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A B S TR AC T  

The article examines Heinrich's analysis of Marx's critique of political economy, particularly 

focusing on the interplay between scientific revolution and classical tradition. While Marx 

initiates a scientific break from classical political economy, his exposition remains ambivalently 

tethered to it. Heinrich identifies key theoretical elements of classical political economy ð 

individualism, anthropologism, and empiricism ð that shape its discourse. Following Heinrichõs 

interpretation, it is possible to define the characteristics that give Marxõs critique of political 

economy its scientific status, specifically: anti-empiricism, anti-anthropologism, and anti-

historicism. These characteristics enable Marxõs critique to establish a radically alternative 

scientific paradigm compared to that of classical political economy and neo-classical economics. 

The article further explores the conceptualization of social relations as the new theoretical object, 

which cannot be merely observed empirically but requires a sophisticated abstraction that 

transcends empirical methodologies. The discussion culminates in an analysis of value as a social 

relation, contrasting it with classical views that treat value as an inherent quality of commodities. 

This nuanced perspective underscores the necessity for a theoretical framework that captures the 

social dimensions of labor and value, thereby advancing our understanding of modern economic 

structures. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Science of Value by Michael Heinrich has the great virtue of being 

simultaneously complex and clear. This is a quality that is not secondary and that 

perhaps characterises many works that are or aspire to be òclassicsó. Complexity is 

undoubtedly defined by the subject matter, the tools used for exposition (theoretical 

abstraction and philology), and the overall architecture of the work. Clarity, on the 

other hand, finds expression in the specific vocabulary (always well defined, 
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punctual, formally determined), in the conceptual coherence, in the limpid and 

linear style of Heinrich's discourse. 

Clarity and complexity immediately present themselves to our eyes right from 

the title. Science of Value is perhaps the most effective summary of the content of 

Marx's critique of political economy. At the same time, behind the words òscienceó 

and òvalueó lies a complex conceptual weave that Heinrich shows us in the 

Introduction and deepens in the course of the book. 

2. SCIENCE 

It is rare, especially in today's world so ideologically disoriented addressing the 

word òscienceó, to find a work that claims some kind of scientificity right from the 

title. To speak of òscienceó, in fact, runs the risk of appearing to be scientists, 

positivists, idealists, coryphaeans of invertebrate progress, and so on. But what 

òscienceó is and what it deals with, and how it deals with it, is not a preliminarily 

resolvable question; science is defined by the object of its discourse. This is a point 

that Heinrich, on the basis of an anti-empiricist and anti-positivist epistemology, 

makes clear by relying on a conceptual network supported by the concepts of 

òparadigmó, òproblématiqueó and òtheoretical fieldó. 

Compared to the abstractness of the neo-positivist philosophy of science (both 

in its inductivist and falsificationist sides), contemporary critical epistemology has 

put on the table an anti-reductionist approach to science, according to which science 

does not merely formulate observations and theories, but poses questions and 

problems, from which it defines its object and the margins of production of so-called 

facts. Heinrich prefers the notion of òproblématiqueó and its intertwining with the 

òtheoretical fieldó to the discontinuist concept of òparadigmó (dating back to Kuhn's 

The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, published in 1962). If on the level of the 

problématique we are able to see the structure of scientific discourse, on the level 

of the theoretical field, on the other hand, we can grasp the effects of those 

assumptions that define the object of discourse and the ways in which it is given to 

understanding. It is therefore possible that different problems express the same 

theoretical field, or even there is no full coincidence between the problem posed 

and the theoretical field investigated (as sometimes happens in Marx). 

Along this thread, Heinrich comes to propose a radical configuration of the 

òscientific revolutionó: 

By scientific revolution we do not simply mean the shift to a new paradigm, but only 

the shift to a paradigm that breaks with the theoretical field of previous paradigms. 

That is, in order to speak of a scientific revolution, it is not enough to ask new 
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questions; it must be the concept of the object of science, its concept of actual reality , 

and thus, coherently, the concept of science itself that must change1. 

For Heinrich, in fact, this conceptual articulation makes it possible to better grasp 

the specific historicity of science as well as the socio-historical conditioning that 

weighs on its evolution: 

What the concept of the theoretical field seeks to delineate, and which is socially 

conditioned, are not simply certain class or group interests [....], but rather 

fundamental perceptual structures, a certain organisation of common sense, of what 

is taken for granted, which penetrate scientific work. These are òobjective forms of 

thoughtó (Marx) that result from the basic structure of the respective society2. 

Consequently, every science, along with its own conditions of scientificity and 

historicity, posits a specific dialectic between subject and object also affected by 

historical circumstances; in which one assesses how much of the subject there is in 

the object and how much of the object there is in the subject. Science after all is also 

mediation a parte subjecti and a parte objecti, but the subjectivity we are talking 

about, like objectivity, is not something arbitrary and contingent, but a social 

product.  

The meta-theoretical character of Marxian science immediately emerges from 

these considerations. The critique of political economy, in fact, is not science sans 

phrase, but is critical science, that is, a discourse that founds its conditions of 

scientificity through the immanent critique of a specific knowledge, the knowledge 

of political economy. Marxian science founds itself as science in the course of its 

unfolding as critique. The key moment, according to Heinrich, of this self-

foundation is, as we shall see, the theory of value. 

Nevertheless, the Marxian scientific rupture is far from evident and 

accomplished. Its maturation is a real exercise in hermeneutic production. On this 

point, Heinrich's position can already be guessed from the volume's subtitle: the 

critique of political economy between scientific revolution and classical tradition. It 

is precisely that òbetweenó that marks Heinrich's entire discourse. On the one hand, 

Marx makes a scientific revolution with respect to the theoretical field of political 

economy, on the other hand, Marxian exposition continues to remain dependent 

on that theoretical field in certain respects. It is not just a matter of posing the 

problem of whether or not Marx was aware of the break with the theoretical field 

of political economy (as both Althusser and the Neue Marx-Lektüre had done); the 

question is more radical, given that it is Marx's òcategorical developmentó that 

òremains, in certain decisive passages, ambivalentó3. 

 
1 Heinrich, M. (2023), La scienza del valore. La critica marxiana dellõeconomia politica tra 

rivoluzione scientifica e tradizione classica, a cura di R. Bellofiore e S. Breda, Milano, Mimesis, p. 

107. 
2 Ivi, p. 106. 
3 Ivi, p. 109. 
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We believe that the main merit of Heinrich's work is precisely that of showing 

with extreme clarity where the theoretical gap between political economy and 

Marxian theory lies, taking care to identify, both in terms of method and object of 

analysis, the scope of the scientific revolution and at the same time the limits of 

Marxian presentation and the multiple relapses in a discourse ð that of political 

economy ð which is never quite consciously overcome. 

In doing so, if the author's argumentation is clear, it is at the same time very 

articulate: the reconstruction of the discourse presupposes a continuous hand-to-

hand with the Marxian texts that must be understood in their genesis and 

stratification: there is no moment in which the rupture is affirmed as definitive; the 

theoretical fields often proceed, and for long stretches, side by side. 

3. MARXõS SCIENTIFIC REVOLUTION  

Classical political economy is in fact based on essentialist, individualist and 

empiricist methodological assumptions, which circumscribe a scientific paradigm in 

which òvalue formó, òsurplus valueó, òabstract labouró, etc. cannot even be 

conceived. The anomalies of political economy cannot be resolved within its own 

theoretical field; new categories, a new nomenclature, new problems, a new 

theoretical field are needed: new words and new concepts for a scientific revolution. 

Understanding Marx's scientific revolution means, for Heinrich, bringing anti-

anthropologism, anti-individualism and anti-empiricism to the surface as its essential 

features. 

Classical political economy develops a labour theory of value that aims to 

understand the exchange relations between commodities and to identify the laws 

that underpin the distribution of the wealth produced within production processes. 

In this sense, value is the object towards which science orients its discourse. The 

author states that for classical political economy, value is labour because, in the final 

instance, can be traced back to the òsacrifice of labour made in to obtainó4 a 

commodity or òthe toil and trouble of acquiring itó5. In this perspective, value 

becomes an ahistorical category that characterises exchange relations between 

individuals regardless of the specific social form in which they are given. Such 

(methodological) individualism is an offshoot of the anthropology that underpins 

economic discourse: from the outset individuals are the commodity owners of 

modern society, whose actions are an expression of their inner essence, what for 

Smith is the natural propensity to exchange and barter and for modern economics 

 
4 Ricardo, D. (1951), Absolute value and exchangeable value, in Id., The Works and 

Correspondence of David Ricardo, ed. By Piero Sraffa, Vol. IV, Cambridge, Cambridge University 

Press, p. 397. 
5 Smith, A. (1979), An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, Oxford, 

Oxford University Press, p. 47. 
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the tendency to maximise utility in a context of scarcity. Individualism and 

essentialist anthropologism are the first elements that perimeter the discourse of 

political economy, its theoretical field. 

Finally, the discourse of political economy is empiristic: which for Heinrich 

means that (for political economy) the fundamental structure of society is 

immediately accessible to the sensitive intuition of the researcher or is 

comprehensible from an idealisation that reproduces the characters and behaviour 

of social agents. 

The categories of political economy, for Henrich, immediately reflect what can 

be ascertained empirically. This applies as much to the (in more concrete Marxian 

terms) categories of profit, rent and interest as it does to labour-value which, if it 

cannot be ascertained immediately, can be traced back to the social agent's ideal 

assessment of the difficulty of producing the commodity. In the discourse of 

political economy, value appears independent from the form of social organisation 

of production; it is a property that pertains to the products of labour regardless of 

the structure of society. 

Both individualism and essentialist anthropologism and empiricism make 

political economy a science incapable of grasping capitalist production as a specific 

historical form of human production.  

Individualism and essentialist anthropologism are abandoned by Marx beginning 

with the German Ideology and the Theses on Feuerbach. Human essence is not 

something natural and eternal, and individuals must be understood from the social 

relations they establish between themselves. Marx's focus shifts from individuals and 

their generic essence, to the social relations that are now understood as constitutive 

of the social agents themselves. Sociality cannot be understood from the actions of 

social agents, because the very constitution of social agents is determined from the 

social relations within which they are embedded.   

For Heinrich what emerges with the German Ideology is a new concept of social 

reality as òa whole composed of different moments or levels, where consciousness, 

or thought, as the expression of these moments is itself an integral part of social 

realityó6. A social reality at the centre of which are the relations of production, which 

present themselves as a constitutive moment in relation to the other moments or 

levels. 

While it is true that through the German Ideology there is a profound break with 

the theoretical field of political economy, Heinrich shows how Marx had not yet 

developed a critique of empiricism. Those social relations of production that make 

it possible to reconstruct the different modes of production that have followed one 

another in history for the Marx of 1845 can be empirically ascertained and then 

understood in their internal articulation. This lack of awareness of the necessity of 

overcoming the empiricist perspective does not allow Marx to understand the 

 
6 Heinrich, M., La scienza del valoreé, p. 242. 
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categorical inadequacies of political economy, so much so that in The Poverty of 

Philosophy and Wage Labour and Capital he can limit himself to criticising the lack 

of historicity of classical political economy, largely sharing Ricardo's theory of value. 

That is to say, without realising that the eternalisation of capitalist production 

accomplished by political economy depends strictly on the way it conceives the 

fundamental categories of its discourse; without yet realising that the new object of 

analysis, the social relation of production, requires a new categorical apparatus and 

a non-empiricist epistemology. 

4. HOW TO CONCEPTUALIZE A RELATIONSHIP 

If the social relation of production becomes the new theoretical object, it cannot 

in any way be simply ascertained empirically: if it is possible to ascertain the actions 

of individuals empirically, the social relation must be theoretically reconstructed 

through a system of abstractions that is not a simple idealisation of the actions of 

agents. As Heinrich states, òby starting not from individuals but from social 

relations, Marx begins not from the individual but from the universal, which, 

however, he places immediately in empirical realityó7. 

The fundamental epistemological problem becomes how to conceptualise the 

relation. 

If the relation cannot be experienced or reconstructed from the actions of social 

agents (because social agents are merely the bearers of it), the categories called upon 

to understand this relation cannot have an immediate empirical reference either. At 

the same time, such categories must be able to explain and reconstruct that 

immediate empirics to which political economy remains anchored.  

This methodological awareness, for Heinrich, finds explicit expression only in 

the 1857 Introduction to Grundrisse, and an application in Capital and its 

preparatory manuscripts, although, as already mentioned, the theoretical field of 

political economy resurfaces frequently in the presentation. 

The fundamental categories of the critique of political economy (commodity, 

value, capital, etc.) are categories that express relations. For Heinrich, they are 

universals that empirically cannot be ascertained but are necessary to understand 

the structure of modern production. Moreover, these universals are not just 

ònamesó or ògeneralisationsó, they are real universals, structuring relations that 

articulate empirical reality and which alone make it comprehensible. The 

relationship between knowing subject and known object is complicated in 

comparison to the empiricist-naturalist perspective: "Marx is very clear that scientific 

knowledge requires a non-empirical theoretical level, that it must operate with 

 
7 Ivi, p. 249. 
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concepts that do not have an immediate empirical correlate, that it must begin with 

an abstract and have real abstractions as its object"8. 

As Marx stated in the 1861-1863 Manuscripts òThe political economist [é] 

knows of nothing but either tangible objects or ideas - relations do not exist for 

himó9. Now that the relation, what  remains hidden to political economy, has 

become the object of theory, it requires a conceptualisation to which empiricism 

cannot provide an answer. 

5. VALUE AS A SOCIAL RELATIONSHIP 

We will now try to show how Heinrich reconstructs the Marxian 

conceptualisation of value as a social relation. 

Political economy starts from the fact that commodities are exchanged and have 

a value and its problem is to identify the cause of this value. For political economy, 

value is a primitive datum that cannot be analysed further: it is something inherent 

in the relationship that is determined between human beings and nature regardless 

of the social structure of production. Where there is human production there is 

immediately value. 

Marx's starting point is completely different: it is not a question of starting from 

value, it is a question of understanding the reason why a given product of human 

labour takes on the form of value, it is a question of understanding why the product 

of human labour, in addition to having a series of qualities attributable to its physical 

corporeity, takes on the (social) property of being value. The starting point of 

Marxian presentation is in fact the commodity, not only as the product of labour, 

but as the product of a specific social organisation that now becomes the object of 

analysis: the commodity as social relation. It is not a question of reducing value to 

labour, but understanding how labour becomes value. Diane Elson has coined an 

insightful formula for Marxian theory: it is not a òlabour theory of valueó, but a 

òvalue theory of labouró10, in which it is abstract labour (and not labour concretely 

produced) that is the substance of value. Purely social substance that is realised in 

exchange (attention: it is realised in exchange, not created in exchange). It cannot in 

any way be measured prior to exchange: that measurement in hours would be the 

mere measurement of concrete labour delivered, but not of abstract labour as 

purely social substance. The measurement of abstract labour is also a social process 

that is determined in the commodity market: any measurement of value in labour 

hours falls on the terrain of political economy. The perspective from which 

 
8 Ivi, p. 252. 
9 Marx, K. (2010), Economic Manuscript of 1861-63, in Marx Engels, Collected Works, vol. 30, 

London, Lawrence & Wishart, p. 150. 
10 See: Elson, D. (2015), Value: The Representation of Labour in Capitalism, London-New York, 

Verso. 
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Heinrich reads Marx is radical. Arguing from the 1871-72 Manuscript, which Marx 

wrote for the second edition of the first book of Capital, he shows that abstract 

labour as a purely social substance does not even pertain to the individual 

commodity before it is sold. Otherwise 

the objectuality of value would be [...] a property of the individual commodity, which 

would be conferred upon it through the expenditure of abstract labour (understood 

as a physiological property of any labour), thus prior to and independent of 

exchange11 

whereas the objectuality of value pertains to the commodity only when it is 

brought into relation with other commodities in exchange: it is a òcollective social 

substanceó12 that they can only have as a collective. Heinrich's idea is that value as 

òsocial property exists only in the social relation between commodities, i.e. only in 

exchangeó and that òtaken in isolation, outside of exchange, the commodity body is 

not a commodity, but simply a productó13.  

The analysis of the value form shows how the value of a commodity finds 

expression only in the exchange value, i.e. in the body of the commodity against 

which the commodity is exchanged. That purely social substance that is abstract 

labour is not seen except in the body of the commodity against which the first 

commodity is exchanged. This means that value as a social relation finds expression 

in a given object and its magnitude is expressed in the physical quantity of the object 

against which it is exchanged. The relation is expressed, and at the same time 

concealed, in the body of that commodity that has taken on the function of its 

universal equivalent, the form of money. The exchange relationship is thus not, 

contrary to how political economy understands it, only a symmetrical relationship, 

a simple relationship of equality: it is also a relationship of polarity in which the 

natural body of one commodity becomes the form of expression of the value of the 

other. 

It is precisely in the analysis of the value form that Heinrich identifies a shift in 

the presentation. 

In the first edition of Capital Volume I, the analysis of the form of value 

concludes with the universal form of value. In this situation each commodity is set 

against the others as a body of value, i.e. as a universal equivalent. The introduction 

of the money form only occurs in the second chapter, when the object of analysis is 

no longer the commodity form, but the exchange process.  

In the second edition of Capital Volume I, the money form is introduced in the 

first chapter, as the conclusion of the analysis of the value form. For Heinrich, this 

shift is not merely spatial-expository in nature, but involves certain problems. The 

 
11 Heinrich M. (2023), La scienza del valoreé, p.316. 
12 Ivi, p. 317. 
13 Ivi, pp. 316-317. 
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logic that underpins the analysis of the commodity form (the first chapter) is 

different from that which underpins the exchange process (the second chapter): the 

former determines the structure of relations and the margins within which the social 

action of agents can take place; the latter delineates the social action of agents within 

the previously delineated structure. This duplicity of logics is lost in the second 

edition, when Marx introduces in the first chapter the money-form, which, for the 

author, can only emerge where it is no longer the structure of relations that is 

analysed, but the social action in the process of exchange: òwith the introduction of 

the money-form, Marx moves to a different theoretical level: instead of the 

conceptual development of forms, he argues with ôsocial customõ, that is, ultimately, 

with the actions of the commodity ownersó14.  

This distinction again shows the difference between Marxian presentation and 

that of political economy. Social action is conceivable only after the analysis of the 

social structure (of the social relation) which alone makes conceivable the binaries 

and constraints, as well as the imperatives to which social action must respond, 

whereby òthe natural laws of the commodity have manifested themselves in the 

natural instinct of the owners of commoditiesó15. 

What emerges strongly from the author's presentation is the monetary nature of 

the Marxian theory of value: Marx's theory is a òmonetary theory of valueó. Unlike 

the theories of the classicals and marginalists, money is not a veil covering the 

exchange process, nor is it a social convention through which the difficulties of 

barter can be overcome. Money is the necessary outcome of a specific form of social 

organisation of production in which privately provided labour only becomes part of 

the overall social labour by taking the form of money. Money is not a thing, but a 

social relationship expressed in the form of a thing. 

Faced with Marx's theory of money, Heinrich wonders whether the money form 

must necessarily be assumed by a commodity. That is, he asks whether the bearer 

of the money-form must necessarily be a commodity or whether this element of 

Marxian theory can be eliminated. It is not a question of showing òthat from the 

commodity-money developed in the first book a historical transition to a non-

commodity-money can be generatedó16, but rather to show that in Marxian logic it 

is possible to avoid commodity-money. For Heinrich, the commodity that becomes 

money is not money as value, but as an objectual representation of value, as an 

objectual representation of abstract wealth. It is a sign of value regardless of being 

value; it is therefore not necessary for the representative of value to be value itself, 

just as any sign does not need any mimetic relationship to what it represents. This 

idea is developed from the distinction between the structural analysis of the 

commodity as social relation and the analysis of exchange as social action. Heinrich 

 
14 Ivi, p. 330. 
15 Marx, K. (1976), Capital Volume 1, Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1976, p. 180. 
16 Heinrich, M. (2023), La scienza del valoreé, p. 342. 
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sheds a light on a confusion of levels of presentation in the second edition of Capital 

Volume I: while the structural analysis of the commodity form as social relation 

allows us to identify the necessity of an objectual representative of value, it is only at 

a lower level of abstraction that the social action that makes a commodity the 

representative of value, i.e. that makes a commodity money, comes into play; but 

this does not mean that a different form of social action that results in a non-

commodity money is not conceivable: òthe question about the necessity of money 

(which Marx answers convincingly) is on a different expository level than the 

question about the nature of the object that serves as moneyó17. 

From this interpretative framework, Heinrich also addresses the much-debated 

problem of the transformation of values into prices, arguing that it is a problem 

foreign to the monetary theory of value expounded by Marx. In Heinrich's 

perspective, it is a matter of showing how behind the categories of profit and average 

profit, there are specific social relations that are reconstructed by Marx from the 

analysis of the commodity through the categories of value and surplus value. 

Heinrich seems to argue that the whole debate, in Marxist and non-Marxist circles, 

rests around the idea that it is possible to demonstrate exploitation only by showing 

that quantitatively average profits are nothing more than the distribution of the total 

surplus-value produced by labour alone. However 

What is specific to capitalism is not the exploitation of immediate producers; the 

capitalist mode of production shares this exploitation with all modes of production 

based on class domination. What is specific to capitalism is the form in which this 

exploitation takes place: it is not based on personal relations of dependence, but is 

mediated by exchange between formally free and equal persons. For the analysis of 

the capitalist form of exploitation, the category of surplus value is not decisive as a 

quantitative category, but as an expression on an abstract level of the formal content 

of the exchange between capital and labour18. 

6. AN ANTI-HISTORICIST MARX 

One of the most tangible results of Heinrich's interpretation is to provide us with 

a Marx who is necessarily anti-historicist. The notion of òhistoricityó that emerges 

from this perspective appears several times in the Science of Value. 

The Marxian paradigm, hinged on the concept of specific historicity, i.e. the form 

of historical becoming as an expression of the social determinations of a mode of 

production, produces not a model of narrative history, but that of a history to be 

 
17 Ivi, p. 340. For a different perspective see: Bellofiore, R. (2023), Su alcuni problemi della teoria 

marxiana. Considerazioni introduttive a Michael Heinrich, La scienza del valore, in Heinrich, M., La 

scienza del valoreé, 2023, pp. 40-42. See also: Fineschi, R. (2001), Ripartire da Marx, Napoli, La 

città del sole, pp. 92-118. 
18 Heinrich, M. (2023), La scienza del valoreé, p. 392. 
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constructed. Heinrich follows this thread and specifies its innovative theoretical 

scope. 

Heinrich emphasises several times that the presentation of the critique of political 

economy is logical and not historical. One can fully understand Marxian discourse 

if one leaves aside that form of historicism that considers history as an immediate 

reflection of logical development or that extrinsically attaches historical 

determination to the categories. Marx's theory, in fact, develops a specific dialectic 

between logic and history, according to which the latter, from a presupposition, 

becomes a result of the former. A dialectic that Marx also makes his own at the 

moment of scientific elaboration and that also reverberates in the epistemologically 

relevant relationship between mode of presentation and mode of inquiry19. 

Following this approach, a series of radical results of the critique of political 

economy can be enucleated. Radical results that allow Marx to detect the specific 

dynamics of the capitalist mode of production.  

Marxian categories are not static, but dynamic, that is, they constitute a logical 

structure that produces effects. Economic categories, in fact, delimit the range of 

possibilities of capitalist reality, its temporality and historicity. From them, it is 

possible to identify the conditions of possibility of certain tendencies endowed with 

a specific degree of historical incidence. 

The model of capitalist production offered by Marx is thus, as Heinrich strongly 

emphasises, far removed from the models of the classics and neoclassics who 

assume the static nature of an ideal equilibrium. In this sense, it is precisely the 

critical character of Marxian science that grounds the conditions of possibility for 

the emergence of a dynamic of the capital relation: nothing can and must be 

assumed as a given; every assumption must be posited. Thus, òthe silent compulsion 

of economic relationsó20 becomes the effectual reality and praxis of capital. 

The scientific rupture of the Marxian episteme captures the historical 

discontinuity of the capitalist mode of production, its specific historicity and 

 
19 In Marxõs presentation we can also see a critique of the historicist myth of the origin. If capital, 

according to Marx's critique of its fetish character, is process and not thing, it means that it continually 

reproduces its own presuppositions. Marx speaks of presupposition, not origin. Part eight of Capital 

Volume 1, in fact, is a critical exposition of òso-called primitive accumulationó. òSo-calledó alludes 

precisely to the Smithian mystification of this phenomenon: it is not a matter of wealth accumulated 

and put to use, but of an over-determined process that sets the presuppositions (continually renewing 

itself on an ever-increasing scale) of capitalist production ð it is given in the theory as a processual 

presupposition necessarily posed by the logic of capital. It is not, therefore, a question of origin (also 

because jumping from origin to origin one ends up in the night when all cows are black of 

Historicism), but of a genetic-processual moment within the logic of the capitalist mode of production. 

In other words, in order to understand the constitutive moment of the capitalist relation, one must 

understand the separation of the subjective conditions from the objective conditions of the labour 

process and the necessary subsumption of labour-power to capital, i.e. all the fundamental 

determinations and categories of the capitalist mode of production (òlabour-poweró, òlabour-

processó, òsurplus-valueó, òvalueó, òsubsumptionó, etc.) must already have been in place. 
20 Marx, K. (1976), Capital Volume 1é, p. 899. 
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tendencies. In this framework, the question of transition is far beyond any gradualist 

configuration becoming a necessity posed by theory. Transition presupposes the 

position of coordinates that can be defined on the level of science.  

It could be said that Marx succeeds here in giving a scientific configuration to a 

theoretical problem that, finding its most significant critical moments in Kant, 

Schiller and Hegel, crossed the entire modern philosophy of history and found its 

own solution as a critique of the knowledge of political economy. 

7. CONCLUDING REMARKS 

But there is another level on which the notion of historicity intervenes in 

Heinrich's elaboration: it concerns the dialectic between science and the history of 

science and its relationship to Marx's critical presentation. 

In fact, the concept of science presented by Heinrich, inclined to the 

consideration of the specific determinations of the relationship between 

problématiques and theoretical fields, opens up the consideration of the historicity 

of science. On this path, it is possible to elaborate a history of science, on the one 

hand, free from the meshes of chronology, and on the other, self-critical, aware of 

its own assumptions and immune to what, with Carlo Ginzburg, we might call 

òhistoriographical ventriloquismó21.  

Marx himself is not a good historian of economic thought, according to Heinrich. 

For example, in Theories of Surplus Value, where Marx superimposes the 

problématiques of his research on the classicals. For this reason, according to 

Heinrich, we cannot consider the Theories of Surplus Value a historiographical 

work. But one wonders at this point whether Marx's is not rather a topical 

construction capable of bringing out the limits immanent to political economy. In 

both Theories of Surplus Value and Capital, Marx distinguishes classical political 

economy, which is capable of grasping the internal nexus of capitalist production 

through the tracing of value back to labour expended in production (although it is 

then unable to develop the necessary mediations to understand how this nexus finds 

manifestation in the superficial phenomena of average profit and production 

prices), from vulgar political economy, which instead remains tied to the semblance 

of phenomena immediately ascertainable on the empirical level. But for Heinrich, 

this very distinction is without foundation and is a sign of a double misunderstanding 

of Marx: on the one hand, Marx does not understand that classical and vulgar 

political economy are but variants of the same theoretical field; on the other hand, 

he fails to recognise the originality, the non-empiricist character, of his own critical 

theory.  

 
21 See: Ginzburg C. (2014), Our words and theirs, in Fellman, S., and Rahikainen, M. (eds.), 

Historical knowledge. In quest of Theory, Method and Evidence, Cambridge, Cambridge Scholars 

Publishing, 2012, pp. 97-119.  
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One might, however, object to Heinrich if he himself does not fall into the same 

theoretical bias he imputes to Marx: when he points out such inadequacies in Marx's 

presentation, is Heinrich not projecting onto Marx a problématique that is, at least 

in part, foreign to him? We might ask, for instance, of what the distinction between 

classical and vulgar political economy is the outcome; what lies behind it. Probably 

not so much a fully-founded framework of the history of science, but rather a new 

theoretical topography that finds in the theory of value its centre of gravitation, the 

architectural keystone capable of orienting the levels of the theory, their plan, their 

interweavings and developments. In such a perspective, classical and vulgar political 

economy find their objective consistency as opposed fetishistic transpositions of the 

sensuous supersensibile character of the commodity-form. Losing this Marxian 

distinction runs the risk of losing the specificity of Marxõs history of the theory, 

which is not a simple historical account based on texts, but a logical understanding 

of the theory as a manifestation in òvalid, and therefore objectiveó22 forms of thought 

of the social relation; that is, there is a risk of weakening the connection between 

the fetish character of the social relation and the fetishism of political economy. 

 
22 Marx, K. (1976), Capitale Volume 1é, p. 169. 
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