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In this paper I approach the question of the justification of socialism by reading Marx through certain late-twentieth century French philosophers – namely Althusser, Foucault, Derrida, and Lyotard. I argue that these philosophers open the way for a truly materialist Marx by challenging elements of idealism in Marx’s work. Following Althusser and others, ‘idealism’ here refers to those philosophies which search for a meaning behind everything by positing an Origin and an End to history and the world: they promise a destiny, a telos, which is simultaneously the recovery of some lost origin, the liberation of some natural given which has been repressed or alienated. This challenge raises the question of how socialism might be justified when critique has been purged of idealism: no longer can it be justified as the restoration of a lost origin, the liberation of an eternal essence, or the promise of a preordained end. I examine the potential dangers of this position before looking at the possibility of a non-idealist critique, examining Foucault’s genealogy and the messianic notion of justice developed by Derrida and the later Lyotard. I end by returning to Marx to think about how we might conceive of a socialism without justification.
SOCIALISM WITHOUT IDEALISM AND WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION: MARX VIA LATE-TWENTIETH CENTURY FRENCH PHILOSOPHY

In this paper I am not going to try to provide a justification for socialism. Instead, I want to explore what justifying socialism might mean – and whether it is necessary or possible – for a materialist philosophy such as Marx’s. I am going to do this by reading Marx through certain late-twentieth century French philosophers – namely, Louis Althusser, Michel Foucault, Jacques Derrida, and Jean-François Lyotard. None of these thinkers addresses the question of socialism directly: but I am using them because in challenging certain themes in Marx’s work they also seem to challenge, and even undermine, the possibility of finding justification for a particular state of affairs. While only Althusser went to his grave a Marxist, all four productively engage with Marx and help illuminate his work in different ways. Certain well-rehearsed debates long ago hardened around this collection of thinkers. While very many real and important issues arose from these debates, too often they descended into sterile oppositions between two alternatives (Enlightenment universalism and postmodern relativism, for example). It is not my intention to revive these debates, or even to declare myself For or Against one particular side; rather, I want to see what can happen if we follow the arguments put forward by Foucault and the others: what issues, problems, and possibilities are raised.


Before addressing the potential justification of socialism more directly, I want to begin by examining how these four thinkers have approached Marx. In the past they have been portrayed as idealists: philosophers who have retreated into rarefied abstraction or an obsession with language. I want instead to argue that, for all their differences (and there are many), each one challenges the residual idealism in Marx, thus helping us to think about the nature and significance of Marx’s materialism. The aim of these challenges is not so much to scrape away that idealism so that the true Marx can shine through, but to try to establish the ways in which Marx went beyond his idealist inheritance: to establish what Althusser calls ‘the irreducible specificity of Marxist theory’.


It is Althusser who provides the most direct definition of idealism. In the 1960s Althusser had argued that if we are to understand Marx’s unique contribution to philosophy, it must be recognised that Marx did more than simply invert Hegel or stand him on his feet: ‘it is clear,’ says Althusser, ‘that to turn an object right round changes neither its nature nor its content by virtue merely of a rotation! A man on his head is the same man when he is finally walking on his feet.’
 Marx’s materialism cannot simply be an inverted idealism: it cannot be what Derrida calls a ‘metaphysical materialism’.
 It must escape the limits of idealism and move to a different terrain. This much is clear from Marx’s own writings, especially his critique of Feuerbach. The form, substance, and logic of Marx’s materialism is of course a matter of debate: what I want to do here is to think about what a materialist philosophy might look like, by focusing on the French critique of idealism.

In the 1980s Althusser offered a cogent description of idealism. He contends that idealism – which he says has formed ‘the dominant tendency in all of Western philosophy’ – is not characterised by a belief in ‘the primacy of thought over Being, or Mind over matter, and so on.’
 Rather, idealist philosophies are those which posit some Reason for the world, some ultimate, unifying principle which can bring order to the disorder of the world: ‘the principle according to which everything that exists, whether ideal or material, is subject to the question of the reason for its existence… and the existence of this question opens up a hinterworld (Nietzsche), a “behind” the thing, a reason hidden beneath the appearance of the immediate, the empirical, the thing given here and now.’
 Idealism imposes order on the disorder of the world, assigning everything an Origin and an End: everything has a place, a telos inscribed at birth. ‘[I]n idealism’, Althusser writes,

the question of the Origin is a question that arises on the basis of the question of the End. Anticipating itself, the End (the meaning of the world, the meaning of its history, the ultimate purpose of the world and history) projects itself back on to and into the question of the origin. The question of the origin of anything whatsoever is always posed as a function of the idea one has of its end.

 So idealism requires a joint ontology and teleology: an account of the Being of things which is also an account of their End. A materialism worthy of the name cannot be a ‘materialism of necessity and teleology, that is to say, a transformed, disguised form of idealism.’
 To escape the problematic of idealism, it must reject ‘all philosophies of essence (Ousia, Essentia, Wesen), that is, of Reason (Logos, Ratio, Vernunft), and therefore of Origin and End – the Origin being nothing more, here, than the anticipation of the End in Reason or primordial order’.
 Thus materialism must reject what Derrida calls onto-teleology.


Althusser claims that to an extent Marx remained a ‘prisoner of idealism’, and as evidence he points to those pages at the beginning of Capital where we can find ‘a latent idea of the perfect transparency of social relations under communism’.
 Lyotard and Derrida also find a latent idealism in this first section of Capital. They claim that the concept of use-value functions as a kind of pure origin from which the corruptions of commerce and exchange can be criticised: use-value represents a lost naturality that must be restored. For Lyotard this is part of Marx’s attempt to find a ‘secure ground for a critical perspective and a revolutionary project.’
 This metaphysical ontology is tied to a teleology. Marx (according to Lyotard) writes in nostalgia for a lost unity that he hopes will return: ‘An immemorial past is always what turns out to be promised by way of an ultimate end.’
 Likewise Derrida suggests that Marx’s reliance on use-value is symptomatic of a perpetual desire to ‘re-ontologise’, to return to material actuality as a stable natural given. Foucault centres his critique of Marx’s idealism on the question of humanism. For Foucault, Marx presents a notion of Man as ‘a truth both reduced and promised’ – at once reduced to some ontological given and promised to a predicted future that will be the recovery of our origin, ‘ending man’s alienation by reconciling him with his own essence’.


So this is one way in which the question of Marx’s idealism can be posed: as a critique of his onto-teleology. A critique of ontology entails undermining Marx’s many different attempts to ground his analysis in some lost naturality: in the essence of human nature, or in pure use-value, or unalienated labour, or the simplicity and transparency of non-capitalist social relations, or the unity and harmony of man and nature, or the immediacy of concrete material actuality. A critique of teleology entails rejection of a broader, systematic philosophy of history which would posit the recovery of a lost natural origin as the goal or end of history. The two critiques are intertwined, for the End is always the Origin. The claim is not that the materialist Marx is the true Marx: the French anti-idealists reject the kind of philological scholasticism that would have us search for the ‘real’ Marx by weighing up different sets of quotations against each other. Instead they take a critical, selective approach to his work in an attempt to use him: as such they wish to grasp his specific philosophical contribution – to understand the novelty of his materialism – and to purge him of any elements seen as undesirable. I do not have the space here to delineate the complexities of the critique of idealism that each thinker makes – and rather than defending their positions I want instead to examine the consequences of following such positions. Very briefly, however, we can say that for these four French thinkers, idealism denies difference and contingency. Ontology effaces the complexity of the world in the name of a simple origin, in the name of ‘what is somehow pure and self-sufficient or autonomous, what is able to be disengaged from the general mess of mixed, hybrid phenomena all around it and named with the satisfaction of a single conceptual proper name.’
 Teleology effaces the unexpected, the unpredictable. Onto-teleology, in Derrida’s words, ‘locks up, neutralizes, and finally cancels historicity.’
 It reduces everything to a static formula. There are political consequences to all this: in practice, as Foucault argues, philosophies which seek to trace all events back to a single origin at ‘the dawn of time’, or to place everything within some vast continuous totality, neuter the possibility of revolutionary change, concluding that human history ‘can never harbour within itself anything more than imperceptible changes.’

All this returns us to the question of justifying socialism. What can it mean to justify something like socialism – that is, a set of economic, social, and political arrangements? The problem is connected to but distinct from questions of epistemic and moral justification and questions concerning theories of justice. Various notions of justification might be put forward, but very simply we can say that to justify something in this case might mean to provide suitable grounds for it, or to demonstrate the rightness of it – right in the sense of correct, or just, or both. Yet if we follow Derrida and the others it seems justification becomes very difficult. All grounds appear to have been washed away in the critique of idealism. The problem is not so much that it is now impossible to guarantee the victory of socialism – there can be no ineluctable progress toward socialism as a natural telos – but that it now also appears impossible to guarantee the correctness or justice of socialism. Socialism can no longer be justified by looking back to an original purity that must be defended – to some notion of an uncorrupted human nature, for example – or rescued or by looking forward to the fulfilment of a predetermined destiny.

The potential dangers of this position are well demonstrated in the work of Lyotard. In his 1974 book Libidial Economy, Lyotard mocks Marx’s ontological urges: his desire to secure critique by relying on some natural given. But in sweeping away all ontology, Lyotard simultaneously sweeps away all critique: he asks us to abandon critique, advocating in its place a kind of libidinal materialism in which we simply follow our unconscious drives and affects. ‘[L]et everything go,’ he urges, ‘… let it make its way over you, without ever knowing whether it will work or not’.
 But Lyotard thus deprives himself the ability to criticise contemporary social arrangements, and so he ends up with a kind of fevered celebration of capitalism. Anyone who raises a critical voice is mocked for their metaphysical piety. If we ‘let everything go’, there is no possibility of discrimination, let alone justification. As Lyotard himself said, in a later acknowledgement of the problem, ‘following nothing but the intensities of affects does not allow us to separate the wheat from the chaff.’
 Who is to say that socialism is preferable to capitalism if we have given up all means of criticism? What justification can be given for favouring socialism in such circumstances?

Rather than offering definite solutions to these questions, I want instead to look at how Foucault, Derrida, and the later Lyotard have tried to think about critique and social change after idealism, and how this might help us think about Marx and how we can justify socialism, or whether we need to. I shall begin with Foucault.

Foucault does not abandon critique – but rather than trying to establish our ontological limits so that we can determine what it is necessary to do to realise our essential nature or fulfil our destiny, he seeks to question our limits so that we may ‘experiment with the possibility of going beyond them.’
 Foucault asks: ‘In what is given to us as universal, necessary, obligatory, what place is occupied by whatever is singular, contingent, and the product of arbitrary constraints?’
 This might seem quite different from Marx. For clearly Marx sometimes does seek to justify his faith in a post-capitalist society by relying on a concept of our essential essence (as with, for example, his vision of the unalienated worker in the Notes on James Mill). But there is also something else in Marx, something which anticipates Foucault: not an attempt to justify a desired future but an effort to produce what Foucault calls a ‘history of the present.’
 Rather than presenting events as the logical or necessary stages towards a natural finality, Foucault aims to reveal how contingent our present circumstances are, and thus ‘to render us free to effect possible transformations’:
 the possibility of change lies not in developing incontestable justification for an alternative future, but in revealing the impermanence of the present.

Marx likewise produces what we might call a genealogy of capitalism, in an attempt to show that that which seems natural and eternal is historical, impermanent, and open to change. Marx is resistant to both teleology and ontology (or, at least, a certain Marx is resistant to these things). In The German Ideology he explicitly rejects the speculative distortions whereby ‘later history is made the goal of earlier history’,
 and in the Grundrisse he mocks the ‘so-called historical presentation of development [which] is founded, as a rule, on the fact that the latest form regards the previous ones as steps leading up to itself’.
 Foucault himself tries to show that there is also in Marx a refusal of origins: recognition that the essential secret of things is that they have no essence.
 Marx, claims Foucault, ‘explains how, unlike Perseus, he must plunge into the fog to show that, in fact, there are no monsters or profound enigmas, because everything profound in the conception that the bourgeoisie has of money, capital, value, and so on, is in reality nothing but platitude.’

So rather than trying to find grounds for an alternative society, using this Foucauldian Marx would mean keeping the future open to new possibilities: it would mean remaining, in Althusser’s words, ‘open to a future that is uncertain, unforseeable, not yet accomplished’.
 This position is echoed in the work of Derrida and the later Lyotard, where it is linked more explicitly with the concept of justice. Both Lyotard and Derrida seek to elucidate a non-idealist conception of justice, one which does not depend (in Lyotard’s words) on ‘a lost origin, something that must be restored to a society in which it is lacking’.
 For Derrida, this is justice distinct from concrete laws, irreducible to any institution or programme. This form of justice does not erect definite criteria of judgement or lay down guidelines on how to act; on the contrary, it must welcome a ‘future that cannot be anticipated’,
 a future that will arrive as an ‘absolute rift in the foreseeable concatenation of historical time.’
 This is the way that Lyotard and Derrida hope to give up onto-teleology, to give up idealism, while retaining some sense of justice: positing a form of judgement and action that does not simply confirm existing criteria, yet does not fall into a sterile relativism or pragmatism. This concept of justice, however, does not seem to lend itself to justification. Justice in this sense is never really reached, but is always deferred. If justice is irreducible to any programme, if it means making a decision that does not simply follow predetermined criteria, then, as Derrida says, ‘One is never sure of making the just choice’.
 Hence it seems we could never know if socialism is just – or never know for certain – and thus could never fully justify it.

These messianic reflections from Derrida and Lyotard – and the genealogical critiques from Foucault – may do little to advance our knowledge of what socialism actually is. In part, of course, this is because none of them are directly concerned with that question. But it is also because they cannot tell us too much about the future, for it cannot be determined in advance: the whole point is to keep the future open, to maximise the possible alternatives. Yet if we find the analyses of Derrida and the others a little too abstract or insubstantial, then this should not automatically lead us to reinstate an idealist onto-teleology: to return to a notion like human nature would be to court even greater abstraction. If we return to Marx it does not have to be in order to find some way of grounding socialism. Marx too welcomes an open future: ‘history cannot be made with formulas’.
 We cannot write ‘recipes for the cook-shops of the future’.
 We can find something less abstract in Marx, but we do not find some universal blueprint for a future society. The concrete proposals we can find in Marx – the ten measures listed in The Communist Manifesto, for example – should not be used as a blueprint, but to help us better understand how Marx thought about the future. For Marx, socialism is not about theoretical application; it is about practical intervention. It does not conform to a list of principles that must then be justified, but it emerges from the kind of concrete, everyday struggles that Marx dedicates the bulk of Capital to describing.

We must take seriously Marx’s famous claim in The German Ideology: ‘Communism is for us not a state of affairs which is to be established, an ideal to which reality [will] have to adjust itself. We call communism the real movement which abolishes the present state of things.’
 There are of course various ways of interpreting this rather enigmatic statement. It could be read in Hegelian fashion: the seeds of the future will grow inexorably from the present. But we can also try to read it in the light of the critique of idealism that I have outlined today: as a rejection of any dependence on idealist criteria with which to measure social change. In this sense socialism would not be an ideal in need of justification, but a movement that finds its way only through specific concrete interventions. After idealism, this is the path that socialism would have to negotiate: between the immanent potential of the present and the unpredictability of the future.
 Rather than searching for justification, socialism would emerge from concrete struggles in the present – yet would also come as a break with the present: it must ‘blast open the continuum of history’, to borrow a phrase from Walter Benjamin.
 We might still offer preliminary, provisional justifications for socialism, but there could be final justification, and no solid grounding. Following these four French philosophers, then, can lead us to think about socialism in new ways: not to defend it as an idea, but to enable it as a practice. While this may mean abandoning the possibility of final justification, it does not mean abandoning Marx: Marxism now would be what that which renders the question of justification irrelevant, that which asks us to think about a socialism that would not call for justification.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Louis Althusser, For Marx, trans. Ben Brewster, London: NLB, 1969.

Louis Althusser, Philosophy of the Encounter: Later Writings, 1978-87, ed. Olivier Corpet and François Matheron, trans. G. M. Goshgarian, London and New York: Verso, 2006

Walter Benjamin, Selected Writings Volume 4: 1938-1940, ed. Howard Eiland and Michael W. Jennings, Cambridge, Massachusetts and London: The Belknapp Press of Harvard University Press, 2003.

Jacques Derrida, Positions, trans. Alan Bass, London and New York: Continuuum, 1981.

Jacques Derrida, Specters of Marx: The State of the Debt, the Work of Mourning and the New International, trans. Peggy Kamuf, New York and London: Routledge, 1994.

Jacques Derrida, On Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness, trans. Mark Dooley and Michael Hughes, London and New York: Routledge, 2001.

Jacques Derrida, Negotiations: Interventions and Interviews, 1971-2001, ed. and trans. Elizabeth Rottenberg, Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 2002.

Michel Foucault, The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences, London: Tavistock Publications, 1970.

Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, trans. Alan Sheridan, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1991.

Michel Foucault, Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984 Volume One. Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth, ed. Paul Rabinow, trans. Robert Hurley et al, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Allen Lane The Penguin Press, 1997.

Michel Foucault, Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984 Volume Two. Aesthetics, Method, and Epistemology, ed. James Faubion, trans. Robert Hurley et al, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Allen Lane The Penguin Press, 1998.

Michel Foucault, ‘Foucault Recalled: Interview with Michel Foucault’ (by Frank Mort and Roy Peters), New Formations 55, 2005, pp. 9-22.

Fredric Jameson, ‘Marx’s Purloined Letter’, in Michael Sprinker (ed.), Ghostly Demarcations: A Symposium on Jacques Derrida’s Specters of Marx, London and New York: Verso, 1999.

Jean-François Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge, trans. Geoff Bennington and Brian Massumi, Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1984.

Jean-François Lyotard, Peregrinations: Law, Form, Event, New York: Columbia University Press, 1988.

Jean-François Lyotard, The Lyotard Reader, ed. Andrew Benjamin, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989.

Jean-François Lyotard, Libidinal Economy, trans. Iain Hamilton Grant, London: The Athlone Press, 1993.

Jean-François Lyotard, Postmodern Fables, trans. Georges Van Den Abbeele, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997.

Jean-François Lyotard and Jean-Loup Thébaud, Just Gaming, trans. Wlad Godzich, Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1985.

Karl Marx, Grundrisse: Foundations of the Critique of Political Economy (Rough Draft), trans. Martin Nicolaus, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1973.

Karl Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy. Volume One, trans. Ben Fowkes, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1976.

Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, trans. H. Quelch, Amherst, New York: Prometheus Books, 1995.

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The German Ideology, trans. S. Ryazanskaya, Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1964.

� Louis Althusser, For Marx, trans. Ben Brewster, London: NLB, 1969, p. 38.





� Ibid., p. 73.





� Jacques Derrida, Positions, trans. Alan Bass, London and New York: Continuuum, 1981, p. 65.





� Louis Althusser, Philosophy of the Encounter: Later Writings, 1978-87, ed. Olivier Corpet and François Matheron, trans. G. M. Goshgarian, London and New York: Verso, 2006, pp. 272, 224.





� Ibid., pp. 216-7.





� Ibid., pp. 217-8.





� Ibid., p. 168.





� Ibid., p. 188.





� Ibid., p. 36.





� Jean-François Lyotard, Libidinal Economy, trans. Iain Hamilton Grant, London: The Athlone Press, 1993, p. 130.





� Jean-François Lyotard, Postmodern Fables, trans. Georges Van Den Abbeele, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997, p. 97. Lyotard is here describing the ‘grand narratives’ of modernity in general – but he makes it clear that Marxism is a prime example of such a narrative.





� Michel Foucault, The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences, London: Tavistock Publications, 1970, pp. 320, 327.





� Fredric Jameson, ‘Marx’s Purloined Letter’, in Michael Sprinker (ed.), Ghostly Demarcations: A Symposium on Jacques Derrida’s Specters of Marx, London and New York: Verso, 1999, pp. 44-5.





� Jacques Derrida, Specters of Marx: The State of the Debt, the Work of Mourning and the New International, trans. Peggy Kamuf, New York and London: Routledge, 1994, p. 74.





� Michel Foucault, ‘Return to History’, Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984 Volume Two. Aesthetics, Method, and Epistemology, ed. James Faubion, trans. Robert Hurley et al, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Allen Lane The Penguin Press, 1998, pp. 423, 431.





� Lyotard, Libidinal Economy, p. 259.





� Jean-François Lyotard, Peregrinations: Law, Form, Event, New York: Columbia University Press, 1988, p. 15.





� Michel Foucault, ‘What is Enlightenment?’, Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984 Volume One. Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth, ed. Paul Rabinow, trans. Robert Hurley et al, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Allen Lane The Penguin Press, 1997, p. 319.





� Ibid., p. 315.





� Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, trans. Alan Sheridan, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1991, p. 31.





� Michel Foucault, ‘Foucault Recalled: Interview with Michel Foucault’ (by Frank Mort and Roy Peters), New Formations 55, 2005 [pp. 9-22], p. 19.





� Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The German Ideology, trans. S. Ryazanskaya, Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1964, p. 50.





� Karl Marx, Grundrisse: Foundations of the Critique of Political Economy (Rough Draft), trans. Martin Nicolaus, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1973, pp. 105-6





� I am here borrowing from Foucault’s characterisation of the genealogist, who ‘finds there is “something altogether different” behind things: not a timeless and essential secret but the secret that they have no essence, or that their essence was fabricated in a piecemeal fashion from alien forms.’ (Michel Foucault, ‘Nietzsche, Genealogy, History’, Essential Works Volume Two, p. 371.)





� Michel Foucault, ‘’, Essential Works Volume Two, p. 273.





� Althusser, Philosophy of the Encounter, p. 264.





� Jean-François Lyotard and Jean-Loup Thébaud, Just Gaming, trans. Wlad Godzich, Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1985, p. 20. Lyotard elsewhere explains that he is looking for a politics ‘which is both godless and just’ (Jean-François Lyotard, ‘Lessons in Paganism’, The Lyotard Reader, ed. Andrew Benjamin, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989, p. 135): ‘a politics that would respect both the desire for justice and the desire for the unknown.’ (Jean-François Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge, trans. Geoff Bennington and Brian Massumi, Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1984, p. 67.)





� Derrida, Specters of Marx, p. 168.





� Jacques Derrida, ‘The Deconstruction of Actuality’, Negotiations: Interventions and Interviews, 1971-2001, ed. and trans. Elizabeth Rottenberg, Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 2002, p. 95.





� Jacques Derrida, On Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness, trans. Mark Dooley and Michael Hughes, London and New York: Routledge, 2001, p. 56.





� Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, trans. H. Quelch, Amherst, New York: Prometheus Books, 1995, p. 148.





� Karl Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy. Volume One, trans. Ben Fowkes, Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1976, p. 99.





� Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 49.





� While in this paper I have concentrated more on the latter – i.e. the unpredictability of the future – the question of the immanent potential for change within capitalism could be explored further using the French anti-idealists: Lyotard looks at this in Libidinal Economy, and one could also bring in Deleuze and Guattari.





� Walter Benjamin, ‘Theses on the Philosophy of History’, Selected Writings Volume 4: 1938-1940, ed. Howard Eiland and Michael W. Jennings, Cambridge, Massachusetts and London: The Belknapp Press of Harvard University Press, 2003, p. 396.





PAGE  
1

