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Abstract

The study of platforms, or multi-sided markets, has seen exponential growth 
in economics, media studies, social sciences, and humanities. However, the 
critical political economy of media has been relatively quiet, with notable 
exceptions in areas such as platform capitalism, imperialism and especially 
platform labour and gig work. However, traditional Marxian production, often 
taken as the starting point, relies on the labour theory of value and struggles 
to capture all platform specificities. Due to their integrated understanding of 
production and circulation of value, I will argue that New Readings of Marx 
and Open Marxism help study platforms as linchpins of internet user life-
worlds and the global economy. In this literature, capitalism is analysed as a 
historically specific social form of production. Additionally, these approaches 
can address some theoretical problems that occasionally occur with related 
Marxian theories, such as unpaid digital labour, rent, and techno-feudalism. 
In that sense, this paper aims to contribute to the critical political economy 
of the media and the study of platforms by bringing previously neglected 
theoretical approaches to the centre stage and unpacking platforms as social 
forms of production and circulation in contemporary capitalism. 

Keywords: the critical political economy of the media, platforms, data, production, 
circulation, fetish.
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Öz 

Ekonomi, medya çalışmaları, sosyal ve beşeri bilimlerde platformların veya 
çok taraflı pazarların araştırılması büyük bir artış göstermiştir. Ancak, medya-
nın eleştirel ekonomi politiği, platform kapitalizmi, emperyalizm ve özellikle 
platform üzerinden emek ve serbest çalışma gibi dikkate değer istisna alanlar 
dışında nispeten sessiz kalmıştır. Bununla birlikte genellikle başlangıç nokta-
sı olarak alınan geleneksel Marksist üretim emek-değer teorisi, platformlara 
dair tüm özellikleri ele almakta zorlanmaktadır. Değerin üretimi ve dolaşımı-
na ilişkin bütünlüklü anlayışları nedeniyle, Marx’a Dair Yeni Okumalar’ın (New 
Readings of Marx) ve Açık Marksizm’in (Open Marxism), platformları, internet 
kullanıcılarının yaşam dünyalarını ve küresel ekonominin anahtar noktaları 
olarak incelemeye yardımcı olduğu savunulacaktır. Bu çalışmalarda kapitalizm, 
tarihsel olarak spesifik bir toplumsal üretim biçimi olarak analiz edilmiştir. 
Ek olarak bu yaklaşımlar, ilgili Marksist teorilerde zaman zaman ortaya çıkan 
ücretsiz dijital emek, kira ve tekno-feodalizm gibi bazı teorik problemleri da 
ele alabilmektedir. Bu bağlamda çalışma daha önce göz ardı edilen teorik yak-
laşımları merkeze taşıyarak ve platformları çağdaş kapitalizmdeki toplumsal 
üretim ve dolaşım biçimleri olarak açığa çıkararak, medyanın eleştirel ekonomi 
politiğine ve platformların incelenmesine katkıda bulunmayı amaçlamaktadır. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: medyanın eleştirel ekonomi politiği, platformlar, veri, üretim, 
dolaşım, fetiş.

Bu çalışma araştırma ve yayın etiğine uygun olarak gerçekleştirilmiştir.
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Introduction 

This paper starts from the premise that the capitalist mode of production 
forms a unity of production and circulation and that the value form expressed 
as money regulates both. A premise that avoids the exclusive focus on produc-
tion, characteristic of traditional approaches in the critical political economy. 
In addition, it transcends generalisations about the novelty of capitalism each 
time a new technology appears in the market and beyond arguments about re-
gression into techno-feudalism. Despite the proliferation of platforms, algo-
rithms, data, and AI, we still deal with capitalism, albeit in an advanced social 
form. The fact that tech giants generate enormous profits does not mean tra-
ditional commodity production and labour exploitation have vanished-quite 
the contrary. Platforms often stimulate the production and consumption of 
commodities in the global economy, making it unjustifiable to analyse them in 
isolation. Without traditional commodity production, platforms would not ex-
ist as economic activity and exchange mediators. In broader contextual terms, 
they can be considered a logical outcome of the development and commer-
cialisation of networking technologies and financialised neoliberal capitalism 
that started in the 1970s and has accelerated the circulation of capital world-
wide.

In the first section, I present the recent conceptualisation of platforms 
in economics, media studies, and the critical political economy of the media. 
In addition, I reflect on the recent popularity of techno-feudalism and point 
out some of its weaknesses. In the second section, widely used and oppos-
ing approaches of digital labour and rent are analysed and critiqued for their 
one-sided analysis of fundamental mechanisms surrounding social media as 
advertising platforms. The third section outlines New Readings of Marx and 
Open Marxism, well-known approaches to interpreting Marx, especially in the 
German and, increasingly, English-speaking critical political economy and Lat-
in America. However, these approaches are mainly unknown in media studies 
and the critical political economy of the media. In the fourth section, I apply 
this theoretical approach to analysing and critiquing platforms as dominating 
the lifeworld and the economy. Finally, some provisional conclusions are of-
fered at the analytical and practical level. 

The Platform Discourse

The concept of platforms gained much traction in academia and policy cir-
cles. Nowadays it is now widely accepted as a term indicating the use of data 
and digital technology to establish interactions between multiple markets 
(Srnicek, 2017). While the idea is not necessarily wholly novel, it is a concept 
that focuses the analysis on the intermediary role of major digital conglom-
erates and corporations that accumulating a substantial level of political and 
social power. At the core of their business model is data extraction and analy-
sis allowing for the streamlined and lean exchange of various products, from 
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personal data and lifeworld activities in the advertising business through la-
bour to physical property (houses, automobiles), and consumer goods. Such a 
complex interaction of production and circulation requires us to re-think some 
of our analytical categories.

There have been a lot of different uses in recent decades of the term 
platform, including platform competition (Rochet & Tirole, 2003), platform 
economy and digital platforms (Cohen, 2017; Kenney & Zysman, 2016, 2020), 
platform capitalism (Srnicek, 2017, 2018), platform imperialism (Jin, 2015), 
platform society (van Dijck et al., 2018), platformisation (Nieborg & Poell, 
2018; Poell et al., 2019) or simply platforms as infrastructure intermediaries 
(Constantinides et al., 2018; Mansell, 2015) that demand increasing regula-
tory attention (Flew, 2021; Flew & Martin, 2022; Gorwa, 2019; Helberger et 
al., 2018; Mansell, 2021). According to Kenney and Zysman (2016), the term 
“platform” points to a set of online digital arrangements whose algorithms 
organise and structure economic and social activity. They list numerous exam-
ples such as Amazon Web Services, Microsoft’s Azure, Google Cloud Platform, 
and GitHub; platforms mediating work such as Amazon Mechanical Turk and 
UpWork ; retail platforms such as Amazon, eBay, and Etsy ; service-providing 
platforms such as Airbnb, Uber and Lyft ; financial platforms for project fund-
ing such as Kickstarter or Indiegogo. We can add video and audio streaming 
platforms such as Netflix, HBO GO, Amazon Prime, Spotify, Deezer, etc.

Due to the monopolistic character, some authors (e.g. Dean, 2020; Mazzucato, 
2019; Varoufakis, 2021) have commented that platform capitalism can be seen 
as a form of techno-feudalism. While the authors do not postulate a return to 
the actual historical form of feudalism, the thesis is limited even at the level of 
a metaphor. It simply ignores too many specificities of capitalism as an unsus-
tainable social form of production shaped by competition between commodi-
ty producers and monopoly conditions providing spaces for such competition. 
Techno-feudalism introduces a form of fetishism that sees technology and 
capital in their highest form, disregarding the social relations of production 
and circulation. It builds the argument around a thesis that platforms do not 
produce value but violently expropriate internet users of their data, taking on 
a parasite-like role in the economy by extracting rent. However, as argued by 
Morozov (2022), contemporary capitalism requires sensitivity towards a cri-
tique of capitalism as a system of exploitation and expropriation at the same 
time. While he manages to provide a sharp critique of techno-feudalism, it is 
not clear what the theoretical steps for moving the debate forward would be 
from his position.

To explain how contemporary capitalism operates as a system of produc-
tion and circulation, let us try to make a different comparison, not with feudal 
land and rent but with medieval commerce and trade. For example, the old 
London Bridge was filled with shops and houses at a time when it was the only 
bridge crossing the Thames. Similarly, the Ponte Vecchio in Florence, which 
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still stands today, was filled with butchers’, tanners’, and farmers’ shops, later 
replaced by jewellers’, art dealers’, and souvenir sellers’ shops. We can think 
about these bridges as platforms connecting two riverbanks and two markets. 
While the bridge can be considered a platform under control by the city gover-
nance, capturing a percentage of ongoing interactions, shops populating the 
bridge can also be conceived as apps and app developers using the strategic 
placement of the bridge to sell produced commodities and generate prof-
its. However, the metaphor can only lead us to limited conclusions. When we 
talk about medieval and early modern commerce, we talk about rudimentary 
trade. The social structure is different, and economic activities are organised 
differently than they would be in capitalism. We cannot talk in terms of indus-
trial or commercial capital accumulation and reproduction. There is no labour 
power as a commodity. The role of money as a universal equivalent is differ-
ent. 

Unlike medieval and early modern bridges, the Internet is global, and the 
main bridges connecting different markets worldwide are predominantly pri-
vately owned. The Internet’s technical infrastructure and privately developed 
algorithms provide advanced ways for organising social and economic activity. 
Economic activities in the platform economy can be best described as bringing 
pre-digital economic activity, such as the two-sided market business models, 
economies of scale, vertical integration and monopoly, and network effects, 
to the core of the platform’s business model. Apart from the global scale and 
private ownership, the novelty compared to feudal, medieval, and even indus-
trial capitalism times lies in three areas worth mentioning. 

First, the capitalist mode of production results in commodities exchanged 
in the market for money, which is the core of Marx’s Capital Volume 1. How-
ever, with many platforms, the output of expended means of production and 
labour power results in digital products and services sometimes offered at 
zero price. Think of Google Search, YouTube, Google Maps, Facebook, and An-
droid, all available for free, at least for individual users. This raises the ques-
tion of what is being produced and how production is organised to capture 
surplus value, how profits are generated and how capital is accumulated 
through ‘non-commodity production’. The second novelty is that digital prod-
uct and service usage activity creates monetised data inputs as part of most 
platforms’ standard business practices. If platforms did not provide better 
efficiency in the exchanges between actors on different market sides, there 
would be no reason for their existence. User engagement and data analytics 
have become an essential competitive advantage. Platforms govern a delicate 
balance between providing free services on the one hand and capturing usage 
data to improve the technical infrastructure and monetise supported interac-
tions on the other hand. Third, in this brief but certainly not exhaustive list, 
the role of law is essential in capital reproduction. This is perhaps most visible 
in intellectual property rights. Personal data monetisation cannot occur with-
out industrial property protecting the technical system required for reading 
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and processing collected personal data. 

Critical Perspectives and Their Limits

There have been many critical approaches focusing on the unique character-
istics of platforms. The most developed is the relationship between capital 
and labour with the corollary of sharpening alienation and exploitation in ad-
vanced forms of capitalism (e.g. Heeks, 2017; Huws, 2014, 2019; Kassem, 2023; 
Woodcock, 2021; Woodcock & Graham, 2020). While most of the approaches 
fall under the implicit or explicit analysis of the labour theory of value in plat-
form conditions, there are also rare exceptions (e.g. Pitts, 2015, 2019, 2022) 
untangling the labour and value connection from the perspective of the value 
form, New Readings of Marx and Open Marxism (e.g. Bonefeld, 2010; Heinrich, 
2009; Lotz, 2016). Besides platform labour, a common entry point to the cri-
tique of platform capitalism is the role of internet users and personal data 
in the mechanics of contemporary targeted advertising business models. In 
addition, much has been written about the role of intellectual property rights 
in allowing distributional power to platform owners for generating personal 
wealth through rent.

Among the user-centric approaches are, we find the digital labour debate 
(e.g. Fuchs, 2010, 2014; Jarrett, 2022; Scholz, 2013; Terranova, 2000) and sur-
veillance capitalism (e.g. Zuboff, 2015, 2019). It is argued that internet users’ 
activity drives the political economy of social media. Activities in our free time 
are also argued to be a form of labour. Production and consumption are con-
flated as internet users create their content on social media, becoming pro-
ducers more than consumers. As such, this unpaid production process brings 
contemporary forms of alienation and exploitation (Fisher, 2012). However, 
if Internet usage activities are unpaid through wage labour, and if time spent 
on these activities is not defined through contractual (work) obligations, the 
question of political action against such commodification has unstable ground 
to stand on. Salary and worktime negotiations are key contentious points for 
workers’ subsistence and social reproduction. What contentious points would 
be if our quotidian activities were dominated and exploited is unclear. More-
over, by postulating internet activity as produsage, the subtle relationship 
between production (of social media content in the concrete lifeworld of 
internet users) and consumption of products advertised through platforms 
assisted by data analysis and targeted advertising becomes hard to untangle. 

Unlike digital labour, an adjacent strand of critical approaches focuses on 
intellectual property rights, which are used to extract rent from the econo-
my. Here, we can outline various approaches discussing cognitive capitalism 
(Vercellone, 2007), knowledge commodity (Rotta & Teixeira, 2019; Teixeira & 
Rotta, 2012), rent (Birch & Cochrane, 2022; Christophers, 2020; Rigi & Prey, 
2015; Robinson, 2015), and previously mentioned techno-feudalism. Authors 
closer to this perspective often omit that digital spaces and data from which 
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the platforms are profiting also need to be produced and constantly updat-
ed. Moreover, they miss the point that profitability largely depends on the 
number of users a platform can attract and on the non-monetary exchange 
occurring between users, who give up data on their online behaviour in re-
turn for free of monetary charge services provided by platforms. Rents and 
assets are seen as ‘things’ that dominate the economy and society, missing 
the point that social forms of production and circulation determine those eco-
nomic forms. Even though some of the critical services of digital platforms 
are offered for free, capital and labour have been expended to produce them 
and keep them updated. If digital labour sees production everywhere, authors 
focusing on rent see circulation everywhere. However, to paraphrase Morozov 
(2022), from a rent perspective, it is difficult to explain why platforms invest 
so much money into research and development if they are not invested in pro-
duction of some kind.

User-centric and rent approaches rightly examine novelties in capitalist 
development and build analytical frameworks around those novelties. Plat-
forms need users and their data on the one hand and algorithms and technical 
infrastructures protected by intellectual property rights to process that data 
on the other hand. Once this technology-lifeworld relationship (Bilić, 2023) 
becomes embedded within capitalism, these two dimensions necessarily in-
teract, which makes the political economy of platforms decidedly social as it 
needs a variety of mediations through social relations and communicative ac-
tivities. These economic forms are not always commodities containing value 
in a traditional Marxian sense of industrial commodity production and labour 
theory of value. Instead, they are a series of commodities that streamline the 
circulation of capital and the connection between global production and con-
sumption patterns (Bilić et al., 2021). The economic forms allowing platforms 
to generate revenue are built around global commodity chains that secure 
surplus value and profit for private platform owners, just as medieval bridges 
provided revenue for local governance and a market for local producers and 
sellers.

New Theoretical Directions

Having established analytical limits among existing critical approaches, the 
question is do we need a new interpretation of Marx in a field already shaped 
by a ‘thousand Marxisms’ (Wallerstein, 2019). However, New Readings of 
Marx (NRM) and Open Marxism (OM) provide a clarification of Marx’s meth-
ods (Backhaus, 1980, 1992; Murray, 2022) rather than attempting to find an 
interpretation. Many critical approaches have engaged in entrenched de-
bates about the true meaning of Marx, losing academic credibility by sticking 
to dogmatic interpretations. Focusing on analytical methods allows us more 
theoretical openness to consider the specificities of platform capitalism. One 
of Marx’s most consistent approaches was the inseparability of form and 
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substance (Murray, 2022). For example, value - the leading category in the 
Marxian theoretical apparatus – arises from capitalism’s social form of labour. 
Concrete labour must be materialised and equalised in abstract form as com-
modities and exchange value. Abstract labour creates value that is realised 
in exchange. The primary method is to show the inequality of social and class 
relations behind economic forms of value (e.g. wages, profit, rent) expressed 
in monetary terms (Heinrich, 2012; Murray, 2016). 

The method of looking at the relationship between form and substance 
can be seen in one of Marx’s essential concepts that was also the foundation 
for Western Marxism: commodity fetishism. The NRM or Neue Marx-Lektüre 
started in the 1960s and 1970s in different European countries. In Germany, 
the students of Theodor Adorno, such as Hans Georg Backhaus and Helmut 
Reichelt (Elbe, 2018; Reichelt, 1982), were the first to expand on the critique 
of society developed by the Frankfurt School, starting from the notion of 
commodity exchange and commodity fetishism. For the traditional Frankfurt 
School, commodity exchange creates a fetish that functionally integrates peo-
ple into the circuit of capital by dominating their consciousness and lifeworld. 
This is the core of the cultural industry argument (Adorno, 1975; Horkheimer 
& Adorno, 2002). Exchange and the ideology of advanced industrial society 
shaped by science and technology shape individual experiences in a one-di-
mensional society (Marcuse, 1990, 2007).

However, it is not the ideological domination of exchange value in con-
sciousness and everyday lives that is the focus of the new interpretations 
of Marx. It is to understand how economic forms and forms of value attain 
a fetish-like appearance in the capitalist mode of production and circulation. 
The goal is to debunk rigid economic theorising that sees forms of value as 
de-historicised and naturalised forms (Elbe, 2013; Heinrich, 2009; Prug, 2022; 
Reichelt, 1982; Reuten, 1988). Shifting away from ideology critique and fe-
tish towards a critique of political economy as a social form of production 
expands the traditional Frankfurt School critique of society into a critique of 
political economy as a system of objectified economic forms through social 
struggles and contradictions. As argued by Lotz (2016, p. 23), while Adorno 
and Horkheimer show

how a specific ideological and psychic structure, for example, desires, are produced 
by the culture industry, they do not trace this ideological structure back to the fact 
that this structure depends upon the structure of production. Put differently, they 
do not follow up what they claim to speak about in the title of this chapter, namely, 
the culture industry. 

This is important for understanding platforms because we know empirical-
ly that money circulates through the platforms, not only through traditional 
commodities but through other forms that largely lack theoretical descrip-
tion. We also know that platforms are not rigid mechanisms of total control 
and dominance but establish a contradictory unity of concrete and abstract 
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life-worlds in which concrete activities become monetised (Bilić, 2023). How-
ever, platforms still pose a set of puzzling empirical realisations. They produce 
technical systems and services but do not directly commodify and profit from 
them. Even though internet users produce content they are neither paid nor 
do they have control or access to aggregated and machine-readable data from 
their activities. 

Adverstising Platforms Re-Considered

Suppose we have established that Marx’s method, understood in fundamental 
and rudimentary terms, was to understand the relationship between form and 
substance, contradictions, and unequal social relations, struggles and their 
representation in reified economic categories. How can we apply this critique 
to platform capitalism? How can we conceptualise advertising platforms from 
a critique of a political economy grounded in NRM and OM? Let us unpack the 
key elements we can access through their empirical appearance: Algorithms, 
online communication, and profits. Algorithms are sets of mathematical op-
erations for finding patterns in data. It is a relatively simple technical process 
that applies to various situations and contexts. However, once it becomes uti-
lised in a capitalist society, the range of usage options necessarily becomes 
tangled with the instrumental rationality of private owners seeking economic 
benefits for themselves, management boards and shareholders. The concrete 
lifeworld activities, online communications on social media, patterns of infor-
mation seeking on search engines, and purchasing history on retail platforms 
all become the ‘substance’ of capitalism’s ‘technological form’. Data is nothing 
more than an ‘abstract lifeworld’ extracted through technical procedures that 
potentially provide a competitive advantage to platform owners (Bilić, 2023). 
While data is not openly accessible, the algorithms and the platform usually 
are. Moreover, most services are offered to end-users free of charge. 

In platform capitalism, the ‘technological form’ contains the lifeworld activ-
ity, data, and algorithms to process those activities, which is their ‘substance’. 
If produced algorithms and data collected from processing lifeworld activities 
are free where do profits come from? Means of production and labour pow-
er have been expended to create and update algorithms that make up the 
platform. As they are often offered without a charge (e.g. Google and Face-
book), they are economically determined as ‘pre-commodities’ since there is 
no direct association with value attached to them, and they are not exchanged 
directly in the market for money (Bilić et al., 2021). In the case of Microsoft, 
for example, software which forms Microsoft’s OS or MS Office is economical-
ly determined as a ‘final commodity’ since a purchase needs to be made and 
usage is limited through licenses and other means. In the case of Google and 
Facebook, there is no direct association between exchange value and profits 
stemming from exchange value. The ‘substance’ of the ‘pre-commodity’ is the 
abstract labour that produced it (i.e. engineers, computer scientists employed 
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by companies) and the abstract lifeworld of internet users (i.e. personal data) 
required to monetise it.

The ‘technological form’ in capitalist society, which has access to abstract 
life-worlds and behavioural patterns, can bridge different markets and eco-
nomic actors. So, what economic forms can appear on digital platforms? Con-
trary to many Marxian approaches that, from a labour theory of value, seek 
for a commodity (in singular) with an embedded value produced by labour, the 
value-form approach proposed by NRM and OM sees value as taking different 
forms. Financial capital, for example, represents the highest form of fetish 
of the economic form: it is a relation in which money as a value expression 
creates more money (Bonefeld, 2020). With advertising platforms, it is not a 
single commodity, as an economic form produced by exploited labour that de-
fines them. It is the ‘pre-commodity’, functionally integrated with an advert as 
an ‘intermediate commodity’. The latter is a commodity with a specific social 
form, which adds no new value in itself, but whose value is already included 
in the value of the final commodity, whose sale it helps to realise’ (Bilić et 
al., 2021, p. 54). Put differently, an “intermediate commodity” is a targeted 
advertisement accessible through the technical interface of the platform. The 
substance is the ‘abstract lifeworld’ and the ‘technological form’, connecting 
advertised product producers and potential consumers. The ‘final commodity’ 
is the produced commodity (e.g. clothes, cars, books, furniture, etc.) whose 
sale the ‘intermediate’ and ‘pre-commodity’ help to realise. The plurality of 
functionally integrated commodities (pre-commodity, intermediate commod-
ity, final commodity) that allow platforms to extract value can be considered 
a defining characteristic of platforms. In that sense, we can cite the opening 
sentence of Capital, which states that the wealth of those societies in which 
the capitalist mode of production prevails presents itself as an immense ac-
cumulation of commodities (Marx, 1867/1996). A political project in platform 
capitalism requires us to think of other forms of wealth beyond commodities 
and value (Prug, 2022; Prug & Žitko, 2023).

Conclusion

Let us return to the analytical points that differentiate platforms in digital 
capitalism from industrial capitalism. First, with many platforms, the output of 
expended means of production and labour power results in zero-price digital 
products and services. This raises the question of how profits are generated 
and how capital is accumulated. As we saw in the example of Google and Face-
book, platform capitalism shows a functional complexity of economic forms. 
Platforms allow the realisation of value for many commodity producers in the 
global economy. It is not just a single commodity but an ‘immense accumula-
tion of commodities’ that appear on and through digital platforms. Second, 
digital product and service usage activity creates data inputs commodified as 
part of standard business practices for most platforms. Just as labour power 
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becomes a commodity in capitalism, so is the lifeworld, a potential commod-
ity that can lead to commodity exchange. However, the lifeworld of the user 
activity does not become a commodity itself. The concrete lifeworld activity 
is abstracted as data that can provide a competitive advantage in advertising 
through commodification and monetisation. 

Nevertheless, to utilise data, a third characteristic is required in platform 
capitalism, which is the form of property that allows platforms to have privi-
leged access to data and to protect algorithms and software that can process 
that data. Without considering the functional integration of production and 
circulation in contemporary capitalism and the multitude of economic forms 
and forms of value in capitalism, we cannot capture the specificity of capitalist 
economy and society in our historical moment. The NRM and OM approach-
es can be helpful theoretical starting points for an updated critical political 
economy of the media, capable of transcending debates over the primacy of 
production or circulation, expropriation, or exploitation. By understanding 
the social forms of the capitalist mode of production, we can avoid falling 
back onto notions of techno-feudalism, sharpen our critique towards inher-
ent contradictions and struggles, and devise new political projects in platform 
capitalism.

References

Adorno, T. W. (1975). Culture industry reconsidered. New German Critique, 6, 12-
19. https://doi.org/10.2307/487650

Backhaus, H. G. (1980). On the dialectics of the value-form. Thesis Eleven, 1(1), 99-
120. https://doi.org/10.1177/072551368000100108

----------------------------------- (1992). Between philosophy and science: Marxian social economy as 
critical theory. W. Bonefeld, R. Gunn, & K. Psychopedis (Eds.), Open Marxism 1: 
Dialectics and history (pp. 54–92). Pluto Press.

Bilić, P. (2023). Frankfurt School legacy and the critical sociology of digital media 
and communication. Critical Sociology, Online First.

Bilić, P., Prug, T., & Žitko, M. (2021). The political economy of digital monopolies: 
Contradictions and alternatives to data commodification (1st edition). Bristol Uni-
versity Press.

Birch, K., & Cochrane, D. T. (2022). Big tech: Four emerging forms of digital rent-
iership. Science as Culture, 31(1), 44-58. https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.202
1.1932794

Bonefeld, W. (2010). Abstract labour: Against its nature and on its time. Capital & 
Class, 34(2), 257-276. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309816810367769

----------------------------------- (2020). Capital par excellence: On money as an obscure thing. Estudios 
de Filosofía, 62, Article 62. https://doi.org/10.17533/udea.ef.n62a03



Platforms and the critique of political economy

ETKİLEŞİM 23

Christophers, B. (2020). Rentier capitalism: Who owns the economy, and who pays 
for it?. Verso.

Cohen, J. E. (2017). Law for the platform economy. U.C. Davis Law Review, 51, 133.

Constantinides, P., Henfridsson, O., & Parker, G. G. (2018). Introduction-platforms 
and infrastructures in the digital age. Information Systems Research, 29(2), 381-
400. https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.2018.0794

Dean, J. (2020). Communism or Neo-Feudalism? New Political Science, 42(1), 1-17. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2020.1718974

Elbe, I. (2018). Helmut Reichelt and the new reading of Marx. B. Best, W. Bonefeld, 
& C. O’Kane (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of Frankfurt School critical theory (Vol. 1, 
pp. 367-385). SAGE Publications.

Fisher, E. (2012). How less alienation creates more exploitation? Audience labour 
on social network sites. tripleC: Communication, Capitalism & Critique. Open Ac-
cess Journal for a Global Sustainable Information Society, 10(2), 171-183. https://
doi.org/10.31269/triplec.v10i2.392

Flew, T. (2021). Regulating platforms (1st edition). Polity.

Flew, T., & Martin, F. R. (Eds.). (2022). Digital platform regulation: Global perspec-
tives on Internet governance (1st edition). Palgrave Macmillan.

Fuchs, C. (2010). Labor in informational capitalism and on the Internet. The Infor-
mation Society, 26(3), 179-196. https://doi.org/10.1080/01972241003712215

----------------------------------- (2014). Digital labour and Karl Marx. Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group.

Gorwa, R. (2019). What is platform governance? Information, Communication & So-
ciety, 22(6), 854-871. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2019.1573914

Heeks, R. (2017). Digital economy and digital labour terminology: Making sense of 
the “gig economy”, “online labour”, “crowd work”, “microwork”, “platform labour”, 
etc. (SSRN Scholarly Paper 3431728). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3431728

Heinrich, M. (2009). Reconstruction or deconstruction? Methodological contro-
versies about value and capital, and new insights from the critical edition. R. 
Bellofiore & R. Fineschi (Eds.), Re-reading Marx: New perspectives after the critical 
edition (pp. 72–98). Palgrave Macmillan.

Helberger, N., Pierson, J., & Poell, T. (2018). Governing online platforms: From 
contested to cooperative responsibility. The Information Society, 34(1), 1-14. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01972243.2017.1391913

Horkheimer, M., & Adorno, T. W. (2002). Dialectic of enlightenment: Philosophical 
fragments. Stanford University Press.

Huws, U. (2014). Labor in the global digital economy - the cybertariat comes of age. 
Monthly Review Press.

----------------------------------- (2019). Labour in contemporary capitalism: What next? (1st edition). Pal-
grave Macmillan.



Paško BILIĆ

ETKİLEŞİM    Yıl 7  Sayı 13  Nisan 202424

Jarrett, K. (2022). Digital labor (1st edition). Polity.

Jin, D. Y. (2015). Digital platforms, imperialism, and political culture. Routledge.

Kassem, S. (2023). Work and alienation in the platform economy: Amazon and the 
power of organization (First Edition). Bristol University Press.

Kenney, M., & Zysman, J. (2016). The rise of the platform economy. Issues in Science 
and Technology, 32(3), 61-69.

Kenney, M., & Zysman, J. (2020). The platform economy: Restructuring the space 
of capitalist accumulation. Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society, 
13(1), 55–76. https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsaa001

Lotz, C. (2016). The capitalist schema: Time, money, and the culture of abstraction. 
Lexington Books.

Mansell, R. (2015). Platforms of power. Intermedia, 43(1), 20-34.

----------------------------------- (2021). European responses to (us) digital platform dominance. The 
Routledge handbook of digital media and globalization. Routledge.

Marcuse, H. (1990). From ontology to technology: Fundamental tendencies of in-
dustrial society. Critical theory and society. Routledge.

----------------------------------- (2007). One-dimensional man: Studies in the ideology of advanced indus-
trial society (Repr). Routledge.

Marx, K. (1996). Capital: Vol. 1. Lawrence & Wishart. (Original work published 1867)

Mazzucato, M. (2019, October 2). Preventing digital feudalism | by Mariana Maz-
zucato. Project Syndicate. https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/plat-
form-economy-digital-feudalism-by-mariana-mazzucato-2019-10

Morozov, E. (2022). Critique of techno-feudal reason. New Left Review, 133/134, 
89-126.

Murray, P. (2022). Methods. B. Skeggs, S. A. Farris, A. Toscano, & S. Bromberg (Eds.), 
The SAGE handbook of Marxism (pp. 153–170).

Nieborg, D. B., & Poell, T. (2018). The platformization of cultural production: The-
orizing the contingent cultural commodity. New Media & Society, 20(11), 4275-
4292. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818769694

Pitts, F. H. (2015). Creative industries, value theory and Michael Heinrich’s new 
reading of Marx. tripleC: Communication, Capitalism & Critique. Open Access 
Journal for a Global Sustainable Information Society, 13(1), 192-222. https://doi.
org/10.31269/triplec.v13i1.639

----------------------------------- (2019). Value-form theory, open Marxism and the new reading of Marx. 
A. C. Dinerstein, A. G. Vela, E. González, & J. Holloway (Eds.), Open Marxism 4: 
Against a closing world (1st edition). Pluto Press.

----------------------------------- (2022). Measuring and managing creative labour: Value struggles and 
billable hours in the creative industries. Organization, 29(6), 1081-1098. https://



Platforms and the critique of political economy

ETKİLEŞİM 25

doi.org/10.1177/1350508420968187

Poell, T., Nieborg, D., & Dijck, J. van. (2019). Platformisation. Internet Policy Review, 
8(4). https://policyreview.info/concepts/platformisation

Prug, T. (2022). Marxova analiza društvenih oblika i ekonomska sociologija. Revija 
za sociologiju, 52(1), 87-113. https://doi.org/10.5613/rzs.52.1.4

Prug, T., & Žitko, M. (2023). Social forms beyond value: Public wealth and its con-
tradictions. Critical Sociology, Forthcoming.

Reichelt, H. (1982). From the Frankfurt School to value-form analysis. Thesis Elev-
en, 4(1), 166-169. https://doi.org/10.1177/072551368200400111

Rigi, J., & Prey, R. (2015). Value, rent, and the political economy of social media. 
The Information Society, 31(5), 392-406. https://doi.org/10.1080/01972243.201
5.1069769

Robinson, B. (2015). With a different Marx: Value and the contradictions of web 
2.0 capitalism. The Information Society, 31(1), 44-51. https://doi.org/10.1080/01
972243.2015.977634

Rochet, J.-C., & Tirole, J. (2003). Platform competition in two-sided markets. 
Journal of the European Economic Association, 1(4), 990-1029. https://doi.
org/10.1162/154247603322493212

Rotta, T., & Teixeira, R. (2019). The commodification of knowledge and informa-
tion. M. Vidal, T. Smith, T. Rotta, & P. Prew (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Karl 
Marx (pp. 378–400). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxford-
hb/9780190695545.013.23

Scholz, T. (Ed.). (2013). Digital labour: The Internet as playground and factory. Rout-
ledge.

Srnicek, N. (2017). Platform capitalism. Polity Press.

----------------------------------- (2018). Platform monopolies and the political economy of AI.  J. McDon-
nell (Ed.), Economics for the Many (pp. 152-163). Verso.

Teixeira, R. A., & Rotta, T. N. (2012). Valueless knowledge-commodities and 
financialization: Productive and financial dimensions of capital autono-
mization. Review of Radical Political Economics, 44(4), 448-467. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0486613411434387

Terranova, T. (2000). Free labor: Producing culture for the digital economy. Social 
Text, 18(2), 33-58.

van Dijck, J., de Waal, M., & Poell, T. (2018). The Platform society: Public values in a 
connective world. Oxford University Press.

Varoufakis, Y. (2021, June 28). Techno-feudalism is taking over | by Yanis Varoufakis. 
Project Syndicate. https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/techno-feu-
dalism-replacing-market-capitalism-by-yanis-varoufakis-2021-06

Vercellone, C. (2007). From formal subsumption to general intellect: elements for 



Paško BILIĆ

ETKİLEŞİM    Yıl 7  Sayı 13  Nisan 202426

a Marxist reading of the thesis of cognitive capitalism. Historical Materialism, 
15(1), 13-36. https://doi.org/10.1163/156920607X171681

Wallerstein, I. (2019). Immanuel Wallerstein’s thousand Marxisms [Jacobin]. https://
jacobin.com/2019/09/immanuel-wallerstein-marxism-world-systems-theo-
ry-capitalism

Woodcock, J. (2021). The fight against platform capitalism: an inquiry into the glob-
al struggles of the gig economy. University of Westminster Press. https://doi.
org/10.16997/book51

Woodcock, J., & Graham, M. (2020). The gig economy: A critical introduction. Polity.

Zuboff, S. (2015). Big other: Surveillance capitalism and the prospects of an infor-
mation civilization. Journal of Information Technology, 30(1), 75-89. https://doi.
org/10.1057/jit.2015.5

Zuboff, S. (2019). The age of surveillance capitalism: The fight for a human future at 
the new frontier of power (1st edition). Public Affairs.

Ethics committee approval: There is no need for ethics committee approval.
Conflict of interest: There are no conflicts of interest to declare.
Financial support: No funding was received for this study. 

Etik Kurul Onayı: Etik kurul onayına ihtiyaç bulunmamaktadır.
Çıkar çatışması: Çıkar çatışması bulunmamaktadır.
Finansal destek: Finansal destek bulunmamaktadır.




