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of a long text by Paui Cardan, published
of the French jou-rnaL tsoeialisme ou

-** Secticn 1I of Cardanrs article deals with t]:e ri'nerxist iheory of history',
section III rvith the rrnarxist p?rilosoph,v of histor.r" and section IY with rthe
two elements of marxism and r,vhat b,ecame cf themt, Section-V seeks to
draw up a tpro,,isional balance sheett, we hope io produce some of these
texts in the not too distant fu.ture,

Section I of Cardants article was
(North London) vol.IV, nc, S,

first published in English in ,Soli4arjlxt

b &itli ffitsrxisnr ?
For an;,'6ng ser=iousl.;, coeceri:ed with the

social question, aa enccuEter ,.-vithr marxism is both
irnmediate and inevi.iablc, It is pr:obabl;r even
rr.rroDg to use the word ,encounterr, in that sr:ch a
term convelfs bati: sometliing extcrnai to the oh-
server and something thai fia), or may not happen.
Marxisrrr toda;v has ceased to be some particular
theory cr sorrie particular politieal programme
adrocaied by this or that grcup. It has ieeplv per-
meated aur ia:rguager our ideas and ihe very reai-
ity arcund us. It ilas become part of the air we
breathe in coming inte the secial ',vorld, It is pa3-t
ol the historical Landscap* in t}:e backg:.oun<is of
our corr:ings and goings.

For this rrery reason tc speak cf marxi.sm has
become one sf the raost Ciffic'.rit tasks i:r:aginabie.
i;Ve are involved !n the s:rbjeci natter in a hunclred
different ways. &Icre+ve;. ihis marxism, in real*
iziag itself, hae i:ecorae ir::rossible to pin d,r,;,rn.
For wiih '*,liieh rr:a:'xi*m should we deal? lViih the
marxism af Khruschev cr= with ihe raarxism cf &{aa
Tse ?ung? With the n'rar>;isr:r of loglia*i cr r','itl:
that of ?horez? With the marxism ci Castro, <:f
the Yugoslavs, or of ti:e Poiish revisionists? Sr
should one perhaps deal vrith the marxisrn ai the
Trotslqzists (a}.thougli here too ihe claims of gec*
graphy reassert themeelves: Br.itish and French
trotslqrists, trctsh/-isis in ihe Uni.ieei $iates and
trats\rists in Latin America teal' one another to

pieces, muiually denouncing o*e anotlter as non*
marxistl. Or- should one deal rvith the marxism of
the Bordighists ar of the SPGB, ol Raya Duaa;*ev-
skaya or of CLR James, tir of this or that other
still sma]ler group oi "ri:e.extreme tteftt? As is
weli kno-r.rn eaci: of tl:€se groups dencunces a1l
otir.ers as beiraying the spirit oi ttrue rnarxismt,
',vhich it alone apparentiy embodies. ;\ survey of
the whole field wili immediatel;: sho'..v ihat there is
nat only the alryss separating toificiai,t frorn toppo-
sitionalr marxisms. Ther-e is also the vast multi-
plicifi, of -r:cth rofficialr and toppositionalr variants,
each sccing itse.ll as excl.udir:g all ethe:.s.

There is ao simpie yardstick by which this com-
plex situation couid be sirnp.!.ified" There ie noItest of etr/ents vhich speaks for ;tselft. Both thc
marxist poii.tician enjoying the fruits of ofiice and
tl:re n')arxist poiitical prisoner iind themseli,es in
"specific social circun:siances, and in thernscives
these circumstances eonler r:o particlilar rralidity
to the pe-r;ieular r.iews cf those who expound thern.
Or; the eontrai.y, particular ci:-cur:.istarrces make it
esseniial careful?.y t.! inierpret r,l&ai various spokcs-
i::en fcr rcarxism say. Consecration in porver gives
no more valiriity tc .rhat a man says than daes tirc
halo oi the n:art.r,r. or. irreconciLable opponent, For
does not :-::arxfsm itself teaeh us to vierrr witir sus-
picion bclth '"-"!:at e$anates from institut;onaiized
actircrit3," ani .,vhat erllanates fre:rr opposiiions that
perpetuall.v fail ro gei e1'en a tae hold i:: historical
reaiity ?
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& rrtttrr ts tt:t soutttfi.
The solution to this dilemma cannot be pureLy

and simply a rreiurn to lVlarxr. What would such a
retuqn;irnpty? Firstl.v it ,,vauld see no more, in the
develofrment of ideas and actions in the last eighg,
years, and in particul.ar in the development of so_
cial demoeracy, leninism* stalinism, trotskyism,
etc, tha,n layer upon Layer oi disfig.,ring scabs
covering a healthy body af intact dcetrine. Thio
rvould be most u*hisiorical,

It is not only that Marxrs doctrine is far from
having the systematie simplieity and legical con-
sisteRcy that certaia peopLe would like io aiiribute
to i.t. Nor is it that such a ?returr., to the sourcesr
wor:ld necessarily har.e soynetiring academi.c about
it ( at best it could only correctly re-esiablish the
iheoretlcai. context of a doctrine belo*ging to the
past - as one might attempt to cio, say, for the
writings of Descartes or Si. Thomas Aquinas).Such
an endeayour could leave the main problem unsolyed,
iramely that of discovering the significance sf raarx*
ism for conteftporary history- and for those of uS
who live in the worLd of today.

The main reason why a rreturn to h,Iarxf is im-
possible is that unde:. the pretext of faithfulness to
ivtarx - and in order to achieve this faithfulness -
such a treturnr wouLd hal'e to start b;r violating one
of the essential principles enunciated by ll{arx him-
se1f. Marx vras, in fact, the iirst to stress that itie
significanee of a theory eannot be grasped indepen-
dently of the historicai. and social practice which it
inspires and initiates, to which it gives rise, in
which it prolongs itse1f and under cover of which a
given practice seeke io justify iiself.

'Who, today, would dare proelaim that the only
significance of Christianity for history is to be found
in reading unal.tered versions of the Gospel.s or that
the historical praetice of.raricus Churehes over a
period of some 2,000 years can teach us nothing
f*ndamental about the significance of this religious
movement? A ,faithfulness to lLIarxt rshich would
see the hi.storical iate of marxism as something ua*
important wouLd be just as laughabLe" It would in
fact be quite ridicu!.ous. Whereas for the Christian
the reveJ"ations of the Gaspels have a transcendental
kernel and an intemporal. validity, no tJreory eould
eqer have such qualities ir the eyes of a marxist.
To seek to discover the meaning of marxism only
in what &tarx ,,vrote {whiLe keeping quiet about what
the doetrine has become in history) is to pretend
- in flagrant contradietioil with the eentral ideas
of that doctrine - that real history doesntt count
and that the truth of a theory is always and excLu-
sively to be found rfurther oat. It fiaally comes
to replacing revol.uiion by revelation and the under-
standing of events by the exegesis of texts.

.{-11 this wculd be bad enough. But there is worse,
?he insistence that a revalutiar:ary theory be con-f""T.*q,- at a1!. stages, by historic*i *ertiiy (f ! isexplicitly proelaimed in Marxrs w-ritings. It is infaet part of tlre deepesi rneaning of Mafoism.
Marxts marxism did not seek to be - and could not
he - just o*e theory arrttsilg others. It did not seek
to hide its historical rocts or to disaegiate itself
from its historical repercussions. lJlarxism wasto provide the .aeapons ngt €nly for irterpretiag the
w-crld but for changing it. {Z} ?he fulleit rrreaning
of the theory was, according to the theory itselfo
that it gave rise te and inspired a revol.uiionarupraetice. Those wlro, seeking to exculpate rna'rx-ist thecrl', proelaim that;rone of the historical
practiees rvhich fc:. 100 years have cl.aidied to base
themsel.ves on marxism are rreallyr -based 

on
malacism, are in faet reduci:rg riarxisfi to,the
statu$ of a mere iheorv, to the staius of a iheor,.:just like any other. The;r are submitting marxilrn
to.an imevccable judgment. They are in*:f6ct sub*rnitting it, quite literal!.3r, to a rLast Judgmentr.
For did not Marx thororighly accept Hegelrs greatidea: tWeltgeschiehte ist Wettgericntr] (g)

ffi&rxig*t eS dbrstogF
Let us look ai ",vhat happened in real life. In

certain stages of n:cdern hibtory a practice inspireC
by lnarxism has been genuinely ret'olutionary. But
in more receni phases.of l:istor.y it has been quite
the opposiie. And while these two phenomei-:a need
interpreting (and we r,vill return to them) they un-
doubtedly pcint to the fundameni,al ambivaLence of
marxisrn. It is impertant to realise that in history,
as in politics, the pr€sent weighs far more than the
past. AnC for us, ihe present ear be summed up in
the statement that for the last 4O years rnarxism
has become an ideol.rry in the ful!. meaning ihat Marx
himself attribul6I-TF?[is word. It has become a
system of ideas wirich relate to real.ity noi in order
to elarify it and to transform it, but on the coctrary
in order to mask it and to justi.fy it in the abstract.

t1) By rhistorical realityr vre obviousLy donri ::rean
particular events, separated from ai.l oihers" We
mean the dominant tendencies of sociai evolution,
after all ihe necessar.y inttrpretations have been
made.

(2) K. Iuiarx. Eleventh Thesis on Feuerbaeh.

{3} rUniversal History is the Last Judgmenit. Des-
pite its iheologieal. form, this statement expresses
cr:e of HegeLts most radically atheisiic ideas, It
means that there is nothing transeendentai; that
thsre is no appeal against what happens ]rere and
nowr We arc, definitivel)., what 'we are in the pro-
eess ol becorning, rvhat we shall have beeome.
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It has become a means of allowing p€ople to say
one thing and to Co, ancther, ta appear other than
they are.

In this serse marxism first beeame iCeology vnl:en
1t became Esta-biishrneni dogrna ia countries paratlox-
icall;r cal}ed tseci.alistr. In these countries ,marxisr::l
is iavcked by governments which quite ol:viously rio
not inearnate .,vcrking class power and which are nomore controiied by the working class than is any
bcurgeois govertment. in theie eountries ,marxisnlr
is represented by :leadez,s cf geniusr _ whom their
successcl.s cali lcriminal lunatics! ri,ithout rnore adr:;tMarxism? is prociaimed the irieological basis ofTitots policies and of those of the Albanians, of Rus-
sian policies aiA-'?f those of the Chinese. In these
countries maiffin has become vrhat Marx ealled
the rsolemn compleraer:t of justiiication!. It permits
the compulsory teaching of rstate and Revolutiour tostudents, i,,.hile maintaining the most oppressive atdrigid state structures k*o...rn to historii. It enables
a 

-self 
-perpetuating anJ prirrileged bureaucrac;r to

take refage behind t31k oi the reoLlective o-trnership
of the rneans of produetionr and of labolition of theprofit motirrer.

But marxism }::as also becorr:e iCeolory in so far
as it represents the doctrine of the numerous sects,pro3.iferating cn the decornposing body of the ,officiai,
marxist mcvement. For us the ,;rord sect is not aterm of abuse. It has a precise soeiological andhistorical meaning. A smail group is ,rit ,r***"**_rily a seci. *Iarx and Etgels did iot constitute aseet, even vhen they were rilost isolated. A sect isa group .,rihich biows 'lp into an absolute a single sir*e,
aspec'L or phase of the rao.rement from which it riev_
eloped, makes of this the tariehsiane of ifre trutli ofits doctrine (or of the iruth, fu-ll stop!, su-nardinates
ever';rthing else to this ,truthr and in order to remaintfaithfult to it is quite prepared totally to separate
itsei.f from the real -world and henceforth to iive in a
world ef its own. The invocatioc oi marxism bv the
seets a!.lo-ws them to tirink of ihemselveg and to pre_
sent tlemselves as so::nething cther than what illeyare, namely as the fut*re revolutionary party of
that very proletariat in r.rhich they nevir succeed in
iraplanting themsej.ves.

Finally rnarxism has beeome ideclogy in yei ano-
ther sense. For se,reral decades ,.o* -J iras eeased
to be a living.theory. One cauld search the politieal
literature of the last 3S years in vain even to di.sco-
ver fruitful applications of the theory, let alone
attempts to extend it or ta deepen i.i.

We donrt doubt that what we are nc.,v saying will
provoke indignant protests among those vrho, vrhile
professing to 'defend ldarxr, daily bury his corpse alittle deeper under the thick layers of iheir dtstortions

and stupidities" We dontt care. This is no personal
qua::rel. In analysing the historieal fate of marxism
we are not implying that ivfarx had any kind of moral
responsibilitSr for rvirat happened. It is marxiffiljl
eelf, in wl:at r"ias best and most revolutiorrar;r in it,
nan:eiy its pityless denounciation of hollow phrases
and ideologies and its_iirsistence on perma*ent self-
criticis:.-n, ',r.hich compels us io take stoek af lvhat
marxisn: has become ia real life.

It is no lc:rger possible 10 maintain or to redis -
e$ver some kind of !marxist crihocioxyr. It canrt be
done i* the iirdicr:cus (and ludicrously linked) ivav
i,n nhictr tire task is attelnpted by the high priests of
stalirrism and by the secta:'iax herrnits, who see a
marxist dectrine which they presume intact, butramendr, iirr:p:.o-ter or 'bring up to Caier on this or
that speeific pciilt, et their convenie::ce, IrTor. can
ii be done in the dramatic and ultimaiistic way sug_
gested b;r'lrotsky in 1940 (+) '"vho saiti, more or
!.ess: 'We kno*'that :"narxisn: is an imperiect theory
linked to *. given period of history. V/e knor,v thai
theoretical elaboraiion sho,"tld eontinue. But toriay,
the revolution heing on the agenda, this task will
have to waitt. This argument is conceival:le
although superfh:ous - on the eve of an armed
insurrection" Uitered a quarter of a century later
it ean cnly serve io masi< the ir:ertia and sterility
of t}re trstskyist rnove:rent, since the death of i.ts
founcier.

a ffr& r"Ee F t 'fir etlab' ?

Sorr:e v,riLl agree v.ritl: us so far, but 'wi1l seek
final refuge in ihe cieience of a rmarxist methodr,
all.:gedl-l'unaffected by 'what we hate ju.st. discusscd.
It is noi irossibien howeve:', to mar.ntain torthodoxyr
as Lukacs atterepted long beiore them {in 191$ to be
precise), by limiting it io a marxist method, which
could son:ehow be separated frorn iti-E6lGit and
rrhici: could some?rotv be treuir.al in reiaticn to this
conten'i. (5)

Alihcugh a step iorurard in reiation to various
kinds of tsrthoCox' eretinism, Lukacs, posiiion is
lrasically untenable. ft is untenable for a reason
'srhieh Lukacs for.geis, despiie his farciliarity with
dialectical thinking, aai::ely that it is impossible,

( ) In his rln Defence of ililarxismt.

{5i See t}:e essa-y tW.-hat Is Orthodox Marxism? r in
l.i-lkacsr book tHistary anci Class Consciousnesst,
An English transiation of this essay was recently
publisheci b,1. rllternatiana:jggglgi:r'", Nos. 24 *nd
25 {obtainabl@r:ck:n N1V6 ).
C, Wright }l,iills ariopts a rather similar viewpeint
in his bcok rThe iVlarxists!.
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escept ii onc irrircs tlre term rmeihodrat its most su-
1:crfieiai leve1, 1.o scparatc a rr:eihod lrom its con-
tcnt, p*rticularly tvlten one is Ccaling with histori-
cal and social thcorl'.

A rircthod, in the pirilosophical sense, is deiincd
b.y the sum total of thc categories it uscs. A rigid
distinction betrveen rnetirod anti eontent on1,v belongs
to rl-r(: more naive lorms of trenscendental idealism
(or 'criticismt). In its early stages i"his method of
thought sought to separate and to oppose matier or
content (ivhich rvere infini're and undefined) to cert-
ain finlie opcrative categories, Aecording to this
vierv the pel'mallent flux of the su-bject matter could
not alter thr': basic categories rvhich were seen ag
tire form withoui rvhich the subject matter could noi
be glasped or comprehenCed.

Bui this rigid dis+.inction between material and
categol-y is already transcended in the more ad-
vanccd stages of 'criticistr thought, v/hen it comes
undcr the influence of dialeetical thought. For
imrrrediatcly the problern arises : how do we deter -
mint: whieh is the appropriate analytical category
I'or lhis or that tr*pe of raw rnaterial? If the raw
niaterial carr-ies v;ithin itself the appropriate
rhallmark' allowing it to be placed in this or that
categor)i, it is not just ramorphoust; and if it i.s

genninely amorphous ther' it eould indiflerently be
plilced in one categofi'or irr another and ihe dis-
tinctiou betrveen true and fa1se breaks doivn. It
is pre.eise't1' this contradiction rvhich, at several
tinres in the history'of philosophy, has led from a

criticist type of thinking to thinking of a dialeetical
type. (6)

This is how the question is posed at the ievel of
logic. V/hcn one considers the growth of knorvledge
a$$Slo$i one sees that it was oft_en the 'develop-
*eIiT?-it " sub,iect matterl that ied to a revision of
the previously sccepied categories or even to their
i:eing exploded a*d superseded- The lhilosophical!
revolutions proCuced in rroderrr physics by relati-
vity theory or by quant:'rrn theory are jusi two exam-
ple6 among rnany. {7}

The impossibility' of establishing a rigid separs-
tion lletween methoci and eontent, between categories
and rarv material hecomes even more ob'lious when

one Passes lrom knoivLedge of the physieal world to
the understanciing of histor,v- A rieeper enquiry into
already avaiLal:1e maierial - or ihe discovery of new

nraicriai - may lead to a modificati+n ol the catego-
ries an<i therefore of the lrrethad. But ihere is, in
addition, something muci: mcre fundamental, some-
thing higl-illghteci preeisely by 1!{arx and by Lukacs
thernselves. t8) This'is the fact that the categorie*
through wlr*h we apprcaclr a?d.qp"prehgnti \istoly

@-onlybecome clear and

effective n:etl-rods of historical kncv,'Iedge w}:en the.Y

have to some extent beccme incsrnated or fulfilled
in real-forms of soci:rl life.

Let us give a simpie example. In the thinking crf

the ancient Greeks the dominant eategories delining
soeial relations and history were essentially politicll
{the porver of ihe eity, relatior:s betw'een cities,
relations between !mighti and trightt, etc.). The
economy or:ly receir.ed marginal at{ention. This was
not because the intelligence or insight of the Greeks
were less rdevclopedt than those of modern man.
Nor was it because thcre were no economic facts, or
because economic facts rvere totally ignored. It v'ras

because in the soeial reality of that partieular epoeh
the economy had not yet become a separate, autono-
mous factor {a fector 'for itse}fr as Marx woulrl say}
in human deveLopmeni. A significant analysis of
the econon:y anci oi its importanee for society could
only take place in the 17th centur;* and more parti-
cularly in the 18ih centuri,. It couLd onl1' take place
in paral1e1 irrith the real developme:r'L of capitalism
whieh made of the econom-v the dominant element
in social life. The central importance attributed by
Marx and the rrrarxisis to economic factors is but an
aspect of the unfolding of this historicai reality.

It is therefore clear that there cannot exist
a rmethod' of approaching history, ',nhi,ch coulC

remain in:mune frcm the actual development of
hiEtory. This is due +,o reasons far more profounC

(6) :'tre elassical example of such a transition is
the passage from Kant to He61e1, via Fichte and
Schelling. But the basic pattern can be discerned
in the Later works of Plato, or among the neo-
Kantians, from Rickert to Last.

{?} Ii is obviously not just a question of turning
things upside down. Neiiher logical1y nor histori-
ca1ly have the categories of physics been tsimply
a result' (and even less rsimply a refleciior:rr) of the
sulrject matter. A revoLution in the realm of cat-
egories ma;r allovr one to grasp ra!l' material v"hich
hitherto dcfietl definition (as happened with Galileo)-
Moreover aclvances in expc:rirnental technique may
at times rcotrpell new material to appcar" There
is tirerefore a two-wali relationship - but eertainly
no independence - between categories and subject
ma.tter.

(B) See Lukacs tThe Chansrng Function of Histori-
cal Mqteri?lisElr {loc. cit.}.
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than the tprogz.ess of knorvledge, or than rnew
discoveries, etc.- It is due to reasons pertaining
Cirectiy to the veri- structure of histor:ica1 knovr,-ledge, and first of a1i to the structure of its on3u"t,
t}le rnode of ,being of histor-v. Whai is tfr" .Ui""i 

"
we are tr;ving to knov ',r,hcn vre siudy histor3r?
What is hisiory? I{istor:y is inseparable from
rne4ning. .llistorical laets are hisiorical (and notlatural, or biological) inasmuch as the.y are inter _
u.,oven with nreaning (or scnsb). Thc devclopment
of the historieal rvorld is, ipso facto, the tlevelap-
ment of a universe of meaning. Therefore, it is
irnpossible radically to separate fact from meaning(or sense), or ta draw a sharp logical distinction
betwr:en the categori"" .r* r'r"u to irr:derstand thehistoricai material, and ihe rnaterial itself. And,
as this universe of meaning provides the environ-
ment ia rvhieh the rsubjecti of the historical know-
ledge (i. e. the student of historyi tives, it is also
neeessardy the means by wi.rich he gyasps, in thefirst instance, the whele l:istorical Laterial. No
epoch can grasp history except thrcugh irs oum
ideas about history; but tllese ideas a-re themselves
a product of history atrd part and parcel of thehistorical materiai{rvhieh will be'studi"A o* 

"u"1,try the next epoehl. pLainly speaking ttre mettiod
of the biologist is not a biologlcal pli"rr**",ror,,
but tire meihod of the historian is a historical phen*
omenon (9).

Even these eomments have however to be seen inproper per.spective. They donrt imply that at everymoment, every category and every method a:.e
throrvn into questioa. Every methtA is not trans -cenled or ruined by the development of real history
at the l,ery instant it is being utitizeci. At any given
T?T""t, it is aLways a practieal question of knowingif historical change has reached a point rvherr: theoid categories and the ol<i method ii.vu to be reas _
sessed. But this judgment eannot be made indepen-
dently of a discussion of the content. In faet such
an assessment is..nothing other than a diser:ssion
on content which, starting wiih the o1d categories,
eomes to show, through its dealings with the rawmaterial of history, that one needs to go -heyonrl 

aparticular set of categories.

llllauy will say: rto be marxist is to remain
faithful to Marxts methog, whieh remains validr. ..'Ihis is tantan:ount-i6Il-ying that notiring fras fap_
pened in the history of the last 100 yeari ivhich
either permits one or challenges one to question
Marxts categofies. It is tantirnount to ilpiying
that everything will for ever bb.understood by thesecategories. It is to take up a position in relation

to. c-ontentend categories, to have a statie, rlorl_
dia.lectical theory conperning this relationship,
while at the sarne tirae refuJing openly to admit it.

rsilc[$ gisng
In fact, it is preciseiy the detaiied stuCy of the

eontent of recent history vrhich compelied us toreconsider the categories _ anC therefore the me -
thod of marxism. We have qucstioned these cate* ..-gories not only (or not so mueh) because this orthat particular theory of h{arx - or of tradiiionalmarxism - had been proved rwrongr in real life,hut beeause we felt that history as ."ie were livingit couid no longer be grasped through these tradi _

tional categories, either in their oJiginal lorm {t0)or as ramendedr or renlarged' by posl-marxian
mafxists . ?he course of hisiory, we fe1t, ccrrldneither be grasped, nor. changed"- by these methods.

l)ur reexarnination of marxism does not takeplace in a vacuum.. We donrt speak from just any_,"r,'here or from notyhere at all. r/Ve started ffom
revoiutionar-y marxism. Bu-t ,,r-e have nolv rea.ched
the stage wfrere a choice confronts us: to remainmarxists or to reLnain revoiuiionaries. We haveto ehoose beiween faithfulness to a doctrine whieh,

-- for. a consider:able period norv, has-no.Longer been
aniroated by any nei,l. thought or any meaningful
action, and faithfuiness to our basic purpose asrevolutionaries, v_.hieir is a radical *rrd tot*t trans _
formation of.gociet},

Such a radical ohjective requires first of altthat one should understand that which one seeks totransform. ft requires.that one identiiies whatelements, in contemporary societ)., genuinely
ehallenge its fundamental assumpiion! anC are inbasic (and not nrerely superficiaii conflict with itspresent structure. But one must go further. Methodis nol-separable..from conte[t. Their unity, namelSrtheory, is in its turn not separable from tle requi-"
rements of revolutionary action. And anyone loltingat the real r'rorld, must conclude that meaningful ,.

revolutionarS'aetion can no longer be guided by trad*itional theory. This has been amply dimonstratedfor several decades now both ly tie experience oftlre mass parties of iire rleftr, and by the.experienee
of ihe sects

(9) These eonsiderations are developed more fully
on p. 20 et seq. of the French text.

{tOi In the present art;cle we cannot enter inio a
detailed discussion as to rvhich of ihe concepts of
cJ.assieal nrarxisrr: have today to be discar:.f;d fo;
a reaL g::asp of tire nature of the modern vrorlcl andof the means ol changing it. The subjeet is discus-
sed in detail in an articie rBecommeucer 1a Revo*
l1li91' (published in Jar:'+affi
"f .'lSgi"til",s_ou,*l*ell:.i) of *hi"h we hope topuortsn extracts in forthcoming issues.

,il -
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