
 

 

We may affrm absolutely that nothing great in the World can 
be accomplished without passion. 

—G. W. F. Hegel, Philosophy of History 

I said virtue! It is a natural passion, no doubt about it … But 
there do exist, I can assure you, souls that are feeling and 
pure; it exists, that tender imperious and irresistible passion, 
the torment and delight of magnanimous hearts; that deep 
horror of tyranny, that compassionate zeal for the oppressed, 
that sacred love for the homeland, that even more sublime 
and holy love for humanity, without which a great revolution 
is just a noisy crime that destroys another crime; it does exist, 
that generous ambition to establish here on earth the world’s 
frst Republic. 

—Maximilien Robespierre, ‘From Speech of 8 
Thermidor Year II—26 July 1794’ 

As at the time it was a monk, so now it is the philosopher in 
whose brain the revolution begins. 

—Karl Marx, ‘A Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s 
Philosophy of Right—Introduction’ 
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Apologue 

Revolution, critique, and 
return to philosophy 

Theory is capable of seizing the masses once it demon-
strates ad hominem, and it demonstrates ad hominem once 
it becomes radical. 

—Karl Marx1 

The Left, according to Fredric Jameson, had once a political 
project by the name of ‘revolution’. No more. If that project is 
in shambles, the intellectual program of Left Critique is well 
and thriving. It got an impetus with the renewed interest in 
the French Revolution after its bicentennial in 1989. As the 
title of a book by Eric Hobsbawm in 1990 attests, there are 
‘Echoes of the Marseillaise’, after 200 years, that are being 
heard louder, despite revisionist historians issuing its death 
certifcate.2 

The echoes of that revolutionary song did not penetrate 
the thick walls of the architecture academy. The logic of its 
pedagogy is well constructed against Revolution making 
sure that the echoes of that noisy song do not disturb its 
tranquility. In this work I challenge the conformist academic 
pedagogy and the hegemonic apparatus—a Gramscian 
term—abetting it from the outside. The distinct feature of the 
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Apologue 

academic pedagogy is its regressive Romanticism, insofar as 
Romanticism is an anti-modernist attack on Enlightenment 
reason. This ideology is in conformity with the ‘irrationality’ 
of the global postmodern capitalism. I enter into a ‘discur-
sive struggle’ with this academic discourse.3 By deploying 
the notion of Critique I intend to rudely awaken the academy 
from its dogmatic slumber—invoking Kant’s term—called 
‘critical criticism’. Here I confront ‘criticism’ with the concep-
tual resources in the idea of Critique for which Marx is the 
only source, insofar as the project of Critique must not only 
confront but overcome capital. 

It is important to take Marx as the name for the completion 
of Enlightenment and the unfnished French Revolution. From 
the Enlightenment, the idea of critique was born, frst with 
Kant and then Marx. In a specifc sense, Marx is the continu-
ation of Kantian critique, although he was ‘rather ungenerous 
with Kant’.4 If Marx, as we are told, is the ‘child of the French 
Revolution’,5 then the Critique is his brainchild. Marx stands 
for what Jameson once characterized as the ‘proletarian 
Enlightenment’.6 The latter fulflls but goes beyond the ‘bour-
geois Enlightenment’ that preceded it.7 Accordingly, I propose 
to reconfgure a pedagogy that will fnd its resources in the 
Marxian legacy of the proletarian Enlightenment. After the 
miserable failure of Social Democracy and reformism and the 
defeat of the ‘really existing socialism’, the Left must stand 
for the ‘Idea of communism’. The latter term is credible only if 
it ‘returns to philosophy’. According to Agon Hamza, a ‘return 
to philosophy’ has ‘a double role today: one, it is a means to 
reinvent the critical powers needed in order to transform the 
world; and two, it is the frst movement of constructing some-
thing that has no place in our world’.8 Going back to Marx’s 
much misinterpreted ‘eleventh thesis’ on Feuerbach, that 
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Apologue 

‘The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various 
ways; the point, however, is to change it’, it must be said that 
the task of critique is to interpret the world in order to change 
it. In this sense, the architecture academy suffers from the 
‘poverty of philosophy’, to paraphrase Marx’s famous inver-
sion of Monsieur Proudhon’s The Philosophy of Poverty into 
The Poverty of Philosophy.9 In this work, I allow the notion of 
‘poverty’ to enter architecture discourse within the dialectic 
of freedom and necessity, frst through Hegel’s Philosophy 
of Right and then Marx’s critique of it. As will become clear, 
one term emphatically occupies the center in this discourse: 
the Proletariat. 

The notion of ‘proletarian Enlightenment’ is only an Idea, in 
the Hegelian sense. Its project remains unfnished. It should 
not therefore be ontologized. There cannot be a Left politi-
cal project without this Idea. If it sounds utopian, it is only in 
the sense of practical utopia and not a utopian fantasy, which 
underpins all sorts of political-technological ‘utopias’ in post-
modern global capitalism. It is in fact against the latter that I 
will invoke Walter Benjamin’s famous ‘pulling the emergency 
break’ in order to derail the train of ‘progress’ heading head-
long into a catastrophe. There is no light at the end of tunnel, 
for what we see, as Slavoj Žižek once put it, is actually the 
blinding light of the train speeding toward us from the oppo-
site direction. 

For reading Marx, I take Kojin Karatani’s advice: ‘It is 
crucial to read Marx’s corpus as critique’.10 It is this critique 
that I deploy to explore architecture’s tangled relation with 
Revolution— (capital R) Revolution designating the French 
Revolution. This entanglement came to the conscious-
ness of architecture at the moment when Le Corbusier in 
1923 pronounced his famous declaration: ‘Architecture or 
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Apologue 

Revolution’. Almost a century later, his ‘defensible dilemma’ 
has to be rendered indefensible. Therefore a central thesis 
the premise of which goes by this: philosophy is an impulse 
to Revolution. Critique is under the spell of this impulse. This 
thesis is indebted to Hegel who in his Philosophy of History 
wrote: ‘We should not, therefore, contradict the assertion 
that the [French] Revolution received its frst impulse from 
Philosophy’.11 Here we must recall that Kant is named as the 
philosopher of the French Revolution. Recall the great poet 
Heinrich Heine, a friend of Marx and a fellow exile, who once 
said that ‘Kant is our Robespierre’. 

But Why Marx? And its corollary question: Which Marx? 
To the latter I come in a moment. A short answer to the 
former is simply this: Marx is our contemporary.12 A longer 
version would go as follows: global capitalism has reached 
a stage of barbarism that necessitates a return to Marx. The 
co-authors of Reading Marx, a timely book, have suggested 
a tautology: instead of ‘socialism or barbarism’ the choice is 
now, sadly, between ‘(capitalist) barbarism or (barbaric) cap-
italism’.13 To put it even more radically I would adopt Alain 
Badiou’s words: ‘As to barbarism, we are already there, and 
are rapidly going to sink further into it’.14 Badiou reserves a 
short-hand defnition for the contemporary capitalist regime: 
‘It is a regime of gangsters’. What else can it be called, Badiou 
asks, when the fate of people is entrusted to the ‘fnancial 
appetites of a tiny oligarchy […] whose only norms is proft’.15 

As the late Daniel Bensaïd in his Marx for Our Time wrote, 
more than 150 years have passed since the declaration of 
the Communist Manifesto but no ‘specter of communism’ 
haunts Europe anymore.16 It has vanished from the scene 
behind the ‘really-existing capitalism’, and has been conjured 
away. But as Jacques Derrida in Specters of Marx wrote: ‘Not 
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Apologue 

without Marx, no future without Marx, without the memory 
and inheritance of Marx: in any case of a certain Marx, of his 
genius, of at least one of his spirits … there is more than one 
of them, there must be more than one of them’. 17 

A certain Marx then, one of his spirits at least must come 
to haunt architecture. It must come to haunt an architecture 
that is exposed to capitalist barbarism. In this architecture 
has taken a specifc but unmistakable form: the barbarism 
of technological image engendering a general psychosis. 
In this clinically incurable psychosis the anaesthetization 
of the subject is well accomplished and is total. It comes 
with its consequence: architecture is that agency which 
has emptied the subject of its political constitution. Unlike 
flm in the early twentieth century that caused psychosis 
but also found its cure, as Benjamin memorably analyzed in 
‘The Work of Art in the Age of Its Technical Reproducibility’, 
architecture cannot ever fnd its own cure for what it has 
caused in the subject. It is appropriate to cite the relevant 
passage from the ‘second version’ of the Artwork essay 
here: 

If one considers the dangerous tension which technology 
and its consequences have engendered in the masses at 
large—tendencies which at critical stages take on a psychotic 
character—one also has to recognize that this same technolo-
gization [Technisiering] has created the possibility of psychotic 
immunization against such mass psychoses. It does so by 
means of certain flms in which the forced development of 
sadistic fantasy or masochistic delusions can prevent their 
natural and dangerous maturation in the masses. Collective 
laughter is one such preemptive and healing outbreak of mass 
psychosis.18 
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Such a possibility cannot be obtained in architecture. For this 
condition, a defnition grounded in psychoanalytical theory 
may be suggested: Architecture has turned into the jouis-
sance of the mage. The ‘lust for image’, a quintessentially 
capitalist property, is a ‘cult’ emanating from a certain reli-
gion, the religion of capitalism. Benjamin called it ‘Capitalism 
as Religion’—the title of a short fragment he penned in 1921. 
It is a religion with no ‘specifc body of dogma, no theology’, 
Benjamin wrote, but only a utilitarianism which ‘acquires its 
religious overtones’.19 

The ‘criticism of religion’, the young Marx said, ‘is the 
premise of all criticism’. In ‘A Contribution to the Critique of 
Hegel’s Philosophy of Right—Introduction’ he wrote: 

Man is the world of man, the state, society. This state and this 
society produce religion, which is an inverted consciousness 
of the world, because they are an inverted world. Religion is 
the generalized theory of this world, its encyclopedic com-
pendium, its logic in popular term, its spiritualistic point 
d’honneur, its enthusiasm, its moral sanction, its solemn com-
plement, its general ground of consolation and justifcation. It 
is the fantastic realization of the human essence inasmuch as 
the human essence possesses no true reality. The struggle 
against religion is therefore indirectly the struggle against that 
world whose spiritual aroma is religion.20 

The next paragraph is an oft-cited one but much misinterpreted: 

Religious suffering is the expression of real suffering and at 
the same time the protest against real suffering. Religion is 
the sigh of the oppressed creature, the heart of a heartless 
world, as it is the spirit of spiritless conditions. It is the opium 
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of the people. The abolition of religion as people’s illusory hap-
piness is the demand for their real happiness. The demand to 
abandon illusions about their condition is a demand to aban-
don a condition which requires illusions. The criticism of reli-
gion is thus in embryo a criticism of the vale of tears whose 
halo is religion.21 

Karatani offers a novel interpretation of this passage based on 
the Kantian difference between the ‘theoretical reason’ and 
the ‘practical reason’ and the primacy of the latter over the for-
mer. He thus points out that what Marx in essence is saying 
is that it is impossible to ‘dissolve any religion unless the “real 
suffering” upon which every religion is based is dissolved. 
There is no reason to criticize religion theoretically, because it 
can only be dissolved practically’ [emphasis mine].22 Further, 
‘While philosophers of the Enlightenment criticize religion 
through reason’, Marx had said that such a ‘criticism of reli-
gion has been essentially completed’.23 Karatani remarks that 
‘Religion, albeit as Schein, has a certain necessity inasmuch 
as man is an existence of passivity (pathos); it functions “reg-
ulatively” as a protest against reality, if not a “constitution” 
of reality’.24 

This confrms Benjamin’s insight in what he said in 
‘Capitalism as Religion’, in which in part he refutes Max 
Weber’s argument in his Protestant Ethics and the Spirit of 
Capitalism to the effect that capitalism is not, ‘a formation 
conditioned by religion’, but rather, ‘as a religious phenom-
enon’ that ‘serves essentially to allay the same anxieties, 
torments, and disturbances to which the so-called religion 
offered answers’.25 Accordingly, I amend my claim above 
about the ‘religion of the image’ and its cult through the 
architectural agency. All these constitute a Schein of global 
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capitalism and its ‘New Spirit’. We might say that they are in 
fact the ‘things-in themselves’ of the world of capitalism, to 
put it in Kantian terms, or otherwise, they can be conceived 
as the Real of capitalism. In any case, architecture conceived 
as Schein in contemporary culture, subjectifes the Subject 
through the logic of ideological fantasy. This comes with its 
political consequences. In rare moments in the twentieth cen-
tury certain intellectual attempts were made to interrupt this 
capitalist subjectivity, notably in the 1960s—and although 
laudable, they failed. Mainly because they lacked a concep-
tual category against this capitalist subjectivity. This category 
is the Idea of communism. Contrary to a common misread-
ing, Marx never intended to project a utopian communist 
society into the future in which all forms of antagonisms and 
all variants of subjective and social alienations dissolved or 
went away, let alone for an ‘ideal’ to be superimposed on the 
‘reality’. Against this misunderstanding, we must recall the 
remarks Marx (with Engels) made in German Ideology which 
are unmistakably clear: 

Communism is for us not a state of affairs which is to be estab-
lished, an ideal to which reality [will] have to adjust itself. We 
call communism the real movement which abolishes the pre-
sent state of things. The conditions of this movement result 
from the now existing premise.26 

Communism for Marx was not merely a historical necessity, 
but an ethical intervention.27 

Projecting the category of ‘communism’ as a category of 
critique I commit a salto mortale—a fatal leap I am willing to 
take in this work. A tripartite structure of categories will con-
stitute it, namely: theory, critique, and ethics. The kernel of 
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this triadic structure is to be found in a famous passage that 
the young Marx wrote in the same work cited above: 

The weapon of criticism certainly cannot replace the criticism 
of weapons; material force must be overthrown by mate-
rial force; but theory, too, becomes a material force once it 
seizes the masses. Theory is capable of seizing the masses 
once it demonstrates ad hominem, and it demonstrates ad 
hominem once it becomes radical. To be radical is to grasp 
matters at the root. But for man the root is man himself. The 
manifest proof of the radicalism of German theory, and thus 
of its practical energy, is the fact of its issuing from a resolute 
positive transcendence [Aufhebung] of religion. The critique 
of religion ends in the doctrine that man is the highest being 
for man; thus it ends hence with the categorical imperative to 
overthrow all conditions in which man is a debased, enslaved, 
neglected, contemptible being—conditions which cannot be 
better described than by the Frenchman’s exclamation about 
a proposed tax on dogs: ‘poor dogs! They want to treat you 
like men!’28 

In this astonishing passage, the term ‘categorical imperative’ is 
borrowed from Kant. Stathis Kouvelakis, whose Philosophy and 
Revolution I will be following in this work, takes this passage 
to be a ‘fne example of Marx’s style’ and offers his analysis: 

the contrast between the two parts of the sentence (almost 
without exception, commentators ignore the second) pro-
duces an irresistible effect of ironic distantiation that tempers 
the pathos created by evoking the categorical imperative—or, 
rather, encourages us to see in it less a frst-person appro-
priation of Kantian humanism than a lucid acknowledgment 
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of the debt practical criticism owes the Enlightenment. This 
acknowledgment comes at the moment in which criticism 
realizes that its object has changed: from the critique of 
religion to that of law and politics, and also—let us not for-
get—from ‘man [as] an abstract being [abstraktes Wesen] 
encamped outside the world’, a being [Wesen] who is, among 
other things, to that of the categorical imperative à la Kant, to 
the world of man, the state, society.29 

And further, 

Let us also note that when he talks about ‘positive aboli-
tion’ of religion, Marx once again introduces the Hegelian 
theme of the superiority of the German Aufklärung to the 
French Enlightenment. The suggestion is that the French 
Enlightenment did not go beyond the unmediated negation of 
religion, because it was incapable of grasping religion’s essen-
tial determinations in their internality. The balance of the text 
confrms this: Marx maintains that Luther and Reformation 
set the stage, theoretically and practically, for the moment 
of German philosophy, and puts the whole of this movement 
under the banner of the revolution.30 

In the course of the investigation in this work I will take up 
the points Kouvelakis has brought up in Marx’s passage. The 
triadic structure that I adopt forms a Borromean Knot—in 
Lacanian theory—that ties the categories of theory, critique, 
and ethics. Once it is brought to the order of thought, this 
structure will constitute an epistemological break— in the 
Althusserian sense of the term—with academic ‘criticism’, on 
the ruins of which I construct a new foundation for Marxian 
pedagogy of Critique. 
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I can now return to the second question posed above: 
‘Which Marx’? First, I must reiterate the twofold return that 
structures the philosophical inquiry I undertake in this work, 
which is (1) a return to Marx and (2) a return to critique. The 
post-1960s discourse of criticism in architecture never offered 
a conception of ‘critique’ in its specifc terms I explore here. 
Nor, for that matter, did any systematic reading of Capital. In 
the absence of this reading, the dominant pedagogy of criti-
cism in the academy from the 1990s to the present accords 
with the ‘deconstructive’ movement of capitalism, exempli-
fed in relativism, aesthetic affrmation of the present, empiri-
cism, utilitarianism, and above all, passive-reactive nihilism in 
the service of the ideology of normalization. In the contempo-
rary global-capitalist disorder, nihilism is confused with a new 
‘freedom’. The hedonistic culture in this notion of ‘freedom’ 
promotes all sorts of transgressions.31 ‘Permanent transgres-
sion’ has become the norm legitimizing liberation from tradi-
tion and all kinds of constraints. ‘Freedom’ translates itself 
imperceptibly into a superego obligation to transgress, as 
Žižek notes.32 Not only contemporary art but more determi-
nately architecture has become the locus for exercising a 
transgressive aesthetics. I will explore the relation between 
this aestheticization, or ‘sensibilization’ and ‘moral’ senti-
ments under the ‘ethical critique’ in this study. 

The question after all boils down to this: ‘Where do we 
stand today?’ It is posed by the same co-authors of Reading 
Marx, and they offer a precise answer.33 They indicate that in 
our present philosophical and political conjuncture, ‘there is 
a conceptual need that is yet to be determined. A need for 
Marx’.34 This is a need which compels us to return to Marx’s 
oeuvre, as they like to emphasize. They leave no ambigu-
ity that this return to Marx can only be a philosophical one, 
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which means that the ‘need for philosophy is directly related 
to the need for Marx’.35 This is because the present historical 
situation has foreclosed all the possibilities of any emancipa-
tory alternatives. In the present conjuncture, Marx has been 
repeatedly declared dead, in the same fashion that every 
decade Freud’s work is pronounced dead. It is a tiring ritual 
that every once in a while Marx and Freud are ‘proved’ to 
be wrong. It is also customary that Marx is held responsible 
for the history of ‘Marxism’ and the tragic turn in twentieth-
century ‘communism’. We must recall the oft-quoted short 
memo that Marx handed to Paul Lafargue written in French: 
Ce qu’il y a de certain c’est que moi, je ne suis pas Marxiste. 
(‘What is certain is that I am not a Marxist’.) Thus Marx must 
be saved from his ‘Marxism’ which troubled the twentieth 
century so much—and still does. A project for which Engels 
carries a certain responsibility. 

The authors of Reading Marx cite Lenin who in State and 
Revolution mocked those reactionary ‘social chauvinists’ 
who presented themselves as emancipators, who ‘are now 
Marxists (do not laugh!)’. It is that Marx was suspended of 
his radicality. Marx became ‘canonized, a sacred name’. They 
further note that 

The transformation of ‘Marx’ into ‘Saint Marx’ consequently 
manifested itself in the form of a harmless idolatry that, for 
Lenin, enabled the gathering of the political groups around his 
name that have no real connection whatsoever to the idea of 
emancipation or revolution.36 

Once again, in the manner of Lenin in State and Revolution, 
it seems imperative that the name Marx be ‘de-sacralized’ in 
order to bring out the relevance of his thought to the specifc 
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situation in our present conjuncture. The truth of his name 
can be restored if 

it becomes effective as a truth of this specifc concrete and 
singularly historical situation […] This means not judging the 
validity of Marx from the perspective of the historical situa-
tion, but demonstrating the validity of a Marxist perspective 
for a singular situation. The principle is thus not what Marx is 
as seen through the eyes of the situation, but what the situa-
tion is as seen through the eyes of Marx.37 

This is a ‘methodological’ advice I will be taking in ‘judging the 
validity of Marx’ for a critique of state of architecture and its 
pedagogy in the present conjuncture but with specifc refer-
ence to Revolution. 

It is instructive to compare our present situation, as the 
co-authors of Reading Marx further point out, with the period 
in the 1960s 

when Marxism was still an integral and constitutive element 
of philosophical, political, and cultural debate, an element 
whose relevance and scope were also supposed to be con-
stantly reassigned within, and through, the historical practice 
and debates that refected on and directed it. This is no longer 
the case.38 

We must recall the famous intellectual circle formed around 
Louis Althusser at the prestigious École Normale Supérieure 
in Paris, whose intellectual work resulted in the collection 
entitled Reading Capital. Today’s task of philosophical rein-
terpretation of Marx, we are reminded, is happening outside 
the academic institutional supports that once it enjoyed. But 
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the result is no less impressive. It is the philosophical read-
ing of Marx that constitutes this continuity, notwithstanding 
the fact that the co-authors of Reading Marx take an excep-
tion to Althusser’s problematic notion of ‘science’ and his 
entrenched position in Spinozan philosophy coupled with his 
anti-Hegelianism. But Althusser taught us a valuable lesson: 
that there is a philosophical foundation in the Capital that has 
to be reconstructed. His notable contribution to this was his 
conception of ‘symptomatic’ reading. In Reading Capital he 
noted: ‘But as there is no such thing as an innocent reading, 
we must say what reading we are guilty of’.39 An important 
lesson in the applied methodology of the symptomatic reading 
consists in the fact that in every text there is a ‘repressed’ ele-
ment that returns that must be subsequently reconstructed. 
This reconstruction constitutes the unconscious of the text 
itself. Althusser was, of course, indebted to Jacques Lacan 
who was in the same circle at the École Normale Supérieure. 
It was Lacan who frst said that Marx, long before Freud, was 
the inventor of ‘Symptom’. As the work of Slavoj Žižek has 
abundantly shown, the psychoanalytical theory is now an 
integral part of any ‘new’ reading of Marx. 

In this book, I will be following the same philosophical 
reading of Marx from Althusser to our radical thinkers today. 
This reading is the foundation on which I base the notion of 
Critique, which is directed, as I stated above, against the prac-
tice of ‘criticism’ in the academy. Here I would like to recall 
the subtitle Marx and Engels added to their The Holy Family 
which reads ‘Or Critique of Critical Criticism’—intended as 
a sarcastic polemic against the Young Hegelians, notably 
Bruno Bauer among them, a former friend of Marx, that 
was addressed to the German academy at that time. I use 
the same phrase in my confrontation with the architecture 
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academy in our time. What is called ‘critical theory’ and ‘criti-
cism’ in the discipline—with no noticeable ground in the tra-
dition of the Critical Theory of the Frankfurt School—is no 
more than a facile use of ‘criticism’ which takes pleasure in 
the ‘tranquility of knowledge’, to invoke the phrase in The Holy 
Family. This ‘tranquility’ in the intellectual comfort zone of our 
architecture academy which has yet to be disturbed. 

According to Karatani, ‘Critique is impossible without 
moves’.40 For the task at hand, the critique must move in multi-
ple directions. In one direction it moves toward a philosophical 
reading of Marx integrated into German Idealism, mainly Kant 
and Hegel. And in other direction, it moves toward a reading 
of Marx that must be integrated in psychoanalytical theory in 
Freud and Lacan. A transcendental frame marks and unifes 
these moves. It frames the condition of the possibility of cri-
tique. Our radical thinkers remind us that if we are to understand 
Marx’s Capital we have to frst understand Hegel’s Science of 
Logic—no doubt a daunting task. Žižek among them has made 
an astonishing remark in his Like a Thief in Broad Daylight that 
must be taken seriously. He writes: 

As for the relationship between Hegel’s Logic and Marx’s 
Capital, we should not be sentimental and awed by Lenin’s 
statement that anyone who didn’t read Hegel’s Logic can-
not understand Capital: Lenin himself read Logic but he 
didn’t really understood it (his limit was the category of 
Wechselwirkung [meaning ‘interaction’, ‘reciprocity’, ‘correla-
tion’, or ‘interplay’], plus he didn’t really understand Capital. 
Here one should be precise: what Lenin did not understand 
was the—let’s risk this term—'transcendental’ dimension 
of Marx’s critique of political economy, the fact that Marx’s 
Critique of Political Economy is not just a critical analysis of 
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economics but simultaneously a kind of transcendental form 
which enables us to articulate the basic contours of the entire 
social being (inclusive of ideology) in capitalism.41 

In this work, I am willing to take the same risk and heed 
Žižek’s call for this ‘transcendental form’, on which I venture 
to base the philosophical understanding of the conception of 
Critique. Marx’s Critique of Political Economy will occupy the 
center of this conception. In this sense, Marx’s critique must 
perhaps be considered to be a fourth Critique after Kant’s 
three Critiques.42 

Taking up Marx for my critical investigation in this work will 
result in a general thesis that I name ‘philosophy of shelter’; the 
last part of the book is devoted to its explication. Underlying 
it will be the conviction that the academy by betraying the 
1968 radical moment has also betrayed the legacy of the 
French Revolution as the founding moment of our modernity 
and democratic idea, which amounts to the non-knowledge 
of the dialectic of the Enlightenment. Immanuel Wallerstein 
once said, that ‘The post-1789 consensus on the normality 
of change and the institutions it bred has now at last ended 
perhaps. Not in 1917, however, but rather in 1968’. He further 
notes that ‘If we are to clarify our options and our utopias in 
the post-1968 world system, perhaps it would be useful to 
reread the trinitarian slogan of the French Revolution: liberty, 
equality, fraternity’.43 Jameson, for his part, would say that 
utopia must perhaps be constructed on the same Marxian 
‘proletarian Enlightenment’ mentioned above. 
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1 In Karl Marx, Critique of Hegel’s ‘Philosophy of Right’ (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1970), 137. 

16 



  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Apologue 

2 I am referring to E.J. Hobsbawm, Echoes of the Marseillaise: Two Centuries 
Look Back on the French Revolution (London and New York: Verso, 1990). 

3 I adopt the term ‘discursive struggle’ that Fredric Jameson uses and 
attributes to Stuart Hall; see Fredric Jameson, ‘An American Utopia’, in 
An American Utopia: Dual Power and the Universal Army, ed. Slavoj Žižek 
(London and New York: Verso, 2016). Jameson explains: ‘Discursive strug-
gle—a phrase that originated in the defeat of the Thatcher years and the 
interrogations around the victory—discursive struggle posited the process 
whereby slogans, concepts, stereotype, and accepted wisdoms did battle 
among each other for preponderance, which is to say, in the quaint language 
of that day and age, hegemony’, 6. 

4 Here I am following the incisive argument by Kojin Karatani in his Nation and 
Aesthetics: On Kant and Freud (New York: Oxford University Press, 2017); 
see the chapter on ‘Transcritique on Kant and Freud’. 

5 See Sven-Eric Liedman, A World to Win: The Life and Works of Karl Marx 
(London and New York: Verso, 2018), 21. 

6 See Fredric Jameson, ‘An American Utopia’, in An American Utopia: Dual 
Power and the Universal Army. 

7 In my use of these terms I am following Fredric Jameson in his provocative 
‘An American Utopia’, in An American Utopia: Dual Power and the Universal 
Army. Jameson writes that Marx’s critique of what Adorno and Horkheimer 
called ‘instrumentalization’ must not be confused with the reactionary anti-
modernist attack on the Enlightenment. 

8 See Agon Hamza’s ‘From the Other Scene to the Other State: Jameson’s 
Dialectic of Dual Power’, in An American Utopia: Dual Power and the 
Universal Army, 150. 

9 In this I am following Hamza in his ‘From the Other Scene to the Other State: 
Jameson’s Dialectic of Dual Power’, in An American Utopia: Dual Power and 
the Universal Army. 

10 See Kojin Karatani, Transcritique: On Kant and Marx, trans. Sabu Kohso 
(Cambridge: The MIT Press, 2005), 134. I come back to this seminal text in 
later chapters in this book. 

11 See G.W.F. Hegel, Philosophy of History, intro. C.J. Friedrich (Dover: New 
York: 1956), 446. For a comprehensive extension of Hegel’s assertion see 
Stathis Kouvelakis, Philosophy and Revolution, from Kant to Marx (London 
and New York: Verso, 2003). See also Steven B. Smith, ‘Hegel and the 
French Revolution: An Epitaph for Republicanism’, in French Revolution and 
the Birth of Modernity, ed. Ference Feher (Berkeley: University of California 

17 



  

 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

Apologue 

Press, 1990). Also see the book by Geoff Mann, In the Long Run We Are All 
Dead: Keynesianism, Political Economy, Revolution (London and New York: 
Verso, 2017). I will discuss the latter book extensively in later chapters of this 
book. 

12 For my reasoning and what follows I am following Žižek, Ruda, and Hamza in 
their Reading Marx (Cambridge: Polity, 2018). 

13 Žižek, Ruda, Hamza, in their Reading Marx, 10. 
14 Alain Badiou, The Rebirth of History: Times of Riots and Uprisings (London 

and New York: Verso, 2012), 14. 
15 Alain Badiou, The Rebirth of History, 12. 
16 See Daniel Bensaïd, Marx for Our Time: Adventures and Misadventures of a 

Critique, trans. Gregory Eliott (London and New York, 2009), see ‘Preface to 
the English Translation: Archipelago of a Thousand Marxisms’. 

17 See Jacques Derrida, Specters of Marx: The State of the Debt, the Work of 
Mourning, and the New International, trans. Peggy Kamuf, intro. Bernard 
Magnus and Stephen Cullenberg (New York and London: Routledge, 1994), 
13. Also see Daniel Bensaïd, Marx for Our Time. 

18 Walter Benjamin, ‘The Work of Art in the Age of Its Technological 
Reproducibility, second version’, in Walter Benjamin: Selected Writings, vol. 
3, 1935–1938, ed. Michael W. Jennings (Cambridge: The Belknap Press of 
the Harvard University Press, 2002), 118. 

19 Walter Benjamin, ‘Capitalism as Religion’, in Walter Benjamin, Selected 
Writings, Volume 1, 1913–1926 (Cambridge: The Belknap Press of Harvard 
University Press), 288. 

20 Karl Marx, ‘A Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s “Philosophy of Right”: 
Introduction’, in Karl Marx: Selected Writings, ed. Lawrence H. Simon 
(Indianapolis: Hackett, 1994), 28. For a slightly different translation see ‘A 
Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s “Philosophy of Right”: Introduction’, 
in Karl Marx, Critique of Hegel’s ‘Philosophy of Right’, ed. and intro. Joseph 
O’Malley (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970). 

21 Karl Marx, ‘A Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s “Philosophy of Right”: 
Introduction’, 28. 

22 See Kojin Karatani, Architecture as Metaphor, Language, Number, Money, 
trans. Sabu Kohso, ed. Michael Speaks (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 
1995), 186. 

23 Kojin Karatani, Architecture as Metaphor, Language, Number, Money, 186. 
24 Kojin Karatani, Architecture as Metaphor, Language, Number, Money, 

186–187. 

18 



  

 
 

  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

 
 

 
 

Apologue 

25 Walter Benjamin, ‘Capitalism as Religion’, 288. 
26 Karl Marx with Friedrich Engels, The German Ideology: Includes Theses on 

Feuerbach and Introduction to the Critique of Political Economy (New York: 
Prometheus Books, 1998), 57. 

27 For more on this point see Kojin Karatani, Transcritique: On Kant and Marx 
(Cambridge: The MIT Press, 2005). 

28 See Karl Marx, ‘Critique of Hegel’s “Philosophy of Right”’, 137. 
29 Stathis Kouvelakis, Philosophy and Revolution, 323. 
30 Stathis Kouvelakis, Philosophy and Revolution, 323. 
31 Here I am following Slavoj Žižek’s diagnostic assessment of the present 

situation in his recent Like a Thief in Broad Daylight: Power in the End of 
Post-Humanity (UK: Allen Lane, 2018), see specially the ‘Introduction’. 

32 In Slavoj Žižek’s ‘Introduction’ to his Like a Thief in Broad Daylight. 
33 See Žižek, Ruda and Hamza, Reading Marx (Cambridge: Polity 2018). 
34 Žižek, Ruda and Hamza, Reading Marx, 3. 
35 Žižek, Ruda and Hamza, Reading Marx, 3. 
36 Žižek, Ruda and Hamza, Reading Marx, 5. 
37 Žižek, Ruda and Hamza, Reading Marx, 7. 
38 Žižek, Ruda and Hamza, Reading Marx, 7. 
39 See Althusser et al., Reading Capital: The Complete Edition (London and 

New York: Verso, 2015), 12; also see Reading Marx, 12. 
40 See Kojin Karatani, ‘Critique is impossible without moves’, An Interview with 

Kojin Karatani by Joel Wainwright, in Human Geography, 2012, 2 (1). 
41 Slavoj Žižek’s, Like a Thief in Broad Daylight, 217. 
42 For this point see Kojin Karatani, Transcritique: On Kant and Marx, especially 

the chapter on ‘Transcritique’. I will deal with this seminal work extensively 
in later chapters of this book. 

43 See Immanuel Wallerstein, ‘The French Revolution as a World-Historical 
System’, in The French Revolution and the Birth of Modernity, ed. Ference 
Fehér (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990), 130. 

19 



  

 

Exordium 

Learning from Valéry reading Marx 

Paul Valéry in one of his extensive correspondences with his 
life-time friend André Gide wrote the following on 11 May 
1918 that I quote in part. 

Last night reread… (a little…) Das Kapital! I am one of the rare 
men who has read it. It seems that even [Jean] 

Jaurès himself …1 

While I was reading it, I worked up an article on the side. 
Which makes the third in two weeks. An article in the 

mind—that is, a fve-and-ten article. 
One on the Mémoire Lichnowski. The other on a master-

piece that I once read a great deal, and the author of which 
has just been made a member of the Academy of Science. It 
is M. Koenigs. I could see in it a method for Le Mercure. One 
day I’ll talk to you about that little book, which I value tremen-
dously—and have for the last ten years. 

As for Das Kapital, that fat book contains very remarkable 
things. One has only to fnd them. It shows a rather heavy-
handed pride. Is often very inadequate as far as rigor is con-
cerned, or very pedantic for nothing, but certain analyses are 
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terrifc. I mean that the manner of grasping things is similar to 
the one I use rather often, and that I can translate rather often 
his language into mine. The objective is of no importance, and 
at bottom it’s the same.2 

How would Valéry ‘translate’ the language of Das Kapital 
‘rather often’ into his own? In his ‘Refections on Art’, in a 
highly didactic style but perhaps not ‘very pedantic’, he wrote: 

After all, a work of art is an object, a human product, made 
with a view to affecting certain individuals in a certain way. 
Works of art are either objects in the material sense of the 
term, or sequences of acts, as in the case of drama or dance, 
or else summations of successive impressions that are also 
produced by acts, as in music. We may attempt to defne our 
notion of art by an analysis based on these objects, which 
may be taken as the only positive elements in our investiga-
tions: considering these objects and progressing on the one 
hand to their authors and on the other hand to those whom 
they affect, we fnd that the phenomenon of art can be rep-
resented by two quite distinct transformations. (We have 
here the same relation as that which prevails in economics 
between production and consumption.) [emphasis mine]. 

What is extremely important is to note that these two 
transformations—the author’s modifcation of the manufac-
tured objects and the change which the object or work brings 
about in the consumer—are quite independent. It follows that 
we should always consider them separately. 

Any proposition involving all three terms, an author, a work, 
a spectator or listener, is meaningless—for you will never fnd 
all three terms united in observation.3 

21 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Exordium 

And further: 

I shall go further—and here I come to a point you will no doubt 
fnd strange and paradoxical, if you have not come to that con-
clusion about what I have already said: art as value (for basi-
cally, we are studying a problem of value) depends essentially 
on this nonidentifcation, this need for an intermediary between 
producer and consumer. It is essential that there should be 
something irreducible between them, that there should be no 
direct communication, and that the work, the medium, should 
not give the person it affects anything that can be reduced to 
an idea of the author’s person and thinking.4 

Valéry undoubtedly would not have come to his notion of art 
as ‘value’, or the ‘problem of value’—or the ‘value form’, to 
put it more accurately—if not through his reading of Capital.5 I 
imagine he would have brought to Gide’s attention the follow-
ing passage from the ‘Chapter 1: The Commodity’ in Capital: 

Men do not therefore bring the products of their labour into 
relation with each other as values because they see these 
objects merely as the material integuments of homogenous 
human labour. The reverse is true: by equating their different 
products to each other in exchange as values, they equate 
their different kinds of labour as human labour. They do this 
without being aware of it. Value, therefore, does not have its 
description branded on its forehead; it rather transforms every 
product of labour into a social hieroglyphic. Later on, men try 
to decipher the hieroglyphic, to get behind the secret of their 
own social product: for the characteristic which objects of util-
ity have of being values is as much man’s social product as is 
their language.6 [emphasis mine] 
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On a similar path, if the architect had picked up Capital for a 
reading as Valéry did, he might have arrived at a certain notion 
of ‘building’ as ‘value form’, on ‘the same relation as that which 
prevails in economics between production and consumption’ 
in the era of capitalism. The critic would have to conceive 
it as a ‘social hieroglyphic’. The architect could have tried to 
translate Marx’s language into his own, similar to what Valéry 
attempted to do. But there is absolutely no evidence that 
the architect ever did, or had any inclination to do so, for that 
matter. He is oblivious of the Marxian notion of ‘value’ in the 
bourgeois society to which he renders his service. Not being 
schooled in critical philosophy and radical social theory, or cri-
tique of political economy, the whole thing remains a mystery 
to the architect. This is nothing short of poverty of philoso-
phy in architectural thinking. And the architect is its subjec-
tive agency. But the architect-critic must be told what Marx 
wrote at the end of his ‘Preface’ to the ‘Critique of Political 
Economy’. There, refecting on his own view on the realm of 
political economy as ‘the result of conscientious and lengthy 
research’, he made the extraordinary remark that ‘over the 
entrance to science, as over the entrance to hell, this demand 
must be registered’: 

Here you must leave all wariness behind; 
All traces of cowardice must be extinguished. 

(Dante, The Divine Comedy, III. 14–15)7 

This demand must not escape the architect-critic upon 
the entry to the architecture academy no matter whether 
it is an entrance to science or an entrance to hell. In any 
event, it is the demanding lesson of ‘value form’ for a labor 
theory of building, that must not fail to be registered by a 
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‘conscientious and lengthy research’. This book begins with 
this Exordium taking Marx’s dictum of extinguishing all traces 
of cowardice—rampant in the discipline—seriously. 

Etymologically, the word ‘exordium’ means ‘beginning of a 
discourse’, from Latin exordiri, formed of, ex + ordiri, related 
to ordo, Order.8 It means ‘a beginning to a discourse or com-
position’. Accordingly, I begin with a lengthy exploration on 
Marxian pedagogy on critique and its ‘uses’ in the critique of 
architecture that will lead to a discourse on the ‘Philosophy of 
Shelter’ composed as a Treatise with which I end the investi-
gation in this work. 

Notes 
1 Jean Jaurès (1859–1914) was the head of the Socialist Party in France from 

1905 until his assassination in 1914. He remains an important historical fg-
ure of the French Left. See Self-Portrait: The Gide/Valéry Letters 1890–1942, 
ed. Robert Mallet, abridged and trans. June Guicharnaud (Chicago and 
London: The University of Chicago Press, 1966), 290–291. The ellipses (…) 
in front of Jaurès’s name must be read as ‘[has not read it]’. This Exordium 
is informed by my reading of Kojin Karatani’s seminal book, Transcritique: on 
Kant and Marx (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 2005), where Karatani mentions 
the book of correspondences between Valéry and Gide, 339, n. 18. 

2 See Self-Portrait: The Gide/Valéry Letters 1890–1942, 290–291. 
3 Quoted in Kojin Karatani, Transcritique: On Kant and Marx, 232–233. Also 

see Paul Valéry, Aesthetics, trans. Ralph Manheim (New York: Pantheon, 
1964), 142–143. 

4 Kojin Karatani, Transcritique: On Kant and Marx, 233. 
5 Karatani comments that Valéry points to the ‘ultimate ground upon which 

the value of artwork arises in the separation of two processes (production 
and consumption), and the impenetrability of the gap’. Karatani points out 
further that the target of Valéry’s critique is ‘evidently Hegelian aesthet-
ics, which stands in the position to subsume both processes, and claims 
that history has no opacity’, in Kojin Karatani, Transcritique: On Kant and 
Marx, 233. 
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6 See Karl Marx, Capital, Volume 1 (London: Penguin, 1976), 167. 
7 Karl Marx, ‘A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy—Preface’, 

in Marx, Later Political Writings, ed. Terrell Carver (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1996), 162. 

8 From The Oxford Dictionary of English Etymology. 
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