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ABSTRACT

INSERTING SPACE INTO SOCIAL THEORY: THE CASE OF DAVID HARVEY

Giindogan, Ercan
MS, The Department of Urban Policy Planning and Local Governments
Supervisor: Assistant Professor H. Tarik Sengdl

September 1999, 262 pages

The main objective of this thesis is to analyse the David Harvey’s attempt at
inserting space into Marxist social theory. It is a well-known fact that social
processes have been treatéd as if they occur on a head of a pin. This failure is
widespread and without exaggeration, almost all traditions have been

characterised by a spatial amnesia.

In the case of Marxism, the neglect of spatial dynamics has been more dramatic in
terms of not only understanding but also changing the world. There have been
some attempts at constructing a spatial Marxism. Among others Henri Lefebvre,
Manuel Castells, and David Harvey are the prominent names of this attempt. The
thesis argues that building upon certain insights of Lefebvre, Harvey provides the
most successful and promising framework for a spatialised Marxism.

Having provided one of the strongest criticism of positivist and liberal tradition,
Harvey shows that values are central to the urban question and question of justice
lays at the heart of urban question. Following his choice of Marxism as a theoretical
framework in the analysis of urban processes, he starts filling the empty_boxes of
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and opening closed windows of Marxism by employing a highly spatialised point of

view.

He starts his analysis with the logic of capital with regard to the creation of space
and argues that space is central to the capital accumulation processes. One result
of this intimate relationship is the continuous creation and destruction of space and
place. Then he proceeds to the role of class struggle as the other side of capital
accumulation. He shows that while restless search of capital creates and destructs
space and place, people do not accept to be silent victims. They resist and
develops alternative logics and space. The social production and transformation of
the space can only be discerned with reference to this twin processes of capital

accumulation and class struggle.

While Harvey develops an understanding of social production of space with
reference to capital accumulation and class struggle, he also establish the
foundations of a historico-geographical materialism. That is, a strategy which aims
at not only understanding but also changing the society can not be only a historical
process. It requires a geographical imagination. And Harvey provides us with the
brightest geographical imagination which could be the base of a spatialised social

theory.

Keywords: social justice, relational space, absolute space, revolutionary theory,
dialectics, surplus, capitalist mode of production, circulation of capital,
accumulation, overaccumulation, devaluation, labour, labour power, reproduction of
labour power, circuits of capital, rent, built environment, the city, urban, urbanism,
urbanisation, urban revolution, labour market, class, class alliance, class
reductionism, structure-agent, urban politics, uneven geographical development of
capitalism, interurban competition, imperialist rivalry, spatial fix, primitive
accumulation, cuts in the theory of crises, Marxism, historical geographical
materialism.
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TOPLUMSAL KURAMA MEKANIN YERLESTIRILMESI: DAVID HARVEY ORNEGI

Glndogan, Ercan
Yiksek Lisans, Kentsel Politika Planlamasi ve Yerel Yonetimler Ana Bilim Dali
Tez Ydneticisi: Yard. Dog¢. Dr. H. Tark Sengl

Eylal 1999, 262 sayfa

Tezin amaci David Harvey' in Marksist toplum kuramina mekani yerlestirme
girisimlerinin  bir ¢ozimlemesini yapmaktr. Toplumsal slregleri boslukta
gerceklesiyormus gibi distinmek olduk¢a yaygindir ve abartisiz tim kuramsal

gelenekler bir mekansal ¢ézlimleme yoksunluguyla nitelenebilinir.

Mekansal dinamiklerin Marksist kuram icinde gdézardi edilmesi ise onun dinyayi
sadece anlama degil déntgtirme hedefi agisindan vahim sonuglar dogurmustur.
Mekansal bir Marksizm olusturma ¢abalan ise olmustur. Bu cabalar iginde, Henri
Lefebvre, Manuel Castells ve David Harvey' in caligmalari ayrn bir yere sahiptir.
Tez, Harvey'in Lefebvre’ den aldidi belli fikirlerle mekansal bir Marksizm i¢in basgaril

ve umut vadeden bir ¢ergeve sundugunu iddia etmektedir.

Harvey, positivist liberal gelenegin sadlam bir elestirisini yapmis, degerlerin ve
adalet sorununun kentsel sorunun odaginda yer aldigini géstermistir. Kentsel
slrecleri ¢dzimlemesinde Marksizmi kuramsal c¢erceve olarak segmesinin
ardindan, Harvey, oldukgca mekansal bir bakis agisi kullanarak, Marksizmin bog
kutularint doldurmaya, kapal pencerelerini agmaya baglar.



Harvey c¢ozimiemesine mekanin yaratimasinda sermayenin mantiginin ne
oldugunu ortaya koymus ve mekanin sermaye birikimi sirecinde merkezi bir yer
iggal ettigini sOylemistir. Bu yakin iligkinin bir sonucu mekanin ve mahallin
durmaksizin Gretiimesi ve yikiimasidir. Harvey buradan, sermaye birikiminin diger
bir yiz( olarak sinif mlicadelesi alanina geger ve sermayenin bu yaratici yikiciligi
karsisinda insanlarin sessiz kurbanlar olmay kabul etmediklerini gdsterir. Insanlar
direnirler ve almagik mantikiar ve aimagik mekanlar gelistirirler. Mekanin toplumsal
olarak Uretimi ve déntgimd, bu sermaye birikimi ve sinif miicadelesi birlikteligine

atifla anlagilabilir.

Harvey toplumsal mekanin Uretimini sermaye birikimi ve sinif micadelesi
cercevesinde ¢bziimlemesinin yaninda, tarihsel cografi materyalizmin temellerini de
atmaktadir. Bu temel, dinyanin anlagiimasi ve dénustiriimesinin sadece tarihsel
bir stre¢ olmadigini séyleyen bir stratejidir. Cografi bir hayal giicli gerektirir. iste
Harvey, mekansal bir toplumsal kuramin temeli olabilecek parlak bir cografi

kavrayis sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kavramlar: toplumsal adalet, iligkisel mekan, mutiak mekan, devrimci
kuram, diyalektik, arti(k), kapitalist Gretim bigimi, sermaye dolagimi, birikim, asin
birikim, sermayenin deger kaybetmesi, emek, emek giicli, emek giicliniin yeniden
tretimi, sermayenin akim kanallari, rant, yapili gevre, kent, kentsel olan, kentseliik,
kentlesme, kentsel devrim, ig piyasasi, sinif, sinif ittifaki, sinifa indirgeme, yapi-
6zne, kentsel politik, kapitalizmin esitsiz cografi gelisimi, kentler arasi rekabet,
emperyalist rekabet, mekansal sabitlik, ilksel birikim, bunalim kuraminin bélimleri,

Marksizm, tarihsel cografi materyalizm



first little gift for Nesrin and Ozgtir
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

The fact that space is important to how social and political life are constituted and
transformed has remained neglected in social theory. As one of the prominent name
of the social theory has recently stated that the social theory has not been
successful in its handling of space compared to its dealing with time. | believe this
failure has important consequences in understanding social processes. In the case
of radical and Marxist social theory, the situation is even more dramatic given its
concern in changing the world as well as understanding it.

Nevertheless, there are important contributions within the Marxist social theory
which would show a way out of this impasse. Among others, Lefebvre, Castells, and
Harvey have played prominent roles in spatialising the Marxist social theory. In my
view, Harvey’s enterprise to insert the space into Marxist theory and thus transform
historical materialism into historico-geographical materialism remains to be the most
systematic and comprehensive one within the Marxist tradition.

The main objective of this thesis is to analyse and assess the contribution of David
Harvey to the spatialisation of social theory in general and of the Marxist social
theory in particular. The main reason behind the selection of David Harvey's work is
that in my view his work provides the most sophisticated and mature analysis of
urban space under capitalism. Besides, his relational analysis provides us with the
methodological means by which it is possible to go beyond long standing dichotomy
between the society and space.



in the end, | hope to provide some at least tentative answers to the questions such
as whether it is possible to combine the space and society within a dialectical
framework by using the work of David Harvey and perhaps more importantly,
whether historical materialism could become a historico-geographical materialism in
the way Harvey himself envisages. | believe if these could be answered
affirmatively, it would increase the power of Marxist social theory as a means of

understanding and changing the world.

In what follows in this introductory chapter, | aim to analyse the main problems of
the Marxism with special emphasis on the question of space. It is particularly
important that what kind of a Marxism that David Harvey aims to spatialise. This is
central to our analysié because it is not possible to identify Marxism as a single
school of thought. As is well-known, there are countless interpretation of Marxism
and almost all of them claim some sort of monopoly over the true legacy of Marxism.
To name some of them, among others we can mention classical Marxism, Stalinist
Marxism, structuralist Marxism, analytic Marxism etc. So, what kind of a Marxism
David Harvey has in mind, when he claims that it is possible to spatialise Marxism?
In what follows in this section | will first discuss the problematic relationship betwéen
Marxism and space and then turn to the analysis of the type of Marxism David
Harvey aims to spatialise in his analysis.

There is no doubt that social theory in general has a major failure in dealing with
space. Almost all founding fathers of social theory failed to take space into
consideration. There has been historically a persistent spatial amnesia in their
analysis. At least until recently same attitude dominated the modern social theory
too. In most of the analysis, the social processes were treated as if they were taking
place on the head of a pin. At best, space entered into the analysis as if it is a seen
within which social processes take place. Such an absolute conception of the space
proved tc be no better than spatial amnesia as consideration of the space as an
extenal dimension to the social processes prevented a dialectic understanding of
the relationship between society and space.

Despite its potential, Marxism was not any better in its handling of the space
compared to the other traditions. It is surprising that Marxism stayed silent about
space such a long time after the publication of Engels’ brilliant study, The Candition



of Working Class in England. Without any doubt, Engels provided a promising
starting point for a spatialised Marxism. Yet, later on neither Engels himself nor Marx
took that route. Their analysis shifted towards other directions, and whenever they
referred to spatial structures, it was in an ad hoc fashion.

For Marx, question of urban space was not a direct concem. It was taken into
consideration as a part of the problem of division of labour. For instance opposition
between town and country was seen as an outcome of division of labour. Likewise,
Engels argued that the antagonism between town and country begins with the
transition from barbarism to civilisation to the present day. In a way, for Marx and
Engels, the opposition between town and country was ephiphenomenon. No causal
power was devoted to the urban space itself.

Later on, Marxism sank into a deep silence with regard to spatial dynamics in the
constitution of social relations. It is true that both in Lenin and Trotsky, some sort of
attention was paid to the spatial dimension. Yet, they were arbitrary consideration
and they never went beyond a residual analysis and such a silence continued up
until mid-1960s.

It was Lefebvre who first broke this silence and argued for a spatially sensitive
Marxism. The point of departure Lefebvre took for a himself was the question of why
capitalism did not encounter with the ultimate crisis Marxism predicted and waited
for such a long time. The answer lies, according to Lefebvre, in the strategic role
played by the space. During the age of industrial capitalism, space remained
marginal to capitalist accumulation processes. It was that is why Marx and Engels,
says Lefebvre, did not pay special attention to space question. However, industrial
capitalism underwent a dramatic transformation in the course of twentieth century.
One of the main result of this transformation was that urban space moved to the
hard core of capitalism. That is to say, capitalism became depended upon the urban
space itself for its survival. The main driving force of capitalist system moved from
primary circuit which is characterised by industrial production to the second circuit
which was defined by speculative and financial activities. Within this shift urban
space itself became one of the central element of these financial and speculative



activities. If this is true, then, according to Lefebvre, Marxism can not any longer
stay indifferent to this transformation. What is necessary is that Marxism has to take
space seriously.

Castells, one of the leading name of the Structuralist Marxism, pointed to the
centrality of the urban space to the capitalist accumulation. Yet, his way of theorising
space took a different direction. He conceived urban space with reference to its role
in the process of consumption rather than production. For him, specificity of urban
space resides in the organisation of collective consumption. As we will see later on,
despite his systematic analysis, Castells fell into trap of structuralism and failed to
provide a meaningful framework for spatialisation of Marxism.

It was Harvey, who took the Lefebvre’s insight that survival of capitalism was made
possible by its strategic use of urban space. Like Lefebvre, Harvey too,
concentrated on changes taking place in the capital accumulation processes. It
would not be wrong to argue that in the hands of Harvey, Lefevbre’'s abstract and
philosophical insights gained a more systematic and concrete character with the
insertion of concepts of political economy. On the other hand, it would be wrong to
see Harvey as a simple follower of Lefevbre’s ideas. In fact, Harvey, went well
beyond Lefebvre in his treatment of space as a part of capitalist social relations.
One reason why | have concentrated on Harvey, rather than Lefevbre or Castells is
that in my view, his attempt represents the most successful theorisation of the
relationship between the society and space within the Marxist tradition. But the
question needs to be answered is what kind of a Marxism Harvey employs in his
analysis when he asserts that his aim is no less than spatialisation of Marxism in
order to create a historico-geographical materialism. As mentioned above, there are
different strands of Marxism and there are such differences among them that at
times, it makes dubious whether Marxism has a hard core around which different
approaches could be gathered. In what follows in this section | would like to identify
some of the main dilemmas of Marxist social theory and concentrate on the
Harvey’s understanding of Marxist theory. In my view this is important in that main
strength of Harvey’s framework results from his conception of Marxism and such an
approach is more open to spatial concerns than the other conceptions employed for
instance Castells.



David Harvey describes his own approach as ‘relational Marxism'. In order to
understand the main contours and distinctiveness of relational Marxism it is
necessary to deal with the question of base-superstructure relationship in Marxist
theory. Despite its oversimplification of the divisions within Marxism, Gouldner’'s Two
Marxisms provides a convenient starting point. The main point in Gouldner’s
analysis is that there have been two alternative perspectives within Marxism;
‘scientific’ Marxism and ‘critical’ Marxism. Scientific Marxism is characterised by a
determinist view of society. The economic structure is assumed to be the
determining element of society and actors play a minimal role in social change.
From Stalin to Althusser, there are various name and approaches can be included
into this strand of Marxism. On the other hand, critical Marxism emphasis the human
agency at the expense of structural elements. In this approach the mechanistic
base-superstructure model was left aside in favour of a more contingent and
dynamic understanding of different constituting elements of the society. Gramsci,
Lukacs, Thompson among others are the leading names of such voluntarist camp.

| think Gouldner is right when he points out that there are two main lines of
development within Marxism. Even if his account of each camp provides a
somehow distorted picture of divisions within Marxism, it is true that there is a
tendency one the one side towards determinism and on the other side towards
voluntarism. There is an unresolved tension within Marxism resulting such dualities.
in other words, Marxism along with other alternative traditions like pluralism and
Weberian approaches, osculates between determinism and voluntarism and a
dialectic resolution between structure and agency remains to be developed.

In his approach, following Oliman, Harvey claims that his own approach differs from
both approaches and their persistent problems of voluntarism and determinism. It is
the relational Marxism, according to Ollman and Harvey, capable of overcoming
such dualities. In other words, rather than choosing one or the other, Harvey opts for
a third approach which, he thinks, is capable of going beyond such unproductive

dichotomies.



In the formulation of relational approach, main inspirer of Harvey is Ollman. In the
first place, what is foundational for Ollman and Harvey is the concept of totality.
According to dialectic understanding parts and wholes.are mutually constitutive of
each others. That is a change taking place in one part affect the whole and vice
versa. However, Harvey does not see the whole and parts as things, elements or
structures. Rather, he emphasises processes, flows, relations and fluxes over the
elements, things, and structures. For instance for Harvey capital can not be
considered as a thing, but needs to be taken into account as a social relations.
Same applies to the state and other sets of social institutions. So called things are
‘constituted out of flows, processes, and relations operating with bounded fields
which constitute structured systems or wholes. In this conception, simple base and
superstructure model collapses in favour of a dialectic understanding. Likewise, the
space itself becomes a part of social relations as a constitutive element. It is such a
mode of analysis allows Harvey to consider (urban) space as a relational one. In
other words, the space is not an entity outside social relations. Instead, space
comes into being as a part of social processes and relations. Without these
relations, space does not exists. Yet, once these relations are formed, space can
not be reduced to its constituents. ‘

| think this form of analysis distinguishes Harvey’s approach from other Marxist
thinkers such as Castells and Lefebvre. In the first chapter of the thesis, | will
discuss some of the socio-spatial questions of Marxist theory and replies given by
other Marxist urban theorist including Castells and Lefebvre. By doing so, | hope to
provide a framework within which the uniqueness and speciality as well as
contribution of Harvey’s work could be assessed.

In Chapter 2, | deal with the legacy of Marxism with regard to its consideration of
space. First, the way in which Marx and Engels perception of space in their analysis
of capitalism. It is shown that despite a promising start by Engels, Marx and Engels
did not place and emphasis on the space in their analysis in favour of temporal
dimension. Then, | turn to the recent attempts at curing this lack of interest in space
by the recent social theorists such as Lefebvre and Castells. it is argued that while
Castells fails in his attempt to understand the role of urban space in the constitution

of capitalist social relations due to his structuralist framework, Lefebvre provides a



fertile soil for developing a dialectical understanding of society-space interaction
upon which later on David Harvey built his own theory.

Chapter 3 traces the personal and academic trajectory of David Harvey in order to
provide a background for a detail analysis of his writings. His trajectory is a stunning
one in that he proceeds from a liberal tradition to a Marxist one by providing one of
the most convincing criticism of the liberal tradition.

| try to demonstrate Harvey's theoretical building programme within three sequential
chapters (Chapters 4, 5 and 6). In accordance with Harvey’s study programme, |
follow the chronology of the publication dates of the articles and books. But, for the
purpose of the thesis, | concem only Harvey’s Marxist period, which covers the
years from early 1970s to the present times. This period refers to the studies in turn;
Social Justice and the City (1973), Limits to Capital (1982), Urbanisation of Capital
and Consciousness and the Urban Experience (1985), The Condition of
Postmodernity (1989), and finally Justice, Nature and the Geography of Difference
(1996). Yet, | predominantly focus upon first four books because of my purpose of
study.

Chapters 4 to 6 follow an evolving framework. In the fourth chapter, Liberalism to
Marxism, Harvey’s own criticism of liberal urban economics from the angle of urban
land use theories and his immediate acceptance of Marxist theory in Social Justice
and the City are discussed. There, | try to show that Harvey liberal period is not pure
liberal in the exact words. Accordingly, his immediate acceptance of Marxist theory
has some shortcomings because of the liberal penetration into the Marxists
formulations. In addition, in the chapter, Harvey's initial thoughts about Marxist
methodology are analysed. The chapter is written also to demonstrate Harvey’s
programme for his future studies. In this chapter, Harvey does not only use Marxists
methodology but also Marx’s powerful concepts, dichotomies such as use value and
exchange value and in particular conception of the modes of production in their
relation to urbanism and the city.

Chapter 5, Political Economy of Space, deals with the first systematic product of the
study agenda proclaimed in the end of Social justice and the City, which claims that



a perfect and complete understanding of capital circulation is required for an
understanding of urbanisation under capitalist mode of production. Massey (1974)
states that this agenda would be valid for a generation of urban researches after the
publication of Social Justice and the City (1973) and she sees that significance of
the book is this agenda of urban studies. Limits to Capital is written for this purpose
and it has ever been the most challenging attempt to integrate capital processes
with the spatial phenomena. Connection points for such an integration
predominantly come from the analysis of the circuits of capital and investment
cycles into the built environment. By this manner, Harvey reveals the relationship
between capital accumulation and the formation of built environment. The concepts
overaccumulation, devaluation are used to illustrate the fundamental reasons behind
formation of spatial configurations. The chapter follows the framework explained in
the introduction of Limits to Capital, which proposes three cuts in the theory of crisis
in Marxian theory. Third cut is incomplete in Marx’s work and Harvey devotes his
effort to this incompleteness, which is the lack of space in the theory of capital
accumulation even though Marx cares of the significance of space in the capitalist
development.

Political Economy of Space focuses upon two books, Limits fo Capital and
Urbanisation of Capital and as in these two books at large degree it concerns the
economic basis of capitalist urbanisation and the geography of unequal
development of capitalism only for the purpose of analysis. Basic requirement for
such an understanding is to reveal the dynamics behind the capital accumulation
and circulation. Only after this, political, ideological and cultural concemns and the
controversial place of classes and other subjective entities such as communities,
family, the state, individuals, groups, et cetera within the context of capitalist urban
process appear as the meaningful subject of analysis. So, in this manner, Harvey
follows in his study programme the unity of the separation of substructure and
superstructure of the capitalist society and | follow Harvey, in the design of chapters,

too.

What | call subjective analysis is located mainly in Chapter 6; Politics of Space.
Here, | deal with the books Urbanisation of Capital(1985) and Consciousness and
the Urban Experience (1985). For Harvey, capital accumulation is accompanied by
the class domination of capitalists over working class. Spatial manifestation of this



companion processes is produced and reproduced with-in and through the space.
Formation of classes takes place not only in the production sphere but there are
other forces in the formation of classes. Moreover, reproduction of labour power
occurs outside the production field. While production sphere refers to a kind of class
polarisation, reproduction sphere of labour power points to a politics of class-
alliances. So, conscious formation faces dividing, frustrating, unstable and confusing
forces of the multidimensionality of urban space. As much as capital is urbanised,
an urban consciousness and hence urban politics emerge within the urbanised form
of capital. Nonetheless, as regards with the significance of urban space as an active
moment in the formation of classes and consciousness, Marxian class analysis is
still valid for Harvey in the meaning of that class struggle is disp/aced in the urban
environment and re-emerges in the form of class-alliances, which are nothing more
than the temporal solutions to the dynamics of capital circulation. For this very
reason, issues of urban politics are somehow a translation of the problems which

derive from the economic basis of society.



CHAPTER 2

MARXISM AND QUESTION OF SPACE

2. 1. Question of Space in Marx and Engels

Marx and Engels see the capitalist city “as an illustration or a microcosm of
processes occurring at a different rate throughout capitalist society, and second as
an important condition of the developments of certain specific processes within that
society” (22). Capitalist processes could be seen in the city in the most clear form.
However, for them, city was not only a reflection of the capitalist logic but a condition
for the socialist transition since as the object of the socialist revolution, proletariat
was created by the urban development (23). Nonetheless, in terms of theory of
capitalism and socialist revolution, they did not need to produce a specific urban
theory (24). Urbanism was a valid concept only for the analysis of feudalism, “where
the city was for the first and last time a historical subject” (24).

Until the works of Henri Lefebvre, later on of Manuel Castells and of David Harvey,
spatial analyses of Marxist theory was predominantly formed around the conception
of division of labour. Marx and Engels use the concept for town and country
dichotomy as an expression of division of labour in agricultural and industrial
production, and intellectual divisions in manual and mental work within the
framework of national economics. The concept is expanded' into the analysis of
territorial divisions of labour between nations as a result of uneven development of
capitalism (Martins, 1982). To this should be added Engels’s polemic on bourgeois
solutions to the housing question (1992) and his study on the living conditions of
industrial proletariat in the cities of nineteenth century England (1997). But, the most
and may be single explicit spatial concern is seen around the analyses of ground-
rent in the third volume of Marx's Capital (Martins, 1982). | think, Marx could inject
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the analyses of rent, especially with his contribution in the case of absolute rent in
the labour theory of value but not to the general theory of capitalist accumulation,
circulation and realisation. Although spatial concern and spatial dimension can be
easily found out in his and Engels’s theoretical works, this doesnot mean that spatial
phenomena is integral part of their social theory. Certainly, Marx perceived the
significance of town country dichotomy and capitalist functions of cities,
concentration of surpluses into the metropoles, logic of the immense development of
transport technologies, meaning of the certain locations for industrialists, et cetera.
But all attention were directed to the contradictory development of capitalism into an
other mode of production. So, neither Marx nor Engels has a problematic such as
long lasting survival of capitalism. They and many others related directly with
progress, contradictory, sequential and uneven development of capitalism,
phenomena of change and transformation. These all refer a speedy movement in
history. Marx and Engels and other many socialist and jacobeans all used as a
model the French political history which demonstrated a hundred years old intense
class struggles through which sequentially vibrate between revolution and counter-
revolution. So besides the contradictory and speedy economic change, there was
also a sequential revolutionary changes in thé political structures of society.

So, it should not surprise us that an eye-seen historical change for the generation of
Marx and Engels gave the priority of temporality over spatiality and what was
significant was the knowledge of change and transformation. This historical
overemphasising of temporality, as known, was transformed into a kind of historical
stagism as expressed in the five-development schema of pre-history of humankind,
primitive society, antiquity, feudalism, capitalism and socialism. So, what happened
is the priority of history over geography, the priority of revolutionary change in
history of society over the survival of existing mode of production with an ever-
increasing and ever-increasing intensification of capitalism into the every cell and
every second of social life. Every cell of living and production environment and every
second of production, of living, of entertaining... And this latter point also implies
certain significant changes in the transformative forces of society, it is before
everything, working class itself. A new life, and new consciousness of living. And,
this why | deal with through out the thesis political economy and politics of spatial
phenomena
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After | tried to define Marxian position in terms of spatiality and spatial analyses,
now early twentieth revolutionary spatial concems, underdevelopment studies of
1960s and 1970s and other personal contributions will be briefly recalled and the
main problem in terms of the relationship between spatial concern and social theory
will be tried to be demonstrated.

2. 2. Question of Space in Recent Marxist Approaches

Widely used geographic metaphors and significant geographical concemn in the
theory of imperialism developed mainly by Lenin (1989) of the late 1910s, Antonio
Gramsci’s Prison Notebooks (1986) and his writings on local councils in Italy and his
emphasise on everyday life and cultural level of western capitalist society of the
1920s and 1930s (as recalled and taken attention by Soja,1990), international
political economy studies of Dependency School of the 1960s onward ( for a
sample of articles, see Ersoy, 1992; and also for a the articulation of modes of
production under the uneven development of capitalism, see Ersoy and Keskinok,
1984) and Emest Mandel’s political economy of /ate capitalism with an analyses of
regional inequalities (Soja,1990;81) have represented implicitly main spatial
dimensions in the twentieth century Marxism if | put aside for now studies of Henri
Lefebvre, who began to focus on the critique of everyday life after second world war,
then deal with for a while rural sociclogy and finally after 1960s predominantly
concerned the question of urban space in particular and production of space in
capitalism in general as regards with the reproduction of production relations as the
main survival question of capitalism ( Lefebvre,1976; 1998 and Harvey’s Afferward
in Lefebvre,1998) and Manuel Castles, David Harvey and their theoretical
successors until today. To these early theorisations can be added, to be sure,
debates on “new socialist spatial organisation” in the young Soviet Republic (Soja,
1990;89) and also Michael Foucault's structuralist “spatialisation of power”,
“heterogeneous spaces of sites and relation” as called by himself “heterotopias”
(Soja,1990;16-21), too.

Nevertheless it should be considered that, any perception of socio-spatial dialectics,
any attempts to spatialise current theory, or any social theory which would include
within itself a spatial concern cannot be taken for granted that the resultant theory
may have a spatial analysis as an integral, essential and decisive part to thgtheory
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itself. If spatial metaphors and attributes are widely used but conceived only as a
containers within which social processes (temporality) take place in its own law of
development (qualitative expression of social temporality), or as a surface, whether
it is differentiated doesnot matter, over which human activity fulfils its role defined by
the temporal processes of historical dialectic, so that space is not an integral part of
the theory. Here, spatial phenomena are handled as an essential part of the
knowledge and practice of social formation and social change as in the logic of
sequences of time. And if a theory is predominantly spaceless in the manner stated
as here and within its heart is inserted spatiality, this insertion should mean that
spaceless theory would have been transformed into an another theory. This is what
Harvey means for the relationship between historical materialism and historical-
geographical materialism. If so, neither spatial interpretation of the current theory
nor an extension into spatiality of the existing theory is enough to give the any
strong solution to the spatial problematic of Marxism.

Pickvance explains the reasons behind the Marxist interest in urban sociology from
1960’s on with the events of May 1968, problem of urban mall-functioning and
financial supports of French government to Grban researches, all that resulted in a
critical approach in urban sociology (Pickvance,1976:1-4).

Castells’ own account for the rising interest of Marxist interest to urban question by
the end of 1960’s and early 1970’s seems more explanatory. Historical rupture of
1968 and a beginning of intellectual political movement, the fact that universities and
many studies were influenced by protest movements, rising of Left's attacks towards
class hegemony of the bourgeoisie, gaining a wide political freedom, that financial
support of state in order to understand social uprising and finally rising interests from
left parties, syndicates and radical Left in order to get an alternative problematic
instead of technocratic urban ideology were the main reason in the development of
Marxist theories (Castells,1997:21-2). Finally, very powerful and efficient empirical
and theoretical channels of investigation were opened’. New studies, Castells says,
had political concerns in order to produce helpful solutions for political actions.

"For an other personal account about such a theoretical and empirical movement in that time, also see
Topalov's A history of urban research: the French experience since 1965, published in International
Journal of Urban and Regional Research, and unfortunately issue and date could not find out --
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Nevertheless, studies would be independent from political activities
(Castells,1997:23).

We think that one of the important reasons of Marxist interest towards urban
question as a theoretical field was caused by the general crisis of capitalist welfare
state from early 1970’s on and that the crisis could be lived and observed clearly in
the cities. On the other hand, the most important reason was the explicit “failure of
the industrial working class in advanced capitalist societies to convert concrete
grievances found in the work place into a revolutionary politics (Smith,1992:64). This
led them to concentrate on those outside the production relations.

Castells also points to the theoretical shortcomings of these early Marxist works.
This underdeveloped theoretical framework was short of dealing with concrete
relations and structures of capitalist society. Castells argued that what had to be
done in that time was not to interpret near history by the means of Marxist theory but
Marxist theory had to be reinterpreted through historical analysis. Many
theoreticians applied accepted theories to the seen reality. Castells and
Mingasson’s application of Althusserian theory, Lojkine, Preteceille and Topalov’s
use of state monopoly theory can be given as an example (Castells,1997:23-4).

Since the beginning of the critical process, Western Marxists has begun to consider
urban phenomena as a theoretical question from a different points of view of the
founders of Marxism. In the first step, existing urban theories such as human
ecology and the urban practice, for example, urban planning, were criticised as
ideological. The second step was to create a theory behind the dominant class
interests and ideological representations. In these debates, critiques are levelled
towards existing theory and practice of the city by two fronts of Marxist theory, who
are also in dispute between themselves. One is humanist while the other is
determinist. The humanist approach, which is headed by French Marxist philosopher
Henri Lefebvre, sees the urban crisis as the central question in the advanced
capitalist societies, on the other hand, determinist approach, led by the thoughts of
Castells, gives the priority to the class struggle. While the former focused upon the
production of space and everyday life, the other put the priority of analysis to the
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urban struggles in relation with the worker's movements in that time. Nevertheless,
the common point between two approaches is that both rejects the theories outside
the Marxist tradition as ideological (149-51) and also each criticises the other as

ideological.

Lefebvre argues that “[alny representation is ideological if it contributes either
immediately or ‘mediately ‘to the reproduction of the relations of production. Ideology
is “inseparable from practice” (Lefebvre, quoted by Saunders,1981:152). He also
sees the determinist Marxism as ideological since it has “the practical effect of
stunting the development of revolutionary action”. Whatever the ideology is, “they
mention the dominance of particular class interest”. Lefebvre rejects the distinction
between science and ideology. For him, even Marxism has no privileges in terms of
science, which is a mixture of truth and error and falsity. Lefebvre’s consideration of
ideology is related with the “distinction between those theories which have
revolutionary practical effects and those that secure political consensus and
containment.” (152) According to him, “Marxism is not a science but a political
theory of socialist practice.” (153). He rejects the usage of Marxism as an academic
and analytic means only, as in the case of the analysis of collective consumption by
Castells. He, instead, advocate a sort of utopian and strategist mode of thinking in
Marxism. First refers to what is possible and the requirements of a humanist society,
the other means to the application of Marxist thought to politics (Gottdiener,1989:5).

In terms of urbanism, Lefebvre tries to develop a set of ideas “that can stimulate
radical action against what he sees as a new and all-embracing mode of capitalist
domination of everyday life” (Lefebvre, quoted by Saunders,1981:153). Existing
urban theory and planning has a technocratic character, taking space as a purely
scientific object. Urban theory and its practice, planning, rejects inherent political
quality of space and sees politics as irrational rather than essential in the production
of spatial forms. Hence, they are ideological as they “sustains the sfatus quo by
depoliticising the question of space and its use and as an ideology it permeates
throughout the society with the effect that political struggles over the use of urban
space are defused.” (153).

15



On the contrary of the understanding space as a purely scientific object outside
ideology and politics, it has to be politicised by criticising the a-political theories of
space since “spatial forms are politically created and serve political functions” (154).
“Production of space can be likened to the production of any particular type of
merchandise.” (Lefebvre, quoted by Saunders,1981:154) For Lefebvre, It is
important to produce a theory in order to understand how space is produced in
capitalist society rather than making “a science of space per se”. What is suggested
is that “a dialectical theory of contradictory processes which provides the basis for
political struggle over the urban question.”. Basic contradiction in the production of
space is categorised as being between the profit and need, exchange and use
values, which are reflected as individualistic and collectivist strategies in the political
struggle (154).

Another aim of Lefebvre’s concemn with space is to demonstrate the historical
reasons of the long lasting life of capitalism. “[C]apitalism is maintained by the
conquest and integration of space. Space has long since ceased to be a passive
geographical milieu or an empty geometrical one. It has become instrumental.”
(Lefebvre, quoted by Saunders,1981:154-5). Space is produced as a scarce
resource, which “‘now becomes one of the new ‘scarcities’ together with its
resources, water and even light’, and “created as an homogeneous and quantifiable
commodity” (Lefebvre, quoted by Saunders,1981:155).

Also, Lefebvre points out a shift in the sectoral dominance in the capitalist economy.
Manufacturing industry is no more the pivotal point of the capitalist system of
production. Construction and leisure industries has become important, employing
great amount of low-paid labour and create new vast markets because of the
commodification of space. This urban base of the modern capitalist production is
referred as urban revolution by Lefebvre (155). This is the reason why basic
contradiction which capitalism creates between the forces and relations of
production has been overcome. Due to urban growth and the fact that the space has
been transformed intc a commodity, capitalism has been maintained.
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As Saunders makes clear, urban revolution thesis is created as an analogy of the
transition from agricultural based economy to manufacturing in the history of
capitalist mode of production during the industrial revolution. Now, an urban society
is created and the physical separation of city and country is less significant (155).

As for the critique of everyday life, Lefebvre takes our attention to the reproduction
of the capitalist social relations. For Lefebvre, “the urban..is the global spatial
context through which the relations of production is reproduced in people’s everyday
experience. Capitalist social relations are reproduced through the everyday use of
space because space has itself been captured by capital and subordinated to its
logic.” (155-8). “Space...becomes the seat of power” (Lefebvre, quoted by
Saunders,1981, 156) and “the class that controls production controls the production
of space and hence the reproduction of social relations.” (156).

Nevertheless, urban society and urban revolution has problems and contradictions
in its self. Urban revolution fragments and decentralises the population, leaving the
economic and political power at the center. This weakens the cultural hegemony of
the capitalism and ‘“everyday life becomes dispersed to the periphery”.
Consequently, the hegemony of bourgeoisie is challenged by the periphery due to
the fragmentation of space and everyday life (156-7).

Basic contradiction in the new phase of capitalism seems in the political struggle
between center and periphery. This contradiction is also expressed in the rising
concern for the improvement of quality of life. In addition, Lefebvre the optimism that
economic growth or the development of the productive forces automatically involve
the improvement in the life quality. Urban crisis is the central question of the existing
capitalism and the conflict between the requirements of capital and social need can
be seen as a struggle over the spatial usage and the control of everyday life.

Lefebvre analysis of the urban crisis has certain implications over the socialist
strategy. First, it is suggested that labour movement must hamess the productive
forces for the social need. Second, periphery has to be linked to the labour
movement, organisation of the production and everyday life has to be rearranged
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according to self management (158). Self management also leads into the abolition
of the central domination of capitalist power (Saunders,1981:159). New urban
society has certain advantages and potential for human liberation. If struggle against
capitalist control of space and everyday life and the technocratic ideology of space
is won, the potential for human liberation will be realised (159).

According to Lefebvre, city is not only a built environment but the subject of the
development of capitalism. Like Castells, his emphasis is on the role of the
reproduction, which is realised within three processes; family, sociality of labour
power and production (Gottdiener,1989:3). Lefebvre is interested in the property
relations with which capitalism maintain and the starting point of the political struggle
against state. For him, to overthrow the power in the capitalist system, significant
thing is the property relations rather than the intervention of state into area of
consumption-collective consumption (Gottdiener,1989:5). Unlike Castells, for
Lefebvre not only the transformation of the everyday life, but also radical
transformation of the space is required. Critiques of everyday life and problem of the
transformation of space coincide (Gottdiener,1989:5).

Castells, after reading Althusserian reading of Marx, tried to “found a science in the
theoretical space occupied by urban sociology”. For this, he tried to separate
ideological and scientific relevance in this sort of knowledge (Pickvance,1976:3),
suggesting a sharp distinction between science and ideology, as put forward by
Althusser.

First, Castells argues that “there is no field of reality which can be termed ‘urban”
(Castells, quoted by Pickvance,1976:7). Classical dichotomy between urban and
rural in terms of space and culture is rejected for highly urbanised societies.
Urbanism is the cultural expression of the industrialisation, market economy and
modem rational society (Pickvance,1976:7). Also, Castells points out that autonomy
of urban institutions are not likely to be found today (Pickvance,1976:6).
‘Community’ is, too, rejected as an theoretical object because communities are not
surrounded with urban areas only (Pickvance,1976:8). Here, as Pickvance takes our
attention, Castells is not consistent with his argument because he rejects the spatial
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contrast between urban and rural (Pickvance,1976:8). His choice for urban
theoretical object to study urban reality is “relationship to space and collective
consumption” (Pickvance,1976:9). Collective consumption would be used as a
means in order to give urban theory an analytical quality, in fact (Gottdiener,1989:3).

Manuel Castells, like Lefebvre, rejects the existing urban theories as ideologies but
includes Lefebvre’s works in this category, too. They are ideological since all of
them do not “break with the ideological forms of capitalist society and therefor fail to
establish the basis for a scientific analysis of the reality of that society.” (159-60).
Urban processes are explained in terms of individual actions. The notion of human
subjectivity or human consciousness are the products of ideological practices rather
than scientific ones. Community power literature conceptualises power in terms of
individual relations and attributes power at their localities. Similarly, in the literature
of urban managerialism, decision-makers has same role in theory (165). Individual
subjects as ideological categories rather than social totality are concerned. Castells
argues that “if they are first realities, therefore essences, the analysis is dependent
on a metaphysics of freedom.” (quoted by Saunders,1981:166). Both a real object
and a theoretical object are required for a scientific analysis (168). For a scientific
analysis of urban space, Castells’ real object is “the concrete spatial units of
collective consumption, and his theoretical object is “the process of consumption as
a functional element within the total social system involving the most fundamental
resource in that system-labour power. Real object is analysed “by analysing the role
of the theoretical object to which it corresponds within the total theoretical system.”
(170). Urban system is the spatial articulation of the basic elements of the social
formation (Pickvance,1976:24). City, in the last analysis, is “a residential unit of
labour power’ or “unit of collective consumption “ (Castells, quoted by
Pickvance,1976:18). City cannot be defined in terms of ideological, political systems
or in relation to production sphere in the economic system. What consumption
sphere means for city is what the role of the firm in the production sphere is
(Pickvance,1976:25). In other words, What role firms play in the production
processes is realised by urban units in the processes of the reproduction of labour
power (Gottdiener,1989:2).
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Nevertheless, in terms of the scientific requirements of the analysis of the urban
phenomena, Castells, ironically, finds many insights in the most conservative
theories of urbanism such as human ecology and Wirth’s theory of urbanism. The
notion of ecological system of human ecologists and Wirth’'s concepts of size,
density and heterogeneity, provided specific theoretical field of inquiry. Park and
Wirth rejected the notion of human subjects and tried to develop a theory of
determinate processes. For Park, integration was a theoretical object, while for Wirth
it was a specific cultural content. However, their theoretical objects were not
sufficient to develop distinctively urban theory applicable to the empirical research of
the urban phenomena (167).

Castells’ main work, Urban Question, is in fact an attempt to give an Althusserian
answer to studies of Henry Lefebvre, who completely rejected structuralism
(Gottdiener,1989:1). Being the most important figure of structural Marxism,
Althusser argued that economic structure was dominant level of capitalist mode of
production, compared with the political and ideological structures. Castells, following
Althusser, uses economic level to identify urban. Economic level are composed of
means of production and labour force. While the former is used to analyse the
regional problems, the second is used for urban units. Regional level reflects the
contradictions resulted from the articulation of the three levels of economy, politics
and ideology. Space of production ignores the peculiarities of urban
(Gottdiener,1989:2)

Castells mainly focuses on the processes of collective consumption, which are the
supports of the state to the public goods for the reproduction of labour power. As
Gottdiener point out, that Castells’ main focus shifted into the processes of collective
consumption meant that he began to deal with a theory of urban problems rather
than the theory of space. Referring Martindale, Gottdiener says that Castells takes
us to the thoughts of Chicago School by whom study area of urban sociology was
shifted into the city as a place in which social pathology was realised rather than the
space of production (Gottdiener,1989:3) Castells main interest was not how the
urban space is produced but was the production of the urban problems and
ultimately of the theory of the crisis of capitalism.
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Castells’ concept of collective consumption later on would be accepted as the
unique study area of urban politics by Dunleévy, and of urban sociology by
Saunders (Gottdiener,1989:3) However, according to Castells himself, main interest
of urban politics is urban social movements (Gottdiener,1989:4) Urban social
movements are discussed as regards with the general crisis which has been
resulted from the unsuccessful intervention of the state to solve the problem of the
declining in the rates of profit (Gottdiener,1989:5). They have to be examined in
order to bring together the spatiality of class struggle, as regards with the mode of
production and the state. Such movements are the signs of the fact that class
struggle is shifted from work place to the community life. Direction and the
objectives of the class struggle shows a shift from the demand of rising direct wages
to the indirect ones. In other words main orientation of class struggle begins to
concentrate into the area of consumption that is the sphere of the reproduction of
labour power. Here, state, as the regulator of the consumption, becomes the

essence of urban politics (Gottdiener,1989:4).

Castells argues that political struggle at the grassroots level in which demands are
rised in relation with the reproduction of labour power is a sort of class struggle.
State. intervenes such a struggle in the favour of the bourgeoisie, which is
fragmented within itself. Nonetheless, intervention of the local state sharpens the
conflict because intervention of the state creates new inequalities. This is the
essence of the Castells’ theory, according to Gottdiener (1989:4). “Such inequalities,
however, are not related with the positions within the class relations but coincide
with the positions of the processes of consumption...we face with the production of
the new results of social inequality in its own peculiarity.” (Castells, quoted by
Gottdiener,1989:4. Translation mine). Hence, urban social movements are one
result of such new sources of inequality (Gottdiener,1989:4).

In terms of new modes of anti-capitalist struggle, Castells attributes a potential
urban social movements for they could empower the struggle of working class by
integrating different population groups into the struggle (Gottdiener,1989:5).
Castells’ main hypothesis is that “purely urban practices cannot be more than
reformist in their effects, and that only if practices imported from other spheres are
joined to them can a ‘qualitatively new effect’ result” (Pickvance,1976:27). Urban
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social movements can be and must be defined in terms of its new effects on the
social structure (Pickvance,1976:25). If there is no new effects such, the terms like
reform or regulation are appropriate (Pickvance,1976:26).

As for the other figures in the development of Marxist Urban theory we will handle
here Frangois Lamarche, Jean Lojkine. We will briefly summarise Lamarche’s article
Property Development and the Economic Foundation of Urban Question, Lojkine’s
Contribution to a Marxist Theory of Capitalist Urbanisation, following the evaluations
of Pickvance (1976).

Lamarche does not base his analysis on the notion of urban. Concemn is the
relations to space of capitalist economic system. He links space and capitalist mode
of production with the concept of circulation (Pickvance,1976:11). For the circulation
of capital, commodities, information and so on, capitalist mode of production needs
a spatial organisation (Pickvance,1976:10). In such a process, a fraction of capital,
Lamarche calls property capital, decreases spatial costs created in the circulation.
Property capital organises the space and increases the efficiency of economic
activities of other capitalist fractions (Pickvance,1976:12). Urban planning can be
‘real’ only when its aims fit in with the plans of property capital. Planned intervention
into space is meaningful in analysis with an understanding the role of property

development (Pickvance,1976:15).

Lojkine, on the other hand, concentrates on the role of collective means of
consumption in advanced capitalist formations. Collective means of consumption is
a factor which increases higher labour productivity and hence higher capital
accumulation (Pickvance,1976:19). Capitalist city is a spatial form which decreases
the cost of production, circulation consumption and ease the rotation of capital. In a
capitalist city, not only the means of production and circulation but also collective
means of production is concentrated. First two processes are also valid for non-

capitalist formations (Pickvance,1976:18).

Collective means of consumption produces ‘services’ which are consumed
collectively and not destroyed after being consumed (Pickvance,1976:18). However,
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Lojkine put three obstacles as the limits to the role of provision of such means of
consumption for the sustainability of capital accumulation: First is that capital
invested into such consumption is devalorized; second is that competition between
capitalist firms, which results into unequal development of space, dividing
advantages and disadvantages in space (Pickvance,1976:20); third one is that
private property, ownership on the land. Consequently, three obstacles to the
provision of collective means of consumption results into state intervention.
Contradiction between unprofitable but necessary character of the means of
consumption is partly resolved by state finance. Intervention of the state is also a
response to the working-class pressure (Pickvance,1976:21). So, immediate
problems such as unsanitary conditions in the cities and the effects of the
monopolistic ownership on land is resolved.

In terms of disciplinary focuses of the theoreticians whose main thoughts we briefly
summarises above, Pickvance takes our attention to the one important feature of
historical materialism. “[I]t does not respect conventional ‘social science’ discipline
boundaries. For example, Lamarche’s analysis is primarily ‘economic’, Lojkine's
straddles ‘the economic’ and ‘the political, and Castells’ ‘the political’ and ‘the
sociological”. “Now the real objects of historical materialism ...overlap considerably -
but no means totally- with those of economics, political science and sociology, as its
(putative) claim to be ‘the science of social formations’ implies *
(Pickvance,1976:31).
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CHAPTER 3

A GENERAL OVERVIEW OF DAVID HARVEY’'S WORK

3.1 David Harvey’s Academic Career

This thesis is not a biographical study of David Harvey and does not cover his all
intellectual history. His career begins as a geographer but it would be wrong to label
him as a geographer as he travels restlessly through different disciplines. 1 think
such wide range of interest provides him with a means to develop a grand theory of

space within Marxist framework.

It is clear that from the late 1960s onwards, he has been making contribution to the
general Marxist theory. This main aim has been tried to be realised by him with the
conceptual apparatus of the so called “spatial imagination”. This was so since
Marxist theory, like many other traditons in social science, has ever been
“spaceless” and predominantly related with temporal social processes, e.g., social

change, economic growth, historical stages, et cetera.

Through the evolution of (his) theory, “spatial imagination” is inserted into Marx’s
social theory and political economy and in the end it is to be integrated with that,
thanks to the successful reinterpretation of Marxist categories of political economy.
Yet, such an evolution can be counted as an evolution only after a theoretical and
ideological rupture from his initial position as a logical-positivist in geography.

After becoming a Marxist theoretician, with his explicit acceptance of Marxist Theory
in Social Justice and the City (1973), Harvey found himself within an evolutionary
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path of which starting point would, however, be another revolutionary path for
general theory of Marxism. Now, it seems to me, starting point of his internal
evolution through Marxism, means a kind of revolutionary insurrection towards the
assumed insufficiencies, weak sides, “empty boxes” and “closed windows” of
Marxist theory. But, it should be noted here that, unlike many others, unlike others
Harvey targets to remedy the main weaknesses of Marxist theory rather than
proclaiming its death ( see. For example Castells, 1983: pp:291-301, and also for
this subject look fo last chapter of the thesis).

The result is transformation of historical materialism into a kind of historical
geographical materialism. By doing so and by integrating spatial phenomena into
capital and class, the question of how capitalism as a mode of production and
consumption has (been) survived into twentieth century is understood. This is
possible only by creating its own space or in other words, making urbanised
itself! This has been main theme and question Harvey inherited from Lefevbre.This
is the reason why Harvey focuses mainly upon urban processes under the capitalist
mode and why he insists that socialism must create its own space and pattern of
urbanisation which must be radically different from that of capitalism.

Harvey’s brief academic history starts with according to his C.V. in the University
Catalogue:

“B.A (1957) and Ph.D. (1961) in geography from Cambridge University. After a Leverhulme
Postdoctoral Scholarship to Uppsala in Sweden, he joined the Geography Department at
Bristol University in 1961 where he held a lectureship until 1969. In that year he joined the
faculty of the newly formed Department of Geography and Environmental Engineering at
Johns Hopkins where he stayed untit 1987, when he was appointed Halford Mackinder
Professor of Geography in the University of Oxford. In 1993 he retumned to Johns Hopkins as
Professor of Geography.

“His research extents across matters of general theoretical interest to do with spatial
organisation, urbanisation, and social and cultural change, particularly in the advanced
capitalist countries. He is also working on political-economic and philosophical aspects of
environmental issues. He teaches Marxian theory and seeks to incorporate ideas concerning
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empowerment, social justice and political economy into both his research and teaching. His
interests in social, political, and environmental questions in Baltimore lend some practical
bent to both his teaching and research. His books have been translated into Italian, French,
Spanish, Portuguese, Japanese, and Korean”. (www.jhu.edu/dogee/harvey.html,1998)' .

As it is seen, Harvey began his career as a geographer. He later completed
doctorate thesis about agricuitural economic history. His first published book
Explanation in Geography (1969) is acknowledged as a classic in geography
literature, which concerns the relation of geographic inquiry with the philosophy of
science [for this subject and some personal accounts of Harvey look to Peterson’s
(1981), David Harvey's Geography]. At that time, Harvey’s philosophical position in
his discipline was based on logical positivism, which implies an isolation of facts
from values and vice versa in scientific investigation. It seems that both his
educational background in Britain and quantitative revolution in the social sciences
lived in academic institutions during 1960’s might be influential over this logical
positivist position.

In Explanation in Geography (1969) it is interesting, compared to “Marxist Harvey” of
the following period, there is not any reference to Marxian texts. The book was
written as a text book in order to present geography circles with quantitative
equipment and insights.

Harvey, towards late 1960s, began to break away from logical positivism and turned
to the classical Marxist literature and became interested with urban question. Facts
and values it seems conflicted each other and values crashes facts. The concept of
justice and the city (as a bundle of facts, we can say) are brought together in the
book Social Justice and the City (1973).

" “David Harvey is the recipient of a variety of honours and international awards, including the Gill
Memorial of the Royal Geographical Society of London (1973), an Qutstanding Contributor Award of
the Association of American Geographers (1982), the Anders Retzius Gold Medal of the Swedish
Society of Anthropology and Geography (1989), the Patron’s Medal of the Royal Geographical Society
of London (1995) and the Vautrin lLud International Geography Prize {1995).”
(www.jhu.edu/dogee/harvey.html, 1998).
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It is clear that the intellectual atmosphere and political conjuncture of the late 1960s
and early 1970s played a definite part in the transformation in Harvey’s approach.
During this time, Marxist and socialist thought lived a kind of renaissance in all
academic circles. Urban riots, militancy of the university students, worker strikes and
the explicit manifestation of the crisis of the welfare state in general were the main
questions of that time and created important theoretical and ethical question which
could not be answered from a liberal perspective.

3. 2. Harvey’s Main Books and Articles

Social Justice and the City (1973) is accepted a classic book for many reasons. It
inserts ideological, political and social concems into the geography discipline in
Anglo-Saxon world. Also, this insertion is done with a Marxist conceptual apparatus.
Besides this disciplinary contribution, the book determined the future development of
socio-spatial analysis by introducing a new agenda. It also persuades many
scholars to become Marxist by its virtue (Taylor, 1992; Peet, 1992; Katznelson,
1993; Massey, 1974). Soja argues that:

“Between Harvey’s Social Justice and the City[1973] and The Limits to Capital [1982], there
were very few original and synthesising books produced by individual Marxist geographers
and almost nothing at all written in English that systematically and explicitly advanced the
call for a historico-geographical materialism® (1990, 59).

Social Justice and the City is made up of three parts, which in turn represent
Harvey’s own personal transformation in terms of ideological aspects of the social
science: Part | Liberal Formulations, Part Il Socialist Formulations and Part [/
Synthesis. Former deals with the social and spatial imaginations within social
science in general and also with the drawbacks of fact and value division fashioned

by logical positivism.

As will be seen later on, part of the Liberal Formulations is not pure liberal in the
exact word. It has many insights and seeds for Socialist Formulations especially as
a result of the insertion of the values into factual analysis. Furthermore, main
ideological considerations in Marxist sense were taken into account.
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Socialist Formulations starts with Revolutionary and Counter Revolutionary Theory
in Geography and the Problems of Ghetto Formation. The article can be accepted
as Harvey's first explicit Marxist study by taking its spirit from Marx’s famous Thesis
Eleven; the point is to change the world. Theories and explanations are not free
from values. They represent a political and ideological choice on the basis of class

divisions.

Socialist part does no longer handle the question of justice in redistributive sphere
only but with reference to unity of production and distribution. This is consistent with
Marxism. Breaking down the duality of production and distribution, of course, would
make the ideological division between economy and politics meaningless.
Furthermore, the fact that such bourgeois dualities assume the isolation of facts
from values at the very beginning of the analysis, results into taking capital as a
thing in itself and accordingly classes as the factors of production.

Finally, third part is a synthesis of the previous two parts. It should be noted, it
seems that through the three parts of the book, as if a formal dialectical transition is
followed; Part | as a synthesis and part Il as an anti-thesis of it would produce a
synthesis within and through a continues contradiction However, such a
contradictory and continual coexistence of the rival thesis does not completely mean
a rejection of one another and does not lead into the disappearance of the
contradiction. Question there is that how liberal formulations could be surpassed in
favour of socialist ones. What occurs is only the transformation of contradiction.
Therefore, synthesis part of the book should be considered only as the temporal and

victorious results of the struggle carried out over the theories in question.

After Social Justice and the City, Harvey has focused upon classical Marxist texts.
Especially Marx’s Capital has been systematically read. Product of his reading of
Capital is Limits to Capital (1982). His interest in Capital is mainly stimulated by
Harvey's urgent need for a powerful and comprehensive theoretical model so that
complex urban processes under capitalist mode could be understood.
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Marx's Capital represents capital predominantly as a process but it lacks spatial
dimension in many respects. It has “empty boxes” to be filled and “closed windows”
need to be opened up. Empty boxes in Capital will be defined within the theory of
crisis in Limits to Capital (1982). Problem of over-production, as the main reason of
the crisis, which simultaneously brings into both surplus capital and surplus labour,
could be cured by spatial solutions. Nonetheless, such solutions would create
another problems for the survival of capitalism. Contradictions are solved only in the
costs of far deeper contradictions. Capitalism has survived by creating its own
space. But, it always had to destruct what it had created before. Capital has a
creative destructive force. Solutions would limit the future developments as created
space puts barrier to the circulation of capital in future.

Here, Harvey catches spatial dimension of capital as a process and the logic of the
geographic transformation of capitalism. Re-structuration of the urban space in
accord with the needs of the capital accumulation is the essential dimension of this
phenomena. For this concepts of the Marxist political economy such as
overproduction, surplus capital, surplus labour, and devaluation are processed and
reinterpreted in terms of spatial phenomena.

In the title of the book, “Limits” should be understood in terms of both as “limits” to
Marx’s Capital and as “limits” to capital as a process and as a whole capitalist mode
of production. Crisis just extents the life span of capitalism. Though life span of
capitalism is not accounted, it is enough to say it has limits to maintain itself.
Because it replaces contradictions only with more destructive ones. In the book,
transformation of industrial capital into finance capital, or monopoly capital, is widely
taken into consideration in this sense. The most destructive expression of finance
capital, in other words, monopoly capital, is war for the world wide hegemony as a
result of inter imperialist rivalry. This is actually what Marx and Lenin briefly
formalised, in the time that competition results intc monopoly and vice versa.

Limits to Capital (1982) provides us with a grand Marxist framework in order to
theorise urban processes under capitalism and therefore how capitalism is
urbanised to survive, or survived by urbanised. It should be noted here that,
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Harvey’s main aim is also to bring history and theory together. Studies to be
published after L.C has to be evaluated as a restless search for this synthesis.

However, Marx’s framework can not be considered as to be used as what it is.
Framework which Marx produced in Capital was to be enriched and detailed, even
to be completed. Marx’s grand theory will be made more grand, in fact.

Using the theoretical equipment developed in Limits to Capital (1982) , far more
concrete theoretical analysis could be developed by two companion books in 1985:
Urbanisation of Capital and Consciousness and the Urban Experience. Subtitles of
each book is same: Studies in the History and Theory of Capitalist Urbanisation.
Because “theory” and “history”, according to Harvey, could never been brought
together perfectly until that time.

Urbanisation of Capital (1985) can be considered as an extension of Limits to
Capital (1982) in many respects. First of all, driving force of the logic of capital,
which circulates through every cell of the society, is the main object of analysis and
the dominant way of understanding. Difference, compared to Limits to Capital, is
that more specific categories of political economy were applied to the main
questions of urban space and politics. Throughout the book, rent, class structure
and residential differentiation, planning ideology, urban politics or class alliances
which emerges and disappear within urban political formation are taken into
account. Harvey also retums to Lefebvre’s Urban Revolution Thesis in the book.
Thesis is rejected since, though capitalism has been in our time, more urban than
ever before, labour theory of value is still valid. Nonetheless, such a rejection does
not mean the main theme in Lefebvre in that capitalism has been survived through
our century by making urbanised itseif. What Harvey insists just is upon the
industrial character of capitalism. Processing of the live labour is the essence of the

capitalism as a mode of production and consumption.

Urbanisation of Capital (1985) begins with The Urban Process under Capitalism: A
Framework of Analysis and, ends up with The Urbanisation of Capital.
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Consciousness and the Urban Experience (1985), by using the theoretical
equipment which had been developed in Limits to Capital (1982) and specified in
Urbanisation of Capital (1985), mainly deals with the real historical account of Paris
during the Second Empire (1850-1870). Third chapter Pans, 1850-1870 covers 157
pages of the book of 288 pages. Class struggle and the accumulation of capital are
brought together both theoretically and historically. Furthermore, spatiality and
temporality under the hegemonic formation of finance capital is interwoven.

Class struggle is the subjective analysis of Marxism while accumulation and
circulation of capital is the study of objective conditions. Books ontologically follow
such an division in turn. But, they as a whole, reject this division epistemologically
and try to overcome them all. Here, Harvey seems that as if he follows a theoretical
building programme.

Fourth article Monument and Myth: The building of the Basilica of the Sacred Heart
also concerns the Paris during the Second Empire. Therein, ideological struggle and
symbols of the class struggle around a spatial structure, Basilica of the Sacred Heart

are investigated.

| can claim that while Harvey's previous studies are mainly about the theory,
objectivity, in other words, accumulation of capital, and the substructure of
capitalism, Consciousness and the Urban Experience (1985) is predominantly about
history, subjectivity, class struggle and the superstructure of the capitalism. On the
other hand, Urbanisation of Capital (1985) locates in the midst of the two
interconnected emphasis of analysis. In the end, grand theory developed mainly by
Marx and Engels is restructured and refreshed, thanks to the insertion of spatial
phenomena into heart.

In 1989, The Condition of Postmodernity: Cultural Origins of Change (1989) was
published. Title of the book resemblance Lyotard’s The Postmodern Condition
(1994). However, similar titles of these two books represent completely inverse
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arguments about the last two, three decades of capitalism. What Lyotard claims that
a radical change and rupture from modernity into Postmodernity has been lived are
the changes in the surface appearances of capitalism for Harvey. It is true that
capitalism change its organisational structure and speeds its technological
development as ever before, but its logic of change is same. As before
“accumulation for accumulation’s sake, “consumption for consumption’s sake”,

“production for profit” are still the pattern of its development.

If so, what has been occurred from early 1970s on is just one of the deep crisis of
capitalism in history. Increasing speed of circulation of capital, which is for a cure to
the overaccumulation of capital and the increasing competition between capitalists
in globe, provokes technological and organisational change of capital and in doing
so make spatial distance less significant and therefore create new modes of
consciousness. Artistic productions just follow the needs of the accumulation of

capital.

So called “Postmodernity” has many qualities of modemity. Especially, its creative
destruction and technologically progressive aspects and crisis prone quality by its
capitalist nature are assumed as valid also for Postmodernity. What has been lived
is the changes in our experiences of time and space. Crashing effects of the time-
space compression is derived from the driving force of the accumulation and the
circulation of capital as ever before. With Marx’s words, space is annihilated by time.
Nonetheless, this process, “annihilation of space by time” makes space more
political rather than rendering it less significant.

The Condition of Postmodernity (1989), it can be claimed that, is a polemic with so
called postmodemist literature. This literature, based on mainly poststructuralism,
deconstructivism and anarchist philosophy, accuses and rejects all grand theories,
especially historical materialism. They are all “meta narratives.”. Harvey’s answer to
such a challenge will be in favour of historical geographical materialism.

Harvey’s last published book, Justice, Nature and the Geography of Difference

(1996), is not taken into analysis in the thesis. Let us just offer a few words about it
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only. Throughout the book, he “struggles to find foundational concepts for the
human imaginary to contemplate our embeddedness in time, nature, and
place.”(p:14) and seeks to reveal and construct permanent values and vantage
points for meaningful socialist political action. He says that “ situating oneself in the
full flood of all the fluxes and flows of social change makes appeal to any permanent
set of values with which to animate collective or well-directed social action
suspect.”(p:10).

Actually what is considered throughout the book is the fragmenting, differentiating,
dividing and confusing influences of capitalism over the consciousness formation
and the coherent political action. The book can be seen as an extension of the
themes and clues put forward in the Condition of Postmodernity (1989) and
previously Consciousness and the Urban Experience (1985) and Urbanisation of
Capital (1985).

Throughout the thesis, some critiques levelled to Harvey’s work will be cared and
implicitly confronted in advance without no reference and will be tried to be replied in
the concluding chapter. If | give a sample of them, critiques which are made by
Massey (1974), Saunders and Lloyd (1981), Gottdiener (1987; 1988), Low (1990),
Topalov (1983), Katznelson (1993) are particularly dealt with. These critiques
represent common points as regards with the claimed failures and drawbacks in
Harvey’s work.

First of all, Harvey is criticised for “class reductionism” as in Low (1990). Second,
Harvey uses inherently limited possibilities of “capital logic” and ignores the
subjective entities as claimed by Gottdiener (1987; 1988). Even more, Harvey thinks
and writes in the world without subjects. In particular, he lacks a theory of the state
apart from the Marxist-Leninist conception of state. Third critique is more positive
but far more comprehensive and levelled by Katznelson (1993), who claims that
Harvey’s failure is in the integration of structural analysis of capital accumulation
with the subjective analysis of classes.

Briefly, structuralist-functionalism, reductionism, instrumentalist perception of the
state , which all are systematically repeated in Saunders and Lloyd (1981), are the
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common critiques to Harvey and | try to confront them all throughout the thesis with
an implicit and explicit emphasises.

According to Katznelson (1993), “unlike Marx's treatment of base, Harvey's
elaboration of the motion of capital lacks an inherent tie between structure and
agency”. He accepts Kearns's critique [1984]; “For Harvey...the result... is the ‘failure
to specify how the system’s requirements of capitalism are identified by agents
competent to undertake the social, political and economic management that Harvey
sees those requirements as calling forth’ ” (1993; 128). Who operates the system by
understanding the requirements of the logic of capital? If capital is the driving force,
“then what joins together the different fractions” of capital? (1993; 129). Harvey’s
analysis of capitalist base is one “that is all structure and no agency” (1993; 128).
For Harvey, the state “always the passive actor, determined by other forces”, that is,
the requirements of capital accumulation and the state is always “class-biased” in its
all interventions and operations. Harvey could not “grant an ontological
independence to states, state-building and politics” (1993; 132). “[Hlis flat and
functional treatment of the state and its role in shaping the built environment gives to
the state only a second or third-order co-ordinating role”. Urban development is the
product of capita logic and the state is simply a instrument of capita (1993;130).“The
links between the social organisation of classes and groups, their dispositions, and
their pattern of collective action must be at the very centre of studies of class and
group formation, but Harvey’s approach to the subject, a simple class in itself-for
itself formulation, makes all such considerations superfluous” (1993; 130).

Gottdiener (1988) is related with mainly political economy aspects of Harvey's work.
Nonetheless, he completely agrees with the criticisms of Katznelson about the
questions of structure and agency (in terms of state and class analyses). He says:
“The central problem in his analysis is the lack of connection between the focal
process in the production of the built environment, which he has identified as capital
accumulation, and the larger social formation, which performs other functions as
well” (95). More specifically as regards with relationships between the production of
space and capital accumulation, and the one between falling rate of profits and the
switching of the capital flow between the circuits of capital, Harvey cannot explain
the, crises, switching of flows, attraction of and the saturation point of the secondary
circuits for capital flow, use of the devalorization theory, and the fact that the logic of
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capital directs this whole processes which is external to the capitalist class, and the
rigid functionalism of capital that everything in the last instance serves to the
perpetuation, or we say, survival logic of capital. Harvey's argument that the
investment made to the built environment later on is devaluated with an saturation
point reached for capital flow is “functional” for future accumulation is not specified
by himself and why overinvestment occur in the secondary circuit is not explained.
Capital's switches between circuits requires an analyses of “the state and financial
circuits”, that is something very important and ignored by Harvey (1288; §7-100).

In favour of a pluralism in the Marxist class analyses, Low (1990) criticises Harvey’s
studies, which “remain characterised by the capital-theoretical tendency to reduce
all politics to class struggle, and class struggle to the abstract conflict between
economic categories. In the context of planning theory, he rejects the role of the
state as Harvey identifies: “If everything about the state apparatus merely supports
and guarantees the exploitative class relationship then planning, as an activity of
state, is not one which can contribute to social justice” (1990; 1091). Harvey’s “class
reductionism” reduces political phenomena to the “the central engine of capitalism”,
that is “ the relationship between capital and Iébour”. Even Harvey goes further “as if
society is being viewed in the same way as the movement of the planets or of
particles of matter”. For Harvey’s taxonomy, all groups and interests are counted as
the “subcategories of capital and labour” (1093). This is closely related with the
“essentialist approach” of Harvey, who has “the language of surface and depth”. For
example contradictions embedded within the depth are transformed into multiple
surface appearances. Essence of capitalist society is class system whose surface
implies exchange relations. And surface and appearance includes completely
different processes in a way that when looking to configurations within the surface
precludes to see capital-labour relation (1095-6). Harvey’'s attempts to analyse
“class alliance” suffers in the last instance from the essentialism of class
reductionism. Finally all interests and groups are connected to the subdivisions of
capital and labour and to add to the analyses the factions or to say fractions, stratas
of capital and labour does not change the “class reductionism” in the theory.

We see that Gottdiener (1987) repeats the critiques stated above as focusing upon

the assumption of “centrality of the circulation of capital’, and “reductionist treatment
of urban politics”. He has no “discussion of power” (130). He ignores “the issues of
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existence of a uniquely urban subject, of the concept of production of
consciousness... of the production of the subject by the mode of production, or the
definition of urbanisation....'urban region’...an ‘urban consciousness’ ”. He uses an
outdated instrumentalist theory of state, that sees the state as a mere manager of
the society in favour of capital. A perception of circulation of capital as “both the
producer and the reproducer of all social life” relocate “Marx’s theory into a kind of
reductio ad absurdum” (131).

Topalov (1983) makes very constructive critiques for the Harvey’s Limits to Capital
(1982). Nevertheless as regards with the theoretical and practical interrelation
between theory and history, he takes attention to the social relations “which are the
driving force in the whole affair’ (605-6). Through social relations history come into
existence and “it is only by placing social relations at the centre of theory that theory
can get a grasp on history”. Topalov acknowledges the virtues of the theory of
accumulation developed by Harvey but nonetheless he points to the inherent limits
of this theory in general, which “neglects the fact that each contradiction between
categories refers back to contradictions between classes, and first and foremost,
that which links and opposes exploiters aﬁd the exploited” (606). Topalov also
recalls that “the motor of change is not intercapitalist competition, but the capital-
labour relation itself”. Harvey sees class struggle only as “guerrilla action”, which
“‘acts ultimately a stabilising force” in capitalism. He ignores the significance of
labour struggle Topalov suggests that a given priority to the inter class struggle is
more useful for the analyses of the relationships between production and
reproduction spheres of society and of labour who both is “object of capital” and
“living creature subject” (606-7). Production of value and the reproduction of
labourers requires the analyses not only relations with capital but also other social
relations within the same economic system such as “kinship, family and gender
relations, and the use of the use values” (607). Because, real limits to capital
underlies its relation “to non-capital”.

Saunders and Lloyd (1981) concern David Harvey within the general frame of

references of urban political economy;

“Given its primary focus on capital accumulation, it assumes that state intervention
and political struggles in the sphere of consumption simply reproduce the character
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of state intervention and political struggles in the sphere of production, and in this
way its analyses of social provisions such as housing and of the conflicts that
surround them collapse into economism and functionalism and fail to recognise the
specificity of the social consumption process. From Harvey onwards, the strength of
this work has been the way in which it approaches the question of space and the
built environment through an analysis of commodity production, but its weakness
has been its assumption that processes of social consumption can be explained in
much the same way” (247-8).

What Saunders and Lloyd actually point to is but the tension between sphere of
production and that consumption, each of which requires a unique way of analyses
and has different particularities. This the tension between the sociology of collective
consumption and the theories of production of space under capitalist mode of
production, which tries to connect the question of production in both commodities
and space with the questions of consumption and reproduction in both social
relations and the labour power itself within the framework of Marx’s theory of

accumulation.

Finally | will briefly deal with Doreen Massey’s criticisms of Harvey’s Social Justice
and the City (1973) as regards with her definitions about the main origins of the
problem but in the context of the book’s double aspect in Harvey’s personal history
in evolution in the time. And also, this critic gives way to the beginning of my thesis.
Massey criticism focuses upon certain conceptual problems and mainly gives an
Althusserian critique for the divisions made by Harvey in the book between
revolutionary and counter-revolutionary theories. Such a differentiation of theories is
not specified and not so much convincing for her. And the criticism of the book ends
up with as such: “overall impression it leaves is that the break from the initial
problematic of liberalism and humanism has not been achieved”. Humanising in
what Harvey calls “a genuinely humanising urbanism” remembers to Massey
Althusser’s critique of humanism as a bourgeois notion ( c¢f. Thompson’s reply to
such arguments put forward by Luis Althusser, 1994). If so, Harvey also confronts
the problems of the ideological statuses of the concepts he uses throughout Social
Justice and the City (1973)
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CHAPTER 4

LIBERALISM TO MARXISM

4. 1. Harvey’s Methodological Inquiry

Explanation in Geography (1969) dealt with methodological problems in geography.
With Social Justice and the City (1973), Harvey began to deal with, “how ideas in
social and moral philosophy could be related to geographical inquiry and to these
fields of intellectual endeavour, such as planning and regional science” (9).
Throughout Social Justice and the City "a central, overwhelming and unchanging

concern” is seen. Harvey explains this concern as such:

“Social processes and spatial forms are, for the most part distinct in our minds if not
in reality and it has been a fundamental concern of mine for several years now to
heal the breach in our thought between what appear to be two distinctive and
irreconcilable modes of analysis” (10) In the book * there is an evolution in the way

this problem is conceived as well as in the solutions to it that are contemplated” (10).

And a conceptual connection between spatial and social seems to be provided in
such a way: “[S]patial forms are...seen not as inanimate objects within which the
social process unfolds, but as things which “contain” social processes in the same
manner that social processes are spatial.”(10-11).

4. 1. 1. The Nature of Theory:
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Initial view of theory is based upon the “artificial separation of methodology from
philosophy” initial view of theory. “[T]o regard fact as separate from values, object as
independent of human perception and action, and the private process of discovery
as separate from the ‘public’ process of communicating the results “are the
dichotomic rather than dialectic thinking of logical positivism as exhibited in
Explanation in Geography. He proclaims that, “| now reject these distinctions” for
both analysis and convenience. (11-2).

And he goes on to say about absolute concepts of the logical positivist theorising:

“Initially | also held to the view that the construction of theory requires the
manufacture of an adequate and proper language, with fixed definitions and
meanings, that could be used to ‘talk about’ phenomena in a logically consistent
way”. But, “definitions could dictate conclusions” and a system of thought
erected “ in such a way” could inhibit rather than enhance our ability to comprehend
the world”. Yet, “acts of categorisation is vital to understand how categories are
established and in particular how they take on meaning and are transformed

through and in use “ (12).

Verification: “It can not be separated from social practice in general” (12). “There
are various types of theory with distinct functions to perform in a social context and
each type has particular verification procedures attached to it. Verification is
achieved through practice which means that theory is practice in a very important
sense. When theory becomes practice through use then and only than is it really
verified” (12) In the book, there is “a shift away from “philosophical idealism” towards
“a materialist interpretation of ideas as they arise in particular historical contexts”
(12-13).

4. 1. 2. The Nature of Space

Nevertheless, “proper conception” of space is required for the understanding of
“urban phenomena and society in general’ (13). But this does nor mean any
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construction of fixed definitions of space. For this Harvey proposes three kind of

spatial perception:

“If we regard space as absolute it becomes a ‘thing in itself’ with an existence
independent of matter” . On the other hand, “[tlhe view of relative space proposes
that it be understood as a relationship between objects which exists only because
objects exist and relate to each other”. Finally, Harvey puts forward third way of
understanding in which “space can be viewed as relative’ and he calls this
“relational- space-regarded, in the fashion of Leibniz, as being contained in objects
in the sense that an object can be said to exist in so far as it contains and
represents within itself relationships to other objects” (13). Here it should be noted
that the term “object” includes the subjects

“[Slpace is neither absolute, relative or relational in itself , but it can become one or
all simultaneously depending on the circumstances. The problem of the proper
conceptualisation of space is resolved through human practice with respect to it.”. In
Marx’s words, “there are no philosophical answers to philosophical questions” and
as Marx did, Harvey changes the question with another question. “The question
‘What is space’ is therefore replaced by the question ‘How is it that different
human practices create and make use of distinctive conceptualisations of
space?’ "(13-14). Questions of existence turn into those of becoming.

4.1.3. The Nature of Social Justice

The distinction between fact and value, which is consistent with that of methodology
and philosophy is only one of the innumerable dualities in philosophy before Marx.
Harvey correctly says that Marx “collapses the distinctions and thereby proclaims
the end to all philosophy” (14).

In accordance with the theory of praxis, he points outs:
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Marxian ethics “deals whit how concepts of social justice and morality relate to and
stem from human practice rather than whit arguments about the external truths to be
attached to these concepts”. For Marx, “the act of observing is the act of evaluation
and to separate them is to force a distinction an human practice that does not in
reality exist” (15). So it is clear that ontological dualities of philosophical idealism

upon which logical positivist epistemology is based is unreal, in fact.

Harvey extends this conclusion to the dualities of liberal economics and other

supposed dualities:

“The collapse of the distinction between production and distribution, between
efficiency and social justice, is a part of that general collapse of all dualisms of this
sort accomplished through accepting Marx’s approach and technique of analysis.
The evolution that occurs in these essays is from a liberal to a socialist (Marxist)
conception of the problem. | move from a predisposition to regard social justice as a
matter of external justice and morality to regard it as something contingent upon the
social processes operating in society as a value” (15).

Questions of real income redistribution in the second chapter of Social Justice and
the City (1973) is concerned independently from the question of production. “[T]his
is an approach typical of liberalism”. (A contemporary representative of this
approach in the context of distributive justice is John Rawl’s A Theory of Justice
(1971) (distribute justice without any concem of production!).

4. 1. 4. The Nature of Urbanism

Distinction between liberal and socialist formulations indicates also a considerable
change for the concept urbanism. Initially, it is “regarded as a thing in itself”. Later
on, “it becomes as it were, a mirror in which other aspects of society can be
reflected”, “because urbanism comes to be defined relationally”. Urbanism as a
‘thing in itself’ turns into a bundle of relations of all facets of man, society,
nature, thought, ideology, production, and so on, built around the concept of a
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relationally defined urbanism® (16). It is clear such a tuming point in the
understanding of space and social justice follows “the change in the approach to
theory”: “Space, social justice and urbanism”, which are “all initially viewed as topics
‘in themselves’ which can be explored in abstraction can not be understood in
isolation from each other and that the pervasive dualisms implicit in westem thought
can not be bridged, only collapsed, leads to a simultaneous evolution of thought on
all fronts “(17).

Throughout Social Justice and the City, Harvey explains his internal evolution by
comparing his liberal and pro-Marxist analysis as such:

Beginning of the Liberal Formulations conceives the questions of space and income
in “an irreconcilable dilemma that degenerates into a helpless, formless relativism”
(17). Social Justice and Spatial Systemns “contains a struggle to bring the question of
social justice and space into forms, but insofar as solutions emerge they rest upon

an arbitrary characterisation of the nature of the social justice “(18).

Revolutionary and counter-revolutionary Theory in Geography and the problem of
Ghetto Formation “marks a liberation from the old approach and in a crude but
exuberant way begins the process of reformulating problems as solutions and
solutions as problems” (18).

Use value, Exchange Value and the Theory of urban Land Use and Urbanism and
the City-an Interpretative Essay seek to consolidate the evolving framework making
explicit use of Marx’s analysis wherever it seems appropriate” (18) Last three
chapters of the book, Socialist Formulations, opens up “some fundamental lines of

thought and ways of thinking”(18).

“The essays in Part 2 are ideological in the western sense whereas the essays in
Part | are ideological in the Marxist sense” (18).1t seems that Harvey’s interest is not
what ideology is because he rejects at the outset the sharp distinction between

science and ideology.
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4. 2. Inequality and the City: Liberal Formulations

4. 2. 1. How real income distributed

Harvey begins his analysis with Titmuss’ definition of income: “Income is the
algebraic sum of () the market value of rights exercised in consumption, and (2) the
change in the value of the store of property rights between the beginning and the
end of the period in question” [Titmuss, 1962] (53). Second definiton made by
Titmuss gives the opportunity to Harvey to investigate “how changes in the
spatial form of a city and changes in the social processes operating within the
city bring about changes in an individual’s income” (54). Changes in the urban
system creates some “fringe benefits” and these benefits are not equally
distributed across the urban population. In addition to “fringe benefits”, he also deals
with the differential distribution of unpriced resources over the urban
population. In using this approach, he tries to explain one of the fundamental
paradox of modemn society, “that an increasingly affluent society with a rapidly
changing technology is generating awkward structural problems and deepening
tensions in the process of urbanisation” (54-5).

Speed and the rate of adjustment in an urban system: Much of the models for
the urban system, says Harvey, rest upon an equilibrium analysis, and seeks an
optimal allocation of resources in other words Pareto Optimum. The distribution of
income is as given. In the deterministic models developed by Alonso [1964], and
Mills [1969] and the statistical gravity and entropy type of models developed by
Wilson [1970] depend upon such an natural equilibrium in the urban system. (55).
But, for Harvey, the main question is that different parts of the city adapts to
changes in urban system and have different capacities for adjustments. Such
a differential adaptation results into “cumulative processes of increasing
inequality of income distribution”. Different abilities is the main source of the
inequalities. Harvey points to the main drawback of these models in that “any urban
system is in a permanent state of differential diequilibrium (by which, he means, that
different parts of it are approaching equilibrium at different rates)”. Harvey gives
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importance to the equilibrium analyses only in terms of their theoretical and
empirical insights (56).

Accessibility and Proximity: Changes in the spatial form of the city change the
price of accessibility and the costs of proximity for any one household. These
changes also result into re-distribution of income substantially in an urban

system (57).

Externalities: “Externality effects”, “spill-over effects” or in other words, “third party
effects” are created by one element in the urban system and effect the other parts of
the urban environment. Negative and positive externality effects are unpriced and
emerge outside of the market system. Public or private activity can create some sort
of externality effects. As Lowry [1965] comments that “in the city everything effects
everything else” (68). Harvey argues that “much of what goes on in a city
(particularly in the political arena) can be interpreted as an attempt to organise
the distribution of externality effects to gain income advantages” (58) and says
that as wealth of society grows such effects, also grow more rapidly [Mishan, 1969]
(58). “The political process has a profound influence over the location of external
benefits and costs. Indeed, a case can be made for regarding local political activity
as the basic mechanism for allocating the spatial externality fields in such a way as
to reap indirect income advantages” (60) (emphasise mine)

Changing Location of Jobs and Housing: “The changing location of economic
activity in a city means a changing location of job opportunities. The changing
location of residential activity means a changing location of housing opportunities”
(61). Such changes are associated with transport costs. Locational shifts in the
urban system changes job and housing opportunities and hence redistribution of
income. Suburbanisation, for example, creates new employment opportunities
in the suburbian areas. This decreases job opportunities for inner city
dwellers and consequently increases transport costs of the poor in terms of
the accessibility to the suburban employment opportunities. Low income
households also have to locate in the relatively high price inner city areas.
Income flexibility of the poor are low and inflexibility of spatial form of the city
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creates a permanent diequilibrium in the social system of the city. There is no
“natural equilibrium solution” and public interference in housing market and
to increase the accessibility to the job opportunities will be inevitable. Harvey
briefly suggests that:

“Differential diequilibrium in the spatial form of the city can thus redistribute income.
In general, the rich and relatively resourceful can reap great benefits while the poor
and necessarily immobile have only restricted opportunities. This can mean a quite
substantial regressive redistribution of income in a rapidly changing urban system”
(62-4).

Changing Value of Property Rights: To change the value of the property right,
says Harvey, different kinds of coalition can emerge. Communiterian
interdependencies form and naturally destroy the Pareto optimum. Housing market
, by its very spatial logic, “must contain group action if it is to function
coherently” (67-8). Only such pressure can preserve or enhance the value of
their property rights at the expense of the other individuals. Also, politically
powerful groups and early comers to the city gain more external benefits in

the housing market.

4. 2. 2. Group interests and the political processes

The city “as a gigantic resource system” (68) “contains a geographical distribution of
created resources of great economic, social, psychological and symbolic

significance” (69).

If accessibility or proximity changes with allocation shift in the urban system,
“then the local price changes and, by extension, there is an implied change in
the real income of the individual’. “The changing spatial form of the city and the
continuous process of run-down, renewal and creation of resources within it, will
affect the distribution of incomes and may form a major mechanism for the
redistribution of real income” (69). In this sphere of change, group interests and

46



group action come into work and “the way in which the spatial form of an urban
system changes, therefore, will partly be a function of the way in which groups form,
bargain with each other and take collective action over the positioning of the various
externality fields which will affect their real income” (72). For Harvey, current real
income distribution in the city system is “the predictable outcome of the
political process” [Buchanan, 1968b] (73). More interesting definition is that “any
attempt to understand the mechanisms generating inequalities in income
must, therefore, involve an understanding of the political processes which
operate in a city” (73).

For this purpose, Harvey introduces us the coalitions which emerge within the
urban political activity. Such coalitions can be interpreted as a “weighted decision
game” in which “each person brings to a coalition a certain ‘resource’ which can
then be used in the bargaining process”. Resources may be monetary, voting power
(the least important one to Harvey), accessibility to appropriate information, or social
and political influence. Performance of a coalition depends on the sufficiency of the

resources to win.

“‘Payoffs are usually positive for the winning coalition and zero to the losers. This
sort of situation is quite common in urban politics and explains our expectation that
the more powerful community (in financial, educational or influence terms) may be
able to dominate locational decisions to its own advantage. Inequality of resources
available for the political bargaining process thus creates a condition for the
further disposition of resources so as to reinforce that inequality” (75).

A coalition will “exercise power in political bargaining process, and it will succeed in
providing itself with collective goods”. Size of the group is also important. “The larger
the group, the farther it will fall short of providing an optimal amount of the collective
good” (75-6). Because the larger the group, the less the collective behaviour will be
and loses its efficiency. On the other hand, as Olson argues [1965], “the privileged
and intermediate groups often triumph over the numerically superior forces in the
latent or large groups because the former are generally organised and active while
the latter are normally unorganised and inactive”. Harvey suggests that as the
experience shows that “small, resourceful, well organised groups can usually defeat
the wishes of a wide-spread mass of unorganised people’. He also points out,
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following Olson, “large masses of people motivated by self-interest can be organised
for their own collective good only through inducements (such as retirement and
insurance benefits) or through coercion (such as that imposed by a trade union
closed shop policy)” (76). So, it can be easily argued that both allocational and
locational decisions express the desires of small pressure groups rather that those
of the masses. Reasons of the impotence of the larger groups, to Harvey, can be
derived from Olson’s analysis: First, a member of a large group is unlikely to give up
even his small quantity of resource in favour of collective aim; the second, large
groups can not easily retain coherent policies and objectives because then a small
group bargain in its favour. Competition for the power within the group will weaken
the bargaining position of the group. For large groups, sanctions, external
inducements or institutional arrangements are required for success.(77). Only strong
and cohesive groups can overcome both internal end external barriers and “get
around the problem of what is called ‘non-decision making”(78).

The thesis argued by Kotler [1969], “central business district imperialism” and
the hypothesis held by Netzer [1968] -and Thompson [1965], “suburban
exploitation of the central city” point directly to the imbalances in political power of
different groups of population in the urban areas. In this sense, prospects for equity
and the just distribution of income through the existing political processes have no
chance (78).

4. 2. 3. Social Values and the Cultural Dynamics

Furthermore, Harvey includes into his analysis of inequality social values and
cultural factors. Values and culture which individuals have also affects the
determination of real income. Culture is embedded even in pure economic issues.

How Harvey connects the value system to the notion of real income and the
environmental change? Connection is made by the suggestion in that “resources
should be considered as technological and cultural appraisals” (81). For Harvey, the
concept of “resource” refers to all kind of human assets, and “cultural and technical
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variations in a population automatically affect the measurement of real income” (82).
More interesting definition is that “two individuals can command exactly the same
resource but if they value it differently they have different real incomes” (82).
Cognitive skills and cultural values of individuals and groups imply a different
attitude towards the usage of resources. Urban space with its all resource capacity
and alternatives can be commanded, controlled and manipulated in favour of certain
interests only when individual cognitive skills can be stimulated and put into motion.
“Cognitive skills are dependent upon education, intelligence, and experience with
respect to environment, and these cognitive skills in turn affect the value of a

resource to a given individual” (83).

On the other hand, cultural attitudes of the different population groups in the urban
system evaluates the city resource system differently. As Pahl argues [1965] “higher
income and better educated groups tend to make an active use of space whereas
lower income groups tend to be trapped by it’ (83). Furthermore, “higher income
groups ‘ use the physical environment as a resource in contrast with the lower socio-
economic groups who incorporate the environment into the self’ [Dahl, 1963] (83).
Harvey, for the impacts of cultural differences, suggests that a cross cultural
comparison has to be involved in a theory of real income distribution (84).

Moreover, ever-increasing heterogeneity in social and cultural values in the urban
system creates a "negotiating” difficulty. For such a difficulty to be minimised,
Harvey thinks that a pattemn of territorial organisation which decreases contacts
between different population groups who have different social and cultural values in
terms of ethnicity, class, status, religion and so on, has to be found out. (81).
Neighbourhood and territorial organisations play such a role. This definition is
evident, indeed.

Harvey claims that “there are strong forces working towards cultural heterogeneity
and territorial differentiation in the urban system” and thereby rejects both Herbert
Marcus’s thesis [1964], “one dimensional man” and its spatial expression mentioned
by Melvin Webber [1964] as “an urban non-place realm” (84).

4. 3. Social and Spatial Justice
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The geographers who use normative tools to examine locational problems apply to
the classical location theory, which is Pareto optimal and depends upon the
efficiency criteria. Efficiency, as Harvey puts it, is related to the minimising
aggregate costs of movements over space. In the specification of the locational
decisions, distribution of income is put into analysis only as given and put aside,
says Harvey, because it results into “unwelcome ethical and political judgements”
(96).A For Harvey, efficiency and social justice are not alternative to each other but in

the long run “very much the same thing” (97).

Harvey is rather aware of that conception of social justice is rather more limited
reference point to “encapsulate our vision of the good society” (97).

What is principle of social justice? It “applies to the division of benefits and the
allocation of burdens arising out of the procéss of undertaking joint labour” and “also
relates to the social and institutional arrangements associated with the activity
of production and distribution” and ‘it may thus be extended to consider
conflicts over the locus of power and decision-making authority, the
distribution of influence, the bestowal of social status, the institutions set up
to regulate and control activity, and so on” (97-8).

The notion of social justice has two philosophical source. One comes from social
contract theories developed by Hume and Rousseau and the other from
utilitarianism by Bentham and Mill., Harvey sees the modern version of the notion
much more acceptable, has been developed by Rawls [1969;1971], Rescher [1966]
and Runciman [1966] (98). Harvey, based on this voluminous literature, seeks to
formulate the relevance and usefulness of the principles of social justice in
geography. His main assumption is “that justice achieved at a territorial level of
analysis implies justice achieved for the individual, even though | am too aware,
though he says, that this is not necessarily the case” (99). Territorial justice is

accepted as justice for individuals.
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4.3.1 Some Principles for Justice:

“Just distribution”, after added that it is an ethical question, can be understood in
terms of several criteria suggested by Rawls and Rescher. They are inherent
equality, valuation of services in terms of supply and demand, need, inherent rights,
merit, contribution to common good, actual productive contribution, efforts and
sacrifices. But, following Runciman [1966], Harvey concerns only three of them
which are seen as the essence of social justice, and in turn of their importance;
need, contribution to common good and merit are introduced (100). Another
assumption is to envisage a central authority which allocates scarce resources over
a set of territories and ‘regions in order to achieve maximum social justice (101).

Need: Need is, says Harvey, a relative concept. It depends upon the human
consciousness and the consciousness of need. It changes as society is transformed
(101). Nonetheless, need can be defined according to a number of categories which
do not change over time. Nine of them are selected by Harvey: food, housing,
medical care, education, social and environmental service, consumer goods,
recreational opportunities, neighbourhood amenities, transport facilities. For all of
them, minimum qualities and qualities can be defined in terms of the social norms at
a given time, and to overcome relativity in defining what is need and to whom need
is, Harvey suggests some methods in terms of negative and positive sides such as

market demand, consultation, etc.

Harvey suggests a selection or a combination of various methods which are the

most appropriate for the circumstances (102-5).

Contribution to common good implies that “how an allocation of resources to one
territory affects conditions in another” (105). Interregional multiplier analysis, growth
poles and externalities are used to handle this question. A spatial system can be
improved on the existing interregional multipliers or can be reorganised radically by
restructuring interregional multipliers.

Merit: It means “an allocation of extra resources to compensate for the degree of
social and natural environmental difficulties”. But it should be noted that if individuals
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prefers to live in such a difficulties, they ought not to be compensated under the
principle of social justice. And also, if there is not a contribution to common good, an

allocation of extra resource is not justified” (106-7).

Let us turn into the question of “just’ organisation of space, in other words, “ a
spatial justice”:

To “achieve a just distribution justly” in spatial organisation, Harvey suggests to
design a form of spatial organisation in which the prospects of the least
fortunate region will be maximised. For this aim, technique of regionalizing
and the devising territorial boundaries in favour of the least advantage groups
in terms of allocation of resources will be useful. This requires a central
authority which controls the allocation. Benevolent dictator or a benevolent
bureaucracy or a constitution have such power. In this context, preferences
between centralisation and decentralisation can be discussed. Harvey answers this
question as it depends upon the conditions. Centralisation can be helpful to cut off
differences between territories whereas decentralisation will give a power as a
merit to disadvantaged territories which are éxploited by the rich ones. If exploitation
appears then decentralisation will be good tactic; when it is not so important, then
centralisation can be more appropriate. Harvey says that to support metropolitan
control or neighbourhood government is related with these tactics (111).

" After this perfect conceptualisation of justice in accordance with liberal positivist epistemology, the
question becomes how to achieve a distribution justly. Harvey here refers to constitutional democrats
and socialists in respect with political spectrum. They both, he thinks, have the same assumption in
that “if socially just mechanisms can be devised then questions of achieving social justice in distribution
will look after themselves®. Furthermore, “means” and “ends” are differentiated to achieve social justice.
However, Harvey correctly point out that “it is foolhardy to expect socially just ends to be achieved by
socially unjust means” (108-9). In this, He appeals Rawls' argumentation in that “...differences are just
if and only if the greater expectations of the more advantaged,...,improve the expectations of the least
advantaged..” [Rawls, 1969] (109). Therefore, question will be to create a social, political and economic
organisation for Rawls’ argumentation to be meaningful. Such a solution , as Marxists would claim,
says Harvey, can be ensured only when the least fortunate always has the final say. This, “a fairly
simple logical argumentation”, results into a “dictatorship of the proletariat”, in fact. But, Rawls’ solution
is not this. Rawls says: “if law and government act effectively to keep markets competitive, resources
fully employed, property and wealth widely distributed over time, and to maintain the appropriate social
minimum, then there is equality of opportunity underwritten by education for all, the resulting
distribution will be just” [1969] (109) Actually what Rawls says that if there is a justice there will be a
justice. It is more interesting, in Harvey saying that: “From Rawls initial position it is possible to arrive,
therefore, at a Marx or a Milton Friedman, but in no way can we arrive at the liberal or socialist
solutions™ (109). Harvey gives the examples of post-war Britain and the United States. The former
applied socialist programs but this have had little impact upon the distribution of real income in society.
Liberal anti-poverty programmes of the latter were “conspicuous for their lack of success’. Reason of
failure, for Harvey, was that the capitalist market structure had not been altered and consequently
income and wealth distribution could not have been changed (110). Note that Harvey's emphasnse is
not upon the capitalist market but its structure. -
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Harvey, after put aside monopoly forms of control, focuses on how an individualistic
capitalist system works with respect to territorial justice. Under such a system,
capital flow is directed into more profitable regions. Harvey says that some argues,
such as Borts and Stein [1964] that “this process will continue until rates of return
are equalised over all territories”, while others, like Myrdal [1957], suggest that it
results into growing imbalances. For Harvey, whatever the result is for growth,
“capital clearly will flow in a way which bears little relationship to need or to
the condition of the least advantaged territory”. As in inner cities, result is to
produce “the localised pockets of high unfulfilled need”. According to Harvey,
this pattern of capifal flow can not be challenged without altering whole
capital flow process. As in private rental housing in inner city areas, since capital
flows to other profitable areas with suburbanisation, rental housing has collapsed,
buildings have been depreciated. It means capital gets away from needy

areas to the affluent communities to meet the demand. “Under capitalism this is
good and rational behaviour- it is what the market requires for the ‘optimal’ allocation
of resources” (112). Actually these arguments and definitions imply a rupture
for Harvey from liberalism towards the left sides of the political spectrum

(though not socialism yet.)

Is it possible to counteract with this kind of capital flow in favour of needy
populated areas? Taxation, rent supplements and direct granting to financial
institutions may be the forms of government interventions to the market. But,
government either bribe financial institutions to back into the inner city rental market
or take over responsibility through public housing. First solution means to create a
greater relative scarcity of capital for suburbanisation. In this case more advantaged
suburbs increase the rate of return in order to catch more capital flow. Result will
only be to increase overall rates of retumn in the interest of financial institutions. As
Huberman and Sweezy [1969] put it, “capitalist means invariably serve their own
capitalist ends” and says Harvey, “these capitalist ends are not consistent with the
objectives of social justice”, because “the market system functions on the basis of
exchange values can exist only if there is relative scarcity of the goods and services
being exchanged” (113).
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Scarcity and Market: At this point of view, it is clear that Harvey sees the logic of
market, which is inconsistent with the principles of justice, and he began to attack
the liberal conceptualisation of scarcity. “To postulate scarcity as an absolute
condition from which all economic institutions derive is therefore to employ an
abstraction which serves only to obscure the question of how economic activity is
organised” [Pearson, 1957].

Liberal conception of scarcity is rejected: “In sophisticated economies scarcity is
socially organised in order to permit the market to function” (114). “Scarcity must be
produced and controlled in society because without it price fixing markets could not
function. This takes place through a fairly strict control over access to the means of
production and a control over the flow of resources into the productive process. The
distribution of the output has likewise to be controlled in order for scarcity to be
maintained. This is achieved by appropriate arrangements which prevent the
elimination of scarcity and preserve the integrity of exchange values in the market
place” (114). ’

If the role of scarcity in the capitalist market economy is accepted as such, then,
says Harvey, ‘it follows that deprivation, appropriation and exploitation are also
necessary concomitants of the market system” (114). Spatial expression of this
phenomena is that “there will be a serious of appropriative movements between
territories which leads some territories to exploit and some to be exploited” (114).
Urban system and urbanism, too, already is erected upon the appropriation of the
surplus product and express the same processes, in fact (cf. Urbanism and the city
in the book which | will introduce below.) (114). Such definitions of urbanism and the
city necessarily leads into a Marxist analysis of the subject.

After such argumentation, it is hard to understand the reason of why Social
Justice and Spatial Systems is located within the part of Liberal Formulations.
For this, it could be said that Harvey uses liberal method and language within
an eclectic relationships of socialist arguments, but reaches a critical point of
view against liberal definitions. He is now on, to be accepted as being situated

54



in the fronts of left politics within the political spectrum. He sees and rejects
the exploitative base of the capitalist economic system and sees no light of
hope for a justice for all, within this system.

Harvey points to some who argue that market system promotes technological
innovation and economic growth and hence in the final analysis appropriation could
not be considered as exploitation because overall benefits flow back into backwards
territories. Harvey does not reject this long term benefits generated, but he says that
“to concede that appropriation is justifiable under certain conditions is not to
concede that the appropriation achieved under the market mechanism is socially
just’. What is justified is actually the internal logic of the market economy. In the
market economy, which is based on the scarcity, an enormous concentration of
surplus product is under the control of large corporations and institutions and
surplus product is consumed in “socially undesirable ways such as
conspicuous consumption, conspicuous construction in urban areas, such as
military, waste, et cetera. So, the surplus product accumulated is not used in
socially just ways, because surplus has to be absorbed in a way that scarcity to be

perpetuated”.

What about advanced capitalist societies the solution could be? There social surplus
has to be transferred to the needy sectors and territories. For this, Harvey suggests
that “we need to move to a new pattern of organisation in which the market is
replaced (probably by a decentralised planning process), scarcity and deprivation
systematically eliminated wherever possible, and a degrading wage system steadily
reduced as an incentive to work, without in any way diminishing the total productive
power available to society” (115-6). But Harvey is well aware of that this is but just a

challenge to the existing system.

"It is therefore necessary, claims Harvey, to create social surpius without the use of market economic
mechanisms for the aim of social justice. In this sense Harvey sees as good examples the growth
policies with social justice realised by Chine and Cuba. On the other hand, third world countries have to
just follow the individualistic or state form of capitalism in which “growth is achieved at huge social and
human costs” (115). -
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4.3.2. Territorial and Social Justice:

Nonetheless, Harvey cannot escape from liberal perspective even though he does
not see any hope for justice in the present market based economic structure.

“The single minded exploration of efficiency has at best amounted to a tacit
endorsement of the status quo in distribution....we need to explore efficiency and
distribution jointly. But to do so we first need a detailed exploration of those
questions of distribution which have for so long been left in limbo” ((118).

Now, it has been clear that why the questions of justice is placed within the
Liberal Formulations. Because he still sees the starting point to catch the base of
the problem of social justice within the distribution sphere of the market economy of
capitalism. The antagonistic relationship between price fixing market economy and
the principles of social justice is tried to be resolved only by suggesting an
impossible compromise and a coexistence between justice and market which two

have different logic and refer to different processes.

We think that such an contradictory and eclectic position which Harvey held in
Liberal Formulations will develop Ilater on into a more radical criticisms of liberal
assumptions and hence has the seeds of the Socialist Formulations, which | handle

in other part of the thesis.

4.4 Proclamation of a Marxist Revolution in Geographic Thought

Revolutionary and counter-revolutionary theory in Geography and the Problem of
Ghetfo Formation, a previously published article (1972) is the fourth chapter of
Social Justice and the City (1973) and the first one of the Socialist Formulations,
Part 2 of the same book. The chapter, | think, is the turning point in Harvey’'s
evolving scientific point of view. At the outset, he proclaims the task for theoretical

" Al quotations for this study from Harvey (1973) from now on.
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revolution in geographic thought and for this aim, begins to discuss Thomas Kuhn'’s
work (1991).

“How and why would we bring about a revolution in geographic thoughts?” For an
answer, Harvey applies to Thomas Kuhn’s famous book, The Structures of Scientific
Revolutions (1991). Kuhn investigates paradigmatic changes in natural sciences
through revolutionary development. “Normal science’, he says, uses existing
paradigms. However, in time, certain anomalies emerge and the established
paradigm and new conditions begin to contradict with each other. Emergence of the
anomalies, it is the time of crisis, sign the beginning of the new attempts to produce

a new paradigm.

Kuhn developed a relativist theory of scientific revolutions basing upon a sociology
of science. It is also revealed that his use of the term “revolutions” had been inspired
from the models of political revoiutions (see Kiglik, 1985). But he does not apply
this term into the revolutions in social and political sciences.

Harvey says that “Kuhn’s schema is open to criticism on a number of grounds”.
First, in Kuhn’s work, it is not clear so as to how anomalies arise and generate
crisis(120). Here, Harvey suggests a distinction between significant and significant
anomalies. Second, problem is related with how new paradigm becomes accepted.
This central criticism to Kuhn, is that he “provides an idealist's interpretation of
scientific advancement, while it is clear that scientific thought is fundamentally
geared to material activities” (121).

Another question is whether “Kuhn’s analysis could be extended to the social
sciences”. Kuhn is in the view that social sciences among themselves do not agree
upon one general paradigm. However, Harvey points to the accepted paradigms in
economics, for example, Adam Smith and later in 1930s Keynes who provided
paradigms for economics studies, for instance (122).
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in 1930s, “unemployment” as an anomaly resulted in a crisis, which later could
create Keynesian economics. After such similarities between natural science and
social science are defined, Harvey claims that: “The history of geographic thought in
the last ten years is exactly mirror in this analysis. The central proposition of the old
geography was the qualitative and the unique” (123). “This clearly could not resist
the drive in the social sciences as a whole towards tools of social manipulation and
control which requires an understanding of the qualitative and the general” (123-4).
Within “the qualitative movement’, new empirical topics were found; such as
“distance-decay function, the threshold, the range of a good and the measurement
of within the spatial patterns” (124). Such new methodologies provided the planning
profession the means for manipulation and control.

After he illustrated the possibility of revolution in the social sciences, he concems
about “counter-revolutions” in the social sciences, which is not counted for natural
sciences by Kuhn. H.G. Johnson [1971] in his “The Keynesian revolution and
monetarist counterrevolution”, refers to “counter revolutions”. As Harvey says,
Johnson sees monetarists as counter revolutionaries, as a challenge to Keynesian
economy. Simuitaneity of both inflation and unemployment were the anomalies of
the time which contradict with Keynesian economy. Though Harvey does not see
Johnson in this respect very enlightening, he says that “there is something very
important in this term which requires analysis” because in natural sciences the

notion of “counter revolution” does not appear.

Social science is similar with natural science in terms of men’s search of control and
manipulation towards external world. “[D]riving force behind paradigm formation in
the social sciences is the desire to manipulate and control human activity and social
phenomena in the interest of men”. If so, question is that “who is going to control
whom, in whose interest is the controlling going to be exercised, and if control is
exercised in the interest of all, who is going to take it upon himself to define that
public interest?”. Harvey points out that the history shows us the certain key
groupings in society and that social science formulations depend on existing social
relationships. “As such, the concepts are the product of the very phenomena they
are designed to describe”. Exactly at this point, theories become polarised; a
revolutionary theory produces new paradigms which generally gain acceptance
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“only if the nature of the social relationships embodied in the theory are actualised in
the real world”. On the other hand, “a counter revolutionary theory is one which is
deliberately proposed to deal with a revolutionary theory in such a manner that the
threatened social changes which general acceptance of the revolutionary theory
would generate are, either by cooptation or subversion, prevented from being
realised” (125).

Harvey, following Engels, sees the relationships between Adam Smith, David
Ricardo and Marx with respect to that of Lavoisier with Priestly (125-6). Marx
revolted the Smith’s and Ricardo’s political economy, especially their conception of
‘surplus value’ and caught “the key to an understanding of all capitalist production”
(126). It is clear that Marxist paradigms were “an enormous threat to the power
structure of the capitalist world.”. Marxism as a revolutionary theory would be
confronted by the counter revolutionary theory of “marginal theory” of value, which
“did away with many of the barriers of Smith’s and Ricardo’s analysis (in particular
the labour theory of value)” (127)".

Harvey’s explanation to his initial question that “how and why would we bring about
a revolution in geographic thought?” is that “qualitative revolution...diminishing
marginal returns,...factorial ecology,...attempt’ to measure the distance decay
effect...(and) to identify the range of goods, serve to tell us less and less about
anything of great relevance” (128). Moreover, “[S]ociological condition within the
discipline is not sufficient to justify a revolution in thought (nor should it, but the
condition is there”(128). There is a disparity between sophisticated methods and
techniques which are the products of quantitative revolution and seen events.
“Ecological problem, an urban problem, an international trade problem could not be
explained perfectly”. “In short, our paradigm is not coping well. It is ripe for
overthrow.”. Harvey proclaims as such “the necessity for a revolution in geographic
thought’(129).

* According to Harvey, “the counter revolutionary co-optations of Marxist theory in Russia after Lenin's
death, and a similar counter revolutionary co-optation of much of the Marxist language into Western
sociology ...without conveying the essence of Marxist thinking, has effectively prevented the true
flowering of Marxist thought and, concomitantly, the emergence of that humanistic society whlch Marx
envisaged”. Social and the political meanings of the concepts are frustrated (127).
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4 .4.1. Searching for an Epistemology: Marxist Dialectic

Even though Harvey seems here to accept a kind of instrumentalist philosophy of
science or theory of science in his eclectic acceptance of useful aspects of theories
for his own purpose of analysis; as discussed by Keat and Urry (1994)

Such a revolution in “geographic thought” required a theoretical ferment outside of
weak aspects of positivism which was influential in 1960s. And different paths could
be followed according to Harvey: “We could, as some suggests, abandon the
positivist basis of the quantitative movement for an abstract philosophical idealism”
or, he says, “ we could also reject the positivist basis of the 1960s for
phenomenological basis”. But, nonetheless, he is aware of that “phenomenological
approaches can lead into...idealism or back into naive positivist empiricism just as
easily as they can into a socially aware form of materialism”. On the other side,
behavioural perspective had the possibilities of two paths to follow. In the first of
these theoretical possibilities, for Harvey, it is better to succeed the most superior
aspects of positivism, materialism and p‘henomenology. Such “ a overlap” is
most clearly presented in Marx’s works, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of
1844 and The German Ideology. These books gave a powerful phenomenological
base to Marx’s system of thought (129). However, Harvey takes our attention to
common points and certain essential differences which exists between positivism
and Marxism (129-39). Both have materialist base and analytic method, but
“positivism simply seeks to understand the world whereas Marxism seeks to change
it” (130). Nevertheless, differences are more and crucial for us. As Harvey

summarises;

“Positivism draws its categories and concepts from an existing reality with all of its
defects while Marxist categories and concepts are formulated through the
application of the dialectical method to history as it unfolds, here and now, through
events and actions. The positivist method, for example, the application of traditional
bi-valued Aristotelian logic to test hypotheses (the real hypotheses of statistical
reference is a purely Aristotelian device): hypotheses are either true ore false and
once ‘categorised remain ever so. The dialectic on the other hand, proposes a
process of understanding which allows the interpretation of opposites, incorporates
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contradictions and paradoxes, and points to the process of resolution. In so far as it
is relevant to talk of truth and falsity, truth lives in the dialectical process rather than
in the statements derived from the process. The statements can be designated as *
true’ only given point in time and, in any case, can be contradicted by other ‘time’
statements. The dialectical method allows us to invert analysis if necessary to

regard solutions as problems, to regard questions as solutions.” (130).

It should be noted that for Harvey Marxism refers to Marxist method and Marxist
epistemology. But he does not concemn Marxist ontology, in other words, -
determinism, and Marxist cosmological presuppositions. Yet, after Thesis on
Feuerbach (1987), the philosophy of praxis proclaims the unity of ontology and
epistemology through its own unique method of analysis and synthesis. Again it
should be noted that Harvey's definition of dialectics is completely related with
“temporality”, and “processes”".

‘4. 4 .2 A Select case to differentiate theories: The Ghetto formation

The Problem of Ghetto Formation is considered to demonstrate how so called
revolutionary and counter revolutionary theories see one of the major problems, the
ghettos, in Western cities. In this context, as the central hypotheses can be found in

it, the urban land use theory is examined once more time.

Urban land use theory in geography is inspired from the Chicago School of Urban
Sociology. Chicago School also became influential over geographic thinking. For
Harvey, their definitions on the spatial regularity of the urban forms is descriptive.
They “ did not pay great deal of attention to the kind of social solidarity generated
through the workings of the economic system, nor the social and economic
relationships which derive from economic considerations”’(131-2). Base of the
Harvey’s criticism is the ignored connection between capitalism and the city, “[t]he

* of. Lefebvre's arguments on new perception of dialectics in terms of spatiality, suggesting that “The
dialectic today no longer clings to historicity and historical time, or to a temporal mechanism such as
‘thesis-antithesis-synthesis’ or ‘affirmation-negation-negation of negation™, -original text 1973-,1English
1976)
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urban land-use theory which they developed has a critical flaw when it is used to
explain the ghetto” (132). For Chicago School of sociologists, “ the various groups
and activities within the city system were essentially bound together by [the] moral
order and, they merely jockeyed for position (both social and spatial) within the
constraints imposed by the moral order”. (131) On the other hand, Engels, in his
The Condition of the English Working Class in 1844 (1997) drawn a class map of
Manchester in the time with its workers’ quarters, commercial district, upper and
middle bourgeoisie, money aristocracy, with the misery and richness of the city with
respect the different part of the city. Engels notes that the Manchester’s “hypocritical
plan is more or less common to all great cities.” (132). Harvey accuses that ‘it
seems a pity that contemporary geographers have looked to Park and Burgess
rather than to Engels for their inspiration” (133).

As for the liberal economic theory of urban land-market, which is inspired from von
Thiinen’s marginalist economic works and later on developed by Alonso [1969] and
Muth [1969], it is seen that land use structure in the cities are a result of a process of
a competitive bidding for the use of land (134). “The competitive bidding proceeds
so that land rents are higher nearer the centre of the activity (in the theory it is
usually assumed that all employment is concentrated in one central location)” (134).
Groups in the population chose their location according to their bid rent curves
(134). In the theory, income differences are substantial. “The theory rests on the
achievement of what is usually called ‘Pareto optimality’ in the housing market.”
(135). Bid rent curve as a marginalist device refers to the preferences which can be
made. The model indicates that poor because of their lack of money for
transportation prefers to central areas wherein rents are higher than outskirts. This
results into space savings and overcrowding in the central areas. What is predicted
in theory is that “poor groups must, of necessity, live where they can least afford to
live". But there is no need to theory for this kind of endorsement of the existing
situation. Harvey suggests: “Our objective is to eliminate ghettos. Therefore, the
only valid policy with respect to this objective is to eliminate the conditions which
give rise the truth of the theory”. What is criticised and rejected is not the theory
but its material base from which some resultant truths are theorised. He goes on to
suggest: “In other words we wish have von Thiinen theory of the urban land
market to become not true”. For this, mechanisms which give the truth to the
theory in question will have to be eliminated. It is the “competitive bidding for the use
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of land. For this, it is clear, competitive bidding have to be replaced in favour of “a
socially controlled land market and socialised control of the housing sector”. For an
example, Harvey gives the case of Cuba, where in 1960 all urban flats were
expropriated and rents began to paid to the government as the amortisation towards
ownership (137).

Although housing question in a country like Cuba, in a backward economic stage,
can not be eliminated through such actives, Harvey claims that the solutions
adopted are interesting in that they will ultimately render the Alonso-Muth theory of
the urban land market irrelevant to an understanding of residential spatial structure,
and this, presumably, is what might happen if we succeed in eliminating the ghetto”
(138).

Harvey, however, alert us for the over-simplistic interpretation of Alonso-Muth’s
theory. “...A mechanism which is assumed for the purposes of the theory is not
necessarily the same as the real mechanisms which generate results in accordance
with the theory, it would be dangerous indeed to point immediately to competitive
market processes as being the root cause of ghetto formation. All a successful test
of the theory should do, therefore, is to alert us to the possibility that it is the
competitive market mechanism which is at fault’(139)

How should we interpret this sentence? First, Harvey differentiates the theoretical
mechanisms from concrete realities. Second, he implies that there is a possibility in
that competitive market mechanism which is not at fault. In this manner, | can claim
that Harvey does not yet free himself from liberal assumptions. Nonetheless, he
states that: “A market system becomes possible under conditions of resource
scarcity, for only under these condition can price fixing commodity exchange market
arise.”. Market economy and its wealth relies upon scarcity, and Harvey claims that
“if scarcity is eliminated, the market economy.. will collapse” (139). Furthermore,
“the necessary productive power has to find an outlet and hence the process of
waste ...and the process of need creation”. And he rejects again liberal premises:
“What this suggests, of course, is that scarcity can not be eliminated without also
eliminating the market economy.” (140).
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Harvey briefly describes some features about ghetto housing in the case of
Baltimore and generalises the observed conditions to other cities as Engels (1997)
did for the case of Manchester within the capitalist mode of production.
Overcrowded areas are also has large number of vacant houses. “There is a great
uncertainty in the inner city and the land is, in any case, frequently regarded as ‘ripe’
for development.”(140). Rents are high relative to the quality of accommodations.
Mortgage financing is most desirable and there is good profits to be gained by
redevelopment for commercial uses. In such a situation, for Harvey, it is impossible
to find a real solution to the problem of the conditions “which all are willing to
characterise as appa]ling and wasteful of potential housing resources”(140-1).
“Federal subsidies to private housing fail; rent subsidies are quickly absorbed by
market adjustments; and public housing has little impact because it is too small in
quantity, too localised in distribution (usually in these area where the poor are forced
to live anyway) and devised for use by the lowest classes in society only. Urban
renewal merely moves the problem around and in some cases does more harm than
good.” (141).

Interventions for a cure to the housing question necessarily fail because at the
beginning the conception of rent is rather absolute. These inevitable results,
according to Harvey, “can be derived from a criticism of von Thinen analysis in
exactly same way as Marx critiqued Ricardo’s. Both von Thiinen, his followers and
formerly Ricardo see the rent something in itself and outside of the existing
mode of production. (141). In accordance with Marx, Harvey says, “rent is merely
one possible and partial manifestation of surplus value, the drive to maximise rent
rather than the surplus value which gives rise to it is bound to create tensions in the
capitalist economy” (141).

On the other hand, in his pro-Marxist work, The Condition of the English Working
Class in 1844, Engels sees the growth of the big cities in which rising rents in certain
areas, artificially, increasing values of the some lands, gentrification and
redevelopment processes are the results of the necessity to realise a rate of return
on a parcel of land which is consistent with its location rent (142). Engels also
demonstrate the misery of the poor districts of the nineteenth century cities; he says:
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“In reality the bourgeoisie has only one method of solving the housing question after
its fashion that is to say, of solving it in such away that the solution continually
reproduces the question a new. This method is called ‘Hausmann’ *. Whatever the
consideration of Hausmann method is, “the result is every where the same”.
Problems “are merely shifted elsewhere! The same economic necessity which
produced them in the first place, produces them in the next place also”
[Engels,1935](143) Engels continues to say that “ as long as the capitalist mode of
production continues to exist, it is folly to hope for an isolated solution of the housing
question or of any other social question affecting the fate of the workers. The
solution lives in the abolition of the capitalist mode of production and the
appropriation of the all the means of life and labour by the working class itself.”
[1935] (143). As Harvey adds, American experience indicates the same similarities
Engels demonstrated. Nonetheless Harvey point to the ignorance and insensitivity
among the analysts, few of them “call in the question the forces which rule the very
heart of our economic system”. Everything is discussed “except the basic
characteristics of a capitalist market economy”. Engels discovered in 1872 (see his
The Housing Question, 1992)"that capitalist solutions provide no foundation for
dealing with deteriorated social conditions.”. If so, Harvey asks for “what a
revolutionary approach to theory must first accomplish” (144).

Harvey is in opinion that there is no need for an empirical investigation of the social
condition in the ghettos, for there is much clear evidence.(144-5). “But, “‘immediate
task is nothing more nor less than the self-conscious and aware construction of new
paradigm for social geographic thought through a deep and profound critique of our
existing analytical constructs” (145). Referring to academics, Harvey proclaim that “
our task to mobilise our power of thought to formulate concepts and categories,
theories and arguments, which we can apply to the task of bringing about a
humanising social change.” However, “[T]hese concepts and categories can not be
formulated in abstraction. They must be forged realistically with respect to the
events and actions as they unfolds around us.”. All kind of experience and
information must be used here, but they “means little unless we synthesise it into
powerful pattern of thought.” (145).
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What is suggested is not a revolutionary action but a theory of praxis in the narrow
horizons of academic thought. Realism towards existing social conditions is not
enough, alternatives also has to be put forward. However, future plans based on
positivist theory just reinforce the status quo. “We can restructure the formulations of
existing theory in the light of possible lines of future action.” (145) Existing theories
can be criticised. They are “mere apologetics” for the dominant forces and
institutions in our society (145-6).

It seems that Harvey’s standpoint to criticise liberal theory in the context of spatial
issues and the principle of justice is rather ethical and stands in a pro-Marxist

rhetoric.

It should be noted that existing theories perse is not the problem. But problem is that
these theories are being used in the wrong context. For example, “Pareto optimality
as it enters location theory is a counter-revolutionary concept, as is any formulation
which calls for the maximisation of any one_of the partial manifestation of surplus
value (such as rent or return on capital investment)” (146). Seeking equality in
distribution is also counter revolutionary without understanding of how production is

organised to create surplus value (146).

Base of Harvey’s criticism of liberalism is upon their blindly ignorance of capitalist

dynamics by liberals.

Harvey approaches existing theories in very opportunist and pragmatist way. While
rejecting them as being status qou or counter-revolutionary, nonetheless he tries to
capture some part of them for revolutionary theory: “We can at least begin to
evaluate existing theory and in the process (who knows?) perhaps begin to derive
the lineaments of new theory.” (As in Marx in terms of Smith and Ricardo,) (146).
And this is very instrumentalist approach to the rival theories (as defined by Keat
and Urry, 1994).
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In addition, | can say, Harvey is rather aware of practice in theoretical revolution:
“The emergence of a true revolution in geographic thought is bound to be tempered
by commitment to revolutionary practice. Certainly, the general acceptance of
revolutionary theory will depend upon the strength and accomplishment of
revolutionary practice® (146). By this, philosophy of praxis comes back into the
agenda. Theory and practice should come together in order to change objective
social conditions. And it is already , thus, theory becomes objective, | think.

4 4. 3 Harvey’s further comments:

A further Comment on revolutionary and counter-revolutionary theories is a reply the
criticisms levelled to the article Revolutionary and counter-revolutionary theory in
Geography and the Problem of Ghetto Formation (1973).

Harvey offers us his defence and clarifies. the ambiguities in the article. In his
response, it is clear that Harvey accepts and advocates a rather orthodoxy position
in that bourgeois ideology penetrates into the heart of knowledge production in the
capitalist society. Bourgeois ideology as the bundle of ruling and hegemonic ideas
crystallise as an epistemology. He says:

“I accept the proposition, put forward by Marx and Engels in the German Ideology, that the
ruling class produces ruling ideas in society...The whole organisation of knowledge (the
organisation of the learning process, the structure of the educational system, the division of
knowledge into distinctive disciplines, and so on) also reflects the ruling interests in society,
for these are all part of the process which contributes to the reproduction of society ...[I]n
general all knowledge is suffused with apologetics for the status quo and with counter-
revolutionary formulations which function the frustrate the investigation of alternatives...
Within disciplines we must therefore accept that most theoretical formulations will be status
quo or counter-revolutionary”.

These formulations either legitimise existing situation or divert attention from real
issue to insignificant ones (147-8).

It is already, for this reason, “revolution in thoughts” is essential even though
there is not yet revolutionary practice in the agenda. As can be seen in the case
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of Keynesian revolution, “revolutions in thought are ...possible and necessary
without real revolutions in social practice”. If so, we can, based on Harvey, divide
revolutionary theories in terms of their position to the mode of production.
“Keynesian revolution was necessary because the status quo theories of the
preceding generation were no longer effective tools for use under changed
circumstances”. Harvey does not reject the significance of the initially generated
revolutions within the disciplines. But this is just the beginning of a struggle to bring
into a more complete revolutionary theory which can be validated through
revolutionary practice” (148).

For a revolution at least in thoughts, academic organisation of knowledge is another
barrier which should be overcome. For Harvey, “[A]ll disciplinary boundaries are
themselves counter-revolutionary. The division of knowledge allows the body politics
to divide and rule as far as the application of knowledge is concerned. It also
renders much of the academic community impotent” (148-9). “We have to think in
none- or meta- disciplinary terms if we are to think academically about our problems
at all.”. Simple and eclectic exchanges 'of knowledge produced in different
boundaries are not hopeful and sufficient. “Inter-, multi-, and cross-disciplinary
studies are potentially revolutionary, but never really succeed- the odds against

them working are just to great” (149).

Harvey, in accordance with Marxism’s theory of praxis, advocates a grand theory
and its integration with practice. “The intellectual task is to identify real choices as
they are immanent in an existing situation and to devise ways of validating or
invalidating these choices through action.”. Harvey makes further comments in
terms of intellectual contribution to the revolutionary movements: “A social
movement becomes an academic movement and an academic movement becomes
a social movement when all elements in the population recognise the need to
reconcile analysis and action”. Gramsci's Selection from Prison Notebooks is
referred in terms of this role of intellectual activity. What immediate task within
geography is “to abjure and reject status quo and counter-revolutionary
formulations.”(149). “My appeal for a revolution in geographic thought must...be
interpreted as an appeal for a reformulation of geographic theory designed to ‘bring
us up to date’ with the realities we seek to understand, as well as to help with the
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broader social task of stimulating a political awareness in that segment of the
population ‘called’ geographers.” (150).

In his reply, he re-clarifies the theories:

Status Quo Theory is “grounded in the reality it seeks to portray”, is in “universal
truth status”, “yielding prescriptive policies which can result only in the perpetuation
of the status quo” (150). Briefly we can summarise other two theories formulated as

by Harvey:

Counter Revolutionary Theory “may or may not appear grounded in the reality it
seeks to portray”, “ obscures, be-clouds and generally obfuscates (either by design
or accident) our ability to comprehend that reality”. It is “usually attractive and hence
gains general currency because it is logically coherent, easily manipulable,
aesthetically appealing or just new and fashionable”®, and it is “quite divorced from
the reality it purports to represent”, “automatically frustrates either the creation or the
implementations of viable policies” (150-1). Such a theory is “a perfect device for
non-decision making”, “diverts attention from fundamental issues to superficial or
non-existent issues”. This theory functions as spurious support and legitimisation for

counter revolutionary actions designed to frustrate needed change” (151).

Revolutionary Theory is in contingent truth status, propositions are becoming true
or false dependent upon the circumstances; dialectically formulated, encompassing
conflict and contradiction within itself; offers real choices for future movements. The
implementation of these choices validates the theory and in order to “provide the
grounds for the formulation of new theory” truth is created rather than been found”.
A theoretical formulation can, as circumstances change and depending upon its
application, move or be moved from one category to another.”. In this, Harvey
claims that a revolutionary theory can be perverted to a counter revolutionary state.
(151) In addition, a revolutionary theory can be stagnated because of the failure to
reformulate it according to new circumstances and situations. If so, revolutionary
theory can become a status quo theory. Consequently, revolutionary theory must
expose counter-revolutionary theory what it really is and must setting status quo and
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counter-revolutionary formulations in motion or “ provide them with real content and
using them to identify real choices immanent in the present.”. And for all these tasks,
“counter revolutionary posture of the organised pursuit of knowledge ( and in
particular disciplinary division)” have to be recognised and reality has to be
confronted directly (152).

4 5. City Society and Mode of Production

There is a voluminous literature on urban theory which has been produced
especially since and after Chicago School sociologists. Harvey claims that this
literature implies that a general theory of urbanism is “probably impossible to
construct’(195). Nonetheless, from this literature some simple concepts can be used
for some insight into the “a sense of urbanism itself’. Urbanism and the City-an
Interpretative Essay, which is last and spacious chapter of the Social Justice and the
City (1973) has such a task. The meaning of the concepts “ urbanism”, “the city”,
and “society” is integrated with each other within the context of “modes of
production” and “modes of economic integration” (196). At first, concepts of
urbanism and society are defined by Harvey as such:

“Urbanism may be regarded as a particular form or patterning of the social process.
This process unfolds in a spatially structured environment created by men. The city
can therefore be regarded as a tangible, built environment-an environment which is
a social product’. A society may be defined as * ‘group of human beings sharing a
self-sufficient system of action which is capable of existing longer than the life spun
of the individual, the group being recruited at least in part by the sexual reproduction
of its members’[Fried, 1967]" (196).

The concepts “the survival”’, “the self-sufficiency” and existence of the ‘group’
independent of particular individuals, bring to concepts ‘a mode of production” and a
mode of social organisation or a social system into existence.
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4. 5. 1. The mode of production and the City:

The first conceptualisation of mode production can be derived from Marx’s three
subsequent works Grundrisse (1979), A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy (1993) and Capital (3 Vol., 1992). Capitalism, by Marx and Engels, was
theorised as “a mode of production”, which can be crudely divided into its infra- and
superstructural elements. A society in history has a dominant mode of production
besides other residual modes articulated within itself. Hence, a society is a social
formation with many modes of production which is yet dominated by one of them.

Harvey briefly formulates, based upon Marx and Engels’ related texts; “The mode of
production refers to those elements, activities and social relationships which are
necessary to produce and reproduce real (material) life. There are three basic
elements, and they remain constant from society to society”. These are “ the object
of labour”, “the means of labour”, and “labour power”. They provide the products and
services in an activity to produce and produce material life in society. Production
and reproduction of life, too, imply a social reiationship which form a social structure
which is “maintained through political, legal and other forces” (199). What provides
‘a social structure” changes from period to period in history. In a mode of
production, there must be a coordinating mechanism, too. Kinship relation, a
status system or as in contemporary western society, market behaviour and
price system are such coordinating mechanisms. They are called as “modes of

economic integration”.

Harvey offers us, before detailed analysis, some preliminary observations for the
relationships between “urbanism as a social form, the city as a built form and
the dominant mode of production”. He gives the meanings of the concepts as

such:

“The city is in part a store house of fixed assets accumulated out of previous production. It is
constructed with a given technology and is built in the context of a given mode of production
(which is not to say that all aspects of the built form of a city are functional with respect to the
mode of production). Urbanism is a social form, a way of life predicated on, among other
things, a certain division of labour and a certain hierarchical ordering of activity which is
broadly consistent with the dominant mode of production. The city and urbanism can
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therefore function to stabilise a particular mode of production (they both help create the
conditions for the self-perpetuation of that mode). But the city may also be the locus of the
accumulated contradictions and therefore the likely birthplace of a new mode of
production. Historically, the city appears to have variously functioned as a pivot around
which a given mode of production is organised, as a center of revolution against the
established order, and as a center of power and privilege (to be revolted against).
Historically, the antitheses between town and country has been a pivot of movement and
conflict around which the whole economic history of society has unfolded” (203-4)
(emphasise mine).

As known, Marx and Engels in The German Ideology, discusses the old town and
country division and antagonism in relation with other structural elements of society
in history as whole from the beginning of civilisation to the present time". It is sure
that urbanism and the social relationships in the economic basis of society
and as well as the political and other ideological elements in the
superstructure are finally related with each other. Here, Harvey takes our
attention that: “like any social form, urbanism can exhibit a considerable variety
of forms within a dominant mode of production, while similar forms can be found
in different modes of production” (204). Nonetheless, Harvey assumes that “a
dominant mode of production will be characterised by a dominant form of urbanism
and, perhaps, by a certain homogeneity in the built form of the city” (204). He also
refers to the connection between the e mode of production and the form and the
functioning of urbanism, made by Marx in the Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations,
throughout the history. Antiquity, Asian history, Germanic feudal period and the
modern history represent different alternatives and possibilities for town country
relation. The main problem, for Harvey, is to elucidate these relationships between
the type of urbanism and the dominant mode of production (205).

Besides complex relationships between urbanism and the modes of production,
there are disagreements about the characteristics of the modes of production. A
variety of forms of a mode can be found out. For example, Germanic type of
feudalism has significant differences from Chinese and Japanese ones. Similarly,
even for capitalism, some argues that the present time capitalism is rather different
from individualistic capitalism of the nineteenth century. For this, Baran and Sweezy

" “The antagonism between town and country begins with the transition from barbarism to civilisation,
from tribe to State, from locality to nation, and runs through the whole history of civilisation to the
present day...The existence of the town implies, at the same time, the necessity of administration,
police, taxes, et cetera; in short, of the municipality, and, thus of polmcs in general. Here first becomes
manifest the division of the populations into two great classes, which is directly based on the division of
labour and on the instruments of production” [The German Ideology}(204) -
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claims the “monopoly form of capitalism” is different from the nineteenth century
capitalism (205).

In order to overcome such difficulties which emerge around the variety of the social
forms under a mode of production, Harvey applies to Wheatley’s [1971] conceptual
apparatuses: “the modes of social, political and economic integration which
subsumes a range of essential variables” (206). In addition, following Polanyi
[1968], Harvey detailed the formula with three distinctive modes of economic
integration or coordinating mechanism: ‘reciprocity’, “redistribution”, and
“market exchange”. And these modes of economic integration, following in this
case Fried [1967] are coincided with three distinctive modes of social
organisation: “egalitarian”, ‘rank”, and “stratified” respectively (206). For
example, market exchange as a mode of economic integration is exclusively
associated with stratification as a mode of social organisation. It should be noted
that although there could be simultaneous combination of the modes of economic
integration within a given mode of production, one mode of economic integration
will be dominant to others (206), as in the case of hegemonic articulation of the

modes of production.

4 .5. 2. Market Exchange:

Market exchange as a mode of economic integration or coordinating mechanism
can be offered as follows:

Market exchange is, in spite of its variety of forms, “function as a mode of economic
integration only when price-fixing markets operate to coordinate activities. In
an effective market exchange, “[ijndividuals respond appropriately to price signals-
otherwise there will be no economic integration. Responses have to be focused on
prices and potential profits. It is therefore exchange value rather than use
value...that is the focus of exchange.”. Price-fixing markets as a character of
capitalist mode of production “encourages the division of labour and the
geographic specialisation of production, and, through competition, it
stimulates the drive towards the adoption of new technologies and the
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organisation of a reasonably efficient space economy” (211). Capitalism
increases material wealth and tends to bring into “enlarged production”.

Nonetheless, in spite of wealth created, capitalism and market exchange economy
depend upon the production of scarcities. “Scarcity leads to wealth via the market
exchange system while the preservation of market exchange requires that
scarcity be maintained”(211). So, market exchange and its associated social form,
stratification, is brought together for differential access to the material wealth
“permits the social organisation of scarcity in the economic basis itself’ (211-2).
Harvey points to the transformation of the meanings of the concepts such as
“scarcity”, “resources” and “value” throughout the history of social formations. In a
stratified type of social organisation, natural and social features or wealth “can be
characterised as ‘resources’ in a self-conscious manner”, for instance (212). In
Greek’s rank type of society value refers to moral worth of a person, whereas in the
egalitarian societies of medieval period, value lies in the immediate use of a good or
favour in so far as it meets the needs (physical or psychological)’(212).

As for the price-fixing market economies, value means the command or power over

resources and money is the measure of value.

Besides changes in the meanings of concepts, conceptualisation and perception of
the man and nature relationships have also changed significantly. Nature becomes
“resource” with post-renaissance period for the use of man, “a matter of utility”,
“the means of production” or “the object of consumption” (213-4).

Science, similarly, since Renaissance, would depend upon numerous dualities such
as inner and outer world, object and subject, private reality and public truth. Dualist
thinking “made it possible to differentiate between the public truths of exchange
value and price responses, and the private truths of use value and actual
consumption” (214). Scientists could no longer abstract from social circumstances
and naturally reflect the tension and the problems of their time. Mathematics was
“applied”’, philosophy was “natural”, for instance.
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On the other hand, for it to be effective as a mode of integration, market exchange
economy needed specific legal and political institutions. New type of
companies, conglomerate laws, state and other political forms “serve to sustain and
then to perpetuate the new mode of economic integration by legitimising and in
some cases sanctifying it’ (215). Here Harvey points to the significant character of
market exchange economies. Following Fried [1968], he defines, “stratified
societies create pressures unknown in egalitarian societies and rank
societies, and these pressures cannot be contained by internalised social
controls or ideology alone.” (215). So market economy relies heavily upon the
exercise of coercive power and due to this power “the delicate institutions which
sustain price-fixing markets can be perpetuated” (215). Such societies are dynamic,
expansionary and continuously creates contradictions, and for this, internal
adjustments and new forms of expansion are required. Nevertheless, “since
coercion is an essential feature to the market mode of economic integration, it
is unlikely that these contradictions can be resolved without the use of

violence” (215).

At this point note, that Harvey does not see ideological hegemony as the most
decisive means for the self-survival of the stratified and market exchange based
social-economic systems as many westemn Marxists think following Antonio Gramsci
(see Prison Notebooks, 1986). Actually what Harvey points to is but the logic of
Marxist-Leninist revolutionary coercion. It is understood so that popular
theories of the time, Gramsci’s overemphasis upon culture and ideology of
bourgeoisie, and Althusserian cell’s relative autonomy theories of the state,
do not seem so much affective over Harvey’s thoughts.

The concepts “reciprocity”, “redistribution” and “market exchange” is not only the
equipment to characterise a social and economic formation, but also, Harvey says,
“provide us with consistent threats to trace the transformation from one dominant
mode of production to another”. Three modes of integration are also “indicative
of certain correlative features in the ideological superstructure of society:
status, class, the projection of both into patterns of political power, definitive
supportive institutions and states of social consciousness are perhaps the most
significant of these features”’(215). Modes of economic integration indicates
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status, class and manipulation of both in the state and political institutions,
consciousness.

4. 5. 3. Cities as a product of surplus product:

“Cities are formed through the geographical concentration of a social surplus
product, which the mode of economic integration must therefore be capable of
producing and concentrating”. Harvey sees the surplus concept as one “through
which urbanism and the various modes of economic integration may be related”
(216) It is generally thought that “surplus” is something left after “substance
requirements® are extracted. But “substance level” and “the need” are quite
controversial terms. Harvey, based on Marx, claims that “consciousness of need is a
social product, it is but a part of the id'eological superstructure which rests upon a
functioning economic base”. What the level of need is “contingent on the mode
of production itself’” (217).

Nonetheless, Harvey points out that this view of surplus results into a formless
relativism which is held by many western scholars (219). So, in order to supersede
parochialist definitions, new definitions have to be constructed, which “bridge

cultures, epochs and classes” (219).

Harvey, based upon Marx’s Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844,
Grundrisse and Capital, reveals two explanation: 1) “an amount of material product
(over and above that which is necessary to reproduce society in its existing state)
that is set aside to promote improvements in human welfare” and, (219-20); 2) “as
an estranged or alienated version of the first’. It is “a quantity of material resources

" Marx, Harvey recalls, in his A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, argues that production
creates needs and determines the mode of consumption (217-8). Each mode of production has also
its unique definition of surplus. A social formation has also get more than one mode of production
conflicting with each other, because of this, there exists conflict over the social definition of the surplus.
For this, as Harvey says, the concept has political and ideological meanings. In a society what
surplus is for certain segments of the population can be essential for the other parts of society.{219).
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that are appropriated for the benefit of one segment of society at the expense of
another”. So, surplus refers to “the product of alienated labour”™ (220).

Surplus as a value: alienated labour: Marx's conceptualisation of the surplus
stems from his analysis of alienated form of surplus value as it comes into existence
in capitalism. Surplus value is a part of total value produced after constant and
variable capital is accounted for. “Surplus value is in part realised in the three

forms of rent, interest and profit® (224) in capitalism.

If capitalist mode of production is to be maintained, then, “sufficient value must be
allocated to labour to permit it to sustain and reproduce itself through the
consumption of the goods which that value can purchase”; “the quality of goods
consumed must at least be equal to the quantity necessary for biological survival”,
“but there will obviously be certain social needs depending upon the social
conditions and relationships necessary to maintain production”. In this process,
“actual and perceived needs” are also transformed.

Harvey, in terms of this “continuos transformation of human nature” when quoting in
Marx's Manuscripts of 1844, argues that “the quantity of surplus value thus depends
upon the quantity of product necessary to meet the social and biological needs of
labour”. It is then clear why capitalists try to “drive down the levels of subsistence in
the labouring population closer and closer to the subminimal requirement line” in
order to “drive to maximise the capitalist forms of surplus value”. And this driving
force, even independent of individual capitalist's will, “leads the capitalist as a class”
(224).

In Marx point of view, surplus value is realised surplus labour in capitalist market

economy’. But, Harvey alert us:

" Western scholars, according to Harvey, used the Marxist surplus concept which is exactly different
from Marx’s. Various conceptions of surplus concepts and various emphases on the different
institutions such as religion and we can add, military, and “whole gamut of social and organisational
features, many of which Marx would characterise as superstructural’, produce many “possible
candidates for the role of the positive factors which led to the genesis of urbanism” (222). Gordon
Childe, as “a Marxist of sorts” accepts the surplus production “as a necessary, but not sufficient” for the
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“The extraction of surplus labour power does not necessarily gives rise to urbanism:
urbanism relies upon the concentration of a significant quality of the social surplus product
at one point in space, and it is quite possible for the social surpluses to be extracted and yet
remain dispersed” (226).

Reciprocity type of economies could not produced large enough surplus product and
even though they could have done, they could not concentrate it into one segment
of the society. But a redistributive mode of economic integration has such an ability.
However, Harvey says for these societies. “Whether the concentration is on a
permanent and large enough basis to give rise to urbanism is another matter” (226-
7). Finally, “it is the market exchange mode that most typically leads to permanent
concentrations of surplus value which are then put into circulation once more to reap
further surplus value™’ (227).

Primitive accumulation: One another decisive advancement in the transformation
from one type of economic integration and the mode of production to another is that
“simple reproduction is replaced by expanding reproduction”. Production is
needed to be expanded gradually beyond immediate requirements. With the
redistribution type of societies, this process entails “primitive accumulation”. It is

condition of genesis. Yet, Marx's viewpoint is better in terms of “how the surplus was created and
instituted”(223), claims Harvey.

it is “a quantity measured in exchange value or money terms” {(224). In egalitarian societies, Harvey,
referring to Rosa Luxemburg, says that this “surplus labour is brought into existence to support the
weak and to hedge against environmental uncertainties”. But, in redistributive economies, surplus
labour is in the alienated form. So, it is clear that transformation from one society to another requires
the socially redefinition of surplus labour. And this is unlikely willingly undertaken (225). As Marx
argues [Capital 1], “there is 'no inherent quality of human labour to furnish a surplus product’ and that
before labour is expended ‘in surplus labour for strangers, compulsion is required’ °(225-6). If so,
surplus labour per se is the adequate for the alienated surplus labour. It has also to be designated
socially as surplus. For Marx, societies can be distinguished from each other in terms of how “the
surplus is designated and extracted”. According to Harvey, “Marx drew the most significant distinction
between alienated and unalienated concepts of the surplus’. Marx also distinguished within the
alienated category between distributive economies...and market exchange economies”. In the formal
type of economies, objective of the extracting surplus value is the acquisition of use value, whereas
market economies extract the surplus value for the objective of the exchange value. In the
redistributive economies, there is a natural limitation to absorb surplus products, whereas in market
exchange economies limitation is caused by the necessity to reproduce labour power for the production
in future (226).

"™ Here, Harvey also points to the institutional perspectives of western (actually European) scholars:
“The three different modes of economic integration are associated with different institutional and
organisational arrangements”, but he continues that, “western scholars tend to emphasise these
institutional and organisational arrangements as explanatory of the emergence and expansion
urbanism as a social form” (227). -
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“nothing else than the historical process of divorcing the producer from the means of
production”, as Marx defines [Capital I] (227).

Primitive accumulation requires a stratified society and “contains within itself the
seeds for the emergence of market exchange” (228).

Harvey refers to the analysis of primitive accumulation made by Luxemburg in the
context of urbanism. Firstly: “A part of surplus has to be used to create new
means of production. In so far as this investment assumes a fixed form, it may
contribute to the built form of the city”.

Secondly: “Primitive accumulation requires the concomitant growth of an effective
demand for the surplus product produced”. So, expanding exchange value requires
an effective demand. This means to create new uses an and to expand the old
ones. In both redistributive and marked exchange modes of societies and
economies, “city functions as a locus for disposing of surplus product’. This
could be done in many ways: “Monumental architecture, lavish and conspicuous
consumption, and need-creation in contemporary urban society, are all different
manifestations of this same phenomenon”. “The city can thus partly be
interpreted as a field for generating effective demand”.

And thirdly, expansionary quality of a mode of production as in capitalism, seeks
primitive accumulation all the time. The most important mechanism for this,
according to Luxemburg, is “economic imperialism and ever-increasing penetration
of the market exchange mode of economic integration into more and more aspects
of social life and into new territories” (228). Harvey says then this is not the whole
story of primitive accumulation but “there can be no doubt that contemporary
urbanism, which might be called ‘global metropolitanism’, is embedded in a global
form of economic imperialism” (228) (emphasise mine).

Now, where is the place of surplus in the contemporary urbanism, asks Harvey:
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4. 5. 4. Surplus and the Contemporary Urbanism:

Harvey claims that “the real question which the surplus concept poses is: what mere
the relevant conditions in the economic basis of society which allowed redistribution
and ultimately market exchange to emerge as modes of economic integration?”
(229).

It is historically clear that the condition for transformation from reciprocity to
redistribution are significant for the urban genesis. Due to these conditions surpius
product could be concentrated in a few hands and a few places. And, the relation
between the appropriation of a social surplus product and the genesis of urbanism is
related with each other. So, “if surplus value is regarded as a particular
manifestation of surplus labour under capitalist (market exchange) conditions,
then it follows that urbanism in capitalist societies can be analysed in terms of
the creation, appropriation and circulation of surplus value”. But Harvey
doesnot accept this proportion as a priori. “The truth of it can be attested to only by a
study of urbanism under the capitalist mode of production” (231).

In a capitalist economy, accumulated surplus value is put to work for more surplus
value. Intensity of this process is determined according to the degree of market
penetration in terms of sectors and territories. ‘It is therefore important to examine
to the spatial and sectoral patterns of circulation of surplus value as profits are
invested for the purpose of realising for further profits” (231).

Harvey defines, industrial city is “a locus for the production as well as the
extraction of surplus value”. Through the relationships between cities, surplus can
be extracted within commerce and trade. On the other hand, simplest form of this
process is that surplus is extracted from rural hinterlands. As for today
“contemporary global metropolitanism is a combination of all of these
elements”(231) and following Frank [1969], Harvey says that “spatial and sectoral
patterns of circulation” are closely related. Why “global metropolitanism” is called
that because surplus value is being extracted within “the circulation patterns of a
global economy”. Harvey, in this case refers to Castells’ differentiatioq __[1970]
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between metropolitan and dependent urban forms. Dependent urban forms are the
channels “for the extraction of quantities of surplus from a rural and resource
hinterland for purposes of shipment to the major metropolitan centres” Harvey,
claims that urban hierarchy within a country is functional because it provides
“channels for the circulation and concentration of surplus value while at the
same time providing for the spatial integration of the economy” (232).

Within “global metropolitanism”, the distinctiveness of the city form disappears.
Contemporary urbanism, for Harvey, no longer makes sense to think of the city as a
tangible entity which expresses the process of circulation in fixed and
distinguishable form. “But, as simple models, city as a tangible entity can be used”
(232).

Both Adam Smith and Jane Jacobs recognised the close relationships between
social surplus production and the activity of urbanisation , but according to Marx,
says Harvey, “natural” and ‘“reciprocally” beneficial relationships should be
understood in terms of “primitive accumulation” (233). So, generative cities and the
fact or the argument put forward by Smith and Jacobs that the city is the locus of the
technological innovation and economic growth should be discussed together with
the process of “primitive accumulation”, and in terms of hierarchic relationships
between town and country. On the other hand, parasitic cities are “geared to simple
reproduction rather than to that enlarged production upon which advances in
civilisation and economy are based”. This unproductive character of parasitic city
brings into a parasitic urban elite. Harvey claims that parasitic cities are vulnerable
unless the urban elite has strong ideological, economic or military control over the
surplus producing population. In this, generative cities are more powerful, though
they must “promote the illusion of mutually beneficial patterns of circulation of
surplus value”. So, it is clear, that, as Harvey claims, based on observation made by

* For example, Hoselitz's [1960] distinction between “generative” and “parasitic” cities are useful. A
generative city, for example, will accumulate surplus value in order to make investment by enlarging
production. But, as Harvey says, investment can be made in the surrounding areas to increase the
qualities extracted from the rural areas, for instance. For this, says Harvey, connection between
economic growth and urbanism is necessary but not sufficient. So, town-country pattern of circulation
can be said to the mutually advantages for both city and the country. This perspective is Adam Smith'’s,
but Harvey claims that Smith “ignores the problem of primitive accumulation and circumvents thereby
the simple but unassailable fact that towns have historically been founded upon the extraction and
concentration of a social surplus product® (233). N
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Johnson [1970], “market integration is a much more powerful tool for the
preservation of urbanism and spatial integration than ideological and military
control™ (234) (emphasise mine)

In addition to the exploitative and coercive character of urban hierarchies, Harvey
points to the socialist experience in regards with town-country dilemma from the
angle of economic development policies. In the theory of socialist development,
particularly in Russia, Chine and Cuba, building up the transition policies through
socialism and towards far more advanced socialism has brought into many policy
dilemmas. It is no doubt that surplus labour is essential to develop social and
economic conditions for such countries as in capitalist ones. But, one of the main
aims of Marxist politics is to eliminate town-country division through and with
development of socialist society. For this fundamental objective, Harvey correctly
suggests that “transition to socialism involves a redefinition of the surplus concept’.
And by its very logic, “this redefinition eliminates the form of rent, interest and profit
and focuses on what a socially necessary labour for the production of socially
beneficial use values (instead of exchange values) for both present and future
members of the population” (235). This briefly implies that “socialist surplus arises,
in principle at least, out of unalienated labour”, and surplus loses its class character.
Hence, as Harvey says, new urban forms with and through socialist development
have to and ( had to) emerge (235).

Main problem of the socialist development in terms of town-country dichotomy is
about the concentration and dispersal of surplus labour and production for an
increase of production and for a sufficient economic growth to support socialism.
Marx and Engels predicated the disappearance of this historical, social and spatial
dilemma but did so with, for Harvey, a “simplistic...recommendation in view of the
very complex pattemns of surplus circulation in contemporary capitalist and socialist
countries”. In socialist societies, too, it is necessary to produce a some sort of
surplus, “but there is no a priori reason why it should need to be concentrated”

* As a good implication of the distinction between parasitic and generative cities, Harvey gives
Gramsci's example about ltaly of 1930’s [Prison Notebooks] (234). Parasitic cities of Italian South is the
home of the rentier class and bureaucracy, while generative urbanism of Italian North was based on
industrial and commercial, hence had a large industrial proletariat. In the Italian South “there was a
‘literal subjugation of the city to the countryside’ ” (quoted in Gramsci, ibid.) (234).
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(emphasise mine). Although there is many economic reason for urban
agglomeration, “much of the surplus product won in socialist societies will
presumably be distributed for the use of the population in general and it is here that
geographic concentration should be avoided at all costs™ (235).

As for the town-country distinction in advanced capitalist countries, Harvey claims
that megalopolitan form of spatial organisation is obliterating the distinction. But,
local conflict between town and country gives its place to a far more antagonism
between developed and underdeveloped nations and the internal differentiation
within metropolitan areas (237).

4. 5. 5. Urbanised space economy:

Spatial integration, development of price-fixing markets and the evolution of
urbanism are closely related with each other, for Harvey. In capitalism, enlarged
production or expended reproduction result the space economy to be intensified and
geographically expended. This space ecohomy of capitalism will facilitate the
geographic concentration of the social surplus. “Expended production and changing
scale in urbanism” implies the flows of goods and services (237) throughout this
space economy, in which surplus value circulates for far more surplus value. Harvey
claims that such a conceptualisation of the space economy (of capitalism) is much
more useful than Adam Smith’s notion which refers to unsaturated consumer
demand and the mutual benefits obtained through the commerce and trade between

" Harvey, referring to Musil [1968], Castells [1970] and Lefebvre [1970] (236), argues that Soviet and
East-European urban experience has not been radically different from capitalist ones. For these
countries, a legacy of capitalist urban forms has been very influential (236). But, he sees the dispersal
of all the medical care system in Cuba after revolution as a good example of policy and gives a special
significance for Chinese experience. That Chinese revoiution was based on the rural classes has
brought the line of revolution on the side of rural areas and has made possible to attack toward urban
hegemony, and thus inclined to resolve historical tension between town and country. After 1857,
Chinese policy challenged the bureaucratic industrial centres which had been the political and social
power of the country and tried to integrate urban centres into the countryside. Fundamental economic
aim was to “release the country from the domination of towns” (236-7). Cultural! revolution can be
interpreted, for Harvey, as a challenge to the domination of urban intellectuals and it was a part of this
general aim to resolve the tension between town and country.

Chinese policy is rather consistent with Maoist Thought. Mao sees the town-country tension as
“primary contradiction” in social organisation. Differences between urban and rural areas, between
industry and agriculture, intellectual and manual labour are encompassed within this primary
contradiction [Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars, 1972) (236).

Harvey seems to take on the side of Chinese alternative and argues that “Russian policy appears to be
devoted to perpetuating the historical cleavage between town and country, Chinese policy aimed to
resolve it”. -
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the different population groups and localities. Consequently, ‘it is more realistic”,
to model an urbanised space economy as a surplus creating, -extracting and -
concentrating device’

4. 6. Relational Meanings of Urbanism:

What is the relationships between the modes of economic integration, surplus
creation and the forms of urbanism? It should be noted that there is variety forms of
an economic mode of integration, and that a mode of economic integration is
articulated with other modes and that there is “a ‘balance of influence’ among the
different modes in a particular historical period”. He suggests that: “We can thus
interpret the historically occurring forms of urbanism by evaluating the balance of
influence among the various modes of economic integration at a particular time and
by examining the form assumed by each of the modes at that time” (240).

Harvey points to the “relational” meanings of the concepts such as “reciprocity”,
“redistribution”, and “market exchange” rather than fixed universal meanings.
Similarly, “urbanism” cannot be applied to all societies at all times. If relationally
defined , “urbanism and the mode of economic integration are both aspects of the
same social and economic organisation”. The one is used to define the other.
Harvey says that: “We cannot explain urbanism in a casual sense by attributing
causal efficacy to a particular mode of economic integration. But we can use the
characteristics of the later to mirror and better understand the qualitative attributes
of the former” (241).

Harvey suggests that. “Urbanism, as a general phenomenon, should not be
viewed as the history of the particular cities, but as the history of the system
of cities within, between and around which the surplus circulates. The history

* Here, Harvey makes clear what liberal policy suggestions, formalised initially by Smith and recently
advocated by Friedman [1966; 1969], for instance, made for the underdeveloped nations, means:
creation of an effective space within an hierarchical urban structure. This form of space economy would
“serve merely to increase the rate of exploitation and to create the necessary conditions for the efficient
and, irresistible extraction of even greater quantities of surplus for the ultimate benefit of the imperial
powers’ [see Frank, 1969](238). So, effective spatial organisation for the mutual benefit to all would not
bring into existence (238).
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of particular cities can therefore be understood only in terms of the circulation of
surplus value at a moment of History within a system of cities” (250).

4 .7. Monopoly Capitalism and Metropolitan Urbanism:

To relate contemporary urbanism to the monopoly capitalism will give a powerful
connection point for Harvey later on to be able to develop a theory of urbanisation
under the capitalist mode of production. In this first attempt, both Limits to Capital
(1982) and The Urbanisation of Capital (1985) can be seen in the embryonic forms.

In contemporary global economy, economy is organised within the local and global
spatial hierarchies. This economic and spatial structure is, as Harvey says,
theoretically elaborated and empirically perceived by Lésch [1954], and “has to be
interpreted in terms of surplus appropriation and extraction”. Similarly, Frank [1969]
explains this spatial structure, based on the case of Latin America, according to the
logic of capitalism. Frank’s formulations are similar to Lésch’s analysis, (262). Within
this unequal economic structure, major flow of surplus occur from the
underdeveloped nations to the advanced capitalist centres. But it should be noted
that metropolitan centres of the advanced nations themselves internally
differentiated. Contemporary metropolis as the “transaction maximising system” may
extends surplus value at every transaction points of every sectors of the
economy. But this possibility in that surplus value can be extracted from primary,
secondary (manufacturing), tertiary (service sector) and the quaternary (finance and
money economy) implies the vulnerability of the contemporary metropolis. Because
if the rate of the appropriated surplus value exceeds the ones being created,
economic collapse comes into existence, and the rate of profit decreases
(264).

Another aspect of the contemporary metropolis is its relation with “monopoly
capitalism”. “The metropolis provides a field for the application of technological
innovations as weil as a locale for the operation of large corporations. At the same
time the metropolis is organised to reflect the growing power of monopolistic forms
of organisation in certain spheres of activity” (266). For Harvey, in accordance with
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Marx [1968], Lenin (1992), Baran and Sweezy [1968], monopoly is needed in
capitalist production and “competition is never open and free, but takes the form of
competiton among many localised monopolies which, through time, may
consolidate into larger monopolies” (266). In history, too, urban centres operated
as the locus and the centre of monopoly power. Such an “urban mercantilism” is
still valid under the modern capitalism (267).

Different aspects of the contemporary form of monopoly is related with that rapidity
in putting back the created surplus value into circulation for more surplus value
makes the wealth a rate of flow rather stored product. “Wealth...constitutes a
statement of rate of current flow (capitalised over future time period) supported by
paper rights over future flows or debts and obligations outstanding from past flows”
(267).

Tangible expression of this phenomena is “the growing physical instability of the
structures it contains as the economy requires a more rapid circulation of surplus
value in order to maintain the rate of profit” (267). Objective of the large corporation
in this process, independent from its will, is to “protect and enhance the rate at
which it circulates surplus value”. For this, it is essential to increase the circulation
time of the surplus value. But if the rate of flow could not be preserved and
enhanced, prospects for the production of wealth is eroded away (267-8).
Solution, as Harvey correctly defines, is the financial conglomerate, so that the
conglomerate established can “ ‘float’ flexibly over a great diversity of operations in
many countries, taking over profitable lines of investment and divesting themselves
of unprofitable enterprises” [Report on Conglomerates, 1971](268). Conglomerates
has no only one line of activity, country or place. Harvey says “they are placeless
international institutions” (emphasise mine). In doing so, they can increase the
surplus produced and the rate of circulation. This is the result of “the tendency for
the rate of profit to fall” (268).

As for the impacts of these processes into the structure of the modern metropolis we
see an expansion in the scale of urbanism similarly with the expansion of corporate
enterprises. Geographical concentration of the popularity and the economic activity
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in large metropolitan areas could be possible with the similar concentration of the
surplus value in the hands of large institutions such as large corporations or national
government. This kind of huge concentrations of the people, activities and surplus
value could be possible also with the support of the elaborate apparatuses to protect
and enhance the global space economies which is structured hierarchically from
weak and little centres and hinterlands to the larger centres of the capitalist activity
(268-9). Another impact of the monopoly capitalism upon urban structure, as Jane
Jacobs [1969] correctly defuses and complains, is that the generative aspects of the
urban centres is limited because metropolitan economy began to be organised
oligopolistically and to lose its creative chaotic environment and innovative
entrepreneurial skills and activities (269). This results to what Harvey says, based
on Marx's definitions in Poverty of Philosophy (266), that “competition has never
being ameliorated by monopoly and that monopoly is inevitably the ultimate
consequence of competition”. In other words, as Harvey briefly says, “innovation,
competitive growth, monopolisation and supersession appears to be quite a
standard sequence in capitalist history” (266) (emphasise mine). Here, the most
significant expression of the sequence in terms of geographical dimension is the
“shifts in the centres of the growth activity and shifts in the geographical pattern of
circulation of the surplus” (269). A process of “supersession” in the geographical

map of capitalist activity will operate.

A large industrial corporation, Harvey says, following Chintz [1958], generates its
fund and hence achieves “financial independence”. Surplus capital of the multi-plant
companies, for this reason, circulates within the company at the interregional level
faster than intra-regionally outside of the company (269). Huge concentration of the
surplus capital will provide them to be able to channel the surplus value through the
various enterprises and activities in the metropolitan scale’.

’ Harvey gives the example of trust banks in the United States, basing on the Wright Patman Report
[1968] on Trust Banking in the United States: “The Trust Banks held one quarter of the 1 $ trillion
assets held by institutional investors. In 221 urban areas surveyed, 210 had 75 percent or more of
these trust assets held by three banks or less” (269-70). As an example, Harvey points to the
Mercantile Safe Deposit and Trust Company in Baltimore. Their operations directly or indirectly
influence, dominate, and control banking, finance and much of the commerce and industry in
Baltimore. Actually, a few banks defines and control the investment policies within the metropolitan
area. He says that: “In housing, for example, the policies of large financial institutions and government
agencies towards various intermediaries in the housing market have a significant impact upon new
construction, rehabilitation, maintenance, house purchasing and the time horizon in both construction
and purchase. The physical structure of the metropolis is in large degree a tangible outcome of such
policies” (270). -
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Circulation of surplus value doesnot flow freely. It flows within “a fairly closed
economic power structure”. New forms of production and some sectors are not
serviced directly but through some intermediary such as mortgage agency or smail
business loan corporation, or a real estate operations (270). However, that
monopoly restricts (and produce large quantity of surplus value at the
disposal) the flow of surplus capital creates the problem of effective demand
(270). The best strategy to avoid this is to create new needs (and hence
demands). Reorganisation of the metropolitan built form with the suburbanisation
and the transportation policies is a perfect solution for the disposal of surplus value
and the creation of new needs.

Harvey briefly claims that:

“Contemporary metropolitanism apparently functions in part as a field for the
necessary disposal of surplus product and-as a manipulable source of effective
demand. Surplus product has frequently been lavished on the built form of the city in
the past (in the form of monumental architecture and the like). But it is now
necessary for urbanism to generate expanding consumption if the capitalist
economy is to be maintained. Much of the expansion of GNP in capitalist societies is
in fact bound up in the whole suburbanisation process” (271).

In addition to the suburbanisation based stratagem, Harvey sees the “planned
obsolescence” as an another means for effective demand and the disposal of
surplus product. In the contemporary capitalist city, economic life of the buildings is
often shorter than their physical life and through this gap, the rate of the circulation
of surplus value is increased. This strategy is most typical, says Harvey, in the
housing sector, “where the need to realise profits on speculative investment in
suburban land and construction as well as in land-use transition process, stimulates
demand for housing and commercial properties in certain locations while cutting of
the flow of funds into other sectors” (271-2).
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Harvey says that within the metropolitan economy, there is a large degree of
potenﬁal effective demand in terms of the unfulfilled needs of the poor population.
Such a population as Marx calls it, is “an industrial reserve army”, in other words, a
surplus labour force. Industrial reserve army fulfils many functions in capitalist mode
of production. It is used as a treat to the organised labour and also put into motion
during the expansion of economy. Poor populations as the stabilising device in the
capitalist economy, Harvey claims, “may be viewed as the result of that institutional
creation of scarcity in the commodity labour power, in which some elements are
favoured and some denied” (272-3) (emphasise mine).

Consequently so, it can be claimed that:

"Attempts to eliminate poverty within the capitalist system are automatically countered
through adjustments in the self-regulating market. The distribution of income in capitalist
society is, within certain limits, structurally determined. Since the self-regulating market leads
different income groups to occupy different locations we can view the geographical patterns
in urban residential structure as a tangible expression of the structural conditions in the
capitalist economy. Residential segregation in the contemporary metropolis is therefore
fundamentally different from the residential segregation exhibited in typical redistributive
cities which was largely symbolic” (273) (emphasise mine).

It seems clear that Harvey, from now on, sees inequality and poverty in the
capitalist society as structural and even functional rather than long term
results of efficiency. Social inequality and poverty are the products of the
necessarily created surplus labour, which is a result of “institutional creation
of scarcity” of labour as a commodity.

The growing scale of enterprises, huge concentration of surplus value, the creation
of large scale monopolies, the generation of new needs and planned obsolescence
and the mechanisms to the structural maintenance of scarcity are all the means of
adaptation to resolve difficulties of capitalist economy, but they do not, for Harvey,
change the basic character of capitalism. This kind of economic integration, Harvey
claims, is valid in the contemporary metropolitanism all over the world. He says that
“capitalism has always been imbued with monopoly” and “to advocate...a more open
and individualistic capitalism is not only to propose a system that contradicts the
historical evidence as to what capitalism is really all about, but also which, if created,
would almost certainly destroy of civilised society” (273).
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4. 8. Concluding Remarks on Marx’s Method

Dualities: “A persistent theme throughout this book [Social Justice and the City,
1973, EG] has been the search for appropriate methods and an appropriate
conception of the theory”’(286). Harvey points to something very correct and
valid in all fields of scientific enquiry. Theory is not something used and given
in ready at the beginning of the books or thesis, which are often ended up
some kind of case studies or an empirical applications of the theory given at
the outset through some feed backs. This can be widely observed in
bourgeois academic tradition which is an extension of pragmatism into the
format of formal scientific procedures. Theory and practice (in this case,
“actual”) has to coexist or at least follow each other in a sequence. Harvey
turns back to the theory at the end of Social Justice and the City, which
already opens up theoretical questions and begins with a comprehensive
theoretical introduction. In bourgeois tradition, theory is either extension or a
means of practice. [The fiercer interpretatioh of this connection can be found in its
all detail in Pragmatism as the Philosophy of Imperalism (Wells, in Turkish 1986)
and in the context of local state and instrumentalism, see Giindogan, 1996) ].

For Harvey, the most important thing in Marx’ works is his method. Marx in many
respects has in common with his precursors: “Leibniz and Spinoza (286) provide
relational modes of thought and a concept of totality which Marx broadly accepted.
Hegel provides a version of the dialectic, Kant provides innumerable dualisms to be
resolved, the English political economists provide practical methods for investigating
the material activities of production in society. Marx brought together all of these
diffuse elements (and more) and constituted a method which, by the fusion of
abstract theory and concrete practice, allowed the creation of a theoretical
practice, through which man could fashion history rather than be fashioned by it.
Marx saw what no one else had seen before him, that the innumerable dualisms
that beset western thought (between man and nature, between fact and value,
between subject and object, between freedom and necessity, between mind and
body and between thought and action) could be resolved only through the study of
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and, where necessary, through the creation of human practice.”(287) (emphasise
mine).

| have to make some additions and point to some logical extensions and even some
corrections for this challenging passage:

First, what Harvey means by “western thought” is actually, non-Marxist
tradition of social and political sciences since the midst of nineteenth century.
Even though it is ignored today, after Saint Simonian social thoughts had
broken down into the two rival tradition as “sociology” on one side and
“historical materialism” on the other side, all dualities stated above have
found their hegemonic representatives mainly in “sociology” discipline,
which is predominantly a way of scientific inquiry in Europe and later on
United States through the theories of Comte, Weber, Parsons, and so on. So, |
claim, there is a sharp distinction between what is called “sociology” and

historical materialism, which stems from Marxian texts.

Second; only through theory-practice integration can man make its own
history. Otherwise, history and society become the alien forces exerted upon

man.

Thirdly; Dualisms stated above by Harvey are already caused by theory-
practice disintegration.

Fourth; nature, later on societal forces, facts, necessity, body and action all
refer to objective, given and historical contexts and conditions in, by and
through man, value, subjectivity, freedom, mind and thought find out their
material base, express and theorise themselves.
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Fifth; Ontology, the theory of existence and all external natural and societal
conditions turn into the questions of becoming, in other words the problems
of epistemology. Existence becomes becoming in the theory.

Sixth; Dualities come together only through related actions, and are resolved
only through revolutionary theoretical practice; Subject becomes object,
necessity becomes freedom, action becomes thought, and so on.

Seventh; in Marxism, divisions between ontology, epistemology and also
methodology are only valid for analytic purposes. They imply steps only for
the theory production programme. They appear as the results of backward
political conditions in repressive periods of history, which enhance the
divisions of theory building programme.

Eighth; perfect integration of theory with practice, and vice versa, becomes
possible only in the revolutionary periods. In other words, history as a
structural conditions and the possibilities of change and theory as the theory
of political mind merge into each other. The bible example of this integration, |
think, can be found in the April Thesis written by Lenin (19?) in the months
before October Revolution. Volunturistic action and the determinants of the
social and historical conditions of Russia in that time become the same thing.
There is temporal and spatial coincidence of theory and practice. They must
originate from a practice and practice must feed the theory.

Ninth; dialectic thinking is the epistemological surpassing of ontological
statuses of existence. Contradictions are objective and come together in an
embedded form of subjects. From this, | can conclude that so-called
substructure, the sphere of political economic issues, must be connected into
superstructure, the sphere of ideology, law, literature, individual psychology,
state actions, et cetera. There is an ontological division between substructure
and superstructure, but in epistemology Marxism transcends such an
existential division through the epistemological sphere.
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Te'nth; merging is possible only through conscious political action, which
always seeks to change the meanings and is only the basis of merging
ontological questions to and with the epistemological ones.

| have to add to the theoretical inputs of Marxism as explained by Harvey, also, the
history of political struggles in France as a theoretical model in the narrow sense of
subjective analysis of Marxism, in other words, class struggles, but in the brooder
context, as the examples of the integrated analysis of both substructure and the
forms of superstructure in a society.( see, all in Turkish, 718 Brumaire of Louis
Bonaparte, 1990; Class Struggles in France, 1996; Civil War in France, 1991).

4. 9. Harvey’s Use of Marx’s method in Social Justice and the City:

The aspects of Marx method which influences the analysis in the book can be
considered as follows:

Ontology: Harvey quoting in Oliman:; “The twin pillars of Marx’s ontology are his
conception of reality as a totality of internally related parts, and his conception of
these parts as expandabie relations such that each one in its fuliness can represent
the totality “[1972,8] (288) But conception of totality in Marx is different from others:
“It adopts from the start a relational perspective, according to which it is neither the
elements nor a whole that comes about in a manner one knows not how, but the
relations among elements that count. In other words, the logical procedures or
natural processes by which the whole is formed are primary, not the whole, which is
consequent on the  system’s laws of  composition, or the
elements.”’[Piaget,1970,9](288).

As Ollman point out, Marx’ ontology is “operational structuralist” mainly for his
conception of totality. Totalities are structured and change and “is in the course of
being structured by the elaboration of the relationships within it’ (289). “The totality
seeks to shape the part so that each part functions to preserve the existence and
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general structure of the whole” (289). “[E]ach element...reflects within itself all of the
characteristics of the totality because it is the locus of a set of relationships within
that totality”(289). “But these relationships are not necessarily in harmony with each
other. They frequently in contradiction and out of this contradiction flows conflict”
(289). “Transformations occur through the resolution of these conflicts and with each
transformation the totality is restructured and this restructuring in tum alters the
definition, meaning and function of the elements and relationships within the whole.
New conflicts and contradictions emerge to replace the old” (289). Needles to say
that readers of Social Justice and the City (1973) may replace the term “totality” with
capitalist mode of production, and may replace “part” with terms of urbanism and the

city

“[R]esearch has to be directed to discovering the transformation rules whereby
society is constantly being restructured, rather than to finding ‘causes’, in the
isolated sense that follows from a presupposition of atomistic association, or to
identifying ‘stages’ or ‘descriptive laws’ goveming the evolution of totalities
independent of their parts” (289-290). What is suggested is that research must be
directed to the “laws of transformation” rather than surface appearances.

“Marx thus directs our attention to the processes of inner transformation in society.
He does not speak of causes in the ordinary sense of the word, nor does he
propose a historicist evolutionary scheme as some seem to think he did” (290).
“Dialectical materialism is likewise not a doctrine arbitrarily foisted on
phenomena to interpret their meaning, but a method that seeks to identify the
transformation rules through which society is restructured” (290). (emphasise
mine). It is understood that dialectical materialism rejects causal analysis in ordering

types and deals with the “processes of inner transformations”.

Transition from one mode to other is “a necessary transformation within society as
the tensions and contradictions” of the mode (example is feudalism and capitalism)
were overcome.” (290) Marx implied that “separate structures exists within a totality
and that these structures can be differentiated from each other”. And Harvey points
to for what theory can function: “Structures are not ‘things’ or ‘actions’ and we
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cannot therefore establish their existence through observation” (290). “A structure
must be defined ... as a system of internal relation which is in the process of being
structured through the operation of its own transformation rules” (290).
Transformation rules shape structures. Structures imply and mean the system of
internal relations rather than as some suppose, static totalities, of things, et cetera.

Harvey also points to a hierarchy between structures as lower and higher. “Lower
and higher order structures may does coexist’ (291) for example, as between
Newtonian mechanics and relativity theory or between “a system of local
government and the system of national administration. “A higher order structure may
be obtained from a lower by way of transformation” (291). There are also both
contradiction within a structure and between structures (291).

It is interesting that Harvey also refers to his internal evolution in Social Justice and
the City (1973). When he says “material content of Part | [Liberal Formulations, EG]
is not rejected but is incorporated and given new meaning by the evolving
framework of Part |l [Socialist Formulations, EG]” (10)

As Godelier [1972] says, “many of the contradictions which Marx exposed were of
the internal variety, but some of the more fundamental ones are to be interpreted as
contradictions between structures” (e.g. between forces of production and
relationships of production as different structures) (291). Class struggle can be
defined as integral variety while periods of transitions from one mode of production
to another can be manifested mainly as being between structures.

What about the types and sources of contradiction from the standpoint of structural
analysis: “The separate evaluations in the superstructure are...seen as sources of
contradiction, while there frequently exist fundamental conflicts between the
economic basis and the structures in the superstructure” (292). This can be, 1 think,
exemplified as in the case of restructuring attempts of the local governmental
structures in accordance with the changes in economic and political sphere of civil
society.
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