














Marx and Wittgenstein on vampires and parasites: A critique of Capital and Metaphysics
Everyday life is the supreme court where wisdom, knowledge and power are brought to judgement.







Henri Lefebvre
 
[This essay is structured around the following sequence of questions:]
Introduction: Do the ‘anti-philosophers’ [Wittgenstein, Marx] refute themselves?

Does Wittgenstein self-refute [through speaking ‘non-everyday’ language]?

How can we understand ‘non-everyday, parasitical language’?

Can Marx be read as ‘proto-Wittgensteinian’?

Does Marx’s ‘labour theory of value’ support or contradict a ‘Wittgensteinian’ 


Marx?

What is the upshot of Marx’s ‘Wittgensteinian’ thinking?

Should we be surprised by a notion of ‘symbiotic parasitism’?

How should we go about reading Wittgenstein on philosophy, through Marx?

Is the early Marx also consistent with Wittgenstein?

Does (the early) Marx face a dilemma, between falling into ‘idea-ism’ or             
   
failing to have an effective criticism of capitalism?

What kind of ‘humanism’ is there, in Marx and Wittgenstein?

Does Marx’s ‘activism’ clash with Wittgenstein’s alleged ‘quietism’?

Conclusion: Do Wittgenstein and Marx refute themselves ?

Introduction: Do the ‘anti-philosophers’ refute themselves?

Marx and Wittgenstein are two of the most famous end-of-philosophy philosophers. Supposedly. 


Supposedly, they attack -- or even ridicule -- philosophy. And there is surely some ground, at least, for the supposition that they do.


But what then is the status of their own discourse? Do they stand in some privileged or archimedean position, some place invulnerable to their own criticisms? What justification could they have for exempting their own claims from the criticisms they themselves make of philosophy?


To be a little more concrete:


For Marx, very famously, the point was to change the world, not merely to interpret it, as philosophers inveterately do. Wittgenstein perhaps equally-famously remarks that philosophy leaves everything as it is. A key question of this paper will be whether these claims are actually -- as probably they appear to be -- in tension with one another.


But in any case, we are immediately inclined to ask, of these unusual  --‘limited’ -- visions of the nature and power (or impotence) of philosophy: Are Wittgenstein and Marx describing, or interpreting, when they say these things; or what? If what they say -- Marx, in the “Theses on Feuerbach”; Wittgenstein, at the end of the Tractatus and at PI 124-133 -- is not a condemnation out of their own mouths of what they do, elsewhere (and also perhaps here!), then what is it?


Consider the following remark of Harry Redner’s:


Marx was the first major thinker to have explicitly undertaken the destruction of metaphysics on the basis of a new conception of language... . The destruction of metaphysics and the creation of a new concept of language went hand in hand in Marx’s philosophy. Language was dis-covered as its metaphysical cover was dissolved. Marx begins by noting that metaphysics is language concealed:


“The philosophers would only have to dissolve their language into the ordinary language, from which it is abstracted, to recognize it as the distorted language of the actual world, and to realize that neither thoughts nor language in themselves form a realm of their own, that they are only manifestations of actual life.” 
 

Indeed; what fascinates here is the strikingly ‘Wittgensteinian’ tenor of the quote from Marx. When we recognize in this remark an anticipation of Wittgenstein, we can begin to appreciate the depth of the problem of the status of philosophical discourse itself, especially that of Marxians or Wittgensteinians. Redner continues:


Marx characteristically overreaches himself and speaks too sharply of a general ‘dissolution of philosophy’, not distinguishing too sharply between ‘philosophy’ and ‘metaphysics’, and he was unknowingly followed in this by the other ‘Faustian’ thinkers, who frequently presented their critiques as attacks on philosophy itself.


Now at this point I need to say two things. 

1) I don’t think that either Marx or Wittgenstein are actually well-described as end-of-philosophy philosophers.
 Because, according to Wittgenstein, our tendencies to philosophize are deep and long-lasting, and are internally related to our deep inclinations to be misled by our language. Our inclination to philosophize is probably not, as Rorty’s Wittgenstein would have it, a specific, local and eradicable cultural artifact.


Wittgenstein thought of philosophy, of course, as an activity.  ‘Philosophy’ will be needed as long as we continue to make certain kinds of deep errors, until perhaps conceivably a more general change in our lives might render us less prone to such endlessly tempting errors. Philosophy is an activity parasitic on error-making -- but we have no grounds to think that even would-be pure Wittgensteinians (such as I hope to be) have yet begun definitively to overcome such errors. The tendencies toward them are embedded deep within our culture, within our language, within us. And these tendencies are arguably there even in our very efforts to think ourselves out of them.
 

2) Whether or not (1) in fact holds, neither Marx nor Wittgenstein are best read as hoping to find or tell the Truth, from a privileged philosophical vantage-point, way ‘above’ praxis. (A fortiori, they are not giving us a meta-philosophy to sort out philosophy.)


Language is largely, basically ‘flat’ -- like many cities (see PI para.18 -- Wittgenstein is obviously thinking here of cities more like Vienna than like New York, or even Prague). ‘Philosophical language’ is just a part of the city, though it appear to be a panoptical tower (or obvervation ballooon) rising far up above it. ‘Meta-language’ (and even ‘meta-philosophy’) is also part of this flatness (see PI para.121). Meta-philosophy is not a tower growing yet further out of the philosophical tower, to survey that tower. )  Even if there were these towers, it would do no good -- for we would be launched on a pointless infinite journey. We would need always to resurvey the ‘enforcing’ meta-language we were using, in order to generate normative force with which to change the language ‘below’ -- and this need would infinitely ramify. Unless language can take care of itself, there can be no taking care of it. In this (crucial) case and sense, philosophy ‘leaves language as it is’.


Even given these provisos, we still need to be deliberate and careful with the picture we are building here. Rather than speaking of (say) ‘philosophical language’, we should really speak of ‘‘philosophical use’ of language’. For use, of course, is paramount, for Wittgenstein. So the spatiality and non-dynamicity of the ‘flatness’ and ‘city’ metaphors may mislead.


There is a further problem with (2) in the particular case of Marx. For he quite often self-identifies as a scientist, as a Truth teller. This is contrary to the tenor of Wittgenstein’s philosophy and Wittgenstein’s self-identification. I return to this later; for now, I think and hope that this self-identification of Marx’s is quite largely (though, one must admit, not completely) removable in favour of an alternative, more coherent and less troubling philosophical identification. Marx, surprisingly, can, most of the time, be successfully read against the grain of his rhetorical claims to scientific status.

Does Wittgenstein self-refute (through speaking ‘non-everyday’ language)?

The problem with which this paper began now emerges quite starkly, with regard to Wittgenstein’s so-called ‘meta-philosophy’. How can we succeed in construing language as flat, and of philosophical uses of language as everyday? Consider PI 120: 


When I talk about language (words, sentences, etc.) I must speak the language of every day. Is this language somehow too coarse and material for what we want to say? Then how is another one to be constructed?--And how strange that we should be able to do anything at all with the one we have!...


I want to say: Wittgenstein is just saying that he is using ordinary words here. Not magical words. Not even special quasi-technical words. And his remark is itself perfectly humdrum.


But in what sense is the language of PI 120 the language of everyday? What is the occasion on which it can make sense to utter ‘propositions’ such as PI 120? It cannot be an occasion on which we are literally informing anyone of anything. But isn’t that what descriptions centrally do? Inform? Whereas (t)his talk is not functional in the manner in which he (Wittgenstein) claims that ordinary language is functional or able to be functional insofar as it is meaningful. For the descriptions of philosophy are -- would be -- ‘pure’ descriptions. Which is as much as to say: they are not assertoric descriptions, not informative, not descriptions (of matters of fact), at all... . Again, we need to bear in mind that Wittgenstein held that there are no significant philosophical assertions, statements, propositions (see PI 128), and that his philosophical criticism was a criticism only of chimeras, of inchoate temptations of thought. But then we will be worried that Wittgenstein has failed to leave any room open for the status of his own remarks. Isn’t he centrally interested in language in use; and isn’t ‘philosophical language’, even his own, in an important sense out of use?

We want to say that philosophical language can be everyday, and that it has a problematic status with regard to its being a ‘refinement’ of our everyday language.
  It is, in fact, as we might say, parasitic upon it! For consider PI 116,
 in which Wittgenstein suggests that what we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday uses. Does Wittgenstein’s talk here -- of the “original homes” of words, and of their everyday uses as opposed to their metaphysical uses -- imply that there actually is such a thing as the metaphysical use of a word? If it did: then we could see what ‘the everyday’ was clearly (by contrast). But it would do so at the cost of leaving us no argument for why philosophers should not use metaphysical language, and yet wanting and needing such an argument.


How then should we to respond to the question just raised? Well, as usual, it doesn’t much matter what you say, so long as you are clear about what you are saying when you say it. But I suspect it will be most useful to say, with Cavell, that ‘metaphysical use’ is a fantasy, albeit a deeply-attractive one. As Martin Stone puts it:


Wittgenstein identifies philosophy’s metaphysical voice as his critical target. But this alone would hardly distinguish him from any number of other philosophers within the huge Kantian wake of philosophy’s self-criticism. So it would be a mistake to infer, from such a metaphysical target, that the contrast Wittgenstein wishes to draw [in 116] (between himself and others) should not embrace...those philosophers who set their face against metaphysics. “We bring words back” -- Wittgenstein is to be read as saying -- “in contrast to the way other philosophers critcize metaphysics; in their form of criticism, words remain metaphysically astray.” 
 


So, while there is indeed a powerful deconstructive voice in Wittgenstein’s text it is not any more his view than is the metaphysical voice, or even the ‘official’ voice, the voice of correction.
 


If words are truly to be brought back to their everyday uses, away from their pseudo- -- holiday- -- ‘homes’, they must be brought back from a state of parasitic dependence upon these everyday uses to ... everyday uses, themselves.


But what is to be done (to achieve this)?


When a philosopher remarks, for instance, that we fail to “recognize [philosophical language] as the distorted language of the actual world” (Marx), or that philosophy is always being “tormented by questions which bring itself in question” (Wittgenstein), then in virtue of what could such claims themselves be exempt from their own scope?

It seems that there must be something peculiar about (all) philosophical language, even when the speaking of that philosophical language is a means toward becoming clearer as to what is awry with the language which is its subject. In other words: the moral of the Tractatus 
 carries forward into Wittgenstein’s later work. Wittgenstein did not think that his own philosophy was exempt from the criticisms he apparently makes of ‘uses of language’ which are in an important sense not genuine uses of language (i.e. alleged metaphysical ‘uses’ of language). And as Wittgenstein held throughout his life,
 the logic of language cannot be genuinely described.


If, then, there is no such thing as using language to get an account of language ‘from the outside’, and ‘report’ on its nature, then even to speak of ‘everyday language’ seems fated to be non-everyday, and indeed nonsensical.


If we are to approach closer to a resolution of the ‘paradox’ in Wittgenstein’s philosophy which I have been discussing for the last few pages, then we need to find another way into the question of how quasi-pathological language -- but language which is apparently not just nonsense as irrelevant to us as (e.g.) “is dog a than” or “sdihhvccvvvdd a ifh” -- is even possible. 

How can we understand ‘parasitical language’?

The question I have already suggested can be put as one of parasitism; a kind of parasitism, roughly, of ‘theory’ upon ‘practice’. How can it be possible to achieve anything by means of parasitical language, if it is condemned out of its own mouth as nonsense?


But there may be a helpful analogy to hand. What is parasitism in social relations? What is it for there to be people who, though they are people (and people do things), live off the doings -- the labour -- of others? How can they be and do so?


These questions seem genuinely easier to answer than the questions we have been considering thus far. That is how the analogy may help us.


For it should be clear that influential accounts that have been given of everyday -- ‘workaday’ -- parasitism, in society.  Accounts of the relations in ‘feudalism’, and ‘capitalism’, and of certain social entities (rights in bodies, land, capital itself). Accounts which can be used to help answer these questions. 


We start thinking, then, of everyday parasitism. We might remark that, like capitalists, philosophical uses of language very largely don’t do work. 




Now, while the ‘purely economic’ reality and power of capital may or not have been adequately accounted for by the Marxist tradition, it could be said that, at the root of the Marxist and other radical accounts of and attacks on the import of capital, is the following: a sense that capital, and money more generally, is, as well as being a reality right now, an interpersonal ideological ‘construct,’ and an increasingly dispensable one (albeit one which has been vital to the actual historical and economic development of the species). A sense that what is wrong is that capitalists and associated parasites work virtually not at all, while they reap vast rewards (from others’ labour).
 


So: we have a class or classes, capitalists (plus to some extent petit bourgeois etc.), who are parasites on the proletariat, on the workers. But there is also a crucial sense in which there isn’t anything other than ‘the proletariat’, if only we construe the latter sufficiently broadly. 


How might this be done?  Another analogy: In 1789 the progressive elements of the first two estates in France came to recognise and believe that it was their democratic and patriotic and political duty to join with the Third Estate, in a meeting where the Third Estate would numerically dominate. This was, in a sense, an affirmation that all there was/is is: the Third Estate; that only an ideology which was real in its effects but wrong -- and approaching the end of its days -- was fostering the illusion that the ‘Estate-boundaries’ marked real differences between human beings. The nobles and clerics, parasites on the commoners, were declaring that they were commoners -- which commences the abolition of the distinction between commoners and the rest, and thus the elimination too of the category of ‘commoner’.


I think the same is the logic of Marxism.Really -- within the grasp of our linguistic/practical/communal realization, at this point in history  -- ‘there is only’ the proletariat, in a necessarily broadened and ‘bloated’ sense 
 -- in the sense of workers, by hand or by brain.
 Capital, and class, are, we might say, social constructs in a more fundamental sense than are (say) people, or work.
 If we can come collectively to cease to treat money as perfectly real, it no longer need be so. As in the case of the marvellously indolent Quashees, described by Marx on p.250 of the Grundrisse: “As far as they are concerned, capital does not exist as capital...”. Similarly, if we come to recognise collectively in our linguistic and non-linguistic actions that really there is only the ‘universal’ class,
 that of workers, then the naked reality of present class-domination will be clearly open to view, exposed -- and the abolition of class may be at hand.
  


One of Marx’s famous and excoriatingly powerful devices of literary art for describing capitalists is as ‘vampires’. But perhaps the upshot of the above is that we can’t simply -- and luckily don’t necessarily have to -- excise the ‘vampires’, the ‘parasites’. We have, rather, to convince everyone, including them, and ourselves, that there needn’t any longer -- and in certain a sense ‘can’t’ really be -- any such thing as ‘class’. That convincement and re-cognition and the associated undertaking of certain practical actions (e.g. changes in ‘managerial structures’) will in the first instance be constituted by its being seen to be just ridiculous for some to live largely off the labour of others.
 The parasites can be integrated, once it is actively and practically  ‘realized’ that they are nothing other than people, like us. 


And this, I think, is how we can succeed in understanding Wittgenstein on ‘philosophical language’. It is not that ‘philosophical language’ -- language even of the kind that Wittgenstein can be heard as speaking just insofar as we do not take completely literally and seriously his injunctions against ‘theses’ in philosophy etc. -- ... it’s not that this language  needs to be excised, because of its being the speaking of nonsense. Rather, it needs to be shown for what it is -- either plain nonsense, nothing (in which case what we have to find is a way of understanding that there is nothing to excise), or perfectly ordinary and everyday remarks which everyone will agree to, and/or which have perfectly fine homes in particular language-games. In the latter sense(s), philosophical language can be integrated back in with our language-games -- it does not need to be excised, it is not even, at a deep level, genuinely parasitic.
 Because, if we can come to collectively cease to treat philosophical language as perfectly real and substantial, as usable, then of course it need no longer be so.


So then: We (Wittgensteinians) don’t say: ‘You must leave the paradise of metaphysics’. We say: ‘Look around you! This non-place you are half in, do you really want to call it ‘Paradise’?’ We invite our interlocutor to live the reduction to absurdity of their own pretensions. (And the same invitation, I am intimating, is extended by Marx to his interlocutors. They too are invited to look around them; and to live differently.)


All this cannot be done with proofs, with arguments. Feuerbach was perhaps the first to see this clearly, in his reaction against Hegelian philosophy. As a consequence, Feuerbach has been almost completely misunderstood, and seen over and over again as a purveyor of weak arguments, poor proofs, as opposed to a purveyor of something quite different. Daniel Brudney has brilliantly brought this out -- with an explication of Feuerbach’s ‘therapeutic’ approach to questions of theology and philosophy, an approach intended to get his followers to radically re-understand religion and modern society.
 


Marx, and latterly Wittgenstein, ‘followed up’ on Feuerbach’s path-breaking insights and efforts, by emphasizing change in practice, aspect-seeing,
 by emphasizing that it is not a belief or doctrine that needs altering but an attitude and even a way of life. And (thus) they have more successfully than Feuerbach avoided the risk of remnants of Hegelian Idea-ism, and of making it seem as though the change to be made was easy.

Thus one might want to see the ‘class interest’ (!) of practical everyday language as requiring the ‘excision’ of philosophical language -- but there is only likely to be a lasting peace if instead the ‘parasitic’ language is re-heard as being just more everyday language, only everyday language that we have unfortunately been ‘systematically’ and ‘ideologically’ educated to hear as magical. (Philosophical language is ‘expropriated’ -- that is, deprived of its ‘magical’ properties...)  To foment this re-hearing is not an easy task, and not something that one can simply decide to do, even for oneself.


Try looking on Wittgenstein’s work, then, as a critique of ‘alienated language’ -- it needs to be brought back to the everyday
 ... back to work.


But is there a disanalogy here. Is alienated linguistic utterance less plausibly described as alienated than is ‘alienated labour’? But the analogy is centrally this: that you are not achieving what you want to achieve, through what is alienated (your linguistic practices; your labour). You don’t express yourself in and through it, when it is alienated. Your words do not mean what you want them to, and seem to stand over against you; your work is not your own, it does not issue in something which expresses anything you wanted to express, but rather in products which are not your own and actually disempower you. Words and sounds; and inanimate objects; controlling the lives of real people ... that is alienation.


Metaphysical doctrine, metaphysical language is, as Wittgenstein once said, like the magic gift in a fairy tale.
 In the enchanted castle, it appeared something splendid. You hoped to accomplish something miraculous with it. But actually it necessarily fails to accomplish that, or indeed anything. In the cold light of day, we see that it is only a piece of old metal. ‘Philosophical language’ in general is just such old metal, old metal which unfortunately our intellectualist philosophical traditions tend to get us to fetishize as something shiny and special. Philosophical language is the language of every day, transposed and misunderstood. There is in one important way then actually no parasitism of the kind we imagine, even, we Wittgensteinians. To see ‘philosophical language’ as something special, to see ‘it’ as deep nonsense, or as language that succeeds in being pathological, is still to give it too much credit. There is, one would perhaps better say, no ‘it’. But this is something that we have to realize in ourselves, to see, to make (it) true. 


Wittgenstein’s language, his own ‘speaking outside language-games’ (for, to return to the opening of this essay, is it not a very peculiar use of language to undertake what Wittgenstein does with language?), is transitional -- it is intended to be part of a (probably never-ending) project of getting us to be able to be free of philosophical worries (of certain strange kinds of perplexity); even worries about the character of language being used ‘outside language-games’, ultimately.


In sum, to answer the question of this section: ‘parasitical language’ can perhaps be understood: in part, through Wittgenstein, and in part, through Marx.
Can Marx really be fairly read as ‘Wittgensteinian’?

Some readers may suspect that I have cheated. I have, it may seem, arrived at some Marxian help in how to understand Wittgenstein only by already smuggling in a quasi-Wittgensteinian reading of Marx. I need then to give an account of how Marx’s accounts could possibly be rightly described as (after Wittgenstein), descriptions. I need to go into a little more detail on how we can successfully hear such phenomena as class relations, etc., described in Marx as ‘irreal’, as artifacts of delusion or illusion, in a Wittgensteinian sense of those words.
 


Let us take as our example a crucial Marxian concept, one which ‘underlies’ both capital, and the class structure, for Marx: the commodity form. Let us look briefly at the opening pages of Das Capital, at the notion of ‘commodity-fetishism’. I intersperse my comments with Marx’s text, in square brackets:


“Commodities come into the world in the shape of use-values... goods, such as iron, linen, corn, etc. . This is their plain, homely, bodily form. [[Their home is in their use.]] They are, however, commodities, only because they are something two-fold, both object of utility, and, at the same time, depositories of value...


The value of commodities is the very opposite of the coarse materiality of their substance... Turn and examine a single commodity, by itself, as we will, yet in so far as it remains an object of value, it seems impossible to grasp it. [[Cf. staring at a word, and hoping to ‘see’ the meaning (failing to see that its meaning li(v)es in its use).]]  If, however, we bear in mind that the value of commodities

has a purely social reality, and that they [commodities] acquire this reality only in so far as they are expressions or embodiments of one identical social substance, viz., human labour, it follows as a matter of course, that value can only manifest itself in the social relation of one commodity to another.” [[Note the connections to (and differences from) the latter part of PI para.120, a quasi-Marxian moment in Wittgenstein: “You say: the point isn’t the word, but its meaning, and you think of the meaning as a thing of the same kind as the word, though also different from the word. Here the word, there the meaning. The money, and the cow that you can buy with it. (But contrast: money, and its use.)”  Wittgenstein is pointing out the metaphysics which failing to understand social institutions can get one into. Marx is pointing out the metaphysics which social institutions themselves can get people into if they are not vigilant.]]

I think Marx is saying terribly commonplace things about commonplace things here.
 The Wittgensteinian interpolations, above, draw attention to the ‘ordinariness’ of what Marx is up to with words, like the ‘ordinariness’ (and the practice-centredness, not ‘idealism’) of what Wittgenstein is up to.
 I don’t think Marx is offering us a ‘definition’ of a commodity, still less a the opening of a theorisation of the economy.
  


This last claim may seem outrageous, and it is evident that, as Capital proceeds, there are parts of it which are at least attempted theorisations of the economy. And it is true that to some extent Marx gives us a new way of talking, a new ‘vocabulary’ -- to that extent, what he is doing is like what Freud does, according to a properly Wittgensteinian (Conantian/Finkelsteinian
 ) understanding of Freud’s achievement. But, rather more than Freud’s, Marx’s approach is nevertheless open, I would claim, to being read as itself quasi-Wittgensteinian, as itself posing a new way of talking only as a (‘self-deconstructing’) way of getting us to see more clearly what we already ‘know.’ I think Marx is trying to get us to see things about our commerce with objects and with each other that are perfectly straightforward; but also deeply obscured.
  


Now, I am not saying that this way of reading Marx definitely works. Or that it will carry through into all of Capital. (However, I do believe that it would be a mistake to see the discussion of commodities as the generation of a model that will be the basis for a subsequent thoroughgoing Theorisation -- a mistake almost as great as the reading of the opening sections of PI in such a manner. The ‘language-games’ of PI are demythologizing ‘models’, objects of comparison (PI para. 130) to free one of mental cramps, nothing more. Must Marx’s approach be read quite oppositely?)  I am not saying that this way of reading makes all of Marx’s remarks acute or even comprehensible. For I think we should not fail to be struck by the strangeness of the opening of Capital, the strangeness of our being presented with these commonplaces  (As, again, we should be struck by the strangeness of the opening remarks of PI -- Is this philosophy? What is the point of these ‘remarks’? Are they ‘theses’? Or trivialities?). I am only saying: Here is an ‘agenda’ for ‘research’. 


 What is engendered by a society where the exchange of commodities for money takes place, according to Marx, is a situation wherein 


“...the social character of men’s labour appears to them as an objective character stamped upon the product of that labour; because the relation of the producers to the sum total of their own labour is presented to them as a social relation, existing not between themselves, but between the products of their labour ... [T]he existence of...things qua commodities, and the value-relation between the products of labour which stamps them as commodities, have absolutely no connection with their physical properties and with the material relations arising therefrom. There it is[,] a definite social relation between men, that assumes, in their eyes, the fantastic form of a relation between things. In order...to find an analogy, we must have recourse to the mist-enveloped regions of the religious world. In that world the productions of the human brain appear as independent beings endowed with life, and entering into relation both with one another and the human race. So it is in the world of commodities with the products of men’s hands. This I call the Fetishism which attaches itself to the products of labour, so soon as they are produced as commodities.”       

(Marx, Capital, pp.320-1 of Tucker).


Thus it is that commodities are rendered “mysterious” to us; and this is something we do, this is a body of human activities. Commodities abstract away from their specificity as ‘use-values’, and from the specificity of the labour that went into them. They become interchangeable, and thus producers (labourers) no longer realize clearly that they (commodities) are now the mode through which they (people) are relating to each other -- relating their labour, and everything else. This is the nature of money under Capitalism. But, in its everydayness, it is invisible. 


In sum: There is then at least some good reason to read Marx in a quasi-Wittgensteinian fashion.

Does Marx’s ‘labour theory of value’ support or contradict this reading?
  To see in more detail if and why there is good reason to read Marx ‘after Wittgenstein’, we come directly to the consideration of Marx on labour. And here what we find is very interesting: Marx precisely tries to get us to see what is hidden from our view through being so commonplace (cf. PI para.129). 


In his effort to understand what a commodity is (or rather, to avoid misunderstanding it, as he says ‘bourgeois economists’ consistently do), Marx notes that we cannot depend upon use-value; for it is precisely in their exchange-value, which abstracts from any particular uses, that things are commodities:


“If then we leave out of consideration the use-value of commodities, they have only one common property left, that of being products of labour. But even the product of labour itself has undergone a change in our hands. If we make abstraction from its use-value, we make abstraction at the same time from the material elements and shapes that make the product a use-value; we see in it no longer a table, a house, yarn, or any other useful thing. Its existence as a material thing is put out of sight. Neither can it any longer be regarded as the product of the labour of the joiner, the mason, the spinner, or of any other definite kind of productive labour. Along with the useful qualities of the products themselves, we put out of sight both the useful character of the various kinds of labour embodied in them, and the concrete forms of that labour; there is nothing left but what is common to them all; all are reduced to one and the same sort of labour, human labour in the abstract.”   (Capital, (Tucker p.305); my italics (see also pp.240-1, from The Grundrisse)).


All this is something that ‘the market’ does, not something that Marx is imposing upon it as a positive theory. Marx is following through, and attempting to depict, the ‘logic’ of our social life (in a certain period of history).


An exchange-based system has, then, a logic which makes all human entirely equivalent, or at least ‘equivalentisable’. All. But then, does Marx’s account of exchange-value as “congealed quantities of homogenous human labour” pose as a true theoretical construct -- or as something much more fantastical and absurd? David Andrews writes:


“Is value the expression of socially necessary abstract labour or is this simply an illusion? Marx’s use of the religious metaphor to describe commodity fetishism connotes some type of illusion, suggesting that there is something unreal, or at least of questionable objectivity, in exchange-values. This illusory character of value leads Cleaver to conclude that Marx’s notion of commodity fetishism amounts to “denouncing the analysis he has just undertaken.”... 


But while the objective character of value does have an illusory aspect to it, it is a “prosaically real, and by no means imaginary, mystification”. Marx points out that the idea that there can be social relations between things is “fantastic”, but he says that this is “what they are”.”  (p.6 [    ]of his [this volume])

For again, commodity fetishism and capital fetishism
 are something which people, perhaps regrettably, but as yet perhaps inevitably, do.


There is a serious problem of interpretation here in Capital, a problem which has been unsatisfactorily skated over or ‘resolved’ by many of Marx’s readers, especially among those impressed by his theory of Political Economy. But Cleaver, for instance, has completely failed to see a key point (as has, admittedly, almost everyone else) in what Marx was up to, even so. Marx has not given us a theoretical ‘analysis’ which he has then fatally undermined. He has given us a tool for use in ‘description’ of this capitalist mode of life, a tool which he hopes will enable one, among other things, eventually to leave it itself behind  (In this regard, the ‘labour theory of value’ is then rather like the ‘picture theory of meaning’, or even the so-called ‘use theory of meaning’ disastrously attributed to the later Wittgenstein. It is itself a picture, one whose worth is ultimately in part to be appreciated precisely by means of our understanding of its eventual conceptual inadequacies and transitionality.).


Now, Marx was a prescient and highly intelligent economic commentator. But what I have suggested above is precisely not to say that the ‘labour theory of value’ is True, or good science, or a real positive contribution to economics. On the contrary, I am in complete agreement with Kitching 
 that the labour theory of value is completely hopeless, considered as a positive contribution to the ‘social science’ of economics. ‘Values’ cannot be made the basis of any practicable economic theorizing (or, if they are, they commit one to false claims). For, if postulated as ‘in’ the world, they are surely an intellectualist metaphysical fantasy.
 


But what the so-called 
 ‘labour theory of value’ does I think do, is reasonably perspicuously and dramatically present the following basic always-already propagandistic, political, and ‘ethical’ claim: Profit essentially requires exploitation. Working for an almost-non-worker (a ‘capitalist’) obviously involves supporting parasitism; even though it is hard (due to fetishistic ‘ideology’ etc. etc.) for us to see this. ‘Exploitation’ is about something unnecessary and bizarre being lived. 


Marx hopes that the fantasticness of what he is showing us about ourselves will help us to revolt against it. He shows us the patent nonsense that in its everydayness we fail to see, the nonsense that we are latently committed to, in our lives, and he hopes that we will draw the requisite conclusions -- in action, not just in mind.


Labour is something we do. The reification of ‘use’ practiced in the widespread notion of a ‘use theory of meaning’ is similarly problematic to the reification of labour. No good grounds have been given for thinking that there can be such a thing as a useful theorisation of these non-things, these social practices. I have suggested that instead we should see ‘the labour theory of value’ in its broadest sense, charitably, as: 

(1) a reductio ad absurdum of the pretensions of the ‘scientific’ political economy that Marx inherited; 

(2) a gambit in a therapeutic philosophical maneouvre, designed to help us not only to see through the pretensions of political economy, but to confront the strangeness or even absurdity we are living in, if we live under capitalistic social relations;  and 

(3) a persuasive tool in evoking a sense of ethical and political outrage -- i.e. a vivid ‘perspicuous presentation’ (see PI para.122) of exploitation.


In short, Marx has not in fact given us an economic theory of capitalism -- and a good thing too.
 He has given us something more ‘important’, more ‘profound’. Marx has helped us fashion from our own resources a set of tools for re-understanding, for vividly characterizing, our current social relations -- a set of tools which simultaneously may help us alter those relations.


Marx’s ‘position’ is in a sense then self-deconstructing. His ‘analysis’ does indeed in a strong sense ultimately undermine  -- dismantle -- itself. But this is its point. We need to draw the requisite conclusions eventually, against Marx’s ‘theory’ itself (as we do against any ‘positions’ we find ouselves attributing to Wittgenstein). We don’t even need Derrida to come along and do this. It really is implicit in Marx.


But this ‘self-deconstruction’ has to be understood in a very particular way. It is a deconstruction which has to be actualised by us (not simply conjured in an academic treatise, such as Derrida’s Specters of Marx). 


To answer then the question posed by this section’s title: it is possible to read Marx such that his ‘labour theory of value’ does not contradict a more or less Wittgensteinian understanding of his insights, and such that his thoughts on labour more generally actually support such an understanding and reading. Provided one acknowledges along the way that the labour theory of value is no more a genuine theory than a decoy duck is a genuine duck.

What is the upshot of Marx’s ‘Wittgensteinian’ thinking?

What would be left to us, after a successful (i.e. ‘charitably’ altered) incorporation of Marx’s simplified ‘language-games’ of (what he calls) ‘value’, his vocabulary, into our descriptions of social phenomena, and their consequent self-overcoming and self-deconstruction, would be not nothing, but some enhanced sense of the specificity of human needs and of human activity to satsify those needs. The abstraction, ‘general labour’, would no longer remain. (For it would have no contrast class.)  Truly back, at last, to the rough ground, we would also be back to the variegated natures and uses (‘use-values’?) of work and of things, back to the immense varieties of ‘labour’, to the vastly different ways humans construct and re-construct their environments (and themselves).


Andrews writes that “Marx himself drew an analogy between value and language: “the characteristic which objects of utility have of being values is as much men’s social product as is their language.”
 I think that from the discussion above we can draw the following result: the internal connection between language-game and practical activity (sometimes usefully referred to as ‘form of life’) is an effective analogy for -- because, basically, just a general case of -- the relationship between our ordinary language-game of value and our ordinary practices (‘form of life’). And Marx’s account is an elaboration of -- a bringing to self-consciousness of -- the former. Marx’s discussion of value -- while sometimes obscurely written, and certainly deformed by some scientistic elements of presentation, and by an only partly and (thus) insufficently ‘ethnographic’ or ‘anthropological’ approach -- is thus, as Andrews says, in a vastly different relationship with ‘value-constituting activity’ than is suggested by “the positivist neoclassical conception according to which theory and reality stand opposite each other as explanation and reality to be explained.” 
 

According to my reading of Marx, then, everyone is a doer, a coper, a labourer.
 

But in society, and in psychology, there is ‘false consciousness’ and ‘ideology’. So most of the privileged classes and the parasitized classes cannot see the reality of the privileged also being...labourers. Not divinities, not privileged by right, but just workers, workers who don’t typically have to work very hard.


So: we have a class or classes, capitalists (plus also to some extent managers, petit bourgeois etc.), who are parasites on ‘the proletariat’, on the workers. But there is also an important, a crucial sense in which there isn’t anything other than ‘the proletariat’ (better: the labourers/workers), if only we let ourselves construe the latter sufficiently broadly. We are all workers. Although let us remember again that this would fail to stand, were it to be heard, as Cleaver (along with almost everyone else) hears it, as a theoretical assertion, and thus in conflict with Marx’s account of (the ‘social-constructedness’ of) exchange-value (heard in turn as a theoretical assertion):


“[T]he value of a commodity represents human labour in the abstract, the expenditure of human labour in general ... Skilled labour counts only as simple labour intensified, or rather, as multiplied simple labour, a given quantity of skilled being considered equal to a greater quantity of simple labour ... For simplicity’s sake we shall henceforth account every kind of labour to be unskilled, simple labour; by this we do no more than save ourselves the trouble of making the reduction.” (Capital, Tucker pp.310-1).

The logic of this could be extended up to managers etc.; and why not all the way to the capitalist? It is only the grand shared fantasy of exchange-value which distinguishes the capitalist’s (minimal) labour from everyone else’s, which gives it a bright -- blinding -- shine.


Here we have the ‘democratic’ levelling potential of (understanding) the effects of ‘commodityism’. And all this comes out of thinking through carefully the practical logic of, the social relations of, an exchange-based system (viz. in our case, ‘capitalism’). But it is not the product of any theory, if by ‘theory’ we mean anything much resembling the kinds of things aimed at and relied on in the natural sciences.


Now of course, as hinted earlier, we ought to be careful about how far we take this ‘parasitism’ analogy. For while Marxists indeed see capitalists as parasites, and as vampires,
 they also recognise that these ‘vampires’ are invaluable, essential to the system as it currently stands. They couldn’t be simply excised. Expropriated, yes (deprived of (at least most of) their property; and/or placed under a new regimen no longer having a need for the concept of ‘property’); but not necessarily eliminated, either as persons or as roles.

Rather, there is what one might (over-)generously call a ‘symbiosis’ -- for some of the roles capitalists play (‘entrepreneurial’, etc.), would be essential even in a radically-reconstituted society. It is not a question of simply abolishing capitalists; but nor, either, of simply giving them a bit more work to do. There is a ‘symbiotic parasitism’, an ‘ecological system’ involving mutual benefit -- though hardly in a desirable state of equilibrium! It is in a state, rather, which Marx characterizes as deeply exploitative, highly undesirable -- and, moreover, literally absurd, shot through with ‘the delusive nature of [these] things’. 


The overall upshot of Marx’s Wittgensteinian thinking, then, is a somewhat new and I think less vulnerable version of how ‘parasitism’ in Marx can be glossed and understood.

Should we be surprised by the notion of ‘symbiotic parasitism’?

Should this useful correction of our parasitism analogy, this introduction of the idea of a symbiotic element to the parasitism, cause us to give up the basic analogy? No. For, after all, this was no more than we should have expected of the multifarious possibilities offered us by the concept of ‘parasite’. For it is well known that the most effective parasites do not kill their hosts, and indeed perform certain services for them...


Here is Derrida, putting much the same point:


“It should also be remembered that the parasite is by definition never simply external, never simply something that can be excluded from or kept outside of the body “proper”... Parasitism takes place when the parasite...comes to live off the life of the body in which it resides--and when, reciprocally, the host incorporates the parasite to an extent, willy nilly offering it hospitality: providing it with a place.” (Limited Inc. p.90; see also p.77)

Let us then consider for just a moment the infamous but ultimately educational and salient controversy between Searle and Derrida over the legacy of Austin’s quasi-Wittgensteinian philosophy. I would maintain that Austin, in How to do things with words, excluded the parasitic (for example, ‘promising’ on stage, in the course of a play) only for the purposes of understanding both the normal and, by contrast, the parasitic. He did not exclude the parasitic, in a different sense, ‘metaphysically’, from ordinary language. For Austin, pretty much everything, even the parasitic, even the radically infelicitous, is (ordinary) language. Thus Austin would not say that speaking in a play is extraordinary/metaphysical . That is, precisely, a bloated metaphysical sense: all actual language -- all achieved linguistic acts, of whatever kind -- is ordinary language. 


It must only be a transitional ‘grammatical reminder’ to utter this. But then Derrida runs a grave risk indeed when he presents the inclusion of the parasitic within the ordinary as part of it as fundamental, as metaphysically consequential. It can only be so as self-nihilating. For when there is no contrast class to ‘ordinary’, then we are (at, or rather toward) the end of (ordinary language) philosophy. That, we might say, is what Wittgenstein looked toward.


Derrida now turns out to be far more of a traditional philosopher than Wittgenstein (or Marx). For Derrida thinks there is no outside to metaphysics; but for Wittgenstein, it is a fantasy (albeit a fantasy which we tend to live) that we are (always) in metaphysics, even in the ordinary. It is a fantasy to think that the parasitic thoroughgoingly infects and inflects the ordinary, rendering non-metaphysical language impossible. Like Hegel, it turns out that Derrida needs to be turned right way up, and put onto his feet, in ordinary life and contexts.
 


In sum, we need not be surprised by how the ‘parasitism’ metaphor plays out, if we think through the grammatical possibilities of the term, after Wittgenstein and Derrida -- though wary, too, of Derrida (on Austin, on Marx), a philosopher who makes the ‘therapeutic’ and anti-metaphysical turn I am pressing for less effectively than Austin or Marx, letalone Wittgenstein.

How then should we read Wittgenstein on philosophy, through Marx?

So, after what has I hope been an illuminative ‘detour’, if we now return to PI 120, I think we can more clearly see a reading of it that, while not shirking the drastic consequences of Wittgenstein’s proto-auto-critique, facilitates our not seeing that critique as in the final analysis dangerous criticism. There is only the language of everyday, Wittgenstein is saying. But in saying that, which if heard ‘literally’ would itself be a metaphysical claim, it is possible that one is less likely to be misunderstood if one’s remark is taken as a suggestion, rather than as a description. If it is a description, it is more like (if you like) a description of a ‘programme’ for research and thought.
 Wittgenstein suggests that we try to get ourselves to be able to hear PI 120 (etc.) as a description -- but we have to be ‘persuaded’ to hear it that way. To say that there is only the language of everyday is not to make one more philosophical super-statement. Wittgenstein’s own remark, seen aright, is just an ordinary everyday remark. But the fact that we find it systemically hard to see/hear it that way suggests that we have a long way to go in ridding ourselves of the kinds of delusions that Wittgenstein takes us to be subject to. (The contrast of everyday vs. philosophical can then be said to be transitional provided that we recognise that this is likely to be an indefinitely long -- or almost endlessly repeated -- transition.)  Only a transformation of our community will potentially enable us to really rest easy with Wittgenstein’s remarks -- and once we could rest easy with them, we would no longer need them. For likewise: only a transformation of our society (societies) will enable us to rest easy with the claim that “Everyone is a worker; only some people don’t work hard enough, and so others have to work much too hard (etc.)”; and once we could rest easy with such a remark, again we would no longer need it.
Is the early Marx also consistent with Wittgenstein?
 Some may be surprised that I have tended to focus, thus far, on ‘the later Marx’. ‘The early Marx’ 
 might seem a more natural ally for Wittgenstein. I have chosen perhaps the harder target -- if I can convince you, the reader, of illuminating affinities between Wittgenstein and the ‘mature’ Marx, then it will by and large be easier still to do the same job vis-a-vis the early Marx. And indeed, the early Marx’s ‘humanism’ 
 is I think centred around much the kind of vision that I have just now sketchily depicted. If there is to be real fulfilled humanity, then just about everyone must be persuaded that their deepest interests and hopes can lie in giving up the ‘reasonable delusion’ that class is real, that capital is real. (Much as, likewise, if there is to be real fulfilled humanity, then we -- very generally -- must overcome alienation, and no longer be confronted by objects we produce as alien things, but rather be part of a seamless web with them, and with(in) the broader envoronment.)  But let me be clear what I do not intend by using the language of reality and illusion etc., here: to see the ruling class as parasites can only be transitional -- it is, again, not a seeing of things as they truly are in the kind of sense in which we see things as they truly are when we clean our spectacles. Because it is, broadly speaking, rather seeing in the sense of Winch,
 and in the sense of Wittgenstein’s PI, para.s 125-9:  “The aspect of things that are most important for us are hidden because of their simplicity and familiarity. (One is unable to see something -- because it is always before one’s eyes.)” A blind person will not be helped, if you clean their spectacles... And nor (more precise analogy) will someone be helped to see the beauty in the world around them by having their spectacles cleaned, alone.


The point of such seeing and of persuading others so to see is an unavoidably ethical (but not necessarily in the sense usual in moral philosophy) and political one. It does not involve a quasi-scientific truth-claim, nor the consequence of a theory, but rather a call, a call which hopes in the longer term to hasten its own irrelevance.
 ‘The truth’, now, is that everyone is a worker -- in other words, that no-one is a worker in the sense in which we currently understand that term (as opposed to ... a capitalist, or some such.)... Equality between human beings is not something which can be quasi-apodictically argued for, or taught as doctrine -- it is something which must be felt, lived, built. 

Does Marx then face a dilemma, between falling into ‘idea-ism’ or failing to have a criticism of capitalism?

By this point, given that I want as part of my presentation to appeal to Marx read throughout his life in something like the fashion that Mulhall wants to read the early Marx in, an objection may have been crystallizing in the reader’s mind, an objection to the apparently non-materialist (i.e. idea-ist) mode of my presentation of insights I am purportedly drawing from the Marxist tradition. Here is how Mulhall expresses the potential objection:


“[T]hese formulations [of Marx’s conception of human practical activity] may seem like metaphysical hocus-pocus or part of the excesses of Romanticism: are we meant to mount a critique of a system of economic production or of social relations on the ground that few of its participants experience a mystical union between subject and object?”

Mulhall goes on to argue that “Marx’s characterisations of fulfilling practical activity can be interpreted as picking out a very common...human experience, and one which can be characterised in ways less reliant on Romantic articulations of the agent’s experiences and attitudes.” So he endeavours “to bring Marx’s characterisations down to earth.” 
 He gives as common and ordinary examples a carpenter, or a tennis player, on days when their work, their activity, is proceeding in an observably impressive ‘seamless’ manner. 


And he backs this up by invoking certain key features of human behaviour as these are recognised by Heidegger and Wittgenstein:


“Why should practical activity which manifests the fluidity and seamlessness to which Marx’s notion of mechanical activity stands as a contrast be regarded as the fulfillment of human nature -- the achievment of genuine humanity? // The answer can be stated as follows: Marx is able to regard this feature of human practical activity as fundamental to his conception of human fulfillment because it is a central aspect of our concept of human behaviour... // [T]his aspect of genuinely human behaviour is the subject matter of Heidegger’s reflections on the readiness-to-hand of objects and on the way in which human existence is a matter of Being-in-the-world; and...it is also the focus of Wittgenstein’s remarks on aspect-perception.”
 


But these remarks of Mulhall’s may yet not seem enough. A powerful form of the objection, to which they are perhaps not adequate, is to be found in Daniel Brudney’s scrupulous and powerful book, Marx’s attempt to leave philosophy.
 In a nutshell, Brudney objects that Marx does not in fact allow himself the resources to mount a critique of capitalism. For he, perhaps unlike Wittgenstein, is determined to avoid the slightest suggestion of ‘idea-ism’ (idealism). In his express rejection of the Young Hegelians, Marx is determined to avoid the kind of language Mulhall sometimes uses (e.g. “the field of expression of a soul”), and the kind of language I have sometimes resorted to above -- viz., talk of what is wrong; or of changing one’s point of view
 so as to see something important (about ‘capitalism’). 


Marx, Brudney argues, is committed, unlike the Young Hegelians, to thinking that it will be very difficult for most people to become convinced by his criticisms of Capitalism and by his positive claims for the alternative (Communism etc.); for the illusions that he aims to expose are deep and intractable, and capitalism systematically works to entrench and perpetuate them. Feuerbach thought it would be easy for his readers to recognise the truth of his ‘therapeutic translation’ of religion into humanism; Marx simply cannot hope for the same, and cannot hope (on pain of abandoning materialism) for the problem to be solved by ‘idea-ist’ changes of mind or of vision alone. This is principally, Brudney argues (and this is very much the central critical argument of his book), because according to Marx himself systematic social factors, effects of capitalism, tend to make the claims that Marx wishes to make (about what kind of beings we are, about what kinds of society should succeed capitalistic society) arbitrary or even untenable. To take a central example: Labour is multiply and deeply alienated under capitalism; but, if Marx is right about the degree of severity of that alienation, and about fetishism, etc. etc., then it will not be rationally possible for labourers to escape that alienation. They will quite rationally experience their labour as meaningless or worse, they will quite rationally take their co-workers to be competitors and nothing more, and so on.


We can distinguish between two ‘moments’ in the ‘problem of justification’, two questions which Brudney does not distinguish clearly: 

i) How can Marx himself come to take up the point of view (critical, and, in my sense, ‘therapeutic’) that he does on capitalism, and the point of view (‘humanistic’, ‘communistic’) that he urges succeed it.

ii) How can Marx hope to persuade the mass of labourers of that point of view.


An at least partial answer to question (i), an answer both ‘flat’ and deflationary, suggests itself I think, once one has separated (i) from (ii): ‘never mind’ how; Karl Marx succeeded (at least partially) in taking up such a point of view. Marx has a hope, has an outline future in mind, etc. . If there are theoretical arguments that he cannot have done so ... then so much the worse for those arguments. The illusions that Marxian thought aims to expose cannot be entire, or entirely ‘objective’ (contrast p.199f. of Brudney), for otherwise Marx could not even have written what he wrote. 

I believe that this also suggests at least part of an adequate answer to question (ii). Ordinary labourers can succeed in overcoming alienation, in envisaging the outlines of a communistic future, etc. ... by the numerous motley of means that Marx himself probably employed. Through, for example, the experience of mistreatment or degradation at work and naturally having or experimenting with certain manners of (individual or interpersonal) response to that mistreatment; through episodes of thinking and reading about society and philosophy etc. which are not merely theoretical; and, perhaps most crucially, through actual experiences of solidarity with other people, especially with other workers etc., in trades unions, in revolutionary organisations, and so on.


Brudney canvasses especially the last possibility (p.254-260). He concludes that it cannot work unless some of Marx’s 1844 claims about workers’ alienation are qualified: “In particular, workers must be assumed now not to be especially alienated from one another.” (p.259)  I think that that should be expressed, rather, as follows: There would indeed be little hope for Marxism, if workers were ‘entirely’ alienated from one another. If they could not see their own labour as ever having any meaning at all; if they did not ever experience any mutuality with one another; etc. . But why should one suppose that to be the case (except perhaps in very rare, particular instances)? And can any passages be found in Marx’s corpus which support that extreme interpretation of his work? (In fact, bearing in mind the clearly ‘Wittgensteinian’ moments in the early Marx with which this paper opened, one can perhaps go further: How could there be any such thing as a total occlusion of, for example, non-manipulative human interaction, which would mean the total obliteration of human community? How could this be anything other than a fantasy?)


To some extent, Brudney has I think made a classic intellectual’s mistake. He has generated a problem that in the strong form he raises it has no reality in the actual world. Having generated the problem, he looks to mainstream philosophy to resolve it (e.g. he suggests that Marxism should take up mainstream moral and political philosophy more than it has done, that a more or less conventional argumentational philosophical set of ideas offers the only hope of convincing people to change their minds and lives). But this backslides from a key recognition that makes his book otherwise far superior to most treatments of Feuerbach and Marx: his recognition that “...as with Feuerbach,...it obscures the thrust of Marx’s project to see him as engaged in any significant way in the usual kind of philosophical argument.” 
 Indeed; I have likened what is fundamental (and largely unrecognised) in Marx (as in Feuerbach before him) instead to the highly non-standard version of philosophizing (not of ‘philosophical argument’) which one finds in Wittgenstein, with its ‘therapeutic’ orientation, an orientation fundamentally bound up with re-grounding us in the concretion of our actual lives and with (ACTUALLY, PRACTICALLY) laying to rest the metaphysics that distorts those lives.
 


So; we can agree with Brudney that one cannot at present take up ‘the standpoint of Communism’.
 In fact, I would go further than Brudney on this score: I have suggested that it is by and large a good thing, on philosophical grounds, that Marx is decidedly wary, -- like Hegel at his best (i.e. when Hegel is being, like Kuhn, properly un-Whiggish and un-prognosticatory, when he is taking seriously the placement in the present of any philosopher -- see e.g. p.120 of Brudney), like Nietzsche except at his worst (i.e. when Nietzsche occasionally slips into the painting of a definite picture of how the future would be if his philosophy were to triumph), and like Wittgenstein throughout -- wary of attempting to write down what will be born out of partly-unimiginable ‘revolutionary transformation’ of contemporary society. One can nevertheless take up something like what Kitching calls a ‘Marxist point-of-view’ (though see my note 56, above): that is, an intellectual and activistic point of view on life and society; in particular, an opinion (which must not be a mere free-floating opinion) on some desirable directions of change for that society. To do so may not be ‘rational’ according to the canons of rational choice theory (see Brudney, p.257f. and n.47 on p.404); but that perhaps only testifies to the abstract (and potentially corrosive) nature of rational choice theory. 


 My full and final response to Brudney’s objection is to be found in the final pages of this paper. But I think the above should be enough to be going on with: There is no overwhelming reason to think that Marx’s early work leaves him peculiarly vulnerable to a ‘problem of justification’ of his critique of capitalism, either for himself, or vis-a-vis others who might read his work (or who, out of whatever life experiences, act in the kind of fashion that, as it happens, Marx receommends), etc. . If one is impressed with much in the early Marx, one need not fall back into ‘idea-ism’ to stay so impressed. Arguments supposing otherwise, such as Brudney’s (and Steven Lukes’s), have not left enough room for Marx to be different from the tradition he inherited, or the traditions that have followed him, room for him to have a way of making something happen which does not fit into the established categories of politics, morality, philosophy. This, regrettably, is the usual reaction of commentary to greatness: attempted domestication.


To answer then the hard question posed in this section: I believe that Marx’s approach, like Wittgenstein’s, has to be seen as essentially practical, getting one primarily not to think something one doesn’t think, but to do something one doesn’t want to do. And, more generally, that resources are available to us -- within Marx, within our lives and experiences, our societies, within ‘common sense’ -- both to avoid ‘idea-ism’ and to embrace a vision and practice of changing the world (including importantly, as Wittgenstein would emphasize, oneself). 


Of course, to say this still does not in the slightest imply that it will be easy to do so.

What kind of ‘humanism’ is there, then, in Marx and Wittgenstein?
 If we have a ‘philosophical anthropology’ here, then, in our two authors, it is not one which we sensible intellectuals need to worry about if we are somewhat impressed by recent critiques both of the Enlightenment and of Romanticism. More generally, of humanism insofar as humanism is Essentialistic. I am advocating Marx’s historically-sensitive ‘philosophical anthropology’ only insofar as it is compatible, which I think is surprisingly far, with Wittgenstein and the best of Heidegger. Only insofar, that is, as

(1) It is not problematically ‘Scientific’
 or ‘Realist’, it does not pretend that we are doing something quasi-biological when we give an account of species-being, and nor does it pretend that we see things as they truly are in a straightforward empirical way when we see things as ‘the proletariat’ see things;  and

(2) It is truly open to the openess and open-endedness of ‘human nature’ -- it is in effect saying, among other things, something like that it is humanity’s nature not to have a fixed nature, an essence. (Here is where Marx’s emphasis on history can be a particularly valuable supplement to Wittgenstein.)


Wittgenstein has been called by Jerry Katz a ‘deflationary naturalist’ -- the label seems to me apt. This is a normative naturalism,
 and is a naturalism only in being opposed to supernaturalism, not in being ‘Scientific’. Wittgenstein regards humans as animals; but as cultural,
 speaking and doing animals. Again, I think that the key features of Marx, perhaps especially ‘the early Marx’, can be seen as quite compatible with this ‘picture’, with these purpose-relative and historically-contextualized grammatical remarks. As Marx says: “[S]ociety is the accomplished union of man with nature...the realised naturalism of man and the realised humanism of nature.”
 


We are now perhaps in a position fully to appreciate another of the great Wittgensteinian moments in The German Ideology (p.446, Vol.5 of the Collected Works of Marx and Engels):

“One of the most difficult tasks confronting philosophers is to descend from the world of thought to the actual world. Language is the immediate actuality of thought. Just as philosophers have given thought an independent existence, so they were bound to make language into an independent realm. This is the secret of philosophical language, in which thoughts in the form of words have their own content. The problem of descending from the world of thoughts to the actual world is turned into the problem of descending from language to life.”

This passage can I think be read as (among other things) a kind of prophetic gloss on both my work in this essay and even on Wittgenstein’s work in general. A key challenge, Marx writes here, is not to reify language -- this is a task that Wittgenstein attends to endlessly (and thus no-one who thinks of ‘Language’ as the subject-matter of philosophy is actually following Wittgenstein at all). And the whole passage asks us to perform the difficult task that Wittgenstein tries to perform and to en-courage us to perform: the task of ‘descending’ to everyday life, to the world-as-we-live-and-speak-it. And the (difficult but not in principle impossible) task of giving up, as so much dead metal, (the allures of) gold, capital, metaphysics, and so on.
 

Does Marx’s ‘activism’ clash with Wittgenstien’s ‘quietism’?

The above remarks of mine however perhaps raise again the spectre of something I mentioned at the opening of this paper: don’t we still have a conflict here, a deep and obvious conflict, between Wittgenstein’s claim that “[Philosophy] leaves everything as it is” (PI 124), and Marx’s claim that whereas philosophers have only interpreted the world, the point is to change it? Are these not two radically different ways of understanding what the appeal to ‘the everyday’ or to ‘actual life’ amounts to?


Not necessarily. The reading of PI 124 as though Wittgenstein is a quietist has been under threat for some time now. Gellner’s gross misreadings (and Nyiri’s only slightly less gross ones) are not taken very seriously any more; and even the degree of quietism involved in the Baker & Hacker reading of Wittgenstein has come into question. We have even seen by contrast uses of Wittgenstein by neo-Pragmatists (e.g. Rorty, also Fish) which have pushed things in completely the other direction, and claimed that Wittgenstein may be of use to radical or reformist political causes. My own view is that it is vital to see that Wittgenstein didn’t think that philosophy could be seriously engaged in anything other than processes of description and understanding -- as opposed to explanation and interpretation. That is the contrast class intended. 


But we need not assume that, for Marx, everyone who is not thoroughly philosophically (‘Scientifically’) ‘informed’ will be a victim of some salient false-consciousness. We are held captive by something much bigger than (academic) philosophy, and will surely need much more than philosophy to liberate us. A picture holds us captive, because our economy repeats it to us over and over -- but the delusive picture is also, for now, in a way, quite true.
 “To [producers] the relations connecting the labour of one individual with that of the rest appear, not as direct social relations between individuals at work, but as what they really are, material relations between persons and social relations between things.” Capital, Tucker p.321, my italics.) Further, the picture is of course perfectly useful and fine for the purposes of much day to day life (often including, incidentally, that of economists and of ‘Policy Studies’). And again, no merely mental change, no mouthing of the words of an explanation of it, will change this at all: “The fact, that in the particular form of production with which we are dealing, viz., the production of commodities, the specific social character of private labour carried on independently, consists in the equality of every kind of that labour, which character, therefore, assumes in the product the form of value -- this fact appears to the producers...to be just as real and final, as the fact that, after the discovery by science of the component gases of air, the atmosphere itself remained unaltered.”
 We may find Marx’s propensity to analogies from the natural sciences sometimes rhetorically unhelpful, intimating as it seems to that what Marx himself is producing is more like natural science than in fact it is. But, read aright, this analogy to science at least helps my cause rather than hinders it. For it makes clear the stubborness of the illusions we are dealing with here. No Rortian change of words or Young Hegelian change of mind is going to be sufficient here. (Nevertheless, I have argued against Brudney that Marx is not inadvertently committed to the claim that nothing will be sufficient here. A change in ‘form of life’, based probably in one’s experience among those one loves, in radical political and trades union organisations, in team-work, perhaps in (psycho-)therapeutic settings, and so on and so on,
 is what is called for.)


Explanation, for Marx, is of no real moment. (If this is right, it evinces particularly bluntly that the entire tradition of Marxism as Science is wrong.
 )  One needs people, rather, to be no longer metaphysically-misled in their understandings of their social relations. And this is a difficult practical project... Marx’s use of natural science analogies at least here serves only to buttress a key point of Kitching’s: if Marxism is not a practical political project, involving a change of (way of) life, then it is nothing.
  If it is a ‘scientific system’, then it is useless, nothing.


I am suggesting then that Marx could have endorsed PI 124, and indeed substantially more of Wittgenstein’s conception of philosophy, of his ‘methods’. For Marx too does not, at his non-scientistic best, want to change things through explanation, but through description interlinked with action. Appearances to the contrary, much of Wittgenstein’s anti-scientism is shared by Marx!


This in turn implies that Wittgenstein could have endorsed Thesis 11 of the “Theses on Feuerbach”, and indeed substantial amounts of the recommendations of paths toward ‘utopia’ 
 -- of the descriptions -- that we find elsewhere in Marx!


So we see that Marx was not an explainer as people have taken him to be; and that Wittgenstein was not anti changing things (even, by means of philosophy!). There really is far less of a gap between them on this score, apparently the insuperable obstacle before a bringing of them together, than has almost invariably been supposed. (The gap is mostly one perhaps of degree of social optimism -- see the “Conclusion”, below.)


One may then hope that one’s philosophy may eventually become unnecessary -- but this kind of withering away is distant, and is surely quite compatible with a suitably -- correctly -- vague (Marxian) vision of the withering away ... of the state. Wittgenstein and Marx both tried to help create the conditions for their own irrelevance. In doing so, they did something which it is quite reasonable to call philosophy (though one may also want not to call it ‘philosophy’; or at least, one may want to suggest that there has been a serious change in what ‘philosophy’ is). Unlike the great system-builders of the past, they would both have been proud of a possible future in which they were no longer read, because nobody could understand what they were saying any more, because what they had said had (as much as possible) done its job. But, while ‘happy’ with their own parasitism on the deep problems and delusions and mythologies of their own time -- their own status as akin, right now, to capitalists (only, unlike most capitalists, Wittgenstein and Marx tried to be self-conscious about the nonsense they were exposing and about the nonsense they themselves were committed to, and tried thus self-consciously to mid-wife the future) -- they both cautioned against thinking that it was possible clearly to imagine what would in fact come after them, what the possible future in which they were irrelevant would look like. To claim that one could imagine clearly a future beyond class conflict and alienation, or beyond philosophical confusion, would be hubristic.
 They tried to bring about the conditions for their own irrelevance, and their own overcoming; but not, thankfully, to tell us much about what the promised land after their success would look like.


An objection that I have tried to finesse must be canvassed here: It may be all very well to open-endedly grow philosophy and its heirs into the future, and not to attempt to envisage how philosophy might be ‘closed’, not to attempt to say what comes next in philosophy, not to attempt to imagine the general success of Wittgensteinian etc. methods...  But how can it be O.K. to take such a ‘laissez-faire’ (!) attitude to the organisation of society itself, to fundamental ethical and political questions, where the stakes are necessarily much higher than they are in the slightly rarefied air of philosophy? For example, didn’t the taking of such an attitude in fact result in disastrous problems when the Leninists seized power in (what became) the U.S.S.R., and were suddenly confronted with the task of running a country, a task which Marxism had left them unprepared for?


In response, three things:

a) This is not an essay in practical politics. It is a consideration of the philosophies of praxis of Marx and Wittgenstein. It aims to show their mutual informativeness, and indeed to stress their nature as and inter-involvement with non-philosophical (political etc.) action (in other words: to suggest that ‘philosophy’ here is in some important respects not rarefied at all); but it does not aim to lay out a political programme.

b) That said, I have conceded in various remarks along the way that there is a need for the kind of honest confrontation with the legacy of Marxism practised for example by Kitching and Lukes, and that this need involves the allowance that both local ‘social experimentation’ (e.g. the attempt to live a different way of life in co-operatives) 
 and some elements of utopian thinking should be important parts of any serious contemporary ‘Marxian’ approach to politics.

There is not I think a particular need for what Brudney recommends, namely ‘moral and political philosophy’ (e.g. Rawls), to fill the ‘gap’ in Marx’s thought and legacy -- such philosophy is I think almost inevitably contaminated by the ‘bourgeois’ prejudices and ahistorical ideology which has rightly been detected in Rawls by thinkers as diverse as Sandel, Gerry Cohen and Rosalind Hursthouse. But I think there is a need not only for the kind of imagination of Marx in relation to the other great (‘anti-philosophical’) philosophers of the recent Western canon that I have tried to practice in this essay, but for social and political imagination in literature and in planning and in practice.

c) Thirdly, and perhaps most importantly (I return to this point in the “Conclusion”, below), recall that I have suggested that we should not expect that the kinds of changes in self and other desired by (e.g.) Marx and Wittgenstein will come anytime soon. Probably, Lenin and others have tried rather to short-circuit things. The aims that Marx and Wittgenstein wished to achieve are extremely difficult, involve a constant set of tendencies to backslide and to repeat mistakes, and will only be realized if and when they are realized by a very broad mass of persons. You cannot, I very strongly suspect, have a vanguardist route to extirpating philosophical illusion. You cannot, I very strongly suspect, overcome with any rapidity the temptations toward inegalitarianism and fetishism which are deeply entrenched in our personas and our institutions.


We will make our own mutual future, albiet not under conditions of our own choosing. There remains a valid point in querying the attempt to plan and imagine it in too much detail -- which, after all, is a main accusation made against ‘historicists’ (that they think they can theoretically or scientifically prophesy human destiny). There is a difficult tightrope to walk here; if I haven’t completely fallen off it, that is good enough for me.


If I have walked the tightrope somewhat successfully, then an answer to the question of this section can be given: There need not be any deep-seated clash between Marx’s ‘activism’ and Wittgenstein’s ‘quietism’. For: 

(i) Marx is at one with Wittgenstein in opposing ‘explanationism’;

(ii) In any non-vulgar understanding of ‘activism’, Wittgenstein is, roughly-speaking, an ‘activist’ too;  and

(ii) Wittgenstein is therefore no quietist. We can add that this is so even if ‘quietist’ is taken, narrowly, to mean only being ‘quietistic’ about philosophy. For Wittgenstein is not ‘quiet’ about anything. Unlike for instance Derrida (who leaves the impression, rather like a disappointed Platonist, that the enmeshing metaphysics, the philosophical problems, remain eternally there, even after a process of ‘deconstruction’ has been enacted); and unlike the stereotype standardly attributed to early and late Wittgenstein alike, Wittgenstein does not ‘pass over’ or wilfully refuse to answer any philosophical problems -- he invites us to find them dissolved, when we re-orient ourselves towards what we want to do with our words, when we come to clarity about our conflicting desires with regard to them, and when we appreciate how a grounding in their everyday uses can assist us to these ends. If and when Wittgenstein’s proceedures truly work, one really does lose the sense that the ‘silence’ that results is pregnant..
 


But it is difficult to appreciate this, until one has thought carefully through Wittgenstein’s conception of philosophy, and his ‘self-reflexive’ philosophical remarks. Such thinking, I hope to have contributed to in this essay; in part by means of drawing also, of course, upon Marx.

Conclusion: Do Wittgenstein and Marx refute themselves?
  Just how strong are my claims in this essay? I am not saying that Wittgenstein entails Marx, nor vice versa. But I think they can fit. Suggestions to the contrary are I think based on erroneous philosophical assumptions, or on dubious political prejudices. Wittgenstein opposes Marx when Marx would treat a positive Scientific or ‘philosophical’ explanation of society (e.g.) as available. (I leave it to others to judge how much of Marx remains intact after the ‘charitable’ quasi-therapeutic anti-scientistic revisionism that I have attempted here.)  But the point may indeed very much be still to change the world. A key question is likely to be whether philosophising is well-suited to making that happen. Or would just getting out there doing good deeds or getting active not be likely to be more successful?
 Possibly; but the thought behind such a question risks precisely the kind of naive opposition of ‘theory’ to practice that it was a prime aim of Marx and Wittgenstein, in their rather different ways, to undermine. 


Such questions of course become somewhat transfigured if we really recognize that there could be changes in the nature of our life which would render certain philosophical temptations and confusions otiose and powerless. And this keys in again with my remarks above about Wittgenstein’s and Marx’s (importantly and properly limited) imaginings of the way to ‘utopia’. We can continually try to end philosophy through philosophy, but it will not really be ended til certain things happen in our lives, and in our societies, which are not conditioned only by philosophy. Thus the only non-chimerical “real discovery” (see PI 133) would (at best) be an experimental discovery whose character we cannot identify, in the future of human history. 


If we leave aside then the distortions that tend to be produced by the rhetoric of ‘Scientific 
 Socialism’, we can see how Marxian thought on the nature of society, human beings, and classes, need not actually be incompatible with Wittgensteinian thought.
 There is a fairly clear sense in which one can say that people are victims of ‘false consciousness’, of ‘ideology’, of ‘alienation’; but this sense is not in terms (for example) of some kind of cognitive model of ‘the unconscious.’ People’s ‘false consciousness’, which they have been involved in constructing, is continually available for deconstruction by them, by the means of their own resources. Peter Winch et al need not contradict the Marxian (though, clearly, not specifically Lukacsian) insights I have endeavoured to draw out and draw upon. Winch makes central for us the respects in which it is handy to understand humans -- if we are serious about not misunderstanding them -- as ‘rule followers’ (which involves what the ethnomethodologists call ‘indexicality’, ‘accountability’ and ‘reflexivity’), and as norm-ridden doers, not as automata, nor as intellectuals. (Except, of course, when they/we are acting as intellectuals! ‘Intellectualist’ understanding of humans is appropriate... in that narrow range of cases where it is appropriate. In its place. One should expect that part of an account of philosophy will be philosophical/’intellectual’. It would be absurd, as opposed to ‘properly anti-Idealistic’, to suppose otherwise.) 


Winch just as much as Marx is committed to there being no caesura between ‘theory’ (the very word is unhelpful here) and practice. Their productions of descriptions are intended to orient and ‘persuade’ us, to motivate to (or orient) action. This, again, is why we need not agree that either Marxists or Wittgensteinians must backslide into ‘Idealism’. Their’s is not (best read as) social theory / metaphysics, just an attempt to avoid mythological mistakes about human being/doing.
 


To see this is, I think, to take a small step beyond recognising the profound commonality between Marx and Wittgenstein on sociality, on the fundamental sense in which the very existence of human beings can in a certain important context be usefully said to be a social phenomenon, a social activity. For while this (again Winchian) thought is surely right, understood aright, I have tried in this paper to sketch a perhaps more controversial but in a sense even more far-reaching connection between Marx and Wittgenstein. Let me now sum up what that is, and sum up thus my conclusions in this paper:


 Wittgenstein and Marx provided tools for living life differently. Metaphysics, class, ‘commodity-fetishism’ are, unfortunately, things that we do. But not because of some innate and unalterable feature of ‘human nature’. We do them less, to the extent that we practice the thinking and living that Wittgenstein and Marx exemplify.


This is the final response to the ‘self-reflexive’ worries with which I began this paper, and which are reiterated in the title of this Conclusion. For example, the quasi-reification of ‘the everyday’ and ‘the philosophical’ (or ‘metaphysical’) as categories are signs and symptoms of a society where there is still a need for some philosophizing. They are both disease and cure. The reifying of the everyday is what people actually do, but to recognise this (albeit by means of talking in quasi-reificatory ways of ‘the everyday’) points the way toward an eventual partially-imaginable abolition of philosophical categories, and thereby to a fuller and easier recognition, in practice, of the diversity of actual uses of language. (The ‘use-theory’ of language (like the ‘picture theory’, and somewhat like the ‘labour theory of value’) is at very best a crude early way-station on the road to that change.)


So; my ‘Wittgensteinian’ account of Marx, and my interleaved ‘Marxian’ account of Wittgenstein, is not philosophical Idea-ism, and does not self-refute in that way, either. It (Philosophy in the best sense, one might say) describes, rather than explains or interprets -- but its describing not only motivates to action, it is, or at least should be, (continuous with) action.


There is a sense in which what we have in language is a parasitism of some small set of aberrant propositions upon the rest. And another sense in which there cannot be any such thing as such aberrant propositions. We are called upon by Wittgenstein to actualize, to realize, this non-being of metaphysics (including of the very ‘metaphysics’ by means of which metaphysics is overcome).      


 There is a sense in which we have in society a set of stratified classes, with (to simplify) one class parasitic upon the other, much larger class. And another sense in which there cannot be any such thing as this parasitism; that it ‘deconstucts’ itself, through us. We are called upon by Marx to actualize, to realize, this non-being of social metaphysics, of mental metaphysics, this pretty awful and (one hopes) increasingly unnecessary (although not scientifically-mistaken) way of thinking and being. Marx’s philosophy will wither away, not rule, if and when the call is answered.


The calls upon us that Marx and Wittgenstein make, I am claiming, have this great feature in common. (Wittgenstein is much clearer about this than Marx -- but that just makes the establishing of what we can salvage in Marx and learn from him all the more important.)  And the understanding of the mutual illumination we can attain between Wittgenstein’s ‘critique’ of ‘philosophical language’ and Marxian critique of ideology, alienation, commodity fetishism and class division and ... philosophical language can, I hope to have shown, bring all this rather starkly and strikingly into relief.
  For if one wants to know, for instance, where in Wittgenstein one finds notions which directly correspond to the Marxian notions of ‘alienation’ or ‘estrangement’, one need look no further than the notion of ‘philosophical language’. 



In sum, then, what have I been doing? Thinking through the related status of concepts such as ‘labourer’ and ‘capitalist’ in Marxian thought, to the concepts ‘everyday’ and ‘philosophical’ in Wittgensteinian thought. If you take nothing else away from this paper, take at least that analogy.

Right now, ‘Capital’ is part of the system we live, and the system cannot be wished away. While, at the same time, ‘Capital’ is in another sense ‘simply’ a ‘socially constructed’ illusion. The same is true of philosophy. This is why no quick excision or abandonment is possible. Because we are living this illusion, and because while we live it it is not only an illusion. It is in us, and all around us. We constantly repeat it (to ourselves).


Wittgenstein’s philosophy might seem more ‘individualistic’ than Marx’s; the metaphor of ‘therapy’ might seem to confirm this. In my view, it is important to understand that Wittgenstein does not seek for individuals only to work upon themselves in a narrow and introspective way; he hopes rather (though he does not expect) that “the darkness of this time” (PI, Preface, p.x) might be altered by people taking up his work and using it to think (and act) with. He hopes that it may make his readers less likely to engage in dangerous forms of thinking (e.g. over-generalisation, scientism, the myriad forms of linguistic mesmerisation). Putting it more boldly: he thinks, perhaps after Spengler and Freud, that our culture, in the deepest sense of those words, needs therapy, not just the individuals in it. It is for that reason that he can be compared with Marx as profitably as I think he can. For in Marx’s case, it is obvious that, if ‘therapy’ be required, it is society and not its discontents (e.g. its proletarians) that requires it. But events since Marx’s time -- and the kinds of concerns raised by Brudney -- indicate that such ‘therapy’ is as likely to come, if at all (Wittgenstein’s pessimism), slower than Marx’s optimism would suggest.


The change in our lives (including in our minds) necessary to overcome Capital is at least as likely to be interminable as to be terminable. To act so as to become who we are may require revolutionary changes longer, subtler than those accomplishable by any merely political revolution.
 


Thus one lesson that those who want to think of themselves as followers of Marx may draw from my discussion is this: that Marxists should not be too dismayed that the prospects for realizing Marx’s goals seem very remote, at the start of the twenty-first century. For one should I think expect that some of the ‘grander’
 and less well-defined changes which Marx wished to see will take a very long time to accomplish, if they are to be accomplished. The final answer to Brudney’s persistent question is perhaps: over a long time-scale, over generations, it remains possible that, through praxis, a very large number of people will come to find many of Marx’s ideas compelling, and, until they do, those ideas are in any case very unlikely to be successfully realizable (here, I am strongly in agreement with Kitching’s guiding thought that an ‘undemocratic socialism’ is a truly hopeless dream (nightmare)). Communism may prove possible, in the kind of way that Wittgenstein’s ‘philosophy’ may prove realizable -- due to cultural changes that no one has full control or can even clearly envisage, and due to the very gradual chipping away at and near-endless returning to the obstacles and problems (above all perhaps of the will) that could otherwise stand in the way of our making any such changes.
 
� From p.6 of his The Critique of Everyday Life Vol.1 (London: Verso, 1958 (1991)). There is much in the work of this great Marxist historian which I dislike (for example, his not-infrequent thoughtless scientism); yet some moments in this book of his signal exactly the connection which I wish to essay between Marx and Wittgenstein. Consider also, for example, the following, from Lefebvre’s peroration (p.252): “Philosophy was an indirect criticism of life by an external (metaphysical) ‘truth’. It is now appropriate to examine the philosophy of the past from this perspective -- and that is the task facing ‘today’s’ philosopher. To study philosophy as an indirect criticism of life is to perceive (everyday) life as a direct critique of philosophy.”


� The ends of philosophy (London: Croom Helm, 1986), p.113. The nested quotation from Marx is from p.447 of The German Ideology, from Vol.5 of the Collected Works of Marx and Engels (London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1976). Note also the following key semi-Wittgensteinian quotes from The German Ideology:	From p.44 of (ibid.): “Language is as old as consciousness, language is practical real consciousness... . Consciousness is...from the very beginning a social product, and remains so as long as men exist at all.” 


		From p.449: “We have seen that the whole problem of the transition from thought to reality, hence from language to life, exists only in philosophical illusion, i.e., it is justified only for philosophical consciousness...”


  Cf. also the opening of The German Ideology Part I, p.147ff. in Tucker (ed.) The Marx-Engels Reader (2nd ed.; New York: Norton, 1978). 


� For argument, see for instance my “ “The real philosophical discovery” ”, Philosophical Investigations 18: 4 (1995), pp.362-9.


� See E. von Savigny’s argument in “No chapter ‘On philosophy’ in the Philosophical Investigations”, Metaphilosophy 22:4 (Oct. ‘91), pp.307-321. 


� Though here we should note the absence of technical terms from philosophy, as understood by Wittgenstein -- this is very important. (For further discussion both of this point and of the ‘functionality’ of (everyday) language, see my “Meaningful Consequences”, joint with James Guetti, in Philosophical Forum XXX:4 (Dec. 1999), pp.289-315.)


� PI 116: “When philosophers use a word...and try to grasp the essence of the thing, one must always ask oneself: is the word ever actually used in this way in the language, which is its original home? // What we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical, to their everyday use.”  [I have emended the translation. The Anscombe translation misleadingly over-inclines one toward a reading of PI 116 according to which words really do have metaphysical uses, and according to which we could speak intelligibly of ‘the metaphysical language-game’. Wittgenstein speaks not of language-games where words have their original homes, but simply of the language (“der Sprache”); language in use, which is the home of words. As opposed to words being exhibited (as they are in (too) much philosophy, and also (to pleasanter effect) in, for example, much poetry).]


� “Wittgenstein on deconstruction”, in The New Wittgenstein (eds. Crary and Read; London: Routledge, 2000), p.84. As will emerge, while very sympathetic to his critique of Derrida, I am more optimistic than Stone as to whether some other great philosophers have avoided leaving words astray.


�  Taking seriously the Cavellian thought that Wittgenstein’s text is a dialogue, and not monological, as for instance Plato’s texts largely are.


� At any rate as understood by Cora Diamond and her followers; see especially her “Throwing away the ladder”, in The Realistic Spirit (Cambridge MA: MIT, 1991). 


� See for instance OC para.501; and cf. my “’What is first shall be last, and what is last shall be first...’: The importance of On Certainty 501”, in Daniele Moyal-Sharrock (ed.), On On Certainty (forthcoming).


� The difference between these two criteria (labour, and need) is roughly the difference between Socialism and Communism. (See p.140f. of Kitching’s Karl Marx and the philosophy of praxis (London: Routledge, 1988); or Gerry Cohen’s work.).


� Cf. for instance p.53 of J.Hughes, P.Martin and W.Sharrock, Understanding Sociology (London: Sage, 1995): “[I]n The German Ideology, [Marx and Engels] described the proletariat as the ‘universal’ class which would liberate humanity. Such a conclusion follows from Marx’s analysis of capitalist society as the total negation of genuine human social life.” See also p.75 of Marx’s “The Civil War in France, in On the Paris Commune (Moscow: Progress, 1971): “The Commune was...to serve as a lever for uprooting the economical foundations upon which rests the existence of classes, and therefore of class-rule. With labour emancipated, every man becomes a working man, and productive labour ceases to be a class attribute.” (For a powerful ‘Hegelian’ formulation of these points, which I would largely endorse, see A. Sivaramakrishnan’s “Living with alienation: a response to Stephen Mulhall”, Angelaki 3:1 (April 1998), pp.103-4.)


� Cf. p.357 (in Tucker) of Capital, where an imaginary capitalist speaks: ““Have I myself not worked? Have I not performed the labour of superintendence...?”” Capitalists too are workers, albeit often to a very minimal degree of actual labour-tie/effort. Thus the category of ‘worker’ is one whose (‘bloated’, oppositionless) use can only be justified roughly on what Wittgensteinians think of as transitional and therapeutic grounds, as will be discussed further below  (See also n.14). As we shall see later in discussing ‘symbiotic parasitism’, capitalists are both idlers (parasites -- indeed, vampires), and performers of real functions, but Marx believes those functions could be performed perfectly well by ... workers alone.


� Again, try not to hear this as ‘Idea-ism’. See for instance p.207 of “Wage Labour and Capital”; or p.247 of The Grundrisse (in Tucker): “What Mr. Proudhon...says about capital and product means, for him, that from the viewpoint of society there is no difference between capitalists and workers; a difference which exists precisely only from the standpoint of society.” Marx aims to bring society to self-consciousness, to a place (a future) in which there will be no difference between capitalists and workers; but you don’t get there, as Proudhon hoped to, simply by wishing the difference away on the alleged ‘grounds’ that ‘it doesn’t really exist’.


� Cf. also Marx’s “Contribution to the critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right”, pp.64-5, and p.80 of the Ec. and Phil. Manuscripts of 1844 (page ref.s from Tucker); and notes 12 & 13, above.


� This may be an appropriate point at which to note that, like Daniel Brudney and Steven Lukes, I believe Marx to be too optimistic about the extent of the beneficial and transformative consequences of the genuine transcendence of class struggle (alone). Some questions of (e.g.) distributive justice (e.g. consider the disabled) and inter-personal morality (e.g. consider the experience of shame, and different possible responses to persons feeling ashamed) would simply remain, under Communism.


� Of course we are glossing over some difficult greyer cases here -- e.g. that of the very young, the very old, or of paralysed persons, who may be incapable of virtually any labour whatsoever (See n.20, above). Such specific issues can, I think, safely be left for a future occasion.


� But this does not vitiate our thinking through the concept of ‘parasitism’ in this essay. It is I think a stage one needs to go through in one’s understanding of society or of philosophy. Only at a deeper level of understanding is one really able ingenuously to give up thinking of capitalists or metaphysicians as parasites/vampires on the economy or the life of the mind. It is not a matter simply (as Rorty might suggest) of voluntaristically choosing to live without capitalism or metaphysics. A massive change of view and of mode of life is essential.


� Besides Brudney’s important work, Gerry Cohen’s brilliant discussion of ‘theory and practice’ in Feuerbach and Marx is directly relevant here; see especially pp.339-340 of Cohen’s Karl Marx’s Theory of History : A Defence (Oxford: Clarendon, 1978).


� See especially Part II of Philospohical Investigations.


� For more on Wittgenstein specifically as ‘critic’ of ‘alienated language’, see e.g. p.140 of Susan M. Easton’s Humanist Marxism and Wittgensteinian Social Philosophy (Manchester: Manchester Uni. Press, 1983), and the close of David Lamb’s “The philosophy of praxis in Marx and Wittgenstein” (Phil. Forum XI:3, Spring 1980), pp.273-298.


� Culture and Value, p.11. Cf. also the following remark from p.61 of Culture and Value (ed. von Wright, Chicago: U. Chicago Press, 1960): “I am by no means sure that I should prefer a continuation of my work by others to a change in the way people live which would make all these questions superfluous. (For this reason I could never found a school)”. I return to this crucial thought in n.74, below.


� See e.g. para.s 96 and 110 of PI. And also Louis Sass’s masterful account of what ‘delusion’ means in Wittgenstein: The Paradoxes of Delusion: Wittgenstein, Schreber, and the Schizophrenic Mind (Ithaca, NY: Cornell, 1994).


� Marx is reminding us that the monetary value of something cannot be deduced from its appearance -- and nor even from its practical usefulness to us. And by taking ‘simple’ examples as his starting-point, he may be following a proceedure along the lines of the following: “When we look at...simple forms of language the mental mist which seems to enshroud our ordinary use of language disappears.” (Wittgenstein, The Blue and the Brown Books (Oxford: Blackwell, 1975 [1958], p.17.)) I am suggesting that we read into Marx some of the non-essentialism and non-theoryism which David Andrews (in “Nothing is Hidden: A Wittgensteinian interpretation of Sraffa (Cambridge Journal of Economics 20 (1996), pp.763-777)) finds in Sraffa -- see especially p.770 and 772 of Andrews’s text. 


� Though still, it might be argued that this ‘practice-centredness’ in Wittgenstein is at the level of ... ‘theory’. I am stalwartly looking in this essay for affinities between Marx and Wittgenstein, but the question of ‘idea-ism’ could still be raised as a challenge from Marx to Wittgenstein (as from Marx to the Young Hegelians): Does the ‘method’ that Wittgenstein proposes to tackle philosophic delusion really have any chance of succeeding, and is Wittgenstein’s pessimism about the likely effectiveness of his work (see the Prefaces to TLP and PI) an admission of this, of the futility of methods which work at the level of mental and linguistic therapy?


� Culture and Value, p.11. Cf. also the following remark from p.61 of Culture and Value (ed. von Wright, Chicago: U. Chicago Press, 1960): “I am by no means sure that I should prefer a continuation of my work by others to a change in the way people live which would make all these questions superfluous. (For this reason I could never found a school)”. I return to this crucial thought in n.74





, below.


� As Conant (unpublished lecture notes) and D. Finkelstein (“On the distinction between conscious and unconscious states of mind”, American Philosophical Quarterly 36;2 (April 1999), pp.79 - 100) especially say of Freud, we may want to say of Marx that he gives us a new way of talking, a new discourse, but not a discourse which is happily regarded either as a radically and utterly novel addition to our previous language-games (i.e. not the making possible of saying things which were in general utterly unsayable before), nor a scientific discourse. (Of course, many of Freud’s actual presentations are deeply deformed by scientism/theory-ism.)


� I am here taking seriously the unpopular notion, insisted upon by Socrates and Wittgenstein, as by Zen, that philosophy etc. is not happily understandable as productive of knowledge in the ordinary sense, at all. Did we know already what Wittgenstein (and Socrates, and, I am claiming, Marx) tell us before they told us? In our practice, we did -- only in our wrongly-oriented reflections on it did we sometimes find ourselves in deep confusion about it.


� See G.A.Cohen’s useful discussions on p.117f. and p.122f. of his (op.cit.).


� See his powerful argumentation in Chapter 4 of Karl Marx and the philosophy of praxis (London: Routledge, 1988). See also the early chapters of his Marxism and Science: Analysis of an obsession (Philadelpia: Penn State, 1994), for his powerful general case for the claim that it cannot make any sense for Marxism to see itself as a scientific enterprise.


� See the sources n.36 above; and also Kitching’s “Death by Theory: Academic Marxism and the reification of language and the world” (forthcoming).


� Perhaps regrettably (because somewhat misleadingly), so-called by Marx himself  (Whereas one should bear in mind that Wittgenstein himself never even proposed picture theories or use theoires of meaning; these are entirely impositions on him by his alleged ‘followers’).


� Here, I am in accord with Francis Wheen’s witty account, in his Karl Marx (London: Fourth Estate, 2000): “Capital is not really a scientific hypothesis, nor even an economic treatise, though zealots on both sides of the argument have persisted in regarding it thus.” As Marx explained to Engels, the book had an “artistic”  aspect and wholeness (p.302; Wheen’s whole discussion of Capital, pp.300-311, is very valuable. Wheen’s book brings out quite cleverly some of the ways in which Marx himself did not see himself as primarily an economic theorist, even in Capital. Marx’s account of Capitalism is in part far too strange in form and in part inappropriate in content to be a scientific explanation.). I believe that insufficient attention has been paid to Marx’s style, and to the -- I should like to say -- essential role played in his work by the tropes of ‘fetish’ etc., by ‘Hegelian’ dialectic, and by ‘absurd’ stories and analogies. The situation is again comparable to that of Wittgenstein. People frequently lament that he did not write plainer prose, and endeavour to ‘extract’ the ‘gist’ of his claims, never taking seriously the possibility that the manner of expression of his philosophy is absolutely inextricable to the ‘content’ of that philosophy.


� Andrews, this volume, p.1 [	]. Nested quote from Capital.


� Andrews, this volume, p.1 [	].


� As Douglas Kellner has suggested (in his “The obsolescence of Marxism?”, in Magnus and Cullenberg (eds.), Whither Marxism? (London: Routledge, 1995), to speak only of ‘the proletariat’, especially nowadays, is surely too narrow. See also n.19, on p.29 of his paper.


� See also p.193 of Specters of Marx (New York: Routledge, 1994).


� The following passage from the Ec. and Phil. Manuscripts of 1844 is, in this connection, of particular saliency and use to the argument of my essay: “Since money, as the existing and active concept of value, confounds and exchanges all things, it is the general confounding and compounding of all things -- the world upside-down -- the confounding and compounding of all natural and human qualities.” (underlining mine; p.105 of Tucker).The reduction to absurdity of the metaphysics that we live and a ‘return’ to standing on our feet is the same cause, whether it be Hegel or Capital that is the subject of one’s critique.


� Compare Garfinkel’s otherwise paradoxical remarks, involving treating what can appear to be factual statements as “recommendations”, etc., in his “Preface” to the Studies in Ethnomethodology (Cambridge: Polity 1984 [1967]). (Let us recall here Wittgenstein’s: “What we call ‘descriptions’ are instruments for particular purposes” (PI 291). Descriptions are never just descriptions, we might say.)


� These scare-quotes flag -- the reader may not be surprised to hear -- a greater continuity between early and late Marx than is usually allowed for. The standard ‘humanist’ early Marx and ‘scientific’ later Marx are little more valid as categories than the ‘scientific’ early Wittgenstein and ‘anti-scientific’ later Wittgenstein.


� Let us be human, as Wittgenstein once remarked. Let us also be clear: this humanism is, at its best, not a limited Essentialist picture of what is human. It is rather an expansive, non-constrained vision, akin to that that we find in ‘Pragmatist-Wittgensteinianism’ (cf. the Pragmatist emphasis on growth). Here is Stephen Mulhall on the topic (on pp.18-19 of his “Species-Being, Teleology and Individuality I: Marx on species being”, in Angelaki: journal of the theoretical humanities 3:1 (April 1998): “[I]t cannot be said that human beings have a fixed or given life-activity or species-nature. Rather...human nature is... a constantly receding goal towards which each member of the human species must aim, not something conferred upon each person simply by virtue of his membership of the species. Marx makes this point [as follows]: “[M]an is not merely a natural being; he is a human natural being. he is a being for himself, and therefore, a species-being... . Consequently, human objects are not natural objects as they present themselves directly, nor is human sense, as it is immediately and objectively given, human sensibility and human objectivity.”” And this again buttresses I think the thought that thinking of Marxism as a quasi-natural-science must be a deep mistake. Rather, what Marx says here is surprisingly compatible with (e.g.) a Winchian approach to ‘human science’. (For more detail, see “What kind of ‘humanism’ is there, in Marx and Wittgenstein?”, below.)


� See below. It is ‘also’ seeing in the sense of Andrews and Pleasants on the commodity -- see above.


� Thus I speak of the aims and ends of philosophy (and politics) -- I am looking to how one hopes to overcome or expurgate oneself; though I am not really looking toward to what comes after that. That would be purely speculative, hubristic. For after all, there will very probably, in the end, be no end.


� Mulhall, p.95; cf. also here Mulhall’s (semi-Winchian?) account of Marx on alienation, pp.93-94: “When human beings engage in activities in such a way that those activities constitute expressions of their individuality, they fulfill themselves as humans; but this way of engaging in practical activity is itself characterized in terms of how it is experienced by the individual. Marx is...saying that that the sort of practical activity he has in mind as fulfilling practical activity is the sort which the person involved would be prepared to characterise as an essential expression of his individuality... // Marx’s criteria for distinguishing alienated from non-alienated labour seem to be experiential in nature. ...[W]hen he attempts to explicate [his] notions of labour as external and [of] labour as a means, he refers to the worker’s feelings of misery and debasement... . [T]he question of whether the given practical activity is alienating or not is a function of the nature of the relationship in which the person stands to that activity; and spelling out the nature of that relationship inevitably involves reference to how the person experiences that relationship -- to his feelings and attitudes.” (Underlining mine. And compare: the philosopher being alienated from his words; not feeling at home with them -- that is, if the philosopher is not radically self-deceived (as most philosophers mostly are...))


� P.98. 


� Mulhall, pp.99-101. See also his On Being in the World: Wittgenstein and Heidegger on seeing Aspects (London: Routledge, 1990).


� London: Harvard, 1998.


� If Brudney is right, there will be difficulties with Kitching’s positive conception of Marxism as a ‘point of view’. It will be difficult to see how this can remain a Marxist conception. And I believe that there is something problematic about Kitching’s proposal; that it is ‘idea-ist’. In rejecting ‘Scientific Realist’ renditions of Marxism, Kitching sees the only alternative as Rortian Anti-Realism. This set of alternatives is set for him by his rendition of the Tractatus (‘Realist’) as against Wittgenstein’s later works (‘Anti-Realist’). It is not surprising that, if we move to the ‘therapeutic’ reading of Wittgenstein, exploding this false binary set of options, we then have the possibility of finding a Marx too who is neither Realist nor Anti-Realist  (Or, if he is a ‘realist’, then perhaps it is in the spirit of Diamondian ‘realism’: not ‘Scientific’, but deflationary/therapeutic -- and in praise of a rigorously ‘realistic spirit’ to inquiry. This is actually what I think Marx has in mind in his concept (in The German Ideology) of ‘empirical verification’. ‘Empirical verificiation’, as Brudney establishes (see pp.278-282 of his (op.cit.)), is very little to do with science, and everything to do with the everyday, with what is in principle accesible to all, without specialist training.). ‘My’ Marx is not ‘merely’ putting forward a point of view -- he is putting into action a quasi-Wittgensteinian method of exposing an (enacted) metaphysics, a lived unintelligibility. As Feuerbach, Nietzsche and Kierkegaard exposed Christianity (see e.g. Conant’s “Nietzsche, Kierkegaard and Anscombe on Moral Unintelligibility”, in T. Tessin and M. van der Ruhr’s (eds.) Philosophy and the grammar of Religious belief (		), so I take Marx to be exposing Capitalism. Such exposure involves therapeutic description and persuasion in that it doesn’t work unless one recognises the attempted ‘description’ as one’s own.


 But that Kitching errs here does not imply that Brudney is right -- see below.


� P.224; see also numerous similar formulations earlier in the book.


� On p.10, Brudney writes, “Marx and Feuerbach might...seem similar to...the later Wittgenstein, in their concern to quiet the impulse to ask philosophical questions. (...Feuerbach even appeals, apparently like Wittgenstein, to the metaphor of therapy to characterize his own approach...)  This similarity is, I think, merely superficial. I think it safe to say that Wittgenstein never sees the source of a philosophical question in socially generated illusions permeating individuals’ lives.” I am unhappy with the first sentence of this quotation; it seems to intimate a ‘philosophical quietism’ in Wittgenstein which, in the next Section, I repudiate. More importantly, though, what I would like to say about this quotation is simply: the present essay is my attempt to show that Brudney is wrong in what he says here about both Marx and Wittgenstein.


� See p.200f. for Brudney’s exemplary discussion of why not. I commend to the reader the whole of Chapter 6 of Brudney’s book -- and, in fact, the whole book.


� Perhaps now it can be seen that I am suggesting that Marxism need be neither ‘Utopian’ nor ‘Scientific’, in terms of Engels’s categories. It can be, rather, on action (words and deeds) both self-realizing and ‘ultimately’ self-questioning (i.e. self-nihilating). Perhaps this could even be a ‘Wittgensteinian’ Socialism... (For more detail on Marx as not ‘Scientific’, see again Kitching’s work.)


� Many things are considered normative in Wittgenstein which are not in other philosophers -- e.g. Knowledge.


� Baker and Hacker use the term ‘Cultural Naturalism’, a term applicable to Marx, too? (Again, Mulhall’s reading would I think strongly suggest the appropriateness of such a label.)  For references and discussion, see my “Nature, Culture, Ecosystem”, forthcoming in Scheman (ed.) Feminist Re-Readings of Wittgenstein (Philadelphia: Penn State Press); and the close of my “The ‘hard’ problem of consciousness is continually reproduced and made harder by all attempts to solve it” (forthcoming in Theory, Culture and Society), where I consider also other possible expressions, such as ‘human naturalism’.


� Marx, Ec. and Phil. Manuscripts (ed. Bottomore; New York: McGraw-Hill, 1963), p.157.


� Compare Brudney’s intriguing account, especially on p.217, of fetishisation.


� We might even compare here a sense in which the alleged ‘picture theory of meaning’ in the Tractatus is true: isn’t it harmlessly, trivially true, if we only hear it aright, that we make to ourselves pictures of facts, using pictures, sentences, etc.? And this would be the place, too, to reflect that the strange character of philosophical uses of language, of ‘grammatical remarks’ etc., is that we want to say of them both that they are true without opposition (e.g. “I can’t feel your pain”, “There is only logical necessity”) and that if per impossibile they are contradicted, then they still haven’t really been contradicted (e.g. If we find a sense for “I can feel your pain”,then we haven’t contradicted our previous grammatical remark.) This it seems to me explains how we can reasonably want to say both “Class society is impossible” and “Class society is actual.” Because both are (purpose-relative) grammatical remarks; or metaphors. Neither, in a certain important sense, actually involves asserting anything. (This perhaps helps to explain why it is easy, and usually uninteresting, to catch Marx (or Wittgenstein) in self-contradictions or inconsistencies -- this would be a problem, if they were purveyors of a theory or practitioners of a science.)


� Capital, Tucker’s pp.322-3. (All the same, I would be happier if Marx didn’t present himself here as having made a counter-discovery -- this is unhelpful, I feel, for reasons which should be obvious from my use of Andrews etc. .)


� In short, in all of what Ludwig Feuerbach first wrote of as the condition of true dialogue: I-Thou relations. See especially p.xii of Karl Barth’s “Introductory Essay” to Feuerbach’s The Essence of Christianity (New York: Harper, 1957).


� See Gavin Kitching’s Marxism and Science (op.cit.). My argument takes Kitching’s excellent explorations a step further -- to doubt whether so many as Kitching suspects of Marx’s own canonical writings are intelligibly interpreted as commited to the disastrous scientism which Kitching exposes in ‘Marxism’. (Also, my argument does not commit the drastic interpretive error of seeing the Tractatus, as Kitching does, as a scientistic work -- see n.56, above. I believe, after conversation, that Kitching would now agree on this, and now largely endorses a Diamondian ‘therapeutic’ continuist interpretation of Wittgenstein, rather than the Anti-Realist interpretation expounded in his books.)


� See especially p.35 and pp.228-231 of Karl Marx..., and p.164f. and p.239 of Marxism and Science. Kitching opposes Marx as metaphysician, scientist and prophet, in the name of Marx as praxis-based philosopher and activist. (Cf. pp.201-2 of Popper’s The Open Society and its Enemies Vol.2 (London: Routledge, 1945); and compare also some moments in Gramsci’s tremendous works.)


� One can depict a preferred society -- in outline. That much, as Wittgenstein once remarked, Marx can for sure give us. Zhang Longxi in his “Socialism: from scientific to utopian” (in Cullenberg and Magnus (op.cit.)) perhaps goes a little too far; for we are not speaking here of a realized utopia or even of a specified utopia. What we do envisage is the withering away of the ‘enforcers’ -- of the state (and its successors -- e.g. multinationals), and of that imaginary enforcer, that imaginary sovereign, Philosophy. ‘Utopianism’ is right in suggesting that we need some idea of where we want to go, and some idea of practical steps that could lead towards it (to address the difficulties which Brudney and Kitching highlight with Marxism as Critique and as Science, respectively); ‘Scientific Socialism’ is right in thinking that we can’t rush where we want to go, nor know just what it will be like in advance. (For a suggestive account of the respects in which Marxism requires and involves a substantial element of ‘Utopianism’, see p.73ff. of Popper’s The Poverty of Historicism (London: Routledge, 1957). For some useful references to crucial elements of ‘anti-utopianism’ in Marxist thought which problematise Popper’s criticisms, see e.g. p.40 of Steven Lukes’s Marxism and Morality (Oxford: OUP, 1985), and also The German Ideology p.172 and p.192 (in Tucker). Popper does not adequately recognise moments in Hegel and Marx which do not suit his ‘anti-historicist’ polemical purposes.)


� Those who I applaud in this essay have been above all ‘destructive’. This, I think, is a triumph: this is the triumph of Kierkegaard, Marx, Nietzsche, Heidegger, Austin, Kuhn, Foucault, and (above all, perhaps) Wittgenstein (who only assembles reminders, and deals with philosophical problems as they come along, who has no philosophical system at all). These were the first philosophers to effectively give themselves a self-denying ordinance on saying how the future, utopia, was to be  (No wonder that they wondered whether they were really philosophers at all). Marx was occasionally tempted to describe what Communism would/could be like (what things would be like after the withering away of the state), as Nietzsche was tempted to describe what life could be like after the perishing of the ascetic ideal; but both mostly managed to resist this impulse. (Though, against Brudney, I am if anything inclined to worry as much that they describe the future too much, as too little.)  Again, this ‘asceticism’ of (e.g.) Marx and Nietzsche, this holding back from the wish to write a philosophy hopelessly attempting to be ‘in’ the future, is, I am claiming, a triumph. It is high time that this remarkable achievement were fully recognized. I shall try to do so in my forthcoming The Hidden Greatness of the Philosophical Canon: Re-Reading Modern Western Thought through Wittgenstein.


� And on this point, there is of course something right about Popper’s championing (in The Poverty of Historicism and in The Open Society and Its Enemies) of piecemeal reform, and trial and error, etc. .


� For further support, consult again PI 124-133, and Crary and Read (op.cit.).


� This connects again with a crucial comment of Wittgenstein’s, one which (again) I think Marx himself would be happy with, but which most ‘Marxists’ could not honestly endorse: “I am by no means sure that I should prefer a continuation of my work by others to a change in the way people live which would make all these questions superfluous.” (p.61 of Culture and Value)  My own belief is that one must be trying -- not only in the very small way involved in purely academic work -- to change oneself and one’s world, if one wants to be taken seriously as a Marxian or a Wittgensteinian. One is not, I believe, really following either of those thinkers if one’s ‘following’ is confined to the content of one’s academic philosophical work. I, for example, am currently active in Trident Ploughshares, the Green Party, and the Quakers. (Is this an inappropriate remark? Is it cloying, or self-aggrandising? Is autobiography out of place in an essay such as this? I presume that it would be -- if the essay were a contribution toward a ‘scientific’ endeavour, to (say) ‘Social Theory’.)


� One might complete a list of why the term ‘Scientific’ is dispensable in relation to Marxist thought roughly as follows:


1) It is, in part, a straight inheritance from Hegel. From his fantasy of the nature of science, and his fantasy thus that there was something scientific (and, more generally, genuinely systematic), about his own method. (On this, Easton’s account on p.136 of her (op.cit.) is inadequate, because it does not ask the question for instance of what sense there is in which we can possibly agree that Hegel’s so-called ‘Science of Logic’ is a science.) 


2) It is, in part, a simple appeal for legitimacy and respectability, an appeal more or less entirely standard in the nineteenth century (and thus an appeal which we should not be too hard upon). As Kitching argues in fine detail, however, one would however expect more of Marx’s twentieth-century inheritors; so the fame of (e.g.) an Althusser is a distressing phenomenon. (As brought out in E.P.Thompson’s excoriating polemic, The Poverty of Theory (London: Merlin, 1995). Interestingly, Thompson argues that Althusserian ‘Realist’ Scientism is a form of Idea-ism, rather than being opposed to it. Like Althusser, I wish to read Marx ‘philosophically’ -- but our versions of ‘philosophy’ are utterly discrepant.)


3) It is, in part, simply a critiquing of ‘Utopian’ Socialism. (I have already indicated why I think that such suspicion of ‘Utopian’ Socialism is in the main philosophically-merited -- though see p.53ff. of Kitching’s Marxism and Science.)


4) Finally, we should bear in mind throughout, as always with writers in German, that we ought not to be led astray in the first place by ‘Wissenschaft’, a word whose remit is considerably wider than that of ‘science’ in English.


� Again, David Andrews’s work helps us see how Marxism at its best is not well-heard as (the production of) a theory or science. It is part, rather, of what Winch would call ‘social study’. As Nigel Pleasants’s recent work (see his History of Human Sciences papers, and especially his paper in this volume) has brought out, such studies are at their best (in Winch and Marx) descriptive rather than metaphysical (one understands Azande magic through describing it in part as alike to Christianity; one understands fetishism of commodities and capital through describing it in part as alike to Christianity and to ‘primitive’ magic...). According to Winch, such ‘critical description’ is primarily called for when we are faced with genuine problems: for example, how to understand alien practices that we find very strange (e.g. Azande ‘magical’ practices); but can yield illumination not only of the strange, but also of the seemingly normal -- in other words, Winch’s examinations can cast light back upon us. In Marx’s case, that is their primary purpose. Marx thinks we are in large part unknowingly ‘living’ a (social) metaphysics that he wishes to expose (for the purposes of contributing to its overthrow). (See Winch’s “Persuasion” (MidWest Studies in Philosophy XVII (1992), 123-137), and his “Can we understand ourselves?” (Philosophical Investigations 20:3 (July 1997), 193-204) for more on coming to understand (and change) oneself and one’s society.)


� Of course, this is not to say that Marx (or even Winch) guarded sufficently against the danger of drifting too far from the terms in which people actually understand themselves. Marx courted far less cautiously than most Wittgensteinians the danger of the fomentation of a jargon-ridden ‘Grand Theory’ remote from actual description and action. And a key lesson that Wittgenstein and Marx aim to ‘teach’ us, as Kitching stresses (see note 68 (and text, supra), above), is that philosophising must not be a substitute for action. On which, compare this beautiful passage from Marshall Berman’s Adventures in Marxism (London: Verso, 1999): “The irony of bourgeois activism, as Marx sees it, is that the bourgeoisie is forced to close itself off from its richest possibilities [[recall the discussions above of the French Revolution]], possibilities that can be realised only by those who break its power . . . the bourgeoisie have established themselves as the first ruling class whose authority is based not on who their ancestors were but on what they themselves actually do . . . they have proved that it really is possible, through organised, concerted action, to change the world.” (Quoted in on p.35 of Jenny Diski’s “A human being” [a review of Wheen’s and Berman’s books], London Review of Books, 25 Nov. 1999.


� Thus in this paper I first illuminated Wittgenstein on philosophy by means of analogical appeal to Marx, and then, by way of undergirding the appeal, provided Wittgensteinian illumination of how to read Marx. The reader must judge whether the successive mutual illuminations have been successful, or whether this paper instead manifests an unstable bootstrapping exercise.


� Here it is perhaps worth bearing in mind how Thomas Kuhn conceptualises scientific revolutions: not as point-events, but as sometimes (e.g. in the case of ‘the Copernican Revolution’) taking hundreds of years.


� Just what are those changes? One might add to what I have already indicated (and indicated that one cannot be required to indicate) the kinds of changes suggested by Lefebvre on pp.226-7 of his (op.cit.).The changes that Marxism seeks are clearly not limited to changes in the relations of production and in the political power-structure. A key challenge for the future is: to try to work out in practice how one can change what Andrews calls ‘form of life’ without imposing on all of everyday life for example the kind of disastrous Stalinism that was imposed especially on polity and economy in the U.S.S.R. . (My own suspicion is that attempts to create a non-vanguardist ‘Red-Green’ Anarchism are, as a result, and due to related questions of scale (and of participation, of anti-centralism, of willingness and enthusiasm), actually more likely to crystallize most of the key ultimate goals of Marx than more traditional Marxism or socialism. Compare for instance some of what is described in George McKay’s Senseless acts of beauty: Cultures of resistance since the Sixties (London: Verso, 1996).)


� Some parts of this paper incorporate passages (most altered, some unchanged) reprinted (with permission) from my long paper published in the on-line journal, Essays in Philosophy 1:2 (January 2001; www.humboldt.edu/~essays/), under the title, “Wittgenstein and Marx on ordinary and philosophical language”. For help with this paper, thanks to the participants in the ‘International Marx and Wittgenstein Symposium’, Trinity College Cambridge, March 29-31 1999, and to audiences at the Manchester Ethnography Group (M.M.U.) and the Kaplan Humanities Centre (NorthWestern University, IL). Thanks also to Linda Zerilli, Terry Pinkard, Wes Sharrock, Wil Coleman, Mozaffar Qizilbash, Andreas Dorschel, Tim Dant, Angus Ross, Daniel Brudney, David Andrews, John Coates, Steven Lukes, Nigel Pleasants, Gavin Kitching, Emma Willmer and Luke Mulhall. I wish to dedicate this paper to Tess Read, whose criticisms have I hope sharpened it -- and whose sibling love and support over many years have helped make this paper and my work in general possible. (Is any good serious change in anything possible without love?)





