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LEAVE EVERYTHING AS IT IS

- A CRITIQUE OF MARXIST INTERPRETATIONS OF WITTGENSTEIN

Robert Vinten
“The philosophers have only to dissolve their language into the ordinary language, from which it is abstracted, in order 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.” Karl Marx, The German Ideology
I - Introduction
Wittgenstein’s philosophy is, more often than not, simply ignored by Marxist philosophers. However, on the rare occasions that Marxist philosophers have tried to give an account of Wittgenstein’s philosophy they have often, mistakenly, supposed that Wittgenstein’s philosophy stands in opposition to Marxist philosophy
. Marx tried to give a scientific account of human society and culture, whereas Wittgenstein was notoriously opposed to theorising in philosophy. Marx famously said that “[t]he philosophers have only interpreted the world, in various ways; the point is to change it”
 while Wittgenstein was concerned with conceptual considerations and had very little to say about workers’ struggles.
My argument will be that these apparent differences dissolve once one understands the different ways in which Marx and Wittgenstein thought about the nature of philosophy. I will start by looking at some of the mistakes made by Perry Anderson in his attempts to get to grips with Wittgenstein. I will then go on to see how those mistakes have been compounded by Alex Callinicos before finally saying something about what Marxists stand to gain from a better understanding of Wittgenstein’s philosophy.
The reasons for focussing on the work of Anderson and Callinicos are, firstly, that in both cases they have audiences that go beyond academia
: Anderson was, for a long time, editor of the New Left Review and regularly writes for other publications, including the London Review of Books. Alex Callinicos is an active socialist, editor of the International Socialism Journal, and he regularly writes for Socialist Worker. Secondly, the essay of Anderson’s that I will focus on, ‘Components of the National Culture’, has been reprinted numerous times
 and neither he nor Callinicos have since published anything which indicates a serious switch in attitude towards Wittgenstein. I take it that Anderson and Callinicos are representative of Marxist philosophers more generally in either ignoring or misrepresenting the work of Wittgenstein
. Finally, although Marxists like Anderson and Callinicos have ignored or misrepresented Wittgenstein’s work they have not ignored philosophy altogether. Marxists have often discussed issues such as the relationship between philosophy and other disciplines as well as epistemological issues and questions about theory. It may be tempting to say that the reason Marxists have ignored Wittgenstein is that he has little to say about advancing the class struggle. While that is true I think that Marxists stand to gain a better understanding of philosophy
 through looking at the work of Wittgenstein.
II – Anderson’s account of Wittgenstein
In the wake of the student revolts of the late 1960s a collection of essays, entitled Student Power
, was published. It contained work by a group of young Marxist intellectuals including one by the editor of the New Left Review, Perry Anderson
. His essay was an ambitious attempt to give a complete overview of British culture since 1914. The aim was to contribute to a revolutionary culture which would facilitate the emergence of effective class struggle in Britain. 
One of the central claims made was that after the First World War Britain’s culture was heavily influenced by a wave of immigrants who were fleeing revolution and violence elsewhere in continental Europe. These new immigrants were deeply opposed to revolutionary change and so Anderson characterises this group entering Britain as ‘the white emigration’. The group included Karl Popper, Isaiah Berlin, Ernst Gombrich, Bronislaw Malinowski, and Ludwig Wittgenstein
.
In his survey of British culture after 1914 Anderson’s section on philosophy focuses on Wittgenstein. The Austrian immigrant is portrayed as a philosopher who fits neatly into the category mentioned above. According to Anderson, Wittgenstein was a ‘white’, a cultural conservative, and his work was dedicated to undermining the kind of theoretical work that sociologists and Marxists engage in. Wittgenstein dismissed ‘general ideas’, “…by undermining their status as intelligible discourse altogether.”

The account of Wittgenstein’s philosophy continues by characterising Wittgenstein as an unsystematic empiricist who wanted to simply produce an inventory of things as they are
. Wittgenstein was also concerned with concepts, and his aim with regard to concepts was similarly conservative and anti-theoretical. According to Anderson, Wittgenstein’s view was that, “the meaning of a concept was its conventional use, and the true philosopher was the guardian of conventions”
. So the philosopher’s job is to register how things are, both empirically and conceptually, and to try to preserve things as they are.
Anderson describes Wittgenstein as a, “…brilliant originator” and yet claims that Wittgenstein’s principal achievement was, “…to consecrate the banalities of everyday language.”
 The reason for which the philosopher would want to raise the standing of everyday language against technical philosophical language is not made clear. Nor is it made clear what the philosopher or anybody else is supposed to gain by registering and preserving concepts.
The only quote from Wittgenstein in Anderson’s article is from the Philosophical Investigations, §124, which concerns the remit of philosophy:

“Philosophy may in no way interfere with the actual use of language; it can in the end only describe it.


For it cannot give it any foundation either.


It leaves everything as it is.”

Anderson takes this quote to imply that Wittgenstein opposed change in society and any kind of intellectual innovation
.
So he concludes that Wittgenstein was essentially a conservative, a conformist, and a defender of ruling class ideology. Even if Wittgenstein had not intended to defend ruling-class ideology, the effect of ordinary-language-worship and defence of common sense is to reinforce ruling-class ideology, because, “…common sense is the practical wisdom of the ruling class”
. Followers of Wittgenstein have naively produced a, “…blanket endorsement of the categories of the ongoing society”
 rather than engaging in a class-conscious, engaged criticism of bourgeois ideology.

Given that Wittgenstein was a great and original thinker why would he and his followers make such naïve errors? Anderson gives two explanations. The first is that Wittgenstein was a rich emigrant from continental Europe fleeing from chaos there and so wanted to have a quiet life upon his arrival in England. This explains his tendency towards conservative thought. The second explanation is in terms of Wittgenstein’s ignorance. His ignorance of history explains a philosophy of language, which “…presupposes an unchanging corpus of concepts” and the tendency towards an a-historical and conservative philosophy is reinforced by him lacking, “…any notion of contradiction”
. Presumably Wittgenstein’s alleged failure could have been avoided if he had read Hegel and Marx and had formulated a dialectical materialist account of linguistic change
.

III – Problems with Anderson’s account

(i) Wittgenstein and ‘general ideas’
One of Anderson’s objections to Wittgenstein was that Wittgenstein tried to rule out ‘general ideas’ as being unintelligible. While it is true that Wittgenstein was very much concerned with intelligibility – with what it makes sense to say – it is not true that Wittgenstein ruled out generalisations or theoretical claims as unintelligible. The claim that ‘most people like a good sit down after a long walk’, or that ‘the dinosaurs died out as a result of a meteor strike’ are meaningful and intelligible, although they are not the kinds of claims that concerned Wittgenstein in his philosophical work. Wittgenstein was not concerned with empirical claims as Anderson maintained. He certainly did not want to produce a detailed inventory of things as they are. Philosophy is not an empirical discipline at all, in Wittgenstein’s view
.
What Wittgenstein did want to rule out was theorising in philosophy. Philosophers are engaged in the activity of ‘assembling reminders’ to dispel conceptual confusions that lead to distinctively philosophical problems
. Conceptual problems can be resolved or dissolved in a piecemeal manner as they arise. There is no need for theory in philosophy. In fact theory is entirely out of place in philosophy, as conceived by Wittgenstein. So the apparent tension identified by Anderson between theoretical Marxism and anti-theoretical claims made by Wittgenstein dissolve once one recognises that Wittgenstein was engaged in a quite different sort of task to that engaged in by Marxists. Wittgenstein’s elucidatory philosophy does not obviously conflict with Marx’s emancipatory philosophy.
There are, however, some genuine tensions between Wittgenstein’s philosophy and the claims of some Marxist philosophers. Wittgenstein was opposed to scientism and thought that one source of philosophical confusion was the attempt to construct theories on the model of the sciences where such theories could not be constructed. Wittgenstein also rejected the idea of the unity of the sciences. He did not think, for example, that psychological states were reducible to physical states. To the extent that Marxists accept these approaches/views they are in tension with Wittgenstein’s approach. For example, in ‘Dialectical Materialism and Science’ Leon Trotsky claims that, “…materialist psychology has no need of a mystic force – soul – to explain phenomena in its field, but finds them reducible in the final analysis to physiological phenomena” and he connects this with the unity of the sciences. He says that if sociology and psychology were not reducible to “mechanical properties of elementary particles of matter” then there, “…cannot be a finished philosophy linking all phenomena into a single system”
.
In the Blue Book Wittgenstein lists a series of tendencies under the heading of the ‘craving for generality’ which he says result in philosophical (conceptual) confusion. In addition to the tendency towards scientism (“our preoccupation  with the method of science”
) Wittgenstein lists other tendencies which he connects to conceptual or philosophical confusions including “the tendency to look for something in common to all the entities we commonly subsume under a general term”
. To the extent that Marxists rule out the possibility of any kind of philosophy that is not theoretical or scientific they are in tension with Wittgensteinian philosophers. Trotsky claims that philosophy, “..systematises the generalised conclusions of all sciences”
 and so it seems that he, at least, failed to recognise the possibility of the kind of philosophy that Wittgenstein and philosophers since him have practiced. As for Anderson; Wittgenstein may well have accused him of having a, “…contemptuous attitude towards the particular case”
. 
(ii) Wittgenstein and the banal/common sense

Anderson reveals his confusion about Wittgenstein’s method when he says that his principal achievement was to “…to consecrate the banalities of everyday language” and accuses him of naively endorsing common sense views. While it is true that Wittgenstein despised the kind of technical philosophical work found in journals like Mind, Wittgenstein’s point was not that the same things could be said more clearly in non-technical language or that what people ordinarily said about the issues in question was correct. Wittgenstein thought that previous philosophers’ conception of their task was entirely misconceived. 
The philosophers’ job is not to provide a metaphysical grounding for other regions of thought. Philosophers’ should not be trying to work out the relation between mind and body. Philosophers working on epistemological problems should not be trying to discover the necessary and sufficient conditions for knowledge and nor should they be trying to provide foundations for knowledge in the face of scepticism. The philosophers’ task is not to provide proofs of the existence of God and nor is it their task to try to demonstrate that science has left no room for God. Wittgenstein’s originality lay in his recognition that these problems were ‘pseudo-problems’ of a particular sort: the problems would disappear or dissolve once it was recognised that the vexation surrounding them resulted from conceptual confusion rather than from the fact that they were particularly difficult or profound (metaphysical/epistemological) problems.
A way to dissolve some of these problems is to look at the way that concepts involved in the formulation of the problems are ordinarily used when they are used correctly
. Again, Wittgenstein’s task here is not an empirical one. He did not want to survey the general population and find out how they ordinarily spoke about such issues – and ordinary misuses of concepts could not be used to help solve or dissolve philosophical problems. His point was that we should look at the way certain concepts are used when they are used correctly and that this would reveal that the way that the concepts had been employed in the formulation of the problem were illegitimate
.

For example, if we look at the way that the word ‘mind’ is used (correctly) we can see that it is used in sentences such as ‘John couldn’t come to the pub this evening because he has got a lot on his mind’, ‘Sandra was in two minds about taking the philosophy course’, and ‘that man has got a dirty mind’. In the first case it is clear that we are not committing ourselves to the existence of something that has got a lot of other things on it (like a table that has got a lot of newspapers on it). In the second case it is clear that Sandra is not in two things (like the keys that are in a drawer in the front room) and in the third case we are not committing ourselves to the existence of something dirty, other than the man in question. To help make it clearer that when we use the word ‘mind’ we are not talking about a thing/substance one can rephrase the sentences above so that they do not include the word ‘mind’. So you can say that ‘John is preoccupied with a lot of things and so couldn’t come to the pub’, ‘Sandra could not decide whether to take the philosophy course or not’ and ‘that man is dirty’. Given that in each case the only thing we are speaking of is the person we can come to recognise that use of the term ‘mind’ is just a convenient way of talking about a person/people and their faculties. Once we have recognised this then we can see that questions like ‘what is the mind?’ and ‘what is the relationship between mind and body?’ are at best misleading and at worst nonsensical, because the mind is not a kind of thing and so is not a kind of thing that might be related to something else
.
Wittgenstein didn’t want to consecrate ordinary language, although he did think that philosophical confusion could result from venerating ‘technical’ uses of terms. Given that we can only understand words when they are used in accordance with certain linguistic norms any new use of a familiar word in a different context must be explained.  Recent Wittgenstein scholars, for example, have argued that we should not be so overly-impressed with neuroscientists that we accept their claims to be using expressions like ‘consciousness’, ‘perception’ and ‘sensation’ in a technical way, when in fact what they are doing (sometimes) is misusing them and creating confusion
.
Anderson is also wrong to accuse Wittgenstein of being a ‘common sense’ philosopher. In fact, Wittgenstein explicitly disavowed common sense approaches to philosophy in his lectures and we have no good reason not to take him at his word. Wittgenstein said that, “[y]ou must not try to avoid a philosophical problem by appealing to common sense; instead, present it as it arises with most power… the common-sense answer in itself is no solution; everyone knows it. One must not in philosophy attempt to short-circuit problems”
. In his remarks on epistemological problems, which have been published as On Certainty, Wittgenstein attacked G. E. Moore’s attempt to use the claims of common sense to undermine scepticism. Instead Wittgenstein carefully described the use of expressions such as ‘knowledge’, ‘certainty’, and ‘doubt’, with the aim of dissolving the problems.
It is worth noting here that this absolves Wittgenstein of the accusation that he naively accepted ruling-class ideology. Wittgenstein’s did not endorse ruling-class ideology in his philosophical work any more than he endorsed any other ideology in it. His work was not concerned with whether the deliverances of common sense support one or another ideology but with particular conceptual problems that have arisen in the history of philosophy.

It is also worth noting, with regard to the question of whether he naively accepted ruling-class ideology, that Wittgenstein took an interest in Soviet Russia and was attracted to the idea of living and working there from about 1922 onwards. According to John Maynard Keynes Wittgenstein was amongst those who, “seek for something good in Soviet Russia”
. In the 1930s a friend of Wittgenstein’s, George Thomson said that Wittgenstein’s political awareness was growing and that “[h]e was alive to the evils of unemployment and fascism and the growing danger of war.” According to Thomson Wittgenstein’s attitude towards Marxism was that, “[h]e was opposed to it in theory, but supported it in practice.” As Ray Monk points out in his biography of Wittgenstein, this accords with Wittgenstein’s own claim that, “I am a communist, at heart” and with the fact that Wittgenstein’s friends included the Marxist Piero Sraffa, amongst others
. Wittgenstein held Sraffa’s opinion in the highest regard when it came to political matters. Wittgenstein remained sympathetic towards Soviet Russia in the 1930s and said that, “[i]f anything could destroy my sympathy with the Russian regime it would be the growth of class distinctions.”
 While this isn’t clear evidence that Wittgenstein was a Marxist - I don’t think that he was – it at least strongly suggests that Wittgenstein did not lap up the ‘ruling ideas’ in Britain at the time unquestioningly.
(iii)
Registering/preserving concepts

Anderson asserts that Wittgenstein thought that one of the philosophers’ tasks was to produce a catalogue of concepts as they stand and to keep concepts that way. A problem with Wittgenstein’s theory of language, as Anderson saw it, was that it, “…presupposes an unchanging corpus of concepts”. It is not clear where Anderson has gained this impression of Wittgenstein’s views about the duties of the philosopher from but, as mentioned earlier, he cites Philosophical Investigations §124 in support of his account and so perhaps Anderson’s interpretation is a result of misreading this passage.
A first problem to note with Anderson’s account is that Wittgenstein did not propound a theory of language and so his ‘theory’ cannot have presupposed anything. Anderson himself criticises Wittgenstein for failing to generate ‘general ideas’ in the way that philosophers of the past did (see the discussion of general ideas above). The second problem is that Wittgenstein did recognise that conceptual change occurred and in fact Wittgenstein can be credited with giving a very sophisticated account of conceptual change. For example, in Philosophical Investigations §23 Wittgenstein says that “…this diversity [of sentences] is not something fixed, given once for all; but new types of language, new language-games, as we may say, come into existence, and others become obsolete and get forgotten.”
 In On Certainty §65 he says that, “[w]hen language-games change, then there is a change in concepts, and with the concepts the meanings of words change”. In talking about ‘hinge propositions’ (OC §96) Wittgenstein says, “[i]t might be imagined that some propositions, of the form of empirical propositions, were hardened and functioned as channels for such empirical propositions as were not hardened but fluid; and that this relation altered with time…”. Nowhere in On Certainty, or anywhere else, does Wittgenstein say that conceptual change is a bad thing or that it should be prevented.
Thirdly, it is worth looking again at §124 to see that it gives no support to Anderson’s account:
“Philosophy may in no way interfere with the actual use of language; it can in the end only describe it.


For it cannot give it any foundation either.


It leaves everything as it is.”

This passage does not say, or imply, that the uses of expressions will not change or that they should not change. Wittgenstein’s point is that the philosopher’s task is not to come up with new concepts but to examine the uses of the concepts which are causing confusions in philosophical problems
. It is also worth noting that Wittgenstein is talking here about what philosophy may or may not do. Wittgenstein was not opposed to scientists (or anybody else) formulating new concepts, as long as those concepts played a role in the persons’ work or life
. 
Finally, it is worth noting that endorsing a set of concepts (whatever that might amount to) is not the same thing as endorsing an ideology. Ideological convictions of various sorts can be expressed in a language but the language itself is not an ideology. It is fair to say that people might try to redefine terms with ideological goals in mind (for example, the ruling class might try to define class in cultural terms as a way of preventing people from identifying themselves with people with common economic interests) – but one can recognise this without coming into conflict with Wittgenstein’s conception of conceptual change.
IV – Callinicos

Alex Callinicos, in his book Marxism and Philosophy
, makes a noble attempt to engage with the analytic tradition in philosophy from a Marxist perspective. He describes Anderson’s treatment of Wittgenstein as, “…grossly unfair”
. However Callinicos does not make it clear exactly how he thinks Anderson’s treatment of Wittgenstein misrepresented Wittgenstein and he repeats many of the same criticisms of Wittgenstein that Anderson made. For example, Callinicos describes mainstream Anglo-Saxon philosophy, with Wittgenstein presumably included, as, “…bourgeois thought”, and says that, “…[m]any of the charges made by Anderson and others against mainstream Anglo-Saxon philosophy can be justified” (here Callinicos explicitly mentions Frege and Wittgenstein as exemplars)
. 
Callinicos criticises the idea that philosophical views can be dissolved through analysis of ordinary language by saying that, “[e]very major scientific discovery – those of Copernicus, Galileo, Newton, Marx, Darwin, Freud and Einstein in particular – involved a challenge to common sense. Our everyday beliefs are in part the product of these breakthroughs; to make them the benchmark by which to judge new theories would be to place a halter on scientific progress.” 
It has already been pointed out that Wittgenstein was opposed to the idea that philosophers could simply cite common sense as a means of disposing of philosophical problems. It should also be clear that Wittgenstein acknowledged conceptual change. In particular Wittgenstein was well aware of conceptual innovation in the sciences. Wittgenstein thought carefully about the new terminology introduced by Freud and Wittgenstein’s philosophy was influenced by the conceptual innovator and scientist Heinrich Hertz. It should also be clear from what has been said before about Wittgenstein’s methods that he did not proceed by cataloguing our everyday beliefs and did not claim that our everyday beliefs should be the benchmark against which we judge scientific theories. Finally, it is also worth making the point that Wittgenstein did not engage in analysis of ordinary language but in the clarification or elucidation of the uses of ordinary language
. 
Far from placing a halter on scientific progress Wittgenstein’s philosophical methods provide a means for getting rid of conceptual confusions which get in the way of it. Misconceived experiments involving conceptual confusions can prove to be a waste of time for scientists. For example, in the Philosophical Investigations Wittgenstein remarks that, “…only of a living human being and what resembles (behaves like) a living human being can one say: it has sensations; it sees; is blind; hears; is deaf; is conscious or unconscious”
. An implication of this is that parts of human beings that do not resemble human beings, such as their brains, cannot be said to be conscious, to think, to perceive, or to decide. This is a matter of what makes sense and not an empirical matter. However, many scientists have succumbed to the temptation to commit what has been called the ‘mereological fallacy’
; the fallacy of ascribing psychological predicates to parts of human beings – in particular their brains.  
A famous incidence of this is Benjamin Libet’s claim that the brain of a person decides to act before the person acts. This, nonsensical, claim has been taken as the basis for further scientific experimentation and has even been cited by philosophers as evidence that freedom of choice is an illusion
. Jeff Miller and Judy Travena take themselves to have demonstrated that Benjamin Libet’s conclusion, that voluntary movements are initiated unconsciously, is false
. They take themselves to have undermined his work by conducting empirical experiments themselves. However, a grammatical or conceptual error cannot be undone by scientific experiment and moreover their own conclusion, that ‘electrophysical signs’ only indicate that the brain is paying attention and not that a decision has been made, commits the same grammatical error that Libet himself committed (i.e. the mereological fallacy). It is people that pay attention to things, not brains (this is a grammatical observation and not an empirical one), and so a brain can no more pay attention than it can make decisions.
Callinicos also thinks that Wittgenstein’s claim that philosophers cannot provide a systematic theory of meaning has been decisively disproven by Michael Dummett. Callinicos cites a famous passage from Dummett’s Truth and Other Enigmas :

“The fact that anyone who has a mastery of any given language is able to understand an infinity of sentences, an infinity which is, of course, principally composed of sentences which he has never heard before…can hardly be explained otherwise than by supposing that each speaker has an implicit grasp of a number of general principles governing the use in sentences of words of the language… It is hard to see how there can be any theoretical obstacle to making those principles explicit; and an explicit statement of those principles an implicit grasp of which constitutes mastery of the language would be, precisely, a complete theory of meaning for the language.”

However, the fact that there are rules governing sentence construction does not imply that enumerating those rules would constitute a theory of meaning. An enumeration of the rules of chess is not a theory of chess. A complete inventory of the rules of language is no more a theory than a complete inventory of the rules of all games would be a theory of games.

V – What do Marxists stand to gain from a better understanding of Wittgenstein?
I hope that in the foregoing discussion I have demonstrated that Marxists should not be put off reading Wittgenstein by accusations that he is a naïve supporter of ruling-class ideology. The criticisms made of Wittgenstein by Anderson and Callinicos reveal some confusion from them about what Wittgenstein’s philosophy involved and what it might hope to achieve.
In terms of what Marxists could gain from an appreciation of Wittgenstein’s philosophy, I think that they could gain what everyone else stands to gain, namely a clearer picture of the nature of the problems handed down to us by traditional philosophers such as Descartes, Hume and Kant, and a sense of how problems that are the upshot of conceptual confusions might be dissolved
. Dissolving conceptual confusions is not just a matter of playing around with words but has practical consequences for scientists devising experiments and for those who want to understand human action (including Marxists).
In Marxism and Philosophy Callinicos welcomes the move away from ‘complacent lexicography’ “…towards epistemological and metaphysical issues of substance”
 that has occurred in analytic philosophy since the 1970s. He approves of attempts by analytic philosophers, such as Donald Davidson, to construct a systematic theory of meaning. With a clearer understanding of Wittgenstein Callinicos might not have been so tempted to dismiss the philosophy of the mid-twentieth century as ‘complacent lexicography’, and would be less inclined to welcome a return to philosophy of the sort that Wittgenstein had opposed.
Marxists might also be drawn to Wittgenstein because there are certain similarities between Marx and Wittgenstein. Both philosophers saw themselves as doing something which went beyond philosophy as it had been done previously. Both opposed modern philosophy (Descartes and post-Descartes) in the way that it separated mind from action. Wittgenstein’s discussion of language in his later work points out internal connections between language and human behaviour and Wittgenstein emphasizes that language is embedded in various practices that human being engage in. For Marx the problem is the detachment of moral, political, and economic theory from what is going on in the world and in particular its detachment from human activity. So both are opposed to speculative philosophy detached from discussion of human activity, albeit for different reasons.


Wittgenstein and Marx were both sensitive to the importance of (social) context. In dissolving philosophical problems Wittgenstein often asks us to imagine the circumstances in which uttering a certain sentence would make sense
. He spends quite a lot of time constructing 'language games' to illustrate the variety of uses of words in certain contexts. 
Marxists are sensitive to the context in which utterances are made for a variety of reasons - motivated by slightly different interests to Wittgenstein. For example, one reason that it might not be a good time to focus energies on criticising Islam is that the situation at present is such that muslims are being used as scapegoats in the 'war on terror'. They are experiencing unwarranted criticism from governments and the media in the United States and across Europe. Another example is the case of free speech. One reason that free speech doesn't extend to being able to say whatever you want, wherever you want, whenever you want is that there are contexts in which it is clear that you shouldn't say certain things - e.g. 'Fire!' in a theatre
. This kind of point could be used to criticize certain liberals (i.e. those who hold that people should be able to say whatever they want whenever they want) whose political philosophy is too detached from what is going on in the world.
In conclusion then, I think that it is fair to say that Marxists stand to gain from developing an appreciation for philosophy as Wittgenstein conceived it. I also think that Wittgensteinians stand to gain something from looking beyond the dissolution of philosophical problems à la Wittgenstein towards the kind of analysis of economics, society, and politics offered by Marxists. Although there may be some genuine tensions between the two approaches there is no barrier in place stopping Marxists from taking on board arguments such as those that have been called ‘the private language argument’ and there is no particularly Wittgensteinian reason why Wittgensteinians shouldn’t become involved in workers struggles with the aim of creating a classless society.
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� ‘Components of the National Culture’ p.236. Incidentally other philosophers have taken this passage to imply that Wittgenstein was politically conservative. For example H. C. McCauley says that “[i]t is difficult to see how…Wittgenstein could be rescued in a manner capable of enabling his thought to underpin a political philosophy other than conservatism” (in ‘Wittgenstein: Philosophy and Political Thought’, The Maynooth Review, Vol..2, No. 2, Nov. 1976, p.20)
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