in German.

210 See Hecker 2001a.
211 See Hecker 2001b for a detailed account of the 1939/41 edition of the Grundrisse der Kritik

der politischen Ökonomie.
212 See Hecker 2001b.
213 See Müller 1978a, p. 116.
214 Vasina 2008, p. 205.
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‘could hardly be overestimated’. In his study, he examined the Grundrisse with
a focus on the theories of value and money, as well as the theory of surplus
value.215 To summarise, the history of the development of Marx’s critique of
political economy – or, in J.P. Kandel’s orthodox formulation, the history of
‘the formation of the economic doctrine of Marxism’ – constituted a branch
of research within the Soviet discussion on Marx and Marxism of the interwar
and postwar periods.216

Neither Isaak Ill′ich Rubin nor David B. Ryazanov survived the Stalin period,
however. They were arrested and removed from their posts, and were both
executed during the ‘Great Purges’ of 1937–8.217 Whereas Ryazanov was sub-
sequently rehabilitated in 1958, Rubin remained persona non grata right up to
the perestroika period. During this time, little objective discussion of Rubin’s
works was possible, as access to these had been removed. Nevertheless, there
was a certain latitude for critical scientific engagement with Marx’s economic
theory in the Soviet Union even before de-Stalinisation. Worthy of mention
here, alongside M.M. Rosental (the Marx-researcher referred to above in con-
nection with his opposition to Rubin), who presented a methodological
enquiry into the critique of political economy in 1955,218 is David I. Rosenberg,
who left behind a detailed investigation of Marx’s and Engels’s engagement
with political economy in the 1840s as part of a comprehensive research pro-
ject.219 Rosenberg’s planned oeuvre on the history of the origins and develop-
ment of Marx’s economic theory remained unfinished due to his death in 1950.

The ‘thaw’ which followed Stalin’s death (1953) and the Twentieth Congress
of the cpsu (1956) granted the Soviet discussion of Marx a theoretical margin
which went far beyond the mere brief of providing legitimation to the Soviet
regime. One of the best-known monographs from the Soviet debate after de-
‘Stalinisation’, which received a great deal of attention, not only in the former
gdr, but also in the frg, was a work by Vitaly Vygodsky published in 1965.220
Vygodsky’s focus in this work was particularly centred on the interpretation

215 See Malysch 1963.
216 See Kandel 1960/1, p. 239f.
217 See Vasina 1994 and Rokitjankskij 1993.
218 See Rosental 1957.
219 See Rosenberg 1958.
220 See Vygodsky 1974. In an expanded version of this work, published in 1970, Vygodsky

provided a systematic overview of the various stages in the development of Marx’s work
on the critique of political economy (see Wygodski 1976). On Vygodsky’s profile as a
researcher, see Vasina 2002. The same author has recently published a detailed account
of the life and work of Vygodsky (see Vasina 2010).
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of the formation and development of Marx’s economic oeuvre; accordingly,
Vygodsky refers toMarx’s preparation andprocessing of a broad range ofmater-
ials, to his research studies and to the excerpts made by him, all of which form
part of the background to the history of the origins and development of Cap-
ital. Marx’s reception of the corpus of economic theory is accorded a significant
status in Vygodsky’s study. The method of the ascent from the abstract to the
concrete in the critique of political economy, which was also thematised by
Vygodsky, formed one of the objects of a study by the philosopher, Evald Ily-
enkov, during the period of the ‘Khrushchev Thaw’.221 Ilyenkov considered that
the method of the ascent from the abstract to the concrete could be identified
not only in the Grundrisse and in A Contribution to the Critique of Political Eco-
nomy, but also in Capital.222,*

A further study to be noted in this context is that by the philosopher Viktor
Vazjulin on the logic ofMarx’s exposition; this studywas first published in 1968.
Vazjulin engageswith the question of a reconstruction of the dialectical logic of
Capital. Vazjulin considers it possible ‘to identify a universal system of mater-
ialist dialectic through the analysis of a special case of materialist dialectic,
namely the dialectic of capitalism’.223 According to Vazjulin, Marx theoretic-
ally developed the system of economic categories in the course of his critical
engagementwithHegel’s logic, and in theprocess of extracting the ‘rational ker-
nel’ of Hegelian philosophy. The movement of the ascent from the abstract to
the concrete consists in a spiralling movement of thought which encompasses
all three volumes of Capital, and which passes from ‘immediate knowledge
to essence taken for itself, and then from essence as such to appearance and
reality’.224 A determinate section of this great spiral itself in turn represents a
smaller spiral – namely ‘that stage of immediate knowledgewhich corresponds
to the exposition of the doctrine of the commodity and money in Capital’.225

221 See Ilyenkov 1982. A part of this study, which first appeared in Russian in 1960, was also
published in a West German edited volume (see Iljenkow 1969).

222 Theorists from various countries have also engaged with Ilyenkov in recent times. On
Ilyenkov’s interpretation of Marx’s critique of political economy, see for instance Behrens
2007, pp. 23ff.

* See also the edited collection by Alex Levant and Vesa Oittinen (Levant and Oittinen
2014), especially the chapter by Oittinen and Paula Rauhala (Oittinen and Rauhala 2014)
which situates Ilyenkov’s The Dialectics of the Abstract and the Concrete in Marx’s Capital
in relation to the recent value-form debate and that around Marx’s method.

223 Vazjulin 2005a, p. 204.
224 Vazjulin 2005a, pp. 217 f.
225 Vazjulin 2005a, p. 218. In his monograph on the logic of Marx’s Capital, Vazjulin gives a
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In the course of the work on mega2 (the critical edition of the complete
works of Marx and Engels, the publication of which was begun in 1975 by the
Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union inMoscow, and by the Institute ofMarxism-Leninism
of the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany in East Ber-
lin), a portion of Soviet research into Marx and Engels took on the character of
accompanying studies to the mega2 edition, and became accessible also to a
German-speaking readership through its publication in East German compan-
ion periodicals to the mega2 edition. Within this context, Soviet researchers
also worked on methodological problems relating to Marx’s critique of polit-
ical economy.

Some clarification is in order here: although the second mega edition was
publishedup to the collapse of the Soviet Bloc by the respective institutes of the
ruling parties in East Berlin andMoscow, and although these latter emphasised
that this editionwas to serve ‘the further dissemination of the ideas of scientific
communism’,226 the mega2 edition and the accompanying research – espe-
cially the methodological research on Marx’s critique of political economy –
were ultimately scientific projects that went far beyondmere exercises in ideo-
logical legitimation on the part of official Marxism-Leninism in the Soviet
Union and the gdr. Rolf Dlubek, who was himself involved in the mega2 pro-
ject for many years, expands on this point as follows:

In the state socialist countries … the intended function of Marx-Engels
research was to underpin Marxism-Leninism as the ideology of the rul-
ing parties. The publishing of editions of the works of Marx and Engels
was the domain of central Party Institutes. A historical-critical edition
of the complete works of Marx and Engels required a huge amount of
effort and resources, whereas politically it would only have an indirect
effect, or indeed it might even cause a certain amount of erosion to
the canonised ideological edifice of Marxism-Leninism. For these reas-
ons, it was contested within the Party Institutes. It was only possible to
push forward with and realise a historical-critical edition of the collec-
ted works of Marx and Engels on an altered foundation thanks to the
tenacious endeavours of scientific researchers, who all too frequently

more detailed treatment of the commodity andmoneywithin thewhole formedbyMarx’s
exposition, and of the ‘small spiral’ as a section of the ‘large spiral’ (see Vazjulin 2005b,
pp. 172ff.).

226 Redaktionskollegium des Marx-Engels-Jahrbuchs 1978, p. 11.
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had to contend with narrow-minded political utilitarianism and incom-
petent bureaucratism.227

It should be noted in relation to the history and pre-history of the secondmega
edition that the original initiative to resume the project of an edition of the
complete works of Marx and Engels came from Soviet researchers. However,
it soon appeared that there was a growing commitment to the new mega
edition in the gdr,228 and hesitancy on the Soviet side. Dlubek reports that,
for a certain period of time, the Soviet editors of Marx were confronted by a
situation in which the projected new historical-criticalmega editionmet with
rejection within the leading party structures of the cpsu.229

Initially the Soviet editors needed to work on a second Russian edition of
the works of Marx and Engels. In its time, this edition served as an important
point of reference andorientation for the compilationofmulti-volumeeditions
of the works of Marx and Engels in languages other than Russian, similar to
the role that the mega2 edition would subsequently play vis-à-vis the English-
languageMarx-Engels CollectedWorks, the secondChinese edition of theworks
of Marx and Engels, and, in future, the French-language Grande Édition Marx-
Engels.230 The second Russian edition of the works of Marx and Engels (Soch-
ineniya) was published in 50 volumes (including the supplementary volumes)
from 1954 to 1981, and represents themost important Russian-language edition
of the works of Marx and Engels to have been published to date.231

It is worth noting with regard to the mega2 edition that, on the basis of a
comparison between the numbers of volumes edited in the Soviet Union and
the gdr respectively, the editorial contribution made by researchers from the
gdr can be reckoned as being proportionally somewhat greater than that by
Soviet researchers. Since the ‘transition’ in the gdr and German reunification,

227 Dlubek 1994, pp. 62f.
228 ‘At the beginning of the 1960s, the initiative vis-à-vis the newmegaprojectwas transferred

to the Berlin Institute ofMarxism-Leninism, although the latter had at its disposal neither
the requisite scientific personnel and resources nor the original source material that it
would have needed in order to take over the leading role in such a project’ (Dlubek 1994,
p. 65).

229 See Dlubek 1992, p. 43.
230 According to Lew Golman and Richard Sperl, ‘multi-volume editions in Bulgarian, Japan-

ese, Korean, Polish, Romanian, Serbo-Croat, Czech, Ukrainian, Hungarian and other lan-
guages’ rely on the second Russian edition and the East German Marx-Engels-Werke (Gol-
man and Sperl 1976, p. 59).

231 See Miskevitsch 2006.
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the collapse of the Soviet Union, and the resulting ‘dissolution’ of the Insti-
tutes of Marxism-Leninism in East Berlin and Moscow (i.e. the ‘dissolution’ of
the institutions which had previously been publishing the mega2 edition), the
International Marx-Engels Foundation (imes) has functioned as the institu-
tion responsible for publishing themega2 edition.232 Researchers fromRussian
institutions have participated in the continuation of the mega2 project since
the 1990s under the umbrella of the imes, alongside the International Institute
for Social History inAmsterdam, the Berlin-BrandenburgAcademyof Sciences,
the Karl-Marx-Haus in Trier and various working groups at different universit-
ies (including in Japan). The unparalleled significance of the mega2 edition
within the context of international publication of theworks ofMarx andEngels
is recognised by researchers all over the world: the editorial principles behind
the mega2 edition (completeness; fidelity to the originals; reproduction of all
stages of textual development; and the provision of commentaries) qualify it as
the scientific and historical-critical edition of the works of Marx and Engels.233
The great contributionmadeby Soviet or Russian researcherswithin the frame-
work of the mega2 edition and accompanying research is beyond question.

At this point it is appropriate to leave the present situation and go back
approximately three decades. An important methodological discussion in the
1970s led to a dispute at theDepartment of Political Economyat the Lomonosov
Moscow State University. The point of contention in the debate between the
researchers N. Chessin and V.P. Shkredovwas over themethodological status of
the opening sections of Capital.234While Chessin proceeded from the assump-
tion thatMarx expounds a pre-capitalist ‘simple commodity production’ in the
corresponding sections of his text, thus insisting on a reading which draws
on Engels, Shkredov regarded a completely different interpretation as being
more accurate. According to the latter, Marx does not present an alleged pre-
capitalist simple commodity production at the beginning of his exposition in
Capital, but rather the ‘capitalist process of commodity exchange in its first,
immediate, abstract form’.235

Of course, other Soviet researchers also expressed their views on the meth-
odological status of the ‘beginning’ of Marx’s exposition. Vitaly Vygodsky, one
of the best-known Soviet interpreters of Marx, presented the point of view that
the relations of capitalist commodity production are investigated in an abstract
form in the first section of the first volume of Capital, but that an analysis of

232 See Rojahn 1994.
233 On the editorial principle of completeness in the mega2 edition, see Sperl 2004a.
234 See Hecker 2002.
235 Cited in Jahn 1978, p. 69.
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real pre-capitalist commodity relations is undertaken simultaneously.236 Rolf
Hecker, who, in his capacity as doctoral candidate at the Lomonosov Moscow
State University at the end of the 1970s, was briefed first-hand on the state of
the discussion within Soviet research, gives the following account of the con-
temporary Soviet (and East German) debate on the object of investigation in
the first section of the first volume of Marx’s magnum opus: ‘The predomin-
ant opinion on this question is that Marx investigates the historical process
of development of simple commodity production. In recent times, however, a
series of studies has appeared in which this interpretation is not shared, and
which deem that Marx places the simple circulation of capitalistically pro-
duced commodities before the analysis of the theory of surplus value in his
exposition’.237With his characterisation of the latter tendency within research,
Hecker had a number of researchers in mind, not least Shkredov. To Hecker
himself, Chessin’s assertion that Marx investigates ‘simple commodity produc-
tion’ appeared ‘groundless’.238 It is also worth noting that the debate around
Shkredov and Chessin was received in the gdr and stimulated the discussion
of these issues there, and also that this debate clearly exhibited parallels to the
Capital discussion that was being held virtually simultaneously in the frg.

This methodological debate in the Soviet Union was hindered in due course
by political pressure on Shkredov,239 who, furthermore, in his process of the-
oretical self-clarification had also drawn on the theoretical work of the still
unrehabilitated Rubin.240 In the 1970s, the situation had changed unmistake-
ably vis-à-vis the Stalin period with regard to the way in which ‘alternative’
interpretations of Marx and those deviating from the official credo were dealt
with – it suffices to recall that Rubin was executed during the ‘Great Purges’.
Nonetheless, Shkredov’s scientific interventions had repercussions on a polit-
ical level. Hecker and Chepurenko write that ‘above all during his years at the
university, [Shkredov] was confronted not by scientific discussions in them-
selves, but by ideological campaigns on thepart of the heads of department and
theparty committee against his allegedHegelian-idealist interpretationofCap-

236 See Hecker 1987, p. 190.
237 Hecker 1979, p. 79.
238 See Hecker 1979, p. 82.
239 See Hecker 2002, p. 82. See also an editorial postscript by Rolf Hecker and Alexander

Chepurenko to Shkredov’s article on Engels’s historicism in his interpretation of Capital
(Hecker and Tschepurenko 1998).

240 It is also worth noting in this connection that Hecker reports that Hans-Georg Backhaus’s
approach to the interpretation of Marx’s theory of value formed part of the obligatory
reading in Shkredov’s seminars in the 1970s.
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ital’.241 In a subsequent retrospective contribution to the Soviet debate of the
1970s, Shkredov openly criticised the ‘historicist’ interpretation of Marx’s cri-
tique of political economy by Engels.242 The debate demonstrates that, contra
theMarxist-Leninist ideologemeof theunity of the thought ofMarx andEngels,
and despite the prevalence of a not unproblematic politico-ideological atmo-
sphere, researchers were to be found in the Soviet Union by the 1970s at the
latest who were prepared to call into question the ‘traditional’ Engels-inspired
interpretation of the opening sections ofCapitalwhich read these as an exposi-
tion of a pre-capitalist ‘simple commodity production’. The same can be said in
relation to researchers in the gdr, where the Soviet discussion formed a point
of reference.

Accordingly, the Soviet debate around the methodological status of the
‘beginning’ of the first volume of Capital was not without echo in the gdr.
Wolfgang Jahn regarded the object of initial analysis in Capital as ‘simple circu-
lation’ in the sense of an abstract sphere of the capitalist mode of production,
and thus diverged from the traditionalist interpretation, deriving from Engels,
of this initial object of analysis as ‘simple commodity production’.243 Viewed as
a whole, a certain kind of ‘Western’ retrospection on the question of the plur-
ality of the post-Stalinist Soviet discussion of Marx, and of the corresponding
debate in the gdr, appears questionable: typically, such retrospective stand-
points characterise theMarxdebate in theEast as tending towards theoretically
sterile, unitary thought, andoverlook the fact that plurality, although restricted,
did in fact exist in this context. The significance of Marx-interpretation in the
‘East’ should by no means be underplayed.244

241 Hecker and Tschepurenko 1998, p. 130.
242 See Schkredov 1998, pp. 114 ff. Shkredov arguedas follows: ‘The interpretationof the logic of

Capital as a historical reflection of the transformation of simple commodity production
into capitalist commodity production leads invariably to an abbreviated understanding
of the dialectical method employed by Marx, and to the reduction of the latter to the
historical process of the emergence anddevelopment of given economic forms. Theblame
for this tragic misconception can be said not to lie with Engels alone, but also with the
subsequent commentators on, and defenders of, Marx’s theory of value’ (Schkredov 1998,
p. 122).

243 See Jahn 1978.
244 Thus, the following assertion by Backhaus is problematic: ‘Since Capital was accorded

above all a legitimatory function within Soviet Marxism, and the Critique of Political
Economy was misappropriated as a Bible and instrumentalised as a tool of the political
struggle, scarcely anyonewas interested in a serious reprocessingof its theoretical content’
(Backhaus 1997b, p. 18).
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Yet nor did the mega2 edition remain free from the problematic theorem of
the fundamental theoretical unison between Marx and Engels. The following
statement can be read in the introduction of the mega2 volume ii/2, which
was edited by Soviet researchers (under the overall editorial control of Larisa
Mis’kevich) and published in 1980:

A comparison of the most important theses of Engels’ review [referred
to here is Engels’s review of A Contribution to the Critique of Political Eco-
nomy, a review which is highly problematic precisely from a methodolo-
gical point of view – j.h.] with the ‘Introduction’ Marx wrote in 1857 …
shows that many of Engels’ deliberations and assessments are, in terms
of content, in accordance with Marx’s exposition, and that this review
is essentially a supplement to Marx’s book. This represents further con-
firmation of the fact that there was a constant exchange of opinions and
a prevailing theoretical congruence between the two friends, and that
Marxist political economy is the collective result of the theoretical delib-
erations of the founders of scientific communism.245

Likewise, Viktor Vazjulin wrote the following in 1987 in relation to the the-
oretical debate in his country: ‘In Soviet philosophy, and particularly in the
economic literature, thehithertodominant conceptionof thehistorical and the
logical has been the one based on Engels’ propositions in his review of Marx’s
AContribution to the Critique of Political Economy and in the former’s preface to
the third volume ofCapital. Marx’s views on this problemare de facto identified
with Engels’ propositions’.246 It might be added that such a conception of the
theoretical unison between Marx and Engels had already been superseded by
the state of research as it existed at the time.

Several thematic domains and ranges of problems can be identified within
scientific research on Marx in the Soviet Union before the perestroika period
by drawing on the literature survey undertaken by Rolf Hecker, in which he
reports on Soviet dissertations from the 1980s. In these studies, the following
aspects were thematised: the development of Marx’s theory of ground rent,
the formation of Marx’s labour theory of value in the 1840s and 1850s, the
elaboration of the problem of the circulation of capital in the manuscripts
of the 1860s, the development of Marx’s theory of money in the 1840s and

245 Marx 1982b, p. 22*.
246 Vazjulin 1987, p. 238.
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1850s, and Marx’s conception of alienated labour.247 Moreover, the extensive
consideration of the history of the origins and development of Marx’s critique
of political economy represents one of the general strengths of the Soviet
research into Marx.

With perestroika and the collapse of the Soviet Union, theoretical
approaches emerged which were no longer compatible with Marxism-
Leninism, nor indeed with Marx’s theory.248 Other contributions also pointed
to the need for an innovative procedure in the formation of Marxist theory
which went beyond Marx’s Capital – an example is Albert Kogan’s approach
to the question of the problematic of the money commodity;249 here there
is an obvious parallel to parts of the contemporary discussion in the ‘West’.
Vygodsky’s attempt to critically interrogate certain dogmas of the orthodox
interpretation of Marx also deserves to be mentioned in this context.250 The
opening up of the scientific discussion of Marx during the perestroika period
was demonstrated by the fact that representatives of the Marx-Engels Depart-
ment of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the Central Committee of the
cpsu wished to collaborate more intensively with researchers from the frg
‘even if our assessments should diverge’ (this willingness was articulated by
Alexander Chepurenko in the summer of 1988).251

It is worth noting that Chepurenko also places emphasis on ‘such “outsiders”
as Shkredov, Kogan, Boldyrev and others’ when considering the history of the
origins and development of Capital, or when considering the method in Cap-
ital.252 Igor Boldyrev, the third of the ‘outsiders’ referred to byChepurenkohere,
is knownwithin the context of research onMarx’s work in the critique of polit-
ical economy between 1861 and 1867 for having surmised, towards the end of
the 1970s at the latest, that the so-called 1863–65 Manuscripts did not in fact
contain a lost draft of the first volume of Capital. Boldyrev suggested that Marx
wrote no such text at that time. According to Boldyrev, Marx relied on earlier
material, namely the 1861–63 Manuscripts, in elaborating the first volume of
Capital, which was published in 1867.253 Boldyrev’s hypothesis was rejected by

247 See Hecker 1982, pp. 95ff.
248 See, for example, Burtin 1991.
249 See Kogan 1991.
250 See Vygodski 1993.
251 See Tschepurenko 1989, p. 32. Naturally, Soviet researchers had collaborated with Marx-

researchers from the gdr for longer and much more closely. See Mtschedlow 1978, p. 28.
252 Tschepurenko 1989, p. 32.
253 See Galander and Galander 1979, p. 1260.
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other Soviet researchers, including by Chepurenko himself.254 Boldyrev’s sug-
gestion is incompatible with the conceptions of the Soviet editors of mega2,
Volume ii/4.1, whichwas published in 1988 under the direction of Vitaly Vygod-
sky. The latter proceed from the assumption that Marx ‘prepared the final ver-
sion of the text of the first volume of Capital on the basis of the manuscript of
BookOne that he drafted in 1863–64’.255 By the beginning of the 1990s, Boldyrev
had himself discarded this controversial hypothesis. Nonetheless, it remains to
his credit that he provided an important stimulus to the debate on Marx’s cri-
tique of political economy between the years of 1861 and 1867. No conclusion
can be reached here as towhether the problemwas correctly solved by the edit-
ors of mega2, Volume ii/4.1.

At the beginning of the new millennium, Russian research into Marx still
retains a presence in the international theoretical debate.256 Russian research-
ers continue to collaborate in the mega2 edition. Since the collapse of the
Soviet Union, Russian and German Marx-researchers have dedicated them-
selves to the historical examination of the political ‘purges’ and persecution
to which numerous Marx-researchers and Marx-publishers fell victim during
the Stalin period. The new situation since the 1990s has not only caused source
material to be unearthed, permitting the history of the persecution of Marx-
oriented researchers to be reconstructed, but is also affording new insights into
the results of theoretical research undertaken during the early Soviet debate
on Marx, to which public access was severely restricted over a long period. For
instance, largely unknown research by Isaak Ill′ich Rubin has recently been
published –more than 70 years after he was murdered by Stalin’s régime of ter-
ror.257

254 See Miskewitsch, Ternowski, Tschepurenko andWygodski 1982, pp. 295f.
255 Marx 1988d, p. 445.
256 A recent methodological research contribution is that by Antonova 2006.
257 A special issue, Beiträge zur Marx-Engels-Forschung: Neue Folge, Sonderband 4, was

recently published to fulfil this purpose (see Vollgraf et al. 2012). This issue includes a
manuscript by Rubin on Marx’s theory of money which had remained unpublished for
a long time (see Rubin 2012); Rubin’s considerations onMarx’s theory of value andmoney
in this work also permit a reading according to which the Soviet theorist goes some way
towards anticipating the standpoint which would now be termed the ‘monetary theory of
value’.
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4.2 The gdr258 and other Former Socialist Countries in Europe
In the part of Europe where ‘actually existing socialism’ prevailed, it was Marx-
interpretation in the gdr which was particularly prominent alongside Soviet
research as far as the investigation of the history of the origins, and themethod,
of Marx’s critique of political economy was concerned. An inventory of Marx-
research in the gdr up to the early 1960s259 reveals that methodological ques-
tions and the problematic ofMarx’s plans for the architectonic of his critique of
political economywere already the subject of discussion in the 1950s.260 Yet, in
1962, the East GermanMarx-researcher, Walter Tuchscheerer, complained that
research into Marx and Engels was being largely neglected in the gdr. Tuchs-
cheerer made a case for the significance of research into the history of the ori-
gins and elaboration of Marx’s critique of political economy – in the 1850s and
1860s in particular – as a potential perspective for gdr research. This perspect-
ive would indeed come to define parts of subsequent gdr research. However,
for Tuchscheerer, a further aspect was decisive: ‘We will … only have taken a
step forwards in Marx-Engels research when preconditions, both in terms of
cadre and institutions, have been met for a systematic, planned, targeted and
all-round investigation into the emergence and development of Marxist polit-
ical economy’.261 Precisely this came topass subsequently, andhere thedecisive
role of the mega2 project should be emphasised, for it was in this context that
the most fertile reception of Marx in scientific terms was carried out in the
gdr.262

The mega2 edition was buttressed by a variety of research projects, whose
results were published in companion periodicals and thusmade publicly avail-

258 In this section of the present study, the reception of Marx in the gdr will only be briefly
addressed; by contrast, a prominent research project undertaken by researchers from the
gdr engaging with the problematic of Marx’s plans for the architectonic of his critique of
political economy will be extensively considered later.

259 See Tuchscheerer 1962.
260 Of importance in this context is a study by Fritz Behrens (Behrens 1952); incidentally,

RomanRosdolsky engagedwithBehrens’s study (albeit critically). Behrenswas apparently
one of the first researchers in the gdr to deal with the history of the origins and develop-
ment of Marx’s economic theory. In 1953, he wrote: ‘The question of the development of
political economy by Marx himself has not yet been investigated’ (Behrens 1953, p. 444).
Alongside Behrens, another gdr researcher to engage at an early stage with methodolo-
gical questions was Hermann Ley (see Ley 1954). On the discussion of the Grundrisse in
the gdr in the 1950s, see Paragenings 2006.

261 Tuchscheerer 1962, p. 98.
262 The fact that themega2 project also has an extended prehistory is documented byDlubek

1993, among other studies.
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able to a scientific readership both within and beyond the gdr. The numerous
research studies in the context of the mega2 edition mark a qualitative leap
in gdr research when compared to the previous engagement with Marx. The
mega2 edition itself and the emergence of the corresponding companion peri-
odicals from the 1970s onwards thus can be seen tomark a historical watershed,
althoughWalter Tuchscheerer’s monograph (see below), which was posthum-
ously published in 1968, already represented an anticipation of this new level
of research. With the exception of the situation of research in the ussr, this
dimension of intensive research accompanying the mega2 edition also distin-
guishes research in the gdr from investigation intoMarx in the other countries
of ‘actually existing socialism’.

ThemonographsbyWalter Tuchscheerer andManfredMüller, eachofwhich
focuses on a particular period of the historical development of Marx’s work on
the critique of political economy, provided important impulses to the debate;
incidentally, it should be noted that these works were also received in theWest
at the time.263Amongother questions, Tuchscheerer retraced thedevelopment
of Marx’s conceptions of the theory of value and the relation of these to David
Ricardo. In addition, Tuchscheerer’s monograph contains one of the relatively
early engagements with the Grundrisse in the German-language discussion.
For its part, Manfred Müller’s monograph addresses, among other themes,
the history of the development of the structure of the critique of political
economy; here, the question of the different levels of exposition in Marx’s
critique of political economy plays an important role. In general, Müller’s work
places great emphasis on research into Marx’s 1861–63 Manuscripts and the
corresponding preparatory studies.264

Manfred Müller belonged to the ‘Halle’ fraction of gdr Marx-research
(alongside Wolfgang Jahn, Dieter Noske, Thomas Marxhausen and many oth-
ers). In this context it is worth noting the assessment by the West German,
Ernst Theodor Mohl, according to whom Halle is to be considered the ‘secret
capital’ of gdr Marx-Engels research, with its thematic focus on the ‘history
of Marx’s Capital’;265 in my opinion, Mohl’s assessment is well-founded. A par-
ticular focus of Halle-based research was the development of the critique of
political economy in the period from 1850 to 1863; in this research, attention

263 See Tuchscheerer 1968 and Müller 1978b.
264 See, among other works, Müller 1977 and Müller 1983.
265 Mohl 1991, p. 118. Researchers based or educated in Halle made up a considerable portion

of the authors of two edited volumes: Nietzold, Skambraks and Wermusch 1978 and Jahn
et al. 1983.
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was directed precisely to methodological considerations in Marx. The ambi-
tious venture of a reconstruction of Marx’s six-volume project, which was to be
informed by methodological research undertaken by the circle of Halle-based
researchers, will be considered in detail later. For now, it is sufficient to draw
attention to the productivity of the Halle-based researchers in their research
into Marx’s method and their indexing of the development of Marx’s work on
the critique of political economy. In this context, the research activities of a
subsequent generation also made an impact in the 1970s and 1980s.

While the main focus of Halle-based research was unambiguously centred
on detailed enquiries into Marx’s manuscripts on the critique of political eco-
nomy and the accompanying mass of excerpted material, the approaches of
young researchers such as Ulrike Galander, Thomas Marxhausen and Marion
Zimmermann exhibited a perspective which was not overly restricted to Marx
alone. A hallmark of Halle-based research consisted in a commitment to a sci-
entific engagement with Marx’s texts on the critique of political economy that
was to be closely coupled with the exploration of the source material used by
the Trier-born theorist.266

In the interveningperiod, it seems thatMarx’s critical theory of fetishismhas
become a central point of reference for a ‘modern’ understanding of Marxism
which is represented by, among others, intellectuals who wish to distance
themselves from the antiquated dogmas of ‘traditional Marxism’. One of these
intellectuals, JohnHolloway, is critical of the fact that the category of fetishism,
which was so important for Marx, has been almost completely overlooked in
mainstream Marxism.267 Yet a caveat is in order here: care should be taken
to avoid prematurely pronouncing a corresponding sweeping verdict against
the Marx discussion in the gdr, for the problematic of fetishism was certainly
present in the reception of Marx in the gdr, as can be demonstrated by
referring to the theoretical output of Thomas Marxhausen.268

Of particular importance for scientific engagement with Marx in the gdr
from an institutional point of view was the ‘Wissenschaftliche Rat für Marx-
Engels Forschung’,* established in 1969; this body enabled the coordination of

266 See, for example, Galander, Marxhausen and Zimmermann 1983. An earlier study by Zim-
mermann focuses on Marx’s reception of Ricardo in 1851 (Zimmermann 1979). Thomas
Marxhausen addressed the question of Marx’s reception of Ricardo and/or classical eco-
nomics on several occasions: see Marxhausen 1987a, Marxhausen and Schattenberg 1978,
and Marxhausen 1980.

267 See Holloway 2005, p. 118.
268 See Marxhausen 1988 and Marxhausen 1987b.
* ‘The Scientific Council for Marx-Engels Research’.
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scientific activity in the various research facilities.269 In a 1988 lecture, Erich
Kundel argued that the activity of this council had facilitated aprocess inwhich
there was increasing success in ‘clustering specific Marx-Engels research in the
gdr around themega edition, thus enabling a corresponding identification of
specific foci, the constitution of long-term lines of development, and the estab-
lishment of an immediate connection between research and editorial prac-
tice’.270 It is no surprise, then, that themost important East German publishing
organs for research on Marx (and their successors in the frg after reunific-
ation) were (and continue to be) conceived as companion periodicals to the
mega2 edition.271 In these companion periodicals, contributions are also to be
found which engage with methodological questions related to Marx’s critique
of political economy; in part, these contributions are by researchers from the
gdr. East German Marx-research was confronted by radical changes through
the political and social upheavals in 1989 and 1990 and the ensuing ‘winding
down’ of facilities in the academic and institutional sphere. In 1990, East Berlin
Marx-researchers founded the mega-Stiftung e. V.272,* In 1991, this organisa-
tion changed its name to Berliner Verein zur Förderungdermega-Edition e. V.,**
and continues to represent an important forum forMarx-Engels research in the
context of the mega2 edition.

269 See Kundel 1989.
270 Kundel 1989, p. 26.
271 These include the following: the Marx-Engels-Jahrbuch, published by the Central Com-

mittee of the cpsu and the Central Committee of the sed (13 issues between 1978 and
1991); Beiträge zur Marx-Engels-Forschung, published by the Marx-Engels Department
of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the Central Committee of the sed (almost 30
issues between 1977 and 1990); Arbeitsblätter zur Marx-Engels-Forschung, published by
the Marxism-Leninism Department at the Martin Luther University of Halle-Wittenberg
(more than 20 issues between 1976 and 1988); Marx-Engels-Forschungsberichte, published
during the 1980s at the Karl Marx University in Leipzig; Beiträge zur Marx-Engels-
Forschung: Neue Folge, published by Rolf Hecker, Carl-Erich Vollgraf and Richard Sperl
(more than 20 issues, including special volumes, since 1991). Additionally, the results of
research by scholars from the former gdr found, and continue to find, a forum in Wis-
senschaftliche Mitteilungen, published by the Berliner Verein zur Förderung der mega-
Edition e. V. (several issues since 2002); in the mega-Studien, published by the Interna-
tionaleMarx-Engels Stiftung (approximately 10 issues between 1994 and 2001); as well as in
the new version of the Marx-Engels-Jahrbuch, also published by the Internationale Marx-
Engels Stiftung (several issues since 2003).

272 See Vollgraf 1991.
* ‘mega Foundation (Registered Association)’.
** ‘Berlin Association for the Promotion of the mega Edition (Registered Association)’.
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It was not only in the Soviet Union and the gdr that theoretical engagement
withMarx tookplace partlywithin a context of legitimation of domination; this
was also the case in the other Warsaw Pact countries, as well as in Yugoslavia.
In these countries, just as in the Soviet Union and the gdr, a differentiated and
elaborate scientific engagement with Marx’s critique of political economy was
nonetheless possible.

Important contributions from the Czechoslovak discussion of Marx in the
1960s include a monograph on philosophy of science and methodology by
JindřichZelený and the theoretical approachof thephilosopher, KarelKosík.273
Zelený’s study274,* was translated into German and widely received both in
the gdr and in West Germany in the 1960s and 1970s, and played an import-
ant role in the international discussion of Capital.275 In Zelený’s interpreta-
tion, a significance is accorded to, for example, the relation between essence
and appearance in Marx’s economic theory, the ‘problem of the beginning’ in
Marx’s exposition, and the theoretical relationship between Marx and Hegel’s
philosophy on the one hand, and that between Marx and Ricardo’s classical
political economy on the other. Zelený attempts to draw out central theoretical
differences between Marx and Ricardo. One of the conclusions that the Czech
theorist arrives at is that Marx was able to overcome the one-sided focus on
quantitative aspects characteristic of Ricardo’s economic theory (Zelený refers
to a quantitativism in Ricardo’s theory). Zelený identifies a structural-genetic
analysis at work in Marx’s Capital. An important conclusion drawn by Zelený
is thatMarx sets out a novel kind of scientific thinking. For his part, Karel Kosík
was one of the authors who, like Alfred Schmidt in West Germany,276 drew
attention to the emphatically critical character of Marx’s project of a critique
of political economy at an early stage.277

In the 1970s, the Polish philosopher, Marek Siemek, focused his attention
on a similar problematic in his attempt to fathom the specific concept of
critique in the critique of political economy. According to Siemek, Capital

273 In the čssr, there were high circulation figures for editions of Capital. See Dvořáček 1983,
p. 387.

274 See Zelený 1980.
* It should be noted that Zelený’s work in the original Czechoslovak edition is entitled ‘The

Logical Structure of Marx’s Capital’.
275 An example of the reception of Zelený’s study in the frg is Ritsert 1973. Ingo Elbe has

recently engaged critically with Zelený (see Elbe 2008, pp. 211 ff.).
276 See Schmidt 1968, pp. 33f.
277 See Kosík 1967. Another Czech contribution (Svetly 1993) remains to a large extent on a

rather general level.
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should innowaybe rangedunder the category of political economy. In Siemek’s
view, the author of Capital was a philosopher and thus moved on a different
level of theory from that of economic science. Siemek grasps the ‘critique of
political economy’ as an epistemological project, and argues that this is not
to be equated with the immediate epistemic ‘knowledge’ which characterises
political economy. According to Siemek, it is not the ‘method’, but rather the
object and the level of theory that most sharply distinguish Marx’s critique of
political economy from political economy itself. That is to say, inMarx, we find
the epistemological level on which the actual object appears not as ‘the object
of economics’, but as economics itself. More precisely, Siemek argues thatMarx
takes economics as his object of critiquewithin the structural relationship that
economics has to its object – i.e. to the reified formof objectivity of social being.
According to the Polish philosopher, economics simultaneously expresses and
disguises this reified form of objectivity.278 At any rate, Siemek’s interpretation
is opposed to the simplifying reduction of the critique of political economy to
an ‘alternative’ political economy.

That the problem of the beginning of Marx’s exposition and Marx’s ana-
lysis of the commodity continued to define a field of interpretation for Eastern
European Marx-research in the 1980s can be demonstrated by referring to two
examples. Within the framework of his critical engagement with Marx’s ana-
lysis of the commodity, the Yugoslav philosopher, Davor Rodin, presented an
interpretative approach which consisted in reading Marx’s theory as a critical
demystification of reified social relations and of commodity fetishism. Accord-
ing to Rodin, the commodity structure obtains a fundamental significance:
‘Just as, in Hegel, the essence of logic purely formally pervades and governs
the whole philosophy of right, aesthetics, the philosophy of history and the
philosophy of nature, so too the commodity structure pervades and governs all
spheres of life – including the state and bourgeois society’.*,279 Rodin grasps the
commodity as the essence-structure of political economy, and he argues that
it is the perspective of the analysis of the commodity which first makes pos-
sible the critique of political economy. For his part, the Hungarian philosopher,
Imre Tagai, draws attention to a central difference between Hegel and Marx:

278 Siemek 2002, p. 30. Further Polish researchwas carried out in the 1970s by the philosopher
of science, Leszek Nowak, who attempted, among other things, to identify a specifically
Marxian ‘model of explanation’ (see Nowak 1976), and to draw out methodological differ-
ences between the approaches of Marx andWeber (see Nowak 1978).

* [bürgerliche Gesellschaft] – it should be noted that within the context of Hegel’s philo-
sophy of right, bürgerliche Gesellschaft is customarily translated as ‘civil society’.

279 Rodin 1988, p. 45.
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‘Hegel begins with the Concept, or Being-in-General; by contrast, Marx begins
with a concrete category, the determinate concept: the commodity. Further-
more, the relationship between use-value and exchange-value does not follow
the “schema” of Hegelian determinations of reflection’.280 In the context of his
research, Tagai took the view that Marx not only turned Hegel’s logic the right
way up, but that he also completely transformed it.

5 Italy, France and OtherWestern European Countries

5.1 Italy
As far as theWestern European discussion ofMarx is concerned, the discourses
in Italy and France constitute the most important points of reference, if by no
means the only ones. Within the present framework, however, the discussions
in Italy and France can only be considered selectively. Thus, the whole range of
the extremely variegated and theoretically rich history of ItalianMarxism from
the postwar period to the recent past (encompassing thinkers such as Ludovico
Geymonat, Sebastiano Timpanaro, Gianfranco la Grassa) cannot be presented
here; rather, attention is focusedona fewof the authorswhohavedistinguished
themselves with their interpretation of Marx’s critique of political economy
and have gained a certain international prominence as a result.281

The philosophers, Galvano Della Volpe282,* and Lucio Colletti283 (both of
whom have already been mentioned above), exerted a decisive influence on
the Italian Marx discussion of the postwar period;284 among other questions,

280 Tagai 1989, p. 173. On the various Hungarian editions of Capital up to the 1960s, see Hay
1968. On Marxist thought originating in Hungary, see Gabel 1975.

281 The sequence in which the authors presented in this subchapter are considered is not
always a chronological one.

282 See Della Volpe 1973. See also Graf 1995. An introduction to Della Volpe’s methodological
engagement with Marx, which goes into the historical circumstances in which Della
Volpe’s thought developed, is given in Montano 1971.

* See also Della Volpe 1979a, 1979b, 1979c and 1979d.
283 See Colletti 1973 and Colletti 1975. Martin Jay devotes much attention to both Della Volpe

and Colletti in his well-known study, Marxism and Totality (see Jay 1984, pp. 423ff.). Ingo
Elbe gives a detailed consideration of Colletti (see Elbe 2010, pp. 139ff.).

284 On earlier discussion of Marx in Italy, see Bravo 1989. On Italian editions of Marx and
Engels up to 1926, see Gianni 2007. On editions ofMarx and Engels after the SecondWorld
War, see Bravo 1992. See Corradi 2005 for a comprehensive work dealing in detail with the
history of Italian Marxism from the late nineteenth century, from Labriola to the recent
past, via Gramsci, the postwar Marxism of the Della Volpe School and operaismo. On
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the clarification of Marx’s relation to Hegel played an important role for both
of these philosophers. The following can be considered central aspects of Della
Volpe’s reception of Marx’s theory: the insistence on the specific scientific
character of Marx’s thought and on the latter’s break with Hegel’s philosophy,
and particularly the interpretation of Marxian abstraction as a ‘determinate
abstraction’ that stands opposed to Hegelian abstraction. Della Volpe con-
ceived of Marx’s method as a movement from the concrete to the abstract, and
then back from the abstract to the concrete. Generally speaking, Della Volpe
is to be credited within ItalianMarxism for having considerably contributed to
the processwhereby amethodologically orientedMarx-reading could establish
itself in the postwar period. The emergence of the Della Volpe School285 in the
1950s marked a watershed in the history of Italian Marxism, in particular with
regard to the systematic engagement with Marxian theory that was brought to
the fore by Della Volpe.286

Following its publication in 1950, Della Volpe’s important philosophical
work, Logica come scienza positiva,287 gradually gained in influence. Lucio Col-
letti has since claimed that Marx’s theory (and above all Capital) only exerted
a rather slight influence on the intellectual life of the Italian Left until around
1955 or 1956. Colletti formulates the point as follows:

The essential lesson I learnt from contact with the writings of Della Volpe
was the need for an absolutely serious relationship to the work of Marx –
based on direct knowledge and real study of his original texts. This may
sound paradoxical, but it is important to remember that the penetration
of Marxism in Italy in the first post-war decade, from 1945 to 1955, was
intellectually and theoretically very superficial and exiguous.288

Italian Marxism in the twentieth century, see also Bellofiore 2007. A perspective on the
history of Italian Marxism is also given by Costanzo Preve (see Preve 1993). (For Preve’s
interpretation of Marx, see, among other works, Preve 1984 and Preve 2007. It is not
possible within the present framework to go into Preve’s political conceptions).

285 AlongsideLucioColletti, NicolaoMerker andothers, thephilosopherMarioRossi deserves
mention as one of the best-known theorists to have come from this school. On Rossi, see
Bufalo and Alcaro 1990.

286 It goes without saying, however, that Della Volpe’s thematically multi-faceted oeuvre
cannot be reduced to his reception of Marx (in the narrow sense).

287 The 1969 edition appeared under a different title: Logica come scienza storica (‘Logic as a
Historical Science’).

288 Colletti 1974, p. 8.
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Whether or not Colletti’s assessment is held to be accurate, it remains the
case that an important step in the direction of a more intensive reception of
Marxian theory was taken in the 1950s.

In this context, Della Volpe’s reading of Marx will now be considered more
closely. There is an important similarity between Della Volpe’s interpretation
of Marx and that of Louis Althusser: both philosophers insist on an irreconcil-
able theoretical difference between Hegel and Marx.289 Both Della Volpe and
Althusser considered that the development ofMarx’s thought wasmarked by a
radical ‘break’ or ‘turning point’ that had a decisive effect on the latter’s theoret-
ical oeuvre. Nevertheless, an important distinction ought not to be overlooked
here: these two thinkers locate the decisive break in Marx’s oeuvre – from the
point of view of this oeuvre’s genesis or formation – at different chronological
points. Althusser dates Marx’s break with his earlier ‘humanist’ or ‘ideological’
thought in 1845 at the earliest, and argues that the Theses on Feuerbach and The
German Ideology document this rupture. By contrast, for Della Volpe, Marx’s
1843 Critique of Hegel’s Doctrine of the State already marks his decisive break –
i.e. with Hegel. It might be added here that this implies a completely differ-
ent evaluation of Marx’s thought in the period between 1843 and 1845 on the
part of Della Volpe and Althusser respectively. The dimensions of this differ-
ence become apparent if the great significance of the year 1844 in particular –
the evaluationofwhich is so fiercely contestedbyDella Volpe andAlthusser – is
borne inmind: 1844was the year inwhichMarx crucially intensifiedhis engage-
ment with political economy, after which there would be no going back as far
as this new field of theoretical work was concerned.290 Incidentally, it is not
only in the comparison between Della Volpe and Althusser that differences –
beyond superficial similarities – should be borne in mind; this also applies to
the comparison between Della Volpe and a further philosopher whose work
inspired the formation of a school of thought, and who also emphasises the
decisive significance of a break in Marx’s oeuvre – namely the Japanese the-
orist and interpreter of Marx, Wataru Hiromatsu. The latter, whose approach
focuses on the theory of reification, also dates the break in Marx’s thought as
occurring at a later point than that identified by Della Volpe.

Through his translations and interpretations of Marx’s writings from 1843
and 1844, Galvano Della Volpe succeeded in familiarising the Italian public
with this phase in the history of the development of Marx’s oeuvre. Della Volpe
attributed a decisive significance to precisely this period within Marx’s pro-

289 See also Althusser’s critical appraisal of Della Volpe (Althusser 1979, pp. 37–8).
290 OnMarx’s reception of political economy in 1844, see, among other works, Musto 2007a.
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cess of development: here, according to the Italian philosopher, Marx laid the
foundations for a new methodology which contrasted with the Hegelian one.
In Della Volpe’s conception, however, the Critique of Hegel’s Doctrine of the
State of 1843 was even more important than the Economic and Philosophical
Manuscripts of 1844. Yet the Italian philosopher in no way restricted himself
to concentrating on Marx’s early writings before 1848; in particular, his study
of the 1857 Introduction played a crucial role in the shaping of his perspective
on Marx’s understanding of his method.291 Della Volpe regarded the method-
ological movement from the concrete to the abstract, and then back to the
concrete, as having been thematised in the Introduction and applied in Cap-
ital.

Like Della Volpe, another philosopher, Lucio Colletti, who was influenced
by the former and had his origins in the Della Volpe School, also proposed an
anti-Hegelian interpretation of Marx. In the 1970s, Colletti’s further theoretical
development, based on a new reading of Marx, becamemanifest. For Colletti’s
interpretation of Marx, Kant’s philosophy represented an important point of
reference; he drew a fundamental distinction between ‘dialectical contradic-
tion’ and ‘opposition devoid of contradiction’ – the latter being understood in
the sense of the Kantian real opposition [Realopposition or Realrepugnanz],
and being completely compatible with the principle of non-contradiction. For
Colletti, the principle of non-contradiction was a basic axiom of materialism
and science: ‘Reality cannot contain dialectical contradictions but only real
oppositions, conflicts between forces, relations of contrariety. The latter are
ohneWiderspruch, i.e. non-contradictory oppositions, and not dialectical con-
tradictions’.292 Yet Colletti maintains that for (the mature) Marx, the oppos-
itions in capitalist society were dialectical contradictions, and not mere real
oppositions.

An important point to note is that in the course of his disengagement from
Della Volpe, Colletti revised the latter’s thesis of Marx as a scientist who cor-
responded to the paradigm set by Galileo Galilei, and now established a dis-
tinction between a scientific discourse and a kind of ‘philosophical’ discourse
in Marx. Consequently, Colletti saw in the mature Marx a thinker with two
different faces. Colletti’s image of Marx had been shaken. Finally, the Italian
thinker turned his back on Marx and Marxism. Yet Colletti was by no means

291 SeeDella Volpe 1979d. See alsoMerker 1975, pp. 14 f. The 1857 Introduction has remained an
important point of reference for the Italian reception of Marx fromDella Volpe, via Mario
Dal Pra (see Dal Pra 1977, pp. 283ff.), to, more recently, Marcello Musto (see Musto 2008,
pp. 3 ff.).

292 Colletti 1975, pp. 28f.
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the only one within the Italian reception of Marx to reflect upon the latter’s
‘two faces’. The economist, Claudio Napoleoni, distinguished himself as one of
the most significant Italian interpreters of the critique of political economy in
the 1960s and 1970s, and drew a distinction between two different discourses in
connection with Marx’s critique of political economy (in a way not dissimilar
to Colletti’s central thesis). Napoleoni argued that Marx developed on the one
hand a philosophical discourse; in this context,Marx crucially transcended the
problems posed by traditional economic science. On the other hand, according
to Napoleoni, Marx’s ‘other’ discourse – his economic one – found itself more
or less in continuity with classical political economy. On the Italian econom-
ist’s view, both discourses were present in Marx’s deliberations on the theory
of value.293

It goes without saying that the Marx debate of the 1950s to the 1970s was
in no way limited to the trio of Della Volpe, Colletti and Napoleoni.294 For
instance, theDella Volpe-influenced Italian economist and interpreter ofMarx,
Giulio Pietranera, posed the question in the 1950s of the difference between
Marx’s method and that of classical political economists.295 Given a context
in which there had long been a much more intensive reception of the first
volume of Capital than of the second and third volumes,296 it is worth noting
that, in the 1950s, Pietranera was instrumental in broadening interest inMarx’s

293 On Napoleoni, see, among other works, Potier 1989, pp. 63 and 67f. Riccardo Bellofiore
also gives a consideration of Napoleoni (see Bellofiore 1997, pp. 5 ff.). Bellofiore’s essay is
dedicated to the Italian debate on Marx’s theory of value, particularly in the 1970s. Space
does not permit a consideration of the details of this debate or of Napoleoni’s process
of development in individual theoretical questions. Further relevant references in the
present context are Napoleoni 1975 and Napoleoni 1983.

294 A volume edited by Franco Cassano gives an overview of the discussion on Marx and
Marxism that took place in Italy from the 1950s to the 1970s (see Cassano 1973). It is not
possible within the limits of the present subchapter to reflect the individual facets of the
discussion documented in Cassano’s volume. On Italian Marxism in the 1960s, see also
Badaloni 1971.

295 See Pietranera 1973, p. 31. The Italian theorist wrote this text in 1956.
296 The Mexican interpreter of Marx, Raúl Rojas, even writes the following: ‘The second

and third volumes of Capital … never achieved the popularity of the first volume. The
only people who were eager to obtain a copy of the final two volumes of Capital were
professional economists … By contrast, workers and political activists never attached
any great significance to the second and third volumes of Capital. From a historical
perspective, it was only the first volume of Capital that was read. Even though Marx
himself always emphasised that Capital formed a theoretical whole, it was never read
accordingly’ (Rojas 1989, p. 253).
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critique of political economy beyond the engagement with the first volume of
Capital alone. In the 1970s, theDellaVolpe-influencedphilosopher,MarioRossi,
produced a study in the history of philosophy, Da Hegel a Marx, in which he
dealt extensively with the development ofMarx’s thought up to 1848, including
reflections on the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts (first published in
the interwar period)297 and The German Ideology.298

A significant postwar Marx-interpreter in Italy was the philosopher, Cesare
Luporini, who attempted to supersede Galvano Della Volpe’s methodological
interpretation. To the latter’s interpretation of the Marxian method as a move-
ment first from the concrete to the abstract, and then back to the concrete,
Luporini counterposed a conception of the trajectory of Marx’s thought which
begins with the abstract and ends with the abstract. In his essay, ‘La logica
specifica dell’oggetto specifico’, he relied on Marx’s postface to the second edi-
tion of the first volume of Capital.299 Here, Marx addresses his own method,
and includes considerations of its relation toHegel. The corresponding passage
from the postface is, on Luporini’s view, to be interpreted literally and analyt-
ically. According to the Italian philosopher, Marx had identified the rational
kernel from Hegel’s dialectic and extracted it from its mystical shell. Thus, the
critical peculiarity of the dialectic, which reveals itself in this core, consists in
the circumstance that the positive understanding through the dialectic of the
existing status quo simultaneously contains the understanding of the negation
of this status quo.

Yet Marx left an important point incomplete, according to Luporini. As is
well known, Marx recognised in his postface that Hegel had been ‘the first
to present [the dialectic’s] general forms of motion in a comprehensive and
conscious manner’.300 For Luporini, however, the following problem arises in
this context: if ‘one proceeds from the starting-point of the rational kernel, how
are the general forms of motion to be reconstructed in the dialectic which has
been turned the right way up? It has to be said immediately that Marx never
solved this problem – that is, he never filled the gap between the “rational
kernel” and the “general forms of motion” of dialectic’.301 Yet Marx did have
a feeling for the problem, according to Luporini, who poses the following
question: ‘If the dialectic has been turned the right way up and de-mystified,

297 See Rossi 1974, pp. 456ff.
298 See Rossi 1975, pp. 20ff.
299 See Luporini 1976. Further works by Luporini also include an extensive interpretation of

Marx’s conception of history (see Luporini 1983).
300 Marx 1976a, p. 103.
301 Luporini 1976, p. 6.
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can its “general forms of motion” continue to exist in the same way as in
Hegel? Can they continue to exist at all? To put it another way: can they (or
a modified configuration of them) be set out in a categorical continuum –
i.e. systematically – on the terrain of materialist dialectic?’302 At any rate –
according to Luporini – Marx left behind a theoretical void.

With regard to the Italian reception of Marx in the postwar period, it should
be borne inmind, however, that important texts byMarx only became available
in Italian at a late stage (if the details provided by Umberto Cerroni are correct,
the third volume of Capital and Theories of Surplus-Valuewere not published in
Italian until the 1950s, and the Grundrisse did not appear in Italian until 1968–
70).303 In the 1960s and 1970s, however, there evolved an extremely intensive
engagement with Marxian theory. A thinker to be noted in this context, along-
side the aforementioned theorists, is the philosopher, Nicola Badaloni.304 In
his study, Per il comunismo, Badaloni explored Hegel’s logic and also the logic
of Marx’s Capital.305 A furtherMarx-interpreter of this period, the philosopher,
Salvatore Veca,306 engaged with Marx’s scientific programme and grasped his-
torical materialism as its ‘metaphysical core’.307

Italian studies dating from the 1970s and 1980s deal with the problematic of
the ‘dialectical exposition’308 andwith the ‘problem of the beginning’.309 These
thematic fields are of course also present in the German discussion. Luporini
was one interpreter who paid a great deal of attention to the ‘beginning’ of the
critique of political economy – i.e. Marx’s analysis of the commodity, his ana-
lysis of the value-form and his exposition of the exchange process. In his read-
ing, Luporini understands the value-objectivity of commodities – anobjectivity
which is, according to Marx, a spectral, supersensuous one – as a purely social
dimension. Towards the end of the 1970s, the Marx-researcher, Alberto Gajano,
published an investigation into Marx’s commodity analysis in which he relied

302 Luporini 1976, pp. 6–7.
303 See Cerroni 1972, p. 40. The so-called ‘Fragment on Machines’ from the Grundrisse (see

Marx 1981b, pp. 569–84), whichwas a reference point for operaista theoretical production,
was published in Italian translation in 1964 in Quaderni Rossi. Examples of the Italian
reception of the Grundrisse are to be found in Rovatti 1973 and Schiavone 1976. A closer
examination of the reception of the Grundrisse in Italy is given in Tronti 2008.

304 On Badaloni, see, among other works, Kallscheuer 1986, pp. 150ff.
305 See Badaloni 1972.
306 See, among other works, Veca 1971 and Veca 1977.
307 See Veca 1977, p. 99.
308 See Grassi 1976.
309 See Porcaro 1986.
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systematically on the first chapter of A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy.310 With regard to Marx’s method, Gajano distinguished between an
analytic moment and a synthetic-genetic one.311

In the 1970s and 1980s, some interpretations emergedwithin Italian research
onMarx’s theory of value which implied a certain similarity with the approach
of economists such as Ian Steedman, who himself was influenced by the neo-
Ricardian economist, Piero Sraffa (1898–1983). From the latter’s approach,
Steedman inferred the redundancy ofMarx’s labour theory of value. The status
of Marx’s labour theory of value was also critically called into question by
Italian interpreters. The Italian reception of Marx yielded an interpretation
of Marx’s theory of value that was also received internationally – namely the
monograph by the economist, Marco Lippi; Lippis’s approach moved in the
direction of a possible disengagement from Marx’s labour theory of value.312
Another study which pointed in a similar direction was that by MassimoMug-
nai.313 The latter also provided an elucidation of Marx’s concept of contradic-
tion and thematised the relationship betweenMarxian and Hegelian dialectic.

Furthermore, a great deal of attention within the Italian debate was paid to
the problematic of fetishism within Marx’s critique of political economy.314 In
the 1970s, the philosopher, AlessandroMazzone, engagedwith the problematic
of capital fetishism and ideology theory.315 With regard to the problematic of
fetishism, which was discussed in both Italy and Germany, Alfonso M. Iacono
presented an approach in the 1980s which broadened the debate to include
the question of the background of the sources for Marx’s concept of fetishism.
Iacono refers to the reception by Marx of an ethnological study by Charles de
Brosses from 1760, entitled Du culte des dieux fétiches.316

More recently, Franco Soldani pursued an approach to the interpretation of
Marx which has from time to time been rather neglected in the history of the
reception of the critique of political economy. Like the South Korean, Seung-
Wan Han, or the Swiss working group around Judith Jánoska, Soldani demon-
strates an appreciation of the fact thatMarx critically engagedwith the natural

310 See Gajano 1979.
311 On Gajano, see also Fineschi 2002a, pp. 231 f.
312 See Lippi 1979. Lippi’s book has also been translated into Spanish.
313 See Mugnai 1984.
314 See, for example, Rovatti 1972.
315 SeeMazzone 1977,Mazzone 1978a andMazzone 1978b.Mazzone subsequently engaged in

research into the specific temporality of the capitalist mode of production (see Mazzone
1988), and into Marx’s concept of class (see Mazzone 2002a).

316 See Iacono 1987, p. 101.
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science of his time.317 The Italian interpreter of Marx enquires as to the stim-
ulus that Marx might have gained from this engagement with natural science.
According to Soldani, aspects of the rationality characterising natural science
were reflected in Marx, firstly in the shape of his differentiation between the
immanent laws of capitalist production from their form of manifestation as
the coercive laws of competition, and secondly in the guise of the ‘difference
between the “internal organisation” of this society and its typical “modes of
existence” in the phenomena or Erscheinungsformen of economic life’.318

The mega2 edition has been a focus of attention in Italy for a considerable
time; in part, this has also been the case vis-à-vis a broader readership through
the theoretical journals, Marxismo oggi and Critica marxista.319 The attention
paid to the mega2 edition in Italy is also attested to by, among other public-
ations, a volume edited by Alessandro Mazzone in 2002, in which German,
Italian and us authors inform an Italian readership about the history of the
mega2 edition and the restructuring and continuation of the project after the
transition in Eastern Europe, but also about the debate within the German-
language engagement with Marx’s theory of value.320,*

For some time now, Riccardo Bellofiore and Roberto Finelli have ranked
among thebest-known representatives of amethodological discussiononMarx
which has continued to be variegated. Bellofiore and Finelli regard the circle
of presupposition and posit in the logic of Marx’s exposition of the critique
of political economy as a decisive point of reference. That which is presup-
posed, and which forms the starting point of the exposition, reveals itself in
the course of the exposition of economic categories as posited. Bellofiore and
Finelli develop the point as follows: ‘At the beginning ofCapital, abstract labour
… is hypothetically “presupposed” … But in the course of the three volumes

317 See Soldani 2002.
318 Soldani 1998, p. 92.
319 See Cazzaniga 1987, p. 112; Fineschi 1999; Sylvers and Fineschi 2003; Musto 2004. Musto

outlines the contents ofmega2, Volume iii/9, but also gives his perspective on the history
and pre-history of the mega2 edition. Fineschi also goes briefly into the mega2 edition
within the context of an essay of his on the Hegel-Marx relation (see Fineschi 2006,
pp. 70f.). In addition, an interview of the mega2 editors, Manfred Neuhaus and Gerald
Hubmann, carried out by Fineschi was published in Marxismo oggi (see Fineschi 2007).
Most recently, Musto has given another view of the mega2 edition in Musto 2007b.

320 SeeMazzone 2002b. In this volume, see Fineschi’s contribution on the German discussion
of value theory in the 1970s and 1980s (Fineschi 2002b).

* See Fineschi 2008 and Bellofiore and Fineschi 2009 for further examples of Italian schol-
arly (re-)interpretation of Marx in the light of the mega2 edition (the latter volume also
contains contributions by a number of international exponents of Marxian theory).
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[of Capital], abstract labour turns out to be the “posit” of capitalist labour,
that is, of “labour that is opposed to capital” or wage labour’.321 Neither Bel-
lofiore nor Finelli (nor indeed Fineschi) subscribe to the strictly ‘anti-Hegelian’
reception of Marx by probably the two best-known Italian interpreters in the
postwar period: Della Volpe and Colletti. Bellofiore and Finelli identify an
important ‘Hegelian legacy’ in Marx’s logic in Capital. At any rate, the elucida-
tion of Marx’s relation to Hegel remains a traditional question in the Italian
debate, even after the theoretical interventions by Della Volpe and Colletti.
Indeed, the Hegel-Marx relation is a central focus of a recent work by Fines-
chi.322

A study by Fineschi from 2002 revolves around the question of the logical
and the historical in Marx’s critique of political economy, and more precisely
with regard to the problematic of the analysis of the value-form and the exposi-
tion of the exchange process.323 Fineschi’s approach implies an understanding
of the ‘historical’ moment in Marx’s development of money in Capital itself in
a ‘logical’ sense. Fineschi writes that ‘a critical engagement with the traditional
distinction between the “historical” and the “logical” ’ is possible on the basis
of his interpretation of Marx. ‘Under these definitions, it is possible to under-
stand two different levels of the logic that is immanent within the concept of
the commodity, rather than a relationship of opposition …’.324

Roberto Fineschi has recently published an important contribution to
research on Marx’s concept of capital; in the questions it poses, this study is
reminiscent of the German-language discussion around the different levels of
abstraction in Marx’s critique of political economy, or in the respective plans
that Marx drafted for such a critique.325 With regard to Marx’s exposition,
Fineschi distinguishes four levels of abstraction corresponding to the concept
of capital: the level ‘zero’, namely the level of abstraction of simple circulation;
the level of the universality of capital; the level of the particularity of capital;
finally, themost concrete level of abstraction, which is that of the singularity of
capital. In this context, Fineschi argues, it is clear that Marx draws on Hegel’s
logic of the concept. Fineschi takes it that Marx maintained a structural divi-
sion in his theory of capital between universality, particularity and singularity
corresponding to the Hegelian triad throughout the historical development

321 Bellofiore and Finelli 1998, p. 51. On the ‘methodological circle of presupposition-posit’,
see, among other works, Bellofiore 2006, pp. 265f., and Finelli 2006.

322 See Fineschi 2006a.
323 See Fineschi 2006b.
324 See Fineschi 2006b, pp. 132f.
325 See Fineschi 2005. This text is based on a monograph by Fineschi (see Fineschi 2001).
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and elaboration of his oeuvre on the critique of political economy – i.e. from
the Grundrisse, right up to (and including) Capital.

Fineschi points out, however, that in further developing his theory, Marx
undertookmodificationswith regardboth to the respective scopeof theuniver-
sality, the particularity, and the singularity of capital, and also to the respective
elements of the transitions between these. Thus, according to Fineschi, the
problematic of accumulation, which Marx originally located on the level of
abstraction corresponding to particularity, was finally assigned to the level cor-
responding to universality. Furthermore, the Italian theorist maintains that
Marx gave up his original intention to locate capital as unity, or capital as a
whole, on this latter level of abstraction, and to ascribe many capitals to the
level of particularity rather than to that of universality. By contrast, in Marx’s
later manuscripts the plurality of capitals appears already at the level of uni-
versality, even if Marx still abstracts from competition at this level. Fineschi
identifies a change in Marx’s approach within the formative process of his cri-
tique of political economy: ‘If, at the beginning, Marx tried to apply Hegel’s
scheme to a given matter to put it in order, going on he understood that the
very theory of capital could be worked out only following its own inner logic.
That’s why changes occurred and that’s why the final structure ismore dialectic
and consistent than the original one’.326

A remarkable feature of the Italian reception of Marx and of Marxism is
the favourable situation regarding the translation of foreign research contribu-
tions. Important works of foreign research have long been available in Italian:
from the former Soviet Union (at least two studies by Vitaly Vygotsky and one
by Evald Ilyenkov, alongside Isaak Ill′ich Rubin’s Essays on Marx’s Theory of
Value); from both German states (studies by Hans-Georg Backhaus, Helmut
Reichelt and Walter Tuchscheerer); and from German-speaking exile (Roman
Rosdolsky’smajorwork). It can thus be inferred that the knowledge of standard
works from, among others, the German- and Russian-speaking spheres repres-
ents part of the background to the Italian discussion. It is nonetheless above all
home-grown approaches – such as those by Della Volpe, Colletti, Napoleoni,
Luporini and other Italian interpreters ofMarx’s critique of political economy–
that have been central within the Italian Marx discourse of the last decades.
However, it is also the case that the Italian and French engagements withMarx
havemutually inspired one another, with the discussion in each country being
followed attentively in the other.327

326 Fineschi 2005, p. 23.
327 See, for example, Giacometti et al. 1986 and Potier 1986.



the further development of the marx debate since the 1960s 153

5.2 France
It must be emphasised with regard to the French debate that it is not pos-
sible within the present framework to give a comprehensive presentation of
the history of postwar French Marxism as a whole (in the same way that a cor-
responding exposition was not feasible in the Italian case). Even a debate as
important as the French one on the principal significance of dialectic – a dis-
cussion which was carried out between Jean-Paul Sartre, Roger Garaudy, Jean
Hyppolite and others, andwithwhichGerman-speakers soonbecame acquain-
ted –328 cannot be gone into here. Instead, a few insights will be given into
various approaches within the debate around questions of methodology and
social theory inMarx’s critique of political economy, with a focus on the way in
which this debate has developed since the 1960s in particular.

The first French edition of the first volume of Capital appeared while Marx
was still alive and was indeed edited by Marx himself.329 It should thus come
as no surprise that the French reading of Capital has a long tradition; after
the Second World War, this was able to develop more strongly than at any
time previously.330 Marx’s Capital331 and his theory of value332 were already
discussed in the years shortly after the war. In the postwar period, a tend-
ency within the French interpretation of Marx went by the self-description
‘Marxology’ (this term was also used in the gdr, although here it was not a
self-description: it was rather employed with polemical undertones to charac-
terise parts of the ‘Western’ Marx discussion). The postwar current of French
Marxology is particularly associated with the scientific work of Maximilien
Rubel.333 Rubel was one of the first authors in the ‘West’ to carry out research
into the Grundrisse, and, in fact, he did so before this manuscript was first
made available to a wider ‘Western’ circle of readers through the 1953 East Ger-
man edition. In an essay published in 1950 – at approximately the same time
that Korsch and Rosdolsky were engaging in depth with theGrundrisse in their
respective American exiles, and at a timewhen thismanuscript was still largely

328 See the volume edited by Alfred Schmidt (Schmidt 1965).
329 See Marx 1989f.
330 On the publishing history of Capital in France, see Badia 1981. On the relationship of

French economic scientists to Marxism in the latter half of the nineteenth century, see
Pouch 2001.

331 See Hippolyte 1973.
332 See Guihéneuf 1952 and Denis 1957.
333 See, for example, Rubel 1980. In one of his last essays, written in the mid-1990s, Rubel

intervened in the debate around Friedrich Engels that was taking place at that time (see
Rubel 1995).
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unknown (at least outside the Soviet Union) – Rubel devoted his attention
to a number of themes in this manuscript, one of which was the chapter on
money.334

At the beginning of the 1960s, Maurice Godelier presented methodological
investigations into Capital.335 With regard to Marx’s procedure, Godelier out-
lined the connection between two methods which complement one another
and yet which must be distinguished: on the one hand, a hypothetical-
deductive method, and on the other, a dialectical one. Godelier argues that
the dialecticalmethod presupposes the hypothetical-deductive one. Godelier’s
approach has since been eclipsed by themore influential theoretical approach
of Louis Althusser. The emergence of the Althusser School, with its orientation
towards ‘structuralism’, occurred in the 1960s.336 The formation of this school
marked an important watershed in the reception of Marx not only within
France, but also internationally.

In the 1960s, Althusser pursued his project of establishing a new Capital
reading movement337,* together with his students, Étienne Balibar, Jacques
Rancière,338 Roger Establet and Pierre Macherey.339 Althusser put forward the
principle of a ‘symptomatic reading’. According to the Frenchphilosopher, such
a reading was intended to detect the ‘absent presence’ inMarx’s discourse – i.e.
to take into account the fundamental preconditions of Marx’s thought which,

334 See Rubel 1950; at around the same time as Rubel, Auguste Cornu also undertook research
into Marxian theory (see Cornu 1954–68). Cornu moved to what would become the gdr
after the SecondWorld War.

335 See Godelier 2012; a further methodologically oriented engagement with Capital in the
1960s was that undertaken by Pierre Naville (Naville 1968).

336 It is beyond the scope of the present study to address Althusser’s writings in the period
before the 1960s. On the Althusser School within and beyond France, see Wolf 1994.

337 SeeAlthusser and Balibar 1970. The texts by Rancière, Establet andMacheret from the first
edition of Lire le Capital were omitted in the German-language edition, (Althusser and
Balibar 1972). Althusser’s subsequent engagement with Capital has received somewhat
less attention in the international Marx discussion (see Althusser 1978b).

* The texts by Rancière, Establet and Macheret from the first edition of Lire le Capital
were omitted from subsequent editions, and also from English-language editions. They
are reinstated, however, in the forthcoming Verso English-language edition, and have
already been restored in the recentGerman-language edition (Althusser, Balibar, Establet,
Macherey and Rancière 2014).

338 See Rancière 1976. This text is Rancière’s contribution to the first edition of Lire le Capi-
tal.

339 A further theorist who moved within the orbit of the Althusser School was Nicos Poulan-
tzas; see his arguments in Poulantzas 1968.
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although not manifested textually, instead remaining implicit, are nonetheless
absolutely constitutive. In the context of his philosophical approach based
on ‘structuralism’, Althusser was thus concerned to expose the theoretical
presuppositions of Capital.

While Althusser himself engaged critically in Reading Capitalwith the prob-
lem of the object of Capital, Balibar addressed the basic questions of historical
materialism in the same work, whereas Althusser’s student, Establet, focused
on the problematic of the plans for the architectonic of Capital. For his part,
Rancière dealt with the critique of political economy as formulated in the 1844
Economic andPhilosophicalManuscripts and then later inCapital. In his text on
the problematic of Marx’s exposition, Macherey broached the question of the
starting point of Marx’s exposition of the critique of political economy in his
magnum opus, considering in this context Marx’s analysis of the commodity
and his theory of value.

To return to Althusser himself: an important idea of the French philosopher
was the assumption of an epistemological rupture or break in Marx’s work.
Althusser thematised an (alleged) break in thehistory ofMarx’s oeuvrebetween
the earlier ‘ideological’ or ‘humanist’ works, and the later ‘scientific’ works. In
ForMarx, Althusser, strictly speaking, distinguishes four phases ofMarx’swork:
his early writings up to 1844;340 theworks dating from the turning point of 1845,
which were decisive for the break (i.e. Theses on Feuerbach341 and The German
Ideology); theworks duringMarx’s process ofmaturation up to 1857; and finally,
Marx’s mature works from 1857 up to his death.342

Subsequently, Althusser held the view – at least temporarily, in 1969 – that
the process by which Marx overcame the influence of Hegel’s philosophy did
not reach its conclusion until the final years of his life. According to Althusser,
it was only in Marx’s late works – i.e. among other writings, in his Notes on
Adolph Wagner’s ‘Lehrbuch der politischen Ökonomie’, which was his last work
on the critique of political economy,written a short timebefore his death – that
he definitively concluded the process of overcoming the influence of Hegel’s
philosophy.

340 There is an ongoing Francophone engagement with Marx’s writings from 1843 and 1844,
which Althusser assigns to the period before the so-called ‘epistemological break’. The
following examples can be cited:Mercier-Josa 1986; the various contributions in an edited
volume (Balibar and Raulet 2001); Kouvelakis 2003, pp. 232ff.

341 French contributions on Marx’s Theses on Feuerbach include Labica 1987 and Macherey
2008.

342 See Althusser 1979, pp. 34–5.
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The famous Preface of 1859 (to A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy) is still profoundlyHegelian-evolutionist. The ‘Grundrisse’… are
themselves profoundly marked by Hegel’s thought, for in 1858 Marx had
re-read the Great Logicwith amazement.

When Capital Volume One appeared (1867), traces of the Hegelian
influence still remained. Only later did they disappear completely: the
Critique of the Gotha Programme (1875) as well as the Marginal Notes on
Wagner’s ‘Lehrbuch der politischen Ökonomie’ [which Althusser dates as
having being written in 1882 – j.h.] are totally and definitively exempt
from any trace of Hegelian influence.343

Alongside the inspirational effect that the Althusserian School had on the
French debate, as well as on French theoretical currents beyond the interpreta-
tion ofMarx in a narrow sense,344 the influence that it exerted in LatinAmerica
and the Anglo-Saxon world was considerable; each of these regions formed
their own respective branches of this current.345 In West Germany, Althusser
encountered resistance from an early stage, even though he also had his sup-
porters there.346 Among other factors, the dominance of ‘autochthonous’ read-
ings of Marx in the 1960s and 1970s, and, to all intents and purposes, up to
the present – readings in which, moreover, emphatic and positive references
to Hegel played an important role at times – prevented Althusserianism from
becoming hegemonic in the German-language discussion of Marx.

Regarded as awhole, it is fair to say thatAlthusser’s reading ofMarx, together
with its broad international reception, had conflicting effects. On the onehand,
Althusser directed attention to the oft-neglected epistemological problematic,
and provided a concept – that of the ‘theoretical field’ – which would sub-
sequently be received and further developed by the approaches of Michael
Heinrich or the Heinrich-influenced South Korean, No-Wan Kwack. On the

343 Althusser 1971, pp. 93–4.
344 On the relationship between Althusserianism and the ‘Regulation Theory’ that emerged

in the 1970s in France, see Lipietz 1992.
345 Grahame Lock provides a survey of British Althusserianism (see Lock 1977). The us

reception of Althusser has also been registered in France (see Balibar 1990).
346 See Schmidt 1969. In general, Schmidt referred to Althusser in a way that was critical,

but by no means exclusively negative. Ulrich Müller identifies a ‘thoroughgoing revision
of Marxism’ at work in Althusser (see Müller 1975), and speaks of an ‘attack on central
components of Marx’s thought’ (Müller 1975, p. 85). Rather fewer German interpreters of
Capitalmake positive reference to Althusser. However, two examples are Kocyba 1979 and
Wolf 1983.
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other hand, Althusser had a negative impact with regard to the way in which
determinate problems were viewed. In this context, an obvious instance is
Althusser’s problematic take on Marx’s theory of fetishism – a theory to which
the French philosopher was critically opposed. The latter’s instruction to read-
ers of Capital that they should not start with the first section on commodit-
ies and money, but that they should rather skip ahead to the second section
on the transformation of money into capital,347 must surely be considered
a curiosity in the international history of readings of Capital.348 In relation
to the undervaluation of Marx’s theory of fetishism by Althusser, however, it
should be added that the philosopher, Étienne Balibar, whose roots lie in the
Althusserian School, cast Marx’s theory of fetishism in a better light in a study
of Marx published in 1993, characterising it in the following terms: ‘It is not
merely a high point of Marx’s philosophical work, entirely integrated into his
“critical” and “scientific” work, but one of the great theoretical constructions
of modern philosophy’.349 A few years after the publication of Lire le Capital
(1965), the swelling wave of Western European reception of the Grundrisse
also reached France.350 This manuscript first appeared in French translation
in 1967–8. However, Althusser’s central focus was not this text, but rather Cap-
ital.351 The philosopher, Lucien Sève, levels a serious charge against Althusser:
‘Althusser never read the Grundrisse in the strong sense of the word, except
for several texts from this manuscript, such as the 1857 Introduction of course,
on which he wrote some notable sections’.352 The veracity of Sève’s assertion
cannot be assessed here. In the more recent French debate on Marx, Jacques
Bidet has critically engaged with a theoretical approach which he argues has
been adopted by both French and international thinkers (including Italian,
Japanese andGerman ones); for Bidet, this approach consists in these theorists

347 See Althusser 1969, pp. 7 ff.
348 Althusser restated his views on the beginning of the exposition in Capital in 1978 (see

Althusser 2006).
349 Balibar 1995, p. 56. In 1974, Balibar had engaged extensivelywithMarx’s theory of fetishism

(see Balibar 1974, pp. 203ff.). Space does not permit a consideration of the development
of Balibar’s conception of the problematic of fetishism here.

350 See, for example, Semprún 1968. In a later study, Henri Denis devoted a great deal of
attention to the Grundrisse and to the Urtext of A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy, which had become available in French translation by 1957, if not earlier (see
Denis 1980, pp. 55ff. and pp. 121 ff. respectively). On the French reception of theGrundrisse,
see Tosel 2008c.

351 See Guibert 2006, p. 77.
352 Sève 2004, p. 29 (emphasis in original).
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‘seek[ing] the truth ofCapital in the texts that precede it, these being character-
ised by a far more intensive use of concepts drawn from the Hegelian tradition
in Marx’s elaboration of the theory of capitalism’.353 It might be added that it
is especially theGrundrissemanuscript, together with the latter’s international
reception and its significance for a ‘Hegelianising’ interpretation ofMarx (with
regard to this latter aspect, recall thework of the Japanese philosopher and eco-
nomist, Hiroshi Uchida) which ought to be borne in mind in this context.

The discussion aroundAlthusser’s theoretical interventions developed soon
after the publication of Pour Marx and Lire le Capital.354 However, criticisms
of Althusser’s theoretical output were also voiced by FrenchMarxists.355 In his
own interpretationofMarx,whichhepresented in the early 1960s, Paul Boccara
addressed the problematic of Marx’s plans for the architectonic of the critique
of political economy.356 Boccara preferred a logico-historical interpretation of
the exposition in Capital: ‘In order to explain the fact that both Capital and A
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy begin with the commodity, it is
not sufficient to state that the commodity is the economic form of the product,
and thus the connection between all economic relations – the “most funda-
mental” entity in economic life’. Boccara continues as follows: ‘Above all, itmust
be recognised that commodity production precedes capitalist production his-
torically, and forms the latter’s point of departure. Accordingly, the historical
starting point also constitutes the logical starting point’.357,* In this context,
Boccara’s reading points in a direction similar to that taken by Engels’s defi-
cient interpretation of Marx’s method – an interpretation which, despite its
problematic content, exerted a great influence on traditional Marxism.

In the French debate on Marx of the 1970s, Michel Vadée engaged with the
development of the critical theory of abstraction over the historical course
of the elaboration of Marx’s oeuvre, while François Ricci attempted, in his
investigation into the logical structure of the beginning of the exposition in
Capital, to distinguish between different levels in Marx’s thought.358 In 1967,
Suzanne de Brunhoff had already published amuch-cited study on the theories
of money and credit in Marx’s critique of political economy.359 At the end of

353 Bidet 2005b, p. 124.
354 For an example of a contribution to the discussion before May 1968, see Forquin 1968.
355 See, for example, Avenas and Brossat 1972.
356 Boccara’s study thus pre-dated Lire le Capital.
357 Boccara 1982, p. 35.
* See also Boccara 1978.
358 See vonWroblewsky 1977.
359 An English-language version was published in 1976 (see de Brunhoff 1976).
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the 1970s, the economist, Gérard Duménil, presented an interpretation of the
critique of political economy inwhichhe focused on elaborating the concept of
economic law to be found in Marx’smagnum opus. In his study, Duménil aims
to identify the specific logic of Marx’s thought in Capital.360 Further, a two-
volume work first published in 1976 by the non-Marxist philosopher, Michel
Henry, contains an interpretation both of Marx’s early works and of his mature
critique of political economy; Henry establishes a fundamental separation
between the thought of Karl Marx and Marxism.361

Following Jacque Rancière’s presentation, in his 1965 contribution to Lire
le Capital,362 of a reading of Marx through the theory of fetishism, and Pierre
Macherey’s consideration of the problem of the beginning of the exposition
in Marx, the intensive engagement with Marx’s theory of fetishism, with his
value-form theory and with the ‘beginning’ of Capital, gained fresh impetus in
the 1970s. A significant contribution in this context came in 1977 from Paul-
Dominique Dognin, who produced an edition of, and commentary to, the
beginning of the first volume of Capital (including the value-form analysis)
from the 1867 first edition of Marx’s work.363 Knowledge of this latter text is
of decisive significance for the interpretation of the historical development
of Marx’s theory of value, yet it was little-known within the French debate
until that point. From the 1970s to the 1990s in particular, an important current
withinMarx-interpretationbegan todevelop. The theorist, Jean-MarieVincent,
who died in 2004, was one of the French interpreters of Marx to adopt a stance
on Marx’s theory of the fetish which sharply contrasted with that of Althusser
(who, as indicated above, underrated this theory).364 Vincent opened up a per-
spective onMarx’s critique of political economy which was acutely focused on
the theory of fetishism. Within the French reception of Marx, one of the most
elaborate texts to be produced by the fetish- and form-theoretical interpret-
ative current is a central work by Tran Hai Hac, which will be considered in
more detail below. The emergence of this interpretative tendency ought to be
understood as marking decisive theoretical progress in the French discussion

360 See Duménil 1978.
361 See Henry 1976a and Henry 1976b.
362 See Rancière 1976. Ingo Elbe gives an extensive and appreciative consideration of Ran-

cière’s contribution (see Elbe 2010, pp. 58ff.); Elbe credits the French thinker with having
broken, in his interpretation of Marx, with the traditional understanding of Marx’s expos-
ition as a ‘logico-historical’ one (an understanding which can be traced back to Engels’s
interpretation).

363 See Dognin 1977.
364 Among Vincent’s major works are Vincent 1973, Vincent 1991 and Vincent 2001.
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of Marx. The recent approaches of Antoine Artous365 and Alain Bihr366,* attest
to the fact that that the form- and fetish-theoretical interpretation continues
to be pursued further within the French reception of the critique of political
economy.

It is worth mentioning here that the publication of the mega2 edition from
1975 onwards was noted within French engagement with Marx in the 1980s.
To cite an example, the French specialist in German philology and translator
of Capital, Jean-Pierre Lefebvre, addressed the mega2 edition.367 With regard
to French engagement with Marx since the 1980s in general, however, it is
above all the important contribution to the reception of Marx’s critique of
political economy in the shape of the theory developed by Jacques Bidet which
merits consideration here.368 In the 1980s, Bidet (together with Jacques Texier)
founded the journal, Actuel Marx, a significant periodical which played an
important role in familiarising the French public with the debate on Marxism
in Japan, China, Italy, the Anglo-Saxon world and elsewhere; in this journal,
attention was also (and continues to be) paid to the German discussion of
Marx.369 Although Bidet’s own theoretical contributions have certainly been
registered in Germany,370 there has been a more intensive reception of them
elsewhere.

Jacques Bidet’s study, Que faire du Capital?, was first published in 1985.
Despite its title, this work by nomeans refers to Capital alone; the object of this
study by the French interpreter of Marx is the critique of political economy as
presented in the form of Marx’s texts from the period between 1857 and 1875.
Of note in this context are, alongside the Grundrisse, the 1861–63 Manuscripts
(which contain Theories of Surplus-Value), the so-called 1863–65 Manuscripts,
the first and second German editions of the first volume of Capital, and the
French edition of the latter, published in 1872–5. Although the chronological

365 See Artous 2006 and Artous 2004.
366 See Bihr 2007 and Bihr 2001.
* See also Bihr 2010.
367 See Lefebvre 1985.
368 See, among other works, Bidet 1990, Bidet 1999, Bidet 2007 and Bidet 2004.
369 For instance, a recent contribution by Michael Krätke affords an insight into the latter

phase of Marx’s engagement with the critique of political economy (see Krätke 2005). An
example of an important ‘autochthonous’ contribution is that by Emmanuel Renault (see
Renault 2000). In the context of a consideration of the critical character of Marx’s theory,
Renault investigates the various critical perspectives and types of critique in the young
and mature Marx.

370 See, for example, Reichelt 1992.
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timeframedemarcated here falls withinMarx’s ‘mature’ period, Bidet finds that
it is nonetheless marked by a series of breaks. Since its publication, Que faire
du Capital? is considered within the international discussion of Marx to be a
standard work, and has been published in Serbo-Croat, Japanese, Korean and
English.371

Bidet’s further theoretical development since the first edition ofQue faire du
Capital? cannot be considered here in any detail. It is sufficient to note that in
the meantime Bidet’s approach has evolved in the direction of an extension,
and fundamental ‘refoundation’, of Marxian theory. A more recent text by the
French theorist outlines his attempt, over the last few years, to draw on Marx
himself in order to go beyond Marx.372

The logic of the exposition in Capital is interpreted by Bidet as a dialectic on
three levels: firstly, the level of ‘metastructure’373 or presupposition; secondly,
the level of ‘structure’; and thirdly, the level of ‘practices’. According toBidet, the
object of the first section of Capital is universal and abstract – i.e. it is itself the
‘metastructure’. For the French theorist, thismetastructure consists in a society
which, in the final analysis, is formed by commodity producers, who mutu-
ally recognise each other as free, equal and rational agents in the exchange of
their commodities.374 Nonetheless, the ‘metastructure’ corresponding to the
commodity form is ultimately posited and generalised by the capitalist ‘struc-
ture’. The transition frommoney to capital which is executed inCapital is taken
by Bidet to be one from ‘metastructure’ to ‘structure’. The level of ‘structure’
encompasses the class relations of capitalist society; the latterwere disregarded
at the level of ‘metastructure’. The ‘structure’ is in turn reproducedby ‘practices’,
through the process of capitalist production.

In his 2006 essay, Bidet criticises the beginning of Marx’s exposition. He
argues as follows: ‘As plausible as the beginning of the exposition might seem,
it can be criticised for the “one-sided” or “unipolar” character that it exhibits,
when in fact two poles are to be considered’.375 Thus, Bidet refers to, on the
one hand, the ‘market form’, and, on the other, the ‘form of organisation’:
‘the “form of organisation” has a character which is equally as abstract as the

371 TheEnglish version ofQue faire duCapital?was publishedunder the title ExploringMarx’s
Capital: Philosophical, Economic and Political Dimensions (see Bidet 2007).

372 See Bidet 2006. This essay provides a summary of some important reflections contained
in Explication et reconstruction du ‘Capital’.

373 Bidet also elaborates on his central concept of ‘metastructure’ in earlier published work
(see Bidet 1992 and Bidet 1991).

374 Bidet 2006, p. 147.
375 Bidet 2006, p. 149.
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“market form”, and which is likewise presupposed by the ensuing analysis. The
fact that Marx only discovers organisation in the fourth section of the first
volume of Capital, and deals with it under the rubric of “cooperation”, is utterly
disconcerting’.376 Bidet maintains that the beginning of the exposition needs
to be expanded so as to encompass both poles.

Bidet’s 2004 monograph, Explication et reconstruction du ‘Capital’, repres-
ents a continuation of his reading of Capital. The perspective opened up by
Bidet in this work is that of, on the one hand, an explanation of Capital, and,
on the other, a reconstruction of Marx’s magnum opus.377 Here, the French
theorist sets out his critique of Marx for the latter’s one-sided focus on the
market dimension at the beginning of Capital, which leads him to somewhat
neglect the dimension of organisation at this point. Bidet is not contentmerely
to provide a reconstruction in the sense of a ‘correction’; rather, his recon-
struction envisages above all an ‘expansion’. Capital can ‘only tackle the ques-
tions it presents on condition of being reconstructed on an expanded basis,
according to the twin “poles” of the metastructure [the poles of market and
organisation – j.h.] and its twin “aspects”, economic and legal-political’.378
Within the German-speaking countries there has not as yet been a properly
broad reception of the theory formed by Bidet over approximately the last dec-
ade.

5.3 OtherWestern European Countries
In Scandinavia, above all a Danish theoretical current deserves to be high-
lighted as an independent approach to the interpretation of Marx’s critique
of political economy, even though the effects of the West German discussion
of Marx form the background to the emergence of this current in the 1970s.
The ‘capital-logic’ tendency developed in Denmark at this time under the
influence of the West German New Marx-Reading. For instance, Hans-Jørgen
Schanz developed an independent theoretical position which was influenced
by Reichelt’s doctoral thesis (but also by Rosdolsky’s monograph), and was
marked by the impact of the wave of reception of the Grundrisse of the 1960s
and 1970s.379 The ‘capital-logic’ tendency adopted a critical stance towards

376 Bidet 2006, pp. 149f.
377 See Bidet 2004, pp. 149ff.
378 Bidet 2007, pp. xxif. This quotation is taken from a preface written in 2006.
379 See Schanz 1973. According to Vesa Oittinen, ‘a further representative of Danish capital-

logic [alongside Schanz – j.h.] was Anders Lundkvist, who, like Schanz, is also closely
aligned to Reichelt’ (Oittinen 2008); see also Lundkvist 1973.
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another current within the Danish debate on Marxism which attempted to
draw on Louis Althusser.380 Foregroundedwithin the Danish ‘capital-logic’ dis-
course were the programmatic commitment to a project of reconstruction of
Marx’s critique of political economy, and the development of approaches to
a form- and fetish-theoretical reading of Marx; in this way, the Danish ‘capital-
logic discourse’ shared features of theWestGermandebate aroundHans-Georg
Backhaus and others.381 Formerly a sizeable intellectual constellation, ‘capital-
logic’ went into decline from the 1980s on, even though Danish interpreters of
Marx have continued to engage with Marx’s method in his critique of polit-
ical economy and with the problematic of the value-form until the recent
past. In Germany, the discourse of Danish ‘capital-logicians’ has hardly been
registered, despite its thematic intersections with parts of the West German
Marx debate, and despite the fact that there is potential for connections to
be established between these two discussions in terms of their content.382 By
contrast, the Danish ‘capital-logic’ tendency subsequently engaged in a recep-
tion of further approaches to research within the orbit of the West German
‘New Marx-Reading’, such as those by the German-Australian working group,
the ‘Sydney-Konstanz Project’.383,*

380 An insight into the Danish debate around Althusser and capital-logic is afforded by
Schmidt 1977.

381 A relatively high level of familiarity with Backhaus’s early works was in evidence in the
Scandinavian discussion.

382 The East German philosopher, Peter Ruben, did at least mention Schanz’s above-
mentioned book in an article (see Ruben 1977, p. 41).

383 Finally, some general references to Scandinavian engagement with Marx can be provided
here. On the publishing history of Marx’s works in Denmark, see Callesen 1987; a more
recent Danish study onMarx’s critique of political economy has appeared in German (see
Swing 2006). The question of the relation between the logical and the historical was also
thematised in Finland in the 1980s (see Pietilä 1984). Since its establishment in Finland
1997, a ‘Marx Society’ (‘Karl Marx-Seura’) has functioned as a scientific association. Prob-
ably the best-known work of Swedish research into Marx and Engels is Motsatsernas spel:
Friedrich Engels’ filosofi och 1800-talets vetenskaper [‘The Play of Contradictions: Friedrich
Engels’s Philosophy and the Sciences of the 19th Century’] by Sven-Eric Liedman, which
was the focus of much attention after it was first published in 1977 (see Liedman 1977).
An abridged German version exists (see Liedman 1986). In this work, Liedman refers to
Marx’s 1857 Introduction, which contains the famous ‘chapter on method’ (see Liedman
1986, pp. 44ff.). A Norwegian author, Jørgen Sandemose, also addresses Marx’s 1857 Intro-
duction (see Sandemose 2007).

* For a sophisticated recent Swedish engagement with the Neue Marx-Lektüre, see Ramsay
2009.
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In Switzerland, a critical engagement with Marx’s method in his critique of
political economybegan shortly after the SecondWorldWar.384 In the 1970 new
edition of Otto Morf ’s study, an appendix was added on the Grundrisse, which
had first been made accessible to a wider readership beyond the Soviet Union
through the East Berlin edition of 1953.385 Here, although he is aware of the pro-
visional and experimental character of this rough draft, Morf understands the
Grundrisse as ‘methodologically the most revealing connecting link between
the early and late works’ of Marx.386 The Swiss theorist especially thematises
the specific interconnection between the categories of capital, landed prop-
erty andwage labour, whichwere to be expounded in the first three volumes of
Marx’s Six-Volume-Plan;Morf considered these three to be themost important.
In the 1970s, Anton Fischer, a further Marx-interpreter from Switzerland, pro-
duced a work in which he regarded Marx’s analysis of the capitalist mode of
production as a form-analysis. Fischer addressed the problematic of fetishism
theorised by Marx, and devoted attention to Marx’s analysis of the value-form,
among other questions.387

A more recent Swiss contribution focuses on a section of the 1857 Intro-
duction, a text which preceded Marx’s work on the Grundrisse.388 The Swiss
commentary onMarx’s ‘chapter onmethod’ presented by Judith Jánoska, Mar-
tin Bondeli, Konrad Kindle andMarc Hofer in the early 1990s has been noted in
Germany, at leastwithin specialist circles, and in general ranks among themost
important German-language contributions to the methodological discussion
of Marx. Arguably, this standard work represents the most ambitious investig-
ation of the ‘chapter on method’, not only within German-language research,
but within international research as a whole.389 This historical and systematic
commentary of Marx’s text will be considered at greater length below.

Since the 1990s, a notable level of research activity on Marx’s critique of
political economy has been developed around the Greek theoretical journal,

384 SeeMorf 1970.With the exception of its expanded appendices, this edition is based on the
original 1951 edition.

385 See Morf 1970, pp. 171 ff.
386 See Morf 1970, p. 221.
387 See Fischer 1978.
388 If the datings given in mega2, Volume ii/1, are correct, that is. Some research carried out

in the Soviet Union has indicated thatMarx had already begunwork on theGrundrisse by
the beginning of 1857. See Vasina 2008, p. 207.

389 See Jánoska, Bondeli, Kindle and Hofer 1994. The investigation of Marx’s ‘chapter on
method’ had already played an important role in Otto Morf ’s work (see Morf 1970,
pp. 37ff.).
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Theseis; the specialist readership in German-speaking countries is no doubt
acquainted with this research activity, at least to some extent, as a result of
the contributions of its most important representatives to German-language
publications. JohnMilios,*DimitriDimoulis andGeorgeEconomakis compiled
their most important studies in 2002, making them available to an interna-
tional readership in the form of a monograph.390 A number of the approaches
presented in this work are influenced by the Althusserian School and partic-
ularly by Michael Heinrich’s interpretation of Marx. In the interpretation by
these Greek theorists, Marx’s critique of political economy is fundamentally
distinguished from political economy itself. On this reading, Marx transcen-
ded the ‘theoretical field’ of political economy, brought about ‘the formation
of a new theoretical domain’,391 and developed a specifically monetary theory
of value centring on the internal interconnection between the theory of value
and the theory ofmoney. The status ofmoney should be emphasised here: ‘The
Marxian analysis does not … entail reproduction of the barter model … since it
holds that exchange is necessarilymediatedbymoney. This amounts to amonet-
ary theory of the capitalist economy (amonetary theory of value), sincemoney
is interpreted as an intrinsic and necessary element in capitalist economic rela-
tions’.392Milios understandsMarx’s labour theoryof value as amonetary theory
of value, which implies a radical break with, and a radical critique of, David
Ricardo’s theory of value.

Yet Milios et al. argue in their monograph that there are in fact ambival-
ences in Marx’s work, despite the fundamental theoretical advances that he
makes beyond classical political economy. On their view, Marx falls back into a
Ricardian value-theoretical approach in dealing with determinate theoretical
problems in his manuscripts dating from the period between 1861 and 1865 –
i.e. he regresses to a kind of ‘sophisticated version of theRicardianPolitical Eco-
nomy of value as “labour expended” ’.393 TheGreek authorsmaintain that these
theoretical weaknesses of Marx’s cannot be disregarded: ‘Every “sanctifying”
attitude towards Marx, presenting him as the inculpable master … practically
blurs the scientific and heuristic kernel of Marx’s analysis, as it identifies it

* John Milios is also known as Yannis/Giannis Milios.
390 SeeMilios,Dimoulis andEconomakis 2002. I haveoutlined their central theseswith regard

to Marx’s relation to classical economic theory elsewhere (see Hoff 2004, pp. 115 f.).
391 Milios, Dimoulis and Economakis 2002, p. viii.
392 Milios, Dimoulis and Economakis 2002, p. 28. On the monetary theory of value in Marx,

see also Milios 2006, p. 101.
393 Milios, Dimoulis and Economakis 2002, p. ix.
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with the Ricardian element, present in some of his elaborations’.394 The Greek
theorists identify a categorial confusion in Marx’s treatment of the problem-
atic of the transformation of values into prices of production.395 Likewise, they
also consider Marx’s theory of ground rent to be deficient: ‘Marx’s analysis on
ground rent and especially the part of it on absolute ground rent is one of the
weakest points in his whole economic work’.396 Alongside their exposition of
the categorial structure of commodity–money–capital and their thoroughgo-
ing critical engagementwith the problematic of fetishism397,* andwith themes
from the third volume of Capital, Milios et al. devote a great deal of attention
to the crisis-theoretical dimension of the critique of political economy. This is
examined more closely in Part 3 of the present study.398

6 Latin America and Spain

6.1 Latin America
Within the history of the Latin American discussion of the critique of political
economy, themost important countries areMexico, Argentina andBrazil.399 In
Brazil, aCapital readingmovement had developed from the late 1950s onwards,
in which young intellectuals participated, such as the philosopher, José Artur
Giannotti, or the future President, FernandoHenriqueCardoso.400With regard

394 Milios, Dimoulis and Economakis 2002, p. 208.
395 Milios, Dimoulis and Economakis 2002, p. 119.
396 Milios, Dimoulis and Economakis 2002, p. 140.
397 See Milios, Dimoulis and Economakis 2002, p. 67ff. See also Dimoulis and Milios 2000,

pp. 12 ff.
* See also Dimoulis and Milios 2004.
398 A further Marx-oriented theorist from Greece with intellectual roots – at least to a cer-

tain extent – in the West German discussion of Marx’s critique of political economy was
Kosmas Psychopedis. The latter thinker, who died in 2004, stood in close proximity to the
international ‘OpenMarxism’ project briefly presented above, and his theoretical concep-
tionwas influenced byHans-Georg Backhaus andHelmut Reichelt (see Psychopedis 2000
and also Psychopedis 1984). Stavros Tombazos can be considered an important protagon-
ist of Marx-interpretation in Cyprus (see Tombazos 2014).

399 It is debatable whether Cuba should also be included in this list. However, it is worth
noting that the Cuban periodical, Marx ahora: Revista internacional – a scientific journal
dedicated to research into Marx and Marxism and edited by the philosopher, Isabel
Monal – draws on an international circle of contributors, including German researchers
involved with the mega2 project.

400 An important volume has recently been published compiling the work of numerous
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to the Argentinian reception ofMarx in the late 1950s, a figure to be highlighted
is Milcíades Peña (1933–65); at that time, Peña engaged with (among other
questions) Marx’s theory of alienation, which he saw as informing bothMarx’s
early and mature works.401 In Mexico, the Universidad Nacional Autónoma de
México (unam) developed into one of the most important centres of Marx-
oriented theory formation in the whole of Latin America, particularly from the
1960s onwards.402

In his 1987 survey of research into Marx and Engels in Mexico, Andrés
Barreda reports that there was ‘enormous’ interest in Marx’s Capital in Mexico
up to the time of writing.403 TheMexican reception of Marxism from the 1960s
onwards was partly determined by an intellectual constellation in which an
exiled Spanish representative of the philosophy of praxis inspired by Marx’s
early works – namely, Adolfo Sánchez Vázquez,404 who was presented above –
stood opposed to the Latin American exponents of the Althusser School.405
A Spanish-language edition of Lire le Capital had been published in Mexico
City by 1969 at the latest, and before long it had aroused great interest and
was widely received, as was the famous Althusserian ‘textbook’ by the Chilean,
Marta Harnecker.406 Nevertheless, Sánchez Vázquez adopted a critical stance
towards Althusser.

Bolívar Echeverría has been a further important participant in the Mex-
ican Marx debate since the 1970s and 1980s.407 Within the framework of his
engagement with Marx’s critique of political economy, the Ecuadorian-born
Echeverría focused his interest on, among other questions, the ‘problem of the
beginning’ of Marx’s systematic exposition of this critique – i.e. on a problem

authors on thehistory ofMarxist politics and thought inBrazil; thiswork affords an insight
into the breadth and scope of Brazilian Marxism (see de Moraes et al. 1995–2007).

401 See Peña 2000.
402 Stefan Gandler reports that reading Capital over five semesters was part of the official

curriculum for the unam’s bachelor’s degree in economics (see Gandler 2015, p. 66).
403 See Barreda 1987, p. 274.
404 Alongside Sánchez Vázquez, two further well-known representatives of Latin American

Marxism originally came from Spain: firstly, the Spanish-Mexican theorist and translator
of Capital, Wenceslao Roces (who died in 1992, and who, like Sánchez Vázquez, taught at
the unam; for Roces’s view on Capital, see Roces 1983); secondly, the Spanish-Venezuelan
philosopher, JuanDavidGarcía Bacca, who died in the same year. On the latter, see Fornet-
Betancourt 1994, pp. 252ff.

405 For Sánchez Vázquez’s critique of Althusser, see Sánchez Vázquez 1978.
406 Lire le Capital had already been published in Spanish translation in Havana in 1966.
407 See Gandler 2015, pp. 195ff. See also Gandler 2000 and Gandler 2007.
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that has been the focus of much attention in the German-language discussion
of Marx.408 In general, the discussion of the ‘beginning of the exposition’ has
played an important role in the Latin American discourse on Marx since the
1970s, and Enrique Dussel’s interpretation in this regard has in the meantime
been internationally received (seebelow).A further LatinAmerican researcher,
Mario L. Robles Báez, criticised Friedrich Engels’s ‘logico-historical’ interpret-
ation of Marx’s method; Robles Báez argues that the original Marxian method
and Engels’s interpretation are to be sharply distinguished. With regard to the
‘problem of the beginning’ of the exposition, Robles Báez maintains that the
first section of the first volume of Capital ought by no means to be understood
as a historical stage prior to capitalist production.409

Although Sánchez Vázquez focused his research principally on Marx’s early
writings, while Bolívar Echeverría concentrated his researchmainly – although
not exclusively –410 onMarx’smatureworkon the critique of political economy,
both opposed Althusser’s argument that there was a radical ‘break’ or turning
point in Marx’s work, and rejected Althusserianism.411 Nevertheless, it should
not be overlooked that Althusser and his Chilean student, Harnecker, played
a significant role in the late 1960s and 1970s in the development of the critical
Marxist theoretical discussion in Latin America. The Mexican, Fernanda Nav-
arro, describes the situation at the time as follows: ‘One could take up a stance
for or against the position of the author of Lire le Capital, but this position could
not be ignored. InMexico, as inmost of the universities of themetropoles (such
as Buenos Aires, Sao Paulo, Rio, Lima, etc.), Althusser was studied and taught
from 1969 to 1981, with one common feature uniting all these cases: the vehe-
mence of the discussions’.412

408 See Echeverría 1979. In 1987, Andrés Barreda made the following claim with regard to
Echeverría: ‘Bolívar Echeverría … is the first Marxist, and almost the only one, to have
taken cognizance in an intensive way of the very rich Marxist discussion in Germany on
the critique of political economy and on the legacy of Marxian thought contained in the
new mega edition’ (Barreda 1987, p. 278). It should be added here that Enrique Dussel
has also made important contributions since the 1980s in terms of acknowledging the
mega2 edition and its accompanying research literature. Alongside Echeverría, Barreda
also mentions the theologian, José Porfirio Miranda, as an expert on the mega2 edition
within theMexican discussion of Marxism. On Porfirio Miranda, see, among other works,
Kee 1990, pp. 203ff., 249ff., 271 ff.

409 See Robles 2000.
410 On the Theses on Feuerbach as part of Marx’s early work, see Echeverría 1975.
411 See Gandler 2015, pp. 129–30 and p. 202.
412 Navarro 1992, p. 55. Another to have engaged with Althusser and his reading of Marx

is the Argentine, Saül Karsz (see Karsz and Althusser 1974, pp. 25ff.). An example of
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At the end of the 1970s, a Latin American philosopher and Marx-interpreter
who did not belong to the Althusserian School, Rafael Echeverría (not to be
confused with Bolívar Echeverría), presented a critique of one of the most
important methodological texts by Marx, namely the 1857 Introduction, which
contains the famous ‘chapter onmethod’.413 Echeverría was not alone in focus-
ing on Marx’s 1857 Introduction at this time: the philosopher, Gabriel Vargas
Lozano, founder of the important Mexican theoretical journal, Dialéctica, also
referred to this key text by Marx in the 1976 first issue of this periodical.414
Echeverría takes the opposite stance to that of a significant tendencywithin the
international discussion: he considers that Marx’s method in Capital ought by
nomeans to be regarded in the light of the 1857 Introduction – on the contrary,
the latter text is, on Echeverría’s view, a highly problematic treatise fromwhich
Marx’s method in Capital must be sharply distinguished. Although Echever-
ría examines all four sections of the Introduction, and not only the ‘chapter on
method’, it is the latter which is the central focus of his critique. According to
Echeverría, it is important ‘to challenge the supposed identity of the criteria
of the Introduction with those of Capital, and thus to demonstrate the pro-
foundly problematic character of the Introduction’.415 On Echeverría’s view, the
argumentation in the ‘chapter on method’ relies on the presence of two differ-
ent concepts of abstraction: ‘If the population is criticised as a starting point
because it is abstract, it is not possible to conclude that the analysis should be
initiated fromabstract and general definitionswithout a resulting introduction
of a new and completely different concept of abstraction’.416

Rafael Echeverría understands the Introduction as a single text in which
Marx adopts an intermediate position between stances which can be traced
back to Feuerbach and Hegel respectively, although ‘without being able to
conciliate both epistemological perspectives’.417 According to Echeverría, the
population is initially grasped by Marx as a concretum, since it is real in the

the engagement of Latin American authors with Althusser’s theoretical production is
provided by the third issue (1977) of aMexican journal,Dialéctica, published by the School
of Philosophy and theHumanities of theAutonomousUniversity of Puebla (seeEscuela de
Filosofía y Letras, UniversidadAutónomadePuebla 1977). Further essays fromsubsequent
issues of this journal also refer to the Althusser-reception inMexico (seeMorales 1983 and
Vargas 1988).

413 See Echeverría 1989.
414 See Vargas 1976.
415 Echeverría 1989, p. 243.
416 Echeverría 1989, pp. 249f.
417 Echeverría 1989, p. 251.
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Feuerbachian sense. Ultimately, however, it is understood as an abstractum,
since it is theoretically indeterminate according to the Hegelian paradigm. On
Echeverría’s view, Marx’s argumentation is by no means unproblematic: ‘The
ambiguous presence of the concept of concrete totality in Marx’s argument,
clear in that of Hegel, impedes the distinction between the particular concrete
and the concrete totality, as will be drawn later in his position, and this is the
source of ambiguity in his argument’.418 For the Latin American philosopher, it
is obvious howMarx’s subsequent overcoming of the ‘Feuerbachian residue’ in
his methodological thinking is to be understood: ‘It will be superseded not by
a mere superposition of the Feuerbachian and the Hegelian epistemological
standpoints, but by a critical and rectificatory appropriation of Hegel, which
will produce an original Marxist distinction between the concrete and the
abstract’.419

According to Echeverría, Marx’s argumentation in the ‘chapter on method’
suffers from the absence of an adequate distinction between the concrete
particular and the concrete totality. Echeverría holds that Marx identifies the
determination of the ‘simple’ category with that of the ‘abstract’ category.
According to Echeverría,Marx subsequently corrected this problematic identi-
fication, just as he later corrected the reduction of the concrete to the concrete
totalitywhich he hadperformed in the Introduction. The LatinAmerican philo-
sopher argues that Marx proceeded to determine the commodity as a simple
concretum: ‘The commodity is concrete, but also a simple concrete. In dis-
tinction to the position assumed in the Introduction, the identity between the
abstract and the simple is broken’.420 The 1859 preface to A Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy, which was to replace the Introduction – the lat-
ter, characterised by Echeverría as highly problematic, having been composed
approximately 18months previously – ‘establishes the need to ascend from the
particular to the general, from the concrete unit to the concrete totality, via the
necessary course of abstraction’.421

The LatinAmerican discussion ofMarx entered into a newphase of develop-
ment with the interpretation of the critique of political economy presented in
the form of a trilogy by the Argentinian philosopher and theologian, Enrique
Dussel, between 1985 and 1990. These three volumes are to be considered as
the result of an intensive new reception of Marx developed over many years
by Dussel, a process begun by the Argentinian at the unam after his relocation

418 Ibid.
419 Ibid.
420 Echeverría 1989, p. 266.
421 Echeverría 1989, p. 268.



the further development of the marx debate since the 1960s 171

to Mexico in the latter half of the 1970s. As is the case with regard to Sánchez
Vázquez,Dussel cannot be includedunder the rubric of LatinAmericanAlthus-
serianism. As explained in Part 1 of the present study, Dussel’s intellectual and
political background consists in his status as a pioneer of the ethics of liber-
ation, which represents a central contribution to the Latin American ‘philo-
sophy of liberation’ which has evolved as a correlate to liberation theology on
this continent since the 1970s. In order to understand Dussel’s theory and his
perspective on the critique of political economy, it is crucial to acknowledge
that this background in the philosophy or ethics of liberation by no means
remains extrinsic to Dussel’s engagement with Marx. This is the political and
theoretical background against which the Argentinian philosopher’s engage-
ment with Marx is to be understood.

Dussel’s trilogy consists of a series of commentaries on texts by Marx. The
first instalment422 of the trilogy contains a commentary on the Grundrisse;423
the second instalment is dedicated to A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy (1859), but above all to the 1861–63 Manuscripts, whose best-known
component is Theories of Surplus-Value;424 the concluding instalment of the
trilogy deals with Marx’s drafts for Capital from the period between 1863 until
shortly before his death.425 In this final work in the trilogy, Dussel focuses his
attention on the so-called third (1863–5) and fourth (1866) drafts of Capital.

Dussel considers that the theoretical influence of Hegel on Marx in the
Grundrisse is significant.426 The Argentinian-Mexican philosopher argues that
the reference to Hegel is also present in Marx’s later manuscripts, and deems
that there is also a Hegelian legacy immanent within the theory formed by
the ‘final’ Marx (Dussel’s expression for the post-1863 Marx). However, this
recognition needs to be supplemented by the acknowledgment of another
decisive dimension of the Marx-Hegel relation: according to Dussel, Marx’s
thought fundamentally distinguishes itself from Hegel’s philosophy in that
Marx, as a thinker of exteriority, goes beyond a Hegel-oriented thinking of
totality. In Dussel’s interpretation of Marx, the category of totality refers to
capital, whereas the category of exteriority corresponds to the dimension of
‘living labour’.

422 See Dussel 1985.
423 On the dissemination and reception of the Grundrisse in hispanophone countries, see

Ribas and Plá 2008.
424 See Dussel 2001a. An Italian edition has also been published.
425 See Dussel 1990.
426 See Dussel 1985, p. 343.
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At the point at which the category of exteriority comes into view, Schelling’s
philosophy becomes an important reference for Dussel, for whom Marx
becomes transformed into a ‘Schellingian’. ‘Living labour’, which is bound up
with the subjectivity of the worker, is taken by Dussel to be capital’s other,
as something which is ‘external’ to the totality of capital, but which capital
incorporates within itself. Thus, Dussel concludes that Marx’s thought by no
means coincides with a logic of the totality, such as that for which (on Dus-
sel’s view) Hegel stands. It is precisely this logic of the totality (in the sense
given by Hegelian philosophy) which Dussel overcomes through his perspect-
ive on exteriority; the Argentinian-Mexican philosopher claims that he finds
warrant in Marx for this position. A core component of Dussel’s reading of
Marx consists in his attempt to make Marx into a ‘Schellingian’ by referring
to the creative power of ‘living labour’ as the source of value.427 According to
Dussel’s interpretation, Hegel begins his logic with being itself, whereas, for
Schelling, there is something prior to being, namely its creative source, which
brings being into existence in the first place. Being does not create itself, but is
itself constituted. Likewise, according toMarx, it is ‘living labour’ – as amoment
which is external to capital, pertaining to the realm of exteriority, but which
is incorporated into capital – which first creates the being of capital, namely
value. On Dussel’s interpretation of Marx, ‘objectified labour’ stands counter-
posed to ‘living labour’ – the latter forming the central point of reference for
the Argentinian-Mexican philosopher. Thus, Dussel writes in El Último Marx
that ‘[the] “absolute” and “originary” distinction of the whole dialectic in Cap-
ital is the one that opposes “living labour” and “objectified labour” ’.428 ‘Living
labour’ is the creator of surplus value. Value does not create itself, but is itself
constituted. Adumbrated here is the significance which, on Dussel’s view, cor-
responds not to the Hegelian, but rather to a ‘Schellingian’ element in Marx’s
critique of political economy – i.e. to an element which is bound up with the
category of exteriority.

On their own, these theses would be sufficiently controversial, but the way
in which Dussel came to them – i.e. his own process of intellectual develop-
ment –makes his approach evenmore contentious: in the 1970s, Dussel had ini-
tially been inclined towards a philosophy of liberation which was not oriented

427 It might not come as a surprise that Dussel’s reference to Schelling has met with criticism
within international research. In a review of the English-language translation of Dussel’s
commentary on the so-called second draft of Capital, Christopher Arthur writes that
‘Schelling is ultimately unhelpful in solving problems present in Marx’s theory’ (Arthur
2003c, p. 255).

428 Dussel 1990, p. 420.
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towards Marx. At this time, the category of exteriority, which Dussel adopted
during the course of his reception of the French philosopher, Emmanuel Lév-
inas (1905–95), was already central to the Argentinian-Mexican’s conceptual
approach. Dussel understood both Hegel and Marx as thinkers of the ‘logic of
totality’, and counterposed ‘analectic’ (in the sense of a kind of ‘logic of exter-
iority’) to the dialectical logic associated with the names Hegel and Marx. In
Dussel’s view, his own philosophy of liberation was (and remains) a thinking
from a specifically Latin American perspective, a thinking from the perspect-
ive of the periphery, so to speak. And it was precisely in this context that the
category of exteriority was given the role according to which it formed the
decisive point of reference. However, this also implied that Dussel’s liberation-
philosophical approach was only possible as an alternative (or, to put it more
acutely, in opposition) to Marx as a thinker of the ‘logic of the totality’. Yet,
following Dussel’s subsequent, more intensive reception of Marx’s theory, his
relation toMarx’s critique of political economy began to be transformed. From
the late 1970s and early 1980s on, Dussel embarked on a path leading away
from antagonism vis-à-vis Marx, and towards affinity with the latter, and ulti-
mately he no longer counterposed analectic and dialectic. Instead, he grasped
analectic as a central component of the specifically Marxian dialectic, in the
following sense: analectic was a constitutive feature of Marx’s dialectic, and
one which crucially distinguished it from Hegel’s philosophy. Dussel has since
identified the category of exteriority as a central point of reference in Marx’s
critique of political economy. This new view of Marx as a thinker of exteriority
implies the possibility, for andwithDussel, of a specifically LatinAmericanper-
spective on Marx, of a liberation-philosophical thinking ‘from the standpoint
of the periphery’.429

Dussel’s extensive commentaries on Marx’s various manuscripts on the cri-
tique of political economy from 1857 onwards – incidentally, it is worth noting
that Dussel takes the mega2 edition into consideration, together with Soviet
and East German research – represent, in general terms, a contribution of great
significance, not least on account of the methodological and epistemological
questions that theArgentinian-Mexican interpreter ofMarx raises in relation to
the latter’s critique of political economy.Within the context of his engagement
with the critique of political economy, Dussel distinguishes between various
levels of the latter. He understands the level of production as a kind of ‘deep

429 The basic features of Dussel’s thought are outlined in detail in Fornet-Betancourt 1994,
pp. 272ff.



174 chapter 2

level’, and the level of circulation as a kind of ‘surface level’.430 In addition, the
philosopher and theologian underscores the emphatic concept of critique in
Marx, and refers toMarx’s fetish-critique and to the specifically critical bearing
of Marx’s critique of political economy vis-à-vis the question of epistemology.
Dussel insists on the dual character of Marx’s concept of critique: ‘Marx per-
forms a double critique: he not only performs the critique of texts (from the
vulgar capitalist or classical political economy); but, and above all, the critique
of capitalist reality’.431 Dussel maintains that, according to Marx, the specific-
ally scientific content consists, among other things, in reaching behind the
surface phenomena in order to return to the essence itself. In the first book
in his trilogy, Dussel draws the conclusion that Marx developed an ontology of
capital. He argues thatMarx’s discourse is simultaneously economic and philo-
sophical: it is a question of an ontology of the economy, or of an ontological
economy.432

Marx’s theoryof fetishismmust be accordeda central significance inDussel’s
thought.433 YetDussel is bynomeans alone in theLatinAmericandebate in this
regard. The Argentinian interpreter of Marx, Néstor Kohan, judges the critique
of fetishism to be anything but pre-scientific; rather, he considers it to be the
foundation which enables ‘scientific enquiry’. According to Kohan, Marx’s cri-
tique of political economy is based on a critique of the fetishism of this discip-
line, and Marx’s theory of value stands in an internal and indissoluble relation
to his theory of fetishism.434 Kohan had already emphasised the importance of
Marx’s theory of fetishism in an earlier work.435 Marx’s theory of fetishism also
constitutes a central point of reference in the theory formed by the Irishman,
John Holloway, who lives and lectures in Mexico. According to Holloway, the
concept of fetishism is of decisive significance within the framework of Marx’s
critique of capitalist society. Yet, as Holloway argues, ‘the category of fetish-
ism, so central forMarx, is almost entirely forgotten by themainstreamMarxist
tradition’.436 Holloway’s approach stands opposed to this (alleged) traditional
neglect. Furthermore, the theory of fetishism plays an important role in the
reception ofMarx by one of themost significant liberation theologians in Latin

430 See Dussel 1990, p. 408.
431 See Dussel 2001a, p. 190.
432 See Dussel 1985, pp. 347f.
433 Dussel investigates the development of Marx’s concept of fetishism in the four so-called

drafts of Capital (see Dussel 1993, pp. 59ff.).
434 See Kohan 2005.
435 See Kohan 1998.
436 See Holloway 2005, p. 118.
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America, the German-born Franz Josef Hinkelammert.437 Bolívar Echeverría
held the deciphering of fetishism to be essential for Marx’s programme of cri-
tique. As has been established, a whole series of authors from, or residing in,
Latin America has laid great emphasis on the significance of precisely Marx’s
theory, or critique, of fetishism, underrated as thiswas byAlthusser; in so doing,
these authors operate within an interpretative orientation which is opposed to
Althusser on this important point.

Within the Latin American research of the 1980s and 1990s, (presumed)
ambivalences or deficits in the theory formed by Marx were certainly them-
atised, however. At the end of the 1980s, an investigation of the history of
the emergence and development of Marx’s oeuvre on the critique of polit-
ical economy by the Mexican, Raúl Rojas, was published in German.438 This
study presents Marx’s critical engagement with his economic sources, while
simultaneously the attempt is made to gauge potential deficits in Marx’s the-
ory. Among the central theses of this monograph are the incompleteness of
Marx’s systematic critique of political economy, and the proposition that Marx
nonetheless accomplished a scientific revolution. In particular, Marx’s elab-
oration of the theory of ground rent and of the theory of international trade
and exchange rates is problematic, or even altogether insufficient, according
to Rojas. Among the issues thematised by a further interpreter of Marx, the
Mexican philosopher, A. García de la Sienra, are the presumed ambivalences
or deficits in Marx’s theory of value.439

The recent,multifaceted receptionofMarx byBrazilian researcherswill only
be addressed selectively here. Aswas the case in the hispanophone LatinAmer-
ican countries, Brazilian engagement with Marx has also been partially influ-
encedbyAlthusserianism (andMartaHarnecker has played a considerable role
in the dissemination of this theoretical orientation in Brazil, much as she has
done in the hispanophone countries). In recent years, a different path has been
taken by Alfredo Saad-Filho, who, alongside the above-mentioned Michael
Löwy, is probably one of the better-known Brazilian interpreters ofMarx. Saad-
Filho orients himself towardsmethodological considerations of the Soviet the-
orist, Evald Ilyenkov, who was one of the best-known philosophers and Marx-
researchers of the period of the ‘Khrushchev Thaw’.440 Saad-Filho’s interpret-
ation of Marx centres particularly on the theory of value. With regard to the
Marxist theoretical discussion, the Brazilian theorist distinguishes between

437 See Kern 1992, pp. 186ff.
438 See Rojas 1989.
439 See García 1992.
440 See Saad-Filho 2001.
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a traditional ‘labour-embodied’ reading and a value-form theoretical reading
of Marx’s theory of value (the latter being partly influenced by I.I. Rubin).441
Within the context of the question of the globalisation of the discussion of
Marx, the fact that Saad-Filho belongs to those non-Anglo-Saxon researchers to
have engaged intensively with the British ‘NewDialectic’ approach (see below)
is of some relevance.442

Also important for the discussion of Marx in Brazil are the studies by the
philosopher, RuyFausto; the latter engagedwith the category of abstract labour,
among other questions, in the 1980s.443 A more recent study by Fausto relates
to the problematic of the dialectic; here, the Brazilian philosopher endeav-
ours to clarify both the connections and the differences between Hegelian
and Marxian dialectic.444 Thematically, this represents a point of contact with
the international theoretical discussion. That the methodological problem-
atic played a central role within the Brazilian engagement with Marx’s cri-
tique of political economy in the 1990s can be demonstrated by referring, for
example, to a debate between Francisco Teixeira445 and Hector Benoit.446 A
further thematic parallel can be drawn between the German and Brazilian
receptions of Marx’s critique of political economy in terms of the investig-
ation of the categorial interconnection between value and money.447 In his
approach to research into Marx’s ‘theory of money in capitalism’, the Brazilian
Marx-researcher, Claus Magno Germer, indicates the necessity of combining
the theory of money with the theory of capital in order to go beyond Marx’s
theory of money, which remains at the level of simple circulation.448

A striking point of contact between the New Marx-Reading in Germany
and the recent Brazilian reception of Marx can be identified in the content
of the journal, Crítica marxista, which has provided a forum for the debate
on the critique of political economy.449 Parts of both the respective German
and Brazilian debates have been characterised by the insight that Marx’s the-

441 See Saad-Filho 2001, pp. 21 ff.
442 See Saad-Filho 1997.
443 See Fausto 1986, pp. 97ff.
444 See Fausto 1997.
445 See Teixeira 1995 and Teixeira 1999.
446 See Benoit 1996 and Benoit 1999.
447 See Mollo 1991; see also Paulani 1994.
448 SeeGermer 1997. ForGermer’s perspective onMarx’s 1857 ‘chapter onmethod’, seeGermer

2001.
449 This Brazilian journal should not be confused with the similarly named Italian periodical

mentioned above.
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oretical project is concerned not with an ‘alternative political economy’, but
rather a critique of political economy, in which the specific character of cri-
tique is to be emphasised. (In the history of the reception of Marx – par-
ticularly in the countries of ‘actually existing socialism’ – the Marxian pro-
ject has often been construed using terms such as ‘Marxian political eco-
nomy’, the ‘political economy of capitalism’, the ‘political economy of thework-
ing class’, rather than the ‘critique of political economy’. Such terminology
failed to adequately reflect the peculiar critical character of Marx’s endeav-
our).

For the Brazilian interpreter of Marx, Jorge Grespan, the Marxian critique
of political economy goes far beyond a mere critical engagement with other
theories.450 According to Grespan, the aspect of critique is absolutely essen-
tial to Marx’s theoretical endeavour – i.e. for the elaboration of his theory of
capitalism. Grespan relies on a letter that Marx wrote to Lassalle on 22 Feb-
ruary 1858, while working on the Grundrisse: ‘The work I am presently con-
cerned with is a Critique of Economic Categories or, if you like, a critical exposé
of the system of the bourgeois economy. It is at once an exposé and, by the
same token, a critique of the system’.451 On Grespan’s view, it is not a ques-
tion, in Marx’s thought, of two disparate discourses (one setting out his own
theory, and another consisting in the critique of the ideas which had previ-
ously been expounded); rather, these two moments merge into one. Grespan
maintains that Marx was obliged to distinguish himself in a specific way as
a ‘quasi-immanent’ critic of political economy, since political economy was
neither capable of transcending its limits within its own theoretical horizon,
nor of removing its own aporias.452

Rolando Astarita ranks among Argentinian interpreters of the theory of
value that is to be found in Marx’s critique of political economy.453 In forming
his theory, Astarita foregrounds the form-theoretical aspect of Marx’s critique
of political economy. Thus, he engages in an interpretation of the critique
of political economy in which he refers to themes including the distinction
between ‘social form’ and ‘material content’. The Argentinian explicitly points
out the difficulties in comprehending the beginning of Marx’s exposition. He
understands value-objectivity in Marx as specifically social, and argues that

450 See Grespan 2000, Grespan 2001 and Grespan 2002.
451 Marx 1983k, p. 270.
452 For an attempt by another Brazilian author to establish a demarcation betweenMarx and

political economy, and between Marx and the latter’s inconsistencies, see Paulani 2002.
453 See Astarita 2004.
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Marx’s concept of form (which is of decisive significance for him) relates to
the specifically social dimension of the commodity. Astarita writes that ‘Marx
distinguishes social forms frommaterial content or substance’.454

Rolando Astarita emphatically refutes the idea that Marx first establishes
a critical distinction between himself and bourgeois political economy in the
context of his theory of surplus value; according to the Argentinian, there is
already a fundamental difference between Marx and Ricardo with regard to
the theory of value. Thus, Astarita maintains that Marx dialectically sublated –
i.e. he simultaneously overcame and preserved – Ricardian theory with his
theory of value. Astarita refers to the fact that Marx criticised the Englishman
for failing to pay sufficient attention to the value-form and for neglecting the
internal interconnection between value and value-form. Thus, according to
the critique presented by Astarita, Ricardo reduces money to a mere means
of exchange. On this view, Ricardo fails to grasp money as the ‘incarnation of
value’, and instead maintains an open attitude to Say’s Law and to the quantity
theory of money.455 Astarita further argues that Marx’s theory of value is not
a ‘mere “development” of Ricardo’s theory, but essentially its critique’.456 The
significance that Astarita attributes to Marx’s form-theory – the sensitivity
that the Argentinian demonstrates towards the form-theoretical dimension of

454 Astarita 2004, p. 63.
455 Marx’s critique of Ricardo’s theory of money – a critique brought to bear by the Trier-

born theorist from the standpoint of the specific unity of his theory of value and theory
of money – is formulated explicitly in Theories of Surplus-Value: ‘Yet Ricardo does not
investigate the form of this labour (the particular determination of labour as creative
of exchange-value, or of labour which presents itself in exchange-value) – he does not
investigate the character of this labour. Hence he does not grasp the interconnection of
this labour with money or that it must present itself in money. Hence he completely fails
to grasp the interconnection between the determination of the exchange-value of the
commodity by labour-time and the fact that commodities must necessarily proceed to
the formation of money. Hence his erroneous theory of money’ (Marx 1989b, pp. 389–
90 [translation modified – n.g.]). At a later point, Marx states that money is grasped by
Ricardo ‘merely as an intermediary in the exchange of products, and not as an essential
andnecessary formof existenceof the commoditywhichmustmanifest itself as exchange-
value, as general social labour’ (Marx 1989c, p. 132). According to Marx, Ricardo ‘does not
understand the specific form inwhich labour is an element of value, and fails in particular
to grasp that the labour of the individual must present itself as abstract general labour
and, in this form, as social labour. Therefore he has not understood that the development
of money is connected with the nature of value and with the determination of this value
by labour-time’ (Marx 1989c, p. 324).

456 Astarita 2004, p. 88.
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the critique of political economy – allows an analogy to be drawn with those
German interpretations of Marx which can be ranged under the rubric of the
so-called NewMarx-Reading.

A further interpretation of Marx’s labour theory of value is that offered by
theMexican-born Begoña Gutiérrez de Dütsch. Her comprehensive study, first
published in 2005, should rightly be considered the result of a long-standing
research process, reaching back at least to the early 1980s. This author obtained
her doctorate in Frankfurt am Main, and her work can be located, as regards
its thematic content, within the context of the Frankfurt debate on value
theory and value-form theory;457 yet there is also decisive intersection in terms
of content between her research and the recent Latin American debate on
Capital.

The object of Gutiérrez’s enquiry is the beginning of Marx’s exposition in
the various versions of the first volume of Capital (but also in A Contribution to
the Critique of Political Economy), and in particular his value-form analysis. The
Mexican author grasps Marx’s exposition of the ‘curiosity’ of economic fetish-
ism as a unique and revolutionary scientific discovery in the socio-economic
domain. Gutiérrez writes:

If there is anything to Marx’s exposition of economic categories and the
associated theory of fetishism, and if these can simultaneously be regarded
as a kind of critical materialist procedure in order to demonstrate the his-
torical specificity of capitalist society system-immanently, as itwere, then it
might well be said that this in effect constitutes a unique and revolution-
ary approach. For at issue here is the status of economic categories them-
selves; it is a question of their concealing function in bourgeois society, as
it were, and, ultimately, a matter of calling them radically into question
and dismantling them.458

It is precisely the fact that the fetishism problematic is at the centre of Gutiér-
rez’s focus on Marx’s critique of political economy which not only binds her
interpretation to the Frankfurt discourse onMarx, but also allows connections
to be drawnwith the LatinAmerican debate. TheMexican author insists on the

457 In an epilogue to Guttiérez’s study, Egon Becker – a protagonist of the Frankfurt debate on
Marx since the 1970s –writes that in the light of Guttiérez’s work, itmight prove difficult to
‘continue the Frankfurt discourse on the value-form within the habitual patterns. In this
sense, it is a concluding text. It can only be followed by something completely different’
(Becker 2005, p. 396).

458 Gutiérrez 2005, pp. xxiif.
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specificity of economic fetishism, and is extremely critical in her opposition to
any potential attempts to transfer this ‘unique’ socio-economic dimension to
other spheres of social life. At issue here, according to Gutiérrez, is a funda-
mental socio-economic condition sui generis.

Within the Latin American reception of the critique of political economy,
there is certainly an engagement with interpretative approaches from other
parts of theworld; yet the independence and theoretical originality of the Latin
American reception should be emphasised. Discussion of the theory formed by
Isaak Ill′ich Rubin has played a certain role in the recent Argentinian debate in
relation to the critique of political economy. Thus, for example, one of Juan
Iñigo Carrera’s contributions has been to provide an extensive treatment of
this early Soviet approach to the interpretation of Marx’s theory of value.459
The recent Argentinian discussion has also yielded a study by Axel Kicillof and
Guido Starosta which relates critically to Rubin.460 A further study by Starosta
aims, in the context of the interpretation of Marx’s commodity theory at the
beginning of the first volume of Capital, to supersede a large part of the Anglo-
Saxon debate on Marx’s dialectical method of exposition.461 Starosta objects
that the studies in question do not adequately take into account the particu-
lar role of the moment of analysis (as opposed to the moment of synthesis)
withinMarx’s dialectical exposition, and furthermore that theyneglect the spe-
cific form of the analytic process within dialectical thought.462 Starosta aims
to address these problems, and his contribution to research is evidence of the
ongoing engagement by Latin American interpreters of Marx with the begin-
ning of the exposition of the critique of political economy.

6.2 Spain
In Spain, interest inMarx andMarxism appears to have receded after the inter-
mediate ‘wave ofMarxism’ which peaked in the 1970s.463 In a study dating from
the 1980s, Monserrat Galcerán Huguet set out the view that the contempor-
ary crisis of Spanish Marxism was to be interpreted as a side effect of the crisis
of French and Italian Marxism. Traditionally, Marx-oriented thought in Spain
was relatively highly dependent upon influences from abroad. Although (to

459 See Iñigo 2004, pp. 290ff.
460 See Kicillof and Starosta 2007a. Kicillof and Starosta also criticise a value-theoretical

current within the tradition of Autonomist Marxism (see Kicillof and Starosta 2007b).
461 See Starosta 2008.
462 See Starosta 2008, p. 297.
463 See Galcerán 1987, p. 268. On the earlier reception of Marx in Spain, see Ribas 1994.
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cite an example) the Spanish philosopher, José María Ripalda,464 took note
of studies emerging from the discussion oriented towards Marxian theory in
West Germany in the 1970s, it is reasonable to surmise that it was rather French
theoretical influences, for instance, which stood in the foreground within the
Spanish Marxist discussion.

Within this context, particular significance was accorded to Althusserian-
ism. In 1977, Luis Crespo wrote the following: ‘More concretely, in Spain,
Althusser has facilitated the work of disseminatingMarxism as a scientific the-
ory among the masses (of militants as well as students), such that few would
doubt today that Marxism has been taken note of as a theory of history – the
multiple editions of Althusser’s classic oeuvre [Crespo refers to Lire le Cap-
ital and Pour Marx, among other works – j.h.] bear witness to this fact’.465 In
the 1970s, a work by the theorist, Albert Roies, contributed to the familiarisa-
tion of the Spanish public with Althusserianism.466 The philosopher, Gabriel
Albiac, also participated in the reception of Althusser. In addition, it should
be noted that the Chilean member of the Althusserian School, Marta Har-
necker, had an effect on the Spanish Marx debate. A further theorist, César de
Vicente Hernando, particularly emphasises two phases in the Spanish recep-
tion of Althusser: the first of these he locates in the period up to 1979, and the
second from 1992 onwards. According to de Vicente, a great deal of attention
was paid in the former phase to the epistemological problematic (among oth-
ers), with works such as Lire le Capital playing an important role. De Vicente
maintains that the Spanish reception of Althusser since 1992 has been charac-
terised by the further exploration of Althusser’s complete works.467

Spanish works of note from the 1970s and 1980s include contributions to the
international wave of reception of Marx’sGrundrissewhich also reached Spain
in the 1970s,468 but also a study by Emilio Lamo de Espinosa which was pub-
lished in 1981, and which addresses Marx’s theory of reification, among other
issues.469 A study by Felipe Martínez Marzoa dating from 1983 is considered
within the Spanish discussion to be a standard work on the critique of political
economy. Martínez engages in a reading of Capital from a specifically philo-
sophical standpoint.470 One thematic similarity to discourses on Capital in

464 See, among other works, Ripalda 1978 and Ripalda 1981.
465 Crespo 1977, p. 61.
466 See Roies 1974.
467 See de Vicente 2004–5.
468 See, for example, Bueno 1973.
469 See Lamo 1981.
470 See Martínez 1983.
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other countries which can be observed inMartínez’s study consists in the great
deal of attention paid to the ‘problem of the beginning’. In his interpretation
of Marx’s analysis of the commodity, Martínez construes the question as to the
commodity’s being qua commodity – i.e. its specific mode of being qua com-
modity – as an ontological one. At issue, according to Martínez, is the analysis
of the form assumed by products inmodern capitalist society.471 OnMartinez’s
view, a theory of the capitalist mode of production presupposes the analysis
of the commodity. It is an immanent necessity within such a theory that the
analysis of the commodity should constitute its starting point.

A survey of critical economic thought in Spain in the period spanning from
1960 to 1990 is provided by Diego Guerrero. Although the theory formed by
Guerrero himself is oriented to Marx’s critique of political economy, the Span-
ish theorist emphasises that economic heterodoxy in Spain cannot be reduced
to the adepts of Marx.472 Nonetheless, Guerrero accords the ‘Marxian/Marx-
ist’ current a central place in the exposition that he presents in his survey.
However, the Spanish theorist establishes a fundamental distinction between
‘Marxist’ and ‘Marxian’ economics, according to which the latter is more nar-
rowly defined theoretically anddrawsmore closely onMarxian theory,whereas
the former attempts to build a bridge towards social and historical reality (e.g.
through the theory of imperialism or that of monopoly capitalism). On Guer-
rero’s view, ‘Marxist’ economics proportionately outweighs the ‘Marxian’ vari-
ety. According to his own schema, a recent theoretical contribution by Guer-
rero – a résumé of the three volumes of Capital –would undoubtedly belong in
the category of ‘Marxian’ economics.473

7 The Anglo-SaxonWorld

The Anglo-Saxon engagement with Marx’s critique of political economy since
the 1960s, and particularly since the 1970s and 1980s, constitutes a new phase
of the debate in the corresponding countries to the extent that methodolo-
gical problems and the specifically ‘qualitative’ content of Marx’s critique of
political economy have been more markedly foregrounded than at any time
previously. Older thinkers, such as RonaldMeek474 (1917–78) or Paul Sweezy,475

471 See Martínez 1983, p. 34.
472 See Guerrero 1997, pp. 160ff.
473 See Guerrero 2008.
474 See Meek 1967.
475 See Sweezy 1970 (a work first published in 1942).
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had already, before the 1970s, anticipated to a certain degree the subsequent
engagement with Marx’s method, or with the qualitative side of the problem-
atic of value and with the theory of fetishism; yet, from the 1970s and 1980s
onwards, research into these thematic fields became more intensive, and in
part attained a new and higher level of critical engagement with this content.

One problem was that the state of affairs with regard to English-language
editions of Marx’s texts was anything but satisfactory up until the 1970s. Thus,
for instance, a complete edition of theGrundrissewas first published in English
in 1973 – i.e. at a time when this text had long since constituted an important
foundation for widespread discussion in bothGerman states.476 It is alsoworth
noting in passing that this English-language edition did not contain the Urtext
(the original draft of A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy), which
the East German publishers of the 1953 edition had included in an appendix.
This deficitwith regard to the availability of English-language editions ofMarx’s
work was at least partially rectified by the completion of the 50-volume edition
of Marx-Engels CollectedWorks,477 even if it remains the case that no scientific
research can afford to dispense with the mega2 edition.478

The Grundrisse was not completely unknown to the English-language read-
ership before 1973, however: Martin Nicolaus had already presented this work
to a broad public in 1968,479 his tone openly enthusiastic at times (‘the Grund-
risse blows the mind’).480 Yet, above all, textual excerpts from the Grundrisse
had already been translated and published before publication of the complete
English-language edition. To cite the two best-known examples: Eric Hobs-
bawm had already engaged with the Grundrisse in 1964,481 and had edited an

476 For a detailed assessment of the dissemination and reception of the Grundrisse in the
Anglophone world, see Arthur 2008.

477 See Golman 1978.
478 Dissatisfied with the existing published English translations, Anglo-Saxon interpreters of

Marx occasionally make their own independent translations of certain passages from the
oeuvre of the Trier-born theorist. An example of the problems that can arise in this way
can be seen in an absurd translation (published in the Historical Materialism journal) of
a term from Marx’s ‘chapter on fetish’ in the first volume of Capital: Jim Kincaid suggests
that the translation of ‘theologischeMucken’ (which is rendered as ‘theological niceties’ in
the Penguin edition) could be improved by translating ‘Mucken’ as ‘small-biting insects,
e.g. mosquitoes, midges’ (Kincaid 2005b, p. 102). But perhaps this is merely an example of
British humour.

479 Nicolaus 1968, p. 59.
480 In the same year, even the Times Literary Supplement acknowledged the existence of the

Grundrisse (see Anonymous 1968, pp. 67f.).
481 See Hobsbawm 1964.
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excerpt from this text;482 this was followed, in 1971, by the publication of a com-
pilation of excerpts from the Grundrisse edited by David McLellan.483

In 1974, Keith Tribe presented an earlyAnglo-Saxon engagementwithMarx’s
Grundrisse as part of the international wave of reception of this text, whose
publication had attracted much attention from Marxist intellectuals.484 How-
ever, Tribe emphasised the presumed incoherence and ‘labyrinthine nature’ of
this work by Marx, which he took to be a transitional manuscript (he refers to
the ‘transitional nature of the work’).485

In 1970, the Conference of Socialist Economists was founded in Britain; this
would prove to be an important forum for the discussion of Marx’s critique
of political economy.486 The 1970s and 1980s formed a turning point in the
Anglo-Saxon engagement with Marx, not least due to a sharpened focus on,
on the one hand, the development of the latter’s plans for the architectonic
of his critique of political economy through the various iterations of this pro-
ject, and, on the other, his specifically form-theoretical approach.Marx’s value-
form analysis became a significant point of reference for the reception of his
theory of value. The transfer of theory from the German-language discussion
played a by no means unimportant role in the establishment of this new ori-
entation for research.487 In addition, Pour Marx and Lire le Capital were also
received in theAnglo-Saxonworld– incidentally, EricHobsbawmengagedwith
these works already in 1966.488 The Althusserian School was to a certain extent
positively received in the Anglo-Saxon countries. Worthy of mention in this
context, alongside the British Althusserianism of the 1970s in particular, is an

482 See Marx 1964.
483 See Marx 1971.
484 It is worth noting here that the Anglo-Saxon discussion referred not only to the text of

theGrundrisse, but also to the extended introduction byMartin Nicolaus. For a critique of
Nicolaus’s introduction, see Postone andReinicke 1974/5. See alsoKeane and Singer 1974/5.

485 Tribe 1990, p. 735.
486 See Lee 2001.
487 One of the important elements of this theory transfer was the 1977 publication in English

of Roman Rosdolsky’s monograph on the Grundrisse and the problematic of the Marx’s
plans for the architectonic of his critique of political economy (see Rosdolsky 1977); a
shorter, foundational text by Rosdolsky onmethodological questions inMarx had already
been published in English in 1974 (indeed, appearing in an early issue of the journal, New
German Critique, it had a broad readership; see Rosdolsky, Bathrick and Rabinbach 1974).
Hans-Georg Backhaus’s 1969 Zur Dialektik derWertform – a foundational text for theWest
German debate on value-form theory – was published in English as ‘On the Dialectics of
the Value-Form’ in 1980 (see Backhaus 1980).

488 See Hobsbawm 1973.
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Althusser-influenced current in theusa, groupedaroundRichardWolff.489 Fur-
thermore, there was also a reception, at least in part, of the Italian discussion
of Marx around Della Volpe, Colletti and others in the Anglo-Saxon world.490
The value-theoretical approach of I.I. Rubin and various studies by SouthAsian
researchers (Banaji and, later, Shamsavari) have acted as further stimuli to the
Anglo-Saxon discourse on Marx.

Despite the considerable theory transfer from abroad, it would be wrong to
reduce to external influences the attempts that were made in the Anglophone
world during the 1970s to establish a discriminating and methodologically ori-
ented discussion of Marxian theory, and of the critique of political economy in
particular. In the 1960s and 1970s, the question of Marx’s method was raised by
Anglo-Saxon interpreters of the critique of political economy,with a discussion
arising particularly around the problematic of fetishism.491,*

Since the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s, differentiated interpretative approaches
have emerged in the Anglophone world which resemble the German-language
discussion of the 1960s to the 1990s with regard to a number of questions
posed: e.g. Marx’s theory of form; Marx’s relation to Hegel; the theoretical rela-
tion between Marx and Engels; the development of the plans for the architec-
tonic of the critique of political economy; and the so-called monetary theory
of value. Roman Rosdolsky’s commentary on the Grundrisse, which themat-
ised the problematic of Marx’s six-volume plan and the structural concept of

489 See Wolff 2006. In my opinion, the ‘overdeterminist’ interpretation of Capital of Richard
Wolff and those in his orbit does not rank among the most theoretically fertile currents
within the Anglo-Saxon debate. For example, the following position taken by Wolff with
regard to the ‘problem of the beginning’ in relation to the logic of Marx’s exposition can,
without polemical exaggeration, be described as simply erroneous: ‘Marx is interpreted
[by the overdeterminist reading of Capital, to which Wolff himself subscribes – j.h.] as
beginning Capitalwith a discussion of commodities and exchange chiefly because that is
what his contemporaries believed to be the core of “economics.” He disagreed, but chose
a strategy for his book that began with commodity exchange to engage readers and then
quickly moved those readers, in Capital, volume one’s first chapters, to the very different
matter of identifying capitalism’s unique mode of organizing the surplus. Thus, Capital’s
unique interpretation of the labour theory of value enables Marx smoothly and quickly
to pass on to the theory of “surplus value” ’ (Wolff 2007, p. 31). On the theoretical current
around Richard Wolff in general, see also Resnick andWolff 2007.

490 Nevertheless, Gregory Elliott points out that important works of the Italian discussion of
Marx and Marxism remain untranslated into English (see Elliott 2008, pp. 34f.).

491 See, among other works, Morris 1966, Hodges 1967, Hodges 1970, and Geras 1990. Another
example of the Anglo-Saxon engagement with Marx’s method is provided by Sayer 1979.

* See also a important later work by Sayer (Sayer 1987).
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‘capital in general’, among other questions, appeared in English translation in
1977, providing the Anglo-Saxon Marx debate with material for discussion.492
John Rosenthal identifies Hans-Georg Backhaus’s approach as a (West) Ger-
man influence on the ‘Hegelian-oriented’ English-language engagement with
Marx.493

The theory transfer from Germany can be demonstrated by referring to the
‘Sydney-Konstanz Project’: this was a collaborative project between Australian
andGerman researchers (Michael Eldred andMarnieHanlon; VolkbertM.Roth
and Lucia Kleiber respectively), who elaborated a sophisticated interpretat-
ive orientation within the Anglo-Saxon debate. The ‘Sydney-Konstanz Project’
can be regarded as an important initial step towards a globalisation of intens-
ive engagement with Marx’s critique of political economy. In the 1970s, Kon-
stanz had emerged as a sub-centre of German-language Marx-interpretation;
within this same decade, a research community was founded with Australian
researchers.494 Within this process, the form-analytic Marx-reading of the
‘Sydney-Konstanz Project’ – a reading which ascribed a decisive significance
to the problematic of the value-form – was inspired by the NewMarx-Reading
that had coalesced in the Federal Republic of Germany around the contribu-
tions by Hans-Georg Backhaus and others.495

Michael Eldred and Marnie Hanlon identify in Marx’s value-form theory
a decisive advance beyond the ‘labour-embodied’ theory of value of classical
political economy: ‘Marx’s theory, however, constitutes a fundamental advance
over classical and other embodied labour value theories in that it is able to
grasp the peculiar characteristics of the form of value, namely, the commod-
ity form and, most importantly, to develop money as a form of value. This

492 John Mepham gives critical arguments against Rosdolsky’s interpretation (see Mepham
1979).

493 ‘Many of the earliest English-language writings in this vein [the author refers here to
recent ‘Hegelian Marxism’ – j.h.] bear the influence of the West German Hegel-Marx
scholar Hans-Georg Backhaus’ (Rosenthal 1998, p. 225). By contrast, Jim Kincaid makes
the following assertion: ‘The revival of value-form readings of Marx in the Anglophone
literature can be criticised for a too limited direct engagement with analogous work in
German from the 1970s onwards’ (Kincaid 2005a, p. 34).

494 See Eldred, Hanlon, Kleiber and Roth 1984, p. 26.
495 It is worth noting that reference is made in the ‘Sydney-Konstanz Project’ both to Marx’s

value-form analysis in a narrow sense (i.e. in the sense of the third section of the first
chapter of the first volume of Capital), and in a broader sense. In this latter sense, the
economic categories which are thematised at subsequent levels of the exposition in
Capital are regarded, within the framework of an approach oriented towards a value-form
theoretical reconstruction of Capital, as forms of value.



the further development of the marx debate since the 1960s 187

aspect of Marx’s theory has generally been neglected’.496 Given the emphasis
on the project of a ‘reconstruction of Marx’, there is an obvious parallel to the
emphatically reconstructive approach of Backhaus. One of the ways in which
the latter’s influence can be discerned is through recognition of the role played
in Eldred’s 1984 monograph by the reconstruction of Marx’s theory of value as
a critique of pre-monetary theories of value.497

Eldred refers to a widespread ‘illusion of completeness’ within the discus-
sion ofMarx’sCapital.498 Eldred’s own programme consisted in a form-analytic
reconstruction of the critique of political economy and in the thematic exten-
sion of Marx’s system. The Australian philosopher’s project was that of

a systematic theory of the bourgeois formof society, which relates directly
to Marx insofar as his writings on the critique of political economy form
the indispensable theoretical raw material for a reconstructed capital-
analysis. Marx’s theory is the best in a long series of attempts to analyse
capitalism. This reconstructed capital-analysis, in turn, serves as founda-
tion for a theory of the surface of capitalist economy and of the bourgeois
superstructure.499

Eldred is ultimately concerned with the structure of the whole system of the
bourgeois form of society. To this extent, the scope of Eldred’s reconstructive
approach extends beyond that of Backhaus, which represented a source of
inspiration for the Australian philosopher.

However, Eldred by no means stands alone in his view of the incomplete-
ness of theMarxian project. Within the Anglophone world, a study byMichael
Lebowitz registering the lack of the book on wage labour envisaged in Marx’s
six-volume plan points in a somewhat similar direction.500 Returning to Eldred
and the other participants in the ‘Sydney-Konstanz Project’, it must be recog-
nised that there has either been a perceptible decrease in activity in relation
to this project, or it has currently ceased functioning altogether. In the mean-
time, there has been a reception of its approach by another theoretical project.
Among the results yielded by the latter in this context was an enquiry into the
‘determination of economic policy’ in capitalist society.501 Within the frame-

496 Eldred and Hanlon 1981, p. 24.
497 See Eldred 1984.
498 Eldred 1984, p. ix.
499 Eldred 1984, pp. xif.
500 See Lebowitz 1992.
501 See Reuten andWilliams 1989.
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work of their project, Geert Reuten and Michael Williams advocate a ‘value-
form theoretic reconstruction of the abstract-labour theory of value’, which
they conceive of as a kind of synthesis of two theoretical approaches (on the
one hand, the ‘abstract-labour theory of value’, and on the other, ‘value-form
analysis’) which, according to them, had emerged in competition with the
‘labour-embodied theory of value’ that had prevailed until the 1960s.502 With
this work, Reuten and Williams locate themselves within the context of what
can be considered, from the point of view of the history of theory, as an upturn
in the critical engagement with Marx’s theory of value.

Relatively well-known within the German-language discussion of Marx is a
comprehensive monograph written in the 1980s and early 1990s by the Amer-
ican historian and interpreter of Marx, Moishe Postone;503 in his intellectual
approach, Postone seeks to draw a fundamental distinction between Marx’s
critical theory and the Marxist theoretical tradition.504 Central to Postone’s
reading of the critique of political economy is a new interpretation of Marx’s
concept of labour. In the interpretation ofMarx’s analysis by theChicago-based
historian, it is not the market or private property in the means of production
which constitutes the core of capitalism, but rather thedual character of labour.
In accordance with this dual character of labour (i.e. the distinction between
abstract and concrete labour), Postone introduces a corresponding distinction
between abstract and concrete time.505

As in other countries, an important point of discussion in the Anglo-Saxon
debate concerns the Hegel-Marx relation, with opinions divided on this mat-
ter. A number of Anglo-Saxon works of research have been produced which
investigate the proposition that Marx draws on certain elements of Hegel’s
philosophy, or which interpret these as a valuable source of inspiration for the
critique of political economy. An example is a study by Norman Levine tra-
cing Marx’s reception of Hegel’s logic of essence and detecting corresponding

502 Reuten andWilliams 1989, p. 55.
503 Since Postone studied at the Johann Wolfgang Goethe-Universität in Frankfurt am Main,

which was one of the centres of the West German ‘New Marx-Reading’ of the 1970s and
1980s, it might plausibly be assumed that he was influenced by the theoretical discussion
there. As is well-known, the latter discussion served to propagate an approach to a fun-
damentally new interpretation of Marxian theory (as is the case in Postone’s work), and,
indeed, posed questions which bore a strong similarity to those subsequently formulated
by Postone.

504 See Postone 1993. A German edition was published in 2003 (see Postone 2003).
505 An example of the German engagement with Postone is provided by Schmieder 2005,

especially pp. 125ff.
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influences in the 1861–63 Manuscripts.506 The philosopher, Scott Meikle, who,
alongside his research into Marx, engages mainly in research into Aristotle,
detects inMarx a legacy of the philosophical tradition of essentialistmetaphys-
ics, with which Meikle associates the philosophies of Aristotle and Hegel: ‘It is
from the categories of essentialist metaphysics that Marx’s characteristic con-
ceptions of law, form and necessity arise [these conceptions play a central role
in Marx’s critique of political economy according to Meikle – j.h.], and they
are as different as chalk fromcheese from the currently familiar conceptions, in
use by many Marxists, which arise from empiricist or atomist metaphysics’.507
For the philosopher, Tom Rockmore, Marx even ultimately reveals himself as a
‘Hegelian’.508

Further interpretations of Marx’s relation to Hegel have been published in
the journal, Capital and Class. Thus, contrary to the tendency within research
to foreground the Science of Logic as a point of reference for Marx, Robert Fine
(not to be confused with a better-known Anglo-Saxon Marx-researcher called
Ben Fine)509 investigates the relation between Capital and Hegel’s philosophy
of right.510 Ian Fraser is an exponent of an ‘extreme’ parallelisation between
Hegel and Marx.511 According to Fraser, the conceptions of dialectic of both
thinkers are ‘one and the same, two of a kind’. Fraser criticises Marx’s critique
of Hegel, which famously rests on the assumption (which Fraser rejects) of
an essential distinction between the conceptions of dialectic of these two
thinkers.

Within the contemporary discussion, ChristopherArthur,who engagedwith
Marx’s value-form theory already in the 1970s,512 is an exponent of an approach
based on a ‘Hegelianising’ interpretation of the critique of political economy,
namely the tendency which has been dubbed the ‘New Dialectic’. This theor-
etical current focuses on a form-theoretical reading of the critique of political
economy, and critically distances itself from the Engels-inspired historicist or
logico-historical interpretationofMarx’smethod; in particular, it holds Engels’s
reading of the beginning of Capital as the exposition of a pre-capitalist ‘simple

506 See Levine 2002.
507 See Meikle 1985, p. viii.
508 See Rockmore 2002.
509 See Fine and Saad-Filho 2003. This introduction to Marx’smagnum opus has been widely

disseminated in the Anglo-Saxon world.
510 See Fine 2001.
511 See Fraser 1997.
512 See Arthur 1979.
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commodity production’ to be untenable.513 (Here, there is a certain concord-
ance with the results of German research). Arthur identifies a ‘systematic’ dia-
lectic in Marx’s critique of political economy; his ‘New Dialectic’ approach514
has generated an important controversy in the Anglophone world,515 and has
been registered in French, Italian, German and Latin American research.
Arthur is engaged in a critical dialogue with a competing approach, namely
that of the Canadian wing of the Uno School, represented by Robert Albrit-
ton.516 A more exhaustive engagement with the interpretative approaches of
Christopher Arthur, Tony Smith and Patrick Murray is presented in the third
part of the present study.

Another participant in the complex of discussions in the Anglo-Saxonworld
that has developed around Christopher Arthur, Fred Moseley and others, is
the Dutchman, Geert Reuten, who presents his reflections on the question of
how to elaborate a theoretically adequate reconstruction of Marx’s theory of
value.Oneof Reuten’s concerns is to develop a theory of specifically social value
which is able to dispense with the use of the metaphors of ‘physical-substance
embodiment’ that he finds irritating.517

A contrasting approach to that of Arthur is pursued by Bertell Ollman,
one of the best-known experts on Marx and dialectic in the usa. His stand-
ard work, Dance of the Dialectic,518 ‘brings together the best of my life’s work
on dialectics’;519 this is a ‘best of ’ compilation, so to speak, from his previ-

513 See Arthur 1996. Arthur directs criticism against not only Engels, but also Ernest Mandel
(see Arthur 2000, pp. 5 f.).

514 See Arthur 2002a. An earlier influential book by Arthur focuses on Marx’s 1844 Economic
and Philosophical Manuscripts (see Arthur 1986).

515 The journal, Historical Materialism, dedicated a large part of its 13/2 issue to the debate
around The New Dialectic and Marx’s Capital. See Murray 2005 as well as other contribu-
tions to the discussion in the same issue.

516 See Arthur 2002b, p. 253. See also Albritton’s response (Albritton 2002), in which he
attempts to identify important differences between the Canadian wing of the Uno School
and Arthur. Albritton has also formulated a critique of Arthur’s The New Dialectic and
Marx’s Capital: ‘It is my belief that his account gets stuck on two specific oppositions: the
opposition between value and use-value and between capital and labour. It seems to me
that a dialectical approach based on the work of Japanese political economists Uno and
Sekine can deal with these oppositions in a much more effective way than does Arthur,
a way that conceives Marx’s theory of capital as a much more coherent dialectic, while,
at the same time, presenting a potentially much more powerful way of theorising class
struggle’ (Albritton 2005, p. 167).

517 See Reuten 1993.
518 See Ollman 2003.
519 Ollman 2003, p. ix.
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ous books and essays. One of the reasons why this work is important is that
it reflects a line of questioning which focuses on the scope of Marx’s dialect-
ical method. Ollman directs his criticism against a series of authors whose
approaches he subsumes under the rubric of ‘systematic dialectics’. Here, Oll-
man identifies an interpretative orientation with regard to Marx’s dialectical
method which he sees as being represented by Christopher Arthur and Tony
Smith, as well as by the exponents of the Uno School, Thomas Sekine and
Robert Albritton. According to Ollman, this interpretative orientation exhibits
the following characteristics: Marx’s dialecticalmethod is reduced to amethod
of exposition; thismethod of exposition is located in the first volume ofCapital;
Marx is held to have essentially adopted a corresponding logic from Hegel.520
Ollman argues that Marx’s exposition in the first volume of Capital cannot be
reduced to the systematic dialectic which is indeed in evidence there: ‘System-
atic Dialectics can only be understood as amisguided attempt to reduceMarx’s
varied strategies of presentation to a single one, albeit one that does play a
major role in expounding the systematic nature of the capitalist mode of pro-
duction in Capital i’.521 Furthermore, Ollman maintains that Marx’s dialectical
method cannot be reduced to a ‘method of exposition’. The American theor-
ist prefers a muchmore broadly defined concept of Marx’s dialectical method;
here, Ollman has in mind an ontological and an epistemological dimension,
as well as further dimensions, i.e. ‘inquiry’; ‘intellectual reconstruction (or self-
clarification)’; exposition; and, ultimately, praxis.

Towards the end of the 1970s and the beginning of the 1980s, a new current
emerged, in part within the context of the reception of Gerald Cohen’s attemp-
ted reconstruction of historical materialism;522 this current was so-called ‘ana-
lyticalMarxism’.523 The latter can be considered a genuinelyAnglo-Saxon intel-
lectual orientation. Although there are considerable differences between the
approaches of various researchers subsumed under this label (which, incident-
ally, is also used as a self-description),524,* certain basic features can be iden-

520 See Ollman 2003, p. 182.
521 Ollman 2003, p. 186.
522 See Cohen 2000 (a work first published in 1978).
523 See, for example, Tarrit 2006. See also Niechoj 2003. On the whole, relatively few German-

speaking authors have undertaken a truly intensive engagement with analyticalMarxism;
for one such engagement, see Müller 1988.

524 The heterogeneity within ‘analytical Marxism’ is also pointed out by a vehement critic of
this tendency (see Roberts 1996, p. 213). On the heterogeneity between Gerald Cohen’s
‘functionalism’ and Jon Elster’s and John Roemer’s individualism, see Callinicos 1989. The
theoretical heterogeneity within ‘analytical Marxism’ is also referred to in Van Parijs 1994
and Callinicos 2004b.

* See also Callinicos 2005b.
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tified which are common to the approaches of two of the best-known major
exponents of this research orientation, Jon Elster and John Roemer. First and
foremost among these would be the rejection of dialectic. Another decisive
feature is the positive recourse to methodological paradigms of modern eco-
nomics and social science of non-Marxist provenance. Thus, methodological
individualism is accorded a central significance within this theoretical cur-
rent. John Roemer is candid in his expression of the issues as he construes
them: ‘With respect to method, I think Marxian economics has much to learn
from neoclassical economics’.525 In the early 1980s, John Roemer referred pos-
itively to a ‘microfoundations approach’ inmethodology, explaining that ‘[t]he
microfoundations approach consists in deriving the aggregate behavior of an
economy as a consequence of the actions of individuals, who are postulated to
behave in some specified way’.526 Methodological individualism thus holds a
central significance within Roemer’s thought.

Upholding the theoretical rigour and clarity which they associated with
formal logic and with the methodology of modern non-Marxist social sci-
ence, the major exponents of ‘analytical Marxism’ seem to have been con-
cerned above all to distance themselves from a tradition of Marxist theory
‘encumbered’ by the legacy of dialectical thought, which they located – quite
coherently, according to their approach – in the proximity of obscurantism. In
this context, it is indicative that the ‘September Group’ (an internal discussion
forum of important exponents of ‘analytical Marxism’, named after the month
chosen for its regular conferences) bore the alternative name of ‘Non-Bullshit
Marxism Group’. As a rule, the methodological approaches of ‘analytical Marx-
ists’ weremet by the same level of hostility from exponents of dialectical Marx-
ism as characterised the former’s attitude toward the latter.

Jon Elster does not merely relate critically to dialectic; he also rejects the
labour theory of value.527 It shouldbenotedhere, however, that Elster’s analytic
Marxism was by no means the only current within the Anglo-Saxon debate to
discard the labour theory of value (in its Marxian formulation). A similar move
also occurred within the neo-Ricardian theoretical corpus which drew on the
Italian economist, Piero Sraffa; neo-Ricardian theories had a certain resonance
in the Anglo-Saxon world in the 1960s and 1970s, and tended to imply, at least
in part, a rejection of Marx’s labour theory of value. In turn, other theoretical
orientations vehemently defended Marx’s theory of value. For his part, Elster

525 Roemer 1986, p. 191.
526 Roemer 1981, p. 7.
527 Although a Norwegian, Elster operates within the context of a specifically Anglo-Saxon

discourse, and is thus included here within the Anglo-Saxon discussion.
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emphasises what he understands by methodological individualism: ‘all social
phenomena – their structure and their change – are in principle explicable in
ways that only involve individuals – their properties, their goals, their beliefs
and their actions’.528 Reacting to criticismsof hismethodologyby theoristswith
an orientation to Marx, Elster writes the following: ‘I regard methodological
individualism as trivially true, worth stating only because triviality notwith-
standing it was regularly violated by Marx’.529 Like John Roemer, Elster main-
tains an open attitude towards game theory.530 The question is posed, then, as
towhat actually is supposed to qualify Elster as a ‘Marxist’. For Elster himself, an
essential dimension of Marx’s thought consists in the critique of exploitation
and alienation. Elster’s intention is to draw on this element of Marx’s thought,
with an ethical dimension being considered at all times.531

The discussion (and dissemination) of ‘analytical Marxism’ occurred to a
large extent within the Anglophone world. Thomas Mayer endorsed the
approach, which he saw as making it possible ‘to gain the power of bour-
geois social scientificmethodology’.532Others, such asMichael Lebowitz, vehe-
mently criticised ‘analytical Marxism’: ‘not only is there not much of Marx left
in Analytical Marxism, but its essential thrust … is anti-Marxist’.533 From a ter-
minological point of view, Lebowitz concludes that the appellation ‘Marxism’
was amisnomer for this approach. TheCanadian interpreter ofMarx points out
that ‘analyticalMarxism’ does not evenprovide a grounding for its premises (he
refers to its ‘unsupported premise’). With critical undertones, Lebowitz writes:
‘It is not supported because it need not be: the power of Conventionalism
in contemporary social science ensures that such a premise will be accepted

528 Elster 1985, p. 5.
529 Elster 1986, pp. 66f.
530 ‘HowshouldMarxist social analysis relate to bourgeois social science? Theobvious answer

is: retain and develop what is valuable, criticize and reject what is worthless. Marxist
social science has followed the opposite course, however. By assimilating the principles
of functionalist sociology, reinforced by the Hegelian tradition, Marxist social analysis
has acquired an apparently powerful theory that in fact encourages lazy and frictionless
thinking. By contrast, virtually all Marxists have rejected rational-choice theory in general
and game theory in particular. Yet game theory is invaluable to any analysis of the histor-
ical process that centers on exploitation, struggle, alliances, and revolution’ (Elster 1982,
p. 453).

531 Significantly, the three best-known theorists commonly rangedunder the rubric of ‘analyt-
icalMarxism’ – Elster, Roemer and Cohen – have all since turned their attention to ethical
debates within social philosophy.

532 Mayer 1989, p. 439.
533 Lebowitz 1988, p. 212.
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as the common sense of scientific practice’.534 In recent years, however, the
controversy around ‘analytical Marxism’ has increasingly faded into the back-
ground of the Anglo-Saxon discussion of Marx and Marxism.

In the meantime, a rich and differentiated methodological discussion of
Marx has unfolded in the Anglo-Saxon world; this debate has long since begun
to take on an independent character. If FredMoseley remarked in 2002 that ‘the
level of Marxian scholarship is higher today than ever before’,535 this assess-
ment is surely true of the Anglo-Saxon methodological discussion of recent
years. Yet, in a text co-authored with the Australian, Nicole Taylor, the Italian,
Riccardo Bellofiore, has referred to deficits in the Anglo-Saxon Marx debate:
‘The immaturity of Marxist research in this language [i.e. in English – j.h.]
can be measured by the fact that most of the new primary and secondary lit-
erature coming out from the mega² is almost unknown … Testimony to the
poor state of contemporary Marxian theory everywhere, but especially in the
English-speakingworld, is that after Rosdolsky’s… classic book, almost nothing
is known of the following debates on Marx’s method in Germany’.536 Accord-
ing to Bellofiore, this is true both in relation to a ‘first wave’ of the German
debate comprising contributions by Backhaus, Reichelt, Tuchscheerer, Alfred
Schmidt and others, and with regard to a ‘second wave’, whose representatives
include Jahn, Schwarz, and Manfred Müller. Bellofiore puts the point starkly
as he admonishes the English-speaking readership: ‘No informed discussion –
either about the “form” of value in relation to the “substance” of value or about
Marx having abandoned the category of capital “in general” – can be pursued
very far without taking these works into account’.537 Nevertheless, Bellofiore’s
criticism – even if it is essentially apposite to some extent, at least in relation
to the younger generation of Anglo-Saxon recipients of Marx –538 might be in
need of relativising somewhat. It can be shown that there are numerous paral-
lels betweenGermanandAnglo-Saxon research, implying that there are indeed
potential points of contact for a common discussion. In my opinion, this cir-
cumstance is even more important than the deficits that can (correctly) be
identified in the Anglo-Saxon reception of Marx.

534 Lebowitz 1994, p. 165.
535 Moseley 2002, p. 128.
536 Taylor and Bellofiore 2004, p. 4.
537 Ibid.
538 By contrast, it can easily be demonstrated that some of the older generation of Anglo-

Saxon researchers have indeed engaged with the German-language debate. Alongside
representatives of the ‘Sydney-Konstanz Project’, Norman Levine is worthy of mention
here as an authority on German-language research.
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A shortcoming characterising at least some parts of the Anglo-Saxon dis-
cussion of the critique of political economy consists in the fact that, to some
extent, sufficient notice has still not been taken of the mega2 edition, or of the
way the latter adheres to the principles of completeness and reflects the vari-
ous stages in the development of texts. However, there are also examples of an
altogether ‘enthusiastic’ reception of the mega2 edition – the description of
it as the ‘Dead Sea Scrolls of Marxism’ by the American, Norman Levine, for
instance. The Marx-Engels CollectedWorks (mecw), which is the most import-
ant and comprehensive English-language edition of the works of Marx and
Engels, came into being on the foundations provided by the mega2 edition
and in cooperation with the latter’s editors;539 however, the mecw edition has
not been produced in accordance with the principles adhered to in the mega2
edition. Nevertheless, texts and versions of texts that were not included in the
mecw edition have been registered in the Anglo-Saxon reception of Marx and
Engels. In 1983, an Anglo-Saxon author, Kevin Anderson, undertook valuable
pioneering work in engaging with the 1872–5 French edition of Capital which
Marx himself revised.540 To those with an interest in Marx, but who can read
only English, a number of important texts or versions of texts by Marx remain
inaccessible, namely those texts and drafts which were neither included in the
50-volume Marx-Engels Collected Works, nor published separately in English
translation – not tomention the dedicated literature accompanying themega2
edition, which is available predominantly in Japanese, Russian or German.

A survey of the history of the methodological and social-theoretical dis-
cussion of Marx over the last decades in the Anglo-Saxon countries reveals
that longstanding deficits were to a great extent successfully remedied through
research contributions in the period between the 1970s and the 1990s. This
occurred, on the one hand, through the reception of tendencies within non-
Anglo-Saxon research, and, on the other, through the emergence of signific-
ant ‘autochthonous’ discourses. An important role has been played in this
regard by the large number of scientific journals which have provided, or con-
tinue to provide, a forum for the formation of Marx-oriented theory. (A by no
means exhaustive list would include the following: Capital &Class, Science and
Society; Historical Materialism; Rethinking Marxism; Critique; Studies in Marx-
ism; Research in Political Economy; Review of Radical Political Economics; Thesis
Eleven; New Left Review; Radical Philosophical Review).* In recent times, the

539 See Golman 1978.
540 See K. Anderson 1983.
* The journal Telos surely deserves to be included in this list, as it published a number of
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Anglo-Saxon receptionofMarxhasmatched the innovative potential displayed
by international research, but for the most part has not yet been able to attain
the level of familiarity with Marx’s work as a whole (particularly in relation
to Marx’s complete economic oeuvre, or, more accurately, his complete oeuvre
on the critique of political economy) that partially characterises Japanese and
German research.

It was thus symptomatic that Anglo-Saxon research was certainly not ‘first
fiddle’ within the debate on the theme of ‘Marx, Engels and the third volume
of Capital’ that took place in the mid-1990s in connection with the edition
of mega2, Volume ii/4.2 (this important debate revolved around the edition
of Marx’s manuscripts for the third volume in his so-called 1863–5 draft of
Capital, which were being published for the first time in their original version,
as opposed to the version edited by Engels).541,* All in all, the Anglo-Saxon
reception of Marx has not been as closely tied to the continuing progression
of the mega2 edition, or to the associated systematic exploration of new and
important source material in relation to Marx and Engels’s works, as is to
a certain extent the case with regard to Japanese and German research. An
impression is thus created that the Anglo-Saxon debate is less ‘up-to-date’, at
least on this level.

Critical Excursus on Perry Anderson’s In the Tracks of Historical
Materialism

A referencewasmade at the beginning of the present study to Perry Anderson’s
much-received engagement with ‘Western Marxism’ – a phenomenon which
he principally located in France, Central Europe and Italy. In 1976, Anderson
hoped not only for a ‘productive’ overcoming of ‘Western Marxism’, but also
that the Anglo-Saxon world would play an important role in the future further
development ofMarxist theory, despite the ‘relativemodesty to date ofMarxist
culture’ in these countries.542 In 1983, seven years after the publication of
Considerations onWesternMarxism, a short follow-up study appeared, inwhich
Anderson indicated that the latter of these hopes had already been fulfilled.543

important and groundbreaking contributions relating to Marxian theory and method,
particularly in the late 1960s and 1970s.

541 See, among other works, Behrens 1995; Hecker 1995; Jungnickel and Vollgraf 1995; Vollgraf
and Jungnickel 1995.

* See also Heinrich 1996.
542 Anderson 1976, p. 102.
543 See P. Anderson 1983.
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In fact, Anderson makes a further claim that the ‘geographical structure’ of
Marxist theory formation has fundamentally altered since the 1970s:

Today the predominant centres of intellectual production seem to lie in
the English-speaking world, rather than in Germanic or Latin Europe, as
it was the case in the inter-war and post-war periods respectively. That
shift in locus represents an arresting historical change. Very much as
I had felt might happen, the traditionally most backward zones of the
capitalist world, in Marxist culture [Anderson refers here to the Anglo-
Saxon countries – j.h.], have suddenly become in many ways the most
advanced.544

It would appear that Anderson’s ‘geographical’ history of the development of
(the then) recentMarxist thought boils down to the construction of an interna-
tional hierarchy. The Briton places his compatriots at the top of this hierarchy:
‘The traditional relationship between Britain and Continental Europe appears
for themoment to have been effectively reversed –Marxist culture in theuk for
the moment proving more productive and original than that of any mainland
state’.545 Ranked slightly below Britons are their ‘cousins’ across the Atlantic: in
North America, according to Anderson, the corresponding shift has occurred
as ‘a more restricted but not dissimilar change’.546 The British theorist has Ger-
mans continuing to stagnate in a consolidated, mid-table position: Germany
‘sawneither a qualitative growth ofMarxist culture of theAnglo-American type
nor a precipitous fall-back of the Franco-Italian kind, but rather the consolid-
ation of a traditionally strong production’.547 From here, Anderson’s account
descends to the low-lying regions of the international theory landscape, namely
to ‘Latin Marxism’, or to the ‘Latin recession within the international map of
contemporary Marxism’.548 Anderson makes the following claim: ‘At the very
time when Marxism as a critical theory has been in unprecedented ascent in
the English-speakingworld, it has undergone a precipitous descent in the Latin
societies where it was most powerful and productive in the post-war period.
In France and Italy above all, the two leading homelands of a living histor-
ical materialism in the fifties and sixties, for anyone like myself who learnt
much of theirMarxism from these cultures, themassacre of ancestors has been

544 P. Anderson 1983, p. 24.
545 P. Anderson 1983, p. 25.
546 Ibid.
547 P. Anderson 1983, p. 68.
548 P. Anderson 1983, p. 32.
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impressive’.549 Yet here, too, there are subtle nuances. Anderson’s verdict essen-
tially applies even more to the French than it does to the Italians: according to
the Briton, the former have undergone a particularly sharp decline. In Ander-
son’s account, France could boast of ‘a cosmopolitan paramountcy in the gen-
eral Marxist universe’ following the SecondWorldWar.550 Other regions of the
world are scarcely registered by Anderson, if at all. When speaking of ‘Latin
Marxism’, he does not refer to Latin Americans (or, if so, scarcely), but rather to
‘Latin Europeans’. When speaking of Germany, he refers exclusively to the frg,
since engagement with Marx by researchers in the gdr is apparently of little
interest to him. Not even the Japanese interpretation of Marx is indicated on
Anderson’s world map of Marxist thought.

In fairness, it should be borne in mind that Anderson surveys a thematic
bandwidth of Marxist thought which extends far beyond the actual interpret-
ation of Marx’s critique of political economy (in the narrow sense). Yet it is
precisely the intensive engagement with the critique of political economy –
i.e. with the texts left by Marx on this complex of problems – which in gen-
eral forms a decisive element in all thought drawing on Marx. At any rate,
a sharpened focus on engagement with Marx’s critique of political economy
reveals a different picture of the 1980s.

How, then, can the situation in the 1980s (the decade in which Perry Ander-
son formulated his theses) be characterised? In this decade, a positive further
development, in various directions, of thought drawing on Marx’s critique of
political economy also occurred outside the Anglo-Saxon world. Within the
LatinAmerican debate, for example, EnriqueDussel elaborated extensive com-
mentaries on the four ‘drafts’ of Capital; no equivalent work of this type has
been undertakenwithin the Anglo-Saxonworld.551 To cite a Japanese example,
Tomonaga Tairako developed his reification-theory-oriented approach to the
interpretation of Marx’s critique of political economy during this time. In the
Federal Republic of Germany, there was no stagnation in the development of
the reception of Marx’s critique of political economy; if anything, there was
a productive further development in this regard, as exhibited by the studies
undertaken by interpreters such as Helmut Brentel and Dieter Wolf. What
occurred in the country whose Marxist culture is most berated by Anderson –
i.e. in France? Here, the 1980s were of decisive significance for the develop-
ment of the Capital-reading of Jacques Bidet, for example, whose important

549 P. Anderson 1983, p. 30.
550 P. Anderson 1983, p. 32.
551 Dussel’s noted trilogy was published between 1985 and 1990.
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study, Que faire du ‘Capital’?, which was published in 1985, has in the mean-
time arousedmuch interest in theAnglo-Saxonworld. Regarded as awhole, it is
inappropriate to refer to a supposed theoretical decline in the French discourse
onMarx in the 1980s. By contrast, this decade saw the emergence of ‘analytical
Marxism’ – a theoretical tendency which has since largely sunk into oblivion,
andwhichmust ultimately be regarded asmarking a theoretical regression pre-
cisely from a methodological standpoint – as one of the best-known currents
within Anglo-Saxon Marxism. In the end, what remains from Anderson’s text
is the underlying pretension of an author who is concerned to portray his own
(i.e. the Anglo-Saxon)Marxist discourse as virtually definitive within the inter-
national theoretical debate. The only conclusion to be drawn, then, is that In
the Tracks of Historical Materialism fails to persuade in terms of its content.
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chapter 3

In-Depth Analyses: Central Discourses within the
German and International Discussions of Marx
from the 1980s to the Present

In the following presentation, in which themes developed thus far are to be
explored at greater depth, various approaches to the interpretation of the
method of political economy will play a particular role. Here, the engagement
with Marx’s method within the historical reception of his works will be con-
sidered to the extent that this method is taken to relate to the object of eco-
nomic science. Despite the extremely problematic bearing of Friedrich Engels’s
engagement with methodological questions in his famous review of Marx’s A
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, it is to the former’s credit that,
in 1859, as one of the very first interpreters ofMarx, he drew attention to the sig-
nificanceof ‘[t]heworkingout of themethodwhichunderliesMarx’s critiqueof
political economy’ (even if Engels’s review ismarked by errors of interpretation
which were to have disastrous consequences for the history of the reception of
Marx).1 Thus, although the methodological problematic was already discussed
within the reception of Marx’s works during the latter’s own lifetime (as is
indicated by the survey of this reception provided by Marx in the postface to
the second edition of the first volume of Capital),2 the methodological discus-
sion entered a new stage with the emergence of so-called Western Marxism
after the First World War. The problematic of ‘method’ was a central focus in
György Lukács’s History and Class Consciousness of 1923.3 However, where the

1 Engels 1980, p. 475.
2 Marx 1976b.
3 In the essay entitled ‘What is Orthodox Marxism?’, the Hungarian philosopher writes as

follows: ‘Let us assume for the sake of argument that recent research had disproved once
and for all every one of Marx’s individual theses. Even if this were to be proved, every serious
“orthodox”Marxist would still be able to accept all suchmodern findings without reservation
and hence dismiss all of Marx’s theses in toto – without having to renounce his orthodoxy for
a single moment. Orthodox Marxism, therefore, does not imply the uncritical acceptance
of the results of Marx’s investigations. It is not the “belief” in this or that thesis, nor the
exegesis of a “sacred” book. On the contrary, orthodoxy refers exclusively to method. It is the
scientific conviction that dialectical materialism is the road to truth and that its methods can
be developed, expanded and deepened only along the lines laid down by its founders. It is
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focus in the following is occasionally on the history of the development of the
debate on themethod ofMarx’s critique of political economy, attention will be
directed to various historical approaches which, in the context of interpreting
Marx’s method, also formulate propositions about the object of Marx’s theory.
Ultimately, behind the approaches to the investigation of Marx’s method dis-
cussed here lie a series of theoretical undertakings which are themselves also
effective in the investigation of the capitalist mode of production itself – i.e. in
the investigation of the very object of Marx’s critical enquiry.

The goal of Marx’s engagement with the object of his enquiry was to under-
take an investigation into, and to elaborate an exposition of, the internal inter-
connections between economic categories and relations, and to reveal the eco-
nomic laws of motion of modern bourgeois society. In general, the guiding
insight here is that the methodological discussion – the discussion of Marx’s
method – must be oriented not least to the ‘matter itself ’ – i.e. to the object to
which Marx’s method relates.

According to an adequate understanding of method, theMarxian one is not
the result of arbitrary criteria, nor can it be applied externally to the object of
enquiry, but must correspond to this object’s own internal structure, as it were.
Ultimately, in any adequatemethodological reception ofMarx, the object of his
enquiry also becomes a central focus via the engagement with hismethod. The
problematic of method cannot be isolated from the problematic of the object.

The period from approximately 1980 to the present has been marked by the
emergence of new theoretical currents within the international reception of
Marx. This newphase canbedistinguished from theprecedingone and its asso-
ciated theoretical currents (the earlier phase having been initiated in the 1950s
or 1960s). On the whole, there was a further deepening of the international
Marx discourse during themore recent period. Important results yielded by the
historical development of theory since 1980 will be evaluated here. However,
the followingexpositionnecessarily comprises two intertwining strands: on the
one hand, it is a question of exploring in detail the state of the international dis-
cussionofMarx’s critique of political economywith regard to several important
problematics.4 To this extent, the present exposition refers to the historical
developments in the reception of Marx’s critique of political economy. On the
other hand, this exposition cannot avoid an extensive consideration of Marx’s
primary texts themselves, since these constitute the decisive point of refer-

the conviction, moreover, that all attempts to surpass or “improve” it have led and must lead
to over-simplification, triviality and eclecticism’ (Lukács 1971, p. 1).

4 Not all the centrally significant ranges of problems can be considered here, however.
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ence for, and background to, the debate from the 1980s to the present. Such a
treatment is simply indispensable for the present purposes. It follows from the
nature of theobject of thepresent study that these two strandsmust necessarily
be continually interwoven. However, to make it patently clear: in the present
study, it cannot (nor should it) be a question of ‘solving’ once and for all the
problems thrown up by or resulting from Marx’s approach itself – an example
would be themuch-discussed problemofMarx’s relation toHegel. No suchpre-
tensions are harboured here.

1 The Understanding of the Object of Critique and Value-Theory

1.1 On the Understanding of the Object of the Critique of Political
Economy

Marx provides a statement of what he considers to be the object of his critique
of political economy in the preface to the first edition of the first volumeofCap-
ital: ‘What I have to examine in this work is the capitalist mode of production,
and the relations of production and forms of intercourse [Verkehrsverhältnisse]
that correspond to it’.5 Later in the same preface, Marx maintains that ‘it is the
ultimate aim of this work to reveal the economic law of motion of modern
society’.6 The first thing to be noted here, with regard to Marx’s terminology,
is that he does not refer to ‘capitalism’ (a common concept in today’s usage),
even though the term did exist in his time. The Japanese researcher, Sumio Shi-
geta, has argued that international research has not yet succeeded in finding
a definitive answer to the question as to who first introduced the concept of
‘capitalism’. Shigeta further asserts that contemporaries ofMarx did indeed use
this term, but in a sense that diverges from today’s usage: it had not yet been
employed as an expression for the specific economic system and form of soci-
ety corresponding to modern society.7 It can be demonstrated that there are
isolated occurrences of the concept ‘capitalism’ in Marx; as a rule, however, he
describes the object-domain of Capital as the ‘capitalist mode of production’.
This latter term first occurs in the manuscripts Marx wrote from 1860 onwards,
according to Shigeta.8

Inworking on hismagnumopus, Marxwas thus concerned to reveal the eco-
nomic law of motion of modern bourgeois society, to investigate the internal

5 Marx 1976a, p. 90.
6 Marx 1976a, p. 92.
7 Shigeta 2006, p. 89.
8 Shigeta 2006, p. 89.
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interconnection between economic categories and relations within the cap-
italist mode of production, and to provide a systematic development of this
interconnection within his exposition. Marx’s form-theory of labour and his
theory of the specific economic form-determinacy of the products of labour
within the capitalist mode of production possess a virtually constitutive sig-
nificance for the critique of political economy. Marx refers to the doubling of
the commodity into commodity and money in the process of value-exchange.
‘It is not simply the exchange process as a mere “social metabolism” that Marx
presents; rather, it is the exchange process as a “social metabolism”, in which –
and this is essential – the products of labour are commodities or money, i.e.
they assume or possess a specific form-determinacy. This corresponds to a
determinate historical form of the sociality of labours’.9Marx’s concern to draw
attention to the decisive aspect of form-determinacy is characteristic not only
of his theory of the commodity and his theory of money, but also of his theory
of the capitalist mode of production on all levels of his exposition. According
to Marx, a shortcoming of previous economic theory formation lies precisely
in the insufficient sensitivity displayed by political economists to the moment
of form-determinacy. Marx expresses the following criticism in the Grundrisse:
‘When it is said that capital “is accumulated (realized) labour (properly, objec-
tified [vergegenständlichte] labour), which serves as the means for new labour
(production)”, then this refers to the simple material of capital, without regard
to the formal character without which it is not capital. This means nothing
more than that capital is – an instrument of production …’.10

The most important German-language study on the understanding of the
object of the critique of political economywas that presented by Helmut Bren-
tel. However, Brentel’s approach is located within a broader scientific context,
which must first be outlined. The context in question is formed by the ‘Frank-
furt’ current of investigation into the understanding of the object and method
of the critique of political economy – a research orientation, which, although
it has yielded results that have occasionally diverged widely with regard to
detail, by and large proceeds on the basis of similar lines of enquiry. Hans-
Georg Backhaus and Helmut Reichelt can be considered early exponents of
this orientation, which played an important part in shaping the research con-
troversies within the German Marx-Gesellschaft; an ‘intermediate’ generation
of researchers is represented by Helmut Brentel and Diethard Behrens; the
‘younger’ generation includes researchers such as Nadja Rakowitz. Common

9 Hoff 2008, p. 91.
10 Marx 1973, p. 257.
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points of reference for these three generations of ‘Frankfurt’ researchers are
the following: firstly, the critical distancing of their interpretation ofMarx from
Marxist-Leninist orthodoxy, and/or from Friedrich Engels’s understanding of
the Marxian critique of political economy; secondly, an insistence on the spe-
cific interconnection between the theory of value and the theory of money in
Marx; thirdly, research into the specific interconnection between the sphere
of simple circulation and capital. In particular, the approach taken by Hans-
Georg Backhaus to research into the specific unity of the theory of value and
the theory ofmoney has exerted an influence far beyond the German-language
discussion; this has also occurred indirectly, through the contributionmade by
the international research project in Sydney and Konstanz referred to above,
whichhas elaborated aBackhaus-inspired approach to the theory of value from
the late 1970s onwards andmade this accessible to an international readership.
More recently, the international ‘OpenMarxism’ project has contributed to the
disseminationwithin the Anglophoneworld of the results of research byHans-
Georg Backhaus and Helmut Reichelt.

Hans-Georg Backhaus andHelmut Reichelt raise the question of the specific
mode of being of the object of economic science. According to these theorists,
economic categories correspond to a ‘reality sui generis’ beyond the duality of
the subjective and the objective. On this view, economic categories are to be
reconstructed as ‘subjective-objective’ forms, or as ‘objective forms of thought’.
Backhaus aims to provide a fundamental theory of the economic object. His
central focus here is not the questions posed by an economics that is under-
stood as a primarily ‘quantitative’ science; rather, he is concerned first and
foremost with essentially ‘qualitative’ problems. According to Backhaus, the
economic science which currently predominates is not sufficiently sensitive to
determinate, specifically qualitative lines of enquiry which would need to be
pursued in the context of an adequate understanding of the object. In connec-
tion with his research into Marx’s understanding of his object, Backhaus also
aims to reconstruct both the conceptual content ofMarx’s concept of critique,11
andMarx’s originalmethod; assessing the history of the development ofMarx’s
oeuvre, Backhausmaintains that, after reaching a certain point in the course of
the elaboration of his critique of political economy, Marx ‘concealed’ this ori-
ginal method, with the result that it became unrecognisable in its specificity.12

11 See Backhaus 2000a and Backhaus 2000b. One of the most significant Frankfurt-based
exegetes of Marx, Alfred Schmidt, drew attention to the centrality of theMarxian concept
of critique during the wave of Capital-reception of the late 1960s (see Schmidt 1968).

12 See Backhaus 1998, and Backhaus and Reichelt 1994. See also two responses to the latter
article: Heinrich 1995a and Sperl 2000.



in-depth analyses 205

The most elaborate approach within the ‘Frankfurt’ reconstruction of the
Marxian understanding of the object was developed in the 1980s by Helmut
Brentel, and culminated in his 1989 monograph.13 According to the latter, one
of the characteristic features of the critique of political economy consists in
the fact that Marx placed the actual object-domain of economic science – i.e.
economic-social objects and forms – at the centre of his investigation. Accord-
ing to Brentel, ‘the decisive critical perspective within Marx’s conception of
the object’ lies ‘in its significance as a theory of form and a theory of fetish’.14
In Brentel’s reading of Marx’s critique of political economy, a form-theory of
labour and value coincides in the work of the Trier-born theorist with a the-
ory of the ‘fetishism’ of economic categories. According to Brentel, theMarxian
understanding of economic-social objectivity has the following thrust: ‘Marx
consistently exhibits economic objectivity – qua the specific form-objectivity
of labour whose socialisation is capitalist – in its character as fetish-objectivity,
as the systematic occultation and veiling of the actual relations of socialisa-
tion’.15 With regard to his reception of the Marxian theory of form, Helmut
Brentel establishes a fundamental distinction between the two dimensions of
the concept of form. The Frankfurt-based interpreter of Marx distinguishes
between ‘Form i’ and ‘Form ii’, setting out the distinction as follows:

Economic objectivity qua ‘value-objectivity’ is social form – the specific
social form of labour – in a twofold sense: as thing and as relation simul-
taneously. In the latter sense (as relation): the relationof equality between
labours is constituted as the specifically social form of the sociality of
labours (Social Form i). In the former sense (as thing): on the one hand,
value itself gains anobjective character and ismanifested as the fetishistic
natural feature of the products of labour in bourgeois society (Form i); on
the other hand, such valuemust attain a formof existence in a value-form,
in the natural form of another commodity as an equivalent form (Social
Form ii).16

Thus, value in turn possesses a form of existence in the shape of a value-form,
which elicits a reference to Form ii. According to Brentel, Marx grasps both
value and the value-form as specifically social forms of social labour. For the
Frankfurt-based interpreter of Marx, all categories of bourgeois economics are

13 See Brentel 1989.
14 Brentel 1989, p. 15.
15 Ibid.
16 Brentel 1989, p. 273.
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to bedeciphered as formsof abstract-universal labour. In sum,HelmutBrentel’s
approachmust be regarded as themost considered attempt hithertowithin the
West German NewMarx-Reading at an explication of the unity of the Marxian
theories of object, form and fetish. It is thus unsurprising that, following the
publication of Brentel’s monograph, there has been a continuing engagement
with the range of problems dealt with by him, with his work constituting a
substantial point of reference for subsequent research in these areas.17

With regard to the Francophone discussion, a comprehensive project within
the new reading of Capital undertaken by the Vietnamese-born researcher,
Trai Han Hac, surely ranks as an important contribution.18 Trai Han Hac’s
study affords an insight into the unity of the Marxian theories of object and
form (and is comparable to Brentel’s work in this regard). In his attempt at
a new or re-reading of Capital, the author develops a differentiated value-
theoretical approach which is informed by a form-theoretical perspective. Trai
HanHacdoesnot graspMarx’s critiqueof political economyasmerely ‘another’
political economy; instead, he emphasises precisely the critical character of the
Marxian project. According to Trai Han Hac, Marx’s critique of the science of
political economy takes critical aim at the latter’s very presuppositions. On
this view, political economy prior to Marx – more precisely, both ‘classical’
and ‘vulgar’ variants – treats economic categories as ‘naturally given’, such
that their existence requires no further explanation. Trai Han Hac regards the
theory formed by political economy as beholden to fetishism. Like Helmut
Brentel, the Vietnamese-born author also establishes a differentiation within
the concept of form: he distinguishes value as form from the form of value.
Thus, according to Trai HanHac,Marx constructed ‘two fundamental concepts
of his problematic’: ‘value as form and the form of value’.19 With regard to
the former, Trai Han Hac cites Capital: ‘Political economy has indeed analysed
value and itsmagnitude, however incompletely, andhas uncovered the content
concealed within these forms. But it has never once asked the question why
this content has assumed that particular form, that is to say, why labour is
expressed in value, and why the measurement of labour by its duration is
expressed in the magnitude of the value of the product’.20 Trai Han Hac is

17 On the reception of Brentel’s path-breaking work, see, among other works, Behrens 1993.
18 See Hac 2003. In 1993, Hac had already published an introduction to Marx together with

Pierre Salama; in this work, Hac was the author of the section on the commodity and
money, which in some regards anticipates his 2003 study (see Salama and Hac 1992,
pp. 7 ff.).

19 Hac 2003, p. 206.
20 Marx 1976a, pp. 173–4.
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concerned with value as the specific form taken by abstract universal social
labour within the capitalist mode of production. With regard to the form of
value, i.e. ‘form’ in the latter sense, Trai Han Hac underscores the significance
of Marx’s value-form analysis. Moreover, the Vietnamese-born interpreter of
Marx points out the fundamental difference between the theory of money
in Marx and Ricardo. According to Trai Han Hac, the latter reduced money
to mere means of circulation. By contrast, the Vietnamese-born writes that
‘[f]orMarx, the critique of political economywill consist in demonstrating that
the capitalist mode of production implies not only the commodity, but also
moneyas thepolar formof commodities’.21 TraiHanHac insists on the ‘strategic
significance’ of the first section of the first volume of Capital for an adequate
understanding of Marx.

Marx’s theory of fetish is of central significance within the context of his
understanding of the object.22 The theory of fetish plays a prominent role
within the German-language reception ofMarx’s critique of political economy;
however, it is no longer a specificity of the German-language discussion that
a great deal of attention is devoted to Marx’s theory of fetish. It has already
been shown above that the interpretation of, and reference to, Marx’s theory
of fetish is of great relevance for, for instance, representatives of the Latin
American discussion who are not (primarily) influenced by Althusser (such as
Enrique Dussel, Bolívar Echeverría and Néstor Kohan). Since the 1990s (and
perhaps earlier), the interpreters of Marx associated with the Greek journal,
Theseis, John Milios* and Dimitri Dimoulis, have engaged extensively with the
fetish problematic; these theorists consider the theory of fetishism to be a
central moment of Marx’s critique of political economy, and one which is to be
assessed positively.23 Dimoulis and Milios strictly oppose the limitation of the
discussion of fetishism to the first chapter of the first volume of Capital. These
authors ascribe a central significance to Marx’s theory of capital-fetishism,
arguing that it cannot be ignored. Dimoulis and Milios charge Althusser with
having fallen foul of a correspondingly foreshortened interpretation – a defect
to be avoided at all costs.24

21 Hac 2003, p. 98.
22 Since it is possible to establish a distinction between fetishism andmystification, it might

be added here thatMarx’s critical theory ofmystification is likewise of central significance
within the context of his understanding of the object.

* John Milios is also known as Yannis/Giannis Milios.
23 See Dimoulis and Milios 2000.
24 See Dimoulis and Milios 2000, pp. 34f. It should be noted that Milios is by no means

generally hostile to Althusser’s interpretation of Marx. Milios endorses Althusser’s thesis
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A decisive factor within the context of Marx’s understanding of the object
is his insistence on the historicity of the capitalist mode of production and
the corresponding economic categories and relations. Marx’s point might be
expanded upon as follows: the particular mode of the socialisation of labours
which predominates within the capitalist mode of production also possesses
a historically specific character. To this particular mode of the socialisation of
labours corresponds the commodity-form of the product of labour. Although
the latter was present in some earlier modes of production, bourgeois society
is the only one inwhich – to express it inMarx’s words – ‘the commodity-form is
the universal form of the product of labour, hence the dominant social relation
is the relation between men as possessors of commodities’.25

The Marxian conception of the historicity of the capitalist mode of produc-
tion thus forms an essential element of his understanding of the object of the
critique of political economy. This is by no means as trivial as it might appear
against the background of the Marx debate, given the traditional emphasis
placed, within the history of the reception of Marx’s work, on the historicity
of the capitalist mode of production. For Marx’s highlighting of the historically
specific character of the capitalist mode of production represents an import-
ant distinguishing criterion vis-à-vis the theory formed by political economists
such as David Ricardo.

The capitalist mode of production is, for Marx, no ‘eternal natural form’ of
social production. In a famous footnote in the ‘chapter on fetish’ of the first
volume of Capital, Marx locates the reason for the theoretical neglect of the
problematic of the value-form by certain economists not only in their focus on
the magnitude of value. The reason lies deeper:

The value-form of the product of labour is the most abstract, but also
the most universal form of the bourgeois mode of production; by that
fact it stamps the bourgeois mode of production as a particular kind of
social production of a historical and transitory character. If then wemake
the mistake of treating it as the eternal natural form of social produc-
tion, we necessarily overlook the specificity of the value-form, and con-
sequently of the commodity-form togetherwith its further developments,
the money form, the capital form, etc.26

of Marx’s radical break with classical political economy; nonetheless, despite the affinity
shown towards Althusser by Milios, the latter stresses that it is important not to overlook
certain theoretical weak points in the work of the French philosopher (see Milios 2007).

25 Marx 1976a, p. 152.
26 Marx 1976a, p. 174.
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A few years previously, in the section on the history of economic thought in
the chapter on the commodity in his A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy, Marx had already criticised Ricardo as follows: ‘Apart from bourgeois
society, the only social system with which Ricardo was acquainted seems to
have been the “parallelograms of Mr. Owen” ’.27 For Marx, Ricardo was ‘trapped
within the bourgeois horizon’. Ricardo regarded ‘the bourgeois form of labour
… as the eternal natural form of social labour’.28 Marx’s critique of political
economy stands absolutely opposed to any such ahistoricism.

Within the context of his fundamental thesis of the two different ‘theoretical
fields’ (that of political economy on the one hand, and that of Marx’s critique
of political economy on the other), Michael Heinrich attempts to demonstrate
that Marx overcomes the ahistoricism of political economy, albeit partially.29
Together with this fundamental thesis, Heinrich also provided a contribution
in the 1990s to the interpretation of Marx’s understanding of the object of cri-
tique; this contributionwas connected toHeinrich’s reception and redefinition
of Althusser’s concept of ‘theoretical field’. In Heinrich’s reading ofMarx, a fun-
damental significance is accorded to a (supposedly) essential feature of Marx’s
theory, namely its overcoming of individualism, anthropologism, ahistoricism,
and – through an epistemological critique – empiricism. According to Hein-
rich, both classical economics and the vulgar economics so castigated byMarx
share a common ‘theoretical field’ – i.e. they share determinate foundational
conceptions (which form the presuppositions to their actual discourses) with
regard to their object and the possibilities of reproducing the latter theoretic-
ally. ForHeinrich, the constitutivemoments of this ‘theoretical field’ of political
economy are thus ahistoricism (whereby the capitalist mode of production is
conceived of as the eternal natural form of social production); anthropologism
(whereby the assumption of a fixed ‘human essence’ forms a point of refer-
ence for formation of theory); individualism (whereby it appears that individu-
als immediately constitute the social interrelation); and empiricism (whereby
the social interrelation appears to be immediately transparent, with ‘essence’
and ‘manifestation’ directly coinciding).30 Incidentally, it should be noted that

27 Marx 1987b, p. 300.
28 Ibid.
29 See Heinrich 1999a, p. 82 and p. 310.
30 For Marx, to take account of the difference between essence and manifestation is of

decisive importance: in the third volume of Capital, he writes that ‘all science would be
superfluous if the form of appearance of things directly coincided with their essence’
(Marx 1981a, p. 956). In a letter written to his friend, Ludwig Kugelmann, in 1868, Marx
makes the critical observation that ‘[t]he vulgar economist thinks he has made a great
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Heinrich’s thesis of the common ‘theoretical field’ sharedby classical andvulgar
economics by no means implies that he levels out all the differences between
them.

Heinrich argues that for his part, Marx broke with this ‘theoretical field’ –
successfully, on thewhole, although not entirely. Yet, onHeinrich’s assessment,
Marx did not possess an adequate conception of the ‘theoretical field’ that
he had overcome, nor did he completely grasp the status of his own (scien-
tifically revolutionary) theory. On Heinrich’s view, these circumstances led to
ambivalences in Marx’s theory. To gloss Heinrich’s approach: the break with
the ‘theoretical field’ of political economy can be grasped as the core concep-
tual content of Marx’s ‘scientific revolution’. A decisive factor here is the way
in which Heinrich construes the concept of scientific revolution: ‘by scientific
revolution, what is understood is not merely the transition to a new paradigm,
but only to such a paradigm that has broken with the theoretical field of previ-
ous paradigms’. This implies that it is by nomeans sufficient, in order to qualify
as a scientific revolution, that new questions are posed; rather, ‘this science’s
concept of the object, its concept of reality, and also, in connection with this,
the concept of science itself must have been transformed’.31 It would seem – on
the basis of Heinrich’s arguments – that the theoretical difference between the
classical economists and Karl Marx ought to be assessed as being even greater,
and more fundamental, than Marx himself believed.

According to Heinrich, the classical economists – in contrast to Marx – do
not have within their scope the non-empirical level of theory necessary for a
sufficient theoretical penetration of the object of political economy. However,
interpretations have also been put forward which at least tend to run counter
to Heinrich’s view that Ricardo was not able to marshal a non-empirical level
of theory. Thus the Czechoslovak philosopher and Marx-researcher, Jindřich
Zelený, offered the interpretation in the 1960s that ‘in Ricardo’s analysis of
capitalism there is an implied conception of the scientific mode of explana-
tion’ which is characterised by, among other things, the moment of distinction
betweenessence and the empirical surface.32 The circumstance that the corres-
ponding problematic has not been discussed as intensively asmight have been
hoped within the German-language interpretation of Marx can be attributed

discovery when, faced with the disclosure of the intrinsic interconnection, he insists
that things look different in appearance. In fact, he prides himself in his clinging to
appearances and believing them to be the ultimate. Why then have science at all?’ (Marx
1988b, p. 69).

31 Heinrich 1999a, p. 25.
32 See Zelený 1980, p. 10 [translation modified – n.g.].
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to the scarcely comprehensible reluctance on the part of many of those with
an interest in Marx to engage in detail with Ricardo’smagnum opus, Principles
of Political Economy and Taxation.33

A further dimension of Michael Heinrich’s interpretation of Marx’s under-
standing of the object relates to the moment of the high level of abstraction
in Marx’s exposition of the capitalist mode of production. According to Hein-
rich, the three volumes ofCapital are to be characterised as an exposition of the
capitalist mode of production ‘in its ideal average’. This implies that the object-
domain referred to byMarx is considerably restricted.OnHeinrich’s view,Marx
is concerned with

that which makes capitalism what it is. If we can talk of there being
capitalism both in nineteenth century England and in Germany at the
beginning of the twenty-first century, then there must be something in
common in these two cases which allows us to use this concept. Marx’s
exposition is oriented towards precisely this commonality which is to be
found in each and every developed capitalism.34

Heinrich maintains that it is precisely owing to the high level of abstraction in
Marx’s exposition that the latter is by no means restricted to the relations of
the nineteenth century. On this view, the object thematised by Marx is by no
means obsolete.

1.2 A Survey of the International Debate onMarx’s Theory of Value, with
a Particular Focus on the Analysis of the Value-Form

It goes without saying that it is impossible within the present framework even
to begin to delineate the international debate on Marx’s theory of value in its
entirety, least of all with regard to the various interpretations of Marx’s value-
form analysis – these being legion. Marx’s value-form analysis represents a
central focus for a large proportion of international research into the critique
of political economy. Accordingly, the following expositionmerely highlights a
few particularly prominent approaches to the interpretation of Marx’s theory
of value and his theory of the value-form that have emerged in recent decades.

First, however, it is necessary to return once again to Marx himself, in order
to indicate the theoretical point of reference of the debate. The history of the
origins of Marx’s critique of political economy shows that he by no means

33 I would exempt Michael Heinrich from this charge.
34 Heinrich 2008, p. 17.
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planned a separate analysis of the value-form – such as the one given in Capital
(in its various versions in the different editions) – from the outset. The value-
form analysis inCapital is to be understood as the result of a protracted process
of self-clarification and elaboration with regard to the theory of value and the
theory of money. The Grundrisse der Kritik der politischen Ökonomie of 1857–8
begins with an extensive critique of Proudhonism.35 Although Marx’s critical
engagement here is not with Pierre-Joseph Proudhon himself, but rather with
a follower of the latter, Alfred Darimon, it is clear that the thrust of the critique
is aimed at Proudhonism. From the Grundrisse onwards, Marx was increas-
ingly concerned to develop an adequate understanding of the specific interre-
lation between the commodity, value and money. Accordingly, Marx was able
to hone his critique of Proudhon in A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy as follows: ‘it was left to M. Proudhon and his school to declare ser-
iously that the degradation of money and the exaltation of commodities was
the essence of socialism and thereby to reduce socialism to an elementarymis-
understanding of the inevitable correlation existing between commodities and
money’.36 Marx first expounded his theory of money in a truly comprehensive
way towards the end of the 1850s, firstly in the Grundrisse and in the Urtext,
and subsequently in a more elaborated form in A Contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy. In the latter work, Marx grasps money as the immediate
materialisation* of universal labour time – i.e. of abstract universal labour as
the substance of the value of the commodity. In contrast toMarx, neither Smith
norRicardohadmanaged toprovide an adequate investigation into, and expos-
ition of, the internal, necessary interconnection between the commodity, value
and money. For Marx, the specific unity of the theory of value and the theory
of money was of the greatest significance.

Although Marx was able to overcome the deficiencies within the theory of
money of classical political economy in the Grundrisse, he was by no means
completely satisfied with his exposition of the theory of money here. Further-
more, the path from the Grundrisse to A Contribution to the Critique of Polit-
ical Economy certainly did not present itself as a simple one for Marx. Having
broken off an intermediate draft, the so-called Urtext, Marx decided to restrict
the scope of his work initially to the theory of the commodity, the theory of

35 On the Grundrisse and its reception, see Stützle 2008.
36 Marx 1987b, p. 323.
* TheGerman term employed byMarx in this context is ‘Materiatur’, a termwhich occurs in

Hegel.WhenusedbyMarx in his appendix to the first edition of the first volumeofCapital,
‘TheValue-Form’, it is translated byMikeRoth andWal Suchting as ‘material expression(s)’
(see Marx 1994, p. 28).
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value and the theory of money. The final version appeared in the early sum-
mer of 1859 under the title of AContribution to the Critique of Political Economy.
Here, in his first systematic exposition of the critique of political economy to
be published, Marx ventures to address a complex of themes which he himself
described as ‘the most difficult because most abstract part of political eco-
nomy’.37

In A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, Marx first considers
the initial category, the commodity, in its two opposing dimensions, i.e. use-
value and exchange-value, and undertakes an analysis of these two opposing
determinations. In addition, he analyses the two opposing determinations
of labour, and identifies the labour objectified in exchange-value as abstract
universal, or equal, social labour, whereas the labour objectified in use-values
is a concrete, particular activity.38 At a later point in the text, Marx segues into
the exchange process:

So far two aspects of the commodity – use-value and exchange-value –
have been examined, but each one separately. The commodity, however,
is the direct unity of use-value and exchange-value, and at the same time
it is a commodity only in relation to other commodities. The exchange
process of commodities is the real relation that exists between them.39

Marx states that it is within this process that commodities must be realised,
both with regard to their use-value dimension and in their capacity as ex-
change-values. Marx further argues that ‘they must assume a new determinate
form, they must evolve money, so as to be able to confront one another as
exchange-values’.40

Marx thus develops a monetary theory of value, a specific unity of the
theory of value and the theory of money. Subsequently in his 1859 text, he
states that ‘[t]he principal difficulty in the analysis of money is surmounted as
soon as it is understood that the commodity is the origin of money’.41 If the
various excursuses on the history of economic thought in A Contribution to

37 Marx 1983b, p. 377.
38 It should be borne in mind that in A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy,

Marx had not yet established the precise terminological distinction between value and
exchange-value (with the latter as the form of manifestation of the former) that he would
subsequently apply in Capital.

39 Marx 1987b, p. 282.
40 Marx 1987b, p. 289.
41 Marx 1987b, p. 303.
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the Critique of Political Economy are disregarded, the development of money
and the exchange process from the structure of the commodity is followed
directly by the exposition of the functions of money. A Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy comes to an end before the subsequent categorial
transition – i.e. the transformation of money into capital. The corresponding
continuation of the text published in 1859 is to be found at the beginning of the
1861–63 Manuscripts. During his work on these manuscripts, Marx arrived at a
new understanding of his theory of value through his critical engagement with
Ricardo and Bailey, among others.

In Theories of Surplus-Value, Marx adopts a critical stance towards Ricardo’s
economic theory. Marx charges Ricardo with failing to investigate the specific
determination of the labourwhich presents itself in exchange-value or in value:
‘Ricardo does not investigate the character of this labour. He thus fails to grasp
the interconnection between this labour and money, and fails to understand
that it must present itself in money’.42 As a consequence, the interconnec-
tion (which, it might be added, is a specifically necessary one) between the
determination of value through labour time and the fact that ‘commodities
must necessarily proceed to the formation of money’ escapes Ricardo. Marx
adds the following comment: ‘Hence his erroneous theory of money’.43 Later
in this same text, Marx makes the following critical observation of Ricardo:
‘[t]herefore he has not understood the interconnection between the forma-
tion of money and the essence of value – i.e. between the formation of money
and the determination of value by labour-time’.44 It might be added here that
in Capital, Marx grasps money qua extrinsic measure of value as the neces-
sary form of manifestation of the immanent measure of value of commodities,
namely of abstract labour. Throughhis demonstration of the specific, necessary
interconnection between, on the one hand, the substance of value – abstract
labour – or value itself, and, on the other, the universal equivalent or money,
Marx was able to go beyond the horizon of classical economics in terms of the
theory of value and the theory of money. Value-form analysis thus has a key
function within this context.

During the course of the 1860s, Marx thus further deepened his research
into the theory of value/the theory of money, even though he had already
published his theory of value/his theory of money at the level of abstraction
of simple circulation in A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy.

42 Marx 1989b, pp. 389–90 [translation modified – n.g.].
43 Ibid [translation modified – n.g.].
44 Marx 1989b, p. 324 [translation modified – n.g.].
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Following the appearance of the latter work, however, it became clear to Marx
that this already published version of his theory of value could not be the final
one. On 13 October 1866, he wrote a letter to Ludwig Kugelmann in which he
revealed his thinking with regard to the opening section of the first volume of
Capital:

It was, in my opinion, necessary to begin again ab ovo in the first book,
i.e., to summarise the book ofmine published byDuncker [AContribution
to the Critique of Political Economy] in one chapter on commodities and
money. I judged this to be necessary, not merely for the sake of complete-
ness, but because even intelligent people did not properly understand the
question, in otherwords, theremust havebeendefects in the first present-
ation, especially in the analysis of commodities.45

This illustrates that Marx was in retrospect not completely satisfied with the
corresponding exposition in AContribution to the Critique of Political Economy.
In order to do justice to his own high standards, he was obliged to publish a
new version of his analysis of the commodity.

The first edition of the first volume of Capital appeared in 1867 with two dif-
ferent sections of the text devoted to the analysis of the value-form. The first
analysis of the value-form formed part of the main text; the second analysis,
which represented a popularised version – and one which had been modified
in terms of its content – was included as an appendix.46 However, the further
elaboration and revision of the analysis of the value-form in Capital which
Marx subsequently undertook in the early 1870s represent clear evidence that
Marx’s endeavours to improve his exposition and efforts at self-clarification –
as becomes apparent from the manuscript entitled Ergänzungen und Verän-
derungen zum ersten Band des ‘Kapitals’* which Marx wrote between the end
of 1871 and the beginning of 1872 – had by no means been concluded with the
two versions of the analysis of the value-form published in the first edition of
Capital in 1867 (in the main text and in the appendix).47

45 Marx 1987c, p. 327 (emphasis in the original).
46 In an 1867 letter toEngels,Marx states the following: ‘1. I havewritten anappendix inwhich

I set out the same subject again as simply and asmuch in themanner of a school text-book
as possible, and 2. I have divided each successive proposition into paras. etc., each with its
own heading, as you advised. In the Preface I then tell the “non-dialectical” reader to skip
page x–y and instead read the appendix’ (Marx 1987d, p. 384).

* [‘Additions and Alterations to the First Volume of Capital’].
47 On the various editions of Capital, see Marxhausen 2008.
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At this point, the Marx-interpretation of the Australian, Anitra Nelson, can
be critically interrogated. With regard to the analysis of the value-form, the
latter author comments that the changes undertaken by Marx from one edi-
tion to the next principally relate to stylistic questions and clarifications, etc.,
rather than to substantial revisions of content.48 Yet an adequate reception of
Marx’s various versions – i.e. the first edition of the first volume of Capital,
published in mega2, Volume ii/5 (the analysis of the value-form in the main
text, and the one contained in the appendix); the second edition, published in
mega2, Volume ii/6; and the important revisionsmanuscript of 1871/2 – would
demonstrate the unsustainability of Nelson’s assessment, as would a careful
engagement with German-language research in this area. Within this context,
it suffices – in order to substantiate a critical objection to Nelson – to refer to
one significant revision in termsof the content of the analysis of the value-form,
namely the replacement of Form iv (including its inversion) in the first edition
of the first volume of Capital by themoney-form in the second edition (indeed,
this revision is already present in the 1867 appendix).49

Located at the core of Marx’s theory of value is in particular the specific
interconnection between the substance of value, value and the value-form.
‘What was decisively important, however, was to discover the intrinsic, neces-
sary interconnection between value-form, value-substance, and themagnitude
of value; i.e., expressed ideally, to prove that the value-form arises out of the
value-concept’.50Marxwas able to correctly grasp the substance of value aswell
as the value-form. It is against this background that Marx’s verdict in the ‘Mar-
ginal Notes on Adolph Wagner’s Lehrbuch der politischer Oekonomie’ is to be
assessed; here, Marx’s interpretation is that Ricardo had ‘neither examined nor
grasped the substance of value’.51 A reference was made above to the assess-
ment given by Marx in the section on fetish of the chapter on the commod-
ity in the first volume of Capital, according to which Smith and Ricardo had
neglected the problematic of the value-form. The fact that Marx went beyond
Ricardo in his theory of the substance of value as well as in his theory of the
value-form is of decisive significance. The specific interconnection between

48 See Nelson 1999, p. 161.
49 However, both versions of the analysis of the value-form in the 1867 edition of Capital (i.e.

in the main text and in the appendix) have also been published in English in an edition
to which Nelson refers (see Marx 1976c). The appendix to the 1867 first edition of Capital
on the value-form analysis was also published in English translation in the Capital&Class
journal: see Marx 1978a.

50 Marx 1976c, p. 34 [translation modified – n.g.].
51 Marx 1989d, p. 552.
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the substance of value and value-form in Marx must be considered an import-
ant point of reference for an adequate interpretation of the Marxian theory of
value.

Since the interpretation of Marx’s analysis of the value-form represents a
thematic domain that has been subject to intensive engagement within inter-
national research, it is only possible here, as has already been indicated, to
go into a small proportion of the developments within this research. Japan-
ese research has proven particularly active within this thematic field. Here, a
Japanese approach from the 1980s will be considered in detail; first, however, it
is necessary to survey the prehistory of the recent debates – a prehistory which
reaches back at least to the late 1940s and the 1950s.

A few short years after the Second World War, Kōzō Uno presented a value-
form analysis which both drew on, and deviated from, the Marxian one; Uno’s
analysis was widely received in Japan, and has also since been registered in
the Anglo-Saxon sphere. Uno’s conception of value-form analysis in Principles
of Political Economy diverges from Marx to the extent that, in contrast to the
latter, he is not concerned to establish a systematic separation between the
analysis of the value-form and the behaviour of commodity owners in the
sense of a distinction between two different levels of the exposition (for Marx,
by contrast, the behaviour of commodity owners constitutes an element of
the exposition of the exchange process). In his exposition, Uno systematically
treats commodity owners as an element of the value-form analysis.

If linen finds itself at the pole of relative form of value, with the coat at the
opposite pole of the equivalent form, this implies the following for Uno:

Of course, this value expression is a subjective evaluation on the part of
the linen-owner; it has nothing to do with a similar value expression of
the owner of the coat. In the former expression, the coat is nothing more
than a value-reflecting object in the mind of the linen-owner. Because of
this expression, however, the use-value of the coat, no matter what the
subjective evaluation of its owner turns out to be, already embodies the
value of linen. In other words, the owner of the coat can at any moment
obtain twenty yards of linen for his coat, if he so desires. He is placed in
the position, without so asking, of being able to purchase twenty yards of
linen with his coat at a moment’s notice, whereas the linen-owner who
actually desires the coat and is willing to pay for it with linen is in no
position actively to realise the exchange.52

52 Uno 1980, p. 6.
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It is apparent that commodity owners are accorded a different significance
inMarx’s and Uno’s respective analyses of the value-form. Marx systematically
abstracts from commodity owners and from their actions in his analysis of the
value-form, and indeed onlymentions themon a few isolated occasionswithin
this context, for example in certain passages with an explanatory character in
his popularising appendix to the first editionofCapital.53 Theopposite is trueof
Uno’s value-form analysis, in which commodity owners play a systematic role.
This is particularly true of the commodity owner whose commodity finds itself
at the pole of the relative form of value. Accordingly, there is no counterpart in
Principles of Political Economy to the (more or less strict) Marxian separation –
in the sense of a distinction between twodifferent levels – between the analysis
of the value-form and the behaviour of commodity owners.

The British interpreter of Capital, Christopher Arthur, offers the following
criticism of Kōzō Uno’s value-form theory (which in fact represents a rework-
ing of the Marxian analysis of the value-form): ‘Whereas Uno interprets the
forms of value in the context of the process of exchange, I argue that we must
entirely abstract fromowners and their proposals in deriving the forms of value
at the level of abstraction of Marx’s first chapter: the standpoint of the own-
ers is appropriate only when the real process of exchange is to be concretely
addressed as it is in his second chapter’.54 Arthur’s criticism against Uno, that
the analysis of the value-form ought to abstract from commodity owners, is not
new, however. The same criticism was levelled against Uno within the Japan-
ese discussion shortly after the Second World War by Samezō Kuruma (incid-
entally, no mention of Kuruma is made by Arthur). The differing conceptions
represented by Kōzō Uno and Samezō Kuruma with regard to value-form the-
ory formed the foundation of one of the most important controversies around
Marx-inspired value theory in postwar Japan.

In my opinion, the decisive point here is not that Uno delivers a misinter-
pretation of Marx; it is well known that Uno aspired to provide more than a
mere interpretation of Marx in his Principles of Political Economy. Uno’s inten-
tion, as an independent theorist, was to provide an exposition of the ‘matter
itself ’ by drawing on Marx’s approach, but correcting the (alleged) deficien-
cies of the latter. In his exposition of the ‘matter itself ’, Uno thus diverges from
Marx. The systematic reference to commodity owners constitutes an element
of Marx’s exposition of the exchange process. It strikes me as questionable
whether a convincing argument can be found that Marx’s far-reaching separa-

53 See Marx 1994, pp. 13, 21–2, and 27.
54 Arthur 2006a, p. 33.
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tion in his exposition – a separation between the analysis of the value-form on
the one hand, and the analysis of the behaviour of commodity owners on the
other – should be abandoned, as is done by Uno. In any case, the value-form
can certainly be analysed without systematic reference to commodity own-
ers; by contrast, such systematic reference is necessary in the exposition of the
exchange process.

Through the treatment of value-form theory and the theory of the exchange
process on two different levels, the exposition in Capital appears as clearly
structured. It is also Michael Heinrich’s reading that the form-analysis and the
exposition of the exchange process (with the latter encompassing the exposi-
tion of the actions of commodity owners) are located on two different levels in
Marx’s theory. Heinrich is ultimately critical in his assessment of Marx’s inser-
tion of themoney-form into the analysis of the value-form inCapital (a revision
which first occurs in the popularised appendix to the first edition of 1867 and is
maintained thereafter), since the strict separation between these two levels of
exposition can no longer bemaintained in this altered theoretical context.55 In
this new context, according to Heinrich, Marx’s argument refers to the actions
of commodity owners and abandons the purely form-analytic level. Yet this
scenario must still be sharply distinguished from Uno’s approach to the ana-
lysis of the value-form, inwhich commodity owners play a systematic role from
the simple, isolated or accidental form of value onwards.

In the first edition of Capital, Marx frames his transition to the exposition of
the exchange process as follows:

The commodity is immediate unity of use-value and exchange-value, thus
of two opposed entities. Thus it is an immediate contradiction. This con-
tradictionmust developas soonas the commodity is no longer considered
as hitherto in an analytic manner (at one time from the viewpoint of use-
value and at another from the viewpoint of exchange-value) but is, as a
whole, really related to other commodities. The real relating of commod-
ities to one another, however, is their process of exchange.56

Here, Marxmakes it clear that the following exposition will take place at a new
level.

However, to return to the Japanese discussion: with regard to the interpret-
ation of the opening section of the first volume of Capital, it should be borne

55 See Heinrich 1999a, pp. 227f.
56 Marx 1976c, p. 40 [translation modified – n.g.].
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in mind that the strict differentiation between Marx’s value-form analysis and
his exposition of the exchange process has played an important role not only in
the German-language or Italian discussions (in the interpretations of Michael
Heinrich, Dieter Wolf and Roberto Fineschi, among others), but also in parts
of the Japanese discussion itself. Thus, the strict differentiation between these
two levels of Marx’s exposition was absolutely fundamental to Samezō Kur-
uma’s reconstruction of Marx’s theory of money.

The Japanese discussion – both within and beyond the Uno School – has
yielded numerous research contributions on the set of problems associated
with the theory of value and of money. In the mid-1980s, Masao Oguro de-
scribed the intensive research activity in his native country as follows: ‘In
Japan, the analysis of the value-form has very frequently been the focus of
discussion – particularly following the Second World War. Over 200 books or
articles have been written on this topic alone. Over the last ten years or so,
this problem has once again been discussed intensively, which has served to
deepen the understanding of the analysis of the value-form in Japan’.57 The
specifically qualitative conceptual content of Marx’s value-form analysis was
also registered at an early stage in the Japanese discussion.

The specifically qualitative problematic of the value-form analysis was also
a focus of research undertaken by Samezō Kuruma.58 The latter’s interpreta-
tion of Marx’s value-form analysis and exposition of the exchange process – an
interpretation which he set out in a book published in 1957 – exerted a great
influence on the Japanese discussion of the first two chapters of Capital (as
per the second edition of 1872/3), but remained virtually unknown in Germany
(and especially in the Western part of the country). In his interpretation, Kur-
umawas concernedwith the interconnection between the value-formanalysis,
the exposition of commodity fetishism and the exposition of the exchange pro-
cess. A student of Kuruma, Teinosuke Otani, writes that Kuruma had come to
the conclusion that ‘Marx himself had briefly but clearly indicated both the
content and the structure of the theory of the formation of money in Capital’59
with the following proposition: ‘[t]he difficulty lies not in comprehending that

57 Oguro 1986, p. 24.
58 Kuruma was, for a time, Director of the Ohara Institute for Social Research. In addition,

along with other researchers (including Teinosuke Otani) he was editor of an important
resource for researchers, namely a Marx Lexicon, in which for each given thematic com-
plex, the corresponding important passages fromMarx’s texts are compiled (see Kuruma
1977). Teinosuke Otani and Iichiro Sekine emphasise Kuruma’s critical stance vis-à-vis
Kōzō Uno (see Otani and Sekine 1987, pp. 248f.).

59 Otani 1989, p. 177.
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money is a commodity, but in discovering how, why and bywhatmeans a com-
modity becomes money’.60 According to Kuruma, the ‘how, why and by what
means’ in the latter part of the proposition corresponds to the respective sec-
tions ofMarx’s text, in the following sequence: ‘Marx analyzes thehowofmoney
in the theory of the value-form and the why of money in the theory of the
fetish-character, whereas in the theory of the exchange process he examines
the question of through what’.61 The early intensive engagement by Japanese
researchers with the problematic of the value-form can serve as an exemplary
demonstration of the extent towhich the JapaneseMarx discussion of the post-
war period was further advanced than the corresponding West German Marx
debate at that time. Within the latter debate, it would take until the mid- or
late 1960s for an adequate sensitivity to be developed towards central qualitat-
ive aspects of the value-form problematic.

A more recent approach to research is that taken by Hachiro Masaki.62 In
the mid-1980s, Masaki presented the results of a lengthy research process, in
which he interpreted Marx’s theory of the value-form as being characterised
by the configuration of two mutually exclusive logical procedures. According
to Masaki, the widespread interpretation of Marx’s value-form analysis con-
sists in identifying its essential themes as being, on the one hand, the analysis
of the structure of the value-form, and on the other, the tracing of the devel-
opment of the value-form. In this interpretation, onMasaki’s view, the concept
of value is simply presupposed. According to the Japanese researcher, ‘under
the presupposition of the concept of value as a pre-established given …, a logic
which stands in contradiction with itself is continually applied to the mat-
ter in hand, and ever more adequate forms of expression for the concept of
value can be put forward, one after the other’.63 Masaki argues that a concep-
tion is thus represented according to which the development of the value-form
resolves into the development of the contradiction between the concept of
value and its form of existence. Yet – it might be added, to pursueMasaki’s line
of thought – this would be to misappropriate or overlook a decisive dimension
of the conceptual content of the value-form analysis. According toMasaki, it is
constitutive forMarx’s value-form theory that twomutually exclusivemethod-
ological approaches exist alongside one another. On the one hand, within the
framework of an analytic-genetic logic (Masaki himself concedes that this term

60 Marx 1976a, p. 186.
61 Kuruma 2008, pp. 65f. For a general treatment of Kuruma, but also of his controversy with

Kōzō Uno, see Schauerte 2007.
62 See Masaki 1986.
63 Masaki 1986, p. 28.
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is not entirely appropriate) the concept of value, of substance, is presupposed
as a pre-established given.Within the context of this logic, the value-form ana-
lysis is concerned with forms of manifestation as opposed to the constitution
of that which is already presupposed – i.e. the substance of value. The start-
ing point here, according to Masaki, consists in a substantially grounded rela-
tion of equality. The Japanese theorist argues that Marx proceeds differently,
however, within the context of his ‘logic of the language of commodities’, in
which linen, as subject, relates itself to the coat. Masaki maintains that Marx’s
corresponding argumentation stands ‘diametrically opposed to the standpoint
which presupposes the concept of value and the substance of value as given in
their abstractness and sociality, and then sets about tracing the development
of their phenomenal forms’.64 The constitution of that which is presupposed as
given in analytic-genetic logic is thematised within the ‘logic of the language
of commodities’. By this, Masaki means that the linen which finds itself in the
relative form of value first becomes a commodity in its relation to the equi-
valent, i.e. to the coat – ‘value emerges simultaneously with the separation
of value from the natural form’.65 Masaki argues that in the ‘logic of the lan-
guage of commodities’, passive commodities are no longer equated; instead, it
is the commodity finding itself in the relative form of value which itself, qua
subject, posits the relationship of equality. Masaki seems to be of the opinion
that within the context of the analytic-genetic method, the distinction cannot
adequately bemaintained between the roles played by two commodities facing
each other at opposite poles of the value expression – i.e. in which one com-
modity is to be found at the pole of the relative form of value, and the other at
that of the equivalent form. Why – on Masaki’s view – is the combination of
these two mutually alien logics within Marx’s value-form analysis necessary?
In the exchange relation,

a qualitative equalisation or abstraction occurs as the presupposition of
exchange. However, the foundation of this equalisation cannot be posited
through the logic of the ‘language of commodities’ itself. Although this
logic involves the operation of an abstraction from the given properties of
the commodity, this operation does not extend to the necessary selection
of labour from these properties in order to highlight it (labour) as the
substantial foundation of the value relation.

64 Masaki 1986, p. 29.
65 Masaki 1986, p. 36.
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Thus, according to Masaki, Marx chose a mode of exposition in which a
decisive role is, of necessity, not accorded to the ‘logic of the language of com-
modities’ alone – i.e. not without the latter being combined with a different
kind of logic. ‘Marx had first – and this is obviously incompatible with the
logic of the “language of commodities” – to exhibit the substantially groun-
ded “relation of equality” … and then, following the logic of the “language of
commodities”, to investigate the structure of the expression of value, or abstrac-
tion through the value relation as a qualitative equalisation’.66 ForMasaki, then,
this substantial foundation cannot be arrived at within the context of the ‘logic
of the language of commodities’, but once it has been presupposed (and this
occurs through the combination with the other, alienmethod), the substantial
foundation can also be adequately abstracted within the ‘logic of the language
of commodities’.

In the 1980s, probably the most significant exponent of the Frankfurt value-
form theory discourse initiated in the 1960s by Hans-Georg Backhaus was
Helmut Brentel, whose basic premise was that Marx had elaborated a criti-
cismof pre-monetary approaches to the theory of valuewithin the course of his
exposition.67 According to Brentel, Marx’s analysis of the value-form sets itself
various tasks. In Brentel’s interpretation of Marx’s value-form theory, a charac-
teristic feature of the latter consists in its unambiguous directional orientation
(although this aspect of Marx’s theory had already been emphasised by other
authors before Brentel). The Frankfurt-based interpreter ofMarx considers par-
ticularly important a theory of the constitution of value which, he argues, is
implied by the theory of the value-form. According to Brentel, the equalisation
of the labours contained in commodities as abstract universal and equal social
labours occurs within the commodity relation. Brentel writes that the crucial
point of Marx’s theory of the constitution of value consists in his assertion of
the ‘positedness of value and exchange-value, of the substance of value and the
value-form, in each other and as one, within the actual commodity relation’.68
Form and substance are located within a co-originary relationship of positing.
At the same time, Brentel discovers withinMarx’s analysis of the value-form an
engagement with the aporias of merely ‘simple’ forms of value. ‘Whereas the
“simple” forms of value ultimately could not issue in a truly universal expres-
sion of value, and thus in a true constitution of value (the putative abstract-
universal labour only ever being posited merely aporetically), it is … only with

66 Masaki 1986, p. 32.
67 See Brentel 1989, p. 307.
68 Brentel 1989, p. 311.
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the universal equivalent form … that the level of the actuality* of the value-
form is reached’.69 The value-form first corresponds to the concept of value in
the shape of the universal form of value. Brentel’s interpretation coincides with
Marx’s theory here.70 With regard to the theory of value, Brentel thus proves in
a certain sense to be a successor to Hans-Georg Backhaus, who had interpreted
Marx’s theory of value as a critique of pre-monetary theories of value.

Parallel to the investigation of Marx’s theory of value and of money, a ques-
tion posed within international research pertains to the assessment of Fried-
rich Engels’s reception of this theory. Although the ‘problem of the beginning’
in Marx’s exposition by no means represents the only thematic area in rela-
tion to which a close scrutiny of Engels’s engagement with Marx’s critique of
political economy is advisable,71 particular attention has been paid to Engels’s
reception of Marx’s theory of the commodity and of money within German,
Japanese, Latin American and Anglo-Saxon research. This question has been
discussed above all against the background of the following problematic: did
Engels’s ‘historical’ or ‘logico-historical’ interpretationofMarx’smethod and, in
particular, his reading of the beginning of Capital as the exposition of a histor-
ical, pre-capitalist ‘simple commodity production’ do justice to Marx’s theory?

In the 1970s,Heinz-DieterKittsteiner andHans-GeorgBackhaus, amongoth-
ers, had already addressed the aporias or deficiencies within Engels’s reception
of Marx’s critique of political economy; Backhaus reprised his central ideas
on this score together with Helmut Reichelt in 1994; Christopher Arthur sub-
sequently expressed criticisms of Engels’s view of Marx’s critique of political
economy in a contribution (published in 1996) marking the centenary of the
former’s death in 1895.72 Arthur’s critical engagement with Engels’s reception
ofMarx’s critique of political economy relies principally on the former’s review

* [Wirklichkeit] – also translatable as ‘reality’.
69 Brentel 1989, p. 318.
70 ‘Only through this universal character does the value-form correspond to the concept of

value’ (Marx 1994, p. 28 [translation modified – n.g.]).
71 On Engels’s view of the third volume of Capital, which Marx left unfinished, and which

the former was to edit on Marx’s request, see Vollgraf 2006. Michael Krätke counters the
view that Engels ‘adulterated’ Capital (see Krätke 2006a). A critical response to Krätke’s
essay is provided by Ingo Elbe (see Elbe 2007).

72 See Arthur 1996. It should be borne in mind that there is also a tradition in the Anglo-
Saxon world in which theoretical differences between Marx and Engels are emphasised
or demonstrated. Works by Norman Levine can be cited within this context (see Levine
1975, Levine 1984 and Levine 2006–8); it should be noted, however, that Arthur critically
distances himself from Levine.
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of A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy and on his preface and
postface to the third volume of Capital. It is well known that the first of these
texts by Engels is of decisive significance with regard to the conception corres-
ponding to the so-called logico-historical reading of Marx’s critique of political
economy, whereas Engels’s preface and postface to the third volume of Capital
has the same status in connection with the conception of ‘simple commodity
production’.73 Arthur correctly rejects Engels’s interpretation that Marx’s focus
in the opening chapters of the first volume of Capital is on a historical, pre-
capitalist ‘simple commodity production’: ‘[t]he truth is that Marx never used
the term “simple commodity production” in his life’.74 Arthur remarks upon the
influence exerted on the history of the reception of Marx by the interpreta-
tion deriving fromEngels as follows: ‘Generations of students have been taught
Marxist economics on the basis of a distinction between capitalist production
and “simple commodity production”. Yet this approach descends from Engels,
not Marx’.75 The British interpreter of Marx also comments on the problem of
the law of value. Of relevance for Arthur in this context is not merely the tex-
tual argument that Marx’s object is, from the beginning of his exposition, the
capitalist mode of production; he also introduces another dimension, namely
the thesis that no law of value in the Marxian sense can be held to prevail
within ‘simple commodity production’: ‘The law of value is not something lying
at an origin, whether logical or historical; it is something that comes to be in
the capitalist totality’.76 According to Arthur, the starting point of Capital is to
be understood as an ‘immature’, abstract moment of a complex totality: ‘The
expositionhas to remedy the insufficiency of the starting point by showinghow
value, in its complete, finished form, does make good the promise of a law of
value, by grounding it in the developed value forms – first money, then capital,
thenproductive labour, finally circulation and accumulation of capital’.77 There

73 An enigma within research on Marx consists in the following: why did Marx do nothing
to prevent Engels’s review (which, according to much research, fails to give an accurate
representation of Marx’s method) being published, even though Das Volk (i.e. the organ
in which the review appeared) was ‘effectively edited by Marx’ at that time (Marx 1980,
p. 403). Alexander Malysch, a Soviet Marx-Engels researcher, at one time speculated
whether Marx might even have asked Engels to ‘place special emphasis on the problem
of the relation between the logical and the historical in economic research’ (Malysch
1971, p. 58). The editors of mega2, Volume ii/2, published in 1980, even proceed on the
assumption that ‘Marx edited the review himself ’ (Marx 1980, p. 403).

74 Arthur 1996, p. 190 (emphasis in the original).
75 Ibid (emphasis in the original).
76 Arthur 1996, p. 195 (emphasis in the original).
77 Arthur 1996, pp. 198f. (emphasis in the original).
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would seem to be a puzzling omission in Arthur’s interpretation of Engels’s
reception of Marx’s critique of political economy, however: the British philo-
sopher scarcely takes into account a central text in Engels’s reception which
refers, among other things, toMarx’s theory and value and his theory ofmoney.
The text in question is Engels’s 1868 synopsis of Capital, which received a cer-
tain amount of scrutiny within West German research already in the 1970s.78

1.3 Summary
With the research undertaken since the 1980s into the peculiar understand-
ing of the object of the critique of political economy, benchmarks have been
set for future interpretative approaches: theoretical regression behind the state
that the debate has thus reached ought no longer to be possible. It is of course
the case that recent approaches to research in this area also have an exten-
ded pre-history. To cite an example, the origins of a sophisticated reading of
Marx’s critique of political economy with a focus on the theory of fetishism
can be traced back to Isaak Ill′ich Rubin in the 1920s; Rubin has posthum-
ously (i.e. since the 1970s) become a ‘classical’ theorist within the interna-
tional debate onMarx. Over the last two decades, there has been an increasing
tendency for Marx’s form-theory and fetish-theory to be emphasised within
the international debate. Furthermore, it is now clear that any elucidation of
Marx’s understanding of the object of his critique must take into account both
the high level of abstraction of Marx’s exposition of the capitalist mode of
production and his demonstration of the historicity of this mode of produc-
tion.

In the discussion offered here of Japanese, German and Anglo-Saxon contri-
butions to the interpretation and/or further development of Marx’s theory of
value, it has not been possible to address more than a tiny proportion of the
extensive debate on this thematic complex within the critique of political eco-
nomy. However, a few indispensable observations relating to the approaches
presented in this section canbe addedhere. It has provennecessary to establish
a strict demarcation between the beginning of Marx’s exposition and Engels’s
interpretation of the latter. It is also imperative to clearly differentiate between
the various levels of exposition in Marx’s theory of value. The question must
also be posed whether Marx in fact used several ‘methods’ rather than a single
one in his analysis of the value-form. Finally, a special significance must be
attributed to the interpretation of Marx’s theory of value as a ‘monetary the-
ory of value’ (an interpretation which is suggested by Brentel, for example).

78 Engels 1985 pp. 263ff.
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Surveying the entirety of the international discussion of Capital beyond
the approaches presented here, the emergence of a determinate interpretat-
ive tendency can be identified within the history of the reception of Marx’s
magnum opus. This tendency, in evidence since the 1970s and 1980s, consists
in the practice of sharply foregrounding the specific categorial interconnec-
tion between the commodity, value and money in Marx’s critique of political
economy; in this context, researchers from various regions of the world can
be cited, such as Hans-Georg Backhaus and the Marx-interpreters who draw
inspiration from him in Germany and Australia, JohnMilios* in Greece, Young
Bin Hahn in South Korea, and Trai Han Hac in France. On the international
level, the ‘monetary theory of value’ has not only emerged as an interpretat-
ive current within research into Marx’s critique of political economy, but its
‘unquestionable power’ (in the words of Wolfgang Fritz Haug) has also been
recognised by critics of this current (such as Haug himself). Crucially, the his-
torical evolution of the reception of Marx by the interpretative current pro-
pounding the ‘monetary theory of value’ over the last decades has been embed-
ded within the general context of the worldwide development of a reading of
Capital which is oriented to form-theory or form-critique, or to questions of
methodology and social theory.

2 The Problematic of Enquiry and Exposition in the Critique of
Political Economy

2.1 A ‘Mont Blanc’ of ResearchMaterial79
Of central importance in relation to Marx’s understanding of his method is his
distinction between enquiry and exposition. A well-known passage in Capital
on this range of problems can be found in Marx’s 1873 postface to the second
edition of the first volume. Here, Marx comments as follows: ‘Of course the
method of presentation must differ in form from that of inquiry. The latter
has to appropriate the material in detail, to analyse its different forms of
development and to track down their inner connection’. Marx continues that

* John Milios is also known as Yannis/Giannis Milios.
79 In this subchapter, the engagement with Marx’s process of enquiry within the history of

the reception ofMarx’s critique of political economywill not be thematised; rather, a brief
treatment of Marx’s process of enquiry itself will be offered, as this is indispensable on
account of the interconnection between Marx’s process of enquiry and his exposition.
The question as to whether there is a specific method of enquiry in Marx, and as to the
features of such a method, cannot be addressed here.
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it is only when this has been accomplished that the ‘real movement’ can be
exposited appropriately. If this is done successfully, such that ‘the life of the
subject-matter is now reflected back in the ideas, then it may appear as if we
have before us an a priori construction’.80 Yet this semblance of an ‘a priori
construction’ is deceptive.With thesemethodological indications,Marx brings
the process of enquiry out from the shadowof the exposition anddemonstrates
that the former is the precondition of the latter. This passage has frequently
been quoted or commented upon in the international discussion of Marx’s
method. It is worth noting that one of the most important exponents of the
Japanese discussion of Marx of the postwar period, Samezō Kuruma, held this
methodological passage from the postface to the second edition of the first
volume of Capital to be amore significant commentary byMarx on hismethod
than the well-known ‘chapter on method’ from the 1857 Introduction to the
Critique of Political Economy. The aim of Marx’s enquiry is to gain knowledge
with regard to the internal interconnection between the various economic
categories and relations. It is only when the internal structure and the laws
of motion of the capitalist economy have been adequately penetrated and
investigated that these can be exposited such that the ‘life of the subject-
matter’ is reflected ideally. For Marx, enquiry signified among other things the
critical engagement with political economy – i.e. with this science as it had
been elaborated before his time andwith the contributions to this discipline to
be found in the corresponding contemporary literature. In this process, Marx
endeavoured to become acquainted with, and to penetrate conceptually, the
widest possible horizon of economic thought. Authors working in connection
with the mega2 edition have referred to Marx’s ‘evaluation of a literature so
copious as to render an overview scarcely practicable’.81

From thebeginning of his economic studies to shortly before his death,Marx
not only made excerpts from the numerous economists which he categorised
under different historical phases and various theoretical orientations: he was
also concerned to do justice to the international character of economic the-
ory formation, and constantly to broaden his horizon in this regard. Of course,
he was interested first and foremost in the development from William Petty,
via John Locke and Dudley North to the mid-eighteenth century, and then
via James Steuart to Adam Smith and David Ricardo (the zenith of bourgeois
economic thought), and finally to the various orientations which emerged

80 Marx 1976, p. 102.
81 Hecker, Jungnickel and Kopf 1991, p. 496. On the source material which formed the

foundation of Marx’s enquiry, see Syrow 1989.
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after Ricardo. Marx also attached great significance to the Francophone devel-
opment stretching from Boisguillebert, via the Physiocrats around François
Quesnay, the ‘vulgar economist’ Jean-Baptiste Say, and Sismondi (whom Marx
held in high esteem), to Bastiat (whomMarx criticised vehemently). However,
Marx also devoted attention to economic thinkers from numerous other coun-
tries. He praised the American, Benjamin Franklin; he received the work of
Galiani, an eighteenth century Italian economist; he rebuked Charles H. Carey,
an opponent of Ricardo considered by Marx to be an American counterpart of
Bastiat; he commented on Spanish approaches to economic thought; and, in
his latter years, he increasingly registered economic literature of Russian ori-
gin.82

It is likely that Marx did not engage intensively with the science of political
economy until after he relocated to Paris.83 In the course of 1844, the future
author of Capital studied works by Jean-Baptiste Say; the Polish member of
the Smithian School, Skarbek; the Ricardian,McCulloch;84 the ‘vulgar econom-
ist’, Destutt de Tracy;85 the Ricardian, James Mill; he also pored over Engels’s
text, Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy. Marx particularly engaged in a
reception of themost important British economists of the eighteenth andnine-
teenth centuries, namely Adam Smith and David Ricardo. 1844 was also the
year in whichMarx composed his first significant economic and philosophical
work, the Economic andPhilosophicalManuscripts (this textwas first published
posthumously in 1932).86

In 1845 and 1846, Marx expanded and deepened his knowledge of eco-
nomic literature, both in Brussels, and also during library research undertaken
together with Engels in England (in July andAugust 1845).87 During this period,

82 Marx’s formidable skills in foreign languages stood him in good stead for his evaluation of
economic literature: see Sperl 2004b, p. 166.

83 On the Paris excerpt notebooks, see Rumjanzewa 1980.
84 Marx would later express the view that McCulloch – for whom he had a profound aver-

sion – had, along with James Mill, contributed to the demise of the Ricardian School.
85 It is likely that Marx first used the term ‘vulgar economics’ in the so-called ‘second draft

of Capital’ of 1861–3.
86 The publication of this previously scarcely known source material opened up a new

perspective on the ‘young Marx’, and provoked ‘tremors’ which shook the established
image of Marx. It can be regarded as a long-term effect of the publication of this work
in 1932 that the West German discussion of Marx often revolved around the ‘young Marx’
until into the 1960s, even if this is not the only explanation for the latter phenomenon.
Herbert Marcuse was one of the first commentators on the Economic and Philosophical
Manuscripts (see Marcuse 2005).

87 On the excerpts taken in the summer of 1845, see Wassina 1989.
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one ofMarx’s concernswas to gain a systematic overview of the history of polit-
ical economy as a whole. He accordingly devoted his attention to several works
dealing with the history of this science.88 By the time he wrote his polemic
against Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, The Poverty of Philosophy, in 1847, Marx had
to a large extent drawn close to Ricardo’s theoretical position, even if he had
not taken over this position himself.89 However, Marx was still a long way from
reaching the theoretical level that he would attain in the course of the elabor-
ation of his ‘mature’ critique of political economy.

Newopportunitieswere openedup toMarx as a result of hismove to London
in 1849. ‘The enormous amount of material relating to the history of political
economy assembled in the British Museum, the fact that London is a conveni-
ent vantage point for the observation of bourgeois society, and finally the new
stage of development which this society seemed to have entered with the dis-
covery of gold in California and Australia, induced me to start again from the
very beginning and to work carefully through the newmaterial’.90 Between the
late summer of 1850 and December 1851, Marx filled 18 notebooks with extracts
from economic works. Six more notebooks followed in the period up to 1853.
These so-called ‘London notebooks’ contain above all excerpts relating to eco-
nomicproblems in thenarrow sense, but also thosepertaining to themeswhich
transcend the boundaries of the discipline of political economy in the narrow
sense.91 Among his other research activities, Marx once again embarked on
an exhaustive study of the classical political economists: James Steuart, Adam
Smith and David Ricardo. He accorded an important status to the theory of
money – the object of an intensive engagement by Marx in 1850/1 – particu-
larly in the first Londonnotebooks. In a second stage of processing his excepted
material in the spring of 1851, Marx compiled a collection of excerpts on the
theory of money that he had made in Paris, Brussels, Manchester and Lon-
don, and added commentaries. Around the same time, he composed his first
self-standing theoretical economic work since the resumption of his system-
atic studies; this text, which is little-known in the international Marx debate,
was entitled Reflection.92 In summary, it can be said that Marx deepened his

88 SeeMarx 1998a, pp. 389ff., Marx 1998b, pp. 407ff., andMarx 1998c, pp. 413 ff., among other
sources.

89 An attempt to elaborate on the differences between Marx and Ricardo is made in Ōishi
1995.

90 Marx 1987b, pp. 264–5.
91 See Jahn 1987; Wassina 1983; Jahn and Noske 1983.
92 Rolf Hecker reports that there is at least a Spanish translation of Reflection, however (see
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economic knowledge enormously in the early 1850s, and thus laid a theoret-
ical foundation without which he could not have written Capital in its pub-
lished form. It should not be overlooked that Marx already anticipated some
important results of his research in the early 1850s. This is true, for example,
in relation to his rejection of the quantity theory of money. The early 1850s are
to be regarded as a phase in Marx’s creative process, and one which should by
nomeans be underrated. A close textual comparison between passages in Bul-
lion (written in 1851) and the first notebook of the Grundrisse (written in 1857)
reveals that Marx partially drew on his 1851 treatment of the theory of money
in composing the latter text.93

However, it should be pointed out that in Marx’s work the processes of
enquiry and exposition are sometimes intertwined, such that it is scarcely pos-
sible to clearly demarcate them. This is particularly true of the manuscripts
dating fromMarx’s creative period from 1857 onwards. Thus, in the Grundrisse
and Theories of Surplus-Value it is noticeable that the text still at times exhib-
its the character of a process of enquiry, in which Marx is continually think-
ing through the material anew. This also occurs precisely in Marx’s critical
engagement with political economic thinkers. In the context of Marx’s intens-
ive reception of political economy, it should be noted that it was not (or at
least not only) the impressive volume of material processed by Marx in his
research which paved the way to an understanding of the internal structure
of the capitalist economy; rather, it was also the specific questions posed by
Marx in relation to the material provided by this science which played a decis-
ive role in enabling him to attain a comprehensive level of knowledge vis-à-vis
the internal structure of the capitalist economy and the internal interconnec-
tion between economic categories by means of his critical engagement with
economic science.

In a letterwritten toEngels on 20February 1866,Marx states in relation to the
problematic of his exposition that ‘the composition, the coherence, is a triumph
of German science’.94 Marx presumably considered his manner of exposition
to be a specific feature of his own theory formation, constituting a moment
which enabled him to distinguish himself from the political economists who
preceded him. It should be recalled here that in Theories of Surplus-Value, Marx

Hecker 1998, p. 15). This text byMarx has also been published in Russian. Investigations of
the manuscript, Reflection, are undertaken in Wygodski 1978a, Schrader 1980, and Christ
1979.

93 See Schrader 1980, p. 120.
94 Marx 1987e, p. 232.
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was extremely critical in his engagementwithDavid Ricardo – specifically with
regard to Ricardo’s exposition and the architectonic of this exposition.95

In Capital, Marx is concerned with the specific, internal connection within
an organic whole constituted by economic categories – i.e. he focuses on the
specific, internal interconnection of these categories within an integral eco-
nomic system which is articulated in a determinate way. In his logical exposi-
tion, Marx aimed to demonstrate this specific, internal interconnection within
a whole formed by economic categories by exhibiting their genetic develop-
ment. Decisively, however, the process of exposition of Marx’s critique of polit-
ical economy presupposed an intensive process of enquiry. Yet, although it is
true that Marx first developed the systematic exposition of his ‘mature’ cri-
tique of political economy from 1857 onwards (i.e. at a point in time when his
process of enquiry was already at an advanced stage), it should by no means
be inferred from this that the period between 1843/4 and 1857 corresponds
to a phase of enquiry in Marx’s work, with the subsequent period from the
Grundrisse onwards representing a phase of exposition. From 1857 onwards,
enquiry and exposition are tightly interwoven in the history of the elabora-
tion of Marx’s critique of political economy, and, regarded as a whole, enquiry
could by no means be said to retreat into the background to any great extent
during this process. Alongside the drafting of systematic manuscripts on the
critique of political economy, inwhich the dimension of enquiry is also present
to some degree, Marx continued to make excerpts, and through his research
activity amassed a ‘Mont Blanc’ of material to be processed. A large proportion
of this excerpted material from the period beginning in 1857 remains unpub-
lished, including such extraordinarily important sources as the part devoted to
excerpts of Notebook vii, which Marx used for his research between 1859 and
1863, or the eight supplementary notebooks (Notebooks a to h), which chron-
icle the process whereby Marx was able to gain a deeper level of knowledge
of the historical phase of the emergence of political economy, among other
things.96 Finally, the Theories of Surplus-Valuemust also be understood, at least
in part, as documenting a process of enquiry. Marx continued to make numer-
ous excerpts relating to economic questions after 1863, including on the topics
of the money market, crisis, the financial system, and landed property.

Marx remained an active researcher into the 1870s and 1880s. A relatively
short time before his death, he engaged with questions relating to currency,

95 See also Marxhausen 1987a.
96 On the material referred to here, see Müller 1977 and Schnickmann 1979. On Marx’s

reception of Adam Smith in the part of Notebook vii devoted to excerpts, see Schrader
1983.



in-depth analyses 233

money, banking and finance, for example. His research activity consisted not
only in the reception of various theories of political economy, but also in
recording empirical material and statistical analysis. An essay by Carl-Erich
Vollgraf demonstrates just how much importance Marx placed on his studies
of empirical and statistical material in the late phase of his work on Capital.97
According to Vollgraf, the usa came increasingly into Marx’s field of vision as
he collected empirical material. In his late correspondence, Marx emphasised
that ‘[t]he most interesting field for the economist is now certainly to be
found in the United States, and, above all, during the period of 1873 … until
1878 – the period of chronic crisis … The imbeciles in Europe who fancy
that theore[ti]cians like myself and others are at the root of the evil, might
learn a wholesome lesson by reading the official Yankee reports [here Marx
alludes to thematerial on economicdevelopment in theusawhichhe regularly
consulted – j.h.]’.98

Marx pursued his research activity until shortly before the end of his life.
Even in his final years, Marx was still concerned with collecting immense
quantities of material for further work on Capital. From 1877 to 1879, for exam-
ple, at a time when Marx’s ability to work had long since been severely im-
paired, he completed ten excerpt notebooks on economics. Marx’s main focus
here was the banking and financial system. These notebooks remain as yet
unpublished; they are due to appear in mega2, Volume iv/25. When he was
already more than 50 years old, Marx learned Russian in order to be able to
undertake a systematic evaluation of the specialist literature in this language.
An index entitled ‘Russiches in my bookstall’,* which Marx compiled shortly
before his death, registers the Russian-language specialist literature which
Marx had collected in his own private library.

2.2 The Ascent from the Abstract to the Concrete and the ‘Problem of the
Beginning’99 inMarx’s Presentation

Marx’s method of exposition is often interpreted in the sense of an ascent from
the abstract to the concrete. In terms of the methodological dimension of the

97 See Vollgraf 2002.
98 Marx 1991a, p. 344.
* [‘Russian material in my bookstall’].
99 Michael Krätke has rightly identified an ‘asymmetry in terms of the attention’ devoted

to the beginning of the logical exposition of the Marxian critique of political economy
relative to that accorded to its conclusion. Whereas the ‘problem of the beginning’ has
been much discussed in Marx-interpretation, the question of the conclusion has been
neglected (see Krätke 2002, p. 8).
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Marxian critique of political economy, participants within the international
Marx discussion often refer back to an excerpt drafted by Marx in the summer
of 1857 (i.e. before he began writing the Grundrisse, according to the dating
given inmega2, Volume ii/1), which thematises, among other things, an ascent
from the abstract to the concrete.

The text in question is the famous ‘chapter on method’, which was not pub-
lished until afterMarx’s death. Marx begins his argumentation in the following
way: ‘When we consider a given country politico-economically, we begin with
its population, its distribution among classes, town, country, the coast, the dif-
ferent branches of production, export and import, annual production and con-
sumption, commodity prices etc’.100 Marx continues: ‘It seems to be correct to
begin with the real and the concrete, with the real precondition, thus to begin,
in economics, with e.g. the population, which is the foundation and the sub-
ject of the entire social act of production’.101 On closer examination, however,
it can be ascertained that such a beginning is not the correct one. Population
is an abstraction, if, for example, the classes of which it is composed are dis-
regarded. ‘These classes in turn are an empty phrase if I am not familiar with
the elements on which they rest. E.g. wage labour, capital, etc.’. These latter
in turn presuppose ‘exchange, division of labour, prices, etc. … For example,
capital is nothing without wage labour, without value, money, price etc.’. Marx
writes: ‘Thus, if I were to begin with the population, this would be a chaotic
representation* of the whole’.102 By means of further determination, simpler
concepts would be attained, from ‘the represented concrete towards ever thin-
ner abstractions until I had arrived at the simplest determinations. From there
the journey would have to be retraced until I had finally arrived at the popula-
tion again, but this time not as the chaotic representation of a whole, but as a
rich totality of many determinations and relations’.103 It would appear that the
basic thought that Marx has in mind is that of a progression from the concrete
to the abstract, and subsequently from the abstract back to the concrete; the
latter is now differently determined, however.

Marx draws a parallel between the two ‘paths of thought’ outlined here and
two currents in the history of economic thought. The first path of thought was
that traced by early political economy, by the economic thinkers of the sev-
enteenth century. The latter, according to Marx, begin with the living whole,

100 Marx 1973, p. 100.
101 Ibid.
* [Vorstellung] – Martin Nicolaus translates Vorstellung as ‘conception’.
102 Marx 1973, p. 100 [translation modified – n.g.].
103 Ibid [translation modified – n.g.].
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with population, the nation, the state, several states, etc., and they always con-
clude by discovering through analysis a fewdeterminant, abstract, general rela-
tions such as division of labour, money, value, etc.104 However, according to
Marx, the development of economic science did not end there. Marx points
to a later epoch of economic thought when he writes: ‘As soon as these indi-
vidualmoments had beenmore or less firmly established and abstracted, there
began the economic systems, which ascended from the simple relations, such
as labour, division of labour, need, exchange value, to the level of the state,
exchange between nations and the world market’. This is followed by Marx’s
assessment that the latter ‘is obviously the scientifically correct method’.105
Thus it should not be overlooked that Marx considered in the summer of 1857
that this second path – which he attributed to a later historical epoch of eco-
nomic theory – was entirely germane to his own theoretical development. This
secondpath, however, presupposes the first.Marx continues his exposition and
writes that the concrete is concrete because ‘it is the concentration* of many
determinations, hence unity of the manifold.** It appears in the process of
thinking, therefore, as a process of concentration, as a result, not as a point of
departure, even though it is the point of departure in reality and hence also the
point of departure for intuition*** and representation. Along the first path the
full representation was evaporated to yield an abstract determination; along
the second, the abstract determinations lead towards a reproduction of the
concrete by way of thought’.106 Hegel had conceived the real as the result of
‘thought concentrating itself,**** probing its own depths, and unfolding itself
out of itself, by itself ’.107 For Marx, however, the method of the ascent from the
abstract to the concrete means the appropriation of the concrete by thought,

104 Ibid.
105 Marx 1973, p. 101.
* [Zusammenfassung] – here, and in the following sentence, there could be an argument for

translating Zusammenfassung as ‘comprehension’ (as the term is rendered by Paul Guyer
andAllenWood in their translation of Kant’sCritique of Pure Reason – see Kant 1998, p. 217
and p. 261).

** [des Mannigfaltigen] – Martin Nicolaus translates this as ‘the diverse’.
*** [Anschauung] – it seems appropriate to translate Anschauung as ‘intuition’ (the standard

English translation for the term in Kant, for example) given that Marx deliberately uses a
philosophical register in this context. In his translation,MartinNicolaus uses ‘observation’
for Anschauung.

106 Marx 1973, p. 101.
**** [sich in sich zusammenfassenden] – arguably this should be translated as ‘thought com-

prehending itself within itself ’ (see above note on the translation of Zusammenfassung).
107 Marx 1973, p. 101.
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or rather the reproduction of the concrete as the concrete in the mind. This
is not to be confused with the real process by which the concrete itself comes
into being. The ‘chapter on method’ has been the subject of much controversy
within the discussions around international Marx research in the last decades.
However, with the publication in 1994 of a historical and systematic comment-
ary by a Swiss working group on this famous excerpt from Marx’s writings, a
state of the research has been attained which establishes a benchmark for sub-
sequent interpretations.

A central interpretational premise of Judith Jánoska,MartinBondeli, Konrad
Kindle and Marc Hofer vis-à-vis the methodological reflections which Marx
set down in August 1857 is the discrimination between different levels. Thus
the group of authors differentiates a ‘level of appropriation’ from the ‘level of
reality’ and from a ‘level of historical reflection’. The ‘level of appropriation’
corresponds to the process of theoretical cognition. However, between this
level and the ‘level of reality’, which corresponds to the real object itself, the
relation is not the one posited by the theory of reflection. The ‘level of historical
reflection’ refers to the theoretical elaboration of the economic object in the
history of the science of political economy.

How is the methodological interpretation of Jánoska, Bondeli, Kindle and
Hofer delineated in detail? In accordance with the differentiation between a
‘level of reality’ and a ‘level of appropriation’, the ‘concrete’ has different mean-
ings on the different respective levels. Vis-à-vis the ‘level of reality’, concepts
such as ‘abstract’ and ‘concrete’, or ‘the abstract’ and ‘the concrete’, designate
real forms of social existence. In relation to the ‘level of appropriation’, on
the contrary, it should be noted that the terms ‘abstract’ and ‘concrete’, or ‘the
abstract’ and ‘the concrete’, refer to the corresponding stages of the conceptual
appropriation of the object in the thought of the theoretician.108

According to Marx’s ‘chapter on method’, the movement of the process of
knowledge is from the concrete to the abstract, and finally from the abstract
to the concrete. In terms of the first of the different meanings of ‘the concrete’
referred to by the Swiss groupof authors, ‘the concrete’ corresponds to the ‘level
of reality’ and is understood as ‘a segment of reality, as the object* of appropri-
ation and object** of scientific work’.109 This concrete is a real presupposition,
which remains outside the process of thought and exists independently of it.

108 See Jánoska, Bondeli, Kindle and Hofer 1994, p. 54.
* [Gegenstand].
** [Objekt].
109 Jánoska, Bondeli, Kindle and Hofer 1994, p. 61.
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The real-concrete is the point of departure for observation* and represent-
ation.** ‘When it [the real-concrete] is taken up by the cognitive faculty of
sensibility, “representation”, a “represented concrete” is yielded, … a “full” … but
also, pejoratively, a “chaotic” … representation’.110 From this second concrete –
‘the concrete of representation’ – the simplest categories and thinnest abstrac-
tions can be reached bymeans of further determination. Then, departing from
this point, the movement of the process of cognition leads to the concrete in a
third sense. Here it consists of a thought-concrete in the sense of a rich, con-
ceived totality of many determinations and relations.111 This second path, as is
underlined by the Swiss commentary, traces the ascent from the abstract to the
concrete.

The Swiss group of authors expands on the correlation indicated by Marx
in the ‘chapter on method’ between the two methodological paths and vari-
ous thinkers within the history of economic thought as follows: ‘Our attempted
reconstruction shows that there is a backgroundwithin thehistory of economic
thought which does indeed exhibit the methodological approaches projected
onto the tradition by Marx. Petty and Steuart can in fact be regarded as rep-
resentatives of the “first path”, and Smith and Ricardo as exponents of the
“second” ’.112 On the one hand,Marx refers to the economists of the seventeenth
century, who began with the ‘living whole’ and discovered ‘through analysis a
small number of determinant, abstract, general relations’;113 on the other, he
alludes to the ‘economic systems, which ascended from the simple relations,
such as labour, division of labour, need, exchange value, to the level of the state,
exchange between nations and the world market’.114 To summarise, the obser-
vation can bemade in relation to the systematic and historical commentary on
the ‘chapter onmethod’ by the Swissworking group that these authors’ theoret-
ical strength lies in (a) their rigorous analysis of this importantmethodological
section in Marx’s text in terms of the latter’s conceptual content in relation to
epistemological questions, and (b) their discussion of this section within the
contexts of the history of science and the history of philosophy.

Marx’s ‘chapter on method’, written in the summer of 1857, represents an
important step within the process of his methodological self-clarification as

* [Anschauung] – see note above.
** [Vorstellung] – see note above.
110 Jánoska, Bondeli, Kindle and Hofer 1994, p. 62.
111 Jánoska, Bondeli, Kindle and Hofer 1994, pp. 62f.
112 Jánoska, Bondeli, Kindle and Hofer 1994, p. 108.
113 Marx 1973, p. 100.
114 Marx 1973, pp. 100–1.
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he developed the method he would employ in Capital, even if this text cannot
be considered the last word on this method as it is exhibited in his magnum
opus. Indeed, themethod employed inCapitalwas the result of a concatenation
of processes of enquiry and attempts at exposition over many years. Within
the process of Marx’s theoretical development, the methodological insights
expounded in the ‘chapter on method’ represent a transitional stage rather
than an endpoint.

In 1862, Marx presented important methodological considerations relating
to the problem of exposition in the second part of Theories of Surplus-Value,
where he comments on Ricardo’s method. According to Marx, Ricardo takes
for granted the principle of the determination of value by labour time, and
proceeds to investigate whether ‘the other economic relations contradict this
determination of value or to what extent they modify it’.115,* For Marx, the his-
tory of political economy reveals not only the scientific necessity of this proced-
ure, but also its ‘scientific inadequacy’: ‘[t]his inadequacy not only shows itself
in themethod of presentation (in a formal sense) but leads to erroneous results
because it omits some essential links and directly seeks to prove the congruity
of the economic categories with one another’.116

A decisive feature of the Marxian method consists in the dimension of the
mediation of the various economic categories with one another. The latter are
at times to be located on completely different levels of abstraction – this was
something Marx knew he needed to consider in his conception of the expos-
ition. As the above quotation from Theories of Surplus-Value indicates, Marx
was able to identify a grave methodological deficit in Ricardo’s approach. Yet
it is strikingly typical of Marx’s procedure that he insists on the historical jus-

115 Marx 1989c, p. 390. It should be noted in relation to Marx’s reception of Ricardo’s theory
of value that the adequacy of Marx’s interpretation has at times been questioned within
research in this area. A particular focus of criticism has been Marx’s conception that
Ricardo begins his exposition by setting out his labour theory of value, only then to
commit the error of equating labour values and prices of production. The neo-Ricardian
economist, Ian Steedman, rejects this criticism of Ricardo by Marx: ‘Marx persistently
misinterprets Ricardo’s use of the term value to be his (Marx’s) use and then accuses
Ricardo of “mistakenly” identifying value and cost [or price of production – j.h.] – terms
which for Ricardo were simply synonyms’ (Steedman 1989, p. 55). For Steedman, Ricardo
reveals himself to be a theorist of prices of production; due to limitations of space, this
important problematic cannot be considered in any more detail here.

* For an extensive overviewof recentMarxist debates in relation to the so-called ‘transform-
ation problem’ (i.e. the problemof the transformation of values into prices of production),
see Moseley 2015.

116 Marx 1989c, p. 390.
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tification and necessity of Ricardo’s method. In his assessment of the scientific
achievements of political economists, Marx did not merely pay heed to the cri-
terion of the correctness of their views; he also took account of the respective
role that corresponded to them in the historical development of this science.
This can be illustrated by referring toMarx’s subsequent assessment in relation
to the history of the formation of economic theory: Marx judged that Ricardo,
within the context of his method, was able to overcome the alleged dualism
of Smith, which consisted in an oscillation between an ‘esoteric’ and an ‘exo-
teric’ element of theory.117 On the one hand, the scientific value of Ricardo’s
method is evident, according to Marx; on the other hand, however, ‘the sci-
entific deficiencies of his procedure are clearly visible’.118Marx’s line of thought
emphasises the necessarily inverted and extremely peculiar architectonic of
the British political economist, which, according to Marx, is closely connected
to Ricardo’smethod.119 The latter consists, onMarx’s view, in the confrontation
between economic categories and the basic principle of the determination of
value by labour time.120

Marx expounds his critique of Ricardo’s method as follows: in the first chap-
ter of Principles (i.e. the chapter on value), ‘not only are commodities assumed

117 Marx writes that Smith ‘moves with great naïveté in a perpetual contradiction. On the
one hand he traces the intrinsic connection existing between economic categories or the
obscure structure of the bourgeois economic system. On the other, he simultaneously sets
forth the connectionas it appears in thephenomenaof competitionand thus as it presents
itself to the unscientific observer just as to him who is actually involved and interested in
the process of bourgeois production’ (Marx 1989c, p. 390).

118 Marx 1989c, p. 392.
119 ‘[T]he faulty architectonics of the theoretical part [of Ricardo’s Principles of Political

Economy and Taxation – i.e. of the first six chapters of this work – j.h.] is not accidental,
rather it is the result of Ricardo’s method of investigation itself and of the definite task
which he set himself in his work. It expresses the scientific deficiencies of this method of
investigation itself ’ (Marx 1989c, p. 393).

120 ‘Thus the entire Ricardian contribution is contained in the first two chapters of his work.
In these chapters, the developed bourgeois relations of production, and therefore also
the developed categories of political economy, are confronted with their principle – the
determinationof value– andexamined inorder todetermine thedegree towhich theydir-
ectly correspond to this principle and the position regarding the apparent discrepancies
which they introduce into the value relations of commodities. These chapters contain the
whole of his critique of hitherto existing political economy, the categorical break with the
contradiction that pervades Adam Smith’s work through its esoteric and exoteric modes
of consideration, and, at the same time, because of this critique, they produce some quite
new and startling results. Hence the great theoretical satisfaction afforded by these first
two chapters’ (Marx 1989c, p. 394 [translation modified – n.g.]).
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to exist – and when considering value as such, nothing further is required –
but also wages, capital, profit, the general rate of profit and even … the various
forms of capital as they arise from the process of circulation, and also the differ-
ence between “natural andmarket-price” ’.121 A similar criticism of Ricardo is to
be found inMarx’s correspondence. In a letter written in 1868 to Ludwig Kugel-
mann,Marx raises the critical objection against Ricardo that ‘in his first chapter
on value, he presupposes as given all possible categories which are still to be
developed, in order to prove their adequacy vis-à-vis the law of value’.122 A con-
sequence of Ricardo’s procedure is that economic categories which are in fact
only to be developed at a later stage of the exposition are already taken as given
at a relatively early stage, or even from the outset. A footnote by Marx reveals
that he was concerned to avoid similar problems in his own exposition (i.e. in
the chapter on the commodity at the beginning of the first volume of Capital):
‘The reader should note that we are not speaking here of the wages or value
the worker receives for (e.g.) a day’s labour, but of the value of the commod-
ity in which his day of labour is objectified. At this stage of our presentation,
the category of wages does not exist at all’.123 In Theories of Surplus-Value, in
the context of his reception of the section of Ricardo’s text on themodification
of the principle of the determination of value by the quantity of labour, Marx
accuses the British economic scientist of lacking the power of abstraction:

All Ricardo’s illustrations only serve him as a means to smuggle in the
presupposition of a general rate of profit. And this happens in the first
chapter ‘On Value’, while wages are supposed to be developed only in the
fifth chapter and profits in the sixth. How from the mere determination
of the ‘value’ of the commodities their surplus-value, the profit and even a
general rate of profit are derived remains obscure to Ricardo. In fact the
only thing which he proves in the above illustrations is that the prices
of the commodities, in so far as they are determined by the general rate
of profit, are entirely different from their values. And he arrives at this
difference by postulating the rate of profit to be law. One can see that
though Ricardo is accused of being too abstract, one would be justified in
accusing him of the opposite: lack of the power of abstraction, inability,
when dealing with the values of commodities, to forget profits, a factor
which confronts him as a result of competition.124

121 Marx 1989c, p. 393.
122 Marx 1988b, p. 43.
123 Marx 1976, p. 135.
124 Marx 1989c, p. 416 [translation modified – n.g.].



in-depth analyses 241

Through his engagement with the chapter on value in Ricardo’s major work,
Principles of Economy and Taxation, Marx gained a clear idea of how an ade-
quate beginning of the exposition should not be formulated.

With regard to the ‘problem of the beginning’ in Marx’s own exposition, the
question arises as to which title the opening chapter of the exposition should
bear. The title of the first chapter of the Rohentwurf * of 1857–8 reads as follows:
‘ii. The Chapter on Money’;125,** as indicated by the editors of the mega²
volume containing the Grundrisse, Marx inserted the title at a later point and
added the numeration at the latest when he began a section entitled ‘Value’,
which was to precede the chapter on money.126 In relation to the problem
of the beginning of the exposition in Marx, Rosdolsky comments that the
necessity of correcting the ‘idealist manner of the presentation’ prompted
the Trier-born theorist to choose the commodity as the starting point of his
exposition in his text, AContribution to the Critique of Political Economy (which
was written between November 1858 and January 1859).127 In advancing this
thesis, Rosdolsky relies on a famous passage from the first notebook of the
Grundrisse.128 It is difficult to determine when precisely Marx decided to give
the first chapter the title, ‘The Commodity’, rather than ‘Value’. In one of the
best-known letters written by Marx in the period shortly before he finished
working on the Rohentwurf (to Engels on 2 April 1858), it is clear that he still
intends the title of the first chapter of the section ‘a) Capital in General’ to
be ‘Value’.129 Marx hoped that his work would be published in the form of
serialised notebooks (the first of which was to contain the chapter dealing
with value, which he had broken off at an early stage, such that it remained
fragmentary in the corresponding version in the Rohentwurf ); to this end, in
June 1858 Marx embarked on an intensive review of his own Grundrisse, and

* The German title of the Grundrisse is Grundrisse der Kritik der politischen Ökonomie
(Rohentwurf ). 1857–1858. This is rendered in English as ‘Outlines of the Critique of Political
Economy (Rough Draft), 1857–58’.

125 Marx 1976d, p. 49.
** This numbering is omitted in the English-language edition of the Grundrisse (see Marx

1973, p. 115).
126 See Marx 1976d, p. 776.
127 See Rosdolsky 1977, p. 114.
128 Here,Marxwrites: ‘It will be necessary later, before this question is dropped, to correct the

idealist manner of the presentation, which makes it seem as if it were merely a matter of
conceptual determinations and of the dialectic of these concepts. Above all in the case
of the phrase: product (or activity) becomes commodity; commodity, exchange value;
exchange value, money’ (Marx 1973, p. 151).

129 Marx 1983e, p. 298.
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compiled an index of everything which he considered important in relation
to the range of themes to be handled in the respective instalments of his
work. This ‘Index to the Seven Notebooks’, or its first version, contains a plan
for the architectonic of the critique of political economy, extending from the
‘beginning’ of the exposition to the circulation of capital; in this plan, it is
clearly still Marx’s intention to have an opening chapter entitled ‘Value’.130

In the latter half of 1858 (in August, according to the mega2 editors), Marx
began drafting the Urtext of A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy,
but broke off work on the manuscript in autumn of the same year. As is well
known, only parts of the chapter on money and the beginning of the chapter
on capital have been preserved from this manuscript, which was unpublished
in Marx’s lifetime. The editors of mega2, Volume ii/2, claim that Marx drafted
a chapter on value as the opening chapter of the Urtext; this claim cannot be
verified.131

According to the editors of mega2, Marx commenced work in November
1858 on the version of A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economywhich
was subsequently published in 1859.132 He had taken the decision to entitle the
opening chapter ‘The Commodity’ rather than ‘Value’ by the end of Novem-
ber 1858 at the latest. This much, at least, can be inferred from Marx’s cor-
respondence (specifically, from his letter to Engels of 29 November 1858).133 It
would appear, at any rate, that it was not until he had finished working on the
Grundrisse that Marx resolved to prepare a draft for an opening chapter with
the title ‘The Commodity’.

The commodity is also the initial category in Capital. The commodity of
the beginning of Marx’s exposition in this work is a concretum – a simple
concrete, to borrow Rafael Echeverría’s formulation – but simultaneously also
an abstractum due to its as yet underdetermined form-character. This is so
because decisive dimensions of its form-determinacy – its determinate being*
as a capitalistically produced commodity, as a component of a commodity
capital – remain to be determined in the course of Marx’s exposition.

130 Marx 1987f, p. 421.
131 The mega2 editors base their claim on a text by Marx from the summer of 1861 entitled

‘Referate zu meinen eignen Heften’, where he registers the temporary existence of a ‘Note-
book c’ (see Marx 1987g, p. 518 and Marx 1980, p. 272), which is not extant (at least as a
complete notebook). However, there is no direct, unambiguous proof that this notebook
contained a chapter of the Urtext on value.

132 See Marx 1980, p. 370.
133 See Marx 1983f, p. 358.
* [Dasein] – often translated as ‘existence’.
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In theNotes onAdolphWagner’s ‘Lehrbuchder politischenÖkonomie’ (a study
which constitutes Marx’s last text on the critique of political economy), Marx
elucidates his own procedure in the first volume of Capital. This late text by
Marx is particularly revealing with regard to the problem of the beginning of
the exposition, and clarifies important aspects of Marx’s understanding of his
method. Here, Marx writes that he did not choose ‘concepts’ or the ‘concept of
value’ as his starting point; his point of departure is rather ‘the simplest social
form in which the product of labour presents itself in contemporary society,
and this is the “commodity” ’.134 Marx states that he analyses the commodity
initially in its form of manifestation; here, he finds that it is on the one hand a
use-value in its natural form, and on the other ‘a bearer of exchange-value, and
from this point of view it is itself an “exchange-value” ’.135 According toMarx, the
analysis of the latter dimension of the commodity shows that exchange-value is
a formofmanifestation of commodity-value;Marx then ‘start[s] on the analysis
of the latter’.136 Marx clearly states how his method is not to be understood:
‘Thus I do not divide value into use-value and exchange-value as opposites into
which the abstraction “value” splits up; rather, I divide the concrete social form
of the product of labour, the “commodity”: the latter is on the one hand, use-
value and on the other, “value,” not exchange value, since the mere form of
appearance is not its own content’.137 Marx further argues that his analysis of
the commodity at the beginning of his exposition does not merely refer to the
dual character of the commodity as the unity of use-value and value, but also
to the dual character of the labour objectified in the commodity.

With regard to the ‘problem of the beginning’ of Marx’s exposition, two sig-
nificant contributions to research from the discussion of the 1980s and 1990s
can now be considered. Gerhard Göhler’s 1980 habilitation thesis on the struc-
ture ofMarx’s exposition within the respective sections on the commodity and
the exchange process revolves around the question of the status of dialectic in
Marx’s exposition. In this connection, Göhler focuses on the first chapter of A
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy on the one hand, and on the
sections on the commodity and the exchange process in the first two editions
of Capital (1867 and 1872/3) on the other. According to Göhler, a distinction
between two different types of dialectic can be discerned by comparingMarx’s
various approaches to his exposition with specific reference to the manner in
which money and the exchange process are developed from the category of

134 Marx 1989d, p. 544.
135 Ibid.
136 Marx 1989d, pp. 544–5.
137 Marx 1989d, p. 545 [translation modified – n.g.].
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the commodity. Göhler considers an ‘emphatic dialectic’ to be operative in A
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy; particularly decisive here, in
Göhler’s view, is Marx’s conception of contradiction. In the case of ‘emphatic
dialectic’, theBerlin-basedpolitical scientist argues that an explicative function
can be attributed to contradiction within the context of argumentation – i.e.
themovement of the contradiction itself is the decisive driving forcewithin the
categorial development and the progression of the exposition. Göhler main-
tains, however, that the execution of the emphatic dialectic ismiscarried in the
development of commodities, money and exchange process in A Contribution
to the Critique of Political Economy. ‘The failure of the emphatic dialectic which
is comprehensively applied in the development of money and the exchange
process is … a result of the fact that elements are placed together which do
actually belong together objectively, but which, of a necessity which is equally
objective, must be developed separately from one another’.138 According to
Göhler, the universal equivalent is the result of the sequential development of
the value-form, whereas the exchange process is conceived of as the result of
the development of a contradiction. The execution of this latter development
alone would not ‘yield the universal equivalent’.139 Göhler argues as follows:

Since the development of the value-form is not fully integrated into the
development of the exchange process, the development of the contradic-
tion in the exchange process cannot be executed in a continuous and
comprehensive way for its relevant elements, and thus cannot be rigor-
ously carried through in an emphatic sense; yet this is what is required in
order to sustain this development.140

By contrast, the dialectic is ‘reduced’ – according toGöhler – in both the above-
mentioned editions of Capital. The Berlin-based political scientist refers in this
context to a descriptive (as opposed to explicative) function of contradiction.
With regard to Capital, Göhler explains that the ‘difficulties of the interconnec-
tion between forms of value and the exchange process … are removed from
the main development and concentrated within a separate treatment of the
exchange process’.141 Göhler surmises that there was a break in Marx’s relation
to Hegel between A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy and Cap-
ital, with Marx turning away from Hegel (although Göhler argues that Marx

138 Göhler 1980, p. 166.
139 Göhler 1980, p. 166.
140 Ibid.
141 Göhler 1980, p. 167.
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never completely broke free from Hegel’s influence). Although Göhler’s study
represents one of the milestones within the German-languagemethodological
discussion of Marx, there has not been a reception of his approach in other
countries that could compare with the reception of the work of Hans-Georg
Backhaus, for example. In Germany, however, Göhler represents one of the
essential points of reference for themethodological discussionof the critiqueof
political economy, with his approachmeeting with both approval (for instance
from Christian Iber in relation to the determination of the relation between
the structure of the value-form and the chiastic structure of exchange)142 and
criticism. Among the criticisms of Göhler’s approach is that levelled byHelmut
Brentel at the former’s central thesis of ‘Marx’s reduction of the dialectic’, which
Brentel finds unpersuasive. Another critique by DieterWolf focuses in particu-
lar on Göhler’s understanding of contradiction in Marx.143

An original contribution to the discussion of the ‘problem of the beginning’
of the critique of political economy is the thesis developed by the Argentinian-
Mexican philosopher and theologian, Enrique Dussel, in research carried out
in the 1980s and 1990s. In his analysis of the ‘chapter on method’ in the 1857
Introduction to the Critique of Political Economy, Dussel regards the ascent from
the simple and abstract to the intellectually concrete, to the complex, to the
concrete totality, as a dialectical element.144 According to Dussel, the struc-
ture of categories in the critique of political economy is prescribed by their
internal interconnection in modern capitalist society. In the first book in his
trilogy, Dussel also investigatesMarx’s conception of the logic of his exposition
from the plan outlined in the 1857 Introduction to the ‘Index to the Seven Note-
books’145 compiled by Marx in 1858.146 As was indicated above, in the second
book of his trilogy Dussel refers not only to the 1861–63 Manuscripts, in which
Marx follows up on his text, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy,
but also to the latter text itself. Dussel points out that although Marx indicates
his intention to choose ‘Value’ as the title for his opening section in his letter
to Engels of 2 April 1858, as well as in his ‘Index to the Seven Notebooks’, he
then, in a letter to Engels dated 13 January 1859, refers to his opening chapter

142 Iber has published a lecture series held at the Institute for Philosophy of the Free Uni-
versity of Berlin in book form (see Iber 2005).

143 On the critical engagement with Göhler, see Brentel 1989, pp. 347ff. andWolf 2002, p. 224.
Michael Heinrich also criticises Göhler (see Heinrich 1999a, pp. 228f.).

144 See Dussel 1985, p. 52.
145 The index bears this title because the Grundrisse manuscript is contained in seven note-

books.
146 See Dussel 1985, pp. 61 ff.
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under the heading of ‘The Commodity’.147,* (Dussel’s research can be supple-
mented here as follows: Marx already gives ‘The Commodity’ as the title of
his opening chapter in a letter to Engels dated 29 November 1858).148 Accord-
ing to Dussel, the structure of the Urtext of A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy – a text which was drafted in the latter half of 1858 before
Marx composed the published version of A Contribution – is already anticip-
ated in a letter written to Engels on 2 April 1858; the structure is the following:
value – money – capital.149 As is well known, it is not only A Contribution to
the Critique of Political Economy that begins with the category of the commod-
ity: this is also true of Capital. Dussel interprets the individual commodity as
the elementary existence** of bourgeois wealth;150 as unity of use-value and
value, the commodity is the category which forms Marx’s starting point.151
Value is in turn interpreted by the Argentinian as the ‘fundamental being’ of
capital.

Yet there is also a further line of argument in Dussel’s search for the category
that forms the starting point of Marx’s critique of political economy. For Dus-
sel, themost fundamental opposition whichMarx establishes in his critique of
political economy is not so much that between concrete-useful and abstract-
universal labour, nor that between use-value and value. The Argentinian philo-
sopher maintains instead that it is first and foremost the antagonism between
‘living labour’ and ‘objectified labour’ which is accorded central significance.
Dussel argues that ‘living labour’ has a decisive function, and advances the con-
ception that, as the source of value and surplus value, it is extrinsic to capital.
This source is subsumed by capital, however. The crux of Dussel’s interpreta-
tion of Marx is that the category of ‘living labour’ is the actual starting point
of the dialectical exposition. For the Argentinian, ‘living labour’ is actually a
primordial category within the structure of categories – in fact it is the very
first.152 In turn, ‘living labour’ stands in opposition to ‘objectified labour’, which
is thus of a similar relevance for the beginning of the dialectical exposition.
The Latin American philosopher and theologian writes: ‘The dialectical logical

147 See Dussel 1988, p. 27.
* The first two chapters of Dussel 1988 were not included in the English-language edition

(Dussel 2001a).
148 Marx 1983f, p. 358.
149 See Dussel 1985, p. 330.
** [Dasein] – this could also be rendered as ‘determinate being’.
150 See Dussel 1988, p. 28.
151 See Dussel 1985, pp. 332f.
152 See Dussel 1990, p. 421.
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movement of Capital begins in the radical contradiction of “living labor” and
“objectified labor” as capital’.153

Nevertheless, this raises the question as towhat tomake of a beginning of an
expositionwhich has ‘the commodity’ as its starting point, as is undeniably the
case in the first volume of Capital. On Dussel’s interpretation, there are evid-
ently two ‘beginnings’, each with a different status. Dussel argues as follows in
El Último Marx: ‘In effect, it was necessary to begin with Chapter One on the
commodity and money … in order to comply with a pedagogical order, or the
order of the “exposition”; logically, however, it was necessary to start with the
absolute contradiction between “money and living labour” ’.154 It is worth tak-
ing a closer look at Dussel’s line of argument here. The Argentinian considers
that the function ofMarx’s plans for the architectonic of his critique of political
economy is to problematise the ‘ordering’ of economic categories within the
context of the development of the concept of capital. Yet Dussel establishes
a distinction here: in terms of the ‘ordering of the enquiry’, which is a matter
of a logical, essence-related ordering, the fourth chapter of the second edition
of Capital or the second chapter of the first edition – i.e. the section of Marx’s
text containing the transformation of money into capital – is to be located at
the beginning.With regard to the ‘ordering of the exposition’, however, the first
chapter of Capital represents the beginning; Dussel understands this ‘ordering
of the exposition’ to be ‘pedagogical’. The circumstance that the commodity is
the first category to be exhibited does not signify forDussel that it also occupies
first place in the essence-related ‘internal’ ordering of categories.

In fact, ‘living labour’ constitutes a central categorial point of reference in
Marx’s work for Dussel. According to the Argentinian philosopher and theolo-
gian, it is the creatrix of all value and all wealth, and economic categories such
as value, the commodity,money, etc. are itsmodalities.155 Dussel also attributes
a central significance to the category of ‘living labour’ within the context of his
emphatic reference to the character ofMarxian theory as critique, insofar as he
regardsMarx’s critique of political economy as one that is undertaken from the
perspective of ‘living labour’.156

Within the Anglo-Saxon discussion, the theory formed by Dussel has been
the cause of some controversy. Patrick Murray has voiced criticisms of several
aspects of Dussel’s theory.157 A major point of criticism is associated with

153 Dussel 2001b, p. 20.
154 Dussel 1990, p. 420.
155 See Dussel 2001a, p. 196.
156 See Dussel 2001a, pp. 190–1.
157 See Murray 2002.
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Murray’s critical view of so-called ‘Ricardian Marxism’. Murray argues that a
distinction is to be drawn between Marxian theory on the one hand, and
‘Ricardian Marxism’ on the other. It is only the former, and not the latter,
which theorises the specific social form of labour within the capitalist mode
of production. Murray places Dussel under the rubric of ‘Ricardian Marxism’,
and defines the latter as follows: ‘The hallmark of Ricardian Marxism is that
it takes the theory of surplus-value to be the heart and soul of Marx’s critique
of capitalism’.158 Murray argues that Dussel underestimates the importance of
Marx’s exposition of the sphere of simple circulation at the beginning of his
exposition in Capital, and likewise the problematic of the specific social form
which is the object of Marx’s exposition. This element of Murray’s critique
of Dussel is relevant in relation to the problem of the beginning in Marx’s
exposition, since it is in this context that the question of the significance
of Marx’s exposition of the categories of the commodity and money – i.e.
the categories of the first section of the second edition of Capital – can be
posed.

A response toMurray’s critique ofDusselwas formulated by FredMoseley.159
The latter takes the view that the ‘heart and soul’ ofMarx’s critiqueof capitalism
encompasses both his theory of surplus value and exploitation on the one
hand, and his theory of specific forms on the other. Moseleymaintains that the
category of the commodity is to be considered the logical starting point with
regard to Marx’s exposition of his theory of capitalism. Moseley also notes that
‘an important point of agreement betweenMurray andmyself, andwithDussel
aswell, is thatCapital is about capitalism from the very beginning– that is, from
chapter 1 of volume 1’.160 Short shrift is given here to any interpretation which
holds that the beginning ofMarx’s exposition is concernedwith a pre-capitalist
‘simple commodity production’.

2.3 The Relation ofMarx’s Critique of Political Economy to Hegel’s
Philosophy as Reflected in the International Debate

In connection with the international debate on the problematic of Marx’s
exposition, it is necessary to undertake a closer examination of a theme which
has been the subject of intensive discussion in scientific research on Marx’s
method in his critique of political economy, namely Marx’s relation to Hegel.
In this context, the central focus is the relation of Marx’s ‘mature’ critique of

158 Murray 2002, p. 120.
159 See Moseley 2002. For Moseley’s view of Dussel, see also Moseley 2001.
160 Moseley 2002, p. 127.
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political economy to Hegel’s philosophy, rather than the extensive reception of
Hegel undertaken by Marx in his early work.

In the second part of this work, two interpretative orientations (those of
the Della Volpean and Althusserian Schools) were considered whose position
with regard to Marx’s relation to Hegel was characterised above all by the
foregrounding of a sharp demarcation between these two thinkers. Although it
is obvious that ‘anti-Hegelianism’ by nomeans represents a differentia specifica
of Althusser and Colletti, it should be noted that the Della Volpean School
stood at the head of the ‘anti-Hegelian’ movement within Marxism, at least in
Western Europe. Within a number of varieties of Marxism, including Soviet or
Eastern European orthodox Marxism, Japanese and Latin American Marxism,
there were certain tendencies which were opposed to any ‘Hegelianisation’
of Marxian theory (in the case of Latin American Marxism, this opposition
was mediated by the local reception of Althusser). Also worth noting within
this context is the anti-Hegelian orientation of the Anglo-Saxon ‘analytical
Marxism’ of the 1980s. In parts of the debate of the 1960s and 1970s, however,
there already existed a current of interpretation of the Hegel-Marx relation
which deviated from anti-Hegelian interpretations; an example of this current
can be seen in the positive reference toHegelwithin theMarx-interpretation of
Hans-JürgenKrahl. It should bynomeans be assumed, then, that it is legitimate
to make unqualified generalisations about an ‘anti-Hegelianism’ within the
Marx debate of the 1960s and 1970s. Since that period, there has been a further
development in the state of the discussion internationally. It is worth recalling
here various theoretical approaches of the 1990s which distance themselves
from the anti-Hegelian discourse, including that of the Iranian, Ali Shamsavari.
A ‘NewDialectic’ approach proposing a positive redefinition of theHegel-Marx
relation has emerged at approximately the same time within the Anglo-Saxon
world. Yet ‘anti-Hegelianism’ cannot be said to have disappeared from the
internationalMarxdebate in recent times, as canbedemonstratedby reference
to the interpretative approach of John Rosenthal (see below).

The relation of the Marxian to the Hegelian method can by no means be
reduced to a mere ‘application’ or ‘transfer’: the complexity of the Hegel-Marx
relation should not be underestimated. Marx engaged critically with Hegel’s
Phenomenology of Spirit, his Philosophy of Right and his Logic (both the Science
of Logic and the Encyclopaedia Logic). Marx undertook his reception of Hegel
both in various theoretical contexts and at different periods in the production
of his theoretical works.

Marx adopted different positions vis-à-vis Hegel at different points in time.
Within international research on Marx, there is in general a high level of
familiarity with the sources documenting his critical engagement with Hegel.
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Worthy of mention in this context, alongside the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy
of Right of 1843 and other writings from this same decade, are Marx’s mature
works on the critique of political economy, including his 1857 Introduction and
the postface to the second edition of the first volume of Capital, as well as
his correspondence. Other sources are less well known, however. With regard
to the period from 1857 onwards, in addition to the numerous better-known
passages from texts where Marx engages critically with Hegel’s philosophy, an
excerpt made by Marx from the Encyclopaedia Logic has also been preserved
(it is difficult to date Marx’s excerpt, although it was probably made at the
beginning of the 1860s); although the corresponding volume of mega2 has
not as yet been published, this excerpt has been available to the scientific
community for decades, and yet it has thus far received little attention in
specialist circles.161

In the 1960s, the Czechoslovak philosopher, Jindřich Zelený, distinguished
four different stages inMarx’s critical engagementwithHegel’s philosophy. The
first stage identified by Zelený occurs inMarx’s 1841 dissertation, TheDifference
Between the Democritean and Epicurean Philosophy of Nature; the second stage
corresponds to Marx’s 1843 critical reception of Hegel’s philosophy of right;
the third stage is associated with the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts;
the fourth stage comprises The German Ideology and The Poverty of Philosophy.
Zelený considers the latter two stages to be particularly significant; the Czech
philosopher regards the period from 1844 to 1847 as the most important and
philosophically richest period in Marx’s reception of Hegel. Yet how, on this
basis, would Zelený classify those of Marx’s critical engagements with Hegel
that are documented in his 1857 Introduction, in his ‘mature’ work from 1857/8
onwards, and, not least, in his correspondence fromhis London period? Zelený
responds as follows:

The question whether, in the further development of Marx’s thought in
relation to Hegel’s philosophy, there are any changes or modifications
which could be described as constituting a new, specific stage in Marx’s
critical confrontation with Hegel must be answered in the negative. The
relation ofMarx to Hegel remains in essence as elucidated in principle by
the former following a relatively complicated development in the fourth
stage of his reception of Hegel – i.e. in The German Ideology and the
Poverty of Philosophy.162

161 See O’Malley and Schrader 1977.
162 Zelený 1980, p. 179. [Translation modified – n.g.].
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In the 1980s, Andreas Arndt distinguished various phases of Marx’s engage-
ment with Hegel from 1857 onwards. Arndt identifies Marx’s work on the 1857
Introduction asmarking the beginning of a period of intensive critical confront-
ation with Hegel. This was followed, however, by a temporary ‘virtual silence’
in relation to Hegel on the part of Marx once he had resumed his work on A
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy in 1861. While working on his
1861–63Manuscripts, and,more precisely, on his Theories of Surplus-Value (writ-
ten during the course of 1862), Marx engaged critically with the problematic of
the method of political economy. According to Arndt, Marx reconsidered the
category of contradiction at this time. Arndt writes as follows:

After his intensive experimentation with Hegel during the concluding
phase of his enquiry into the systematic interconnection of the categories
of bourgeois society and in his first attempt at an exposition (up to
1859), both of which serve to clarify for Marx the outline of the system
of the critique of political economy, the programme of dialectic is first
concretised through the elucidationof the category of contradiction inhis
direct critical engagement with the method of bourgeois economics.163,*

Arndt discerns a continuous critical engagement by Marx with the problem of
dialectic and Hegelian philosophy during the period from 1865 to 1868. Arndt
maintains that subsequently – from the late 1860s up to Marx’s death in 1883 –
this critical engagement rather recedes into the background.164,**

In the context of the question as to the theoretical relation between Marx’s
critique of political economy and Hegel’s thought, it is worth indicating, by
means of a short excursus onHegel’s treatment of political economy, the funda-
mental difference between the way in which Hegel and Marx confronted this
science. This short excursus on Hegel’s engagement with economic theory is
also rendered necessary by the emergence in the 1990s of a novel situation in
the history of the debate around the reception of Hegel andMarx. An interpret-
ative current has formedwithin the Anglo-Saxon discussion of the Hegel-Marx
relation – at least according to the account given by Ian Fraser and Tony Burns

163 Arndt 1985, p. 230.
* Arndt’s study has recently been republished with the addition of a new afterword (see

Arndt 2012).
164 In another study, Arndt emphasises a specific concept of objective mediation which he

discerns in Marx (see Arndt 2004, pp. 37ff.). For a recent approach by Arndt to Marx’s
relation to Hegelian dialectic, see Arndt 2008.

** See also Arndt 2013 for a subsequent contribution on this theme.
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in their historical survey of this debate – which has broken with the previ-
ous orientations guiding the exegesis of this theoretical relation. According to
Fraser and Burns, this new interpretative tendency takes a radically different
path, one which – it might be added – does not so much involve a specific or
novel interpretation of Marx, but rather of Hegel. To put it concisely: in this
context, Hegel is not construed as an idealist, but as a materialist.

Fraser and Burns point out, however, that the central focus of this interpret-
ative current is not so much Hegel’s metaphysics as his economic, social and
political thought: ‘In so far as he is of significance for the history ofMarxism, the
true importance of Hegel, on this view, is to be found in his social and political
thought, or in what is usually referred to as his Realphilosophie, rather than in
his general philosophy or his metaphysics’.165 These two authors expand upon
this point as follows: ‘From this point of view, then, there is noneed forMarxists
to appropriate amodified, materialist version of Hegel’s philosophical idealism
into their own thought. For Marx’s “materialism” can be derived directly from
Hegel’s own social thought without any such adaptation or modification’.166
Thus, the ‘fundamental claim that is made by this new reading of the Hegel-
Marx connection’ consists in the assertion ‘that Hegel’s dialectic and Marx’s
dialectic are one and the same’.167 Regardless of the evaluation that might be
made in relation to this new approach to the interpretation of the Hegel-Marx
relation and of Hegelian thought in particular, it is in any case clear that, given
the existence of this new interpretation, an exclusive or one-sided focus on the
relation of Marx’s critique of political economy to the Science of Logic or to the
Phenomenology of Spirit is no longer permissible, and that Hegel’s engagement
with economic and social questions merits some attention.

Hegel’s relation to the science of political economy ismuchdiscussedwithin
research on Hegel. Crucially, Hegel integrated his references to political eco-
nomy within his philosophy of right and social philosophy, or, to be more
precise, within his corresponding theory of civil society.* This is to say that
although he recognised political economy as an independent science, it did
not have this status in his own treatment. Jürgen Kuczynski has referred to
‘Hegel’s “philosophisation” of the economy’.168 Georg Ahrweiler perceives a

165 Fraser and Burns 2000, p. 21.
166 Ibid.
167 Fraser and Burns 2000, p. 22.
* [bürgerlichen Gesellschaft] – the convention in English translations of Hegel’s philosophy

of right is to render bürgerliche Gesellschaft as ‘civil society’, although it should be borne
in mind that the term is translated in many other contexts as ‘bourgeois society’.

168 Kuczynski 1981, p. 258.
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certain ‘dilettantism’ at work in the way Hegel refers to the economic prob-
lematic.169 A well-known statement by the philosopher in relation to ‘political
economy’170,* is set out in §189 of Elements of the Philosophy of Right. For Hegel,
‘political economy’ is a science whose development ‘is of interest in showing
how thought extracts from the endless multitude of details with which it is
initially confronted the simple principles of the thing [Sache], the understand-
ing which works within it and controls it (see Smith, Say, and Ricardo)’.171 A
question arising in relation to this paragraph and its listing of the economists,
Adam Smith, Jean-Baptiste Say and David Ricardo, is that of Hegel’s recep-
tion of these economic thinkers. It is likely that Hegel was better acquainted
with the Scot’s – i.e. Smith’s – theory than with that of the other two econom-
ists.172 However, Andreas Arndt suspects that there were considerable omis-
sions inHegel’s reception of Smith. In Elements of the Philosophy of Right, Hegel
showed no interest in the Scot’s approaches to the theory of value or his dis-
tinction between use-value and exchange-value.173 A further important ques-
tion for Hegel research is that of his reception of the economic thought of
James Steuart.174 Inhismid-twentieth century studyof the youngHegel, György
Lukács alerted a broad readership to an annotated commentary to Steuart’s

169 Ahrweiler 1976, p. 101.
170 With regard to Hegel’s terminology, Norbert Waszek refers to a science ‘which Hegel

designates in his Elements of the Philosophy of Right employing the unusual expression
“Staatsökonomie” … but which he also refers to – for the most part synonymously – as
“politische Ökonomie” and “Nationalökonomie” ’ (see Waszek 1995, p. 36).

* All three terms – Staatsökonomie (literally: state economics), politische Ökonomie and
Nationalökonomie (literally: national economics) – can be rendered in English as ‘political
economy’ (the latter term can also be translated as ‘economics’).

171 Hegel 1991, p. 227.
172 Norbert Waszek writes that although it was unlikely that ‘Hegel had a noticeable direct

knowledge of Say and Ricardo – that is why there are no other references and no identifi-
able allusions to their writings – he knew of them, probably through the review journals,
he perceived them as independent followers of Smith, and he thus appreciates – and one
need not readmore into the reference – that Say and Ricardo (along with Smith) were the
acknowledged leaders of the subject’ (Waszek 1988, p. 133). According to Andreas Arndt,
Hegel became acquainted with Ricardo through Say; Arndt points out that Hegel’s liter-
ary estate contained Say’s 1819 text, Principes de l’ économie politique par Dav. Ricardo (see
Arndt 1988, p. 327).

173 See Arndt 1988, p. 326. According to Arndt, it is doubtful whether Hegel ever ‘read more
than the first chapter in the first volume ofWealth of Nations’. Arndt argues that ‘otherwise
it would be difficult to explain the fact that Hegel was unable to see the problem of wage
labour and capital despite his references to Smith’ (Arndt 1988, p. 326).

174 See Chamley 1965.
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1767 Inquiry into the Principles of Political Economy written by Hegel between
February and May 1799.175 Since the Steuart commentary itself has not been
preserved, and the only available source for this work is a brief report in the
biography of Hegel by Rosenkranz, a student of the German philosopher, it has
been suggested that ‘it would be advisable to refrain from any remarks based
on mere speculation’.176 Ernst Erdös, who has described Hegel as a ‘critic of
bourgeois society on the terrain of bourgeois society’, considers the Stuttgart-
born philosopher to be a follower of neither Smith nor Steuart.177 By contrast,
Erdös insists that Hegel’s independence is worth emphasising. Other interpret-
ers challenge the idea that Hegel operated on the level of the modern (Anglo-
Saxon) political economy of his time.178

Finally, it is important to note the fundamental difference between the
Hegelian and the Marxian relation to political economy. Hegel clearly marked
out a position in relation to political economy in the section on the ‘system
of needs’ in his doctrine on civil society in Elements of the Philosophy of Right;
however, his doctrine of civil society is thematised within his philosophy of
right, which is a component of the philosophy of objective spirit, and thus part
of his philosophical system. By contrast, Marx was concerned to provide a fun-
damental critique of the science of political economy, and simultaneously to
revolutionise it theoretically, rather thanmerely seeking (as didHegel) to integ-
rate into a philosophical system some of the insights gained as a result of a
critical engagement with this discipline. Accordingly, the economic research
carried out by Marx, in particular his critical engagement with economic sci-
ence, was located not only in a totally different theoretical and programmatic
context, but was also incomparably more intensive than that undertaken by
Hegel. Marx’s exposition in Capital presupposes the total theoretical penetra-
tion of his object, including the internal interconnection between economic
categories and relations. Such a project was undertaken by Marx, and not by
Hegel.

Before parts of the international discussion of the Hegel-Marx relation can
be considered more closely, it is necessary to briefly indicate some passages
in Marx’s texts and correspondence which afford an insight into Marx’s own
understanding of his theoretical relation to Hegel. In the famous postface to
the second edition of the first volume of Capital, Marxwrites the following: ‘My
dialectical method is, in its foundations, not only different from the Hegelian,

175 See Lukács 1975, p. 170. See also Riedel 1982, p. 120.
176 Sayama 2004, p. 22.
177 Erdös 1986, p. 76.
178 See Arndt and Lefèvre 1988 and Priddat 1990.
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but exactly opposite to it’. According to Marx, Hegel transforms the process
of thinking – under the name of the Idea – into an independent subject, and
into the ‘demiurge of the real’, such that the real merely forms the external
manifestation of the Idea. Marx contrasts his own position: ‘[w]ith me the
reverse is true: the ideal is nothing but thematerial world reflected in themind
of man, and translated into forms of thought’. Marx continues as follows: ‘I
criticized the mystificatory side of the Hegelian dialectic nearly thirty years
ago, at a time when it was still the fashion. But just when I was working at the
first volume of Capital, the ill-humoured, arrogant andmediocre epigones who
now talk large in educated German circles began to take pleasure in treating
Hegel in the same way as the good Moses Mendelssohn treated Spinoza in
Lessing’s time, namely as a “dead dog” ’.Marx states that this had prompted him
to profess himself Hegel’s pupil, and that he had occasionally coquetted with
Hegel’s mode of expression.

Themystificationwhich thedialectic suffers inHegel’s handsbynomeans
prevents him from being the first to present its general forms of motion
in a comprehensive and conscious manner. With him it is standing on its
head. It must be inverted, in order to discover the rational kernel within
the mystical shell.179

Marx’s critique is directed at the ‘mystification’ of dialectic or method at the
hands of Hegel. In his letter of 16 January 1858, Marx states that his leafing
through of Hegel’s Logic has been of ‘great use’ to him ‘as regards method of
treatment’,180 and gives notice of a project which he presumably never realised:
‘If ever the time comes when such work is again possible, I should very much
like to write 2 or 3 sheets making accessible to the common reader the rational
aspect of themethodwhichHegel not only discovered but alsomystified’.181 No
such text was published by Marx or to be found in the materials contained in
his literary estate. In a letter to Lassalle dated 31 May 1858, Marx expresses his
opinion that Hegelian dialectic is the ultimate word in philosophy, but that it
is necessary ‘to divest it of themystical aura given it by Hegel’.182 Over a decade
later, Marx was prompted, in an exchange with Ludwig Kugelmann, to refer
critically to the ‘mystical form’ of the dialectic in Hegel. In his letter of 6 March
1868, Marx writes that the reviewer of Capital, Eugen Dühring, knows very well

179 Marx 1976a, pp. 102–3.
180 Marx 1983a, p. 249.
181 Ibid.
182 Marx 1983c, p. 316.
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that ‘my method of exposition is not Hegelian, since I am a materialist, and
Hegel an idealist. Hegel’s dialectic is the basic formof all dialectic, but only after
being stripped of its mystical form, and it is precisely this which distinguishes
my method’.183 Shortly after, on 9 May 1868, Marx advised Joseph Dietzgen as
follows: ‘When I have cast off the burden of political economy, I shall write a
“Dialectic”. The true laws of dialectics are already contained in Hegel, though
in a mystical form. What is needed is to strip away this form’.184

The author of Capital recognised that the method of the exposition which
was to elucidate and develop the internal interconnections of the capitalist
economy was necessarily given by the latter’s structure itself. Rather than
establishing an ‘a priori construction’, as Marx puts it in his postface to the
1873 second edition of the first volume of Capital, the ‘object’ must first be
sufficiently penetrated in its specific structure by means of a protracted and
detailed process of enquiry in order to make possible an explanation and
development of the object’s internal interconnections in the exposition.Marx’s
approach was too differentiated to be considered a mere external ‘transfer’
or ‘application’ of Hegelian logic or method to the economy. In his letter of
1 February 1858 to Engels, Marx – referring to Lassalle – had already indicated
precisely how not to proceed with Hegelian logic: ‘It is plain to me from this
one note that, in his second grand opus, the fellow intends to expound political
economy in themanner of Hegel. Hewill discover to his cost that it is one thing
for a critique to take a science to the point at which it admits of a dialectical
presentation, and quite another to apply an abstract, ready-made system of
logic to vague presentiments of just such a system’.185

Various interpretations of the Hegel-Marx relationwill be presented in what
follows. Nomore than aminimal selection of contributions to the international
debate on this question can be considered here, however, as it is beyond
the scope of the present study to provide anything like an adequate survey
of this debate since 1980. With the exception of a brief presentation of the
interpretative approach of Fred Schrader, the following exposition focuses
on contributions from the Anglo-Saxon discussion, given the prominent role
played by the interpretation of the Hegel-Marx relation in the latter context.

In a pioneering study, published in 1980, on Marx’s preparatory work for
Capital in the period from 1850 to 1858, Fred Schrader advanced the thesis
that the comments made by Marx on his relation to Hegel’s Logic while draft-

183 Marx 1987h, p. 544.
184 Marx 1988c, p. 31.
185 Marx 1983d, p. 261.
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ing the Grundrisse – i.e. that he had leafed through Hegel’s Logic, which had
been of great use to him in terms of his own method of treatment –186 are to
be taken literally. ‘No significant reception of Hegel occurred, no world spirit
was thus revealed to be capital, nor yet was it a matter of deciphering an iden-
tity between the movements of an essence and those of value’.187 According to
Schrader, a partial analogy with certain aspects of Hegelian logic in the chapter
on money in the Grundrisse – Schrader acknowledges that this analogy can
be drawn – is given by certain parallels between aspects of Hegelian logic and
the material used by Marx in certain places. To what does this ‘material’ refer?
In Schrader’s view, it can be argued that there are indeed correspondences to
Hegel in the Grundrisse in the context of Marx’s reception of the economists,
Sismondi, Storch and Say – more precisely, these correspondences are given
by parallels between certain dimensions of Hegelian logic and aspects of the
considerations of these economists with regard to the theories of money and
capital. ‘FollowingMarx’s references, it canbe established that, at decisive junc-
tures in his Rohentwurf, and in fact in those very passages which correspond to
Hegelian logic, he relied on Sismondi, Storch and Say not only in an economic
and factual sense, but also conceptually, and even in terms of his overall con-
ception’.188

Schrader has since reassessed the results of his research that he first pub-
lished in 1980. He now argues that what has to be clarified is whether, when
and whereMarx relates to Hegelian logic, to Spinoza’s concept of substance, or
to Leibniz’s logic of relations. At stake in this enquiry, according to Schrader,
are important findings with regard to Marx’s modus operandi. Schrader argues
that it is conceivable, on the one hand, that Marx proceeded on a completely
eclectic and pragmatic basis, that his mode of operation was characterised by
unsystematic improvisation, influenced by his current reading at any given
point in time, with ‘a specific concept “fitting” particularly well at a given junc-
ture’.189 Schrader recognises that this point of view bears a similarity to his own
interpretation in 1980. ‘On the other hand’, Schrader continues, ‘itmight be sus-
pected that this usage is not quite so innocent after all, and that, behind the
quote, Marx is in fact also establishing a relation to the author quoted. In both
cases, the question of the status of conceptuality would have to be posed’.190
One dimension of Schrader’s new intervention on the issue of the Hegel-Marx

186 See Marx 1983a, p. 249.
187 Schrader 1980, p. 136.
188 Schrader 1980, p. 134.
189 Schrader 2007, p. 177. See also Schrader 1998, p. 87.
190 Schrader 2007, p. 177.
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relation consists in his questioning of the frequent tendency to privilege the
Science of Logic or the Philosophy of Right in interpretations of Marx’s method
and his relation to the Stuttgart-born philosopher (the Phenomenology of Spirit
could arguably also be added to the above works). ‘Other published works
by Hegel which were undoubtedly read by Marx are not taken into consider-
ation. These include … the Encyclopaedia, and not merely the “lesser Logic”
(§§19–244), but also the Philosophy of Objective Spirit (§§483–552), in which
Hegel integrates logic and social theory into a whole system’.191 Schrader him-
self deserves credit for having caused slightly more attention to be focused on
the ‘lesser Logic’ contained in the Encyclopaedia, and particularly on its rather
neglected reception by Marx (an excerpt by Marx from this work by Hegel was
published by Schrader in collaboration with Joseph O’Malley in the 1970s).

A little more than three decades ago, the Marx-interpreter, Sean Sayers, felt
compelled to insist to the Anglo-Saxon readership that dialectic is not a mere
absurdity.192 In the intervening period, the discussion centring around Chris-
topher Arthur, Tony Smith and others – a discussion which is of significance
for the debate on dialectic – has become ever more established within Anglo-
Saxon research into Marx. It would appear that Arthur identifies a decisive
key to an adequate reconstruction of Marx’s critique of political economy pre-
cisely in his reference to Hegel’s logic. An edited volume published in 1993 by
Fred Moseley represents a milestone in the development of the Hegel-Marx
debate within the Anglo-Saxon reception of Marx; three of the interpretative
approaches included in this volume will be presented here.193,*

Christopher Arthur’s ‘Hegelianising’ approach has already been referred to
in the expositional survey of the Anglo-Saxon discussion of Marx given above.

191 Schrader 2007, p. 177.
192 ‘What then is dialectic? First of all one must see that it is not a mere absurdity, but a

philosophy, a logic, a way of seeing the world’ (Sayers 1980, p. 2).
193 See Moseley 1993. A follow-up volume featuring contributions from a virtually identical

list of authors was published four years later (see Moseley and Campbell 1997). Moseley
has also published an important edited volume on Marx’s theory of money (see Moseley
2005).

* The three volumes referred to here (Moseley 1993,Moseley and Campbell 1997, andMose-
ley 2005) are associated with the International Symposium on Marxian Theory (ismt),
an international forum for researchers with an interest in systematic dialectic and value-
form theory established on the initiative of Fred Moseley in 1990. Alongside Moseley,
long-standing participants include Christopher Arthur, Riccardo Bellofiore, Patrick Mur-
ray, Tony Smith, Martha Campbell, Roberto Fineschi and Geert Reuten. Some 11 edited
volumeshave so far beenpublishedunder the auspices of the ismt (seehttps://chrisarthur
.net/international-symposium-on-marxian-theory-ismt/ for details).

https://chrisarthur.net/international-symposium-on-marxian-theory-ismt/
https://chrisarthur.net/international-symposium-on-marxian-theory-ismt/
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InArthur’s view, thequestionof howMarx’s critiqueof political economybene-
fitted from his appropriation of Hegelian logic is to be taken very seriously.
Arthur draws attention to the significance of form-theory (and thus echoes
Helmut Brentel’s interventions in the West German Marx discussion of the
1980s): ‘It is agreed by all intelligent Marxists that the question of social form
is the key to the Marxian understanding of economic systems’.194 Accordingly,
Arthur argues that ‘Marxist theory needs a science of form’.195 An important
distinction established by the British philosopher is that between systematic
and historical dialectic: ‘On the whole, Marx is trying to use the former, as I
do …’.196 Arthur criticises Marx’s exposition for its premature introduction of
abstract labour as the substance of value, which causes some readers to see an
‘embodied-labour theory of value’ in Marx (indeed, for certain form-theorists
within the Anglo-Saxon discussion, such an ‘embodied-labour theory of value’
appears to be something of a spectre to be exorcised in any adequate recon-
struction of Marx’s critique of political economy). It might be asked in this
context whether Arthur might have been influenced by the Uno School, which
likewise considers that Marx introduces abstract labour as the substance of
value prematurely in his exposition. In relation to Hegel’s logic, Arthur writes
the following: ‘I think that the relationship betweenHegel’s logic and the value-
form is much closer than that of an external identification of its logical struc-
ture, or a methodologically motivated application of its norms of adequacy,
or an expositional strategy that finds it convenient to move from simpler to
more complex structures’.197 It should be noted that whenArthur uses the term
‘value-form’ in this context, he refers not merely to the value-form analysis in
the narrow sense, but to a system comprising various moments: the commod-
ity, money and capital. The British philosopher continues as follows: ‘I believe
that in some sense the value-form and Hegel’s logic are to be identified; we are
not simply applying Hegel’s logic to an independent content. It is not that the
value-formhappens to generate structures of a complexitymapped byHegel in
his logical categories; the forms are in effect of such abstract purity as to consti-
tute a real incarnation in theworld of the ideas of Hegel’s logic’.198 According to
Arthur, however, it is precisely the proximity to Hegel’s logic which casts a crit-
ical light on Marx’s object. The latter represents, on Arthur’s view, an inverted
reality which is systematically alienated from its bearers, it is ‘an object that

194 Arthur 1993, p. 70.
195 Arthur 1993, p. 71.
196 Arthur 1993, p. 86.
197 Arthur 1993, p. 66.
198 Arthur 1993, p. 66.
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in its spiritualisation of material interchange and practical activities into the
heaven of pure forms virtually incarnates the Hegelian “Idea” ’.199 The material
abstraction (or ‘real abstraction’) of the exchange process constitutes a specific
reality of ‘pure forms’.

With regard to its conceptual content, the peculiar relation which Arthur
establishes to Hegel in this context has a specifically socially critical bearing;
the significance of this circumstance is underlined by a controversy between
Arthur and theMarx-researcher, Tony Smith, which took place in 2003. On that
occasion, Arthur observed that the difference between his own approach and
that of Smith consisted in the fact that the latter

criticises capitalism for failing to live up to the demands of Hegel’s philo-
sophy; whereas I think it is to be criticised precisely because it does so.
I argue this is so because it is a system of self-moving abstraction. Obvi-
ously, we must be reading Hegel very differently. I agree with the Marx of
1843, 1857 and 1872 that Hegel inverts the relation between thought and
being. My innovation is to argue that capital is also an inverted reality
with a parallel logic.200

In his contribution to the same edited volume of 1993, Tony Smith attempted
to identify two different types of dialectical theory in Hegel: ‘The first con-
cerns the dialectics of history. Hegel believed that there is a logic of devel-
opment underlying both world history and the history of art, religion, and
philosophy. Dialectics was the term he used to refer to this logic of develop-
ment’.

The American interpreter of Hegel and Marx characterises the second type
of dialectical theory in Hegel as follows:

However, the second sort of dialectical theory, found in writings such
as The Science of Logic and The Philosophy of Right, is our sole concern
here. This may be termed systematic dialectics and is concerned with
the ordering of categories from the simple and abstract to the complex
and concrete. This ordering does not coincide with the order of events in
history …201

199 Ibid.
200 Arthur 2003a p. 195. On Arthur’s critical engagement with Smith, see also Arthur 2003b.
201 Smith 1993, p. 15.
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Smith focuses in particular on the second type of dialectical theory in Hegel,
and draws on ‘systematic dialectic’. The AmericanMarx-researcher argues that
‘Marx did indeed make use of a systematic dialectical method similar to that
found in Hegel’.202 Smith’s interpretation thus displays a similarity to that of
Arthur: Smith, too, distinguishes the systematic dialectic upon which he draws
from any ‘historical’ dialectic. For Smith, the dialectical logic inMarx’s critique
of political economy consists in the systematic progression from one level
of abstraction to the next, and, more precisely, in the circumstance that this
occurs on the basis of a ‘necessary derivation’ of each categorial level from the
preceding one. What are the grounds of this necessity? ‘The necessity of the
derivation is materially grounded in the practice of social agents. Derivations
are justified if and only if we can show that social agents operating within
one social form would necessarily tend to act in a manner that leads to the
introduction of a new social form’.203 Although without doubt a representative
of a kindof ‘systematic dialectical’ readingofCapital, SmithunderstandsMarx’s
magnum opus to be altogether a much more complex work. He expands on
this point as follows: ‘[Capital] includes many dimensions that cannot be
reduced to the systematic progressionof economic categories…The systematic
dialectical reading does not incorporate thewhole of the book’.204Nonetheless,
the American Marx-interpreter maintains that ‘systematic dialectic’ captures
the leitmotiv of Capital, its underlying theoretical architectonic.

At the beginning of the 1990s, Smith published a monograph presenting his
conception of Capital as a theory of economic categories that are structured in
their relation to one another in accordance with the dialectical logic thatMarx
appropriated from Hegel. According to Smith, the dialectical method applied
by Marx is to be understood as a systematic categorial progression. Smith’s
interpretative approach is also noteworthy insofar as he attempts to define the
criteria that a theory of categories must satisfy ‘if it is to capture adequately
the immanent unfolding of the subject matter’.205 Firstly, the theoretical start-
ing point is of decisive importance: the simplest and most abstract category
is to be selected as the point of departure, such that the remaining categor-
ies can be derived from it. Secondly, a linear progression must be given in the
sequence of categories, such that the transition from one category to the next
is necessarily grounded in their specific content. Thirdly, ‘there is the question

202 Smith 1993, p. 16.
203 Smith 1993, p. 25.
204 Ibid.
205 Smith 1990, p. 45.
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of the general categorial/ontological framework used throughout the theory’.206
Smith adds that ‘[w]hen he defined the categories “commodity”, “money”, “cap-
ital”, and so on, [Marx] did so in terms of a specific categorial framework found
in Hegel’s Logic, one taken from the level of essence (Wesen)’.207 The American
Marx-interpreter argues that the systematic dialectical logic, which is in evid-
ence in Capital from beginning to end, displays no methodological ambiguity.
Yet, according to Smith, Marx made concessions to his readership: he played
down ‘the systematic nature of the theory’ and emphasised ‘the much more
accessible historical components of the work’.208 Smith further comments that
an alternative for Marx would have been to anticipate Lenin’s famous aphor-
ism: ‘It is impossible completely to understand Marx’s Capital, and especially
its first chapter, without having thoroughly studied and understood the whole
of Hegel’s Logic. Consequently, half a century later none of theMarxists under-
stood Marx!’209

According to the American Marx-researcher, Patrick Murray, a parallel can
be drawn between Hegel’s Logic of Essence andMarx’s theory of value. Murray
refers to the problem of essence and manifestation, and observes that Hegel
considered that the essence must manifest itself, or, to put it more precisely,
‘the essence must appear as something other than itself ’. According to Murray,
Hegel’s Logic of Essence, ‘whereby the essence necessarily appears as something
other than itself, is the pivotal conceptual resource founding Marx’s theory of
value – value necessarily appears as something other than itself, namelymoney
(price) …’.210,* Murray emphasises the significance for the critique of political
economy of Marx’s critical engagement with Hegel, by means of which Marx
appropriated ‘conceptual resources that enabled him to overcome Ricardo’s
theories of value and capital’. The American interpreter of Capital formulates
his point as follows: ‘I argue that it is precisely the lessons learned from Hegel
thatmake Capital great’.211 Murray opposes the view thatMarxmerely adopted
Ricardo’s labour theory of value (there can be no doubt that Murray is correct

206 Smith 1990, p. 46.
207 Ibid.
208 Smith 1990, p. 32.
209 Lenin 1976, p. 180.
210 Murray 1993, p. 38.
* See also Murray’s monograph on Marx’s theory of scientific knowledge (Murray 1988),

particularly chapters 11, 13–16, 18, 19, where this argument is situated more broadly within
the context of Marx’s critical appropriation – within his mature critique of political
economy – of Hegelian logic (and Hegelian philosophy more generally).

211 Murray 1993, p. 37.



in-depth analyses 263

on this score), and argues thatMarxmoved beyond the traditional understand-
ing of the problem of essence and manifestation, ‘which fails to show that
essence (value) must appear (as money)’.212 According to Murray, Marx him-
self was able to demonstrate this; Murray develops the point as follows: ‘Once
we recognize what value is, namely, an abstract, reflective, “social” objectivity, it is
evident that it canhaveno immediate appearance’.213 Itmight be addedhere that
the peculiarity of the concept of value itself (provided this is correctly grasped)
necessitates a unity of the theories of value and money. With regard to these
latter theories, the American interpreter of Marx develops his argument as fol-
lows: ‘Because it is an abstraction, a being of reflection, value cannot appear
immediately; it must appear as something other than itself. Money proves to
be the necessary form of value’s appearance – and to be necessary for value’s
existence – yet money is not value’.214 Murray’s point could be expressed as fol-
lows: it is by means of Marx’s critique of political economy that the categories
abstract labour, value andmoney can be correctly grasped. Murray’s reading of
Marx points in a similar direction to that indicated by the current which has
emerged in the German-language discussion in connection with the research
carried out by Hans-Georg Backhaus, and which can be described as the ‘mon-
etary theory of value’.

The interpretative approaches of Tony Smith and Patrick Murray serve to
demonstrate, among other things, that a positive reference to Hegel’s philo-
sophy has become established within a part of the Anglo-Saxon discussion of
the critique of political economy in recent times. After thinkers such as Louis
Althusser (whowaswidely received in the English-speakingworld, particularly
in the 1970s) and Galvano Della Volpe had established a sharp demarcation
between Marx and Hegel, and attempted to distance Marx from Hegel, a com-
pletely different interpretative tendency seems tohavedeveloped and gathered
strength in the Anglo-SaxonMarx debate of the last few decades. Yet this tend-
ency in turn has not remained uncontested; ‘anti-Hegelian resistance’ has also
been offered, as is exemplified by the interpretative approach which will now
be outlined.

A further important work of Anglo-Saxon provenance is John Rosenthal’s
The Myth of Dialectics, published in 1998. In this study, Rosenthal is concerned
to find a third way beyond the alternative of Hegelian Marxism and analyt-
ical Marxism. In this endeavour, he invokes the unity of the theories of value,

212 Murray 1993, p. 48.
213 Murray 1993, p. 52.
214 Murray 1993, p. 51.
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value-form and money in Marx: ‘Marx’s so-called “value-theory” is … from
the outset a theory of money, and a theory of money, I am suggesting, in a
unique sense which finds no exact parallel in either neoclassical econom-
ics or classical political economy’.215 Rosenthal argues that it would also be
an error to regard Marx as a Ricardian as far as the theory of value is con-
cerned. On this point, it can be conceded to Rosenthal that he has correctly
grasped an essential aspect of Marx’s theory of value which is sometimes over-
looked in the English-speaking world (and beyond), namely that there is a
fundamental difference between Marx’s and Ricardo’s respective theories of
value. Rosenthal further asserts that there is an analogy (although not a homo-
logy) betweenMarx’s theory of value and money on the one hand, and Hegel’s
exposition of the ‘Concept’ on the other. Rosenthal argues that according to
Marx, money is to be grasped as ‘a real universal: a generality, viz. the com-
mon character of all commodities as “exchange-values”, which has acquired
independent existence in the form of some determinate commodity or “use-
value” ’.216 There exists an ‘unmistakeable isomorphism’ between Hegel’s ‘Idea’
and the ‘real form of economic value, viz. money’.217 Yet Rosenthal takes up an
unambiguous position against Hegel and against any ‘Hegelianising’ reading of
Marx.

In Germany, Rosenthal’s book has been vehemently criticised. The philo-
sopher, Michael Quante, censures its author for failing to present a treatment
of the question of Marx’s relation to Hegel free from the interference of polit-
ical ‘positioning’: ‘Anyone who might have believed that this lamentable fea-
ture of Marx-research were now a thing of the past will learn, from reading
Rosenthal’s book, that this is sadly not the case’.218 Quante sees Hegel shunted
off to the corner of thepolitical Right inRosenthal’smonograph.Quante further
argues that Rosenthal’s work is characterised by a complete ‘lack of familiar-
ity’ with and ‘prejudiced distortion’ of Hegel’s philosophy.219 This critique can
be countered, however, by the recognition that Rosenthal’s interpretation of
Marx’s theory of value is a useful reference in relation to a number of import-
ant points.

215 Rosenthal 1998, p. ix. In addition to his monograph, an essay by Rosenthal on the Hegel-
Marx problem has also been the focus of much attention within the English-language
debate (see Rosenthal 1999).

216 Rosenthal 1998, p. 139.
217 Ibid.
218 Quante 2002, p. 453.
219 Quante 2002, p. 455.
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2.4 Summary
Since the 1960s and 1970s, a fundamental characteristic of scientific engage-
ment with Marx’s critique of political economy has consisted in the increased
focus on Marx’s process of enquiry and on his specific exposition. As far as
Marx’s exposition is concerned, the question of the ascent from the abstract
to the concrete and the problem of the beginning have proved to be central
points of reference for the reception of Marx. Attention was already devoted to
these themes in the 1960s, and the theory which has been formed in relation to
these questions also constitutes an important aspect of the period within the
history of the reception of Marx stretching back to the 1980s. The insight to be
preserved here is thatMarx’s form of exposition necessarily corresponds to the
specific structure of his economic object. With regard to the relation between
Hegel’s and Marx’s method, which is of great relevance for the problematic of
the exposition, the key observation to be retained is that this relation is by no
means to be reduced to the simple external ‘application’ or ‘transfer’ of Hegel’s
method to an alien ‘object’. Furthermore, an important conclusion vis-à-vis the
interpretation of the Hegel-Marx relation in general is that it is not only the
Science of Logic which is to be considered in this context; rather, other texts
by the Stuttgart-born philosopher with which Marx engaged critically must
also be brought into relation. Since the 1990s in particular, a certain tendency
has gained an increasing profile within the international interpretation of the
critique of political economy, namely the interpretative current which is char-
acterised by a more open or positive relation to Hegel’s philosophy, in marked
contrast to the ‘anti-Hegelian’ positions of Althusser and Colletti. It seems to
me that a condition for a productive future debate on the problematic ofMarx’s
‘dialectical exposition’ is above all that the question of dialectic be discussed in
relation to the specific problems of economic theory which Marx attempted to
solve in his exposition.220

3 The Six-Volume Plan and the Concept of ‘Capital in General’

3.1 The Structure of the Critique of Political Economy in Six Volumes
An important dimension of Marx’s method emerged in the course of his work
on theGrundrisse, where he outlines the project to expound the internal struc-

220 It should be emphasised, however, that the question of dialectic should not be restricted
to the problematic of the exposition, since dialectic also exists precisely within the real
object of Marx’s critique of political economy.
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ture and the economic life-process ofmodern capitalist society in a systematic-
ally structured work consisting of six volumes. Within Marx’s six-volume plan,
the first volume was to deal with capital, the second with landed property, and
the third with wage labour. These first three volumes in turn form a separate
unity within Marx’s six-volume plan, insofar as they were intended to themat-
ise the economic life-conditions of the three great classes of modern bourgeois
society, in contrast to the three following volumes. The fourth and fifth volumes
were to be dedicated to the state and international trade respectively, and the
sixthwas to dealwith theworldmarket. This six-volumeplan, outlined byMarx
in his letter to Lassalle of 22 February 1858 and in his famous letter to Engels of
2 April in the same year,221 was never to be realised.222

Indeed,Marx explains in his letter to Lassalle of 11 March 1858 that he has no
intention of elaborating all six volumes to the same extent; rather, he intends
‘to give no more than the broad outline in the last three, whereas in the first
three, which contain the actual nub of the economic argument, some degree of
amplification will be unavoidable’.223 It is thus safe to assume that Marx aimed
to laymostweight on the volumes on capital, landed property andwage labour.

The first three volumes within the six-volume plan correspond to the class
structure of the capitalist mode of production. However, the population of
those societies in which the capitalist mode of production predominates is not
reducible to the three major classes – the capitalist class, the working class,
and the class of landowners. Marx was of course aware of this circumstance.
In Theories of Surplus-Value, he refers to the ‘constantly growing number of
the middle classes, those who stand between the workman on the one hand
and the capitalist and landlord on the other’; here Marx points out that ‘[t]he
middle classes maintain themselves to an ever increasing extent directly out of
revenue, they are a burden weighing heavily on the working base and increase
the social security and power of the upper ten thousand’.224 Marx represented

221 See Marx 1983e, pp. 298ff.
222 EnriqueDussel has commented that a fraction as small as one seventy-second (!) ofMarx’s

planned project is available to readers in the form of works that he himself published.
Dussel bases his assessment on the following calculation: the volume of Capital thatMarx
himself published on the production process of capital represents only one of three parts
within one of four sections (the sections corresponding to competition, credit and share
capital are not included) within one of six volumes. Three multiplied by four multiplied
by six gives 72 (see Dussel 1990, p. 410). It would seem that Dussel includes a dash of Latin
American humour here.

223 Marx 1983g, p. 287.
224 Marx 1989c, p. 198.
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the perspective that ‘the mass of the classe moyenne should grow and that the
proletariat (those who work) should constitute a constantly declining propor-
tion (even though it increases absolutely) of the total population’. According
toMarx, ‘[t]his in fact is the course taken by bourgeois society’.225 Nonetheless,
the three major classes are the central focus in Marx’s investigation. Despite
Marx’s thesis of the ‘constantly growing number of the middle classes’ which
stand between the working class on the one hand, and the capitalist class and
the class of landowners on the other, it is the latter three classes which form the
basic structure of modern capitalist society as far as Marx is concerned. In the
third volume ofCapital, Marx refers to ‘all three classes thatmake up the frame-
work of modern society – wage labourer, industrial capitalist, landowner’.226

The question which arises is that of the fate of the six-volume plan in
the history of the development of Marx’s critique of political economy. Did
Marx maintain his original conception of the plan for the architectonic of his
critique of political economy?227 Did this conception undergo changes?Was it
ultimately abandonedbyMarx?An important part of international research on
Capital has revolved around such questions for some decades now. A scientific
consensus is still a longway frombeing achieved, however. The thesis thatMarx
abandoned his six-volume plan could potentially be challenged by dissenters:
the lattermight appeal to his later indication – in the first volumeofCapital–of
the need for an independent treatment of the complex of problems associated
with wage labour:

Wages themselves again take many forms. This fact is not apparent from
the ordinary economic treatises, which, in their crude obsession with the
material side [Stoff ], ignore all differences of form. An exposition of all
these forms belongs to the special study of wage-labour, and not, there-
fore, to this work. Nevertheless, we shall have to give a brief description
of the two fundamental forms here.228

Does this ‘special study of wage-labour’ correspond to the previously planned
volume on wage labour? It is questionable within this context whether this
‘exposition’ was still to be carried out within the framework of the original six-

225 Marx 1989b, p. 78.
226 Marx 1981a, p. 756.
227 In referring here to the six-volume plan as Marx’s original conception of his plan for the

architectonic of the critique of political economy, abstraction is made from the plans
which he devised in the period before 1858.

228 Marx 1976a, p. 683.
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volume structure, and whether this was to be undertaken by Marx himself.
Within the context of the problematic of ground rent in the third volume of
Capital, Marx distinguishes an ‘independent treatment of landed property’
from his own theoretical approach in Capital.229 Does this imply that Marx
planned to undertake such an ‘independent treatment of landedproperty’ after
completing Capital? And would such an ‘independent treatment’ correspond
in the way that it were conceived to the volume on landed property? A further
important question is whether the second and third volumes ofMarx’s original
conception were rendered obsolete by the inclusion of a section on wages in
the first volume of Capital and by the integration of a section on ground rent
into the third volume of this work.230 Inclusions of this kind were certainly
not anticipated by Marx within the original six-volume plan, or within the
originally planned division of the volume on capital.

One of the most interesting controversies within research on Marx revolves
around the question as to whether, and in which form, Marx maintained the
six-volume plan, or at least certain of its elements. Research into the problem-
atic of the plan for the architectonic ofMarx’s project of the critique of political
economy was already carried out in the interwar period and in the immedi-
ate postwar period by theorists such as Henryk Grossmann, Samezō Kuruma
and Fritz Behrens. An important impetus for the discussion was provided by
Roman Rosdolsky’s monograph, which was to a large extent drafted already
in the 1950s, but which was not published until 1968. Since this time, this
work has been translated into numerous languages and has even become an
international classic. With regard to the first three of the six volumes that
Marx’s work was to comprise, Rosdolsky comments that the corresponding
structure – i.e. the planned division of the categories capital, landed prop-
erty and wage labour into three separate volumes in this sequence – was by
no means devised according to external considerations, but was instead given
by the ‘inner nature’ of the capitalist mode of production itself, by the specific
interconnection between these categories which correspond to the class struc-

229 Marx 1981a, p. 752.
230 Some qualifications are in order here: although Marx’s text in the first edition of the first

volume ofCapital includes a part onwages (seeMarx 1983j, pp. 433–56), this does not form
a separate section – this change was onlymade in the second and subsequent editions. In
the original manuscript for the third volume of Capital contained in the so-called 1863–65
Manuscripts, which is not yet divided into seven sections and 52 chapters (these divisions
were introduced inEngels’s edition), butmerely into seven chapters, the part of the text on
ground rent of course has the status of a separate chapter (rather than a separate section).
See Marx 2004.
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ture of bourgeois society. In working on the Grundrisse, Marx had, according
to Rosdolsky, found himself compelled ‘not only to disregard the category of
landed property … but also to omit a more detailed examination of the forms
of wages in order to work out the concept of capital in its purity’.231 On Rosdol-
sky’s view,Marxmade a transition in 1864–5 fromhis original plan to a newone,
and in this context Rosdolsky establishes a distinction between the first three
and the final three volumes of Marx’s sextet: ‘As far as these last books [the
volumes on the state, international trade and the world market respectively –
j.h.] are concerned our inquiry suggests the conclusion that they were never
really “abandoned”. That is to say, the subject matter was never fully assim-
ilated within the second structure of the work, but rather held back for the
“eventual continuation” itself ’.232 Rosdolsky argues that the position is differ-
ent in the case of the respective volumes on landed property and wage labour:
‘These had to be incorporated into the new structure because Capital would
have been inconceivable without a treatment of the questions which they deal
with’.233 The Galician-born scholar suggests that Marx, in accordance with the
alterations to his plan (which only concerned the first three volumes of his ori-
ginal plan), integrated what was formerly to be the second volume (on landed
property) into the third volume of the work which he produced on the basis
of his new conception; by contrast, ‘the material for the third book (on wage-
labour) was incorporated in the last section but one of Volume i’.234 According
to Rosdolsky, Marx’s new planned structure no longer made provision for the
independent second and third volumes of the original six-volume plan of 1858.
Rosdolsky’s interpretation of the problematic of Marx’s plans for his critique of
political economy prompted subsequent international research questioning,
modifying or criticising his theses.

In his 1978 monograph on the historical development of the structure of
Marx’smagnumopus,Winfried Schwarz opposed the conception that ‘Marx, by
including the forms of wages, ormore precisely, the transformation of the form
of the value of labour power [in the first volume of Capital – j.h.], completely
abandoned the volume on wage labour’.235 According to Schwarz, it was by no
means the case that Marx shelved the entire volume on wage labour, instead
incorporating it into Capital; rather, ‘of the original range of themes to be
addressed in the volume on wages [i.e. the volume on wage labour – j.h.],

231 Rosdolsky 1977, p. 39.
232 Rosdolsky 1977, p. 23.
233 Ibid.
234 Rosdolsky 1977, p. 53.
235 Schwarz 1978, p. 68.
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the only one which is dealt with in Capital is the transformation of the form
of the wage’ – i.e. only one aspect of the material which was to be considered
for inclusion in the volume on wage labour.236 In the light of the above-cited
passage from Marx, Schwarz’s hypothesis that the Trier-born theorist did not
integrate all of the content of the volume on wage labour into Capital within
the context of his new conception might appear to be a reasonable one, given
certain premises.237

The problematic of the structure and range of Marx’s oeuvre on the cri-
tique of political economy has of course also been the focus of much atten-
tion within Japanese research. As early as 1930, Samezō Kuruma expressed
the view that Capital corresponds in principle to the originally planned sec-
tion on ‘capital in general’ within the volume on capital (i.e. the first volume
within the six-volume plan). Thus, for Kuruma, the critique of political eco-
nomy remained unfinished as a complete system.238 Although the Japanese
discussion of the postwar period was marked by the increasing influence of
interpretations which were incompatible with the thesis that Capital was in
principle an elaboration of the originally planned section on ‘capital in gen-
eral’, there were still some researchers who advanced similar interpretations
in the 1970s and 1980s, as indicated by Iichiro Sekine and Teinosuke Otani.239
From the 1950s onwards, however, Kinzaburo Sato exerted a significant influ-
ence on the discussion. In a text dating from 1954, in which he drew – many
years before the great wave of Grundrisse-readings in the ‘West’ – on Marx’s
1857/8 Rohentwurf, Sato took it that Marx partially incorporated the thematic
complexes of wage labour and landed property (as well as those of compet-
ition and credit) into the theory developed in Capital. According to Sato, this
occurred in the formof a ‘division’ of these respective thematic complexes: each
of the latterwaspartially takenup inCapital (although this only applied to their
fundamental determinations), and partially reserved for special investigations
(beyond the level of their fundamental determinations).Within the discussion
of the postwar period (according to the account given by Sekine andOtani), the
Marx-researcher and translator of the Grundrisse, Kojiro Takagi, advanced the
view thatCapitalought to be considered as a kindof realisationof the first three
volumeswithin the six-volume plan.240 In 1970, KiyoshiMatsui considered that
Marx had drawn a ‘line of demarcation’ between the first three and final three

236 Schwarz 1978, p. 72.
237 See Marx 1976a, p. 683.
238 See Itoh 1988, p. 56 and Otani and Sekine 1987, p. 250.
239 See Otani and Sekine 1987, p. 250.
240 See Otani and Sekine 1987, p. 250.
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themes to be treated in the six-volume plan.241 In my opinion, this assessment
by the Japanese interpreter of Marx is fundamentally accurate.

In the 1980s, Makoto Itoh engaged with the problematic of the exposition
from his standpoint as a member of the Uno School. From the perspective of
this school, the six-volume plan is scarcely of relevance for any further work
on Capital. Kōzō Uno’s point of view is reproduced by Itoh as follows: ‘Uno did
not discuss the plan problem in detail by following the formation of Marx’s
manuscripts from the Grundrisse, but treated it from the theoretically wider
view of how to locate and complete Capital as the system of basic principles
for all of Marxian economics’.242 According to Itoh, the ‘basic theories’ of wage
labour and landed property within the capitalist mode of production must be
located at a high level of abstraction. Itohmaintains, however, that the implica-
tion of the ‘basic theories’ of wage labour, competition between capitals, credit,
share capital and landed property in the theoretical scope of a theory of the
‘basic principles of political economy’ such as that given inCapital bynomeans
excludes a more concrete investigation of these aspects beyond the level of
abstraction which characterises Marx’smagnum opus.

Theproblematic ofMarx’s six-volumeplanwas also thematised in theAnglo-
Saxonworld in the 1980s, especially in AllenOakley’s study – a pioneeringwork
within the Anglophone context – on the history of the emergence ofMarx’s cri-
tique of political economy. In this study, a great deal of attention is devoted to
Marx’s plans for the architectonic of his critique of political economy. Oakley
emphasises that Capital must be interpreted within the context of its sources
and the history of its elaboration as a work. According to Oakley, three major
strands of argumentation are to be distinguished in the research with regard
to Marx’s six-volume plan. Firstly, the interpretation has been advanced that
Marx’s choice of the title Capital: A Critique of Political Economy has no signi-
ficance vis-à-vis the problematic of the six-volume plan. On this view, this plan
was retained in principle. The second conception outlined byOakley is amodi-
fication of the first: ‘The view taken is that Marx revised the original Six-Book
project by absorbing the material intended for the second and third books on
Landed Property andWage-Labour under the rubric Capital’.243 The Australian
Marx-researcher considers that this line of argument implies the point of view
that by retaining the respective planned volumes on the state, international
trade and the worldmarket, Marx embarked on a four-volume project, and fur-

241 See Matsui 1970, p. 33.
242 Itoh 1988, p. 60.
243 Oakley 1983, p. 107.
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thermore thatCapital is to be regarded as the incomplete first volume in awork
of this scope. A third reading is identified by Oakley as follows: ‘The third inter-
pretation is that beyond the early 1860s, Marx’s intention was to work out the
four books of Capital only’.244 Oakley’s assessment of the situation is that none
of the respective advocates of these three strands of argument can claim that
their position is completely unassailable. According to the Australian Marx-
researcher’s interpretation, it by nomeans necessarily follows from the indica-
tions given by Marx in Capital relating to economic questions which are not
addressed within the scope of his magnum opus that Marx planned a treat-
ment of these questions within the framework of a work structured into six
volumes.245 On Oakley’s view, Marx’s own perspective on Capital points in the
direction of an interpretation of this work as a self-contained totality.

It should not go unmentioned that within a streamof the Soviet reception of
Marx, and specifically that undertaken by the Marx-researcher Albert Kogan,
it was suggested that the author of Capital had remained committed to the
basic methodological idea associated with the six-volume plan. In the 1960s,
Kogan had already carried out intensive research into the problematic of the
architectonic of the critique of political economy. In 1986, substantial results
of Kogan’s research into this question were published in German.246 Here,
the Soviet researcher comments that Marx had striven with his six-volume
plan to ‘provide a scientific structure for the general theory of capitalism’.247
Kogan’s concern is to identify Marx’s fundamental methodological idea, and
he argues that the latter consists in a dual or two-part exposition of landed
property, wage labour, the state, international trade and the world market.
What, then, characterises Marx’s methodology according to Kogan? On the
one hand, the Soviet researcher argues that the above themes were included
in Capital, and more precisely in the exposition of ‘capital in general’, but
only insofar as their elaboration was necessary within the framework of the
theory of surplus value; on the other hand, Kogan maintains that beyond this
framework,Marx reserved ‘special studies’ on landedproperty,wage labour, the
state, international trade and the world market for an exposition which would
take place beyond (and subsequent to) Capital.

Arguably the most remarkable – or, it might be said, the most fascinat-
ing – engagement with Marx’s six-volume plan was that undertaken in the
1980s by themega2working group around theMarx-researcher,Wolfgang Jahn,

244 Ibid.
245 Oakley 1983, p. 108.
246 See Kogan 1986.
247 Kogan 1986, pp. 58f.
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within the Marxism-Leninism Department of the Martin Luther University of
Halle/Saale.248 Jahn took the view that although Marx was unable to fulfil his
six-volume plan, he never abandoned it. This was the background to Jahn’s crit-
ical engagement with Rosdolsky. According to Jahn, Rosdolsky’s alleged misin-
terpretation begins when he regards Marx’s 1858 structuring scheme as merely
an a priori work plan: ‘Yet this plan was already based on Marx’s initial dia-
lectical elaboration of a vast body of research material which he had collected
since beginning his economic studies’. On Jahn’s view, Marx’s six-volume plan
provides the fundamental structuring of the capitalist mode of production in
its core moments ‘in an initial step of analysis’. These core moments ‘formed
the principal stages of abstraction for the theoretical exposition of the total-
ity of the objective capitalist mode of production, and for its reproduction as
a thought-concrete’. This line of thought brings Jahn to the following conclu-
sion: ‘Nor, then, is themain criterion for the correctness of the “six-volumeplan”
whether and to which extent Marx actually realised this plan; the criterion is
rather whether this plan, as a theoretical structure, correctly grasps the main
dimensions of reality’.249 Itwas this viewwhichdetermined the approach taken
by the group around Jahn to Marx’s six-volume plan and which informed the
spectacular reconstruction project devised by this team of researchers.

First, however, it is worth further pursuing Jahn’s interpretation. According
to the latter, Marx never abandoned his comprehensive plan of 1858/9 for
his manuscript, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy.250 Jahn
maintains, however, that new results of Marx’s research – first and foremost
in relation to the volume on capital – had prompted the Trier-born theorist
to undertake drastic modifications. Nevertheless, ‘the fundamental structure
of the organic whole was retained, regardless of whether Marx later referred
to “volumes”, “independent studies” or “sections”, etc.’.251 According to Jahn,
Marx intended to provide a systematic elaboration of the first three volumes,
and only a sketch of the final three. In 1862, however, Marx conceded that this
project would be more than he could manage. At this time, Marx resolved
to ‘concentrate all his energy on what was most important: the volume on
capital’.252 Jahn further claims that Marx arrived at new insights from the

248 See, among other works, Mohl 2002.
249 Jahn 1992a, p. 128.
250 The title AContribution to theCritiqueof Political Economy refers here to the overallwork as

conceived byMarx in his original 1858/9 plan (a work which remained unfinished), rather
than merely to the ‘first volume’ of this work which was published in 1859.

251 Jahn 1992a, p. 129.
252 Ibid.
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point of view of content during his work on the 1861–63 Manuscripts, and
that these had implications for his original six-volume structure. According
to the Halle/Saale-based researcher, Marx had recognised that ‘average profit,
interest, ground rent, etc., could not be excluded from the general analysis
of capital. If the general concept of capital is grasped as value in process, as
self-valorising value, then it cannot be said to be fully developed or “finished”
until the concrete forms of surplus-value have also been integrated into the
exposition’.253 Jahn points out that after 1863, Marx no longer used the original
structuring concept of ‘capital in general’: ‘The general analysis of capital of the
volume on capital was now characterised conceptually as the general concept
of capital, the general nature of capital, capital in its core structure, and the
like’.254 Jahn’s argument might be stated as follows: the conception of the
general analysis of capital in the volume on capital was significantly extended
from the point of view of its content. As a result of this change, only those
abstract-universal elements were taken over which were necessary for the
development of the law of surplus value in the broader sense. The systematic
development at a higher level of concretion – i.e. in the context of the structure
of the missing sections of the volume on capital and of Volumes Two to Six –
remained open.255 According to Jahn, Marx’s modified conception led him to
integrate into the book on capital determinate themeswhichwere essential for
the development of the law of surplus value in the broader sense, andwhich he
had originally intended to treat in Volumes Two and Three. This by no means
implies for Jahn, however, that Marx abandoned these volumes (or the six-
volume plan as a whole).

At a symposium in the summer of 1991, Jahn expressed the following view: ‘A
reception of Marx’s economic theory which remained restricted to the general
nature* of capital had negative consequences for Marx-related theory and
practice’.256 Jahn emphasised that from the perspective of the interpretation of
Marx, the reconstruction and further development of Marx’s economic theory
had by no means been concluded, and further expanded on this point as
follows: ‘The consideration of the particular and the singular in addition to
the universal, and the development of the more concrete levels of exposition
of economic theory which follow Capital, can give rise to a more profound

253 Jahn 1992a, pp. 130f.
254 Jahn 1992a, p. 131.
255 Ibid.
* [allgemeineWesen].
256 Jahn 1992b, p. 19.



in-depth analyses 275

understanding of Marx’s economic theory and provide valuable intellectual
stimuli for the economic analysis of the present’.257

Jahn by no means stood alone in pursuing his approach to the fundamental
reconstruction of Marxian theory. His working group in Halle shared the view
that the main criterion for the correctness of the six-volume plan was not the
question of its realisation or non-realisation by Marx, but rather its adequacy
for the structuring of the theory of the reality of the capitalist mode of pro-
duction. It was in connection with this perspective that the ambitious project
of the Halle-based group around Jahn thrived. This was the project to recon-
struct the six-volume plan in terms of its content, and to ‘complete’ or ‘write’
the ‘incomplete’ or ‘unwritten’ Marx – these researchers intended to continue
writing and to complete Marx’s planned six-part magnum opus themselves, as
it were.258

Although the planned comprehensive reconstruction of Marx’s incomplete
magnum opus did not come to fruition, ‘individual investigations into all the
relevant structural components of this work were presented in the form of
dissertations’ and articles appearing in the journal, Arbeitsblätter zur Marx-
Engels-Forschung, published by the Department of Marxism-Leninism at the
Martin LutherUniversity.259 The bulk of thematerial elaborated inHalle/Saale,
particularly that which took the form of dissertations (most of which were
not published in book form) has not yet been intensively reappraised by the
succeeding generation of researchers. It should be recalled that ‘more than 40
diploma theses, more than 40 doctoral theses, and more than 10 habilitation
theses’were producedwithin themilieu around theHalle-basedMarx-research
group until it was ‘wounddown’ following the ‘fall of the IronCurtain’.260 A por-
tionof theseworksof researchprimarily concerns the structural components of
the six-volume plan. Despite the attention that the research activities around
Jahn gained in the ‘West’ as in the ‘East’, Halle’s genius loci still remains to be
tapped systematically; this is perhaps something that could yet be promoted
by German and international Marx-research. This is certainly particularly true

257 Ibid.
258 On the Halle-based interpretation of the six-volume plan (an interpretation which was

considerably influenced by Jahn’s research), see Mohl 1991, pp. 125f. It should perhaps be
noted that Fritz Sternberg – a social democrat theorist – voiced the idea, already in 1955,
that further work should be devoted to carrying out Marx’s six-volume project: ‘Marxism
must achieve what Marx himself wasn’t able to. It is necessary to write the volumes that
he left unwritten, and thus to rewrite Capital itself on this basis …’ (Sternberg 1955, p. 339).

259 Jahn 1992a, p. 135.
260 Galander 2002, p. 10.
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in relation to the thematic areas that Marx, in accordance with his original
conception, intended to elaborate in Volumes Two to Six of his six-volume pro-
ject, as well as in Sections b to d (on the thematic complexes of competition,
credit and share capital respectively) of the corresponding volumeon capital. A
planned collective monograph by members of the Halle-based working group
was to thematise the content of the six-volumeplan anddraw conclusions from
the Halle-based methodological research carried out up to that point, but it
did not come to fruition; this project could not be realised due to the ‘wind-
ing down’ of academic institutions which followed the upheavals of 1989/90,
among other factors. This unwritten monograph would have ‘taken the posi-
tion, on the foundation of Marx’s oeuvre as a whole, that the six-part plan for
the architectonic of his work retained its validity, without qualification, as a
methodological guideline for the enquiry into, and exposition of, political eco-
nomy’.261

When, in the immediate period following the fall of the Berlin Wall, an
intensive discussion was initiated between those involved inmethodologically
oriented research in East andWest Germany, theHalle-based attempted recon-
struction on the basis of the six-volume plan was naturally a central theme.
In this context, the problems confronting the working group from Halle/Saale
became evident. Ehrenfried Galander, a participant in the Halle-based work-
ing group, offered a clear statement at the time: ‘increasingly differentiated
positions have emerged within our group in relation to the project, and these
have rendered unworkable our original intention, which was to write a mono-
graphon theproject – i.e. there aredifferentiatedpositionswhich simplydonot
allow such a monograph to be written’.262 (Incidentally, a proposal for altering
the planned book’s conception had also been considered in themeantime; this
would have seen the book assuming the form of an edited volume rather than
a collectively written monograph).

Another participant in the project, Ulrike Galander, gave the following sum-
mary: ‘Our original conception, which was that of a classical reconstruction
following the principle of the ascent from the abstract to the concrete both
within the architectonic of the six volumes andwithin each individual volume,
simply fails in relation to the content. There are divergent views within the
group on this score, but that is my opinion’.263 This did not imply for Ulrike
Galander that Marx had himself abandoned the six-volume plan, however.

261 Galander 2002, p. 12.
262 E. Galander 1991.
263 U. Galander 1991.
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Gunter Willing, whose specialism within the group was the volume on the
state, illustrated the problem with which he saw himself confronted: ‘It is
just not sufficient for me to ascend from the abstract to the concrete and to
attempt a logical derivation of the categories from one another. For in real-
ity there are also breaks there. For example, the breaks in the transition to
the volume on the state. I can’t make such a derivation’.264 An additional
remark is in order here: Willing’s opinion must be regarded against the back-
ground of his intensive engagement over several years with the problematic
of the volume on the state. In my opinion, Willing touches on an important
point: one of the most significant content-related problems which any ambi-
tious project of reconstruction along the lines of the Halle-based undertak-
ing would have to pose is the question of which mediations are possible and
meaningful within the exposition of the organic whole in a determinate logical
sequence.

By no means was it the political ‘transition’ alone – an unforeseen external
event – which foiled the Halle-based project: evidently, determinate prob-
lems of content proved to be insurmountable. Problems were also indicated by
WestGerman researchers participating in thediscussion.Winfried Schwarz, for
example, recalled the historical changes that had occurred in relation to ques-
tions of themonetary system and international trade sinceMarx’s lifetime, and
posed the following queries: ‘It’s an unresolved problem for me, then, how is it
possible to consider that the internal nature of capital has remained the same,
that capital has remainedessentially unchanged,whereas its externalmanifest-
ations have undergone very marked transformations? Are the transformations
in the sphere of the world market, for example, merely a problem of the “sur-
face”, or do these transformations also affect the “core structure” … of capital
itself?’265 Schwarz observed that the question arising here was how identity
and change were to be thought together in this context.

Jahn’s interpretation of the six-volume problematic has been particularly
called into question byMichael Heinrich.266 The line of argument provided by
theWestGerman interpreter ofMarx implies that the latter subsequently aban-
doned the six-volume plan he originally conceived in 1858. Heinrich advances
the thesis that the inclusion of determinate themes from the problematic of
landed property and that of wage labour in Capital had rendered it impossible
to separate out the exposition of capital, landed property and wage labour into

264 Willing 1991.
265 Schwarz 1991.
266 See Heinrich 2002b.
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different volumes. Heinrich concedes that in terms of their content, the three
volumes ofCapital donot correspondprecisely to the originally planned expos-
ition of the entire material on the ranges of problems associated with capital,
landed property and wage labour in the anticipated first three volumes of the
six-volume plan. Were this latter exposition to have been carried out, it would
have certainly been more comprehensive. According to Heinrich, however, ‘it
should be taken into account that what is missing in Capital in terms of con-
tent is located on a completely different level of abstraction to the sections and
volumes as these were conceived in the original plan’.267 Heinrich’s argument
implies that the ‘special studies’ to whichMarx referred while working on Cap-
ital – studies which Marx considered to lie beyond the purview of that work –
are to be located on a totally different level from the exposition in Capital,
which is (in Heinrich’s interpretation) an exposition of the capitalist mode of
production in its ‘ideal average’.268

According to Heinrich, Marx devised his draft plans ‘in the course of his
work’; these ‘expressed determinate insights into the structural interconnec-
tions of bourgeois society’.269 Within the context of his previous six-volume
structure, Marx had planned to set out ‘[t]he economic conditions of existence
of the three great classes into which modern bourgeois society is divided’.270
Heinrich’s interpretation of Marx’s well-known letter to Kugelmann of 28 De-
cember 1862 is that ‘Marx merely intended to realise a small part of his six-
volume plan in Capital: this corresponded to the remainder of the first section
of the first volumeof AContribution to theCritique of Political Economy’.271 Hein-
rich characterises the ‘special study of wage-labour’272 and the ‘independent

267 Heinrich 2002b, p. 98.
268 The reference to the exposition of the capitalist mode of production in its ‘ideal average’ is

given in a well-known passage from the third volume of Capital: ‘In presenting the reific-
ation of the relations of production and the autonomy they acquire vis-à-vis the agents of
production, we shall not go into the form andmanner in which these connections appear
to them as overwhelming natural laws, governing them irrespective of their will, in the
form that the world market and its conjunctures, the movement of market prices, the
cycles of industry and trade and the alternation of prosperity and crisis prevails on them
as blind necessity. This is because the actual movement of competition lies outside our
plan, and we are only out to present the internal organization of the capitalist mode of
production, its ideal average, as it were’ (Marx 1981a, pp. 969–70).

269 Heinrich 1999a, p. 179.
270 Marx 1987b, p. 261.
271 Heinrich 1999a, p. 180.
272 Marx 1976, p. 683.
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treatment of landed property’273 to which Marx refers in the first and third
volumes of Capital respectively, and which Marx possibly intended to under-
take at a later stage, as special investigations that could not be compared to the
expositions previously planned within the framework of the six-volume struc-
ture. Heinrich gives the following assessment in relation to Capital: ‘Through
the exposition of the struggle over the limits of the working day, of the effects
of machinery on working conditions, of the general law of capitalist accumula-
tion, and of wages and ground rent as forms of revenue’, Marx had ‘dealt with
the fundaments of “[t]he economic conditions of existence of the three great
classes”274 which were to have formed the object of the first three volumes of
the six-volume plan’.275 According to Heinrich, these economic conditions of
existence were so closely connected with the laws of capital that a separate
exposition would have been impossible for Marx. For the West German inter-
preter of Marx, it is the ‘capitalist mode of production’ or the ‘economic law
of motion of modern societies’ (to use Marx’s terminology) which forms the
object of Capital.

Within the Anglo-Saxon discussion, a high-profile study by Michael Lebow-
itz focused on the absence of Marx’s planned volume on wage labour.276 A
more recentAnglo-Saxon contribution on the question of the volumes planned
by Marx, but which remained unwritten, is that by Christopher Arthur, who
centreshis attentionon the first three volumes (according toMarx’s conception
of 1858). Arthur is positively inclined towards the proposition of independent
volumes on landedproperty andwage labour; thesewouldbe separate from the
volumeon capital, butwould simultaneously be based on the latter.Within this
context, most weight would be attached to the book on capital (thus, in actual
fact, to Capital, on Arthur’s view): ‘The central importance of capital, as against
wage-labour and landed property, determines the status of the two unwritten
books as complementary rather than equal to Capital’.277 Arthur provides the
following assessment of the thematic range of Capital: ‘Capital studies wage-
labour and landed property as they appear within capital; in some sense, they
are expressions of capital, but there is a need for separate books on them
as themselves, not just in relation to capital’.278 According to Arthur, landed
property and wage labour each represent an ‘other’ of capital; thus, there is

273 Marx 1981a, p. 752.
274 Marx 1987b, p. 261.
275 Heinrich 1999a, p. 191.
276 Lebowitz 1992.
277 Arthur 2006b, p. 110.
278 Arthur 2006b, p. 106.
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certainly room for ‘two extra discourses in addition to a study of the form in
which capital appropriates these “others” of itself ’.279

At the end of the ‘chapter onmethod’ in the 1857 Introduction (i.e. before he
had formulated his six-volume plan), Marx drafted an earlier conception of his
planned work, and here, in the second point within his structure, he refers to

[t]he categories which make up the inner structure of bourgeois society
and on which the fundamental classes rest. Capital, wage labour, landed
property. Their interrelation. Town and country. The three great social
classes. Exchange between them. Circulation. Credit system (private).280

Marx subsequently stated in the famous 1859 preface to A Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy that he planned to undertake an investigation
into the ‘[t]he economic conditions of existence of the three great classes’ of
modern bourgeois society.281 Here it should be recalled thatMarx had reserved
the first three of the six volumes for this purpose. A question arising against this
background, then, is the following: in which form couldMarx develop his class
theory, given that he did not write (or did not complete) the first three volumes
of his original plan?

Shortly after the turn of the millennium, Michael Krätke engaged with what
he described as the widespread verdict, both within Marxism and within criti-
cisms ofMarx, that an explicit exposition of his class theory was nowhere to be
found in his work.282 According to Krätke, the exposition of the ‘three classes
thatmake up the framework ofmodern society –wage-labourer, industrial cap-
italist, landowner’, which are to be found ‘together here … and confronting
one another’, can only be situated at the conclusion of the course of Marx’s
exposition – i.e. at the end of the third volume of Capital.283 Krätke thus points
out that what Ricardo refers to at the outset of his presentation, namely the
tripartite structure of bourgeois society, is located by Marx at the conclusion
of his own exposition.284 Krätke argues that ‘even the most adamantly vulgar

279 Arthur 2006b, p. 98.
280 Marx 1973, p. 104.
281 Marx 1987b, p. 261.
282 See Krätke 2003, p. 226.
283 Marx 1981a, p. 756.
284 See Krätke 2003, p. 226. In another text, Krätke writes the following: ‘The final section

[of the third volume of Capital – j.h.] concludes with a chapter on ‘Classes’, thus with
that which the classical economists such as Ricardo took for granted as their starting
point. Marx saw things differently: class is a highly complex concept which can only be
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among the economists’ had considered it self-evident ‘to refer to the three great
classes intowhich “society”was quite naturally divided’; the economists named
by Krätke in this context include Jean-Baptiste Say, Thomas Robert Malthus,
John Ramsay McCulloch and Nassau Senior.285 One of Krätke’s central theses
is that Marx intended to go on to provide a critique of the ‘accepted “class the-
ory” of the economists, including a critique of the concept of economic classes
whichwas prevalent at the time’.286 Krätke also refers toMarx’s views regarding
the increase in the ‘middle classes’287 and the relative decrease of the working
proletariat as a proportion of the overall population.288 For Krätke, however,
Marx’s references to the ‘middle class’ are imprecise: the Trier-born theorist
takes this category to include ‘rentiers, the “moneyed class” or the class with a
fixed income, consisting predominantly of unproductive, “idle capitalists” who
only consume, alongwith the strata appended to them…, and alsominor inde-
pendent producers, who continually emerge as minor master craftsmen and
minor self-working capitalists in “new lines of business”,where theybegin anew
the development of capital and capitalist production’.289 On Krätke’s view, the
category of class is neither exclusively associatedwith the sphere of production,
nor with the sphere of circulation, nor is it solely a category of distribution, nor
exclusively one of consumption; rather, it is all of these things ‘at once, and in
connection with one another’.290 The usual reduction of classes to categories
exclusively defined by distribution, as in the conception of ‘classes according
to income’, misses the complexity of the matter.

Yet the question remains as to whether the non-realisation of the 1858 six-
volume planmight indeed have impinged in a problematic way onMarx’s class
theory. If this were to be demonstrated, it would probably apply not least with
regard to the working class, whose economic conditions of existence Marx
originally intended to thematise in the volume on wage labour. It is likely
that a part of the comprehensive range of themes that were to have been
treated in the volume on wage labour could not be incorporated into Capital;

developed on the foundation of the analysis of the capitalist mode of production – it is
not to be located prior to the latter in the exposition’ (Krätke 2008, p. 15). Ricardo refers to
a tripartite class structure of society in the very first paragraph of his preface to Principles
of Political Economy and Taxation (see Ricardo 2001, p. 5).

285 Krätke 2003, pp. 226f.
286 Krätke 2003, p. 227.
287 Marx 1989c, p. 198.
288 Marx 1989b, p. 78.
289 Krätke 2003, p. 232.
290 Krätke 2003, pp. 235f.
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furthermore, Marx left behind no ‘special study of wage labour’ (as he termed
it in his well-known formulation in the first volume of Capital). Against this
background, Michael Lebowitz indeed touches on a sore point with his thesis
that a treatment of the problematic of wage labour remains a desideratum in
Marx.

3.2 The Problematic of ‘Capital in General’
It was during the course of Marx’s work on the Grundrisse – at the latest – that
the differentiation between various levels of abstraction emerged as a tenet of
decisive significance for his project of an exposition of the critique of political
economy.A consideration of the structural concept of ‘capital in general’, which
Marx counterposed to the ‘competition of many capitals’, belongs within this
context. Underlying this separation isMarx’s reflection that the immanent laws
of capital donot ensue fromcompetition; rather, they aremerely realised in and
through the latter.291Marx insists that these laws can by nomeans be explained
by competition itself.292 Accordingly, he considered that it was first necessary
to deduce the immanent laws of capital in abstraction from competition.

In the spring of 1858, Marx planned to subdivide the first volume within
his six-volume schedule, the volume on capital, into four sections. The first
section was to have ‘capital in general’ as its object, the second ‘competition’
or the action of many capitals upon one another; the third section would deal
with credit, and the fourth and final section was to treat share capital. The
section on ‘capital in general’ was to include both the production process of
capital and the circulation process of capital, along with a further and final
moment: ‘the unity of the two, or capital and profit; interest’.293 This, at least, is
the division which can be arrived at on the basis of Marx’s letters to Ferdinand
Lassalle of 11 March 1858 and to Friedrich Engels of 2 April 1858, if these are
taken together.294

Opinions are divided on the issues of (a) the determination of the content of
the structuring concept of ‘capital in general’ withinMarx’s critique of political
economy, and (b) the effective longevity of this concept within the history
of the elaboration of Marx’s oeuvre on the critique of political economy. A
further question arising is whether this structural concept itself underwent

291 In the Grundrisse, Marx wrote the following: ‘Competition generally, this essential loco-
motive force of the bourgeois economy, does not establish its laws, but is rather their
executor’ (Marx 1973, p. 552).

292 See Marx 1973, p. 752.
293 Marx 1983g, p. 287.
294 See Marx 1983g, p. 287 and Marx 1983e, p. 298.
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determinate changes in terms of its content as Marx developed his critique of
political economy over time. One of Marx’s best-known characterisations of
‘capital in general’ occurs in the Grundrisse:

Capital in general, as distinct from the particular capitals, does indeed
appear (1) only as an abstraction; not an arbitrary abstraction, but an
abstraction which grasps the specific characteristics which distinguish
capital from all other forms of wealth – or modes in which (social) pro-
duction develops. These are the aspects common to every capital as such,
or which make every specific sum of values into capital. And the distinc-
tions within this abstraction are likewise abstract particularities which
characterize every kind of capital, in that it is their position [Position] or
negation [Negation] (e.g. fixed capital or circulating capital); (2) however,
capital in general, asdistinct from the particular real capitals, is itself a real
existence.295

Although there were isolated studies already in Germany in the 1920s on the
problematic of the plan of the critique of political economy as a question of
the history of the elaboration of Marx’s oeuvre, it was only in the wake of
the publication of Roman Rosdolsky’s famous monograph that a discriminat-
ing discussion of this problematic and of the problem of ‘capital in general’
developed in the frg.296 It can even be surmised that it was Rosdolsky’s work
which first generated – or at least acted to extend – any adequate awareness,
on the part of many of those interested inMarx, of problems such as that of the
interconnection between the different levels of abstraction in the critique of
political economy. Rosdolsky considered that Marx’s distinction between ‘cap-
ital in general’ and the ‘competition ofmany capitals’ represented an important
workingmodel. Rosdolsky argues that the later exposition inCapital–provided
all three volumes are taken as the basis – points beyond the original concept
of ‘capital in general’. According to Rosdolsky, Capital is by nomeans restricted
to themes that were previously assigned to the section on ‘capital in general’,
since considerations from the sections on ‘competition of many capitals’, ‘the
credit system’ and ‘share capital’ had been included in the third volume.297 The
engagement by subsequent researchers with Rosdolsky was partially critical.
One of the most ambitious investigations into ‘capital in general’ to be carried

295 Marx 1973, p. 449.
296 See Grossmann 2013.
297 See Rosdolsky 1977, p. 56.
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out in the frgwas that presentedbyWinfried Schwarz in the 1970s.298 LikeRos-
dolsky’s work, Schwarz’s study was also the subject of controversy within the
contemporary Marx debate. Schwarz’s main thesis with regard to the decisive
question of whether or not Marx abandoned the concept of ‘capital in general’
is that although this concept continues to exist inMarx’s conception after 1863,
it no longer constitutes a ‘main structural consideration’ within Marx’s devel-
opment, but rather persists under what might be termed the dominance of a
new structural principle.

A source of inspiration for the discussion of the ‘capital in general’ prob-
lematic within the gdr was the Soviet research (particularly that of the 1960s)
into the draft plans for the critique of political economy. In the Soviet Union,
Alexander Malysch insisted that Marx had only used the concept of ‘capital
in general’ until 1863. By contrast, his compatriot, Albert Kogan, advanced the
view that Capitalwas still based on the conception of ‘capital in general’. Vitaly
Vygodsky, one of the most significant Soviet Marx-researchers of the 1960s and
1970s, presumed that Marx retained the structural standpoint of ‘capital in
general’ after 1862; Vygodsky argued, however, that over time Marx came to
include within the exposition of ‘capital in general’ many of the problems that
he had previously earmarked for subsequent parts of his overall work.299 From
Vygodsky’s thesis it becomes clear that the question as to whether or not Marx
retained the concept of ‘capital in general’ must be supplemented by a further
one, namely whether, and how, the thematic scope of this concept might have
changed during the course of the development of Marx’s critique of political
economy, or, more precisely, whether a thematic ‘broadening’ of this concept
canbe identified. In thegdr, the assessmentofWolfgang JahnandRolandNiet-
zold was that ‘capital in general’ no longer occurred as a structural component
ofCapital, and thatMarx ‘no longer employs this concept in its strong sense’.300

Nevertheless, a qualification should be added here in relation to the Soviet
engagement with the ‘capital in general’ problematic. Albert Kogan advanced
the view thatMarxhad ‘carvedup’ or ‘dividedup’ the thematic domains of com-
petition and credit, and that in their case a twofold exposition was required.
On the one hand, insofar as they were directly related to the theory of surplus
value, they would have to be addressed within Capital –more precisely, within
the range of the exposition of ‘capital in general’. On the other hand, Kogan
considers that the special investigations (the special studies) into these themes

298 See Schwarz 1978. Schwarz had already offered a critique of Rosdolsky a few years previ-
ously (see Schwarz 1974).

299 See Vygodsky 1974, p. 120.
300 Jahn and Nietzold 1978, p. 168.
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would necessarily fall outside Capital and the structural heading of ‘capital in
general’.301 According to Kogan, this notion of a twofold exposition of themes
such as competition and credit – firstly within the framework of the treatment
of the theory of surplus value, and later as relatively independent questions –
represents a key idea of Marx’s methodology.

The engagement with the question of ‘capital in general’ remained a notable
dimension of subsequent Soviet research into Marx. In the second half of
the 1980s, Michail Ternovski and Alexander Chepurenko advanced the view
that relatively soon, Marx became aware of the restrictedness of the concept
of ‘capital in general’ in its initial, provisional formulation in the Grundrisse.
Ternovski and Chepurenko do not contend that Marx discarded the category
of ‘capital in general’; rather, they argue that the specific conceptual content
of this category underwent a fundamental alteration in the time following
this category’s initial determination by Marx. More precisely, they claim that
Marx came to appreciate that ‘a general concept of capital could not exist
beyond the reciprocal relations between individual capitals’, and thus revised
his positionwith regard to the concept of ‘capital in general’ as he hadoriginally
outlined it.302 These authors further argue that Marx had begun ‘to turn away
from the treatment of “capital in general” as an abstract-universal existing
alongside individual capitals. However, this turn initially manifests merely as
the conception of “capital in general” as an abstraction of total social capital’,
which actually occurs in the Grundrisse itself.303

There was also an engagement with the problematic of Marx’s plans for
the architectonic of his critique of political economy within the French recep-
tion of the latter. Within this context, a study by Paul Boccara dating from
the early 1960s has already been referred to above. In 1965, Roger Establet, a
member of the Althusserian School, had set out his observations in relation
to the problematic of Marx’s plan for the critique of political economy in Lire
le Capital.304,* A subsequent French contribution, which refers in part to the

301 OnKogan, see Schwarz 1978, pp. 276ff. On the Soviet debate around the draft plans for the
critique of political economy, see also Müller 1978a.

302 Ternowski and Tschepurenko 1987, p. 182.
303 Ibid.
304 See Establet 1965. The German edition does not contain this contribution.
* Establet’s contribution – along with those by Jacques Rancière and Pierre Macherey –

was omitted from the abridged second edition of Lire le Capital, and likewise from the
English-language edition,ReadingCapital (seeAlthusser andBalibar 1970).Anunabridged
English-language edition, which restores the original contributions, is forthcoming from
Verso.
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German-language debate on Marx’s plans for the architectonic of his critique
of political economy between Rosdolsky, Schwarz and Manfred Müller, dates
from 1980. Alongside his consideration of the plan given by Marx in the 1857
Introduction, the author of this work, Marc Sagnol, pays particular attention
to the problematic of Marx’s various plans over the course of his work on the
Grundrisse manuscript. Within the context of this problematic, the question
of the category of ‘capital in general’ must be posed, as must the query as to
whether this category persisted through the history of the origins and elab-
oration of Capital. Sagnol formulates his thesis as follows: ‘[In Capital], there
is … no transition from “capital in general” to “many capitals” – i.e. to com-
petition’; nevertheless, Sagnol argues that the category of ‘capital in general’
is by nomeans completely jettisoned in the course of the further development
from the Grundrisse to Capital: rather, this category undergoes an important
modification.305 This occurs, according to Sagnol, in the form of an extension
of the concept of ‘capital in general’: ‘In positing wage labour and ground rent
as two determinations of capital, Marx expands his initial concept of “capital
in general”, and endows it with the sense of the internal articulation or internal
structure of bourgeois society; originally, however, this internal articulation or
structure was only to be posited after the study of the three fundamental cat-
egories’.306 Yet for Sagnol, thedevelopment towardsCapital is not limited to this
aspect alone: the French interpreter of Marx argues that the latter’s magnum
opus is in general characterised by a restriction of its object-domain relative to
Marx’s original, more comprehensive theoretical project.

According to the research undertaken by Michael Heinrich in the 1980s and
1990s, the structural concept of ‘capital in general’ played a decisive role in
Marx’s projected exposition from the time of his work on the Grundrisse until
1863, after which point it no longer occurred either in Marx’s correspondence
or in his manuscripts.307 Thus, for Heinrich, it is not merely the term that dis-
appears, but also the content-structuring concept for which this term stood.
Heinrich argues that it is evident that themes are treated in Capital which
concern competition between capitals, credit, or share capital. The key circum-
stance for Heinrich is that Marx’s systematic distinction between ‘capital in
general’ and the ‘competition of many capitals’ is informed by a determinate
conception with regard to the structural interconnection of bourgeois society.
Heinrich explains that in accordance with this conception, Marx regards com-

305 Sagnol 1982, p. 21.
306 Sagnol 1982, p. 25.
307 See Heinrich 1999a, pp. 179ff. See also Heinrich 1986.
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petition as the form in which the ‘immanent’ laws of capital are manifested.
According to the West German interpreter of Marx, the latter holds that these
immanent laws cannot be explained by competition itself. Heinrich considers
the distinction between ‘capital in general’ and ‘the competition of many cap-
itals’ to be Marx’s first attempt at a categorial definition of his view that the
actual movement of individual capitals is merely the realisation of the ‘laws of
the internal nature of capital’. According to Heinrich, Marx establishes two dif-
ferent requirements which the section on ‘capital in general’ has to fulfil: on
the one hand, its content is to be presented at a determinate level of abstrac-
tion, at which abstraction is made from competition (which includes both
the actual movement of, and all relations between, the many capitals); on the
other hand, ‘the exposition is to have a determinate range as regards content –
it is to comprise all the determinations which become manifest in competi-
tion’.308 Heinrich argues, however, that the problem of satisfying both criteria
for the exposition of ‘capital in general’ simultaneously proved insoluble. On
Heinrich’s view, the structural concept of ‘capital in general’ is exploded in the
period after 1863 byMarx’s integration into the logic of his exposition of, on the
one hand, the presentation of the average rate of profit, and, on the other, the
presentation of the reproduction and circulation of total social capital. Yet the
question now arises as to which structuring principle takes the place vacated
by the strict differentiationbetween ‘capital in general’ and ‘competition’. Hein-
rich argues that the previous conception of ‘capital in general’ on the one hand
and ‘competition’ on the other is replaced in Capital by ‘the consideration of
the individual capital and the constitution of total social capital on the three suc-
cessive, ascending levels of exposition corresponding to the immediate process
of production, the process of circulation and the total process’.309

More recently, Heinrich has proposed a periodisation of the development
and elaboration of Marx’s work on the critique of political economy in which
he identifies two distinct projects: the first of these bore the title AContribution
to the Critique of Political Economy andwas to comprise six volumes; the second
was the Capital-project, which was to consist of four volumes. To the first of
these projects Heinrich ascribes two earlier drafts (namely the Grundrisse and
the 1861–63 Manuscripts), as well as the 1858 Urtext and the first volume of A
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, published in 1859 (the 1861–63
Manuscripts were intended as a continuation of this latter work). The second
project (i.e. the Capital-project) is regarded by Heinrich as comprising three

308 Heinrich 1999a, p. 185.
309 Heinrich 1999a, p. 193.
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drafts: the so-called 1863–65Manuscripts; Marx’s work on Capital in the period
from 1866–71; and, finally, his work on Capital in the period from 1871 until his
death, together with the corresponding supplementary studies he carried out
during this time. For Heinrich, then, there are ultimately five drafts divided
between two distinct projects.310,* In my opinion, this proposed division is
novel and represents an alternative to Enrique Dussel’s four-part classification
(see above). Heinrich locates his thesis that Marx replaced one structural prin-
ciple by another – such that the earlier structural principle of a distinction
between ‘capital in general’ and ‘competition’ was replaced by the later struc-
tural principle of the consideration of the individual capital on the one hand,
and total social capital on the other – within the context of his considerations
on the history of the development of Marx’s work on the critique of political
economy as follows: he attributes the former structural principle to the project
entitled AContribution to the Critique of Political Economy, and the latter one to
the Capital-project.

SinceHeinrich published a version of his older theses in English in the 1980s,
there is a certain familiarity within specialist circles within the Anglophone
worldwithhis perspective on theproblematic of ‘capital in general’.311However,
Heinrich encountered twocritics in this context, bothofwhomwere concerned
to provide an alternative interpretation on this question. This was a notable
occurrence from the point of view of the history of the reception ofMarx, since
the problematic of Marx’s plans for the architectonic of his critique of political
economy and of the peculiar structure of the critique of political economy had
long since been rather neglected within the English-language Marx debate –
in contrast to Japan, for example, where an intensive engagement with these
questions had been initiated at a far earlier point in time.312 (As in the case

310 See Heinrich 2006.
* See also Heinrich 2009.
311 See Heinrich 1989.
312 With regard to the Anglo-Saxon interpretation ofMarx prior to thewave of readings of the

Grundrisseof themid- and late 1970s, it is true, for example, that theus interpreter ofMarx,
Raya Dunayevskaya, engaged in the 1950s with the question of changes to the structure of
Capital. The focus of Dunayevskaya’s engagement with the question of structure was, in
the first instance, mostly on factors other than the Six-Volume-Plan and the problematic
of the architectonic ofMarx’s critique of political economywhich revolved around ‘capital
in general’ – a problematic which Kuruma had made a central focus of attention already
in the 1930s. The first true wave of engagement with this problematic within Anglo-Saxon
research occurred in connectionwith the wave of reception of theGrundrisse of the 1970s.
For the views advanced by Dunayevskaya in 1958, see Dunayevskaya 1958, pp. 26ff. Space
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of German-language interpretation of Marx, a major stimulus for the discus-
sion of this problematic was Rosdolsky’s monograph, an English translation of
whichwas published in 1977). The first critical engagementwithHeinrich’s the-
ory in this context was that by Paul Burkett, who defended the view that Marx
had retained the ordering concept of ‘capital in general’ while working on Cap-
ital.313 The second critical response to Heinrich within the English-language
discussion came from Fred Moseley, who argued that Marx maintained the
distinction between ‘capital in general’ and ‘competition’ throughout – i.e. up
to and including his final version of Capital.314 According to Moseley, Marx’s
theories of the average rate of profit and of prices of production, as well as his
theories of interest, mercantile profit and ground rent, are to be considered in
connection with this distinction. Moseley’s interpretation will be examined in
more detail in the following.

On Moseley’s reading, the primary purpose of Marx’s concepts of ‘capital in
general’ and ‘competition’ is to establish the distinction between, on the one
hand, surplus-value production or the determination of the quantity of total
social surplus value, and, on the other, the distribution of surplus value. Mose-
ley argues that the former moment corresponds to the level of abstraction of
‘capital in general’, and the latter to that of ‘competition’.315 For the American
interpreter of Marx, one of the latter’s central premises is that ‘the total amount
of surplus-value is determined prior to and independent of the division of this total
amount into individual parts’.316 Moseley notes thatMarx’s distinction between
the production of surplus value on the one hand, and its distribution on the
other, enabled the author of Capital to advance theoretically beyond David
Ricardo. On Moseley’s view, then, the concept of ‘capital in general’ relates to
total social capital. Like Burkett, Moseley refers to the English-language art-
icle Heinrich published in 1989, and engages critically with the definition of
‘capital in general’ given there; the American interpreter of Marx argues that
on Heinrich’s definition, ‘capital in general’ comprises ‘all the common charac-
teristics of individual capitals, including the average rate of profit, as opposed
to only the most essential common characteristic (the production of surplus-
value)’.317Moseley thus contrastsHeinrich’s interpretationof ‘capital in general’

does not permit a consideration here of Dunayevskaya’s 1978 polemic against Rosdolsky’s
TheMaking of Marx’s Capital (see Dunayevskaya 1978).

313 See Burkett 1991.
314 See Moseley 1995.
315 See also Moseley 2007.
316 Moseley 1995, p. 17.
317 Moseley 1995, p. 24.
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with his own, which identifies the moment of surplus-value production as the
most essential common characteristic defining individual capitals.

With regard to the 1861–63Manuscripts,Moseley comments that ‘the impres-
sion one gets from studying this manuscript is one of Marx’s increasing clarity’
in relation to both the distinction between ‘capital in general’ and ‘compet-
ition’ and the central significance of this distinction vis-à-vis themes which
were later included in the third volume of Capital.318 To borrow fromWinfried
Schwarz’s interpretation (although this pointed in a somewhat different direc-
tion), it could be said that Moseley attempts to demonstrate not only that the
concept of ‘capital in general’ continued to exist inMarx’s theory after 1863, but
that it did so as an absolutely central and determining element, rather than as a
comparatively subordinate one. OnMoseley’s view, the first volume of Capital,
whichwas composed in 1866/7, ismarked by the distinction between ‘capital in
general’ and ‘competition’ – a distinctionwhichMoseley regards as retaining its
validity. This distinction ‘continued toprovide the basic logical structure for the
three volumes of Capital, and especially for Marx’s theory of the average rate of
profit andof the other specific forms of surplus-value inVolume 3’.319 According
to Moseley’s interpretation, the third volume of Capital is located primarily on
the level of abstraction corresponding to ‘competition’, and amajor theoretical
question here is the distribution of surplus value.

In the mid-1990s, the South Korean, Seung-Wan Han, took the position that
Marx no longer used the concept ‘capital in general’ after finishing work on the
1861–63Manuscripts. It would seem that this view has become accepted in vari-
ous currents of Marx research. According to Han, however, the precise point in
time at which Marx abandoned this structural concept is hard to determine.
Marx had apparently retained this concept practically until completion of the
so-called ‘seconddraft ofCapital’. Amajor thesis ofHan is thatMarx’s abandon-
ment of the term ‘capital in general’ as a structural concept went hand-in-hand
with his supposed revision of the principle of a determinate dialectical devel-
opment in a strong sense. Han comments as follows: ‘ “Capital in general” was
an abstraction, but one which was posited as a starting point of the dialectical
development. In this sense, itwas a universalwhichwas to unfold its immanent
determinations over the course of the dialectical process of development’.320
These determinations were to have achieved a ‘real existence’ by the end of the
development. Han argues that Marx had planned, through his construction of

318 Moseley 1995, p. 33.
319 Moseley 1995, pp. 39f.
320 Han 1995, p. 146.
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the concept of ‘capital in general’, to provide a logical exposition demonstrat-
ing the development of capital into a totality which ‘posits the presuppositions
of its formation as its own moments in the course of the dialectical develop-
ment’.321 All of the determinations that were supposedly immanent to ‘capital
in general’ were to have been developed from the latter itself. On this view,
the repulsion of capitals from one another is already inherent within ‘capital
in general’, and this repulsion develops into competition between real capit-
als. According to Han, this appears to have been a guiding principle within
the context of Marx’s project for a dialectical development: Marx had assumed
that competition both could and necessarily had to be developed immanently
from ‘capital in general’. However, as Han points out, if Marx discarded his
experimental concept of ‘capital in general’ and the associated conception of a
dialectical development in the strong sense, it must of course be asked which
method of exposition prevailed instead. The South Korean Marx-researcher
argues that within the context of the alteration to the method of exposition,
‘the strategy of concretisation, which Marx retained throughout as a further
methodological principle, assumes a new form: it no longer consists in a pro-
cess of the immanent unfolding of determinations, which was the conception
associated with the concept of “capital in general”; instead it is now defined by
a process of the extrinsic integration of moments which were previously “disreg-
arded”’.322 Han explains that those elements which had been abstracted from
on the previous levels of the exposition would now be gradually introduced.
The laws which had been elaborated in the preceding exposition would thus
be continuously supplemented, corrected, modified.

An investigation into thequestionnot ofwhether, butwhenMarxabandoned
the structural concept of ‘capital in general’ was recently presented by a Japan-
ese researcher. The problematic of ‘capital in general’ had already been taken
up within Japanese research before the SecondWorldWar, in the context of an
early study on crisis theory by Samezō Kuruma. This discussion was carried on
more intensively in the postwar period. The view expressed in Kuruma’s early
study, namely that Marx remains committed to the structural concept of ‘cap-
ital in general’ in the final version of Capital, is contested by Izumi Omura, a
member of the mega2 working group in Sendai. For Omura, who establishes
a strict differentiation between the ‘capital in general’ system and the sub-
sequent Capital-system, there can be no doubt on this score. Omura takes the
view that the two well-known draft plans contained in Notebook xviii of the

321 Han 1995, p. 129.
322 Han 1995, p. 147.
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1861–63Manuscripts323 represent the final ones corresponding to the ‘capital in
general’ conception. Omura further insists that it would be wrong to associate
these draft plans with Marx’s new conception after his final abandonment of
the structural concept of ‘capital in general’ and of the content defined by this
concept. According toOmura,Marx’s later conception– the one corresponding
to Capital – only emerged during the course of his work on the so-called 1863–
65 Manuscripts, and not during the previous process of drafting the 1861–63
Manuscripts. The Japanese researcher argues that it was while composing the
so-called Capitalmanuscript of 1863–5 thatMarx included the analysis relating
to three problems – ‘i.e. wages, competition (market value and market price)
and the exchange value of natural resources (the price of land and differential
rent)’ – in the volumes onCapital; at the time of the two draft plans given in the
1861–63Manuscripts,324 these problems lay beyond the conception of ‘capital in
general’.325 Omura points out, however, that Marx did actually intend tempor-
arily to carry out both draft planswhich he had outlined inNotebook xviii and
to follow thiswith an expositionof the theory of competition (market value and
market price), the credit system (fictitious capital), landed property (differen-
tial rent and the price of land) and wage labour (wages). According to Omura,
this temporary project was subsequently replaced by the new conception – i.e.
the conception corresponding to Capital.

Incidentally, it is worth noting that the view advanced byOmura contradicts
the understanding of the editors of mega2, Volume ii/3.1; the latter claim that
the new plan delineated in Notebook xviii essentially anticipates the struc-
ture subsequently to be found in Capital, and thus that Marx had by this stage
already taken the content-related decision to abandon the structural principle
of thedivisionbetween ‘capital in general’ and ‘competition’.326 It is to behoped
that the debate on the problematic of ‘capital in general’ – a debate whose
intensity has long since abated within the German-language discussion – will
continue to be a prominent themewithin the Japanesemethodological discus-
sion and in Japanese research within this field.

3.3 Summary
In his letter of 31 July 1865 to Engels, Marx wrote the following in relation to
his manuscript for Capital: ‘I cannot bring myself to send anything off until I
have the whole thing in front of me’. Marx further explains that ‘[w]hatever

323 See Marx 1991b, pp. 346–7.
324 Ibid.
325 Omura 2002, p. 54.
326 See Marx 1976e, p. 12*.
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shortcomings they may have, the advantage of my writings is that they are
an artistic whole, and this can only be achieved through my practice of never
having things printed until I have them in front of me in their entirety. This is
impossible with Jacob Grimm’s method [i.e. publication in successive instal-
ments – j.h.] which is in general better with writings that have no dialectical
structure’.327 The three volumes of Capital are certainly to be considered an
‘artistic whole’ having a ‘dialectical structure’, even taking into account the fact
that Marx was only able to publish the first volume separately (in three differ-
ent versions) in his lifetime and left behindmanuscripts containingworking or
roughdrafts for the secondand third volumeswhichwerenot yet ready for pub-
lication.328 However, a question to be posed within the context of the debate
outlined above (i.e. the debate within international research on Marx over the
‘six-volumeplan’ and the ‘capital in general’ problematic) is the following: is the
‘artistic whole’ constituted by the three volumes of Capital in fact the whole,
or merely a whole which was in turn to be part of a larger whole, where this
larger whole was intended to be a comprehensive and overarching work on
the critique of political economy? Over the last few decades, numerous studies
have contributed to research into the history of the structure of Marx’s mag-
num opus, but as yet no consensus has been achieved with regard to the status
of the ‘six-volume plan’ and ‘capital in general’ within the development taken
by Marx’s theory.

4 Crisis Theory in and after Marx

4.1 Approaches to the Interpretation ofMarx’s Crisis Theory
The very dynamic of the capitalist mode of production necessarily generates
economic crises. Not only is a crisis-free capitalism impossible, according to
Marx, but – it might be added – a peculiar proneness or susceptibility to crisis
is immanent within the capitalist mode of production, distinguishing it from
all other historical modes of production.

327 Marx 1987a, p. 173.
328 Also to be taken into account is Engels’s statement, shortly after the death of his friend,

that the latter had planned ‘to re-write a great part of the text of the first volume, to formu-
late many theoretical points more exactly, to insert new ones, and to bring historical and
statistical materials up to date’; according to Engels, Marx was prevented from carrying
out this plan by his poor health and by the pressing need to work on the second volume
(Marx 1976a, p. 106).
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Marxwas by nomeans the only, or even the first, theorist of crisis: the discus-
sion of this phenomenon had emerged a few decades previously. Most worthy
of mention in this context is the so-called ‘general glut debate’ or ‘general
glut controversy’ around the problematic of a general oversupply of markets –
a debate which pitted Jean-Baptiste Say and David Ricardo against Thomas
Robert Malthus and Simonde de Sismondi. Say and Ricardo, relying on the
thesis of the continuous equilibriumbetween supply anddemand, declared the
oversupply of markets to be an impossibility, whereas Malthus and Sismondi
questioned the validity of this view.329 Ricardo, whom Marx considered to be
at the zenith of classical economics, denied precisely the possibility of general
overproduction: ‘Productions are always bought by productions, or by services;
money is only the medium by which the exchange is effected. Too much of a
particular commodity may be produced, of which there may be such a glut
in the market as not to repay the capital expended on it; but this cannot be
the case with respect to all commodities’.330 In his 1861–63 Manuscripts, Marx
engaged critically and at some length with aspects of the ‘general glut debate’.

From the position taken by Marx with respect to Ricardo, it would be reas-
onable to infer that the shortcomings in the latter’s theory of crises were in
part due to historical factors: ‘Ricardo himself did not actually know anything
of crises, of general crises of the world market, arising out of the production
process itself ’.331 Marx observes that Ricardo had been able to attribute the
crises which occurred in the period from 1800 to 1815 to increases in the price of
corn due to crop failures, to the devaluation of paper currency, or to the effects
of the continental blockade during the war against Napoleon. Marx contin-
ues as follows: ‘[Ricardo] was also able to explain the crises after 1815, partly
by a bad year and a shortage of corn, and partly by the fall in corn prices,

329 Within theMarxist discussion, reference is made to the different theoretical backgrounds
of Malthus and Sismondi, even though both indicate the possibility of general crises: ‘In
Malthus’ hands this tendency towards underconsumption became a reactionary apolo-
getic for feudal land-owners,whosehigh living andconspicuous consumptionwaspresen-
ted as a welcome counter-balance to the tendency of capitalists to over-save’ (Shaikh 1978,
p. 224). ‘Unlike the reactionary parson Malthus, Sismondi was a radical who was deeply
impressed by the suffering of the peasants and workers under capitalism. In his time he
stood at the head of what Marx called petty-bourgeois socialism, which struggled against
the cruelty and destruction engendered by capitalism and sought to reform it so as to
ameliorate these conditions’ (Shaikh 1978, p. 225). Sismondi cannot be described as a
socialist in the strict sense, however.

330 Ricardo 2001, p. 210.
331 Marx 1989c, p. 128.
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because those causes which, according to his own theory, had forced up the
price of corn during the war when England was cut off from the continent, had
ceased to operate; partly by the transition from war to peace which brought
about “suddenchanges in the channels of trade” ’.332Marx concludesby remark-
ing that Ricardo’s successors were confronted by the periodicity of crises on
the world market – a periodicity which characterised a later stage of histor-
ical development – and that it was this very periodicity which prevented these
later economists from denying the facts or interpreting them as mere coincid-
ences.

A characteristic feature of Marx’s theory of crises consists in the fact that he
was able, on the foundation of the monetary dimension of his value theory, to
demonstrate the internal connection between economic categories (value, the
commodity andmoney) and the possibility of economic crises. The dimension
of the specific form-determinacy of the products of labour within the capital-
ist mode of production is of decisive significance here. The specific necessity
of the doubling of the commodity into commodity and money corresponds
to a peculiarity characterising social relations between commodity owners;
this peculiarity consists in the fact that the latter bring the products of their
labour into relation with one another as commodities. In turn, the necessary
doubling of the commodity into commodity and money itself necessarily con-
ditions a separation of sale and purchase into two diverging acts within one
and the same process. Sale and purchase are characterised by a relation in
which they simultaneously belong together and yet are mutually independ-
ent. The possibility of crisis alluded to here does not yet entail the reality
of crisis – indeed, the distinction between the possibility and the reality of
crisis is of decisive significance within Marx’s theory. He makes the point in
Theories of Surplus-Value as follows: ‘the real crisis can only be educed from
the real movement of capitalist production, competition and credit’ – i.e. the
real crisis can only be theorised at a completely different level of abstrac-
tion.333

Within the context of his crisis theory, Marx made continuous references
over a number of years to the separation between sale and purchase which
money entails. Such references occur in Bullion. Das vollendete Geldsystem,* in
theGrundrisse, in AContribution to the Critique of Political Economy, in Theories
of Surplus-Value, and finally in Capital. In Bullion, a compilation of excerpts in

332 Marx 1989c, p. 129.
333 Marx 1989c, p. 143.
* Bullion. Das vollendete Geldsystem [Bullion: The Consummate Monetary System] (Marx

1986). This text has not yet been published in English translation.
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the second stage of processing by Marx and dating from the first half of 1851,
the future author of Capital argues that with money, ‘the act of exchange is
decomposed into the two mutually independent actions of purchase and sale
… The necessary consequence of money is thus the divergence between these
two actions … which can be … in disharmony, in disproportion. With money,
the ground is thus already laid for crises’.334 In A Contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy, Marx writes that the separation between purchase and
sale in the exchange process is ‘the universal form of the splitting apart’ of
moments which belong together, the universal form ‘of their becoming fixed
in opposition to one another, in short it contains the general possibility of
commercial crises, however only because the antagonism between commodity
and money is the abstract and general form of all antagonisms inherent in the
bourgeois mode of labour. Although circulation of money can occur therefore
without crises, crises cannot occur without circulation of money’.335 Within
German-language research, considerable attention has been devoted since
the 1970s (at the latest) to the interconnection between Marx’s theories of
value, money and crisis at the level of exposition corresponding to simple
circulation.336

In the second part of Theories of Surplus-Value, Marx adduces the above-
cited dictum from Chapter 21 of Ricardo’s Principles of Political Economy and
Taxation, according to which products are always bought by products or ser-
vices, andmoney ismerely themediumthroughwhichexchange takesplace.337
Marx criticises this conception, arguing that Ricardo transforms the commod-
ity into a mere product, a mere use-value, and thus transmutes commodity
exchange into the mere barter of products or use-values: ‘This represents a
regression not only behind capitalist production, but even behind simple com-
modity production itself; and the most complicated phenomenon of capit-
alist production – the world market crisis – is flatly denied, by denying the
first condition of capitalist production, namely, that the product must be a
commodity and therefore present itself as money and undergo the process
of metamorphosis’.338 Marx points out that Ricardo’s reference to ‘services’ as
opposed to wage labour elides the latter’s particular determinacy and that of
its use, which consists in the production of surplus value; the particular rela-

334 Marx 1986, p. 4 [my translation – n.g.].
335 Marx 1987b, p. 332 [translation modified – n.g.].
336 See, for example, Bader et al. 1975a, p. 138ff. See also Fahling 1978, pp. 51 ff.
337 See Ricardo 1821, pp. 291–2. On Marx’s critique of Ricardo’s conception with regard to

crises, see Stapelfeldt 2006, pp. 431 ff.
338 Marx 1989c, p. 132 [translation modified – n.g.].
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tion through which the commodity and money are transformed into capital
is thus disregarded: ‘ “Service” is labour seen only as use-value (which is a side
issue in capitalist production) just as the term “productions” fails to express
the essence of the commodity and its inherent contradiction’.339 Ricardo con-
ceives of money as a mere intermediary in the exchange of products, rather
than as ‘an essential and necessary form of existence of the commodity which
mustmanifest itself as exchange-value, as general social labour. Since the trans-
formation of the commodity into mere use-value (product) obliterates the
essence of exchange-value, it is just as easy to deny, or rather it is necessary
to deny, that money is an essential form of the commodity, a form which,
in the process of metamorphosis, is independent vis-à-vis the original form
of the commodity’.340 Marx emphasises that Ricardo disregards crises by ‘for-
getting or denying’ the form-determinacy of the product qua commodity; the
doubling of the commodity into commodity and money; the corresponding
splitting of purchase and sale into twomutually independent acts; and, finally,
‘the relation of money or commodities to wage-labour’.341 According to Marx,
Ricardo thus overlooks the primary presuppositions of capitalist production.
To summarise, Marx attempts in this context to demonstrate the deficien-
cies of Ricardo’s approach, which, at least in part, denies crises; the Trier-born
theorist does so by identifying the omissions in Ricardo’s theories of value
and money. Nevertheless, it should be emphasised, as does Marx, that in real-
ity the fundamental separation of purchase and sale into two mutually inde-
pendent acts within one and the same process merely gives the possibility of
crisis.

To return to the 1850s: the problematic of economic crisis still constituted a
point of reference in Marx’s thought some years after he had written Bullion,
and not only within the context of his journalistic activity. Towards the mid-
1850s, Marx assembled excerpt material on the problematic of crisis. During
this period, he gathered together previous excerpts referring to this problem-
atic (amongother themes) into a compilationof excerptswhichhadundergone
a second stage of processing. This yielded the text entitled ‘Citate. Geldwesen.
Creditsystem. Crisen’, throughwhichMarxwas able to deepen the process of his
theoretical self-clarification in relation to these ranges of problems.* An insight

339 Ibid [translation modified – n.g.].
340 Ibid [translation modified – n.g.].
341 Marx 1989c, pp. 132–3.
* Marx’s notebook entitled Citate. Geldwesen. Creditsystem. Crisen [Quotations: The Monet-

ary System; The Credit System; Crises] (Marx 1854/5) remains as yet unpublished.
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into this material is afforded by the research carried out by Fred Schrader, the
results of which were published in his 1980 monograph (already referred to
above).342

Towards the end of the ‘chapter onmethod’ in his Introduction to theCritique
of Political Economy, Marx outlines a plan for the architectonic of his work;
from this plan, which dates from the summer of 1857, it is evident that Marx
considered that he had already found a place for a systematic treatment of the
crisis problematic within his conception of a text on the systematic critique of
political economy. Marx’s view at this time was that the theory of crisis should
be approached in a systematic way only at a later stage within the logic of the
exposition. In the ‘chapter onmethod’ in the 1857 Introduction, Marx identifies
the problematic of the world market and crises as the final point within the
exposition.343

It is possible that Marx’s decision to begin work on the Grundrisse manu-
script of 1857/8was prompted by the impending crisis, or byMarx’s expectation
of the latter. It can reasonably be assumed that he also harboured political
hopes related to this prospect. In 1850, at the beginning of his time in London,
he had already outlined a connection between economic crisis and political
revolution: ‘A new revolution is possible only in consequence of a new crisis. It
is, however, just as certain as this crisis’.344 At a later stage, this connection was
presumably dissolved within Marx’s thinking, or he came to reject his belief
in it; this was certainly not the case before the end of 1857, however. At the
time Marx commenced his work on the Grundrisse, such insights had not yet
occurred to him.

In a letter written on 18 December 1857, Marx gave Engels an account of
his work on the Grundrisse and informed him of his compilation of empirical
material on the economic crisis:

I am engaged on a twofold task: 1. Elaborating the outlines of political
economy. (For the benefit of the public it is absolutely essential to go
into the matter au fond, as it is for my own, individually, to get rid of this
nightmare.)

2. The present crisis. Apart from the articles for the Tribune, all I do
is keep records of it, which, however, takes up a considerable amount
of time. I think that, somewhere about the spring, we ought to do a

342 See Schrader 1980.
343 Marx 1973, p. 108.
344 Marx 1978b, p. 135.
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pamphlet together about the affair as a reminder to the German pub-
lic that we are still there as always, and always the same. I have started
3 large record books – England, Germany, France. All the material on
the American affair is available in the Tribune, and can be collated sub-
sequently.345

The corresponding excerpt material has not yet been published, although it is
scheduled to appear in mega², Volume iv/14. A preliminary insight is possible,
however, thanks to the research carried out by Klaus-Dieter Block and Rolf
Hecker. The latter give an account of three ‘crisis notebooks’ which are to
be published in mega², and which bear the following titles: ‘1857. France’;
‘Book of the Crisis of 1857’; and ‘The Book of the Commercial Crisis’. The first
of these is a ‘compilation of material containing excerpts from newspapers
on the course taken by the crisis of 1857 in France, Italy and Spain’.346 The
‘Book of the Crisis of 1857’ records information on the London money market
as well as on developments in the stock exchanges in ‘Hamburg, Northern
Kingdom, Prussia, Austria (Germany)’, among other topics. The third notebook
contains observations relating to ‘the 1857 trade crisis in England, the usa,
China, India, Egypt and Australia’.347 In the course of his systematic processing
of these collections of empirical material, Marx evidently came to understand
the economic crisis of 1857/8 as being international in its scale, and devoted
his attention to the course taken by the crisis in various regions of the world.
The economic crisis so eagerly awaited by Marx had indeed spread rapidly
across countries and continents since the autumn of 1857. Yet this situation
also prompted Marx to set himself the task of writing up his comprehensive
theoretical work as expeditiously as possible.

Although arguments and observations relating to the theory of crisis are to
be found in various passages within the Grundrisse, this manuscript does not
contain a self-contained, unified or truly worked out theory of crisis. Although
the same can be said in relation to Theories of Surplus-Value (contained in the
1861–63 Manuscripts), Marx did devote ample space in this later text to various
considerations relating to crisis theory. One of the arguments advanced by
Marx in this context is that capitalist overproduction is conditioned by the
general law of the production of capital:

345 Marx 1983h, pp. 224–5.
346 Block and Hecker 1991, p. 95.
347 Block and Hecker 1991, p. 96. On Marx’s theoretical treatment of the crisis of 1857/8, see

also Goldberg 1987.
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Overproduction is specifically conditioned by the general law of the pro-
duction of capital: to produce to the limit set by the productive forces,
that is to say, to exploit the maximum amount of labour with the given
amount of capital, without any consideration for the actual limits of the
market or the needs backed by the ability to pay; and this is carried out
through continuous expansion of reproduction and accumulation, and
therefore constant reconversion of revenue into capital, while on the
other hand, the mass of the producers remain tied to the average level
of needs, and must remain tied to it according to the nature of capitalist
production.348

Marx’s crisis-theoretical reflections play a further role in the draft for the third
volume of Capital contained within the so-called 1863–65 Manuscripts, for
instance in what is the third chapter according to the arrangement in mega2,
Volume ii/4.2 – i.e. the chapter on the law of the tendential fall in the general
rate of profit accompanying progress in capitalist production. Some of Marx’s
observations here correspond to the theory of overaccumulation: ‘Overpro-
duction of capital (= plethora of capital) and not of individual commodities –
though this overproduction of capital always involves overproduction of com-
modities – is nothing other than overaccumulation of capital’.349

The crisis problematic remained a part of Marx’s thinking in later times,
prompting him to gather material. A new phase of excerpting material related
to the theory of crisis can be dated to the late 1860s; in this case, too, the
corresponding material is still awaiting publication in mega2. A letter written
to Engels on 31 May 1873 illustrates the significance Marx continued to attach
as a crisis theorist to his work with statistical material: ‘you know about those
graphs in which the movements of prices, discount rates, etc., etc., over the
year, etc., are shown in rising and falling zigzags. I have variously attempted
to analyse crises by calculating these ups and downs as irregular curves and I
believed (and still believe it would be possible if the material were sufficiently
studied) that I might be able to determine mathematically the principal laws
governing crises’.350 Marx had also consulted his friend, Samuel Moore, on this
score. In his letter of 10 April 1879 to Danielson (a Russian acquaintance), Marx
informed the latter that it would have been inopportune to have published the
second volumeofCapital before the contemporary English industrial crisis had

348 Marx 1989c, pp. 163–4.
349 Marx 1998, p. 250 [translation modified – n.g.]; compare Marx 1993, p. 325.
350 Marx 1989e, p. 504.
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reached its climax, and that the phenomena of the crisis were this time quite
singular. Marx advised Danielson that ‘[i]t is therefore necessary to watch the
present course of things until their maturity before you can “consume” them
“productively”, I mean “theoretically” ’.351

It remains to emphasise the extent to whichMarx was concerned to process
concrete historical and empirical material alongside his more theoretical and
abstract reflections on crisis theory. Michael Krätke reports that Marx had
‘assembled an astounding volume of statistical and documentary material on
the history of crises and economic cycles’.352 In a further essay, Krätke suggests
thatMarx’s work as an economic journalist provides important sourcematerial
for research into his investigations into economic crises.353

In the following section, an account is given of the international discussion
of research into crisis theory in and after Marx. TheMarxist discussion of crisis
theory which took place from the interwar period to the 1970s, and which is
associatedwith anolder generationof researchers, such as EugenVarga,Natalie
Moszkowska, Henryk Grossmann, Samezō Kuruma and Paul Mattick, is omit-
ted from this account; by contrast, the focus is directed towards international
contributions to research by more recent generations of researchers with an
orientation towards Marx.354

In 1980, a study of crisis theory by Makoto Itoh, one of the leading repres-
entatives of the Uno School, was published for an international readership.
Itoh defended the thesis that Marx’s theory of crisis underwent a development
from the Grundrisse via Theories of Surplus-Value, to Capital. Itoh argues that
the approaches to crisis theory bequeathed by Marx throughout his work can
be attributed to two different types of theory: an ‘excess commodity theory’ on
the one hand, and an ‘excess capital theory’ on the other; Itoh further claims
that within the context of the progressive development in Marx’s crisis theory
from theGrundrisse to Capital, it is only in the latter that the theoretical centre
of gravity shifts from the first type of theory in the direction of the second.355 So

351 Marx 1991c, p. 354.
352 Krätke 2006b, p. 5.
353 Krätke 1999. For a further account of Marx’s investigations into cyclical crises, see Rojas

1989, pp. 133 ff.
354 In 1929, Henryk Grossmann defended the thesis that a theory of collapse could be recon-

structed from Marx’s work, and that this forms nothing less than a ‘cornerstone of the
economic system of Marx’ (Grossmann 1992, p. 29). In more recent research, by contrast,
Marx is rarely treated as a ‘theorist of collapse’ in the sense advocated by Grossmann.

355 In the German translation of a text by Itoh (compare Itoh 1976, p. 101 and Itoh 1978,
pp. 129–30), ‘excess commodity theory’ is rendered as ‘theory of the overproduction of
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much for Itoh’s general thesis. The Japanese theorist argues that in determinate
passages from the Grundrisse, Marx holds that ‘economic crisis is almost equi-
valent, or leads directly, to the final collapse of capitalist production, basing
himself on an excess commodity theory of an underconsumptionist type’.356
Itoh considers that Marx diversifies his ‘excess commodity theory of crisis’
in Theories of Surplus-Value, with a disproportionality approach being ranged
alongside the underconsumptionist one. Itoh claims that a new type of crisis
theory comes to the fore in Capital, namely an ‘excess capital theory’, which
focuses on the absolute overproduction of capital. According to Itoh, however,
this theory-type is given in Capital in an incomplete form.

Generally speaking, theUno School regards crisis theory as a significant field
of researchwithin its overall theoretical approach. This tendency can be traced
back to Kōzō Uno himself. According to Tomiichi Hoshino, Uno’s theory of
crisis focuses on two ranges of problems: on the one hand, Uno is concerned
to identify the cause of economic crises in the process of capital accumulation
(on Hoshino’s account, this demonstration occurs within the framework of the
theory of profit). On the other hand, Uno endeavours to detect the concrete
mechanismswhich can be adduced as an explanation for the outbreak of crises
(according to Hoshino, this investigation takes place within the framework of
the theoryof credit).357Hoshino’s assessment is thatUnoattempts toprove that
a ‘pure’ capitalist society is prone to crisis; yet, as Hoshino makes clear, Uno’s
theory is by no means to be taken as a theory of collapse. Like Itoh, Hoshino
identifies the ‘excess commodity theory’ and the ‘excess capital theory’ as two
fundamentally distinct types of crisis theory to be found in Marx’s oeuvre.
According to Hoshino, Uno himself was ‘the most forceful critic of the excess
commodity theory’.358

Probably the best-known recent study of Anglo-Saxon origin to focus on the
interpretation of Marx’s theory of crisis dates from the 1990s.359 As Makoto
Itoh had done previously, and at approximately the same time as Michael
Heinrich was engaged in a similar project, the author of this work, Simon
Clarke, considered thehistory of the development ofMarx’s crisis theorywithin
the context of the latter’s various manuscripts on the critique of political
theory. According to Clarke, the theory of crisis plays no more than a rather

commodities, or theory of overproduction’, and ‘excess capital theory’ is given as ‘theory
of overaccumulation’.

356 Itoh 1980, p. 96.
357 See Hoshino 1995, p. 65.
358 Hoshino 1995, p. 72.
359 See Clarke 1994, p. 247.
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minor role in Marx’s analysis within the first volume of Capital; nor can it be
said to occupy a prominent position within the following two volumes. The
crucial point established by Clarke is that the tendency to crisis is ‘pervasive’
within the capitalist mode of production, ‘since the competitive regulation of
capital accumulation is not achieved by the smooth anticipation of market
adjustments by omniscient capitalists, but by the process of overaccumulation
and crisis, as the tendency to overproduction runs into the barrier of the
limited market’.360 Clarke identifies Marx’s focus on a tendency to crisis which
is immanent within the capitalist mode of production as a defining feature of
his theory: ‘To insist that Marx had no theory of crisis is to insist that the focus
ofMarx’s work is not the crisis as catastrophic event, but the inherent tendency
to crisis that underlies the permanent instability of social existence under
capitalism’.361 For the British interpreter of Marx, overaccumulation and crisis
belong to the ‘normality’ of the capitalist process of accumulation. Several years
before his book was published, Clarke proposed some theses on the discussion
of the theory of crisiswithin the debate oriented toMarx’s theory.362Within the
conception that Clarke presents in this earlier context, he indicates that a far-
reaching critique of underconsumptionist theoretical approaches ought to be
basedonconsiderations relating to the theoryof disproportionality, rather than
taking as its basis the theory of the tendency of the rate of profit to fall. Clarke
understands the tendency to overproduction as being immanent within the
social form of capitalist production. On his view, crisis is the form in which the
contradictionswhich are immanentwithin capital becomemanifest at surface-
level. Clarkewrites as follows: ‘TheMarxist theory of crisis is distinguished from
bourgeois theories in the first instance in being concernedwith the necessity of
crisis’.363 Yet Clarke emphasises that the theory of the necessity of crisis should
not be identified with notions of the necessity of the collapse of capitalism.

Within the German-language discussion, Michael Heinrich has established
thatMarx dealt with problems relating to the theory of crisis in theGrundrisse,
in the 1861–63 Manuscripts, and in his work on Capital after 1863; Heinrich
insists, however, that Marx’s writings contain no theory of crisis that could be
said to be finished, coherently presented, or unified from the point of view of
its content. The West German interpreter of Marx considers that any attempt
tomerely assemble the various ‘passages on crisis theory into a single theory’ is

360 Ibid.
361 Clarke 1994, p. 279.
362 See Clarke 1990–1.
363 Clarke 1990–1, p. 442.
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doomed to fail ‘on account of the enormous differences in terms of their con-
tent’.364 Heinrich argues that the notion of a Marxian theory of collapse could
best be supported by referring to theGrundrisse, whereMarx’s focus on the the-
ory of crisis hones in on a dynamic of underconsumption. Heinrich sees other
aspects as being foregrounded in the 1861–63Manuscripts, however. In this con-
text, Marx’s considerations on crisis theory are taken up with the critique of
the notions of harmony entertained by bourgeois economists. Here, accord-
ing to Heinrich, the topos of the final crisis gives way to the conception of the
crisis as a phenomenon accompanying the capitalist mode of production.365
Heinrich considers that Marx still partially adheres to an underconsumption-
ist approach in these manuscripts. In the draft for the third volume of Capital
contained in the so-called 1863–65Manuscripts, Heinrich identifies both ‘a pro-
visional consideration of the cycle as well as approaches to the development of
a general concept of crisis which is not restricted to the cyclical movement’.366

In a more recent essay, Heinrich attempts to construct an approach to the
theory of crisis which is based on the third volume of Capital, but which does
not depend on the law of the tendential fall in the rate of profit (according
to Heinrich, this law is not conclusively proved by Marx).367 Here, Heinrich
writes that the approaches to crisis theory which are of interest from the
point of view of a monetary theory of value can be detected precisely in those
reflections by Marx which are not predicated on the law of the tendential
fall in the rate of profit. The West German interpreter of Marx argues that
surplus-value production knows no internal limits. He considers that there
thus exists a tendency towards the continual expansion of production and of
the possibilities for production to take place. Yet, according to Heinrich, the
consumptive capacity of societymust be deemed limited, and, as such, it allows
the realisation of surplus value to occur on no more than a restricted basis.
Heinrich argues that the corresponding conceptual approach in Marx is not
to be identified with a classical underconsumption theory, since Marx does
not focus in this context on a shortfall in demand arising from the low level of
wages, but rather on the way that capitals’ consumption is limited by the ‘drive
to accumulation’. Heinrich attempts to pursue the argumentationbeyondMarx

364 Heinrich 1999a, p. 342.
365 See Heinrich 1999a, p. 354.
366 Heinrich 1995b. Several years later, the South Korean researcher, Lee Jun Kim, engaged

with Marx’s theory of crisis (see Kim 1998). In his book, Kim presents an extensive and
detailed critique of Heinrich’s 1995 essay. Restrictions of space do not permit a closer
examination in this context of the various criticisms levelled at Heinrich.

367 See Heinrich 2001.
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himself: one of the ways of understanding how such a process plays out is that
the capitalist is at liberty to accumulate his previous profits in future in the
form of industrial or fictitious capital. In this context, the constellation of high
interest rates and low profit expectations push the capitalist to accumulate
in the form of fictitious capital, which heats speculation, but which can lead
to a ‘demand gap’ in relation to industrial production – i.e. to a shortfall in
productive consumption. Heinrich develops the argument as follows:

That which was manifested on the level of simple circulation as the
general possibility of crisis, namely the interruption of c–m–c in order to
hold on to money, assumes a concrete form when the capitalist process
is considered as a totality which is not merely mediated bymoney, but by
the credit system: the capitalistically produced commodity (commodity
capital) is sold not in order to purchase anew the elements of productive
capital with the money capital so obtained …, but rather to invest this
money capital in one of the forms of fictitious capital.368

According to Heinrich, the consequences are unsold commodities and overca-
pacity on the side of industrial capital, and the possibility of increased spec-
ulation and an ensuing crash on the side of fictitious capital. In general, the
following can be established in relation to Heinrich’s approach: he considers
that Marx’s intended exposition of the capitalist mode of production in its
‘ideal average’ certainly contains the exposition of crisis tendencies which are
inherent to thismode of production; whatMarx’s intended exposition does not
contain, however, is a ‘universal model of crisis merely requiring a few more
parameters to be entered’.369

At around the turn of the millennium, a working group around the Greek
theoretical journal, Theseis, likewise engaged with Marx’s theory of crisis. Ac-
cording to John Milios, Dimitri Dimoulis and George Economakis, economic
crisis is to be thought of as a temporary destabilisation of the capitalist repro-
duction process and simultaneously as a driving force towards the restoration
of economic equilibrium. These authors argue that crises are not to be regarded
as a permanent phenomenon of the capitalist mode of production. Milios,
Dimoulis and Economakis suggest that the rather fragmentary character of
Marx’s crisis theory may be due in part to the fact that Marx was primarily
concerned inCapitalwith permanent structural features of the capitalistmode

368 Heinrich 2001, p. 172.
369 Heinrich 2001, p. 174.
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of production, with its laws; his treatment of elements such as crises and the
economic cycle, which are located on a different level, occupied a subordinate
positionwithin his exposition.370 These authors regard the concept of the over-
production of capital as constituting an essential dimension of Marx’s theory
of crisis.

According toMilios, this allegedly key concept in Marx’s analysis within the
context of his theory of crisis is expounded in amore systematicway in the third
volume ofCapital than at any other place inMarx’s oeuvre.371Milios argues that
crises are to be regarded as the conjunctural overaccumulation of capital – i.e.
as ‘a conjunctural productionof commodities (means of production andmeans
of consumption) in such quantities and prices, that they temporarily hinder
the accumulation process’.372 Milios writes that ‘[c]rises constitute a fusion-
condensation of all forms of contradictions inducedby these external relations,
in a way that a fall in the rate of profit and a holdback or even a halt of the
capitalist expanded reproduction process occurs’.373

A more recent study of the theory of crisis, published in Denmark and
authored by Birger Linde, offers an interpretation of Marx’s theory of crisis
which takes into account how this theory developed over the history of the
elaboration of Marx’s oeuvre.374 Linde thus retraces the development of the
Trier-born theorist’s conceptions of crisis theory from his early approaches
right up to Capital. The results of Linde’s research are consonant with the tenor
of sections of the international scientific discussion of Marx in two import-
ant respects. Firstly, Linde challenges the notion that there is a theoretically
consistent, unified theory of crisis inMarx. Instead, theDanish researcher iden-
tifies several approaches to the theory of crisis in Marx, which combine to
form a heterogeneous overall picture. Secondly, Linde rejects any attempt to
rely uncritically on Marx’s theory of the tendential fall in the rate of profit and
without calling it into question. This critical perspective, which Linde shares
with a number of Japanese and German researchers, is thoroughly heterodox
vis-à-vis theMarxist theoretical tradition. Also noteworthy is Linde’s discrimin-
ation between Marx’s various crisis-theoretical enquiries according to the two
distinct levels of abstraction on which these are undertaken.375 Linde draws
a distinction in Marx between an abstract universal level of theory and the

370 See Milios, Dimoulis and Economakis 2002, p. 159.
371 See Milios 1999, p. 3.
372 Milios 1999, p. 1.
373 Milios 1999, p. 11.
374 See Linde 2004.
375 See Linde 2004, pp. 179f.
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level of the investigation into concrete historical processes of crisis. The crux
of Linde’s argument is that Marx neglected a third level of abstraction which
is to be located between these two levels of abstraction – i.e. a kind of ‘inter-
mediate level’ mediating the other two. According to Linde, this represents an
omission within Marx’s theory of crisis.

4.2 An Insight into theMarx-Oriented Discussion of Crisis in South
Korea following the Asian Financial Crisis of 1997

Attention can now be focused upon recent South Korean approaches to re-
search into Marx’s theory of crisis. The interconnection between, on the one
hand, money or credit and, on the other, crisis, had previously represented
a point of reference for economic research oriented to Marx.376 This line of
enquiry was pursued in an ambitious way in several approaches to research
conceived by SouthKorean researchers during or following theAsian Financial
Crisis of 1997 (a crisiswhichparticularly affected SouthKorea). Incidentally, the
Free University of Berlin appears to have been a central node in the develop-
ment of South Korean crisis theory, since the three theorists presented here all
carried out their doctoral research at this university.

The first work to be noted within this context is a study by Dae-Won Park.377
Here, the South Korean investigates the elements in Marx’s crisis theory in the
three volumes of Capital – i.e. according to the different theoretical levels at
which each of the three volumes of Capital is located respectively: the level of
the immediate process of production, that of the circulation process of capital,
and that of the overall process of capitalist production.* Park undertakes this
analysis against thebackgroundof his critical engagementwith variousMarxist
approaches to the interpretation of the theory of crisis: disproportionality
theory; underconsumption theory; the profit squeeze approach (which posits
that the increasing strength of the working class within the economic class
struggle squeezes the rate of profit and can thus lead to an economic crisis);
and a certain version of overaccumulation theory. In his own reconstruction,
Park relies on another form of overaccumulation theory which centres on
‘explanations of the tendential fall in the rate of profit as a result of changes

376 In the 1980s, for example, the economist, James Crotty, emphasised the importance of
money and credit for an adequate Marxist theory of accumulation and crisis (see Crotty
1985).

377 See D-W. Park 2002.
* These subtitles are omitted in the Penguin English-language editions of the three volumes

of Capital.



308 chapter 3

in the organic composition of capital’.378 Furthermore, Park not only takes
into account Marx’s distinction between themere possibility and the reality of
crisis (it can be added here that according to Marx, the former can already be
thematised, at least inpart, in connectionwith the sphere of simple commodity
circulation, whereas ‘the real crisis can only be educed from the realmovement
of capitalist production, competition and credit’);379 the South Korean theorist
is also concerned to highlight the nexus between the theories of credit and
crisis. Park argues that although Marx’s investigation into credit, interest and
financial crisis remained rather fragmentary, certain theoretical insights can be
distilled fromMarx’s work, and the approaches to the theory of crisis which are
to be found there can be enhanced and/or concretised by taking into account
the credit function in the capitalist accumulation process:

The most important insight is that credit, while essential for capitalist
development, is the fundamental means by which crises become gener-
alised over the whole of the capitalist economy. Credit can expand the
horizon of capitalist development, but it cannot resolve capitalist contra-
dictions. Credit continually drives capitalist production beyond its limits,
thus generating economic crises.380

In his doctoral thesis, which draws on the conception of a ‘monetary theory of
value’ which has been widely disseminated within the German-languageMarx
discussion in particular (although it has featured elsewhere), the South Korean
researcher, Young Bin Hahn, focuses on the interconnection between money,
credit and crisis.381 Hahn perceives a commonality in the approaches of Karl
Marx and John Maynard Keynes – notwithstanding the significant theoretical
differences between them– in that both propagate a ‘non-neutrality’ ofmoney.
Rather than dismissing the category of money as an economically irrelevant
factor, ‘[i]n their theories of money and credit, Marx, and later Keynes, showed
that money is by no means neutral in market relations on account of its role
in the process of social reproduction’.382 Hahn observes that both Marx and
Keynes think of capitalist production as being characterised by instability and
disequilibria. The South Korean researcher argues that although Marx left no
finished theory of crisis, he did emphasise ‘the role of money and credit as an

378 D-W. Park 2002, p. 68.
379 Marx 1989c, p. 143.
380 D-W. Park 2002, p. 195.
381 See Hahn 1999.
382 Hahn 1999, p. 6.
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essential moment of the accumulation process and of crisis’.383 In Hahn’s view,
a decisive factor here is the possibility of crisis through the separation of sale
and purchase from one another; this possibility is characteristic of the monet-
ary economy. Yet Hahn insists that this mere possibility is not to be identified
with real crisis. On the South Korean’s interpretation, Marx ultimately derives
crisis ‘from the contradictions which exist immanently within the capitalist
mode of production’.384

Several years later, a compatriot of Hahn’s would intervene in the discussion
on the interconnection between the theories of money, credit and crisis, with
the aimof contributing to the development of an epistemology of themonetary
theory of crisis. This contribution came from the philosopher, No-Wan Kwack,
who has made significant efforts towards a productive further development of
Marx’s critique of political economy.

In an initial essay, Kwack warns that the moments of crisis were not to
be sought in production or in industrial capital alone, and instead locates
them ‘on every level of total social capital, and thus on every level of Cap-
ital’.385 According to Kwack, Marx focused on a specific susceptibility to crisis
within capitalism. The South Korean philosopher demonstrates a particular
interest in Marx’s approaches to a monetary theory of crisis. Kwack notes that
although Marx underestimated the monetary crisis and/or the credit crisis, he
‘indicated some approaches which would need to be further developed’ in this
regard.386

Kwack has published a sophisticated contribution to the theoretical found-
ations for a monetary theory of crisis in which he draws on, and simultan-
eously points beyond, Marx; in this work, Kwack orients his approach in part
to theMarx-interpretation of Michael Heinrich, despite specific criticisms that
he makes of the latter.387 The epistemology of this monetary theory of crisis
includes a critique of the empiricist and individualist axioms of neoliberal eco-
nomic theory. In his interpretation of Marx, Kwack is concerned to extract the
peculiar theoretical foundations of the approaches to the theory of crisis which
are to be found in the critique of political economy. According to Kwack, Marx
effects a break with the ‘theoretical field’ of political economy and establishes
a new ‘theoretical field’; yet his elaboration of his critique of political economy

383 Hahn 1999, p. 152.
384 Hahn 1999, p. 161.
385 Kwack 2003, p. 135.
386 Kwack 2003, p. 142.
387 See Kwack 2006.
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was not without its theoretical ambivalences. It is evident within this context
that Kwack relies in part on Heinrich’s interpretation of Marx.

Kwack argues that the interconnected whole constituted by total social cap-
ital cannot be reduced to the movement of the individual capital. He further
develops this point as follows: ‘And this implies in turn that the conception of
the social interrelation as awhole cannot be reduced to the sensory experience
of the individual element’.388 The South Korean philosopher contends that the
distinction between the conception of the social interrelation and the sensory
experience of the individual element is central toMarx’s method. According to
Kwack, the latter is oriented towards social relations rather than the individual
capital: ‘The object ofMarx’s theory is thus constituted in a different way when
compared to classical and neoclassical economics, neoliberalism and modern
epistemology; the latter for the most part presuppose the uniformity of the
individual and the whole (individualism) and ultimately reduce cognition to
the empirical or sensory experience of the individual (empiricism)’.389 Kwack
argues that Marx broke with the empiricist science of his time in two funda-
mentalways: hemade the social relation itself theobject of science and rejected
the reduction of the social whole to the sum of its individual parts. Neither of
these moves on Marx’s part were compatible with empiricism: ‘For Marx, the
singular or the particular…has to be explained from the interconnection of the
whole – i.e. from the relation of the whole. Thus the individual or the partic-
ular is only of importance for the investigation if it affects the dynamic of the
whole’.390

Kwack also identifies tendencies in Marx which he considers indicative of
theoretical deficiencies: the South Korean interpreter of Marx refers critically
to the latter’s supposed inclination towards a reduction of total social capital to
industrial capital; Kwack argues that this leads Marx to reduce economic crisis
to industrial capital or industrial production.391 Accordingly, themere resuscit-
ation of Marx is insufficient: ‘What is required instead is a critical engagement
with him in order to facilitate the further development and maximisation of
the new theoretical field which he founded’.392

Kwack’s conceptual approach focuses on the interconnection between cred-
it, speculation and crisis. He contends that this interconnection has not been
sufficiently taken into account by the traditional orientations within Marxist

388 Kwack 2006, p. 74.
389 Ibid.
390 Kwack 2006, p. 139.
391 See Kwack 2006, p. 5.
392 Kwack 2006, p. 140.
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crisis theory (underconsumption theory, the theory of collapse and dispropor-
tionality theory).393 A further dimension of Kwack’s research contribution con-
sists in his critical understanding of the approaches to crisis theory that Marx
contemplated within the context of his reflections on the law of the tendential
fall in the rate of profit; Kwack regards these as being provisional and ques-
tionable. According to the South Korean philosopher, Capital cannot be said to
contain a systematic theory of crisis.

Kwack defines economic crisis as a process whose sudden outbreaks (which
Marx had also identified) are inexplicablewithout reference to credit and spec-
ulation. Kwack maintains that capital necessarily suffers losses on the level of
society as a whole through the credit-mediated collapse in speculation. The
South Korean interpreter of Marx draws the following conclusion: ‘The inher-
ent susceptibility of capitalism to crisis is accounted for by the circumstance
that capitalist speculation necessarily induces its own sudden collapse through
the development of the credit system, and by the fact that this speculation is
promoted by capitalist accumulation and the development of the credit sys-
tem’.394 Needless to say, such a ‘collapse’ is not to be understood in the sense of
a traditional Marxist ‘theory of collapse’.

Excursus on theWorldMarket and Crisis
A specificity of the capitalist mode of production consists in the fact that, as a
rule, economic crises result from an economic dynamic which is immanent in
the capitalist mode of production itself. A further distinguishing feature of the
capitalist mode of production is the circumstance that these crises which arise
from the immanent dynamic of the capitalist mode of production itself can
occur in the form of crises in the world market. In Theories of Surplus-Value,
Marx notes that in general crises in the world market, all of the contradic-
tions within capitalist production erupt collectively. Marxmakes the following
trenchant observation:

World market crises must be regarded as the real concentration and for-
cible adjustment of all the contradictions within the bourgeois economy.
The individualmomentswhich are thus concentrated in these crisesmust
emerge and be developed in each sphere of the bourgeois economy. As
we advance in our examination of the latter, new determinations of this
antagonism must be developed on the one hand; and on the other, the

393 See Kwack 2006, p. 168.
394 Kwack 2006, p. 173.
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more abstract forms of this antagonism must be shown to be recurrent
and contained in the more concrete forms.395

Marx grasps general crises in the worldmarket, which arise from the economic
process itself, as ahistorical noveltywhich first occurswhen the capitalistmode
of production has reached a determinate stage of development.

As Marx explains in the third volume of Capital, he considers the world
market to be ‘the very basis … of the capitalist mode of production’.396 A
connection between the world market and crisis is already indicated in the
conception of his work on the critique of political economy thatMarx outlined
in 1857. In the draft plan given in the Grundrisse (a draft plan which predates
those contained in Marx’s letters to Lassalle and Engels between February and
April 1858), Marx refers, among other things, to the themes to be treated in the
envisaged parts of the work on the state, external trade and the world market
(Marx does not yet allude here to three volumes – i.e. the final three within the
framework of a six-volume plan). In this context, Marx ranges crises and other
themeswithin the problematic of theworldmarket. In a letterwritten to Engels
on 8 October 1858, Marx defines the generation of the world market (at least in
its fundamental characteristics) and of production on this basis as the historic
mission of bourgeois society.

A recent work of research thematising (among other issues) the connection
between the theory of the world market and the theory of crisis in Marx was
published by Christian Girschner, an adherent of Helmut Reichelt’s interpret-
ation of Marx. Girschner argues that for Marx, the dynamic of development of
the capitalist worldmarket has a ‘developmental and coercive character which
is double-sided, but also polarising, discontinuous and reckless; it revolution-
ises both society and technology; it is spasmodic; it is expansive as an end in
itself; and it is mediated by economic crises’ – this is a dynamic over which the
agents of production exert no communal, conscious control.397 According to
Girschner, Marx criticises Ricardo’s theory of external trade, arguing that the
latter cannot explain worldmarket crises in principle. As Girschner points out,
Marx indicates in Theories of Surplus-Value that crises in the capitalist world
market ‘could not really occur at all as a necessity inherent to modern capital’
according toRicardo’s theory.398 ForMarx, by contrast, the ever-recurring crises
in the capitalist worldmarket are ‘the expression of economically objective and

395 Marx 1989c, p. 140 [translation modified – n.g.].
396 Marx 1981a, p. 205.
397 Girschner 1999, p. 9.
398 Girschner 1999, p. 169.



in-depth analyses 313

necessary contradictions within modern capital – i.e. of contradictions which
arenotmerely contingent andexplicable in termsof intentionality’.399Girscher
adduces the above-cited passage from Theories of Surplus-Value to argue that
Marx grasps crisis in the capitalist world market as the real concentration and
violent adjustment of the contradictions within the capitalist economy.

4.3 Summary
By way of conclusion to the account given here of the way that the perspective
on Marx’s crisis theory has developed within the history of the reception of
his work, it can be ascertained that Marx’s crisis theory has tended to be
interpreted less as a unified, consistent and completely elaborated theory,
and rather more as characterised by the coexistence of various theoretical
approaches which point in different directions in terms of their content. It
is particularly true in relation to Marx’s theory of crisis that he left behind
an ‘unfinished project’ – i.e. a project for which mere interpretation is not
sufficient, but which also requires creative further development. It can further
be noted that much attention is devoted within modern Marxist crisis theory
to the connection between, on the one hand, the theories of money and credit,
and, on the other, the theory of crisis. Research into this connection has been
further developed since the great Asian Financial Crisis of 1997.

In my opinion, a foundational function can certainly be attributed to the
‘monetary theory of value’, and the category ofmoney is in turn to be grasped as
a central moment of the theory of crisis. Beyond this, however, recent research
has demonstrated that it is possible, through innovation, to go beyond the
mere interpretation of Marx’s approaches to crisis theory, whose elaboration
within the critique of political economy remained fragmentary. The insight
to be retained above all is that the characteristic susceptibility to crisis of
the capitalist mode of production – the fact that it is characteristically crisis-
ridden – is conditioned by the latter’s own dynamic.

399 Girschner 1999, p. 170.
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Conclusion

The survey provided here of the development of the reception of Marx’s cri-
tique of political economy in various regions of the world, in combination
with the consideration at a greater depth of some of the key themes within
this reception, has revealed a complex of interweaving strands, whereby theor-
ies are formed in reference to each other, scientific cooperation is undertaken
and theory transfers occur – all of these processes taking place on an inter-
national scale. In individual cases, theoretical schools have emerged that tran-
scendnational and linguistic boundaries.Overall, it canbe emphasised that the
engagement with Marx’s critique of political economy received an unforeseen
impetus in the 1960s and 1970s in particular, in a process that was as variegated
as it was fertile.1 Although the interest inMarxian theory which was aroused in
this context has since receded somewhat in terms of its intensity (in particular
since the 1980s), it persists to this day in many countries. The 1960s and 1970s
represented an important phase in the emergence and development of a fertile
theory transferwhich extended across linguistic andnational boundaries. Non-
etheless, attempts to overcome those determinate features which correspond
to a certain ‘theoretical provincialism’ within the formation of theory oriented
toMarx’s critique of political economy havemet withmoderate success at best
in various countries.

In West Germany, an intensive discussion of the critique of political eco-
nomy emerged in the mid-1960s in Frankfurt am Main, and subsequently in
West Berlin; although this discussion was dominated by the West German
debate, which was marked by theorists and theory collectives such as Alfred
Schmidt, Hans-Georg Backhaus, Helmut Reichelt, Hans-Jürgen Krahl, the Pro-
jektgruppe Entwicklung des Marxschen Systems,* interpretative approaches
from Eastern andWestern Europe were also taken into consideration from the
late 1960s onwards. Themethodological discussion received a decisive impetus
from a German-speaking exile, Roman Rosdolsky, whose death in 1967 preven-
ted him from taking any further part in the debate. Subsequent research (by
Brentel, Behrens, Heinrich and Rakowitz) drew at least in part on the reading
of Marx by Backhaus and by those within his orbit. More recently, there has

1 In order to prevent misunderstandings, I should point out that although I place a particular
emphasis on the remarkable theoretical progress made in the international Capital-debate
since the 1960s in particular, this is in no way to belittle the merits of significant Marxist
thinkers in the first half of the twentieth century.

* ‘Project Group: Development of Marx’s System’.
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been an intermittent critical engagement with the Althusserian School, and to
a lesser extent with other Western European currents of Marx-interpretation,
as well as with corresponding theoretical approaches in Eastern Europe. Much
the same can be said in relation to approaches that have been developed in the
Anglo-Saxon world, in Asia (including Japan), and in Latin America.

Since the Second World War, an independent, innovative and variegated
methodological debate has evolved within Japanese research, although this
has been especially marked by the tendency towards the formation of schools
of thought. Over a long period, the transfer of Japanese theoretical currents
and interpretations of Capital to the West was relatively restricted – this was
certainly a regrettable circumstance, given the impressive ‘theoretical richness’
of the Japanese discussion. There has been no more than a scant reception in
the West of important thinkers such as Samezō Kuruma, Kinzaburo Sato and
SekisukeMita, at least until recently.2 TheMarxist philosopher, Shingo Shibata,
observed more than three decades ago that ‘unjustifiably, there is very little
knowledge of JapaneseMarxism in Europe’.3 On thewhole, there has been little
change in this situation over the last few decades. Although both the Japanese-
Canadian branch of the Uno School (grouped around Thomas Sekine) and
Makoto Itoh – also a member of the Uno School – have a strong international
presence (particularly within the Anglo-Saxon discussion), this would seem to
represent something of an exception. There is, however, an ongoing reception
in China of the thought of Japanese philosophers and economists who draw on
Marx; Wataru Hiromatsu andMakoto Itoh are among those whose work forms
a reference within this context.

In South Korea, any engagement with the theory of Karl Marx that devi-
ated from official anti-Marxist indoctrination was for a long period either
impossible or driven ‘underground’. This situation has since changed. Interest
in Marxian theory has receded in the meantime, however. Within the theoret-
ical activity of SouthKorean researcherswith anorientation towardsMarx’s cri-
tique of political economy, there has been a reception of European and Japan-
ese currents of thought and approaches, among others. During and after the
Asian Financial Crisis of 1997, South Korean researchers with an orientation to
Marx engaged with the interconnection between the theories of money, credit
and crisis. The epistemological problematic has also been addressedwithin the
South Korean interpretation of Marx. By contrast, research undertaken in the

2 This situation could soon change, not least because the results of research by Kuruma are
now also accessible in English thanks to the translations provided byMichael Schauerte, a us
citizen.

3 Shibata 1977.
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People’s Republic of China has been scarcely able until now to have any impact
on the international methodological discussion in relation to Capital.

In the former Soviet Union, a sophisticated discussion of value theory had
already developed around Isaak I. Rubin in the 1920s, although this was to
be curtailed by Stalinism. The Capital-discussion was revitalised during and
after the period of the ‘Khrushchev Thaw’, and ultimately developed a certain
pluralism, as exemplified by the debates around Vladimir Shkredov and Igor
Boldyrev. A close cooperation was developed between Soviet and East Ger-
man researchers within the framework of the mega2 project and associated
research. While there were heavy restrictions to the penetration of any influ-
ences into the Soviet Bloc from the other side of the ‘Iron Curtain’, works by
Soviet, East German and Czechoslovak authors (such as Vitaly Solomonovich
Vygodsky, I.I. Rubin, Evald Ilyenkov, W. Tuchscheerer and Jindřich Zelený) had
a considerable impact in the non-Socialist countries. It is particularly regret-
table, however, that the comprehensive researchundertakenwithin the orbit of
the Halle-based ‘Six-Volume Reconstruction Project’ has not been adequately
taken into consideration within the international discussion in the ‘West’.

In Western Europe, Italy and France have formed the most important the-
oretical centres. In Italy, alongside the predominantly ‘autochthonous’ dis-
cussion of the postwar period, which was particularly associated with the
approaches of thinkers such as Galvano Della Volpe, Lucio Colletti, Claudio
Napoleoni and Cesare Luporini, there has also been a reception of theoret-
ical approaches originating from France, West Germany, Latin America and
the former countries of ‘actually existing socialism’. Within France, the Althus-
serian School developed a great influence in the 1960s and 1970s, although
Althusser also encountered vehement criticismwithin the French context; this
school of thought also had a notable impact elsewhere, including in other
European countries, in Latin America and in the Anglo-Saxon world.4 Of all
the orientations referred to here, Althusserianism would appear to represent
the most truly global theoretical current. In Greece, the influence of the West
German interpretation ofMarx’s theory of value as a ‘monetary theory of value’
proved to be significant, as is illustrated by the processes of theory formation
which have occurred within the orbit of the Greek journal, Theseis. The Danish
‘capital-logic’ discourse was developed in the 1970s under the influence of the
West German NewMarx-Reading and in opposition to Althusserianism.

4 Althusser’s interpretation of Marx was also received in the Arab world at an early stage
(see Mosbah 2006). Pour Marx and at least parts of Lire le Capital were published in Arabic
translation in Damascus already in 1966.
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The question of whether to adhere to or to oppose Althusserianism also
played an important role in Latin America in the 1960s and 1970s, where this
current was relatively influential. Enrique Dussel’s ‘autochthonous’ theoret-
ical approach has been of great significance since the mid-1980s. Dussel has
striven to elaborate a specifically Latin American perspective on the critique
of political economy from the global ‘periphery’. A number of sophisticated
approaches have also been developed in Latin America since the 1990s. These
relate to Marx’s critique of political economy as a critical theory of fetishism
(Néstor Kohan), or emphasise the fundamentally critical character of Marx’s
theory as the critique of political economy (Jorge Grespan), or focus on the
form-theoretical dimension in Marx (Rolando Astarita).

With regard to the situation in the Anglo-Saxon world, it can be established
that the debate here has proven capable – at least sporadically, and espe-
cially since the 1970s and 1980s – of taking into consideration contemporary
approaches originating elsewhere. There has been an Anglophone reception
ofworks producedwithinGerman-language research, such as Backhaus’s form-
theoretical approach and also Rosdolsky’s path-breaking investigation into the
problematic ofMarx’s plans for the architectonic of his critique of political eco-
nomy. Important contributions by two South Asian theorists closely associated
with theAnglo-Saxon discourse, Banaji and Shamsavari, stimulated thinking in
relation to the ‘Hegelianising’ interpretative orientation. In the 1980s, the influ-
ence of the Uno School was manifest, especially in Canada. There was also a
reception of Anti-Hegelian approaches: Colletti and Althusser were important
figures in this regard. Coinciding approximately with this increased reception
of various international approaches since the 1970swas an intensificationof the
‘autochthonous’ methodological discussion of Marx’s critique of political eco-
nomy. A specifically Anglo-Saxon theoretical project came to be developed in
the shapeof ‘analyticalMarxism’ (even if this project,whoseheyday came in the
1980s and early 1990s, was highly contested within the Anglo-Saxon world, and
was, in my opinion, theoretically retrograde); on the other hand, largely inde-
pendent ‘Hegelianising’ theoretical currents (the ‘NewDialectic’ approach and
related orientations) were formed above all from the 1980s and 1990s onwards.
Yet as these developments occurred, there was an increasing tendency for the
Anglo-Saxon Marx debate to close itself off from external influences (even if
there were, and continue to be, counter-tendencies: contributions by thinkers
such as Enrique Dussel, Jacques Bidet and Alfredo Saad-Filho have met with
a certain resonance within the Anglophone discussion). Vice versa, ‘analytical
Marxism’ was scarcely able to influence the Marx debate beyond the Anglo-
Saxon world.
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Reviewing the conceptual approacheswithin the historical development of the
international Marx debate that have been examined in the present study, it
is possible to identify several interpretative tendencies which can be ranged
under the rubric of the NewMarx-Reading which has emerged since the 1960s
and 1970s in particular (the precursors to such a reading are disregarded here).
Within this context, a fundamental renewal ofMarx-oriented thought has been
undertaken.

Marx’s approach has been grasped more strongly than ever before as an
emphatic critique of political economy – this is inmarked contrast to its reduc-
tion to a mere ‘alternative’ political economy. A significant factor here has
been the establishment of an absolutely fundamental demarcation between
Marx and the classical economists, and between Marx and Ricardo in partic-
ular; a question which has occasionally been raised in this context, however,
is that of the possible ambivalences within Marx’s ‘scientific revolution’ vis-
à-vis classical political economy. The tendency to attach considerably more
value to Marx’s critique of political economy than to certain discourses of tra-
ditional Marxism, such as the ‘dialectics of nature’ or a determinate form of
historical determinist thought, has been of crucial significance here. In addi-
tion, an alternative has been developed to the Marx discourse which relied
primarily on the latter’s early writings; this has occurred through the switch-
ing of the main focus to the ‘mature’ critique of political economy that Marx
elaborated during his time in London. This concentration on Marx’s critique
of political economy has resulted in the development of a certain sensitivity
towards its specifically ‘qualitative’ dimension, particularly from the 1960s and
1970s onwards. A new interest – one that persists to this day – was awakened
in Marx’s form-theory, his theory of fetish and mystification (his critique of
political economy includes a comprehensive ‘disenchantment’ or ‘demystifica-
tion’ of the ‘inverted world’ of the economy), and his differentiation between
various levels of abstraction and exposition in the critique of political eco-
nomy. In this latter connection, a discussion has developed internationally
within the secondary literature concerning the problematic of Marx’s plans
for the architectonic of his critique of political economy. Likewise, there has
been a serious engagement with epistemological questions. The interpreta-
tion of Marx’s theory of value as a monetary theory of value has become ever
more strongly established. The specifically necessary interconnection between
the commodity, value and money has come to be foregrounded. A decidedly
form-theoretical and/or form-critical reading of Marx has been developed. In
addition, the so-called ‘logico-historical’ interpretation introducedbyFriedrich
Engels has been largely superseded within research into Marx. The insight
has come to be accepted that the object of the beginning of the exposition
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of the first volume of Capital is by no means to be considered a historical,
pre-capitalist ‘simple commodity production’. Moreover, the intensive engage-
ment with Marx’s value-form analysis has come to play an increasingly prom-
inent role within the reception of his work. InWest Germany, for example, this
occurred from the 1960s and 1970s onwards, whereas in Japan this was the case
significantly earlier.

From the perspective of the history of theory, the emergence and further
development of the New Marx-Reading as a current within the international
interpretation of Capital over the last few decades has contributed to the form-
ation of an adequate image of Marx beyond ‘popular’ myths and the question-
able alternative of the damnation or canonisation of the Trier-born thinker.5
The period since the 1960s in particular can be considered as constituting a
new epoch in the development of Marx-related thought: in this new era, it has
been possible to set free an innovative theoretical potential that had formerly
been blocked by Stalinism.

Also significant is the interconnection between the publishing history of
Marx’s oeuvre and the historical development of the interpretation of Marx.
In the 1950s and 1960s, a mode of reading Marx which was especially prevalent
in Western Europe was primarily oriented to his early writings, relying mainly
on the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, which were first published in
1932; in the 1960s and 1970s, by contrast, the increasing interest in the Marx of
the ‘mature’ critique of political economy coincidedwith an internationalwave
of publication and reception of the Grundrisse, which had first appeared in
1939/41.6 Likewise, a part of the German-language and Japanese Capital-debate
of the 1990s was closely connected with the progress of themega2 edition, and
particularlywith the publication in 1992/3 ofMarx’s originalmanuscript for the
third volume of his so-called Capital draft of 1863–5.

On the basis of the present study, it is possible to demonstrate the innov-
ative theoretical potential that has been developed on an international and

5 A popular introduction to the critique of political economy by Michael Heinrich is based on
the results of the NewMarx-Reading and establishes a demarcation betweenMarx, the critic
of political economy, and ‘worldview Marxism’ (see Heinrich 2012). Given that Heinrich’s
introduction has beenwidely disseminated since its publication, it is to be hoped that aspects
of this newkind of image ofMarxmight permeate the consciousness of awider public beyond
the ranks of researchers and specialist circles.

6 This is not to suggest thatMarx’s ‘mature’ critique of political economy attracted no scientific
interest in the 1950s. It should be recalled thatWestern European authors such asMaximilien
Rubel in France orGiulio Pietranera in Italy also published studies onMarx’s ‘mature’ critique
of political economy during that decade.
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virtually global scale over the last decades within the interpretation of Marx,
and within critical social theory with an orientation toMarx’s critique of polit-
ical economy. Despite the extensive marginalisation of Marxism in politicis as
a consequence of the political upheavals of 1989/90, the scientific reception of
Marx has continued to develop in a productiveway to the present day.Marxism
in the sense of a comprehensive ‘worldview’ has been superseded historically.
Yet theMarxian theoretical approach, which aims to explain the internal inter-
connection between economic categories and relations, and at the same time
to accomplish a ‘disenchantment’ or ‘demystification’ of the ‘inverted world’
of the economy by means of a critical theory of fetishism and mystification,
retains its contemporary relevance and theoretical significance for the under-
standing of ‘societies in which the capitalist mode of production prevails’.7 It
is all the more important, then, to develop an awareness of the complex and
(virtually) global history of the interpretation of Marxian theory over the last
decades.

7 Marx 1976a, p. 125.
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Postface

This work was first published in German in 2009 under the title Marx global.
Zur Entwicklung des internationalen Marx-diskurses seit 1965, and has been
very slightly revised for the English-language edition. Thematically, it deals
with the international interpretation of Marx’s critique of economics up to
approximately 2007/8. Following the publication of the German edition, six-
teen reviews were published in Germany, Austria, Italy and Switzerland. Most
of these reviews recognised Marx global as a positive contribution; the spec-
trum of reactions ranged from emphatic acclaim to vehement criticism. The
most extensive contribution to the discussion came in the form of an open and
non-polemical critical engagement by the philosopher, Wolfdietrich Schmied-
Kowarzik, who argued that Marx’s critique of political economy, while indis-
pensable, should be understood as being bound up within a project of the
‘philosophy of social praxis’ – a project oriented towards ‘human emanci-
pation’.1 This postface is not the place to engage in a dialogue with Schmied-
Kowarzik, since the decisive issues here refer us to questions of fundament-
als. Ultimately, it would be a matter of determining the relation between the
‘young’, the ‘middle-period’ and the ‘mature’Marx in adifferentiatedway, andof
posing the question of possible breaks and continuities in his theoretical devel-
opment. Here, I would merely indicate that, with regard to these questions,
diverging conceptions have also been presented within the German-language
NeueMarx-Lektüre.

As far as the worldwide reception of Marx since the beginning of the twenty-
first century is concerned, the material presented here can be supplemented
by a number of reports and surveys which have appeared since the publication
of theGerman edition of this work in 2009 – including above all those accounts
which also take the period after 2007/8 into consideration.2 Given the language
barriers involved, further additions toMarxWorldwidewould be verywelcome,
especially in relation to the engagement with Marx in China and South Korea.
The Japanese Marx-researcher, Kenji Mori, is currently leading a wide-ranging
research project into the history of the reception ofMarxwith the participation
of international researchers; the aim of this project is to undertake a systematic

1 See Schmied-Kowarzik 2010.
2 See, for example, the contributions byFrancisco Sobrino,ArmandoBoito, Luiz EduardoMota,

Paul Blackledge, Jean-Numa Ducange, Jan Hoff, Gianfranco Ragona, Vesa Oittinen, Daping
Hu, Seongjin Jeong and Hiroshi Uchida in Musto 2010.



322 postface

compilation and investigation of the ongoing Marx-oriented or Marx-based
discussions of crisis theory in various countries, and to present the results to
the interested public. The Italian journal, Il Ponte, dedicated a 2013 issue to
the international reception of Marxian theory, with a particular emphasis on
the critique of political economy; this issue took the form of detailed accounts
focusing on various countries and encompassing above all the period since the
turn of the millennium.3

3 Fineschi, Redolfi Riva and Sgrò 2013.
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