Preface to the Indian Edition

Although I am pleased that the republication of this book will make it more widely available in India, deciding how to present this book to likely readers has not been easy. On the one hand, the subject matter may seem esoteric; the book elaborates an interpretation of one of Karl Marx’s most abstract texts: the first chapter of volume I of Capital that contains a detailed exposition of the basics of his labor theory of value. On the other hand, precisely because that interpretation argues that his theory is one of the value of labor to capital and because as capital has spread out across the face of the earth it has imposed labor everywhere, so too does the theory seem to me to be relevant everywhere – at least to all those who are opposed to the exploitation and suffering that have accompanied that imposition. Furthermore, from what I have read of Marxist and subaltern studies of social conflicts in India, I hope that some will find this interpretation thought provoking, and perhaps even of use. That said, I have decided to offer two kinds of prefatory comments: first, some additional background – beyond that contained in the book’s introduction – and second, a brief sketch of other, more recent ideas and writings more or less similar to the those in this book to provide the interested reader with further food for thought and ideas for struggle.
Background

As mentioned briefly in the preface to the second English edition of this book, one of its sources lay in my efforts in the late 1960s and early 1970s to understand the role of the Green Revolution – the introduction of high yielding varieties of rice – as part of the counterinsurgency strategies of the United States government in Vietnam. Those efforts soon revealed the Green Revolution strategy to have deep historical roots in attempts – by private foundations and governmental authorities – to contain agrarian revolt both within the United States and in many other countries – including India. There, I discovered post-independence support for agrarian reform and community development had been abandoned in favor the technological fix of breeding and introducing high yielding grains – wheat being most successfully case – to increase food production in what turned out to be the vain hope of reducing rural unrest and achieving political stability in the countryside.
My attempts to understand such technological and social engineering led me first to the foreign policy literature on “nation building” that for many years was quite explicit and unapologetic about the mobilization of a wide range of professionals, from educators and social scientists to journalists and plant pathologists, to find ways to expand the influence of the United States government and multinational corporations in ex-colonial, newly independent areas of the world. That literature made it abundantly obvious that in places like India, the United States government and business interests were hard at work seeking to replace British colonialism and imperialism with American neo-colonialism and imperialism. Thus was I led from such foreign policy literature to that on imperialism – first to the revisionist histories of U. S. imperialism such as the work of William Appleman Williams, then to the classics of Hobson, Lenin and Bukharin – and then to Marx.
 

Whereas Hobson, Lenin and Bukharin emphasized such motivations for imperialism as under-consumption at home leading to the search for markets abroad, or for cost-reducing foreign sources of cheap raw materials, or for more profitable outlets for investment, Marx’s theory of primitive focused on the transformation of pre-capitalist social relations, of varying types, into the class relations of capitalism – both at home and abroad. His analysis of the policy proposals of Edward Wakefield revealed not only an early example of exactly the kind of social engineering I had discovered at the heart of the “nation building” literature, but the of kind of individual I had discovered crafting that literature and applying it in the interests of the U.S. government and corporations.
From Marx’s analysis of primitive accumulation I naturally went on to explore the Marxist literature on the articulation of modes of production, from the abstract structuralist analysis of Louis Althusser and his associates to the more obviously relevant work of Marxist anthropologists such as Maurice Godelier, Pierre Philip Rey and Claude Meillassoux.
 The combination of conceptualizing social change in terms of the articulation of modes of production with the obvious agency of all of those involved in “nation building” provided a theoretical framework for my Ph.D. dissertation on the origins of the Green Revolution which I completed in late 1974.
However, as I also noted in the preface cited above, while the theoretical framework I had chosen “highlighted and made some sense of what US policy makers were doing, it virtually ignored the self-activity of the peasants in Southeast Asia against whose struggles the new technologies and ‘nation/elite building’ were aimed.” Unfortunately, I found the same neglect in the Marxist literature on modes of production (in agriculture and more generally) and their articulation. Moreover, this turned out to be the case, not only in European Marxist literature on this subject, but also in discussions taking place elsewhere – often heavily influenced by those European Marxists.

The first such discussion I discovered was in India. In the course of studying the origins of the Green Revolution in India as part of my dissertation work, I not only explored archival sources (including the then recently opened files of the Rockefeller Foundation) and interviewed U.S. policy makers but I also subscribed to the Economic and Political Weekly.  It was in its pages that I found an unfolding debate over the mode of production in Indian agriculture – a debate that included such well known individuals as Ashok Rudra, Utsa Patnaik, Jairus Banaji and Paresh Chattopadhyay. 
My dissatisfaction with the content of that debate led to two things: first, I wrote a paper that included both an assessment and critique of the debate together with a proposed alternative approach, and second, I presented that paper to the Seminar on the Political Economy of Agriculture at the A.N.S. Institute of Social Studies in Patna, India in early March 1976. It was subsequently published in the Economic and Political Weekly, Vol. XI, No. 13,

Review of Agriculture, March 27, 1976. While discussions at the Sinha Institute were lively and discussions with struggling peasants in the countryside around Bihar Sharif were inspiring, the response to the published version of the paper was mostly resounding silence.
As far as I have ever been able to make out, there was only one partial response to that article – by N. Sen Gupta –  and it both misrepresented the argument I had made and dismissed what I had written by drawing a parallel between what I had written and a remark by, of all people, the Italian fascist Mussolini.
 The misrepresentation lay in equating my dismissal of “mode of production” analysis with a dismissal of any need for historical analysis. That equation was only rhetorically possible because Sen Gupta completely ignored the entire long section of my article laying out an alternative approach which included a discussion of the need for grasping the historical specificity of class struggles. Much the same was true with the likening to Mussolini; it was only possible by equating my rejection of mode of production analysis with the rejection of theory – which, again, could only be done by ignoring the alternative theoretical approach I had suggested. The motivations for all this slight-of-hand, however, became abundantly clear when, at the end of his article, Sen Gupta revealed his politics by concluding that “the task immediately ahead is fundamentally one of full-scale capitalist development, of releasing the forces of capitalism in agriculture.” Such policy recommendations have long been embraced by orthodox Marxist-Leninist parties all around the world. They amount to condemning the vast bulk of the rural population to enclosure, exploitation and poverty, to the destruction of communities, cultures and languages, in other words precisely the phenomenon of primitive accumulation Marx so clearly outlined in Capital. Although not all of those who have expended time and energy analyzing the “mode of production” have drawn such conclusions, they are often found in such debates – and not just in India.

Subsequent to my visit to India in 1976 and the publication of the aforementioned article, I discovered that similar discussions had been unfolding among Marxists in Latin America. An account of those discussions in Mexico can be found in the Ph.D dissertation (1982) of Ann Lucas de Roufignac and in the book she published three years later.
 While studying peasant struggles in Mexico, she had consulted Marxist academics there and found the same preoccupation with specifying and classifying “modes of production” in Mexican agriculture. Those decampesinistas were so convinced of the inevitable differentiation of the peasantry into capitalist and working classes that they had no interest whatsoever in studying what they saw as useless and historically retrograde peasant struggles. Like Sen Gupta about the only thing they had to say to peasants was ‘forget about your land, communities and cultures, find a wage and join the working class!” Fortunately, in Mexico she also found campesinistas such as Gustavo Esteva, an ex-sociologist (or de-professionalized intellection as he prefers) who has long worked with peasants in struggle, both in the countryside and in urban barrios.

In Mexico (and elsewhere in Latin America and around the world) millions of peasants have ignored orthodox Marxist admonitions and have continued to struggle – indeed, in many parts of the world we have witnessed an indigenous renaissance, from tribals in South Asia and Africa through the Sami in Northern Europe, Native Americans in the United States and Canada, to the widespread movement in Latin America, of which the Zapatistas of Mexico are probably still the best known example. In all of these cases people have rejected capitalist development in favor not just of defending their land, communities and culture but of building new forms of social organization – according to their own desires and internal tensions. For example, in many traditionally patriarchal indigenous communities there are on-going struggles by women and men to transform gender relations. The same has been true in urban communities – often largely populated by displaced peasant individuals and families – where women have often played central roles in challenging the state and capitalist exploitation. I have observed this first hand in Tepito, a barrio of Mexico City and a detailed account of such women-led struggles over water supplies in Monterrey, Mexico has been published by Vivenne Bennett.
 
Long ago, in texts largely hidden from the world by the orthodox custodians of his papers, Marx studied the then current debate in Russia between “Marxists” – who, like Sen Gupta, thought the road to revolution could only be constructed through the kind of capitalist development characteristic of Britain and Western Europe – and the populists who put their faith in the struggles of the peasant masses of the Czarist empire. Marx concluded, after intensive study, that the:
"The historical inevitability of this movement the genesis of capitalist production is, thus expressly confined to the countries of Western Europe . . . Thus, the analysis presented in Das Capital contains no proofs - neither for nor against the viability of the village commune, but a special study which I have made and for which I acquired material from original sources, has convinced me that this village commune is the fulcrum for the social regeneration of Russia . . .”

Marx discussed the existing weaknesses (exploitation, isolation) and strengths (resilience, collective practices) of the struggles of the peasants inhabiting those communes – a discussion that evokes, among other things, the possibility that, once freed from exploitation, those peasants could overcome their isolation through collective political self-governance and adopt modern technology in their agricultural methods. Here you have the results of the close study of one historical social “reality” – that of the Russian peasant mir – the struggles of its people and the place of those struggles within a wider reality. 

From my point of view this is a key point: if you want to get beyond capitalism, you begin by studying the struggles that already exist against it and you choose a method that can both critique and contribute to those struggles by examining their strengths and weaknesses. From what I have seen, simply identifying and classifying groups or “classes” by criteria such as land ownership or focusing on defining “modes of production” and then trying to fit reality into one or another model just doesn’t help. On the one hand, people clearly live and work in a wide variety of situations – especially in such a diverse and heterogeneous countries as Mexico and India – and recognizing that diversity is important. However, on the other hand, beginning with such work of classification and definition often leads to a priori assumptions about the likely political behavior of people who have been classified one way or another. If this approach is flawed, then what? The alternative is to begin with peoples’ concrete struggles – taking into account the particularities of their situations in order to understand what they are doing, why they are doing it and the forces at work that are limiting what they have been able to gain, so far. Let me explain.

Way back in 1976 in the second part of my article in the Economic and Political Weekly I offered such an alternative framework and methodology. That alternative drew, in part, on the ideas contained within this book. Those ideas, although based on a close reading of Marx’s texts, also drew upon a whole body of Marxist literature which developed within a variety of struggles against both capitalism and various orthodox Marxist parties that had opposed those struggles. 

During the period of its composition, the late 1940s to early 1970s, the bulk of that literature – sketched in the introduction to this book – originated in workers’ struggles in Northern Europe and North America and was written by participating American, English, French and Italian Marxist militants. Much of the early work grew out of the struggles of factory workers, struggles which challenged capitalist development plans – even when those plans were being supported by various Leftist political parties and the bureaucrats of their allied unions. The studies and ideas which emerged within those conflicts began with the struggles of the workers within and against the existing, concrete ways they were organized in production, examined the collaboration between employers and party/union bureaucrats in the management of their labor and in the effort to limit their struggles and, over time, widened to take into account the spread of their struggles beyond factories into whole communities and thus to a widening of the research to include the whole sphere of revolt against the reproduction of the working class as labor power. 
The investigation of struggles in those communities led, in turn, to the recognition that struggles in both factories and communities included those who had come to them as immigrants from other communities rural and agricultural, domestic and foreign. Post-WWII industrial development in Northern Europe and North America was based, in part, upon the solicitation and importation of vast amounts of immigrant labor – sometimes from internal agrarian areas, such as the Italian South, sometimes from distant countries, such as workers drawn from the West Indies and South Asia into England, from Turkey into West Germany, from first Portugal and Spain and then Morocco and Tunisia into France, or from Mexico, the Caribbean or Central America into the United States. Thus despite the ostensibly Eurocentric origins of this literature the very multinational nature of the class struggles in which it originated and to which it sought to contribute led to the recognition of the need to understand not only the global dynamics of capitalism but how struggles circulated within that globality, within and across areas, national boundaries, ethnicities, genders and races. This evolution, from the study of the struggles of waged workers to those of many kinds of unwaged workers, including housewives, students and peasants, is sketched briefly in the introduction to this book. A more thorough understanding can be achieved not only through a study of the materials cited in that introduction but through an examination of the wide variety of material adopting a similar orientation and method in the thirty-odd years since it was written. 
A Sketch of More or Less Like-minded Writings

Those years have seen a proliferation of both struggles and studies as the international cycle of struggles that undermined Keynesianism, or Fordism as some prefer, has been met by repeated, and often failed, counterattacks by capital. A now widely used term was coined in Latin America to characterize the general thrust of those counterattacks: neoliberalism, by which has been meant, literally, new-liberalism – where the old liberalism was the ideology that rationalized colonial conquests and wars by appeals, ironically, to free markets. Thus neoliberalism refers to both the strategies and ideologies of privatization (of state enterprises, of schools, etc.), the reduction of government expenditures on public goods, the removal of trade barriers, the opening of capital markets and the reduction in labor protections. In Europe and the United States economists began to provide neoliberal theories with monetarism, supply-side economics and rational expectations.
 Public policies began to embody such ideas under Thatcher in England, Reagan in the United States and then, with the explosion of the international debt crisis in the 1980s, the International Monetary Fund imposed neoliberal stand-by agreements mandating “structural adjustments” by any and all governments seeking to roll-over their suddenly impossible debt burdens. 
In response to these developments, while writers working within orthodox Marxist traditions have interpreted these crises and policies according to familiar models of under-consumption, over-production or falling rates of profit, the alternative tradition that I have called “autonomist” has elaborated very different theories that have tried to grasp the newness of the evolving struggles. Some of these efforts that emerged between 1979 when this book was originally published and 2000 when I wrote a new preface for the second English edition are sketched in that preface. In the eleven years since then, however, a great deal more has been written and published worth mentioning. 
On the one hand, there is a considerable literature connected, either directly through collaboration or in spirit through a commonality of themes with the work of Antonio Negri and Michael Hardt, best known for their book Empire (2000) and their follow-up volume Multitudes: War and Democracy in the Age of Empire (2004).
 Building on earlier work, including books such as Labor of Dionysus: A Critique of the State Form (1994) and many articles  published in the French journals Babylone and Futur Antèrieur, Negri and Hardt elaborate the thesis that the capitalist age of imperialism has been forced to mutate into an age of empire where globalization and supranational institutions have been crafted to manage global class relations as a whole.
 The mutation, they argue, was driven by the need by capital to adapt its methods of control to the changing nature of the working class and its work. 
Focusing on what they consider to be the cutting edge of this transformation in the nature of work, they and their collaborators, have elaborated theories of “immaterial labor” – mainly mental and affective labor where workers exercise considerable control and discretion – and of “cognitive capitalism” wherein capital has sought to harness these increasingly important forms of work through methods more flexible than those associated with its previous despotism in managing the manual labor of the Fordist assembly line. These kinds of work, these authors believe, have not only become more central within the manufacturing and service sectors but have also proliferated beyond them, essentially converting non-work time into work time. Thus the school, the home and the community have been progressively annexed by capital not merely to produce and reproduce labor power, but to contribute to the production of profitable commodities. Analyses along these lines have filled the pages of the contemporary French journal Multitudes, the Italian journal DeriveApprodi and influenced a much wider range of thinkers. Among the authors associated with these ideas, to name just a few other than Negri and Hardt, are Christian Marazzi, Paolo Vierno, and Yann Moulier-Boutang.
 
 On the other hand, these writers and their theses have many critics, not only among more orthodox Marxists who might be expected to reject their work, insisting for example that imperialism is still alive and well, but among more like-minded Marxists who recognize and valorize the self-activity of the working class and who also tend to see capitalism as moving beyond the constraints of the nation state. The latter’s critiques have ranged from the argument that “immaterial labor” is nothing new – waged work has always involved both manual and mental labor and unwaged domestic labor has always involved manual, mental and affective labor – to criticism of the overemphasis on high-tech industries and neglect of the billions of workers still struggling within and against more traditional industrial and agricultural forms of the organization of work. So too have critics rejected the claim that capital has essentially succeeded in annexing all of life, of putting everyone to work in every moment of their time, on the job and off. They have, instead, insisted on the recurrent creation by people of all kinds of “commons” crafted and defended against the hegemonic tendencies of capital.  Typical of such alternative readings of contemporary class struggles, and of the struggles to get beyond class, are the articles that appear in the on-line journal The Commoner managed by the Italian Marxist Massimo de Angelis but with a host of contributors including Mariarosa Dalla Costa, Silvia Federici, George Caffentzis, Peter Linebaugh, Olivier de Marcellus, Franco Barchiesi, John Holloway, and Nick Dyer-Witherford.
 Two collections of such critiques are Subverting the Present, Imagining the Future (2008) and Reading Negri (2011).

So widespread in the anti- or alter-globalization movement has the emphasis on “commons” become – not only resistance to new enclosures or the crafting of new commons but with the vision of commons as a key to the transcendence of capitalism – that Negri (with Cesare Casarino) responded with In Praise of the Common (2008), and Negri and Hardt have responded with Commonwealth (2009) in which they link their previous work with this theme.

If therefore, readers of this book find the content of interest, then let it be but a starting point for exploring – and mining – the writings, ideas and debates sketched above. The latest global financial crisis constitutes but the latest phase of recurrent crises in the ability of neoliberalism to manage the social dynamics of capital accumulation on a world scale. There are increasingly widespread revolts against the effort to use financial crisis to justify attacks against insurgent populations who have challenged capitalist policies and asserted their own visions of alternative ways of living and interacting, both among peoples and between people and the rest of nature. At the same time that modern means of communication, such as the internet and various so-called social media, have facilitated more inter-linkage and collaboration among diverse struggles than ever before in history, the traditional Marxist hope and expectation of replacing capitalism with some kind of unified socialism or communism is being displaced by visions and politics of multiplicity – of reorganizing the world into many worlds unified only by mutual respect and non-antagonistic political processes. As a characterization of this combination of anti-capitalism and diverse autonomous projects the Zapatista slogan of “One No! Many Yeses!” seems ever more appropriate. Yet, real conflicts exist within and among diverse anti-capitalist movements; so the discovery of effective new forms of political negotiation and collaboration is an on-going process – but one to which I think many of the ideas in the literature sketched above make valuable contributions. Let our struggles and our dialogues continue. 

Harry Cleaver

Austin, Texas

August 2011 
� See, for example, William Appleman Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy (1959), New York: W. W. Norton, 1988.  John A. Hobson, Imperialism: A Study (1902), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010, V.I. Lenin, Imperialism: the Highest Stage of Capitalism (1916), New York, Pluto Press, 1996. Nikolai Bukharin, Imperialism and World Economy (1929), New York: Monthly Review Press, 1973. 


� Louis Althusser, et. al., Lire le Capital, Paris: Maspero 1968, or Louis Altusser and Etienne Balibar, Reading Capital, London: New Left Books, 1970. Maurice Godelier, Rationalité et Irrationalité en Economie, Paris: Maspero, 1971, or Rationality and Irrationality in Economics, London: New Left Books, 1972. Pierre Philippe Rey, Les alliances de classes, Paris: Maspero, 1973. Claude Meillassoux, Femmes, greniers et capitaux, Paris: Maspero, 1975, or Maidens, Meal and Money: Capitalism and the Domestic Community, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981.         


� N. Sen Gupta, “Further on the Mode of Production in Agriculture,” Economic and Political Weekly, Vol. XII, No. 26, Review of Agriculture, June 25, 1977, pp. A55 – A63. The few remarks on my argument can be found on p. A61 and the scurrilous likening to Mussolini in footnote 69. 


� Ann Lucas de Roufignac, The Contemporary Peasantry in Mexico, New York: Praeger, 1985


� Esteva has been an advisor to indigenous struggles in Oaxaca, where he lives, and to the Zapatistas in Chiapas. Among his many writings see: “Regenerating People’s Space”, Alternatives XII, 1987, La batalla en el México rural, México: Siglo XXI, 1982, Cronica del fin de una era: el secreto del EZLN, Mexico: Ed.Posada, 1994, Esteva and Madhu Suri Prakash, Hope at the margins: beyond human rights and development, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997, Esteva and Madhu Suri Prakash, Grassroots Post-modernism: remaking the soil of cultures, New Jersey: Zed Books, 1998.


� See: Harry Cleaver, � HYPERLINK "https://webspace.utexas.edu/hcleaver/www/earthquake.html" �“The Uses of an Earthquake,”� 1986 and Vivienne Lee Bennett, The Politics of Water: Urban Protest, Gender and Power in Monterrey, Mexico, Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1995. See also Sirena Pellarolo, � HYPERLINK "http://www.inmotionmagazine.com/auto/sp_zw.html" �“Zapatista Women: A Revolutionary Process within a Revolution,”� In Motion Magazine (online), 2006.


� From a letter to Vera Zasulich, written March 8, 1881, in S.K. Padover, Letters of Karl Marx, p. 336. For extended discussion of Marx’s response to that early Russian debate over “the mode of production” see Teodor Shanin, Late Marx and the Russian Road, New York: Monthly Review Press, 1984.


� See, for example, Christian Marazzi, � HYPERLINK "https://webspace.utexas.edu/hcleaver/www/357L/357Lmarazzi.html" �"Money in the World Crisis: The New Basis of Capitalist Power,"� Zerowork, #2, Fall 1977, Harry Cleaver,  � HYPERLINK "https://webspace.utexas.edu/hcleaver/www/304L/304Lsupplyside.html" �“Supply-side Economics: The New Phase of Capitalist Strategy in the Crisis,”� (1981), Harry Cleaver, � HYPERLINK "https://webspace.utexas.edu/hcleaver/www/subversionofmoney.pdf" �"The Subversion of Money-as-Command in the Current Crisis," (1992)� in Werner Bonefeld and John Holloway (eds) Global Capital, National State and the Politics of Money, London: St. Martin's Press, 1995, pp. 141-177. 


� Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Empire, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2001 and Multitudes: War and Democracy in the Age of Empire, New York: Penguin, 2004.               


� Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Labor of Dionysus: A Critique of the State Form, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1994.


� See, for example, Christian Marazzi, The Violence of Financial Capitalism, Los Angeles: Semiotext(e), 2010, Paolo Vierno, A Grammer of the Multitude: For an Analysis of Contemporary Forms of Life, New York: Semiotext(e), 2004 and Multitude: Between Innovation and Negation, Los Angeles: Semiotext(e), 2008, Yann Moulier-Boutang, Le capitalism cognitive: La Nouvelle Grande Transformation, Editions Amersterdam, 2007. 


� For specific critiques of “immaterial labor” and “cognitive capitalism” see George Caffentzis, “Immeasureable Value? An Essay on Marx’s Legacy,” The Commoner, No. 10, Spring/Summer 2005, Silvia Federici and George Caffentzis, “Notes of the edu-factory and cognitive capitalism” and Massimo de Angelis, “Measure, excess and translation: some notes on ‘cognitive capitalism’”, The Commoner, No. 12, Spring/Summer 2007. Among the many other recent works of these authors are: Mariarosa Dalla Costa and Monica Chilese, Nostra madre Oceano: Questioni e lotte del movimento dei pescatori, Roma: Derive Approdi, 2005, forthcoming in English as Our Mother Ocean: The Fishermen’s Movement, Issues and Struggles, Silvia Federici, Caliban and the Witch: Women The Body and Primitive Accumulation, New York: Autonomedia, 2004, Peter Linebaugh, The Magna Carta Manifesto: Liberties and Commons for All, Berkeley: University of California Press, 2008 and “The Commons, the Castle, the Witch and the Lynx,” Counterpunch, August 14, 2009, Olivier De Marcellus, “Commons, communities and Movements: inside, outside and against capital,” The Commoner, No. 6, Winter 2003, Franco Barchiesi, Precarious Liberation: Workers, the State and Contested Social Citizenship in Postapartheid South Africa, SUNY Press, 2011, John Holloway, Change the World Without Taking Power: The Meaning of Revolution Today, New York: Pluto Press 2005, Nick Dyer-Witherford, Cyber-Marx: Cycles and Circuits of Struggle in High Technology Capitalism, University of Illinois Press, 1999 and “Species-being and the New Commonism: Notes on an Interrupted Cycle of Struggles, The Commoner, No. 11, Spring/Summer 2006. 	


� Werner Bonfeld (ed) Subverting the Present, Imagining the Future: Class, Struggle, Commons, New York: Autonomedia, 2008 and Pierre Lamarche, Max Rosenkrantz and David Sherman (eds), Reading Negri: Marxism in the Age of Empire, Chicago: Open Court, 2011.


� Cesare Casarino and Antonio Negri, In Praise of the Common: A Conversation on Philosophy and Politics, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2008 is a collection of essays with the lead by Casarino titled “Surplus Commons: A Preface.” Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Commonweath, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2009 is presented as concluding the trilogy that began with Empire and Multitudes.





