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"That today men are unable to rationally regulate economic relations (i.e.,
their mutual relations to the production and reproduction of social life) in a
way corresponding to the degree of understanding in other fields, cannot
simply be explained as theoretical weakness. Rather, the existence of
economics as a self-enclosed special discipline which allows itself to be deter-
mined by the general social problematic less and less is the expression of the
more profound state of affairs whereby present-day power relations are
opposed to regulation for the benefit of the majority of men. It is a problem of
praxis whose solution will shape the content of the history lying immediately
before us. The fortunes of the coming generations depend on its outcome."

Written by Max Horkheimer in 1934, these words appear in the intro-
ductory remarks to Kurt Mandelbaum's and Gerhard Mayer's study, "Zur
Theorie der Planwirtschaft" ("On the Theory of the Planned Economy").1

The intervention of the most important exponent of "Critical Theory" in
what appears to be an exclusively economic debate was itself already sympto-
matic of the complexity of the theoretical and political questions at the roots
of the problematic of economic planning in the 1930s. Stimulated by the
Soviet experience and by the monopolistic-totalitarian tendencies in the
German economy, the discussion had already begun with the first volume of
the Zeitschrift filr Sozialforschung, in Friedrich Pollock's essay on "Die
gegenwSrtige Lage des Kapitalismus und die Aussichten einer planwirtschaft-
lichen Neuordnung" ("The Present Situation of Capitalism and the Outlook
for an Economically Planned New Order").2

All the participants in the discussion presented different "ideal types" 3 of
the planned economy: both those which were hypothetically assumed as well
as realizable. In so doing they consciously abstracted from the empirical

• Originally published as "Introduzione" to Friedrick Pollock, Teoria e Prasso dell'Economia
di Piano: Antologia di Scritti: 1928-1941 (Bari, 1973) and as "Zum Verhaltnis von Politischer
Oekonomic und Kritischer Theorie," in Aesthetik und Kommunihation, Heft 11, Apr. 1973, pp.
79-93. English translation by Ray Morrow.

1. Zeitschrift far Sozialforschung, vol. HI (1934), p. 228.
2. Zeitschrift /fir Sozialforschung, vol. I (1932), pp. 8-27. Among the most important

contributions to the discussion of the "planned Economy" cf. Gerhard Meyer's many reviews,
especially "Neue englishe Uteratur zur Planwirtschaft" in Zeitschrift fllr Socialforschung, vol. II
(1933), pp. 257ff.

3. Weber's expression is not employed by chance. Pollock explicitly refers to it in the essay
"State Capitalism" in Zeitschrift fiir Sozialforschung, vol. iX (1941), p. 200n.
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forms of historically determined economic processes. Despite the reference to
the necessity of praxis (emphasized in the above quote from Horkheimer), this
tendency to describe different "models" of economic planning in historical
terms meant a clear retreat of theoretical analysis as a consequence of the
failure of the German revolution. We are far removed from the controversy
over accumulation and collapse provoked by Rosa Luxemburg's book and by
the heated exchanges on the future of capitalism which presupposed a still
open dialectic and different ways of conceiving and practicing revolutionary
tactics. The "freezing" of the historical movement caused by Nazi totali-
tarianism, manifested itself in the heightened interest in economic planning
efforts undertaken in the Soviet Union.4

The studies of Meyer, Mandelbaum and above all Pollock, contain
important new elements which—considering the influence they have had on
the most important theorists of the Zeitschrift (Horkheimer, Adorno,
Marcuse)—must be clearly brought out. The basic novelty stems from the
choice of the central elements of economic analysis; they are the following:
(1) a dynamic aspect: the tendency of capitalism to overcome the crisis by
means of an economically planned new order; (2) a static aspect: the
"model" of the planned economy; (3) state capitalism, understood as an
abstract form of economic organization, i.e., as an "ideal type."

At the basis of this analysis lies the presupposition that capitalism can
definitively abandon the competitive phase and develop toward a planned
economy. This presupposition marks the fundamental difference between
Pollock's theory and that of the most important economist of the Zeitschrift
fur Sozialforschung, Henryk Grossmann.s In order to understand this
difference, a short excursus is necessary to show how Grossmann had
participated in the discussion of the collapse of the capitalist system.6

4. In the above quoted passage Horkheimer himself referred to the necessity to correctly pose
the theoretical problem of the planned economy by linking up "with the great experience which
mankind is presently undergoing with planned economic efforts" (op.cit., p. 228). Evidently,
Horkheimer was thinking of Pollock's book Die planwirtschaftlichen Versuche in der Sowjetunion
(Leipzig, 1929; reprinted Frankfurt am Main: Verlag Neue Kritik, 1971). Of course within the
limits of this essay we cannot go into the important contributions on the theory of transition in the
Zeitschrift and the Asiatic mode of production. Particularly relevant are the following: Fram
Borkenau, "Zur Soziologie des mechanistischen Weltbildes," vol. I (1932), pp. 311-355 (cf.
Grossmann's critique of it in the essay "Die gesellschaftlichen Grundlagen der mechanistischen
philosophic und die Manufaktur," vol. iV (1935), pp. 161-230), whose theme is taken up again in
the book Der Uebergang vom feudalen zum burgerlichen Weltbild (Paris, 1934; reprinted
Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1971); and K.A. Wittfogel, "The Foundations
and Stages of Chinese Economic History," vol. IV (1935), pp. 26-58; "Die Theorie der
orientalischen Gesellschaft," vol. VII (1938), pp. 90-120; "The Society of Prehistoric China,"
vol. VIII (1939), pp. 138-183; and above all, his Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft Chinas (Leipzig,
1931).

5. Biographical and bibliographical information on Grossmann can be found in M.
Trottmann, Zur Interpretation und Kritik der Zusammenbruchstheorie von Henryk Grossmann
(Zurich, 1956). Cf. also Russell Jacoby, "Politics of the Crisis Theory," in Telos, n. 23, Spring
1975, pp. 3-52.

6. This debate got mixed up with the one on imperialism which had begun at the 1907
Congress of the Second International in Stuttgart. Cf. Kurt Mandelbaum's dissertation Die
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1. The critique of political economy and the scientific-theoretical foundations
of the analysis of capitalism. The effort of Henryk Grossmann.

Paul Mattick has justifiably marked the year of appearance of Henryk
Grossmann's fundamental work, Das Akkumulations- und Zusammenbruchs-
gesetz des kapitalistischen Systems (The Law of Accumulation and Collapse
of the Capitalist System), 1929, as an important historical event.7 It is the
date of the world economic crisis which forced the leadership of the most
important capitalist states to undertake a radical shift: Roosevelt's New Deal
which, next to the Soviet experience, constituted the most important
reference point of Pollock's analysis. But this date has yet another meaning
which is immanent in Grossmann's work: it coincided with the outbreak of
the last crisis stemming from the competitive phase of capitalism. At the same
time it marks the end of an entire series of debates in the context of one of the
most eventful periods in the history of the European labor movement. At the
level of economic analysis, it also coincided with the highest point of the
critical reappropriation of Marxian "orthodoxy" known to Western Marxism.

Through his sharp critique of the revisionist separation of the theory of
value and the theory of collapse, Grossmann put the Marxian theory of
accumulation at the center of analysis and thus cleared the field of numerous
ambiguities which had been produced by resorting to "ad hoc hypotheses." 8

In this way he was able to simultaneously: (1) recover the essentially political
kernel underlying Rosa Luxemburg's Accumulation of Capital where the
assumption of economically unlimited capital accumulation, and thus the
endless perfectibility of the system (held by Bernstein, Otto Bauer and
Tugan-Baranowski), would have meant for socialism the removal of "the
granite foundation of objective historical necessity";9 (2) criticize Rosa
Luxemburg's false starting point which had forced her to a kind of inte-
gration of Marxian theory with respect to the problem of expanded repro-
duction.10

In a nutshell, Luxemburg explained the crisis in terms of the market rather
than in terms of production. From her viewpoint, the relationship between

Erb'terung innerhalb der deutschen Sozialdemokratie fiber das Problem des Imperialismus
(Frankfurt am Main, 1926), esp. pp. 32-42.

7. Leipzig, 1929; reprinted Frankfurt am Main: VerlagNeue Kritik, 1970. Mattick's remark
appears in the epilogue to another study by Grossmann which first appeared in 1941: Marx, die
klassische Nationalo'konomie und das Problem der Dynamik (Frankfurt am Main and Vienna,
1969), p. 115.

8. The "necessity of the collapse," writes Grossmann, is "to be established.. .from Marxian
theory itself, therefore on the basis of the law of value..." Das Akkumulations- und
Zusammenbruchsgesetz des Kapitalistischen System, op. cit., p. 283.

9. R. Luxemburg, The Accumulation of Capital: An Anticritique. ed. K.J. Tarbuck, trans.
R. Wichman (New York, 1973), p. 76 [Translation altered.]

10. According to Luxemburg, Marx had "only posed the question of the accumulation of
gross capital, but his answer went no further" (Ibid., p. 62). On the history of the question, see
along with the dissertation by Mandelbaum mentioned (pp. 34-37), and K.A. Wittfogel,
Geschichte der biirgerlichen Gesellschaft (Berlin, 1924), pp. 264-272.



POLITICAL ECONOMY AND CRITICAL THEORY / 59

capital and labor was not adequate to explain the full realization of surplus
value: hence, the need to introduce "non-capitalist areas" as safety valves to
relieve the stress. As a consequence, the focus is shifted from the production
of surplus value to the realization of surplus value. Grossmann, who based his
reading of Marx on solid methodological foundations,11 redirected the
problem to the relations of production. For it was in the relations of
production (and proceeding from them) that the answer to the vexata
quaestio as to the objective tendency of the "future" of capitalism was to be
sought.12

In order to understand Grossmann's position it is necessary at this point to
turn back to his studies on the genesis of the critique of political economy and
its scientific-theoretical foundations. In this regard, two writings dating back
respectively from 1929 and 1932 are important: "Die Aenderung des
ursprunglichen Aufbauplans des Marxschen Kapital und ihre Ursachen"
("The Changing of the Original Outline of Marx's Capital and its Motives")13

and "Die Wert-Preis-Transformation bei Marx und das Krisenproblem"
("The Value-Price Transformation in Marx and the Problem of Crisis").14

Although the first essay has been surpassed by more recent works on the
historical genesis of Capital,15 it is indicative of Grossmann's interest in the
form of Marxian theory—its "mode of representation" of the material
analyzed. Inasmuch as he relied upon Marx's letters discussing the different
outlines and above all the abandoning of the original project of writing six
volumes for six specific problems in favor of a more "abstract" procedure
eventually used in Capital and in the Theories of Surplus Value, Grossmann
came to the conclusion "that there was a necessary inner connection and not
simply an accidental one between the changed outline of Marx's work and the
methodological construction of the schemas of reproduction."16 From this
Grossmann derived a kind of parallel between the cyclical representation of
the reproduction process and the structuring of the material treated in
Capital.

11. Cf. Mattick, op. cit., pp. 120-121.
12. On the general aspects of the problem cf. Grossmann, Das Akkumulations- und

Zusammenbruchsgesetz.., op. cit., ch. 2; section 11 ("Die Ursachen der Verkennung der
Marxschen Akkumulations- und Zusammenbruchslehre"), pp. 190-198; and for the critique of
Rosa Luxemburg, see section 16, pp. 278-286. The critique of Luxemburg is again taken up in
the essay "Die Goldproduktion im Reproduktionsschema von Marx und Rosa Luxemburg," in
Festschrift fur Carl Grttnberg zum 70. Geburtstag (Leipzig, 1932), esp. pp. 152-155. Cf. also
Christel Neusiiss, Imperialisms und Weltmarktbewegung des Kapitals (Erlangen, 1972), p. 9ff.

13. (Grilnberg's) Archivfiir die Ceschichte des Sozialismus und der Arbeiterbewegung, XIV
(1929), pp. 305-338.

14. Zeitschrift fur Sozialforschung, vol. I (1932), pp. 55-84.
15. Cf., for example, Otto Morfs Das Verhdltnis von Wissenschaftstheorie und

Wirtschaftsgeschichte bei Karl Marx (Bern, 1951; revised and expanded edition entitled
Geschichte und Dialektik in der politischen Oekonomie [Frankfurt am Main and Vienna, 1970])
and by Roman Rosdolsky, Zur Entstehungsgeschichte des Marxschen 'Kapital' (Frankfurt ani
Main and Vienna, 1968).

16. "Die Aenderung.. . ," op.cit., p . 313.
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The publication of the Grundrisse has shown, however, that this
hypothesis was false.17 As Mattick has appropriately remarked in this con-
text,18 the controversy of the "Marxologists" over the supposed changes in
Marx's work plan would then have a meaning only if, with Grossmann,
Capital is seen as a "fragment" or a "torso" yet to be completed
(Luxemburg).19 Grossmann had very clearly perceived the kernel of
"scientific essentialism" which constitutes the foundation of the Marxian
mode of representation: the dialectical procedure of Capital does not portray
the movement of capitalist production in terms of its historical immediacy,
but rather, to use Hegel's language, the essence (das Wesentliche) of capitalist
production," the "essential basic form of the reproduction and accumulation
processes."20 This constitutes the Marxian method of isolation with which the
necessary abstractions can be derived leading then to the identification of the
concrete, i.e., the tendential laws of the capitalist system: "In a general
analysis of this kind," writes Marx, "it is usually always assumed that the
actual conditions correspond to their conception, or, what is the same, that
actual conditions are represented only to the extent that they are typical of
their own general case."21

In the second essay devoted to the problem of transformation, Grossmann
applies in practice his interpretation of the Marxian method in the
controversy over the "contradiction" between the first and third volumes of
Capital (i.e., between the analysis of value and the reality of the domination
of prices), which Bohm-Bawerk had discovered in his well-known essay. 22

Grossmann was aware of the significance of Bohm-Bawerk's critique; the
confusion which it occasioned was one of the chief factors in the misun-
derstandings which appeared in the controversy over the reproduction
schemes. The danger of a regression to Ricardo was evident in Luxemburg's
solution; it was therefore necessary to regain, through an analysis carried out
in accordance with the "logic of science," the originality of Marx's
formulation of the value concept as distinct from that of the classical
economists.

We have already seen how the Marxian model of accumulation abstracted
from many empirical elements in order to penetrate to the laws of movement
of the capitalist economy. For Grossmann, it hypothesizes an equivalency of

17. The nature of this mistake has been explained with exemplary clarity in Rosdolsky, op.
cit., pp. 40-42. A sharp criticism of Grossmann's essay can also be found in Morf, op. cit., pp.
75-78 (new ed., pp. 104-108).

18. Mattick, op. cit., p. 120.
19. "Die Aenderung. . .," op. cit., p. 3S7.
20. Ibid. Eugen Varga in his official party critique of Grossmann believed he had refuted

him on the methodological level by claiming that Marx's "research method" did not have
categorical abstractions as its object but, rather, "concrete reality" (cf. Varga, "Akkumulation
und Zusammenbruch des Kapitalismus," Unter dem Banner des Marxismus, vol. IV [1930], p.
62). Thus he showed that he had not understood the underlying complex dialectic moving "from
the abstract to the concrete."

21. Capital, vol. Ill (Moscow, 1971), p. 143.
22. "Zum Abschluss des Marxschen Systems," in Festgaben fllr Karl Knies (Berlin, 1896).
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exchange whose measure is labor time. Thus, the system results in the con-
frontation between workers and capitalists. Resting exclusively on value, this
conception is not merely a "simplifying hypothesis" since it presupposes
concrete reality, nor is it a "provisional hypothesis" since it remains valid even
when the previously bracketed concrete aspects are included. The law of
value is therefore part of reality and not simply an instrument of research.M

Despite terminological differences, Grossmann's method coincides with that
of one of the most important defenders—and penetrating interpreters—of the
dialectic, Roman Rosdolsky. "Not only for Rosdolsky, but also for
Grossmann, Marx's abstract view of value is not just a presupposition for
knowledge of the empirical world, but contains in kernel form the entire
secret of capitalist development and its inevitable end."24 If Grossmann
described Marx's method a "procedure of successive approximations"
("Annaherungsverfahren"),25 he does not understand by it some kind of
one-way and straight-line movement from thought (concepts) to reality, but
the gradual process of the "ascent from the abstract to the concrete" as
outlined in the "Introduction" (1857) to the Critique of Political Economy.

The Marxian method of isolation is the presupposition for understanding
the nature of Grossmann's argument concerning the reproduction schemes.
The reproduction schemes are to be understood as a necessary moment in the
isolation procedure used by Marx. In his critique of Otto Bauer, Grossmann
had shown that by departing from Bauer's own assumptions, one can likewise
arrive at the collapse of the capitalist system, even if after a longer period of
time.26 With this, Grossmann did not want to claim the possibility of a

23. In the "Supplement to Capital, Volume Three," Engels argues against Conrad Schmidt's
reduction of the law of value to a pure hypothesis: "The law of value has a far greater and more
definite significance for capitalist production than that of a mere hypothesis, not to mention a
fiction, even though a necessary one . . . we are dealing here not only with a purely logical process,
but with a historical process and its explanatory reflection in thought, the logical consequence of
its inner connections" (Capital, vol. Ill, op.cit., p. 895).

24. Mattick, op. cit., p. 124.
25. "DieWert-Preis-Transformation...," op. cit., p. 57. Alfred Schmidt has rightly referred

to the scientific and epistemological relevance of this essay (in the introduction, "Geschichte und
gegenwSrtige Bedeutung," to the reprint of the Zeitschrift fiXr Sozialforschung [Munich, 1970] p.
54). These theoretical inquiries are developed in the book on dynamics where Grossmann clearly
makes the conception of the economic structure of capitalism as depending upon the two-fold
character of labor the basis of the qualitative difference between Marxian theory and that of the
classical economists. In the two-fold character of labor Marx sees "a decisive rupture between
his conception and that of all of his predecessors. As a matter of fact, from his new standpoint of
a two-dimensional conception of the economic process he engages repeatedly in a radical critique
of classical economists and reproaches them for their one-dimensional theory based solely on
value." (Marx, die klassische nationalOkonomie..., op.cit., p. 19). Hence Grossmann forcefully
rejects the thesis whereby Marxian value theory represents the further development and
completion of the presuppositions of classical theorists (a thesis defended, for example, by
Maurice Dobb in Political Economy and Capitalism [London, 1937]).

26. O. Bauer, "Die Akkumulation des Kapitals," Die neue Zeit, XXXI (1912-13), pp.
831-838; 826-62-874. According to the Polish economists O. Lange and T. Kowalik, Bauer's
history has been vindicated and Marx refuted; "a considerable part of social production," writes
Kowalik, "can alternatively be used as a means of production and for the purpose of private
consumption;" this fact is confirmed by the practice of socialist countries where accumulation
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schematic presentation of the collapse (thus Sweezy's criticism in The Theory
of Capitalist Development turns out to be methodologically unfounded),27

but only to get rid of the revisionist illusion that one could provide a
"scientific" proof for the unlimited developmental capacity of accumulation.
"That the clique of neo-harmonists," wrote Grossmann in a letter to Paul
Mattick dated July 18, 1937, "the Hilferdings and Otto Bauers, systematically
tried to distort Marx for decades... does not mean that we should likewise
follow the neo-harmonists. Once you think Marxian thought consistently to
the end, how can a crisis arise in the simple reproduction process which seems
to be characterized everywhere by such an harmonious equilibrium? Only
then will you discover in Marx theoretical elaborations of which the
'philosophers' have not even dreamed, even those such as K. Korsch who
imagined that they understood some Marxian economics."28

As Mattick—student and disciple of Grossmann—later remarked,29

Grossmann's intervention in the controversy over the reproduction schemes
helped obscure the core of his interpretation, which was not based on the
harmony-disharmony of exchange relations in the reproduction schemes, but
on the law of the tendential fall in the rate of profit in connection with the
growing organic composition of capital.30 Grossmann's lack of success in

takes place above all in Department II, while the major part of Department I is invested (cf. T.
Kowalik, The Economic Theory of Rosa Luxemburg (Warsaw, 1963; in Polish), p. 208). This
predilection of Polish economists for a representative of the "clique of new-harmonists" is by no
means surprising given that in the Soviet editions of Luxemburg's Accumulation of Capital,
Bauer's scheme is printed as an appendix—obviously as an antidote (e.g. in the edition of 1934,
pp. 339-358).

27. P.M. Sweezy, The Theory of Capitalist Development (New York, 1968), p. 209ff. See also
Grossmann's unmistakable formulation: "The neo-harmonists glorify the equilibrium scheme,
not because it is a useful methodological tool, but because—in confusing the research method
with the phenomena to be investigated—they believed they could read out of the equilibrium
scheme the tendency of capitalism towards equilibrium." (Das Akkumulations- und
Zusammenbruchsgesetz... op. cit., p. 95fn.). Rosdolsky has correctly shown that this mistake can
only be explained by a false understanding of Marxian methodology on the part of the
Austro-Marxists (cf. op. cit., p. 521). That thia methodological deficiency is found again in
Sweezy is by no means accidental.

28. Appended to Marx, die klassische NationalOkonomie..., op. cit., pp. 112-113.
29. Mattick, op. cit., p. 119. —See also Mattick's article, "The Permanent Crisis. Henryk

Grossmann's Interpretation of Marx's Theory of Capitalist Accumulation," International
Council Correspondence, no. 2 (Nov., 1934), esp. pp. 4-9.

30. That Grossmann's theory was based upon the tendential fall in the rate of profit has
already been pointed out by Natalie Moszkowska who rejected it; cf. ch. 4 of her book Zur Kritik
moderner Krisenlheorien (Prague, 1935). In regard to the revision of the law cf. Ibid., p. 46. See
also her earlier study, Das Marxsche System. Ein Beitrag zu dessen Ausbau (Berlin, 1929), p. 118,
where it is suggested that the law of the tendential fall in the rate of profit is not an historical, but
a dynamic law which does not confirm any facts. Instead it simply formulates the mutual
dependence of two quantities (surplus-value and rate of profit); i.e., if the first remains constant,
the second falls and whenever the second remains constant, the first rises. According to
Moszkowska, this law would consequently have to be characterized instead as the "law of the
tendential rise of the rate of surplus value." —An analysis which shows, on the contrary,
remarkable similarities with Grossmann's position is E. Preiser's in "Das Wesen der Marxschen
Krisentheorie," in Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft. Festschrift filr Franz Oppenheimer zu seinem 60.
Geburtstag (Frankfurt am Main, 1924).
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subsequent developments of Marxist economic criticism must be traced back
to this not unambiguous intervention. Even if we accept that Sweezy's careless
disposal of his theses represents neither a solution of the substantive problems,
nor touches upon the critical and methodological basis of Grossmann's
analysis, we are forced to conclude at the same time that even today (aside
from Mattick) a genuinely critical reception of his works is still lacking.31

Another widespread prejudice concerning Grossmann is that he, together
with Luxemburg, was one of the most radical defenders of capitalism's
"automatic" collapse—a view which would contradict the "radical" and
"spontaneist" inclinations of both because it would result in the denial of
revolutionary subjectivity.3^ Despite the ambiguities and misunderstandings
which had arisen from his critique of Bauer, Grossmann had neither said nor
thought that the collapse would follow "automatically," or that it would be
possible to predict the exact point in time. Rather, it is the class struggle
which must be activated within the cyclical crisis process, thus interrupting
the reconstruction of the capitalist contradiction by transforming it into an
active, autonomous moment: the revolution for a new society. This is the true
meaning of the alternative "socialism or barbarism." "No economic system,"
explained Grossmann unmistakably, "however weak it may ever be, collapses
'automatically'; it must be overthrown."33

It is here that the political aspect of Grossmann's effort emerges. The

31. Although holding an ambivalent position, Colletti himself manifests a certain propensity
for Sweezy's critique of Grossmann. Cf. L. Colletti and C. Napoleoni, // Futuro del Capitalismo.
Crollo o Sviluppo? (Bari, 1970), p. 443. A further confirmation of the strictly Marxian basis of
Grossmann's theory is found in his two-fold polemic: on the one hand with Kautsky and
Luxemburg (and then Sternberg), who relegated to the past the tendency toward increasing
misery and derived the betterment of the living conditions of the working class from compe-
tition, i.e., from the market; and on the other hand, with Bukharin, who "spatially"
displaced the tendency toward increasing misery by asserting that the position of the working
class in the highly developed countries is improved at the expense of colonial countries (a thesis
defended even today by "fashionable" economists). In his book (cf. pp. 587-603), Grossmann
shows that both these theses rest on a misunderstanding of Marx's wage theory. Interesting in this
contest is the polemic against Fritz Sternberg, a defender of Rosa Luxemburg's theory and author
of an important book on imperialism (Der Imperialismus [Berlin, 1926]). This book was sharply
criticized by Grossmann ("Eine neue Theorie fiber Imperialismus und soziale Revolution,"
Grtoberg's Archiv, XIII [1928], pp. 141-192). Sternberg answered two years later with the
pamphlet: Eine Umw&lzung der Wissenschaji? Kritih des Buches von Henryk Grossmann.
Zugleich eine positive Analyse des Imperialismus (Berlin, 1930).

32. A good example of it is the criticism by A. Braunthal in the essay "Der Zusammenbruch
der Zusammenbruchstheorie," Die Gesellschaft, VI (Heft 10, 1929), as well as in his recently
reappeared book Die Entwicklungstendenzen der kapitalistischen Wirtschaft (Frankfurt am
Main, 1972), esp. pp. 28-39. It should be added that the position of the Left Communists in
general and the Council Communists in particular was not uniform, especially with reference to
the question of collapse, as is confirmed by Karl Korsch's criticism of Grossmann (Korsch, "Ueber
einige grundsatzliche Voraussetzungen ffir eine materialistische Diskussion der Krisentheorie,"
Proletarier, I, no. 1 [Feb., 1933], pp. 20-25) and the exchange between Mattick and Pannekoek
in RStekorrespondenz (cf. A. Pannekoek, "Die Zusammenbruchstheorie des Kapitalismus," no. I
(June, 1934); P. Mattick, "Zur marxistischen Akkumulations- und Zusammenbruchstheorie,"
no. 4 (Sept., 1934).

33. Grossmann, "The Evolutionist Revolt against Classical Economics," The Journal of
Political Economy, vol. Ill (Dec, 1943), p. 520.
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abstract analysis of capitalism and the determination of the tendential laws
are nothing other than the prolegomena to the problem of class
consciousness, the necessary presupposition of which would be described
today as the "problematic of constitution"; "Obviously as a dialectical
Marxist I know that both sides of the process, the objective and the subjective
elements, mutually influence one another. In the class struggle these factors
fuse. One cannot 'wait' until first the 'objective' conditions are there, and only
then allow the 'subjective' ones to operate. That would be an inadequate
mechanical conception which is alien to me. But for the purposes of analysis I
must utilize the abstract procedure of isolating particular elements in order to
show the essential functions of each element. Lenin often speaks of the
revolutionary situation which must be objectively given as a presupposition
for the active and victorious intervention of the proletariat. My theory of
collapse does not aim at the exclusion of this active intervention, but rather
wants to show when and under what conditions such an objectively given
revolutionary situation can and does arise."35

It is no accident that it is precisely in Lukacs' History and Class
Consciousness that one finds the philosophical equivalent of Grossmann's
great attempt at a critical-revolutionary re-appropriation of Marxian
categories.36 For the "Luxemburgian" Lukacs of 1923, the "catastrophe
theory of history"37 is the continuing impetus for "the process of proletarian
knowledge" [proletarischen Erkenntnisprozess] and for the effect of class in
the dialectical context of the historical process: "The proletariat is.. at one
and the same time the product of the permanent crisis in capitalism and
instrument of those tendencies which drive capitalism towards crisis... By
recognizing its situation it acts. By combating capitalism it discovers its own
place in society. But the class consciousness of the proletariat, the truth of the
process 'as subject,' is itself far from stable or constant; it does not advance
according to mechanical laws. It is the consciousness of the dialectical process
itself; it is likewise a dialectical concept. For the practical and active side of
class consciousness, its true essence can then only become visible in its
authentic form when the historical process imperiously requires its coming

34. Cf. H.J. Krahl, Konstitution und Klassenkampf (Frankfurt am Main, 1971), pp. 82-97
and 323-329.

35. H. Grossmann, letter to P. Mattick on June 21, 1931; in the appendix to Marx, die
klassische Nationalskonomie..., op.cit., p. 88. Here once again Grossmann's strictly Marxian
approach is evident: "It comes to surface here in a purely economic way from the standpoint of
capitalist production itself—i.e., from the bourgeois standpoint, within the limits of capitalist
understanding; to wit, it has a barrier, which is relative, not an absolute, but only a historical
mode of production corresponding to a definite limited epoch in the development of the material
requirements of production" (Capital, vol. Ill, op.cit., p. 259). My emphasis.

36. On the question of the theoretical and political meaning of Lukacs' book see the
discussion between F. Cerutti, D. Claussen, H.J. Krahl, O. Negt and A. Schmidt in the anthology
Geschichte und Klassenbewusstsein heute (Frankfurt am Main: Schwarze Reihe No. 12, 1971),
esp. pp. 18-25.

37. The expression comes from Alfred Schmidt, Geschichte und Struktur (Munich, 1971), p.
132.
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into force, i.e., when an acute crisis in the economy drives it to action."38

Even with their traditional elements, Grossmann's and Lukacs' efforts
represent for us today the sole reference points to be taken seriously for the
reconstruction of a critique of political economy which is appropriate both for
the present context of social capitalistic organization and for a scientific re-
constitution of class consciousness.

2. From the crisis of competitive capitalism to its transformation. The "new
object" of Pollock's analysis.

As I pointed out in the beginning, Grossmann's work represents not only
the best attempt at a critical re-appropriation of Marxian "orthodoxy" on the
level of economic ("abstract") analysis, but it also marks the closing of an
epoch, of an historical cycle which encompasses both the development of
capitalism and of its theory. Grossmann's effort stands before the profound
structural transformations to be undertaken by capital after the 1929
crisis, i.e., before the monopolistic and state capitalistic form was revealed
ever more clearly in the course of the 1940s. And this divides us from his work
and from the last crisis of overproduction generated by the anarchy of the
competitive mechanism and the uncontrollable convulsions of the old
"automatic character of the market."

Grossmann's book closed with the radical claim of the "impossibility of
'regulating' production on the basis of the existing economic order."39

Pollock's analysis, carried out in the broad and contradictory empirical
context of the crisis, proceeds instead from the inverse presupposition: the
crisis which had broken out in Wall Street on "Black Thursday," spreading to
all capitalist countries, is not the beginning of the final catastrophe but the
end of a phase, the competitive phase of capitalism. "What is coming to an
end is not capitalism, but its liberal phase."40 A closer examination of the
dynamic of the crisis prefigured the prospects for an "economically planned
new order." These prospects indicate, however, only a tendential direction
which in itself is not necessary: the style of the "planned re-ordering" cannot
be concretely determined beforehand, but only abstractly outlined. Economic

38. G. Lukacs, History and Class Consciousness, trans. Rodney Livingstone (London, 1971),
p. 40. In another place Lukacs writes: "The objective economic evolution could no more than
create the position of the proletariat in the production process. It was this position that deter-
mined its point of view. But the objective evolution could only give the proletariat the oppor-
tunity and the necessity to change society. Any transformation can only come about as the
product of the—free—action of the proletariat itself." Ibid., p. 209.

39. Grossmann, Das Akkumulations- und ZusammenbruchsgeseU, op.cit., p. 623.
In the introduction to the new edition of Grossmann's book (Frankfurt am Main, 1967), Wolf
Rosenbaum pointed out the limits of the work stemming from the failure to treat the remaining
causes which bring forth the crisis and the tendencies counteracting the tendential fall in the rate
of profit. On this point see the discussion of the book by Gillman (The Falling Rate of Profit
[London, 1957]) in the anthology Kapitalismus und Krise. Eine Kontroverse um das Gesetz des
tendentziellen Falls der Profitrate (Frankfurt am Main and Vienna, 1970), esp. the contribution
by Paul Mattick, "Werttheorie und Kapitalakkumulation," jip. 7-34.

40. Pollock, "Bemerkungen zur Wirtschaftskrise," Zeitschrift fiXr Sozialforschung, Vol. II
(1933), p. 350.
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theoreticians can only outline different models of planning as a contribution
to the construction of a "closed theory... which could serve a future economic
policy as a means of orientation."41 Referring to Lorwin,42 Pollock arranged
these models in a scheme whose criteria are characterized by two main types
of planned economy: the capitalist type (resting on the "general cartel" of
Hilferding and the preservation of private ownership of the means of
production), and the socialist (resting on the collective ownership of the
means of production). These models have in common the replacement of the
old automatism based on "self-regulation" by a plan. Pollock's "abstract"
description was by no means the result of a technocratic deformation but was
grounded in the historical circumstance of the simultaneity of the crisis—and
also in a theoretical phenomenon which was closely bound up with this
circumstance: in the deep-going process of revision to which the most
important representatives of liberalism subjected their theories.43

"Without a doubt it can be established that the crisis can be overcome with
capitalistic means and that 'monopolistic' capitalism be able to continue
existing at least for the forseeable future."44 With that, Pollock did not want
to maintain that the system was able to realize a perfect steering of the cyclic
movement and a total transcendence of all contradictions: "There is
considerable evidence, to be sure, that in this administered capitalism the
depressions will be longer, the boom phases shorter and stronger, and the
crises more destructive than in the times of 'free competition,' but its
'automatic' collapse is not to be expected. There is no purely economic
irrepressible compulsion to replace it with another economic system."45

The statement of the problem on this point is more complicated than it
appears at first sight. Pollock does not deny the "catastrophic" character of
the crisis —on the contrary he sharply polemicizes against the harmonizing
representations of "pre-war capitalism" in which the huge destructions
brought forth by the automatism of the market were defined as "frictions; "46

but at the same time, he did not view it (like Grossmann) as the memento
mori of the system and felt that it could be overcome by capitalistic means.
The market mechanism is no longer able to realize the "optimal adjustment"
of productive forces to demand; hence the need arises for an economically
planned new order: "The manifest difficulties of the capitalist system, as well
as the Russian planning efforts whose collapse was wrongly prophesized by
nearly all experts, are the main reasons why today economic planning is being
discussed everywhere."47 The "abstract" statement of the problem thus flows

41. "Die gegenwSrtige Lage des Kapitalismus...," op.cit., p. 27.
42. Cf. L. Lorwin, The Problem of Economic Planning (Amsterdam, 1931).
43. Cf. here the detailed review of Keynes' General Theory which Pollock, together with

Mandelbaum, had written under the pseudonym "Erich Baumann:" "Keynes Revision der
liberalistischen Nationalokonomie," Zeitschrift fur Sozialforschung, vol. V (1936), pp. 384-403.

44. "Die gegenwanige Lage des Kapitalismus...," op.cit., p. 16. My emphasis.
45. Ibid. My emphasis.
46. Ibid., p. 15.
47. Ibid., p. 17.
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into the laborious economic and social transition process in which, on the one
hand, the western capitalist states (above all the United States) and, on the
other, the Soviet Union, began to discover new forms which could again set in
motion the process of accumulation; but it is the Soviet experience which
constitutes the continuing reference point for the "new course" of the
capitalist economy.48

"It is part of the fundamental understanding of Marxian economic theory
that a new economic system can come into being only when its economic and
social presuppositions, at least in their rudiments, are prefigured at least in
nuce in the older system and when the relations of production have become
fetters on the productive forces. Just as in France toward the end of the 18th
century, where the abandonment of the old bonds resulted in rapid economic
development because under the rubble of the residual feudal economy the
technical, economic and social presuppositions for the laissez-faire system
were already at hand, the unleashing of the existing forces of production by
an economically planned new order is only to be anticipated when its
presuppositions are already given. Most generally, its economic preconditions
—for now the political ones will be disregarded—can be formulated as
follows: the major weight of industrial production must be shifted to
large-scale mass production enterprise and the process of centralization must
reach a certain level; the technical and organizational means for mastering
the tasks of a centralized economic administration must be already known;
and a considerable reserve of productivity must be available to be utilized
through the application of the methods of economic planning. It can be easily
demonstrated that all these economic presuppositions are to a great extent at
hand in the great industrial nations, as well as in the world economy."49

This same development, which had proven fatal for the "normal"
operation of automatic market mechanisms, created the presupposition for
the planned steering of the economic process. The timing and character of
this steering could take many different forms; they are a function of complex
political conditions and of the initiative of the "economic subjects:"
possibilities for a "socialist" orientation of economic planning are "slight so
long as the influence of those strata, which are interested because of their
class position is not sufficient for a transformation."50

Although Pollock's analysis was carried out with exemplary clarity and
precision, it left the underlying problems open, rather than resolving them.
The principles from which it departed were, to be sure, those of Marx; they
were based upon the conflict between the forces and relations of production.
Yet, the new qualities of contemporary processes rendered necessary if not a
revision, at least a contemporary supplement to the old theoretical premises.
The historical rupture of 1917 had lead to a decisive change within the world

48. Cf. on this point the pages on "war communism" and the NEP in the previously cited
book, Die planwirtschaftlichen Versuche in der Sowjetunion, esp. pp. 96-111 and 126-170.

49. "Die gegenwSrtige Lage des Kapitalismus. . . , " op.cit., pp. 19ff.
50. Ibid., p. 27.
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economy by introducing a new element in the overall dynamic of the process:
a political element which necessitated a similarly political reaction from the
side of capital. Otherwise the end of capitalism would have coincided with the
end of the laissez-faire system. A mere retreat to orthodoxy, where the
decisive role of the political factor would not have been focused on would
have been absolutely inadequate because it would have given no answer to the
new problems and would not have grasped the morphological novelty of the
international situation. Horkheimer correctly noted in the first issue of the
Zeitschrift filr Sozialforschung that the objective weight of the general crisis
was represented subjectively in an "inner crisis of science."51 One has to
realize the following: it was a matter of critical circumstances in conjunction
with the special historical situation (Russian Revolution, defeat of the
Revolution in the West, tendency toward monopoly capitalism) without
which the genesis of Critical Theory and its political conditioning cannot be
understood. "To the extent that we can speak of a crisis of science," wrote
Horkheimer, "it is not to be separated from the general crisis. Historical
development has brought with it a fettering of science as a production force
which affects accordingly its parts, the content and the form, the material as
well as the method. Furthermore, science as a means of production is not
correspondingly utilized. The understanding of the crisis of science depends
on the correct theory of the contemporary social situation, for presently
science, as a social function, mirrors the contradictions of society."

Symptomatic of this difficulty in adapting "science" to the new reality is
Pollock's essay, "Bemerkungen zur Wirtschaftskrise" ("Remarks on Economic
Crisis").S3 Here Pollock found himself confronted with an especially resistant
object of investigation which was also not adequately treated by Marx.
Although the defender of an "endogenous" crisis theory, he still did not
overlook—in agreement with Marx—the "exogenous" factors which could
explain the particularities of the crisis. He rightly viewed the crisis as a
complex phenomenon brought forth by a variety of causes, which partly
explains the lack of an adequate level of abstraction. Unlike Grossmann,
however, he lacked a consideration of the law of accumulation and any
reference to the law of the tendential fall in the rate of profit (although, as we
will see, the consequences of his approach seem to suggest an implicit revision
of this law). Consequently this complicates the locating of Pollock within the
old and new discussions of crisis theory.

Marx had demonstrated the "general, abstract possibility of crisis" in the
separation of supply and demand. But the most general form of the crisis is
not its cause. In order to explain the phenomenon of the crisis, one must go

51. Horkheimer, "Bemerkungen Uber Wissenschaft und Krise," Zeitschrift fur Sozial-
forschung, I (1932), p. 4.

52. Ibid., p. 7.
53. "Bemerkungen zur Wirtschaftskrise," op.cit.
54. Ibid., pp. 325ff.
55. Karl Marx, Theories of Surplus Value. Part II (Moscow, 1968), p. 509.
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back to the distinction between simple commodity production and capitalist
production — a distinction which represents not only a qualitative difference
but also an actual break between Marxian theory and the theories of the
classical economics.56 The real cause of the crisis lies in the fall of the profit
rate; this determines the tendency of capitalists to retain capital in monetary
form (a tendency characterized by Keynes as "liquidity preference").
Nevertheless, the "determinant" of the fall of the rate of profit is still hotly
debated. In the famous third section of the third volume of Capital, Marx
refers it back to the inadequacy of the rate of surplus value in relation to the
organic composition of capital. In this case the value system would remain
unchanged. The other cause for the sinking of the profit rate could lie in the
impossibility of selling the product according to its value, i.e., it could be a
matter of the lack of "real demand" (or, with Marx, of the lack of "effective
consumption"). Both these possibilities correspond to two different
interpretations of crisis which we can schematize as follows:57 (a) that inter-
pretation which depends on the tendential fall in the rate of profit; and (b)
the theory of the "realization crisis" which can be differentiated into two
types: (1) "disproportionality theory';" and (2) "underconsumption theory."

We will now attempt to summarize the theses contained in these
interpretations and describe them in a very simplified manner, (a) The cause
of the crisis is not in the disproportionality between production and
consumption, but is to be sought within production itself, i.e., in the basic
contradiction between the forces and relations of production. The crisis then
represents a forcible countermeasure of the system against the decline of the
rate of profit — as the means to which capital reverts in order to repair the
damages of "prosperity." The transition of the crisis into depression, the
subsequent re-formation of the reserve army, and the devaluation of capital
are the connecting links of the cyclical chain through which the profitability

56. The possibility of crisis is already contained in simple commodity circulation (C-M-C),
i.e., where the transition is made from a simple commodity exchange (C-C) to the most
developed forms of exchange and where then money emerges, having the function of separating
in time buying and selling. Thanks to money the producers no longer need to search for "buyers"
and vice versa. Also, though simple commodity circulation already contains the possibility of a
disruption (through the separation of buying and selling) of the exchange process, there is still no
cause for this actually to occur. In the investigation of the forms which commodity circulation
assumes, Marx notices that these forms include the possibility—but only the possibility—of crisis,
because for their concretion an entire context of relations is necessary which do not yet exist in
simple commodity exchange. Proof for this is the fact that—even if there are no crises without
commodity and money circulation—there was commodity and money circulation long before
capitalist production without this resulting in crisis. Therefore, it is important to hold to this
point because the failure to differentiate clearly between simple commodity production and
capitalist production (with all the historical implications which go along with it) constitutes the
reason why classical economists came to reject the phenomenon of crisis. Without explicating this
argument any further here, I would like to note that for us the places where Marx polemicizes
against Say and Ricardo have as critique of economies an enormous scientific-theoretical
meaning. (Cf. Theories of Surplus Value, Part II, op.cit., pp. 507-513.)

57. This formulation is based largely on comments by Sweezy (see The Theory of Capitalist
Development, op.cit., pp. 147-186).
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of production and the bases for the resumption of acumulation are
reconstituted. (Among the most important representatives of this theory
belong Preiser, Grossmann, Mattick and, with considerable differences,
Dobb.)58

(b) The fall in the profit rate is not to be explained by accumulation and
the increase in the organic composition of capital, but by the impossibility of
realizing surplus value because the capitalists do not succeed in selling
commodities at their value. (One must at the same time be aware of the
internal divisions within this interpretation, because it is precisely in the
realm of the "realization crisis" that the different currents of right and left
revisionism as well as more "up to date" economic analyses operate.)

(1) The crisis is caused by disproportionate production, i.e., by an uneven
division of social labor among particular spheres of production. The increase
or decrease of market value on the basis of this disproportionality results in
the wandering of capital from one branch of production to another. (Marx
himself had not excluded the possibility that this disproportionality was
traceable to the lack of a "plan" in as much as the entrepreneur in
competitive capitalism can determine the level of real market demand only a
posteriori. And if it affects an especially important sector of production, this
leads to disequilibrium in the spheres essential to life and would in the end
bring forth the crisis.) Tugan-Baranowski accepted the hypothesis of dispro-
portionality as the sole explanation for crisis and thus contested the theory
which depended upon the tendential fall in the profit rate, as well as the
theory of underconsumption. Thus he came to deny the pathological
character of the diseases of the system; he even tried, on the basis of the
reproduction schemes in the second volume of Capital, to prove the possibility
of unlimited stabilization, so far as the proportionalities could be maintained
— a maintenance which would be guaranteed ever more strongly by the
development of monopolistic concentration, by the trusts and growing state
controls, whereby the anarchy at the societal level would be continuously
reduced. (The theory of the "disproportionality crisis" has played an
important role in the Second International—see Hilferding—as well as in
Russian Marxism —see Lenin's polemic against "economic romanticism.")60

58. Cf. Capital, vol. I, 7th section and vol. Ill , 15th section, where crisis theory takes the
form of a theory of cycles.

59. One is reminded here of Arghiri Emannuel's book Unequal Exchange, trans. Brian
Pearce (London, 1972) which has aroused a considerable stir.

60. Cf. M.J. Tugan-Baranowski, Studien zur Theorie und Geschichte der Handelskrisen in
England (Jena, 1901) and Modern Socialism in its Historical Development, trans. M.I.
Redmount (New York, 1966); R. Hilferding, Das Finanzkapital (Vienna, 1927); Lenin, "What
the 'Friends of the People' are and How They Fight the Social-Democrats," Works, vol. I
(Moscow, 1960), pp. 129-332. Lenin not only leaves the theories of Bulgakov and Tugan
untouched, but even defends them against their critics; thus, for example, against Struve who
had raised the objection that they had derived "the harmony between production and
consumption" from the Marxian schemes (cf. "A Note on the Question of the Market Theory,"
Works, vol. IV, op.cit., pp. 55-56). Despite the objective difficulty of finding a unified solution to
the crisis problem, it must be pointed out that the Leninist postulate of the necessary
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(2) The crisis arises from the inability of capitalism to create an adequate
market for the requirements of its own production. Let us consider the thesis
of this interpretation in the formulation of its most well-known current
representative: "The real task of an underconsumption theory is to
demonstrate that capitalism has an inherent tendency to expand the capacity
to produce consumption goods more rapidly than the demand for
consumption goods. To put it another way, it must be shown that there is a
tendency to utilize resources in such a way as to distort the relation between
potential supply of and the potential demand for consumption goods."61 The
principle of this interpretation suggests that the logic of capitalism is one of
production for consumption—and not, as Marx had many times
explained, that of production for production. ("Underconsumption theory,"
strongly influenced by the teachings of Sismondi and Malthus, spread in the
second half of the last century in Germany through the work of Rodbertus
and, with Lassalle and Duhring, was transformed from the classical ideology
of landowners into the "base" of the interpretations of German social
democracy and the Second International. Among its most important
defenders are Fritz Sternberg and, today, Sweezy.)62

Only with difficulty can Pollock's interpretation be placed in this scheme.
This could be easily clarified from an historical viewpoint by the "crisis of
science," of which Horkheimer spoke and which expressed itself in the diffi-
culties of economic theory after the First World War and the October
Revolution. From a theoretical viewpoint, however, numerous problems
arise. As we have seen, Pollock specifically starts out from the classical scheme
which rests upon the basic contradiction between the forces and relations of
production. He is inclined, nevertheless, to unite this scheme with the hypo-
thesis which is typical of the "disproportionality crisis." According to this
hypothesis, only a plan or some self-regulation (which for Grossmann was
absolutely impossible in a capitalist system) can bring to a halt the destructive
process caused by the continuous wandering of capital from one sector of
production to another, and thereby eliminate the disproportionalities which
constitute the greatest obstacle to overcoming the crisis. We could conclude
that with Pollock's analysis we are dealing with a new and original combi-
nation of the classical Marxian interpretation re-elaborated by Grossmann (a)

subsumption of the relations between production and consumption under the concept of propor-
tionality approaches, in a questionable way, the theory of the "lack of proportionality" (or the
"lack of a plan" as one would say today) as is typical for the crisis interpretation of Tugan-
Baranowski.

61. Sweezy, op.at., p. 180.
62. In his presentation Sweezy also relegates Rosa Luxemburg (who he even characterizes as

"the queen of the underconsumptionists," op.cit., p. 171) to this subcategory. Even if there is no
doubt that Rosa Luxemburg is a representative of the theory of the realization crisis, in my
opinion one cannot include her with the "underconsumptionists." Although in parts of The
Accumulation of Capital she approaches such an interpretation, the characterization of her
theory as "underconsumptionism" is tantamount to levelling the theory and in the end robbing it
of its political meaning.
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and the "disproportionality crisis" (b). This allows Pollock to establish a
connection between controllability and the mutual correction between the
two theories, whereby onesidedness can be avoided while introducing the
concept oiplan. This connection forces Pollock to revise the dialectic between
the forces and relations of production. In this "adjustment" of the conflict
Pollock recognized the menacing authoritarian consequences of the planned
control of all economic processes as they appeared to be assumed by the state
to an increasing degree. But let us consider the decisive points of Pollock's
analysis somewhat more closely.

In the essay on the crisis, Pollock refers to the tendency of capitalist
planning to intervene actively in the dynamic of the conflict between the
forces and relations of production (a conflict which "has become more intense
than it has ever been before"), introducing a kind of "adjustment process."
This process operated in a twofold manner: through the forcible destruction
of excess productive forces (which Pollock described as the "Procrustean
method"), and through the "relaxation of the fetters" with which capital
binds production relations. Both these methods "leave the foundations of the
capitalist system untouched"; they allow themselves to be "differentiated
sharply only in thought" since they are in fact united in the practice of
capitalist management.63 The method of "relaxing the fetters" appears to
Pollock as the stronger in the long run: in practice it works itself out in an
increasing limitation of the individual owner's control over his own capital. In
fact, this control is increasingly transferred over to "large-scale units" or even
the state. Pollock's train of thought gets complicated at this point because he
does not succeed in clearly determining the limits of the process of concen-
tration. When the steering of the economic process is carried out by a central
state authority, we reach an extreme point where the relations of production
cannot be further modified without eliminating the foundations of the
capitalist system.64 Pollock's ambiguity mirrored a real process: through his
investigations of the developments in the German and American economies,
he had come to realize that capitalist steering was on the verge of giving its
"mocking" answer to the crisis. In an "inverted" way, capitalism was carrying
out that model of planned economy which the theoreticians of the Zeitschrift

63. Cf. Pollock, "Bemerkungen zur Wirtschaftskrise," op.cit., p. 338. To be sure, Pollock is
not the only theorist where one finds a combination of different crisis theories. Lenin, for
example, as an adherent of the disproportionality theory which he derived from the anarchy of
capitalist production, supplemented his conception with the theory of underconsumption:
" . . . the irregular production of a surplus-product (crises) is inevitable in capitalist society as a
result of the disturbance in proportion between the various branches of industry. But a certain
state of consumption is one of the elements of proportion" ("Reply to Mr. P, Nezhdanov [1899],"
Works, vol. IV, op.cit., p. 161 n). The theory of the disproportionality crisis is modified here in
such a way that the proportionality between the different branches of production also depends on
the relations of consumption. A similar combination is found with Bukharin, for whom the crisis
arises from the "disproportionalities of social production" while the factor of consumption
represents "a part of this disproportionality" ("Der Imperialismus und die Akkumulation des
Kapitals," Vnter dem Banner des Marxismus, I (1925-26), pp. 232-233).

64. Cf. Pollock, op.cit., p. 348.
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had seen as the only possible way out of the catastrophic crisis. Rather than
placing such processes under the control of "associated individuals" and
utilizing them for the welfare and happiness of the "majority of men," the
"rational" administration of economic processes resulted in further control by
the strongest "monopolistic groups" in German National Socialism and, with
different methods, in the U.S. New Deal. It was up to these monopolistic
groups to arbitrarily decide on "the weal and woe of all remaining economic
subjects, owners of capital, and workers."65 Thus, that tendency which
Pollock and Mandelbaum had emphasized in their essay "Autarkie und
Planwirtschaft" ("Autarky and Economic Planning")66 began to take shape.
It proved to be the determining element of the present form of the capitalist
social order: state intervention in the economy. In so far as National
Socialism corresponded to this process (although it only expressed the first
and most primitive phase), it was by no means the sign of a "backward step"
or mere barbarism, but rather the logical result of the concentration process:
"Parlamentarianism was poorly suited to this end; it corresponded to a less
advanced conglomeration of economic power. As a consequence of the release
from the constraints of parlamentarianism and having at their disposal the
entire apparatus of the psychic domination of the masses, during this period
governments appear to be independent from classes and to stand above
society without partisanship."67

Despite these important observations, the descriptive aspects of Pollock's
analysis predominated over the critical. This is particularly apparent in the
essay "State Capitalism."68 Here the pure description empties the object of all
its contradictory components, lending it the character of the "bad"
abstraction of the Weberian "ideal type." One has the clear impression that
Pollock has driven to an extreme point his own tendency (which was already
evident in his first works)69 to rehabilitate "masks," i.e., the different

65. Ibid., p. 349.
66. Under the pseudonym "Kurt Baumann" in the Zeitschrift fUr Sozialforschung, vol. II

(1933), pp. 79-103.
67. "Bemerkungen zur Wirtschaftskrise," op.cit., p. 353.
68. "State Capitalism," op.cit., passim. An investigation of the leading tendencies of state

capitalism which is symptomatic of the resonance of this theme since the beginning of the 1930s
appears in Carl Steuermann (that is, Otto Ruhle), Weltkrise-Weltwende. Kurs auf Stoats-
kapitalismus (Berlin, 1931); see esp. pp. 213-255 (also very interesting is the chapter on the
Soviet Union, pp. 183ff).

69. Cf. the essay on Marx's money theory in Grilnberg's Archiv. XIII (1928), pp. 193-209,
where the theses contained in the dissertation are taken up again (Die Geldtheorie von Karl Marx
[Frankfurt am Main, March, 1923], unpublished). The approach of Pollock's work was in any
case correct and strictly 'orthodox' Marxist in so far as it rested on the dialectic of essence and
appearance and on the close connection between money and commodity analysis in Marx. That
is all the more important since the most thorough contemporary researchers have recently
referred, on the basis of the Gnmdrisse (which Pollock could not have known at that time), to the
constitutive meaning of the above-named relation for the structure of Marxian theory. Cf.
Rosdolsky, op.cit., p. 154ff, and Wygodsky, Die Geschichte einer grossen Entdeckung (Berlin,
1967), p. 54. Despite the tendency of theory to withdraw from the level of "essence" (i.e., the
investigation of the categorical forms in the functioning of the social relations of production) to
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fetishized forms of capitalist economic processes: money, state, technology.
The historical force with which the tendency toward "state capitalism" had

manifested itself thus giving rise to the monstrous possibilities of despotic
controls through the institutionalized forms of power, had prevented the
economist from critically receiving the new developments and locating the
dialectical elements within this new "totality." Thus, he mistook as the
essence the illusory character of the "alien power" of the fetishized forms of
the economic process, while accepting as reality the uncontradictory and
"one-dimensional" facade of socialized despotism: "Governmental control of
production and distribution provides the means with which the economic
causes of depressions, cumulative processes of destruction, and unemploy-
ment due to lack of capital can be eliminated. We can even say that
economics as a social science has lost its object under state capitalism."71

The connections between Pollock's conclusions and those of the most
important philosophical representative of the Zeitschrift fur Sozialforschung
are evident. These connections exist not only with respect to conclusions, but
also in regard to the complex development of the Zeitschrift. We do not make
this observation only in order to provide a useful contribution to the analysis
of the important current of thought imprecisely referred to as the "Frankfurt
School."72 Above all, the historical phases of the development of Critical
Theory must be seen in relation to these economic-theoretical contributions
which have, up to now, been unjustifiably passed over; after that one can
move on to investigate in the most advanced phase (that of the 1930s) the
causes of the inadequate elaboration of the relationship between theory and
praxis.

3. Socialization of work and Critical Theory. The critique of political
economy as a condition of the ability to make history.

In the essay "The Struggle Against Liberalism in the Totalitarian View of
the State" (1934), Marcuse described—with explicit reference to Pollock's
analysis—the nature of the substantial continuity between the liberal and the
totalitarian conceptions with the following words: "This rough sketch of
liberalist social theory has shown how many elements of the totalitarian view
of the state are already present in it. Taking the economic structure as a point
of reference, we see an almost unbroken continuity in the development of the

the level of "appearance" (i.e., the emphasis on the "masks" of the total economic process),
Pollock's analysis is anything but naive.

70. Investigations of the social consequences of the automation of work processes have almost
exclusively preoccupied Pollock's interest in the post-war period; they are embodied in the
well-known book Automation (2nd rev. ed., Frankfurt am Main, 1964).

71. "State Capitalism," op.cit., p. 217.
72. Hence, I do not want to subscribe by any means to the subsumption of Critical Theory

under the concept of the "idealistic reaction to science" with which some authors believe they
have disposed of it (cf. GOran Therborn, "The Frankfurt School," New Left Review, No. 63
[Sept.-Oct., 1970], pp. 65-96; and Lucio Colletti, Marxism and Hegel, trans. Lawrence Garner
[London. 1973], pp. 173-177).
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social theory. We shall here assume some prior knowledge of the economic
foundations of this development from liberalist to totalitarian theory
(reference to Pollock's analysis): they are all essentially part of the trans-
formation of capitalist society from mercantile and industrial capitalism,
based on the free competition of independent individual entrepreneurs, to
monopoly capitalism, in which the changed relations of production (and
especially the large 'units' such as cartels and trusts) require a strong state
mobilizing all means of power... The turn from the liberalist to the total-
authoritarian state occurs within the framework of a single social order. With
regard to the unity of this economic base, we can say it is liberalism that
'produces' the total-authoritarian state out of itself, as its own consummation
at a more advanced stage of development. The total-authoritarian state
brings with it the organization and theory of society that correspond to the
monopolistic stage of capitalism."73

The reciprocal relation between the investigations of Marcuse and Pollock
appears also to extend beyond the 1930s when Pollock writes in his book on
Automation: ".. .among the most serious social consequences of automation
[is] the danger that it strengthens the already existing trend toward a totali-
tarian society. But such a totalitarian development represents only one of the
possibilities for society as a whole opened up by the new mode of production.
It also shows, indeed for the first time in human history, a way toward the
abolition of poverty and the oppressive labor that stunts men and this, not
simply for the most developed countries, but in a not so distant future, for the
entire earth. These are perspectives which appear Utopian in the face of the
tensions and struggles springing from the most bitter want of the greatest part
of people living today, and yet would be realizable if a more rational use were
made of the possibilities given today."74 The gap between theoretical
formulation and practical critique has become very great here: the refusal of
the system is similar to the peculiar ethical reasoning in Marcuse's One
Dimensional Man; it derives from a position outside "existing" reality out of
which no immanent critique is possible.

More interesting—but also correspondingly more difficult—is the
relationship between Pollock and Adorno. On the one hand, Adorno always
kept Grossmann in mind as the more profound and versatile of the economic
theorists who worked on the basis of Marxian categories; on the other hand,
he took over Pollock's characterization of authoritarian socialization as it was
being brought about by the oligo- and monopolistic developments of contem-
porary capitalism. Viewed abstractly and theoretically, the dialectic between
the forces and relations of production remains the fundamental principle for
explaining capitalist society. As Pollock had shown in his essay on the
economic crisis of 1933, however, this dialectic appears to be suspended

73. Negations, trans. Jeremy Shapiro (Boston, 1969), pp. 18-19. In the essay written with
Mandelbaum, Pollock refers to the important piece by Marcuse (op.cit., p. 402).

74. Pollock, Automation, op.cit., pp. 247-248.
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because it admits a kind of "adjustment process" which, if it does not disprove
the Marxian law of the tendential fall in the rate of profit, at least removes the
concrete timeliness upon whose foundation this law's validity must rest. In the
introduction to Der Positivismusstreit in der deutschen Soziologie {The
Positivism Controversy in German Sociology), Adorno explains unmistakably
that the theory of collapse represents even today one of the most important
questions of the social sciences.75 He makes similar remarks with respect to
value theory.76 The Marxian laws appear, however, to have strangely lost
their object and with it the medium of their practical verification. With the
"freezing" of the real dialectic, critical thought appears to be damned to the-
exile of contemplation for an unforeseeable future. Even as Adorno's theory
holds to Marxian orthodoxy, it still cannot allow it to become effective in the
new form of the capitalist organization of domination. It becomes the
negative totality, the reflex of the "absence of historical movement"
(Stillstands der historischen Bewegung) of that objective process which
Grossmann had outlined in his rigorous interpretation and which appears to
be blocked by a series of counter tendencies: "Through the absolute rule of
negation and in accordance with the pattern of immanent antithesis, the
movement of thought, as of history, becomes unambiguously, exclusively,
implacably positive. Everything is subsumed under the main economic phases
and their development..." 77

The "mocking" realization of mankind as species-being in the planned
economy has removed the practical-critical instance from revolutionary
humanism's own object: "Self-preservation in the shape of class has kept
everyone at the stage of a mere species being."78 One finds a similar
description of this phenomenon in those pages of Pollock's automation book
where he speaks of the paramilitary organization of modern manufacturing
and describes this as the cellular form of the "despotism" of society as a whole.
The process of the socialization of labor completes itself in a distorted form:
this is expressed in the respective absolutization of both moments of the
process—in an abstract rationalization in which variable capital is treated as
constant capital and the worker as a machine, and in an increase in the
historical power of despotism in the factory.79

75. T.W. Adorno, ed., Der Positivismusstreit in der deutschen Soziologie (Neuwied and
Berlin, 1969), p. 53.

76. In Sociologica, II (Frankfurt am Main, 1962), p. 117. Cf. here as well the important essay
by H.G. Backhaus, "Zur Dialektik der Wertform," in Alfred Schmidt, ed., Beitrage zur
marxistischen Erkenntnistheorie (Frankfurt am Main, 1970), p. 144.

77. Adorno, Minima Moralia, trans. E.F.N. Jephcott (London, 1974), pp. 150-151.
78. M. Horkheimer and T.W. Adorno, Dialectic of Enlightenment, trans. John Cumming

(New York, 1972), p. 155.
79. Cf. Pollock, Automation, op.cit., pp. 249ff. The sole comparison between the analyses of

Pollock and that of Adorno which I have found until now is in Raniero Panzieri, "Relazione sul
neocapitalismo" (1961) in La ripresa del marxismo-leninismo in Italia (Milano, 1972), pp. 184
and 195. Cf. the important essay "Mehrwert und Planung" in Claudio Pozzoli, ed.,
SpUtkapitalismus und Klassenkampf. Eine A uswahl aus den Quademi Rossi (Frankfurt am Main,
1972), pp. 56ff.
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Such parallels between an economist such as Pollock and a philosopher like
Adorno can only astonish those who are not familiar with the real
problematic (or even with the texts) of critical Marxism. From the very
beginning it has tried to interpret the dynamic of the modern production
process by recourse to the Marxian analysis of commodities: "We are
concerned above all with the principle at work here: the principle of
rationalization based on what is and can be calculated... Rationalization in
the sense of being able to predict with ever greater precision all the results to
be achieved is only to be acquired by the exact breakdown of every complex
into its elements and by the study of the special laws governing production...
This destroys the organic necessity with which inter-related special operations
are unified in the end-product. The unity of a product as a commodity no
longer coincides with its unity as a use-value; as society becomes more
radically capitalistic the increasing technical autonomy of the special
operations involved in production is expressed also, as an economic
autonomy, as the growing relativization of the commodity character of a
product at the various stages of production."

The mechanical fragmentation of the production process also shatters
those ties which united individual subjects of work into a community of
"organic" production. Mechanized production transforms these subjects into
abstract, isolated atoms whose association is increasingly mediated by the
abstract laws of the mechanism of society as a whole. In the system of social
labor, time loses its qualitative character, its mutability, in congealing as a
quantitatively measureable continuum which is correspondingly filled with
measureable "things" (the alienated operations of workers). The quantifying
abstraction of work—the subsumption of the production process under the
concept of calculability—is in the society of planned capitalism the
concretion of the abstract presupposition which is implicit in exchange
relations: "Bourgeois society is universally subject to the law of exchange, to
the 'like for like' computations which leave no remainder. Exchange is in its
very essence something timeless, as ratio itself—as the operations of
mathematics exclude the moment of time by virtue of their pure form. In the
same way concrete time.. .disappears from industrial production. This...
scarcely requires accumulated experience any more."81

Such an abstraction of the production process and of the internal organi-
zation of the industrial enterprise would be impossible "were it not for the fact
that it contained in concentrated form the whole structure of capitalist
society."82 The sphere within which "rational calculation" is effective is not

80. Lukacs, History and Class Consciousness, op.cit., pp. 88-89.
81. T.W. Adorno, "Was bedeutet Aufarbeitung der Vergangenheit?" in Erziehung zur

MUndigkeit. VortrUge und GesprUche mit Helmut Becker 19591969. ed. Gerd Kadelbach
(Frankfurt am Main, 1970), pp. ISff.

82. Lukacs, op.cit., p. 90; cf. Pollock, "State Capitalism," op.cit., passim, and Automation
op.cit., p. 291.
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only subjected to strict laws, but also presupposes the absolute lawfulness of
all events; i.e., this means the satisfaction of social needs is completely
realized in the form of commodity exchange. The atomization of individuals
is therefore only the mirroring of the fact that the "natural laws" of capitalist
production have seized all the life forms of the society on the level of
consciousness. For the first time in history all of society has been subjected to a
unitary and uniform economic process which controls and decides on the
activities and fate of all of its members. The commodity structure of "things"
and the lawfulness of their relations lends to social relations the character of
an innate naturalness which appears to the individual consciousness as an
insurmountable fact: "The thesis that society is subject to natural laws is
ideology if it is hypostatized as immutably given by nature. But these natural
laws are real as the laws of motion of the unconscious society.. .'>83

This natural lawfulness has a specific repercussion in the theoretical
dimension: what the philosophers once termed "Life"—the leitmotif of
Minima Moralia—has been reduced to the sphere of the private, of mere
consumption, which at the same time is the appendage and estranged form of
the material production process: "The change in the relations of production
themselves depends largely on what takes place in the 'sphere of
consumption,' the mere reflection of production and the caricature of true
life: in the consciousness and unconsciousness of individuals. Only by virtue
of opposition to production, as still not wholly encompassed by this order, can
men bring about another more worthy of human beings."84 Nevertheless,
Adorno appears here to have forgotten the point of departure; his attention is
directed toward the socialized form of reification and of exchange, to the
disadvantage of what is in reality the focal point of this socializing process of
labor: the modern factory. In clearly distancing himself from Lukacs, from
whom he had started, he tends to reduce the analysis of the modern capitalist
enterprise, which is based on the processes of automation and of the
parcellization of production activity, to a purely micro-sociological problem,
instead of seeing the enterprise as the cellular form of the whole capitalist
relation. As a consequence he can pose himself the "grimly comic" question:
where is the proletariat? This reduction cannot be explained simply by
recourse to historical causes which are doubtless important.85 The failure of
revolution, the crisis of 1929, fascism and the development of the Soviet
Union can perhaps explain some of the characteristic features of Adorno's
thought: the tacit adherence to the fundamental categories of Marxian
analysis (which were suspended by the checkmating of the objective historical
movement, i.e., the tendency toward crisis and to the collapse of the system),

83. Adorno, Negative Dialectics, trans. E.B. Ashton (New York, 1973), pp. 355-356.
Translation slightly altered—ed.

84. Minima Moralia, op.cit., p. 15.
85. The most thorough analysis in this sense appears in H.J. Krahl, "The Political Contra-

dictions in Adorno's Critical Theory," Telos, No. 21 (Fall, 1974), pp. 164-167.



POLITICAL ECONOMY AND CRITICAL THEORY / 79

the de-materialization of concepts, and the evaporation of history in Negative
Dialectics, where the conception of history moves close to the empty
categories of Heidegger. Historical factors do not explain, however, how the
checkmating of the historical movement is expressed in Adorno's theory by an
unavoidable absence of the connecting link which must unite with praxis;
they do not explain how this absence becomes a theory-immanent fact which
points to the inadequacy of the critical appropriation of the real, antagonistic
totality. In order to move beyond Critical Theory, it is necessary to proceed in
accordance with the critique of ideology and to grasp the weakness of the link
with praxis as the immanent limit of the theory itself. If one tries, however, to
escape from the limbo of completely general expressions in order to see how
this limit is actually constituted, then one finds that it is not simply a matter
of peculiarity of the thought of Adorno and Horkheimer, but goes back even
further to the beginnings of "critical Marxism," to Lukacs' History and Class
Consciousness. It derives from the dialectical relationship between the
abstract (quantitative) rationality of "what remains" (of capitalist
domination) and the bursting forth of the qualitative dimension. As is well
known, Lukacs solves the problem through a re-translation of the relationship
into a dialectic of the consciousness of an absolute subject-object (the
proletariat) which then becomes the guarantee of historical development and
of the inevitability of revolution. Critical Theory decisively rejects this
idealistic and Hegelianizing interpretation of Marxism and confronts it with
the contingent character of the materialist dialectic,86 without being able to
point to a positive solution.

The question is still far from being solved—even with the most recent
Marxist interpretations which have often turned out to be satisfied with a
"scientistic" reduction of the concept of praxis by which the problematic of
class consciousness is completely eliminated. As a consequence, the basic
problem of Critical Theory—the relationship between the blocking, the self-
structuration of the historical process (which Alfred Schmidt describes as the
"freezing of historical movement"), and the bursting forth of the qualitative
dimension—is still our problem today. The simple reference to the form of
the dialectic not only offers no solution, but obscures the difficulties inherent
in this relationship upon which the entire problematic of revolutionary
subjectivity is suspended. Nor can the conflict be solved by a confrontation of
the "immediate needs" of human "essence" and its capitalist "plundering."
The Marxian analysis of commodity fetishism does not have as its outcome the
"rediscovery" of "estranged human subjectivity"87 under fetishistic

86. With his empiricist interpretation of this contingency J. Habermas has begun a clear
revision of Marxian value theory and thus broken through Adorno's static orthodoxy (cf. "Zur
philosophischen Diskussion um Marx und den Marxismus," in Theorie und Praxis TNeuwied and
Berlin, 1963], p. 322).

87. Thus, Colletti renews repeatedly-without really knowing i t - the really weak point of
Lukacs1 analysis of alienation. Cf. From Rousseau to Lenin, trans. John Merrington and Judith
White (London, 1972), p. 89.
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objectivity, but rather the unveiling of the fact that behind commodity
exchange are hidden determinate relations of production. One must
therefore depart from the determinate process of the capitalist socialization of
labor in order to correctly pose the question of class consciousness, which is
itself inseparable from the given material level of class composition.

As noted, the problem is still far from being solved, but—and this is
important —its solution cannot remain purely "philosophical" (just as little as
it can be exhausted in a critical-philological restoration of texts). Nor can the
solution be given by the—often appealed to—supersession of the disciplinary
boundaries which isolate economics and philosophy. It cannot be a matter of
translating both fields reciprocally into one another (with that one would not
succeed in getting much beyond traditional "syncretism"), but one of the
transcendence of both from the perspective of the critique of ideology.

The condition for the return of theory to historical praxis consists in
allowing theory's own categories to become effective, i.e., subsuming theory
itself under the new material created by the real totality, and thereby
recovering analytical capacity. This presupposes, however, the reappro-
priation of the critique of political economy, the sole means—following the
Marxian turn—to "ascend" from the abstract to the concrete.
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