An Open Letter to Bart Simpson

I am surprised, however, that you speak of the idealistic, a priori nature

of "Marxism," at least your version of it. Marx and Engels do spend the

entire last chapter of the Communist Manifesto arguing against Utopian

Socialists, by the way, but I would assume that you already know that.

What puzzles me more, is that you refer to Plato's Republic as a

"masterful" work yet he is one of the most idealistic political authors,

and one of the most anti-democratic. Here is a man who belittles those who

have earned their money rather than inherited it (Introduction), would

establish a hierarchical state to generate harmony (Book IV), would

eliminate most art and fiction, but permit the ruling class to continue to

promote some fictions/lies in the best interest of the state (Book III),

and has a basic belief that all men are not created equal.(Book VIII) 
Now I am not arguing that Plato is not "masterful." He is quite the genius,

but that doesn't mean that he is correct nor that his Republic is some

sort of state we should wish upon ourselves. Frankly, Aristotle had a much

more competent view of human nature, far less apriori and far more

realpolitik, in his Politics.  And surely just as much violence has been

committed historically in the spirit of Platonic government (those who

know should rule and justice resides in societal members "knowing their

place") and Platonic epistemology ("I have been released from the chains,

climbed from that cave...and now I have the Truth and bring it to the rest

of you who still reside in darkness").

You also seem to assume that those of us who have studied Marxist theory

are by necessity orthodox and devout believers in the totality of his or

any Marxist principles.  One of the things I do like about Marxist theory

in opposition to say, Plato, is that he does not advocate an absolute

truth, but places truths within an historical context; thus his and Engels

dislike of utopianism.  Class warfare, for example, is not an eternal

truth, but it is a truth we see around ourselves and through much (though

not all) of history.  And other historical truths abound for Marx, such as

the problems of geography. But those truths are generally time-contingent.

For example, it would be illogical for a Marxist to claim that Marx's

theories are perfect or ideal, since those theories are as time-contingent

as any.

And your connection of Hobbes and Marx are woefully flawed. For Hobbes,

social discord was a threat to society and business and needed, therefore,

to be represssed. For Marx, social discord has often (not always) been the

fuel for societal and economic development. For instance, he praises the

bourgeoisie for their overthrow of the feudal system and the establishment

of the capitalist market, factories, and mass production (e.g. the same

social discord that Hobbes was witnessed the English Civil War that so

disturbed him, Marx praises).  His argument against capitalism is that it

has now become a hindrance to further human progress, that it continues to

promote a two-class system, those who have and those who have-not, and

that over time that gap will widen. That capitalism does not treat people

as people, but as mere tools of exchange. That the capitalist system in

its end-goal being solely profits and not the betterment of humankind,

will often produce products that harm people (e.g. the newly "liberated"

factories of China, in their effort to increase profits, producing toxic

powdered milk...not in the name of Communism, but in the name of profit).

In the end, what Marx is promoting is the idea that we can progress better

now through cooperation than through competition...a truly awful concept,

I know. But in a world of limited resources and expanding population,

would you have as a better solution the free market where everyone is just

for her/himself without regard for their neighbor's welfare, except by

happy accident?  What Marx suggests is that it is now irrational to

operate an economic system which "hopes" that everyone will be okay and

have her/his needs fulfilled...why not have a economic system where that

is the beginning goal, not some potential by-product?

Does this mean that Marx has been 100% accurate? Obviously not. For

instance, he clearly did not comprehend the flexibility of capitalism to

adapt for its own survival. He did not forsee the ability of capitalism to

use race as a way of dividing worker against worker.  He clearly did not

have the foresight to predict the advent of television and ability of

corporations to manipulate that new medium.

But this is where other scholars have taken up the challenge, scholars you

would term "hacks" and apparently refuse to read. I'm just wondering which

Marx and Marxist texts you have read that allows you the noblesse oblige

to be so dismissive of them. You suggested that I read Plato (re-read this

weekend!), Hesiod (already done), and Rousseau (also done), and though no

doubt I have not read them with your insight, I have read them. That is

what scholarship is, the willingness to read texts that may disagree with

your "a priori" opinions.
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