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Introduction

W. BONEFELD, R. GUNN, K. PSYCHOPEDIS

beis

In 1978 Althusser announced that}%grc;gsmﬂ'glﬁ in crisis.! Apparently,

throughout the 1980s, this crisis merely intensified: the resurgence of
liberalism and the ‘New Right’, the accommodation of socialist and

social democratic parties to a ‘realistic’ monﬁetagism and — at the close

of the decade — the ¢rismblifg of socialist fégimes in the East. Marxism

seemed to become at best unfashionable and, at worst, outdated.

‘Post-Marxism’, sometimes iﬁ‘ﬁﬁtﬁié’ﬁfsﬁable from anti-Marxism,

undertakes to announce what it terms ‘new times’. In all of this,

however, the target identified by Marxism’s critics has been Marxist
theory and practice to which various kinds of ‘closure’ applies. Indeed,
the Marxism proclaimed by Althusser to be in crisis was specifically
striéturafist Marxism, a sophisticatequvalgety of determinism of which
his own earlier works had been the prbf)\ix‘etic texts. Ironically offshoots
of structuralist Marxism flourished in the 1980s under the patronage of
what became known as the Regulation Approach. It was as if Marxism
felt it necessary to trump New Right sociologies by playing the card of
a sociology of its own. Marxism succumbed to precisely the danger of
scientism inherent in sociological projects, as in the equation of ‘new
times’ with the scenarios dubbed post-fordist: just here, in the cel-
ebration of new technology (computers, the microchip revolution) and
in the foretelling of a novel historical stage just-around-the-corner, the
ancient themes of technological determinism and of a teleological
conception of social change broke out. Sometimes, of course, the
colonisation of Marxist theoretical and political territory by New-
Right liberalism was more bare faced: Rational Choice Marxism,
which throughout its development has wriggled on the pin of the
atomised, self-interested individual whom Marx condemns, and which
makes even the scientism of sociology appear radical by approaching
what Althusser called the ‘society effect’ solely in terms of a logic of
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unintended consequences and equilibria, is the main case in point.
What used to be known as the ‘dialectical’ dimension of Marxism was,
in all of this, the main casualty. The most rigorous schools of Marxist
methodology enunciated in the 1980s — for instance Critical Realism —
were animated by a slogan as old (within Marxism) as the 1890s: ‘Back
to Kant!” Or rather back to precisely the Kant of Anglophone,
analytical philosophy. Back to the closure and positivism of sociology,
too, inasmuch as sociological discipline tapped originally Kantian, or
rather neo-Kantian, roots?.

These methodological shifts had their parallels in Marxist social
theory. One central topic of concern was the crisis of Keynesianism
and the resurgence of monetarist views. This crisis brought with it a
crisis in a ‘Marxism of structures’, a la Althusser and Poulantzas,
inasmuch as such Marxism took as its object precisely the structures
whose demise now seemed to be sure. The attempt to reconstitute
social relations on the basis of flexibilisation® and ever more sensitised
market relations (imposed, in the event, through international money
markets) was proclaimed as the end of Marxist social theorising per se.
Underwriting this attempt was the boom of the 1980s. Thus, the
‘legitimacy crisis’ of the Keynesian state* and the ‘crisis of Marxismt’
could be portrayed as one and the same. Marxism, where it endorsed
this diagnosis, became accordingly disarmed. The resulting incorpor-
ation into Marxism of scientism, of structures reinvoked and reformu-
lated, of conceptions of historical periodisation (as in the fordist/post-
fordist debate),® dependent ultimately on Weberian ideal-type dis-
course and of analytical-philosophy concepts of the individualist agent
within a market arose, consequently, from particular social and politi-
cal conditions. The Regulation Approach, for example, holds in the
1980s to the programme of a reformed and restated Keynesianism, a
Keynesianism so to say appropriate to new times. The 1980s thus
became, all too easily, dismissable as a merely transitional phase — for
which teleological legitimation (in the name of a Marxism ‘keeping up
to date’) could be no less easily supplied. 1980s Marxism, in this
fashion, was all too ready to endorse existing reality (and its ideological
projections) so that its project became confined to one of chasing the
tail of the capitalist dog. Two points follow from these comments: the
first is that a Marxism which restricts its horizons to those of the crisis
- ic:vf existing structures remains blinkered, in such a way that their crisis
“becomes its crisis; social contradiction and hence revolutionary prac-
tice drop out of sight. The second is that the closure of 1980s Marxism
— indeed of all Marxism which takes social developments at their face
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value — carries with it the danger of accepting reality uncritically and
thereby reinforcing the foreclosure upon possibilities which such
reality finds itself unable to incorporate as its own. Almost all 1980s
Marxism counts as ‘closed’ Marxism in this, scientistic and positivistic,
sense. The weakness of 1980s Marxism appears to us consequent upon
its endorsement of the thesis that Marxism has been outpaced and
defeated, a thesis deriving its surface plausibility from that decade’s
social reconstitution and — the other side of the same coin — its abrasive
attack on the working class.

Hence, the timeliness of supplying an alternative reference-point:
open marxism. ‘Openness’, here, refers not just to a programme of
empirical research — which can elide all too conveniently with positiv-
ism — but to the openness of Marxist categories themselves. This
openness appears in, for instance, a dialectic of subject and object, of
form and content, of theory and practice, of the constitution and
reconstitution of categories in and through the development, always
crisis-ridden, of a social world. Crisis refers to contradiction, and to
contradiction’s movement: this movement underpins, and under-
mines, the fixity of structuralist and teleological-determinist Marxism
alike. Rather than coming forward simply as a theory of domination —
‘domination’ reporting something inert, as it were a heavy fixed and
given weight — open Marxism offers to conceptualise the contradictions
internal to domination itself. Crisis, understood as a category of
contradiction, entails not just danger but opportunity. Within theory,
crisis enunciates itself as critique.

Critique is open inasmuch as it involves a reciprocal interrelation
between the categories of theory (which interrogates practice) and of
practice (which constitutes the framework for critique). Of course the
question of Marxism’s openness (or closure) is as old as Karl Popper’s
polemics of the 1940s;° and indeed Popper’s charge of dogmatic closure
could, perhaps, be seen as applying to Marxisms of a deterministic
(that is dialectical materialist or structuralist) kind. Their closure is
that of the societies to whose conceptualisation they restrict them-
selves, and whose modus vivendi they take at face value. It should be
apparent, however, that open Marxism in the present collection’s title
refers to an openness not to be specified in Popper’s sense. For Popper,
openness refers to the ability-to-be-continued of empirical research
programmes. For us, the continuation of suchprogrammes isin no way
incompatible with closure at the level of categories, methodologies
and concepts, that is, with precisely the scientism which reflects
(and flatters) a.glosed social world. Openness in our sense refers to
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categories first and to empirical continuation second; it is the openness
of theory which construes itself as the critical self-understanding of a
contradictory world.

A further brief indication of what we understand by ‘closure’ in
contrast to openness may be helpful at this point. ‘Closed’ Marxism is
Marxism which does either or both of two interrelated things: it accepts
the horizons of a given world as its own theoretical horizons and/or it
announces a determinism which is causalist or telelogical as the case
may be. (Closure in Popper’s sense encompasses only teleological
determinism.) These two aspects of closure are interrelated because
acceptance of horizons amounts to acceptance of their inevitability and
because determinist theory becomes complicit in the foreclosing of
possibilities which a contradictory world entails.

This being so, a central target for Marxism with an open character is
fetishism. Fetishism is the construal (in theory) and the constitution (in
practice) of social relations as ‘thinglike’, perverting such relations into
a commodified and sheerly structural form. Closed Marxism substi-
tutes fetished theory for the — critical — theory of fetishism which open
Marxism undertakes. Hostile to the movement of contradiction, the
former reinforces and reproduces the fetishism which, officially, it pro-
claims against. It follows that the crisis of structures is equally the crisis
of the Marxism which takes structures as its reference point, and how-
ever allegedly ‘flexible’ the structures, the crisis of their theory runs no
less deep. Accordingly, the category of fetishism is one which, directly
or indirectly, all of the contributors to the present volume address.

This is not to say that ‘open Marxism’ is a wholly novel approach.
Far from it: a subterranean tradition of open Marxism has, since the
turn of the century, subsisted alongside Marxisms of more main-
stream, and also academic, kinds. Figures in the open Marxist
tradition include, inter alia, Luxemburg, the early Lukacs, Korsch,
Bloch, Adorno, Rubin, Pashukanis, Rosdolsky and Johannes Agnoli
(from whom our title derives).” Lists of such a kind are, to be sure,
always problematic and not all of the authors represented in the
present work would evaluate the figures mentioned in the same way.
Nonetheless this tradition supplies a common background against
which questions are raised. In the 1970s, the sources of the tradition
were renewed through republication and translation, and through a
series of methodological debates. At the same time, in Britain,
debates flourishing within the CSE (Conference of Socialist Econ-
omists) reopened discussion of categories such as value, labour
process, the state, world market, social form, etc., upon the soil of a
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Keynesianism in crisis.® These diverse debates placed at issue the
conceptual and political status of fundamental Marxist categories.
For a brief period, it seemed that what was hitherto marginal could
lie at the centre. Underlying this centring was the (for the post-war
period) unprecedented class conflict of the late 1960s and early 1970s.
Along with the exhaustion of this conflict and with the failure of
social democratic responses to it, erstwhile marginal theory became
remarginalised once again. Realistic and scientistic currents already
present in the 1970s (capital-logic, structuralism, realism — however
‘critical’ — and the Marxist assimilation of corporatism)® entered the
ascendant, modifying themselves to fit the contours of 1980s terrain.
One aim of the present volumes, accordingly, is to reopen a space —
only uncertainly established during the 1970s — wherein voices of
theoretical and practical critique can gain new strength.

Within the tradition of Marxism which the present volume seeks
to develop, the central category of openness is that of critique. The
connection between openness and critique is straightforward enough:
if society develops openly, and thereby contradictorily, then an
identification of its contradiction(s) amounts to a reflection on the
instability of whatever forms this contradiction assumes. Social
‘structures’ only have a parlous existence in a contradictory world.
Marx launched the term ‘critique’ on its contemporary course when
he subtitled Capital ‘A Critique of Political Economy’. However,
Marxists have disputed amongst themselves the force and meaning
of the term ‘critique’.

Either it can be said that Marx criticised only bourgeois political
economy, and sought to replace it with a revolutionary political
economy of his own. In this case — and it is the reading of the subtitle
favoured by Marxists and Marx-critics as diverse as Hilferding,
Lenin, Althusser and Joan Robinson — we are returned to the notion
that social structures exist, as facts or artifacts, and that the only
problem is to identify the cogwheels which allow the structures to be
meshed. Or it can be said that Marx sought to criticise, not just
bourgeois political economy, but the notion of political economy as
such. This latter is the reading favoured by our authors.

The contributions in this and the following volume address, within
a framework of openness and from different pespectives, a wide
range of topics which have become classic in Marxist discussion:
epistemology, dialectics, theory and practice, crisis, value theory,
class, normative values, state theory, historical materialism and
questions of pegiodisation. Implicitly and/or explicitly, each contri-
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bution involves criticism of 1980s Marxist debates and seeks to map
the outlines of an alternative view. Thematic issues common to
various of our contributors include: subject-object dialectics, the
relation of abstract to concrete analysis, structure and struggle,
logical/historical interrelations, form-analysis and the preconditions
for theory of a revolutionary kind. On these scores, the debates are
not merely external but internal: an intersecting of differing views is
to be found amongst our contributors themselves. We have made no
attempt to avoid this, the reopening of a space for critique involving,
necessarily, a problematising of the category of ‘openness’ per se.
Thus the format of both of our volumes — a collection of articles — is
intrinsic to its substance. An open critique enunciated monologically
would amount to a contradiction in terms.

* * *

The present volume focuses on dialectics and history, whereas our
second volume concentrates on the unity of theory and practice. The
questions of dialectics and of the unity of theory and practice are of
course interlinked, especially through an emphasis on historical and
political concerns. The continuing political and conceptual import-
ance of ‘dialectics’, a term which these days may appear to have an
all too unfashionable resonance, is something that we hope to make
clear as we proceed.

Within Marxism, an understanding of the term ‘dialectics’ has
always been a matter of contention. Sometimes, as in Engels’ later
writings and in the ‘dialectical materialism’ of the Lenin and Stalin
years, the term has connoted general laws of nature and society: the
most famous of these is the ‘law’ according to which quantitative
change will at some point become qualitative change (as when a
quantitative increase in the temperature of water leads to a qualita-
tive alteration between water and steam). At other times, and
especially in Anglophone Marxism, dialectics is taken to mean simply
an interaction or interdependency as between two or more terms.
Sometimes, indeed, dialectics is dismissed altogether as a Hegelian
baggage which Marx, unfortunately, felt compelled to carry around.
Writers as diverse as della Volpe, Colletti, Althusser and Roy
Bhaskar tend to take this positivist tack. At the opposite extreme
there stands a tradition of ‘Hegelian Marxism’ (Luk&cs, Korsch and
Bloch, for example) who emphasise dialectics as signalling a unity of
opposites and a movement of contradiction, and who stress the
centrality of the idea of contradiction in Marx’s work.
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The ‘Hegelian Marxist’ understanding of dialectics moved into the
centre of Marxist debates during the 1970s on issues such as ‘value’
and the ‘state’. The theme of the state debate was dialectics under-
stood as movement-in-contradiction. The state debate focused on
the question of state-form and the historical periodisation of the
bourgeois state’s development. Hence the structure of the present
volume: two of our contributors (Psychopedis and Backhaus) empha-
sise the questions of concept formation which are traditional in
dialectical theory whereas our three others (Bonefeld, Clarke and
Gerstenberger) take up questions of dialectics in relation to state
theory. The theory of the state, apart from its evident political
importance, is arguably the site where the difference between struc-
turalist and dialectical/critical (that is ‘open’) Marxism emerges most
clearly. Structuralist Marxism (for instance Poulantzas) and conjunc-
tural analysis (for instance Jessop)® construe the state, either
explicitly or implicitly, as one ‘region’ or ‘instance’ of society amongst
others, distinguishing itself from traditional dialectical-materialist or
economic-determinist style Marxism only by emphasising the state’s
‘relative autonomy’, whereas dialectical and critical Marxism under-
stands the state as a form assumed by the class struggle. This latter
approach allows us to see the separation between the ‘economic’ and
the ‘political’ as a difference subsisting within, and constituted by, an
active unity. On the other hand the structuralist approach makes a
methodological principle out of the economics-politics separation
inscribed in bourgeois society itself.

The issues of form and of periodisation call for further, brief,
comment.

Most often, at any rate in Anglophone discussion, ‘form’ is
understood in the sense of ‘species’: the forms of something are the
specific characters it can assume. For instance, the state can adopt
specifically ‘fascist’ or ‘authoritarian’ or ‘bourgeois-liberal’ or ‘fordist’
or ‘post-fordist’ forms. An enormous amount of Marxism (especially
recent Marxism, and not only Anglophone Marxism) has understood
‘form’ in this way. On the other hand, ‘form’ can be understood as
mode of existence: something or other exists only in and through the
form(s) it takes. The commodity, for example, exists only in and
through the money-form and the credit-form and the world market.
Upon these two understandings of ‘form’ crucial theoretical and
practical differences turn.

Theoretically, the idea of form as a species of something more
generic has undgrpinned both the dialectical-materialist-style concep-
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tion of general laws which have to be applied to specific social
instances and the conjunctural approach which says that ‘intermedi-
ate concepts’'! are necessary if the gap between generic and specific
analysis is to be bridged. What is taken for granted, here, is a
dualistic separation of the generic from the specific (otherwise there
would be no ‘gap’ to ‘bridge’) and of the abstract from the concrete.
On the other hand, the idea of form as mode of existence makes it
possible to see the generic as inherent in the specific, and the abstract
as inherent in the concrete, because if form is existence then the
concrete can be abstract (and vice versa) and the specific can be
generic (and vice versa).'? Putting the matter in the bluntest possible
fashion, those who see form in terms of species have to try to
discover something behind, and underlying, the variant social forms.
Those who see form as mode of existence have to try to decode the
forms in and of themselves. The first group of theorists have, always,
to be more or less economic-reductionist. The second group of
theorists have to dwell upon critique and the movement of contra-
diction as making clear, for its own part, the ‘forms’ that class
struggle may take. To this, old-style dialectics together with new-
style sociology are, thus, implacably opposed.

During the 1980s, those who see form in terms of species have
tried to reformulate their approach by drawing upon Gramsci’s
‘conjunctural’ analysis. An example is the debate on the alleged
transition, within recent and current capitalist development, from
‘fordist’ to ‘post-fordist’ new times.!* Proponents of the thesis that
such a transition is under way see themselves as breaking, defini-
tively, with the idea of applying dialectical laws as a means of
elucidating historical change.

However, their own approach may not be so very different. A
sociological approach to social change still seeks to identify key
variables (such as technological development from mass assembly
lines to ‘new technology’ or shifting articulations of ‘the economy’
and ‘politics’) which make everything clear. Talk of ‘laws’ may not
be in fashion, but the identification of key variables is. And, in the
event, the notions of ‘laws’ and ‘key variables’ stand or fall together:
identification of laws depends on the identification of such 'variables
and, once such variables are identified, why not speak about laws?
Sociological laws and dialectical laws, alike, abut on to determinism
and by doing so marginalise class struggle, and historical agency in
general, as a ‘voluntarism’ which merely complements the movement
of social structures themselves.
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The relevance of the issue of historical periodisation is this:
whoever divides history into ‘periods’, whether or not these periods
be termed ‘modes of production’, is thinking of form in a genus/
species way. First of all we have a global theory of social change,
and then we have its specific, or conjunctural, deployment. In
contrast to this, form—analysis construes the historical development
of capitalism as discontinuous only in and through the continuity of
its form: that is through the movement of contradiction constituted
by class. Once the relation between structure and struggle is seen in
terms of form as mode-of-existence one can never return to ideas of
the development of capitalism on the basis of distinct stages, as it
were from the liberal state to state monopoly capitalism (as in Lenin)
or from fordism to post-fordism. Dialectics comes into its own as the
critique of, precisely, such a division into stages. Critique comes into
its own dialectically, as inherent in the movement of contradiction
and, so, an open Marxism is able to demystify the notion of new
times in a forceful way.*

The pelitical implications of all of this are drastic. That is, they are
exciting because they open on to a terrain where nothing is assured.
If we are told, theoretically, that we live under the sign of some
species of capital’s existence then there is nothing for it but to buckle
down and make the best of a poor (poor because oppressive) social
and technological job. New times are our fate. If, on the other hand,
we learn that form amounts not to species but to mode of existence
then it is incumbent on ourselves to act within, and through, and
against, the form(s) under which we live. In ‘the last instance’, these
forms are our own. The traditional Marxist dichotomy as between
‘structure’ and ‘struggle’ is surpassed because class struggle is in-
formed while, at the same time, class struggle forms and informs the
conditions which it either takes on board, reproduces, or explodes.

A number of practical as well as theoretical points turn upon the
understanding of dialectics. If, for instance, one thinks of dialectics
in terms of ‘laws’ it is only a small step to envisage a (Leninist)
revolutionary party which, in virtue of its knowledge of these laws,
should be entrusted with deciding how they should be applied. If, on
the other hand, one sheerly dismisses dialectics then one is forced to
think of society as an articulation of static structures and, once again,
a pathway is cleared to the notion of an élite (not of dialecticians,
this time, but of sociologists) who should intervene in order to juggle
the structures in a leftist way. The notion of the movement of
contradiction pgints in a quite different political direction: if society
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is the movement of contradiction then the further development of
such contradictions is a matter of what Marx called the ‘self-
emancipation’ of the working class.

The dichotomy of immediate struggle and socially static structures
has to be transcended. Form-analytical categories are social categor-
ies, and vice versa. Such categories exist not just in theory, as generic
abstractions from the specificity of political practice, but in and
through and as practice as well.

* * *

The contributions to this volume attempt to recover this dialectical
insight from different perspectives.

Kosmas Psychopedis, who has published widely on Kant, Hegel
and the dialectics of social theory, in the present volume attempts a
reconstruction of dialectical theory which portrays Kant as a forerun-
ner of Hegel and Marx. Psychopedis’s reconstruction of dialectics is
a critique of varieties of recent Kantian Marxism (for instance
Colletti, Bhaskar) which focus only on isolated aspects of Kant such
as transcendental deduction. Further, it allows the question of
material preconditions of social existence to come (politically) to
light. Psychopedis criticises on the one hand the downplaying of
materiality in favour of solely formal discussion in Marxist theory of
form determination and, on the other hand, the conception of
materiality as structure to be found in the scientistic and structuralist
Marxism of form-determination’s enemies. These latter — the realists
and the structuralists — fail to pose the crucial questions inherent in a
subject-object dialectic of materiality and form.

Hans-Georg Backhaus, a student of Adorno’s, is currently
researching, together with Helmut Reichelt, the methodology of
political economy in relation to critical theory. Backhaus’s publica-
tions are devoted to value theory, money theory and dialectics. His
concern is with the relation between the philosophic and economic
dimensions of political economy’s approach. For Backhaus, a critique
of political economy is impossible unless these dimensions are
synthesised. His emphasis in the present volume is on the ‘double
character’ of Marxist categories (as both subjective and objective,
abstract and concrete). His definition of objectivity as alienated
subjectivity develops conceptions of Adorno’s. For Backhaus, the
abstract categories in Marx are concrete; value thus exists as social
practice and, as such, contradictorily.

Werner Bonefeld, who has published widely debated articles on
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state theory and Marxist methodology, reworks form analysis as a
critique of recent Marxist state-debates. His contribution focuses on
the internal relation between structure and struggle, permitting an
understanding of the state-form as a movement of contradiction in
and through class.

Simon Clarke, whose numerous publications have been pivotal for
the development of Marxist state theory in Britain, focuses on the
form and development of class struggle in the face of crises of global
overaccumulation. Clarke’s emphasis is upon the specific functions
arrogated to itself by the state in the course of class struggle. His
contribution explores and rejects attempts to periodise the develop-
ment of capitalism in a Marxist way.

Heide Gerstenberger contributed to the state debates of the 1970s
and 1980s. Her work has been characterised by a synthesis of social
theory and historical analysis. Here, she critically discusses some
classic questions of historical materialism: the role of classes in social
development, the dynamics of historical change and the nature of
‘bourgeois revolution’. These questions are debated in relation to
the new °‘revisionist’ historiography concerning the French Revolu-
tion.*> This historiography problematises notions of a revolution
carried through by a ‘rising bourgeoisie’: Gerstenberger rejects the
‘rising bourgeisie’ thesis in and through a reformulation of historical
materialist ideas.
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Dialectical Theory:
Problems of Reconstruction

KOSMAS PSYCHOPEDIS

[.Juw. T L

Today, the concept of dialectics seems to have been expelled from
the set of problems pertaining to the foundations of the social
sciences. ﬁ{gﬁl}l&;ﬁ:pts a‘é“c“ifﬁﬁg dialectics of being metaphysical are
on the ascendant, as are several scientistic attemipts to salvage
dialectics. Rather than cohitributing to a rkeﬁgx}sat‘;li(c't“i"on of dialectical
argument, they create the necessity of defendmg dialectics from its
false friends.

In p“iiﬂ‘icﬁlar, the difficulties of addressing the methodological
problems set by clas i,c?l dialectical theory, and especially Hegelian
philosoph)!? are apparent and have led to simplistic _inté?ﬁfétations
of the nétion of dialectics. Eyen today, in many approaches to the
problem of dialectics, vifr"i'o'uéj reductionist constructions, such as
that of the t!p'ui:l‘fl‘;itiOIlv frqm quality to quantity, the unity of oppo-
sites, etc., are prépaﬁﬁﬁédigs characteristic dialectical ideas — only
to be siibsequently rejécted as in essénce metaphysical — without
justifying their systematic status, their meaning or their domain of
application. perngy bt

The présént situation in the theory of dialectics ardse, in part, as a
result of the Wlaaﬁiilg of dogmatic esse tialist.ideas in the discussions
of the European Left and of the decline of the idea of a historical
dialectic supposed to be able to guarantee the transition from a
society of necgses(i\tx {o a society hofL(f(ieedom. As late as in .the 1_950’s,
one can distern, in scientistic gﬁ.lse',r danovj(a\t/nﬁconceptlons in the
Logica of della Volpe. The stritdturalist a‘f”fa/czljc_sfu,_fsom the 1960’s. .
oh%Wa#ds, on the Hegelian ‘subject’ and the rt iéotirse to ‘structure
without a siibject’ can be viewed as a rénunciation of dialectics. This

renunciation contigues today and is injfnsi(ﬁed, reaching into the
Sddefoanig

s
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heart of current epistemologies and the scientistic theory—c%nstruc-
tions of the ‘Left’ (realism the Regulation School, Neo-Structuralism
and various ‘spontanex @pro\%ches

In view of this de o nient one is faced with the problem of
cc;ér“nf)?eh@ndx ‘the proceSs which led to ack[ S5f understandlng of
dialectics, as a problem of ‘theory crisis’, which is itself an expression
of a scf(:letaf crisis. In the face of thls crisis, there arises the
methodological problem of the rehabilitation of dialectics. In order
that this be accomplished, it is necessary to reconsider the essential
dimensions of dialectical theory, which have been neglected by
theory-in-crisis. This reconsideration involves an examination of a
number of complex problems, viewed methodologically as a unity by
classical dialectical theory and analysed as separate matters by
current scientistic aproaches to the social sciences. These problems
pertain to the apprehension of the social link between agents and
their class relations as a relation of the division of labour, and of the
nature of these antinomic relations as historical relations, as well as
to the evaluative character of the analysis of socio-theoretical issues.
This latter aspect of classical dialectical theory, in particular, has
fallen out of contemporary post-Weberian social science, which,
even in its ‘leftist’ versions, takes for granted the Weberian separa-
tion of the evaluative from the descriptive and, thus, accepts the
Weberian doctrine of the irrationality of values. In contrast to this
position, which constitutes an expression of crisis in contemporary
social theory, a reconstruction of the idealist dialectical argument
can demonstrate that classical theory associates questions pertaining
to foundational problems in the social sciences, that is to problems
concerning the validity of our knowledge of social reality, with
questions of the rational justification of praxis. Under the term
‘dialectics’ is understood the inherently antinomic relation between
political Reason founded upon the idea of Freedom and of the social
oppositions marked by Necessity. In its abstract expression, this
postulate of rationality has been posed within the framework of
Kantian and Hegelian dialectical theory in the form of a relationship
between the logic of mechanism and the logic of values — while in
Marxian theory, this postulate acquires a constitutive force through
the construction of a materialist labour theory of value. Contrary to
what contemporary ‘leftist’ scientism seems to imply, Kant’s contri-
‘bytion is not exhausted by his transcendental deduction and his
formalism. A number of issues, concerning the structure of dialectical
judgement, are developed in his work, to which we refer today both
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in order to derive and found the dialectical argument, and to criticise
anti-dialectical references to Kant himself.’

According to the Kantian argument — which forms part of the
tradition of Rousseau — one may, in rough outline, distinguish
between two theoretical standpoints insofar as society as an object is
concerned; in addition, one may discern, in his work, the ideal of the
transposability of theoretical reflection between these two stand-
points. According to the first standpoint, theory views society as an
object and conceives of it as a set of power relationships, interest-
directed practices, and rule-generated interests, in which value
elements can be located as facts. The second standpoint reflects on
the status of theory as an involved part of the object, in consequence
of which its own axiological framework of freedom, equality and
critique is transposed into the object. This second standpoint, thus,
connnects social and political phenomena with the axiological frame-
work which constitutes the conditions for theory-construction. This
generates complex methodological problems. For instance, the con-
nection may take the form of a critique of social phenomena based
on the non-conformity of these phenomena to their conditions.
Alternatively, it may manifest itself as a description of those aspects
of social phenomena which, irrespective of the agents’ goals, supports
the framework of values intrinsic to theory. In both cases, the second
(transcendental) approach to the object refers to the results of the
first one (the description of power relations and ‘mechanisms’, the
technical analysis of the relation means to ends, etc.). It is, therefore,
evident that political theory constitutes itself within this framework
of the transposition from the external, theoretical standpoint to the
internal, practical, axiological one. In fact, it constitutes itself
through the contradiction between theoretical and practical reason,
which characterises the Kantian transcendental philosophy. This is
why Kant described this movement as a reflective process, involving
antinomies, to which practical reason is asked to give ‘solutions’.
This antinomic relationship and the subsequent ‘solutions’ to it are
described as a dialectical process in which the theoretical argument
of necessity, terminates.

Although transcendental philosophy disclosed this logic of trans-
positions as a field of research, it did not examine it exhaustively,
since its interest was concentrated on the- ~confrontation between
values and factual processes. The mediation processes between these
opposed poles were posed as distinct methodological issues by
Hegelian and Magxian dialectical theory. These issues are there
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conceived as problems concerning the dialectical exposition of the
categories (Darstellung).

In the dialectical Darstellung, the methodical exposition of the
categories conceptualises the processes of social reproduction, which
determine the contemporary social formation, as well as the values
which are binding on both agent and theory. It views the processes
of the genesis of these values, and of the constitution of society, as
being one. The issue of the relevance of the object for dialectical
theory, with reference to the essential characteristics which deter-
mine its nature, is deemed to be binding on this process. Kantianism
conceived of these issues as reflective ones and did not hold that they
lead to a binding, content-based analysis of society — for epistemolog-
ical reasons, Kant believed that a Darstellung referring to a binding
theory of relations is impossible.

The object of the Hegelian dialectic is such an analysis. The
Hegelian dialectical Darstellung develops the theoretical categories
which refer to essential relations of the social object, the conceptual
presuppositions of the development of these essential relations, as
well as developing the ‘surface’ categories which refer to the way in
which essential relations manifest themselves in existent institutions
and social relations. These are rendered intelligible by being
mediated through the essential relations already developed. The
relational character of the object is preserved, in the exposition,
through the development of the relation between its concepts. The
positing of some isolated ‘essential elements’ as primal and non-
mediated is, thereby, avoided. (Such a positing characteristically
leads theory to spontaneist or structuralist shortcomings.)

It can be shown that, notwithstanding its claim to justify the
‘absolute’ through its concepts, the Hegelian Darstellung reflects on
the historical character of the categories and develops its concepts in
such a way that the manner in which they are affected by the question
of the nature and the antinomies of modern historical society become
apparent. The historical form of modern society is analysed as a
process of realising an axiological element, freedom, which asserts
and imposes itself through its necessary social and institutional
determinations. The consequence of this analysis for the dialectical
Darstellung is that it refers to a normative standpoint, from and
towards which it constructs its concepts. This standpoint provides the
relevance horizon of the analysis, while the analysis itself incorpor-
ates the question of the processes whereby the values which constitute
this standpoint are formed.
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This type of dialectical analysis presents complex methodological
problems which also constitute a challenge to contemporary episte-
mology. First of all, it insists on the idea that the coherence of the
social totality is vouchsafed with reference to an axiological-practical
process of the highlighting or elevation of the object with respect to
the essential, while, on the other hand, the renunciation of such an
elevation leads to the disintegration of the object into particular,
unconnected determinations. When one follows the argument justi-
fying this elevation, one sees that the axiological idea is connected to
a practical postulate of the reproduction of concrete social relations
and the institutional frameworks which carry and realise these ideas.
Through the Hegelian phenomenological Darstellung and the Dar-
stellung of the philosophy of Right (‘rechtsphilosophische Darstel-
lung’), the Hegelian dialectical analysis raises, as a central
methodological problem, the problem of positing the preconditions
of the reproduction of this socio-axiological framework. Through the
philosophical postulate that ‘the concept itself posit its own precon-
ditions through freedom’, it inquires into the historical and political
preconditions which must be ‘posited’ in order that the socio-
axiological ‘concrete’ not disintegrate into bad abstractions and the
coherent philosophical-practical ideal, to which the dialectidcal cate-
gorial exposition refers, not be destroyed.

The above outline of aspects of dialectical theory within the
tradition of idealist philosophy makes explicit the inherent connec-
tion between the classical dialectical argument and the problem of
values, thus disclosing the normative character of the former. The
Marxian analysis takes the following dual stand towards the idealist
argument. On the one hand, it acknowledges the relevance of the
idealist theoretical constructs for the foundation of social theory. On
the other, it denounces their positivist character: they do not allow
the location of class relations and the exploitation process that exist
beneath the dialectical concepts and relations. In other words, it
holds that the program — which idealism had set for itself — of a
rational justification of values, is not carried through to its com-
pletion. The Marxian analysis of class relations and of the exploita-
tion process situates the constitution of value within the labour
process and raises the question of transcending the existing alienated
society. Value-analysis as a critique of the inverted forms of bour-
geois society coincides with a materialist foundation of axiology.
Critique is constituted on the antinomic process of this foundation.
Should one discard this reflective relation to values, dialectical analysis
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would end up as a ‘real science’, facing its object, and would, merely,’
consist in a critique of its axiological elements (a critique of ideol-
ogy). Materialist dialectics would, thereby, turn out to be scienti§tic
and reductionist, for it would ignore the fact that the Marxian
approach also involves an attempt to inquire into the problems of its
own normativity and values.

In methodological terms, the above problems present themselves
as those of the materialist Darstellung. Here, the critique of the
separation of the social agents and concealment of the inner rela-
tional character of social reality is inextricably interwoven with the
axiological-practical idea of the re-appropriation of the productive
forces, from which they have been separated, by the social agents.

This axiological idea is developed in Marxian dialectics as an idea
intrinsic to the object, resulting from the relation, constitutive of the
social object, of the latter’s materiality to its formal determinations.
This is why the issue of the materialist Darstellung raises anew the
problem of the deduction of the concept of materiality in dialectical
theory as an open problem. This problem has been neglected by
Marxist discussions, which have tended to follow the abstract course of
formalism (neglecting the development of the content of materiality)
or of dogmatism (developing an ‘objective logic’ of productive forces).

An attempt at such a deduction makes apparent two central
dimensions of the dialectical concept of materiality: first, the histor-
icity of the concepts of dialectical theory (as against historicist
relativism) and, second, the abolition of the alienating forms of
society, that is, the dimension of praxis.

The logic which connects the historical and the practical and
constitutes the ‘mode of movement’ of materiality, can be conceived
as an anti-Hegelian logic operating with the idea (of Hegelian origin)
of a logic of ‘positing preconditions’.?> This whole issue raises the
question of the conditions under which, not the ontological concep-
tual framework, but social life, is reproduced; that is, it inquires into
the activation or failure of activation, through antinomic social forms,
of the physical and social preconditions of social life. The dialectical
analysis of social relations reveals that the constitutive conditions of
social reproduction, namely, the historically constituted form-deter-
minations of society (which consists of the separation of men both
from the means of social life, and from the decisions as to the form
this will take) either cause society to be unable to reproduce itself
from within the system of these separations, or lead to the reproduc-
tion of this inability, that is, to a threat to society and the danger of
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fetishism. The issue of praxis and politics as a necessary and
continuous antithesis to a blind adjustment of social relations to the
logic of things is, thus, raised; that is, it is raised in juxtaposition to
irrationality, to holding as rational the orientation of social action
towards the ‘logic’ of reified relations. In other words, the issue of
dialectics is raised as a problem of discovering, within the historical
present, and positing, the practical and political preconditions for

climinating this reification and realising the ideal of self-
determination.

Dialectics and the Critique of the Scientistic Approach to
Society in Kant

The central idea of Kant’s dialectical argument for the analysis of
bourgeois society — an argument which has been largely ignored in
current discussions — may already be discerned in the Kantian
conception of the dialectical antinomies. Characteristically, the
Marxist versions of scientism (Colletti and the East German School
of Logicians), when referring to the Kantian conception of dialectics,
do not touch upon the Kantian analyses of transcendental dialectics,
but focus on the pre-critical Kantian theses about real oppositions
(Realrepugnanz). Should one, however, turn to the core of the
Kantian dialectical argument, one realises that, by dialectics, Kant
understands an inner relation obtaining between the evaluative-
teleological element and the problem of the ‘movement’ of reality
effected by forces and mechanisms which act upon it. This teleologi-
cal idea and the antinomies immanent to it are located at the core of
the foundations of the historical and social sciences: The logic of
mechanism is already bound, at the very moment of its incorporation
in an epistemological framework, by the idea of realising in it a
normative framework, acceptable to social theory, which includes
freedom, equality before the law, communication and critique. This
connection between mechanism and teleology is, according to Kant,
the act of a reflective judgement on the possibility of the social
sciences. However, as we shall endeavour to show, this connection
remains external in the Kantian work, since, according to Kant,
values cannot be generalised by social mechanisms — values are
formed by abstraction from the logic of technical and strategic action.

Starting with Kant’s foundation of the sciences of ‘praxis’ (in a
sense which includes not only ethics, but also the principles of the
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social, historical and juridical sciences), one notes that this founda-
tion involves the critique of what we will call a ‘scientistic’ approach
to these sciences. By the term ‘scientistic’ we mean an approach,
subjected by Kant to critique and adopted whenever the analysis of
social and economic reality (of social laws, mechanisms, actions and
historical events) makes no reference to the binding practical prin-
ciples which have been shown by the Critique of Practical Reason to
underlie every genuinely practical proposition: ‘when the will fol-
lows no other principles than those by which the understanding
perceives that the object is possible according to them as laws of
nature, then, although the proposition, which contains the possi-
bility of the object’s occurring through the causality of the volition,
may be called a practical proposition, for all that it does not differ
in the least, with respect to its principle, from the theoretical
propositions which pertain to the nature of things; rather must it
borrow its own [principle] from the latter in order to exhibit
[darstellen] the representation of an object in reality’, (vol. IX,
p. 175)% Kant’s position is that the construction of a conceptual
framework for the analysis of politics and society involving concepts
belonging to the philosophy of the natural sciences, would lead to a
conceptualisation of society, in analogy with ‘nature’, as an object,
as a totality of causal relationships, and would thereby preclude its
foundation in freedom.*

This critical Kantian approach to scientistic method finds its
justification in the analyses of the problem of the antinomies in the
The Critique of Pure Reason and, in particular, in the way in which
Kant approaches the question of the preconditions necessary for an
event to occur. Kant holds that every event of the phenomenal world
can be understood through its preconditions and they, in their turn,
through theirs, and so on, thus leading to an infinite series of
preconditions. To this infinite regress of preconditions, Kant juxta-
poses the postulate of Reason for the completion of the series, that
is, for the unconditional. This ‘ontological’ postulate is itself a
precondition of scientific thought, while at the same time it allows us
to think of the problem of an action without external determinations,
that is, of a free action which breaks through the logic of conditions
and raises the problem of the transition to freedom.>

It is apparent from the above that the Kantian critique is not
merely limited to a demonstration of the consequences of scientism
for the theory and praxis of the social sciences, but also addresses
the problem of the praxeological character of the preconditions and

Dialectical Theory: Problems of Reconstruction 9

of the transcendental framework, not only of science, but of thought
itself.

The practical preconditions of theoretical reason come to light in
the way in which Kant’s theoretical philosophy understands the
problem of the framework of the development of concepts, but also
in the formal characteristics of these concepts. The framework for
developing these theoretical concepts is to be found in the ideas of
freedom of thought, of dialogue, of communication and of critique,
which are considered preconditions of this freedom and which are to
be preserved from the danger of external threats. Although thinking
is independent of external influence, the freedom to communicate
can be suppressed and the correctness of thought, which presupposes
communication and dialogue, may thus be threatened: ‘Only, how
much and how correctly would we really be able to think, did we not
think together in community with others to which we communicate
our thoughts and they theirs. One can then very well say that the
external force which tears away from men the freedom to communi-
cate their thoughts publicly, also takes away from them the freedom
to think’. (V, 280). Correspondingly, the way of constructing theo-
retical concepts reflects on the fact that these concepts are incorpo-
rated in a transcendental systematic which has a practical foundation.
The transcendental systematic itself cannot be founded without a
reflection on modernity and the correct politics of reason, which
make critique possible. Reason itself is oriented towards the idea of
a civil association (biirgerliche Vereinigung), in the context of which
the legitimation of the claims of its own dogmatic or anarchic
prehistory will be decided. The fact that the critique of reason is not
oriented towards the despotic exercise of power, but towards civil
jurisdiction corresponds, according to Kant, to the ‘mature judge-
ment’ of the epoch (III, 13), which is an epoch characterised by the
practical postulate of enlightenment. Such a judgement is a reflective
and ‘regulative’ precondition of the knowledge of nature itself.®

Turning now to the genuine ‘practical’ propositions which refer to
‘freedom under laws’, we notice that these are defined in direct
opposition to the scientistic approach to social reality. Kant dis-
tinguishes between laws of nature to which the will is subject and a
nature which is subject to the volition which refers to free praxis and
is the ‘cause’ of practical objects (VII, 158). The latter alternative
constitutes a binding idea for praxis according to the categorical
imperative. According to this idea, maxims, that is, subjective
principles, are to bg assessed by practical reason with respect to their



10 Open Marxism

‘suitability as laws of nature and are to be rejected in case they are
found wanting. All contradictory principles are, thus, rejected and,
in particular, principles establishing privileges or allowing the pursuit
of egoistic goals. Kant, thus, introduces a programme for the moral
foundation of praxis which seems equally to exclude the possibility
of a scientistic foundation of genuine social concepts. Because these
concepts refer to ‘real’ social forces which are in competition with
each other and form constantly varying equilibriums, depending on
their mutual relationships, the adoption of a ‘practical’ attitude leads
to their unequivocal rejection on the grounds that they are in
contradiction to the practical ideal of non-egoistic action.

At this point, it is important to stress that the questions we have
so far considered on the Kantian foundation of the social sciences
are understood by Kant as problems of dialectical analysis. In his
theoretical philosophy, Kant had already characterised as ‘dialectic’
the use by the intellect, beyond the limits of experience, of a priori
concepts and principles which should be properly limited to objects
given in intuition. It is the task of dialectics to disclose the illusory
character of transcendent judgements, although the illusion itself
cannot be removed.” Dialectics show that ideas of reason lead to
contradictions, if they are used as transcendent concepts, and aim to
overcome these contradictions with recourse to a ‘binding’ concept
of critique as the analysis of the architectonic nature of reason itself
(cf. III, 308f, IV, 695f).%8 Corresponding to this function of critique,
we find, in Kant’s practical philosophy, a dialectic relating to the
antinomic relations which arise whenever one tries to connect an
ethic of content, that is, one oriented towards the ideal of happiness,
with the formal idea of an ethic. This analysis leads to a theory of
the primacy of practical reason based on the refutation of the
scientistic approach to practical matters. Kant argues that a scientistic
approach, which explores the manifestations of ‘pathological’
motives of action, cannot establish a connection between the theory
of action and practical values. Scientism precludes the possibility of
bridging the gap between theory and praxis. In the Kantian
approach, on the contrary, theoretical reason, by taking into account
practical reason founded on critique, has to accept the propositions
which bear upon the practical interest of reason and are not in
contradiction with theoretical knowledge. It has to compare and
connect them with all that which speculative reason has at is disposal
(VII1, 251).

It is apparent that this ‘solution’ of the dialectical antinomy
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constitutes a ‘solution’ to the problem of theory and praxis at the
level of the moral foundation of praxis, but not at the level of the
foundation of the social sciences. An answer to the problems raised
by the latter is contained in Kant’s Critique of Judgement where the
issue is once again understood as one of dialectics and, in particular,
of a dialectical analysis of the teleological judgement. Kant, here,
analyses the antinomy between mechanical and teleological expla-
nation and concludes that for certain natural forms ‘we may, in our
reflection upon them, follow the trail of a principle which is radically
different from explanation by the mechanism of nature, namely, the
principle of final causes’ (X, 501). Kant stresses that a dogmatic
confrontation of the two methodologies would lead to a contradictory
juxtaposition of them, while a confrontation on the basis of a critical
principle of reason (the reflective judgement) would allow their
compatibility as disparate principles (X, 531).

Teleology as a science does not represent a ‘doctrine’, but a
‘critique’. It reflects, when confronted with phenomena which pres-
ent themselves as a complex of ‘competing motive forces’, on the
possibility of understanding them as a totality in which ends are
realised. This reflection, which accompanies every positive knowl-
edge about the character and the direction of powers and forces, is
proposed by Kant as a method of locating, through analysis, (Eror-
terung) the possibility of an object according to principles — in
opposition to the strict scientistic method of explanation (Erkldrung)
(X, 531).

The analysis of the teleological dialectic acquires a social-philos-
ophical relevance inasmuch as it allows the connection of ends of
reason with laws of nature in the domain of the social and historical
sciences. It reveals an approach which mediates the interpretation of
socio-political action in terms of natural causality, on the one hand,
and in terms of practical ‘causality’, based on freedom, on the other.
According to this approach, action from egoistic motives, for
instance, can be explained by an analysis which focuses on the
agents’ goals and means and describes what results their actions lead
to. But they can, alternatively, also be analysed in terms of the
possibility of such actions resulting, in a given historical situation, in
historical events and institutions, of which philosophical reason
approves and which can, thus, be viewed as the rational ‘ends’ of
natural processes. For example, a constitution based on political
equality (a value approved of by reason) may be also analysed as
arising from actiops motivated by private utilitarian considerations.
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By means of it, a rational end is realised, without being intended by
the agents. Teleological analysis is interested in such convergences
of the mechanical and the axiological which allow us to discern the
‘progress’ of the whole institutional framework. All Kantian analyses
of modern institutions, embodying and founded on the general laws
of bourgeois government, are characterised by this reflective
approach. The orientation of this analysis reveals the interior axiol-
ogical dimensions of the object and is contrary to every scientistic
approach.

In scientism, the unity of the empirical multiplicity of social
relations is established by relations of power; the reflective-
teleological approach establishes it by relating it to a general political
norm (a law). The constitution of the social object and of the concept
of Right itself follows the logical form of the Kantian teleological
judgement: since this law is compulsory (‘necessary’), it has the
intellectual form of the understanding (Verstand), in analogy to the
natural laws of the First Critique; but so far as the generality of its
form is concerned (abstracting from its compulsory/necessary char-
acter), it coincides with a law of reason. The connection of the form
of the understanding (necessity) with the form of reason (generality)
is a teleological one: it forms part of a reflective process which
ascertains, with reference to a binding theory for the totality of
human abilities and powers, how each of them is involved in the
form-determination of a social or historical event.

The reflectiveness which characterises the teleological-dialectical
exposition of the categories is immanent to the whole social theory
of Kant and provides a procedure for concept formation in the social
sciences in which the antinomy between the mechanistic and axiol-
ogical element arises. This reflection leads to a juxtaposition and
critical comparison of the (already achieved) results of social action
with the practical idea of freedom, which provides the criterion
through which the relativism and historicism implicit in scientism is
transcended. Historicism is confronted with the political ideal of
consensus as to the preconditions for the coexistence of agents
pursuing different goals in society. The criticism of the volonté de
tous, in the Critique of Practical Reason (VII, 137), is developed,
from teleological premises, in the direction of a reflection on the
possibility of a normative political theory grounded on a dialogical-
contractual basis. The idea of egoistic motives of action is critically
juxtaposed to the idea of the state as a political unity (universi),
VIII, 434).
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In contrast to Rousseau’s construction of a ‘contrat social’, Kant’s
analysis is sharpended to a transcendental argument: a condition of
the possibility of men living together in society is the establishment
of an ‘external’ framework of freedom grounded in reason. Corre-
sponding to this dialectical argument, the ideas of law, equality and
legitimate power are introduced in opposition to the scientistic
concepts of positive law, the equilibrium of (unequal) powers and
government founded on power.

The idea of Right as equality is the result of a dialectical critique
which transcends the scientistic conceptualisation of society and
politics. As Kant shows, this conceptualisation conceives of society
by analogy with a problem in mechanics: ‘Given a force which is in
equilibrium with a given load, to find the relation of the respective
arms of the lever etc.” (IX, 174). The idea of equilibrium put forward
here is that of a general equilibrium between several unequal forces
in a system — at the level of society it is that of relations of
domination. This idea is juxtaposed to the idea of equality as
constituting the abolition of political domination and as, instead, the
constitution of a society subject to general laws, whose members are
free and independent persons who deliberately contract self-imposed
obligations. In such a society, social and personal inequalities, which
are teleologically evaluated with respect to their adequacy in pro-
moting progress, in developing human capacities, and so on, continue
to coexist with political equality. In this model the coexistence of the
general, formal law with the evolution of the content represents a
projection of the structure of the teleological judgement in real
societies.

The Kantian view of the relationship between Right and politics
can be ascertained from the perspective of dialectical concept for-
mation briefly discussed above. According to Kant, politics has to
‘adapt itself, its decrees and its administrative mechanisms to the
idea of Right’ (VIII, 642). How this ‘adaptation’ is to be implemented
is not described, but it can be reconstructed on the basis of the
Kantian view that power cannot be adequately analysed without
practical reflection on certain conditions of normative commitment —
conditions which seem to point to a sort of ‘transcendental’ frame-
work of conditions of the possibility of coercive action. Such con-
ditions, indicated by the teleological analysis, are ‘right concepts
about the nature of a possible constitution’, a great ‘experience’ and
the ‘good will’ to accept and enforce the constitution.® These
elements (right ggncepts, experience, will) correspond to the struc-
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ture of reason as the capacity to form general concepts, as reflective
judgement and as practical capacity — a structure on to which the
concept of power is projected in order that it acquire a practical
foundation. In a political society founded on these principles, the
element of enforcement which is necessary for law to become
‘positive’ shows itself to be reducible to freedom — enforcement is
not considered an impediment to freedom, but an ‘impediment to an
impediment to freedom’ (VIII, 338) in a society subject to general
laws.

A critical differentiation is to be found here between enforcement
with the object of guaranteeing rational, general rules, and the
enforcement, without rational justification, which takes place in
contingent historical societies. The dialectical consideration which
differentiates between the mechanical and the teleological aspect of
a social phenomenon and then mediates the two aspects in a
judgement here finds its expression. It is this judgement which leads
Kant to construct and espouse a ‘republican’ government, which
contains normative elements and is considered to be binding on
whatever historical type of exercise of power might be established.

At this point, we shall have to address the question of the
implications of the structure and movement of the dialectical teleo-
logical judgement, discussed above, for the issue of the understand-
ing of the real as a totality of conditions. It appears that a
teleological approach of a Kantian type transcends the strict division
between the infinite regress of conditions and freedom as the
unconditional and raises the issue of the preconditions which are
necessary for a rational axiological framework to be realised, as well
as the issue of the axiological framework whose institution is necess-
ary for social life itself not be threatened.!® However, one should
not ignore the fact that the central argument of Kantian dialectics
does not entail a reconciliation, without remainder, of the philos-
ophical standpoint (‘ends of reason’) with the historical processes
(the consideration of the development of real forces). This is
prevented, to begin with, by the dialectical (antinomic) relationship
of theory and praxis and the idea that their mediation can occur
exclusively through the aspect of ‘form’. To this ‘formal’ element is
attached the ‘normative’ one (the transcendental framework of
freedom, etc.) which gives meaning to history. So far, one could
cansider the Kantian conception of the historicity of the categories as
an ‘anti-historicist’ (anti-relativist) one, since it reflects on contem-
porary formal values (transcendental ideas) as founding principles

Dialectical Theory: Problems of Reconstruction 15

of the ‘epoch of critique’. Kant, thus, writes that the idea of Right
‘guides’ historical development, that the French Revolution can be
viewed as a ‘sign’ of the activity of reason in history, and so on.!!
Reason, however, should not be read into actions of violence, which
are merely symptomatic for the historical revolutionary process, but
should only be traced in results which are compatible with a
‘constitution according to natural law’. In fact, we can see that the
two sides of the judgement (force and natural law) demarcate and
emancipate themselves in concrete historical cases. Critical practical
philosophy, unlike the Hegelian Weltgeist, does not consider itself to
be responsible to the ‘totality’ of the relations and consequences of
historical development. It separates the historical into a part which
can be approved by reason (which recognises in it its own form) and
a part whose materiality does not meet the demands of reason. This
division of historical materiality into reason-supporting and reason-
nonsupporting structures, which is immanent to dialectical teleology,
transposes, it seems, the transcendental antinomy into the method-
ology of the socio-historical sciences, thus destroying the unity of
their subject. Kant was aware of this difficulty — the cost of his
commitment to formalism. This can be shown to be so for the
Critique of Judgement, and in particular for the Methodenlehre,
where an exposition of the methodological consequences of dialecti-
cal analysis for the theory of culture is to be found. The subject of
this theory is the development (cultivation) of sensory and intellec-
tual forces which determine the content (goals) of action — a
development which becomes essentially the development of the
capacity to abstract from contents and is, thus, a condition of the
possibility of moral action. In the concept of culture a relation
between reason, the understanding and the will is reflectively estab-
lished within a logic of ‘discipline’, of egoism and a competitive
society, but also of respect towards the norms dictated by reason.
Central to this is the idea that, on the basis of teleological analysis,
an exposition of moral self-determination itself as a problem is
impossible. Such an analysis can only show how men can be
‘prepared’ for the ‘domination of reason’ (X, 556). Consequently,
there is no transition without a break from the object of a teleologi-
cal approach to a condition of society adequate to reason.

We can now complete our discussionofiKantian dialectics. We
argued that Kantian dialectics can be understood as a methodological
critique of the scientistic attempt to analyse society as an equilibrium
of forces. The JKantian analysis disclosed antinomies which arise
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when we shift our interest from the sphere of theory to that of
teleology and then to the concept of praxis. In Kantian terms, this
shift has a systematic function in the analysis of socio-historical
‘objects’, as a necessary dislocation (movement of the judgement)
from the transcendental framework, where it constitutes the unity of
the logic of the natural sciences, to a practical-teleological transcen-
dental idea (Rousseau’s contractual/consensual a priori of freedom
and equality). It is precisely this movement of judgement which
scientism does not explore.

The dissolution of the scientistic approach to questions about the
ends of nature (teleology) and the ends of reason (praxeology) is the
Kantian answer to the problem of the relation between evaluation
and description in the social sciences. The incorporation of values
in the construction of historical reality (in a relation of inter-
dependence with facts) is accepted for teleological analysis (for cer-
tain given values which consist in general rules), but rejected for
praxeology, for which values are the criteria by which histeorically
conditioned reality is to be judged and, thus, cannot depend on it.
A mediation between the antinomic methodologies (description,
teleological evaluation, practical evaluation) occurs with reference
to the generative forms of norms for the natural and social sciences
and for moral action. Types of norms are criticaily related to each
other, while, as regards social analysis, Kant insists on the primacy
of the practical-teleological sphere and demands the integration in it
of the dynamics of ‘forces’. Because this integration occurs with
reference to a rigid system of norms, there is always the risk that its
results be conceptualised as incoherent and inconsistent, and that
no modification of norms is thought to be effected by changes in
the equilibrium of forces. Kant’s purpose is to preclude any modifi-
cation of norms, for that would lead, according to him, to historicist
relativism. (This is the problem of Hegelian-Marxian dialectics,
dealt with by proposing a new solution to it based on an attempt
to evaluate contents.) But, although Kantian dialectics try to immu-
nize themselves against experience and content-based conditions,
they nevertheless do have a ‘content’, a formal essentiality, in the
antinomic relations of transcendental philosophy which constitute
a ‘binding’ context, the conditions of the possibility of describing
and evaluating the relation of theory and praxis in contemporary
societies. And in this sense, starting from this context, they annul
the scientistic thesis of irrationality and the contingency of the his-
torical content.
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Hegelian Dialectics and the
Problem of the Exposition of the Categories

Contrary to Kant, in Hegelian social theory the connection between
mechanism and teleology is held to be an internal relation of a
dialectical kind. Hegel holds that the problem of values presents
itself in social theory as a problem of the very constitution of the
object, not as a problem of the confrontation of the non-rational
object with the axiological framework of pure formal reason; that is,
Hegel transposes the problem of rationality into the object. Dialec-
tical theory does not project an abstract idea on to reality, demanding
of it that it adapt itself to this ideal, but looks for the axiological
element in contradictory modern social reality itself. The entire
Hegelian argumentation is informed by this thought. In particular, it
is to be found in the Hegelian understanding of the historic-social as
Objective Spirit whose forms are determined by dialectical logic. It
is also to be found in the analysis of totality, typical for Hegel, in
which attitudes and activities determined by individual and particular
motives (and rejected by the Kantian philosophy of praxis) are
integrated, and in the idea that the totality reproduces itself through
those particular aspects by reproducing the limits within which these
aspects may develop. At the same time, Hegel raises the problem of
the acceptance of the totality as a value by the agents (as well as by
theory) on the basis of normative and political elements, which are
considered to be immanent to it (abstract law, class relations,
relations between the system of needs and the state, the rational
balancing of forces and powers, Bildung).

The Hegelian analysis of the axiological nature of social Being
(Sein), presupposes a readjustment of the relation between Being
and thought, and their elevation (Vol. 8, p. 56)'? above the empirical
multiplicity of social facts; that is, the axiological constitution of
Being is related to the problem of ‘correctly’ abstracting from the
empirical, and is understood as the directedness of an act, as praxis.
The goal of this elevation is that the world acquire Being, in the
sense of ‘true Being’, with respect to a universal end. The under-
standing of Being, thus, requires its elevation with respect to the
essential and true. As long as this is not achieved, Being is fractured
into a multiplicity of isolated and non-connected existences and ends;
with its achievement, however, the work is organised in such a way
that the multiplicity results as a necessary epiphenomenon of the
essential. According to Hegel, a binding theory of social Being is
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constituted on the basis of this axiological conception. The course of
the axiological conception of social reality is conceived by Hegel as
the development of logical form. In the Hegelian logical form are
concentrated the central issues of dialectical methodology, that is,
(a) the problem of totality and the incorporation of the particular in
it, (b) the constitution of the real through its conditions and the
limits within which these conditions are posed, and (c) in particular,
the problem of positing the axiological and political conditions for
the constitution of the real. Hegel himself summarised (Enzyklopae-
die par. 79, 8/168) the concept of logical form by emphasising three
aspects which allow, albeit in an ‘anticipatory and historical’ manner,
an understanding of the problems it raises.

The first aspect of logical form is generated by an act of abstraction
which isolates elements of the social object by giving them an
identity, incorporating them into classificatory schemes and deter-
mining them in their distinctness (that is, classes, state institutions
and functions). The development of logical form depends on the
critical questions of the conditions under which the Being of particu-
lar elements ‘is as it is’, of the relations between these elements and
of the critical process of abstraction and relativisation, which is
presupposed by distinctness. A second moment of logical form is the
process of relativisation activated as a dialectical element (‘negative-
rational’): ‘the dialectical moment is itself the self-transcending of
such finite determinations and their transition to their opposites.’
The dialectical (in contrast to the reflective) constitutes a ‘transcend-
ence from the inside’, a coming out of the distinct form itself, during
which its one-sidedness is cancelled (Enz. par. 81).

In order to understand these obscure Hegelian analyses one must
turn to the issue of the mutual constitution of object and abstractive
method which forms the core of dialectical methodology. The object,
which, at the abstractive level of the first moment, presents itself as
particular and individual, is presented in the dialectical approach as
part of a complex of relations, which mark the limits within which
the particular ranges. With respect to the particular, the analysis
shows its development in a certain direction towards its limits. The
location of these limits from various points of view and their inter-
relation raises the question of a unified theory of the production of
relationships and of the limits of their reproduction. Such a theory
coincides with a dialectical theory of the objects, whose various
relational forms and manifestations constitute the mutual limits of
each other.
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By considering each particular object ‘for itself’, the limits of the
one-sided, abstract determination of the object become manifest. By
conceiving of the object as involved in comprehensive relations, one
is led to a conception of a comprehensive object, an object ‘in itself’,
whose analysis is also the analysis of the processes by which particular
vantage points are constituted and on the basis of which one-sided
and abstract determinations are generated; that is, these determina-
tions appear as abstractions through which the comprehensive object
is constituted. The specific hierarchisation of the particular abstrac-
tions is connected with the process of their elevation, which shows
up the- axiological nature of the former. Included in this whole
problem is the idea of a transition to a third moment of logical-
dialectical form, which is the philosophical element par excellence,
that is, the ‘positive-rational’ element of dialectical activity. The
negation of the determinations, when they transcend their limits, is
their affirmation within these limits, that is, the affirmation of the
relation in which they stand by right. The process of checking the
validity of the claims of every categorical-axiological element coin-
cides with the process of constituting the object in the form of ‘truly
being’ as a concrete whole of its moments.

The problem of the development of logical form allows Hegel to
raise once again the Kantian problem of the antinomic relation
between an object wholly determined by its conditions and freedom
as the unconditioned. He also addresses again the problem of the
relation between the historical and the logical, thus leading to the
central issue of dialectical method, namely, the problem of the
exposition of the categories (Darstellung).

The problem of preconditions was raised by Hegel, in particular in
his analysis of scepticism, for which the reference to preconditions
constituted a strategic argument according to which the validity of a
proposition as being relative to its conditions of validity was
emphasised.

Hegelian dialectics aimed at transcending scepticism by develop-
ing the problem of ‘positing’ the preconditions of a concept: the
conceptual elements which have been ‘posited’ in a concept consti-
tute its content, in which is expressed the degree of its development
in relation to a binding conceptual totality. Those conceptual ele-
ments which have not been posted remain, as such, in ‘reflection’
and may either concern the ‘nature of the concept’ or be extrinsic to
it. The positing of these preconditions coincides with the conceptual
development of.he concept, with its Darstellung (Log. 5/117). The
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Hegelian analysis views objectivity as being posited by the concep-
tual, that is, as the externalisation of the relational and axiological
framework which is binding for philosophy itself. The positing of
preconditions for every aspect of the real takes place within this
framework and does not transcend it. ‘True dialectics’ consists
precisely in the binding interrelation of preconditions, in their
mutual reference not to any arbitrary form-determination, but to a
derivation internal to the relations of these determinations (11/480,
485). Hegel developed in the ‘Logic of Essence’ the conceptual
framework of a logic of ‘forces’ each of which conditions the other
(cf. 6/173f). The development of the categories in the ‘Logic of
Essence’ places the relation between forces within the issue of
causality, which is understood as ‘pre-positing action’ (Voraussetz-
endes Tun 6/233). Every substance pre-posits another substance and
their relation presents itself as an external imposition of force
(behind which one should inquire to what extent a rational relation
of power is realised) (6/237). A central issue of these analyses is the
unity of the causally determined world; they criticise the scientistic
concept of ‘mechanism’, concerning which they hold that it cancels
itself in the interaction of substances which presuppose and con-
dition each other (6/237). If something is a condition, it is a
condition of something else and that which makes possible its
realisation (8/287). A generalised logic of conditions conceives of
the world as a world of necessity, in which the conditions enter into
the real, while the movement itself, which transforms the pre-posited
conditions into realities (‘activity’), participates in necessity (8/293).
The Hegelian analysis identifies, here, the reification of this move-
ment and raises the problem of transcending the relations of reifica-
tion and necessity as a problem of positing the precondition from
within relations of freedom and as the possibility of understanding
the Logic of the Object as a ‘genetic exposition’ of a conceptual
relation of freedom (6/245). The complex issue of the transition to
freedom is based on a transposition of the logic of positing of
preconditions: the object is the realisation of the world of ‘passive’
substances, of which the one is the precondition of the other, as a
world in which substance becomes the subject. This activation takes
place in the social, in the world of ends. The movement of the end
consists, according to Hegel, in the fact that it is directed to the
cancellation of the precondition and to positing it as determined by
the concept (6/447); that is, this positing of the precondition is not
a mere reproduction of the ‘necessary’, but realises, rather, the
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axiological elevation of the real as the condition par excellence of its
constitution.

The fact that the constitution of the relational character of the
historical object requires the positing of axiological preconditions,
leads to an understanding of a central problem of dialectical theory,
namely, that of the historical content of dialectical concepts. This
problem was raised by the social sciences, in Hegel’s time, as the
problem of historicist relativism.'> The manner of relating particular
elements in a (cultural) totality, so that they no longer remain as
abstractions, but constitute a concrete dialectical whole which repro-
duces itself as a value by reproducing its own limits, could, according
to the historicist argument, vary in such a way that every variation
would lead to a historically different totality. The limits of the single
one-sided abstractions would eventuate historically from the position
of every moment in relation to all the other moments of a concrete
culture. It is evident that a historicist argument of this sort fails to
pinpoint the axiological-historical core of Hegelian dialectics. The
combinatory logic immanent in the historicist argument presupposes
the particular as an atomic element which preserves its identity when
it enters into various combinations. In contrast to this argument,
Hegelian dialectics hold that the particular is constituted in its
concrete form by the whole: the whole which constitutes the particu-
lar is not one possible contingent whole — amongst the many possible
combinations — but a necessary whole, which can be conceptually
grasped. The real/logical is a ‘value’. The process of reproducing
social action and knowledge is normative ab initio. The process of
the quantitative assessment of facts, the correlation of forces with
the relations on which they act, the totality of real and necessary
relations, are analysed from the vantage point of an axiological logic
of concept which transcends the logics of necessity (that is the logic
of Being and of Essence). In this axiological dimension, the Kantian
problem of the relation between mechanism and teleology is shown
to be a central issue of Hegelian dialectical logic. Mechanism is
conceived as an abstraction from a real totality of relations, ends and
means, conditions and consequences of the accomplishment of
intentional action. This teleology is governed by the telos of philos-
ophy which is realised in a dialectic of knowledge and praxis.™ The
value realised in this logic has the form of a logical syllogism which
contains a major premiss (the general), a minor premiss (the
particular) and a conclusion (the individual), which consists in the
decision to posit the conditions of the logical as its necessary
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moments.!S This syllogistic movement itself confirms the freedom-
based nature of the logical system. The particular is reproduced as
the content of the logical relation by being incorporated into relations
governed by general, normative frameworks. The process, itself, of
reproducing the rational norm participates in reason as a rational
social relation. Every process, reproducing particularity and singular-
ity, which divorces itself from the axiological and normative bases of
the totality, is considered a bad abstraction (a mechanism that does
not obey its teleological constraints) confronted by the opposing
moment of a reality which cancels it. The condition for reality to
reproduce the oppositions which cancel bad abstractions is that it be
dialectically structured, that it be based on freedom, that is, that it
already be constituted on the basis of general and free institutions,
and that it allow the mobilisation of consciousness and rational action
which support and perfect them. In this construction, every moment
finds its right. Freedom is here realised as a relation in which the
relative claims of each moment are legitimated by being recognised
relative to the claims of the other moments. This idea leads us to
understand the Hegelian analyses of The Philosophy of Spririt and
The Philosophy of Right, not as analyses which are independent of
the corresponding ones in the Logic, but as analyses of the necessary
expression of the logical-dialectical in the historical. This necessary
relation between the two — which presents a number of difficult
methodological problems requiring a special examination'® — consti-
tutes the Hegelian answer to historicism: from the vantage point of a
binding dialectical theory, it claims that it grounds a critical argument
against historicist relativism.

The logical presupposition behind the thesis of the unity of the
logical and the historical is the dialectical concept of ideality, which
demands of historiography that it become aware of the constitutive
character of the conceptual and axiological frameworks of contem-
porary society and science in the reconstruction of the historical
content. Dialectical theory, as an anti-historicist, axiological theory,
refers to an emphatic historicity of the contemporary epoch. This
epoch is held to be rational, because, although it contains a tension
between antinomic social relations and rational rules, the latter are
not destroyed by the dynamics of the former. In his early work Hegel
had already come to the conclusion that the division of labour and
property were the ‘fate’’ of the contemporary epoch and that the
axiological framework results as a process which reproduces the
mediation of particular viewpoints from within the univérsality of the
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law and the conscious political process. The criteria for the concep-
tual appropriation of the contemporary epoch must be made explicit
in order that the concepts constitutive of the contemporary, the
hermeneutic conditions for the understanding of preceding historical
formations, and the conceptualisation of a rational shaping of the
future be clarified.

The above-mentioned aspects of the dialectical analysis of the
historical object shape Hegel’s conception of the dialectical exposition
(Darstellung) of the categories, that is, of the hierarchisation and
evaluation of these aspects by theory.

Through the idea of the exposition of the categories and by
emphasising its axiological dimension, dialectical argument formu-
lates the problem of the reconstruction of historical reality and
circumscribes itself critically with respect to relativism and transcen-
dentalism. So far as the critique of Kantian transcendentalism is
concerned, this circumscription is, of course, a complicated process
in view of the fact that the dialectical argument takes over and
reconstructs central elements of the transcendental argument. The
idea itself of the exposition of the categories is formulated by Kant
in the context of his transcendental approach, which is apprehended
as purely formal. Kant writes in the Critique of Pure Reason that the
exposition (Darstellung, exhibitio) of a concept is connected with the
judgement’s function of demonstrating the use of this concept by
correlating a corresponding intuition with it. This conception of an
exposition is cognitive and differs from the corresponding aesthetic
one (apprehensio), as well as from the methodical approach to
physical phenomena as products of the teleology of nature (IX, 197,
267). In its strictly scientific version, the Kantian exposition of the
categories is, thus, a conceptual schematism which proceeds from
theory to its material. It is characteristic of the nature of this
schematism that the Kantian epistemology prohibits the incorpor-
ation, in it, of content-based criteria of conceptual development
which refer to the inner structure of the object. This prohibition
leads to a downgrading of the problem of the exposition of the
categories in the whole Kantian work. According to Kantian tran-
scendentalism, an exposition which refers to essential, content-based
aspects of the object is not possible. However, a reconstruction of
the epistemological claims of the transcendental argument would
show that it already contains the idea of a binding conception of
method, which pre-shapes the relevant conception of the nature of
the object: the idga that the conditions of the possibility of knowledge
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coincide with the conditions of the possibility of the object, results in
a determinate idea of nature. Correspondingly, the teleological
analyses, which are constitutive of a Kantian logic of institutions,
have recourse — as we have already shown — to the theoretical
framework of the exposition of the categories, with a simultaneous
inversion of the schematism and a grounding of the relevant concepts
in the idea of freedom. On this basis, concepts such as ‘state’,
‘power’, ‘competition’, etc. are reconstituted and incorporated in the
teleological framework. This Kantian programme was never com-
pleted, owing to the above-mentioned methodological prohibition.
However, the direction of Kant’s thought shows that the very same
concepts employed in his transcendental construction are reconsti-
tuted by him and developed into a framework of institutional
normativity based on freedom and autonomous praxis. What this
amounts to is that the exposition of concepts referring to social praxis
is provided with a framework of unity and cohesion for the structur-
ing of these concepts, which derives from the transcendental para-
digm itself. (Cf. for instance the analysis of the process of the
constitution of civil institutions from the state of nature, in the
Kantian philosophy of right, which follows the inverted conceptual
development of levels of cognitive appropriation, from the level of
intuition to the level of understanding).!® In addition, the cohesion
of these concepts is, thereby, ruptured, since the desideratum is not
the inversion of the ordering of these concepts in the context of a
given (transcendental-rationalised) logic, but the rejection of this
logic through free praxis and the realisation of freedom as a value.
This dialectic of limits and rupture in method remains, in Kant, for
reasons which we have already given, open and non-systematic.

The Hegelian exposition of the categories seeks to investigate this
antinomic relation. The Hegelian exposition is a binding conceptual
appropriation of historical contents, which refers to their axiological
character. It is binding in that it refers to the, in some sense,
necessary character of historical relations and their axiological
nature; that is, it adopts a critical attitude to contingent and historicist
ontologies. It is also binding with respect to the method of the
exposition of these contents, that is, it adopts a critical attitude
towards historicist conceptions of the contingent nature of method.
The expository process aims at bringing forth, in a methodologically
controlled way, the essential dimensions of the historical object, so
far as its mode of constitution and its axiological nature are con-
cerned, and at locating the mediation of these dimensions through
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freedom-oriented praxis. In Hegel, the concepts themselves, referred
to by this methodical reconstruction of reality (that is, essence and
appearance, necessity and freedom) constitute categories in the sense
of a dialectical logic. They do not constitute transcendental con-
ditions of the constitution of a ‘possible’ reality, but expressions of
its ‘real’ aspects. The methodical exposition of the categories coin-
cides with dialectical ontology.

In the face of this claim, raised by dialectical theory, two central
methodological problems arise concerning the binding character and
legitimation of the dialectical exposition. The first problem concerns
the relation between the exposition and what we called the ‘elevation’
of the object above the contingent-historical and empirical moments,
and the manner in which this elevation acquires a unitary and
necessary character. The second problem concerns the nature of the
justification of the exposition’s axiological basis and, in particular,
the way in which formalism and positivism are to be avoided, seeing
that both may be reproduced in the absence of a clarification of the
former issue.

Insofar as the first problem is concerned, one can find in Hegel’s
work a differentiation in the concept of a Darstellung, which can be
discerned in the different ways in which the problem of the axiologi-
cal and historical preconditions of the social object is raised in works
such as The Phenomenology of Spirit and The Philosophy of Right.
Specifically, Hegel’s early work raised the question whether the
historical, essential moments of the genesis of socio-political reality,
referred to by the exposition, themselves constitute an integral part
of the latter. The problem of the historical character of dialectical
theory is, thereby, brought to the fore as a problem of dialectical
exposition. The methodological distinction between historical
moments and their characterisation as essential or non-essential to
the constitution of historical reality may be conceived as a genetic
process by which the present is constituted and which coincides with
the genetic development of reality, characterised by Hegel as
‘phenomenological’. The phenomenological exposition develops the
contents of consciousness in a historical process reaching up to the
historical present. Phenomenological analysis claims, with respect to
methodology, to demonstrate the socio-historical conditions which
constitute, and must constitute, the necessary contents of contempor-
ary historical consciousness. In this way, the phenomenological
appropriation of the object is shown to be a binding social and
political theory, agd history is, thus, transformed into social objectiv-
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ity. As Hegel writes in the Encyclopaedia, in such a methodological
process the viewpoint of simple consciousness should be abandoned
and the contents, which arise if one adopts the standpoint of
philosophical knowledge, should be taken into consideration. Thus,
beginning with simple consciousness, ethical contents, social prac-
tices and aesthetic and religious contents, which are presupposed in
order that the contents of simple consciousness be rendered compre-
hensible, should be developed; however, the difference between
consciousness and the former contents, that is, the unachieved
appropriation of these contents in all their essential dimensions and
relations, is also similarly presupposed. The exposition of these
contents is the exposition of the ‘in itself’ (an sich) which is valid
‘behind the back’ of the particular consciousnesses constituted ‘for
themselves’ (fiir sich). ‘The methodical exposition of the categories,
thus, becomes more complex.” (Enz. 25, note, 8/91). It is, thus,
apparent, from the above remarks, that the demand of the exposition
of the categories for a Phenomenology of Spirit includes the devel-
opment of the relation of social, aesthetic and religious contents, not
in an external articulation of these elements, but in a unified
methodology, which shows up the historicity of this relation and
refers to the conceptual and axiological framework which constitutes
essentially the contemporary epoch.

From such an understanding of the nature of exposition, which
predominates in The Phenomenololgy of Spirit, one should dis-
tinguish the methodological views prevailing in Hegel’s later work,
such as Logic and The Philosophy of Right. The emphasis here falls
on the methodical development of the ‘objective’ dimensions of
social and political reality and of their axiological presuppositions
(‘Objective Spirit’), and not on their methodological-genetic prehis-
tory. An understanding of the organisation of this reality is presup-
posed in order that attitudes and values of subjective consciousness
be reconstructed as parts of this reality. At the same time, the
exposition has recourse to an impressive — as regards the early
phenomenological analyses — rupture, namely, that between logical
analysis and the analysis of Objective Spirit. Whereas in The
Phenomenology of Spirit we are confronted with a unified logical-
social analysis, the exposition of the categories of socio-political
reality in The Philosophy of Right presupposes, in its methodological
steps, a transcendent, separately developed, axiological conceptual
scheme, namely dialectical Logic. This separation is an answer to the
problem encountered by the Hegelian analysis, namely, the necessity
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of emphasising the axiological dimension in the Darstellung of the
relations of reality. In other words, the problem was raised as to how
the realisation of values in the historic-social was to be guaranteed
(given that the phenomenological analysis does not seem to contain
any particular such guarantee). The (idealist) answer to it is that this
can be achieved if a pure (‘logical’) evaluative process, with which
the historic-social will later be mediated, were to be separated from
the historic-social and developed independently of it. The attempt to
develop such a pure process is presented by Hegel in the Logic and
the Encyclopaedia.’® Structurally, Logic is constituted as an ‘abso-
lute’ process of intellectual abstraction, proceeding from the location
of quantitative and qualitative factors, through causal understanding,
the investigation of essential and necessary relations, and a system
of ends and means, to the unity of this whole process as a relation of
knowledge and free praxis,*® which is reproduced and must be
reproduced in social relations and in the relations of man to nature.
Hegel holds that the realisation of the practical claims of Logic has a
historical condition, namely, the institution of political relations of
freedom and Right,? but that the logical relation is constituted by
transcending its condition and positing it as a moment of logical
freedom. The dialectical exposition of the categories appropriate to
a theory of the contemporary world is founded on this transcending
and positing of this condition as a moment (ideality). The tension
between the binding axiological normativity of Logic and its realis-
ations in The Philosophy of Right can be conceived as a continuing
transition from necessary moments to freedom, thus reproducing a
critical element of Hegelian dialectics in relation to every historical
crystallisation.

The exposition in The Philosophy of Right locates the essential
axiological dimensions of social reality in its normative-legal core
and investigates the modes of development, on the basis of Right, of
a totality of relations: particularity, atomism and property are
developed (‘posited’) within this totality as necessary relations in
such a way that the normative-legal values realised in this totality are
not destroyed, but themselves ‘posited’ and consciously accepted by
the agents.

The axiological element governing the Hegelian dialectical analysis
can be located in the individual phases of the categorical arrange-
ment. The initial categories (the ‘beginning’ of the exposition) have
the character of ‘Abstract Right’. They provide the normative
constraint which guarantees that the developoment of the individual
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aspects of the political totality will not impair its freedom-based
constitution. The exposition of those aspects, in their legal and social
dimension, into particular ‘Stinde’, classes and political institutions
of political society, render historically concrete the initially abstract
normative ideal. A guarantee of the reproduction of the concrete
whole as a value is the ‘mode of movement’ itself of the concepts in
the context of the dialectical exposition, which constrains them to
produce only such inter-relationships as affirm the axiological nature
of the whole.

One can, thus, perceive in the dialectical analysis a logic which
follows the movement of opposed relations in the direction of, and
up to, the point of equilibrium at which the mode of movement
itself, together with its normative results, are revealed as aspects of
a unified, binding value. The mediatory activity of the concept
excludes from the relevant moment — because it holds them to be
abstract — those elements which, entailing crisis, destroy the relational
and institutional equilibrium. In order to achieve this exclusion, the
exposition orients itself to the categorisation, in particular, of politi-
cal activation and the intensive, mutually referring relationships of
the movement of the totality. These intensive concepts are political
(cf. the decision to maintain the equilibrium of forces in a bourgeois
society of freedom-based institutions).?> They are, however, at the
same time, logical. They are presented as particularisations of a
foundational politics of the concept which consists in the will to
preserve and intensify its movements. With respect to the totality of
socio-politically relevant relations, the analysis of individual forms of
social-institutional action follows the development of each form up
to the limits that are set by the other obtaining relations, and, when
it reaches these limits, it ‘transcends’ them by shifting its point of
view in the direction of the relations which generate these limits.
Thus, the limit of institutionally constituted legal action is illegality
(which itself finds its limit in state law enforcement); the limit of
utilitarian action is the result itself of social cooperation which takes
place ‘behind the back’ of the agents and is a condition and a result
of their action (welfare: Wohl) (7/125 ff). Behaviour which violates
these limits provokes reactions at an institutional level (for example
reactions of the bureaucracy or the courts) or at a non-institutional
ane (for example, unexpected developments in the market as a result

‘of.individual action). In the context of the analysis of The Philosophy

of Right, these reactions are considered to be strategically relevant
to the dialectical exposition to the extent that they allow the
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reproduction of the framework of socio-economic action and guar-
antee the preservation of the political-institutional totality. In the
concept-formation of the categories of Objective Spirit, one can
discern a constitutive politics of exposition, which is founded on the
politics of the logical Concept itself and which emphasises the aspects
of the mobilisation of the political-institutional as necessary to the
maintenance of cohesion and the very axiological substance of
reality.

The consequences of the above ‘political’ element of Hegelian
logic appear, at a methodological level, in the exposition (develop-
ment or Darstellung), discussed above, of categories from the
abstract to their limits and from these limits to the essential processes
which reproduce them. In the Hegelian exposition, the abstract
moments form abstract constituent elements of the concrete (Social
Ethics) which is the essential result of their development and from
the standpoint of which the abstract character of the moments is
revealed to be necessary. However, this epistemological implication
for the exposition gives rise to a second problem of dialectical
method, related to the threat that historicism — which was intended
to be ruled out by this method — may make a comeback. Since,
within a Hegelian framework, the essential is constituted exclusively
as the concrete and as the result of the whole exposition and location
of its abstract moments, the essential reproduction process of these
moments (a postulate of the Hegelian positive dialectic) ends up by
coinciding with an inversion of the process by which the concrete is
constituted, that is, with the inverse process from the concrete to the
abstract. The process of constituting the essential and the concrete
can be inverted into a process of the constitution of abstract moments
through the dynamics of essential relations.?®> This logic leads to a
paradoxical result: in the Hegelian exposition, the concepts of the
concrete and the essential coincide with, and are exhausted in, the
constellation of the abstract moments which precede them in the
order of the exposition. Thus, the justification of the dialectical
argument seems to be affected by the epiphenomenal and the
abstract, since the latter take precedence over the essential and are
supposed to constitute it. In this way, the concept of the essential
and the whole process of the exposition is mystified and appears as a
unique, unrepeatable formation (that is, a historicist totality). In
view of this difficulty, the question arises as to the possibiliy of a
conceptualisation of essential, socio-political and axio-genetic pro-
cedures, independent of their abstract moments. In other words, this
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difficulty raises the problem of the conceptualisation of the abstract-
essential, which is not exhausted in the integration of its abstract
moments. Logically, such an exposition of the elements of social
reproduction should transcend the totality of dialectical mediations
by raising the problem of a distinct theory of the constitution of their
own formal determination. Such a distinct theory is to be found, in
post-Hegelian dialectics, in the theory of the materiality of the
exposition.

We saw that Hegel also raised the issue of a distinct theory, which
would found the particular forms of the historical, but he conceived
of it exclusively from the side of the axiological framework, as Logic.
However, it is precisely this Hegelian construction of the logical
categories which renders impossible a radicalisation of a theory
connecting the problem of values with the problem of the materiality
of the socio-historical forms. In the Logic of Essence, Hegel under-
stands the material as a multiplicity of ‘existences reflected in
themselves’, as ‘abstract determinations’ (6/88 ff, 8/257), which are
indifferent as to their mutual relationships. The possibility of their
synthesis lies outside them with reference to a thing which ‘has’ them
as its properties, that is, it is influenced by a logic of reification.
Consequently, such a logic of materiality cannot be foundational,
but is itself founded on a development of the categorial exposition
towards more developed dialectical relations (Appearance, Reality,
Concept). Thus, Hegel seems to be faced once again with the
problem he tried to solve by putting Logic, as a distinct axiological
framework, before political theory. In classical dialectical analysis,
the means of which the exposition avails itself in order to overcome
historicism do not derive from a theory of the reproduction of the
moments of the whole, but from the development of the concepts
themselves, which, as a pure movement which cannot be further
questioned, is supposed to guarantee that it will lead to the develop-
ment of society as based on freedom.

Marxian Concept-Formation and the Problem of the
Reconstruction of Dialectical Materialism

The mode of constructing categories, which is characteristic of the
Hegelian conception of dialectics, presents an effect of ‘concentration’
of the categories with reference to the historical object analysed. By
‘concentration’ we mean the fact that the analytical apparatus is

5
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bound by those elements which the analysis has determined to be
historically essential for the social formation under consideration and
that the entire conceptual framework, at its various levels of abstrac-
tion, ‘bends itself’ towards this privileged field of reference. This
‘bending’ of the categorial framework, in the Hegelian version of
dialectics, ensures the coherence of the object. The effect of concen-
tration is ensured by the ‘movement of the concept’ itself, which
‘persists’ in the totality of Objective Spirit, which it constitutes and
proclaims+to be rational. This concentration is intended to ensure that
the analysis of the contemporary society’s privileged object is binding,
at the same time, on the methodology of the ways in which processes
of change in this society can be conceptualised, but also on the way in
which other historical societies can be analysed.

Clearly, such a conception is in opposition to evolutionist concep-
tions of social change, as well as to historicist attitudes which hold
that a particular social formation can be conceptualised as a constel-
lation of abstract concepts. Contrary to both, a dialectical ‘concen-
tration’ of the Hegelian type makes ‘metatheoretical’ reflection and
the construction of transhistorical concepts dependent on the analysis
of the character and the contradictions of the historical present. In
developing dialectical theory, Marxism frequently criticised idealist
dialectics for absolutising the present, for ignoring its dynamic
dimension, etc. However, this valid criticism led to the neglect of
some central methodological implications of idealist dialectics —
implications central to a critical approach to the problem of the
historicity of dialectical concept-formation. Thus, especially in the
first formulations of Marxian dialectics, for instance in the Poverty
of Philosophy, we encounter pre-critical positions. Here, dialectics
appear as an attempt to transcend the Hegelian method with respect
to the search for the constitutive elements of capitalist society, for
example the capital/labour relationship and class struggle but, paral-
lel to and independently of this first attempt, an element of ‘hastiness
of theory’ dominates the analysis; the search for the movement of
the object towards its deconstruction and its reconstruction in a new
form (its disappearance as a society of competition and its reconstruc-
tion as a socialist society) appears in such a way that the categories
for analysing the object orient themselves towards the transcendent
movement, that is, towards a centre outside the object. The pre-
critical differentiation from Hegel, thus, takes the form of a decon-
centration of the categorial framework and the transcendance of the
object — which, of cgurse, occurs only in theory.
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We can trace this element of ‘hastiness of theory’ right into the
analyses of Marx’s later work, namely, in the critique of the
categories of political economy, although its strategic significance is

here radically altered. Right up to and into the 1850’s, Marx holds .

probable the occurrence of ‘stormy movements’ which will aiter the
object under consideration so radically as to render his analyses
worthless. (Cf. letter from Marx to Lassalle of 22 February 1852: ‘If
I will be ready too late to find the world interested in such matters
[viz. in the analysis of the anatomy of bourgeois society] the mistake
is evidently my own.”) One can discern traces of this ‘hastiness of
theory’ right into the interior of the exposition of the categories in
the Marxian Darstellung of Capital I and, in particular, in the parallel
analyses of the third and fourth parts (Production of Absolute and
Relative Surplus Value); these appear in the development of the
argument to a point of intensity, identified as the historic present, in
which it is believed that the conditions for the radical change of the
object have already been fulfilled and a radical transformation of
society is at hand.? However, I believe it can be shown that the
element of ‘hastiness of theory’ and spontaneism is not the central
characteristic of Marx’s later work.

Marx first diagnosed the problematic character of this version of
dialectics in the 1850’s: in view of the imminent change of the object,
it omitted even to constitute it and clarified neither the manner of its
reproduction and change nor the problem of the constitution of
political action in it. Correspondingly, the values espoused by the
theory were extraneous to it and were juxtaposed to the ‘movement’
and the proletarian action which were supposed to realise them.

This critique of elements of his own pre-critical method led Marx
to the requirement that the ‘real movement’ of the object be analysed
within the methodological framework of a Darstellung of the object
(cf Nachwort 1873 to the second edition of Capital (vol. 23/p. 27)).
This amounts essentially to a return to the Hegelian problem of a
mode of movement characteristic of the modern historical formation.
In this sense, Marx is led to the analysis of the social relations of
reproduction, of their development and change in the interior of the
contemporary, bourgeois, social formation and of the demonstration
of the limits of this formation. This conception of Darstellung
presupposes a sort of ‘persistance’ of theory with respect to the
object it wants to change. The Darstellung renders problematic how
far beyond the limits of the private appropriation systeljp the eman-
cipation issue is to be resolved — as seems to be suggested by some
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of Marx’s sketches (cf., amongst others, Grundrisse p. 175, ‘Real
Positing of Individual Labour as Social’) — given that the Darstellung
itself has revealed these materialist elements and separations which
are instituted by the division of labour and which do not disappear
when the means of production cease being offered as commodities in
the capitalist market. The conception of the ‘utterly different’, which
is supposed to succeed the present, is thus radically relativised and
attention is directed to what remains and to its consequences for
human freedom. (This conception is documented by Marx’s remarks
on the status of value when the form it takes under capitalism
disappears).?’

This development of Marx’s methodological thought raises new
problems for theory: to what exactly does the demonstration of the
limits of the formation amount? And in what sense does the
persistence of theory with respect to the object it wants to change
lead to the understanding of change itself? I believe the answer to
these questions is related to some problems concerning the logical
structure of what we characterise as the materiality of Marxist theory;
which have yet to be solved.

In contrast to the Kantian conception of the material as subsuma-
ble, amorphous matter, the Marxian theory of materiality appears as
a complex relation of conceptual determinations. The investigation
of the logical structure of materiality leads us, first, to an examination
of the type of dialectical abstraction which characterises the material-
ist as against the idealist dialectical exposition; second, to the location
of the historicity of the object and of the conceptual framework; and
finally, to the revelation and the justification of the axiological nature
of materialist dialectics as a problem which is also of primary
significance for contemporary social theory.

The first issue is connected by Marx, in texts such as the Introduc-
tion to the Grundrisse, with the problem of the opposition between
method and reality. In this Introduction, Marx accepts, on the one
hand, the Hegelian position that the only possible way of appropri-
ating the concrete is through the construction of a totality of thoughts,
that is, as a ‘result of the head’. On the other hand, however, he
conceives of the real as an autonomous creative process of the
concrete itself, which occurs by itself, outside the head, that is, the
concrete is considered as already given. (This can be apprehended
by the ‘bumps’ received from reality. Marx here used the Fichtean
term ‘Anstoss’ (p. 22).)

This antinomic rglation between the theoretical approriation pro-
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cess and the self-constitution of the real through its own movement
reproduces an antinomy between theory and praxis. For the agents
the movement of the real does not reside outside the acting subjects,
but is identical with the movement of their own powers and relations.
Consequently, their practical activation realises an emphatic societal
object. A corresponding problem also arises with respect to the
theoretical appropriation of the object, in view of the fact that in this
case as well the understanding of the particular dimensions of social
objectivity presupposes the anticipation of its essential relations, that
is, an elevation of reality as to the essential. Marx, Introduction: ‘In
theoretical method too the subject, society, must alway hover before
the representation as a presupposition.” (ibid.) The direction of
Marx’s argumentation here raises the issue of abstraction as the
central problem of the materialist exposition.

Marx accepts that it is possible to develop a theory of the ‘abstract-
essential’ as a condition of the understanding of manifest social
phenomena and the particularism of appearances. (This methodolog-
ical standpoint of the Marxian Darstellung is opposed to the Hegelian
one which does not accept that the analysis of substantial relations
must, of its nature, be abstract, but identifies the essential with the
concrete and the achieved (Resultar), that is, with the end of the
analysis.) Thus, problems of real reification and atomism, expressing
the situation of social agents in the market, are developed in Capital
11?8 after the analysis of substantial capitalist relations (the latter
analysis is located in the first volume).

This mode of analysis constitutes a break in method, because it
allows the confrontation of social appearances with a distinct,
abstract concept of society, mediated by the former.? This abstract
concept of society has a formal side, which refers to the historical,
(exploitative) form of the social reproduction of capitalism, and a
material side which refers to the level of development of the social
division of labour and the modes of social cooperation in this society.
In particular, with reference to this material dimension, the Darstel-
lung raises, in relation to the method of abstraction, the issue of the
change of the form of society, that is, it allows the demand for the
practical realisation of a society in which relations between its
members will not be mediated by alienation and atomism. That is, in
order that such a society be realised, the elements which transcend
its present alienating substance (the capital-labour relationship) have
already, in a sense, been included in the exposition of its abstract,
essential character. This idea led della Volpe®* to a theory of
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materiality as the positive element of the social productive forces,
which is juxtaposed to the negative element of their alienating social
forms. In reality, this problem is much more complex than della
Volpe’s scientistic conception of it, and is connected with the
understanding of a second dimension of the structure of materiality
pertaining to its historicity.

Marx’s emphasis on the historicity of the material aspect of the
analysis aimed at revealing the dimension of the division of labour
from the standpoint of contemporary historical consciousness and
action as a foundational element of dialectical analysis. The logical
structure of this dimension has not been sufficiently investigated as,
on the one hand, it has been dogmatically distorted by the HISTO-
MAT (historical materialist) theoreticians. On the other hand, and
as a reaction to the former, it has also been neglected by the
theoreticians of form analysis (capital logic analysis, derivationists,
etc.). It is clear that in Marxian theory, the concept of essential
relations, analysed in a Darstellung of the categories, acquires a
wider sense than that of a conceptual framework referring exclusively
to the capitalist economy of the middle of the nineteenth century
and the corresponding political systems (English parliamentarianism,
the Prussian state). It organises relational concepts for the analysis
of societies, referring, in particular, to elements such as a division of
labour organised on the basis of industrial production, property
relations, modes of dependence of labour, typical forms of the
division of labour between the economic and the political, as well as
questioning the historical separation instituted by these relations — a
question raised by social labour. A wider conception of the historic-
social is thus formed. However, neither the way in which this wider
issue is related to the analyses of particular societies, nor the logical
foundation of the relevant concepts, were specifically investigated
and elaborated by Marx. In his Introduction to the Grundrisse he
raises this problem with respect to concepts like population, produc-
tion, distribution, securing the product of labour. Of interest, in
relevant analyses of his later work, is the reference to relations
pertaining to minimum qualitative conditions of life, which are
required by the continuance of the productive process, such as
hygienic working conditions, the avoidance of disease, the protection
of children, etc. In other words, the labour processes which constitute
the material — in contrast to the formal — aspect of the production
process (cf. labour process vs. valorisation process) are not merely
understood schematically as the technical composition of society
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which supports its organic-capitalist composition, but as a wider
relation of humans to nature, to each other and to the means of
production. This wider relation includes, together with the economic
conditions of production, the historical, cultural and natural
preconditions® of this production process. These preconditions, on
the one hand, constitute functional conditions of reproduction, while
on the other hand, they express the possibility of a formation of the
relations between humans to each other, and between humans and
nature, which will differ from the way it occurs under capitalist
conditions.

The above considerations give rise to the question of to what
extent it is possible to conceptualise the social object as a specifica-
tion or combination of general concepts of the sort described. The
answer to this question also constitutes the answer to the problem of
the exposition of the categories. If the abstraction of the essential
characteristics of society takes place only with respect to the charac-
teristics of this society, the resulting analysis will be a historicist one
and will, thus, neither have the means of conceiving problems
concerning the constitution of other societies, nor of transcending
the dynamics of this society (that is, it will not be historical). Because
change is an essential constituent of reality, the analysis will have
fewer components than are necessary for conceiving the real. If,
however, the abstraction is such as to let in wider elements than
those specific to this society, it stands in danger of being trans-
historical and of using combinations of trans-historical concepts
whose constellation will, in each case, yield the concrete: the analysis
will, thus, lead by another path to historicism.

This dilemma is broached by Marx in his Introduction to the
Grundrisse in his critique of the method of the ‘Economists’ (pp. 7f.)
This method consists of the introduction of general distinctions
(production, distribution, etc.) and, through them, of the legitima-
tion of the particular bourgeois conditions which appear as the
expression of trans-historical relations. (The concepts of appropria-
tion and of securing that which has been appropriated are emphasised
as characteristic of ‘all’ societies.) Marx copes with this dilemma by
developing a dual methodological procedure. On the one hand, he
refers the general concepts to their own historicity, which results
from their formation through the processes of constituting bourgeois
societies. In other words, Marx is led to an inversion of methodology
with respect to the economists’ methodology. The most simple
abstraction, which is valid, because of its abstract character, for ‘all
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societies’, becomes possible, acquires ‘practical truth’ and ‘full valid-
ity’, ‘full intensity’, only as a category of the most modern society.
Contemporary bourgeois relations constitute conditions of the possi-
bility of the formation of general concepts for the social scientists.>?
(And, correspondingly, the oppositions which characterise these
relations are expressed or suppressed in epistemology, that is, they
transfer their antinomies to it.)

This reflexive reference, by general abstract determinations, to the
anatomy of bourgeois society, is expressed, in the Introduction to
the Grundrisse, in the ‘division’ of concepts and, in particular, in
Marx’s conception of general, abstract determinations which apply
to all societal forms: these determinations, as Marx writes, must be
conceptually constructed ‘in the way explained above’ (p. 28), that
is, reflexively with respect to their own historicity, in relation to the
anatomy of modern society, etc.

On the other hand, Marx’s methodological analysis brings to the
fore a point which is often neglected by many of his interpreters.
This is that general concepts are of a kind that refer to the logic of
the anatomy of bourgeois society, without degenerating into histori-
cism, relativism, etc., precisely because this logic comprises an anti-
historicist turn and constitutes a framework of materialist analysis
which is wider than the historical form of its object. The logical
character of this wider framework refers to the third dimension of
materiality mentioned above, that is, to the practical-axiological
dimension characteristic of the social. This dimension is consituted
antinomically to the historical form of class relations, property
relations, etc., as a postulate of the cancellation of the divisions
introduced by these relations. In the analysis of bourgeois society,
the concept of capital comprises elements which transcend the
determinations of form of capitalist society and refer to the concepts
of materiality (of the division of labour, of social labour as a totality
and of praxis), which are required by this analysis. The development
of the individual concept of the theory of value has recourse to
theoretical abstractions with respect to the social division of labour,
the mode of appropriation of the social product and the historical
mode of movement of social forces in the total society. Of particular
importance here is the element of abstraction from the individual
and the elevation of abstraction with respect to the total social labour
in a society which does not represent itself as a total reproductive
process, but, rather, as a mere sum of separate individual goals. This
abstraction constituteg the core of the Marxian theory of value and
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organises the exposition of the categories in a way which allows a
critical approach to the exploitative character of the labour process.
This theoretical, abstractive elevation, on which the categorial exposi-
tion is founded, cannot be addressed independently of its axiological-
practical dimension.*® Associated with the dimension of society as a
totality, as total social reproduction, is a practical meaning: the social
division of labour, which constitutes the unconscious link of social
relations, should become the object of the agents’ conscious, creative
and solidary interaction. The condition for understanding society is
presented as a practical problem and acquires its meaning from the
latter problem — in relation to which the critique of existing historical
relations is grounded. By reconstructing the existing exploitative
relation of the appropriation of the surplus product on the basis of
the conceptual framework of the materialist exposition, the Jemand
that this relation be subjected to critique is raised and validuted, and
the practical, normative idea of the reappropriation of the product
of social labour by the workers is constituted. The dimension of
materiality is identified with the axiological dimension of praxis and
is contrasted with the forms of social cooperation of historical
societies. In this way Marxian analysis re-engages with the subject
par excellence of dialectics (which it reformulates in materialist
terms), namely, with the antinomic relations of the practical-
axiological and of the socio-historical processes through which it is
realised and which it criticises.

This conception of dialectics transcends the pre-critical under-
standing of dialectics as a process of de-concentration towards the
value-laden future. It places, at the centre of social analysis, the
problem of values, which presents itself rationally with reference to
processes of the genesis and legitimation of values — a problem which
is central to Marx’s later epistemological and methodological explo-
rations. One can, however, already trace in Marx’s early work this
axiological dimension of materialist theory. The axiological dimen-
sion of materiality in the early texts draws on the gnosiological
distinction between the ‘material’ element of human properties and
forces, such as sensation and intuition, and the formal-intellectual
element, which alienates aesthetic relations. Thus in the Economic-
Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, the search for an aesthetic founda-
tion of the social sciences becomes apparent (pp. 539-43);3** whereas
in the Theses on Feuerbach it is equally apparent that Marx adopts
the position of intuitional materialism (social matter conceived as
proletarian, emancipatory activity which will rupture rationalised,
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alienative relations) whose standpoint is identified with the stand-
point of ‘humanity’.

Notwithstanding the displacement of the problem of materialism
from the gnosiological-intuitional sphere to the sphere of productive
forces and the division of labour as the material basis of society, one
can still trace, in the later Marxian work, the idea that the abrogation
of the capitalist form of social relations will allow the free develop-
ment of aesthetic, intuitional and intellectual human properties and
forces, that is, sociality will coincide with the liberation of individual-
ity, needs and ‘use values’ in social reproduction.? In particular, as
we have already seen, there still remains, in the later Marxian work,
the connection between the concept of materiality and the problem
of values.*® Reality is understood as social cooperation which takes
place in an alienative form ‘instead of’* in a solidarist one. In the
conception of labour value theory, social materiality includes the
value of ‘social cooperative production’ which is binding on theory:
the production process is to be treated as a social result, notwith-
standing the non-solidary and atomised historical form of appropria-
tion prevailing in contemporary bourgeois society. The form which
the division of labour historically acquires in these societies can be
understood as a form of historical cancellation of the cooperative
and solidarist processes which are dictated by its own social and
cooperative nature. This thought contains the radical critique of the
class character of society, which expresses itself as the opposition of
social materiality (of cooperative social labour) and the dominant
social form (private property and orientation towards capitalist
profit). According to Marx it is precisely this relation between matter
and form which characterises the concept of capital and constitutes
the object of the exposition of the categories of materialist analysis.

A consequence, for the exposition of the categories, of the above
analysis of the concept of materiality is that it may be understood as
a methodological procedure which presupposes axiological reflection
and at the same time demonstrates how values are generated. In this
way it answers to the specificity of the socio-historical object. This
can be understood in its antinomic nature to the extent that theory is
elevated to a standpoint of consciousness produced by an axiogenetic
process which is itself the object of theory. This classic issue of
dialectics has been described by Lukacs®® as a process by which class
consciousness is formed; however, this description has an irrational
foundation, since it has been disconnected, in a voluntarist way,
from the exposition of the historical categories. In the Marxian work
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this exposition allows a rational approach to the axiogenetic pro-
cesses of contemporary society. It allows the location, with reference
to the reproduction of antagonistic social relations, of the ideological
positions adopted by individualised agents, as well as the axiological
frameworks within which the relevant actions take place — such as
freedom, equality and utilitarianism — (vol. 23, p. 189f) and it
understands these reduced forms of value-oriented action as form-
determined by the very logic of social relations. The solidarist ideal
itself, which underlies the analysis, is reproduced through the division
of labour which creates such conditions for the concentration and
self-consciousness of social labour as are necessary in order that the
demand for the transcendence of fragmented and alienated relations
be raised. This demand is raised by the very constitution of dialectical
theory and draws upon a materialist conception of justice as the re-
appropriation of the product of the producers — as mentioned above.
In this way, Marxian dialectics bases the Hegelian subject of ‘Bil-
dung’ as the phenomenological development of Spirit on a materialist
foundation, proceeding not towards a legalistic normativism, but
towards the historical relation/value of social cooperation. But,
precisely in relation to the mode of foundation of materialist theory
and the way in which the axiological problem is integrated in it,
complex methodological problems have arisen in Marxist discussion
and have persisted up to the present. In this discussion, axiclogical
sociality and solidarity are directly and frontally juxtaposed to
particular and egoistic forms, and the dialectical approach to the
subject, based on the wider concept of materiality mentioned above,
is neglected. Contrary to such positions, I hold that Marxist meth-
odology has a critical recourse to classical dialectical theory and
connects the understanding of the materialist nature of society to a
problematic which refers to the positing of preconditions of the socio-
historical process. By the ‘positing of preconditions’ is meant the
actualisation — by understanding the relational nature of the real — of
the presupposed and latent conditions of social reproduction, an
actualisation which is identical with the mode of movement of social
relations.

In capitalism, such preconditions of social reproductions are
capital itself (vol. 23, p. 184), the form of labour as wage-labour,
the means of production as capital and surplus product as surplus
-value (vol. 25, p. 888f). These preconditions have recourse to
historical preconditions, such as the concentration of a large mass of
money (vol. 24, p. 345) and the separation itself of labour from the
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means of production (vol. 23, p. 714ff). A precondition of capitalist
production is the legal-political framework which guarantees this
separation, protects property and secures the peace necessary for
the continuation of production. In the process of capitalist accumu-
lation, a standing precondition of reproduction is the restoration of
certain relations between the sectors of production (vol. 24, p. 391ff,
485ff), at the level of the whole society, a precondition which
becomes manifest and is ‘posited’ in the crises, that is, when these
relations are not restored and no exchange between the sectors is
achieved.

Of particular interest is the way in which certain ‘obvious’ precon-
ditions enter the Marxian analysis, amongst which are the very
existence of the earth (vol. 23, p. 195), the physical (geographical,
climatic, general environmental) preconditions of life, as well as the
preconditions which refer to the ‘physical needs’ (vol. 23, p. 185) of
man (food, housing, health, etc.). The Marxian analysis stresses the
historical form-determination of all these preconditions.* Precondi-
tions of social reproduction, such as the preservation of life, labour,
health, peace, a favourable natural environment (water, air, etc.) as
is shown by our deduction of the concept of materiality are ‘focused’,
in their historical actualisation, by the contemporary division of
labour and the antinomic relations of contemporary society, while
the logic of their actualisation is a practical problem. In their social
practices, men anticipate conditions of life, under which they con-
sider it ‘worth’ living. (They anticipate a life in which the materialist/
axiological element of these preconditions, such as health, peace, an
environment which has not been destroyed, and social cooperation,
will be actualised without the mediation of separatist and alienative
social forms.) But, the attempt to change the given conditions, by
positing directly, as a condition of social life, the cancellation of the
alienative relation, is impeded by the particularist nature of the
mode of production and atomisation. In consequence of which, in
contemporary alienative societies, activation is rather directed
against the threat and the destruction of particular preconditions of
social life, when these are acute and can, thus, be brought to
awareness. It is clear that the possibility itself that the questioning of
the destructive forces of the mode of production find expression, and
the conditions of a life characterised by solidarity and dignity can be
claimed, presupposes the existence of a framework within which
political demands can be formed and expressed — which in contem-
porary societies takgs the form of a system of rights, publicity and
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institutionalised political procedures, whose absence hinders and
adulterates the timely positing of threatened preconditions of social
life; that is, it threatens social life itself. (Consequently, where such
a framework is lacking, there arises the requirement of positing it as
one of these preconditions.)

A large portion of these theoretical questions can be reconstructed
on the basis of central passages of Marx’s work. A classical analysis
of the positing of preconditions is to be found in Marx’s analysis of
the working day in Capital I, Chapter 8, where it is shown that, as a
result of the social essence itself being threatened by the over-
exploitation of social labour, processes which lead to the preservation
of this precondition of the reproduction of social labour are activated.
In a capitalist society, the problem of the preservation of the
preconditions of reproduction and social life is not posited directly,
but in the form of a general, legal-political norm regulating the
working day; that is, the process by which these norms are generated
is not understood as the juxtaposition of solidarist vs. egoistic values,
but as their mediation which arises from the very precondition of
social reproduction. In sentences such as ‘Society forces capital . . .,
(vol. 23/285) ‘society’ refers to the sum of the conditions of sccia!
reproduction and to their positing and preservation within i&c
appropriate political frameworks.*

Attention should be drawn to the special methodological signifi-
cance of the fact that the problem of the genesis of norms from an
antinomic relation of exploitation is accompanied by a demonstration
of the need to develop a political normative framework and a society
of citoyens, in which the question arises of how the anarchically
developing and destructive economic relations can be brought under
political control. A case in point is the close connection between the
problem of the working day and the problem of the Chartist
movement.*’ Similar thoughts are expressed in The Poverty of
Philosophy, where political and regulative functions of contemporary
bourgeois societies are expounded in relation to socio-economic
development and the rise and organisation of the labour movement
(vol. 4/178, 180). These political frameworks are considered a
presupposition of reproduction itself, as well as a normative, axiol-
ogical framework* necessary in order that political forces find
expression, that the political can be shaped and that scientific critique
of the antinomic character of society can be expressed. (This element
of critique is to be found in the very program of a Critiqgue of Political
Economy.) Such a political framework constitutes the point of
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reference of emancipatory theory, through which it activates politi-
cally its final, socialist ideal.

Phenomena referring to the actualisation of social activities, both
in the antinomic relations of capitalist societies and in post-capitalist
ones, can be approached on the basis of a dialectical analysis of the
positing of preconditions. The Marxian analyses of labour legislation
have already shown how the public functions of the ‘welfare’ state
are formed as a political process in relation to the necessity of
preserving labour as the basic precondition of reproduction. One
may similarly analyse social activation in the face of threats to the
environment, to the physical conditions of life in general, to the
maintenance of peace and to the political framework of freedom of
communication — in particular when it is realised that the threat to
the above is total and irreversible. In other words, a characteristic
element of materialist dialectical analysis is the activation and
historical actualisation (incorporation in the relevant conceptual
scheme) of the general conditions of social life and of the axiological-
practical conditions which allow them to be conceived as political
problems when they are threatened by the concrete historical
relation.*3

Through this mediation, the comprehension of the transition to an
institutionalisation of a given relation, or of the transition to a new
one, becomes possible. In this sense, the issues pertaining to the
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