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August 1971 'SoilpqBlTy' (London) published a
eatJ.ed,' sr$99frffi-ffiolprrors' (a-revolutioaary
or nlstori.ca]- materlalism), It r*as a translat-i_:a of
PauI Cardan i+hj"ch had first appeared in 1964 in
and 37 of the tr'rench journaJ, $SIAITSI,E OU B3-RBn.R:1.n.

Our panphret (as both expected. and intendcd) garie ::i-s*to considerable controversy, Rather than argue the matter atlength ir' several issues of our pap€r - whi,ch would borethose not particularry interested in this sort of dis,:ussica -we have dacided to prod.uce a number of bulletins in which il.,cproLlens could be gone i-nto in depth. we hope all thosesuitably provoked w:tl1 take part.

This first bulletin contatns two articres, One is byPotter, a comrade once.cJ.osely associated with rS_gllq3.-,;;.,,
nolr a regular contributor to rtr'reed.onr. Bob was-.-autEEi-'o:'
wideiy distributed tsolidarity-@Lets ('The RaIre gtp!-**' _*r,a 'eTega JTaeqAfrf@"o-"olh* of 'ffiEt

Bob
and
two

in
of

tritffi:-_here answer6d-1].ffirice Biinton.

We hope maay others HdI1 join in
other d.lscussions on other themes.
revolutionary theory is intimately

this discussion, and.
For us the development

related to t@
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IS TCRY AND RIVCI-LJTION,

EJI ]TJ ()UIj] e jll-llt)ljr 0l tl;\jl lll!'S
by BOB POTTER

I clonti Like having to irritc this article 1or tv,'o reasons.
F+qqtry because I lost interest many years ago in the kind of theoretical
d.iscussion that could.bq generally described as trinterpreting the hol;,r
scz"ipti.r:esrr, d.iscussicns that are alvrays ba.rren because they are ,"r",
rel-ated. io tactlvitS,,t - in this -rery basic sense they are quite I'pn-marxisttr!
- and .,?99_c!Q,1y because I find I am forced,into the unforiunate ,oosition
r.-'-here T nust defend Harx, v,ihereas, in pri-nci-pre, r recognise that i,[rzx,
aloii.g',;iiin any-Jther thinker ver;, much bears the birthmarks of his "S"r :gl
fp!!"g-qgyl..:s-i.g, But there i-s a difference betneen revision and riris-
:rep:re!eriiz_b,!5r11, a.nd. this nrust be the subject of my remarks.

?he objcct of the paniphlet d-s to exanine the rdoctriner of histori-
cal naterialisn as presenteiL by l,fazx and Errgels" ]t is enphasised that
Ca-rdan is io take up the argument r,,rith the tfou.nders of scj-entific socialisnr
thenselves, and that contrary to i\[arx and Engels he rnrill d.emonstrate that
the noCe of pr:oduction is not a force 'outside' history and society,

'i,'c begln our investigations by examining i\farxrs econor::ic theory.
Cardants theories i.rere, of course, developed. in much greater detail iir
tiq,Sge-Q3p]13ll!3.-ry--Eevolulfo4, but we have them sunr'rarj-sed again,,. ..fn
general , sei:rs Card.an, l',{arx pred.icted. tendencies for an increase in i;he rateof explolta"Lion, the rise Ln the organi-c composition of capital and a fa11in ihe rate of profit

F-eceni history has proven iI,{arx io be .!rrong, says Card.an. In greater
detail e'i seivhere lie has shor,,n:i how the state, by its interventj_on, can corrnter-act tlieso ttend.enciest, how f capitali-stsr themselvefi can rintervener in thehistorical p::ocess.

The.contr3llctiol in cardan's assertions. (and it iq true, the ruJ-ing
class doe': r,.c't -.&qll+Bp against thgse tendencies) iFffiT6eir vezyactio'i'ie:;;;;;;;"#-. to which
l?Ij i:l:='td: ln-d.JJlis +n tpite !f lhe ererence
liave c!:-tr-e-4_ff;ainsz i.,Iarx alLfqay, for ]r,tar:c rvas 

-rritinsffi
Iaissez"daire econoltr.

"4!,1jhe lavrs forrnulated by the political econou:-ists from Quesnayto Ricardo i6F6'66-1,ased. unon th.e irypg[hlsis that the trgnnels which stii]-
"n!sg'€gq-rnitr.@ have d.isappeared. These' laws are confirmed.
i+. plopori;ion- a.g_frgg trade is adopted.,'- [O" tqg Qon
9th January, lt-{S.)
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The iremendous state lnterference in todayrs economies has the

effect of modifying not eliminating the general tendencles analysed by IJIarx.
In factr orr a, very simple leveL, the mere fact that more or less equalisation
of the trate of exploitationt and so on has been achieved by the modern
state is confnrmation not refutation of l,tarxts econonic ttendenci-est .-

But the major Cardan criticism 1s c.irected at the Labour Theory of
Va1ue, a rtheme that rccurs frequently throughou-t this book and the pre-
viously meniioned. }'{odern Capitalisni and Revolutlon. },[arxts theory tneglectst
the actions of soci-al classes, tneglectst the effect of vrorkerst struggles
on the distribution of the social product and so on" These shorteomi-ngs
stem from the thecryts f-undamental premise, namely, that men (proletarians
and capitalists) are transformed into things, i,e. trelfiedr. This is
faIse, saJrs Card.an, for reification, though basi-c to capi-taI1sm, caJr nerrer
fulfi1 itsel-f. The factory in r,-hich the v;orkers were real1y just cogs
v,iould stop in next to no time .

. Cardan isn,t very happy r,l-ith lilarxrs concept of labout power as a
conaloditye the value of v,;hich is determined in exactly the sarne rray as the
value of any other commodity (e.g. a pound of sugar). Carilan believes that
man qaJr. i-nfluence the value of his labour polrer, and that labour power is
therefore unique amon€J commodities. (lronicalty it is Cardan rrho is alv,ays
accusing others of mixing their rcategories t I )

fn the preface to the first edition of Capital nlarx r'.rarned that
to understand the flrst ehapter, especially the section contai-ni-ng tk€
analysis of commodities, wculd present the greatest difficulty. 3ut lt is
the foundation stone on which all el-se is constructed., so 1''ie must pause
al,rhile to sort out Cardants confusions.

Let us be quite clear that we are dealing in abstractions. Ehen
we talk of rvaluet we talk of a trelationrr &r exchange rel-ation. A man is
a real being, labour por,rer is an abstraction. The sugar that rre add to our
tea is real , the tcornmodityt sugar r,-,,hich has tvalueron the tmarkett i-s an
abstraction,

Marx himself explains this quite simpl_y:
rLabour pover, inasmucLr as it is bought and so1d, is a eommodity
like any otirer comrnodity, and has, in consequence, an exchange
value. But the value of labour pcwer. or labour povrer as a
cornrnodlt t as
a comnodity, serwes as food. I The Poverty of Philosopil.

It is true as Cardan cli.r.ims that men can lnfluence the value ofItheirr labour poi-ier - join a union and. r,'rithhold. their labour por?er untll a
higher vrage has been agreed - but only in the v,,ay in vrhi-ch they can influence
the pri-ce of sugar - grow less, or dump some in the ocean. In both cases.
the sane.action. Lessen the supply, demand stays constant, "o llp gpe" th"
price" Thus fr:nctions the capitalist market.
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That mod.ern industry wouldntt operate Tiere all the uiorkers auto-

matoms i-s as tru.e as it is i-rrevelant to thia particulaq_d:Lqcussioq,gl_Eh:LE
particular categor,f. (fncidentally, it :is t t,
of all, previous societies.)

This rnon-rei-fj-cationr cha::acter:istic cf labour po-v-./'er to ',vhich
Card.an refers is incleed the integrai part of labour pcwcr ihai Slves itjlla
market va1ue, ff robots
the ruling class ricul-d tak; thc chvious sieps!

I must ernphasize that for L{arx the tconmodrtyt is
his analysis of capitahsm.

the basis of

Sie approach the field of tjristorical rrateri_a1ismt " The pamphlet
correctly points out that lr{arx himse}f never u-sed ihe term, and indeed, in
the sense of it being a rsystenr in the Hegelian sense, ii rvould have been
the antithesis to L,{arxts historlcal outlook. Bu-i; ncrc of this later,
Engels used the term, as he explained in de:l;ail, cnl;. in ihe 1_ast years of
his life, not to describe a tsystemt but to attempi to populartze traditional
ernpirical philosophy in the most bourgeois of all bcurgccis 1andso Vi-ctorianEngland. -

tr'','e are given a small quotati-on fror.r I','iarxts Preface to Conirlbution
to the effect ihat nai;eriai-fr6ffi

forces come lnto confti-ct rith existing rerati-ons of production. (rp
spite of the promj-se in the pamphletrs inirod.uetion to ttake up the argr-rment
with the founders of scientific sociallsrn thenselvesr ihis is thc onlyquotation Card.an gives us in the entire document - the critlque is essentially
attacklng what cardan says l,{arx said, or vrhai rrotslry said, or r;hattsophisticatedt Marxists say, or what ttraditionalr Marxists say, or what
tmyopic t l,larxists say, )

This f llne quotation from a docr,l,,nent which }{arx hi-nself descrj-bes
as being only a vcry general statement about social- d.eveioprnent is Cardanrs
foundation stone for const:ructing a pictu::e of a l,lar:rie;r theory of history
v'ihich sees every society crudely producing j-ts otrn rcontraCictionr (a snort
pause for the famllia:r acaclernlc discussion abor.:.-i; vhen is a conflict a
contradlction) whrch 'r'epresents an irnpermissible extrapolation applied to
the whole of histor'1' as a process uhich or-lly e:risted during a si-ngle period
cf hi-story; the period of bourgeois revolutionr and so on.

fi is true that I'llarx r-'ras prinarily i-nierested in Capi-balism, inits origins, its developrnent past, and future, Indeed" unl_i-ke some of his
fol-lcv'rers, he ded.uced the rnecessi-tyr of communlsn nct f co,l any rliegelianr
klnd of historical theor,v (as Car<lan at times implies) lut frcn tris analysisof the rcapitalist node of productionr . But to argue that he tr:ed iolmodel! or 'rev,'riter the past in terms of tlre bo,:rgcois re.rolutions is not
only to ignore the mass of naterial that can be for-rnd in the Grundrisse(section on Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations), in 'oi,e third .rol-u-ae ofcapital, in the section of F\-ierbach in The Gerrnan rdeg_l_ogli and in the
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Marx-Engel-S Correspond.ence, but, in the case of Car.dan, whom f know to be
viell-read in i'[arx, is just downright dishonesty.

Although l,farx never devoted. the time and energlr to the origins of
feud.alisn that he did to the origlns of capitallsm, he was quite specific
as to its tmilitaryr origi-ns from routsid"er in marked contrast to the
pseud.o-d.ia1ectical growth fron 'insj-de' that Cardan tries to impose upon
him' I mentj-on, in passing, his constant i-nterest in Oriental and Asiatic
society. r'uhich again he sar as quitsll:ljlferent from anything ttrat could be
studied in Ti/estern Eu::ope. -.----

We retu-rzr to the theme of r econoniics r . rEccnomic relation.s cannot
be constrr.:.cted into an autonomous s;rstem whose functj-oning vrould be gcverned
by its o,.ar laws independ.entiy of the social relationsr says cardan, in a
comment with which surely no-oh€, cerlainly not l,/iarx or Engels unorid disagree.

But rvhile on the mechanistic economic lnterpretation of Cardan,it does woil to recall ihe letier of &egels to Joseph tsIoch (Zt Septeraber,
1890) z

lIf therefore so&eone tv'rists this into a statenent thai ti:e
econoni-ic element i-s the _o+Iy, deiermining one, he transforrns itlnto a neaningJ-ess, abstract and absrrd phrase,r

fn this sarne leiter, &rge1s pa::odies the sort of vulgarisati-ons that couldrmake one rid.:-culous' by 'explaining in terms of economj_cs the existence
of evcry smal-I siatc in Germany past and presentr , ctc. He add.s that liarx
and he were themselves responsible for this over-emphasis of the economicside, Cu-e to ihe opposition of thc tirle"

(mere are plenty of exanples of these rj-diculous vulgarise-tion-r
scattered. throughout the cardan pamphlet, arrd r refer nosr to the i:_tustrations and quotations added to the tert by so1i.d_arity. The princlple
adopted- is to take a general proposition, a pply it io a partilular case,
and- rely on a supcrflcial relation of the one to the other. Illustratj-onsV, IX, Xfif are the worst exaaples of this method,)

Cardanls presentati-on of nlarxrs hi-storical rnaterialism is veln,
much a history propelled by the Hegelian riclear , but the propell-ing forceinstead of being reli-gious, philosophical, onpolitical is tech-nologi_ca1.
'trIle car.not give or-rrselves in advance a finished dial,.ctlc of history. .

vIe can-not -Lhi-nl'; of hisiory- as a unity " . " IIor can r/e think of history as aprogressive clialectlcal r:nifrcation. Pfato is not absorbed in T.,ant, ntr theGothic in the Rococco . . "r and so on, Right op to the last page of hlspamphlet, Cardan continues his windmill tilting.

Fcr ,,.;hat does i,iarx hi:nself say about rhistor_1-r 7rHlstory rs nothin6 br-rt the snccess-ion of the separate generati-ons,
ea.ch of which exploits the materiars, thc capit.t r.,rna", tt "produciive forces handed. dorar to it by all precedi_ng generations,
and ihus, cn the one ha.rid, continues the trariiiional rictivity incompletely changed circr-ulstances and, on the other, nodifies the



of earlier historv .
anoru-rr-neF

thloralit;r, religion, metaphysics, all the rest of ideolory and.' their corresponding forms of consciousness, thus no longer retaj_n
the remblance of lndependence. fhey have no historyo no develon-
ngnt, but nen, developing their;
material intercourse, alter, along v;ith ihis their real- exj-stence,their ihinking and the prod.uci;s of their thinking,' (German
Ideo1ory, !. jB.)

," "rt-"r:-rn urrO conclude. Cardants docrement firstly misunder-
stands Iviarxts theory of the commodity, the cornerstone of his economic
theory, and the labour theory of value, and. his critique consequent]-y
becomes quite neani-ngJ-ess" Second.Jy he falsrfies l,,la,:x's icleas-on hlstoryby redueing therii tc the cruclest possible interpretaiion, usually by offering
'popularr views on llarxisn as opposed to the qirite e:rtensive prifiunna
writi-ngs of l,liarx and Engels on the subjeet, H. is aid.ed in ihis by theadditlons of London Solidarity, whose illustrations and captions are oftenmisleading, often i-rrelevant, and never designed io assist in an under-
standing of ii,.{r,r'xrs icleas.

fn conclusicn, Cardan offers us some general viev,rs on history andphilosophy that are not basically at variance ,rith 14r"r, although the
d'oci:nent is urrj-tten in such a lyay as to rmply that l,farx held views to thecontrary"

-)-

oLd circu..nstances with a completely
ati.vely distorted so that

changed activif,y. This can
lq,ter history i" madFffio,
Ideolcgr, p. 59,

Bob Potter.

MDDERN tRP lTRLi5ill,.,a RtVnLUT I iln
by PAUI CARDAII

From the alien (bour8eois) core of na'xist econom-ics (ttre
concept of labour pol"rer as an rintegral cc:rnodityr) to the
problens of qqr: F-ociety: bureaucratisation, poritical apathyo
alienation in production, consumpt:.r-on anci rei-sure. what are
revolutionary politics today? 25 p + postage.
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'H ISTORY AN[, P,[Vr)LtJTtO N'

{lN r!l
by MAURTCE BRINTON

unlike Bob potter, r have enjoyed ,i,,riting thls article. Firstrybecause the discarding of an il-lusion is like flre sireaaing of a load - onemoves about more freely i;ithout it. Secondly because to help denystify
:*:I:, 

far from bei-ng rbarren?: is in n'y opinion a fn:itful activity in
f vuvrr a

rL^ !ii"* its first issue Solidarity set itself a difficult taskstlre systematlc critique of every aspect of the dominant ideotory (" i""r.we have more recently come to rearise included a critique of certain aspectsof marxism). Lilarxism, r,rith its heavy emphasis on the rdevelopment of theproductive forces t, is nov officially esioused by the ruling -strata 
of Russiaand china. It is becoming the ideoitgy Lr tnn emerging state capitalistregimes in the Third' i{crld.. ?his is nL acciaent - and makes it more thanever necessary for libertarian revoiutionaries to take a 1ong cool look atevery strand of the d.octrine.

I agree v'rith Bob that tr{arx tvery much bears the birthmark of hisaget. But I disa"gree vrith him that 1\,Iarx Lherefore need.s rrevisionr. fn thepast revolutlonaries have onty interpreted (or revised) 
-Ma;; 

--tt " pointtoday is to transcend hin.

fn such an gldeavor:r, misrepresentation wourd not only be point-less' It would be self-d.efeating. r r.rilI seek to show in this article thatfar from misrepresentlng };rarx and ftrgers (as Bob arreges) c;;;"rs pamphlet
H-ls-tory. and. Bevolut.ion brings into focus certain socio-centric aspects oftheir thought, of ','tirictr many traditional revoluti-onaries are st11l blissfullyurialf,are' In my opi-nion these deformations vicj-ate the claims to uni-versalityput forward on behalf of rhisiorical niaterialismr, first by Engels a ndlater by every variety of marxi-st. rn relation to rhistorical materialismr,I arn asking for the baby to be thro-o-m avray with the bath nater. The infanthas been dead for many years and the putrlfaction in the bathroon is nowthreatening the vrater supply of the vrhole district.

hlstorlcai materiatism a@ Engels. To do this weinserted various quotes, ernphasi-sing some of their more outrageouslyi'nadequate iormul-ati-ons. Alas! there is no satisfying some ieopre. on theone hand' B P <lenounces us because he thlnks Cardanrs text fails to fulfi1ouT promise that Cardan r,vould rtake up the argument with the founoers ofscientlfic socialism themselvesr. (s prs poinl here seems to be that -,Card'ants text proper only contained a sinlle quote from l,{arx. Adding insultto injr:ry the sai-d quote didnrt even ,,.n to half a dozen rines.) At the

S rllAliit lAl lUr\llJST0i}le;\l



same time Bob sttacks Solidarity
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(tondon) for peppering Cardanrs text with

t rldiculous vulgarisati6iffil "'. . . from the r,.,rritings of i\,{arx and Engels.fhe fire is misdi:rected" our quotes ere, of courI" ""1""id;i.;;;;;: Theyare the genuine, original product, grotesque as it nflseeml What makes ou-rquotes a.ppear friij :ulousr (old, incidentally helps us use them for purposesof td'esacralisationt) is our deliberat,e jiixiapositicn of their inflated.
?l"i:" to unrversality . . . ,,,rith a variety oi concrete, specific situations.
(t'te knoi;u o1'no better vray of testing the validity or pwrcturing the pre_tensioris of c.ven the broadest of generalisatlons.)

?he first half of Bob r s article is not really a crltique ofHistory and Revciution rt r11. It is a critique of anoiher of cardenrs
l_?Tlll _nanely,t,igcigrn capitalisJr :ind Revotutiono over half-way through hisartl-cre (p. ,) B P anncu.nces that.,'re novr tapproach tire fieid tf historicalmaierial-ismt. ?his ci-rcuitous approach presents major i--roblems to someoneattempting.'a serious repiy, To follcw gol on his spirat, :-nteresting andnecessary as (in another context) it night be? C.r to z'estrict the discussionto the original terms of reference (the parnphret uistorv ana nevoiuiionf--""f have chosen a third course, r.lmely to lnaurge iffi$ffi drgression
aimed- at stressing the relation betneen the ti'o discussi-ons.

fn bcth lltodern CapitalisL and Revol-ution and in flfsf6pr rrA3@on c:rdan ry"i"-*";ffi#r one ofthe nost profor:nd of 'llfarxrs insigLrts, namely that the dominant id.eas of eachepoch are the ideas of its ruling class. llIerxl.lrote in a period of fu11bourgeois ascendoney. rt-rould have been a niracle (anc1 letrx 1,./as s rrran,
even a great nan, . , " but not a mj-rec1e merchant) il some bcurgeois ideashad not ,:erneated. his o,,-,rr vritings. unlike others, card.an does not just pay1ip service to this as a theoreticaJ- possibility. IIe dissects each of thevarious conponents_of marxism (econonics, history, pnilosopny) in a searchfor such a bourgeois core. l{e seeks to discover, in eactr strand of marxi-sn,the lunmrixi_st in l{:rxr.

^a j^-- /, Tn Mgdern-CagLt!!,]ism and Revclution Cardan seeks to id.entify the
1^t:11^i:"u-rgeor-c/ elenent in.narxist- ecoqomics.. He sees it as ir,{arxrs attemptro Irea'D -LaboLLr poiTer as an integra.l cqnunod.j_ty. ( rlobo.o por,Trer, therefore, ii
" c q !h?, sugaT.- The forne, i" o"o*r:red. by thec1ock, the latier by the scalesr(r).) tn-aoin5; this, accerding to card.an,}"[arz is treating labour power in theory rnuch as the bourgeoisiJ would like totrcat it in practice. Both endeavours fail - and for the same re&sorrrtalc11 por.rer is not an integral conmodity. rt is ualque in that it is
embodi-ed in human beings. Like other commodities it has a use-value and anexchange-value. Bu-t '*rllike other eommodities the extraction of its use-valueand the deternination of its exchange-vatue are not sir::ple technical opera-ti-ons, They l're profound.ly infruenced by the struggle of workers, both as

(r) i(.]vtarx.
t-
\r'orel-gn

El.ge Labor:r and Capital, Seleeted VIorks, Vo1. f , p. 81.
Langria,ges Publishing House, ilioscor,., t955.)
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ind.ividuals and as a cIass. The exchange-value of labour porner, unllke that
of other commodities, is therefore not solely determined by its cost of
reprod.uction (Z)". Accord.ing to Card.an, Marxrs treatnent oi labour power as
an integral commodity leads to an erroneous theory of wages, v&ich i_n tr:rn has
historically led to nany erroneous cconomic prognosticaticns,

In Histo_@, Cardan seeks to identlfy the alien
(bourgeoi")"ffis{vievrofhistory..jIeseesitinthe
attempt by L,{arx and Engel" hunan history certain
categories and reletionships which are not transcendental (contrary to y,'hat
is implied in so,, nuch of the r,riting offiarx and Engels) but '.irhich are
-!he-n-.^q-fvSS. the product of hi-storical development and mcre partlcularly of
the rise cf the bourgecisie. Among such le.:gjsrical (non-transcendental)
categories and relationships, Cardan stresses Evioe- the notion of the prinacy
of the eccnony and the concept of a certain pattern of lnteraction (deter-
nination) between econonlc rinfrastructurer and idenlog"ical rsuperstructuret"
The retrojeciion of these cc.tegories *rd patterns onio other areas of history
- rirl-th a vi e v,' to constructing a 'universal and t sclentific r theory of history/-.(lvhich Engels repeated.ly clained thistorical materiaU-snt to be) can only be
achieved, i,ccord.i_ng to Cardan, through a slrstematic rape of the facts,

To turn nou to the substance of the matter; the discussion ofrhlsto:ice.l- materlaiismr itself. He::e I nust confess to nothing but dis..
appointnent" B P d,oes not Ciscuss any of the new and. lnteresting ideas
developed in Cardanis text. These are; rather patronislngly Cismissed, as
lsome general views on hi-story and'philosophy that are not basically at
varj-ance :d-th L{arxt. (The sane cardan, incidentally, is accused of
t falsifyrng t r"nd tilisrepresenting t j\{arxls ideas on hisiory. )

In the concluding pages of this text I l.lil-l '.-ake tip the qu-estion
of tfalsificationt and rmisrepresentationr, At this poi-nt T nould only like
to stress ho,,'r the d"efence cf orthodcxy can rencler people blind to r,'hat is
nelra loes Bob not recognise es nev (ivhether right or.,,rong) Cardanrs
atienpted i-r-roof of ihe fact that rthe material-ist concepti-cn of historyris
basically.non'ist (uni-factorial) in its rppro:ch, and. thai; it is moreover-/_idealist (the driving force for social chiunge being the gror',th of technolo-
gical id.eas)? Ylhai; d.oes B P think of Cardanrs attaek on the logical sloppi-
ness of allegedly tscientifict explanations that have to take refuge behind.
such fornulae as teconorric factors being ip the t?s-L ana.lysi.s d.eternj-nantt?
l''Ihat does he have to say about cardants assertion That piorounary g]&:g4t
cultures ntJr develop on the basis of very si-qilar technblog'ca1 in?i:- --
structi:resil' Can one take that without latTffiE eyeliC, and stil1 cal-1

/^\l'L) Bob here misses the point altogether. The question
the action of rnen can influence the price of sugar,
vunether sugar itself oan influence its ovar exchangei
n:1-.an 

^ahlw\. -,a vurro

is not vrhether
The question is

rralue, as labour
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onesetr-f a: rhistor-ical maler:al-istt ? 'r'Ionrt .8.P, even respond tc Cardanr,sassertion that vast areas of history including noderri history (the emergenceof the nevr ruling classes in the Third lVorld) cannot be satisfactorily
interprebed. accord.ing to the models proposed by rhistoricaL materiatismr? tr}ry
d.oes B.P. not deal vrith the core of Cardanrs critique, namely that thematerialist concepticn of history (vu:i-th its belief that the sane rforcesrr
acting in various societies, will by ano large have the same reffectsr)
presupposes constant human raotivations (ano in particular the characteris-tically bou.rgeois motivations of constantly increasing production and
consunpti.on) r,-,'hereas in fact human motivetions are thenselves very much theprod.ucts of historical development.

lJhat does B P think of Cardanrs argument thai the different
neanings vrith ,'zhreh concepts, institutj-ons arrd economic categories are vestedin various societies imply the need for different types of articulation
betueen econonic a nd other factors? nldn-im end Engels deal rith thisarticulation in a largely static (and on the lrhoie rxrid.irectionai)1vay; ihe
r;ay 1t und-oubted.ly operated. at a certain stage in the grorth of bourgeois
society - and then seek io retroject this ( rurtinateryi; deterministicrelaticnship betvreen econonic infl;sstructure a:rd ideological superstructure
onto other periods of history?

Also worthy of di-scussion would have been Cardlinrs clairi that the
technico-econonic oatcgories cannct tafirays have been ihe deterninant ones,for o-uring long periods of history they neither existed as naterialised
categories of social life, nor as poles or -raluest (they 1n faci, only assunedthis doninant rore vrith the eixergence of the bor:rgeoisil). rsnrt B pprovoked beyond endurance by Cardanrs clain that erren the tclass strugglerstriind in nazxisn is deternrnistic in that it denies an autonoro.u* (rli.-
preo.eternined.) rcle to the struggle of social classes? And why doesnrt B pgo thrcugh the roof 'rrhen Card.an nakes his most challenging stalenent of all,
namely that tthe activity of classes ancl social groups *ay bring ahout ner
elenents that are ne-ither predetermined nor predeterninablet. Isnrt this a-
negati-on of everything it{arx ancl Enge}s stood. for, in the real-m of the philo-
:"!ly of history? Does it not make of the :aaterialist conception of history('r''ith its promise of a key to help unravcl past, present and futirr.e) not so
nuch soraething that is i-u?orlg (although it ls "ro.g in parts) as sonething
r.ihich is meaningless and. hence irrelevant?-

Does B P really believe th:t :11 this is rnot basically at variancer,rith L{e.rxt? Hov elastic is hls l,{arx? Hovr nuch that is eribarassing can be
sviept under the earpet before people notice a bu-rnp? Ifcr nuch can its tenets
be stretched. rrithout altering the original system of ideas? one is remind.edof the Hindus nho, uhen confronted vrith Budd.Lism, responded by claiming that
Gautc,na nas but the ltth incarnation of ilishnu!

A debate'on the forernentioned points ,,'rould have nade for a
genuinely interesting discussion. ft coul-d have narked the beginning of acollective endea.roi.rr to cover nev,i ground, lie hope thls discussion will still
take place. Instead t/e no-vy traiE-tc clescend fron: the subline to the rid.icul-ous.
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B Pts real objections to Cardanrs panrphlet is that it rfalsifiesr and rnis-
represents t the views of the fourid.ers of scientific socialism. It a11eged.1y
d.oes so in three raai-n areas:

(r) fn that it presents rhistorical materialismr as a rsystent
(,,rhereas L{arx and. Engels apparently had no such intention).

(t) In that the far'rous pesss.Ee of the Contributiol to the Criticue €?cl.Ltical Econom)r in r','nich lvlarx ialks of the tnateri-ai forces of
prod.uction cor:i-ng into ccnflict iv-ith the exi-sting relations of
prod.uctionr (a statement rvhich ll{arx himself described as the
tguiding threadt to all his historical- stuclies) ,iras onl-y in'LenCed
as a very general statement" B P implies that this staternent of
lllarxts was not inteno.ed to apply to other forms of soci-et:,'(i,e"
presr:n*b1y to sle"ve societ;r, r\siatic society, feudr.l soci-ety).
It v;ould be a crude simplifi-cr.tion, he believes, to suggest that
marxisn sar,r contradictions betr,veen lforces of productiont and
trelations of productiont in all societies - or that these contra-
dlctions generated the driving force for socj-al change.

In that Cardan inputes to }tiazx and Engels an over-emphasis on the
role played. by econornic factors in the deternination of the cultural
and intellectual productions of various phases of hrstory.

Let us Iook, i-n turn, at each of these objecti_ons"

(")

Did l.;rarx and Engels, the fcunders of tscientifict socialism" seek
to present tho development of history as toverned by coherent rlawst (such as
governed for instance the natr:ral sciences)? ?hey u.ndoubtediy did - and it
is childish to pretend the opposite! Engels speaks of the tGreat La'r of
Motion of History (discovered by $iarx) v,,hich . . . has the sane significance
for history as the lavi of transformation of energy has ior natural science, 

"If this isntt descrihing a tsystemt, I donrt l<nor'r ',i'hat is, Fron therno-
d.ynanics, we pass to biolory. sJust as larvdn discovered the 1a1.", of develop-
ment of organic nature so illarx discovered the law of developnent of hu.nicn
historyt. l,[arx hi-nself speaks of .the tevoluti-on of the econoraic formation
of societyl as a t.pgcess of r",atural his r, He describes hovr rAsr;t-!.g,
ancient feudal and ^Tcdt:rrr bourgeois nodes of producti on were progressirre
epochs irr the econonic forraation of societyt (clearly perceived as a rr:ocess)
and. proclains that tvrith the inevitability of a lau of natu::e capitalist
prod.uction begets its own negationr,

liarx and Engels didnrt nention iLnylrhere that the tiar,,s, they
believed. they had d.iscovered (and to vrhich they repeatedry refe::) ,nere only
to be related. to a linited range of historical phenoaen3 (tinitea geographi-
ca11y and limited. in tine), They d.ontt say that their tlar,rsr rrr,ere orrly
intend,ed to apply to the functioning of bourgeois society - or that tiiey had
little relevance to other periods of history. on the contrary. The appeal
of the narxist view of history (as can be ascertained. by an;rone v,'ho e>:anines
a,ny textbook by any narxist econorric historian) is its clain to rmiversality"
99,Y" of the marxists of today (and that may include conrad.e Potter hinself)
would. subseri-be to the view that t the econorrlc structure of societl .ll.'f.a.ltg
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:Hffii:".*li"::?i^1":1":,:*Tiii* fron v,.hich we can alone work out the
:*ffi31: "frf,*T:,1:: :i"l':. $-=";;;=;;;;;JI :"';ffi,I";fu";:.11i",,
S;"llli;"-13:r i::11 ;*:"":Fl: ia ;;;-;;;;"ii'3x"iil;'' #:#"ili::'i",,?i":Tt}"i:ni'Ii.;;,::;ff;I-:;t;*i"".in5i:ffiffi";il:y,::ffi-i:t
*:I.:*;,ffi ::x""i;'i;"1:-i:::,,-:-,-"'nj;-;"5**;:3"ffi ;'i#il3ff :;;lof the lroducers and in antagonis"'*" *,-,*?rJ"il.;ilffijT:;Ij.*Hffi

(z)

Engels t repeated' references io natural science in fact becornesquite meaningless if not seen as lrniversal . Just lnagine us speaking of aseccnd- law of therr:iod.y,anics that. had only operateo durlng the last threecenturies - or of lav'rs of gravitation, il.L "ii""ts of rryiriEn rroa orly mani-fested ihenselves in l,rcstein Errropel

A critical read'ing of l,{arx and Engels v,rill show that B prs secondg!'igc*t4qt is nc ncre tenaltJ tnur. the rirsi] -(,1" 
are not discussing Eer;;let us repeat, whether i,irarx anJ Engels were-"iJrrt cr i,,Tong. B p has notchosei-i to take ihe discussion up et tiri_s fevefl. r,./e are discussing vrhether _as B p alleges _ Cardan has::ri-srepresented them)..,- 

*v urDwuDD

Boldi-y proclaimi*g the universariiy of his analysis Maz"x says:Ithe re]:tions cf productioi, in"their-totafity, constitule. o . & societyat a defrnite stage of histoii""f developme;;-: " " i\ncient society, feud.alsociety' bour*eo*is society (enphases - and *uqrur"* -ffi*)ulrn =r"t,totalitiei-o5"oa"ctive 
"niot-io.", each or v,,riicii denotes a special staee ofdevelopi:en! in ihe history or nant<inq;"i+)' tmjt "or.licts *ern tt "r6?Tnini;hese societies? trr,flr;, .rr*n" or,." iom or relations of procliiction to be super-seded' b;r e"nother?-.Htw, in general, do rel*tions of production change?i,.,la-rx is-quite explicit-on tf,e poirrt, fn tn" sare paragraph (and thereforeclear1y rcferrin6i i;o alI the firer,rentiorred 

"tog.".of scciety) he says rtheychange' they are tranffii'n"a *iit, the chang;;; developnent of the material
T:3il"i:".:":-11::t""' ' xn other v,rords in alt rcrotrrn soci.eties changes in---*-a' --'"'6 ibout changes ln the natffial neans of production. ?hese intn:rn, tirrou-gh tn_:1" creveropilentl revor;;i;;i;; Ine reraticns of production,Changes in cuiture e la1,r. iiuor, '" t". , 

-i"ii;;" " v

This thene thrrt ehenges in the forces of production (the result oftechnological developnent) pror:ia" tfre Orivlrrg.-ror"u of iiisi;ory recurs agai-nand again in the,,r-rli:-ngs'o?. 1,t""" and Engels.- It iorou_Ic serye iittf" purposeto gi-ve dozens,or"n,ro*"J:. L'.; one suffice:. .rriis a result of technologica,l

5 I llust h!.r'e rc-.r +r- j , /

ef cu:r p",pr.intj", i'"il :ffi:":il":fl#fu'ffi;r'il: ::X=,,3;":ff:i":: I*r?"th:l :no one, cert:riniy iot Ltmx o, Enqels, would disagree vrith cardanrspropositiorr thai economic relati-cns cannot be constzued into an autono-r'cus ;;,'ste: rrhcse f,ncticnl"g *o"io be goverrr";-;;"i;;-"i;i';";:r'independently of the sociar i"i"tiorr*,.'- lut--periraps he thought ourquote v/ag only a rvul.garisation r t
(q) 

Il?qe l?!"ry,,?lt q,apit+I, serected. ytrorks, vcl" r, po !0" Note the clear
:3kffiT:iguo,isJ;mGtion about ra oevilopment in the history of
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change laneient property relations found their doom in feudat property
relations, and these in bourgeois property relaticns( (emphases in 1{arx).tilistory itself' , continues llfarx, 'has practiced its criticism upon past
property rel-ations'.(5) Note again tho historieal sequence, unequivocally
showing the intended scope of vrhnt l,{erx rias talking about. lrlote clsc the
virtual- personi-ficstion of Histcry, ''vhose objective seems to be the develop-
ment of the' pro<iuctive forces and vrhose me'bhod seems to be the successive
transcend.ing of ai1 r:elations ivhich provffiTacles 1n her path,

the clearest example, hov.rever, of the fact ihat L{arx and Engels
saw tl:e confllct betr,,reen tfcrces of productiont and trelati-ons of prod.uctionr
as an important factcr nouldlng the evolution of pre-capital-ist societies (and
that this is nct therefore aterud.e' extrapolation by Cardan) is to be found
in the Communist.l{anifastc i-tself . Ir,{arx and. Engels are dlscussing feudal.
society, end conjr-rre up ths verytmodeltwhich, according to B p, th-et;-,
only intended. to apply tc ce.pitalist s:ociety. tAt a certain stage in the
d.evelopment of the means of production and exchange . . . the feudal orgoni-
sation of agriculture anrl nanufacturing, i-n a word the feudal relations of
property, become no longer compatible with the already developed productive
forces. They become so many fetters. They had to be burst asund,er: they
vrere burst asrmder'.(6) It isnrt a question of Card.en accusing Marx of
personally attempt:-ng to rev,'riie the past (as B P rather nrively alleges).
[t is something mueh rncre subtle and. much less personalised. It is a questlon
of I',hrx and Engels definj-ng a framework and then claiming that through thls
framework alone can the meaning of the past be gen-uinel1. grasped.

Let us turn finally to B ?ts. third poi_nt. Ts Cardan mis-
representi-ng rthe founders of scientific socialj-smr in attributing to them
the viev'r that the i-deological superstructure of any society ultim:.teIy
d,erives fron its economic base?

Here again, e,n honest reading of the overwhclming najority of the
texts of I',{arx :nd Engels, the texts r,vhich have been translated into dozens
of languiL.ges and r:eproduced in millions of coples ean leave one in no doubt
that there j-s no. mlsrepresentation. i,lcst of the classi-cal uritings stress
the profourrd. dElermina:rt effect of the economic infrastructr.:re on the
ideological superstructure. There is no rnention rn l,{arx or Enge}s that the
primacy of the econcrny is itself a historical catego:ry, related. to the rapid
technological d.evelopnent occu:'ring in bolrrgecis ;oci-ety, cf-:that this
therefore vici-ates any analyses of pre-capitalist societj-es, ',.,.hich made of
the economy the ultinate determinant, One has to turn to a certain letter
r,t'ritten by the ageing Engels, nearly a decade sfter Lfarxts death, to find

(:) K. Marx. On Froi;dhon. Selected Works, Vol. Tt g. 19.
(6) The similarity of this d.escription to l,ilarxrs famous anticipation of the

end of bourgeois society is r,vorth recalJ-ing. In !@1, Marx says
that tbew forces abd ne.rl passions spring up in the bosom of society.
But the old sociai organisation fetters them and keeps them dcwn. It
must be annihilated.: it is annihilated.' From mechanism to metaphor
the similarity is striking.
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even the hint of a serious d.iscussion of the rretroactiver effects of theideological and. cuitural superstructure on the development of the economicbase. :'ind even here, Engels seeks refuge in phrases such as the economicinfrastructure being ru-I-timately d.eterminingr. (f por"orruiiy consiOer Car-
d.ents cleml'stifying atinck on this intellectualiy siipshod formulation to be
one of the nost telling points of his pamphlet,)

In hrs lctter to Bloch (fS9O) Engels cornplains that if someone
were to take his phrase about rthe uitimately de'termining eiement in historyrheing tthe production and reproductiqn of reil lifer and di-stort it rinto
seying that the econonic element is the onlJ deternining one r, that perscn
vrould be transformi-ng an important propositicn rinto a meaningl-ess, abstract,
senseless Phrase r- fs iliere real-ly all that difference between rultimater ..
and ronlyr in :r chain of crusai links? Isnrt this tantamcunt to saying thatthe non-economi-c, non.-pred.etermj-ned influences can harre no furr.dementaleffect? i\nd. anyr,va;r, trasntt it Engels himself vrho prccalimed that !aI1 the
socj-a1 and politlcal reiations, all religious rrrd legal systems, nfi-the
theoretical outlooks which emerge in history are to be comprehendfuly whenthe materlal conditions of life of the respective corresporrair.g epocffiEre
understoodt . l-Iny? Because t the f ormer are derlved. from these materialc,onditionst"(7) Could the idcological Frankensteints monster created by
Marx and Engels really be stopped in its track by five lines in the letterto Bloch?

il.,{arxlsm, in its day, gave us many profor_rnd insights, some of which(!t" class struggie, the 
"orrl"p{ of surplus valuez the theory of alienation,

the inportance of econorn-lc factors in historical developnient, the needruthlessly to d.emystify all ideologies) are still valid today, 6ther aspectsof marxisr are Loday cf lesser value. lViarxist economics and the materialist
conception of ilistory are suspect, because deeli.ry perr:cated in their most
fu:rdamental conceptions by the capitalist mentality prevailing at the timethey rzcre ',vritten, l

Jrs lllore and. more revol-utioneries begin to see through these talntedareas, lte c&n a.nticipa.te a. quasi-.-religious reaction by resid.ual marx1sts
(even by thosel,to noli l-ike to call themselves t"""""ili*i";j.'--fney will refer
to_increasingly escieric',,::itings of the For.rnding Fathers in an attempt to
defencl'-the faith" (Fo:r instance, B P in ]:is text refers to rziting= ttat
l'{arx did not see fit -bo have published ln his lifetine!) f wouldnrt be
sur;:rised. if irithin a short vrhile Engels himself irasnrt cast to the wolvesas lne.rer having bec:r a proper marxj_st r .

[iris deep, inrrate conservatism has profound psychological causes,
the nature of which I hsrve hinted at elsev,rhere(e) ana wHictr I cannot here

(Z) F. Engels" l':gl_!jarx, e co+trlbu on to th@
Econorii.-r. Sel""l"a

(s) ?4e_Iflrqllonq,l in_&Li.j,i.cqr Soli-darit;i pamphret No. J3"
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&lssuss. In an epoch where every realm of larovrledge is being challengedmore thoroughly and criticised nore cleeply than at any other tlme in history,it is sad to see revolutionaries cring p*ii."ti""11y tL flie p"st, in thefutile belief thrt today the only thing that isnrt in need ir ttorougtrevoluti-onising is . r . r€volutionary theory itself!
Tn his majcr work on capitalisrn, L{arx defi-ned the organic composi.-tion of capital as the ratio of rdeac rabourr to rliving r-abor:rr. Let uscompare capital wi-th the theory that guides our action, rhe doctri;;-";"most narxi-st revolutionarj-es uafortr:nJt"ry comprises a very high ratio ofrcead theoryt 1o tliving theoryr. rsntt it time me began to rnove fornard?

l\{ar:rice Brinton.
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