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in this paper we wish to ruoise in = lipited We¥ scue problems
invelved in the relation between history und theory. e consider three
marxist 'tendencies' principally because it is above all in the marxis:
tradition that such questions .re raised, and bacause they are hotly
contested within marxism i{self. If our focus is relatively narrow,
the repercussions of the discussion are, hopefully, of guite Ecneral
sigrificance. This is because issues, posed within marxism, confront
historians and social theorists alike: for example, the question of =
'science' of history or of a '"humanist!® clternative; the problem of oz
'subject' or motor of history; the nature of nistorical causality; adc
the relation between 'corcreteness' angd abstraction. This is so even -
pirhaps especially - when historiune or others choose tc ignore cor
dispute the relevance of such issues, The refusal to see the problen
of 'theory' and'research' is itself one position with respect to the
problem, but one whose strength lies only in its silence. It should
be possible to substantiate the need for = theoreticzl history by
tzking examples across the whole range of historiagraphy. But it is
éven mere interesting to conmsidcr whether the internal claims of

. . _ and the consequent .
pmarxist hlstnriagraphlesfchallenge of marxism to other pProblematics,

could amount to the theory (or science) of history.

Mourice Dobb, in many ways the father of British marxist theoreticdl

history, begi-s ec2h chapter of his seminzl S<udies .n the Levelorrern-

of Cupitalism witz a discussion of alternztive theoretical concepis a=.

strategies. kagaging successfully with meny rival 'bourgeois? f
defiritiors, it might mevertheless be asked in advance whether E?hb

himself uliimately succeeds in demarcating his own perspe:tive‘ffe: z
~eberian type of znalysis (that of theoretical ‘modcls'). Zchg's WO

_—

has r=ceived wony important extensioas - especially cn quest
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class struggle and peolitics in feudalism — frow Hill and §

IF'J
5

Iton,
r
i

aspects of the work of these writers are also briefly consigered i

&)

Saction one,

L
Indirectly, Dobb and his ‘school’ raise sone basic questionms about the
nature of marxist theory. Dobb himself can be seen us giving relativel:
little zttention %o politics and ideology or culture as aspects or levels
of the social totality. XNow. while this , in our view, is not

necessarily a 'fault' in Uobb, undivhile Hiiic= ~=4._Hill undoubtedly
f
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Provice 2 corrcctive, the Guestion oi an 'economistically' cone- ided

o

history (often misleadingly described as 'econonpic coeterdinisn') is o

red

[

cne which worxists must face u» to. One alternative is to _ssert

2 militaptly bhumcrpist morxist berspective, where human 2gency and
consciousness ore shifted fronm the periphery to the centre of the
histerical stage. ‘ihis tendency is considered here through an account
of the work of the 'theoretical twins' Zugene Cenovesz snd Edwoerd

Thomvson. The cetaphor of drum:ziic presentztion is not wholly-out of

Flace: for both these writers ~re concerned more to lat the ceople

L]

peak Ior themselves than to 'impose' < theoretiecsl scheue which Gay
gcar the authenticity of thair story. e will contend that tac
political merits of such a position do not outweigh some icportunt
theoretical lapses.

The idez that theorstical coherence is indispensible to Listery has

been raised sharply by 2 number of marxist theorists stemming fraz
1

and including the work of Louis ~lthusser. The nature of the 4lthusserizn

intervention has buen clarified and criticised by Barry ”*ndesﬁ and

Faul kirst in works = e@speciclly Fre-Copitalist Modes of rodudtion

-~ which have influenced some of our own views (if often only td clorify

ur criticcl perspectivz). However, if the epistemolozicz] 'rayion:lis:

—
el tke =lihusserian POsSliions \porticuiarly witk rezors +c ths
I 3 Z ;
. 1 + - = - % - by
znalysis cof histcrical tronsitions) is Ir.ugkt with problems, then
difficulties of = similarly rotiomelist kind confront " “z neo-

.1lhusscrian views of these critics themselves. Principolly this
involves the stutus of 'econcrete historicul reality' when it i
asserted thot the object of historieal theory is wholiv comstruct
witkin discourse.
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ligitations today, zlthough }ill's prapise -t least wuzs conceptucl,
in that he sct out to investigotite the historical speciilcity oi a
national bourgeeis revolution, and this involved thinking = (sicple;
totality. The theorcticzl influence here scems guite clezrly to Te

thet of The Communist Honifesto. The problems of this approach, as

well =5 ite imsights, ﬂefineg puch of Hill's subscguent work, ané in
some respects, ihe some concerns were tzken up by Dobb in Studies,
21lthough he hzd been working on the book for many years before its

eventoal publicution in the 1940s.

The starting point for Dobb is one which recently has once again
received a great deal of zttention: that is of harx vs .eber, or

more accurately, the problem of demarcatiag marxist froo weberian

and sociological types of onulysis. Thus the first chapter of Studies

in the Development of Czpitelism is constituted by the rejection of

various concepts which were current in historiczl und sociologiexl
explanstions of the formotion and ncture of capitalise. The process
here is both a critigue conducted st o high level of zbstroction
cttempting to moke explicit theoreticzl discrepancies, and one wnick

precisely distinguishes Dobb's conceptuzl fromewcrk from the

dominant pesitions, structursd by the cossumption that the critigue
itself must lie in the explonctions of the concrete, in the 'Studies’

themselves. Nonetheless it is guite cleor that the methodologica

s-ructurs of thc book is one whizh proceecs irom the str to tho
- ~ N s sl Fpm= +he gut = AT Aafds +hne SPtsNnane - g
uDEuIE-E| waIZD LIirom T outsec -.;...-_!:".La:e's kIl P:.I'......t..ﬁw-E' Ma el

simple charge of empiricisn,

The first theoreticzl position which Dobb explicitly rejects 1is

the set of idezlist tsncdencies represented in the work of Sombirt
znd Yebar whkick hcld thot the cdvent sf copitalism can be understoos

primarily in terms of the realization of some ombryomic spirit of
capitilism. -nd secondly hes rejects the reductionism of the position
which equates capitzlisn with market or commodity releations alone
implying an unproblemztic biniry anzlysis copposed of the twin

concepts nzturzl economy/market ccoromy. Dobb correctly cmphasizes

the ploce ond articulation of commodity relotions (specifically,

the role of lsbour power itself zos = coumodity) within the specificzzcy
of the new economic relations of ccpitalisn. Complementing Eill's
work on the politics of the C17, he recognizes the historical break
Zzinaugurated by thc dominance of capitzl as a relation of production,
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opposing at a fundamental theoretical level the evolutionist conclusions
of the historians = Pirenne amongst them — who explain the formation

of capitalisa in terss of the 'rise' of the market, or commodity,
relatiors. (Fere Dobb's argument duplicates Lenin's criticisms

alysis, tnought in terms of natural

peasant eccnomy and 'community' or LeﬂEIEECHd;t is a theoretical

variant of tpe momey econouy positions. See Lellin 1972). Dobb
zrgues that:
The wiew that develcpzent is characterized by perlodic
= iutions stznds thsrefora, in conirsst to those views of
economic development, sculd=d exclu =1 terms oI
continuous quantitive variation, which see change as a
=imple furnction oi some increzsing facicr, whether 1t be
;apulation cr prodictivity or markets or divisiom of labour
or the =tock of capital. A leadiang defect of the latter
is their tendency io ignors, or a2t ary rate belititle, those
crucial ne rties which at certzin stages may smerge
gnd radlcs orm o tcome ... 208 the bias they
are apt to give mind ds interpreting new situations
in categories of thought re products of past

Sltdatlﬁns and towards su torical 'universal' truths,
fasnioned out of what are to be immutable -traits of
human nature or certain invarizable sorts of ecunum}c or

- - \

social '"necessity'. (p 12).

-

-

i,

The direction of these preliminary prcpositions holds Dobb tg a

dds with

(]

very precise trajectory: on the one hand, it is clearly a
any idealist notion of human intentionzlity or agency, encapsulated
foremost in the theories of Sombart and Weber; and on the other

kand, it is egqually clear in rejecting its reverse position, that is,
any variant of functionalism, such as a recoursec to some metaphysical

economic necessity.

at this stage in his argument, it can be noted that his eglstemelagical
criteria for opposing thejdomina:t tieoretical positions Jre always
constituted with reference to the concrete, to history as_suct. The
basis for this is Dobb's belief that the theoretical :cn?tructs of

figures like Sombart or Pirenne can only result in the cpllapsing

and blunting of historical specifigity, thus concluding that his

own way cf proceding is more worthwnile in terms of the adequacy of
the final explanation. Thus a theory of capitalism can tell us mors
about C19 England, for example, than the descriptive notioms of
market, or industrial, society. He builds into this a second strand
of argument:

The justification of any definition must ultimately rest
on its successful cmployment in illuminating the actual
process of historical development: on the extent to which
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he =xplicitly elzims that "the work of
kandled® (p 255), although for Dobb this can only remain 2 pr?limiLﬂr;
(and thus in itself incomplete) stage of theoretical work. =8 guite
Ll

& direct result of his reading of Czpital he attemptecd: to do a number
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suotes (p36) the impertaat passc
The specific cconcalc form
e}l ut of the Sircet
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, and, 1n turn reac:is

There =re two important points ir
'torthodexy'. The first hos reolerex
+he terrain of historiography 14
it was the influence of Dobb hi

from one which focusc

ho returned agoin and CE=IAy Debabs
(conceptuzl) irsights 1ao =

from the origirzl. The sceond
which were formed partly os

of Dobb's work. By followin




T 21l . tions ocf Drogeliilich, chh refuscd 0 countensnce LNy non-
sconomic criteria fer theoretics: definition of zny detorminate
mods of production. Conmcerning the feudzal mode of procucilon hc
srguces that:

in the rcl-tion beitwesp the direct pro
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It is this premise - production as tne cdetormining sociol relatior -
chstone of Dobb's morxism, sharply demarcating his

storiczl practice from any which gives the dominant theorcticzl

placc to th: juriiical or supserstructurcl, = characteristic, he

uck of the work of the 1950s - the immense influence of culturalisn -
receted against this ecrly ortnodoxy, against 1is emphasis on CCOROMICS
-5 well as its 'ccenomism', ané tried to ocutrun what was perceived
F as its residual positivism, and its tendeancy to abstraction. The
theoreticzl nzture of this response is discusscd later although
note Coh be iz herce of "aocpson's chcracterizotion ef the tracltich

- - e L =i - - - PO RS e F - & + T-T:RE o
CoOln..nv xealread aed v Laddes = g | T A -l ol = L Ak 1—:51‘:..‘::‘.51 oiten i I\.-II—--:'-------.‘---—
o S TR Tl el e el T i = . = x 3 i
cuiturslist'. It wos prociscly o re-25Serilion OI marxlsm wh-w

drove Dobb rnot simply to economics or the 'problem of production’,

but to thc marxist problematic of wodce of production.

3

r'l

The specific form or forms of the irticulatiom of the rel=tionss

and forces of production, which lics ot th

(1]

heart of theorizing

£
r

3 = 1 -

concepts of wodes of production, rewains underarguec 1n the Studics.

But it is guite clecar that Dobb considcrs any form of technicism -

in wiich history is reduced to the outcome in changes of the

instruments of labour clone, as in the formula "steam power + factopics”

J/"
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chopter on "The dndustrazl Hevelutiorn'. He begins by refcrring to
ernold Toynbee's "Iour great inventions' (p281): but just =28 he
tokes the site of the probles of 'the rise of morket rel-otions!

soeriously, so too he apprecictes the logic and limit-otions of the

"four great iaoventions' aprroach. Inm effeet he rejects the
h o

eszeoaticlism comron to both tWese positions, and rothinks the problems
sagncoilec L. bethk by rz-articul ting ond reloczting them in a

gistinect copceptuzl structure. Further, by stressing that "industrizl
inventiors arc socizl products" (p2cb) ond thot for the historizn of
capitzliss thc cruclol froctor is tihe moment when changes in the
instrumocrts of labour becoric socinlly significant (rather than when
they make their first aprecrorces). ke impiies that a simple technicism
mcrely reverses toc ldcoolisn of = pesition which zttributes determinacey
to the zgency of the fzar-sightod industricl pioneer or inventor. But
despite this, Dotb poses the problem nmo more precisely than in a

J
notion of the generalized "reciprocity"of the relations o2nd forces

(23): thus for tke industricl revolution, he argucs only for "the

elosc connection between teochniczl chonge and the structure of indusir
anc of econamic and socizl relations, cnd in the extcnt and significancc
of the effects of the new inventions uporn the latter' (pp 260-1); or
again, in demorccoting his own position from one in which the transitior

'!

to nackirofzcture is reduced te "a purcly technic:l revolution

mentions "the speci:l significance of th

sirucrure of incdustry and iz the socizl relations of vroduction
whick was the comseguence of tecoricz]l chonge wt = ceortain crucicl

level®™ (p 267). sny conclusions lecss ambiguous than these, for

Dobb, would have to rest on more detoiled historieal rescarch.

-

Socizl Formntion

¥y= in whicn Dobb znd mill

There is o moarked difference betveen the wa

(in The English Revolutior) conceptualizc the social totzlity,

a2lthough botk are variants of the familiar base and superstructure
formulzation. The base, or the cccnomic, in Dobb's work is zlways
:anstituted g5 & compled forpetior, which cun mever be reduced 5
simply ‘to cny single and universzl contradiction (e.g. between the
relations and forces of production) except at z most generzl level

«f cither hypothesis or cenclusion., licte is taken of dominant and
subordinatc forms of production, neccssary uneven development, the
articulation of different modes of production im a social formation,

the structured totzlity of production, exchange and distribution,




ané, most of all, tendencices .nd counter-acting tendenclics oOi
s . 4 T . - e 1T o - i | | [Epp— £
ievelopoent. .n econcaic revolution", he writes, "results froo

ssumptions of many of the culturzlist positicmns might imply this.
E k 5 -

3t it is the cosc with Debb thzt, despite formal recogniiion of
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tke noen—economic, the superstructual is nowhe

- == =, - . - 5 = - m] e mE Emlhe -~ o . [P—— -

ipn his woerk. For cxz.epople, he cloims thot cne of the most decisave

conditions for the formation of copitzlism in England wos the politiczal
I 2

7: but now this wcs so, and why it "tock the
torically specific fore it did - in other werds an

of determincey — is ignorel. Thus cv

criterion of the zdeguzcy of the oxplanation of tie concrete,

Debb ultiﬁatcly produces 'Studies' which zre guits severoly reuauced

in their scope. and this is a i

later culturalist tendspzies were correct to vrgozs ~nd to coppose:

theorotics]l contributions were ditched in

t

ui zny scrious criticism which consignz Dobb tc 2 sosition within

economism has immediztely to be gualifisd: there i= ac warraa® Ior
accepting the rationzlist corellary that the szly aaswer can be *

is of coursc much to be wvzluxd in his marxism. o5 we Rave SUggcestcd, =

was =t the scpe time th

=

cC
weberian tcnd ncies - it is the double nature of this process whica
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By thc uesumptions ¢f the goney cmy taccrists: Icudslisp (citcm
conceptuclized —= politic:.l systen crystallized around Eoridon

is dissolved directly dy the =ssrolt of an incipicnt a2nd 'vigorozs!
copiialiso (in tke guisc of iraue, undersiood os the great ageri cf
Cissogtution), = fromecwork wiick ean only piace thc vanguard sozizl

Pure zvolu.icnism by which aistory 1s reduced to simple unilinecr
| sl ™r S - = - o Y% -y .| e o = 1T I ; £
déveiopment, uctermined by humaxn lntcntlonality, the "geeds® of the

cconomy, or whatever. ané if this is ¢ coricoture it

]
i
y |

italist mode of preiuction; and clso, im - further rejcection

1z evolutionist Position, Dobd explains how the capitalist

-

mol- of producticn w.s formed not out or the feudal pode of

Ty & - - Y - -t - o= My e ;i v =
SUL Irow potty commcdity produciion. (Fore reiers to "Ik origind}
kistoric forms in vhich cepitzl appecrs ot first sporadiczlly or

b sporadiczally or
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little by little ¢verywhoere ... " 1975 p510).

Zobb has then to vrove how it wos that capital s o relotion of

Ay £ G 1 1 : i
Procuction was formed within petty commodity procductiom. This he
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Tt Dok DIOLTCSEIVe Tole to urbon I COz:n STl 5
TC tLe 'monied' claosses. (Sce harx 1374: "The cconomists hove me -
the blunder of confusing these ciementary forms of camitzl - oonsy
cné cconodities - with capit.l as suchk" p275). This wus Preciscly

o
himself criticized im = later Prefuce (1955), referring specificolly

¢ the non-cvolutionist reBtructuri nz of the whole problem by Do

ihe possing criticisms of this rceconceptualization of the formotic-
of .capitalisn by ﬂinﬂcss anc Hirst are perplexingly imorecise. 32v
corsigning Dotb's work to on unproblematic cconomiss end capiricisz,
it 3s of no surprisc that they should regard it as being outsidc

kb Lro b

of ¢ strictly marxist terrzin. But it is withir thcir
cpproprizate und re-theorize specific insights of non-morxist theoriscs.
:esﬁ notably in their treatment of the slove/mode of producticrn

Thus the lack of uttention they give to Dobb is also curi

i
esgcciclly given the comcon concern with the problem of tronsiticn.

Lecessary cisplzcemert ond cxtension of comaodity productien in

the formation of capitalism (Dobb czbove; Hindcss and Hirst p23f).

These ex—aplcs could be multiplicd, but Con't touch the heard of 4=
issue, as Rindess znd Hirst would elaim tent their cwn conclusierss

have = different status to Dobb's, due to their different theorczi--l

objects. wslternatively taey might argue thot the

s
agrecmcnts are actuclly based on caobiguities in the

i
¥kick they vould now rcject. (Hindess and Hirst, 1977). g

What then are the Cisagreements? There are 2 couple of miror
criticisme they make: that Dobb regards trade as being "in some
ﬁﬂnsn" externzl to feudalisa (p 263). Here they misre-d the
hlstnrlcal point that some wealth was appropriated (through trade,

?I?lundcr, etc) from outside the parcmcters of the feudal production
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01 T3v concrete==S—dacis. Hoyek's preicsiticn, thas thcory Yean
DeVer b verified or faleified b+ refersnco to fact=", Iobb thinks
is & “rather stertling claim™ ( ¢ 27 ). (iné thirty ycurs lazer, it

seems as if he was cgually t=ken bty "surprise" cneountering thke

sizilar claim by HEindess and Hirst tha: "facts cre never Eiven;

thoy are alweys produced". (Dobb 1976).). Tk:z parcdox is that

Dobb's epistemologiczl position ik;verg close to Jeber's, despite the
force of Tobb's eritique in mzny other respects. Hirst arzues thot
"“there azre no criteria of proef, concepiual, empirical or OthETFiED
for general concepis in Eeber's <pistemology. Concepts and categories
arc sclected and rejected uy th amb;guaué test of their 'usefulreoss

Firer

-

@
for reaching and Illuminating the significznce of the concretol
19752 pp 56-7). Reczll the passage oy Dobb quoted st the begirming
of this section of the peper: "Ti: justificationm of any defiritior
must ultimately rest on its successful ecployment in iilug irating

the actual procees of Zistorical developoent ... ". It ik the

-

limitations of this zpproach which detcrmine some of tha undercrgued

o

(3]

Liy

Easszages ir r£is 'Studizs': just o5 inis mosition resches an impasse in
thinking thc relation botweer ihc conceptu:l and the conercie, SO

too the same tendency occurs in clzboratirs the concepinal ficld

ihe tension produced ir iLokb's aticopt to tiiink the theoretical sznd
empiriczl moments <5 struciturally relcisd - vwhich is the arc side
ex k= _rzument - iz mot alveys expross.d zoesistently througnout
tar book. The chapter on the formozion of sroductive capitzl, for

cxample, where ke relics guite dircetly or the prior theorizzotion
by Marx, is one of th: most complex. But ot its waakest, this
tension collapses into whut is porhapgs the logiczl consequence of
iguity of kis cpist.molozv: the Sctnodology in wpich =11
ebetraction is reduced to a 'mod:ii', whick approximates as best

2s possitle to the complexicy sf tnc comcretc. This is true both

(4]

£ particular studiocs (sec the chaptecr on monopely czpitalism, wherc

Dobb outlines z modcl, and then cl.oime th i there ore a nupbor of

biy

eatures "which €5 not it tkis sicplificd medel™ p 334) or of

kis goencoral methodology, whore the critericn of internzl theoretical
cdeguacy rests on whother
a2 given structure of assumptions =nd definitiops affords
zbstract model vhich is sufficiently represectative of
actuality to be scrviceable” (p vii)
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22
d1ca ToIerred spocilically to tac tropsition, thosc wiich we
= IUNCLI0LeC 25 —n 1ntermedizte level of abstruction.- Ver;

indeed one ol The points which e

ractice of thc historian forms an unquestioned assumption for

o
itics ond his admircers. Further, while Dobb struggled

cven come te define _md frome toe thueorotical issues of subsequen

Cr
=inst the cffects of this position, the participants in th. debates

historiogriphy, whichk is cxpressed sharply by the conceptuzl form of

Anderson's appreiscl which wes quoted ot the start of this section.
Possibly the onc cexception to this is the contribution from the

o
Japanesc historian, Tekahashi, who was acutely scnsitive to the

[in]

enaril theoretical prejzct on wkick Dobbt ha

rr
(S}

1s article by outlining the volue of this proicct:
= ¥

haurice Dobbk's Studios ... roiscs WOEY 1WMDOrTtont proolems
of method. It presenis z concrete cose of = proklem in
which we cannot but be deeply intercsted - the problem
of how = new cond higher stoge of the scicnce of ecomomic
history can take up into its own srsick -nd make use of
the positive resulis of precading cconomic and sociszl
bistoricns
and, ne continuce,"to estiblish merc .ccura*s kissoricnl laws®
{(Erans c he place ke gives to a relatively kigh level

bstroction - hc cxplicitly emphasized "the logic-l content of

I
'the pcassage froo fewdolism to capitalisa'" (p E?; znd the precondi
for this knowledgc (p72) - —rc reminiscent of Dopt'.at his most

co=pleox.

The protigonist who camc to definc the conmcerns of the debates wa
Foul Sweezy: he marshails the nost developed ron-marxist cccounts

of the tromsition (based most of 211 on Pirennz) to chzallenge

Dobb's sccount. But thc wcakness of his procedure — vhich can be ™

crudecly characterizeé as aprropricting the insigh of thg non-
izing them

LS
marxist historians without zdequately re-thecor

14
m

S

rom within

¢ distinct problematic - primcrily serves to illumincste Ahe undoubted

; /
strengths of Dobb's methodology by comparison. For whit Sweeozy
in effect does is to shift the whole discussion banck Anto the

]

‘weberian' terrain, which Dobb had originally sct out to demolisk.

;



molcy cconomy thcorics
It soéms to me thot the important conflict in this connecticn
P is not botweo nomy' znd 'naturcl cconomy' but
between produ T..ckat or production for use.
Wc ocught to t Ci h &r
a =ystcm of © k a
the izpact of G
of production
This, despitc the formal demial, is merely znotker way of stating
the:-same préoolemctic. 3By eclactically pulling together part of
Dobh's thesis {thc place of petty commoCity production as o subordinace
} I .
formi alongsjde the feudal mcde of procduction) and part of Pirenne
\ [

is pecnliamly his own: to cazilfe "some of the currents

running from the exchange economy to the usc cconomy”

J

: il ER 2 gam = S
four uctqrmln:ﬂts of this influ¢nce wkich Eweczy proposes illustrate

how clue‘ihe comes to the moncy 2conom
the role rf the ineificicncy of production on the manor

ii) "the #cry existence of vxch.age vulus as a mussive

fact tendqd to transform the attitude of the producers

A ; Y A g et fo
developmeht of the "tastes" of the feudal ruling class 1v) to

rise of towns (pp 42-3). In re-stating this basic Pirenn

Sweezy has to explain the nature of tike historical form=ti

the C14 (when these fectures first appecr) to the C15, without

rescrting to tho strict natural cconomy/market economy forcula.
a

In his £

the structure of the economy =5 a whole, he concludes t

formations were neither feud:l nor copitclist, but teleo

cdesigrnates them as

{(p49), which theorcticzl

b_ i
H
o]
i
']
H
3
=t
'_l
i
'_ll
1}]
o
it
da
o
K]
4
[¥}]
[¥]
oF
(3
(]
=]
Ls)
Tt

transitional mode of production.

I

a second contribution Sweezy saw little need to correct any

n
aspect of his -nrzument, =lthougzh he cdded two minor points which

ilure to locate the parket ipnd commedity relotions within




BENNNENERE IR

is to be sought outsicc the systen" (p 106), that is, from the
cccumulation of merckh.nt capit.l from the hediterranean, ond the
effects of this on the Feudzl modc of production.

Lebbh's contributians ic the debztes {(izcluding ome .5 ‘late as--1962)

do little more than f his original thesis, which he

H
[
[Ws
=]
]
fa
0]
W
]
]
ch
uy
o

seems to propose exch time with growing confidence. Ee a

the decisive thearetical point ab

of production (in the 1950 =znd 1962 articleat]quotlng th=
key passage from Cipit:l III which structured the first cozpter of
the Studies), rejecting especizlly the tondemey to give znzlytica
pricrity to exchangs ro

2tions; he gives further und more nuonced

itain feudalism (g 6o

E

1

emphasie to the variants of the extraction of the surplus product
); be restetus the primacy of the struggle
o

botween thoe dircet producers and the feuézl lords, in relation to

whick other struggles zrc sccondury (p 55 zed p 16€); he is much

i
gy

= g ] - . r o —_ = - 5
Deiween hecven and ¢xrch" (p €2). This is only = skelotzl sumICTy

he main pointe which Dobt re—crzues. Wkzt is of importance

1902, he dic not telicve uny major re—werging

of Lis original positions w-s mecess:ry, th:oi there had been no

counter-propositions which he belicved had dumoged the argumec
i

¢
leS. So how do we =ssess the nature of Sweezy's challeonge?

Nowhuvre did Sweezy erngoge critiezlly with the conceptu-l structure ol
g ] I ,
Dobb's work. Whzt he ¢id do wzs to proposc the elements of zn

clternative thcory of the transition freom feudclism to czpitzlism,

These elements were produced from within = ferspective which w:s

porc or less coherent, i.e. therc is = certzin cohcrence in the 'tr-dc

3

r
anc towns' thesis within z moncy cceononmy problematic, and - certzin




Fdy

dUuctLion,

pro

|

L]
i
ki
b
¥
th

Q
pa

L

]
phd
(%)

£}

o]
i

L]
B

H ]
(& ]
ke
5]

L% )

-

"

el - -

i
i

ke
(W)
i3

0]
5]

(1]

oild

- i

4+

L3
v
ks
y
i3
]~
el iy

L 4]
(5}
i

L3

|
il

_.___

]




FEEERENNE I HHHHE Y

zsscssment is made on the historiog
- . -1
capitalism:Y ...
building from the cnormous mass of facts cccumulated by the: German
historical school ... " (Vilzr 1956 p 34). But both these claoims
oppecr to construct the rclation between the 'concepis' and: tho

N ¥
'concrete' os an unspecified reflexive unity, which affers viery little
guidancé precisely how the dlaboration of concepts structuses the

practice of writing history.

So far us we are concerned here, there is ome finas point to be

[l

p2de. The way that this paper has becn composeC miy sccm to suggzs:

trat we belicve thore to be a rigid division betwesn th Problemctics

("

eI *cconomism' (Dobb) and of 'culturzlisw' (Thompson wnd Genovesc).
This is not the cose. Apart from 2 certain cuumqﬁ thooretical
basis, it can also be noted that some of the most interesting
developments in recent historiography have been the produczts of

tue overlap of these tendenmcics. Hill, clearly, is one exanmgple. Or

to¢ case of Hiltor is zlsc ipportant: sizoriing from the ConZepiusl
fragewprk produced by Dobb, his loter work (1S€9, 1573%) h-s rnot c-1

r.Zined our thcoretical understanding of tac detercimation of <i.
ceptral forms of class struggle by the feudal relations of Proguctice,

u

sut has illustrated how the rrecise mechorisps which Precipitotes

poriicular struggles were overdcterpines by the determinste cul-ur-2
=¢ ideological formations, adding 2 crucizl dimension to the i
2C in 2 Very 2.3l esscy, touicivef L2 ¢ osonsribusion to [es: e

otolity, the non-correspondences betwosz the cconor..c, ond the
political and the ideoiregiszl, wnd the cifectivity of the superstruzzu--1
\Truznsition pp 153-7). Or Tak:hoshi, the contributor most
ratronsigently committed to cun vductinz the complex werk of zbstracc--:

ir elaborating the concepts of detcrminatc modes o productianm
criticized Dobb for ignaring Weber's insig
and ideologiczl conditions for the tronsition (Transition o 69).
But therc is one footnote to these debates with which wWe can concluds:
one of the important issucs of the dcbates wes how the bourgcoisw
revolutions can be conceptually located in the gencral theareticzl
conditions for thinking the formation of copitzlism, which was the
object of Hill's original study in 1940. In the mid 1960s there
occurred the well known debate between Thompson and Anderson, which

largely revolved around the contentious issue of the naturc of the
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the Englisn Yorking Class (though it might zlso be cam osed, still
L Z ga ght P

nore strikingly, zround the earlicst and the latest work of ore
historian - Christopher Hill). uc may regord the period from the
early 1960s as, indced, a sccond stcge 1v the development of this
trziition, breaking sharply from scome carlicr Dobbinn cophuses,
Logiczlly, or in terms of thcorcticzl position, the bresk is from
Dobb's theoretically-awcore and complex cconomism tc Thoopson's

militant a-theoreticism and "cultur-lism'. This shift was also

rcgisicred 1in a differcat crprorriction of Marx himself in which
closs (underetood in = particular w.¥) bccaae the master category,
disrlacing almost completely thc provicus comcorn with modes of

production (feudolism, capitclism cnd verious ways of produgirng

withir ther) and with ccomomic transitions. . Peiiticzlly the mov

fa

w.s understood os p:rt of 2 battlc ggeinst 3 Sfzlirnist politics
and the mor.-1 insensitivity of orthodox coomunism. Stoiinist

o ~ ~ s . Rer - - .
ractices of contro: oNne coocrcs VLD JUXTIDLECCO RIS L Ll ool

of - human:ist socizlism,

Thcse associcted chonges are cvident in ruchy oI the history written

in carly 1960s and l:ter. But they werc, of coursc, part of a nore
sencrsol set of shiftz witkin Euripoesn and fmericon harxism @esi.rn

Mcrxism' in Perry Anderson's phrasc) vacsgy cistory is only just
¢glnning to be written (Anderson, 376). | So 'culturalisa' wus
not limit ed uu history. In the rc—iiscave%y c¢i "class' within
znglish empirical sociology irom the lzter???iﬁs' class rolcticns todk
charzcteristically gqualifzative 2nd ‘culfurcl’ forms.
uncompleted history of Raymond Jilli-ms' litercr
¢f the samc oovemcnt and so, for that matter, wis both Sartre's
fusicn of existentiaclisz ond harxism and the answer of 'scicntific!
Ezarxism to both this and eccnomism in the work of Louis Althusser.
Kor was this movement - the gemerzl concoern with the cultural —

ar cxperientzl — or ideological — by any means limited to Marxism
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Sccialist-Fumanism and the tionzlist Critigue

The most powerful c-1,1c1sLE of the Thompson-Genovesc pcsitions

derive from a Structuralist marxism. It is through the theoretical

catcgories of Louis Althusstr (and their cxtension by neo- ani post-

Althusscrians) that wa are best alle to place these histories

within the range of contemporary marxismos 2nd to assess them eriticall

To put it in another wEY, Althusser's work rrovides a pri%ilﬂged

Ve rtﬁge -point from whieh to survey our object. This oppositipn,

uhough ngt tke force nf the critique thot follows, is undoubt enl;

recognised by Edward ”hnmpsﬂn himself. His published rebuked of

Althusser and ALthu55er1an;sm have, so far, fallen short of a real

engagement, yet hardly a piece passes without 2 pot shot or two at the

alist philcsophers'. (c.g. Thompson, 1975

cifcumstance - the power of the Althusserian

iturzliga' - has particular historical ciuses to do,

with the initig) formation of tiess two tendencies on either

sice of the English Channel: the fact thot 'euvlturalism' derives

from 2 singlc oppositian T culturalism versus various kinds of

cconomism; wnile *g+ uctursliem' derives in - doukle movement hos*ilg
¥

H

tc bothk economisg or- ‘humarism', It is importont to insist that
this circumstanc does not carry with it, z2s 2 motter of 'legict, =
conscouznce thot might seem to follow: thot structuralist marxien

is in every way Bupcrior &s o marxist practice to culturalist

[~

istoriography. These two rclated points cannot be developed in

(&2

Bis paper - though they arc of Erige significance for ancthor

associated project, the development of an accequate marxist account

1 -

cf culture and idcology. At this point we can only note that the

B

relation betwsen 'c ulturalism' ang 'structurzalism’ is altogether
more complicoted than one ip which culturalism ig simply sSupcrseged,
or 'culture' succumbs to 'ideology’.

At first sight the two tendencies secem sc d

|-.

h
‘I
§
4

imilar 25 to be
simply not cumnarqble. On the onc sige we hzove histories of
particular social znd cultur.l formations or Dovements; on the

other works of phlinsaphy and 'ecritique’ working =t an alt.zether
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1974), but neithor Hobsbawm nor the two cditors of the Kew Left

Review are ot nll typicz2l of the nistoriezl tradition, or cvem ef

the dominant m%;xigt'ten&enpies within it. The necarest thing to

a iirect encountey, Thompson versus ilthusser apart, has been the
cri 1qye of Genovese. in the wa;r of the English pnst—ﬁlthuséerians
Barry: Hindess -nd Poul Hi t (1975, esp. rp 148 .) Unfortunatcly,
to our knauleige+ Genovese has not replied, so that the encounter
remcins somewhat.dnéd—sided. He hos. however, DClEml»lEEd against
Americzn critics ﬁhu have madc somcwhat similor points (Genovese,

1977) .

Pre-Copitalist kodes of Production itself® will be discussed in its
own right in part II1 of this paper. But one of its themes is =
sustained attack on History as ¢ morxist intellectuzl practice

and on the accounts offered by historians of particular modes of
production and particular transitions. The criticcl designatiouns
are drawn from Althusser's coriginel armoury — especizlily tae tric:
'hunanism',‘histuri:ismf and 'eopiricism'. Thney are applied

with great 'rigour'. The implicit assumption (different from

That which informs our critigue) is that once a work is shown ic
be org-onised through 2 problemztic which is humonist, kistoricist

-

z1ls. fmong the kistorians discussed,

=4y

ete, the whole cdifice

Genovesc figures prominently 2s o worthy a-icgerist. Eis car

vork = The Foliticzl Ecoromy of Slovery = is the moin torget of

the chapter or the slove mole of production. It ie twice refer-cl
to as 'a serious attempt', = positive accclade, in this book,
for an historizn. In whot follows we summarise the critigue with

LecoSELTY brevity, then zassess its force fcr culturalism os = wicle.

The mcin target of the chapter on slavery is 'humanist assumptions’';
no subject is morc prone to 'humanist mythologising' than slavery
self. Typically humanisn zrgues thaot slavery is charzcterised

bty the cenial to the slave of his human cssence. He is tracted
irstcad as a specics of property. The slave's forms of protest
or culture or the other hand can be understood 2s an assertion of
humanity. Gencovese werk is shown to be crgandised arounc such
humznist presuppositions. In general his portrayzl of the 014

South conforms to '"an idealist-historicist variznt of Marxism



a relation of comlinaclon =04 SUod ]

'historicist' because it ccllapses Wanat 1L Altausserian protocols
f 2

sre held to be separate 'instances' of a social formation — the

j=stancas or 'levels' or rslatively autoncmous practices of the
9

ar to thos¢ marshallcd by Hindess and

Hirst and with a common origin in the work of Althusser, do indeed
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stress on 'listening’'

of the Althusserian

the kistorian

scnerzliz-tion
nus got to ba 2 snonld not set
up a book or.u totally clear
secnse af axoct +ble to do.

The meterial i ckrpuzn bim. And

i =.

o | 2
necessitztes cer of presuppositions, -
an empathetic abil tc pcople whoce essSentl

£ . - rd
rotionzlity in term ryday experience
relotive ta the con own -seciety- is cften
ynizzlly dubbed by tke spontaneity of the
0 the left comething E;ﬂ—gl?&ﬂ
ocial structu
- 1??':‘1 "51-
ance, in practice, fer examining on object

'in .its own terms, =nd withir- its own set of relations', kence

refarence (common ta historiamz in generzcl) for the close study

]
i

a social formatiom. §Lis work is full of the identificatiorn and

cxmaination of such symbolic momenis — Yhigs and Funters being the

oeet cxzmple of this method. 3But the use of zxtermzlliy-derived
concepts,-of zepcralisatiorz boscd on other instances, lot alome
ieductive systems derivoed Ifrom otac heoretical propositions may,

x 2 - : 2 - a e
angd Derlfaps must, leut To the Ioreling of razl hlstorical marlcerials

t
into some distorting mould of the thcorist's oyn pre—occupations.
-
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whether within this conception, 'theory' ar
‘abstraction' cin have any plzace at 211. True, both historians
write, on occasion, of'theory', o5 a legitimate pursuit. This
occurs, <sSpeclally in Thompsck's coasc, much more often in the course
of pemcrel or politzcal writing than in the histories. Thompson's
b ry in particular is much less scrupulous in the acknowledgemernt
ical debts than in the r. ange, and ¢xplicitness of the
citztion of 'sources' in the more usual historians semse. This

'theorctical' discussion is, however, of a particular kind. T.

cF

simplify a complex ergument, '"thepry' is undcrstood cither as a
kind of critical long-duratioa hisiory (zs in Edward Thompson's
criticisms of Perry Anderson's provoczticns), or as a2 kind of
pclitical progmnostication and diagnosis, or as the critigque
(including expirical criticism) of other historians, cconomists or
s,cznlug Si6- As thompson hi:self puts it, citing Feuerbach,

rti-Duhring ané the Marx—tngcls correscondence, 'l toink of theory

ws critiguec, thoory z& polemic'. (
sensc, however, in which theory 15 uracrstopnd: as somcthi

n
similar to Weber's 'ideal-type', or the socizl-scientist's 'hypo:hesis

3
or, more common-sSengsically, os & kind of icfertied zucss. Thompscrn's
word is 'model'. (192%£3, pp349-50). &s suck, theory is a moment i
~&e bisiorion's method - the momsn: of Torging guesiions rathor
*han Tostipg toem, L pomsnt siwcys provisicnal in status, always
subject to the ultimate control of 'grond fucts'. e shall return

lzter to thesc conceptions, byt or: his only to note the distance

between the level of abstractior in most (but not all) of the three

Ve mzy scy, then, that thore is a meeccssarily anti-theoretical
¥ in culturalism, 2 tendency te prefer 'expericnce'! to'theory'.

this preference is

-y

somctimes quite astonighing

t c
A further symptoz o a
supgression of borrowings of a theoretical kird even where it is

clear, from the whole cast of the work, that they exist. Thus

Ll
. o
I|‘
i o
H = 2+
; o
M &}
1 H
m
= t
|.J

Genovesc's debt to Freud, somewhat less cvidont, it must be said,
n his longstanding znd admirably cxplicit usc of Gramsci, is guite

casuzlly divulged in o recent cuasuzl piccc. (1977. p108 and footmote 9)
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hompson's debt to Gramsci, 2 striking feature of much of his recent

work, has never, outside a mention: in 'the Peculiarities of the
éged at all. It s importance for

tze formoation of Thompson's own work cun be gauged, however, by
4]

somparing the cmphasis of the hoking or of other carly work like
'Homage to Tom MacGuire' (1960) with the later work on the eightcenth
century. Despite the epic sweep of the Making it remains the history

single class, both brecking from and staying within a traditicn

1
[ =7]
L8

[

rking-cl-ss history. Thompson's later work involvag
> muck mor: sophisticated cttempt to srasp social-culturzl totalifios
f

2d Guwls, more ceatrally than befere, with relations tetween

-

hink these rclations is

holf-conscious gature

> thesc borrowings (which the =vowed method actuzlly forbids)
calzuralisc has much in common with those kinds of history which arc
*tickec as empiricist, with the apparzatly pre=suppositionless
Jut actually ideelogic:l) ecomonmic hiszory, for instanee, which
132 principle
“acre is ome further corolliary to Judzging historiczl objects in

==tr: own terms zecording to the centrality of what Thompson calls
'the inwirdness of cxperience..'. ac Maoking is oversiuelmingly a

ook cbout how people sece znd understand their soeci-1 world and how,
-1 thelr consciousn2ss, they respond. This cnmphasis was inscribed in

nitial rcaction to a Stzlinist

(N

culturzlism from the beginning, in the
ics and a theoreticel cconomism. All chompson's work, indced,,
azs, he stresses, been informgd by the pre-occupatior with "values'

t
4ith supplying what is scen as this abscnce in Earx and as o peculiarly

l:forminz uspeet of orthodox communism.

i . : : i 5 :
fhis over-ridiaz pre—occupation has nocessary conscgucences for how
other aspects of the social formation are viewed. This is all the

Acre the case since culturulist historices (The haking or Roil Jordan

201l) are not what we might call 'rogional' historics: they do not
ssent thomselves as 'culturzl historics' or historics of the

culture of garticular classe Though they cannot be histories of

Gs
cveryithing tha occurred within a particular society (cnd are, in




- - - - = — - - =T 1 - - - - - == -
Svnsc ©f e Ltotwllity, L0 nove wac aopcliion ol graspling it, anc

e P e e 2 - - - - e s b F —p e e B a - - e gm s -
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necesszrily involve some conception, explicit or impli.d, of what

= speclz]l formation is, how 1t moy be thought.

The commonest gpenerzl formulations ~re, os might be cxpected, in
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of whot have been cclling "culzuraliss'. Again kFelennan's descriptior
cf a 'cultural' moisism sums up the mottcr very appositely:

e
d idecas., Ezch is 'as
Human agency {dependent upon .idceas)
f revolutionary change, not 1{s
Societics are dialecticel totelitics
rat o prz—given demincmee of gcononys
but, ratker, an cessential
The scnse which pecople maxce gf their
! on is part of, ond net re “uci“ ta,

Taere is no abstr
distortion af ideas. To reject su
acknowledge the rcal constitucnts

formations; it is the task af hist
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~=&-. IOCre Zre LWo seis of probleoems with this. First, it is By
- v p P = sl 1
no:means clezar that relatively abstract stotemerts ohout. shall
¥ 5 enants chout, shall
o ” " : : =
We Say, modes 0l production im general, are of a wholly differort
= . - L el etk Ay

status (in relatien to 'the real') than, shall we 52y, an account
cf the Peterloo massacre. Both cre stotoments t

the real world. It is possible that they ought to be underst.od

as ‘mutuzlly necessary and complimentary kindis of stotements or

thought disti i d moinly by thasr pralatss 3 Fool :
ughts, distingulished szinly by their releotive degrces of abstractinn.

L

Both are representations of the real: in
simple, formal and gener=2l, in the other extromcly complex, coxcrete
- . HL e b dal § SHabiTLRG

Aoanen ~mnd i P . - ’ - i
cense cnd spocifiec. The second set of Eroblems concerps

Thompson's
cwn epistemology — the ceistemology of 'models' znd '"zramd facts!
#hile this certainly describes the scnse of the relotive subjectivity
-~ - 1 ' 1|
o1 thne cuestion and the very resl (matdrial) cxistence of the .
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the notion of abstrcetiom which, it will be recalled, M.rx kimzself




L.

Cecerites o5 = azli-porhk of waot 1E sciontific in his mctheol in
the wreiuce tec vol . Capitai I, 1975,p50; Row, cccordirg to tac
.lzhusserian reacing of Copital, it 1s = work of theory. It 1is

ot tze history of particular sociul forpation, acr cven, Guspite

i4e y. licnce on Znglish illustr:ations, = history of Englosk
2cvelopethe cictegorics

This is truc =s fzr =s it gocs. It is

pore zccurcie to soy that there cre different discourscs present
§rn C-pital, distinguished woinly by their Jegrecs cf shstroclness.

I+ is bost to take 2 uXompil.

roceived much atteution
ihors integested in clucation, the fzpily -and their crticulation
iz the theory of 'reproduction’. Reproduction

'y
b=

[
]

process oy which, mostly 1in produ

npitelist kind)

of f4iscuc£ion

w_S5CUSEil0L

- LY
|:..--_.-.- [P 4

horx's strips the procoss

very formzl, gipplilified,

£ Lanpitions

oD 1z o r.nge CI COnClLious.
gitp wh-ch, ot least for the moment, e 1S ot prepared tc dezl.
faccsis_: SuUST CSRTISICRS TN o D CIDLITTC, SOAQULD ¥Wo £IOW Tk
Wopx iz —wore of them fror lotor as MOXC soEpleX trocimernis oI tac
zrme -hemo. Sometimes suct contitions =rz mentionmed, but ore
pre-suryzoscd in the sense that tmeir jrecise siatc is fixcd -
~szu=cs to be 'comstont! social science. Thus,

o p T
Cereoln lavi-

sr “pc chopter ob Simzle E.rrodusilon, lhory LBBUGES o
5% skill ir tag ¥ors Iorse \(very 1oe) -nd ril accumulcotiocr. It is
-1so ~3sumcd that reproductilon occurs frirly unproblematiczlly,

this very abstract version is ProOCreSSCVElY
trrough the specificaticn
cecumulation cnd its roprocuIvive mcchonisos are supplied;

contradictions of the process Lrc ol-berated; the necaSELLY,
in gencral, of conscious political intecrvention through the Etaté

becoges cpparcnt. Yet even here, Capitzl remalns o work of
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from the specific complexitics of 'reprocuction' in
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In the same way, & pathological divorce develops between those who
ons (

historians, journalists or politicians)
znd thoec concerncd to devilop*theory'. 'Culturalism' as an
cpistemological position represcrnts onc side of this particular
2ivorce in & parficulcrly cxtremc manncr. Despite the emphasis on
critiguc, it represents ¢ form of intellecctual work that, rather
systematically, distances itself from wkat is most distinctive

in the method of the mature harx.

¥hat, then, of the friction of 'models' on '"Iacis'? This has been

c
dexlt with more clegorntly thasn is possible here in Greg kelennan's

p—
i

czr b: brought into 2 €irect roelz-iomsrtip with the real in the form

of "facts' about the post. The probtlexz is thot this opsraticn is
sicply not possible. In order for ruch z comparison to take
place, these objecis must Lic of lixe Xiné. But in crder for this
to be thc case, 'fociz! pust zlireciy hove beorn tronsformed into
'categories!, intc fhe saes meilurc, 25 it wvire, as the '"theory!
(Thesc are in fact, typiczlly cozocorices ot = lower level of
generality than thosc that composc the theory). Some process
i
of I 4

rrotlen witk which we stortasl. Ee ¢t we grasp the kistorieally
1

carcretc? - The empiricist solution, then, whils it certainly

indicates a ' process with ; defirote knowledge effect, constitutes

i
a circular cr tautclogous argument or 'proof'. In the case of 2

cultur-list historiczl practice, the 'facis' are coomonly thoso

about conceptions of the worlé; whct ore in fact interrogoted her

]

cre people's Fonctptinna of thceir lives. But since culturalisn

inal court of appecl in matters

[

oakes 'Euhjeéti?e exporiencs' the
- | v . . _ .
of human SCl?ECﬂ - it is zgoinst this thot theorics must be tested -

yet supplies us with no protocols of what w. ¢o when faced with

radically different experienccs or meanirgs, it dooms usy 1if
e




ly followed, to a relativisa. If not consistently

efore arbitary sets of criteris
n of morzl or

o
superiority to th: culture of populace or working class

tarn tc the gquesiicn of reductisns. This involves a

f the conception of the social totality which inferms
t Tractlce. inere are in fact two asscciated reductions.
of these is 1 reduciicn of class and of socizl formations

ane 'theoreticzl humanisc'}; the second is the
stic reduction of 'culturalisn' — 2z reduced concepticn of

t of commupist morality and purposes) becomes transformed

ory of how things actually are or were. #hat is

T}

sroperly =n ogjeciive 1s mads into 2 tcol of analysis. Thus
“ram sympathising with the oppressed peoplss of the past, bch

relational
beyond th
structure
that these

instance,

-nd compa

slip into understardinz che sast {or whole social

) in tarms of relctions of a more or less exploitative

ween groups of people. <~ lasses are constituted as such groups

in a relation with each cther and with people of
ass. Both historians hove 2 superb sense of the
caaracter of class waich already raises the analysis
level of socizl-deumccratic conceptions (as static
or'stratification'); but they have no conception at all
relations are over or *1 some thing. Here, for

is Genovese on slaves :Ed slave-holders:

f

As in = lasting thcuﬂd nu. necessari
marriage, two discrete individudls s
for better or worse, one life ... mas
elaves shaped each other and cannot b
or anslysed in isclaticn.(xvii)

bpY
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W o [ ks
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=

e and
cribed

rs
des

Slavery bouné two p=oplcs tagether in bitfter
antagonsm while crezxting an orgamnic relationship
so0 complex and cmbivzlent that neither could
express the simplest humen feeling without
reference to the other ...

Ll

[+

the followinz passage fron the Haking:
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relhtvnnst+f must 1
ard in a real context .... We cannot have love without

lovers, nor deferenc= without sgu
And class happens wpen EOme ELG,
common experiences (inherited or
articulate the identity of their
theaselves, and as agoinst other
are different from (and usually o

Phrases like 'slavery bound' promise fo exp

tie. Thompson's lzter reference, inm the so

ails the notion
ctker relationship,
if we ctteapt
sociologiczl

cl=zss, any core

ar of love The

ires and labourers.

s a result of

shared) feel and
interests cos between
men whose interests
pposed to) theirs. (p9)

lore the nature of the

productive reiations into which men are born!

rather different mode of analysis. 1In both
echoes of =z more zuthentic harxism. Butf iz
and necessities cre not elcborated in these

Jordon Roll we return no further back thon

class rule! 'cl:ss power in & rocizi foram!

historians theére are
practice such ties
histories, In Roll
'slzavery 2§ z system cof

y 0 'the masier-slove

relationship'. In = symposiur ir R.diczl Fislory Review on
Genovese's history Eric Ferkins mcde tas following point about
Genovese's work: 'He foils to utilise The familizr, though

isunderstood Marxist conception of Fs-ciczl
(RHR, 1976, p42). Desnite Genovoesz's purre

riticism 16 substantizlly corract. As wo
getzil ir 2 mement, thesc eczssiicir ore o
elavorczted way, fpoc tnc horizm 2o .3 or
quotations suggest, then, class is s-orn vers
lanter—subjective rclationskii; nmeicozors of

are thosc most often used teo incassvlote it
what is specific to claes relaticrs iz ko—x
economic relations- is not graspad; in thais
and Hirst criticisms of The Foliticzl Zzcmo
deadly

ceccurzte. What opplies %o slzves zn
applies also to patricizns ond

of Althusser's analysis in relctiion to the

thess histories ecom be seen on the following cuotation from

=55ays in Self-Critieciem:

Karx shows that what in t
a sociz]l formation and =2

las
1 5
any chimerical huoan essc

-

s
=
s

« In such a conception
- their rootedness in
respect the Hindess

rv of Slavery are

d =lave-holders

plebizns. The privileged status

ceptions informing
*

instance deternpines
to grasp it, is not
e or human nature, nor man,

nor aven 'men', but a :QLu;icn. ithe production relation...



d
i

and, in opposition to all n
shows thot this relation is
men, 2 relation betwecn per
subjcctive or psychological '
relation, but 2 double rela
of men znd things, the mean

e wr B o - - & 1 | [P - gy . L. - . o gl e R
e Wrleseell oTre ‘_"_2"_;_;__, a..‘:....-r—._._.r.........l*,__ g - Thelr chorncterlstic
o N B - -1 4 3 s - my % :" - z 3
srhjects are culture and politics. They focus on whot we might
o Vma | a7 Aam £ antrhors =t T+ 9= Pelati = AT apntharisy

R B a7 | reilations 0I ZUTOROrLLY » AT 15 rclftlions Ol ULLOT1CY
srmadaad . L = - = = e AP T IR A

indeed, or whot Bourdieu terms 'symbolic viclencs' (Bourdies, 376}
-h~t forms the very nature of rclstiomns of zizss 1p both
"hompson's portreycl of the cightcconth-contury systom .aa

-nd in Thompscn's later work

o
fols
=]

+the acoporic is zls

the time mainly through th

relations exist in the feclings

of the class. The cconomic as a sct of objectively present relcztions

only zppears in zon atienuateld form, torouzh the culturzl,
through the 'inwnrdaess of cxperience'. We sholl see in o mopent

n o particular chapter of the Making.
I Sk

B
(s
=
F
&1
I
L£1]
E
=]
H
o
n
[

(&)
=]
Q
(=]
%]
i1
(=)
H
B
[=]
L]
=
s ]
=y
[7]
=
=
ot
=
H
4]
=
v e
o
E
W]
L]
ot
b=
[
H
(4]
3]
L1+
o
[aad
=
=]
[ =
[=]
(=
0]
Ii
=]
i1
(]
]
ra
]
=1

cizily of Gramsci's notion of hcgemony
jcar historians who hove becn attracted
This criticism applies to ~nderson 1964, to Gray, 197¢ and to

Tholfsen 1976 as well as to Thompson and Genovesc) Very bricfly,

s 2 ~ C
Wo may SoY th-t whereas Gromsci's L.D.ECCPE.LJIIE.I Ji. 5\': T0 SupersiruciLurec

{or in Graomsci's terminolegy, of structure to superstructure),itc
is cppropriated by Genovcese ond by Thompsen as = concept to do
jith culturs znd politics z2lomc. It is casy tc see now thls occurs.

!‘J l"

sci's concecption of the socizl formatiom, docspite the historicis: 1
his conception of philoseophy,is = uniguely ctructurs 1isE anc. *



distirction boeiween cconoGic and cther relations, znd of the
‘normelity' of vnormous G15): nCTlcias - non-corrcspondcorciss
Deiweon them. Tris unevenness bastwoeen 1evels, whick cught
aonztasless 1o be distinguished, waz matched by a very 'hard'
ay of using the tero 'super-structure’. Supersiructurcs were
not merely composcd of idecs &r rclations beiwecer pecple witkh

complexitiy. 3Such 2 concistion cannot

Y
LIl

Sut Thompson ané Genovese co coll=pse

tn
1
1

a
reducc the full complexity of Gromsc

is not = historicist; Thonpson and CGenovese are.

T e e | £
Laai :.-rq..- :'LEE_ Oi
0L Cceterninzticn \WEICE 1E RCOT tho Bame as Govormlrisr

Cetermination, znd scne scnss of thc specific effect of

crlitvre =z politicel proccssss, noticms like 'consonzneco! are
- e . et y = - A R (. . R v 1% & T = r 3} -
0L very helpiul. They verpit i=dz:q vary little '"play' betweck

*

socizal beling' and 'consciousncss$ in the typical culturalist

+F

ulzaticen. '"Dialcctical intoraciions' is en attempt to aveid
this dilemme, but zzrrics no cohors=t or usable concepticn of

=R B -

=ctirmination. Ner is therc zny point where it == really shown

r
culturalist cxplanations zre 2 kind of ameleas of /two of Marx's

dictz in trunccted form - 'Ken make history' and,'All history is




nistory of class struggle'. But which classes make history?
~roups of men and when and how? Slaves? or slave-holders?

.ne or patricians? Uorkers or caritalists? It is symptomatic

Flabians
of the orobles that whereas cne of Genovese's books is titled
s world the Slave-Hclders Made, anoth r, Rcli. Jordan Holl, is

cyb-titled 'the Worid the Slaves made'. “nat is missing of course

the determinant conditions on which Marx was egually emphatic

are

-3 whick set limitis to what it is possibls: for any group of men
- women to do, which constitute them indsed o= social beings.
Zaaring in mind the subtlety and cohersacs g¥ .1lthusser's general

c-otocols on jetermination, one is terptsd to sugzest that Thompson

srd Genovese declare themselves Althusse—iarn:z ferthwithi

'Zxploitation'

‘e =ay sum up much that has been said so lzr, =y seeirng how the
zenerzl features of ‘culturalism' are ucrked through in a particular,
.1assic location of the paradigm. Chapter € of the Makding of the

-

Znglish Working Class is an appropriate choice since it is here,

according to its author, that the zore 'etructural' arguments of

. it is also ths

L

she book are tc be found. (Thompson, 1576, p2

chapter that comes nearsst to using Marx's own categcries of

m

5

sconomic analysis.

The chapter certainly contains most of the characteristic features
of Thompson's theory 2ad wothoc. It is a 'theoretical' chapter in
the rather idiosyncratic sense of the word discussed above. It
is-'theory' as polemic. In particular it conducts an argument
against the two characteristic targets of the Making: a crude
sconomism ('steam power plus the cotton mill equals the new
woriding class') which is in fact a vulgar Marxism; and an "empiricist'
economic history which at best radically de-contextualised the
questions of 'standards of living' and, at worst, confuses history
with Cold War ideology. A principled theogetical position 1s
argued agains: both these positions. Pplitical and cultural
traditions and events have their own effectivity in the creation
of classes. Industrial revolution, on its own, is no adegquate
explanation of class formation. There was no spontaneous
generation of - mroletariat; rather the class made itself from

the pre-existing cultural materials and uncer the force of both

economic revolution and political counter-revolution. Against -the




Ericvanccs ond ontugonisms.

cConomlc kastorions o not
movenents of the economic
intensified 2nd sufiorine
iEDOSs1Ition on "the foecss?
Journeyman coiton spinner,
threc and a holf pages.
argue, olong with Francis
too wvaried ts worrant the
cultural znd expcrientzl n
intcrests,
1790 and 18350
ig is
in the growth o ES=COnsciou =
i 5 b5 betveon
e and s agains:
socond, in the
1 ond industricl
L b
tions, pericdiccls -
tilons, workinc-=-

Nevertheless, when every cauticn has been made, the
outstanding fact of the period botween 1
is the formotion of 'the working class'. Thi
revezled, first, t] T ala ns
identity cf intcrest

.

the consciousness of an

all these diverse groups of ucrﬁlnglpeepl
the interests of other classes. .ind.
growth of corvcsﬁcnulnz foras of po
org-nisation. By 1832 therc were shrnngl bas.
self-conscious w:rklfa-c_:sa instituti CLS — Iru.’e unicns
iT 1;?&;} ;uc+eu1cs educationsl -r2 3

I~y F0 ~3 £ - ¥ - - g -
sultural' reading of scontomnovrary = re

into lightning histecrics -'Erond facie'- znd esrr o
=1 =

id are reminded of the importance of itra mutotions

niatmrlans} are faced witnh o quick sketch zop of 'ithe politi
context' and the cvidence of fel: Ericvzrces. By this complicated
mixture of critiguc an compressed empirical reference, a whole
historiographical re-evaluatior is suggested. The ideologucs

cf Copitalism ond the Fistoriars are excredely clearly identifiod

sarly tifaipd,
ha

through the hedge, 'the Hamoonds', Plonccring social historians

11 7

Ercwth and "modernisztion' thcories arc given their fir pull
= . ou

f-l
IJJ

r

[
L]

very properly scen as precursors of many more oodern cemphasis
- - f - ¥

1

are rehabilitcted. The mixture is a powerful omne’ and one
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Lhe categories of a non-rarxist economics 'process of
lndustrialisation'; 'protlems of economic zrowth'. Time and
22Zain, on the werge of structural moment, the zrgument rsturns

P
: .. oo B
- : . b i :
\ g i
; ! I
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here are, however, several passages in the chapter whers th
-
fundamental theoreticzl limitation of "eulturalism' is alwmost

broken through. In some of Thompson's other-work, there czre
sidilar moments though we would arguc that the break-through

to the analysis of economic =ocial relations = in their particular
historical forms - must be = peculiarly difficult one for this
historian to make without some major and conscious shift in his
basic problematic. The context is the &iscussion of 'exploitation'.
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that warrant the term structural. Om ~/doser look, however, it is

czlear that although the 'culturalist® reduction is parti=lly
i

broached here, the tendency to a theoreticil humanism mokes it 2

axtremely difficult to employ esconomic categories in z=ny very
X

Consider closely the shifts that occur ir the following par,

1 Zrapn
which is,perhzps, the most explicitly 'theoreticzl' secticn in
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‘e con now se¢e something of the truly catzstrophic
nature of the Industrizl Revolution; as well as some
of the ressons whg‘:h: English working clsss took
| yeors. The people were subjected
o0 an intensification of two intolcrable
wtionshipe: thosc of economic exploit:tion
ical oppression. Relations betwcocen employer
btecoming both harsher znd less
wnile

t
it 15 true thzat this increcaed
freedom of the worker ... this 'frecccp!
felt his unfroedonm more ...

cpprozcL to histery znd to theory. le are not corcernmed to write
critical reviews but to szmine,c 1

-Jur ecritic
1|

is:m
text. l'e have not, for cxample, discussed any of Gznovese's werk

:ﬁkrt irom RBoll Jordan Roll and The Politiczl Economy of Slavery:

¢ pave not discusscd Thompson's most recent major toxt,

thigs cnd Hunters which scems in soze woys to breck from his

earlier paradigm (though it is more about modes of predation than

of production).




secizlist-hummmist history h=s an izportant place. orks like the
fzxirg stari 25 o permancent reminder that an ccount of the world
iat Goecs pot come to terms with intentiomzlity, 'subjective
=xperience' or 'the inwordness' of eczlture risks reversion to
mechazmical notions of society or to furdazarially ConEn-roioriai
122as of 'control'. Neglect cof the content of concepticns and
"7alues' ané of the naturc of their 'hold' or 'appeal' in

An insistence on the izportance of what harx called, gencrally,
'consciousness' (ond regarded as ~n attributc of men through all
history) cannot be dismissed =s 2 mere romanticism, or as the
intrusion of 'moral*™ —consider-tions into theoretical and

sclentific motters. Rather it is a kind of ;raviSiopﬂl destription
of a2n object which scierce itzelf must grosp. #/

Yot we hope to have shown that the costs of an ng stress

on "experience' are tooc high. 2 ara roboed, in the first place,

cf o powerful tool of analysis. ::lﬁuralzsx, preferying 'authen ticidy?’
to 'theory', renders its own theoretichl project gailty,
surreptitious and only partly ex;llci{. It places a kind of

embargo on abstraction, though a certain amount qf smugzling of

the most refined of goods must atili gEc on. By'abstraction' herse

|
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1evitcible. The conse-sgerres = .y
= P = - il 1T -T= =i K SeX: -3 is oL
= e S ZLIE -= 13 LH3L BRSUr:
- =g . Y ey 5 i
L0 Ba) that culturzliss suwnc SE 2r absenc
LD s fAmsTdlLT oD MNETX_Em c
rXZsm c:
= - I
Teversung the relation, that we pust 242 $1 ineschs 1
- =L a8 7 Insigkt- abrout culiu=-e
- - LS il e T

n
i
]
n

H
Jd
o
E

i

relationghips i is]
1§01ps 1 empoveriskment ol Msrxist categories *

and must havﬂ afinis ¥ i 14 - o] 1
E @ Gelinite theoreiica) =zngd practical effects. It
rroduces serious

to dnalyse! i ¢ hi h
l}EE!mﬂment in the history of classes when cultursl and

"

political frapmentati i 1 i itd
ragm atlions do actually rrove, in political cutcomes,
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to b e B ful than aty s
€ more powerful thzn ahy sense of class unity. Do classee then
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-tUs 1n Britain and for the period of the 'disappearance' of
=i=ss in the post-World Yszr II pericd, especizlly the 1950s.

“uch mors powerizl strategem is to show how. eves ip acments of
Ny
:nSeccual ha f: OF Ehe polizi: 2l or prosfation of
=4t3rflnate classes, class rerairs intazral o the vary
organisation, recroduction and =ovanment of tphe social
'—..-,..-.___- - - - - -~
-SrTmazior ir zuesztign.
TS o Brlimas At A=
..... recuirss not only
8 zZTezas deal of ecare’ul Tezazrch but also scme oo Seprtizo of
z1lass ar classes which does fot resc on culturzl or exgsrieatal
.
~Tlterliza alone and retains =2 jgite ‘orthodox' stress o= economic
T v ] T - - = 5 == R P T a4 e - P My
SCSiltlons znd relatigns, les Sus & concepizon it 1¢ o053sible
= [ 3 L] o - - & om e . = - 3
-0 "thinx’ the disjunctions arnd autonomlies of econamic and
b | - o T | - - -~ - - = = - . o I | -
id=zolozgicael relations. It is possible, theoretically, to show
- - - - g A == =] == = T s e 1
Cw men and women may be constiiuied as class subjects within

i€ nope to have shown that culturalise is inadecuate, In its
= .
= T el e - - o - -~ 1 1 - = -
dver-reaction to economistic and mechanical Marxisns, i

rctually suppresses some earlier strengths of the trodition, i

=trengths best seen in Dobbs, Studies and in the transition
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clder Dobbiar proctice
The problem is a2 much oroader one than faithfulness to harx's

thot seek to grisp phenomenz in their own terms, ir their forms=

Thompson wishes to zpproprizte the werd to his own usages (e.g
197€,p18.) Closs, however experientinll rendered, supplies ¢
iing of structure, yet it 1s o structure that sits on the surface
cf things, is there to be sc2en by anyone who looks (or listens).
Ike prob i

of explanations of why
things (or relations) appear as they do. So it is, !when we

finish reading the nakinz of the English Working Class. We can

idertify, are moved a2né comp-crnesé it all lmaginatively. We may
Through some 130Us resonancss, be politically excited and

g e Vo ¥e = - - e | . d

arimxtec. Yet SLlig wWo \&0c nfea) to know how thess

LPANSE Come To te.
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o kzve beaon trying to suzgast thot a ruznced emplovment of the

thought. However, if elthusser himsell is mot fuily open to
such charges, the work of Bzrry Hindess zrd Paul Hirst

Pre-ccpitalist hodes of Froduction) migat be seen

N S - x i
o -

as 2 eritigue of Llthusser's ns and amblguilies

O
havinz the cruciczl consegquenccs, for tke surposcs of this paper,
'S

of problemutising the notion of the cozmerete, and of rejecting
the very possibility of 2 (marxist) science of history. WYe

cuss it as zn exumpls of a 'ration:list' position

e
L |
oy
<
Hu
o
I+
1]

1sc
cttempts to surmount cifificulties common to the

h
perspcctives we have indiezted.

[

rowveld Garxisio s 4 pCleallvliIilc

anternrise from ¢ll forms of sopiricism, _Lﬂru,_ha, cnd humsnisn,

These doctrines represcnt = range of positions frum the cbselute

ucetive foreces to the "gpluceme.

FL

pricmoccy of the techaical cro
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cconomic classes =t the feart of marxism E conception of
¥ by the concept of "han', slibusser tried to show thet
21lthough Superficizlly contradictory to ope another, the positions
Within this renge shared 'essentizlist! notions of a self-moving
subject' of history, having Privileged causal status with respect
to its forms of =Ppezrancc in society and history. 1In short,
¢conomism &nd humanism were shown to be more or less sophisticated
fhilosophies of Ristory which cun only ninder marxism's scientific
Eroject. However, the notion of historical sclence, Tor

~lthusser, is not one which emphasises, for example, verification
Procedures - an alternative widely zdopted by historizns ang
ration.liszd by aczdemic empiricist Philcsophy in opposition to
"specnlative bistory! On the contrary: the empiritist idea of

the primzcy of the perceptuzl 'given' is as Philosophic=z1
Speculative as those pPhilosophiceal dogmas it aspires to contradict.
£lthusser thus plausibly asserts that empiricism as well as
ideclist essentialisp shares a2 common epistemology such that

the relation between thought and reality, or concepts =nd the
concrete is B trezted as g rallosophical 'problem!

15 resolved by o short-cut reduction of onc term of the couplet
i

,» and ii)

© its essence as represerted by the cther term.

S¥stemztic cerrelation of GLarxist concepts in = wa ¥ whl“h
Lronscends the reductionisms of the observational 5lrEﬂ znd of
sveculztive philosophies of history, be the latter dependent on
ceconomism or cultural humznism, Althusser's elternative,
schematically, is a conception of the sociail formation governad

0y a complex or Structurzal. co auszlity. He insists that structural
2nd interdependent socinl relations and levels could be
exhaustively cnalysed in 2 marxist foshion without recourse toc a
nonocauszl reductionism op to = philosophical subject, pattern,

or goal of 'Eistory'. 4t the S.Te time, Althusser stressed the
'openess' of the s scdentific Procedure wkich establ isheg and

deploys. these cate egorles, as against the artifiecial ang ideological
closures to what =re ip Zny case 'false' problems erected by
typically Philosophiczl conceptions of causzali t}, social formations,
and history. This concern to emphusise 1&enlqg}—frec marxist
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sciance and itz thoroughly fheercotical character we may, for
e

tonvenience, term morxist rationzlism, and it is raticn=lism
e

whizh mckes possible the vicw thot economism and culturalism

4S histories .re no more thon egqually limited and intern:liy

=i
Fa
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[+ ¥
g
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hich must be sudbject/rto = rodieal critique.

While having noted our view that Zlthusser's own ATEUMBLTS sre

not wholly Sueccpticlz of g simple and schem-tic summary,
o

cousality involwed is neither -mechznical ner expressivs, hut

tructural. The determinant @conomic stiructare is Salg tc :e
Frescrt only in and &5 its effzcts — that is, the othor lzvals.
Sz2cond, the basic elements of the economic level are invarignt
{ the lobourer, the mezas of production, znd the non-lnbour:r,
lirked by voriant relatiéns of broperty ownership znd = connection
of 'rezl zpprovriation'. It would be Superfluous to go furtier
into details here. WYhat is important is that while Balibar is
2ware that there car te no theory of possinle modes a priori,
there zre nevertheless cert-ip in%nrian: features of all modes of
production which Balibar considers to be of importance, The
theoretical status of these invariant alements, it would saco,
can in no sensc he reduced to the 'obvicus! faet (indceed,

tautology), that hum=n ~gents must produce ip any labour process.

The effeet of Balibar's cnzlysis is thnot kistory must be conceived

s i H N NN NN
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6C.
&5 & Series of discontinuous modos pf production. e.ch structured
zround = determinant instarce which nosf formally unchanging basis.
rrecaritalist Hodes of Priduction
~EL Us now turn to Eindess cond Eirst. These zuthors accept
Llthusser's rejection of economism =ng humanism, but detect
contradictions in his project which show that the Llthusserian

'

critigue is zectuzlly not radiezl enough. They themselves propose
to show the impossibility of Balibar's position by combining

greater drive to theoretical; purity (which involves the
rejection of cll history), with the claim to reinstate the "materizl
h

causality' of the closs struggle zs o central category. Hindess
r

against essentinlism, is itself essentialist. This is beczuse, by

=1
(4]
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et

s nothing outside its effects
totality. EHistory
tion which-escapes

eack mode as 2

clements.

Y t L, Dol - b e P, P Cp Ll U Py r :

“*4 +8€ Lheory connot, thereiore, occccunt for historical chznge or
class struggle. Belibzr, it shoulld be s5aid, is awore of this

rroblem, and —itempie to overcome it oy theory eof socirl

eproduction which would izvelve the poseivility of a

crznsformation of the struocturc “hogmselves. Lovever, such on
mTienpt must fzil, SfInee Lo miziclly defincs the rroblem of
reproduction in terms of s<ruciur-l ccusxlity. Hindess and
Birst thus poirnt to the fzz* t:-t 3zlibzr hos to concelve
*raonsition between modes of production -s itself a mode, or else

[¥]
=

introduce factors (su which

eleologicaily detach themscives from the structural mesh to

it

croduce o new mode. The ploy thus both muffles the 'besic!

concept ond undermines the general validity of structural causality -
a4 supposed validity upon which the entire theory was predicated.

c) Hindess znd Hirst argue th:t such confusions have their roots,

ironically, in the fact that Althusser and Balibar themselves .

retain the empiricist ‘problem of knowlcdge'. This is because

ok

jec
J

they continuc to recognise the philosophical primczcy of an ob

cuiside theory which the thought-object somehow appropriates in the

'knowledge-nechanism'. The critics term this epistemology =z
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gpecific sense, rationclism means

coencepts are taken to be the
o

—n short, Hindess and
var of preducing yet another

however marxist.

ana

Eetween

for Hindess and

producticn

nf modes =%
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for the real historical

assert tkat, by
is past
for a 'marxist
meraly
ancther set of ideological representation: off_areference external

E |

to, but commonly designated by, different theories, camely
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