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1. An Unsettling Encounter

For readers of Heidegger it is striking that, dgren career in thinking
spanning more than fifty years, this thinker did eater into any in-
depth philosophical altercation with Marx. The @agess in thd_etter on
‘Humanism’ where he refers to Marxian alienation as well #sei0
remarks by Heidegger such as in the late semir@oquls, are sparse.
To my knowledge there are no passages in Heideggentings on
Marx’s late works that would indicate he had givought to this
principal thinker of socialism in his maturity. Would be very easy to
explain this fact psychologically, sociologicallyda biographically by
taking a look at Heidegger's life and times. Atsfirsight it is
understandable that for man like Heidegger frororeservative Catholic
milieu, the thinker of capitalist class society wivanted to overcome it
by means of an international communist movementlavtnave been
hard to stomach. This explanation would be plaesiblit also facile and
would explain nothing at all with regard to Heideg@s a thinker, i.e.
with regard to those texts of Heidegger’'s that gegeritically with the
Western metaphysical heritage.

It would be almost as easy to maintain that for tjuestion that
moved Heidegger’'s thinking, i.e. the question ofinge Marx is
uninteresting or irrelevant. This assertion, of rsey would have to be
argued for and would lead to a closer disputatiah ¥he texts of both
thinkers. It would be a matter of showing that imalls writings,
Heidegger would not have been in his element,ithéd say, that there
was not any significant connection between theaisghat come into the
focus of questioning in Heidegger’s thinking and thsues that engage
Marx’s thinking.

An alternative strategy would be to show that, fritve perspective of
Heidegger's thinking, Marx assumed a subordinatiom, namely, as
a metaphysician with an Hegelian heritage. If f@idegger it is a matter
of gaining a distance from metaphysics or of disthram ontology, then
it would at least be plausible that with the disthag of the Hegelian
ontology of spirit (assuming he had achieved thisjddegger had, so to
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speak, also hit a second bird, Marx, with the dnaes Marx would then
stand on Hegelian ground which, with the dismagtlof Hegelian
metaphysics, would have been pulled from underfées. But then it
would be necessary to investigate to what extenkianversion of the
Hegelian dialectic, the famous setting-it-on-itstfedid not make any
essential difference with regard to locating Marxiext within
metaphysics. In doing so, Heidegger’s insight whehexpresses with
regard to Nietzsche’s inversion of Platonism, thidinversion remains
in the same, would apply, but its application mastbe merely formal.

It would be possible, more or less for the sakemhpleteness, to
close the gap in Heidegger's texts between Hegel Mietzsche that
bears the name ‘Marx’ with a monograph or somero#erned treatise
in the way scholars do such things. There is ndotdthiat Marx is an
important thinker in the Western genealogy whosgu@mce in the
history of philosophy and the social sciences a$ agein the history of
politics has been enormous, so that the task ofidgathe connecting
lines between these two important thinkers, Heidegand Marx, is
unquestionably posed. It would thus not need ang lustification to
argue for why a work on the relationship betweemiVand Heidegger
should be written.

Viewed from the standpoint of the matter at issue, from the
standpoint of the respective issues of Marxian &heideggerian
thinking, there is, at least for me, an unsettipagnt of contact, a locus
of striking similarities between Marx’'s and Heidegg texts which
absolutely challenges us to delve into the issueisla kind of
overlapping between Marx’s late texts and thosdHeidegger’'s with
regard to their respective assessments of the magberch: the epoch of
the bourgeois-capitalist form of society on the dmend, and the
technical age on the other, as they reveal themseakspectively in the
texts of each thinker, display remarkable resendasndespite all their
profound differences. It will be worthwhile compagi the language of
the set-up (Gestell) with that of capital, and elgsand persistently
investigating both these languages (and the thaeutfigy express) in
their relatedness as well as their essential @iffee. This will provide
an important guiding thread for the present study.
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According to Heidegger's own statements (which ofirse do not
have to be taken as the final source of eviderfo®); 1937 on, at the
time of writing theContributions to Philosophy - Of Propriatipthe
word ‘propriation’ or ‘enowning’ assumes a positias principal word
in his thinking. The essence of technology is #eught through in the
1940s under the aura of propriation. In an unusadlfrom the fifties,
Identity and Difference whose unusual status among Heidegger's
writings has been noticed by Gianni Vattimdieidegger talks of a
twisting of the set-up into propriation, of the tglen flash of
propriation” within the set-up. In this text there a sort of toggle
relationship between the most extreme consummaifometaphysics
and the twisting of metaphysics into propriation, ‘getting-over-
metaphysics’, in which humans would “lose” theirtetenination of
essence which metaphysics has “lent” them. Twistngetting-over
(Verwindung), as Vattimo’'pensiero déboleslaborates, must not be
confused with overcoming (Uberwindung). In the dnd#ference of a
prefix there lies a subtle but decisive differebetween Heideggerian
thinking of being and metaphysical thinking. Twigti as well as
overcoming relate to Western history. Whereas mrmamg lies close to
the Hegelian and fortiori the Marxian conception of history as coming
to a higher stage that leaves the preceding sthgemd, twisting or
getting-over is supposed to initially indicate drettype of thinking of
history, namely, history as the history of beinp the destiny of being
there is never a mere sequence: now set-up, thdd aad thing, but in
each case a passing-by and simultaneity of thg aad the late® But
not only that. ‘getting-over’ signifies above alhdxa distancing in
thinking from Western ways of thinking that are lived aattmal’ and
without alternative which would allow a ‘twistingefe’ from an all too
close entwinement, and hence enable the histosigdl itself to shape

! G. vattimo ‘Nihilismus und Postmoderne in der Psdphie’ in G. VatimdDas
Ende der Moderndranslated from the Italian and edited by R. CemuPhilipp
Reclam jun., Stuttgart 1990.

2 M. Heidegger ‘A Letter to a Young Student’ (HartnBuchner) invortrage und
AufsatzeLectures and Articles) Neske Verlag, Pfullingdr985 p. 177.
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up and show itself differently, in a different ca$toeing. The difference
twisting/overcoming will provide a second quidingpréad in the
following.



2. Heidegger’s Relationship to Marx

Heidegger engaged with Marx most extensively, i ghisputation can
at all be described as extensive, in lbester on ‘Humanism{1946), at
about the same time as he writes his texts ongbenee of technology.
The overarching problematic of thetter on ‘Humanismis the home
of the human essencklénschenweseimereafter: human being) and the
homelessness of human beings in our epoch. Huméinsnly become
human, according to Heidegger, in a relationshifpp¢ong founded by
thinkers and poets; only through language as tloeisé of being” can
human beings find their essence. In contrast t® tbnception of the
humanity of humans, Heidegger cites for one, theris@iin
determination of human being as a “child of Gbdhd for another, the
Marxian determination of the human as a social dyemnspecies-being
with “natural needs” which should be “equally prded for” “in
‘society” (ibid.). This early Marxian determination of human beiag
the first one cited by Heidegger in theetter on ‘Humanism’
presumably because he wrote the letter in repletm Beaufret, who in
turn had been unsettled and moved by Sartre’s esipba Marxism as
a humanism to question the validity of the titleiimanism’ and to ask
what humanism — at that time a still highly respekctitle — could
have to do with Heidegger’s thinking of being.

In his reply to Beaufret, Heidegger maintains thdarx’s humanism
does not require any recourse to antiquity” (p.)3#8statement which,
in view of Marx’s proximity to Aristotle and espedly to Aristotle’s
Politics must seem questionable. What does “recourse tiguagt
mean for Heidegger? When Marx determines the huasam social
being, he is of course standing firmly in the Astsiean tradition which
couples the{wov moArtikédy intimately with thelmov Adyov Exov
(Pol. 1253a). The idea that the fulfilment of nestlsuld constitute the
telog of themdAig is also a conception that goes back to Aristatie a

3 M. HeideggeBrief iiber den ‘Humanismu#: WegmarkerKlostermann,
Frankfurt/M.21978 p. 317.
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Plato. With his determination of communist sociasya society in which
human needs are acknowledged and their satisfasgonred, Marx
shows himself to be a thinker who pushes the détatron of human
being to the limit and to its consummation. Theedboited statement by
Heidegger could perhaps be interpreted as sayiraf, tn his
determination of human being, Marx simply continubke ancient
tradition without giving it any further twist, i.e¢hat he adopts this
tradition without questioning it. In this case, hewer, Marx would
indeed, in comparison with the Christian determarabf human being,
make recourse to antiquity by separating human godnom the
Christian god and falling back on the ancient ‘pag#etermination of
the human as needy. This recourse differs of couose the humanism
of a “Winckelmann, Goethe and Schiller” (p.318),igthin its return to
antiquity conceivebumanitasasvirtus andrnodéio and thus leads to a
renaissance of Hellenism. But perhaps Marx’s retarantiquity is all
the more profound because it is unquestioning. hheidegger singles
out this Marxian determination of human being asdrkaving, it must
still be clarified to what extent this emphasis Ieets and possibly
suppresses or distorts the view of other accemtstin Marxian
discourse, particularly in the late writings.

Marx’s name crops up for a third and last timehe tniddle of the
Letter on ‘Humanismivhere Heidegger speaks of the “homelessness of
modern humans” (p. 336) and the *“overcoming of Hessmess”
(p. 335). The fact that at this point Heideggekdadf an “overcoming”
(Uberwindung as distinct from a getting-over or twistinggrwindung
must arouse our attention. The “desolation of tleendp of beings”
(p. 335) is to be overcome in a homecoming of huimaing in which
humans, released from subjectivity, become “shejshesf being”
(p. 338). Later on we will come back to Heideggerislerstanding of
overcoming and getting-over, especially since imsdexts he distances
himself from overcoming as a metaphysical figureec&8ise of his
insight into the “alienation of humans” (p. 336) ialln however, he
purportedly “recognized on the basis of Hegdlid.), Marx is praised
by Heidegger because “by experiencing alienati@ydaches into an
essential dimension of history’ib{d.). Only the experience of this
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“essential dimension of history” can enable “a prcidve dialogue with
Marxism” (ibid.). At this point, Heidegger seeks a nearness toxMar
which however is strongly mediated by HegePfienomenology of
Spirit. (p. 337) Does Heidegger take this “productivdatjae” further
or does he leave it to others to do so? Are theiserremarks on the
pages in théetter on ‘Humanismfollowing this comment already to be
taken as this “productive dialogue” and thus iregan way as getting
this dialogue over and done with, or at least akisty out the
fundamental relation of the thinking of being to¥iam?

Heidegger points out that Marxist materialism i$ twobe understood
as the vulgar assertion that “everything is onlytera (p. 337) but as a
metaphysical determination “according to whichbaings appear as the
material for labour”. (p.337) This modern (i.e. spoedieval)
determination of the essence of labour, accordmdd¢éidegger, was
“thought through beforehand [in HegePhenomenology of Spifias
the process of unconditional production settinglitsp, that is, as the
objectification of the real by human being expecish as subjectivity.”
(ibid.) Did Marx simply adopt the determination of beings the
material of labour from Hegel? Is Marx’'s conceptadenation to be
equated with an Hegelian conception or does itunhel a further
significant twist? Does Marx’s concept of alienatistay the same from
the early writings through to the late writings? e8othe concept of
alienation play an important role in the late wgfs; does it play a role
at all? Does the thinking of the young Marx irreably set the course
with respect to fundamental questions concerningdrubeing also for
his later writings on the critigue of political ewamy, or does his
thinking go through essential modifications in domfrontation with the
essence of capital? Does Marx stick to his humateseérmination of
human being; do humans remain “species-beings” Hion in the
writings on the critique of political economy? He occasion for the
Letter has a lot to do with the influence of Marxism irakce after the
Second World War, why does the word ‘capital’ npp@ar anywhere in
the Letter on ‘Humanismgiven that this word, after all, is a principal
word in Marxian thinking andCapital is Marx’s opus magnum? Why
does Heidegger's commentary restrict itself to seeohd labour?
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Althusser’s intervention in France in the 1960s -hichi was directed
not least of all against the humanist-existentiddarxism of Sartre —
in which he insisted on a break in Marx’s thinkibgtween the early
writings (before 1845) — especially th&conomic-philosophical
Manuscripts from 1844— and the late writings (from 1857 onward),
should make us prick up our ears and listen to ideather Heidegger
undertook an extremely restricted and thereforeftardntiated reading
of Marxian texts in which Marx appears exclusivaly humanist. Can
the author ofCapital also be understood as a humanist? What is the
situation with regard to th&erman ldeology written together with
Engels in 1846, in which Marx settled accounts wibuerbach'’s
humanistphilosophy? The late Marx no longer conceives ofman
being anthropologically as a species-being, but tohaally-
materialistically as the bearer of definite histatly given relations of
production, as a being that produces its life undefinite social
relations. The term species-being disappears flontéxts of the late
Marx.

Admittedly, Heidegger is not wrong in discerningnifan being in
Marx as a labouring, producing essence, but theulabg human does
not have to be understood humanistically in thesseari thevlanuscripts
from 1844as an alienated natural being. The late Marx lhasi@ more
distanced, even ironical relationship to any aféitive positing of
human being. “Let us, for a change, finally imagare association of
free people...” Capital Vol. I; MEW23:92). Moreover, the late Marx
does not criticize capitalism against the foil ofatural species-being —
he does not lament any fall from some sort of rahtstate of grace —
but with respect to a casting of human being whehconceives as
being historically on the make in capitalism, am@s as an historical
possibility, a possibility which, to be on the safiele, should not be
restricted to Marx’s own time.

It is significant at this point that Heidegger hamere he speaks of a
productive dialogue with Marxism, immediately ssatalking about the
essence of technology as “unconditional productidihe essence of
materialism is concealed in the essence of teclggdlo(p. 337)
Heidegger wants to locate, and indeed subsume BtarMnderneath the
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standpoint of his thinking of the essence of tebbgy as a “destiny of
the history of being”. The fact that in modernity/l@eings appear as the
material for labour is to be traced back to tecbggland finally to
t€xvn as a way in which “beings are revealeddid.). In this way,
Marxian materialism is to be given its well-consilé metaphysical
location. Marxism resonates further in thetter on ‘Humanismwith
the words “communism” (p. 337), “internationalisn{p. 337) and
“collectivism” (p. 338) in which “an elementary exjence” (p. 337),
namely the experience of the way of revealing oflera technology in
“unconditional production” “is world-historical” iljid.). Marxism is
however, according to Heidegger, caught within thetaphysics of
subjectivity and even the unification and uniforatian of humanity in
an internationalism and collectivism would only meathe
“unconditional self-assertion” of the “subjectivitgf humanity as a
totality” (p. 338). Insofar, the “essential homalesss of humanity”
cannot even be experienced in Marxism, let aloneramme, for this
would require a distancing experience from and stimg-free from
subjectivity that can only happen when humans coonexperience
themselves as the “ek-sisting counter-throw [olt}jet being” (p. 337)
instead of asanimal rationale From the standpoint of their status as
subject, humans become the “counter-throw”, theedbjof being:
thrown by being into the “poverty of the shephergh. 338). The
shepherd is for Heidegger the appropriate contrgsimage to the
labouring, productive human.

In Heidegger’s eyes, Marxism does embody an esdexperience of
the homelessness of human being in modernity asalon, but it is not
able to experience the true ground for this alienai the desolation of
beings in their being as such, but instead preadesugself with
gigantomaniac historical castings of an internatipnollective subject.
The points of contact between Marx’'s and Heideggéhinking are
concentrated, from Heidegger’s standpoint, on thestjon concerning
the “essence of technology” (p. 337), to which Msmx contributes
insights into the totality of beings as material flabour and into
“unconditional production, that is, objectificatiar the real by human
being experienced as subjectivity” (p. 337). Thesgghts, however,



14 Capital and Technology: Marx and Heidegger © MiehEldred

are, according to Heidegger, essentially misredagrs insofar as Marx
does not experience the truth of being; the alienabf modern
humanity is experienced — basically from an Hegebtandpoint, and
this is the experience of an “essential dimensibhistory” (p.336) —
but the experience remains captive to the metaphysi subjectivity.
The praise that “the Marxist view of history is sdpr to the rest of
historiography” (p.336) is thus considerably ditlite

It is striking that Heidegger makes his assessmieltarxian thinking
on the one hand on the basis of a — probably somewhrsory —
acquaintance with the early writings and, on theenton the basis of
the historico-political experiences of the soctaismmunist
movements which he himself lived through. The tvaggs in the_etter
on ‘Humanism’on which he locates Marxism metaphysically seem fa
removed from initiating “a productive dialogue witdarxism”, but
seem to be borne rather by an effort to wrap up dralogue swiftly by
means of the diagnosis ‘desolation of beings inr theing’. Factually,
Heidegger did not enter into this dialogue as #cati discourse even
later on.

For this reason, it falls to us to ask whether Meax be subsumed
metaphysically completely beneath an Hegelian gtaimdd and whether
in the experience of alienation Marx left behindheat writings that
penetrate more deeply into its essential groundsial a way that other
dimensions come to light that Heidegger did notehavview. Not only
are Heidegger’'s dealings with Marx very concisghaiit the extended
written discourse which otherwise characterizes digputations with
thinkers in the Western tradition, but they rev@alious enormous gaps
insofar as only the topics of humans as labouredsdad alienation are
dealt with, and that only cursorily.

Since theletter on ‘Humanismdiscusses Marxism with regard to
alienation and positions this motif before the Hegebackground of
the Phenomenology of Spirit does not seem unjustified to suppose that
Heidegger mainly read the section on alienated uabo the 1844
Economic-philosophical Manuscriptblis formulations in thé.etter on
‘Humanism’ represent an extremely compressed selection fias t
section, whereby it would not be uninteresting hwestigate how
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Heidegger made his selection for a reading. Theaoinof alienation in
Marx appears to merely provide Heidegger with a towrehis own
understanding of alienation, which can be deterthme the basis of the
history of being and not at all Marxistically.

How does Marx think alienation in th&conomic-philosophical
Manuscript® What does Heidegger filter out in the readinghedf text?
What does he emphasize?

Heidegger leads Marxian materialism back to Hegélhe
metaphysical essence of labour in modernity is ghouthrough
beforehand in Hegel'®henomenology of Spirds the self-organizing
process of unconditional producing, that is objeetion of the real by
humans experienced as subjectivity.” (p. 337) Hegadealism is
supposed to have thought through the materialisgrchenation of the
essence of labour. But what does Marx accuse Hefein the
Economic-philosophical ManuscrigsThat he conceives alienation as
the alienation of self-consciousness and not asatiemation of real
people. At this time, Marx is still very stronglynder Feuerbach’s
influence, from whom he takes leave philosophicaly one year later
— cf. the famoud heses on Feuerbaatritten down in 1845. Labour in
Hegel is not the expenditure of real human esdeiatiees but abstract
spiritual-intellectual labour: “The only labour thEegel knows about
and recognizes iabstract spiritual labour (MEW Erg. Bd.1 p. 574)
The Phenomenologyis a movement of self-consciousness; the
externalization of self-consciousness in the objagt of nature is
overcome in knowledge, more precisely, in absokimewledge no
longer relative to, or dependent upon the worldsiolgt as simply given
independently of knowing. “Knowledge is its [cormesness’s] sole
objective comportment.”igid. p. 580) (The Heidegger ddeing and
Time would agree with this Marxian objection.) The otiess of the
object outside itself is sublated in a knowledgat tmows that it “idy
itself in its other-being as sutljibid. italics i.0. p. 580). Marx repeats
this formulation four times within a few lines af he wanted to
underscore for himself how Hegel sublates the eainttion of the
externality of the object in a movement of thinkisgrit. Such a labour
of spirited mind in the movement of sublation innting is still far
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removed from defining “all beings as the materidbbour” (LH p. 337)
or “thinking through beforehand” labour as “uncdmahal producing”
(ibid.). Rather, it is the case with Hegel that he thiaKsbeings as
permeated by thinking spirit, as knowable in absoknowledge and
“sets human being = self-consciousness” (EPM p).5Réality is thus
left by Hegel the way it is; all beings, whetheb# law, religion, art,
nature, are retracted into philosophy in an esakntiChristian
movement of reconciliation with outside reality asone with spirited
mind. Idealist philosophy is thus counterposed as iHusory
overcoming of alienation, as an overcoming in pilmeking, to “true
humanism” which Marx still proposes in tlE&conomic-philosophical
Manuscripts

The critique of Hegelian dialectics constitutesyale final section of
the Economic-philosophical Manuscript$he first sections are headed
by titles from political economy: wages, profit capital, ground-rent.
Only after these does the section, entitled bydtikors of the Marx-
Engels Werke: “Alienated Labour”, follow. How doddarx think
alienation? In contrast to Hegel, it is not an radigon of self-
consciousness but of the labouring labourer. Thedymst of the
labourers’ labour as well as the objective condgiof their producing
stand over against them as alien. They are the pheperty of an alien
person: the capitalist. Private property, capiehded property, money
are some of the titles of these alien beings conifng the labourers. It is
the class domination of the capitalists over tH@olaers which Marx
ultimately attacks and which would be abolisheccammunism. With
his comments in theetter on ‘HumanismHeidegger circumnavigates
all these highly political rubrics, as if they wemghilosophically
unworthy of discussion. His reference to communisralso made in a
way that distances him from it: “One may assumeouar positions vis-
a-vis the teachings of communism and their groumpdin(p. 337). It is
not the alienness of object that is alien by virtdiets mere objectivity
which would have to be overcome in a movement bfating thinking,
but the alienness of alien private property whiayuld not have to strip
off its objectivity at all but be transmuted intollective property.
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Why is this difference that separates Marx from élddke a chasm
irrelevant for Heidegger? Why does he regard is@serfluous to call
capital, private property, money, etc. by their eafh Why is the
economic dimension consistently blotted out? Ats tlpoint it is
absolutely necessary to keep psychological exptamagt bay. The first
point to be kept in mind is that for Heidegger “tlessence of
materialism is concealed in the essence of techgbdlp. 337) and that
for the thinking of the essence of technology —kiaking that is located
in the truth of being —, the economic dimensionrislevant, perhaps
too ‘ontic’. Not only is the economic dimensionegjedly irrelevant, it is
moreover invisible as phenomenality for the detaation of the
essence of technology in Heidegger’s thinking, @tleo much so, that
Heidegger does not even see any reason to cordoomiomic issues or
to explicitly demarcate a distance from them.

In order to grasp the “process of unconditionaldpi@ng” (p. 337), it
IS not certain whether the observation that “alings appear as the
material of labour” ipid.) suffices. Since in capitalism, even labour
becomes the object of capital and everything besoan@otential and
factual object of its movement, it could turn obat all beings rather
become the object of capital (which would alreadi/the subjectivity of
human being into question). Then it would be a enatf determining
the essence aofapital, which of course does not exclude that capital
could be traced back to labour — to be sure, uad#gfinite, particular
determination, a definite, special “form-determyiacSuch a question,
however, could not be developed further on thelleta critical reading
of the early Marx since in theconomic-philosophical Manuscrip&nd
even in theTheses on Feuerbaand theGerman ldeologyhere is still
not a trace of the concept of value to be foundy@me value concept
— a concept of value which is not simply taken ofrem the political
economy of an Adam Smith or a Ricardo, but whicldargoes a
fundamental deepening and transformation and ghagnd- will put
Marx in the position to bring bourgeois-capitaistiety to its concept.

4 (14.07.2014) If you expect a critical engagemerthwie blatant lacunae in
Heidegger’s treatment of Marx’s thinking from tleee later Heidegger-
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In 1844 Marx can only state that capital is coymeed to the labourers
as an alien power; he cannot yet grasp capitaltsnumcanniness
(Unheimlichkeit t©© dgwov) —a concept better known from a
Heideggerian context.

Different concepts of alienation are at play in Mand Heidegger:
For Mar, it is labour that is alienated becauss gubjected to an alien
power, capital, and which is supposed to be lileerdtom this power.
For Heidegger, it is not labour subjugated to @phtat is alienated and
which is supposed to become free, self-determiabdur, but labour
itself, independently of its subjection to capitalalienated as a free-for-
all that, inspired by an absolute will to produetigower, drags beings
pro-ductively out into the open, oblivious to thb&ing. “Humankind is
not the master of beings. Humankind is the shepbkleing.” (p. 338)
Humans are not supposed to become the genuinedtod) subject of
their labour, but they are supposed to “step backiecome the ‘proper
object’, the “counter-throw of beingil(d.).

influenced authors who strive in their thinkingctatically deepen the
relationship between Heidegger and Marx — such@sgd§ Axeloginfiihrung
in ein kiinftiges Denken: Uber Marx und Heideghiggmeyer Verlag, Tiibingen
1966 [English transl.: Kostas Axel@n Marx and Heidegger: Introduction to
the Thought of the Fututeenneth Mills (transl.), Stuart Elden (ed.), Meson
Press (http://projects.digital-cultures.net/mesoesg/), Lineburg 2014] and
Ekkehard Frantzkber mil3verstandene Marx: Seine metaphysisch-ongibg
GrundstellungNeske Verlag, Pfullingen 1978 —, you will be dipapted.
These authors fail to problematize with a singleduddeidegger’s basic
estimation and locating of Marx’s thinking comirrgrin theEconomic-
philosophical Manuscriptand an Hegelian conceptual determination of labour
They do not pose any of the many questions putignsubsection — in
particular, the question concernimglueas fundamental phenomenon and
concept of a society sociated by money and cafitedy thus go along with
Heidegger’'s subsuming Marx’s thinking-through opital under his own one-
sided productivist determination of technique ® déxclusion of phenomena of
estimatingnterplay. Cf. also my critique of Heinz Dieter Kittsteingit Marx

fur Heidegger - Mit Heidegger fur Maiink Verlag, Munich 2004 (
http://www.arte-fact.org/ktstmxhd.html ).



3. The Historical Materialism of the

German | deology

In the period 1845-46, Marx and Engels settle astoin theGerman
Ideologywith the idealism of the left-Hegelians and foratel for the
first time the conception of history which will makhem famous as the
founders of Historical Materialism. What type ohding of this text is
still possible today after the collapse of the 8bwnion following the
events of 19897 After the collapse of ‘real-exigtsocialism’ in Europe
it could easily appear as if Marx were ‘refutedr fonce and for all,
depotentiated as a thinker who had something ttribote to European
and nascent planetary history. It is certain tleatain readings of Marx
have been exhausted, certain ways of bending Xis te suit historical
situations, to make them consonant with them inoaenor less violent,
or a more or less insightful way. The coupling o&xs thinking with
certain state powers, and especially its situaitiothe political domain
with all its bone-headed prejudices that blot dwughtfulness, have
made access to a thought-ful dialogue with hirmitdly more difficult
and also put coarse distortions and simplificatiam® circulation.
Thinking is then determined by political prejudigasher than the latter
being made questionable by thinking. Without doubt.

It will take some effort to ease Marx out of thea@muatic, foregone
entanglement with totalitarian social systems aretenieftist political
convictions. Is Marx necessarily an authoritariaimker? Is his way of
thinking hopelessly outmoded, stifled with the 8héss of the
nineteenth century, so that it can only be bormgetad him today? Is
Marx purely the ‘political thinker of the explotian of the working
class by capital and its prospective historicakrdtion from such
exploitation? Or does the collapse of Eastern Eemap Socialism
signify a possible liberation for Marx from a bratikg with politics so
that he could be read from a greatphilosophical distance? The
establishment of Marx’s status as a ‘critical sbs@entist’ rather than
as a philosophical thinker has made it impossibleetnove the dumb
polarizing lenses of left politics.
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In formulating their Historical Materialist concegt of history, Marx
and Engels look back into history as well as inbte future. The
retrospective view is directed toward the main etaig Western history.
Four forms of European society are roughly outlingatriarchal tribes,
the city of antiquity, feudalism, bourgeois socjelye last of which is
supposed to go through a transition to a commoisiety in the future.
The starting-point for this movement of historyahgh its great epochs
Is taken to be the life process “of real living iWiduals themselves”
(MEWS3:27). In this way, the idealist way of viewimngset “on its feet”:
“Consciousness does not determine life, but lifetexmsines
consciousness.’il{id.) “Consciousness can never be anything else than
conscious being, and the being of humans is thesl life process.”
(ibid. 26) The being of humans, their real life is talkenstarting-point
for viewing history. “What constitutes life abovédl & eating and
drinking, having a place to live, clothes and salvether things.” ipid.
28) (The “several other things”, especially todeguld easily prove to
be interminable.) The approach possesses the bilaysiof self-
evidence (which can also be transferred to a caaigalist politics).
What is needed “above all” for living should alsns as the basis and
precondition for the theory of history. What congdgs life are needs.
Bread, for instance. They impel humans to produkeirt lives.
Neediness and producing are coupled in human beihigh is grasped
from the standpoint oflife —as life process. Production and
consumption are only opposite sides of the same. ¢duman being is
cast essentially as needy, producing being.

The founders of Historical Materialism repeat a eihonoured
gesture of metaphysics when they grant humangiaglisshing feature,
their differentia specificavis-a-vis the animals: “They themselves start
to distinguishthemselves from animals as soon as they ptacducing
their means of life.” ipid. 21, first emphasis mine, ME) Humans are
bringers-forth; through their activity, they guideeans of life into
presence; they are poietic beings, which is noty adntingently a
principal word in Aristotelean philosophy. It tha®es not suffice to
assert that humans produce their own lives; theynat simply needy
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producers, if they are not to be equated with alsipfar animals too are
driven by ‘needs’ and ‘produce’ their way of living

Later on in Marx as well, it will be no differentithy the determination
of human being; the same metaphysical gesture ballrepeated in
Capital, at the start of the fifth chapter on the labowrcess:

What howevedistinguisheghe worst builder from the best bee is that he has
built the cell in his head before he builds it imww At the end of the labour
process a result comes about that at its beginaingady existed in the
labourer’s imagination, that already existed idea(MEW23:193 emphasis
mine, ME)
Here, a further — essential — determination of pidg is addressed:
Humans — even as labourers — are imaginative, l'idesings. They
first imagine or ideate what is to be brought forth; they alreadge
“ideally” what is to be produced, i.e. its ‘sighlumans have ideas, and
that to such an extent that their producing ishe first place and
essentially an imagining of sights, of ideas. Amdgeneral, in the
context of considering language, Marx and Engedsraghat, in contrast
to animals, humans comport themselves in formsteicourses such:
“animals do not ‘comport’ themselves toward anythand they do not
‘comport’ themselves at all. For animals, theiat@nships to others do
not exist as relationships.” (MEW3:30) Humans elpwe their
relationshipsas relationships which at another place — in Heidegge
has been designated as the “as-structiBeing and Tim& 32).

And in this point, Marx and Engels do not distirgjuthemselves very
much, not essentially, from what Plato and Arigtaay metaphysically
about producing: Humans see the ideas; they am@sexto the being of
beings, and when producing, theigyvn is oriented teleo-logically
toward this ideated being of what is to be produd&tien they invert
German idealism, Marx and Engels therefore rematessarily within
the same, at the same pivotal point of a concemifgoroducing which
is of Platonic origin, or what is the same thing: Despite theatenialist
starting-point with the life process, they impligipposit human being
metaphysically as being exposed to the being ofdseibeingsas such
are accessible to the humarvoyf (soul, psyche) in ideas; beings are
openas suchto human view. Even the idealism of a Plato prdsdeom
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material life insofar as the openness of the As da@empletely banal
origin in everyday producing. Historical Materiafisperhaps reminds
idealism (which is based on a certain interpretatiof Platonic

philosophy) of its modest origins in everyday, prodg life, at the

location whence it begins the ascent into the heigli the ideas. In
truth, the ideas are close to home, woven intoféieic of quotidian

human life.

Thus, when Marx and Engels postulate that beingerdehes
consciousness and try to tie this down to prodyangrcle immediately
arises, for the power of ideation itself, beingeatd see the ideal image
of what is to be produced, is, as consciousnesssaantial component
of material producing itself. Practical dealingghwmaterial is always
already ideal, ideating, a setting into an image igea, the seeing of a
sight, a ‘sight-seeing’. The attempt to demarcatmaerialism from
idealism by positing material, producing life as thasis for all ideating,
for all ideologies, immediately proves itself toibéected by an idealism
insofar as ‘being’ or ‘life’ always already inclusl@ ‘consciousness’ or
an ‘understanding of being’, i.e. a world ideagstsuch. The difference
IS not possible in a pure form; it cannot be cartierough cleanly, but
results in a circle. This circle does not have éadgarded as disturbing
or as a refutation. It only has to be entered ‘prbp — as Heidegger
shows inBeing and TimeHistorical materialists who ‘think’ they deal
with the naked ‘facts’ of history in social theang blindly overlook
that any fact, no matter how brute, always presesedf as such, i.eas
anideafor human understanding.

Marx and Engels want to posit “real life” as tharshg-point for a
view of European history and, in doing so, to deraty life from
ideation and thinking, from ideologies which assuameautonomous
form “in the language of politics, laws, moralitgligion, metaphysics,
etc. of a people” (MEW3:26). They emphasize ondbetrary that “the
production of ideas, imagination [Vorstellungenjpnsciousness is
initially immediately interwoven with the materiactivity and the
material intercourse of humans, language of rdal”li(ibid.) This
“language”, “direct secretion of their material goontment” (bid.) is
supposed to serve Marx and Engels as starting-pdinproductive
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activity cannot be entirely separated from imagination, then
“imagination, thinking, the intellectual intercoer®f humans” ipid.)
should at least remain restricted to the immedistmain of material
life. The phenomena of quotidian, productive life & be first brought
into view, for only they provide a well-founded poiof orientation for
thinking. This ‘materialist’ starting-point could eb understood as
meaning that humans are always already in the wamidl do not first
gain access to it through the filter of the imagjmas/representations in
consciousness, with the difference that Marx angelsndemarcate this
being-in-the-world as “being” or “life” or the “ré@rocess of life” from
“consciousness” and “ideologyibid.) and thus attempt to tear apart the
inseparable unity of being and being-aware (comstriess, or better
still: understanding of being) in being-in-the-wabrl

Marx and Engels thus start with “real living indivials” and view
material life as a unity of “productive forces” affdrms of intercourse”
(MEWS3:38). They are especially interested in boargeociety, but the
materialist conception of history can be appliedalioearlier forms of
European society and even non-European forms aktyoalthough
Marx and Engels only comprehend these societi@gr an extension
of insights which they have gained on the basi€wfopean history.
They want to use the analysis of material producée the basis for an
explanation of phenomena of the “superstructure’E\WL3:8 and
MEWS3:36). They set about conceiving the analysistha& “mode of
production” and

the form of intercourse associated with this motieroduction and produced
by it, that is bourgeois society at its variougeta as the basis of all of history
and presenting it in its action as state as we#xadaining the entire gamut of
theoretical products and forms of consciousnesgjor, philosophy, morality,
etc. etc. from it and following their emergencenfrthem, where of course, the
matter can then be presented in its totality (duedefore also the interaction of
these various facets on each other). (MEW3:37f).

With the reference to “interaction” (which Althusséorrowing a
psychoanalytic term, called “overdetermination”)ai and Engels have
stepped into the hermeneutic circle. At the samee tithey want to
“present” the “totality”. And they want to presetiie totality in its
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historical brittleness, its revolutionability. Tineiview of earlier
transitions from one form of society to anothesupposed to make the
transition from the bourgeois form of society tac@mmunist society
todayvisible and intelligible, whereby the today canrbstricted neither
to the nineteenth nor the twentieth century. Theotori for these
transitions is always constituted by the contradctbetween the
productive forces and the “relations of productid@n the Critique...
MEW13:9) which are still called “form of interco@sin the German
Ideology

Thus, according to our view, all the collisionshistory have their origin in the

contradiction between the productive forces and fibben of intercourse.

(MEW3:73)
It is real people with their powers, abilities aoither potentials which,
together with the means of production, the techgielsy constitute the
productive forces of a society. In bourgeois sg@gi¢towever, these
productive potentials come up against the “fettek’the relations of
private property within which people have intercsiand dealings with
one another, so that these private property relati@mve to be abolished.
Only much later, irCapital and other of his writings on the critique of
political economy, will Marx come to conceive prigaproperty
relations as the form of appearance on the “sufifaicbourgeois society
of deeper-lyingvalue-formrelations. In “large-scale industry”, there is
said to be a “contradiction between the instrun@nproduction and
private property” (MEW3:66). This contradiction aitts its dynamics
from the confrontation with the ever-expanding aemkr-deepening
world market which confronts the individuals, thedividual capitals,
the countries and the states as an alien powesaaithes everything
away into its commercial happenings, into a netwatk mutual
dependency. Marx and Engels emphasize a causatib@tprocess of
immiseration which makes the life of proletariansinbearable”
(MEW3:60) so that they

have to appropriate the existing totality of praeforces, not only to achieve
their self-activation but to be able to securertbgistence at all. (MEW3:67)

For:
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In the development of the productive forces themaes a stage at which forces

of production and means of intercourse are calbeth fwhich only cause havoc

under existing relations, which are no longer feroé production but forces of

destruction (machinery and money). (MEW3:69 cf. 60)
For the individuals, the proletariams their needinessit is always a
matter of the appropriation of alien powers, whetlieey be the
productive forces or the world market. Whabigtside their controis
supposed to be broughinder the control of the in some way
collectivized individuals. Contingency constitutee counterpole to this
control, which is embodied above all in the worldrket and money.
“With money, every form of intercourse and intensmuitself is posited
as contingent for the individuals.” (MEW3:66) Thentingency of
money is coupled with the contingency of privategarty in general,
which is subject to the “illusion” “as if privateqperty itself were based
on purely private will, on the arbitrary dispositiover things” ipid. 63)
so that the juridical illusion can arise that “fewvery code it is
completely contingent that individuals enter intglations with one
another, e.g. contractsib{d. 64), relations “which one can enter or not
enter on a whim and whose content is based conhplete the
individual caprice of the contracting partnerdid.) Against the all-
pervading contingency in bourgeois society, commsiusociety posits a
plan; there is talk of “naturally growing” (naturelisig) societies,
including bourgeois society, which do not conscipugollectively
control their processes. “Natural growth” is couptesed to conscious
control; only in communist society will it becomegsible to eliminate
the alienation of autonomous, natural, contingdates of affairs. In
bourgeois society, society’s own social activityfronts it as “a reified
power over us that grows out of our control, cresser expectations,
nullifies our calculations”ibid. 33). Conscious control is supposed to
make it possible that “our expectations” are fldfil that “our
calculations” work out. The natural growth of sagievould thus be
overcome, sublated into calculability and planaaeurity of existence.

Natural growth can be understood as a translatiegheoGreekhooic,
whose opposite term msoinoclg. Bringing-oneself-forth is opposed to
producing, bringing another being forth. Naturabwth is encountered
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in bourgeois society however not only as naturé,fiost and foremost
and essentially as the alienated social activitgamfiety itself. Nature as
such, by contrast, has long since been brought rutiae control of
humans and can be calculated precisely on the basiatural scientific
knowledge and technology; it has largely forfeitesduncanny power in
the course of advancing modern technological deweénts that allow
humans to intrude more and more deeply into natuitenately, nature
itself can be produced; what brings itself forterircan be brought forth
according to plan. Bourgeois society as a totaditgial life itself, on the
contrary, is for Marx and Engels ifhe German Ideologperversely
dvo1g-like, it is morepvoic-like than nature itself. The world market is
the modern self-upsurgence, it is not poietic briggorth but a wild,
opaque happening infected with contingency. Thiswgesurgence of
the world market and the social process as a wimlsupposed,
however, in communism, to be transmuted into a @onsly controlled
bringing-forth. With this, the consummate historigaerfection of
human poietic comportment would be initiated. Hdog,the moment,
the issue is not whether this perfection is feasillhether it could be
realized in world history and how high its ‘pric&buld be — even the
consideration, whether society would gain in ‘freexd or lose it is a
mode of calculating thinking — but rather, attentis focused here on
fundamental concepts of metaphysics that allow ghclughts to be
formulated with a self-evidence that addresses appeals to the
modern cast of human being.

Some of these fundamental concepts have alreadyri@redpOo1ig,
TOlNo1g, consciousness, nature (natural growth). Theset nes
supplemented by necessityvpivkaiov), contingency ¢guupepnkoc),
need gpnoic), force or potential Jovapuig), freedom €Aevbepiar).
They entertain intimate relations with each othAdre question is how
Marx casts human being, cast of course not simplyhe sense of a
‘theory’ that has been thought-up, but as the agHilown of something
sent by history that becomes gradually visible tbiaker’'s mind. This
casting circles about socialized human freedom Bas hastorical
possibility. When Marx and Engels talk about “fedtehaving to be
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thrown off in the transition to a communist socjétyis transition has to
be understood as the realization of a higher freedbhuman being, as
the liberation of an enslaved element from chdtas.Marx and Engels,
humans are needy beings who produce what they tedde —
production is simultaneously production of the gmr&ditions for the
satisfaction of needs. Human being cast as neadpeaatisfied.

Production, however, is the expenditure of a fotlee,realization of a
potential. Insofar as humans constitute the camgpktarting-point for
a movement that brings forth means of life, they arpower, a force
(dvvauig), more precisely, a productive force. How powetfuimans
are as producers of course depends on which mdgm®dauction are
employed, which in turn determine the character taedproductivity of
the labour process. Humans are productive not gimplexpending
bodily force, but essentially iknowing howto produce. They know how
to produce means of life, and the productivityaddur, the expenditure
of their labour-power, depends decisively on praodec know-how.
Production is control of a process of bringing{iorhade possible by
technical knowledge. Humans as producers contral @ominate a
bringing-forth, they control the process of a bewogning into presence.
This means above all that humans are able to caatteontingency or
hold it at bay, i.e. exclude what could deflect ffr@eduction process
from thetélog (end) of the intended product. Human productivergro
Is domination over the presence of unintended ngeticy by holding it
off in absence. Contingency is what cuts acrossrandks up what is
intended, foreseen and planned. Production thuayalwmplies also an
overcoming of and domination over contingency higgation by a will
to productive power.

According to Marx and Engels, human freedom cosdisthumans
developing the forces of production to satisfy thaeeds and in
disposing freely — as (socially collectivized) sedd} as underlying sub-
stratum — of these, their productive forces. Freedothus located in a
controlled, planned being-able-to-produce. Evenghihat hinders the
forces of production or prevents free dispositiwarahem to this extent
injures and impairs human freedom.
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In the modern bourgeois epoch, as Marx and Enggitdgly observe,
the productive forces under the leadership of ‘dasgale industry” and
the technological effects of the sciences havenressrmously, indeed
immeasurably. They have increasingly become coliectorganized,
social forces. The increase in productive forcessgwand in hand with a
progressive division of labour and with the devebept of world
intercourse, in which the mutual dependency of gheducers grows
strongly, even to the point that production becomesatter of a global
economy in its mutual interrelationships and inégehdencies. Humans
as producers have progressed to become world pEogjuthey have
become the masters of immeasurable productive Sastrewn over the
globe and linked with each other in a network afduction. Humans
have become universal, world-encompassing prodaretshus masters
of the world. The individual cannot be viewed asducer, but only the
total producer of world society, for only in thisorldwide interlinking
are humans today producers at all. What people tzeeover their daily
needs comes fromll over the world, from the North Pole to the South
Pole. And every producing activity is only possible directly or
indirectly — as activity for the intermeshed wonidirket.

But, according to Marx and Engels, humans as wortatucers today
are not yet free; they do not yet freely dispos¢hef productive forces
that have already been developed and already eMattery over
universal production is not yet complete becauseetlis no underlying
collective social subject that could exercise fne® disposition. In the
German ldeologyMarx and Engels detect this “fetter” on the prciite
forces in the form of private property. The indivad producers are not
socialized and sociatexbs producers but onlgs citizens of state, in the
‘superstructure’. Moreover, disposition over thequctive forces is for
the greatest part in the hand of the capitalisto,wby apparently
constituting the ruling starting-point for capitare also the ruling
starting-point for the production process. The tmegart of the
population is excluded from exercising control owee means of
production. As a consequence of this, the labouesisive much less of
the social product than the capitalists; the distion of wealth is
extremely unequal. So that people can become theeefore, private
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property must be abolished as a “form of intercetyras a “relation of
production”, i.e. it must be sublated politicallpto directly social
property. The proletariat is a universal class bseadt not only realizes
its own freedom through a revolution, but also thfahe capitalist class,
which is also unfree in bourgeois society insofaritais not a social
subject that has control over the social producteeces as social
forces The productive forces of the world are splinteirdd millions of
dissociated units strewn worldwide which are ordgaxiated with each
other via the market and mediated by rivalrous cetitipn. Instead of
consciously sociated control, contingency holdsysaxzer the products
and thus over the productive forces themselves.arbigrariness of the
world market makes any planning of a subject nodl @oid; subjects do
not control production completely, even thoughsitwithout exception
people (with the aid of ‘natural resources’) whooguce specific
commodities. The world market confronts humansnaali@an power.

Social power, i.e. multiplied productive force, wiiarises through the synergy
of various individuals as a result of the divisiohlabour, appears to these
individuals (because their working-together itsglhot voluntary, but a natural
growth) not as their own, unified power but as &ana violent force standing
outside them about which they do not know whendg @goming and whither it
IS going, that they thus can no longer control #rad, on the contrary, now runs
through an idiosyncratic series of phases and stage development,
independent of the willing and activities of peqgpledeed which even direct
this willing and these activities. (MEW3:34)
This long, compressed and nested sentence bringssantial thought, a
thought about the freedom of human being, into $oclhe world
market is presented here as a “natural” “violemtdt, like a force of
nature, which counters humans and which shouldrbleeb by humans.
The naturalness, thebolg contradicts the free willing of humans as
poiets. A man-made, globalbcig confronts a splintered, parcellized,
dissociatedtoinocic. Because thigolg is man-made, it can, according
to the Marxian conception of history, also be stdulanto a sociated,
socialmoinoig, but only with the historical sublation of the lson of
dissociated individual producing subjects into anownist society. In
the German IdeologMarx and Engels underscore the division of labour
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as an alien power which ties the individuals toirgle, one-sided
activity and thus prevents their all-round develepin and the
cultivation of their productive forces. In lateritamgs on the critique of
political economy, Marx will no longer emphasize tivision of labour
and its sublation, but instead the abstract saeitdin in value or
exchange-valuea concept which still does not play any role e t
German ldeology

The social fetters on the social productive forgesst be eliminated
and thrown off if humans are to become free as @ounsly sociated
producers. Only then will the violent force of coigiency and ‘natural
growth’ be abolished and a total social subjecthef productive forces
step into its place. Only then will a realm of fleen be realized. The
preconditions for this transition to a higher sbéoam are, according to
Marx and Engels at the time of writing tli&erman Ideologyof two
kinds: first, the formation of an overwhelming mass of prodesy
individuals whose conditions of existence are “warhble” (MEW3:34)
and “contingent” (MEW3:77) andsecond the development of the
productive forces to such a degree that the satisfaof needs of the
earth’s entire population is guaranteed. With th@eeonditions it is the
satisfiableneedines®f human being which steps into the foreground as
opposed to the free, socialized disposition over ihoductive forces,
which now appears as a condition of the univeraasfaction of needs.
What Marx and Engels envisage as communism formsingle
structured whole that includes a posited historicadting of human
being itself. With this positing, the future is @lsast. The advent of the
future is thought by Marx and Engels as the alwolitof the bourgeois
form of intercourse, as its sublation into a coogsisociation in which a
collective subject forms its will in some all-encpassing political
manner, and realizes it by means of highly develppmsnsciously
organized and sociated productive forces. From sintp of human
being, history arises; from the lot sent by histaycasting of human
being comes about.

But it would be ahistorical to think that humannmeinecessarily had
to be posited for all time as a powerful, producimgedy, willing,
subject-ive essence.
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What have we gained by these elaborations of MadxEengels’ early
writings? They serve to illumine the background iaga which
Heidegger speaks about alienation, communism, Marxiand
producing. It should have become even clearerHleadegger and Marx
talk about alienation in completely different wayteidegger blots out
this background — the phenomenality of capitalsbremy. For him,
economy reduces to producing, production, the mpieand that
primarily as a mode of unconcealing. In thetter on ‘Humanismtoes
Heidegger not want to go into economic matters iangarticular into
the question of property? Does he simply want ézrstlear of highly
explosive political topics current in his own ddy@ such matters not lie
on the path of the question of being, the only joerghat moves him?
Are the social relations of production for him tlemives a
‘superstructural phenomenon’ viewed from the dedyag ‘basis’ of a
‘fundamental ontology’, i.e. are they a non-origin@henomenon? (It
does not suffice, of course, to refer to the fhett tHeidegger did not
have ‘enough time’ to consider such topics, an axaion which
completely evades the issue for thinking facing Uddeidegger makes
do with laconic remarks and statements in referraglicitly to
Marxism, we have to proceed indirectly and lookhatv Heidegger
deals with economic issues in general. To this iendll be useful to
reread the famous analysis of equipmerBaémg and Time






4. Heidegger’'s Analysis of Production in
Being and Time

In a certain sense, equipment forms a startingtpniBeing and Time
— it is the first kind of being subjected to an ended ontological
analysis after the long expositions of the questibbeing and the task
of a preparatory analysis of Dasein. Heideggeroiscerned with the
being of the beings initially encountered in theri@as the first step in
clarifying the structure of being-in-the-world. Wee initially
encountered beings, practical things, are whattisaad, whose at-
handedness Heidegger endeavours to distinguishrfrera presence-at-
hand. Via equipment he grapples with the ontoldgiedermination of
the worldliness of the world. Everyday manipulatinge and producing
are put at the centre of analysis as ways of takarg-of...

The analysis of equipment is headéd The Analysis of the
Worldliness of the Surrounding World and Worldlmea General,
§ 15. The Being of Beings Encountered in the Sudiowg World The
being of what is first encountered is to be deteadi These are the
‘things’ that the Greeks caflpdiypota. Their being consists in “being-
good-for...” (Um-zu...), (something or other) whiclsomprises
“serviceability, flexibility, applicability, handiess,” (SZ.68) etc. Marx
would call this use-value: things are useful inrgday dealings. For his
part, Heidegger puts producing in the foregroundthe work, what is
to be produced in a specific situation, is whapnsnarily taken care of
and therefore also what is primarily at hand.” @2f) The relationship
to equipment when manipulating, using and produamglways a
relationship to a totality of equipment in a refaral network
(Verweisungszusammenhang) of utility (Nutzungszusamhang). One
piece of equipment refers to the next, and so omati striking is that
Heidegger only talks of producing, of productiordarot of circulation,
although they mutually depend on each other (asxMapounds at
length in the introduction to th@rundrisse). How is circulation to be
understood as a mode of being? Above all in relatm a particular
piece of equipment, a special being encounterediwthe world, does
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something paradoxical become apparent when cironla blanked out:

Money is equipment that does not fit very well irttee analysis of

equipment. What is the being of money? If it is stimng at-hand, then
its essence must lie in being-good-for.... For wéaat money be used,
what is it good for? To buy things. Money is (godd) buying. Can

buying be interpreted as a taking-care-of...? Bgyis useful for, e.g.

taking care of the supply of food; a supply of faesdor meeting daily

nutritional requirements. Meeting daily nutrition@quirements is for
the sake of maintaining Dasein’s standard of livorga certain level,
that is, for the sake of a possibility of its egrste. (Cf. SZ:84) But
buying is a very general taking-care-of..., ifatmains a taking-care-of...
at all, insofar as money is also good for buyingneke more money by
reselling. Money-making and especially making-maor@aey are useful
for something special which cannot be traced badied back to a for-

the-sake-of (Um-willen a possibility of Dasein’sigence) easily and
perhaps not at all.

Can money be produced? Can money take the positithe work, of
what is primarily to be taken care of? If moneymatbe produced, how
can money be made? It has to be earned by selontething else,
whether it be produced commodities, money capitald or labour-
power. Money is something at hand that cannot lmeefiuing directly
produced, but always mediated by some other tagamg-of... or
another producing or an exchange. Its for-what @Wpis, moreover,
universal insofar as it can be used everywher@tochasing vendibles.
A reference to thentire world of commodities is essentially inherent in
money. The world of commodities for its part, hoeevdoes not form a
totality of being-useful-for (Bewandtnisganzheit) the Heideggerian
sense because the members of the commodity wodduaiversal,
equally valid, without a special link between or@menodity and the
next; what a particular commodity is good-for ineushay be quite
definite, but factually it is sold in trade and bews thereby —in
money — abstractly universal. Its price tag isgtslitative equals sign
(=) with every other commodity, independently ofyatontext of use.
The universality which is announced in the — achea or potential —



Ch. 4 Heidegger’'s Analysis of ProductionBeing and Time 35

price of a commodity, to distinguish it from an tegment network”
(Zeugzusammenhang SZ:75), can be calleexahange-value netwark

As vendible and with regard to their vendibilithetcommodity for its
owner is only a means to get money. The owner dsfferent to its
particular being-good-for.... Heidegger talks abitné commodity form
only casually in referring to the “dozen commodifydday it would be
more appropriate to speak of the thousand andomillommodity, i.e.
mass-produced commodity) to mark it off from progutin simple
handicraft states of affairs” (SZ:70). He is oninterested in
demonstrating that the reference to others is aciihg in the mass
commodity, but is only “indefinite”: it “points tarbitrary persons, the
average” (SZ:71). In the reference to others, dméyuse-value being is
addressed, not its exchange-value being, whicligrééemoney. So that
the commodity can become something at hand fangés, it must first
strip off its particular being and be recognizedavarsally in money. It
has to make the transcendental leap from partitplés the abstract
universality of money (value-being) before it caitharaw again into a
domestic at-handness for the end-user. Every contyndes to go
through the eye of the needle of money in ordeadimeve a realization
of its at-handness.

With being-good-for..., it seems to me that onlyf tiae being of the
initially encountered “intraworldly beings” is gged, their being
insofar as they refer to Dasein dissociated fronstmthers in its private
world, and not associated with all others via tharkat-mediation of
money. Every thing is, however, a “value-laden ghi(6Z:68), not only
in the sense addressed at this point by Heideggeinn the completely
prosaic sense that it has an exchange-value, aynahee, a power to
exchange. The referential structure of being-gawd-fthat culminates
in a conceptual determination of a being-good-footality of the world,
casts the world only on the basis of the use-vdlaamg of things
encountered for Dasein. This casting of being oa Wbiasis of at-
handness allows the HeideggeiBaiing and Timéo anchor the world in
a for-the-sake-of-Dasein. “The primary ‘what-fos’ a for-the-sake-of.”
(SZ:84).
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for instance this thing at hand, which we therefcat a hammer, is useful for
hammering, hammering is useful for fastening, fasigis useful for protection
against bad weather, protection against bad weglHer the sake of Dasein’s
accommodation, that is, for the sake of a possitli its being. (SZ:84)
If one considers the value-form of beings at-haihé, world can no
longer be construed in this way, since the totalitfy useful-for
presupposes the fiction of an at-handness thatidligtdoes not exist.
Whatever is at hand is accessible to me in my diassd, private world
that is hardly the totality. Whatever is the prdpeof others is not
accessible to me and is therefore factually noeiagat-hand for me
even though it may show itself as something paadptiat-hand. A
mediation is required for a particular somethindbémome factually at-
hand for me and this mediation lies in the dimembthe value-being
of things, i.e. that they are venal and show thémseas such to
everyday understanding. Money is the universal mdan making the
mediation so that a being can step from the assac@mmodity-world
into the dissociated, private circle of for-the-sak my Dasein. A
dimension of exchange is thus introduced that p@siifference which
goes through the being of beings, i.e. ontologycdike a tear or crack
or fault line. It is a sundering of abstractly agsated universality from
dissociated particularity borne by each commodisy a unity of
exchange-value and use-value.

The “referential disturbance” (Stérung der Verwegus5Z:84) about
which Heidegger speaks in the context of thingadpeinusable, missing
or refractory and in which the world makes itsetitioeable, must be
supplemented by this tear or crack of value-bemguch a way that
things double themselves in their self-reveafinge. they reveal

> “Price-determinate commodity equipment has a doabtelogical structure as

particularity and universality. It is the value-fioreference from the particular-
commodity to money-universality in the exchangatieh of industrial
commodities - whereby money represents the commuditld - that is
constitutive for this doubling. ... The price t&gai sign whose indicativeness
abstracts from the ‘what for’ of a serviceabilitydaso cannot be grasped as a
possible concretisation of the same. But this adm¢preclude price-determinate
commodities being serviceable (etc.) ready-at-freamdpment.” Marnie Hanlon
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themselves in their being — and are understood ithukeir being —
not only as being good-for... but also as beingtf@-having for such-
and-such an amount of money. In this commodity-gpeitheir
(exchange-)value-being, things are disclosed aaxdfin exchange for
money. Things at-hand can be lacking ontically (dng the referential
network may be disturbed) because there is a ldcihe universal
mediator of access to things, i.e. money, to méalee mediation with
what is lacking. And money, in turn, could be lackiat the moment or
in the long term because one does not have anythiisgll that would
be useful for others. The reference is ‘disturh@ethaps not in Dasein’s
circumspective view of the world, as if one did kabw how things fit
together, nor in a disturbed functionality, but téedly in their
accessibility, in the secured possibility of beadge to put one’s hands
on the thing whereby its commaodity-being or beideao-be-had-for-
money lights up as such. The reference to othest tharefore not only
be understood on the basis of the usefulness afjsh{say, for an
indefinite number of possible users), as indicaabdve, but just as
much on the basis of the possibility and actuaditgxchange, i.e. their
venality, which in turn is mediated by money. Sattlwhat is at-hand
can realize its being-good-for... for others, igdue-being must first be
practically recognized, validated, estimated in ey@nd it must in a
certain way be not useful for the seller. The sefleist be able and
willing to ‘do without’ it and therefore offer itof sale. Its being-good-
for does not find any final point of return or re&nce in the seller, but
rather the thing discloses itself primarily to theler in its exchange-
value-being, of being exchangeable, and thus ae-aalue-for-others.
What does this state of affairs mean, more pragis@itologically, i.e.
in relation to théeingof things? Not only are they useful for something
in a totality of being-useful-for... which “is uftiately traced back to a
what-for for which there is no being-useful-for.(3Z:84), i.e. to a for-

Phenomenology of Being and Self-Realisabigsertation, Department of
General Philosophy, University of Sydney 1988 [d.Itb my knowledge, this
Ph.D. thesis is the first attempt to think the Hgigerian analysis of equipment
with and against the Marxian value-form analysis.
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the-sake of Dasein itself, but things also havalaeaamong themselves
they are always already abstractly set equal tb etwer as value-things,
l.e. as commodities, and opened up toward monewyr ‘f@asters are a
matter of indifference to us; we are on sale forneyw® The
abstractness of this equalizing is based on biptoat the concrete
what-for of things and therefore ultimately, to ttilag out the for-the-
sake of Dasein itself in favour of looking at thexchangeability for
money. They are worth such-and-such (an amountbooky). Things are
not only equipment but also value and in their gabeing they are on
sale for an anonymous buyer, at the buyer's didptsaugh the
mediation of money. The being of things comprise anly their
equipment-being (at-handness) but also their vakirg (vendibility),
their power to exchange for the universal equivialemney. Things
reveal themselves of themselves as equipment atitk agame time as
value-things, as commodities, i.e. as things thaveha price and
therefore are arbitrarily interchangeable with otthengs (albeit always
in definite, quantitative price-determinate relash

Heidegger’'s equipment analysis offers the oppotyuoi articulating
the use-value of things better, because ontoldgicabre adequately.
For Marx, use-value is always also — apart fronprismary character as
a product of useful labour — the natural form, #embion of physical
properties as the attributes of a substrate. Insefédut only insofar —
Marx’s analysis of use-value is subject to the ldggkrian critique of
the ontology of presence-at-handofthandenhe)t Marx’s emphasis of
the useful character of commodity-producing labfmurpractical living
is sufficient, however, to make a link with Heidegg determination of
equipment as being-good-for... compelling and ratuConversely,
Heidegger’'s equipment-analysis proceeds as if Dageresingularand
not always already alurality of many Dasein associated by definite
social relations, to wit in this context, via thies&ract associating of the
exchange-values of commodities.

The value-being of things in exchange puts itselfdnd their being
as equipment, their serviceability, etc. as ifid dot have any relation

® Grimm Deutsches Worterbuch (German Dictionary),.\8otol. 1447.
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with Dasein. As things of value, they are uncougtedh a for-the-sake-
of-Dasein and lead their own lives among themsetweghe market.

Trade with products, i.e. the exchange of prodémtdhe sake of their
usefulness may indeed be the intention of the sctw if they did not
have anything other than the useful at-handnesisegbroducts in mind,
but the relation into which they put the producithveach other, their
market relation to each other, is ultimately an t@z$-quantitative

relation, and indeed so much so that trade cannbe@utonomous and
an end in itself. Marx calls this the inversiontbé formula of simple

commodity circulation into the general formula @pdal, i.e. into the

universal valorization of value, in which value eifs becomes an
automaton. The inversion is only possible becadigheodouble nature
of commodity things as being concretely useful gkion the one hand
and abstract quantities of value on the other. gilaetical equating of
all useful things as commodities on the market jgatical abstracting
that ends inevitably in mere price-quantity.

When people trade with each other, each persontlineis own
interests in mind. For the dealer, the commodityas a thing at-hand,
but only a thing good for the customer whose newmdsto be satisfied
(or desires enticed). The dealer must be interestedvhat the
commodity is good for insofar as it concerns thstamer, so that he,
the dealer, can make his money. The use-value isideever of no
consequence; the things must always be good foetbong. But here it
Is a matter of allowing the phenomenon of things, their mode of
being, to come fully to light. Heidegger underlinég at-handness of
equipment as the way in which things are “discodéra taking-care-
of... It must therefore be of interest how things, the non-Dasein-like
beings “initially encountered”, step into the opess of a
discoveredness which boils down to how things i@ dpenness are
accessible to humans in their everyday actions.

Heidegger criticizes ontology, especially Cartesiamtology, for
grasping things on the basis of their presenceaatththus “skipping
over” the more originary phenomenon of at-handnebsg;h is rooted in
everyday practice. He demonstrates how the “thisait&t
contemplative, “staring” grasp of things as beimgesent-at-hand, as
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substances with properties represerdsravativemode of appearance of
things as opposed to the immediate openness andusimess of at-
handness. He thus locates the originary beinginfith and their truth or
disclosedness, in everyday practice, in prosaittyedaking-care-of...
Everyday life is a socio-historical location, thpldce of history”, as
Heidegger calls thebAig elsewhere. How then are things accessible to
Dasein’s circumspective view? We have already gaadbove: they are
not only useful things, equipment, but also vahieds, commodities.
With this, a social dimension of being-with-othé&ssaddressed, without
however shifting from an equally originary ‘ontologl’ level. The
social dimension is not stocked up on top of a msubstantial or
originary dimension, whether it be that of tradi&b ontology, or
whether it be that of a Heideggerian ontology ofiipment. The at-
handness of things that Heidegger now posits agnary is just as
much an historico-social dimension of things asrtbemmodity-being
or value-being. But how does this value-being appe&veryday life?
As property. The value-being of things in theirwersality is of course a
modern phenomenon that has only arisen along \Wi&hemergence of
the capitalist economic mode, of bourgeois soci€hat things
universally have a value, a price, presupposes rgy lbistorical
development in which the abstractness of moneyioas and markets
relations has asserted itself against other sogl@ations and has become
globally ubiquitous. This does not mean howevet Hadue-being is not
an originary phenomenon, just as little as the ammspn between crude,
ancient technology and modern, sophisticated tdolygopresupposes
precisely asamenes®f ontological structure. The ontological positing
of things in their double nature begins alreadganly Western history.
Exchange among people, including in particular #echange of
material goods besides all the other customaryakatierchanges, is a
ubiquitous, elementary form of sociation. Valuemgrely a modern,
highly developed and abstract form of appearangergberty relations
under which things are universally available fdesdhe value-being of
things is only given on the foundation of privateogerty relations,
which individuate and dissociate owners. In eadgeieties — and here
only Western forms of society are of interest —pandy relations were
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different — something that does not concern us hergut at-handness
and property were always equally open to sight, m®des of an
originary disclosure of things to practical humanderstanding. In
particular, for the Greeks things were not onlyfulsproducts but also
commodities and this double nature was also taken by the

philosophical thinking of an Aristotle where it ¢clemged thinking. To

him the distinction between use-value and exchamadige originally can

be attributed. An adequate ontological analysi®@hgs encountered
“at first and for the most part” must therefore eakhis double
determination of essence into consideration.

In the introduction to theGrundrissen Marx emphasizes that
production cannot be analyzed in isolation frontrthstion, exchange
and consumption because all four together form rtimments of a
totality that mutually interact. Distribution is gu another name for
property relations; it determines how the produetiorces of a society
are distributed among its members. In particulestrithution determines
factual access to the means of production, the #arttithe product. In
the things encountered everyday, there is alwayefeaence to others,
and that not merely with regard to those who wde uthem, but with
regard to their owners and possessors. Apart fiehadness, there is
in one and the same thing the ‘belonging-ness’, ghapertied-ness’, if
a neologism is permitted. Each thing belongs toesmm, and even a
thing that is lost or without an owner is only afident mode of
belonging-ness. Belonging-ness is just as operiéw as at-handness,
and indeed in the same way as the latter, i.e.owttlibeing expressly
thematized, implicitly. In taking-care-of... recsaris made to things at-
hand with an implicit matter-of-factness that digtiishes between what
one owns or at least possesses and what is ownexksessed by others.
For the most part, these others are private indal&l or entities, but
public property, too, is covered by belonging-n&sslonging-ness as a
network of relations is co-discovered with the libtaof being-useful-
for of equipment, which allocates the various tlsing their respective
owners or possessors. The world of property is dpewiew for the
circumspective view of Dasein as a network of propeslations.
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By taking tpdypatoe as the starting-point for his analysis of things
encountered in the world, Heidegger wants to pactmcal action and in
particular, producing as practical modes of theldsedness of world
into the centre of attention. Practical actiontesrmanipulation of things
constitutes an essential component of being-inathdd, so much so
that Heidegger bases his first concept of worldtotihe world is at first
and for the most part a multi-layered network oferences among
equipment. But the world is at the same time anthéosame extent a
multi-layered network of property and exchange tretes. Because
producing is always already a social producinggltays takes place
within definite property and exchange relationst thasein has always
already discovereda priori in dealing with its affairs. What
consequences does this doubling of the essend¢engfstinto things at-
hand and things belonging-to, that can only be ¢hbtunto range as at-
hand via exchange, have for Heidegger’s analydieing and Time

In the third chapter of the first section, Heideggeat pains to clarify
the worldliness of the world on the background afedermination of
Dasein as being-in-the-world and he achieves tinskby building up a
conceptual structure around the pair of conceptintpuseful-for”
(Bewandtnis) and “significance” (Bedeutsamkeit),endby the latter is
interpreted in the context of a for-the-sake-of-&as

In the familiarity with these relations, Daseingsifies’ to itself, it gives itself
its being and potential for being with respect t® being-in-the-world to its
understanding in an originary way. (...) Thesetiets are bracketed together
among themselves as an originary totality; they wal@at they are as this
significance, in which Dasein gives itself its kgin-the-worlda priori to its
understanding. (SZ:87)
In its being-in-the-world, Dasein is concerned witkelf; its taking-
care-of... is always already a taking-care-of-olie#feunderstands the
world from the viewpoint of its taking-care-of..s #he significance of
the world which is interpreted essentially as awoek of things at-hand.
Dasein thus has, in an ontologically originary sena pragmatic
understanding of itself. There are two parts thatehto be held apart
and in relation to each other. Dasein’s understandi world is always
an understanding cfelf of course, not in a solipsistic or selfish sense,
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but in the sense of a sense for what is at hanke ‘tbtality of being-
useful-for itself however is traced back ultimatedya what-for that has
no further useful-for, [...] but a being whose beiisgdetermined as
being-in-the-world...” (SZ:84, emphasis in the argd) And because the
worldliness of the world is grasped on the basiatdfiandness, it is a
world of pragmatic interrelations. Pragmatism andlf-ielation
complement each other. Together they allow Daseinnalerstanding of
the world in which for Dasein it can be a matteritsf potential for
being, its being-able-to..., its casting of itse$fself. The self, practical
action and understanding fit together in a deteatnom of the openness
of the worldfor Dasein. Dasein sees things in the light of actiig,
dealing with things for the sake of its own exis&n

If however things are grasped not only on the basibeing-good-
for..., but in their belonging-to..., they assunsts of a repulsion and
assignment which may throw Dasein back onto itdeffjt is primarily
only its own property assigned to itself that is accessible adtically
at hand; only under certain circumstances can adoegained to alien
property, namely, only with the agreement of itsew say, on the basis
of a contractual agreement, i.e. an exchange. Theership and
exchange relations which regulate access to thsw#hat they can also
become factually at hand, are equally originanhvatagmatic relations
to things.

The double nature of things encountered daily canirtterpreted
provisionally as at-handness and belonging-nesss dbuble nature,
however, is not thematized Being and Timei.e. the value-being of
things is blotted out and is not brought to an mgiwal concept. Even
when in Being and TimeHeidegger comes to talk expressly of
economics, the dimension of things being commaglitiees not come
into view: “The everyday connection of equipmenband, its historical
emergence, employment, its factual role in Dasgithé subject of the
science of the economy. Things at hand do not havéose their
character as equipment in order to become the éstibpf a science”
(SZ:361). If now, however, commodity-being is takimo account,
things show themselves from another aspect, nafraly the aspect of
their unavailability, an unavailability based onvate property, or in
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other words, they reveal themselves in their retgtdi availability insofar
as things, constantly at the beck and call of mpasy available for sale.
Because alien property belongs to someone elseother person has
control over it, and | do not; disposability is pninediated through
being offered for sale. Here, as already sketclhede it is not a matter
of a technical disturbance of the “referential rmtevof utility”, but a
social disturbance, a barrier inherent in the stmecof being-together-
with-others.

Unavailability as private property as such is aestd affairs that does
not capture the essence of the value-being of shiRgoperty has to be
guided back to its essential grounding. To do te@mnething like a
‘value-form analysis’, i.e. a social ontology oflwa as abstract universal
association of dissociated goods and income-souisesquired which
can deepen the insight into the unavailabilitylohgis. As will become
apparent below, in view of an even deeper insigtit ihe essence of the
gathering of the gainable called thainful gameor thewin (Gewinnst,
Gewinn-Spiél this deepening of insight into exchange-valuk nat be
the final fathoming. Insofar as value itself beceme self-moving
automaton, a movement made possible byéifed nature of value as a
social, sociating relation, the unavailability dirtgs loses the illusory
appearance that it is simply a matter of the exatuslistribution of
things as private property among social subjectschvitould be
eliminated by elevating distribution to a consci@exial distribution,
l.e. collective social ownership. Therefore, let arsce again turn to
Marxian texts.



5. A Complementary View of Marx

No thematic reference to property relations as stei be found in
Being and TimeEven the commodity form is mentioned only casyall
at the point where Heidegger refers to the othdrs are co-present in
the “multiple commodity” (lit. “dozen commodity” SZ1) as average
end-users (cf. above). In order to roughly meashee distance that
separates the Heideggerian horizon from the Marara a passage can
be cited in which the young Marx goes into thetretes between people
in the exchange relation in some detail:
| have produced for myself and not for you, justyasi have produced for
yourself and not for me. The result of my productleas in itself just as little
relation to you as the result of your productios ha immediate relation to me,
l.e. our production is not production of humanstiamans as humans, i.e. it is
not social production. (MEW Erg. Bd. 1 p. 459)

Commodity exchange as a form of social mediatioresdamot
constitute a proper mode of (social) being-togetbeithe young Marx
(and presumably no less so for the late Marx, bott $0 plainly
expressed). In commodity exchange, no mutual ratognof human
being as needy takes place, but rather, each psessin his or her own
production only the equivalent of the other’s pradwhich he or she
desires. One person does not produce for the datkee @ther's needs,
but in order to appropriate the other’s product.

In truth | produceanotherobject, the object of your production, for which |
intend to exchange this surplus [product ME], aohaxge that | have already
executed in thought. Theocial relation in which | stand towards you, my
labour for your need is therefore also a mereidhus. (bid. 460)
According to Marx, illusion and truth, improper aptbper, inauthentic
and authentic society are miles apart under boisgates of affairs. A
type of production is now addressed that can ngdobe understood as
moinolg, but as a pro-duction, i.e. a bringing-forth tovame, a
bringing-about, that is executed in exchange andclwhs already
imagined as a possibility by me imagining an exgeafthat | have
already executed in thought” which Marx wrongly ddses also as a
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production: “I produceanotherobject, the object of your production”.
The exchange-value being of things is always alyresealed and
opened upa priori to understanding, otherwise no idea of an exchange
and no exchange could come about. The exchangenagined in
thinking that sets up images or representationsreef is ‘produced’, or
rather, brought about. The imagined exchange camootever be
brought about in the same way as the carpenternimaa@ table that is to
be produced, i.e. ‘brought about’, for the craftspa as such grasps (in
the double sense) things solely from the aspettief at-handness. The
carpenter’s technical view is derived from knowledgbout how to
produce certain useful objects. This is not the eaith exchange, which
IS a social process executed in the dimension loleviaeing that is open
to understanding not as technical, but as comniekoawv-how, i.e. a
knowledge of commodity turnover. The price-determenvalue of a
thing, however, despite all the techniques of dikiag, cannot be
technically produced under the guidance of a preshosighted view,
but turns out as a factual value in the exchanggioa on the ‘turnover-
place’ (Umschlagplatz), the market. The imagineduearefers to a
moment of non-producibility and the withdrawal difirtgs insofar as
things constitute their quantitatively determinatealue among
themselves in the money-mediated exchange relatitmeach other on
the market. As commodities, things hold themsehask thus forming
their own world, the commodity world with value-@ntelations among
themselves. Their value-being is both governed godntitatively
regulated by the money-form, a being and a forntihin line with the
double nature of commodities, is completely disjdnem the neediness
of people and human being in its neediness. Ihigalue-being itself
(and not in the exclusiveness of property relaliptizat the essential
withdrawal holds sway. With these observations alue, however, we
are anticipating the late Marx before having corngudhe review of the
early Marx. Let us then return to the young Marx:

The only understandable language we speak to ethen are our objects in
their relationship to each other. We would not ustéend a human language,
and it would remain without effect. [...] We are tonaily alienated from human
being to such an extent that the direct languaghisfessence appears to us as
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aviolation of human dignitywhereas the alienated language of reified values

appears as justified, self-assured and self-rezognihuman dignity. ibid.

461)
The humanist Marx of the famous alienation theasspnts himself in
this way. It is a protest against inhuman, reiffethtions of sociation
(Vergesellschaftung) in which the abstractness oYape property
negates the needy particularity of the individuddsmans themselves
do not have any value, but only their property. f@utualvalue is for
us thevalue of our mutual objects. The human being himsethissfor
us mutuallyworthless’ (ibid. 462) Human being itself goes unesteemed
in mutual exchange-estimation of commodities. Themmodity
exchange relations deny human being cast as ne@dghahey are
inhuman as long as and insofar as the human igepoas a needy-
producing being. And this is the question with whiowe are now
confronted: To what extent is such an historicatiog of human being
as a needy-producing being valid? Need and proaluctre like
opposite sides of a coin. The essential deternanaif production is the
fulfilment of human need, and not, say, mere condion or pleasure.
For Marx, any divergence or worse: diremption afstd opposite sides
amounts to an alienation from genuinely social huimang.

Against this diremption, Marx posits an historicakting of a true (in
the sense authentic, genuine) society in whiclua tnutual recognition
of needy human being gains ascendancy in sockicodrse, in which
even love is granted a secured position in thergotgse of everyday
life. To produce for each other as humans wouldmeaong other
things, “to have been a mediator for you betweem god the species,
[...] to know that | am affirmed in your thinking avell as your love.”
(ibid. 462) A true society is for Marx the realization kding-for-each-
other without the repelling, excluding limits ofiyate property. It is a
community, a locus of being taken up into and potet by species-
being, an overcoming of the splintering into egaenindividuals.
When Heidegger in thieetter on ‘Humanismivrites down a word such
as ‘alienation’, he evokes at the same time th&esptoblematic of the
young Marx, the problematic of true mutual recogmnitand estimation
of subjects which is already announced in Hegékialinot in the form
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of a critique of the form of society, i.e. its salcbntology, since for
Hegel bourgeois society does not represent a wolatf human being.
On the contrary, it is a realization of human fremd as particularity (if

not singularity), which has to be elevated to ehkigevel and corrected
in the state, not in such a way that it would beniglated but rather
realize the concept of freedom itself in accordawdé reason. What,
then, does it mean with respect to the critiqu@rofate property when
Heidegger writes: “Because Marx, in experiencingradtion, reaches
into an essential dimension of history...” (WM 336)

The “essentiality of what is historical” lies foreldlegger in “being”
(ibid.). Do the exchange relations that predominate & liburgeois
form of society entertain an essential relationhwieing? Are they a
destiny sent by being? Is the value-being of thingss revealedness an
historical destiny sent to human being? Wyvn mowmrtikn, and
technology as historical ways of disclosing beimgtheir being are part
of the Western history of being, why does not (exaje)-value-being as
mode of disclosure equally belong to the same ihisto an originary
way? If exchange-value, i.e. having-the-power-tohange-for...,
represents an independent mode of (sociating) ejagrimordial with

" Marx, too, recognizes that bourgeois society ishistorical realization of
freedom and equality: “Hence, if the economic foexghange, posits the
equality of subjects in all directions, then thatemt, the material, individual as
well as factual, that drives to exchangé&eedom Equality and freedom are thus
not only respected in exchange based on excharlgesydut exchange of
exchange-values is also the productive, real lzdsi equalityandfreedom As
pure ideas they are only idealized expressionsefame; as developed in
juridical, political, social relations they are prthis basis with another
exponent.” (Wenn also die 6konomische Form, det@usch, nach allen Seiten
hin die Gleichheit der Subjekte setzt, so der s Stoff, individueller
sowohl wie sachlicher, der zum Austausch treild Faeiheit Gleichheit und
Freiheit sind also nicht nur respektiert im Austdysder auf Tauschwerten
beruht, sondern der Austausch von Tauschwertehegiroduktive, reale Basis
aller GleichheitundFreiheit Als reine Ideen sind sie blol3 idealisierte Aus#Hi
desselben; als entwickelt in juristischen, polhise, sozialen Beziehungen sind
sie nur diese Basis in einer andren Potenz. KarkMaundrisse der Kritik der
Politischen OkonomiB®ietz, Berlin 1974 p. 156.)
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being-good-for..., why does Heidegger start diye@hd exclusively
with production, with fointixkn) t€xvn? Why does he then push
“unconditional production” ipid. 337) into the foreground? Did he
overlook, perhaps even push something aside, oute@f? Or did he
overlook something and push it aside in order ®eegen more deeply
— into being itself? It is striking that Heideggpicks out only one
moment of the fourfold totality of production, disution, exchange and
consumption constituting the material reproductioh society. By
contrast, Marx toils away for years on end to bemxghange relations in
bourgeois society to their concept (of value), acept that will serve as
the indispensable core concept for his social ogipbf capitalism as a
whole. As social practices, production and exchahgee an equal
weight for Marxian analysis, even though “in thexali instance”
production is supposed to be the decisive, deténgpimoment.

Marx is the first thinker in the Western traditiafter Aristotle to
undertake the task of analyzing philosophicallytaplysically in detail
the form of social intercourse we call exchangdérade. Exchange, the
buying and selling of commodities, is a kind of sxay taking-care-
of... which Heidegger, on the other hand, blots @uhis equipment
analysis. If Plato and Aristotle can be said to ehayained their
metaphysical conceptual structure on the basishef garadigm of
everydaymoinolg, of production, Heidegger continues this tradition
unquestioningly insofar as he ties down intercourgigh things
primarily to a “work”. But Aristotle had also alréya made a start with
the analysis of the value-form, as Marx remarks \WHE3:73f), an
analysis that obviously does not resonate sigmflgavith Heidegger.
He not only retouches property relations out of éj@ipment analysis;
he also excludes the practices of exchange whidstitote the social
form of intercourse, even though everyday handlofgthings in
exchange truly deserves the name of acting/trafftandiung/Handel)
with Ttpdypato.

Even though in his late writings Marx no longer ak® so
enthusiastically of true, genuine humans in a sihteon-alienation, and
with relentless persistence develops the conceptpdnetrating more
deeply into existing capitalism on the basis of tladue concept, it
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nevertheless remains detectable in what true hdreadom consists for
Marx, namely, in an “association of freely assaaaproducers”. On the
basis of the structure of value concepts develdpedhe critique of
political economy, the alienation problematic ot tharly writings is
transformed into the problematic of fetishism ire thate writings,
whereby a decisive shift of emphasis takes placéhén critique. No
longer do two individuals who mutually recognizefail to recognize
each other and who are separated by private pyop@&tounter one
another, but rather, the autonomization of the pect&l of human labour
in the commodity and money forms comes more sharuty focus so
that, as value, they assume an independent exgstés@-vis humans as
a whole. No longer is it humans who are aliendtech each otheby
private property, but rather, humans as a whol¢heér social being-
together are removeflom their own product@s value-things; in the
value-form of sociation, social labour has conqdea@ autonomous,
reified realm in which it leads its own life andlléavs its own self-
movement.

This formulation of a shift of emphasis cannot beaintained,
however, without further nuances insofar as evenerly Marx does
not neglect to speak of an autonomization of tluelpcts of labour vis-
a-vis humans. In Marx’'s excerpts from James MilHements of
Political Economy(1844), for instance, there are passages thatheay
regarded as preliminary versions of a more detaildde-form analysis
in Capital, where reference is even made to “equivalent” ‘anthtive
existence” with respect to private property (MEWJEL:453) and also
to money, in which “the complete domination of tjgnover humans
appears” ipid. 455). The shift in emphasis from the early to hie
Marx does not consist therefore in the introductbra completely new
motif but first of all, in the disappearance oktabout untrue, alienated,
inhuman humanity and true recognition and secondlthe much more
profound and conceptually grounding elaboratiothefdialectics of the
value-form from the simple value-form to the morfeym in the later
writings on the critique of political economy, irhigh the value concept
becomes the express foundation of a systematicdHporated and
connected ontological theory of the capitalist mofi@roduction. This
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value-form analytical theory allows Marx to unvelgcipher and fathom
the fetishism that inheres in autonomized moneyd (#me further-
developed value-forms such as money-capital, istdrearing capital,
capitalized ground-rent) so that what appears apgties of things
(essentially: money) is traced back to dissocigt@diuctive activity and
its as-sociation in relations of mutual valuing.ifieel social relations
are uncovered antiusmade fluid again ithinking with the intention of
critical enlightenment. Can the value-being of cardities really be
deciphered as the mystified form of social labaursuch a way that
there were an historical prospedaif guiding fetishized products in the
direction of transparently socialized products?dOes the value-being
of commodities refer instead to a withdrawal ofnlgsi in their being
from any producibility and conscious social control by sdized
humans? These questions represent an interfacedmetiarxian and
Heideggerian thinking which come down to a questammcerning
value-being as an historical destiny of being, asjon that will be
taken up again up below. To anticipate: whereasxM&tarting with his
casting of human being as needy and productiveq to determine the
value-being of commodities quantitatively by tying back to the
guantity of “socially necessary labour-time” in a@namodity, the
removal of this metaphysical positing of groundiabour implies that
the value-being of commodities represents a grassdl non-
manipulable magnitude which ‘shows up’ in the opesm of being-
together in a play of mutually estimating, valugxrhange.

What does this transformation of the alienatiorbpFmatic from early
to late Marxian thinking signify? It is no longermet mutual
worthlessness of humans for each other as humanmsstemphasized
and appears as a violation of human being (in #te Marx, such
emphatically humanistic passages cannot be foubDaes private
property (for the late Marx — and in general) regre a distortion of
the true community — presupposing that the ‘truenmwnity’ is a

8 Of course, historical prospect does not mean heenirical-historical
potential, but an essential possibility of an hist casting that includes the
question concerning human being itself.
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tenable critical category? If at all, then not ashs but only derivatively,
for it is reified value and not private propertyn@athe associated mutual
exclusion of possession of the products) that nianwds at the centre of
the (labour of) critique. Private property is otitye mode of appearance
of something more essential, more originary: i isnode of appearance
of value which, in the form of appearance of mon&ygns over the
commodity world like a king and puts its seal om tthremption of
universal social from particular, dissociated iasts. According to
Marx, this king is to be disempowered in order &wrhonize individual
needs of life with a universal, collective, consmly controlled and
organized being-in-the-world. Would genuine mutwatognition of
humans result from this disempowerment? Would thessential
neediness then gain full social recognition andsfadtion? Would a
satisfied and therefore peaceful essencing of hkmdnthus come
about?

In this casting of communism it is as if the opmbssriving of
humans against each other in competitive society bheen overcome
and a genuine being-for-each-other, a social safydand appreciative
mutual estimation had stepped into its place. Hgdf the resistance of
the other had disappeared, at least insofar aatprpproperty inevitably
brings forth opposed interests. The exclusivity ppfvate property
compels each individual to fend for him or hersel@mpels each
individual to assert him or herself in the strugffle existence, whereas
the mutual social recognition of neediness is sapgdo eliminate this
antagonistic opposition. In favour of an harmonialistribution of
social wealth? Would the overcoming of the valuerfcand thus the
‘just’, conscious distribution of material goodsaltg signify an
elimination of social antagonism and the foundatmna realization of
fraternity? Is such a vision compatible with antdvial possibility for
human being? Viewed from the standpoint of the eghuoblematic,
does the struggle for existence in competitiones@nt an alienation of
human being, a violation of its innermost essence rather its
realization? The answer depends on the historiaating of human
being itself.
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For it seems that the historical casting of humassneedy beings
posits their essence as too ‘low’, too ‘simpled tomodest’. Are humans
concerned essentially with their own needs, as sdenmave been the
case in part in ‘real, existing socialism’, or mthwith theirdesire®
Does not human being always already reach beyoséelf,itand
especially beyond the horizon of so-called needgesf Is this reaching
beyond not already indicated by the well-known mmmanon of
corruption in real, existing socialist bureaucra@idhe concept of need
includes a reference to a natural moment, to whaiams absolutely
need to live: something to eat, clothing and prtodec against bad
weather. Even if, starting from these basic nekdther ‘social’ needs
are stacked up on top in the course of ‘democratisputation and
conflict, such as the ‘need’ for education or fabfic transportation, the
casting of human being on the basis of need andimess remains in
the dimension of moderation, of setting up a famnjlihomely world.
The suggestively ‘natural’ category of need is ade questionable
insofar as human needs are only such within thetipes, customs,
usagesof social living. From such customary usages asdad nature”
(Hegel) arise the corresponding needs, and notezealy. The ‘need’ to
eat fried locusts, whale meat or pork, for instarareto dab on certain
fragrances or wear certain kinds of robes or headsdexists only in
such societies that customarily practise the cpoeding culinary or
cosmetic usages. And when certain usages are afeiivas signs of
social status, i.e of showing off who one is, thheach toward excessive
human desire is already made.

Desire, in contrast to need, always includes ae$sice, unbounding,
disinhibiting element; it always overshoots whatnisderate; it does not
allow itself to be quenched by the satisfactionneéds and is to this
extent voracious. Desire cannot be comprehendestioaked up on top
of basic needs, as a kind of superstructure oibélses or foundation of
more basic ‘natural’ needs, since the limits halweags already been
transcended in the desire of human being. For @&eseed is nothing,
secondary, unimportant. Desire casts humans outhef habitual,
guotidian ruts in taking care of daily concernsg gives them a drive,
no matter what the cost.
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With this, the motif of desire, of the uncanny uanbding of human
being announces itself for the first time. It wdtcupy our attention
further because it puts the Marxian casting of hurbaing as need-
having into question. At this point, with regardHeidegger, | first want
to address the significance of this topic for tlguipment analysis.
Namely, it is no accident that in the equipmentlysis, Heidegger
speaks of simple tools such as the hammer andethesdent for-the-
sake-of... of Dasein such as “protection againstWweaather”, for these
for-the-sake-of... can also be comprehended inrtbderate framework
of human neediness. Even though Heidegger develolasmguage in
Being and Timehat differs from that of metaphysics, Dasein’sirig-
care-of... in everyday life is basically still a dest satisfaction of needs;
its taking-care-of-itself is taking care of its dee It is only for this
reason that the equipment analysis and the use-gale of the Marxian
commodity analysis so easily can be made consomginteach other.
However, already ilBeing and TimgHeidegger signals very clearly a
break with the casting of human being from the dp@mt of need-
satisfaction by declaring everyday taking-care-ab. be a mode of
Improperness, inauthenticity or ‘disownedness’ Ifeing). Even though
the distinction between authenticity and inautletytiis hard to pin
down, it can nevertheless be understood as anaitioiicthat even early
on, Heidegger is concerned with an excessive elentest is to say,
with a transcendent, ek—static, self-casting ess@ftche human, with
the uncanny, unhomely relation of the human beimgo¢ing itself
which, as in the fundamental, uncanny mood of dpxiears human
beings out of their habitual quotidian lives.

This is a point where one could demonstrate thamfithe very
beginning, Heidegger had gone far beyond Marx, thatquestion of
being bursts the somewhat complacent, modest gastihuman being
as needy once and for all and unmasks it as inategas stiflingly
conformist. But such an assessment would not te&eusmt of one major
strand in the thinking of the late Marx, that ibpae all, the value-form
problematic which to the present day has not bady dppreciated.
With respect to the latter, namely, it can be shdlvat a phenomenality
of desire, of excess — probably against Marx’s amtentions, which
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aimed at guiding and tying back excess to socibbua i.e. to a
collective subjectivity — is unfolded and that withis, even in Marx
himself when read against the grain, such a simple @afihumans as
needy beings yearning for mutually appreciativensomously organized
sociation can no longer be maintained without fertado.

The question remains, what tleatique of political economy really
signifies, what it really aims at. Can the critiqufepolitical economy be
translated unproblematically into a practical gue of existing social
relations, i.e. into a revolutionary, practical oa@ming of a form of
society, as formulated in the early Feuerbach #gi®e&aen if this were
Marx’s self-understanding, it can still be askedetier the critique of
political economy reveals another inner tendencg admits another
type of ‘violent' reading that point to getting-aveand twisting
capitalism instead of overcoming it. If humans asefy needy beings
become questionable and a desiring, more uncansgnes comes to
occupy the position of human being, can an autbdmgedy) human
essence and an inauthentic, (alienated) human a=sdéen still be
distinguished from each other? It still has to beestigated to what
extent the conceptual pairs need-alienation orotieehand, and desire-
fetishism on the other are counterposed respegtivetach other. It can
be shown, namely, that a desiring essence is glreatangled with
fetishism so deeply that it is no longer easy tim gacritical distance or
an innocent ground of unalienated authenticity dmctv critique could
pivot its leverage against an ‘untrue’ (covered-eg)sting capitalist
world.






6. Money and Desire

It certainly cannot be maintained that Marx alreadypressly assessed
and posited humans as desiring beings. Neverth#less are passages
in Marx that remove humans — on the back of momey @pital — to
more excessive regions in which it no longer seffito talk of a simple,
needy soul.

According to the Marxian casting of communism, regquovide
humans with their measure. The fulfilment of neeselsults in fulfilled
human being. Social production is there to fulfiinen needs. In this
way, everything has its measure. Alienation onlges when the needs
of the members of society are not fulfilled. Viewedthis way, Marx
located freedom in the smoothly organized, socikilfnent of needs, in
the realm of necessity that first has to be secobeddre a superfluous
freedom can be lived out. The first priority istisacial production and
need gratification be brought into harmony withleather so that each
person receives his or her portion of social weatproportion to need.
This harmony is upset by the immoderate moment ¢hattal sets in
motion, for as valorization of value, capital knows limits to its
circuitous, self-augmenting, accumulating movemeBgtgerywhere on
the globe, capital starts making surplus-value afuvalue. Endlessly.
The augmentation of value is, from Marx’s viewpoiatbad infinity:
insatiable, voracious hunger for surplus-value thatitally sucks
everything that is into the self-augmenting movemahnvalorization.
These excessive, reified relations of productiomsthhave to be
abolished to allow humans with their modest needsate a chance.

But already the relation to money in simple cirtiolia, i.e. before the
transition of money to capital, leaves room enodgh desire, lust,
obsession, since simple circulation itself requites formation of a
hoard. The miser now steps onto the stage, a deamaask well-known
from time immemorial. Thus not an inhuman figuret & desiring being
who is not alien, but close to our essence.

The movement of exchange-value as exchange-vas automaton, can only
be that of surpassing its quantitative limit. Bgmiing beyond a quantitative
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limit of the hoard, however, a new barrier is ceglawhich in turn has to be
overcome. [...] Hoard formation thus does not hawmg immanent limit, no
measure within itself, but is an endless proceastsfihds in its result at any time
a motive for its beginning. [...] Money is not juste object of the obsession
with gaining wealth, it ishe object of this obsession. [...] Miserliness hobas
to the hoard by not allowing the money to becomemseof circulation, but
rather the lust for gold maintains its money saigl,constant tension against
circulation. (MEW13:109f)

And in a noteworthy footnote to this passage:

‘The origin of miserliness is located in money] [gradually, a kind of madness

flares up here, no longer miserliness, but the fastgold.” (Plinius Historia

naturalis) {pbid.)
The limitlessness, the measurelessness of monegadglr (as
demonstrated i©n the Critique of Political Economyas its roots in
simple circulation; it simply precedes the transfation into capital by
a couple of steps, before money has gripped conmard above all the
production process and inverted them into pureadyo processes of
value-augmentation. Since the beginnings of metsiphyan important
motif has been moderation, keeping to a measurethéo middle
(weocov). Aristotelean ethics is an ethics of the propemderate
measure. The principal virtues for the Greeks, mast and prudence,
both represent barriers against immoderation,logs of measure (in
fear and debauchery), so that human being mainéaiims stand. At the
other extreme, lust and the loss of control weeerntlost contemptible of
all failings, i.e. estrangement from human beingthWhoney, a topic
that occupied Marx philosophically his whole lifenly, measurelessness
and immoderation invade the scene. A ‘“reified doadielation”
penetrates into the human soul and turns it intm@ney soul”, a state
of affairs which suggests that the distance betvgedaect and object is
uncomfortably small, that they are even entwine@lesced with each
other, since the object is able to contaminatesthé to such an extent.
Money and commodity fetishism do not stay at aagieg, but fascinate
the soul, incite its desire, ignite a fire in ithieh can only happen
because human being is always already transposethi dimension of
value-being and addressed, affected and challebgddis dimension.
Money itself as exchange-value is reified sociak@qQ so that the desire
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for money is an expressigrar excellenceof the human will to power.
If, as Jean-Joseph Goux has ardudkere is a close homology between
money and the phallus as the unnameable objecesifa] it will no
longer be so easy to ban money and commodity fetislas alien,
alienated objectivity into a safe distance from tiuenan being. On the
contrary, money penetrates beneath the soul'sasidns grafted onto it.
One does not need however any (psychoanalyticyyhaefothe phallus
to grasp the driving, obsessive power of moneyajaiure the soul. The
relation of the soul to money is a relation of hanb&ing to valudseing
and thus a relation to being itself. As somethiagied, money is not an
object; it doesnot stand over against the human as subject, but is
something revealed as valuable in its being, & pebple into motion —
through the mediation of the movement of augmentadf value — in
the striving for gain.

There are also parallel passages to the above-p#sdage in the
Grundrissenand Capital, although in the latter, the lack of measure is
dealt with in the context of the transformationmbney into capital.
With money, obsession enters history; humans aercome by an
impelling urge. “Money is thus not only the objelotit simultaneously
the source of the obsession with wealth.” (Gr.:188an only be such a
source because it is disclosed to human beingsimalue-being, in its
powerto exchange for other venal values. Humans ural®isthone\as
money, i.e. in its purely quantitative, abstractueabeing as key to
acquiring all else. The obsession with money odesievery need and is
insofar, according to the Marxian casting of eseeatready necessarily
an alienation from essence:

Abstract obsession with enjoyment is realized by@yan the determination in
which it is thematerial representative of weajth realizes miserliness, insofar
as it is merely the universal form of wealth visia-commodities as its
particular substances. In order to keep it as suiderliness has to sacrifice any
relation to objects of particular needs, renoumte@rder to satisfy the need of
the lust for money as such. (Gr.:134)

® Jean-Joseph Gowreud, Marx Okonomie und Symbofikankfurt/M. 1975.
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The “need of the lust for money” is a remarkablgregsion indicating
an infection of need by lust, thus making the dédfece between the two
fuzzy. The lust for money is not a need, but desarel can therefore
never be satisfied. Through money, impelling unged itself from any
potential anchor in need and become excessives lyi not merely
coincidental that in the transition from money &pital inCapital, Marx
on the one hand brings the contrasting foil of nestsfaction into play
and on the other, cites the Aristotelean measutb vaspect to the
acquisition of money in order then to address vahgeunderlying
subject of an economy alienated from human beimgo/Ading to Marx,
true human being is located on the side of useevalsi opposed to
exchange-value, which of itself impels human beimgp excess and
makes arobsessivdeing out of humans. So is money to be got ridsof
“the root of all evil” in favour of a consciouslyrganized sociation of
use-values and use-value production for the stéketal social need-
fulfilment? Would such a communist solution padifiyman being?

Simple commaodity circulation — selling in order boy — serves as a means
for a final purpose outside circulation, the appiagon of use-values, the
satisfaction of need#\s opposed to thighe circulation of money as capital is
an end in itself, for valorization of value onlyigs within this permanently
renewing movement. The movement of capital is floeee measureless,
excessive. (MEW23:167; emphasis mine ME)
At this point — it would have scarcely been possitd have chosen it
more precisely — Marx inserts his footnote on Adilg. It is long and
ties the critique of political economy back to Aoielean ethics in a
very precise way for thinking. Fundamental for #ssessment of capital
as measureless and excessive is the distinctioavebatmeans and final
purpose. Just as Heidegger sees and emphasizdsdhablogy can in
no way be considered as simply a means (a tellamgahogy), so Marx
too sees that money in its being is not exhausted means, as being-
good-for... In On the Critique.,. which has already been cited,
measurelessness, excess, lust and obsession ewesdid in connection
with the topic of hoard formation, presumably bessathis text, which
was published earlier, breaks off after only theosel chapter — before
the transition to capital. Ii€apital, by contrast, under the heading of
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hoard formation, the references to excess are satnaphatic, even
though one can still read: “the impelling urge talth up a hoard is by
its nature excessive, without measure. Qualitatjvet according to its
form, money has no limit” (MEW23:147); the referesdo lust, etc. are
shifted in the direction of the transition from negnto capital. There,
the valorization of value becomes “the sole drivingotive”
(MEW?23:167) of the capitalist’'s “operations”; only this extents he
capitalist, “personified capital endowed with wahd consciousness”
(MEW23:168). Use-value serves once again as bamlngk in order
from there to make the leap into quasi-endlessritkse-value is thus
never to be treated as the immediate aim of theatep Nor the single
profit/gain/win ~ Gewinr), but the restless movement of
winning/gaining/profit-making Gewinnef’ (ibid.) which moreover is
addressed as an “unquenchable passion”, as “passiqrursuit of
value”, as “absolute obsession with gaining wealdes Marx simply
take sides with the modest, needy proletariat afjdine excessive,
obsessive capitalist class? Is a will to powerhi@ shape of exchange-
value as the object of desire foreign to workeeshg? In this context,
Marx calls to mind the Aristotelean distinction Wween chrematistics
(the art of acquiring wealth) and economics (thtechradministering a
household). The latter knows its limits, it “rests itself to procuring the
useful goods necessary for living and for the hbake or the state.”
(MEW23:167) In this limitation, according to Aridle, lies true wealth:

True wealth § aAndwog miovtog) consists of such use-values; for the
measure of this kind of property, sufficient forgaod life, is not unlimited.
There is however a second art of acquisition whéclpreferably and rightly
called chrematistics as a consequence of whicleteeems to be no limit to
wealth and property. (Art. Pol. | iii 1256b30ffteil after MEW23:167

10 Cf. also e.gecTL Yaip ETEPOL T] X PNUOTIOTLKY KL O TAOVTOC O [20] KoLtd
dOoW, Kol TN LEV OLKOVOULKT, 1) 88 KATNALKT),, TOINTIKT] TAOVTOL Ob
TAVTOG AAAA S0, X PIUATWY LETABOANG Kol SOKEL TEPL TO VOULOUO o
€LVl TO YOp VOULOUO. CTOLYELOV KOl TEPOLG TNG AAAAYTIG ECTLY. KOl
dmelpog M oLTog O TAOVTOE, 0 ATO TAVTING THE YXPNUaTioTiknG. (“Itis
namely different, the art of making money, and weatcording to what comes
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Aristotle employs the differences between the limépoc; 1257b) and
the unlimited §elpoc; ibid.), the means and the final purposéeoc;
ibid.), in order to conceptualizérue wealth”. The phrase “absolute
amassing of wealth” is woven into this context;ezrhatistics does not
have any end, finalityopk €11 10V T€AOVG TéEPQLG; 1257b29).

S10 TN UEV pOLvETOL AVOYKOIOV €10l TOWTOG TAODTOL TEPAG, ETL & TOV
YLWWOUEVOY OPOUEV CUUBXIV®Y TOLVOVTIOV: TAVTEC YApP €1¢ GLTMELPOV
avEovow o xpnuatitépevol 1o vopiloua. (1257b32-34)

It therefore seems to be necessary for all wealtave limits; nevertheless we
see the opposite happening: all those who are pupoed with the acquisition
of wealth strive to make money grow endlessly.

Capitalism must therefore also be viewed as an ssxee
overstepping of Aristotelean limits. Value as “autdic subject”
(MEW23:169) represents an alienation and remowahfthe true basis
of need and its satisfaction in moderation. Thi®@aton, however, is
able to arouse the capitalist's passion — wheraypady at all can put
on the character mask of the capitalist — so tasiiccumbs to the
“pursuit” of money, a pursuit that tears down evdparrier of
moderation and thus violates any Aristotelean sthof adequate
measure. Marx’s casting of human being as needyhha an essentially
Aristotelean origin and is rooted firmly in the mphysical ethical
tradition. Humans themselves, however, in theiitless obsessiveness,
are not shown their limits so that they would haveurb themselves,
but limitlessness is projected onto an anonymoesied automaton,
value, as the subject of valorization. A Feuerbachprojection, but this
time not the anthropomorphic projection of religgddeas onto a god in
heaven, but a projection of human obsessivenestiamdn desire onto

naturally, and this latter is the art of householmhagement. The former is the art
of trading, the art of making wealth not in evergybut through exchanging
goods. And it seems this latter is about moneypnfoney is the element and limit
of exchange. And this wealth, the wealth from th@ney-making, is limitless.”
Pol. 1257b20-25). Here the making of money “througbhexging goods”"dia
YPNUATOY petaBoAng) is explicit, thus employing the key terpgto oA, in

its signification as ‘exchange’, not ‘change’.
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a thing: money. But what if this thing belongedair essence, if our
souls were always already greedy money souls, inenadel and
excessive ‘by nature’, if we human beings weregimarily’ animated
and driven by a will to power? What if we were iaoraessence not
moderately needy, but irrevocably desirous and byatvirtue of the
circumstance that the value-being of exchangedlog$, and money in
particular, is always already revealed to humamggeiln this case, at
least, Marx’s formula for communism in his critiqoéthe 1875 Gotha
program would be untenable: “From each accordingisoabilities, to
each according to his needs!” (MEW19:21), for thisrmula
presupposes that human beings are to be essergralbped in their
being on the basis of their abilities and needs $beed of power in
abilities is thereby overlooked.

In the Marxian casting of socialism, “labour-timeenges
simultaneously as the measure of the producerigitehl share of total
labour and therefore also of the individually camaible portion of the
common product” (MEW23:93). In socialism, since emlividual's
labour-time is always finite and measurable, th@snee is supposed to
prevent the measureless excess of an unequabdistn of the social
product under socialism, which is, however, thescasder capitalism.
The first measure for a socialist society wouldhe “necessary labour-
time for society in general and each section ofetpdi.e. room for the
development of the full productive forces of thdiundual, thus also of
society)”. (Gr. 595) The “necessary labour-time”turn will “have its
measure in the needs of the social individual”.. &6) But this
measure will be exceeded by far, since in a satisdiciety

the development of social productive forces wiltelerate so quickly that,
although now production is calculated on the weatthll, the disposable time
of all grows. For real wealth is the developed pive force of all
individuals. It is then no longer labour-time, lisposable time which serves
as the measure of wealth. (Gr. 596)
By positing freely disposable time as the measuresawial wealth,
basically a negative anverse measure is posited, for “social disposable
time” (Gr. 596) does not have any determinatiom&iothan that it is the
“time of everybody free for their own developmen(tbid.). This
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measure is thus without measure, opening the gatextcessive desire.
Under capitalism, by contrast, the superfluous ts®efree by increases
in productivity serves only to make the capitakgtalthier, since it
forms the basis for augmenting surplus-value prodoc The surplus
flows back ceaselessly into the measureless matlveofalorization of
value. And what is supposed to happen in socialiSm?posit the
measure of freely disposable time is an empty detation lacking an
inner measure. Beyond needs, humans remain meastrexcessive
beings animated by a will to power if only to hatleeir abilities
estimated, esteemed, rewarded, appreciated, adstaif€airs to which
Marx’s casting of socialism provides no answer.

What are free humans supposed to do with theipttiable time”,
supposing that this excess time is not merely tochanneled into
leisure-time activities? Whence are humans to ta&s measure, if not
from the necessity of needs? By what is human b&nbe held in
bounds when necessary labour-time as measure bscemeller and
smaller through measureless increases in prodty&iviUnder
capitalism, surplus labour-time is channeled backaumulated capital
into the endless circuit of self-valorizing val@@apital thus bloats itself
endlessly and can be conceived of as the will tplas-value, a reified
will that overcomes humans like a destiny and dréwvesn irresistibly
under its spell. Socialism as the endless increfiiee productive forces
thus shows itself to be likewise without a meassmage the fulfilment
of needs tendentially approaches zero. Where themudhans as needy
beings remain? Do not new needs arise endlesskelation to the
increase of the productive forces, thus slidinghi@ direction of desire
emerging from ever new, pleasurable social usa@esfld there be a
point at which society would cease to increase grauctive forces
further? Obviously not, as long as human being é$emnined as
inhabiting the realm of freedom that starts beythadrealm of need.

Marx’s thinking remains critique, i.e. it remainsgatively determined
by the opposition to capitalism and at the same tihgains its force
from this opposition. Marx is concerned with theemoming, abolition,
destruction of fetters which capitalism puts on tleelopment of the
productive forces, so that the working class caneto enjoy the fruits
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of this development. Positively, however, it rensaumclarified in Marx,
through what agency and to what reference-pointitbasurelessness of
human being is to be made to submit, if, as we Is@en, it cannot be
maintained that human being is exhaustively detaethiby neediness.
This is a deficit of Marxian thinking, that it rema a negative
movement. On the one hand, it posits human beifgbiour: humans as
labourers, as producers of their own social livoanditions; on the
other hand however, it equally casts a liberatibhwman being from a
determination through labour by demanding thatdéeelopment of the
productive forces should benefit labouring humaysdtting them free
from labour. But what are humans supposed to do whey dne not
working? Whence could human being take its measmm®duction, the
knowing, skilful guiding-forth of beings into thdearing of presence,
were to become inapplicable as measure? Could hub®ng’'s
excessive measurelessness find an endless outlsbrime kind of
interchange?

The “money soul” is presumably a guiding channeltfe excessive
measurelessness of human being under capitalisimurifan being is
desirous and craving and not merely needy, thinkimgst have an
answer to the measurelessness of human being thrgligh it submits
the latter into a binding structure. The limitlesss of capital represents
oneresponsdo and mirroring of the measurelessness of huneamgbit
does not make human being into an excessive, netassressence, as
Marxian and left critique would like to have it.d8umably, the endless
movement of augmentation which bends desire arantedan endless,
senseless circling is not the only answer to theegsiveness of human
being. Perhaps it is merely one metaphysical resptimat could still be
twisted and somehow gotten over.






/. The Essence of Capital and the
Essence of Technology

To come to terms with the title of this study, tpngestions concerning
the essence of capital and its relationship toetssgence of technology
have to be posed. In doing so, Marx’s and Heidegger's respective
thinking will touch each other most intimately. Bacf these thinkers
has answered one of the two questions concernang@sbkence of capital
and the essence of technology, but in differenglages. The task is
thus posed as a kind of labour of conceptual tediosi.

7.0 The Set-up

The essence of technology is the set-up (Ge-Stdik, gathering of
setting-up that gathers of itself, in which evemyththat can be ordered
to set up (alles Bestellbare) abides in its standtanding reserve’.*®
Excised from the path of thinking in Heidegger —taak of thoughtful
reading which is here presupposed — that leadsisoformulation, it
remains incomprehensible, mere jargon. How doeslddgier arrive at
it? Using examples, he develops in texts such d® “Duestion
Concerning Technology’ and ‘The Set-up’ a languadesetting-up,

such as in the following passage:

Setting-up sets up by ordér It challenges. If we consider it in its essenod a
not according to possible effects, however, ordeetting-up (Bestellen) does

1 A first attempt of mine in this direction appeaiedtalian under the title ‘Aspetti
metafisici e post-metafisici dell’analisi della foa di valore’ inL’Impegno della
Ragione: Per Emilio Agaz#&dizioni Unicopli 1994 pp. 121-134.

12 Standing reserve (or stand of stock) can tran8astand Stand can be taken in
the sense of a stand of trees or a crop, but nererglly to refer to any stock or
standing reserve of beings. A stock is on stand-by.

13 M. Heidegger, ‘Das Ge-Stell’, (The Set-up) publ$li®94 inGesamtausgabe
Vol. 79, here: GA Bd. 79:32.

14 ‘Setting up by order’ or ‘ordered setting up’ rersléBestellen’ and is supposed
to convey the multiple meanings of ordering as camamg, putting into order
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not aim at booty and profit/gain/winnings (Gewinbt always at what can be
ordered to set up. ‘Always’ means head’ priori, because essentially; ordered
setting-up is only dragged forth from one being t&n be set up in presence to
the next, because ordered setting-up has fromutsebtorn everything present
into total stand-by (Bestellbarkeit) for being sptby order and set it up in this
total stand-by — no matter whether in an individoase the present being is
specifically set up or not. This violent force atlered setting-up that overtakes
(Uberholt) everything, only draws the specific aatordered setting-up in its
wake. The violent force of ordered setting-up maikgdausible that what is
called ‘ordered setting-up’ here is no mémnemanact, even though humans
belong to the performance (Vollzug) of ordered isgtup. (Das Ge-Stell
GA79:29f)
Everything that exists can be set up in (especialtyentific and
technological) images and representations, and thlragged
foreknowingly into presence, otherwise, it doeseast. Human beings,
too, only abide in the set-up as long as they perfthe setting-up
associated with the position into which they haeerbset. In spite of

this, the chain of ordered setting-up, Heideggaints,

comes to nothing, for ordered setting-up does mbtup anything in presence

that could have or could be allowed to have a praséor itself outside setting-

up. What is ordered to set-up is always alreadyadwdys only set up to set up

in succession an other as its successor. The ohairered setting-up does not

come to anything; rather, it only goes back insocitcling. Only in this circling

does what can be ordered to set up have its sfaad.Ge-Stell GA79:28f)
The set-up gathers the circular movements of ekenytthat can be
ordered to set up, which everything becomes inatipe of technology.
The totality of beings has then become the standisgrve on stand-by.
The language of the set-up reveals similaritieghtd of capital which
suggest that certain figures of thought in Heideggemmingle with
Marxian figures by virtue of having related phenoebefore the
mind’s eye.

According to Marx, the essence of capital is thdless, limitless

valorization of value, an essence which sets itgelfbehind the backs”
of people, as Marx often puts it (e.g. Gr.:136, )158etting-up and

and ordering a commodity. Beings are ordered ingitjpn, they are put into the
order of the set-up and they are ordered justiféeas in a mail order catalogue.
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valorization are the respective essential actionsth@ respective
essences, whereby action here cannot be thougtdrmms of human
action, but as an historical destiny that prevaier and overwhelms
everything by disclosing the totality of beingshtoman understanding
within a specific epochal cast. To think valoripatias attributed to
destiny goes against the grain of Marxian thinkioigcourse, for which
something destinal would have to be treated asishfem that could be
dissolved by deciphering value and valorizatiom dsocial product just
like language” (MEW23:88), assuming that languagatiall adequately
conceived as a “social product”. Be that as it mast as the essence of
technology is nothing technical, the essence ofitaiaps nothing
economic; the valorization of value cannot be thdugtimately as an
economic phenomenon, for it goes to the heart ofidrusocial being.
Marx’s critique of political economy is not a thgoof the capitalist
economy with the appropriate specialized concepasher, it is a
guestioning and a presentation of the essence ptataits social
ontology, which — now expressed in Heidegger's laage — is not a
human machination, but a constellation of beingt tehapes and
determines an historical world. If the valorizatiohvalue expresses the
essence of capital, then capital is gathered invidmeous modes of
valorization. Everything thais reveals itself to be valorizable, i.e. as
capable of being drawn into a circuit of valoripati This valorization
(Verwertung) is not merely utilization (the usuadaming of Verwertung
in German), but the augmentative movement of exgbamlue. Value
IS neither money nor capital but the essence arizihg, which makes
everything thats appear as valorizable, as offering a possibibitydain
through the movement of value through its valuenfrValue expresses
itself quantitatively as well as qualitatively fatst and for the most part’
in the potential or realized exchange against mobety despite the real
appearance of reification, it cannot be identifrath the thing ‘money’,
whose essence itself must be conceived ontologidall terms of
exchange-value. Nevertheless, the essence of kapipsesses itself
above all in money and its movement. The capitalstid gathers itself
in money; in the thing ‘money’ and its movementcapital; the world
worlds capitalistically, as soon as the movementvalorization of
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everything achieves an absoluteness. Everythingighaas a direct or
indirect relation to money; the totality of beingasses through money.
The value-forms developed throughout the cours€agdital, including
the wage, capital, fixed and circulating capitalpund-rent, interest-
bearing capital, profit of enterprise, the revefuen of value, etc.,
come to envelop the totality of beings in the cafst world.

7.1 The Gainful Game

Parallel to the figure of thought of the set-u tluestion arises, what
the gathered gathering of valorization should b#eda With this
naming, the essence of modern capitalist societyldvalso be named.
Instead of tracing back value only to social labauran abstractly
universal form, as Marx does, labour itself nowdigs to be thought in
tracing it back into its groundless ground in thdinite, violent
movement of valorization, since labouring humaas, tire merely used
by this essence that holds sway.

We call the gathered gathering of valorization @dins domination
in the capitalist world in an essential sensegiiering of the gainable
the gainful gameor, simply, thewin (Gewinnst, Gewinn-Spiel The
gainful game is here neither profit nor winnings aopurely economic
maghnitude, nor the successful result of a humamggte or human
labour, but the gathering of the gainable, i.e. gla¢hering of all the
risky opportunities for gain, which holds sway gndiessly as the
essence of capitalism that opens itself up as ddwor human being
whilst appropriating human being to itself.

According to Grimm, “Winnings Gewinr) are associated with
winning (attaining something through struggle, lad With this
definition, only a human action would be addresSdte gainful game
as the essence of capital signifies more origipaid more uncannily
the gathering of all modes of valorization (gainimgnning) in which
humans too are dragged into and are (or can be) lwgdhe circular
movement of valorization (gaining, winning). Thecamspicuous germ
of the gainful movement of valorization is visil@dkeady in the simplest
of exchange transactions in which one commoditylped of labour has
the potential, thgpower to exchangéor another commodity product in
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the interplay of exchanges, thus inauguratexghange-valuewhose
augmentative circular movement provides the onioldgconcept of
capital. Only from a human perspective does thafgagame appear as
the way to a goal that is achieved by strugglelabdur, for the gainful
game asserts itself behind the backs and over éadsnof competing,
struggling human beings. The gainful game makesy#dvag thatis
show itself as valorizable material. In this wayough lust for gain, it
entices and ensnares human beings. Everythingly to the extent that
gain can be had from it. Everything that does rmwaitself to be
drawn into the circuit of valorization, through whiadvanced capital
can be augmentei$ not (does not exist). Everythimgonly insofar as it
Is potentially profitable, i.e. insofar as a cabisam may generate
winnings as offspring, or income (wages, grounds;ranerest, profit of
enterprise) may be gained from this movement ofitaapAll are
stakeholders and players in the gainful game, usitthe capitalists. The
gainful game challenges everything that is to stemningly’, i.e.
profitably, into the circuit of valorization and tontribute to the growth
of capital. The gainful game thus sets everythiitg motion by sucking
everythinga priori (i.e. already in prevailingpreconceptionsinto the
risk-taking calculus of valorization, of gaining carwinning which
includes, of course, the possibility of losing.

The essence of capital is thus not anything mecalyitalist. It is
neither the principal sum of money that is augnener the ethos of a
subject that is greedily or otherwise after monefgain. It is neither
money nor the lust for money, neither somethingecije nor
subjective, but a calculating, ‘gainful’ mode ofealing everything that
IS in whose clearing everything shows itself a®raable, i.e. as having
the potential for winnings, so that humans areedadin by the destiny of
the gainful game and compelled to think in a thgidy calculative,
albeit incalculably risk-taking, manner that sefs everything in the
‘sight’ of possessing potential for gaifihe gainful gaméolds sway as
a prevailing essence of historical truth (disclosuimhe gainful essence
of capital, since it is destiny, i.e. a way in whibe world reveals itself
to human understanding so totalizingly ttztother way of thinking
seems inconceivahleannot be tied down to any ‘thing’, even though
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everything that can be valorized ultimately haslatron to money, i.e. a
price. Marx speaks of value as a social relatidmclv suggests that it is
constituted by sociated humans themselves, of epwwithout them
knowing what they are doing, i.e. unconsciouslye Tdoncept of the
gainful game, by contrast, goes beyond anythingnieiéd by humans in
their social interplay, and even beyond the unitdéehconsequences of
such interplay to bring to light an historically sti@med mode of
disclosure of beingsas beings that from the outset promises gain and
which provokes and induces the corresponding huanaions and social
structures and movements, i.e. the correspondingemaf being-
together in potentially gainful, competitive int&p.

In Marx, the value relation remains in the econorarmmd social
dimension; it is first of all the money-mediatedcisd relation of
commodities to each other that covers up and dsstbe mutual valuing
of exercised labouring abilities. Capital as a abrlation mediated by
things provides the economy with its socio-ontodagjiform and also
constitutes the basis upon which a superstructueracted. The other
social instances —the state, the legal forms, Mhipraculture,
ideologies, philosophy, etc. — are supposed tohloeight proceeding
from this basis and in a correspondence to it. Adiog to this never
executed program of Historical Materialism, a sbewhole is to be
thought in this way: the bourgeois totality, thgta structured totality of
beings. Here, by contrast, a post-metaphysicamaités being made to
take capital and the valorization of value backstmmething more
originary, namely back to an essencing of truttthashistorical clearing
in which everything thatis is disclosedas what it is. In being
enpropriated to the gainful game, everything tretpromises gain,
especially reified monetary gain; otherwiseist not, it is nothing,
worthless. Everything thas must have a potential use for valorization,
however indirectly, otherwise itis not. Use for humans is not the
criterion, but above all use for a circuit of vakation, i.e. ultimately,
for the gainful game which turns endlessly withiself, throwing off
winnings. Even untouched nature can be valorizeheéngainful game,
say, as a recreational value for valorizable human® in turn are
employed by a capitalist circuit of valorization labourers and clerks
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and managers. Valorization is here no longer, assitMarxian guise,
only the augmentation of money capital in a circbiit is conceived
more broadly as exploiting to achieve success, aminning and
gaining in generagl achieved above all in earning the four kinds of
monetary income. Such gaining and winning always &amonetary
aspect, i.e. it can be expressed directly in cagings, profits, surpluses,
wages, interest, ground-rent, profit of enterprisaauses and suchlike,
or indirectly, say, when someone who attains netgyifame or celebrity
status is, in turn, able to monetize that promimngstial status. Thus,
everything thats can be quantified and incorporated into calcutetion
the basis of which success or failure can be medsur money as
universal measure of value. The gainful game esti@ed ensnares
humans as players in a competitive struggle fomwigs in the broadest
sense, where they struggle with each other. Inviiag, the gainful game
valorizes humans, not only setting them into maqtibnt above all
keeping itself in a kind of apparently perpetuatiom.

The value-form analyzed by Marx can be traced bclka more
originary valorization in an open constellation loGtorical truth of
being in which the totality of beings is openedama seen, understoad
priori from the standpoint of valorizability, i.e. of aotpntial
contribution to winnings. “This locus [the infornmat set-up, here
translated as the gainful game] is a process sphefre of circulation’
(Marx) of un-truth from which designer, operator and interpreter can
each draw benefit, but which evade a comprehenattr@ution of
meaning and total contrdlP’ The reason for the non-originariness of the
Marxian value-form analyses is that they mainly seeaout the
contradiction between private and social subjettithat results in a
reification of social relations and a crisis-propeocess of social
material reproduction without a conscious sociabjsct with the
historical aim of relating everything back to ardarying, consciously
sociated subject. Marxian thinking does not takavée of the

15 Cf. on value-form analysis and information techgglas capital R. Capurro
Leben im Informationszeitaltéxkademie Verlag, Berlin 1995 esp. Chapter 5,
here p. 71, italics in the original passage.
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metaphysics of modernity as a thinking of subjettjwvhich assumes
in Marx the particular guise of Feuerbachian arbtogy in which all
beings in their being are traced back to humankind in particular to
the labouring human being. The fetish characterthef value-form
signifies that the products of human labour hawaed an autonomy
vis-a-vis subjectivity and evaded its control, atsb that human beings
themselves are taken in and mystified by this Hetisaracter.
Subjectivity as the metaphysical environment inghiViarxian thinking
abides, however, is not originary, but in turn isunded in an historical
constellation of disclosive truth that appropriatesnan being to itself,
deciding as what the totality of beings discloses itself in emochal
mode of thinking and understanding, without lyingngly at the
disposition of human actions. Marx wants to brirgegade objectivity,
which is thought under the rubric of fetishism, banto a true,
socialized subjectivity, in which humans are coogsisubjects as freely
associated producers, thus unravelling reifiedadaeilations. This is a
prospect, however, that can no longer open up atyd history, if
today the leap beyond the gainful setting up ohgeifor the sake of
humankind is called for historically.

If, therefore, we must take leave of the modern apiggsics of
subjectivity in the form of (consciously sociateld@pouring human
being, this leave-taking does not affect solelywhkie concept that now
can no longer be traced badkimately to human labour as abstract
value-substance. Not only is the labour theory aftig untenable as a
guantitative price theory; it is moreover basedcerntain metaphysical
presuppositions of Feuerbachian anthropology wmhmchv must be
gotten over. Accordingly, the value concept must i@ thought with a
relation not to human labour as a substance, btltarfirst place to the
non-substantial, groundless interchange and irggrmf estimation,
validation, appreciation and esteeming of humanegrsvand abilities.
Everything that is opens itself to us as valuableard therefore as
worth desiring — in the broadest sense (which idetualso what is
worth-less, value-less). This value-being comprises only being
useful (being-good-for...), ultimately for the sa&& Dasein, but also
everything that reveals itself to human beings alsiable, estimable.
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Money is the highest, crystalline embodiment ofueabeing as the
tangible mediator in this dimension of value-beialyvays already
opened by being to human being, i.e. as the medinth universal
means in the dimension of value for getting one®ids on what is
valuable. Here it is left to one side whether wikataluable is a thing, a
human service, a piece of nature (block of landedty stretch of water,
etc.), (interest-bearing) money itself or, in arteexled sense, public
honours and offices, good reputation and sociaindstg, etc.
Everything is gathered into the gainful game thigtldses all beings
with regard to their value for being striven fordawon, a particular
guise of the will to power. Money itself as the negentative of wealth
in general is the universal key to what is valudlyleneans of exchange,
and thus unadulterated reified social power. Exggeslynamically, the
movement of money is capital that sets all beimdes motion for the
sake of winnings.

By contrast, Heidegger’'s thinking sees only theurstsciences —
and perhaps the sciences as a whole — as the igraratbr
unconcealing precalculative setting-up and, despgeggestive
formulations, it is not receptive for the machinas of capital which
snatches everything away into circuits of valomgwalue drawing all
into a striving for gain. Although in Heidegger eomically tinged
concepts such as ordering, production, succesgk,starcuit and
suchlike can be found, he wastes not a single wabodut the
subsumption of things and humans, i.e. of the itgtadf beings,
underneath the value-forms or the competitive cdsipii to valorize
economically. The horizon of his thinking may havidened through an
intensive reading of th&rundrisseand Kapital. The set-up and the
gainful game as historical constellations of disale truth are closely
related and intertwined nevertheless. Heideggesserion, “ordered
setting-up in no way aims at booty and profit/gainhings, but always
at what can be ordered to set fiptannot be sustained as soon as
setting-up is seen as intertwined with the gaigfamme as the “restless

8 M. Heidegger ‘Das Ge-Stell’ GA79:29.
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movement of winning” to which Marx refers in a farfation for the
circling, augmentative movement of capital (MEWZB)L

The affinity of essence of the set-up to the gdiglime is indicated
— of course without revealing its essence — abdvenahe fact that
the sciences and capital are closely intermeshedndéerdependent. This
intermeshing of essences is revealed by approfriateceptualizing
not only the profitable increases in productivitglyo made possible
through a close intermeshing of science and cajitidle development
of technology, but also the acceleration of timaralteristic for our
age, i.e. that everything has to be on stand-bybe¢o called up
immediately. For, the quantitative augmentationvafue depends on
how fast advanced capital moves through its ciraad returns to its
starting-point in order to be advanced once ag#im & new circuit. As
Marx analyzes in depth in the second volum€apital, an acceleration
of the turnover time of capital, this fundamentalwvament of capitalist
economy, results in an increase of (annual) prdfite faster capital
turns over, the more frequently it throws off ptafi a given period. The
shortening of the turnover time for the sake ohgaithus one driving
force for the incessantly increasing speed of ecoadife, just as the
possibility of decreasing the necessary size oft@apequired to keep a
production process going induces a striving to cedthe stocks of
means of production to a minimum, thus calling Hgphenomena such
as just-in-time production for which means of proihhn are set on
stand-by. The breathless movement of gainful ecandife, the never-
ending efforts to increase productivity, the acedlen of time and the
ever more pressing tendency to set beings on $tarfdr immediate
availability are therefore essentially intertwin&etting-up and gainful
striving are essentially akin.

7.2 The Grasp

Both the set-up and the gainful game are rootadegrasp(Gegriff)
that gathers together all the modes of grasping@werang of the totality
of beings so that everything is set up on standebythe sake of gain,
above all, income. The potential to be ordered s#tiing up and to be
valorized intermesh in thgrasp The grasp as the gathering of all modes
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of grasping brings together the set-up’s uncoveang setting-up in
precalculative knowing with the gainful game’s ilacdable, because
risky, gambit for gain. Thgraspis now proposed as the unified, shared
name for the grasping (precalculatively compreheg)dset-up and the
grasping (grabbing) gainful game in their intimafénity of essence.
This affinity is not a self-sameness because thmkhat sets up, above
all in the garb of the modern sciences and teclym$oprecalculates
foreknowinglyhow beings are to be set up withartainty, whereas the
gainful game isncalculableanduncertaininsofar as it relies essentially
on how things (commaodities, workers, capital, land,are valued in the
vicissitudes of ongoing social interplay. Theaspas the intermeshing
of the set-up and the gainful game amountsd@seosure of the totality
of beings that sets them up and strips them of 8telter not only to
control them, but for the sake of striving riskdlgd measurelessly for
gain.

The grasp therefore grasps in two fundamentallfexdiht ways
depending upon the domain of beings grasped atsé&tiap, on the one
hand, grasps foreknowingly at those beings whoseements can be
precalculated and controlled, or rather, at alngsjinsofar as their
movements can be precalculated and controlled, winicludes human
beings conceivedsthings. The gainful game, on the other hand, grasp
for gain in potentially gainful economic interplaigs domain is the
social inhabited by human beings engaged in ongsowal interplay
with one another. Because human beingfeesare the starting-points
of their own movements, the interplay among these fnovements is
groundless and therefore already in principle udigtable and
uncontrollable, despite the self-deluding effortdh® social sciences to
bring social movements within the ambit of a certacalculable
scientific gaze. In particular, the economic sodrderplay is out for
gain, above all as income. There are no guararttesincome can
always be gained, nor is there certainty as to hmwh income will be
earned in a coming period. The gainful game isre&gly risky. But
once income has been gained, the money-income éfs drands is a
reified, crystallizedsocial powerthat enablesecureaccess to all that is
venal. The quantitative price to be paid to buy sthimg or to hire
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someone or something may fluctuate and is therefmeertain, but
possessing money lends a certain, calculable sqmater to the
possessor. Gain is to be gotten first and foremtbstugh having
individual powers and abilities, and their exercigstimated and
rewarded via market interplay, which therefore dmn seen to be a
power play just as the other kinds of market interchange®rgm
iIncome-source owners are. These observations sintekif light on the
affinity and distinction, or the identity and dife;nce, between the set-up
and the gainful gain. In a way, they adentical twinsbuoyed and
driven by awill to power productive, controlling, precalculative power
on the one hand, and reified social power on therot

The set-up and the gainful game cast human beileggrasping for
the totality of beings, including themselves, whicbwever does not
mean that everything is set up in tune with humeeds and wishes, for
this is only an illusion. The illusion consiststive fact that what humans
are is never a fixed point to which everything cblle attuned
(Heidegger says: “The human’ does not exist anyef¥), but rather,
human being itself is co-cast historically out lo# €ssences of the set-up
and the gainful game in such a way that human lsethgmselves
appear to human being as amenable to being setndpganerate
winnings. Enpropriated to the grasp, human beimgs rot only are
sucked into the gainful game both as competing gokayand as an
indispensable means to generating capital’s prbfit, adopt a stance
towards all beings, including themselves, accordmnghich they are set
up a priori for foreknowing, calculative manipulation (psycbgy,
neuroscience,...); in thgrasp human being itself is cast gsaspingin
this double sense. Whereas the set-up challengtds dod sets up in
uncovering everything knowingly, scientifically, ethclearing of the
gainful gameenticesandensnareswith the prospect of gailtGrasp set-
up and gainful game insofar as they affect human being, are also all
ways ofthinkingandunderstandinghe world in response to a casting of
the being of beings that has descended upon hunwhrikrough the
long movement of Western history.

17 ibid. GA79:30.



Ch. 7 The Essence of Capital and the Essence ahbtmy 79

Drawn to the gainful game through a desire for ghurmans exist as
gainersandwinners The winner of the gainful game is not a victast b
someone abandoned to the risky vieing for winningscompetitive
struggle. In this broad sense of gainful game as hastorical
constellationas which the world shapes up, the winner can juswvels
be a loser. All are players in the gainful gametaBglement in the
restless valorization of value is experienced bynéms as rivalry and
struggle against others. Each individual humarh&lenged and enticed
to be a winner in measuring him- or herself agaotsiers. Whether
success or lack of it results from the struggledecided by the
valorization game, ultimately measured by the mamyetncome. The
loser loses out in the struggle for income. Eveeyoevertheless takes
part of necessity in the game. Since the set-uptandainful game have
affine essences, the employee set in position amdstand-by to
foreknowingly control movements of some kind orestis also a player
in the gainful game and vice-versa. Everyone iscéreal away into the
competitive, potentially gainful struggle, everyaries while circling in
the ever more accelerating circuits of capital.

Not only is the successful player employed by #teup, but also the
underdog; not only is the winner a participanthe gainful game, but
also the loser. They all belong to the standingmas on stand-by for
grasping valorization, even though people quiteestly think that they
remain usufructuary subjects who profit from pr@gren science and
technology, and from economic growth. Being corrécwever, must
be distinguished from being in the truth where #éissence is in view.
Therefore it would miss the point, for example,norally denounce
human greed and graspingness, insofar as the ggaspt a human
construct, but a destinal way in which an histdnearld shapes up that
itself grasps humans and which needs to be thahgbtigh as such in
order, possibly, to gain distance from it. It wowtbo evidence blind
will to power to play out an optimistic faith in man inventiveness and
progress against a gloomy philosophical worldviaat denies humans’
status as subjects underlying, and hence contgoliireir own collective
destiny.
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The value-forms analyzed by Marx, starting with coodality, money,
(productive, circulating and interest-bearing) tapiwages through
ground-rent and interest to the revenue-form amdftlur fundamental
incomes, cover the totality of beings: things, homaearth and sea.
There is hardly anything, not even the sky, thatnca be gainfully
valorized, even in a narrow economic sense (ergtrafic corridors).
The circuits that Heidegger describes in variousstare in truth, i.e. in
their full disclosedness, circuits of capital, vath his ever bringing this
ontologically to light. Most importantly, the res¢is snatching away of
everything into some circuit or other which he addes can be
concretized with reference to the intertwining ofcgits of capital
constituting in their totality the material repradion of a capitalist
economy. This intertwining is phenomenally visibleesady in everyday
life, e.g. as the activity of huge, global stocknpanies networked with
their suppliers and distributors. Because evergthsan be valorized
under the promise of gain, capital penetrates @very ontic nook and
cranny. Everything obtains a price in the circlioigvalue as capital, if
only indirectly. In particular, the sciences arézed on — directly or
indirectly via state policy on science and techggle- in their research
activity as suppliers of technology, something tbah only happen
because both — capital and technology — hold swateir affinity of
essence with the gainful game. The deployment aénse and
technology in capitalist enterprise, namely, enkartbe chances of gain
against competing players, a phenomenon that Maoxight to its
concept above all with ‘relative surplus-value proibon’, a concept
presumably unknown to Heidegger.

The valorization of value is a metaphysical deteation of capital
which hits on the essence beneath the surface ightgr property
relations and speaks out its truth. The Marxiaticqure of capitalism is
only superficially a critique of private propertgsofar as the latter is
still thought as in the hands of subjects of cortipet competing for
iIncome-gain. On the deepest level of essenceees less a critique of
class exploitation. We must finally take leave wtls readings of Marx’s
writings if they are still to be able to open up lastorical future. The
critique of political economy shows that all thebgacts, including the



Ch. 7 The Essence of Capital and the Essence dhobtgy 81

ruling class subjects, are, properly speaking, sxdijects at all, but
rather are dragged into the circling of valorizatias players in the
gainful game, so that all of them can and must dganded as mere
players wearing “character-masks”, as personificeiof value-forms.
All players, capitalists, workers and the rest, aneler the spell of the
gainful game, and the critique of capitalism thati@zes large, even
obscene differences in income, remains superficalit amounts to
calling merely for a strong umpire, a state-subjectegulate the gainful
game. Marx himself remains dominated by metaphi/sthanking
insofar as he leaves human being located in suMijgct— albeit an
alienated subjectivity with an historical prospettbecoming genuine,
consciously sociated subjectivity. He purportedlyspHegelian thinking
onto its feet by giving priority to the practicattavity of humans over
thinking spirit. The human being as subject, iethat which ultimately
‘underlies’, remains in the centre, and practiceams merely the other
side of theory conceived as the power of the aasatilabouring
subjects (including engineers, scientists, managerso set up
theoretical representations to guide productivetpra. This can be seen
most clearly in the fact that Marx’s value concdyats recourse to
abstractly sociated labour as the substance otyaigtead of thinking
more originarily the essence of valorization pratteg from the non-
substantial gainful game that enpropriates humangbeas grasping
players to an historical constellation of beingtstruth. The subject in
the guise of the labourer still does not represenbriginary category
from which value could be thought, but rather, leouring subjects
themselves must still be desubjectified as emplyaeployed into
position in the set-up and as players snatchedyughé gainful game,
l.e. as the property of propriation in the histariform of the grasp in its
setting-up for the sake of gain. The ‘photograptegative’ of the grasp
lights up as the game in which the human playeesoat to estimate
each other's powers and abilities, and enjoy thstieem, whilst
exercising these powers and abilities for eachrilenefit.

In Heidegger, by contrast, the critical gaze isfied on thinking that
calculates and sets up representations (Vorstadhinge. on the modes
of thinking that decide how beings are unconcealsdreal through
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imagined (vorgestellte) scientific models. Thisluntes in the first place
the modern sciences and technologies that casediigy of everything
real as measurability and calculability, and acoayly do research into
a reality thus set up, uncovering beings and maknegn accessible to
knowledgeable manipulation. In this way, all movemand change of
whatever kind are to come under precalculable obrtieidegger wants
to promote another type of thinking counterposedhtioking that sets
up representations and calculates for the sakemtfa, whereas Marx
is for a practical revolution of social relatiomswhich a conscious (and
still calculating, positing) sociation of produgatiois to be set up,
unobstructed by disturbances inherent in the erididen entangled
movements of circuits of capital through which gitalist economy
must reproduce itself and expand, if at all. The thinkers are thus in
this regard historical worlds apart from each atHéor this reason,
Heidegger emphasizes in thetter on ‘Humanismthat thinking is the
essential human praxis which plays a vital paiecidingas what the
totality of beings will abide, that is, how humaeirngs understand their
world. By contrast, no political revoluticas suchcan have any impact
on a way of thinking which decides on the beingbeings, since the
former does not reach into the dimension of theedategarding itself as
revolutionary practice as opposed to ‘mere’ ‘irgetualist’ theory. To
think thinking as a praxis, and more specificalyam essential human
praxis that casts a world in response to inklingggocahow an historical
world could shape up alternatively, represents pturne with the
metaphysical division and distinction between tlyesord practice which
Is relevant only for thinking that sets up (thema) images and
representations for the sake of precalculated igedatontrol of beings
and their movements.



8. Heldegger’'s Response to the
Challenging by the Set-up

How does Heidegger respond to the grasping, ordesttthg-up of the
set-up? A brief answer is: with the equanimity afttihg-be or
releasement, but he also responds with the casfinige fourfold. The
original version of ‘The Question Concerning Tedoge’ is — under
the title ‘The Set-up’ — one of four lectures tiégidegger held in the
Bremen Club on 1 December 1949. “The titles weree Thing. The
Set-up. The Danger. The Turninty.”The Thing’, published in 1954 in
Vortradge und Aufsatz@ ectures and Essays) with a few minor changes,
deals with the lack of distance of everything unttexr domination of
technology, which is to be contrasted with a pdesitearness of the
thing in the granting play of the world. The theroé the simply
enfolding fourfold, which emerges for the first 8rm theContributions
to Philosophy - From Enowninig 1936/38, provides the alternative foil
to the set-up. Heidegger speaks here of the “ségl’lfrom thinking
that sets up representations (primarily scientificinking that
“annihilates” the thing as thing) into “thinking a&h thinks-of...”. The
path of thinking in the lecture which unfolds usitige example of the
jug made by a potter, culminates in the formulation

Whatever becomes a thing is propriated from that ligupple and precious ring
of the mirror play of the world. Only when, presutaall of a sudden, world
worlds as world, will the ring shine which the ltgkupple and precious ring of
earth and sky, the divine and mortals rings in® light, precious ring in its
simplicity.*®
In the thinging of the thing, nearness could evat@upropriately
through which world could come close. Without tlieps in thinking
with lead to this formulation, it remains cryptaf course. Ring’ and

'8 Preliminary remark t®ie Technik und die Kehiie the serieepuscula Neske
Verlag Pfullingerf1985.

9 M. HeideggeNortrage und Aufsatzg¢ ectures and Articles) Neske Verlag,
Pfullingen©1985 pp. 174f.
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“Gering’ are thought out of “our old German language” veéhé¢ney
signify “supple, malleable, graceful, obedienthtig(ibid. p. 173) but
also “fine and precious, as the wdfteinod (gem) says® “Light and
small, however, are things also in their numbemgared with the
tremendous number of objects that are equally amdifferently
interchangeable everywhere’ jbid.. Heidegger names things here that
constitute basically a peasant world:

the jug and the bench, the path and the ploughthe tree and the pond, the

brook and the mountain, [...] heron and deer, harse bull, [...] mirror and

hair-clip, book and painting, crown and cros#id. p. 175)
Without any further elaboration, a simple worldiglined. “Crown and
cross” refer surprisingly, as late as 1949, to hyyand the Christian
church, powers of an historically exhausted woitldworld always
worlds historically, how can crown and cross initthieinging still make
world world (assuming that they were ever abledsd)? Have they not
become worldless, even in the sense of a meta@iysarld? Modern
apparatuses obviously do not belong to the simgddnof things. The
envisaged fourfold is a thoroughly modest littlerldoin which things
such as television set and computer, telephone a@fidgerator
connected to the internet, electric guitar and #rmpl hi-fi system and
digital sound card have no place. Presumably dréyechnical world of
the set-up worlds in and through such articles Wwiaan be called up
arbitrarily and interchangeably at will. But whena “book” {bid.) a
thing and not merely something produced by techglor a market?
Where do the demarcation lines between things atdfs beings run?
Why do there have to be such demarcation lineiaD®a a cello and a
keyboard synthesizer stand on opposite sides dlithée? Presumably,
a line of demarcation cannot be drawn in such feedceway. Could a
step back be taken that would transform an “ind#f¢, interchangeable
object” such as a television set into a thing? V8hguld something as

20 M. Heidegger ‘Holderlins Erde und Himmel’ (H6lderk Earth and Sky) in
Erlauterungen zu Holderlins Dichtur(&lucidations of Holderlin’s Poetry)
Klostermann, Frankfurt/Ml195141971 p. 174.

21 ‘Das Ding’ (The Thing\Vortrage und Aufsatzep. cit.p. 175.
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personal as a Personal Computer which is attunechpletely
individually to the wuser's needs, preferences arabith be an
“Iindifferent, interchangeable object’”? Could a thgimusic medium
such as a CD become a thing by displacing thinkimagt sets up
representations to thinking that thinks-of...? Qe delevisions and
digital music media irrevocably “indifferent, intdrangeable” products
and embodiments of distancelessness? Are theytediseimcapable of
allowing the world to while as the mirror-play difet fourfold? On what
does the ability of a thing to thing depend? Presly) it depends on a
world allowing a thing to thing, just as conversalthing allows a world
to world, which once again refers to the histoyict world.

Heidegger's list of things suggests at first glaticd he wants to turn
the historical clock back to the village world betpeasant. Heidegger's
insistence on a thinking rooted in the soil of themeland — an
insistence that pervades his writings right toeéhd — and his obvious,
well-documented dislike for city life with his tal&f the “hustle and
bustle of large towns,... the desolateness of imidliszones®, for
instance, reinforce this impression. If the ideaurhing historical time
back is questionable and even absurd, then the¢, lsyipple, precious
ring of world could perhaps still be saved as asi®@ the set-up,
which of course would not be a response to teclyyolcapable of
standing in history. The idea of the little, ligbtypple and precious ring
Is thus not very convincing according to such iptetations lying close
to hand. Are there other, more convincing inteigtrens? Could any
desolate place become a precious oasis? Accordnddeidegger
himself, one thing should be impressed upon us, emely: that in
Western history to date there has never been atty thing as a thing.
Only with the thinking of being which wrestles withetaphysical ways
of thinking of the being of beings in order to ttvfsee of them are
preparations underway for an historical opening ttog thinging of
things and the worlding of world. Heidegger says thith unmistakable
clarity:

?2 M. Heidegger ‘Gelassenheit’ (Letting be)@elassenheiNeske Verlag,
Pfullingen 1959 p. 15.
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Things have gone, they have gone away — whitherat\Whs been set up in
their place? As things they are long gone and équetll they have never been
as things As things— their thingly essence has never come to ligla la@en
preserved. (Note on the Thing lecture 1949 in GR3D:

If this insight is taken seriously, it becomes cléet the yearning for a
‘good’ old world of yesteryear in which simple tggmwere still things is
a pure illusion and has nothing at all to do witle @attempt to think
thingsas thingdor the first timein Western history.

Even technical devices must also be able to thmghang if the
reverse side of the set-up were to be suddenlyasete and allowed to
be. This state of affairs is made unclear agairHedegger by the
circumstance that in some texts (written for a devaaudience?) a
lamentation is to be heard “that our age is threaddoy a loss of rooted
stand in the soil*® thus creating the impression that it could be ¢tena
of trying to save a village way of life, “that peackalving of humans
between earth and sk§*. Such an interpretation, however, would be,
according to Heidegger, already a misinterpretatgance one kind of
rooted stand in the soil cannot be compared wittleer:

If the old rooted stand in the soil is already pagscould not a new ground and

soil be given back to humans?.?
The technicization of the world cannot be stoppddidegger knows
that (“For all of us, the institutions, apparatusesl machines of the
technical world are indispensable todag".y But he has a longing
nevertheless for “a strong-rooted homeland in wiemskehumans stand
firmly, i.e. have a stand on the earffi"instead of, like Nietzsche, going
in search of the endless horizon of the ocean deroto risk travelling
on this swaying mediuff. In view of the technicization of the world,

23 ibid. p. 16.

4 ibid. p. 15.

% ibid. p. 21.

% ibid. p. 22.

27 ibid. p. 15.

28 «On the horizon of infinity— We have left land and have gone by ship! We have
left the bridge behind us, — even more than thathave broken up the land
behind us! Now, little ship! Watch out! Beside ylas the ocean, that’s the truth,
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does something like a computer network such asiteenet also have to
be capable of becoming a thing in which the worldles? Could earth
and sky while in the electromagnetic medium ofititernet?According

to Heidegger: no. Instead, he wants to keep teahiicngs at arm’s
length by means of a stance that he calls “the lsim&ious yes and no to
the technical world®, i.e. “letting things be®® which arises by our
“using technical objects, but at the same timehacalgh using them
properly, keeping free of them in such a way thatoan let go of them
at any moment®! in other words “as something which does not touch
us in our innermost and ownmost cote’By virtue of this letting-be
and an “openness for the secfétivhich consists in “the sense of the
technical world concealing itsel, a new rooted stand in the soil
“within the technical world® could arise which “one day could even be
suitable for calling back the old, quickly disappeg rooted stand in the
soil in an altered form* From this, a bifurcation of things into
technical apparatuses on the one hand, which on&l deep at a
distance, and soil-rooted things on the other, wiuan be allowed to

it does not always roar, and sometimes it liesethige silk and gold and
daydreams of goodness. But there will be hourshithvyou will realize that it is
infinite and that there is nothing more terriblarthnfinity. Oh, the poor bird that
feels free and now flies against the walls of ttage! Woe to you if you become
homesick for land, as if you had had mbeedonthere, — and there is no land
anymore!” F. Nietzsche 124he Gay Scienda KSA Vol. 3 p. 480.In
Nietzsche’s casting of world there is “no longey &and!”.

9 Gelassenheijop. cit.p. 23.

% ibid. “die Gelassenheit zu den Dingen”; “Gelassenhsitften translated as
“releasement” which signifies a liberation-fronThis is only one aspect of
Gelassenheit, namely: being set free from the gebeing released from the grip
of the grasp. Letting things be, by contrast, igaian ethos and a way of
comportment that humans can adopt.

3L ibid. p. 22.

%2 ibid.

3 ibid. p. 24

** ibid.

% ibid.

% ibid.
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come closer and which belong to the old rooteddsianthe soil of a
peaceable, simple, “strong-rooted” way of life gr&thaps can still be
saved in their rooted stand or at least could s®hcally “given back
as gifts”. Heidegger maintains further that suchifarcation does not
lead to “our relationship to the technical worldbecoming ambiguous
and unsure” but on the contrary “simple and pedaefa miraculous
way.™’

The fourfold is an historical casting which to abpearances
envisages an embedding of a soil-rooted world dest&hin the
technical world. “Letting things be” would keep tide functional
objects in their usefulness at a distance, whateashoughtful relation
to other things would transform humans into morthielling peaceably
between sky and earth. Technical things, whichmallm arbitrary lack
of distance to hold sway, should not touch humamdoéin its
innermost core” thus pulling and pushing it arouAd(transformed)
distinction between an inauthentic and an autheméig of living and
between inauthentic and authentic things is thustaiaed. We will
come back to this after further Marxian thoughtsehbeen woven into
the text.

Since 1935, when Heidegger tried to grasp humangbé&iom its
extremes, a lot has changed or been transformetl93b, reference is
still made to the “uncanny” and the “violent actiai humans:

The most uncanny thing (the human) is what it isalbse it basically only
carries on and looks after the home in order talb@t of it and to allow that
element to break in which overwhelms it. Beinglftterows humans onto the
track of this pull which compels them to surpassikelves as those who move
out toward being in order to set it up in a workldhus to keep the totality of
beings open. (EiM p. 125)
Is the “violent action” of humans only an inhereatt of the first, Greek
beginning, whereas in the turning into propriatssmple, shepherd-like
human being would step forth? Are the rulers amdesten to which
the 1935 lectures refer no longer required? Toaegywould have to add
the figure of the entrepreneur for it is the figuwhich, as property

3" ibid. p. 23
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appropriated by the gainful game, has the mostigeeeole to play by
bringing the various resources (workers, means rofiyction, land)
together under the discipline of the compulsion vialorize, thus
directing a movement of valorization in its coneredss. The human
“venture” (toipoc) referred to in the chorus of Sophoclésitigone
(V.371) and interpreted in the 1935 lectures, the figure of the
entrepreneur who, at his or her own risk, interganesconomic life in a
more or less radical way, comparable with the mehd‘ ride out onto
the furious tide in winter while the storm is blai from the South®®
Entrepreneurial action in the present epoch must laé understood as a
response to the challenge of the set-up which tstmdoe taken in a
solely pejorative sense. The challenging of theupeind the enticement
of the gainful gameare the present day’s transiatiof the uncanny
challenge of the first beginning, and the entrepoenwhether great or
small, ventures out to take on the uncertain chgéeof the gainful
gamein its setting-up of an enterprise to try hser ‘luck’. And the
ventureis a matter of luck insofar as the outcome of themgmise can
never be sure because of the essential contingeintye value-forms
(cf. the next chapter).

Today, of course, it is almost obligatory amonguiiatful, ‘critical’
people to belittle the role of the entrepreneucegbitalist or to make it
seem more or less contemptuous by ascribing, onotiee hand, the
naked, selfish, asocial striving for gain to ak tbntrepreneur’s actions
and, on the other, by regarding the entrepreneamrgative products as
mere seductive material for the limitless, trivigddiction to
consumption on the part of the masses. But forreprejudiced view it
is apparent that entrepreneurial action also reptssa casting force in
our world which opens up possibilities of existenoe simply worthy of
contempt. The paradoxical thing about capital ecizely that it is able
to bring the individualist, “isolating” striving fogain into harmony with
world-shaping, creative entrepreneurial actionsaogreater or smaller
scale. Whether as entrepreneur or lender of finaheerich and super-

% From the first stanza of the chorus. HeideggesadfationEinfiihrung in die
Metaphysil{Introduction to Metaphysics EiM) p. 112.
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rich, by making money out their money are potelytialso in a position
to allow numerous people to participate in mordess fulfilling and
challenging tasks and projects. In other words:dining for gain to
the silent call of the gainful game does not mehat the people
employed in the gainful game necessarily experigheg employment
as uncanny or exploitative. Rather, they may erpeg their work as
fulfilling, despite or because of the prevailinglision to being, by
virtue of exercising their powers and abilities mogrely for their own
financial reward, but demonstrably also for thedf#rof others. It can
therefore not be a matter of criticizing the fagt in the cogs of the
gainful game as “false living” by way of culturaitcque, but of seeing
that in therelentless totalizatiorof this way of existing human beings
are exposed to it blindly and thoughtlessly, withayprospect of gaining
an insight into a greater, open dimension arriinogn afar.

Between 1935 and 1950, the mood in Heidegger'simgntakes a
fundamental turn, for there is an enormous diffeeeetween the
demand: “Uncanniness as happening must be groudoded originarily
as being-here.” (EiM p. 121) — which is equivaléatcontinuing the
first, uncanny, ‘entrepreneurial’, challenging begng — and a waiting
stance, in accordance with the casting of humamgbei

to be the one who waits, who waits for the esseffideeing by sheltering it in

thinking. Only if humans wait for the truth of bgims the shepherds of being

can they expect an arrival of the destiny of beifig.
Does not the set-up as the essence of technolagyspond to the first
beginning as the first emergencewfivn mowntikn? Is not the set-up
the consummation of the first beginning? Does tineihg into the other
beginning then mean turning away from the violectiom of the first
beginning, which was dominated lmpincic, including themountikn
mAovTov (1257b8), the art of ‘making’ wealth about whickeitiegger
remains silent? Or does the turning not imply aamibiguous turning
away from uncanny violence, but rather an ambiguomgsting

%9 ‘Die Kehre’ in Die Technik und die Kehmep. cit.p. 41.
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qualification of its “exclusive™, i.e. totalizing domination? Let us keep
in view: the danger is “total thoughtlessne$€s”a wilful, stubborn
blindness in how we understand ourselves and thddwand not
something resembling a state of the world whicloide replaced by
another, better state of affairs.

40 ‘Gelassenheitbp. cit. p. 23.
“1 ibid. p. 25.






9. Marx’s Response to Capital’s
Excessiveness

Marx’s answer to capital’s excessiveness is: sae@bn! According to
Marx, the historical trend is for capital to abblisself. The formation of
stock companies already realizes “the abolitioncapital as private
property within the limits of the capitalist modé mroduction itself.”
(MEW25:452) But is the antagonism between privated asocial
property originary? In Marxian thinking, it is smlg to the extent that
the valorization of value captures the essence agital, and the
dialectical value concept rests on the contradicbhetween dissociated
labour and labour associated in a reified manneyutth money. The
abolition of private property as the overcomingcapital is supposed to
fulfil the longing for community and solidarity weéh impels Marxian
thinking onward. The Marxian association of freagsociated producers
IS a vision of the future as a collective subjdtgivn a socialist or
communist community in which social relations woultecome
conscious, transparent, collectively controllabl&éhe shape of the
social process of life, i.e. of the material preced production, only
strips off its mystical, foggy veil as soon astérsl as the product of
freely associated people under their consciousnngid control.”
(MEW23:94) Just like Hegelian dialectics, Marxidmnking is borne by
a figure of reconciliation that promises the reatian of atruth-ful (i.e.
dwelling in complete disclosedness) earthly commyuni

It may be observed that Marx’s vision of consciotranhsparent,
collectively controllable social production at le&ss the virtue that it
prospectively overcomes the riskiness and uncéytagf capitalist
economic life. Why then not accept an historicaticay of human being
as collective, controlling, planning subjectivitfhe answer lies in the
nature of how human beings share, and can shaxld socially. The
gainful game enunciating the essence of capitalismrisky and
incalculable precisely because it is based uponnieeplay among the
economic players with their various income-sourdédee first income-
source is labour-power itself, i.e. an individugiiewers and abilities.
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The further income-sources in land, loan-capital an operating firm
are reified sources of social power. The compe&titsiruggle among
Income-source owners constituting the fabric ofitedipt economic life
can therefore be seen to b@awver struggle With the socialization of
total social production, the power struggle inhéren human social
living is not done away with, but only changes dtdours. What is
supposed to become conscious, transparent, cuéctcontrollable
social production is infected by amngoing political struggleover
economic issues with its own risks and uncertantieven when the
private individual of capitalist-bourgeois society ‘abolished’ by a
socialist revolution, the political struggles amaosagialist citizens only
continue in another guise the capitalist gainfuhgawith different rules
of play. It is an illusion to anticipate that sueh socialist society
inevitably infected by political power plays woubé totally transparent
and controllable, and the prospect of such totatrod of social living,
with its elimination of the free private individyahust repel those who
see freedom as essential to human being. Freedoasseaily implies
risky, uncertain, unpredictablgocial power play among human beings;
the dream of a total social, collective subjecyive therefore a vision of
unfreedom.

In contrast to Hegelian reconciliation, Marx’s tkimg is based on a
Feuerbachian anthropology, i.e. on a certain mg&pal casting of
human being according to which everything thatais, should and must
be traced back to humans as their ‘productive’inatprs. The Marx-
Engels’ critique proceeds “from a purely human,agahbasis” Qutline
of a Critique of National EconomicMEW1/502), it “intends the
‘guiding backof the human world thumans themselve€n the Jewish
QuestionMEW1/370)” since for the Feuerbachians, Marx amdyédis,
as Hans-Georg Backhaus points out, society isgdthe social world
created by people (vom Menschen Geschafferfér$uch a program of
social critique as a critique of the alienationhodman being is situated

2 Hans-Georg BackhawBialektik der Wertform: Untersuchungen zur marxsthe
OkonomiekritikDialectics of the Value-Form: Investigations ilfi@arx’s
Critique of Economics) Ca ira Verlag, Freiburg i.B897 pp. 407, 405.
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firmly within the modern metaphysics of subjecyvitAccordingly,
society can only be an area of inter-subjectivithhether alienated or
not. The ‘inter’ or ‘between’ in the inter-subjeaty is thus presupposed
unquestioningly, as if there were no questions ndigg the open
dimension in which humans could have intercourdé wne anotheas
humans. The free, open dimension in which humamescese, gain or
lose their freedom does not belongpaceBackhaus — to the “area of
what is created by peopleib{d.) but is on the contrary presupposed by
it. It is the propriated dimension of the disclosesls of beings as such
not created by humans but which humans share asl Soeings
enpropriated to propriation, thus first enablinghething we call society
by allowing a shared world to shape @&s a world for human
understanding. This precondition of the social gexi humans is not
seen or thought through at all by Marx at any pdintsay nothing of
those socially critical intellectuals who feel @dd to adhere to the
Marxian critique.

The ‘between’ between humans is akin to that betwemmmodity
products in mirroring each other’s values in aenpky and interchange
of value-estimation, as investigated by Marx in tfeemous and
notorious value-form analysis of the first cham&Capital. This value-
form analysis can be taken one step deeper tohgemterplay among
the players in the gainful game of capitalist ecopo mutually
estimating, valuing and esteeming each other'suabg powers and
abilities. This is the ‘bottom line’ of value thgobeyond quantitative,
economic considerations and phenomenally richar #rything a mere
‘theory of intersubjectivity’ could present. It goalmost without saying
that Marx’s version of value theory does bring d@stimating interplay
among human beings to a value-concepit.

It can still be asked whether the contradictiowleein dissociated and
associated labour reaches originarily into the ressef the valorization
of value, since it refers to the unplanned natdireagpitalist labour rather
than to the more originary limitlessness of valatian. The endless,
self-augmenting circling of value as capital canrim# grounded
ultimately on the contradiction in the value-fornself between
particularity and universality, but represents timal grounding of the
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essence of capital in a groundlessness. The vgracd insatiability of
capital are one of the aspects that have to begtitothrough and
grounded? And capital does not rest on an insatiable antingpcal
human urge for riches but is, in itself, as thetdrisal essential
belonging-together of a constellation of beingshwét corresponding
way of thinking, theagens movensf the production process which
snatches away the totality of beings, including hos) into availability
for an orgy of production. It is the delirious pidal agent, but in the
form of measureless self-augmentation.

With his answer of socialization or sociation inspense to the
valorization of capital, Marx has succumbed toretaphysical illusion
that collective subjectivity in a socialist societpuld have a measure in
the needs of the members of society. Human beiogeter, cannot be
grasped on the basis of need. Neediness is natuadjithat could serve
as measure, but is itself groundless and questien@be excess lies in
human being itself as the property of propriatiol @ot simply on the
‘other side’ in the measureless immoderation ofacapus capital.
Capital’s obsession with valorization, enforceddmynpetition, and the
set-up’s obsession with ordered setting up plungbdépths of human
being and enpropriate it to obsessiveness and sxeegss. The
excessiveness of human being itself is already inemigin the originary
transcendence of human being to the world by viofuehich beingsas
such reveal themselves to human being in such atwatythey appear
valuable and producible. Greed is one exemplarym@imenon that is an
excessive response to the historical constellatibthe gainful game,
whereas risk-aversion, fear of the loss of contnatl obsession with
security are familiar phenomena that can be regham@® excessive
responses to the historical constellation of theupe

If a response to the excessiveness of human bgitigbe looked for,
it must be sought at the origin and not merelyhea tlerivative social
relations. Human being is challenged by technolagy capital to grasp

*3 Herbert Riinzi put this at the focus of attentiomismdoctoral thesiBer
HeilRhunger nach Mehrarbeg({The Voraciousness for Surplus Labour)
Universitat Konstanz 1981.
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beings, thus unconcealing them, setting them uppnesence and
valorizing them for gain. If an insight is gaineaka this ontological

structure, it also will be seen that there can dw@alitical solution as an
answer to the excessiveness of technology andatapgofar as the
TOALG, I.e. society, constitutes a set-up of beingdHersake of the good
life of the members of society. Political humans, citizens, do not ask
reflectively what their essence is but presuppdses given. In

presupposing it, political humans reflect on theiterests, cares and
responsibilities, all of which are not originarytegories or existentials,
and struggle politically with each other to asdbkdir own interests, to
assuage their cares and to realize their particoterception of the
common good of society.

Marxian thinking envisaged a political solution -ecgalist revolution
through class struggle — because it did not pasitdn being on a level
sufficiently deep and close to the groundless ori@n the contrary, it is
left unquestioned within its metaphysical conteXhe antagonisms
between the neediness of humans and the insatyabilicapital on the
one hand and between sociation and privatenedseoother are merely
played out. This response to the endlessness ofalbeization of value
is inadequate because it fails to recognize thaessiveness infects
human being itself, so that no simple measure @fobnd within it.
Following Heidegger, the step back into a castifighoman being
subtended by being has to be taken without obtiteydMarxian insights
into the essence of capital or losing sight of thénvVlarx does not get
beyond the metaphysics of subjectivity, then Heg@dedoo, in reflecting
on whatis, does not recognize and think through the capitaain-
snatching disclosedness of all beings, which i® asthought-form
under which everything appeas valuable for gainful appropriation in
an incalculable, risky game.

Viewed from another, ‘esoteric’ angle (assuming thrae is prepared
to twist Marx in a thinking that simultaneously st8 free of him),
Marxian thinking is by no means exhausted in cgsantransparent,
consciously socialized, communist future. The otMarx, however,
only becomes visible to an interpretation of histimgs on the critique
of political economy which, first of all, rescudsetdeep insights of his
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value-form analysis as opposed to the labour thebryalue, which
constitutes the orthodox line of conceptual develept’* A value-form
analytic reading of Capital™® shows that, far from having a
quantitatively determinate value substance in peréa socially
necessary labour-time, the value of a commoditgswut to be what it
IS quantitatively in the exchange relation itselé. the value theory
should no longer be read as an explanatory thebitheo quantitative
price-formation of commodities in a capitalist ecory, not only
because such a theory is untenable, but above edause such
explanatory theories obliterate insight into themubkr levels of essence
on which what is ontologically decisive is situated

What a concretely performed labour is worth is ldsthed a
posteriori on the market in the exchange for money. The labou
embodied in a commodity does not determine (caysdhe price
guantitatively, neither directly nor indirectly, @v when ‘labour’ is
gualified with the epithet ‘socially necessary’rfavhat is ‘socially
necessary’ is only decided on the market, i.e. thentitative
explanation of price is ultimately circular in a&smus sense. There is no
‘value content’ as value substance which could legguthe exchange
relations ‘behind the backs’ of the exchangingipartin a further step
in getting-over Marx, the insight into the valueffo must then be
translated into the region of the gainful game bhe tssence of
capitalism as thought through for the first timehe present text. Value
then only comes about ‘relatively’ in a mirror gaofemutual estimating
and valuing, and has no inherent substance.

But what follows from the ‘substancelessness’ ofluga its
‘unstandingness’ or ‘non-sistence’? It implies thilaé gainful game,
which sets everything into motion under the domingatview-point of

* Such an interpretation is contained in @ntique of Competitive Freedom and
the Bourgeois-Democratic Statairasje, Copenhagen 1984. Emended digitized
edition 2010.

> A reading perhaps not entirely unrelated to theDerida demands: “I am
thinking of the necessity of a new culture thaieints a new way of reading and
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the valorization of value, i.e. of winning valudyoae all in the four
basic forms of income, is essentially infected vathincalculability that
goes against any planning, calculation or predictiche insight into the
gainful game, which represents the constellatiohwhan being in the
age of capitalism, has consequences for the thgnédrthe set-up, which
puts the constellation of human being in the texdlnage into words in
such a way that this thinking can now see that dlaenset-up toggles
into incalculability, i.e. that contingency infedise essence of the set-
up, especially since all technical happeniagsvaluablecannot happen
without a flow of money which accompanies them anakes them
possible. In the midst of the set-up world of totalculability and
controllability there is the ineradicable incalduldy inherent in the
value-form itself. The thinking of the set-up tHere also must go
through a metamorphosis. According to Heideggaur tntire existence
is challenged everywhere [...] to switch over tarpling and calculating
everything”?® Even being itself is subject “to the challengeattow
beings to appear within the horizon of calculayilit’” Humans as well
as being itself are subjected to the challengb®fttt-up, to incorporate,
to pull in by force, everything into a planning aralculating.

The cybernetic grasp of the set-up, however, coogsagainst a
barrier immanent in the essential contingency efulue-form itself as
a ground-form of social interplay with its sociotological structure sui
generis. Heidegger does not think this through &®e. On the
contrary: even in late texts such as ‘The Origin At and the
Assignment of Thinking’ (1967} he insists that the world-casting of
the present-day world has the constitution of toydlernetics:

investigatingcapital (Marx’s work and capital in general).” J. DerriDas
andere KapThe other cape) Suhrkamp Verlag, Frankfurt/M.2L8943.

%6 M. Heidegger ‘Der Satz der Identitat’ (Principleldéntity) inldentitat und
DifferenzNeske Verlag, Pfullingen 1957 p. 27.

* ibid.

8 |n DenkerfahrungefExperiences in Thinking) Hermann Heidegger (ed.)
Klostermann, Frankfurt/M. 1983 pp. 135-150.
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The fundamental trait of the cybernetic castingh# world is the regulating

circuit through which the feedback of informatioruns. The most

encompassing regulating circuit encompasses thproeal relation between

humans and world. What holds sway in this encompg@®2slhe world relations

of humans and with them the entire social existearideumans are enclosed in
the area of domination of cybernetic sciendad( p.145)

Here, as everywhere else, Heidegger totalizes ledilcgness without
taking the economy into account, i.e. he consibteneglects what
‘regulates’ the ‘regulating circuits’ of capitalistconomic activity,
namely, the essentially contingent value-form ipltey among all the
elaborated value-forms and their character-masksa irfull-blown
capitalist economy. Because he did not learn angtlassential from
Marx, Heidegger characterizes present-day society as capitalist
society, but as “industrial societyib(d.): “It is subjectivity relying
entirely on itself. All objects are aligned towaittiss subject.” ipid.) In
view of the Marxian analysis of the essence of coulity fetishism
(which has to be thoroughly understood and shoud lbe used
erroneously, as in conventional left-wing cultucaitique, as a code-
word for the deranged tendency of modern humarmsume) which
fathoms and presents the essential phenomenonj@ftelslipping out
of the consciously controlling hands of human sciisje no matter
whether individual or collective, it must be coroda that Heidegger
did not understand the Marxian alienation of essesicthe subject in
capitalism and thus missed the opportunity of timgkhrough modern
technology in its essential affinity to capitalestonomy and its gainful
game.

The circuits into which everything is dragged amewts of capital
that are subject to the dominating view-point & tialorization of value
from which all players derive their winnings, if all. All beings offer
the sight (0¢éa) of valorizability, of potential winnings. Evenytiy,
however, must go through the eye of the needlaetalue-form, i.e. of
money, to prove its fithess and status as a b&mdy in the exchange
for money in the marketplace does it turn out wd@nething is worth
(quantitatively). This applies not only to comma@daroducts of labour,
but equally to the hiring price for labour-powdre trental price for land,
the interest-price for loan-capital and, finallg,the residue of profit of
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enterprise left in the entrepreneur's hands. Changprices and
fluctuating exchange rates, for instance, cut acmsy planning and
calculation, just as do crises such as a creditatriand the collapse of
bubbles in certain markets. If valorization does mm smoothly, i.e. if
the advanced capital is not augmented, the beiraygndinto the circuit
will of necessity be let go again in the long r@masping is inverted into
releasing. The beings challenged by the set-upesugdecome non-
beings, because they can no longer find a plae@yncircuit, no longer
promise gain. They are no longer ordered and tlalisout of the
orderability of the set-up. They then subsist ttamsally as beings
whose orders have been cancelled. May we conjetitatehis toggling
of the grasp in its setting-up and striving forrgagpresents a “sudden
flash of propriation™® whose contours Heidegger tried to make out
within the set-up itself? By calculation togglingto incalculability, by
plans being negated by the contingency of vallerpidy, can we see “a
belonging together of humans and beify"through which they are
released from the grasping set-up? Can this refeasethe challenging
gainful game itself be understood as a herald tinggbe, similar to
how Heidegger interprets the set-up as “a forepdawhat propriation
means”?" Propriation...

does not necessarily persist in its foreplay. FRopriopriation the possibility is
announced that the mere holding sway of the sasuwisted into a more
initiant propriating. Such a twisting and gettingeo of the set-up from
propriation into propriation would result in theopriating (that is, never to be
made by humans on their own) retraction of the neeh world out of
domination into service within the area through elthhumans reach more
properly into propriatiori”
Can, in parallel to this, a retraction of the calst world out of its
domination be vaguely discerned by comprehending éssential
contingency of capitalism and by gaining insightbiand accepting the
groundless, gainful world-play of capitalist ecorndnThis would

49 ‘Der Satz der Identitaop. cit.p. 31.
> ibid.

>L ibid. p. 29.

>2 ibid.
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amount to a relative release from the grip of tresg by gaining insight
into the gainful game as the reverse side of patipn. This would be
the proper historical gain of the gainful game \hitarns back and
toggles into propriation. The experience in thirgkiof the essential
contingency of the value-form opens up anticipdyir@nd possibly a
view of the essential withdrawal of beyng itself igfh) in sending
destiny, itself withdraws. The gainful game is theverse side of
propriation as the anticipatory withdrawal symptombeyng itself. In
the gainful game, the non-availability of beyngeitdights up by way of
premonition. The greed of human being in the gairgame (the
gathering of all opportunities for gain) is therperenced as a merely
blind response to the essential withdrawal of beyitsglf into
ungainability.

Reference is being made here to a possible gettreg-which can
also be interpreted as a twisting that twists gragpess into a loosening
letting-go. In the gainful game as the essencé®fgrasping, setting-up
capitalist world, there is an essential ambiguigtween grasping and
letting-go which perhaps leaves room for a twistingt could invert the
snatching grab for everything into a letting-bevgtue of the gainful
game being toggled into the windings of a twistihgt allows some
inner distance. Such a twisting ambiguitynist the same thing as an
overcoming in which the technical-capitalist wonwduld be historically
superseded and replaced by another constellaticreiofys as a whole.
Rather, there is a possibility of gaining a diseafrom the grasp in the
ambiguity of the set-up of the gainful game whialedks its totalizing
character and assuages it. In the twisting getivay; there could be
also an assuagement of totalization in such a walya world opens up
in parallel to the calculating, profit-pursuing Wbset-up. The Japanese
philosopher Shizuteru Ueda, coming from Zen Budahisxpresses this
parallelism as “dwelling in the double world” and an “and-at-the-
same-time”:

Humans thus need beings as certain kinds of ttahgand [including technical
devices ME] in their living situationand at the same timé&ey experience the
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same beings [the internet, for instance ME] asghiwhich open them up to
end-less openness.
May we interpret such a thoughtful, world-doubliagsuagement as the
possibility of a turning back into propriation?thsnking today called on
to accompany or prepare in thought the twistinguagsment of the
grasping set-up by opening up another space inhadiquestioning of
who we are is preserved?

Such questions do not solve any urgent and pregswoigems of the
present. If one views today’s problems with unempient in certain
economies, for instance, a letting-go by the gaighme and the set-up
does not seem to be at all desirable but, on tmrary, deleterious
insofar as humans, set into an employed positidharset-up, have their
orders cancelled and are shoved away by the seselpand thus lose
their livelihood. For such immediate problems agsiwithin the
political-economic sphere, thinking does not offeny immediate
solutions. How could it do so? Current concernsaadefinite world
region cannot be made the yardstick for thinkin@jolw has to play a
completely different, more comprehensive, or eversionary,
premonitory role. Thinking today has the task oinking what is
historically necessary and possible in the futuwe Humankind and
beyng to belong together. This includes the questioncerning the
essential relationship between the cybernetic ieahmvorld and risky
capitalism which could allow an alternative futue become visible
simply by opening up a deeper insight into the @nésvorld. What is
necessary first of all is tiearn to see the origins in being of our racing
world. Such learning, of course, is obstructed frdm start by the
thoughtless prejudice that such questioning is @edluous, ‘abstract
theoretical’ activity pursued in ivory towers faemnoved from the
struggles and concerns of ‘people’s real lives’ achhidoesn’'t get us
anywhere’.

>3 Shizuteru Ueda ‘Der Ort des Menschen im No-Spilfig Place of the Human in
N6 Drama) inEranos Jahrbucli987 Vol. 56. p. 75; emphasis in the original.






10. Release from the Grip of the Grasp?

Is Heidegger's answer to the excessive measur@gsssof the set-up
more adequate than Marx’'s answer to the measurasssnce of
capital? What are we to think of the casting of wwld as fourfold?
What is the situation regarding the thinging ohtfs as opposed to the
distancelessness of what can be arbitrarily areféchangeably ordered
to set up on the spot on stand-by?

Two aspects in Heidegger, which he himself mixesnapv have to be
kept distinct: letting-be (Gelassenheit) on the diaead, and a rooted
stand in the soil (Bodenstandigkeit) on the otbem’t we have to send
the latter to the garbage dump of history and gigethe hope that it
could be “given back” or “called back” in an altdréorm within the
technical world? But with this, would it not be tead of the casting of
the fourfold, at least as a casting of a simplegadctand in the soil?
With this, the casting of the light ringing of tb@ng, which rests on the
distinction between the (authentic) thing and (thautic) technical
devices, would also become harder to outline inkihnig. It seems that
the word ‘rooted stand (in the soil)’ marks someghonly half thought
through, riddled with prejudice and nostalgia inidégger’'s thinking
that holds it in a provincial narrowness, unablegspond adequately to
the overwhelming onslaught of the capitalist-techhworld that sweeps
away the old peasant rooted stand in the soil.ldtter will never come
again — despite Heidegger’s longing —, let alonetha form of the
light, supple ring of the fourfold, as long as tbarfold is thought as an
unambiguous dwelling in simple conditions.

If the fourfold becomes questionable as an autonsnelternative
historical casting, the thoughts on letting-be #relstep back, however,
do not lose their validity in any way. Reflectivegditative thinking is
still called on to consider human mortality anddall a halt to the
snatching grasp of the gainful game and the sdtyuptting go. Letting

>4 Cf. my essay ‘Heidegger’s Holderlin and John Cageailable at
http://www.arte-fact.org/heicagen.html.
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things be means, with a turn into Marxian thinkiclgstance from the
obsession with gain that radiates from the gaimfame and entices
humans and ensnares them with its lures. Whereaegtger has only at
foreknowing calculative thinking in his sights, Maoffers a way of

deciphering calculating thinking as an urge fohes situated within the
gainful game based on the valorization of value alsd exposed, in its
calculatingness, to the essential incalculabilify tlbe gainful game.
Beings are open to human being also with regardvibat sort of

winnings can be had from them through gainful ecagointerplay.

Letting things be means, among other things, lgtthre enticement of
money be, leaving it alone, a motif that is notypldon in Heidegger.

If other readings of Marxian texts can expect tardeeived by more
open ears today (perhaps for the first time), Mafgo offers the
possibility of seeing more clearly the essentialvg in a total social
planability and calculability driven by a relentesollective will to
power. The grasp of set-up and gainful game betwsplayful-
incalculable, ungrasping other within its very esse This other also
makes an appeal to humans and gives them a didtamee¢he ordering
urge to valorize for the sake of winnings and thassibly grants also a
nearness to propriation that cannot be grasped dimgraspable other
hardly can be interpreted as a rooted stand insthke old or new.
Rather, the other reveals the face of playful cgency which inverts
every calculation into incalculability and every apl into
unforeknowable surprise. Contingency is to be tihbws the essential
holding-sway of withdrawal from the grasp of angplor calculation or
foreknowledge. The withdrawal concerns not onlyppiation and being
itself, but, consequently beings, too, in theircao#dbility, i.e. their
knowability and the predictability of their moventeand changes.

Science, by its very essengcecannot admit incalculability. Every
incalculability has to be transformed into a disahg calculability,
whether it be even through statistical analysesbauoility calculations,
or through chaos theory and the like. The worldydner, is not entirely
what science and technology uncover and set upis ialso the
unexpected constellation of beings which comes talontingently
through a multiplicity of movements independenteaich other. Such
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multiple, intertwining movements include above dhHe changes
proceeding from human players &ge starting-points of their own
actions. Assuming that the Marxian value concepuigjected to a new
interpretation, it assists in thinking through @ssential contingency of
these movements in the shared (economic) worldhasekercise of
individualized human freedom itself in social iniay.

Heidegger’'s simple casting of the fourfold provokeany questions.
Why four, and not three, or five? In speaking a tburfold, Heidegger
does not say anything about the sea. Is it alr@aclyded in talking of
the earth? The characterization of the earth §s,“gdg bearing element
for building, the nurturing fruitful element, hanong waters and rock,
plants and animal3” does not seem to fit the sea very well, that
swaying, dangerous element. This would imply dfgole in the mirror-
play of the world. Why the gods and whither? Zend@&usm, for
instance, which in no way could be regarded asmihtx with the
deepest dimensions of the world and presumably laédongs to the
“few other great beginnings”, does not lead to a,daut to nothing.
That, in turn, would imply one pole less in the nmirplay. How are
other mortals and being-together in the fourfoldb® thought more
explicitly? How andas whodo human beings play with one another in
the world-play? Does the casting of the fourfoldvie everything with
regard to such questions open? Or does it glosstbem? At one point,
Heidegger even multiplies the possibility of anestbeginning, without,
however, elaborating on it.

There is of course no return to it [the great bemig]. The great beginning will
come into presence as that which waits over agassinly in its coming to
precious little. This precious little (lightnessfpwever, can no longer remain
In its Western singularity. It opens up to the fether great beginnings which,
within their own element, belong to the samenesthefbeginning of the end-
less hold in which the earth is retairé&d.

> M. Heidegger ‘Das Ding’ iVortrage und Aufsatzep. cit.p. 170.

*% M. Heidegger ‘Hélderlins Erde und Himmel’ Erlauterungen zu Hoélderlins
Dichtung(Elucidations of Hélderlin’s Poetry) Klostermarfrankfurt/M.11951
41971 p. 177.
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Here, a plurality is referred to in passing, abadiich otherwise an
enigmatic silence is maintained in Heidegger'simwgis. Such a plurality
IS obviously “retained” as possibilities in the féald of the end-less
hold through which, however, the fourfold is opengdand exposed to
indeterminacy and difference, where plurality canumderstood on the
one hand as a plurality of world-historical begimgs and on the other
as a doubling of world, as a “dwelling in the dablorld” (Ueda). If in
German “ring” and “gering” can mean not only “smabut also
“precious” and also “supple” and “light”, then H@ldin's verse “To
Geringemcan also come Great Beginning” can also be ineéepr as
meaning that in precious moments humans “come”lighd, dance-like
suppleness through which they are exposed to thengiess world-play
of propriation more playfully, less graspingly, atitht means at the
same time: more open to anxiety. Not only Marx &lgb Heidegger —
despite the status of anxiety as fundamental nmo&sking and Time—
probably do not have in mind such a playful suppésnopen to anxiety
in their respective castings of world. And fromhiit the set-up, anxiety
IS merely a phenomenon grasped as a disturbanceoahd brought
under control through sedation.

In the age of the set-up and the gainful game, imgna@e hit by the
destiny sent by propriation without this being exgeced as a dwelling
of mortals with one another between earth and Rkyher,

destiny hits humans of this agemediatelyf...], not just through a sounding of

its voices. Destiny impacts humans without a sowA@ puzzling kind of

stillness>’
This unmusical stillness is a mute thoughtlessr&ese humans do not
have the faintest idea of being given over to petjgn — even and
especially in this “world epoch”. Inkling, howevdrears the thinking of
being. The immediacy of destiny’s visitation medingt human beings
are exposed to the grasp of the set-up and thdugaame without
being able to maintain any distance. They are bedt@and gripped by
the grasp and are therefore themselves thorougagpmg in the double
sense. To step back from grasping appearsu@thinkable We

> ibid. p. 178.
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experience technology and capital in a pure forithavit being able to
distance ourselves from them. A distancing is imeorable for today’s
hegemonic ways of thinking that belong to the se&od gainful game.
We do not know what hits us and drives us. DoesxMwlp us to

experience more distinctly the destiny that hit® U capital and

technology in an intermeshing of essences in thspare our destiny,
then, as we have seen, Marx says to us somethiriigeoformer. We

need to gain distance from both. This distancéésstep back through
which humans experience that they are let into qaapn beyond their

grasp prior to any striving to know the world or to niamlate it or to

draw gain from it.

In view of the pull of the capitalist-technical merking of the world,
which will open up still further unheard-of poséites of existence, it is
necessary to serenely let go of a rooted stantlarsoil. Human being
may learn to see that even this capitalist-technicaflavdriven by a
grasping will to powelis propriated groundlessly as the gift and destiny
of propriation, a world in which humans are en-dble dwell as
mortals. In the first place, however, it is onlyeexan individual human
being who can learn to see, through thinking, whdtard to see, and
this makes any possibility of a ‘we’ on the basfsseeing eye-to-eye
remote. Such thinking nevertheless grants distamd®idually, and a
remote possibility at times can become shared eearin the place of a
customary rooted stand, a kind of individual ‘nomsachgility and
suppleness is called for, which goes along withtéac@nical revolutions
without losing itself in them, i.e. which enableseoto enter with
equanimity into the groundlessness of both the lsypight play of the
world with one another, and the inevitable rivaBqower plays in their
countless guises. Here, thinking is called uponle@rn to see the
technico-capitalist world in which we ineluctablwd today in its
ambiguity, which amounts to an essential thoughtfuinan praxis that
IS a twisting and turning of human being away framthinking exposure
to an unleashed, grasping will to power, whilst rd®nying that
worldsharing can never be anything other than agpomterplay, in the
first place, of individual abilities, including trability to gain thoughtful
insight into the ungraspable mystery of the wo@an the possibilities



110 Capital and Technology: Marx and Heidegger © el Eldred

of the technico-capitalist world be taken advantafjas conveniencies
whilst at the same time gaining distance at al“gtint” (T.S. Eliot)?®
Such distance is a most genuine gain.

Letting-be, which is nothing other than the stepkbia thinking from
the bifurcated grasp itself, grants distance. Ts$ance opens to view
the graspingness both of knowing that sets up dnitheo striving for
gain. It enables a going-along-with whilst notilegtoneself be touched
inwardly and the insight that there is somethingeddesides functional
technology, efficiency, accumulating riches, corhféor this to happen,
it is neither necessary nor possible to remairoagain become rooted
in one’s home soil in a “peacable dwelling betweanth and sky®’
Rather —pace Hebel's poetr§f — | take my roots with me into the
ether of the globally networked world and also libarpower struggles
that punctuate living* For, the thinking that grants distance also earths
and it is first and foremost in thinking that | déree. .

*8 Rafael Capurro proposes a “synthetic thinking” thans about the abyss
between humans, nature, technology. Cf. his art®$en und Zeiund die
Drehung ins synthetische DenkerB€ing and Timand the Twist into Synthetic
Thinking’ in M. Eldred (ed.)Twisting Heidegger: Drehversuche parodistischen
Denkenslunghans Verlag, Cuxhaven 1993.

*9 Gelassenheivp. cit.p. 15.

% “We are plants which — whether we want to admitrinot — have to rise out of
the earth with the roots, in order to be able ¢affish in the ether and the bear
fruit”, cited after M. HeideggeGelassenheibp. cit.p. 26.

®L Cf. R. Capurrmp. cit.Letting-be cannot be interpreted as a peaceflldac
tension.



11. Afterword (Recapitulation)

Twenty-five years ago the opening line to my prefegad, “Why Marx?
Why philosophy at all?® In the meantime | can add, “Why Heidegger
at all?” Both these thinkers are tainted, in déf#rways, by associations
with twentieth century totalitarianisms, both aaelical and, in spite of
all the ongoing efforts to put them beyond the tpdl pale and issue
intellectual death certificates, we still need boWhy? Because we
continue to live in a capitalist world in which bewlogy is a hugely
dominant power, and yet we only pretend we knowtvdagital is and
what technology is. It is the primal scene of pkdphy all over again:
We understand very well what technology and cagtal, and at the
same time, we don’t. We have overlooked somethweghave skipped
over it and taken it for granted as self-evideneretrivial. At present
we are in a global economic crisis triggered by anglayers in the
gainful game of capitalism who played very badlyderestimating risk,
and who almost managed to bring the movement ahtiral capital, and

%2 This introduction first written as a separate pigpitalism och teknikens
vasen: Marx och Heidegger’ f&@UBALTERN Tidskrift for subversiv kultNo. 3
Umea, Sweden, December 2009 http://www.tidskrifartikel.php?1d=6333
“Penningens betydelse for vara liv ... ar vad séathfflosoferna H.D. Kittsteiner,
Kostas Axelos och Michael Eldred att vanda sigdilltva kontroversiella
tankarna Martin Heidegger och Karl Marx, for atyteppsliggéra var samtid och
den varld som reducerar allting till matt och véardeforeliggande nummer av
Subalternpresenterar vi dessa tankares analyser av santbddadeoch
Heidegger...” (English: “Money’s significance foardives ... is what has
brought the philosophers H.D. Kittsteiner, Kosta®lds and Michael Eldred to
turn their attention to the two controversial tren& Martin Heidegger and Karl
Marx, in order to help us grasp our time and a @vidrht reduces everything to
measurement and value. In this issuSwalbalternwe present these thinkers’
analyses of the Marx/Heidegger connection,...”)

%3 Michael EldredCritique of competitive freedom and the bourge@mdcratic
state: Outline of a form-analytic extension of Mamincompleted system
Kurasje, Copenhagen 1984 580 pp. ISBN 87874374888 7437400
Available at http://www.arte-fact.org/ccfbdspf.html
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with it, the entire economic movement, to a scraegistandstill. In the
technological direction there is the science ofraphysiology, aided
and abetted by digital technolo§y,which has long since staked its
claim to responsibility in matters regarding whattan thinking itself
is, and with the program of replicating human thirgkim a highly
complicated digital machine. Heidegger’'s assertiai the modern way
of scientific thinking is well underway toward aéstruction of human
being™ is no cheap polemic. And yet hardly anyone notares, if they
do, the answers fall woefully short of the insigktessary.

To bring Heidegger and Marx together in all theicabhess of their
respective thinking means to endeavour to see dtdtthe genius of
each of these philosophers throws on the respebtind spots of the
other, especially with regard to the questions: Wadechnology? and
What is capital? These questions demand the alihityhink both
ontologically and phenomenologically. Phenomenoldwgre is not
merely one school of philosophical thought amongynathers vying
for attention and footholds in the academic essablient, but is the
attempt to bring to language those invariably cx@kéd phenomena
that, as Aristotle already said, are “hard to sbetause they are so neatr,
so everyday. Modern science proceeds to obfusbase tphenomena
from the outset by not noticing and by putting glale theoretical
constructions upon them, especially mathematicakoifhe nearest of
the near is the phenomenon signified by a littledvemployed at the
birth of metaphysicst) or ‘as’. Ontological inquiry is inaugurated with
the investigation of ‘beings as such’ or * beingmdpeings’. The ‘as’ in
this formulation is not pedantry, but the crucialim: beings are not
simply existent, but are given to understandasghe beings they are. A
world shapes up for human understanding only withi scaffolding

® Cf. M. EldredThe Digital Cast of Being: Metaphysics, Mathematics
Cartesianism, Cybernetics, Capitalism, Communicefigailable from ontos
verlag, Frankfurt/M. 2009 137 pp. ISBN 978-3-868B8-3 and at
http://www.arte-fact.org/dgtlon_e.html

% Martin Heidegge#Zollikoner Seminared. Medard Boss, Klostermann,
Frankfurt/M. 1987, 1994 S. 160, cf. also pp. 1234,1133.
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provided by the categories that allow a being towslitself as it is, or
even as it is not (the question of truth). Thus phenomeggl and
ontology go hand in hand, endeavouring to uncovea &ring to
adequate language the elusive phenomenon of thentasposed in-
between (i.e. in the neither objective nor subyectiontological
dimension), through which a world opens up to humaderstanding,
shaping up in an historical way dependent upon finedamental
categories seen in each epoch. [Thus, for instavioere the Greeks saw
and thought beings first and foremoas t1 or ‘somewhat’, we
latecomers to history see thabject as such, i.e. the object in its
objectivity, and speak of scientific ‘objective’ uth that can be
dispassionately measured against experiment. Qbjgct itself,
however, can never be objectively tested, but aallg be seen in its
specific constitution through the mind’s eye — thwological mission
at the heart of Kant’'s subjectivist philosophy.]

A major part of Heidegger’s late thinking is dedezhto uncovering
as what constellation of being our current historieadrld shapes up,
which is thought and shown to be an historical idgstoming from a
long way off, namely, from the beginnings of Gregkilosophical
thinking. He poses the “question concerning tecbgy® with regard
to our present-day world and traces the decisiagest along the way
encapsulated in key words of Western thinking. Ftbm early 1920s,
Heidegger’s thinking was guided by the thesis fttie# sense of being is
originally Hergestelltsein”, i.e. having-been-predd®’ Hence the
historical trajectory from Greekeyvn mowntikf (poietic craft) through
to modern technology and its overwhelming, indeeckrioearing,
presence in today’s world. The word “HergestelliS8already provides
the clue to understanding Heidegger’'s choice ahitenlogy for the
“constellation of being”as which today’s historical world shapes up:

% M. Heidegger ‘Die Frage nach der TechnikMortrage und Aufsatzdeske,
Pfullingen 1st edition 1954, 5th printing 1985.

®7 “Denn der Sinn firr Sein ist urspriinglich Hergesseih.” M. Heidegger
‘Phanomenologische Interpretationen zu Aristotéfexeige der
hermeneutischen Situation)’ Dilthey-JahrbuchBand 6 1989 MS:50.
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Ge-Stell or the set-up. The set-up sets up. [Ansl $ktting-up is not
only a matter of production, but of ‘stellen’ (setf) in all its various
guises, especially with regard to how beings areigen our thinking as
Vor-stellungen, i.e. representations in consciosspnewhich are
historically a far cry from the Greekdéo or €100¢ , i.e. the ‘sight’ or
‘look’ that a being presents of itself.]

The Gestell is the gathering of the various wayseifing up such as
Vorstellen (represent, imagine), Herstellen (pre&ju8estellen (order),
Anstellen (employ), Einstellen (adjust), Versteller{obscure,
dissimulate), etc. It is therefore not simply a t@abf a narrow-minded
focus on production (and, say, the associated @pé¢he Earth’s
resources), but of seeing how today’s world shagesn the deepest,
most subtle and most overlooked level in our preeptions. Heidegger
claims, and is at pains to show through detaileddlinterpretations of
Greek texts, including especially those of Aristoind Plato, that the
very basic concepts of Greek thinking itself weastavith the paradigm
of craft production in view. Thus, in particulahet concepts at the nub
of Aristotle’s philosophy aréOvaig, Evépyela and Evtedéyela, or
power, energy and perfected presence. Productioarstepts of power
and energy pervade our thinking to this very dag antleed, without
Aristotle’s having coined the neologismafepyeia (literally: at-work-
ness) in the heartland of his thinking to capture phenomenon of
change and movement he had in view, we would natviseching on
lights today. Ontologically speaking, the worlceifss her-gestellt, pro-
duced in the sense of being guided forth into preseLanguage itself
calls beings to presenees the beings they are, defining the sights they
present. Hence poetry itself is pro-ductive iningllforth and shaping
up a world in language, and without the ‘ideas'sights’ which beings
present of themselveas the beings they are, we would understand
literally nothing. We would ndbe human beings.

Therefore it cannot be a matter of bedevilling pcnist ways of
thinking, which are our heritage, and Heidegger salihunderscores
often that he is not hostile to technology and whaffers. Rather, he is
aghast at the totalizing of productionist ways afnking which,
especially as modern, scientific ways of thinkiagpgate to themselves
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the status of occupying the sole locus of trutmjgared to which all
else is merely poetic fantasy and other forms diucal embellishment
and entertainment. By following Heidegger's gengglof Western
thinking, starting with Aristotle’s ontology of pdoctive power, we can
come to appreciate that in the bosom of this timgknestles avill to
power over change and movement of all kiwith the ultimate aim that,
from the present, knowledge can govern the catlingresence from the
future of what is foreseen and precalculated toecom

But with his single-minded focus on the productsbnisetting-up
nature of Western thinking, Heidegger himself wasdoto another
phenomenon that drew the attention of Greek thmkind which plays a
ubiquitous role throughout history: exchange. Exg®a here can be
taken in both the narrower sense of economic teadkeintercourse, and
the broadest sense of interchanges of all kinds dha the fabric of
human social living, including conversation, gregti complimenting,
insulting, love-making, arguing, coming to blowsidaso on. This is
where Marx comes in as an indispensable complemoehrteidegger’s
thinking because, in the former's misguided attergptemulate the
Cartesian paradigm for natural science, and thusuncover an
ostensible “economic law of motion of modern soc¢ié® he
nevertheless first focuses on the phenomenon ofhaaity exchange
from which he forges the key ontological concephisfentire theory of
capitalism: value Marx’s “dialectic of the value-forni® in the first
chapter ofDas Kapital owes much to Hegel. Both this dialectic and
Hegel's thinking are difficult, for which reasonolfically motivated
readers of Marx were inclined to skip the philodophniceties of the
value-form to get to the punch-line of a ‘sciemtifiocialist’ analysis of
how capital exploits the working class by extragtsurplus value from
its labour. A supposed foundation for a politics hafving-been-hard-
done-by had been found. The concept of value reduor the proof of

% “das 6konomische Bewegungsgesetz der modernen|Sxwsdt” Karl MarxDas
Kapital Band 1IMarx-Engels-Werk&ast Berlin MEW23:15. Other references to
the Marx-Engels-Werk&/ol. xx p. yy throughout in the form MEWxX:yy.

% Hans-Georg Backhawm. cit
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capitalist exploitation was a quantitative one, swed up by the labour
theory of value, according to which equal amounfs “socially
necessary labour-time” are exchanged when commesdithange hands
on the market. This quantitatively conceived thestgnds on shaky
ground and can be shofinto be quite dispensable for the social
ontology of capitalism.

What about the phenomenon of value itself thattbdee seen prior to
any quantification? This is the “hard to see” oagptal phenomenon of
the value-form, the ‘look’ of value. Useful thingsat are the product of
useful labour can be exchanged by virtue of beingtually
acknowledged, validated and valuext valuable. Here again the
ontologicalas crops up. A commodity demonstrates its valuabletys
exercising its power to exchange for something tse is likewise of
value. Such a power is not productionist. Why? Beeahe simplest act
of exchange is mutualinterchange involvingpoth exchangers. So there
IS a mutual estimating and esteeming of valuesggom Here is another
clue pointing back to Aristotle and Plato for whoine phenomenon of
T, especially with regard to justice, was pivofalun means honour,
public office, esteem, value, thus covering bothmho beings and
things, and the basic act of association and tine @é society itself is
mutual estimation, a kind of interplay inauguratihg phenomenon of
whonesg! Marx himself does not make this link with Grealkim, but
we must keep it in mind when the analysiKiapital goes on to develop
the concept of capital itself on the basis of tbacept of value and its
crystallization in money, won through the phenomegy of the
opening chapter. Marx’s concept afapital is the circular, self-
augmenting movement of value, and the further ifngagon of capital

0 See the AppendiA Value-Form Analytic Reconstruction of ‘Capitat-
authored with Marnie Hanlon, Lucia Kleiber & Mikeof in myCritique of
competitive freedom.op. cit. and also, more recently, i8gpcial Ontology:
Recasting Political Philosophy Through a Phenomegyplof Whonessntos
verlag, Frankfurt/M. 2008, xiv + 688 pgf. http://www.arte-
fact.org/sclontlg.html

1 Cf. my Social Ontologyp. cit
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throughout the voluminous three tomes of Mar®istique of Political
Economyis an elaboration of value-forms and their moveisien

Marx conceives of capital in general, i.e. the -seifmentative
movement of value, as the subject underlying th& social movement
through which a capitalist economy reproducesfitéelt consideration
of the mutually estimating, validating nature oé therm cell of capital
economy, namely, commodity exchange, reveals theement of value,
stripped to its rudimentary kernel, to be an ongamterplay of mutual
estimation rather than a process that could beraded by a subject.
Marx’s thinking was captive to the subjectivist lpsbphy of his age.
He therefore envisaged the movement of value asatag an alienation
from the historical possibility of a true, humarbgctivity in which the
reified movement of value would be wrested under tontrol of a
collective, in some way politically organized huntgn Accordingly,
socialist society would be a collective, planneddurctive unit. Social
democracy, another ‘product’ of the German GeishWwnks to Marx’s
thinking, for its part is a compromise formationtween capitalist
interplay and a tendentially totally caring Sozia¢d that absorbs society
into itself, promising security against the risksocial interplay.

So how is today’s world to be characterizadwhat does it shape up
and present itself; how is it cast in today’s waf/¢hinking and practical
living? On the one hand, there is the set-up tbet gp all beings with a
will and a view to knowingly foresee and controéithmovements. On
the other hand, this will to power comes up agathst bewildering
interplay of all those caught up in the gainful gaof capitalism — and
this includes all of us, not just the capitalistScientific and
technological ways of foreknowing and controllingpyement of all
kinds — of things as well as people — mesh with steving for
monetary gain insofar as they contribute to enhanais chances of
success through all sorts of productivity gainse ainful interplay,
however, is played by many and, despite all effattees not have, and
cannot have an assured, precalculable outcomet fera movement
involving a plurality in mutually estimating interchange, each striving
for monetary gain. Despite business plans, compmteulation models,
financial analysts’ forecasts etc., even the augatiem of value striven
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for by the many capitals in competition with eat¢hews and with all the
other players desirous of income cannot be forekaswingly. It
remains an uncertain, risky play with both successel failures for the
many players involved. On the deepest, ontolodaagdl, this has to do
with the circumstance that value itself is nothisgbstantial and
intrinsic, but is the insubstantial outcome of aterchange rather than a
productive change governed by a principle. In thenfgl value-game
there are at least two, and in general many playérs very familiar
phenomenon demands another concept of power foteighe Greek
paradigm of craft production, foreign to the ontptal structure of a
foreknowing starting-point having control over a vament and its
outcome. Value, too, is a kind of power, for it leleg an interchange of
what is valued, but an interchange is a mutuagrmeshing movement
depending on at least two.

To understand that constellation of being callediteism, power
cannot be understood merely as precalculating andugtive, but as a
power play from whichrisk can never be banished. This represents a
rupture with both Heidegger's and Marx’s conceraghankers, for the
former had the step back from the will to produetpower in view,
whereas the latter envisaged a collective humayjestinty that would
bring the prime movement of modern society, namely,capitalist
economic movement, under political control. Rathaar, historicside-
stepis called for in which the gainful game and aliet power plays are
seen for what they are, namely, as the estimatitegplay among many
powers, each player being a source of power. Thegilobal economic
gainful game of capitalism is an ongoing movemesulting from the
striving of all of those caught up in it (and thatall of us, in myriad
ways and to greater or lesser extents) to have plosvers and abilities
of all kinds estimated, esteemed, validated, valugerhaps even
appreciated, in a mutual interplay. A social onggioof interplay
relativizes the claims of the set-up to knowingtyl grecalculatingly set
up the totality of beings, and also the totalitaridlaims of political
movements to put an end to rivalrous interplay bhptigally imposing a
total social subject, even if it be in the namevetfare and security for
all. If all social power is of its nature a powsay, secure outcomes are
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only to be had at the price of suppressing thepidg among differing,
opposed powers, which nevertheless have to ackdgelene another
in order to play with each other.

We engage in power interplay both against and her another. There
Is the danger of being consumed by the gainful gainesee this is to
think something simple. Yet we are struck by amotmgfical blindness
for the phenomena in their self-disclosure. Yetcjres little — that
simple insight — may be granted.

Michael Eldred, Cologne, 5 May 2009
191st anniversary of Karl Marx’s birth.



