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DUNAYEVSKAYA’S CONCEPT OF “MARX’S MARXISM”

AND THE VALUE THEORY DEBATE

Andrew Kliman and Anne Jaclard

Introduction

The concept of “Marx’s Marxism,” and its distinction from what she called “post-Marx Marxism,” are central to Raya Dunayevskaya’s (1991) Rosa Luxemburg, Women’s Liberation, and Marx’s Philosophy of Revolution (RLWLMPR), first published in 1981.  As the title suggests, this book is not primarily a work of economic theory, but a wide-ranging exploration of the relationship of revolutionary philosophy to revolutionary activity and organization.  It is nonetheless the case that, in the renewed debate over Marx’s value theory that has flowered during the last half-decade,
 the concept of Marx’s Marxism articulated in RLWLMPR has become a prominent one.  In his review of the 1996 collection Marx and Non-Equilibrium Economics, for instance, Bruce Roberts (1998:321) notes that what he considers “the problematic goal of reclaiming ‘Marx’s Marxism’ looms large in this volume.”  

Yet despite its prominence in this debate, or perhaps we should say noteriety, the import of Dunayevskaya’s concept of Marx’s Marxism is still not well appreciated.  The task of this paper is to explore its meaning and implications more fully, including its implications for the value theory debate.

Within the value theory debate, the general issue of the contrast between Marx’s Marxism and post-Marx Marxism takes the particular form of a contrast between Marx’s value theory and the value theories of post-Marx Marxists.  What Dunayevskaya (1991:195) identified as post-Marx Marxists’ “truncat[ions]” of Marx’s work takes the particular form of attempts to have a “Marxian economics” without Marx’s value theory, and without other value-theoretic dimensions of his work, such as his law of the falling tendency of the profit rate.  And what Dunayevskaya regarded as a general tendency of post-Marx Marxists, beginning with Engels, to substitute their own ideas for Marx’s, to speak on his behalf,
 takes the particular form of Marxist economists’ “corrections” to his value theory.

If Marx’s own, original, value theory were in fact logically incoherent, as has long been alleged, then such corrections, truncations, and revisions would be fully justified, and indeed necessary and inevitable.  Yet during the past two decades, proponents of what is now known as the temporal single-system (TSS) interpretation have refuted all allegations of internal inconsistency in the quantitative dimension of Marx’s own value theory (see e.g., Freeman and Carchedi (eds.) 1996, Kliman and McGlone 1999).  As understood by the TSS interpretation, Marx’s own theory is logically sound.  

That does not mean Marx’s theory is necessarily right.  But it does mean that the so-called corrections are not corrections; there is no logical error that they are fixing.  It is rather the case that the Marxist economists who have claimed to be correcting Marx simply disagree with him.  There is nothing wrong with that.  They are certainly entitled to their own theories.  And since Marx’s own value theory has not in fact been shown to be internally inconsistent, he is likewise entitled to his own theory. 

This proposal seems quite reasonable to us, but Marxist economists have resisted it.  Many participants in the value theory debate even seem to regard the concept of “Marx’s own value theory,” as well as “Marx’s Marxism,” as signs of dogmatism.  They construe these terms as claims that one’s own views were also Marx’s, or that one’s interpretation of Marx is the “true” one, or even, perhaps, that Marx’s having said something makes it right.  

We do not think this was Dunayevskaya’s intention.  She elsewhere wrote that “each generation must interpret Marxism for itself” (Dunayevskaya 19xx:xxx).  That she did not think there was necessarily one correct interpretation in every case is likewise clear from her comment that Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit “allows for a great variety of interpretations (very often by the same discerning reading upon each rereading of a passage)” (Dunayevskaya 1989b:10).  

The most important point here, however, is that it simply is not the case that the purpose of Dunayevskaya’s concept of Marx’s Marxism was to attribute her own views to Marx, to claim that her interpretation of Marx was correct, or to appeal to authority.  Had she wanted to say “here is what I think, and I have arrived at this position on the basis of reading Marx,” we agree that the proper thing would have been to say just that, and not to call it “Marx’s Marxism.”  What, then, does the concept actually mean?  How is it different from such a mislabeling of one’s own views?

We have identified three differences (there may be others).   Dunayevskaya’s concept of “Marx’s Marxism”

· affirms that something called Marx’s Marxism does in fact exist;

· refers to an “objective” body of ideas;

· functions to counter the subsumption of Marx’s ideas under those of post-Marx Marxists.

We will take up each of these points in turn.

Existence of “Marx’s Marxism”

That Marx’s Marxism exists may seem to be an obvious,undeniable fact.  Why belabor the point, much less make a theoretical category out of it?  Surely this could not have been Dunayevskaya’s intent?  Our answer is that the existence of Marx’s Marxism has indeed been disputed quite regularly.  A long tradition alleges that some sort of “break” occurred between the so-called “early” and “mature” Marx.  He is said to have turned from philosophy to economics, or to have rejected his Hegelian and humanist beginnings in favor of “science,” and so forth.  More recently, other scholars have alleged that a different break occurred –– a break on the part of the “late Marx” from an alleged earlier Eurocentrism and focus on the proletariat as the exclusive revolutionary subject (Shanin 1983).  

Such claims imply that Marx’s Marxism does not in fact exist.  Whereas the term “Marx’s Marxism” suggests coherence, totality, a continuity of development, these claims suggest that what exists are only discordant fragments produced by this break or that.  For instance, in arguing that the goal of reclaiming Marx’s Marxism is a problematic one, Roberts (cited above) seems to suggest that Marx left no single legacy that is capable of being reclaimed, but only some partial and conflicting legacies among which one must choose.  Having chosen this one or that, what one is in fact “reclaiming” is not Marx’s Marxism, but one’s own Marxism, the Marxism of one’s choice.

In marked contrast to this approach, Dunayevkaya argues in RLWLMPR that Marx’s work, from his 1841 dissertation to the end of his life, formed a totality, a coherent whole.  She does not deny that Marx’s views changed on some matters, nor claim that all his ideas were fully formed from the beginning.  Rather, she argues that the changes throughout his lifetime are not breaks with his past, but are developments of a unified “philosophy of revolution.”  Dunayevskaya calls this philosophy by his phrase “revolution in permanence,” and contends that it is both a vision that animates the whole of his life’s work, and the concept that makes his work a whole. “Our age…has the possibility of penetrating the totality of the Marxian philosophy of revolution through all its stages of development….Every moment of Marx’s development, as well as the totality of his works, spells out the need for ‘revolution in permanence’” (Dunayevskaya 1991:121, 195).

We suggest that Marx’s concept of “revolution in permanence” is a critical appropriation of Hegel’s concept of “absolute negativity” in which the latter is extended from the realm of philosophy into the realm of politics.  In both cases, the movement does not cease at the negation of what exists, but continues to a positive result.  We can understand the destruction of capitalist society in philosophic terms as “first negation,” and the creation of a new society as “second negation,” the positive moment of the dialectic.  This negativity reaches its positive moment when the individual,  in Marx’s (1973:488) words, “Strives not to remain something he has become, but is in the absolute movement of becoming.” 


Dunayevskaya contends that the red thread running through Marx’s entire body of ideas is this concept of self-development through unending negativity.  From his 1841 doctoral dissertation to his last investigations of what we now call the Third World, he carried out the idea he posed in 1841: “[T]he practice of philosophy is itself theoretical.  It is the critique that measures the individual existence by the essence, the particular reality by the Idea” (Marx 1975a:85). He was to actualize this concept of unbridled, thoroughgoing critique of all that exists for the rest of his life.


Dunayevskaya argues that Marx began to develop and concretize this concept of negativity even before he became a Marxist, at the time of his 1841 doctoral dissertation on Greek philosophy.  At that time, Marx broke with the Young Hegelians because he realized that Hegel, by confining the dialectic to the world of thought, had vitiated his avowed aim of breaking down the division between thought and reality.  Dunayevskaya contends that as Marx sought to go beyond Hegel’s self-limitation and make a new beginning in philosophy –– one that could be actualized in the real world –– he began to practice Hegel’s “absolute negativity” himself.  He expressed this philosophically in his dissertation when he wrote about Epicurus’ opposition to the “tyranny of religion” and passion for freedom of thought.  He extended the practice of negativity to society when, within the next two years, he broke with bourgeois society and named the proletariat as the agent for creating an entirely new one. 


Marx first referred to the concept of “revolution in permanence” in his 1843 essay “On the Jewish Question.”  There he criticized the limited character of the fight for civil rights within existing society, and called instead for “human emancipation” that could  be achieved “only by declaring the revolution to be permanent” (Marx 1975b:152, 156).  Dunayevskaya argues that the following year, in his Economic-Philosophic Manuscripts, “revolution in permanence” took the form of his critique of  Hegel for continuing to separate thought and reality, and his articulation of a positive humanism.  There Marx (1958: 319-20) critiques communism for being defined by its relation to private property, and calls for its transcendence: “[C]ommunism is humanism mediated by the transcendence of private property.  Only by the transcendence of this mediation…does there arise positive Humanism, beginning from itself.”  This articulation corresponds to the two “moments” of the Hegelian dialectic, in which the negation of the first negation is itself a positive.  

The positivity of second negation is echoed again in the 1848 Communist Manifesto, in which Marx declared, “In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we shall have an association, in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all” (Marx and Engels 1976: 506).  This declaration concretizes the goal of “revolution in permanence” as a new human society in which free individual development  becomes the basis for a free society. 


Dunayevskaya (1991: 161) argues that Marx’s expression of his humanist philosophy, far from falling away, “intensified” by means of his economic works of the 1850s and 1860s: 

[I]t is precisely his work on the Grundrisse and its relationship to what Marx called “epochs of social revolution” that gave him a new appreciation of  the Asiatic mode of production and the Oriental society’s resistance to British imperialism.  In a word, the dialectics of economic development and the dialectics of liberation led to a further development of the concept of permanent revolution, world revolution, under no matter what name.  

The Grundrisse and Capital elaborate the idea that the full and free development of human beings does not occur automatically with the overthrow of oppressive societies.  In the Grundrisse, he therefore puts forth as the goal not any institutional change, but rather “the development of all human powers as such the end in itself, not as measured on a predetermined yardstick” (Marx 1973:488).  Likewise, in Capital the motive force of self-expansion of capital — the production of capital as an end in itself –– is contrasted to “The true realm of freedom, the development of human powers as an end in itself” (Marx 1981:959).

Dunayevskaya contends that Marx elaborated “revolution in permanence” anew in the last years of his life, when he extended the concept by means of his investigations into non-Western societies and earlier periods of history.
  Marx’s perspective of “revolution in permanence” propelled him to consider, in his 1882 preface to the Russian edition of the “Communist Manifesto,” that backward Russia might reach socialism through a revolution that transformed its existing communal villages.  Thus, far from being an economic determinist who believed all societies must go through set stages, Marx’s methodology led him to project multilineal roads to revolution (Dunayevskaya 1991:180-88).  

In a manner that recalls his youthful desire to critique everything that exists against the Idea, his Ethnological Notebooks do not exclude any form of society from critique, in contrast to Engels uncritical view of primitive communism in Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State.  Marx digs out both the internal dualities in “primitive” societies that lead to class society, and the positive elements, such as the greater equality of women in Iroquois tribes and the forms of communal land ownership in Java. 


Dunayevskaya argues that these late writings, as well as his organizational document, “Critique of the Gotha Program,” round out Marx’s philosophy of “revolution in permanence.” By “philosophy” she indicates a world view, not just a set of distinct parts or a collection of  theories.  She contends that Marx’s body of ideas is greater than the sum of its parts, and contains a philosophy that reaches beyond the limitations of the founder’s historic period.  That is, long after the specific events the author addressed are past, it gives direction for the theoretic development of the meaning of new events.  His philosophy is both content and method for looking at the new.


Toward the end of her life in 1987, Dunayevskaya (1989a:4) characterized Marx’s 1844 Manuscripts as his “philosophic moment” because they contain in embryo the sum and substance of the philosophy he practiced throughout his life.  In RLWLMPR, she writes: 

Each of the major topics of the 1844 Manuscripts—Alienated Labor, Private Property and Communism, Critique of the Hegelian Dialectic and Philosophy as a Whole—was in the process of growing together into a single body of thought, a philosophy of revolution.  Philosophy pervades the whole; not only is the critique of philosophy “philosophical,” but so is the analysis of the political economy.  The struggle against private property is the struggle not only against the alienation of the product of labor but against the alienation of the very activity of labor as any kind of self-development.  [Dunayevskaya 1991:126]

 Marx’s Marxism as an Objective Body of Ideas

We have proposed that Dunayevskaya’s concept of “Marx’s Marxism,” just discussed, refers to an “objective” body of ideas.  In calling a body of ideas “objective,” what we mean is that ideas have their own dialectic, their own “logic.”  They carry their own consequences, their own implications.  Although ideas do, of course, develop by means of our own thinking, it is not necessarily the case that the path of their development is dictated by our own thinking.  The distinction can be seen even in something as simple as the development of a formal model.  On the basis of an initial notion, one writes down a set of relationships.  When these relationships are further worked out, studied, “solved,” the results are often unexpected and perhaps even contrary to one’s initial notion.  

We can thus contrast the “objectivity” of an idea to our “subjective” understanding of the idea.  With her concept of Marx’s Marxism, Dunayevskaya was referring to the former, not the latter.  As an objective body of ideas that has its own “logic,” carries its own implications, “Marx’s Marxism” differs in kind from Dunayevskaya’s or our own subjective understanding of it, and even from Marx’s self-understanding.  It simply is not the case that her concept of “Marx’s Marxism” refers to her own or to any other interpretation of Marx’s legacy.  A fortiori, she was not employing the concept in order to identify her interpretation either with Marx’s Marxism itself or with Marx’s self-understanding.  Instead, to use Hegel’s phrase, she was asking that we consider it “in and for itself.”

What may hinder acceptance of this argument is the fact that Dunayevskaya did indeed argue that Marx’s Marxism is a totality formed into a coherent whole by his philosophy of revolution in permanence, which certainly is her own interpretation.   The appearance of contradiction is resolved, however, when we recognize that her argument about “what Marx’s Marxism is” was not a definition of the concept of Marx’s Marxism, but a claim as to its content.  Although what Dunayevskaya held to be the content of Marx’s Marxism is without doubt an interpretation, it is not this to which the concept itself refers.

For this distinction to be tenable, concept and content must in fact be distinguishable.  We are claiming, in other words, that it is not the case that Marx’s Marxism “is” to Dunayevskaya  what she interprets it to be, while Marx’s Marxism “is” to X what X interprets it to be.  This claim follows from the notion that a body of ideas is objective, while one’s interpretation of it is subjective.  The object exists apart from the interpretation, and the interpretation may thus fail to comprehend its object adequately or correctly.  

This problem, of course, is just an instance of the general problem that our comprehension of any object may be faulty.  It arises in regard to interpretation precisely because, and only insofar as, ideas are objects in their own right, not immediately identical to our own thoughts about them.  Once the objectivity of ideas is granted, in other words, interpretations are not just interesting or useful “readings,” valuable in their own right.  They may be valid or invalid,
 and the normal analytical and empirical methods used to assess the validity of other statements can and must also be used to assess the validity of interpretations.

Countering the Subsumption of Marx’s Ideas

There is at least one more respect in which Dunayevskaya’s concept of Marx’s Marxism differs from a mislabelling of her own views or her interpretation of Marx.  It is that the function of the concept is not to characterize Dunayevskaya’s ideas, but to counter the subsumption of Marx’s own ideas under those of post-Marx Marxists. 

It is common to think in terms of a single entity called “Marxism,” a unitary “Marxist tradition,” “classical Marxism,” etc.  No one, of course, denies that differences among Marxists have existed, but such characterizations do tend to suggest that the commonalities outweigh the differences.  With the concept of Marx’s Marxism, Dunayevskaya broke radically from this approach.  She split all of Marxism into two, Marx’s Marxism and “Post-Marx Marxis[m], Beginning with Frederick Engels” (Dunayevskaya 1991:175).
  She argued that even the greatest of the post-Marx Marxists, those who did attempt to concretize and develop Marx’s work, did not root themselves in the totality of his body of ideas, nor in his body of ideas as a totality.   That is, they failed fully to appreciate Marx’s philosophy of “revolution in permanence” as what made his body of ideas a coherent whole.  

Dunayevskaya’s point was not to deny that Engels, Luxemburg, Lenin, etc. were Marxists.  Her characterization of them as post-Marx Marxists makes clear that the opposite is the case.  She was not telling us that “this is Marxism” and “that is not,” but rather that there is more than one Marxism.  In contrast, it is the usual approach that, in referring to a unitary “Marxism,” inevitably distinguishes between what is “Marxism” and what is not.  It is thus Dunayevskaya’s approach that is pluralistic, whereas the usual approach is monistic.  

We therefore find it a bit peculiar when the specter of dogmatism is raised in relation to the concept of Marx’s Marxism.  Dunayevskaya was asking that Marx’s own Marxism be recognized as something unique, not that her own views be recognized as Marx’s.

The contrast between the usual approach and Dunayevskaya’s is not, however, merely a matter of numbers, of one Marxism versus more than one.  In their efforts to create a unity among different Marxist thinkers, interpreters have often searched for a “lowest common denominator,” something that has tended to foster watered-down, simplistic presentations of Marx’s own ideas.  An even deeper problem is that the attempt to forge a unitary Marxist tradition has often had the effect of subsuming Marx’s ideas under those of other Marxists or under the “tradition” as a whole, of blurring the differences between them.  It thus fosters the notion that the ideas of others are substitutable for Marx’s, that others can speak for him. 

Smith (1996:18), an author who writes from out of his long personal experience in the Marxist movement, notes that this process often results in the “silenc[ing]” of Marx, and of other thinkers who have been subjected to the same treatment.  Their 

ideas are processed into a few sound-bites and assimilated into the existing mind-set of the time …. After that, as you pick up one of their books … you already ‘know’ what it is all about.  Anything which contradicts your original notion of the author’s ideas can then be dismissed as an aberration.  They are now effectively silenced for the rest of time.  Safely dead, they can’t stop their work being falsified in this way.  It is extremely difficult to get through to their ideas and to listen to what they actually had to say.  

The subsumption of Marx’s own ideas under one’s own has characterized post-Marx Marxism from the start.  The German Social Democracy prior to World War I never saw the need to publish a complete edition of Marx’s writings.  His 1844 Manuscripts, the Grundrisse, and his Ethnological Notebooks were among the works that remained unpublished.  That which the Social Democrats did publish, such as Marx’s Theories of Surplus-Value, was often heavily edited.  

This attitude to Marx’s work was not restricted to just one political current.  Even the great Bolshevik archivist, David Ryazanov, speaking after the Russian Revolution, dismissed Marx’s Ethnological Notebooks as a “waste [of] so much time” –– despite the fact that he had not yet read them! (Dunayevskaya 1991:177-78).  As Smith, Dunayevskaya, and Shanin all emphasize, moreover, even the post-Marx Marxists of Marx’s own era “forgot” about the letters in which he argued that a technologically backward country such as Russia could move to socialism without first passing through capitalism.  Shanin (1983:18) comments that 

Much psychologistic rubbish was written in Russia and in the West about how and why those writings were forgotten by Plekhanov, Zasulich, Axelrod, etc. and about the ‘need for specialised psychologists to have it explained’.  It was probably simpler and cruder.  Already in Marx’s own generation there were marxists who knew better than Marx what marxism is and were prepared to censor him on the sly, for his own sake.

Thus, it has been the case that generations of post-Marx Marxists have based their thought and activity on a truncated version of what had been Marx’s own Marxism.  Such truncation was to some extent unavoidable, since prior generations of Marxists did not have access to the totality of Marx’s works.  Yet as we have just shown, this lack of access was likewise a situation that prior generations of post-Marx Marxists themselves created.  They took a selective attitude towards Marx’s work, and did not make the publication of his unpublished works a priority. Dunayevskaya thus suggests that post-Marx Marxists’ truncation of Marx’s legacy is their responsibility, explicable in terms of their own differences from Marx.  The dimensions of his thought that they did not know were not felt by them to be dimensions they required (see esp. Dunayevskaya 1991:118).

Dunayevskaya’s splitting of the category of Marxism serves to counter this process of subsumption and truncation.  Far from restricting the free development of ideas, it opens up the possibility of Marx once again speaking for himself.   This of course benefits Marx, by letting his ideas, in their original form, once again contend in the public space.  It also benefits readers, by signaling that a direct engagement with his body of ideas is possible.  Instead of following one or another post-Marx Marxist as an “external mediator” between Marx and oneself, accepting their understanding of his work, readers can make a fresh return to his body of ideas.  The distinction between Marx’s Marxism and post-Marx Marxism valorizes one’s reading and thinking for oneself, instead of through what Smith calls the “existing mind-set of the time,” and it challenges the reader to do so. 

Conclusion:  The Concept of “Marx’s Marxism” in the Value Theory Debate

The value theory debate is of course not about whether Marx had a body of ideas made into a coherent whole by a philosophy of revolution in permanence, or whether his Marxism was different from others’.  Nonetheless, the issues we have discussed above do arise within the value theory debate.  We will conclude by indicating briefly some of the ways in which they do so.


We noted above that Dunayevskaya’s concept that Marx’s Marxism exists, i.e., that it forms a whole, stands in contrast to the notion that his legacy is an inconsistent one.  The claim that Marx’s thought was punctuated by breaks implies that there exists no single Marxism that was Marx’s own.  It thus necessitates that one choose among his competing legacies.  A different, but equally important, version of the notion that Marx’s legacy is inconsistent is the century-old allegation that his value theory in Capital is internally inconsistent.   It implies that his various propositions about value fail to hang together as a single theory.  And since much of Capital is grounded in its value theory, many of the work’s most central tenets are not sustainable in their original form.  Thus, the allegation of internal inconsistency necessitates that one choose which aspects of Capital, if any, to retain, and which to discard or revise.

In contrast, Dunayevskaya’s concept of Marx’s Marxism implies that his legacy does possess the coherence that allows it to be reclaimed and developed as a totality.  Similarly, the recent discoveries of an interpretation that refutes the purported proofs of internal inconsistency implies that it is possible to read Capital in a manner that yields a coherent value theory.  It is thus possible to reclaim and develop this work as a whole.  

Another parallel is closely related to this.  The concept of Marx’s Marxism denotes a dividing line between Marx’s own work and that of his interpreters.  The refutations of the claims that Marx’s value theory in its original form has been proved to be internally inconsistent in effect constitute a similar dividing line.  Since, as we mentioned earlier, Marx’s own theory has not been shown to be internally inconsistent, and this implies that there is no need to correct it, the so-called corrections of his theory are instead alternatives to it.  Thus, just as the concept of Marx’s Marxism acts to counter the subsumption of Marx’s work under a unitary “Marxist tradition,” allows him to speak for himself, and thereby offers the reader a new alternative, so too do the refutations of the proofs of internal inconsistency.  

A final parallel concerns the fact that, just as Dunayevskaya’s concept of Marx’s Marxism refers to his own body of ideas, not her own “take” on the content of that body of ideas, the task of understanding Marx’s own value theory has become central to the latest stage of the value theory debate.  In this respect it differs from earlier stages of the debate.  So long as the internal inconsistency of the original theory was taken for granted, debate revolved around the respective merits of various “approaches” that arose in response to, and in order to resolve or evade, Marx’s alleged inconsistencies.  Now that the proofs of internal inconsistency have been refuted, however, it is beginning to be recognized that interpretations of Marx’s value theory must justify themselves not in terms of their own subjective appeal or merits as theories, but in terms of their objective validity, their correspondence to the original theory.  

Proponents of the temporal single-system interpretation in particular have argued that an interpretation of Marx’s theory is adequate as an interpretation only insofar as it is able to make sense of the original.  They have also proposed that the ability of an interpretation to replicate his theoretical results on the basis of his premises constitutes a crucial empirical test of the interpretation’s ability to make sense of it (see, e.g., Kliman and McGlone 1999).  Thus an interpretation under which the alleged internal inconsistencies in Marx’s value theory disappear is superior, as an interpretation, to those under which the inconsistencies persist.  

Other participants in the value theory debate still frequently misunderstand this point.  They have claimed that it is dogmatic to hold that empirical evidence shows that some interpretations of Marx’s value theory are invalid, while another has withstood the tests.  Isn’t everyone entitled to her or his own interpretation of Marx?  Employing E.D. Hirsch’s (1967; see note 4) distinction, our answer is that everyone is entitled to her or his own assessment of the significance or importance of Marx’s work, but interpretations can indeed fail to comprehend the meaning of his work itself.  Whether they have in fact failed to do so needs to be decided by means of the usual methods of assessing the truth-value of claims about objective phenomena. 

In drawing parallels between the concept of Marx’s Marxism and the value theory debate, we have not meant to suggest that the two matters are reducible to one.  It is possible, for instance, to accept that Marx’s value theory is internally coherent without accepting either Dunayevskaya’s concept of Marx’s Marxism or her own understanding of its content.  We do suspect, however, that the parallels to which we have pointed are not mere coincidences.  Following McGlone (1997), we suggest that what is involved in both cases are contrasting attitudes to a coherent, total body of ideas in general and to Marx’s in particular.  

Perhaps it is not the facts alone, but also subjective attitudes and interests, that have led post-Marx Marxists to find both “breaks” in the historical trajectory of Marx’s thought, and inconsistencies in his value theory.  Perhaps it is not the facts alone, but also subjective attitudes and interests, that have led them to substitute themselves for Marx in various ways –– by “forgetting” about his conclusion that Russia could bypass capitalism; by dismissing his Ethnological Notebooks as a “waste” of time; by “correcting” his value theory, and so on.   Perhaps each of these particular cases is an instance of more general phenomena:  “marxists who kn[o]w better than Marx what marxism is” (Shanin 1983:18) and “Intellectuals [… who] seem to find irresistable the temptation to bring the bigger-than-life founder down to size” (Dunayevskaya 1991:178).
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Notes

� It is largely by means of the concept of commodity value that Marx (1977:92), in Capital, attempted to “reveal the economic law of motion of modern society.”  For a full century, the central issue in the value theory debate has been, and remains, whether his value theory is internally coherent, i.e., whether it is possible to interpret Marx’s theoretical premises in a manner such that his conclusions do in fact follow from them.  The debate is therefore not primarily about assessing the importance or correctness of either his premises or his conclusions.


   


� Dunayevskaya was in general deeply appreciative of Engels’ contributions.  She called him “Marx’s closest collaborator, without whom we would not have had either volumes 2 or 3 of Capital,” and wrote that he “could be considered, in some fundamental respects, a cofounder of Historical Materialism.”  She noted also that “Engels was modest enough not to allow the movement to behave as if he, Engels, were Marx” (Dunayevskaya 1991: 118).  What Dunayevskaya (1991:xxiv) criticized was Engels’ assumption that his Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State was Marx’s “bequest”; in this respect, he became “overconfident about his own prowess of interpreting Marx” and “assume[d] he was speaking for Marx.”  In addition to differing with the interpretation of Marx’s Ethnological Notebooks contained in Engels’ Origin, Dunayevskaya (1991:xxvi) argued that Engels’ “interpretation of the dialectic” differed from Marx’s.


 


�  His Ethnological Notebooks, published in 1972, contain some of Marx’s notes on his readings in anthropology, but much of the contents of his many notebooks are only now in the process of  being published.





� Hirsch (1967) makes this point forcefully in his Validity in Interpretation.  He argues that while the significance of a text can be different for each reader and in different periods, there is an “objectively valid interpretation” (p. 2) of the meaning of the text.  This is similar to our own distinction between the understanding of an idea and the idea itself.


  


� Dunayevskaya (1996:259) wrote that “the category ‘post-Marx Marxists’ [is not] a mere chronological designation,” but “the essential dividing line between Marx’s own works and those of any interpreter, and that includes Engels.”
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