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Es ist kaum zu glauben, was sich in dem halben Jahr seit der Publikation der dritten Ausgabe unserer 
Zeitschrift ReveLA alles getan hat. Unser Projekt ist gewachsen und geht aus einer arbeitsintensiven Phase 

mit einer Reihe erfreulicher Neuerungen hervor, die wir an dieser Stelle sehr gerne mit unserer Leserschaft 
teilen möchten: 

Allen voran steht die viel versprechende Gründung des Vereins ReveLA. Realidades y Visiones sobre 
Latinoamérica/Plattform für interkulturellen Wissensaustausch, der sich neben der regelmäßigen Herausgabe 
unserer Zeitschrift an kulturellen und wissenschaftlichen Veranstaltungen und Aktivitäten beteiligen sowie 
die Vernetzung und Förderung von Initiativen, die sich auf vielfältige Weise mit Lateinamerika beschäftigen, 
vorantreiben wird. Durch die Vereinsgründung sind uns außerdem neue Möglichkeiten zum Austausch und 
zur Zusammenarbeit mit anderen Vereinen, Organisationen, Universitäten und Personen gegeben, mit deren 
Entfaltung wir uns bereits fleißig beschäftigen.  

Die nächste frohe Botschaft ist jene der Registrierung im System der ISSN, mittels derer wir unsere 
Publikationen nun in die Bestände verschiedener Bibliotheken aufnehmen lassen können, unseren Wunsch 
einer ersten Print-Version von ReveLA ankurbeln wollen, sowie - ganz wesentlich für den Wissensaustausch - 
ab sofort zitiert werden können. 

Ein besonderes Anliegen während der Erarbeitung dieser Ausgabe war uns zudem die Unterstützung des 
Buchprojekts „Machtnetzwerke nach dem Genozid“ von unserem Redakteur Harald Waxenecker mit der 
Initiative „ReveLA schreibt Bücher... ich schenke eins!!!“, die auf unserer Website zugänglich ist. Sie stellt einen 
Beitrag zu aktuellen Demokratiebestrebungen in Guatemala dar und fördert den freien Zugang zu Information 
und Wissen über die Erarbeitung und kostenlose Verteilung von über 1.000 Büchern im Land. 

Schließlich können wir uns auch dieses Mal wieder über die große Anzahl, die thematische Vielfalt und 
die interessanten Ansätze der eingesandten Artikel, Berichte, Geschichten, Anekdoten und Fotos freuen und 
präsentieren hoch motiviert „ReveLA - Ausgabe #4“, deren zentrales Thema der wissenschaftlichen Rubrik 
sich um eine der dringendsten Auseinandersetzungen geistes- und sozialwissenschaftlicher Forschung dreht: 
Kolonialität? – Postkolonialität? – Dekolonialität? Fragen aus dem Fühlen und Denken Lateinamerikas. 

Auf eine anregende Lektüre,

Simone Schober
Redaktionsteam ReveLA
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Edición #1
Junio 2014

Re  eLA
Realidades y visiones sobre Latinoamérica

Edición #1
Junio 2014

¿Existe una sola 
Latinoamérica? Inicios 
y transformaciones

¿Colonialidad? - ¿Postcolonialidad? - 
¿Decolonialidad? 

Interrogantes desde el sentir y el pensar 
latinoaméricano

Re  eLA
Realidades y visiones sobre Latinoamérica

Edición/Ausgabe #4
12.2015

Re  eLA
Realidades y visiones sobre Latinoamérica



Inhalt
Contenido

Batucada
• De Australia para Austria. Latinos everywhere
Rossana Castro Landeros con asistencia de Ma. Cristina Ponce y Trini Espinosa
• No es sólo un adorno en la cabeza. Marcela Torres Heredia
• La construcción de la identidad cultural en Santiago del Estero, Argentina
Una mirada histórico-social. Liliana Roxana Acuña

Garabato 
• Méxiko: en búsqueda de nuevas rutas del teatro. Sigrid Gruber 
• La roca de Flaubert. Alberto Salcedo Ramos
• El mar ha encallado frente a mi puerta. Martin Leandro Amaya Camacho
• Marinero al Mar. Serie fotográfica. Martin Leandro Amaya Camacho

Milpa
• La decolonialidad más allá del discurso. Anyie Paola Silva Páez
• Semillas de esperanza. Carolina Rojas

La llama viaja
• “Un vínculo especial” Cómo aprender un idioma en el extranjero? Una propuesta desde la escuela ecuatoriana 

Idioma y Cultura del Valle. Ivan Suarez y Simone Schober
• Ein Stück pernambukanische Kultur: der Frevo. Lena Michelsen
• ReveLA viaja

Científica/Wissenschaft
• Matriarchale Strukturen in Mexiko und Panama. Caroline Weingrill
• Género y mestizaje colonial andino. Los tránsitos posibles de las mujeres indígenas 
en la sociedad pigmentocrática Elena Apilánez Piniella
• Shadow-boxing with Antonio. Origins and omissions in the recent debate on the conflictive relationship 

between Marxism and Post-colonial Theory triggered by Vivek Chibber. Gregor Seidl

Projekt  “ReveLA Schreib Bücher.... ich schenke eins!”   

Maestría
• Forschung im Master. Therese Thaler
• Dekoloniale Einverleibungen oder was (De)Kolonialität mit Kannibalismus zu tun hat. Laura Seyfang

Coyuntura
• Durch Vernunft oder durch Stärke. Über den Kampf der AuslandschilenInnen für ein volles Wahlrecht.
Sebastián Bohrn Mena
• Das pequenas grandes revoluções. Vitor Branco
• El tráfico de cocaína. Francisco Roberto Bribiescas Medrano

Colibrí
• El derecho a la consulta previa de los pueblos indígenas y las consecuencias de su no aplicación. El caso del 

Baguazo. Erik Sichra Copello
• Megaminería y democracia. Análisis de los impactos en la política y en la democracia de Argentina a partir de 

la década de 1990. Luciana Camuz Ligios
• Siembra de café: comparación de sistemas de producción. Marcela Torres Heredia
• The Healthy Reefs Initiative. Interview with Ian Drysdale. Therese Thaler

Call for papers #5 (Deutsch/Spanisch)
Créditos

6
7

10

12

18
19
20
21
24

27
28
32

34
35

37
39

41
43
51

58

69

70
71
74

76
77

79
81

86
87

97

106
114

118/119
120



Sección/Rubrik

Científica  
Wissenschaft

La sección científica de esta edición se dedica completamente al análisis de estructuras y prácticas, que han sido 
configurado por relaciones coloniales y occidentales/eurocéntricas de dominación, y cuyas continuidades forman 

el foco central de diversos proyectos teóricos de crítica pos-colonial y decolonial. Este énfasis también forma parte del 
esfuerzo por visibilizar, -desde distintos ángulos y niveles diferenciados-, la cuestión de las relaciones pos-coloniales del 
poder en la investigación científica en general así como en la maestría de Estudios Latinoamericanos en la Universidad 
de Viena y el LAI en particular. Los tres textos presentados ahondan especialmente en la problemática de la interrelación 
de las dominaciones racista, de género y de clase en sociedades (post)coloniales concretas.

Caroline Weingrill se acerca al tema de articulación de relaciones coloniales y de género  a través del contraste teórico 
de conceptos de patriarcado y matriarcado, e intenta probar la existencia de relaciones igualitarias de género en tiempos 
pre-hispánicas a partir de ejemplos de sociedades indígenas contemporáneas en Centroamérica. El ensayo de Elena 
Apilánez Piniella parte de un diálogo teórico entre posturas feministas postcoloniales acerca del encuentro inevitable 
entre los sistemas de dominación patriarcal y colonial en el contexto andino, ocupándose de las complejidades en la 
construcción de las identidades femeninas e indígenas en estos horizontes. Ella analiza la confluencia interseccional de 
diferentes sistemas de opresión, asignando posiciones subalternas a las mujeres indígenas en el marco de la jerarquización 
racistas, sexista y clasista, y condicionando, -a su vez-, su posición y capacidad de resistencia y acción social.  Partiendo 
del debate reciente sobre la relación entre el marxismo y la teoría pos-colonial (y/o estudios subalternos), -encendido de 
nuevo por Vivek Chibber-, Gregor Seidl analiza los fundamentos teóricos así como las líneas de separación entre estos 
dos proyectos, indagando acerca de puentes teóricos posibles que aporten a la investigación y la liberación de relaciones 
complejas y articuladas de dominación.

Die wissenschaftliche Sektion dieser Ausgabe ist ganz der Analyse  von  Strukturen und Praktiken gewidmet, die 
historisch durch okzidental-europäische, koloniale Herrschaftsverhältnisse geschaffen wurden und deren Fortwirken 

den zentralen Fokus älterer und jüngerer theoretischer Projekte einer postkolonialen und de-kolonialen Kritik bilden. 
Dieser Schwerpunkt ist Teil einer Bemühung von verschiedenen Seiten und auf verschiedenen Ebenen, die Frage (post-)
kolonialer Macht- und Herrschaftsverhältnisse und ihrer Dekolonisierung stärker als Thema sowohl der wissenschaftlichen 
Auseinandersetzung im Allgemeinen als auch des Masterstudiums der Lateinamerikanistik an der Universität Wien 
bzw. am LAI im Besonderen sichtbar zu machen. Die drei hier präsentierten Texte beschäftigen sich insbesondere mit 
der Problematik, wie verschiedene Achsen von Herrschaft entlang klassenspezifischer, geschlechtsspezifischer und 
rassistischer Linien in konkreten (post)kolonialen gesellschaftlichen Verhältnissen ineinandergreifen.

Caroline Weingrill nähert sich der Artikulation von kolonialen und geschlechtsspezifischen Machtverhältnissen 
über eine theoretische Kontrastierung der Konzepte Patriarchat und Matriarchat und versucht, die Existenz egalitärer 
prähispanischer Geschlechterverhältnisse am Beispiel gegenwärtiger indigener Gesellschaften in Zentralamerika 
zu belegen. Elena Apilánez Piniella geht in ihrem Beitrag von einem theoretischen Dialog zwischen verschiedenen 
postkolonialen feministischen Positionen zur Frage des  Zusammentreffens patriarchaler und kolonialer Herrschaftssysteme 
im andinen  Kontext aus und beschäftigt sich mit der komplexen Konstruktion femininer indigener Identitäten innerhalb 
dieses Horizonts. Sie  analysiert die intersektionale Verknüpfung von verschiedenen Unterdrückungsverhältnissen, die 
indigenen Frauen eine untergeordnete Position im kolonialen System geschlechtsspezifischer, sexueller, rassistischer 
und klassenspezifischer Hierarchisierungen zuweisen und auch den Standort ihrer spezifischen Widerstands- und 
Handlungsmacht bedingen. Gregor Seidl untersucht, ausgehend von der von Vivek Chibber erneut angeheizten 
jüngeren Debatte zum Verhältnis zwischen Marxismus und postkolonialen Theorien bzw. Subaltern Studies, die 
theoretischen Trennlinien bzw. Grundlagen beider Projekte und die möglichen theoretischen Brücken, die sich für die 
Gegenwartsanalyse und Befreiung von komplex artikulierten Herrschaftsverhältnissen finden lassen.

Gregor Seidl & Harald Waxenecker
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Shadow-boxing with Antonio 

Origins and omissions in the recent debate on the conflictive relationship 
between Marxism and Post-colonial Theory triggered by Vivek Chibber 

Gregor Seidl*

1.Introduction

With the publication of his book “Postcolonial 
Theory and the Specter of Capital” (2013) Vivek 
Chibber, Professor of Sociology at the Northwestern 
University and scholar of Marxism, apparently set 
off an academic bomb, fiercely contesting not only 
parts of Subaltern Studies, but the central aspects and 
foundations of the whole scientific programme of 
Postcolonial Theory as such. The subsequent waging of 
paradigm warfare, anticipated by a quotation of Slavoy 
Žižek, on the front cover of the book which reads: 
“The book we were all waiting for. A burst of fresh 
air dispelling the stale aroma of the pseudo-radical 
academic establishment”, took a rather short time to 
unfold, since quite established academic “pseudo-
radicals” as Gayatri Spivak and Partha Chatterjee did 
not hesitate to answer the provocation (cf. Spivak 
2013; cf. Chatterjee 2013). However, this seemingly 
burst of fresh air is basically just a recent contribution 
to an academic –in Gramsci´s terminology- “war of 
position”, that has been lingering on for quite a while 
now, mainly put forward by Marxist scientists like Neil 
Lazarus (cf. Lazarus 2011) or Vivek Chibber himself, 
who entered this battlefield in the year 2006 with an 
article “On the Decline of Class Analysis in South 
Asian Studies (cf. Chibber 2006).This article already 
contained his basic lines of critique with a view to 
the specific field of (postcolonial) Asian Studies. The 
very enterprise now is elaborated and directed against 
Subaltern Studies and Postcolonial Theory as a whole, 
respectively.  

This paper has no intention to get dragged directly 
into this academic battle by taking one of the two 
sides completely. There is no doubt that a fierce 
struggle about scientific theories and perspectives 
can be productive. Often it clears the grounds and 
discloses weaknesses within the chains of arguments, 

thus opening new ways of thinking about a specific 
problem. It´s just that I do not have the impression 
such a productive debate is under way in this particular 
matter. Rather, the route it takes seems to dive into 
already plumbed waters. What is more, the course set 
in this argument just slips in my view the theoretical 
foundations of separation between the two camps, 
thus evoking a quite annoying competition on who 
has got the more radical perspective or rather, who is 
the real radical and who is the pseudo-radical. Even 
more problematic, such a contest conceals potentially 
fruitful engagements between these two theoretical 
strands, which –as an effect of collateral damage- 
are silenced in this debate. Consequently, as I will 
argue in the end of this paper, the whole discussion 
falls behind the finest pieces of theory in Marxism as 
well as in Postcolonial Studies, which in combination 
could offer a very convincing theoretical framework 
for the only true radical task of critical theory: to 
provide a weapon in order to overcome exploitation 
and domination within social relations.

Starting out from the adamant Marxist critique put 
forward by Vivek Chibber with a view to postcolonial 
theory in general and Subaltern Studies in particular, 
the essay will first follow the different reactions 
and counter-reactions which were triggered by this 
provocation both in Marxist theoretical threads and 
in postcolonial ones. The idea here is not to comprise 
every single argument and every little detail of this 
debate, but rather to present the main points of 
disaccord an to make some remarks on the potential 
contradictions and omissions which are connected to 
them.

In a second part we will change the level of 
analysis and tackle the underlying question of this 
academic struggle, which leads us to a peculiarly 
absent theoretical point of departure of Postcolonial 
Theory and Marxism. The question is: “Who owns 
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Antonio Gramsci?” (Kowal 2013: 67). Even though 
Chibber wishes that his “book largely avoids the task 
of tracing the theoretical lineage of the Subalternists´ 
arguments (…) even though the influence of Gramsci 
and Althusser is evident to those familiar with the 
relevant literature” (Chibber 2013: 27), both Chibber 
(Chibber 2013: 292) and some other Marxist authors 
participating in this underlying theoretical conflict 
(cf. Brennan 2001) on the one hand and postcolonial 
theorists (cf. Arnold 2012; Spivak 2012) on the 
other are claiming the vast work of this brilliant, 
but complicated Marxist theorist, communist party 
organizer and political activist between the two Great 
Wars for their cause. Following Erik Borg who has 
dubbed the oeuvre of Gramsci a quarry (cf. Borg 
2001)1, which despite its distant temporal core is still 
able to offer a bunch of exciting ideas on how to grasp 
the complex reality of domination and subjugation 
in current capitalist societies, the aim here is not to 
declare victory for one of the two sides, but to explain 
the historic depth and density of this allegedly fresh 
and surprising debate, already giving some hints on 
how Gramsci´s concepts could be used in a more 
adequate and complete manner. 

This insight shall pave the way to a third part in which 
an alternative account of the potential relationship 
between Marxist and Postcolonial Theory is given, 
seeking to develop a nuanced critique addressing both 
poles in the ongoing debate: the Marxist represented 
by Chibber and the postcolonial primarily articulated 
by the response of Spivak in the face of Chibber´s 
challenge (cf. Spivak 2014). My suggestion will focus 
on a specific Marxist framework derived through 
Gramsci and Althusser, the latter obviously (and 
incomprehensibly) being dismissed from the canon 
of Marxist thinkers by Timothy Brennan in a –as 
we shall see- quite false interpretation of his work 
(Brennan 2001: 150ff). This framework is capable 
of bringing together fruitfully this two strands of 
theoretical thinking, rather turning to their respective 
strengths than exorcizing -how many times yet?- 
their weaknesses. Especially Stuart Hall produced a 
cunning synopsis which is able to conceive of complex 
realities in a world divided by capitalist relations as 
well other relations of domination, thus contributing 
to an effective analysis as well as to a correct account 
of strategic counter-interventions.  Additionally, I 
will briefly introduce the thoughts of Aníbal Quijano, 
representing a very similar account of “southern” 
Marxist perspectives (in the form of Dependency 
Theory) and de-colonial thinking2 and Angela Davis, 

stressing the aspect of gender positions within an 
articulated set of relations of domination. During 
this enterprise I will stress the necessity to apply 
Marxist thinking in its full scope, thus countering 
any simplifications and showing that Marx himself 
already prepared this sort of conceptualization 
methodologically and theoretically, as he moves from 
the abstract to the concrete and from the simple to the 
complex.

2. The current theatre of paradigm warfare

One of the most interesting aspects contested in the 
current struggle between Marxist and Postcolonial 
Theory, but not in the centre of the debate, concerns 
the question why Chibber picked Subaltern Studies 
as the main focus of his critique. As Chibber himself 
points out in a reply to his critics, he chose Subaltern 
Studies because he doesn´t think that “the Subaltern 
Studies covers the gamut of arguments or concepts in 
postcolonial studies. But it is representative of many 
of the central ideas that are associated with PCT [i. 
e. Postcolonial Theory, the author], it is extremely 
influential; and it (sic) its internal consistency makes 
it not just representative, but the most attractive 
and plausible denizen of this body of work [my 
accentuation] (Chibber 2014a: 1). So, Subaltern Studies 
were therefore put in the centre of his critique, because 
in his eyes it constitutes the very best and precious 
of all postcolonial theoretical currents (Chibber 
2014b: 619): That´s because Subaltern Studies are 
still occupied with “historical analysis” (Chibber 
2013: 5) in a discipline, which, as Chibber reveals in 
the preface of his latest book, is bound to a “cultural 
turn” in social sciences he profoundly detests. After 
a brief flirt of postcolonial protagonists with Marxist 
materialism, according to Chibber, the former already 
defected: “[I]n its wake came an abiding interest in 
culture and ideology, not merely as an object of study 
but as an explanatory principle that rapidly usurped 
the same exalted place that “class” or “capitalism” 
had occupied just a decade prior” (Chibber 2013: 1). 
Of course the notion of a declining class analysis is 
very legitimate and this has a lot to do with processes 
outside academia, as Chibber himself very lucidly 
comments in an interview3, especially with a view 
to the downsizing, weakening and transformation of 
worker´s associations and Socialist Parties since the 
1990ies. But in Chibber´s view this decline is also very 
much accelerated by the promulgation of postcolonial 
theory in the centres of academic research, a pure 
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product of academia without any ties or origins in 
social movements, which displaces the investigation 
of capitalist exploitation with a relativist notion of 
a culturally prefigured constitution of reality. This 
“culturalist” contamination, according to Chibber, 
pushes aside the universal critique of capitalist 
relations formulated by Marxism, thus weakening in 
effect the project of the Left, whose analytical effort 
is aimed at a clear revelation: the whole world is 
submitted to a common set of capitalist forces, which 
consequentially should ally workers all around the 
world in the commitment to a common interest and a 
common concern to overcome capitalism4. Now, this 
is the formula of a naive Marxism, which is ignorant 
towards the complexities of the material force of 
ideology, starting from the assumption that the 
proletariat is the true historic force of liberation and 
was just blindfolded by a “false consciousness”, which 
only needs to be rectified theoretically. This position 
was criticized very much and very understandably 
within Marxism, as we shall see discussing Stuart 
Hall´s approach, by the New Left in its confrontation 
with right wing authoritarian populism in the United 
Kingdom. In her reply to Chibber´s attack, Spivak 
clearly raises the same point: “He [Chibber, the 
author] uses ´ideology´ in the uncritical colloquial 
US sense of ´ideas held by a particular group´” 
(Spivak 2014: 186f). Apart from that, it is quite unfair 
to see Subaltern Studies in particular as an academic 
project without any links to social movements. 
Truly, Subaltern Studies also turned against a liberal 
historiography deriving from the metropolitan 
centre, especially from Cambridge, which interpreted 
Indian history as a simple power game of elites, thus 
obscuring the part of the dominated segments of 
society in the forging of this history (Prakesh 1994: 
1477f; Chatterjee 2013: 69). This is why Subaltern 
Studies turned to Gramsci and, in fact, right away 
to Gramsci´s notion of the subalterns in order to be 
able to reconstruct (or re-write) a history from below, 
from the ashes of anti- and post-colonial insurgency 
(ibid.1479; Gidwani 2009: 65) . But this analytical 
engagement with Gramsci did have a context in actual 
struggles, namely the Naxalbari peasant uprising in 
1967, which was crushed by government forces with 
the help of the official Communist Party of India being 
in control of local state legislature (Gidwani 2009: 65). 
Obviously, the Party´s leadership applied a typical 
concept of an orthodox hierarchy of class struggle, 
in which the proletariat is assigned a leading force, 
especially with a view to potentially “reactionary” 

classes like the peasants. Therefore the Party could 
not tolerate an uncoordinated uprising of peasant 
strata without damaging its own project and social 
power base. 

This perspective on the aspects behind the ongoing 
debate, as we shall see in more detail in part three, 
perhaps helps to understand more clearly what is really 
at stake with a view to the main points of Chibber´s 
arguments, which touch seminal works and studies 
of central members of the Asian Subaltern Studies 
Group. As far as Chibber is concerned, according 
to his preface, in the centre of the debate there lies 
the question, if capitalism is primarily to be seen as 
an universalizing force, thus suggesting a scientific 
study of its universal drives in order to find the right 
entry points for a critique which is directed toward 
overcoming its exploitative and destructive effects. 
Or, rather, if capitalist formations and structures 
need to be analysed in a specific context, suggesting 
that the forms and practices of capitalist exploitation 
cannot be correctly determined without looking at its 
peculiarities (Chibber 2013: 207). This specificity of 
capitalism in the “East” suggested –in Chibber´s view- 
by Subaltern Studies in general and Ranajit Guha´s 
and Dipesh Chakrabarty´s oevre in particular, can be 
hammered out in several theses (ibid: 12ff), which he 
then goes on to refute in the following pages of his 
book: The (capitalist) bourgeoisie in the “East” failed 
to develop its hegemony within a national-popular 
project just like its European counterparts and thus 
missed its task of integrating the masses, workers 
and peasants. So under these colonial conditions, the 
universal implementation of capitalism was derailed, 
leaving intact feudal powers and non-capitalist 
popular sectors. Therefore colonial relations of social 
forces are more complex and heterogeneous than in 
the centres, combining capitalist relations and forms 
of subordination  identified as “pre-capitalist” (ibid: 
14) social formations (note, that Chibber uses the 
term “precapitalist”  instead of non-capitalist here, 
obviously having in mind the notion of primitive 
accumulation in Chapter 24 of the first volume of the 
“Capital” [MEW 23: 741ff], which implicates a stage-
modelled vision of history constructed from European 
examples. This model was later on worked over and 
thoroughly reformulated by Rosa Luxemburg´s 
theory of Imperialism). Consequently, colonial 
societies are split in two domains or sectors, which 
are related but distinct: The sector of the elites and the 
popular sector, which could not be integrated into a 
national bourgeois project. Peasant insurgencies thus 
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have to be seen as the expression of a specific colonial 
modernity which breaks away of the modernity 
established by the bourgeoisies in the centres and –as 
Chibber suggests- is viewed by Subaltern Studies as 
evading capitalist power relations. Having come so far, 
the conclusion of Subaltern Thinking is to repudiate 
the universal claim of European theorizing, including 
Marxism, because it needs a specific theoretical 
account of the colonial conditions of social order. 

Criticizing this alleged move against the notion of 
an universal mechanism of capitalist rule and against 
the value of a general theory of capitalism, the author 
develops a set of arguments which claim to reveal 
the obscuring effects of postcolonial theory and 
its analysis of capitalism (ibid: 286ff): According to 
Chibber, Subaltern Studies wrongly conceptualize the 
Eastern bourgeoisies as being distinct from European 
ones. Shifting silently the focus from economic 
aspects of domination to political ones, they produce 
a romanticized story about capitalism, which 
ignores the moment of violence in its constitution 
(because violence is attributed to non-capitalist 
relations of power): Subsequently, Subaltern Studies 
underestimate the ability of capitalism to arrange 
itself with different power relations outside of his grip.  
Moreover, they don´t recognize economic pressures 
and constraints of a capitalist political economy 
on national institutions –namely the compulsion 
to develop the local productive forces- and hence 
overestimate the role of ideology. Put in the blunt 
words of Lazarus, postcolonial scholars don´t get the 
fact that “colonialism is part and parcel of a larger, 
enfolding dynamic, which is that of capitalism” 
(Lazarus 2011: 7). Concluding, Chibber insists that all 
societies on the globe are “subjcect to the same basic 
forces and are therefore part of the same basic history 
(…) what I have called the two universalisms – the 
universal logic of capital (suitably defined) and social 
agents´ universal interest in their well-being which 
impels them to resist capital´s expansionary drive 
[original accentuation]” (ibid: 291) – if they only knew, 
one might add. In Chibber´s perspective Subaltern 
Studies establish in their arguments an “ontological 
divide” (Chibber 2914b: 618) between capitalism in 
the West and in the East and between the social and 
cultural forces which are pushing it, thus producing 
a reification of a binary essentialist notion of what 
constitutes the East and what constitutes the West, 
which ends up “reviving and refurbishing some of 
the most objectionable Orientalist canards about the 
east. So, far from providing a means of overturning 

Eurocentrism, Subaltern Studies gives it a new lease 
of life” (Chibber 2014a: 312).

A great deal of critique and counter-critique, that 
was exchanged between Chibber and his postcolonial 
adversaries in the follow up debate of his book´s 
publication is dedicated to the question, what the 
term “bourgeoisie” exactly means or what it means in 
the oeuvre of a specific author, Ranajit Guha (Spivak 
2013: 191f; Chatterjee 2013: 70; Chibber 2014a: 312f; 
Chibber 2014c: 82ff;). In fact, this question is not 
irrelevant but just a theoretical skirmish, which is 
without any doubt connected to the central question 
of subalternity. This will be discussed in the next 
section. What can be conceded to Chibber here is 
the point, that the history of bourgeois revolutions 
in Europe was not so smooth and homogeneous 
as it is sometimes portrayed in Subaltern Studies 
or Postcolonial Theory as well. Also the notion is 
correct, that there is an inclination of Postcolonial 
Theory to lump together very different and also 
complex developments in different parts of Europe in 
the wake of the analytical depiction of the Orientalist 
discourse, a critique, which cannot be simply argued 
away with different “time-spaces” between the 
temporal horizon of Guhas argument (the times of 
European revolutions) and the temporal horizon of 
his activism. Truly, the state of hegemony in capitalist 
centres cannot be derived historically from the events 
during European revolutions (Chibber 2013: 54ff). 
But what really shall attract our interest theoretically 
is the question of universal drives of capitalism and 
how they are related to what Chibber calls “social, 
cultural, and political differentiations between East 
and West [my accentuation]” (ibid: 150). This really 
is the focal point of this whole debate. What Chibber 
suggests is the following: Subaltern Studies are 
misunderstanding the real drive of capitalism, because 
they are shifting it analytically to a political (social, 
cultural) notion of hegemonies, or to a “politicist” 
aberration, so to say, thus missing the catchy point 
of Marxism and beating a dead horse, since Marxism 
has no problem with “social, cultural and political” 
differentiations. Instead, “what is universalized under 
the rule of capital is not the drive for a consensual 
and encompassing political order, but rather the 
compulsions of market dependence. For capital, 
this amounts to a compulsion to produce in order 
to sell – production for exchange value, not for use” 
(ibid: 125). Therefore, capital has not to eradicate all 
social or cultural differences in order to universalize 
itself, it just has to adapt and subvert those practices, 



conditions, and dimensions which are essential to its 
functioning. “These dimensions are the ones directly 
involved in the production and distribution of use-
values [my accentuation]” (ibid: 151), or, again put 
differently, “[a]ll it requires as a matter of necessity 
is a change in the specific social relations that govern 
economic production” [my accentuation] (ibid: 248). 
I collect these passages because I want to make an 
argument here. Chibber clearly wants to maintain the 
notion of an objective capitalist economic interest, 
which is pre-given in some sort of purified state, 
enshrined in the theoretical abstractions (exchange-
value) Marx uses to analyse capitalism (and without 
which he couldn´t have achieved it by the way). 
This economic interest then has to deal with the 
separate external political and cultural conditions 
and practices, as it expands across the planet. This 
gets even clearer in one of Chibber´s replies to his 
critics, arguing against the notion of a dissolved 
History 1 and History 2 by Chakrabarty (which really 
constitutes a conceptive essentialism, by the way): 
“[C]apital merely has to ensure the subordination 
of economic practices to its logic, moving against the 
autonomy of cultural and social practices only if they 
interfere with or undermine the economic. (…) [I]t 
is entirely possible that practices can be outside the 
orbit of commodity production and be neutral toward 
it” [original accentuation] (Chibber 2014a: 314). 
Well, first of all, also “economic” interests can differ 
between different class fractions of the bourgeoisie, 
and Marxists like Poulantzas, who would be dubbed 
“Althusserian” by Chibber and his crew, invested quite 
a lot to explain the effect of a capitalist state balancing 
these different class interests (cf. Poulantzas 2000). So, 
why is it so hard to imagine, that there exist peripheral 
bourgeois class interests, which differ according to 
an asymmetric international division of profit base 
and labour or due to a different configuration of 
social forces? Secondly, and that is why I have put 
the expression “economic” in quotation marks, the 
question remains if an economic interest in this pure 
sense does exist at all. The problem here is, as we shall 
see later discussing Gramsci and Stuart Hall, that 
Chibber cannot sufficiently explain at a theoretical 
level the relationship between economic, political, 
and ideological practices. For him, this is just an 
“empirical matter” (Chibber 2014a: 315), a ping-
pong between absolutely distinct spheres, whereas for 
many Postcolonial Theories (and complex Marxisms 
as the one of Althusser) this relationship constitutes 
the centrepiece of their theoretical effort.

3. The struggle for the quintessential Gramsci

We proceed now to what I have called the underlying 
level of the topical theoretical contestation. Underneath 
the issue of universal or particular dynamics of 
capitalism there rests another theoretical struggle, 
which actually constitutes the core of deviation by 
Subalternists vis a vis conventional Marxism. The 
basic question is how several concepts of the Italian 
Marxist Antonio Gramsci have to be understood, 
especially his notion of subaltern groups5. Tellingly, 
Chibber doesn´t discuss the problem of the term 
“subaltern” anywhere in his book and he also ignores 
it in his replies to his critics, even though Spivak draws 
a lot on it in her riposte (Spivak 2013: 188f and 193f). 
I think he skips this point because it would really 
oblige him to get to the heart of the debate, to the 
different readings of Antonio Gramsci, whom even 
Chibber does not strip of his status as a Marxist. Such 
a concession, that there might be a reading of Gramsci 
that supports Postcolonial Studies, of course gets in 
the way, when the name of the game is the ultimate 
deconstruction of Subaltern and Postcolonial Studies 
for the sake of a general Marxism (that is, by the way, 
also the reason for the title of this paper). 

However, in his earlier article on class analyses in 
South Asian Studies, Chibber talks about Gramsci 
and identifies Spivak as one of the instrumental 
agents legitimizing Postcolonial Studies in the U.S. 
(his nemesis), which in his eyes was only possible by 
putting in train a discursive, “culturalist” turning of 
Gramsci´s writings, portraying him as a theorist of 
culture and consciousness. Going back to the 1980ies, 
the time of a pluralist Gramsci revival, Chibber 
reconstructs two different tracks of interpretation, one 
“objectivist”, where the stability of class domination 
was explained by drawing on Gramsci´s notion of 
hegemony in the successful compromises between 
class interests of labour and capital (exclusively), and 
another one, which ascribed, in Chibber´s view, the 
domination of ruling classes to a “successful ideological 
or cultural indoctrination –“interpellation”- of 
subordinate groups. In this approach interests play 
a secondary role in the process, not least because 
the very idea of objective interests was frequently 
denied” (Chibber 2006: 375). The latter strand of 
course is blamed on Althusser and his followers, who 
apparently opened Pandora´s box by rereading and 
rethinking Marx along structural and “symptomatic” 
criteria, thus confusing the classical and cleared 
Marx. This, so goes Chibber´s argument, gave way to 
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post-Marxist projects like the one of Ernesto Laclau 
and Chantal Mouffe (ibid). The quotation cited 
above demonstrates, first, that Chibber´s view on 
“objective” separate economic interests clearly reaches 
down to the Gramscian theoretical baseline of the 
topical paradigm warfare and secondly, that Spivak´s 
reproach on Chibber concerning his notion of 
ideology was correct: he really understands ideology 
as an intentional instrument to obscure objective 
interests and not as a structural effect operating in the 
representation (and not reflection!) of the material 
human conditions of existence and the constitution 
of subjects in this process (which is, evidently, the real 
meaning of “interpellation”) (cf. Althusser 2010).

The orthodox view on Gramsci is very much backed 
by Brennan, who detects the origins of  this –in his 
eyes- harmful line of loose reading back in the days of 
1968, Euro-communism, and Bobbio´s interpretation 
of Gramsci.(Brennan 2001: 147ff). Although 
Brennan concedes multiple sources for postcolonial 
receptions of Gramsci´s oeuvre, for example the work 
of E. P. Thompson on “The Making of the English 
working class” (ibid: 150), for him the main path of 
dissemination of a -selective- reading of Gramsci came 
through the “Althusserian prism” (ibid. 153), which 
by its aesthetical techniques put forward the work 
on the text instead of the fostering of positions and 
the organization of “objective” interests. This resulted 
in the breeding of a structurally informed Marxism 
(or rather for Brennan, Non-Marxism), which was 
constructed on the repudiation of historicism, the 
promotion of philosophy, the adoption of structural 
concepts and the notion of the relative autonomy of 
the superstructural realm (ibid: 155). All these four 
points mentioned by Brennan are correct, and also the 
statement, that it was Althusser´s theoretical project 
that laid the ground for the reception of Gramsci by 
postcolonial and simultaneously Marxist thinkers 
like Stuart Hall. However, Althusserian Marxism 
did not privilege the superstructure, and Hall did 
not substitute at all labour or class, respectively, for 
“race”, as maintained by Brennan (ibid: 158). In fact, 
structural thinking of superimposed relations is very 
much in line with Gramsci´s notion of hegemony, 
which is explicitly not confined to the economic 
(corporative) moment, but also involves a political 
and ideological one: “A third moment is that in 
which one becomes aware that one’s own corporate 
interests, in their present and future development, 
transcend the corporate limits of the purely economic 
class, and can and must become the interests of other 

subordinate groups too” (Gramsci 1999: 405) The 
same inadequacy of Brennan´s accusations also holds 
for Subaltern Studies. As Spivak points out, what really 
happened, was not a “culturalist” spiritualization of 
Gramsci´s work (that might be true for other currents) 
and the construction of a subaltern ontology, but an 
extension of the notion of relevant criteria in analysing 
relations of domination as well as a refutation of any 
maintenance of an historically or objectively pre-
given agent of revolution: “The main point is that 
subaltern social groups are not the international 
proletariat. (…) This is why the Subalternists chose 
the word ´subaltern´” (Spivak 2013: 188)6. This 
matches perfectly with Brennan´s own observation, 
that the “subalterns” are not an idealistic notion of an 
emancipatory group by nature (an argument which 
could be directed perhaps against Chakrabarty, 
but not against Subaltern Studies in general), but a 
contradictory subordinate part of the population with 
a contradictory mind, who could also fall in the ranks 
of right wing enemies and whose common sense 
therefore has to be enriched, in terms of Gramsci´s 
pedagogical approach, “by a fuller explication of 
a more comprehensive, more subtly differentiated 
worldview” (Brennan 2001: 160). So, there indeed 
is no providential force of revolution and there is 
no need to defend Marx and his abstract analytical 
concepts against assumed relational challenges. Any 
notion of a differentiated worldview which reduces 
its perspective on a purely “economic” dimension 
fails to catch the complex causal processes of social 
relations of domination. Conversely, this allows for an 
adaption or even extension of Marxist theory in the 
light of newly developed insights in complex social 
relations and contemporary capitalist transformations 
(which happen in the case of Postcolonial Theory to 
be located in the postcolonial context) without the 
necessity to reject the Marxist programme (Dirlik 
2003: 428). Therefore, there is a possibility of Marxist 
Postcolonial Studies (ibid: 421). This is not to say, 
that every move of a specific postcolonial theorist, 
for example the shifting of subaltern historic research 
from the investigation of structural concepts as class, 
culture, hegemony to singular subaltern figures or an 
individualistic ethics must be appraised (Green 2013: 
99). Hence, as there are better and worse readings 
of Gramsci (ibid: 92), a reading which stresses 
Gramsci´s “focus on the ensemble of social relations” 
[my accentuation] (ibid: 98), taking into account 
relations of racism, class, gender, sexuality and nation 
is in my eyes better informed to analyse postcolonial 
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capitalist relations of power than presenting the term 
“subalterns” just as a code for the proletariat in order 
to escape prison censorship (ibid: 97).

4. Some avenues to a postcolonial Marxism

So, instead of taking part in a fairly futile paradigm 
warfare, the aim of which -at least on one side- is to 
part Marxism from Postcolonial Theory, I suggest 
here an examination of the possibilities to fruitfully 
relate these two currents with each other. This is 
not a brand new idea, already Stuart Hall reasoned 
over this issue almost 20 years ago, in a self-declared 
thinking at the limits, in which he dismissed both the 
gross denunciation of postcolonial critics as secret or 
stupid agents of global capitalism and the omission of 
the conceptual role which the category capitalism or 
class have in a complex set of postcolonial relations 
(Hall 1996: 258f). Basically, Stuart Hall´s work on the 
complex effects of different relations of domination 
constitutes one very bright avenue toward a project 
of a postcolonial Marxism or Marxist Postcolonial 
Studies. I will start with a brief insight in his theoretical 
framework before I will shift attention to a second 
and a third author, who both argue very similarly 
although coming from a quite different theoretical 
background and a different region: Anibal Quijano 
and Angela Davis. 

When I mentioned in the introduction of this paper 
the possibility of bringing together the finest pieces of 
Marxist and Postcolonial Theory, I frankly had in mind 
the theoretical approaches of Stuart Hall. His starting 
point in theorizing about the complex interplay of 
racism and class is the concept of a complex unity 
of relations, taken over from Althusser and his – as 
we already know- reading of Gramsci (Hall 1994 
113f). The different relations of domination, which 
are interwoven in such a complex unity, cannot be 
reduced to one of them, nor does one of these relations 
simply repeat, overwrite or express the other. It is a 
relation which must not be understood as an identity. 
Each relation in this unity works according to its 
own mechanisms which relate to the mechanisms of 
other relations as well through their similarities as 
through their differences. These inter-relations never 
take a necessary shape, since they are not determined 
in a strict sense. However, they are not coincidental 
either. The determination (in the sense of an over-
determination), i.e. the moment which rules out a 
coincidental connection, does not lie in the inner 
form or property of each relation, but in the specific 

mode of connection and positioning between these 
relations. Thus, the theoretical focus shifts from a 
single relation (let´s say, for the sake of the argument, 
class struggle) to the effect or the result of the matrix 
in which several of these relations are bound together. 
Therefore, no single relation exists in a pure state in 
concrete realities of social struggles. Hall calls this, 
again referring to Althusser, “articulation” (Hall 2004: 
38ff). This term constitutes a theoretical perspective, 
which stems from the notion of non-lockable practices 
and struggles allowing for a result that lies beyond 
the effect of each struggle´s origin. This means, the 
ideology of a class cannot be read from its position 
in the socio-economic relation, there is no guarantee 
that a class appears on its “assigned” ideological spot 
(ibid: 40). Conversely, one can and should never rule 
out that economic positions and ideological positions 
do correspond, but this correspondence is a non-
necessary one (Hall 1989: 54f), as opposed to a necessary 
non-correspondence, which would be the position of 
Laclau and Mouffe, and a necessary correspondence, 
which would be the position of orthodox Marxists 
like Chibber. Such a perspective enables Hall to see 
how a racist classification of black and white workers 
outweighs their same positioning along class lines in 
postcolonial spots (in centres as well as peripheries), 
separating the two segments of the worker´s class 
from each other by constituting “race” as the mode, 
in which class is lived and is made intelligible (Hall 
1994: 132ff). Chibber´s view on “objective” interests 
would stay blind for these complex relations.

A second author I like to mention briefly is the 
Peruvian Anibal Quijano, who started as a sociologist 
within the framework of Dependency Theory and 
moved later on towards de-colonial theory, producing 
one of the most important Latin American texts 
in this field, “Coloniality of Power, Eurocentrism 
and Latin America” (2000). In this article, Quijano 
carves out the inter-relation of capitalist relations 
and exploitation of labour on one hand and racist 
classifications on the other, which were both 
constructed in the wake of Iberian colonialism in 
Latin America. This matrix of power still embosses the 
continent (as well as the planet) today. Especially the 
colonial constitution of “race” creates the postcolonial 
conditions: “The racial axis has a colonial origin and 
character, but it has proven to be more durable and 
stable than the colonialism in whose matrix it was 
established. Therefore, the model of power that is 
globally hegemonic today presupposes an element 
of coloniality” (Quijano 2000: 533). A second axis of 
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domination was constructed, as already mentioned, 
around the control and exploitation of labour, which 
revolved around the capital-salary-relation. Several 
forms of labour, e.g. slavery, serfdom etc. were first 
articulated with capital and the world market despite 
of their heterogeneous traits, which were recomposed 
under capitalist dominance, and secondly constituted 
within a “racial” division of labour in which both axes 
were mutually linked and reinforced, “in spite of the 
fact that neither of them were necessarily dependent 
on the other in order to exist or change” (ibid. 536). 
This corresponds to the explanation of postcolonial 
relations given by Hall. 

Along with these two authors I would like to 
mention a third one who brings in the aspect of 
gender and sexuality as an inseparable moment of 
these postcolonial ensembles of power-relations. 
Angela Davis (1983), scholar, communist and activist 
for the radical Afro-American movement, published 
at the beginning of the eighties a thoughtful and 
precise reconstruction of the intersection of racism, 
gender and class in the lives of female slaves on 
southern US-American plantations. She repudiates 
the myth of a “Black Matriarchy” (Davis 1983: 4), 
still popular within Academia in the times of her 
writing, which was said to have evolved due to the 
conditions of slavery and their destructive impact 
on family ties, which were torn apart forcefully by 
the decisions of white plantation owners. She also 
rejects the complementary notion of bourgeois 
concepts of motherhood and family, identifying them 
as ideological constructions of a specifically white 
femininity, which developed in the 19th century due to 
the rapid subsumption of male labour under capitalist 
command. Consequently, this process also put an end 
to female crafts(wo)manship, banning (white) women 
in the private sphere of their home and cutting them 
off from any participation in matters of production or 
public spaces (ibid: 7). Instead, she proposes to look 
at the specific multidimensional shifting roles of black 
women within their families and within the slave 
economy, as well as at different aspects of oppression, 
which got accentuated in different ways depending on 
the specific situation. “Where work was concerned”, 
Davis writes, “strength and productivity under the 
threat of the whip outweighed considerations of sex. 
I this sense, the oppression of women was identical 
to the oppression of men. But women suffered in 
different ways as well, for they were victims of sexual 
abuse. (…) [W]hen it was profitable to exploit them 
as if they were men, they were regarded, in effect, as 

genderless, but when they could be exploited, punished 
and repressed in ways suited only for women, they 
were locked into their female roles” (ibid: 6). Leaving 
aside a perhaps problematic notion of binary sexes in 
this passage, which itself is conceived of as colonially 
produced by some de-colonial thinkers (cf. Lugones 
2007), this is the very same account of an articulation 
of relations of domination beyond their origins as 
in the work of Stuart Hall or Aníbal Quijano, which 
enables Angela Davis to see how black women, with a 
view to their position within a matrix of  racism and 
class, were exploited in the same way as men and so 
differently compared to their white “sisters”, whereas 
as objects of sexual violation the focal node of power 
shifts to the aspect of their femininity, without really 
granting them a full recognition of the category 
woman, given the racist colonial differentiation –
especially after the abolition of the slave trade- between 
“white” motherhood and “black breeders-animals” 
(ibid: 7). Still, Davis does not stop at this analysis of 
oppressions, but points to the diverse courageous acts 
of resistance by slave women, ranging from efforts 
to uphold quite egalitarian family relations to the 
participation in work stoppages, revolts, escapes and 
Maroon communities (ibid: 18ff). 

These examples demonstrate, that the project of 
postcolonial Marxism is very vivid and productive, 
coming to a much better insight in the complex 
articulation of relations of domination and in the 
necessary steps, that have to be taken to overcome 
them ,than Chibber´s exorcism. This means, 
concretely, that it does not suffice to mobilize workers 
by simply addressing their “objective” interest, because 
the racist (or gender-related, sexist) moment present 
in this matrix would exclude certain social segments 
right from the beginning. This thinking of complex 
relations is no disavowal of Marx, on the contrary: as 
Marx describes his methodology in the “Einleitung zu 
den Grundrissen”, one needs to structure the chaotic 
reality by developing analytically terms which turn 
gradually more simple, only to travel back from the 
point of the simplest classification by searching for 
increasing levels of complexity until one arrives again 
in the concrete real, which then is no chaos anymore, 
but a rich and complex totality of many classifications 
and relations (MEW 42: 35). Chibber misses the 
second part of this journey.

Notes
1. Unfortunately, due to fact that some of the literature 

was (currently or permanently) not available in English in 
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the libraries, I will have to resort to the German editions, 
especially with a view to the work of Marx, Stuart Hall and 
Louis Althusser. However, I will avoid extensive quotations 
from these editions, rather glossing over the relevant 
contents.

2. I am aware, that scholars of Latin American based 
de-colonial theory maintain the possibility of a clear 
distinction between postcolonial and de-colonial currents, 
arguing in favour of different genealogies (see for example 
Mignolo 2007). However, I will try to show that specific 
postcolonial concepts and thinkers, who I will present as 
this paper proceeds, are also very much in line with the 
thinking and perceptions of de-colonial critique. Both 
projects try to shift the level of analysis from a simple and 
stiff explanation of relations of domination to a complex 
and interwoven account of discontinuous articulations. In 
this particular sense, there is no need to discuss the question 
of subsumption in the relation between Marxism and  de-
colonial projects in general terms either, as Mignolo does 
(Mignolo 2007: 164), since both projects, if condensed to 
their highest state of the art, are capable of fostering each 
other´s trajectory. In the case of Marxism this means to 
turn towards an Althusserian course. 

3. Cf. http://isreview.org/issue/89/marxism-postcolonial-
studies-and-tasks-radical-theory 

4. ibidem
5. This statement of course should not conceal the fact, 

that the project of Subaltern Studies was not the first or 
the only one which was inclined to turn its gaze to the 
marginalized group´s resistance against colonialism, since 
it was “surrounded by decades of research on history from 
below and on insurgency in colonial India” (Ludden 2002: 
4). However, it assumes a certain distinctiveness, because 
the Gramscian notion of subalterns was shifted to the 
context of colonial social relations and was vested with a 
profound critique of postcolonial modernities, state projects 
and the privileged positions of occidental knowledge (ibid: 
8). What is more, we should not hesitate to see also the 
dangers of such a theoretical move, especially the danger 
connected to the assertion of a complete autonomy of 
lower class insurgencies (ibid: 6), as opposed to a relative 
one, which avoids the trap of substantializing the notion of 
subalterns. Thus, subalternity is clearly to be understood as 
a positionality.

6. The same task was fulfilled by Althusser on Marxist 
grounds in differentiating between the abstract concept 
of modes of production, which are defined by a specific 
mechanism of exploitation of labour, and the concrete 
concept of a social formation, in which various modes of 
production are laid on each other, one being the dominant 
one. Even if this concept still is class-reductionist, it allows 
for a structurally inter-related complex field of different 
(economic) relations (Althusser 2012: 43ff)
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