	                                                                                            	                                                                                             
LECTURES AT FUDAN UNIVERSITY
RAWLS AND MARX:
DISTRIBUTIVE PRINCIPLES AND CONCEPTIONS OF THE PERSON
LECTURE FOUR
PROBLEMS OF JUSTIFICATION:  RAWLS, MARX, AND WHERE WE ARE NOW
I.  Transition from Lecture Three
What I want to talk about today is how one justifies choosing a particular conception of the person.  That is, how does one justify putting the weight of a political philosophy, something that includes distributive principles and that highlights a specific political attitude – how does one justify putting the weight of such a thing on a particular conception of the person?  I think that this is a problem for both Rawls and Marx.  It is also simply a problem for us as political philosophers. 
I will talk first about Rawls and then about Marx.  My discussion of Marx will be much longer, and it will be rather scholarly because I think it is not possible to see the issues in Marx’s work unless we have the scholarly background and the scholarly detail.
Once we have seen how Rawls and Marx deal with justification, it will be time to think about the substantive question about which of their conceptions of the person seems more compelling, and how we might go about justifying a claim that one of these conceptions is in fact more compelling.
II.  Justification:  Rawls
1.  First, now, to Rawls.  Once again, I quote what Rawls writes early in “Kantian Constructivism in Moral Theory.”
The task is to articulate a public conception of justice that all can live with who regard their person and their relation to society in a certain way . . . 
What justifies a conception of justice is not its being true to an order antecedent to and given to us, but its congruence with our deeper understanding of ourselves and our aspirations, and our realization that, given our history and the traditions embedded in our public life, it is the most reasonable doctrine for us.[endnoteRef:1] [1:  Rawls, “Kantian Constructivism in Moral Theory,” p. 519.] 

This passage raises an obvious worry.  Our deeper understanding of ourselves and our aspirations is an understanding that has been profoundly shaped by the social institutions within which we have been raised.  How can such a self-understanding gain enough distance from those institutions to be capable of criticizing them – at least to be capable of criticizing them in a radical way?  Won’t our self-understanding inevitably make our existing institutions seem “natural” and therefore morally acceptable?  How can we have confidence in such a self-understanding?
This worry is very old.  I think that it was first articulated by Plato in the analogy of the cave in Book Seven of The Republic.  There, remember, we have prisoners in a cave who see shadows on a wall and they mistakenly take the shadows for reality.  They are afflicted with false consciousness.  But as long as they remain in the cave, they have no rational basis for thinking that what they see is illusory, that it is in some important sense false.  To see that they are deluded they would have to leave the cave.  But leaving the cave is hard.  To leave the cave would involve difficulty and risk.  So while they are in the cave there seems no basis for them to conclude that they have good reason to change their circumstances in a radical way.
This worry – the worry that it will be very difficult to convince people in the present that their beliefs about the good life and about human possibilities are profoundly misguided -- has been a mainstay of the Marxist theory of ideology or false consciousness.  And Rawls, himself, is very much aware of this worry.  A central reason that he gives for depriving the parties behind the veil of ignorance of knowledge of their conceptions of the good is that those conceptions will have been shaped by social institutions and so might be illegitimate.[endnoteRef:2]  Rawls wants to model persons merely as free and equal rational beings in order to try to keep out the content of people’s beliefs that will have come from growing up in a particular social world.  But isn’t the belief that human beings, essentially, free and equal rational beings also a belief that one has only because one has grown up in a particular social world?  How can Rawls think that this view of human beings is not as liable to distortion as any other view? [2:  See John Rawls, “Fairness to Goodness,” The Philosophical Review, vol. 84, no. 4, pp. 536-554.] 

I think that Rawls has two responses to this question.  His first response is simply to concede that the conception of persons as free and equal rational beings is merely a conception that “we”, here and now, find acceptable.  He concedes that it has no greater claim to validity than that.  
Let me dwell on this point for a moment.  Rawls’s goal in his work, at least as he comes to understand his work by 1980, is not to provide principles of justice that are proper for every society at every time.  His focus comes to be on the modern North Atlantic societies – basically, the United States, Canada, western Europe -- as well as on societies that are increasingly like them.  I am sure that Rawls, himself, hoped that his view would have even broader appeal.  I am sure that Rawls hoped that people in a wide range of societies would come to believe that his ideas apply to them.  However, in his work from 1980 onward that is not his goal.  So he is ready to concede that the conception of the person on which his account rests is, in a way, a local account, designed for a specific place and time.  Therefore, being told that his conception of the person is local would not trouble him.
What would trouble him would be the claim that his conception of the person is in some sense distorted or improper as a consequence of being a local conception.  He would be very troubled by the claim that his conception of the person is in some way a form of false consciousness.  
2.  As I say, Rawls was fully aware of the issue.  This brings us to his second response – namely, his concept of reflective equilibrium.  Rawls first introduces this concept in A Theory of Justice, and although the concept evolves over time, the central idea remains the same.[endnoteRef:3] [3: See Rawls, A Theory of Justice, pp. 48-51 and 579-580/42-45 and 507-508.] 

Rawls’s initial way of talking of reflective equilibrium conceived it as the process by which a subset of our very particular judgments would be brought into a coherent framework with a set of very general principles.  The idea was that we would first look for those particular judgments that had been made under conditions in which they were unlikely to be slanted or distorted by our own interests.  These would be judgments that we make in a “cool hour,” not in haste or in anger.  An example would be the judgment that slavery is immoral.  That is not a judgment that I am liable to change easily.  It is not a judgment that I make only when angry or tired or in some other way not in a fit state to consider all the issues.  This judgment is one that I can affirm with great confidence.
Given a number of such firmly and confidently held judgments, we then search for more abstract principles that can organize and give a deeper meaning to these judgments.  Ultimately, we try to attain an equilibrium state in which we have a stable and coherent set of principles whose output is the set of our firmly held judgments.
The process of finding such an equilibrium might not be easy.  For there might be conflicts among our particular judgments or among our general principles or between a judgment and a principle.  In the process of reaching an equilibrium of judgments and principles we may have to abandon some judgments or some principles.  One cannot know the full content of the equilibrium that is to be gained through a process of reflection until one has reached that equilibrium.
This process of attaining reflective equilibrium is supposed to be relevant to the worry about false consciousness because, as I have said, the particular judgments are supposed to be reliable judgments.  So far as we can tell, we affirm them in a way that does not implicate them in our own interests.  And of course to the extent that false consciousness thrives when we are blind to our own inconsistencies, the process of attaining a reflective equilibrium is supposed to ensure that all inconsistencies are removed.
It was soon clear, however, that none of this goes far enough.  After all, our particular judgments might be distorted by social forces and psychological tendencies of which we are unaware.  We might believe that we have transcended all such distortions – and yet we might be completely wrong.  
There is a more general way to put this worry.  A person with wicked principles can have a coherent set of wicked principles.  Merely bringing about consistency between a set of particular judgments and a set of general principles does not guarantee that the whole view is not wicked.
The response to these considerations – made primarily by the philosopher Norman Daniels but endorsed by Rawls -- was to expand the scope of the “reflection” that goes into reflective equilibrium.[endnoteRef:4]  For instance, it has sometimes been claimed – most famously by Marx and Engels in The German Ideology -- that in any society the ruling ideas are the ideas of the ruling class.[endnoteRef:5]  There is more than one way to understand this thesis, but I think that the most plausible way to understand it is as follows.  What is at issue is who controls “the means of intellectual production,” as Marx and Engels put it – that is, the media, taken in a very broad sense -- at a minimum and anachronistically:  electronic and print media, also the school systems.  The capitalist media, for instance, have a strong impact on everyone’s ideas.  They have an impact on the topics that are promulgated for public debate, on how those topics are formulated, and on the slant that is given to certain ideas (for instance, a negative slant to the possibility of successful socialism).  The central thesis here is that any individual who tries to think about a topic does so within a context created at least in part by the media and, therefore, subject to a significant degree to the media’s slant.   [4:  Norman Daniels, 1979, “Wide Reflective Equilibrium and Theory Acceptance in Ethics,” Journal of Philosophy, vol. 76, no. 5, 1979, pp. 256–282.]  [5:  Marx and Engels, Die deutsche Ideologie, MEW, vol. 3, p. 46/The German Ideology, MECW, vol. 5, p. 59.] 

Nevertheless – and this is crucial – this Marxist claim is only a tendency claim.  Marx and Engels actually say that the ideas of those who do not control “the means of intellectual production” are only “on average” subject to the ideas of those who do own the means of intellectual production.  Apparently, Marx and Engels believe that some people have been and will continue to be able to resist what media says.
This seems quite sensible.  It seems possible to ask oneself whether one holds a belief only because one has grown up in a certain society, and so forth.  One can take seriously the possibility that one has been caused to have some belief B for reasons that have nothing to do with whether belief B is true.  For instance, one can try to examine how one came to have belief B, and one can look very carefully at belief B and inquire thoroughly into the reasons to believe that belief B is true.  One can be suspicious of one’s own beliefs, and because one is suspicious, one can do everything possible to try to determine whether one holds the belief only because one was caused to hold it (say, by the dominant social institutions) or whether one also has sufficient reason to hold the belief.
Now some beliefs will surely survive this sort of inquiry.  Most obviously, mathematical beliefs are likely to survive this inquiry.  So will many beliefs in the natural sciences.  I suspect that some beliefs in the social sciences will survive as well.  But then perhaps my beliefs about persons – the content of my moral conception of the person – could also survive scrutiny.  And if the content of my moral conception of the person survives such scrutiny, is there any reason left not to accept that conception of the person?
Rawls does believe that I ought to be worried that my beliefs may be distorted by social institutions or that I might hold my beliefs only because of my upbringing or only because these beliefs play a functional role in stabilizing existing pernicious social institutions.  Rawls does think that all the worries that the Marxist tradition has brought against the moral beliefs that obtain in existing societies are appropriate worries.  However, Rawls also thinks that these worries can in fact be allayed, that they can be overcome.
This last point should perhaps be put slightly differently.  Rawls’s view is that any challenge to a belief that I hold must be a specific and concrete challenge.  And because it must be put as a specific and concrete challenge, it ought to be possible, at least in principle, to meet that challenge.  Some theorists make such claims as, “All beliefs that arise in a capitalist society or all beliefs that arise in a racist society or a sexist society must be tainted by capitalism or racism or sexism.  Because they arise in a capitalist society or a racist society or a sexist society they must in some fundamental way be false.”  Rawls believes that claims of this kind have force only if they are made concrete and specific.  One must argue that belief B ought not to be accepted for this or that specific reason.  For example, one might argue that belief B ought not to be accepted because it is incompatible with equal respect for all human beings.  Or perhaps belief B ought not to be accepted because, on due inspection (i) it turns out that one came to hold belief B only because one went to, say, a racist school, and (ii) there seems to be no good reason to hold belief B.  In effect, one was merely caused to hold belief B.  One does not hold it on the basis of good reasons.  Rawls’s point is that if I am given a concrete and specific reason to doubt some belief that I hold, then I can either refute the alleged reason to doubt -- and so I can then retain the belief – or I can accept the reason to doubt, and I can then revise or perhaps entirely reject and drop the belief.  Ultimately, for Rawls, despite the worry about false consciousness, one can still be in a position to revise one’s various beliefs in light of all the reasons that one can bring to bear – and so it is still possible, in principle, to revise one’s beliefs to the point that one has reached reflective equilibrium, a condition in which the beliefs that one continues to have now seem stable.  And among these stable beliefs could be one’s belief in a particular conception of the person.  
According to Rawls, the widest possible form of reflective equilibrium consists in taking all relevant reasons into account.  Any belief that survives being questioned in all relevant ways – a process that is obviously purely an ideal and could never actually be done – any such belief is, at least for the moment, a belief that is not suspect.  It is a belief that, at least for the moment, it can make sense to affirm.
Is all this satisfactory?  That is, suppose that we – that is, you and I, here and now – were to find Rawls’s conception of the person compelling, and suppose we went through the process of attaining reflective equilibrium and still found it compelling.  Would we then have sufficient reason to accept that conception of the person and so to accept the political philosophy that rests upon that conception of the person?
I want to put that question on hold until after looking at Marx and his conception of justification.  However, we must certainly return to the question.
III.  Justification:  Feuerbach
1.  Now, then, to the young Marx and to the justification for his conception of the person.  As I said, my exposition here will take some time and be rather scholarly.
We will see that the problem for Marx is that his conception of the person involves a specific claim about the content of the activity that constitutes human flourishing.  Unfortunately, according to Marx himself, at least within a capitalist society it will be hard to accept the thesis that such an activity is a genuine human possibility and that such an activity really does constitute human flourishing.  In effect, according to Marx, it will be hard to see a good enough reason to accept Marx’s own view.
To see the nature of Marx’s problem, I will begin with a sketch of Ludwig Feuerbach’s analyses first of Christianity and then of philosophy.  What lands Marx in trouble are his Feuerbachian conception of justification and his Feuerbachian rejection of philosophy, combined with his own claims about the good life and about the constraints, on Marx’s own view, on what practical life -- the daily practical life of ordinary people -- can show us under capitalism.  After a brief discussion of Feuerbach, I will present Marx’s justificatory problem.
2.  Feuerbach’s most important book, The Essence of Christianity, was published in 1841.  The book must be seen against the backdrop of the German scholarly scrutiny of the gospels that began in the eighteenth century.  Through impressive historical and literary research, a number of German writers challenged the coherence and plausibility of the Christian gospel stories.  Some of these writers attributed the gospel stories to such things as ancient legends and/or ancient messianic hopes, or even to the literary creativity of the ancient evangelists.[endnoteRef:6]  Other writers gave rationalist accounts of events in the gospel stories, proposing thoroughly naturalistic rather than miraculous explanations of those events.[endnoteRef:7] [6: See David Friedrich Strauss, Das Leben Jesu kritisch bearbeitet (1835-36), and Bruno Bauer, Kritik der evangelischen Geschichte des Johannes (1840), and Kritik der evangelischen Geschichte der Synoptiker (1841-42).]  [7: An early rationalist interpreter was Hermann Samuel Reimarus whose Wolfenbütteler Fragmente were published by Gotthold Lessing in 1774-78.  The young Feuerbach attended and contemned the lectures of another rationalist interpreter, the Heidelberg theologian Heinrich Eberhard Gottlob Paulus.] 

Feuerbach’s book is also hostile to Christianity, but his angle of incision is very different.  Feuerbach makes no attempt to disprove the gospel stories historically, nor does he question their intrinsic plausibility.  For instance, he does not do what someone like David Hume would do, namely, argue that the miraculous events that are related in the gospels almost certainly never happened.
Rather, Feuerbach does something else.  He attempts to decipher what he takes to be the underlying meaning of the biblical stories.  He treats these stories as psychological projections, and his goal is to prompt the reader to recognize them simply as such projections.  For Feuerbach, the interest of Christianity is in what it encodes.  He claims that if one treats the gospel stories and, indeed, Christian doctrine in general, as messages to be decoded, one will find in those stories and in Christian doctrine the idealized descriptions of certain human capacities and the idealized expression of certain human wishes.  
Let’s start with the wishes.  Feuerbach’s prime example is the wish for personal immortality.  This – immortality -- seems unattainable for we mortal human beings.  Christian doctrine purports to explain how it can nevertheless be attained.  Jesus risen from death is supposed to be the emblem of this possibility.  Jesus is supposed to show us immortality as a real possibility for a human being.  And this is supposed to satisfy our deep desire, as Feuerbach puts it, “for an immediate certainty of [one’s] personal existence after death -- personal immortality as a sensible, indisputable fact.”[endnoteRef:8]  The appeal of Christianity is its alleged ability to give us what we desperately want but think that we cannot have.   [8:  Feuerbach, Das Wesen des Christentums, p. 220/The Essence of Christianity, p. 135.] 

As for capacities, if “human” is taken to refer to the human species past, present, and future, then Christian doctrine reveals certain human capacities, that is, certain capacities of the human species taken as a whole.  For instance, God’s omniscience could then be seen as human omniscience, the unboundedness of scientific knowledge.[endnoteRef:9]  Feuerbach’s basic claim is that our concept of God is anthropomorphic.  We construct it by projecting onto God our own ideals, specifically, the extreme form of those capacities – for instance, knowledge and power -- that are in fact increasingly possessed by the human species as a whole. [9:  Ludwig Feuerbach, Grundsätze der Philosopie der Zukunft (1843), in Ludwig Feuerbach, Gesammelte Werke, vol. 9, §12, pp. 279-280/Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, translated by Manfred Vogel (New York:  Bobbs-Merrill, 1966), p. 17.  
Schuffenhauer uses the first German edition.  In the second edition (1846) the section numbers for the second half of the work are one and, at the end of the text, two lower.  The translation follows the second edition.  As a result, section numbers there do not always match those in the German edition that I cite.  Section numbers to the German (designated by §) are followed by page numbers first to the German and then to the English edition.  Readers wishing to find a passage in the English translation should use the page numbers not the section numbers.  ] 

For Feuerbach, then, the question to ask of Christianity is not whether its specific claims are likely to be true when measured against historical evidence or scientific theory but what the desires and ideals are that those claims conceal.
3.  Now Feuerbach’s decoding of Christian stories and doctrine is, in effect, an interpretation of those stories and that doctrine.  So one needs a reason to think that his interpretation is more compelling than competing interpretations -- for instance, that it is more compelling than the standard Christian claim that the gospels narrate historical, including miraculous, events along with the teachings of the son of God.  Here – in comparing competing interpretations -- one might think that history and science would be relevant, that an interpretation that fits well with all the things that history and science tell us would be more plausible than one that does not.  One might expect Feuerbach to claim that his own purely secular account is more rationally plausible than an account that affirms miracles.  However, Feuerbach does not do anything like that.  He does not ask his reader to weigh the reasons for and against the competing interpretations.  His thought is, rather, that when presented with Feuerbach’s account, the reader will acknowledge the psychological source of her impulse to believe the standard Christian interpretation -- and with this impulse acknowledged, the reader will be unable to affirm that interpretation and she will instead affirm Feuerbach’s.  In effect, Feuerbach will have disclosed to the reader her own latent atheism.
A good example here is Feuerbach’s treatment of miracles:  
I do not ask what the real, natural Christ was or may have been . . . I do not ask whether this or that, or any miracle can happen or not; I only show what miracle is, and I show it not a priori but by examples of miracles narrated in the Bible as real events; in doing so, however, I answer or rather preclude the question as to the possibility or reality or necessity of miracles.[endnoteRef:10] [10:  Feuerbach, Das Wesen des Christentums, p. 26/The Essence of Christianity, pp. xli-xlii.  ] 

Feuerbach thus does not assess historical evidence (“I do not ask what the real, natural Christ was or may have been”); nor does Feuerbach engage in rationalist criticism (“I do not ask whether this or that, or any miracle can happen or not”).  If his reader sees that Christ is “nothing else than” a product of the human mind,[endnoteRef:11] she will not to be tempted to wonder whether Christ performed miracles.  The question will be “precluded,” as Feuerbach puts it.  The question will not arise. [11:  Feuerbach, Das Wesen des Christentums, p. 26/The Essence of Christianity, p. xli.  ] 

On my reading, then, Feuerbach is not arguing against the Christian.  Instead, he is trying to get her to see the world differently.  In effect, he is trying to produce a conversion.  I read him as the atheist counterpart of the religious fideist, someone for whom what is crucial is an immediate experience of God’s presence or, in this case, an experience of God’s absence.  Feuerbach stresses that proofs of God’s existence can “give no satisfactory certainty,” and he seems to think that proofs of God’s nonexistence are equally unsatisfactory.[endnoteRef:12]  With them, too, one can always look for weak points, challenge premises or inferences, continue to withhold full conviction from the conclusion -- not be certain that God does not exist.   [12:  Feuerbach, Das Wesen des Christentums, p. 317/The Essence of Christianity, p. 204.  ] 

Feuerbach is thus demanding more than the considered judgment that he thinks is all that a proof can provide.  He is demanding utter conviction, more specifically, a conviction that removes all doubt of God’s nonexistence in practice, that is, in daily life.  In her daily life, the true believer simply knows that God does exist.  In her daily life, the true nonbeliever simply knows that God does not exist.  
4.  Now, Feuerbach thinks that sensory perception involves the kind of conviction that has this sort of practical impact.  Whatever one might do in philosophy class, in daily life one does not doubt what is before one’s eyes.  For the true believer, Feuerbach says, God’s existence is not inferred.  It is perceived in the world.  The American theologian Jonathan Edwards describes the way that the world looks after he has had a religious experience:  “the appearance of everything was altered; there seemed to be . . . [an] appearance of divine glory, in almost everything . . . clouds, and blue sky; in the grass, flowers, trees.”[endnoteRef:13]  Feuerbach wants there to be the appearance that everything is not filled with divine glory; rather, it is solely and only the material world.  He wants God’s nonexistence to be as clear and obvious as what is before one’s eyes. [13: Jonathan Edwards, “Personal Narrative,” in Clarence Faust and Thomas Johnson eds., Jonathan Edwards, Representative Selections (New York, 1935), pp. 59-61, quoted in M. H. Abrams, Natural Supernaturalism (New York:  W.W. Norton & Company, 1971), p. 384.] 

The point of Feuerbach’s insistence on a perceptual – his insistence on an immediate, a noninferential -- certainty is that the nonbeliever is not merely to hold particular convictions.  She is supposed to live a particular kind of life.  During roughly this same period of the nineteenth century the great historian Jacob Burckhardt claims that the transition in the late antique era from pagan to Christian beliefs involved a change in how people related to the world.  Burckhardt writes:
The time was come for human beings to enter into a new relationship to sensuous [sinnlichen] as well as to supersensible [übersinnlichen] things, for . . . separation from things earthly to take the place of older views of the gods and the world.[endnoteRef:14]   [14: Jacob Burckhardt, The Age of Constantine the Great, translated by Moses Hadas (Berkeley and Los Angeles:  University of California Press, 1949), p. 124.] 

I take Burckhardt to be claiming that a human being has a basic stance or a basic orientation toward the material world -- a way of relating to objects in the world and, indeed, to the material world as a whole -- that informs one’s life.  Burckhardt’s claim is that the pagan relationship to sensuous things was changed by the triumph of Christianity.  Feuerbach’s goal is to prompt yet another such transformation.
The relationship toward sensuous things that Feuerbach wants to leave behind involves the belief that the material world is a realm that is fit only for our lower nature, a realm that exists merely to test and to prepare us for a later, purely spiritual existence after death.  The view that Feuerbach rejects involves seeing the material world as an intrinsically alien place, a place which is not our true home.  Instead, Feuerbach wants to deny any belief in a distinct, nonmaterial realm, and in an afterlife.  His idea is that we ought to relate to the world materialistically.  It is as if Feuerbach wants us palpably to feel our nature as bodily creatures.
It is important to stress that, for Feuerbach, genuine religious conviction determines not just what one believes but also what one perceives.  He thinks that the Greeks saw their gods and that Christian true believers see God’s presence in the world.  Miracles, he says, require the “senses and organs” for seeing them.[endnoteRef:15]  In eras in which agents have these senses and organs, faith needs no proofs. [15:  Feuerbach, Grundsätze der Philosopie der Zukunft, in Gesammelte Werke, vol. 9, §15, p. 286/Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, p. 23.  ] 

Similarly, those who are devoted to humanity should need no proofs.  The Christian sees God’s presence in the material world.  Those who are truly devoted to humanity would see humanity’s presence in the material world.  The Christian sees in the world something more than the world.  She perceives the presence of something enormously meaningful and valuable.  The Feuerbachian humanist, too, would perceive something enormously meaningful and valuable, namely, human beings.  And the material world as the place where we (that is, we, human beings) live our lives would be taken as, for that reason, meaningful and valuable.
5.  So Feuerbach gives an interpretation of Christianity.  But why think that his readers will accept it?  Feuerbach’s goal is to prompt a transformation.  But why think that his readers will be transformed?
Feuerbach’s answer is that, in fact, his readers already effectively accept his interpretation.  He believes that they are already effectively transformed.  He is, he thinks, merely telling them what they already believe but are too faint-hearted to admit.  Their lives -- the lives of ordinary Europeans in the 1840s -- are in fact not the lives of genuine Christians.  Rather, he believes that his readers live materialist and atheistic lives.  In their practical dealings with the material world, for instance, in their approach to their health or to their business affairs, they do not rely on God but on human power, knowledge and cooperation.  For instance, when they are sick they do not merely pray; they also call the doctor.  Feuerbach writes that “Christianity has in fact long vanished, not only from the reason but from the life of humanity.”[endnoteRef:16]  He thinks that his contemporaries’ ostensible faith is merely a way of concealing from themselves their actual atheism.[endnoteRef:17]  They have lost the senses and organs for real Christianity, and they have gained the senses and organs appropriate to the lives of purely material beings.  Feuerbach’s goal is to prompt his readers to acknowledge this fact. [16:  Feuerbach, Das Wesen des Christentums, p. 29-30/The Essence of Christianity, p. xliv.]  [17:  Ludwig Feuerbach, “Notwendigkeit einer Reform der Philosophie” (1842), in Ludwig Feuerbach, Sämmtliche Werke, edited by Wilhelm Bolin and Friedrich Jodl.  (Stuttgart:  Fr. Frommanns Verlag, 1904), vol. 2, p. 216/“The Necessity of a Reform of Philosophy,” in Ludwig Feuerbach, The Fiery Brook, translated by Zawar Hanfi (New York:  Anchor Books, 1972), p. 146.] 

Thus Feuerbach does not worry about -- in fact, he seems oblivious to -- the possible genetic fallacy in his view, namely, that the psychological impulses to faith are irrelevant if there is a sufficient rational basis (cogent argument, powerful religious experience) for religious faith.  Feuerbach is not trying to convince those who are not yet convinced.  Rather, he is trying to reveal to agents their own half-repressed, anti-religious beliefs.[endnoteRef:18]  In principle, one could acknowledge the psychological impulses that Feuerbach points to and yet still be a believing Christian.  In practice, Feuerbach is confident that this will not happen. [18:  Feuerbach, “Notwendigkeit einer Reform der Philosophie,” p. 218/“The Necessity of a Reform of Philosophy,” p. 148.] 

6.  Now, for Feuerbach, Christianity is not the only spiritual ailment of the age.  Philosophy, at least taken in a certain way, is equally problematic.  And so in 1843 Feuerbach publishes Provisional Theses for the Reformation of Philosophy and Principles of the Philosophy of the Future.  Feuerbach intends these books to provide an analysis of philosophy that is in strict parallel to his analysis of Christianity.
It is important to be clear that these two books are not sober, academic treatises.  Indeed, they read more as manifestoes.  These texts contain very little argument, and they make crucial claims simply through a kind of table-thumping.  For instance, Feuerbach rejects Cartesian doubt with such ringing declarations as this:  “Indisputable and immediately certain is only that which is an object of the senses, perception and feeling”;[endnoteRef:19] and Feuerbach also declares:  “Only through the senses is an object given in a true sense.”[endnoteRef:20]   [19:  Feuerbach, Grundsätze der Philosopie der Zukunft, in Gesammelte Werke, vol. 9, §38, p. 320/Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, p. 55.  ]  [20:  Feuerbach, Grundsätze der Philosopie der Zukunft, in Gesammelte Werke, vol. 9, §33, p. 316/Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, p. 51.] 

Now, such pronouncements could be taken as asserting an empiricist as opposed to a rationalist position.  If one looks at these passages in that way, as just a form of academic philosophy, one will see Feuerbach as engaged in the usual academic swordplay – staking out one philosophical position against another philosophical position – but just doing this very badly.
There are three reasons not to read Feuerbach this way.  
First, Feuerbach insists that the method of the analysis of philosophy is the same as the method of the analysis of Christianity.[endnoteRef:21]  If the latter abstains from the usual forms of argumentation and rests on the idea of transforming the reader, so should the former. [21:  Ludwig Feuerbach, “Vorläufige Thesen zur Reformation der Philosophie” (1843), in Ludwig Feuerbach Gesammelte Werke, vol. 9, p. 244/“Provisional Theses for the Reformation of Philosophy,” translated by Daniel Dahlstrom, in Lawrence Stepelevich ed., The Young Hegelians (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1983), p. 157.] 

Second, I make no brief for Feuerbach’s analytical acuity, but he is very learned philosophically.  Before writing The Essence of Christianity he had published, among other things, a book called, The History of Modern Philosophy from Bacon to Spinoza.  This book contains an entire chapter on Descartes.  Feuerbach is surely aware that, ever since Descartes, baldly to insist on the reliability of “that which is an object of the senses” is less than philosophically respectable.
Third, Feuerbach explicitly exhorts his reader to do more than merely digest intellectual theses.  His new philosophy, Feuerbach says, involves “the following categorical imperative:  Desire not to be a philosopher, as distinct from a human being .  . . think as a living and real being.”[endnoteRef:22] And in his little book, Fragments Concerning the Characteristics of My Philosophical Development, Feuerbach declares, “True philosophy does not consist in making books, but in making human beings.”[endnoteRef:23]  [22:  Feuerbach, Grundsätze der Philosopie der Zukunft, in Gesammelte Werke, vol. 9, §52, p. 334/Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, p. 67.]  [23:  Fragmente zur Charakteristik meines philosophischen curriculum vitae (1846), Gesammelte Werke, vol. 10, p. 180/“Characteristics Concerning My Philosophical Development,” translated by Zawar Hanfi, in The Fiery Brook, p. 295.] 

In line with this last point, consider also Feuerbach’s description of philosophy’s subject matter.  “Philosophy,” he says, “is the knowledge of what is.  Things and essences are to be thought and to be known just as they are -- this is the highest law, the highest task of philosophy.”[endnoteRef:24]  This seems quite traditional, an echo of Hegel’s claim that “To comprehend what is, is the task of philosophy.”[endnoteRef:25]  But in fact what is, for Feuerbach, are merely material beings in a material world.  For Feuerbach, what is is what can be seen directly and on the surface, can be registered by the senses.  By contrast, Hegel spends many a dark page explaining what is.  And Feuerbach is quite conscious of this contrast, stressing that to those with academic blinders his way of doing philosophy will seem superficial.   “To have articulated what is such as it is, in other words, to have truthfully articulated what truly is, appears superficial.  To have articulated what is such as it is not, in other words, to have falsely and distortedly articulated what truly is, appears profound.”[endnoteRef:26]  Feuerbach’s claim, of course, is that, taken properly, his is the genuinely profound view.  And, crucially, he insists that properly to grasp what is involves something more than mere intellectual competence -- one must be a certain kind of person, namely, “a real and complete being.”[endnoteRef:27] [24:  Feuerbach, “Vorläufige Thesen zur Reformation der Philosophie,” p. 251/“Provisional Theses for the Reformation of Philosophy,” p. 162.]  [25: G. W. F. Hegel, Philosophy of Right, p. 21.]  [26:  Feuerbach, “Vorläufige Thesen zur Reformation der Philosophie,” p. 251/“Provisional Theses for the Reformation of Philosophy,” p. 162.]  [27:  Feuerbach, Grundsätze der Philosopie der Zukunft, in Gesammelte Werke, vol. 9, §50, p. 333/Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, p. 66.] 

I am not denying that Feuerbach has a “philosophy.”  In their very titles, the Provisional Theses for the Reformation of Philosophy and the Principles of the Philosophy of the Future assert that he does.  But the philosophical genre here is very different from the usual one.  “Truthfulness, simplicity, and determinacy,” Feuerbach says in the Theses, “are the formal marks of the real philosophy.”[endnoteRef:28]  Locke and Hume might claim that their philosophies are truthful and even determinate, but no reader of Locke’s Essay on Human Understanding or Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature is likely to think of their philosophies as “simple,” in the sense of being straightforward and nonabstract.  In their philosophical genre, Feuerbach’s Theses and Principles are as different from Locke’s book and from Hume’s book as from Hegel’s Logic or Phenomenology of Spirit. [28:  Feuerbach, “Vorläufige Thesen zur Reformation der Philosophie,” p. 251/“Provisional Theses for the Reformation of Philosophy,” p. 162.] 

7.  The Theses and the Principles are, then, something other than bad attempts at defending one philosophical position against another.  Rather, in these texts the point of Feuerbach’s treatment of philosophy -- just as with his treatment of Christianity -- is to transform his reader.  And just as with his Christian reader, Feuerbach thinks that he can transform his philosophical reader because he thinks that, in practice, she already accepts his claims.  He thinks that she is already all-but-transformed.  
Take the question of the existence of the external world.  Feuerbach thinks that if in our daily lives we in fact relate to the world as strictly material beings, then we can easily come to acknowledge ourselves as such beings and if we do so, we will also “acknowledge that . . . seeing is also thinking, that the senses too, are the organs of philosophy.”[endnoteRef:29]  Now, by the claim that the senses are the organs of philosophy, Feuerbach means several things.  Most straightforwardly, he sees the senses as the instruments of natural science through which we learn truths about the material world.  But Feuerbach also means more than this.  In particular, he means that the deliverances of the senses are reliable.  And if that is so, then the external world exists. [29:  Ludwig Feuerbach, “Einige Bemerkungen über den Anfang der Philosophie von Dr. J.F. Reiff” (1841), in Feuerbach, Gesammelte Werke, vol. 9, p. 145/“On The Beginning of Philosophy,” in Feuerbach, The Fiery Brook, p. 137.] 

The move here is not supposed to be inferential -- the agent taking the reliability of her senses as a premise, noting that her senses seem to register an existing extra-mental world, and then inferring that such a world exists.  Rather, if the agent acknowledges the nature of the life that she actually leads – a life in which she constantly interacts with and increasingly controls a material world registered through her senses -- philosophical doubts will simply not arise.  One will simply acknowledge what one is, that is, one is a material being in a material world.  Of course, it would not be conceptually incoherent to wonder whether the external world exists, anymore than it would be conceptually incoherent to wonder whether miracles had occurred.  Feuerbach’s claim (as before with miracles) is that in fact one will not do so.
8.  Feuerbach has, in effect, dismissed the problem of the existence of the external world.  Or at least  he has dismissed it as an abstract question to be answered by abstract theorizing.  What Feuerbach objects to is seeing abstract theory, separated from practical engagement in the world, as the road to truth about the most important matters, for instance, about the nature of being.  
Feuerbach does think that there are profound truths.  And one can correctly attribute to him philosophical theses, for instance, metaphysical materialism.  However, I take his claim to be that the point of being a “materialist” is less the acceptance of a theoretical proposition than how one comes to relate to the world.  The real issue is in daily life.  To use Burckhardt’s phrase, the real issue is one’s “relationship to sensuous . . . things.”  If one relates properly to sensuous things, one will be a materialist in practice, and to acknowledge – that is, to accept -- one’s own practical materialism will be to “solve” the philosophical problem.
The modern philosopher, according to Feuerbach, says that abstract thought is the road to truth, just as the modern Christian says that Christian doctrine is the road to truth.  In fact, Feuerbach says, neither the philosopher nor the Christian actually relates to the world in the way that her official view proclaims.  In practice – that is, in daily, practical life – Feuerbach thinks that agents take neither religious doctrine nor philosophical abstractions as their guide.  Rather, they rely on the senses, and this reliance expresses their practical materialism (just as it expresses their practical atheism).  The senses are organs of philosophy here – “seeing is also thinking” here -- not because agents take the deliverances of the senses as evidence for the truth of a theoretical proposition but because if agents were to acknowledge their practical life in the material world (the life that they lead through the senses) as their real and essential life, then philosophical questions, for instance, about the nature of being, would be taken to be so obviously and completely answered by the deliverances of the senses as to forestall further reflection.  In practice, such questions would be precluded.  And so the flight to philosophical abstraction would never take wing.
IV.  Marx and Justification:  Marx
1.  The Essence of Christianity was published in 1841.  It had an immediate impact.  According to Friedrich Engels, “Enthusiasm was general; we all became at once Feuerbachians.”[endnoteRef:30]  Marx was also enthusiastic.  He even wrote a letter to Feuerbach in August 1844 in which he talks of “the great respect and – if I may use the word – love, that I feel for you.”  Marx also says in that letter that Feuerbach has provided “a philosophical basis for socialism.”[endnoteRef:31]  So it should be no surprise to find Feuerbachian themes in Marx’s work of 1844. [30: Friedrich Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the Outcome of Classical German Philosophy (New York:  International Publishers, 1978), p. 18.]  [31:  Marx, REF/“Letter to Ludwig Feuerbach, August 11, 1844,” MECW, vol. 3, p. 355.] 

Let’s review now Marx’s 1844 conception of the person and of human flourishing.  I will put things in terms of several theses.
Thesis (1) The good life for human beings crucially involves engaging in a certain kind of activity, namely, the transformation of the material world in order both to express one’s individuality and to sustain the existence of oneself and other human beings at an increasingly high material level.  This is what Marx calls the “human species-activity.”[endnoteRef:32] [32:  Marx, Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, p. 542/Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, pp. 302.] 

Thesis (2) The proper structure of this activity involves a particular relationship between producers and consumers.
Marx also has a thesis about how to justify Theses (1) and (2):
Thesis (3) The proper justification for Theses (1) and (2) comes via the practical lives of agents in a communist society.  In one’s daily practical life in a communist society, one would simply “see” the truth of Theses (1) and (2).
What I want to point out is that Marx is also committed to one more thesis:
Thesis (4) In a capitalist society agents’ practical lives provide insufficient reason to believe Theses (1) and (2).[endnoteRef:33] [33:  Some textual evidence for Thesis (4) is at Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, pp. 544-545/Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, p. 304.] 

Jointly, these theses are not inconsistent.  All could be true.  Still, Thesis (4) raises the question of whether it is rational to believe Theses (1) and (2) while living in a capitalist society.  I will argue that Marx’s preferred mode of justification for Theses (1) and (2) is unavailable within a capitalist society, and if Thesis (4) is true, agents’ current practical lives within capitalism cannot be a substitute.  Moreover, it will turn out that Marx rejects the obvious alternative mode of justification, namely, philosophical argument.  So, by Marx’s own lights, it seems unclear why, at least from within a capitalist society, one should believe his basic claims about the good life, namely, Theses (1) and (2).
Thesis (1) says that there is a specific activity that is central to the good life for human beings.  As we have seen, that activity differs from the activities usually picked out for this role.  It is not the life of philosophical contemplation, nor of religious devotion, nor of political activity.  Marx’s thought in 1844  is that human beings are most essentially creatures who interact with the material world.  I talked about this claim in my second lecture. The 1844 Marx prizes the cooperative exercise of human powers through which those powers take a material form, that is, through which those powers become objectified in (as a result of the transformation of) the material world.
Thesis (1) ties the 1844 Marx to Feuerbach’s materialism.  Feuerbach demands that we acknowledge our nature as material beings in a material world, including as beings with increasing control over that material world.  The 1844 Marx extends this point.  He demands that we acknowledge our nature as beings who increasingly control the world through continually transforming it to meet our needs.  He puts the stress on a very particular way in which we are material beings in a material world.
2.  Let’s turn now to Thesis (2).  It says that the good life for human beings requires not only that one engage in a particular type of activity but that, in engaging in this type of activity, one’s relationship to other human beings must be of a particular kind.  According to the 1844 Marx, the activity central to the good life is the transformation of the material world in order to produce material goods.  The vast bulk of humanity, however, has always done this, yet Marx does not think that the vast bulk of humanity has always led the good life for human beings.
This is important to stress.  There is a basic sense in which, for Marx, capitalism has done most of the work needed to make possible a communist society.  It has dramatically increased human productivity and it has brought human beings together so that we are deeply and seamlessly dependent on one another.  Capitalism has certainly failed with regard to the distribution of the fruits of human productivity, but Marx’s objection goes much further.  He believes that capitalism has failed with regard to making possible the right kinds of relationships.  The 1844 discussion of the alienation of labor focuses on a failure of four types of relationship:  to the material world, to the human species as a whole, to the activity of labor, and to others with whom we are involved in the activity of labor.  
Now, the first two – the relation to the material world and the relation to the species as a whole -- really come straight from Feuerbach.  It is the other two – the relation to the activity of labor and the relation to others who are involved in the activity of labor – that are Marx’s new and original contribution in his work of 1844.  In my last lecture I urged that we should amend the content of the 1844 Marx’s view.  I urged that we should focus less on the transformation of the material world within the work process and that we should focus more on the idea that human beings engage in many kinds of activities in which we do things for one another.  What I have urged us to focus on and to take over from Marx’s 1844 view is his thought that, in a proper society, human beings would do these things at least in part for one another.  That is, they would do them at least in part with the intention to benefit one another, and they would appreciate one another’s intentions.  Such relationships would count as a substantial component of a good human life.  The question is how to justify precisely that normative claim.
The relationship that Marx has in mind – here both the actual 1844 Marx and the imaginary being that I am calling the constrained Marx – has an objective and a subjective aspect.  Let’s begin with the objective aspect. 
The objective requirement for proper human relations, as Marx sees them, is that agents jointly provide objects and services, and that in doing so they provide for one another, in the straightforward sense that they not provide only for their own use.  Agent A should (jointly with others) provide something that agent B will use, and B should (jointly with others) provide something that C will use, and so on.  Notice that this requirement – that we provide things through joint activity and that what we provide is used by other people -- is satisfied by capitalism.  This is a feature even of a merchant society as Locke noted in the seventeenth century and of an industrial society as Adam Smith noted in the eighteenth century.  It is an element in the trite remarks that people make about the current increase in the pace of globalization.
So capitalism does satisfy one central requirement for a good society, an objective requirement.  What capitalism does not satisfy is what I will call the subjective requirements of a good society.  I call these requirements “subjective” because they concern agents’ beliefs and intentions.  What is at stake, for Marx, is the content of proper relations between those who provide and those who consume.  Such proper relations involve providers and consumers having certain beliefs; providers having certain intentions in producing; consumers having certain beliefs about providers’ intentions; and providers having certain beliefs about consumers’ beliefs, including about consumers’ beliefs about their -- the providers’ -- intentions.  
I want to spell this out in a little detail, but do keep in mind that the activity in question now has a broad content.  What we are focused on is the intention with which one engages in the activity.  For our purposes, the subjective requirements are:
 (i) Those who are providing goods, services and other things take as a central aim the provision of things that will be used by other people to advance their (the consumers’) own ends.  Among providers’ intentions in acting is to provide for others.  Those who are providing goods, services and other things are doing so for others.
(ii) Consumers believe that (i) obtains.
(iii) Consumers appreciate that providers have the intention to benefit them.
(iv) Those who are providing goods, services and other things believe that (ii) and (iii) obtain.
What I have spelled out here is simply a version of what I earlier talked of as a concern and appreciation society.
The requirements that I have just stated amount to the claim that among the conditions for an agent to realize her nature is that she (correctly) believes that other human beings both recognize and appreciate her intention to advance their ends, that is, to benefit them.  And so agent A can realize her nature only if agents B, C, etc. have certain beliefs about her, and only if A believes that they have those beliefs.  
I attribute this concern and appreciation requirement to Marx because otherwise it would be possible for an agent under capitalism, including an ordinary factory worker, to realize her nature, and I take Marx to deny this.  Capitalism satisfies the objective requirements for an agent to realize her nature, and perhaps an agent could also bring herself to have the intentions that are a condition for her to realize her nature.  What she cannot do, however, is to control other agents’ beliefs (including their beliefs about her intentions).  If, as Marx thinks is the case, under capitalism these beliefs are unlikely to be of the right kind, it follows that under capitalism the agent cannot realize her nature.
It is important to see what is going on here.  It is not sufficient for others – those I am calling “consumers” -- merely to believe that one is engaged in providing services that do in fact benefit others.  Capitalism satisfies that condition.  Most of what people do in a capitalist system does benefit others, and most of us presumably know this fact.  Beyond this, however, Marx insists that consumers must believe that a central intention in people’s activities is to produce something for other people to use.  Marx’s point is that in a capitalist society it would not be rational to believe that other people do in fact have such an intention.  And that is because in a capitalist society most people do not have such an intention as crucial to their work lives.  In a capitalist society most people provide goods and services only in order to make a wage or a profit.
Marx’s claim is that, in a true communist society, things would be different.  In such a society both the objective and the subjective requirements for agents to realize their natures would be satisfied.  And in that case, agents would “complete” and “confirm” one another, as Marx puts it in 1844, through the provision of goods, services, and so forth (with certain beliefs and intentions) and via the consumption (with certain beliefs) of those goods and those services.  Agents would thus help one another to realize their natures.  
3.  On the young Marx’s view, then, the good life consists in engaging in a certain kind of activity (this is Thesis (1)) with a certain kind of relationship to others (this is Thesis (2)).  Such a claim clearly needs justification.  What justification can Marx offer?
Marx, himself, thinks that the proper justification would occur in the practical lives of those who live in a communist society.  Here, Marx is heavily influenced by Feuerbach.  Feuerbach claims that our senses interpret the world differently in different eras.[endnoteRef:34]  Marx agrees.  Marx writes:  “The sensuous consciousness of the fetish-worshipper is different from that of the Greek, because his sensuous existence is different.”[endnoteRef:35]  Feuerbach also says that the senses can be the organs of philosophy.[endnoteRef:36]  Again, Marx agrees.  In a communist society, Marx writes, “[t]he senses have . . . become theorists directly in their practice.”[endnoteRef:37]  In such a society, he writes, “the essential reality of human beings in nature . . . has become evident in practice, sensuously perceptible.”[endnoteRef:38]  For Marx, as for Feuerbach, the proper justification of claims about human nature, and so about the content of the good life for human beings, occurs in practice, that is, through living a certain kind of life.  Marx writes:  “the solution to theoretical riddles is the task of practice and effected through practice.”[endnoteRef:39]  In a communist society, one would, in effect, be transformed, live a different life, and in that different life the truth of Theses (1) and (2) would be “sensuously perceptible,” self-evident -- just as Feuerbach thinks that God’s nonexistence is now self-evident.  Marx takes this to be the proper kind of justification of Theses (1) and (2).  And, remember, that claim, that methodological claim, is Thesis (3). [34:  See Feuerbach, Das Wesen des Christentums, p. 317-320/The Essence of Christianity, p. 204-206.  See also Feuerbach, Grundsätze der Philosopie der Zukunft, in Gesammelte Werke, vol. 9, §15, p. 286/Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, p. 23.]  [35:  Marx, Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, pp. 552/Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, p. 312.]  [36:  Ludwig Feuerbach, “Einige Bemerkungen über den Anfang der Philosophie von Dr. J.F. Reiff,” p. 145/“On The Beginning of Philosophy,” p. 137.]  [37:  Marx, Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, p. 540/Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, p. 300.]  [38:  Marx, Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, p. 546/Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, p. 305.]  [39:  Marx, Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, p. 552/Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, p. 312.] 

4.  Marx’s desired justification for Theses (1) and (2) comes from the standpoint of a communist society.  Still, it would surely be nice if Marx could justify his claims from within a modern capitalist society.  Marx’s desired justification comes through agents’ practical lives, and so a sensible justificatory attempt, even from within a capitalist society, might seem to be to appeal to our practical lives here and now, to appeal to the practical lives of agents under capitalism.
Unfortunately for Marx, from within a capitalist society the evidence would be against him.  In the practical lives of most people under capitalism, work – the provision of goods, services, and so forth to others -- does not seem central to the good life.  Marx himself stresses that under capitalism workers consider work to be a chore, something to be avoided, something, as he puts it to be “shunned like the plague.”[endnoteRef:40]  For most people the good life begins after their work day is over.   [40:  Marx, Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, p. 514/ Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, p. 274.] 

Feuerbach claims that an obvious fact about human beings -- that we are embodied beings in a material world -- is more than an obvious fact.  It reveals what is essential to our nature.  Marx is also claiming that an obvious fact -- that we provide all sorts of valuable things for one another -- reveals what is essential to our nature.  Feuerbach thinks that we can easily come to see the second, the normative point.  We can be converted to it here and now, can immediately, as he puts it, “have the unclouded light of truth before our eyes.”[endnoteRef:41]  Could Marx appeal to something similar?  Could he appeal to some experience under capitalism that would be sufficiently close to communist experience that it could count as sufficient justification of, or at least as significant evidence for, his claims about the good life?  The answer, I’m afraid, is No.  It is important to see why. [41:  Feuerbach, Das Wesen des Christentums, p. 415/The Essence of Christianity, p. 275.  ] 

It is common Marxist commentary to assert that Marx thinks that there can be no change of consciousness prior to social change.  Thus existing conditions, that is, life under capitalism, would forestall a Feuerbachian-style conversion.  Only under different conditions, that is, life under communism, could one “see” that the good life is as Marx claims it to be.  Now, there is a way in which this standard view is correct, but what makes it correct is not that “being determines consciousness,” if what that amounts to is the metaphysical thesis that certain concepts that will be available under communism are not available under capitalism.  That thesis is simply false.  There is no Marxian thought that agents cannot have under capitalism.  Even under capitalism the claim that the good life consists in significant part in the reciprocal process of doing things that benefit others is a perfectly intelligible thesis.  Marx’s claim is not that this thesis cannot be understood.  His claim is that under capitalism it is very difficult to see that this thesis is true.  Under capitalism, this thesis seems false. 
Keep in mind what makes Marx’s view distinctive.  It is the idea of a structural friendship in communists’ provider/consumer relationships.  This is what makes Marx’s view different from a mere celebration of honest toil.  But for anyone living in a capitalist society, one’s experience would be no evidence that such a structural friendship is possible or desirable.  For nothing like such a structural friendship exists under capitalism. 
In a capitalist society, then, it would be irrational for anyone to believe that, qua provider of goods, services and so forth, she and other agents (potential consumers of what she provides) are in the requisite relationship, the relationship of structural friendship.  And so it would be irrational for any provider to believe that her own practical life experience is evidence in favor of Marx’s claim that a particular relationship between those who provide things and those who use them is crucial to the good life.  That claim, remember, is Thesis (2).  Under capitalism, no provider’s practical life experience can be evidence in favor of that claim, for no one can rationally see herself as being in a relationship of structural friendship.
There is a similar problem from the consumer’s end.  Part of realizing one’s nature, for the 1844 Marx, is being “completed” by others -- as he puts it in the “Comments on James Mill”[endnoteRef:42] -- through their provision of things for one’s use.  I take the thought to be this.  The consumer needs those things that others provide in order to attain her own individual ends, in order to pursue her own individual projects.  Suppose now that the consumer believes that those who provide things intend to provide them for her – that the goal of enabling her to pursue her own ends is part of the intention with which things are provided.  The consumer would then (so Marx’s thought seems to be) see those who provide things as deliberately helping her to attain her individual ends, as deliberately helping her to complete her individual projects -- and so, in a sense, as helping to complete her. [42:  Marx, “Auszüge,” MEW, Ergänzungsband I, pp. 462, 460 and 451/“Comments on James Mill,” MECW, vol. 3, pp. 228, 226 and 217.] 

The crucial condition here, from the consumer’s perspective, is that one must make use of objects with the belief that the objects’ existence is neither mere happenstance nor the result of the market’s interlocking selfishness but, rather, the result of other agents’ activity with the intention that one (anyway, that someone) use the objects to further one’s own (someone’s) ends.  But under capitalism, qua consumer, it would not be rational to believe that those who provide things have this intention, for under capitalism people provide things merely to earn a wage or to make a profit.  Thus, under capitalism, one also cannot (rationally) believe that one has experienced the consumer component – that is, the appreciation component -- of the desired structural friendship, the consumer component of what I have called the concern/appreciation relationship.  According to Marx, himself, then, agents’ practical lives under capitalism cannot justify his claims about the good life. 
5.  The justificatory pinch here stems from Marx’s Feuerbachian insistence that agents’ practical lives are the route to the truth, combined with the various shortcomings, in this respect, of present practical life.  
Still, we could now ask:  Why does Marx put such a premium on practical life?  Isn’t there another way to justify his theses about the good life?  After all, the most obvious – the completely traditional -- way to do so would be through philosophical argument.  Philosophers have often ignored the content of the practical life of their own societies, and they have often gone on to argue for accounts of the good life that are quite different from the ordinary beliefs of their own society -- for instance, philosophers have often argued that the good life consists in doing philosophy.  Why can’t Marx take a similar route to defend Theses (1) and (2)?
Or take Thesis (3).  Even if one does not live in a communist society, couldn’t one accept that the proper justification for claims about the good life comes via the practical lives of agents who do live in such a society?  And couldn’t one have a plausible hypothesis about the content of the claims that would be justified in that way, say, Marx’s hypothesis?  Armed, then, with a standard of justification for claims about the good life and a hypothesis about what that standard would justify, one could accept Theses (1) and (2).  Of course, one would need a reason to accept that standard, but here, too, couldn’t the philosopher come to one’s aid?  After all, philosophers have often invoked unusual standpoints as the justificatory standard for claims about morality or the good life.  That is what Roderick Firth does when he appeals to the standpoint of the ideal observer.  It is what Rawls does by asking us to imagine ourselves behind the veil of ignorance.
Marx would reject any such philosophical assistance.  Why?
Now, in Marx’s attacks on philosophy, Hegel is his explicit target.  Marx’s complaint against Hegel is straightforward.  He thinks that Hegel gets human nature wrong.  He thinks that Hegel fails to see human beings as essentially material beings, and, as a consequence, Hegel sees agents’ ordinary activity in the material world as intrinsically problematic, not as problematic merely in its capitalist form.  For Hegel, Marx says, labor is inevitably a kind of alienation.[endnoteRef:43]  Marx thinks that Hegel thus fails to register the correct account of the good life. [43:  Marx, Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, p. 572/Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, p. 331.] 

Still, other philosophers have other accounts, yet Marx’s antipathy to philosophical theory seems to be all-encompassing.  Why is that the case?
The reason is that Marx believes that any appeal to abstract theory to answer certain types of questions must be merely a symptom of life in a capitalist society.  He thinks that such questions are asked as abstract questions only because their answers are not straightforwardly clear in the lives that we lead – in contrast to life in true communism where the answers to such questions would be straightforwardly clear.
Consider, for instance, the question of the relation of our bodily, our sensory nature to our mental nature – that is, consider the traditional mind/body problem.  Marx calls this the question of the “abstract enmity between sense and spirit [zwischen Sinn und Geist].”  Now, this is a question that is “necessary,” Marx says, only “as long as the human sense for nature, the human sense of nature, and therefore also the natural sense of the human being [that is, one’s sensuous consciousness]” are not what they would be under communism.[endnoteRef:44]  As long as agents are alienated both from their central activity in the material world and from the products of that activity, that is, as long as we do not live in a true communist society, we will not have an adequate “sense” for the sense/spirit relation, and so it will be natural to ask a question -- one that quickly mounts the ladder of abstraction -- about that relation.  Under communism, by contrast, agents would acknowledge that our lives involve an interweaving of sense and spirit in the process of the transformation of the material world, and for our communist consciousness that obvious fact about our lives would have a certain power.  It would seem, Marx thinks, to be a sufficient solution to the question of the sense/spirit relation – that is, to the question of the relation of mind and body.  It would thoroughly scratch the philosophical itch.  And so there would no longer seem to be any “enmity between sense and spirit,” and agents would no longer be motivated to ponder the abstract question of the sense/spirit relation.  The mind/body question would disappear. [44:  Marx, Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, p. 552/Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, p. 312.] 

Marx’s view, then, is that philosophical questions are asked as abstract questions only because our current lives are problematic.  Feuerbach invokes “the human being who is and knows himself to be the actual (not imaginary) absolute identity of all contraries and contradictions.”[endnoteRef:45]  Similarly, Marx affirms communism as “the genuine solution to the conflict between human being and nature and between human being and human being,”[endnoteRef:46] and Marx asserts that under communism, “subjectivity and objectivity, spirituality and materiality, activity and passivity [would] lose their antithetical character, and thus their existence as such antitheses.”[endnoteRef:47]  There would thus be no need for resolution of such antitheses via abstract theory.   [45:  Feuerbach, “Vorläufige Thesen zur Reformation der Philosophie,” p. 259-260/“Provisional Theses for the Reformation of Philosophy,” p. 168.]  [46:  Marx, Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, p. 536/Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, p. 296.]  [47:  Marx, Ökonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte, MEW, Ergänzungsband I, p. 542/Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, MECW, vol. 3, p. 302.] 

Feuerbach distinguishes between “a need of humanity” and “a philosophical need.”[endnoteRef:48]  The former points to questions that truly need to be answered.  These are questions that have a real human importance.  Questions that express a merely philosophical need are questions that arise only within the framework of academic debate.  Feuerbach thinks that very few – perhaps no -- standard philosophical questions truly express a need of humanity.  Marx’s claim is that philosophical questions seem to express a need of humanity only because of the distorted conditions of our lives.  If we were to alter the conditions, the questions would no longer be asked.  Like Feuerbach, Marx thus objects to a way of approaching certain questions -- the retreat to the philosopher’s study -- regardless of the philosophical position that is at issue. [48:  Feuerbach, “Notwendigkeit einer Reform der Philosophie,” p. 215/“The Necessity of a Reform of Philosophy,” p. 145.] 

In a true communist society, the usual philosophical questions would not be unintelligible.  I do not think that Marx believes (and he need not and should not believe) that one could not speculate about such things as the mind/body relation.  Rather, one would not do so.  One’s perception of the interweaving of sense and spirit (of mental and bodily activity) in the processes of our daily activities of providing things for others would seem to be a sufficient solution.
V.  The Next Step
1.  Where have we come to?  I have argued that can get to something like Rawls’s two principles of justice either from Rawls’s own device of the original position or from Marx’s idea of a society in which citizens are concerned for one another’s well-being.  In each case we must rely on a particular conception of the person and in each case we must put stress on a particular political attitude.  In the one case we have Rawls’s conception of the person and the political attitude of respect.  In the other case we have Marx’s conception of the person and the attitude of concern or, more broadly, the joined attitudes of concern and appreciation.
We have also seen that both Rawls and Marx have problems with justifying the conceptions of the person on which they rely.  Marx’s problem, at least from within a capitalist society, is more severe.  Still, Rawls’s view remains vulnerable to the worry that all that he has done is to articulate the possibly distorted or false beliefs of his own society.
2.  Several questions might be asked here.  The first has to do with feasibility.  I began these lectures with the cautionary thought that, as philosophers, we must construct political ideals but that, as realists, in constructing our political ideals we must never lose sight of what human beings have been like.  We must never lose sight of how terrible we have been to one another.  Is either the Rawls or the Marx view a genuine possibility of human nature?  Is either of their conceptions of the person sufficiently about the way that human beings – that is, you and I and our descendants -- actually are or at least about the way that human beings could actually become?
Now, feasibility has a couple of aspects.  First, thinking in terms of the view of the constrained Marx, is it plausible in the sense of fitting with the real possibilities of human nature, to believe that there could be a well-ordered society in which citizens would be sufficiently motivated by concern for one another’s well-being?  Is that a possibility of our nature?  My example last time of the crashed plane and our response to the fact of some people’s survival suggests that concern for others is a possibility of our nature.  Indeed, I think that it is clear that human beings are capable of sometimes acting out of concern for other human beings’ well-being.  And what we can do at all, we can surely do more often.  The American president Abraham Lincoln called upon us to act, as he put it, on “the better angels of our nature.”[endnoteRef:49]  What is in question is how far, that is, to what extent and how frequently and reliably, acting from concern is a genuine possibility of our nature. [49:  Abraham Lincoln, “First Inaugural Address,” March 4, 1861.] 

Of course, the same issue arises with Rawls’s view.  His view is also very ideal.  We can ask of his view whether it is a possibility of our nature to act often and reliably from a sense of justice.  Is a well-ordered society of justice as fairness a genuine possibility?
Here, I want to go back for a moment to Marx’s worry that those who live in a capitalist society will not be able properly to perceive what is possible for human beings.  Marx would insist that, within a capitalist society, people do not and basically cannot care for others’ well-being in a sufficiently widespread and reliable way.  The pressures and incentives imposed by the market push people to focus on their own needs rather than on others’ needs.  The result is that one comes to take for granted that human beings are deeply selfish, and so one becomes skeptical about the possibility of widespread concern for others.  
Rawls could make a similar claim.  Insofar as market pressures and incentives push people to act selfishly and with a narrow and egoistic focus, those pressures undermine one’s ability to see what justice as fairness requires and to act upon its principles.  And so here, too, one might come to take for granted that human beings are deeply selfish, and so one might become skeptical about the possibility that widespread respect for others could be a basic motivating force.
So one issue about feasibility has the following structure.  Citizens within a capitalist society are skeptical about the claim that human beings can be sufficiently motivated by respect or can be sufficiently motivated by concern.  Now, this skepticism should itself not be completely trusted since it might be merely the natural outgrowth of life within capitalist institutions.  But the fact that we should not completely trust this skepticism does not mean – and this should be stressed – that it is plausible to believe that human beings can be motivated in a broad and widespread fashion by respect or that they can be motivated in a broad and widespread fashion by concern.  It means that the question remains an open question.
3.  There is a positive thing that can be said here about both respect and concern, about Rawls’s ideal as well as Marx’s ideal.  Each political attitude and each conception of the person is a scalar view.  That is, each is the sort of thing that can be approached slowly, in a step-by-step fashion.  So there is nothing implausible in believing that it would be good for our political institutions to be structured in such a way that those institutions enable us to become more respectful of others as persons and more concerned with others’ well-being than we are at present.  In that sense, both Rawls’s picture and Marx’s picture meet a rather weak test of feasibility.
4.  But let’s push further.  In thinking about the issue of feasibility, let’s look at two ways in which, as a social phenomenon, the political attitudes of respect or concern might manifest themselves (two ways in which we might find ourselves relying on one or the other moral conception of the person).  To limit ourselves for the moment to talking of political attitudes, either of the two political attitudes might manifest itself:
(1) As the basis for the choice of principles for distribution (say, for the choice of principles for the distribution of rights, liberties, opportunities, material goods, etc.). 
And it might manifest itself:
(2) As the basis for our compliance with those institutional rules that instantiate the chosen principles of distribution, whatever those principles are.
It seems thoroughly plausible that either a stress on equal concern or a stress on equal respect could provide the basis for the choice of distributive principles.  One would simply ask:  What distributive principles would be chosen by an agent motivated by equal concern for all citizens’ well-being or by an agent motivated by equal respect for all citizens as free and equal rational beings?  I have argued in these lectures that the distributive principles that would be chosen by either of these agents would be quite similar.  The point about feasibility here is simply that there seems to be nothing problematic about seeing a political attitude – or a moral conception of the person – as the basis for the choice of distributive principles.
As for (2), to say that concern or respect is the basis for compliance with a set of institutional rules does not mean that one is conscious of having concern (or having respect) at each moment of compliance.  It seems likely that moral education that develops concern (or respect) for others will generate habits of obedience to the relevant distributive principles and their institutional embodiments.  If one were asked, one might invoke concern (or respect) to explain one’s compliance with distributive principles as they are embodied in concrete rules, but in general compliance would be simply a feature of one’s life.  In current societies, when one obeys the law, one rarely thinks of the probability of punishment for violating the law, but avoiding punishment might still be among one’s motivations.  It can be the same with the attitudes of concern and respect.  With a proper moral education, either could be part of one’s habitual motivational structure.
5.  Thus far I have talked only about institutions.  In fact, I think that in a modern society, political attitudes – whether it is the attitude of concern or the attitude of respect -- will crucially be manifested by creating and maintaining institutions that ensure such things as equal liberty and that each citizen has adequate opportunity and income to affirm, to revise and to pursue her conception of the good.  This is important.  We live our daily lives within institutional structures, and those institutional structures have meaning.  Institutional structures are åexpressive of basic attitudes and those attitudes are part of our lives as we maintain those institutions and as we comply with their rules.
Of course, the attitudes of concern and respect for others could also show themselves outside institutional contexts.  Here is where there might be even more skepticism about feasibility, perhaps especially about the feasibility of Marx’s conception of the person along with its associated political attitude of concern for others.  This where a writer like Thucydides might tell us to be skeptical rather than hopeful about human nature and its possibilities.  And while I have invoked Marx’s thought that such skepticism might be itself a symptom of capitalist conditions, we must surely keep in mind the warnings of a Thucydides – who, after all, did not write from within a capitalist society.  Still, let me just note a couple of things in favor of being more hopeful.
First, as I discussed in the last lecture, what I call concern for others need not involve frequent occurrent feelings.  Here, we can once more press the analogy with the attitude of trust.  If one trusts someone, one’s life with that person will be different from a life in which there is no such trust, and yet there need be no occurrent feelings that are part of trusting the person.  One’s attitude of trust is real and important but there is no specific feeling connected with it.  This can also be the case with trusting one’s fellow citizens generally or with trusting one’s basic political institutions.  Trust can make a large difference in one’s life, but it is not tied to a feeling.  In a similar way, concern for others and a belief that others have concern for oneself can make a difference in one’s life and be motivationally powerful even in the absence of frequent occurrent feelings.
Second, as I mentioned in the last lecture, there is considerable support in the philosophical tradition for the idea that, with a proper education of the sentiments, we can come to see others’ well-being as at least partly constitutive of our own good and so be motivated to try to bring about others’ well-being; that is, to find our own satisfaction in others’ well-being.  Marx’s view here is actually quite traditional.  It goes all the way back to Aristotle’s remarks in his Politics about the need for civic friendship.  Of course Aristotle was talking about a small society, a Greek city-state, and Marx is talking about a very large society.  Does that mean that the attitude of concern for one’s fellow-citizens cannot be strong enough in a large, modern society?  To repeat what I said a moment ago, I think that we need to concede that much of what amounts to concern will express itself in our support for institutions whose content is itself expressive of concern.  There is likely to be less visible and obvious concern in day to day life than Aristotle would have wanted.  But that does not mean that concern must be absent from our day to day life.  The challenge is to make the case that concern – and its companion attitude, appreciation -- is a good for those whose central link is that, although they are strangers, they are also fellow citizens, jointly maintaining their collective life. 
6.  We have, then, two conceptions of the person.  Let’s assume now that each is sufficiently feasible that considerations of feasibility will not guide us about which conception of the person to choose.  That is, such considerations will not guide us in thinking about which is the better way to think of ourselves as human beings.
Here, we might sensibly ask whether it is necessary to choose between the Rawlsian conception of the person and the Marxian conception of the person.  Can we think of ourselves under both the Rawlsian and the Marxian descriptions of what it is to be a person?
I think that the answer to this question is:  Maybe. 
The reason to think that we do not have to choose is that with each conception we end up with similar distributive principles, and there is nothing obviously incompatible between the attitudes of respect and concern.  The reason to think that we do have to choose between the two conceptions of the person is that a distributive principle is an extremely abstract kind of rule, and in practice such a rule often needs interpretation.  In the process of interpretation we might find that there is disagreement between people who differ in their conceptions of the person, between people who put the greatest priority on respect for agency and people who put the greatest priority on concern for others’ well-being.  
I think that there is as yet no clear answer to the question of whether we need to choose between these conceptions of the person largely because there is as yet no clear understanding of how far we can simultaneously hold onto different senses of the kind of being that we are.  We should keep in mind that each of us exists and acts under multiple descriptions.  If I am Kant’s shopkeeper from his Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, I can deal honestly with my customers out of sympathy for their well-being and out of commitment to the moral law and because honesty is the best policy.[endnoteRef:50]  My motivations could be multiple.  Suppose now that I see myself both as a free and equal rational being and as a free and equal citizen committed to my fellow citizens’ well-being.  Could I redescribe the same action whenever I want so that, in some sense, I am simultaneously realizing both conceptions of the person? [50:  See Immanuel Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1997).] 

The question is whether this would involve what Sartre calls “bad faith.”  It is true that I exist under many descriptions (I am a human being, a father, a spouse, a teacher), but what I do is usually description-specific.  When my daughter twists her knee on the soccer field and falls down in pain, a stranger might be motivated to tend to her out of mere humanity, but I, as her father, am motivated by parental love and obligation.  It would be bizarre to say that I am also tending to her out of humanity.  All sorts of things (my emotional reactions, my understanding of what this means for my daughter) are quite different under the different descriptions.  Suppose that we find ourselves pulled by two pictures of the person and, context by context, suppose that we vary in which we instantiate.  Is that bad faith?  Or is that just what it is to have the complex moral character of a human being?
7.  This issue is interesting and important.  However, because there is so little time remaining, I am going to put it aside in order to say at least something about the crucial issue of desirability.  A basic question, in ending these lectures, is:  How can we have confidence that either of these moral conceptions of the person – or, indeed, any moral conception of the person -- is the sort of thing that is fit to play the role of the moral foundation for the basic distributive rules of a modern society?
I have argued that Rawls’s conception of the person and Marx’s conception both run into a problem of justification.  Marx’s problem is deeper, but in the end both writers’ problems amounts to the same thing.  Each writer must appeal, in the end, to the thought that you and I, here and now, find a given conception of the person or perhaps a combination of conceptions, sufficiently appealing that we think it proper to demand that our institutions reflect that conception or those conceptions.  One might be worried that, given the nature of their views, neither Marx nor Rawls can say anything more in defense of their conceptions of the person than that they hope that the conception does seem to their readers, here and now, to be compelling.  Is that enough?  In my second lecture I quoted Thomas Hobbes’s view that his task was to “read . . . mankind” as he put it.  He then says: 
[Y]et, when I shall have set down my own reading orderly and perspicuously, the pains left another will be only to consider if he also find not the same in himself.  For this kind of doctrine admitteth no other demonstration.[endnoteRef:51] [51:  Hobbes, Leviathan, introduction, p. 11. ] 


I will end these lectures by noting that I find this view of philosophical justification both inevitable and somewhat frustrating.  It seems inevitable because how else than by looking into oneself can one in the end judge the acceptability of a moral view of what we, as human beings, are like?  How else can one judge of our moral possibilities?  I find this frustrating because philosophers have always wanted to be able to say something more solid than, “This is how things seem to me.”
We have arrived at a central methodological issue in current English language moral philosophy that I have pushed into the realm of political philosophy.  It goes under the label of “constructivism.”  The underlying idea is that moral views are justified by being the output of some procedure or standpoint – being the construct of some procedure or standpoint -- that is itself sufficiently justified.  For instance, a moral view might be the output of the original position or a moral view might be the output of the judgments made from the standpoint of the impartial citizen.  All the philosophical work then goes into explaining why this procedure or this standpoint is the philosophically most favored procedure or standpoint.
[bookmark: _GoBack]In English language moral philosophy there has been a thriving literature on this topic.  Yet although Rawls, the political philosopher, initiated much of this debate, there has been little work done on this issue in political philosophy.  Perhaps that is because the central substantive view of this kind has been Rawls’s own view.  My goal in these lectures has been to show that Marx, too, has a view that rests on a particular conception of the person and on a particular choice standpoint (as well as on a favored political attitude).  I want to bring this issue of how to choose between constructive procedures or standpoints from moral philosophy back into political philosophy by urging that we ought to recognize the relevance of Marx’s view to our current concerns.  And I will close these lectures by urging that further work ought to be done so that we can discover a rationally defensible way to choose between the moral conceptions of the person of Karl Marx and John Rawls.
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