Social Sciences in China
Vol. XXXII, No. 1, February 2011, 96-109

An Important Problem in the Holistic Study of Marxist Doctrine
—The Inner Logic and Implications of Marx’s Philosophical and
Economic Revolution

Ye Xianming

Institute of Marxism, Zhejiang Normal University; Department of Philosophy, Capital Normal

University

DREMNEFEGSEFFEGHNEZERR, EXTIRBFREBEERR
FH—IREEEE. SRENEFEGSEFFEGNNESERAREIRE
BMELR 25T F USRI BUR 25T F # A BT F OUs R F 4 B9S2 R I ok
B, Bl ERUEEFOEMEERAPHZITAZFENTELRE, RREBEY
REFZTENBREFEMRAPEENZRVT RN EZEGHNR, BREX
A “EHI MFPEARREFEEGHEEFEGHARTIERETREE. 5
RERNEFEGSARFEMHNNEEZERANIKPESRRENEEMANEER
AERBRE: FADRBEXCBANDRE (FBHEE) , HFROBERESLER
LEEEMREAMRMEREGZN— IR ARFNFTERER—NEZIROEEK
MHEZRMARMEREES. Alt, MLTEEBERFES. ERESHNRESY
HMARMEFRER.

KW EEES HASFEMY BEHER

The inner logical connections between Marx’s philosophical and economic revolutions
are a crucial issue in the study of Marx’s theory in its totality. They unfold in the course of
Marx’s critique of political economy, which goes beyond the domain of political economy,
and his critique of philosophy, which goes beyond the domain of philosophy. Specifically,
Marx formulated his methodology for political economy in his critique of philosophy and
at the same time expanded the achievement of his initial completion of a philosophical
revolution in his critique of political economy. Finally, in these two “interactive” critiques,
he basically accomplished his economic revolution and perfected both the substance and
form of his philosophical revolution. The inner logic connecting Marx’s philosophical and
economic revolutions offers important implications for research on Marxist philosophy in

contemporary China. That is to say, the integrity of the theory of Marx (and Engels), the
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founder(s) of Marxism, in fact implies a fundamental methodological requirement for later
generations in studying and developing Marxist philosophy, namely, that they should always
keep in mind the holistic nature of theory. Therefore, we need to have a cross-disciplinary
consciousness which consists of critical awareness, problem awareness and awareness of the

times.

Keywords: philosophical revolution, critique of political economy, cross-disciplinary

consciousness

Once again we are compelled, by the complexity of the ever more striking “global problems”
born of contemporary global developments, by the ever more striking tendency toward a high
degree of “disaggregation” and “synthesis,” both co-existing in the contemporary structure
of human knowledge, and by the ever more strikingly systemic nature of the practice of
socialist reform in contemporary China, to rethink the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine.
This holistic nature is not an abstract holism but one that is concrete. If divorced from in-
depth and systematic study of the various structural elements that go to make up the totality
of Marxist doctrine, any understanding of the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine can only be
abstract, vague and even unscientific. The two revolutions carried out by Marx with regard to
philosophy and economics stand as the most significant milestones in his life, and the internal
logical connections between these two revolutions are related, in terms of methodology, to the
various dimensions of “the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine.” The present paper proposes
to illuminate, through a historical study and in a dynamic way, the holistic nature of Marxist
doctrine and, on this basis, to expound the important methodological revelation inherent in
the internal logical connection between Marx’s revolutions in the spheres of philosophy and
economics.

This writer has argued, on the basis of an investigation into the cultural logic of Marx’s
philosophical revolution, that what fundamentally differentiates Marxist philosophy from
philosophies of the past is the fact that it came into being and developed not within the
independent framework of traditional philosophy, but rather through the processes of
historical critique, socialist critique and, especially, his critique of political economy.' It was
these critiques—historical, socialist and, especially, political-economic—that bestowed on
Marx’s philosophical critique a completely new significance, which was how the Marxist
philosophical revolution came to pass. Although what Marx had achieved before the
publication of The Poverty of Philosophy was but a preliminary critique of political economy
and an initially completed philosophical revolution and his economic revolution was yet
to be realized, it was bound to result from the extension of the logic of his philosophical
reform and the systematic unfolding of his critique of political economy. Further, the initial
completion of his revolution in philosophy would touch off, in terms of methodology, his

1 Ye Xianming, “The Cultural Logic of Marx’s Philosophical Revolution and Its Implications in
Modern Times.”



98 Social Sciences in China

economic revolution, while his economic revolution would necessarily foster the perfection
of his philosophical revolution in both content and form; this constitutes the internal logical
connection between his two revolutions. It has to be pointed out that this internal logical
connection found in the development of Marx’s thinking has hardly been given adequate
attention, a situation that has brought about various misunderstandings in studies of Marxist
philosophy and even Marxist doctrine as a whole.

Important methodological inspiration exists in the internal logical connections between
Marx’s philosophical and economic revolutions for studies in Marxist philosophy in China
today.

I. Studies in Marx’s Philosophy Have to Set Out from the Holistic Nature of Marxist
Doctrine

“Marx’s philosophy” here refers to the philosophy that stands as the very origin of Marxist
philosophy. The internal logical connections between Marx’s revolutions in philosophy and in
economics highlight the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine. The “holistic nature” embodied
in the internal logical connections between Marx’s two revolutions is defined, in terms of
methodology, as a “totality” made up of its various elements and their mutual relations.
Thus to study this “totality” one can adopt neither the holistic nor the individualist approach.
Methodologically it is all the same whether one studies Marxist doctrine as a totality or studies
a certain theory or theories in this totality by setting out from the holistic nature of Marxist
doctrine; neither can deviate, in methodological terms, from the fundamental stipulation of “the
holistic nature of Marxist doctrine.” This fundamental methodological stipulation requires
that attention be paid, throughout our research work, to two related problems. The first is that
when the totality of Marxist doctrine is taken as the object of study, one must make sure that
the totality is taken as a concrete totality, not an abstract one; that is, not as a kind of totality
that is deprived of its various structural components and their mutual relations as represented
in human thinking; if this occurs, students would tend to “generalize” and “simplify” the
holistic nature of Marxist doctrine comprising its various structural components and their
mutual relations. Methodologically, “abstract totality” readily tends to simplify the study of
the “totality of Marxist doctrine,” a tendency found in our academic circles at present and
marked mainly by the attempt to seek a “line” that promises to run through and string together
in a direct and simple manner all the complex links in the theories of Marxist doctrine, so as
to simplify as much as possible Marxist doctrine as a totality. As is well known, doing so may
create even greater misunderstandings of the “holistic nature of Marxist doctrine.” As I see
it, so far as this topic is concerned, the most important point at present is to rethink in depth
the internal logical connections embodied in the interactive relationship between Marx’s
philosophical and economic revolutions. And so their degree of mastery of a certain theory
or theories making up this totality is crucial for researchers who take the totality of Marxist
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doctrine as their object of study, since otherwise they cannot possibly be considered qualified
for the task; of course, even the relative mastery of a particular theory or theories of Marxist
doctrine constitutes only one among the necessary conditions rather than the sufficient
condition for the holistic study of Marxism.

In the second place, when a certain theory or theories from the totality of Marxist
doctrine is taken as the object of study, logically it must be ensured that this theory or these
theories constitute a part of the totality of Marxist doctrine. Otherwise researchers would
tend to “individualize” or “fragment” a certain theory or theories from the totality of this
doctrine, thus losing the “original character” defined by the totality.” Thus it follows that for
researchers, their degree of mastery of this totality is crucial when they take as their topic
a certain theory or theories in this totality. In short, to overlook, in terms of logic, or depart
from the holism of Marxist doctrine will lead, inevitably, to the study’s “misrepresentation of
the truth,” a problem found in our present research work in Marxist philosophy.

Up till now, for various reasons, research work done in this country in Marxist philosophy
has not yet transcended the framework of traditional philosophy, and so is tinged to a greater
or lesser degree with pure speculation and mysticism. For Marx, pure speculation divorced
from reality was marked by three characteristics: the first was transcending reality, which does
not mean being critical of reality or superseding it in a dialectical manner, but evading reality
or pretending to have got rid of it. The second was historical transcendency, which does not
mean a huge span in terms of historical time but rather the lack of a historical definition;
one of its main expressions is to take an isolated “event” or judgment yet to be explained or
established as something that is self-evident, that is, the basis on which the whole doctrine
rests. The third is logical deduction of concepts, meaning “an abstraction is made from a fact;
then it is declared that the fact is based upon the abstraction. A very cheap method to produce
the semblance of being profound and speculative in the German manner,”

“Pure speculation” is one of the chief features of traditional philosophy (with German
philosophy its most typical representative). To study Marx’s philosophy by forcing it into the
framework of the traditional philosophy that it transcended necessarily seriously hampers a
correct understanding and grasp of the philosophy of Marx, the origin of the philosophy of
Marxism, since any “philosophy of Marx” found in the framework of traditional philosophy
would no longer be Marx’s philosophy. A most “economical” approach it is to study Marx’s
philosophy by forcing it into the framework of traditional philosophy, yet it is also the most
“thoughtless;” at best, it is “talking to oneself.” This is diametrically opposite to the holistic

2 It has to be noted here that a focus on the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine does not imply
negating the significance of studies of any part of that doctrine (such as Marxist philosophy, political
economy, etc.). Rather, it simply emphasizes that the study should be on the totality or on a given part
of Marxist doctrine and that it can never be overlooked that logically, Marxist doctrine is made up its
various elements and the relations between them; otherwise one is liable to fall into the trap set by the
methodology of either holism or individualism.

3 Karl Marx, “The German Ideology,” p. 569.
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nature of Marxist doctrine. Such an approach robs Marx’s philosophy of its “holistic
definition” by isolating it from the totality of Marxist doctrine and, in so doing, transforms it
into a type of traditional philosophy. We can see clearly in the logical connections between
Marx’s philosophical revolution and his economic revolution how philosophy and economics
developed in Marxist doctrine as a totality, and how Marx’s critiques of philosophy and
political economy unfolded and interacted from The Poverty of Philosophy to London Notes
to Economic Manuscripts (1857-1858) and A Critique of Political Economy (Volume 1),
evolving and developing step by step. As the creator of Marxism, Marx (and Engels also)
provides, in the holistic nature of his doctrine, a fundamental methodological requirement
for those coming after to study and develop his philosophy: this philosophy must be
approached, studied and developed by setting out from its holistic essence. A “Marxist
philosophy” presented through a method that contradicts the “methodological essence” of
Marxist doctrine can never be the philosophy of Marx himself, and even less can it enrich
and develop it.

It has to be admitted that taken individually, neither the knowledge structure nor the ability
to grasp Marxist doctrine as a totality found among those who are engaged in the study of
Marxist theory and philosophy admits of much enthusiasm. The reasons of this state of affairs
are objective as well as subjective and historical as well as contemporary; I do not intend to
go into them. Rather, I should like to raise a question here: Why is it possible for researchers
to engage in the study of Marxist theories and Marx’s philosophy when their knowledge
structure has been found to be rather narrow and their ability to grasp the totality of Marxist
doctrine rather wanting? The question was put to me at a symposium by a fellow scholar; it is
one to which I failed to respond in detail at the time. Emphasis on our (including this writer’s)
inadequacy, as individuals, in terms of knowledge structure and grasp of Marxist doctrine in
its totality does not mean that we are, as a whole, constantly incapable and inactive, nor that
we have no possibility of studying and developing Marx’s philosophy by setting out from the
totality of his doctrine. Being clear about one’s limitations is aimed at striving to overcome
those limitations. As I see it, so long as we strive to reflect on the following interrelated
problems and make ceaseless efforts in our related work in theoretical research, we constantly
increase the possibility of overcoming these limits.

II. On the Re-cognition of Cross-disciplinary Consciousness

Methodologically, the internal logical connections between Marx’s two revolutions—that
in philosophy and that in economics—has established to the full that these two revolutions
are none other than the products of his cross-disciplinary consciousness, cross-disciplinary
method and cross-disciplinary research. These two revolutions and their internal logical
interrelations directly involve, at the least, philosophy, economics, history, jurisprudence,
political science, anthropology, cultural studies and other disciplines (not to mention those
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disciplines in the sphere of natural science). One can believe that Marx would not have been
able to set off and ultimately complete his revolutions in philosophy and economics without a
thorough mastery of those disciplines listed above, or the ability to freely integrate them in a
dialectical manner (which would have involved methodological transplantation, permeation,
merging, etc, among the disciplines).

This involves the issue of “cross-disciplinary research,” which has for many years been the
subject of international discussion. Under this topic, with its very broad contents, quite a few
influential works have already been published, such as Interdisciplinarity: History, Theory
and Practice by J.T. Klein of the U.S. and The Cross-Disciplinary Method (La méthode

4 . .. . .
" In China, societies, symposiums, topics and

interdisciplinaire) by J-.P. Resweber of France. .
works having to do with “interdisciplinarity” have also appeared one after another in recent
years. However, instead of dwelling on these here, I should like to limit my discussion to the
methodological inspiration bestowed upon us by the internal logical connections between the
two revolutions of Marx, in philosophy and in economics. As I see it, while it would seem
that in recent years “cross-disciplinary” research has been made much of in our academic
circles in formal terms, in effect little has actually been achieved. Reasons for this include the
narrow knowledge base of the scholars thus engaged and their failure to deal with the paradox
brought about by such research,” but probably the main reason is their weak cross-disciplinary
consciousness. In order to qualify to do “cross-disciplinary” research in the true sense of the
term, scholars need to have mastered two or more related disciplines (generally speaking,
the more disciplines they have mastered, the more readily they can undertake “cross-
disciplinary” research); however, what counts first and foremost is a strong cross-disciplinary
consciousness. This term is not used here in a general sense, but rather in a specific way to
refer to what was distinctive about Marx: a cross-disciplinary consciousness constructed of
the idea of criticism, the idea of the problem and the idea of the times. Only when armed with
such a powerful cross-disciplinary consciousness can researchers’ knowledge structure be
reasonable and comprehensive. Speaking of knowledge structure, Marx himself was not “born
versatile.” Each step in the development of his critiques of philosophy and political economy
and the internal logical connections between the two contains the qualitative sublation of the

4 The term “supra-disciplinary” began to become current in academic circles abroad in the 1980s and
the first cross-disciplinary research institute was set up in the early 1990s. At present, “supra-disciplinary”
has been summed up as possessing four aspects: it engages mainly with problems of the real world,;
it integrates and transcends disciplinary approaches; it stresses participatory work; and it seeks union
with extra-disciplinary knowledge. (See Jiang Yimin: “Supra-disciplinary Research as a New form of
Research,” Zhejiang Social Sciences, 2009, vol. 1.) However, as I see it, “supra-disciplinary” and “cross-
disciplinary” don’t really differ in essence; supra-disciplinary is but the unfolding and deepening of the
concept of cross-disciplinary.

5 The paradox brought about by “cross-disciplinary” refers to the fact that views on the same issue
may differ markedly under given conditions of knowledge between different disciplines or between
different fields in the same discipline. Such a paradox can either obstruct or assist the development of
“cross-disciplinary” studies; the key lies in how we use the dynamic force this produces.
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relevant knowledge structure. One of the important motive forces behind such sublation was
Marx’s cross-disciplinary consciousness, structured as it was by the idea of criticism, the
idea of the problem and the idea of the times. For example, in the preface to his Critique of
Political Economy Marx says, recalling his study of “materials on economic history collected
in the British Museum” during his “London period,” “These studies led partly of their own
accord to apparently quite remote subjects on which I had to spend a certain amount of time.”
In terms of methodology, it was his powerful cross-disciplinary consciousness that made
Marx work so hard on disciplines in which he then had no expertise.

In a certain sense, Marx’s revolutions in philosophy and economics were not grand projects
planned out in advance; rather, they were the logical outcome of the guidance of his cross-
disciplinary consciousness, an outcome that even he himself probably did not anticipate. From
the methodological angle, it was because of his powerful cross-disciplinary consciousness that
Marx was able to both achieve the preliminary completion of the first stage of his revolution
in philosophy in the course of a critique of political economy that transcended (and must
transcend) the sphere of political economy and to construct his methodology for political
economy in the course of a critique of philosophy that transcended the sphere of philosophy,
as well as obtaining initial results in constructing a scientific theory for political economy
while progressing his critique of political economy. At the same time, he was enriching and
developing the results of his preliminarily completed philosophical revolution; and finally,
he was fundamentally completing his economic revolution and perfecting his philosophical
revolution in form as well as content in the course of these two “interactive” critiques. Without
a philosophical critique transcending the philosophical sphere and a critique of political
economy transcending the sphere of political economy and their interactive development,
Marx’s philosophical and economic revolutions would never have taken place. Between these
revolutions, these two “interactive” critiques play an important role, like the needle that leads
the thread. While as a matter of course we cannot demand of ourselves the cross-disciplinary
proficiency of Marx, this should not prevent us from conscientiously following his example
and cultivating a cross-disciplinary consciousness, which is a must, as I see it, for anyone
aiming at cross-disciplinary work.

There is, in our academic circles at present, a tendency that contravenes Marxist cross-
disciplinary consciousness; that is, researchers’ consciousness is, in most cases, cooped up
in their own fields or even a given area of that field. As a result, powerful barriers between
disciplines or research fields have come into existence, forcing related research work into
dead ends. For example, not a few scholars engaged in the study of Marxist philosophy
have in this way turned such concepts as “practice,” “being” and “perceptual activity” into
bombastic mysteries, so much so that studies in Marxist philosophy have been transformed
into a kind of “conceptual game;” also, not a few scholars working on economics imitate
the West in a simplistic manner and run after the Western fashion for the quantification of

6 Karl Marx, preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, p. 34.
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economics.” Such “fashionable studies,” however, can hardly be said to shed light on any
real-life economic problems, still less to provide guidance for their solution. And again, not
a few scholars who look as if they are engaged in “cross-disciplinary” work are found to be
pitiably ignorant in their own professional field or to look down on theoretical thinking, and
so on. Such cases are too common to enumerate. Thus cultivating and establishing a cross-
disciplinary consciousness like that of Marx is extraordinarily significant for study and
development of Marx’s philosophy that sets out from the holistic nature of his doctrine.

III. Re-cognition of Cross-disciplinary Dialogue and Exchange and Absorption of the
Achievements of Various Disciplines

This is an issue that directly involves “cross-disciplinary” research. Such research can be done
individually or as a community. The latter can to a large extent make up for the deficiencies
of the former. With Marx (and Engels, too), “cross-disciplinary” mostly involved individual
action. We are unlikely to attain their level. Of course, we can somewhat make up for our
deficiencies through strengthening dialogue and exchange among various disciplines. The
problem is, however, that we are besieged today with one difficulty after another when it
comes to dialogue and exchange in the sphere of philosophy and the social sciences (we shall
not consider the natural sciences here). Cross-disciplinary dialogue and exchange that has
been comparatively influential in Chinese philosophical and social science circles in recent
years include the “Dialogue between Philosophy and History” and the “Dialogue between
Philosophy and Economics,” both sponsored by Zhongguo Shehui Kexue. Both, as I see it,
were more significant than effective. Why so? Roughly, there are three interrelated reasons:
first, rejection and exclusion of research results from other disciplines owing to disciplinary
prejudice; second, contradictions among the discourse systems and modes of thinking of
different disciplines; and the third, want of the ability to absorb achievements from other
disciplines. However, strengthening dialogue and exchange among disciplines has become an
unstoppable trend that will be in constant conflict with any consciousness that runs counter to
“cross-disciplinary” research. Surely, in the long term, strengthening dialogue and exchange
among disciplines will play an important role in cultivating a “cross-disciplinary” orientation
in our academic circles. For the present, at least, we have to be suspicious of the depth and
effectiveness of “cross-disciplinary” research carried out in academia that is not based on
dialogue and exchange.

Here there is a misunderstanding that has to be cleared up: the idea that the “cross-
disciplinary” research being promoted by dialogue and exchange among disciplines will
weaken or even sweep away relatively independent disciplinary research. In fact, the opposite
is true, for cross-disciplinary work will provide a powerful impetus to such research rather

7 This writer is not opposed to the quantification approach in economics, but wishes to stress that a
research method will transform into its opposite if it is made absolute or raised too high.
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than doing away with it. Cross-disciplinary research, roughly speaking, has two research
modes. One is synthesizing multi-disciplinary research, or the organic integration of theories
and methods from different disciplines to form a new mode or kind of disciplinary research,
as in peripheral disciplines, overlapping disciplines, cross-sectional disciplines, etc. The
other is synthesizing research from relatively independent disciplines, or conditional use and
transformation of theories and methods from other disciplines to study problems specific to
one’s own discipline. Such research has already transcended the existing theories and methods
of the original discipline.

Both types of “cross-disciplinary” research can be found in Marx’s philosophical and
political-economic critiques and their interactive development; both these critiques fall
into the category of “cross-disciplinary” research, and both his philosophical and economic
revolutions were of course products of cross-disciplinary research.

What we should oppose resolutely today is the tendency to entrench ourselves behind
disciplinary walls and be rigidly confined by the knowledge, language and mode of thinking
of our own discipline in our research work. One might say that in the contemporary world,
there cannot be any progress in scientific research without a “cross-disciplinary” approach,
and this applies also to disciplines that are relatively independent.

One of the most important functions in dialogue and exchange among disciplines is the
timely understanding and sharing of research achievements (including new ideas, methods,
perspectives, materials, etc.), making them common property. “Timeliness” is especially
important in this instance; without this, those scholars involved may not only fail to recognize
the positions and roles of other disciplines in related scientific research and not treat them
objectively and fairly, they may even misjudge important issues in their own disciplines. As an
example, we can cite the fact that certain fellow scholars of ours, mistaking some twenty year
old philosophical viewpoints for mainstream contemporary ones, criticized them erroneously,
resulting in a number of unscientific views on the relationship between historical materialism
and historical methodology. Furthermore, quite a few materials and viewpoints having to do
with history, economics, political science, etc., that have long been obsolete or corrected in
related disciplines, are still frequently quoted at present and trotted out as being self-evident.

With regard to absorbing the research achievements of different disciplines, the need seems
greatest with philosophical studies, and especially so with the study of Marxist philosophy.
At present, if our study of Marxist philosophy is to really break away from the bondage of the
framework of traditional philosophy, we must absorb the results of all the sciences—natural,
social and humane. Otherwise, the study of Marxist philosophy will degenerate into a kind
of conversion of abstract systems—conversion from one form of speculation far removed
from the concrete achievements of science and the experience of practice into another form of
speculation just as far removed from such achievement and experience. It has to be admitted
that research in philosophy (including that in Marxist philosophy) does differ from research in
other concrete sciences because of its unique feature—speculation. However, this speculation is
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built on the basis of refining, reorganizing and summarizing the methodology of the scientific
achievement and practical experience of one’s era. Philosophical research will evolve into
the senseless deduction of pure concepts whenever it is divorced from such refinement,
reorganization and summarizing. Further, it has to be stressed that speculation, when built
on the basis of the refinement, reorganization and summarization of the methodology of
concrete scientific achievements and the practical experience of one’s era, differs in essence
from any kind of speculation that is not carried out in this way. While the former constitutes
a kind of unification of criticism and construction based on the development of the times
yet transcending their limitations, the latter is a highly random conceptual game. If before
the birth of Marxist philosophy a raison d’étre could still be found for the framework of
traditional philosophy, the re-appearance of that philosophical framework after the birth
of Marxist philosophy, especially in the contemporary age, would serve only to indicate
a backsliding in human thinking. In its reappearance today, the framework of traditional
philosophy has completely lost the raison d’étre it enjoyed before the birth of Marxist
philosophy, the way alchemy has today lost the raison d’étre it enjoyed in ancient times.
It’s both laughable and irritating that some scholars of Marxist philosophy hold the view
that strengthening dialogue and exchange among disciplines and absorbing one another’s
research achievements means abolishing philosophical speculation. For philosophical circles
in China today, at least, what is wanting is not formal speculation but speculation based on the
refinement, reorganization and summarizing of the methodology of the research achievements
of concrete sciences and practical experience; what is wanting is not formal philosophical
learning, but the contents of that learning—such is the status quo. Yet philosophy has to
absorb these research achievements if it is to be able to provide methodological support for
concrete sciences. There is no reason for those who have taken up philosophy, especially
Marxist philosophy, to complain that people engaged in research work in other disciplines
have failed to take philosophy’s role of methodological guidance seriously, since philosophy
has provided no powerful methodological support to other disciplines. With regard to the
Chinese academic world, it can be said that in a sense the slight suffered by philosophy in
its role as provider of methodology is but the bitter fruit of its own making. Or, to be more
precise, the bitter fruit produced by those who study philosophy, especially those who study
Marxist philosophy. Having failed to absorb the achievements of the concrete sciences, it is
but natural that philosophy should fail also to face up to reality. However, how to absorb the
achievements of concrete sciences is another matter, one that calls for specialized discussions.

IV. A Re-cognition of the Practical Spirit that Takes Remaking the Real World as Its
Main Purpose

The most important methodological inspiration left us by the inner logic of the connections
between Marx’s philosophical and economic revolutions is that the theories and doctrines of



106  Social Sciences in China

science must, necessarily, possess the practical spirit that takes remaking the real world as its
main purpose, and that, equally necessarily, the development of such theories and doctrines
must ceaselessly meet the needs of activities for remaking the real world. As mentioned
above, the fundamental reason for the fact that The Poverty of Philosophy became the starting
point for the logical extension of Marx’s philosophical revolution and also the logical starting
point for his economic revolution does not lie in Marx’s need for purely academic research but
rather in his real need for the activities of revolutionary practice and criticism, that is, his need
to criticize petty bourgeois economics with its heavy tinge of German speculation, so as to “win
over as a whole the European proletariat, especially that of Germany.” Consequently, if we
are to study Marx’s philosophy by setting out from the totality of Marxist doctrine in order to
achieve our aim of enriching and developing Marxist philosophy, what is needed is not only
the strengthening of cross-disciplinary consciousness and of dialogue and exchange among
disciplines so as to absorb the achievements of different disciplines, but also establishment of
the practical spirit that takes remaking the real world as its main purpose.

Looking at from the angle of the core idea and basic spirit supporting Marx’s thinking and
doctrines, we can see the reason his theories and doctrines were so vital and shook the world
so profoundly for so long: it is to be found in that basic spirit, a basic spirit made up of a
specific practical spirit, critical spirit, scientific spirit and humane spirit, which ran through
the totality of the doctrines of Marx as the creator of Marxism, clearly visible through his
doctrine as a whole. The core of this basic spirit was the spirit of practice that takes remaking
the real world as its main purpose. The real world being a system, remaking the real world
was, of course, a system as well, involving various aspects and dimensions. With Marx, the
systemic nature of remaking the real world was transformed, through the spirit of practice that
takes remaking the real world as its main purpose, into the holistic nature of his doctrine and
its development. And so I believe that in a certain sense it can also be said that the dialectical
relationship between the systemic nature of remaking the real world and the holistic nature
of Marxist doctrine is also the dialectical relationship between the practical spirit of Marxist
doctrine that takes remaking the real world as its main purpose and the holistic nature of that
doctrine.

On the one hand, we should never try to understand the practical spirit of Marxist doctrine
that takes remaking the real world as its main purpose by departing from a comprehensive and
correct grasp of the holistic nature of that doctrine, otherwise our understanding of that spirit
of practice may well be fragmented and one-sided. Since “with Marx the systemic nature of
remaking the real world” was “transformed, through the practical spirit holding remaking the
real world as its main purpose,” “into the holistic nature of his doctrine and its development,”
it follows that the practical spirit that had this “transforming” function necessarily also
possessed this comprehensive nature. This comprehensive nature, which originated from the
systemic nature of the remaking of the real world, finds direct expression in the holistic nature
of Marxist doctrine. Further, the “comprehensive nature of the practical spirit” necessarily
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relies on a doctrine with a holistic nature to reveal itself. And so, an accurate and profound
understanding of Marx’s doctrine, with its practical spirit that takes remaking the real world
as its main purpose, has as its logical precondition a comprehensive and correct grasp of the
holistic nature of that doctrine. An understanding limited to a general definition of Marxist
doctrine as described above cannot attain an accurate and profound understanding of this
spirit of practice. On the other hand, once one has departed from a comprehensive and correct
grasp of Marxist doctrine, “the practical spirit that takes remaking the real world as its main
purpose” may well degenerate in people’s minds into an abstract, hollow and one-sided
mental activity. Only with a comprehensive and correct grasp of the holistic nature of Marxist
doctrine can we have an accurate and profound understanding of the practical spirit of Marxist
doctrine that takes remaking the real world as its main purpose.

On the other hand, there can be no comprehensive and correct cognition and grasp of the
holistic nature of Marxist doctrine without an accurate and profound understanding of the
practical spirit of Marxist doctrine that takes remaking the real world as its main purpose.
This is because the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine is not only a prerequisite for strictly
academic research, but also, and more importantly, a prerequisite for the comprehensiveness
of the practical spirit of Marx that takes remaking the real world as its main purpose. By “the
comprehensiveness of the practical spirit” is meant the comprehensive way in which that
spirit engages itself in activities to remake the real world. This comprehensiveness introduces
the demand for the systemic nature of remaking the real world into the logic constructed by
Marxist doctrine and in this way forms the holistic nature of Marxist theory. And so I believe
that to insist that the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine cannot be grasped by an approach
disassociated from an accurate and profound understanding of its spirit of practice is, in fact,
to insist that the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine cannot be recognized and grasped by
an approach disassociated from the systemic nature of remaking the real world. Otherwise,
understanding of the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine would be entrapped in the context of
“pure scholarship,” which tends to distort it. Thus it follows that only with an accurate and
profound understanding of the practical spirit running through the whole of Marxist doctrine
(and of the comprehensiveness of that spirit) is it possible to comprehensively and correctly
recognize and grasp the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine. The dialectical relations between
the practical spirit of Marxist doctrine that takes the remaking of the real world as its main
purpose and the totality of Marxist theory and doctrine is embodied in the internal logical
connections between Marx’s philosophical and economic revolution that I have mentioned
above.

For us, one of the basic purposes of comprehensively and correctly recognizing and
grasping the dialectical relationship between this practical spirit of Marxist doctrine and the
holistic nature of Marxist theory is to set up in the contemporary world the practical Marxist
spirit that takes remaking the world as the main purpose, strengthen a consciousness of
studying Marxist philosophy by setting out from the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine, and
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enrich and develop Marxist doctrine, including Marxist philosophy, in the course of Sinicizing
Marxism. Here there is a methodological point that calls for attention: setting up in the
contemporary world a Marxist practical spirit that takes the remaking of the real world as its
main purpose differs somewhat from recognizing and grasping comprehensively and correctly
the spirit of practice of Marxist doctrine in a general sense. The former is definitely not
synonymous with the latter even though it is based on it. The setting up in the contemporary
world of the spirit of practice of Marxist doctrine means the reappearance in the contemporary
world of this spirit, a “reappearance” that is not abstract but concrete and historical. “Concrete
and historical” here has two interrelated meanings. The first, the subject setting up this
practical spirit of Marxist doctrine, is concrete and historical, and the second, the contents of
this practical spirit, is also concrete and historical. For us, what needs to be stressed here is
primarily that progressive Chinese in the contemporary world are the subjects who will set up
the practical spirit of Marxist doctrine that takes remaking the real world as its main purpose.
Such being the case, this practical spirit that takes remaking the real world as its main purpose
and is to be set up by today’s progressive Chinese will necessarily coalesce in a Sinicized
Marxism capable of exerting a profound influence upon the development of the contemporary
Chinese society. A Sinicized Marxism alone can truly and comprehensively give expression to
the re-presentation of this practical spirit of Marxist doctrine by today’s progressive Chinese.
As I see it, the requirements of the re-appearance in the contemporary world of this practical
spirit are: setting out from a firm stand of practice for the systemic remaking of contemporary
Chinese society, unifying in an organic way the Chinese perspective on the world and the
world’s perspective on China, striving to enrich and develop Marxist doctrine in its entirety
through research on the weighty social issues (including those of China) raised by our times,
and, through rethinking scientific theory on the weighty social issues of the world and of
China, providing scientific explanations of the processes, mechanisms, features, laws and
general trends of holistic development of contemporary Chinese society, so as to provide the
support of scientific theory for China’s development in the contemporary world. Only through
such an understanding of the reappearance or establishment in the contemporary world of
this practical spirit of Marxist doctrine that takes remaking the real world as its main purpose
will it be possible to really strengthen consciousness of setting out from the holistic nature
of Marxist doctrine to study Marx’s philosophy and to enrich and develop Marxist doctrine,
including Marxist philosophy, in the course of the Sinicization of Marxism.

To sum up: the internal logical relationship between Marx’s philosophical and economic
revolutions is the key point in the holistic study of Marxist doctrine; for contemporary studies
in the Marxist philosophy, an important methodological inspiration from this relationship
is that only by setting out from the holistic nature of Marxist doctrine to study Marx’s
philosophy will it be possible to enrich and develop that philosophy; and so, it is necessary to
undertake a re-cognition of cross-disciplinary consciousness, dialogue and exchange among
disciplines, absorption of their research achievements, and the practical spirit that takes on
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remaking the real world as the main purpose and also necessary to make ceaseless efforts
in related theoretical researches. Otherwise, there will be no way for us to change the status
quo, in which research on Marxist theory and Marxist philosophy lag behind China’s need to
develop in the contemporary world.
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