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Between Geographical Materialism 
and Spatial Fetishism: 

Some Obseriations on the Development 
of Marxist Spatial Analysis1 

Edward W. Soja and Costis Hadjimichalis 
University of California, 10s Angeles 

We hear a lot about the crisis of the modem 
novel. What this involves, fundamentally, is a 
change in the mode of narration. It is scarcely any 
longer possible to tell a straight story sequentially 
unfolding in time. And this is because we are too 
aware of what is continually traversing the story- 
line laterally. That is to say, instead of being 
aware of a point as an infinitely small part of a 
straight line, we are aware of it as an infinitely 
small part of an infiiite number of lines, as the 
centre of a star of lines. Such awareness is the 
result of our constantly having to take into account 
the simultaneity and extension of events and pos- 
sibilities. 

There are many reasons why this should be so: 

Antipode 11, 3 (1979), 3-1 1. 

the range of modern means of communication: the 
scale of modern power: the degree of personal 
political responsibility that must be accepted for 
events all over the world: the fact that the world 
has become indivisible: the unevenness of econ- 
omic development within that world the scale of 
the exploitation. All these play a part. Prophesy 
now involves a geographical rather than historical 
projection; it is space, not time, that hides conse- 
quences from us. To prophesy today it is only 
necessary to know men as they are throughout the 
whole world in all their inequality. Any contem- 
porary narrative which ignores the urgency of this 
dimension is incomplete and acquires the over- 
simplified character of a fable. 
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his passage from the work of the English critic, 
John Berger,2 brings to the surface a point of view T about the salience of human spatiality and the rela- 

tion between geography and history that demands further 
explication and understanding. Over the past twenty 
years, when not only the modern novel has faced crisis, 
there has been a growing awareness of the complexity and 
influence of what some have termed the “horizontal exper- 
ience” of human life, the spatial dimension of individual 
behavior and social relations, as opposed to the “vertical 
experience” of history, tradition, and biography.) As 
Berger notes for the novel, “It  is scarcely any longer pos- 
sible to tell a straight story sequentially unfolding in time” 
for ”we are too aware of what is continually traversing the 
story line laterally.” The same seems true in our daily lives 
and in the experience and expectations of social groups. 
The forces of historical development and social transfor- 
mation have become spatialized in both consciousness and 
practice- in the social organization of urban space, the 
politics of regionalism, the environmental movement, the 
expanding role of the territorial state, the perturbations of 
an interconnected international economy. Synchronic 
spatiality continually intrudes upon the diachronic, the 
“simultaneity and extension of events and possibilities” 
overlays the historical narrative. It becomes less possible 
to separate history and geography, time and space. 

This growing spatial consciousness and its rootedness 
in changing material conditions-for it certainly does not 
spring from the thin air of isolated intellectual contem- 
plation-is not often expressed or acknowledged explicitly 
in Marxist writings. But it is the undercurrent beneath the 
recent growth of an interest and concern for spatial 
analysis that is unparalleled within the Marxist tradition, 
generating a new body of literature (and, it should be 
added a social practice) organized around such “horizon- 
tal” themes as the political economy of urbanization, urban 
social movements, the idelolgy of urban planning, regional 
underdevelopment, core-periphery relations within the 
world capitalist system, the geographical concentration of 
capital and the geographical transfer of value, and national 
(territorial) liberation movements. And as a “spatial p robk  
matic” moves closer to the surface. there has also devel- 
oped a powerful counter-reaction to what is often viewed 
as a new fetishism of space, an ideological ruse which 
diverts consciousness away from fundamental class rela- 
tions, class analysis and class struggle. What is the role of 
space and spatiality in Marxist theory and practice? What 
is the appropriate position of a spatial problematic in the 
class struggle? Must historical materialism be comple 
mented by an equally robust geographical materialsim? 

Our purpose in this short essay is twofold. First, we will 
discuss in a suggestive and episodic rather than compre- 
hensive fashion, the origins and development of Marxist 
spatial analysis, arguing that the strong spatiality of the 
classical writings of Marx and Engels was essentially 
buried and neglected throughout the early development of 
Western Marxism. The recent re-emergence of the spatial 

problematic and the controversy it has engendered will 
then form the basis of a second argument having to do 
with the new role of spatial contradictions in modern capi- 
talism, particularly with respect to the reproduction ofthe 
social relations ofproduction. For both these arguments, 
we draw heavily from the works of Henri Lefebvre, who 
more than any other Marxist scholar has systematically 
developed a critical theory of space as a social product and 
nexus for revolutionary consciousness.4 In this manner, 
we hope to explain why the spatial problematic has 
attracted increasing attention in recent years and how 
spatiality fits within the continued development of dialec- 
tical materialism. 

Underlying our argument is a beliefthat the materialist 
dialectic applied to history remains incomplete without the 
simultaneous development of a spatial or geographical 
materialism as its necessary ~omplement .~ 

1. The Spatial Problematic 

It is necessary to begin by clarifying what we mean by 
the spatial problematic. Most basically, human spatiality 
must be seen as a socialproduct created and structured like 
other social forms (such as class structure) out of the 
fundamental relations of production. The production of 
space, human geography is its fullest sense, is thus rooted 
in the mode of production and is shaped by the same 
contradictions between the forces and relations of produc- 
tion, between reproduction and transformation, that per- 
meate all modes of production. Stated somewhat differ- 
ently, every mode ofproduction produces its own space, or 
perhaps more accurately, its own socially organized space, 
which becomes particularized and concrete within a given 
social formation. It would be impossible, however, to 
present an elaboration and defense of this thesis at this 
time. We intend, therefore, only to bring it explicitly to the 
surface to clarify certain key issues and arguments relating 
to it, and to present it for wider discussion and response. 

Social space in this sense needs to be distinguished 
from mentalspace, the abstracted form imposed onphene 
mena by philosophers and mathematicians (viz. geometry), 
and more recently by both mathematical and “human- 
istic” geographers; and from material space, the concrete 
form defined through direct sensory perception of physical 
nature. Social space is both real and abstract, what 
Marxists would call a “concrete abstraction” such as a 
commodity, or exchange value, or surplus value. As such, 
socially transformed space is a “container” but not simply 
a container of “things.” As Lefebvre argues, it contains 
within its structure both the relations of production and 
the relations of reproduction, Similarly, social space is in 
part a projection of mental space, a “design” imposed on 
material reality and given symbolic/ideological meaning. 
But these representational spaces are themselves mater- 
ially based in the relations of production and reproduction 
and are not the creations of some spontaneous idealism 
(despite their “appearances”). 



That social space contains the relations of production 
and is itself structured by a (territorial) division of labor 
and property ties seems straightforward. Furthermore, it 
can be argued that the relations of production are inher- 
ently both social and spatial. Althusser and Balibae sug- 
gest a similar conceptualization when they state that “the 
structure of the relations of production determines the 
places and functions occupied and adopted by the agents 
of production.” Agents (individuals) and the objects of 
production are thus combined “in a specific structure of 
the distribution of relations, places and functions.” These 
spatial relations of production are discussed (although not 
as such) by Marx in his observations on the antithesis 
between town and countryside, the role of urban concen- 
tration with respect to industry, and the territorial division 
of labor. 

It is primarily the reproduction process, however, 
which lies at the center ofthe spatial problematic. Lefebvre 
presents the reproduction process at three levels: a) bio- 
physiological reproduction, essentially within the context 
of family and kinship relations; b) reproduction of labor 
power (the working class) and the means of production; 
and c) production of the social relations ofproduction. He 
argues further that the spatial problematic originates in the 
growth of the productive forces, and evolves over time at 
an increasing number of levels. under advanced capital- 
ism, the organization of space becomes predominantly 
related to the reproduction of the dominant social rela- 
tions and, simultaneously, the reproduction of the domi- 
nant social relations becomes the primary basis for the 
survival of capitalism itseg Lefebvre’s train of logic is 
clear: social space (essentially urbanized space in ad- 
vanced capitalism) is where the relations of production are 
reproduced-capitalism has survived by occupying and 
producing space in a particular way (through bureaucrati- 
cally controlled consumption, the penetration of the state 
into everyday life, the organization of centers and peri- 
pheries)-the final crisis of capitalism is the moment when 
the relations of production can no longer be reproduced- 
the class struggle thus becomes centered around the vul- 
nerable point, the production of space, le droit a la ville, 
the territorial structure of exploitation and the controlled 
reproduction of the system as a whole. In this sense, the 
spatial problematic emerges as the primary conjunctural 
crisis of late capitalism, the concretized focus of class 
consciousness and revolutionary class struggle. In advanced 
capitalist countries, this struggle takes the form of une 
revolution urbaine, with all oppressed groups (women, 
students as well as workers) fighting for control over every- 
day life (la vie quotidienne) in the territorial framework of 
the capitalist state. Especially in less advanced countries, 
it also takes the form of regional social movements and 
territorial liberation from the imposed structures of domi- 
nant core and dependent periphery, cemented together in 
networks of unequal exchange and the geographical transfer 
of value.’ 

Lefebvre thus raises the spatial problematic to a central 

position within contemporary capitalism. The class struggle 
itself is seen as embedded in the structure and contradb 
tions of socially organized space. No social revolution can 
therefore succeed without being at the same time a spatial 
revolution. In much the same way as other “concrete 
abstractions” such as the commodity have been analyzed 
in the Marxist tradition to show how they contain within 
them, mystified and fetishized, the real social relations, so 
now must we approach the analysis of space. In the 
demystification of space is revealed the basis of revolu- 
tionary spatial consciousness, the material foundations of 
a spatial praxis. “Prophesy now involves a geographical 
rather than historical projection; it is space, not time, that 
hides consequences from us,” as Berger writes. 

Whether or not one accepts this interpretation of the 
spatial problematic, it must nevertheless be recognized as 
the most challenging central thesis in Marxist spatial 
analysis today. The attempt to adopt many of its premises 
while toning down its more explicit conclusions marks the 
work of Manuel Castells (a former student of Lefebvre) 
and others in the French school of Marxist urban sociology. 
Thus “La Revolution Urbaine” becomes tamed by Castells 
into “La Question Urbaine.”s Dismissal of Lefebvre as a 
spatial fetishist is also recurrent in the works of David 
Harvey, James Anderson, and many others writing in 
English on the political economy of ~rbanization.~ Few 
Marxists would disagree that there exists a link between 
the material conditions of the contemporary capitalist 
world system and the growing interest in space and spatial 
analysis. A spatial problematic has been put “on the 
agenda,” but its full extension and expression is resisted 
and submerged. 

We will return to a discussion of the spatial proble- 
matic in modern capitalism in section 4, where an attempt 
will be made to draw out more specific structural and 
conjunctural issues. We move next, however, to an exam- 
ination of the historical evolution of critical spatial theory 
over the past century in light of the preceding discussion. 

2. Origins of the Neglect of the Spatial 
Problematic in Western Marxism 

It has become common practice among Marxist geo- 
graphers and urban sociologists to argue that within the 
classic works of Marx, Engels, and Lenin, there exists a 
strong geographical and spatial emphasis but that this 
emphasis and orientation remained weakly developed by 
successive generations. Many have thus approached the 
task of Marxist spatial analysis largely in terms of drawing 
out and elaborating upon these classical observations in 
the context of contemporary capitalism. David Harvey’s 
analysis of the geography of capitalist accumulation and 
Jim Blaut’s work on the Marxist theory of nations are two 
excellent examples, while larger projects aimed at extract- 
ing the geographical implications of Marx’s writings have 
been established through the vehicles ofAntipode and the 
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Union of Socialist Geographers. 
Relatively little attention, however, has been given to 

explaining why spatial analysis remained so weakly devel- 
oped for so long a time. In fact, until recently, Western 
Marxism paralleled the development of bourgeois social 
science in viewing the organization of space as either the 
“container” or the external reflection( mirror) of the social 
dynamic and social consciousness. In an almost Durkheimian 
manner, the spatial problematic was externalized and 
neutered in terms of its impact on social and historical 
processes and seen as little more than backdrop or stage. 
Unravelling the history of this submergence of Marxist 
spatial analysis is a major project still to be undertaken. It 
is possible to offer, however, a few promising areas of 
inquiry and explanation. 

a) The late appearance of Grundrisse and Mum’s 
failure to complete Capital. Grundrisse, which was not 
disseminated widely especially in translation until well 
after World War 11, probably contains more explicit g e e  
graphical analysis than Marx’s other major works.’O In 
addition, Marx never completed his plans for subsequent 
volumes of Capital dealing with world trade and the g e e  
graphical expansion of capitalism, only hinting at their 
possible content in the late-appearing Grundrisse. In the 
absence ofthese sources, heavy emphasis was placedupon 
the largely aspatial, closed-system theorizing of Capital’s 
first volumes, Although Marx never fails to illustrate his 
arguments with specific historical and geographical exam- 
ples, Vols. I and I1 of Capital remain encased in the 
simplifying assumption of a closed national economy, an 
essentially spaceless capitalism systematically structured 
almost as if it existed on the head of a pin. Vol. 111 and the 
proposed additional volumes were to represent concre- 
tizations of Marx’s theory, projections outward into the 
historical and geographical analysis of world markets, 
colonialism, international trade, the role ofthe state, etc.- 
in essence, toward an analysis of the uneven development 
of productive sectors, regions, and nations. 

Through the contributions of Bukharin, Lenin, Lux- 
emburg et al, the theory of imperialism evolved as the 
major context for geographical analysis within Western 
Marxism, but the full recognition of the spatial proble 
matic within the “world system” of international capital- 
ism only begins to come to the surface explicitly in the 
more recent works of W allerstein, Amin, Emmanuel, Palloix, 
Hymer and, in particular, Ernest Mandel. Mandel’s Late 
Capitalism is perhaps the most systematic and explicit 
analysis now available of regional spatiality in the frame- 
work of geographically uneven development and the g e e  
graphical transfer of value.” In an associated article on 
regional imbalances, Mandel presents the basis of the 
spatial problematic with a directness that compares with 
Lefebvre: “The unequal development between regions and 
nations is the very essence of capitalism, on the same level 
as the exploitation of labour by capital.”12 

b) Anti-spatial Malxism. Failure to develop the spatial 
emphasis inherent in Marx’s and later works on the g e e  

graphical expansion of capitalism (its regional and national 
expression) and the major stress placed upon the town- 
country antithesis, especially in The German Ideology (its 
major urban expression), can also be linked to a deep 
tradition of anti-spatialism. Paradoxically enough, this 
tradition originates with Marx himself, in his response to 
the Hegelian dialectic. Although Hegel viewed space as 
the product and residue of historical time, he reified and 
fetishized space in the form of the territorial state, the locus 
and medium of perfected reason. As Lefebvre argues, time 
thus became frozen and fixed within the immanent ration- 
ality of space as stateidea. Time and temporality, elevated 
to primacy over space and spatiality in the development of 
Western science and philosophy (viz. theories of causality 
and process, growth and evolution), thus became subor- 
inated to space and spatiality by Hegel, history itself being 
directed by a territorial “spirit”, the state.” Marx’s anti- 
Hegelianism involved the restoration of historical time- 
the time of revolution-to primacy, a position it has held 
ever since. But from this project arose a powerful sensi- 
tivity and resistence to the fetishization of space into a 
position of historical and social determination, an anti- 
Hegelian anti-spatialism woven into his own works by 
Marx. 

The possibility of a negation of the negation, however, 
became undialectically abandoned in subsequent codifi- 
cations and elaborations of Marx’s theory of fetishism. An 
historical dialectic was embraced, human beings could be 
seen as “making their history”; but a spatial dialectic, 
human beings ‘‘making their geography,” producing space, 
was less acceptable, was a source offetishism. This formof 
anti-spatialism may have been most rigidly codified by 
Lukacs, who presented spatial consciousness as the epitome 
of reification, as false consciousness manipulated by the 
state and by capital to divert attention away from class 
struggle. This anti-spatial armour served well to resist and 
expose the many attacks on Marxism and the working 
class based on true spatial reitication-e.g, Le Corbusier‘s 
choice between “Architecture or Revolution” being among 
the most innocent, fascism the most vicious-but it at the 
same time tended to associate nearly all forms of spatial 
analysis with fetishism. One of the present authors has 
argued that this indiscriminant traditon of anti-spatialism 
remains alive and is seriously interfering with the further 
development of Marxist spatial anal~sis.’~ It may also be 
partially responsible for the current confusion and contro- 
versy surrounding the formulation of a sufficiently con- 
cretizable Marxist theory of the state and the nation. 

Mention must also be made of the anti-spatial charao 
ter of Marxist dogmatism as it emerged from the Second 
International and was consolidated under Stalinism. Spatial 
issues, among many other aspects of Marxist theory and 
practice, were treated by the Second International and its 
leaders through the scope of sterile economic reduction- 
ism. Marxism was turned into positivistic scientism under 
Stalin, emphasizing a belief in technocratic thought and 
bound up with reductionist and anti-dialectical laws of 

62 



causality between base and superstructure. Culture, poli- 
tics, consciousness, ideology, and, along with them, the 
production of space were seen as simple reflections of the 
economic base in a vulgar perception of material reality. 
Spatiality was absorbed in economism and its dialectical 
relationship with other elements of material existence was 
broken. 

c) Changing conditions ofcapitalist exploitation. The 
early neglect and recent revival of interest concerning the 
spatial problematic in Marxism may, in the end, be primar- 
ily a reflection of changing material conditions. Lefebvre 
has argued in La Pensee Marxiste et la Ville that during 
the nineteenth century and into the early twentieth, the 
spatial problematic was simply less important than it is 
today with respect to both the exploitation of labor and the 
reproduction of the means of production. Under the condi- 
tions of competitive industrial capitalism, machines, 
material commodities and the labor force were reproduced 
under specific social legislation (labor contracts, civil laws, 
technological agreements) and an oppressive state mech- 
anism (police, the military, colonial administration). The 
production of space was accommodative, conformal and 
directly shaped by the market, with the structure of the 
industrial capitalist city repeating itself over and over 
again in its functional rings and separated sectors of social 
class. Instead, exploitation and reproduction were em- 
bedded in a manipulable matrix of time. The rate of exploit- 
ation (S/V) is, after all, a value derived from socially 
necessary labor time. Like the formulas for the organic 
composition of capital and the rate of profit, it assumes a 
closed-system view of capitalist production relations, 
devoid of significant spatial differentiation and uneven- 
ness. In addition, given the massive urbanization assoc- 
iated with expanding industrialization, the reproduction of 
the labor force was much less crucial an issue than the 
process of direct exploitation through a system of subsis- 
tence wages and the domination of capital over labor at the 
point of production. In the extraction of absolute surplus 
value, time is more important than space. 

In contemporary capitalism (setting aside the question 
of transition, its causes, timing, etc.) the conditions which 
underlie the continuing survival of capitalism have changed 
Exploitation of labor time continues as the source of 
absolute surplus value, but within increasing limits arising 
from reductions in the length of the working day, minimum 
wage levels and wage agreements, and other achievements 
of working class action. Capitalism has been forced to shift 
greater and greater emphasis to the extraction of relative 
surplus value through technological change, modifications 
in the organic composition of capital and the pervasive role 
of the state, and to the net transfer of surplus associated 
with the penetration of capital into not fully capitalist 
spheres of production internally (intensification) and through 
uneven development and geographical expansion into 
less industrialized regions, nationally and internationally 
(extensification). This has required the construction of 
total systems to secure relations of production. In this 

process, the production of space plays the crucial role and 
under these conditions, the rise of Marxist spatial theory 
and practice is expected. 

3. The Revival of Marxist Spatial Analysis 

The development of systematic Marxist spatial analysis 
coincided for the most part with the intensification of 
social and spatial contradictions in both core and peri- 
pheral countries due to the general crisis in capitalism 
beginning in the 1960’s. But well before this period, there 
were several important precursors which should not be 
overlooked. For example, in the USSR between 19 17 and 
1925, an avant garde group of city planners, geographers, 
and architects worked toward achieving a “new socialist 
spatial organization” to correspond with the revolutionary 
movements in Soviet society. lS Spatial transformation was 
not assumed to be an automatic byproduct of revolution- 
ary social change-it too involved struggle and conscious- 
ness. Without such effort, the prerevolutionary organiza- 
tion of space would continue to reproduce social inequal- 
ity and exploitational structures. The innovative activities 
ofthis group were never fully accepted and eventually their 
revolutionary experiment in the socialist reconstruction of 
space was abandoned in the drive toward industrialization 
and military security under Stalin. Productivism and mili- 
tary strategy came to dominate locational and spatial policy 
in the Soviet Union and still tend to do so today. 

A more important, but often neglected, contribution to 
the development of Marxist spatial analysis can be found 
in the work of Antonio Gramsci, now experiencing a wide- 
spread revival among Marxists of many different special- 
ized orientations. In part, Gramsci’s work relates to pre- 
sent spatial problems because it contains some well elab 
orated analysis of urban and regional problems in Europe 
during the 1920’s (e.g., regional backwardness in the 
Mezzogiorno, urban development in Turin, housing prG 
blems in other major Italian cities), and the alliances 
between urban and rural proletariat. But of even greater 
relevance to contemporary developments in Marxist spatial 
analysis was Gramsci’s effort a) to reestablish the Marxist 
dialectic (against the vulgar materialism of the Second 
International and reformism of social democracy); b) to 
focus attention upon political, ideological and cultural 
problems in capitalism (again against the prevailing 
economism of the time); and c) to elaborate upon the role 
of the modern capitalist state. 

Gramsci, in his emphasis on the “ensemble of relations,” 
clearly differentiated both material and social conditions 
of production within what today would be called the social 
formation. The specificity of the social formation (the 
articulation between various modes of production, one of 
which is dominant) represented the mode of production 
concretized in time and space, history and geography, and 
for Gramsci was the indispensable “conjunctural” frame- 
work upon which revolutionary strategy had to rely. A 
spatial problematic was not explicitly raised as such, but 
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its foundations were clearly evident in the spatial relations 
of the social formation and the particularities of place. 

Revolutionary strategy for Gramsci was aimed at three 
interrelated areas, all of which are relevant to the spatial 
problematic. The first involves his emphasis on thepoliti- 
cal and ideological structures in the social formation. 
One finds in Gramsci‘s work the embryo of contemporary 
analysis of the capitalist state and its dual and contradio 
tory functions of oppression-legitimization and material- 
ideological reproduction of social relations. His stress on 
hegemony and his work on popular culture, control over 
everyday life, and the role of local organizational efforts 
(councils) also indicated the importance and dialectical 
nature of the relation between occupational and territorial 
structures, another significant focus of current attention. 

The first area of emphasis relates directly to the second 
the role of exploitation of the working class at theirplace 
of residence, the point of consumption and reproduction 
vis-a-vis the point of production per se. This not only re- 
opened the “housing question” to new consideration but 
was also in conflict with both the economism and p r e  
ductivism of the Second International and the “unionism” 
of the Italian Socialist and Communist parties of his time. 

Finally, Gramsci’s emphasis on the revolutionaty his- 
torical bloc, his notion of alliances in the popular move- 
ment fighting for the same common goals, pointed out the 
need to understand the particular conjunctural crises of 
capitalism; that they were not only economic but political, 
cultural and ideological; and that they involved not only 
production but reproduction processes as well. In Prison 
Notebooks, Gramsci saw the growing complexity of modem 
capitalist society raising political, cultural, and ideological 
struggles to a new level as the state relied increasingly upon 
hegemony and security of reproduction of the dominant 
social relations rather than direct force and oppression. 
Revolutionary consciousness thus came to be rooted in 
“the phenomenology of everyday life.” 

The step from Gramsci to Lefebvre is primarily one of 
explicitness and emphasis regarding spatiality in everyday 
life. Lefebvre too has devoted himself to fighting against 
dogmatic interpretations of Marxism, first in the form of 
economism and Stalinism, more recently in the guise of 
structuralism and existentialism, Also focussing on the 
multifaceted exploitation embedded in la vie quotidienne 
under capitalism, Lefebvre criticized the ouvrierisme or 
the modem left: the narrow economic focus on exploita- 
tion at the workplace and on revolutionary transformation 
either through the interruption of production (the general 
strike) or by the halting of production (total economic 
crisis). For Lefebvre, “the revolution can only take place 
conjuncturally, ie., in certain class relations, an ensemble 
of relations into which the peasantry and the intellectual 
enter.”16 

The contemporary conjuncture, as noted earlier, was 
for Lefebvre one in which the reproduction of the dominant 
soical relations had emerged as the basis for the survival of 
modem capitalism. Furthermore, this reproduction process 

is located in social space, in “the manipulation of frag- 
mented urban reality and the production of controlled 
space.” Lefebvre’s next step consolidated his view of the 
spatial problematic: 

This, then, is what is new andparadoxical: the 
dialectic is no longer attached to temporality. 
Therefore, refutations of historical materialism or 
ofhegelian historicity cannot function as critiques 
of dialectic. To recognize space, to recognize 
what “takes place” there and what it is used for, is 
to resume the dialectic; analysis will reveal the 
contradictions of space.”17 

This view of the spatial problematic, implicit but not very 
systematically elaborated in Le Droit a la Ville and La 
Vie Quotidiennedans leMondeModeme(bothpub1ished 
in 1968), is presented forcefully and clearly in two later 
works, La Survie du Capitalism (1973) and La Pro- 
duction de I’Espace (1974). Without paying much atten- 
tion to these later writings, a new wave of French Marxist 
urbanists responded to Lefebvre by sharing his interest in 
the production of space while denying his interpretation of 
the spatial problematic. 

From the stir surrounding Lefebvre’s writings and the 
events of 1968 (which in many ways projected Lefebvre’s 
ideas in practice), there thus arose the first series of major 
works in Marxist spatial analysis focussed largely on the 
urban context, by Ledrut, Castells, Lojkine, Topalov, 
Preteceille and many others, spreading soon to the U.S., 
first in David Harvey’s Social Justice and the City. As 
this work expanded, it moved increasingly away from 
Lefebvre and towards a somewhat narrower focus on the 
political economy of urbanization, the study of urban 
social movements, urban fiscal crises, and the analysis of 
state monoploy capitalism, linking urban analysis with 
discussions over the theory of the state. 

These developments will not be reviewed here. Men- 
tion must be made, however, of two areas in addition to the 
urban where there has been a significant expansion of 
critical spatial theory. The first concerns the “regional 
question” in advanced capitalist co~ntries.’~ Marxist 
research on regionalism and uneven regional development 
is more recent than Marxist urban analysis, but appears to 
be expanding rapidly and with close connections to the 
debates and controversy surrounding the “urban ques- 
tion.” But while there has been some convergence in 
approach and focus between urban and regional analysis, 
no clear synthesis has yet emerged. 

Finally, there is the research on peripheral capitalist 
development and the structure of the international capi- 
talist system which, for the most part, has evolved with 
relatively little connection to the more explicitly spatial 
work on urban and regional crises in core countries. Rooted 
more directly in the theory of imperialism than in the 
analysis of the relations between urbanization, industriali- 
zation, and the state, many key contributors in this sphere 
(Amin, Emmanuel, Wallerstein, Frank, Palloix) make 
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little if any reference to “core” country debates on the 
theory of space and tend not to see their work as contri- 
butions to Marxist spatial analysis. Nevertheless, such 
themes as underdevelopment, unequal exchange, the 
core-periphery structure and the international division or 
labor cry out for a specifically spatial interpretation. Simi- 
larly, revolutionary strategies in the peripheral countries 
closely resemble those of urban and regional movements 
in the core in the sense that both involve the struggle for 
territorial liberation from the exploitation of the monopoly 
capitalist state and market. 

Marxist spatial analysis today is thus beset with 
several internal divisions which we feel can and need to be 
overcome: one between urban and regional analysis in 
advanced capitalism, another between core and periphery 
emphases and approaches, and a third, perhaps most basic,- 
between those who see the spatial problematic as an im- 
portant, but easily fetishized, contribution to historical 
materialism andthose who see it as on the same level as the 
exploitation of labor by capital, as the basis for a geo- 
graphical and historical materialism dialectically inter- 
twined. Until these divisions are eliminated, Marxist 
spatial analysis will continue to be susceptible to frag- 
mentation into multiple, specialized perspectives, even to 
the point of mirroring the bourgeois social sciences, with 
separate disciplinary perspectives (sociology, geography, 
economics) on the role of space and spatiality. 

4. Spatial Contradictions in Modern 
Capitalism 

Given what has come before this final section, it should 
be clear that we favor the “strong” view of the spatial 
problematic, placing the production of space and its con- 
trolover the reproduction of social relations at the center of 
the survival of modem capitalism. To conclude, we present a 
very brief and only suggestive discussion of the key con- 
tradictions which structure the spatial problematic, gener- 
ating both systemic crisis and the basis for revolutionary 
spatial praxis. 

A hierarchy of centers and peripheries-international. 
intranational, regional-metropolitan-characterizes the 
spatial structure of the contemporary capitalist world 
system and has come to play an increasing role in shaping 
capitalist production, accumulation, and reproduction 
processes. The center-periphery structure is itself based 
upon a fundamental spatial contradiction between the 
advantages of concentration vs. territorial expansion, 
worked out historically in the development of capitalism. 
Geographical centralization of capitalist productioreessen- 
tially the urbanizationprocess under capitalism-was pro- 
duced initially by the needs of industrialization for the 
reduction of the circulation costs of capital, labor, and 
commodities. In comparison to mercantilism, peasant or 
petty commodity production, and pre-capitalist modes of 
production, competitive industrial capitalism was able to 
achieve much greater economies of urbanization, higher 
returns to agglomerated production. As a result, systemic 

urbanization(vs. simple concentration in one or two cities) 
expanded dramatically with industrialization, bringing with 
it a massive concentration of fixed and immobile capital 
(factories, buildings, transport systems, etc.) and labor in 
an urban “built environment.” 

Urbanized industrialization, however, also involved 
the organization of surrounding countrysides as dependent 
regions: as markets for urban products, as reserves of 
labor, and increasingly as sources of super-profits. Capi- 
talist production in the centers, once solidly established, 
rapidly revealed its fundamental social contradictions. 
Class struggle against exploitation at the workplace, facil- 
itated by the geographical concentration of the working 
class, plus a tendency toward equalization in the rate of 
profit among urban sectors ofproduction, created crises in 
the “centers” of industrial capitalism which led to both 
internal and external countermeasures, to both intensifi- 
cation and extensification in the process of expanded repre 
duction. Extensification through geographical expansion, 
however, was crucial. As Mandel argues, expanded repro- 
duction within competitive industrial capitalism was pri- 
marily based upon super-profits derived from rural and 
regional under-development within Europe during the last 
fifty years of the nineteenth century. 

Expanded reproduction in both its external and inter- 
nal forms necessitated the creation of national markets and 
the establishment of a legitimized state authority. Under 
the aegis of the bourgeois nation-state, the internal struc- 
true of the city could now be manipulated to assuage 
sections of the working class with improved housing and 
other services while simultaneously deeply fragmenting 
the working class to assure greater control. In addition, 
urban-based production and reproduction were supple- 
mented by the super-profits achieved through organized 
rural underdevelopment and market expansion. Competi- 
tive industrial capitalism thus proceeded to produce its 
own space of centers and peripheries as the basis for its 
reproduction. 

This produced space, of urban centers and regional 
peripheries, however, also revealed its own spatial contra- 
dictions. Fixed capital investments in the urban built 
environment could not be shifted around very easily to suit 
the needs of capital for flexibility, expansion, and control. 
The built environment of the past frequently became a 
barrier to accumulation in the present, a dilemma which 
continues to face all centers of capitalist production. 
Furthermore, with the expansion of national markets and 
political pressure from the periphery (working class and 
resident bourgeois), rural based superprofits derived from 
regional underdevelopment became significantly reduced 
and new crises were generated. 

Capitalism responded with increasing centralization 
via the growth of monopoly capital and with an expansion 
in scale of the core-periphery structure on to the global 
level. The primary source of superprofits became associ- 
ated with imperialism and the deepened underdevelopment 
of the “Third World,” an intensified international division 
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of labor. As was true with competitive industrial capitalism, 
this necessitated an increasing role for the monopoly 
capitalist state in accumulation on a world scale. The same 
unequal exchange and geographical transfer of value 
which characterized urban-rural relations in the nineteenth 
century was thus globally intensified and extended in the 
twentieth through the imperialist state. 

With the consolidation of a capitalist world system and 
global core-periphery structure, however, a similar set of 
crises emerged. Underconsumptionloverproduction and 
class struggle in the core countries, the gradual shrinkingof 
super-profits in the periphery, a global depression and 
global war challenged the survival of capitalism. But 
capitalism survived and prospered anew based upon an old 
strategy involving an even further expanded role for the 
state, manipulating ( among other things) the production of 
space both within the core countries (e.g., the reconstruo 
tion of cities as consumption machines through suburban- 
ization, consumerism, and transport expansion; encourag- 
ing massive regional shifts in investment and production) 
and in the periphery (via the footloose transnational cor- 
poration, military aid programs and “development” plan- 
ning). More than ever before, the monopoly capitalist state 
served not only in the reproduction ofthe means ofproduo 
tion but increasingly in the reproduction of the prevailing 
social relations, designed to sustain its dominant political 
and ideological position. Geographical centralization also 
increased, but less so in terms of production (which be- 
comes increasingly decentralized) than reproduction, the 
centralization of decision-making power, authority, infor- 
mation, and knowledge, especially with regard to the 
organization of space. 

Modern capitalism, however, is now facing crisis again, 
but under very different conditions than it has faced before. 
Further geographical expansion in the search for super- 
profits is no longer possible, for global limits have been 
reached. New attempts to underdevelop regions within the 
core (New England? Wales? Wallonia?) or states in the 
periphery meet with powerful political resistance, especi- 
ally when the legitimization of the state rests in part upon 
the promise of planned development. Territorial liberation 
in the periphery is cutting geographical access to markets 
and labor. The manipulated urban consumption machines 
of the core are not only destroying the physical environ- 
ment and gobbling up increasingly expensive energy sup 
plies but are generating fiscal crises. Further class frag- 
mentatiodsegregation within cities is less easy to achieve 
with intensified struggles over housing and community 
development. 

As Lefebvre argues, this is a crisis in the reproduction 
of the relations of production. It extends beyond only the 
economic to the political, ideological, and cultural levels, 
it involves not only the working class but others (peasants, 
students, women) exploited through these dominant rela- 
tions, and it is primarily framed in conjunction with the 
production of space and spatial consciousness. This space 
which has been developed by modem capitalism in its 

historical development is now the container of multiple 
spatial contradictions: between centrifugal and centripetal 
forces in capitalist production; between the necessity of 
geographically uneven development and the tendency for 
equalization ofprofits in all areas and sectors; between the 
need for fixed capital investment and the necessity for 
capital mobility; between the territorial state as a facilitator 
of planned capitalist accumulation and its legitimization 
through more equitable development planning; between 
centers which are created and then destroyed through 
decay, devalorization, and changing functional require- 
ments and peripheries which are organized as sources of 
super-profits only to dry up as such sources through more 
efficient capitalist exploitation. 

The survival of capitalism under these conditions has 
depended upon continued control over the reproduction of 
production relations at all spatial levels, local to global; 
and the continued mystification of the exploitative nature 
of spatial organization-the degree to which space “hides 
consequences from us.” The struggle against capitalism 
must therefore explicitly include spatial consciousness 
and spatial praxis, theory and practice united to transform 
the social production of space, not as a substitute for the 
general class struggle but as a specified orientation within 
it. 

NOTES 

1. This paper was originally submitted for the Radical History 
Review as part of a special issue on space. After initial, 
tentative acceptance, it was rejected by the Editorial Col- 
lective responsible for the issue. Our thanks to Phil O’Keefe 
for help with this paper. 

2. Taken from an essay on portrait painting The Look of 
Things. New York Viking Press, 1974. 

3. This distinction between“horiz0ntal” and“vertical” exper- 
ience appears in the early work of Henri Lefebvre in rural 
sociology. Lefebvre’s ideas are favorably noted and used by 
Sartre in Searchfor a Method (1 968), Vintage Press. 

4. The major works referred to include Le Droit a la Ville 
(1 968, Anthropos), La Vie Quotindienne duns le Monde 
Modeme( 1968, Gallimard; Englishtranslation, 1971), Du 
Rural a I‘Urbain (1 970, Anthropos), La Revolution Urbaine 
( 197 1, Gallimard), La Pensee Marxiste et la Ville ( 1972, 
Castelman), Espace et Politique (1973, Arthropos), La 
Survie du Capitalism (1973, Anthropos; Englishtranslation, 
1976) and La Production de I’Espace ( 1974, Anthropos). 

5. A review and critique of this literature can be found in 
Edward W. Soja’s “The SocieSpatial Dialectic: A Cri- 
tique of Emerging Orthodoxy in Marxist Spatial Analysis.” 
AAAG, 1980. 

6. Reading Capital. London. NLB, 1970, p. 180. 
7. A more detailed analysis of regional social movements is 

available in Costis Hadjimichalis, “The Geographical 
Transfer of Value: A Comparative Analysis of Uneven 
Regional Development in Southern Europe.” Unpublished 
Doctoral Dissertation, UCLA, 1980. 

8. M. Castelk( 1977), The Urban Question, MIT Press. Orig- 
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inal French publication as La Question Urbaine (1972), 
Maspero. 

9. See, in particular, the final chapter in D. Harvey (1973), 
Social Justice and the City, J. Anderson (1 975), The Poli- 
tical Economy of Urbanism: An Introduction and Biblio 
graphy, Architectural Association (London), Department 
of Planning; and M. Harloe (1976), “Introduction” to C u p  
tive Cities (edited by Harloe), John Wiley, pp. 1-47. 

10. Two volumes of Grundrisse were first published in Russian 
in 1939 and 1941. The first German edition appeared in 
1953, the first English edition in 1973. 

11. Late Capitalism. London. Verso, 1978. 
12. E. Mandel( 1976), “Capitalism and RegionalDisparities,” 

in South-west Economy and Society, I, p. 43. 
13. See La Production de I’Espace, op. cit, pp. 29-33. 
14. See Footnote (5). 
15. A. Kopp, Town and Revolution. Brazillar, 1971. 
16. See La Survie du Capitalism, op. cit., p. 95. See also Hugh 

Hoane and G. N. Smith, Selections from the Prison Note- 
books ofAntonio Gramsci Int. Pub. 1971. Also Boggs, 
Gramsci’s Marxism. London. Pluto Press, 1974. 

17. La Survie du Capitalism, op. cit,  p. 15. 
18. Note should also be made of a group of Italian Marxist urban 

scholars who develop their research and practice during the 
same period: E. Mingione, B. Secchi, P. Ceccarelli, G. 
Garofoli, L. Libertini, G. Napolitano. 

19. As an indication of some of this regionally oriented research, 
see the special issue of the Review of the Union of Radical 
Political Economists, X ,  1978; D. Massey (1978), ‘‘Re 
gionalism: Some Current Issues,” in Capitaland Class, VI; 
A. Lipietz( 1977), Le CapitaletSon Espace, Maspero; and 
R Dulong (1 978), Les Regions l’etat et la Societe Locale. 
Paris, Puf. 

POSTSCRIPT, 1985 

This deliberately iconoclastic essay appeared in the 
middle of what now seems clearly to have been a period of 
transition and shifting emphasis in Marxist spatial anal- 
ysis. Like “The SocieSpatial Dialectic,” written earlier 
but published a year later, it took a combatative stance 
against what seemed at the time a resurgent orthodoxy 
threatening to suffocate the creative expansion of an 
appropriately geographical Marxism. Looking back over 
the trajectory of critical spatial theory in the 1980’s, we 
need not have been so fearful and contentious. 

Today, a cogent “spatial problematic” has become 
more central than ever before to critical debates in social 
theory and is infused throughout an expanding empirical 
literature on capitalist crisis, restructuring, and changing 
spatial divisions of labor. To the provocative discovery 
that relations of production and social reproduction power- 
fully shape spatial structures (the discovery which first led 
geographers to class analysis and materialist social theory) 
there has been added the equally striking realization that 
the formation of spatial structure-the social production of 
space, to use Lefebvre’s evocative phrase-is a critical 
moment in the organization and continuity of society and 

social life. Significantly, this realization reached beyond 
radical geography to draw into the debates on the theory of 
space a new roster of influential social and political thee 
rists suddenly aware of the need to add the problematic of 
“producing spatiality” to that of “making history,” to 
rebalance the spatial and temporal at the generative source 
of social theory and practice. 

It seemed audacious in 1979 to argue that radical 
geography should aim not only to “marxify” spatial anal- 
ysis but also to“spatia1ize” Marxism. Yet by 1985, David 
Harvey could confidently announce that historical-geo- 
graphical materialism is the intrinsic method of Marxist 
spatial analysis, the historical geography of capitalism its 
essential subject matter, and the absence of an adequate 
materialist interpretation of spatiality the most profound of 
all the limits to Capital and the silences of Marx. Much 
remains to be done to sustain these assertions and dernon- 
strate their interpretive power and political efficacy. But 
they meet today with much more consensus than they did 
in the late 1970’s. 
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