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II/4.2, which differs in some not insignificant points from Engelsõ edition. The 

individual parts of the book that has now been translated are therefore between 25 

and 35 years old. Since then, I have continued to occupy myself with Marxõs theory. 

In particular, since around 2012 I have been working intensively on a multi-volume 

biography of Marx that will also include a history of his work. This project has led 

me to new insights on some points that differ from those in The Science of Value. 

Although I still adhere to the fundamental positions of the book, I would accentuate 

some things differently or embed them in a broader context. 

Perhaps the most important change relates to the question of continuity and 

rupture in the development of Marxõs work. In The Science of Value, I argued that 

there is a clear rupture in Marxõs work: In 1845/46, in the Theses on Feuerbach 

and the manuscripts for The German Ideology, Marx breaks away from an 

anthropologism (the construction of society and history on the basis of a particular 

òessence of manó), which he had still advocated in 1844 in the Economic-

Philosophical Manuscripts. This also allows him to increasingly break away from a 

methodological individualism. Together with the critique of the òahistoricismó of 

political economy (which was already present in Marxõs early texts) and a critique of 

empiricism that Marx only developed in the 1850s, it is possible for him to break 

with the theoretical field of political economy. The Marxian critique of political 

economy that he formulated from 1857 is not simply a new problematic within the 

theoretical field of classical political economy, it is a break with this field.  

In the way I presented the break within the development of Marx, I referred very 

strongly to the Althusser of Pour Marx and Lire le Capital, without, however, 

sharing all his views. I did not see this break as one between òideologyó and 

òscienceó, but rather between two different scientific conceptions, and above all, I 

did not see the Marxian analysis of the fetish character of the commodity as a 

problematic Hegelian remainder in Marx, but quite the opposite, as one of the 

central foundations of the critique of political economy. In the first pages of his 

contribution, Frank Engster presents my views in this regard and their relationship 

to those of Althusser on the one hand and those of Backhaus/Reichelt on the other, 

more pointedly and clearly than I myself succeeded in doing in The Science of 

Value. (As for his interesting and extensive remarks on measure and measurement, 

I lack the space and time here to go into them in detail). 

I still hold to all the points mentioned. However, I would no longer speak only 

of òtheó one break in Marxõs development. Marx dealt with different areas of 

knowledge and in all these areas there were not only further developments of his 

views at different times, but also breaks. However, these various breaks cannot be 

summarized as one major break or derived from a fundamental break. Today, not 

only the òcontinuity thesisó but also the òbreak thesisó, with its fixation on a major 

break, seems wrong to me. This, however, raises the question of the extent to which 

a largely isolated consideration of a single strand of development is possible in Marx 



341    Debating The Science of Value. My Response to the Discussants 

 

at all, or whether the interactions between the various substantive strands (critique 

of political economy, critique of politics, history, conceptions of 

socialism/communism) need to be brought much more into the center of 

consideration. But for this to happen, Marxõs political activities, his journalistic work 

and his notebooks must also be included in the analysis in detail. Isabella Consolati 

also urges consideration of such a òGlobal Marxó in her contribution. If one wants 

to avoid the temptation to pick and choose from the various sides of this òGlobal 

Marxó only what corresponds to oneõs own view, then one must consider Marx in 

his entire development. This is precisely what I am attempting to do, at least to 

some extent, in my Marx biography, which is conceived as several volumes. 

However, without the one-sided òpreparatory workó in The Science of Value, this 

undertaking would be completely impossible for me. 

2. SCIENCE 

Some contributions pointed out that I did not choose the title of my book The 

Science of Value entirely by chance: in fact, I was concerned with the scientific 

character of Marxõs critique of political economy, which relies quite substantially on 

the theory of value.  

In her contribution, Isabella Consolati accused me of separating Marxõs 

conception of science from class struggle by not wanting to reduce science to a 

battlefield; I would always be presupposing the parameters of what counts as 

science. Unfortunately, she leaves her own conception of science in the dark, so it 

is not clear to me whether she makes any distinction at all between science on the 

one hand and the articulation of interests on the other, and if so, how the two differ. 

Marxõs position seems very clear to me, for example when he criticizes Malthus in 

the Theories of Surplus Value for subordinating science to external purposes, 

namely particular interests, or when he praises the scientific honesty of Ricardo for 

not doing so (see Theories of Surplus Value, Part II, Progress Publishers: Moscow 

pp. 118-119). Science presupposes an interest in knowledge of the subject and, 

above all, a comprehensible argumentation that can be subjected to criticism 

precisely because of this comprehensibility. And it is precisely this scientific 

criticism (no matter by whom) that Marx demands for his work at the end of the 

preface to the first edition of Capital. The statements quoted by Consolati from the 

postface to the second edition of Capital do not refer to new sciences produced in 

class struggle, but to the practical possibility of working scientifically. It is undisputed 

that such practical possibilities are influenced by political debates and class struggles. 

It is also obvious that the scientific results benefit different sides in these struggles. 

However, they only benefit if they are comprehensibly and scientifically justified, 

that is, if they are more than mere expressions of interest.  
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Finally, Consolati cites the òInaugural Addressó of the Working Menõs 

International Association in support of her position, stating that the òpolitical 

economy of the working classó had for the first time prevailed against the òpolitical 

economy of the middle classó by limiting the working day to 10 hours. I have the 

impression that she is confusing the articulation of interests with science here. The 

scientific result emphasized by Marx in Capital in the chapter on the òWorking 

Dayó is that scientifically nothing can be said about the length of the working day; it 

is not a variable that can be derived in any way. Under capitalism, therefore, two 

equally justified òrightsó are juxtaposed: The capitalistsõ right to a working day as 

long as possible (they have paid for the value of the labor power and now want to 

consume the maximum use value of the purchased commodity) and the workersõ 

right to a limited working day so as not to overuse their own commodity, their labor 

power since they must still be able to sell it in the future. And between equal rights, 

as Marx continues, force decides. When Marx contrasts the òpolitical economy of 

the middle classó with the òpolitical economy of the working classó in the òInaugural 

Addressó, it is obviously not a matter of two different scientific concepts, but rather 

of two articulations of interests based on the òrightsó that Marx regards as equally 

valid. And in the struggle of these interests, the working class has for the first time 

achieved a victory of fundamental significance.  

3. ANTHROPOLOGISM  

I had emphasized the overcoming of the anthropologism present in the 

Economic-Philosophical Manuscripts as the essential content of the break with 

Marxõs earlier conception.  

On this basis, Laura Turano reconstructs my view of a break with the theoretical 

field of political economy, up to my view of Marxõs theory of value as a òmonetaryó 

theory of value. She criticizes that my presentation excludes any form of human 

subjectivity. Although it was not my intention to present Marxõs analysis as 

completely ignoring human subjectivity, I can understand how such an impression 

might arise.  

As for the role of human subjectivity in society and history, the famous 

formulation from The 18th Brumaire still applies to the Marx of Capital: òMen make 

their own history, but they do not make it just as they please; they do not make it 

under circumstances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances directly 

encountered, given and transmitted from the past.ó (MECW 11, p.103) 

The conditions under which people act under capitalism, capitalist competition, 

the compulsion to maximize profits, etc., are the result of human action, but this 

connection is not usually understood by the actors. The economic structures 

produced without consciousness are taken for granted in everyday consciousness as 

the non-negotiable precondition of all economic action. Marx analyzes the ideas, 
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which arise spontaneously in everyday consciousness on the basis of direct 

perception, at the end of the third volume of Capital under the title òThe Trinitarian 

Formulaó. Since the basic capitalist structures that Marx examines in Capital are 

based on human action, but not in a conscious way, Marx can write in the preface 

to the first edition of Capital : òBut individual persons play a role here only insofar 

as they are the personifications of economic categories, or the bearers of particular 

class relations and interestsó. (Marx, Capital vol. 1, Princeton University Press, pp. 

7-8) 

This does not mean that Marx regards people exclusively as personifications of 

economic categories. It is only for the analysis of the basic structures of capitalism 

that this limited view of people is sufficient, and I argued at exactly this level, too. 

When examining historically concrete forms of capitalism, these basic structures 

are no longer sufficient; the (different) forms of class struggle, the different forms of 

capitalist competition and political mediation must be included in the analysis, and 

this is not possible without considering human subjectivity and human possibilities 

for action ð under the respective conditions. 

 

Gabriele Schimmenti also deals with the overcoming of anthropologism that I 

have noted. In his contribution, he argues that although Marx abandoned the 

essentialist anthropology of 1844, this does not mean that he abandoned 

anthropology altogether. Schimmenti sees the remaining anthropology at work in 

Marxõs multiple references to òhumanityó (Menschheit), whereby he assumes that 

Marx has a non-essentialist, but processual concept of humanity: The human òas 

an open process of self-constitutionó for which òself-determination or autonomy is 

centraló, however not as òindividual self-determination but of collective self-

determination, expressed in the idea of ôVerein freier Menschenõó. 

The ôcollective self-determinationõ addressed by Schimmenti is indeed a central 

aspect of Marxõs concept of communism. And it can only be so if people have the 

opportunity for this òcollective self-determinationó. However, I have my doubts as 

to whether it makes sense to call this conception of the human òanthropologyó, 

because the capacity for this òcollective self-determinationó is the result of a long 

historical learning process.  

However, one may ask on which human capacities this historical learning process 

is based. A first contribution to answering this question can be found in my Capital 

commentary How to read Marxõs Capital. There I emphasize a point that I 

neglected in The Science of Value. In Capital, Marx no longer speaks of the 

òessence of man,ó but in two places he does speak of the ònature of manó (Capital 

vol. 1, Princeton University Press 2024, pp. 145, 153). What he means by this 

becomes clear at the beginning of the chapter on the òLabor Process and 

Valorization Process.ó It is anticipation, intentionality, and reflexivity. As I 

emphasized in my commentary on Capital, Marx lays the groundwork for a 
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òminimal anthropologyó: not an òessenceó from which humans can become 

alienated, but rather fundamental capabilities that arise in human evolution. This 

òminimal anthropologyó forms one of the prerequisites for the historical learning 

processes that can engender the collective self-determination of which Schimmenti 

spoke.  

4. DIALECTICS 

My relationship to dialectics is addressed by Giorgio Cesarale in his contribution. 

Although he agrees with me that many Marxists use the word òdialecticsó in an 

inflationary way with only vaguely defined content, he sees too little dialectics in my 

work. In The Science of Value, I had criticized ontological uses of dialectics, but 

emphasized that in Marxõs critique of political economy we are dealing with a 

òdialectical mode of representationó of the categories. In Chapter 5.2, I outlined 

what exactly this means, thereby distinguishing myself from Hegelian Marxist 

approaches that understand the dialectical representation as a transfer of the 

categories of Hegelõs òLogicó to the studies of value, money and capital. I 

emphasized that the Hegelian categories themselves preclude such a transfer, since 

they cannot simply be removed from their context and applied in another context. 

However, I continued my argument, this does not mean that there are no references 

to Hegelian philosophy in the mature Marx at all. The relation consists not of the 

transfer of a finished system of categories, but rather of a certain state of the 

formulation of the problems (Problemstellung), which Marx takes from Hegelian 

philosophy. 

At this point, a translation problem ð into English ð should be mentioned. 

Cesarale apparently used an English machine translation of The Science of Value 

from the internet, where òProblemstellungó (formulation of the problems) was 

translated as òproblematicó. I had spoken of òProblematikó (also translated as 

òproblematicó) in connection with the òtheoretical fieldó: the same theoretical field 

can certainly contain different problematics. Because of this translation error, 

Cesarale had the impression that he could directly transfer to my view of Hegel what 

I had written about the problematics determining the structure of the discourse and 

the possible questions. 

However, this translation error is only part of the problem. I must admit that it 

became not clear to me in what sense Cesarale speaks of dialectics. Relatively at the 

beginning of his essay, he writes òscientific discourse is possible only if it is 

ôdialecticalõó. Does this mean more than what I have referred to as òdialectical 

presentationó? Cesarale subsequently speaks of the òunity of form and contentó, 

which he regards as a prerequisite for dialectical thinking (òthe unity required by 

dialectical thoughtó). We thus know what dialectical thinking requires as a 

prerequisite ð but what is òdialectical thinkingó itself?  
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At least from the first part of Cesaraleõs essay, one can get the impression that he 

means by this precisely the procedure of òapplyingó Hegelian categories in a new 

context, which I have criticized. Cesarale writes: òBut if we cannot value ôspecific 

argumentative figuresõ of Hegelõs Logic and then transfer them to Capital, what is 

the root of the Marxian kokettieren with it?ó If Marx had really thought that he was 

transferring or applying Hegelian categories, he could have written just that instead 

of using òkokettierenó. Marx formulated his critique of the idea of òapplyingó 

Hegelian categories very clearly in a letter to Engels on February 1, 1858, where he 

wrote about Lassalle:  

He will discover to his cost that it is one thing for a critique to take a science to the 

point at which it admits of a dialectical presentation, and quite another to apply an 

abstract, ready-made system of logic to vague presentiments of just such a system. 

(MECW 40, p. 261) 

In the second part, Cesarale discusses the beginning of Marxõs presentation in 

òCapitaló. In doing so, he reproduces parts of my argument in a way with which I 

do not entirely agree. However, a detailed discussion would go beyond the scope 

of this article, so I will limit myself to a few points. 

In my sketch of the dialectical mode of representation, I emphasized that the 

problem of the beginning arises when presenting an organic system in which each 

relationship presupposes all others: in order to begin the presentation, one would 

have to òforce openó (òaufsprengenó) this mutual dependency, whereby, however, 

the category with which the presentation begins cannot yet encompass everything 

that belongs to the relationship expressed by it; it is necessarily abstract, an 

abstractness that can only be gradually resolved in the further course of the 

presentation through the reference to the further categories. Apparently Cesarale 

believes that my talk of òaufsprengenó points to a certain arbitrariness, which he 

opposes with the òpower of abstractionó mentioned by Marx in the preface to 

volume one. However, I have never written that this òaufsprengenó is an arbitrary 

act: it requires a great deal of research, in which the òpower of abstractionó 

mentioned by Cesarale is by no means sufficient. By mere abstraction, one can 

arrive at very different beginnings. In Marxõs òGrundrisseó, these were first 

òProduction in Generaló and then, at the end of the òGrundrisseó, value (see the 

chapter òI. Werthó, which was abandoned after a page and a half). Production in 

general proved to be too abstract, a concept for all economic formations, while value 

as a starting category was still too presuppositional. It was only in A Contribution to 

the Critique of Political Economy (1859) that Marx arrived at the òcommodityó as 

an adequate starting category. But it is far from clear how the further presentation 

proceeds from here. Comparing the different versions of the chapter on 

commodities in 1859 in A Contribution, in the first edition of Capital in 1867 

(where it already appears with a second presentation in the appendix), 1871/72 in 

the manuscript òAdditions and Changesó (ăErgªnzungen und Verªnderungenò) and 
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1872 in the second edition of Capital, it becomes clear how much research work 

was still needed for an adequate presentation. If we take a closer look at the 

individual stages of this research process, it becomes clear that the idea of a transfer 

of the categories of Hegelian logic does not get us very far. Cesaraleõs juxtaposition 

of the òanalyticaló and òsyntheticó methods also seems problematic to me: although 

Marx repeatedly speaks of his òanalytical methodó (in a very broad sense), there is 

no mention of a synthetic method in òCapitaló. The idea that òanalyticaló sections 

are followed by sections that are òsyntheticó seems to me to ignore the real 

complexity of Marxõs presentation. 

 

At this point, I would like to mention another issue that I see differently today 

than in The Science of Value. There I had indeed criticized Marxõs reception of 

Smith and Ricardo as partially inappropriate and emphasized that the 

corresponding passages in the Theories of Surplus Value are not to be read as a 

history of political economy, but as a protocol of the research process leading to the 

categories of Marxõs critique of political economy. In contrast, I had largely accepted 

Marxõs critique of Hegel in the introduction of 1857 and in the afterword to the 

second edition of Capital. Today, I think that Marxõs reception of Hegel must be 

subjected to a similar critique as his reception of classical political economy. I hope 

that I can make a contribution to this topic in the context of my Marx biography. 

5. REPRODUCTION LABOR AND EXPLOITATION  

Feminists have criticized Marxõs theory of exploitation for overlooking the role 

of reproductive labor (done primarily by women) in the household, which they 

claim makes the exploitation of the worker in the factory possible in the first place. 

Three of the contributions deal with my two-page response to these criticisms.  

Giovanna Vertova criticizes my selection of the feminist texts to which I refer. 

Therefore, I must first emphasize that my intention was not to deal 

comprehensively with the feminist critique of Marx, that would have gone beyond 

the scope of that subsection. I referred to a few contributions that were important 

for the German debate in the 1970s and 1980s (the corresponding subsection was 

already included in the first edition of The Science of Value in 1991).  

Isabella Consolati is right to state that òwomenõs reproduction labor cannot be 

faced only in terms of an economical calculusó. However, I did not intend to present 

a comprehensive analysis of female reproduction labor, but merely addressed some 

economic consequences of female reproduction labor, economic consequences 

that had been asserted by feminists. And when Consolati writes that she òwould not 

so easily link womenõs emancipation from the home with capitalist development,ó 

I can only emphasize that I made no statement at all about womenõs emancipation. 

I did not even make a comparison of whether women who sell their labor in the 
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factory are in a better or worse situation than women who do exclusively unpaid 

reproductive work in the household. 

On one point, however, I have to agree with my critics. I had written that the 

state in which òlarge parts of reproduction laboró are done in the household òis 

more of a pre-capitalist relic or typical of a less developed capitalismó. The term 

òpre-capitalist relicó is, as Giovanna Vertova and Kirstin Munro rightly point out, 

incorrect: family is not a timeless institution; with the establishment of capitalist 

modes of production, both the intra-family relationships and the integration of the 

family into the overall economy change. Comparing individual aspects of the family 

under capitalist and under precapitalist conditions in isolation makes no sense. 

However, this reference to a òprecapitalistic relicó is completely irrelevant to the 

argument I put forward against the feminist criticisms of Marxõs theory of 

exploitation.  

I was merely concerned with a question of value theory: whether it is actually a 

necessary precondition for exploitation in the company that the vast majority of 

reproductive labor be performed unpaid in the household. I did not want to dispute 

that a certain amount of reproductive labor is always performed in the household. 

In this respect, the last sentence of Giovanna Vertovaõs contribution is, in its 

generality, absolutely correct: òWithout the domestic sphere and domestic labor, 

capitalist production would simply not be possible.ó However, this general 

statement does not clarify what role domestic labor plays in capitalist exploitation. 

Is it more favorable for capitalist exploitation if as much of the reproductive labor 

as possible is done unpaid in the household, for which the entire daily labor of a 

person (usually a woman) is needed, or is it more favorable if a large part of the 

reproductive services can be bought on the market (or provided by the state) and 

women, by reducing the reproductive work to be done in the household, are able 

to sell their labor power as well. In the latter case, the household õs reproduction 

costs increase (more goods and services have to be purchased on the market or 

provided by the state and financed through taxes), but capital has access to two labor 

powers instead of just one. And if it becomes common practice for the wages of two 

workers to cover the familyõs reproduction costs, then the value of the single labor 

power will decrease even if the familyõs reproduction costs increase. A significant 

reduction in the amount of reproductive work in the household provides capital 

with a larger reservoir of labor power and a reduction in the value of the labor 

power, which contributes to a higher rate of profit.  

Isabella Consolati argues that the determination of the value of labor power is 

more complicated than that, that sex and race also play a role. This is absolutely 

correct, but it fails to recognize the level of abstraction at which I was arguing, 

following Marx. In the second section of the first volume, Marx seeks to show that 

surplus value can be created even when the full value of labor power is paid. Marx 

also knew that the full value of the labor power is not always paid. But he wanted to 
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show that the possibility of surplus value does not depend on labor power being 

paid below its value, which is why he examined the formation of surplus value under 

the partially counterfactual assumption that labor power is paid its value. This is the 

systematic reason why, at such a general level of argument, he does not have to talk 

about sex and race in determining the value of the labor power. The general 

problem I am examining is also at this level of abstraction. 

Giovanna Vertova admits a change in the amount of domestic reproductive 

labor, but not as a long-term tendency in the context of capitalist development, but 

only as an up and down in the business cycle: in the upswing, wages rise so that 

more reproductive services can be bought on the market, while in the crisis exactly 

the opposite happens. Such a dependency on the business cycle exists. But in 

addition to that, there are also long-term developments: in the decades following 

World War II, many developed capitalist countries saw a significant increase in the 

provision of care for very young children in kindergartens and preschools. The 

number of all-day schools that provided meals for pupils also increased significantly. 

This means that children were able to spend a large part of the day outside the 

family from a very young age. Compared to the period before the Second World 

War, domestic reproductive work has also been significantly reduced by the use of 

washing machines and dishwashers, right down to ready meals that can simply be 

heated up in a microwave. In this respect, a long-term, cross-cyclical trend towards 

a reduction in the reproductive work to be done in the household is clearly 

recognizable, although this trend varies greatly from country to country. 
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