














60 PRAXIS

advanced forms of exchange economies, we think and act in relation
to the commodities we exchange and use as if these were impersonal
physical things. According to Marx, this is a form of fetishism.%® We
fail to realize that these commodities are social products and that the
value they possess (the labor value) is nothing but a materialized
form of labor activity.

Hence, when we bring the products of our labor into relation with each
other as values, it is not because we see in these articles the material
receptacles of homogeneous human labor. Quite the contrary: when-
ever, by an exchange, we equate as values our different products, by that
very act, we also equate, as human labor, the different kinds of labor
expended upon them. We are not aware of this, nevertheless we do it.
Value, therefore, does not stalk about with a label describing what it is.
It is value, rather, that converts every product into a social hieroglyphic.
Later on, we try to decipher the hieroglyphic, to get behind the secret
of our social products; for to stamp an object of utility as a value, is just
as much a social product as language. The recent scientific discovery,
that the products of labor, so far as they are values, are but material
expressions of the human labor spent in their production, marks, in-
deed, an epoch in the history of the development of the human race, but,
by no means, dissipates the mist through which the social character of
labor appears to us to be an objective character of the products them-
selves. The fact, that in the particular form of production with which we
are dealing, viz., the production of commodities, the specific social char-
acter of private labor carried on independently, consists in the equality
of every kind of that labor, by virtue of its being human labor, which
character, therefore, assumes in the product the form of value—this fact

is “the crucial difference on which may be said to hinge the entire distinction
between Marxist and non-Marxist economics—as well as.the distinction, per-
haps, between the ‘young Marx’ and the ‘mature Marx.”” (Martin Nicolaus,
“proletariat and Middle Class in Marx: Hegelian Choreography and the
Capitalist Dialectic,” p. 267.) Nicolaus suggests but fails to make explicit
that the “mature” emphasis on production and labor-power as the source of
surplus-value is in harmony with and develops Marx’s early understanding of
the concept of praxis. Indeed without such an understanding of praxis, whereby
the object produced is understood as a congealed form of the activity, it would
be impossible to make sense of the rationale for claiming that labor alone
creates values where none existed before or that labor creates greater values
than those necessary to sustain it.

63. See the section, “The Fetishism of Commodities and the Secret Thereof”
in Capital, 1, pp. 71-83; Marx/Engels Werke, Bd. 23, pp. 85-98.
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?ppfar; t<? the producers, notwithstanding the discovery above referred
0, to be just as real and final, as the fact, that, after the discovery by

science of the component gase i i
sclence of ! p gases of air, the atmosphere itself remained

The conception of labor value articulated in the above pas
.functlons as a leitmotif throughout Capital. As Marx methcf))dicszl%e
introduces more and more complex analytic distinctions in order ty
unde'rstand critically the complexities of a capitalist society, as hz
explicates the»concepts of money, constant capital Variableyc’a ital
surplus val‘uf':, profit, interest, etc., he argues that \;vhile the ap ar
to the participants in a capitalist society as impersonal engtiefs)}faé
fOI:CCS., t'hey are in reality—when demystified from their reified nd
fetishistic appearances—various forms of social ; i
s praxis or social
Th(? sub’Fitle of Capital is A Critique of Political Economy and
Fhere is a dialectical continuity between the sense of “criti ue’}’) o
is 1'1s.ed here and the sense in which it was used in Mgrx’s ?is l:
critique,” The Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. Just K
Marx sought to demystify Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, he n-ow se IE(IS
to demy.stlfy political economy; to reveal to us what is ;eall oin on
31;]<i_er1}gn g _thc? elaborate forms of reification of the world ofyegonogmoilclz
1 ;dlltllsgsto :\}111;1131 wh;ch we operate; And just as the earlier critique
= o dea of praxis as the ‘s.ecret” for understanding Hegel
now Marx is spelling out in detail what human praxis concretel ’
means as human labor and production. “The life-process of societ ,
Whlf:h is ba§ed on the process of material production, does not st A
off its mystical veil until it is treated as production b;r freel assom'P
ated men, and is consciously regulated by them in accordazlce Wctll;
a settled plan. This, however, demands for society a certain mate ; 1
ground-work or set of conditions of existence which in their turn ralrae

the spontan i
mentg,sﬁ eous product of a long and painful process of develop-

socf;pztalltls_ the drama of praxis as labor or production in modern
appar}e/;lﬂ 1§ a drama bec.:ause the cumulative effect of Marx’s
i y dry and technical analysis is the unmasking of the

enated forms of labor—the ways in which the worker is exploited.

64. Capital, 1, p. 74; Marx/Engels Werke, Bd. 23, p. 88.
65. Capital, 1, p. 80; Marx/Engels Werke, Bd. 23, p. 94.
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While alienation or exploitation reaches its apogee in advanced
capitalist society, the dynamic contradictions inherent in capitalism
provide the “material groundwork” for passing beyond capitalism,
the stage in which the exploitation and alienation of a capitalist
society are finally aufgehoben. Capitalism, then, is only one histor-
ical form that human praxis has taken, and Capital is concerned with
the origins of the historical set of conditions and the passing beyond
this alienated form of praxis or labor.

The, above considerations significantly qualify a narrow “eco-
nomic” reading of Capital, but Marx is quite explicit about what he
intends by the use of gconomic categories. In the Grundrisse der
Kritik der politischen Okonomie, Marx takes issue with Proudhon’s
narrow conception of “economic” and his claim that property has
an “extra-economic” origin. In criticizing Proudhon, Marx remarks:

But to claim that pre-bourgeois history and each phase of it, has its
own economy [bkonomie] and an economic base of its movement, is at
bottom merely to state the tautology that human life has always rested
on some kind of production—social production—whose relations are
precisely what we call economic relations.

The original conditions of production cannot initially be themselves
produced—they are not the results of production. (Instead of original
conditions of production we might also say: for if this reproduction
appears on one hand as the appropriation of the objects by the subjects,
it equally appears on the other as the moulding, the subjection, of the
objects by and to a subjective purpose; the transformation of the objects
into results and repositories of subjective activity.) What requires expla-
nation is not the unity of living and active human beings with the natural,
inorganic conditions of their metabolism with nature, and therefore their
appropriation of nature; nor is this the result of a historic process. What
we must explain is the separation of these inorganic conditions of human
existence from this active existence, a separation which is only fully com-
pleted in the relationship between wage-labor and capital.%

The outlines of what we might call Marx’s “anthropology” should
now be clear. Man is by nature an active, productive animal. “By
nature” simply means that man is a creature who cannot survive
unless he produces——exercises labor-power—in order to maintain

66. Karl Marx, Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations, trans. by J ack Cohen;
ed. and with an introduction by E. J. Hobsbawm, pp. 86-87; Marx, Grundrisse
der Kritik der politischen Okonomie, pp. 388-389.
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huns?lf. This essel}tial productive dimension of human life is
ggfl)éﬁlo]s:; tl;ﬁ i;)lzlal forms ;h}ellt this labor takes are historically
oned. course of history, a vari i
il/;giesswely I})laore complex social form}; of prodfljltgti(())rfl Ifégzr:\?ctl\?g
reover, the succession of these mode i ‘
ratlgnalfe or logos in the sense that we can di:c((;\felP ;(;(i;lf)izlinggz o;;
tP;rnodsu:tlon when_ fully developed (.es_pecially in Western societies)
o undermine the very conditions that have given rise to it
?11111(: ;\;zntual%fl provides the basis for a new mode of production Iil
process there is an increasing “se ' i i
C.OHdItIOI‘lS of human existence frOIIgl thisp::gi:: Zx(i)sftetrlxlce:i l:orgamc
tion ‘that reaches its culmination in capitalist society ,Justs eell) ar:li
previous forms of production (in Western forms of ;oducti '
dlsFmgulshed from “Asiatic” production)®” have in It)he co 2 a;
thelr.full development destroyed themselves, Marx in Cau:'rts el?
showing us how this same instability is inhererit inaca italisi n: dlS
of productlgg. However, with the passing away of capitzﬁism the it
i rf:al p9ss1b11ity (not a logical necessity), that the “se ara,tio 3-"6 .
alienation” which has been characteristic of the devlglo me?lt 0;
man thu:s far will b‘? overcome, aufgehoben, and human plr)axis Wﬁl
?chleve its full, p951tive, creative, actualization. In another passage
rom the Grundrisse, where Marx sharply distinguishes the preseit

eveTrh;: 1;he Ianciel?t conception, in which man always appears (in how
owly national, religious or political a definiti ¢
; R efinition) as the ai f
production, seems very much mor d. i
. s ¢ exalted than the mod i
which production is the aim \ ot preduetion,
of man and wealth the ai i
In fact, however, when s penled oy
_ . : the narrow bourgeois form i 1
is wealth, if not the universali e ety
. ity of needs, capaciti j
B ersali , capacities, enjoyments, pro-
Whaltveifpowerli, etc., of individuals, produced in universal exchalll)ge?
natur,e*trliot the fu}l development of human control over the forces of
ose of his own nature as well as those of so-called “nature”?

67. s Vi iati
Marx’s views on the Asiatic mode of production not only have in-

trinsic i
:hist(s)lr?c;nlzgrtance, they heIP to overthrow the myth that Marx had a rigid
e eory of economic development applicable to all societies. l§or
iscussions of Marx’s reflections on the Asiatic mode of produc

i . C s
1on, see George Lichtheim, “Oriental Despotism,” The Concept of Ideology

_and ineri
Other Essays, and Shlomo Avineri’s “Introduction” to Karl Marx: On

Colonialism and Modernization.
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What, if not the absolute elaboration of his creative dispositions, without
any preconditions other than antecedent historical evolution which makes
the totality of this evolution—i.e., the evolution of all human powers as
such, unmeasured by any previously established yardstick—an end in
itself? What is this, if not a situation where man does not reproduce
himself in any determined form, but produces his totality? Where he does
not seek to remain something formed by the past, but is in the absolute
movement of hecoming? In bourgeois political economy—and in the
epoch of production to which it corresponds—this complete elaboration
of what lies wirkin raan, appears as the total alienation, and the destruc-
tion of all fixed, one-sided purposes as the sacrifice of the end in itself

to a wholly external compulsion. Hence in one way the childlike world

of the ancients appears to be superior; and this is so, insofar as we seek
for closed shape, form and established limitation. The ancients provide
a narrow satisfaction, whereas the modern world leaves us unsatisfied,
or, where it appears to be satisfied with itself, is vulgar and mean.%8

This passage further articulates a point which we have previously
emphasized—that MarXx sees modern bourgeois capitalist society as

developing the material conditions required for the full development
of man. It shows how the concept of “alienation” is still fundamental
to Marx’s “mature” thought. Furthermore, the claim that the “com-
plete elaboration of what lies within man, appears as the total
alienation,” is fundamental (as we shall see in the next section) for
understanding Marx’s primary concern with the present and why he -
scorned speculation about future societies which was not rooted in a
systematic critique of present institutions. But this passage further
substantiates our claim that in order to appreciate and understand
Marx’s use of “economic” categories, we must view them as encap-

sulating the fundamental modes of human production—praxis.

We have now set the stage to justify our third counterclaim—-
that the point of Capital is not to sanctify the immutability of
“economic laws” but to reveal their mutability in history. Capitalist
society has brought about the most complete and thorough form of
alienation that has yet existed. Or to use the distinctive language
of Capital, capitalism is based upon and increases exploitation and
the “rational” efficient use of surplus value to increase capital.
Without surplus value—the value of products appropriated by the

68. Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations, pp. 84-85; Marx, Grundrisse der

Kritik der politischen Okonomie, pp. 387-388.
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ssg;?lls::hwhichdis over and above the portion of value needed to
n the producers and the means of i i
ain t production—there is no
geflpclvt;h.stn;.‘But the story th.at Marx tells through the three volumes
of & é}lze aal n}(si of atn c(ai(;onomlc mode of production that is inherently
contradictory. The more capitalism succ i i
unstable . : ‘ eeds in achiev-
igge 1xfts ;;2 :)ft 11lncrezilismfg capital, the more it succeeds in undermining
. e end of Vol. III of Capital (a
fragments of Marx’s writi ublished posth .
ritings and published th
Engels) Marx reflects on i P e Hvestiation
where his complex, intricate i igati
of capitalism has led him. Ev ’ 16 seotion £-The
ca . Even the language of this section (*
3 Th
Trinity Formula”) echoes the language of Marx’s “early” Wrgtingse

In . .
o ;Il:eaiazisz of th; simplest categories of the capitalist mode of pro
, ven of commodity-production, in th ties
and money, we have alread i ’ Ciying charactor the
) y pointed out the mystifying ch
transforms the social relati i il slemments of wealth
ons, for which the material el
serve as bearers in production, int i ihings thomectves
ea , Into properties of these things th
(commodities) and still mo e roduction
nmo« re pronouncedly transforms th i
relation itself into a thin S Pmofar ot
g and money. All forms of soci i
they reach the stage of ¢ i iy
ommodity-production and i i
take part in this perversion. B o of production
. But under the capitalist mode i
. : . of production
and in the case of capital, which forms its dominant categor)}) its deter-

mining production relations, thi
still more.%? , this enchanted and perverted world develops

ﬁagogiogzeclri) Elo reywzv “the complete mystification of the capital-
b mode a}; : ucftlon Whjcreby it becomes perfectly natural “for
e actual 2 Igldn. s of production to feel‘ completely at home in these
e gs‘ h1rrat10nal foFms of capital-interest, land-rent, labor-

ges, since these are precisely the forms of illusion in which they

;)i f)lﬁit:rr)t/, thei1 'telos }c;f Geist, is the concrete realization of freedom

o achieve this freedom, Geist must pa .

‘ ss through a long and
painful process. So too for Marx, th o i e
‘ . , the long painful history of 3

1 : of praxis

IE Otge fofrms of mf)de.s of production which culminate in thi cap’;talist

) co prod.uctlon is the necessary condition for freedom whereby
e fCOIlOII]JC laws. ’ gf capitalist society are aufgehoben. Free-
can only consist in socialized man, the associated producers

b4

; 33 Capz:tal, IIIL, pp. 826-827; Marx/Engels Werke, Bd. 25, p. 835
- Capital, 111, p. 830; Marx/Engels Werke, Bd. 25, p. 838.

move about and find their daily occupation.”™ For Hegel, the end -
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rationally regulating their interchange with Nature, bringing it under
their common control, instead of being ruled by it as by the blind
forces of Nature; and achieving this with the least expenditure of
energy under conditions most favorable to, and worthy, of their
human nature.”™ The end of history—or as Marx claimed, the end
of prehistory and the beginning of human history—comes when
man finally triumphs over the “plind forces of Nature” and the
economic regularities and laws which have determined what he has
been thus far, not in the sense that man is finally free from all law-
like regularity, but in the sense that he rationally and freely regulates
his life in a way that is most favorable and worthy of his human

nature.

Species-Being, Praxis, and Alienation

Throughout our discussion thus far we have uncritically followed
Marx in his appeal to the concepts of “species-being” and “human
nature.” But the problems posed by these concepts are central ones
for Marx and for understanding praxis. Marx’s early use of the con-

cept of “species-being” and his subsequent criticism of this concept
is a typical instance of his own progressive dialectical development
in which he negates, affirms, and passes beyond an earlier stage in
his thinking. Marx relies heavily on this concept in his writings dur-
ing the early 1840’s. Species—being is man’s true or ideal nature and
it becomes fully manifest only when human alienation is overcome.
Already in 1845, in his sixth thesis on Feuerbach, Marx is critical

of this concept.

Feuerbach resolves the religious essence into the human
the essence of man is no abstraction inhering in each singl
In its actuality it is the ensemble of social relationships.™

Feuerbach is compelled “to view the essence of man merely as spe-
cies, as the inner, dumb generality which unites individuals natu-
rally.”™ Marx is not only criticizing Feuerbach, he is also criticiz-
ing himself. While Marx used the concept of “species-being” in the

71. Capital, 111, p. 820; Marx/Engels Werke, Bd. 25, p- 828.
72. Young Marx, p. 402; Marx/Engels Werke, Bd. 3, p. 6.
73. Young Marx, p- 402; Marx/Engels Werke, Bd. 3, p. 6.

essence. But
e individual.
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1844'Paris Manuscripts to refer to man’s historical nature, he did
Eot pin doyvn the precise. meaning and justification of this concept.
et us review the stages in Marx’s own acceptance and subsequent
rejection of the concept of “species-being.” !
Fel}erbgch played the role of helping Marx to see that on
Hegel’s philosophy is demystified—once we uncover the latent co;e
tent of I-‘Iege.l’s great “myth,” we realize that Geist is nothing mo: .
than a dlsgu1§ed way of referring to man or humanity. Echoiigl bf:‘:t
at the same time transforming, Hegel’s story of the journey of %eist
Marx writes in his 1844 Paris Manuscripts: “Since for socg,alist m )
however, the entire so-called world history is only the creationanf,f
man throqgh human labor and the development of nature for ma0
he has evident and incontrovertible proof of his self-creation h?;
owp formation process.”™ In order to understand the dynami::s of
Ge{st '(and consequently praxis) a double perspective is needed
Geist is concretely realized in the actual stages of history and s
also tl.le dynamic potential to overcome all forms of alienatio); Wi’diS
out.thl.s double perspective, it would not make any sense to claim tha:c
Geist is not “satisfied” or “fulfilled” in any of its determinate forms
Nor would we be able to say that Geist continually “strives” tc;
overcome all determinations or objectifications and to infinitize it-
self. The same double perspective is needed to account for Marx’s
Svs;n anglys,{s of praxis as human alienation. The very meaning of
n?ailen:;orll) seems to presuppose a vision, ideal, or norm of what
| lveioned ecome when his creative potential is fully and freely
For Fe}lerbach, this ideal of what man can become (and will
becorpe) is expressed in the concept of species-being—this is th,
truth unPhcit in the Hegelian notion of Geist once the transformati .
method is applied to it. The idea of a “species” (Gattung) which h:g
been popularized by D. F. Strauss was taken over by Feuerbach
Feue%'bac?h’.s Ti.ze Essence of Christianity begins by telling us thai
‘H;aﬁ.ls distinguished from the animals because he alone is conscious
;eu elgl)ze;l}fl not only as an individu‘al but as a species.” God, for
e , Is a pI‘O]eCtIOI'l and r'elﬁcation of the human species.
en man acts so that he is conscious of himself as a species-being,

74. Young Marx, p-314; MEGA, 1.3, p. 125.

75. Ludwig F PRPTSI
liot, p. 1. g Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, trans. by George
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different from those when he acts as 2 single
human species is that of all human perfec-

68

his acts are qualitatively
individual. The idea of a
tions concretely realized.
Marx was initially imp
Essence of Christianity. We can
the Jewish Question” and the 1
adopted Feuerbach’s concept of “species
for analyzing human alienation. In “On the Jewish Question,” where
Marx ‘criticizes the notion of political emancipation which is not
yet full human emancipation, he says:
in that it regards man—not merely one
d supreme. But this means man in his

ressed by the underlying humanism of The
detect its influence in his essay “On
844 Paris Manuscripts where he
-being” as the background

Political democracy is Christian
but every man——as sovereign an
uncivilized and unsocial aspect, in his £
he is, corrupted by the entire organization of our society,
ated from himself, oppressed by inhum

word, man who is not yet actud

Or again in the 1844 Paris Manuscripts, Mar

says:

Man is a species-being (Gattungswesen)
and theoretically makes his own species as
object, but also—and this is only another expression f
in that as present and living species he considers himse

and consequently a free being.™®

But for all the importance that sp
early writings, there is no serious attempt to

crucial concept. When Marx criticizes this con
on Feuerbach and says that the essence of man
ensemble of social relationships,’
concept of class as the appropri
what man is. What first appeare®
concreteness (from Geist to specics
form of misplaced concretenes
Marx was developing of all the
earlier efforts). They were not being ra

getting at the “roots.”
By the time that Marx wrote Capital, he was quite

76. Young Marx, p.293; MEGA,13,p.87.

d to be a move away from Heg
-being) turns

young Hegelians (including his 0

ortuitous existence and just as
lost and alien-

an relations and elements—in a
1 species-being (Y.M., p- 231; 1, p. 468).

X, repeating Feuerbach,

not only in that he practically
well as that of other things his

or the same thing—
If to be a universal -

ccies-being plays for Marx in these -
analyze and justify thi
cept in the sixth thesi
is “in its actuality th
> he is already foreshadowing hi

ate social category for understandin
el t

out to be anothe
g. This is the sort of criticism thk

dical enough; they were n

explicit abd
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i};e ta:fagﬂonrr]lgent o_f species-being and its replacement by the con-
exlzhan ! ;s arl_y ‘1‘11 Capital, when Marx introduces the concept of
xch Ofg ;n ; i;)éi .f The persons exist for one another as representa-
. , efore, as owners of, commoditi ;
: d, t s of, ies. In the cours
Zur égl:zestlgte}lltlon we sh.all find, in general, that the characters ve;'l?(f
ppear on the economic stage are but the personifications of th
eC(glOlD}llC relations that exist between them.”?” )
. But the critique of the conce o
critiqu pt of species-being would a
;:;;:tf aﬂslen{)gli Sntellectual problem for Marx. Thg;oughout %I:se :;ritto
n the ’s there is a stron isti s
' : : strong moralistic tone. The shar
Zv;:i}:n\:rlgslh Marx descn})es the varieties of alienation and dehurfl)lrzlxzsis
rat “Ough);”sigvgs to highlight his positive vision of what man can
ecome—man as actual speci i
es-being. How can i
I::z];esixg segsglto. speak of the “dehumanization” of glan unless v:cta
fove & e viable 1defa1 or norm of what it is to be a human being?
presup;;ysnotlon of alienation with its pejorative overtones seems %o
~ ose some positive view of what it
| . of : means to be unalien
ig(til this Eosmve view needs to be articulated and justified 1\21:1;1 ’
-, nf:r;r; as;mealc.lefenders of Marx have interpreted him a.s being
oralist, a prophet holding befo isi
marily a moralis, 2 pr ' g before us a vision of what
. y have claimed that it i hi i i
s to become. / is at this crucial point
e essential confusion of Marx’ iti
o the criticism runs, is e oaa
0 , is constantly confusing descripti :
tive claims—evaluative clai i e matfive The menss
. claims which he never justi i
aised by this line of critici st of
cism are so central to our i
e . understanding of
s Waﬁ? tthe ;0ﬁcept of praxis that we must confront them squaril
o oC :na; c—zlnge tlﬁe claim that Marx presupposes an ideal g,f
, nd ought to become and cond isti
i : condemns existing social
: g it against some ideal norm. Thi i
ting” Marx distorts the mai T vork Mamcs contial
. e main thrust of his work ’
ught is that a correct i o ioet scommy
; understanding of iti
= Ir ' g of present political econom
- Ot(;rlf.all'o‘rlgms Rrowdes the sole basis for revealing genuinz
- ssaylg li ;}[:::h ThIl{s polmt is nicely expressed by Lobkowicz
, R ither Hegel nor Marx m ’ i
= ’ el ne easures man'’s ‘aliena
red&’;eaga.mst ’a transhistorical human nature or against a ‘lot eic-l-
i rilxljlmf(il future. Rather, they measure it against a humin
- potengzﬁ by t'he very phenomenon of alienation—against
Cépiml ; ity which though at first it emerges in an alienated
> L, pp. 84-85; Marx/Engels Werke, Bd. 23, pp. 99-100.
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state, allows one to envisage a previously unknown possibility of
ultimate human self-actualization.”"®
Such an orientation cuts at the very heart of the modern dogma
that there is an unbridgeable gap between the descriptive and the
prescriptive, or between fact and value, or between the “is” and the
“ought.” For Marx, human alienation is an objective social condi-
tion. On the basis of a critical understanding of the roots and causes
of this alienation, we can come to discover real human potentialities
and “envisage a previously unknown possibility of ultimate human
self-actualization.” The metaphysical and epistemological implica-
tions of his position echo a more classical Greek, especially Aristo-
telian, view of man that maintains that it is only by understanding
what man is—his actuality—that one can appreciate what he can
become—his potentiality. Just as there is no clear “fact-value” or
© “is-ought” dichotomy in Aristotle, so there is none in Marx. This
similarity should not blur the sharp differences that exist between
Marx’s and Aristotle’s understanding of “actuality” and “potenti-
ality.” The most dramatic difference is that for Marx both man’s
actuality and his potentiality change in the course of man’s historical
development. Genuinely new potentialities arise as a result of human
praxis. Marx’s understanding of human potentialities as rooted in
history foreshadows themes that have been central to contempo-
rary phenomenology with its insistence that the basic reality that
man encounters is his Lebenswelt, and that it is only by sensi-
tively understanding this Lebenswelt that one discovers new human
potentialities.

The essential thrust of Marx’s dialectical development throws into
relief another common objection to his thought and resolves a per-
plexity which many readers have felt. It is frequently pointed out
that Marx provides us with only the sketchiest outlines of what a
future communist or humanist society will be like. Some readers
have been perplexed by Marx’s relentless scorn of utopian think-
ing. For Marx as for Hegel, speculation about future possibilities
which is not rooted in a critical understanding of present institutions
is idle and unrealistic. Marx is in complete agreement with Hegel
when he says in the Preface to the Philosophy of Right that “if . ..
theory really goes beyond the world as it is and builds an ideal one
as it ought to be, that world exists indeed, but only in his opinions,

78. Lobkowicz, op. cit., p. 315.
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an un§ul3,stantia1 element where anything you please may, in fanc
be? built.”™ On many occasions, Marx warns that he is ’concerne}:i
with communism and socialism only as they emerge from the womb
of capitalism—from present political and economic institutions
Marx does not begin with a vision or norm of what ought to be anci
then proceed to criticize what is, in light of this norm. His positio
(ar}d Hegel’s) is severely critical of this Kantian bi.as Itp makersl
emlnentl.y good s,ense—from the perspective of this dialec.tical devel-
olE)mlent in Marx’s ?hought—that Capital and his other writings after
the 840’s are dedicated almost exclusively to a critical understand-
ing of present institutions and developments.
' The a}bove sketch not only reveals the direction of Marx’s thought
KL/[ has, mportant metaphysical and epistemological implications’
arx’s cenFral concepts such as alienation and praxis demand e;
radical rethinking of the most fundamental epistemological concepts
that have preoccupied modern philosophers. Marx was not 0111)1
aware of this: we can find in his writings hints of such a radica}ll
epistemology, one which challenges what I have called the mai
eplst§mological dogma of modern philosophy. e
.It s not by any superficial or careless reasoning that most modern
thinkers have been led to maintain dichotomies between the is and
the .ought, the descriptive and the prescriptive, fact and value. In a
variety of ways, philosophers have argued that whatever statl.ls we
assign Fo values, norms, and ideals, they are not objective phenomena
to be discovered in nature. Science, our most powerful and successful
means for exploring nature, can tell us only what is; it can describe
explain, predict, but it cannot tell us in any catego,rical sense wha;
ought to be. If we want to find the philosophic arguments in support
of §uch a position, we need only study the works of most OI;Pthe
major figures or movements in philosophy since Descartes. Hume
t(m some of hlS. I‘Il.OOdS), Kant, classical materialism, logical posi-
l;’lSl:n imdhfzmpmclsm are all agreed about this “dogma.” But it is
gttzcclls: y this dogma that is the focal point of Marx’s (and Hegel’s)
In a soul-searching letter written to his father in 1837 when Marx
Was nineteen—he announces this concern: “. . . I was greatly di
turbed by the conflict between what is and what ought tc;g;e. .y ISI;

79. Philosoph j ; ini [
o 16, sophy of Right, p. 11; Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts,
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281 ;

Ladttzlxll, y and that. th,c’e reality we know and encounter is conditioned
yThe orms of hf'e that have evolved in human social institutions
- ehcentral mot1'f here can be traced back to Kant who empha-.

iézaz ; t 1\; coriistructlve, categorical aspect of judgment. But unlike

, Marx does not believe there is an ] ich
I y Ding-an-sich that stands
g)iarthfrom humfm knowmg, and furthermore, Marx would main-

Mn at our bas¥c categories change and develop in history. Nor is

: arx sympa.thetlc with those thinkers who interpret man’s cogni-

\ggalze.rsgf:it'lve as an act of individual will or arbitrary convention

Is distinctive about Marx’s reflections ition is

: : I on human cognition is

;clhe (;;vay in WI}ICh he. relgtes it to the evolution of man’s g;lractical

b:ihse is mfamfes(tled in his social life. It is praxis that turns out to
ey for understanding the full ran ’ i

s ey or g ge of man’s developing cog-

- Georg Lukécs first underscored this aspect of Marx’s thought and

imorlei;te.cerll\tlly L’eszek Kol‘al.{owski has articulated the epistemology

" p1 11 in Marx’s early.wntmgs—one that shows us that man’s prac-

: oca rz ation to the objects and the world he confronts is the basis

r understanding man’s cognitive relationship to the world.52

the concrete expression of the living world of thought—as in law,
the state, nature, philosophy as a whole—the object itself must be
studied in its development; there must be no arbitrary classifications;
the rationale of the thing itself must be disclosed in all its contradic-
toriness and find its unity in itself” (Y.M., pp. 42-43; 1, p. 9). Marx’s
thought here is still inchoate but the direction is clear. What Marx
found in Hegel is an attempt, indeed the most ambitious attempt in
post-Kantian philosophy, to overcome the dichotomy of the “is” and
the “ought,” and throughout his life, Marx’s polemics against those
who insisted on some version of this dichotomy were no less vehe-
ment than Hegel’s similar critiques.

To sharpen our sensitivity to the issues involved, consider again
the passage cited from Lobkowicz, in which he says that Hegel and
Marx measure man’s alienated state “against a human potentiality
which, though at first it emerges in an alienated state, allows one to
envisage a previously unknown possibility of ultimate human self-
actualization.” From the bias of modern philosophy, this claim
is at best misleading and at worst false or nonsensical. Human
alienation is, strictly speaking, not an objective phenomenon. Itis
not something that is directly or even indirectly observed. Strictly
speaking, we should say that we observe certain value-free character-
istics and when we label these “alienation” we are making a logically
independent value judgment. The very concept of potentiality is sus-
pect from the perspective of a tough-minded empiricism; it is 2 posit
or construct based upon what is directly observable. It is this anti-
septic notion of observation—and more generally—the view that
our cognitive categories are value neutral that Marx (and Hegel)

are attacking as false. In his own way, Marx is attacking the notion
of the “myth of the given”®*—the idea that we can sharply dis-
tinguish that which is immediately given to us in cognition from what
is constructed, inferred, or interpreted by us. In this respect there is
a strong family resemblance between what Marx is claiming and
what has been claimed by many of the most sophisticated contempo-
rary philosophers, whether of an analytic or phenomenological
orientation. Marx would agree that all observation is “theory-

g(?srzgzeconscgousness, the practical mind, although it does not produce
' » produces existence as composed of individual ivi

into species and genera. From th i his onto- and phyle.

| . a. € moment man in his onto- and phylo-

ﬁfg;ls; tb;:lilr‘zs to tdommate the world of things intellectually——frol:n};he

-he invents instruments that can organize i
s orgeaoaton 1o i ganize it and then expresses
rds—he finds that world alread
: . : y constructed and
differentiated, not according to some alleged natural classification but

I'dlIlg to a C] SS p y P
10N im S d
acco a, Iﬁcat O 0SE: b IaCthal need fOI OIlentatIOIl n

;1::;2 :IVIO;Illd ;ﬁ? mar; enczlnnters, attempts to dominate, finds satis-
s wants to know is not a world that exists i

: : : : ists in and of

itself mdependently of man’s relation to it. We must be careful here

81.

nationsel:e(li\;ctli{énHzl;fiog Pcft{e‘rns ?f Discovery; Paul Feyerabend, “Expla-

Science, Vol. 3. > mpiricism,” Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of

82. 5 .

ki “Kgflolr& Luk4cs, Geschlci'zte und Klassenbewusstsein; Leszek Kolakow-

Ht;manis tarx and the Cla}smcal Definition of Truth,” in Toward a Marxist

Foits Ourtn ,th rans. by Jane Zlelopko Peel. Sartre, in a very perceptive footnote
e epistemological implications of the concept of praxis: Se arcl;

Fora Method, itigu
, Pp- 32-33; Critique de la rai. i 7
83, | o a4 e la raison dzalectzque, I, pp- 30-31.

80. This expression has been recently popularized by Wilfrid Sellars. His
own philosophic investigations represent a sustained critique of “the myth of
the given” in its multiple forms. See Science, Perception and Reality, especially
Chapter 5, “Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind.”
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For while Marx is appropriating an insight central to idealism, he
rejects Hegel’s notion that nature is externalized Geist. There is
always a nonhuman “natural substratum” or “stuff” that man works
upon and shapes. He is a natural being among other natural beings.
And there “exists a reality that is common to all people, and that
remains forever in a state of incipience.”®* But Kolakowski is dead
right when he characterizes Marx’s basic idea as follows:

that man as a cognitive being is only part of man as a whole; that that
part is constantly involved in a process of progressive autonomization,
nevertheless it cannot be understood otherwise than as a function of a
continuing dialogue between human needs and their objects. This dia-
logue, called work, is created by both the human species and the external
world, which thus becomes accessible to man only in its humanized

form.8%

But how do these epistemological considerations bear on the issue
of the dichotomy between description and prescription, fact and
value? The very roots of this dichotomy are misconceived. This
dichotomy is based on a false understanding of man’s practical-
cognitive relation to the world. “The values and practical prefer-
ences we have put into this world are concealed within it, we no
Jonger see the mark we have stamped upon the world and upon its
permanent human coefficient.”*® When Marx describes the condi-
tion of man as an alienated one, he is not imposing arbitrary value
judgments on a value neutral world; he is uncovering and revealing
the social reality in which we find ourselves. But this social reality
is not man’s fixed permanent human reality. It is itself the resultant
of the dynamics of human social praxis congealed into a world of

“things” and alienated institutions. This is what Marx means when

he says that “In bourgeois political economy—and in the epoch of
production to which it corresponds—this complete elaboration of
what lies within man, appears as the total alienation, and the de-
struction of all fixed, one-sided purposes as the sacrifice of the
end in itself to a wholly external compulsion.”®" It is this under-

84. Kolakowski, p. 56.
85. Kolakowski, p. 66.

86. Kolakowski, p. 63.
87. Karl Marx, Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations,
Grundrisse der Kritik der politischen Okonomie, p. 387.

P 85; Matx’
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stanc_iél‘llg of our present objective alienated condition that reveals the
possibility of a humanized nature—one in which the reality that man

shapes and works upon no lon
er ha h .
character, but is a world in Whigch s the status of an alien, hostile

313181 :fgro%ri?tes to himself his manifold essence in an all-sided way
whole man. Every one of his Auma i ’
: : ' ' n relations to the world—
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wishr %reacizrt:lrﬁ, dl‘oznllg—m short, all the organs of his indi;idualit}gr,
ediately communal in form, are a iati ’

! : : latel : , n appropriation o

object in their objective-relation [Verhalten] or theirprlz)elagon to it fThﬂi:
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confirmation of human actuality.)sl8 Fieion 1o fhe object is the

311;: n1£ tlet; c;s ot;lelettllllat Ean,i) present reality and world is an objectively
» then the abstract possibility of a “h i i
only becomes a real possibilit ) rametortion
ly becon ‘ y through a radical transformati
thl; objectified alienated condition—by revolutionary praxis et
o Vzla;; ti; be as explicit as I can in clarifying what I am a;ld am
g concerning Marx’s basic orientati i
. ation—one which
emerges from his understanding of A :
raxis. I am not claimi
Marx solved, once and for all ti S oLt
time, the so-called problem of f
5 L for act and
value or the “is-ought” dichotomy. I am claiming, however, that to

_approach Marx from the perspective of these dichotomies is to dis-

Zzlt‘zdwlilrallt Iﬁztsoﬁgh't ;(1) achieve. Marx was only incidentally inter-
aphysical and epistemological issues—and af i

e, . - t
eatlrtl)y writings they receded into the background for him. SVeeIf.irfgs
?h & :Ssst, 1(1)1;2[5 and suggestions, not a well-developed theory Never:

R cannot overemphasize the change of ot
social reality that Marx was attempti e abot o e

reali . pting to bring about—one whi

Z{;)ilﬁld (]iusltllfy ‘e‘ln understar'ldmg of man where it could be legitin‘:]ate(;h
ed that “In bourgeois political economy—and in the epoch o}f,

= R Y g
- production to which it corresponds—this complete elaboration of
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at lies within man, appears as the total alienation . . .” (italics

 added).

The complex issues involved here are not only fundamental for

_ an understanding of Marx—his scorn of utopian thinking, his relent-

los siitic: e e
Ons Ig:;imm of existing institutions of political economy, his attacks
ans of all varieties—they have formed the essential prob-

8. Young Marx, p. 307; MEGA4,13, p. 118.
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lematic of much of the history of Marxist thought since Marx. Some
have read Marx as a crypto-moralist and some as a crypto-positivist
announcing the coming of the new and final science of man. Both
extremes, and the many variations on them, neglect the ways in
which Marx’s understanding of praxis and alienation presents a
basic challenge to the dichotomy of the descriptive and the prescrip-
tive which has shaped so much of modern thought and is presupposed
by so much of contemporary “gocial science.” For those who seek to
develop a Marxist perspective, the most central and difficult task isto
further develop, explore, and justify Marx’s radical “anthropology.”

We have now attempted to justify our claim that praxis is the
central concept of Marx’s outlook and to articulate what he means
by praxis. What might at first seem to be a chaotic array of meanings
—praxis as human activity, production, labor, alienation, relentless
criticism, and revolutionary practice—are aspects of a single, com-
prehensive and coherent theory of man and his world. Our primary
emphasis thus far has been to develop an interpretation of the mean-
ing and centrality of praxis for Marx, but we must now ask in a
more direct manner, just what Marx and Marxism have contributed
to our understanding of human action.

But first let us consider the recent revival of interest in Marx.
During the past few decades, no other intellectual figure has received
so much discussion and has so deeply influenced men’s thinking
throughout the world. Marx’s influence is not sufficient to justify the
correctness of his orientation, but it can provide clues to the power
and insight of his thought. The revival of interest that I have in mind
has little to do with the dogmatics of Marxist interpretation that has
become a form of scholasticism in many Communist countries and
for many Communist parties. It is a revival that represents a counter-
movement and challenge to Communist dogmatics. Roughly speak-
ing, we can classify the revival of interest in Marx into three group-
ings: scholarly, religious, and political.

Recently there has been a tremendous scholarly interest in inter-
preting and rediscovering the “historical” Marx. In part this has
been stimulated by the publication of Marx’s early writings which
have become available only since the 1930’s. Scholars from almost
every country in the East and West have participated in this study
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and iq the problems and conflicts generated by the variety of inter-
pretations. Even though we can bracket this aspect of the Marxist
revival as an “objective” scholarly interest, there is frequently an
underl'ymg motivation or rationale for the “new” scholarly inter-
pretation of Marx. It is too simple to think that the concern for
Marx. is sufficiently explained by the fact that Marx is taken as the
“ofﬁgal’? Philosopher or intellectual spokesman of existing Com-
munist societies. The Marx that is being “rediscovered” is drasticall
different from the “official” Marx of Communist ideologists. As SZ
frequeptly happens in the history of scholarship, the examination
f’f a thinker becomes a central concern because there is a deep belief
in tl'le r?levance of his ideas to our present situation. Certainly this
motivation is manifest in much of the best writing on Marx in our
time. Although the historical scholar can and must abide by the
canons of historical research and objectivity, he can and often does
select. his subject because he feels a special empathy with it, because
he thinks that we can not only learn about the past but al;out our-
selves'from a proper understanding of a great thinker’s thought. But
what is it about Marx that still “speaks” to so many intellect;lals?
We can ?pproximate a partial answer by considering the “religious”
interest in Marx.

At.ﬁFst, it might seem surprising that Marx, who was so critical
o.f rehglgn and theology, should have a special significance for reli-
gious thinkers. But some of the best interpretation and discussion
O}C Marx. in France, Germany, and even America has been by reli-
g1ous-th1nkers. Perhaps one might think this is simply a matter of
knowing “one’s adversary,” but again I think this is too superficial
an answer. We have seen in our discussion of praxis and human ali-
enation .that Marx can be read as developing a systematic and com-
prehensive “philosophical” anthropology. The more one penetrates
to the quintessence of Marx’s thought, the more one can see the
prffsc?nce of themes (in a secularized form) that have preoccupied
reygloqs thinkers throughout the ages—the severity of human
alienation, the apocalyptic sense of the imminence of the comin
reyolytion, and the messianic aspiration that infuses much of Marx’g
tl_nnkmg. Even the temperament and outlook of Marx are in the
direct vein of the Biblical prophets. Ironically, just as Marx sought
to uncover the latent truth in religious suffering, so now many con-
temporary religious interpreters of Marx seek to uncover the religious
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significance of his secular thought. Contemporary theologians claim
that Marx speaks much more directly to man’s religious condition
than do acknowledged “religious thinkers.” Marx, especially the early
Marx, has come to be used as a basis for critique of more superficial
theological and religious beliefs. Marx’s thought not only expresses
the dominant themes of the history of Western culture, it also speaks
to our deepest aspirations and hopes—that the day will come when
man will be freely and creatively fulfilled.

The third aspect of the revival of interest in Marx is, I believe,
the most interesting and important. Although it is often disguised
behind the facade of scholarly interest—especially in Eastern Com-
munist countries—it has explosive political significance. In coun-
tries such as Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia, the redis-
covery of “authentic” Marxism has been the primary intellectual
weapon for the criticism of the totalitarian and bureaucratic tenden-
cies of existing Communist regimes. Implicitly—and sometimes ex-
plicitly—the basic argument emerging is that Communist societies
do not represent the historical realization of Marxism, but its be-
trayal. This underlying political concern finds its counterpart in the
West. Two outstanding thinkers who look to an enriched Marxism
as providing the viable context for coming to grips with present
political, economic, and social problems are Jean-Paul Sartre and
Maurice Merleau-Ponty. In West Germany and even in unofficial
circles in East Germany, Ernst Bloch has served to stimulate this
dimension of the contemporary interest in Marxism. The “Frankfurt
school,” including Adormno, Horkheimer, Marcuse, and Habermas
represents one of the most creative developments of Marxist thought.
In Italy the work of Gramsci is being rediscovered. For most Euro-
pean Marxists, both in Eastern and Western countries, the pivotal
figure for the new humanistic reading of Marx has been the Hun-

garian Marxist, Georg Lukdcs. Even in America, which has never
been hospitable to Marxism as a viable political orientation, we find
that the basic themes that have played such a dominant role in the
recent Buropean revival of Marxism have elicited a similar response
among a small but articulate group of radical thinkers groping for a
political orientation with which to confront and criticize existing

institutions.
What is common to the variety of types of interest in Marx—
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scholar?y, religious, and political—and the great diversity of thinker:
deeply influenced by Marx is not any fundamental agreement aboui
whqt tenets of Marxism are correct or even most important. Per
Va'ldll’lg tl_ns revival is a general sense that Marx and Ma.rxis )
s.t111 provide a fund of insight, challenges, hypotheses, and su ersn
tions for understanding what man is, for confronting éxistin grgob:
lem‘s, for carr.ying on “relentless criticism of all existing condiilz)ns ?
While there isn’t a single claim or thesis articulated by Marx thélt
does not demand significant critical rethinking, starting with Marx’s
_reﬂectlons on praxis provides us with some of the most fruitful lead:
in understanding and criticizing our present social reality, for co i
ing to a better grasp of what man is and can become. 4 .
_One Yvay.of judging the value and significance of an intellectual
orientation is by the problems it uncovers, the challenges it forces
us to confront, the hypotheses - it suggests, and the insight that it
brings to bear on a variety of issues—by what White%ead on
Falled t.he “sense of importance.” On these grounds Marxism—élfg
in particular the Marxist conception of praxis~milst be judged to
b‘e one of the richest and most vital intellectual orientatio]ns gf our
times. Mar?(ism has been pronounced “dead” many times, but it
w91}1d be difficult to specify another intellectual orientation t’hat h
elicited so much original thought. ®
'As we follow out the themes of praxis and action in the other
thlnké’:rs and movements to be explored, we will see more vividly how
Marx’s thought functions as a corrective and a challenge (wzile it
31so'nieds to ‘be complemented by these other views). In tracing the
logic (?f e?ustentialist thought, we will see how it faces the da%:l er
of resulting in a form of romantic solipsism where the obsessive cc%n—
cern for th.e existi.ng individual is in danger of losing all contact with
:ocial _reahty. This tendency is poignantly illustrated in the intellec-
ua blogfaphy of Sartre, who after developing a thoroughgoin
ontology in which the individual is virtually isolated from hisgfe%low§
men (despite Sartre’s counter claims), has been for the flast thirt
years des.perately trying to fight his way out of this impasse I)t,
Is no acc1d‘ent that in his systematic attempt to come to gfi s vgfith
social reality and its complex facticity and dynamics, SarIt)re has

turned to Marx—and, in i
_ 5 articular, to Marx’ j
for illumination. d ’ P coneept of prais—
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We shall see too that when we discuss pragmatism, there are
striking similarities and differences with Marxism. The pragmatists
have been especially sensitive to the epistemological and metaphysi-
cal consequences of the shift in orientation that focuses on man as
an active being who is shaped by and shapes existing practices. The
dominance of the category of the practical, the emphasis on social
categories for understanding man and the ways in which man func-
tions in a community, and even the understanding of man’s cognitive
activities from the perspective of his practical activity, pervade the
pragmatists’ investigations. Although Peirce was almost totally in-
different to the concrete problems of social and political philosophy,
Dewey considered these to be central to a reconstructed philosophy.
Paradoxically, Dewey—of all the thinkers considered—is the closest
and furthest away from Marx. Au fond, Dewey was a reformer. He
was deeply skeptical of the demand for revolution as understood by
Marx. Dewey’s advocacy of liberal amelioration would have been
seen as the greatest threat to genuine revolutionary praxis, and 1
have no doubt that Marx would have attacked Dewey in the same

ruthless manner in which he attacked all “true socialists.” The dialec-
tic that can take place between Marx and Dewey is the political
dialectic of our time. On the Marxist side, there is the sharp criticism
that liberalism can be self-defeating and sanction what it seeks to
change. From a Marxist point of view, reformist liberalism of
Dewey’s variety doesn’t get at roots and fails to appreciate the
extent to which conditions of political economy as they now exist
in advanced capitalist societies (including the state capitalism of
many so-called Communist countries) continues to perpetuate the

alienation and exploitation of man. If we are honest about the inade-

quacy of Dewey’s faith in creative intelligence, in his fundamental
belief that through the educational process we can create a new type
of man and a new type of society, we cannot be insensitive to the
Marxist critique. The crises that we are now confronting in America
in race relations, in the crumbling of our cites, in the failures of our
school system, in the realization of how impotent government con-
trols are in the face of increasing pollution, are indications of in-
ability of reformist liberalism to come to grips with the social prob-
lems and crises that confront us all. But on the side of Dewey and
the pragmatists, we cannot forget how easily a demand for absolute
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humanism and human emancipation can turn into its opposite
absolutf: totalitarianism. Radicalism, not simply as a profes?sgd intT
lectual 1deal.but as actual political practice, is double-edged. It cju;
and has at times ended in destroying the basic ideals profeésed b
the most tho.roughgoing radicals. We can, from the vantage point o}f]
icholarly objectivity, say that the crimes committed in thge rfl)ame of
o.rt.hodox” Marxism are the greatest perversion of the letter and
spirit of Marx’s work, that the Marxism represented by a Stalin i
an absolute distortion of Marx. But such a claim WhiZh is all tolcs>
common today, tends to be naive about those elen’lents in Marxism
W.hlch allowed for such a perversion and misinterpretation. I reco
nize thaF we cannot condemn Marx for the barbaric practicc;,s carrieg(i
out in I'ns name. But I believe that we must be sensitive to those ele-
ments in Marx’s own thought which have allowed for this perver-
sion. Here I think that the pragmatists can be heplful. For thI:a had
a more thoroughgoing understanding of what must be the non};s of
objective, self-correcting inquiry. Epistemologically and practicall
they have b.een aware of how any theory, hypothesis, or doctrine ca};
all too Eaasﬂy pass into dogma. Marx himself practiced what, the
pragmatists preached about self-corrective inquiry. Although he
ar}nopnced and defended his theses boldly and attacked his foe§ with
stinging polemic and sharp criticism, he was always ready to turn
this critique on himself and reject what he took to be Vague mis-
lfeadlng, and superficial. But it cannot be said that this ongoin, cri-
f‘lque h?s always been practiced by those who have called thems%:lves
Mar?(lstg.” Too frequently, and with tragic results, they have turned
Marxx_sm into a new form of uncritical dogmatism. I do not think that
there is any neat solution to the claims and counterclaims of a Marx
and a Deery, but I do believe that the issues that arise from this
confron'tatlon are the central issues of social philosophy in our time
M:;l(; rlss:ez Tﬁd orientation 'that are characteristic of Marx anci
. nd those of e}nal}itlc philosophy are extremely remote
hrom each othe.r. As a historical comment, this is undeniable. But
Sitzll': (:?o thlere.: is tl.le real possibility of a creative dialectic. On the
tory o arllleillytlc ghﬂosophy, perhaps no other movement in the his-
o sublt)] " os;)phy has placed such a h.1gh priority on clarity, rigor,
e y. It has made us sel'f-.conscwus of intellectual standards
at must be placed on any legitimate intellectual position, includ-
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ing Marxism. It places upon Marxism the challenge to seriously
encounter the insights, distinctions, and claims that have been the
fruit of analytic investigations. To condemn the whole of the analytic
movement as nothing but a faulty outcropping of an idealistic bour-
geois superstructure is to be guilty of the worst sort of intellectual
provincialism. It is to betray what was so fundamental to Marx
himself, the willingness and ability to carry on 2 careful critique of
alternative intellectual orientations. But analytic philosophy has
paid a heavy price for this clarity and rigor. It is itself guilty of har-
boring suppressed premises and convictions. To a greater extent
than is warranted, analytic philosophy has isolated itself from the
practical concerns of men, from what Dewey called the ““problems
of men.” Its contribution to political and social philosophy has been
virtually nonexistent, and analytic ethics has tended to become an
arid, scholastic jungle. Analytic philosophers, and especially younger
students of analytic philosophy, are growing restless with the arti-
ficial, self-imposed limitations of the movement. I am not making the
fashionable but false charge that analytic philosophy fails to treat
the “big, important” issues of life. We will see that this is not true.
My quarrel is an immanent one, which can be justified only when
we examine analytic philosophy in detail, but which can be briefly
indicated here. From a variety of angles, analytic philosophy has
affirmed the importance of social practices and institutions in under-
standing man—his language, his morals, and especially his activity.
But analytic philosophers tend to stop the inquiry just where Marx
and the Marxists begin to ask questions. There has been virtually no
attempt among analytic philosophers to press further, to ask critical
questions about the origin and development of these social institutions
and practices which shape what we are. In principle, analytic philoso-
phers are open to such questions. In fact, they have not seriously
asked them. Marx thought he had discovered an overall pattern that
could explain and throw critical light on all existing social institutions,
not just well-recognized political and economic ones, but institutions
that affect every aspect of human life and activity. Whatever our
reservations and conclusions about Marx’s theory, it cannot be de-
nied that he showed the possibility and the importance of asking
and trying to answer questions which analytic philosophers have
scarcely begun to ask—questions concerning the origin and nature
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