ALTHUSSER OR WHY COMPROMISING COMPROMISES SHOULD BE REJECTED.
Dedication March 5, 2013: To President Hugo Chavez, an innovative Socialist who was able to conceive the Bolivarian Revolution and the Socialism of the XXI Century as new transitions to a more egalitarian World. 
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Introduction.
We will deal here with the article Althusser: « Marx in his Limits »   http://www.after1968.org/app/webroot/uploads/Althusser-MIHL.pdf . With my theoretical contribution, the so-called “limits” imputed to Marx are demonstrated to be those of his critiques even the most well-intentioned. Indeed, the whole perspective changes as soon as we re-establish the Marxist law of productivity, and with it the architecture displayed in the four books of Capital. This being said, Althusser was one of the greatest Marxist theoretician, one who never mistook paralogisms for science. This still makes his analyses eminently useful. My contribution was intended from the beginning as an attempt to bring his stated project to fruition, namely to “return to Marx” in order to re-establish and strengthen its eminently scientific character. In this essay, we will emphasize Althusser’s critiques, however we will do so in order to underline their pertinence for our contemporary world.
Capital is Marx’s magnum opus.

Capital is Marx’s magnum opus. It is to be considered, in Marx’s own drafts, as a well-thought out masterpiece, albeit one which could not be completed by the author himself. Book II and III were published by others – famous petty renegades at that. Book IV, which purported to lay out the history of the discipline, remained largely dispersed in Marx’s notes. If Althusser had had the benefit of my elucidation of the Labor Law of Value, in particular as it relates to the law of productivity fully integrated within the Equations of Simple (SR) and Enlarged Reproduction (ER), many of his questions and interventions would have been spared to him. His other interventions would certainly have been stronger and more direct, notably the criticisms he addresses to the opportunist reformist bands of Eurocommunists of his time. We write this while keeping in mind that an authentically Marxist Eurocommunism is now urgently needed to substitute the Social Europe we all want to the present neoliberal Europe of capital. Few years ago, I had called for the formation of a European Communist Federation, which role would have been to unify and to coordinate the struggles within the EU and the Eurozone. As you know, this only pushed Italian and other renegades to drop their masks. Thinking that “Communism had already exhausted its propulsive force”, these people were already admitting in public that they “never really had been communists” – but, nevertheless, they continued to be paid as such in a leading role! They gave us instead an ineffective and renegade European Left. Their hope was to dilute the remaining Communist parties they headed into larger and un-Marxist containers. This is taking other forms such as Syriza in Greece – a myopic group which is now asking for some sort of Marshall Plan …! – or the Front de gauche in France. As if a real and effective alternative to the present crisis of capital could be derived from the Marginalist and bourgeois textbooks! Up until now, at least, the militants were their dupes. If a specter is haunting Europe and the World once again, it is certainly not that of petit-bourgeois reformism: Or else, their political existence as lower clergy and servi in camera would be superfluous.                               
Coming back to our great Communist comrade Althusser, it should be stressed that he was a very rigorous theoretician and perhaps even a greater logician, just as Kant and Marx themselves. The problems he raises are always real and crucial problems. They cannot be ignored.
The dialectical plan of the 4 Books of Capital.
Thanks to my contributions, I believe that the over-all plan of Capital becomes transparent: Book I deals with the relationship of exploitation embodied by the working “contract” which, as always, is said to be “free”, but which invariably turns out to be the direct cause of the specific fetishism and alienation induced by the capitalist mode of production. Looking at it from the angle of the function of production, Book I could be viewed as the Marxist theory of microeconomy. Book II deals with the distribution level or that of general equilibrium; we are dealing here specifically with Simple and Enlarged Reproductions (SR and ER) and thus with the Equations that sum up the over-determining structure of “social demand”. Book III deals with the forms assumed by the State, or by the wider over-arching judicial relationships. These rule the forms taken by the redistribution that is concretely embodied in the various “epochs” of the mode. Book IV deals with the history of the discipline up to its Marxist unraveling as a fully-fledged science (See my Précis d’économie politique marxiste in the Download Now in the Livres-Books of my site www.la-commune-paraclet.com )                                                                        
It is with the help of this reconstituted plan that the old controversy surrounding “public services” should be clarified. For Althusser, it pertains to the crucial question regarding the use of what we called “social surplus-value”, and thus the possibility to conceive of a peaceful road to socialism without negating the other possible choice, namely the revolutionary road to socialism. Of course, only circumstances will determine which alternative is the right one at any given time, yet the first alternative should always be pursued simply because it lays the ground for either choices. Whereas this first alternative implies tactical flexibility as far as class alliances are concerned, this long-term strategy is only possible within the framework of a clear strategic vision resting on an autonomous Marxist analysis of the general situation and of the class struggles. Not all class alliances are possible no desirable. This could be summarized by saying that the direction is more important than the velocity, the latter depending on circumstances. It follows that the Marxist quality of the leadership is of paramount importance. Reformism usually vacillates both on direction and velocity: it is a pure class opportunism and as such is easy to recognize, especially among the leaders of Leftist parties. As Lenin was wont of saying: Life will teach us. In 1968 the PCF was still prisoner of the logic of Yalta; it was not entirely master of its own decisions. It refused to follow Mitterrand when he was ready to ride the insurrectional mood in order to take power.                                        

The theoretical practice of hegemony and counter-hegemony developed by Gramsci is closely linked to this questioning. Of course, this is not seen in abstraction from the class struggle: Take France as an example: In the first case, the PCF under G. Marchais negotiated an exemplary “Common program” for the whole Left. It did it with a weak PS, but was soon cannibalized by it. Yet, after some wobbling, it persisted in its strategy thus bringing about the presidential and legislative victories of the PS led by Mitterrand, in 1981. Afterward, the PCF engaged in a slow but unstoppable decline fitting its intellectually subaltern posture. One can only imagine how Althusser, the foremost theoretician of his time, felt! Thus Althusser strongly took issue with the very foundations of this strategy (see his short Ce qui ne peut plus continuer avec le PCF in Le Monde, a short text much elaborated in the above quoted article of 1978 dealing with Marx’s purported “limits”.) His view rested on a criticism of the dominant theory of monopoly capital, which was then undercut by the policies of Giscard D’Estaing and by those of the GATT as well as by the end of the Bretton Woods regime that led to a free float currency regime. This historical tendency was later crowned by the nomination of Berevogoy at the head of the “Socialist” government. 
Althusser takes to task the illusions surrounding the purely formalistic defense of “public services” by the reformers – at the time, this was done without any concept of the “social surplus-value” embodied either in the nationalization process or in Worker’s Funds. In other words, after 1983, the reformers were ignoring the necessity to conceive of public services in the context of a dialectical movement leading to changes in the dominant regime of private property (Sève etc.) For the same reasons, Althusser took issue with the strategy of Berlinguer. But he equates him too lightly with Gramsci, a Leninist and, one can safely say, a Stalinist in the right sense of the term, given that Stalin was an eminent and loyal Marxist-Leninist. Althusser was aiming at Berlinguer as a reformist who had even forgone the peaceful road taken by Allende, one which did not even imply the destruction of the State Apparatus inherited from the bourgeoisie. In the end, the legalist Allende even refused to arm the workers’ organizations to confront the coup d’Etat. This left the field wide open to the Chilean Army and to a Pinochet armed by the Americans and directed by the criminal Kissinger who coldly implemented the Condor plan. To these were added the manipulations of the Chilean statistics transmitted to the CIA by the US multinationals present in Chile: This allowed the planning of the strikes intended to destabilize the sovereign and democratically-elected Allende’s government (All this is now in the public domain and beyond question.)                                       
Against this kind of confusion, I had proposed in my Tous ensemble a pacific transition resting on the slow but ineluctable transformation of the dominant forms of property. This involved the sharing of socially available work, and a greater use of “social surplus-value” directly amplified by nationalization or indirectly by means of the Workers’ Funds. At the level of the World Economy, this strategy would have to go hand in hand with a new anti-dumping definition devised to protect environmental criteria and the three forms of the “global net revenue” of households, namely the individual capitalist wage, differed salary – essentially UI and public pensions -, and the global net revenue comprising the first two plus the transfers to households in the form of universal access to public social services. The advantage of this new definition of the anti-dumping is that it does not require the hazardous re-negotiation of existing international treaties requiring unanimity, such as global free-trade treaties: It will only allow a new and positive interpretation of them. Furthermore, this socially-oriented anti-dumping remains highly compatible with the qualitative international mobility of capital, especially in the form of mutually beneficial joints-ventures. On the powerfulness of the Workers’ Funds as an instrument in the hands of workers’ organizations capable to peacefully effect these deep socio-economic changes, one only needs to refer back to the hysterical panic which sized the Swedish bourgeoisie when it was confronted with the potential geometrical accumulation of capital in the Workers’ Funds conceived by Meidner. And yet, until then, the Swedish bourgeoisie was presenting itself as a most advanced social-democracy, one informed by great figures like the economist and social scientist Myrdal, one who could even contribute to humanize the USA in dealing with its racial minorities. But, then again, much had been due to Sweden’s vicinity to the Baltic Republics, which then ranked among the richest of the Soviet Republics. 
In France, the sharing of available work took the form of the reduction of the working week from 39 to 35 hours for the same initial paycheck. Thanks to the automatic rise of the payroll contributions and to the consolidation of the fiscal base in tandem with the extension of full-time employment, this trend made possible the slow but important consolidation of social programs, as well as the ensuing better sharing of productivity gains among labor and capital. Given M. Jospin’s prudence it was only a trend, but one which was generally heading in the right direction. In the three decades preceding the government of the “gauche plurielle” some 11 % of the GDP had been taken away from labor and transferred to capital without any counter-parts, except workfare and poverty. The same was generally true elsewhere though far more pronounced in North America. Truly, in the then triumphant neoliberal regression, this reduction of the working-week (or RTT in French) did represent a clear-cut and concrete refutation of bourgeois economics: It concretely debunked the fallacious concept of the “structural” or the “natural level of unemployment”. It had been defended by all dominant circles, including the OECD, in their attempt to justify their abandonment of (Keynesian) full-employment policies, according to which only frictional and seasonal unemployment could be tolerated. High levels of unemployment are not fatally derived from the working of natural laws, but instead from a coldly devised strategy of redistribution of revenue in favor of the top deciles (or even the top 1 %), one masquerading as public policy. The RTT quickly sent this vacuous reasoning through the roof with the quick regression of unemployment in France under the “gauche plurielle” (though, curiously, aside from myself no one seems to have noticed …) 
The Reduction of Working Time (RTT) thus justified the strategy adopted by the “gauche plurielle”, if only because it made plain and concrete the underlying economic demonstration (especially under the rigorous leadership of the Prime Minister Lionel Jospin who went so far as to create of reserve fund for the public pension regimes. This fund was soon depleted by both Sarkozy’s Right and now by the Left in order to implement their suicidal austerity measures. Prime Minister Jospin equally refused to imprison France into the ignoble and suicidal logic of the so-called war (!) on terrorism; he favored interventions within the framework of the UN, terrorism being more a matter of conflict resolution and of international police mandates than of illegal and self-punishing preventive wars. 
If the PS had upheld the RTT choice after the surprising defeat of Mr. Jospin, the socio-economic regressions engineered by Sarkozy, as well as the present ones, would have been unthinkable. The truth is that the counter-reform initiative now comes from within the PS, where too many people at the very top think of themselves as conscious and self-selected “liquidators” of the specific French type of socialism illustrated by Jean Jaurès and by the Marxist PCF in its heydays. Idem, for the Holland government. Its stand pointing to the banks as the enemy during the elections deserved support in order to change the financial rules of the game now dominated by the unfettered so-called “universal bank”. At a minimum, a return to the previous functional separation of deposit and commercial banks was urgent (i.e., a return to the Glass Steagall Act enacted by the New Dealers). At the present time, all fractions of capitalism have fallen under the undisputed and destructive hegemony of speculative finance. This is true for the State itself now under the sway of philo-Semite Nietzschean “private global governance”, complete with its internal and external crusades. See my Précis d’économie politique marxiste. But the declaration turned out to be a demagogical electoral ploy and, in any case, it was totally reneged upon: The banking reform has become infra-Liikanen while the PS government does not hesitate one fraction of a second to save PSA Finance, probably in preparation for a bigger bailout of the likes of Paribas and Crédit agricole etc which are again resorting to titrisation … 
The real objective of the present dominant PS Atlantist fractions seems to be to eradicate all Marxist roots and to implement an “ascending return” to a society without Left or Right - à la Seymour Lipset et ali… This may turn out to be something quite risky in Europe and above all in France. In the PCF, the great “anti-Stalinist” and anti-Communist Mass has not yet been celebrated. However, one can see some strange musical chair dances being executed, given that the direction has now squeezed itself in a die if you do, die if you don’t type of situation because of its unbroken chain of reformist compromises. These are truly catastrophic on the intellectual level, especially as the Direction participated unashamedly in occulting the main contemporary advances in Marxist theory and science (the Marxist research center was closed in the 70’s!), thus comforting the dominance of Marginalism together with a pitre like Boccara and his proposal to secure employment outside of the framework of the RTT: This strategy was immediately sized upon by the business elites such as the Medef and turned into their own advantage ... This surely is the pit! One cannot advance any viable idea about socialism based on Marginalism. Not surprisingly reality dealt a quick blow to this shameful “securisation of employment” (The Medef and the government prefer to talk openly about “partial unemployment” given as the concretization of the new form of CDI or full-time labor contract (!) just like the Germans refer to Kürtzarbeit or the American to “workfare”.) Even before it was enacted into law the continuous rise in unemployment and the acceleration of the downward economic spiral made it unhelpful, except as a neoliberal ploy to force wages and labor rights down. 
Despite the reactionary bent of the business elite the rapid unfolding of the crisis has now disposed of the European and governmental budgetary non-sense, the so-called Fiscal compact and its budgetary rules. However, these dogmatic stands are hard to modify without an open and acute crisis such as in 2007-2008. The typical political inertia and kowtowing to the powers-that-be can clearly be read in the new banking law of the PS. In the circumstances, the PCF is now squeezed between the Front de gauche headed by Mélenchon and the governing PS: The first aims at its destruction through its dilution into a non-Marxist container, and the second threatens to close the door to the electoral negotiation concerning possible seats in local and European elections in the eventuality the PCF does not tow the line, whatever posture its leaders may affect with the media. Meanwhile, it is easy to see that the rupture with the working people – from the traditional blue collars to the white collars, who are now earning less than 2000 or 3000 euros monthly, will be the direct and ineluctable result of such a compromising compromise. The painful truth is that the disgusted blue-collars now tend to vote for the right and even for the demagogic FN. The illusion here was that of active desindustrialization! Worse still, this will reflect adversely on the conduct of the mounting strike movement now made unavoidable given the quick deterioration of the working conditions and of the average standard of life. 
Of course, the French PCF stands as an example of choice, however the dilemma for the Left seems to be identical if only worse elsewhere, particularly in Europe. Note that with the additional 20 billion euros newly granted as credit to the business elite without any RTT counterpart for the employees, the RTT could have been lowered to 32-hour. This could have been done without the displacement of the payroll employers’ contributions on the TVA, the indirect value-added tax. In the circumstances, such a transfer amounts to a simple theft given that the employers’ contributions are directly passed on prices and thus paid out again by the workers qua consumers, although they continue to pay their own payroll contributions. It should be underlined that this transfer equally amounts to an economic absurdity because it will undercut internal demand and lead to further attacks against the pension and employment insurance public schemes. True, a graduated TVA might cushion the effects but not for long in the absence of the RTT. Both should be tightly linked. The only lasting solution remains a new definition of the anti-dumping now totally ignored by the pro-free-trade reformist Left. 
The government measures are now inscribed within the logic of austerity and budgetary cuts geared solely to the financing of the sovereign debt. Since 1973 the financing of the sovereign debt was taken away from the French Central Bank, the neoliberal government choosing to finance itself on the private market. The debt was then around 21,4 % of GDP and it increased continuously since then. Today, it is entirely abandoned into the hands of private banks through the mediation of a handful of so-called “primary banks” (on the subject see my “To save the Eurozone we must terminate the so-called universal bank” in the Books Sections of this same site.) This budgetary discipline causes the lowering of the average salary level in a vain attempt to save an ill-defined “competitiveness”. In fact, real competitiveness is a function of the organic lowering of production costs. It is a process which involves real innovations, it is never derived from the political lowering of labor cost to the “physiological level”. The latter really is a policy choice and, in any case, remains based on an elastic concept deprived of the most basic scientific foundations. It is all infra-Malthus. Be it as it may, even Olivier Blanchard from the IMF realized that the competition between the speculative Achilles and the Stately Turtle was lost by the neoliberal State even before it started, given the adverse effect of the negative Multiplicator. In fact the economic Multiplicator cumulatively accelerates the downward socio-economic spiral, while simultaneously destroying the fiscal basis of the State alongside with meaningful employment… Given that this is a global crisis, its acceleration is much faster downwards than upwards because of the stronger extroversion of the Western Social Formations caused by the consecutive free-trade deals.                                               
Linked to this, we have the concrete conception of political power as it is consciously played out in the class struggles of the proletariat, thus we must refer here to Antonio Gramsci. Coming back to the plan of Capital, namely to the three fundamental relationships structuring the three first books of Marx’s magnum opus, we should note that there always is a confrontation between capital and labor. This happens simultaneously at these three levels: This is always masked by bourgeois propaganda, which praises harmonious relationships and bourgeois pluralist democracy, it perennially likes to speak about the free and freely entered into “labor contract”, which is supposed to be at the very basis of its Social Covenant: We are dealing here with class hegemony and legitimating processes. However, if this law of securisation of employment is enacted together with its destruction of the labor code and of collective bargaining, the labor contract will become even “freer” than before. Then the other levels (distribution and re-distribution) will be affected too, if only because of the necessity to render the new neoliberal “epoch” socio-economically coherent. It will only be a relapse into earlier wild capitalism. This is so because the accords at the enterprise level will override sectoral and national accords and, fatally, person to person contracts will override the latter. Meanwhile, workers will have no say against employers’ restructuring, and their recourse to the courts or Prud’homme will be strongly diminished and so-called “social plans” will become useless; especially if the employer proposes an “unacceptable” relocation that will free him of any responsibility if he uses the employee’s refusal as the pretext to fire him or her!                                     
Gramsci offered an alternative to this co-opting compromise kindly offered by bourgeois hegemony. To understand it, we put aside the bottomless ineptitudes concerning the 4 or 5 different interpretations of “civil society” or even the alleged “antinomies” imagined by Perry Anderson in Gramsci’s work, which is mainly composed of drafts written in Fascist prisons. One needs to determine first at which level Gramsci is speaking. This goes to prove the crucial importance in reaffirming the scientific pretension of Marxism against vulgar Marxism, especially of the academic kind. Gramsci was wont to say that Marxism as a science must perforce be independent (chemistry is independent from alchemy though it knows it in depth.) Marxism must perforce develop on its own basis, which is a truism albeit a “meaningful one”. Thus Gramsci consciously thought to redo or more precisely to actualize for his epoch the definitive critique levied by Marx against Smith, Ricardo, Hegel etc. He therefore had to deal with Croce, Mosca, Michels, Pareto, Gentile and the Italian economic school including, in part, his friend Sraffa etc. The process is well defined in Dilthey’s concept of “objectification”, the old being reproduced into new “realizations”, which constitutes the kernel of the labor of love of theoretical practice. 
In our present circumstances, this means that we must “positively” develop the Marxist theory for all disciplines, without being content with the negative Marxist critique of the existing bourgeois social sciences. These are always presented as neutral but in real facts, do embody the management techniques of capital as well as its legitimating habits. We must therefore do so at the three fundamental levels: The critique of labor and industrial relationships in accord with Book I; the critique of Marginalism for Book II, together with the positive defense of socialist Enlarged Reproduction featuring the increasing extension of “social surplus-value” – of course, this goes much further than a weak defense of “public sectors”, which are now often conceived, in the optic of a post-Reagan Unesco, as “common goods”; as such, they can be normatively defined by (the bourgeois) Parliament, paid out of the public purse (according to means tests !) but carried out by private enterprises, thus transforming endowed citizens qua “beneficiaries” into mere “customers” deserving consideration only proportionate to their solvency: In short, the Californian or BC so-called “models” already criticized in my Tous ensemble and already refuted by reality as unequivocally shown by the Enron and other similar scandals. Finally, in accord with Book III of Capital, we must add the critique of judicial and redistribution relationships in their widest sense, namely the bourgeois State and its Constitution and jurisprudence, and thus its culture in general. 
This comprises the various theories of constitutional rights. Today, our modern constitutions, born with the Resistance in Europe, alongside with the UN Chater and the Universal Declaration of Individual and Social Rights, are dangerously coming under frontal attacks by the philo-Semite Nietzscheans, who would shamelessly place universality under the diktat of a very peculiar “singularity”. They add to this their criminal crusades propelled by the same lunatic and archaic mindset, as fully explained in my Pour Marx, contre le nihilisme. “Common sense” flows from this conceptual struggle (or Battle of Ideas). Thus, what is at stake is nothing less than the autonomy of thinking of the working classes to be freed from their instinctive union or professional “corporatism” as their only limited and immediate horizon, only focused on individual advancement and sheer survival. This subservient attitude allows capital to divide the laboring classes against their own interests: For instance, the overtime proposed as a mean to increase individual wages turned out to be a brainless choice. This is because most workers could not even benefit from the average number of overtime hours already provided by the accords at various levels. The illusory alternative had been offered by the Sarkozy’s government with the aim of dividing workers against workers and thus demolishing the overriding legal framework put in place by the RTT or 35-hour week.                                                                                                                                 
On this concrete basis, which constitutes the very nexus of “theoretical practice” according to Althusser, Gramsci proposed to act simultaneously on all fronts (the three crucial relationships as we have seen above.) The aim was to oppose the counter-hegemony of the proletariat to the building and dissemination of bourgeois hegemony: He even provides the perfect example of the French Encyclopedia preceding the French Revolution: Science and common sense had shifted from the tight control of the Jesuits and of the ideology of divine right, placed at the service of absolute Monarchy, in favor of the secular and revolutionary bourgeoisie, in truth even in favor of its most advanced egalitarian fractions. Natural law was opposed to divine right. In particular, the “Conspiration des Egaux” of Babeuf can be found over time behind all the authentic Ideals of la Sociale, which were preeminent on the Flag of the Revolution from the very beginning, despite the defense of private property by Robespierre. In effect, these Egalitarian Ideals nurtured by the most militant and determined sections made victory possible. Thomas Paine’s Rights of Man and his annexed notes on the organization of the welfare of the citizens show how private property, strictly constrained by non-inheritance laws (plain-level field), was conceived as a mean to the desired end, the concrete autonomy of otherwise formally equal citizens. 
The same idea is at the core of Montesquieu’s Esprit des Lois whose difference with the Lockean-American concept of division of powers was enshrined in the underlying autonomy of the main social classes conceived as an insurance policy against the autocracy of the Executive. This, in turn, explains the ensuing reactionary alliance established by the Restoration: If you will, the English Lady became instrumental in “normalizing” the Duke and the Revolution Ideals as Eric Rohmer’s film “The Lady and the Duke” illustrates. (1) Hence, Burke lurked behind the words Liberté, Egalité, Fraternité thus emptied from their meaning; and behind Philippe Egalité stood the hegemonic banquiers like Fould as Marx had made clear in his historical writing dealing with France. 
The Restoration spirit was kept alive by the bourgeoisie. Today, it continues to treat the syphilitic Nietzsche as the Grand Master, while Israel sings praises to Wagner and other such pitres. However, it is not a surprise that this preventive alliance between a revamped feudalism by Tocqueville and the bourgeois Masonic lodges was tightened as soon as the bourgeoisie was forced to concede the universal and secret ballot – i.e. the fatal supremacy of “numbers”, meaning the great masses of the citizenry cum proletariat. The alliance aimed at taking back all popular conquests that had been conceded. Through its occult and tight pre-selection processes, it aimed at retaking back absolute control of all the mechanisms making the State Apparatuses, including bourgeois education. 
Gramsci thus developed a two pronged strategy: War of position and war of movement, or, if you will, the peaceful and the revolutionary roads to socialism. See in my Tous ensemble the chapter dealing with the peaceful transition entitled « Les réformes démocratiques révolutionnaires ou la Rossinante du réformisme »; it embodies a flexible but determined theory that runs counter to the compromising compromises paving the reformist road, which are proposed by the likes of Bernstein, Millerrand, Kautsky and the reintegrated Kriegel section and its allies, something that has nothing to do with either Gramsci or socialism.
Althusser and the theory of political power.

The classic definition of political power goes like this: It is the ability of an individual or a group to mobilize and allocate the resources of the Community for the Community. The exercise of power happens within precise constitutional rules defining a specific regime. However, Maurice Duverger contrary to a Robert Dahl operating in New Haven never confused national or multinational democracy with its municipal brand: The argument about the political equivalence of “any group of 4” clearly depends on access to resources (including the mass-media), organization and theoretical know-how. This depends of the property regime. Marxists have equally insisted on the fact that resources cannot be allocated before they are produced: Hence, political economy and its critique go to the heart of the matter. Marxists equally insist on the fact that politics is not the “art of the possible but instead the art of causing the emergence of new possibilities”. It is a “poetics” in its etymological sense. (See my “Les conséquences socio-économiques de MM. Volcker-Reagan and Cie”, mars 1985 available in the International Political Economy section of this same site.) Marxists equally insist on the constitutional and political differences between political parties and interest groups, simply because they have different objectives, different mandates and different rules of accountability: Political parties operate at the level of political society; pressure groups operate at the level of civil society. Socialist democracy needs to understand the difference because the “withering away” of the State as a political structure of dominance can only happen progressively, mainly through the constitutionalising of individual and social rights and through the transfer of decisions to civil society groups integrated in the operation of the economic planning (this embodies the accountability mechanism which characterize the Realm of Necessity.) The National Assembly of the Citizens and the bureaucracy will thus integrate the mechanism of socialist planning but in their own functional role, no less and no more. (See the résumé in Italian in my Salvare il Partito communsita dai suoi nemici interni chapitre : “Le nuove forme di democrazia socialiste da inventare”.)
It thus remains to present the theory of political power as it applies to the specific issues raised by Althusser. The theory of political power then leads us to the theory of the “dictatorship of the proletariat” or, if you prefer, to the theory of “socialist democracy”, the only form of democracy that can be conceived as fully-fledged and authentic because it is the only one that truly aims at the emancipation of all citizens. This includes the emancipation from the reification of the worker as a mere merchandise sold and bought on the (liquid) market like any other merchandise: See on the subject my chapter on Cuba as well as the theory of the Marxist psychoanalysis in the second part of my Pour Marx, contre le nihilisme. Socialist democracy implies an egalitarian constitution, and the enshrinement of individual and social fundament rights, that is to say all the universal rights which can never be reduced to mere ideological formalities. These ideological and formal reductions are constantly placed at the service of the dominant classes in all societies characterized by the exploitation of Man by Man. One can refer back to my critique of EP Thompson in my Pour Marx contre le nihilisme, one generally addressed to the so-called “cultural thesis” that was equally used in the class struggle by MI5 and MI6 against Althusser and English Althusserians (for instance, the coup d’Etat within New Left Review with the help of Ralph Milliband.) But also by E P Thompson and many from Gladio and Rinanscita in a PCI already sold by the Berlinguer’s clique of the time. A PCI which naturally was quickly destroyed from within because of it. It also raises question about class justice, the role of political parties and of interest groups etc … (and, for us, the crucial role of “democratic centralism” governing the Party.) It also questions the utility of bureaucracy in the general division of labor, and its proper democratic role within the framework of socialist planning and democracy. Marx affirms in the Manifesto as well as in all other instances dealing with the issue, for instance the chapter concerned with fetishism in Book I of Capital, that socialism is a simple administration of social relationships made transparent by collective property and by the common organization of production and exchange i.e. in the Realm of Necessity which creates the material and institutional conditions of the Realm of Liberty, without which liberty would be reduced to the role of a simple secular opium of the people. Lenin beautifully said that Liberty was the aesthetic of human Equality. 

Althusser on fetishism.
On fetishism: Marx’s analysis of fetishism shares with his analysis of exclusivism (the Jewish question) and with that of the Marxist Labor Law of Value, the dubious honor of having induced the most prolific chitchat of phony and often inept theoricists. They all appear to dance a funny dance on their heads, just like the table featured by Marx in this chapter! The chapter is very dense and thus mainly misunderstood by the usual academic types and many others. Here are the main points:                                                                                                                  
A) The critique addressed by historical materialism to the mystifying bourgeois science, including religion and its interpretations: The commodity is everywhere revered by consumption as an idol, this being the case above all by its victims who have little money to buy the commodities, including highly advertised running shoes in the poorest neighborhoods where the Youth should perhaps be more concerned about rebuilding the Party than wearing famous brands… or, at least, they should be more concerned about regaining their own autonomous ways of thinking. If they don’t, they will increasingly be subordinated to an aging society dominated by a male gerontocracy prompt to postpone retirement age in order to maintain its crocked hands on the most highly paid non-manual jobs, instead of lowering pension age, and generalizing the RTT as well as publicly financed and universally accessible social programs. Salaried work after the retirement age could be allowed but only after the RTT would have generalized full-employment in each industry concerned. But many young persons know better: See on the subject the talented group La Canaille  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uNjEMYd56EY ; see also the historic song « C’est la canaille, et bien j’en suis » http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cEKXjHyaUio and “La Commune” de Jean Ferrat : http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S4LGwWmge3U .) 
There is a historical unveiling of categories and concepts, which always precedes the scientific exposition of a given subject. But the latter cannot attain its fully-fledged scientific status before investigation has completed its work and arrived at the simplest and more abstract category, once its discovery has been made possible by History understood as the concrete dialectic of life (nature, institutions and Man as the “contradictory identity” unifying both, a Marxist concept which is foreign to the Cartesian-Leibnizean dichotomy opposing Object and Subject, as Ernest Bloch would have it.) In brief, we could say that we then arrive at the “concrete in thought” (concret pensé) theorized by Marx, or if you will at the “a priori concept” of Kant, but one that has been taken away from its “steady state” environment to be placed within the context of historical becoming. Ex: Lavoisier’s molecules could finally be formulated in a series of equations and, from that stage on, it was only a matter of completing the Fundamental Tableau; as for political economy, the double identity of the commodity as both “use value” and “exchange value”, characterizing the labor power itself, could not be seen before labor power was forced to sell itself “freely” on the market like any other commodity, thus expressing its social commensurability away from the occultation of slavery or away from the feudal and administrative servitude expressed by St Thomas Aquinas “just” or “bureaucratic price”. (The historical context does impose limits. Hence, Aristotle had already asked the right economical question but, as Marx noted, was unable to answer the question: “how can a tripod be exchanged against a bed?”, simply because he lived in a society dominated by slavery.) The rest is just a matter of paralogisms or, worse sill, of plain fallacies (Bacon.) That is to say pre-scientific forms of (illogical) alienation, ones which usually sent the good old and incomparable philosopher Kant through the roof, especially when these paralogisms were consciously churned out as narratives to be used against the interests of the people by the usual obscurantists. In effect, Kant is one of the real Fathers of the French secular and social Revolution.                                             
B) Concretely as far as political economy and its critique are concerned: The commodity as much as money is a social relationship aside from being also a specific use value. (Money as a commodity is neither a singular nor a universal equivalent but merely a general equivalent. Only the exchange value of the labor force qualifies as the universal equivalent capable of making sense of the economic commensurability of all commodities among themselves, the exchange value of labor power and money included.) But this social relationship is not always transparent. Often it is mystified, especially when the exploitative and alienated social relationships, which stand behind its production (and not only in its most abject forms such as child or slave work) is not made crystal clear – for instance, the above mentioned running shoes or the counterfeit ladies’ purses imitating famous brands: These all refer to social status, or to the “appearance” of it. Remember what Lord Sydenham wrote to the Foreign Office after the “whig” Lord Durham had crushed the Patriots’ Rebellion in North America? “We must grant the appearance of democracy, not the reality of it”, an advice which led to a special kind of subservient “responsible government”. 
As such the commodity is intrinsically alienating and tells an alienating story; for instance, that which was instrumentalized by the television series “Dallas” widely aired in the shanty towns of the world, before the so-called “reality shows”. We are dealing here with the intimate “principle” or “theology of hope” of the commodity: Marketing and its rules represent the commodity’s regressed Gospels; Veblen even provided the liturgical version necessary to the non-initiated Middle classes. They are preached the mobility and meritocracy credo. They thus fancy themselves to have become part of the “leisure classes” competing among each others, and measuring the degree of their salvation by the minute comparison of the extent of their consumption, given literally as the new “standard of life” or, better still, as the “American Way of Life”. The Holy Spirit secularized by Joachim of Fiore as the announced Egalitarian Paraclet, or, if you will, the Human Consciousness of the Brotherhood of Man embodied by the “Modern Prince” of Gramsci, is thus masked by the hegemonic and alienating Golden Calf of consumerism.                                                                 
C) The detail: The division of labor and the inevitable alienation, in the sense of separation, of the worker from his product. In order to exchange his product against something he really needs, he must go through a social process in which he can confront other workers pressed by the same separation and thus by equivalent needs. In short, he must go through a social context of division of labor and of organized exchange of products on various markets (topological, institutional or abstract markets according to Karl Polanyi’s contribution). But these are beyond his control and often victimize him: in Global Reach Barnett and Müller vividly present the picture of Coca-Cola buyers in Mexico and in other under-developed countries of the time. Thus, in general, the victim of commodity alienation might think that s/he desires a Coke when in reality s/he really desires and needs a good tortilla or taco, a sandwich, a nice spaghetti or a succulent couscous made from non-Genetically Modified Organisms. Desires and needs are manipulated but not only just for consumption: We all know that coffee or tea, and similar substances, have been mass-distributed as stimulants, as soon as work became more intensified by Taylorism and now by mini-Taylorism. Nowadays, cocaine consumption seems to grow because of the high-speed and stressful environment of modern offices, ironically especially among traders. As you can see, it is not just a matter of being young and earnest and of knowing how to pour milk before hot tea, in order to avoid breaking the fine china cups before reading “Humanitad” aloud.                  
D) The conclusion: Under Feudalism social relationships were direct, person to person relationships, although they were social relationships of servitude resting on a structurally hierarchical ladder which strictly defined social status. This included divine election transposed into the divine right of kings and aristocrats, an ideological over-determination form that was well adapted to the Middle-Ages. In such a context says Marx everything is clear: It is the overt dialectic between masters and slaves (Hegel) or even between masters and domestiques (Swift), within which consent and obedience are never taken for granted and brute force is always present and always openly resorted to in order to maintain the social hierarchy. Instead, under capitalism the commodity presents itself as the result of a fundamental economic equality, one which must be in great part valid otherwise no exchange of a specific commodity against another very different one would ever be possible between formally free and equal citizens entitled to determine their consumption by themselves. However, this (formal) equality is materialized by the sweat, blood and flesh of the worker: This is done trough the mediation of the so-called “free” labor contract. Such a contract features a salaried, hence an exploited and alienated worker, one which is forced to sell his labor power “freely” to the inevitable “homme au sac” (the “free-trader Vulgaris”) now in the role of the Owner of the Means of production. In this context, the worker can only expect to be grounded like minced meat (see the end of chapter VI of Book I of Capital: http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/ch06.htm It deals with the Buying and Selling of Labor Power, which in my sense constitutes the concrete illustration of the chapter on fetishism.) 
Of course, the worker is free to starve if he does not sell his labor force to the capitalist, his brother or another capitalist just like the first one. But he cannot lay his hand on private property because the bourgeois State, whose main role is to defend it, is endowed with the monopoly of the legal use of force. The costly crimes of White collars can be dealt with leniently, and even be blamed on some “twenty-something”, but certainly not petty blue collars’ crimes. Thus, it is sometimes said that the best way to kill a man is to deprive him of his employment. 
Commodities, in other words “things”, dominate Man in the same way as religious Idols dominate the Reason (Consciousness) of the alienated believer. This is why Socialism has nothing to do with Max Weber or with so many other good souls and their “local community” penchant: It does not strive to return to a status and interpersonal society, one which always promises to be alienating and hierarchical under the pretext to protect people from the coldest impersonal aspects of capitalism. This “small village” utopia is to Socialism what the butcher and the corner stores are to modern capitalism characterized by the big corporations and the transnationals. Socialism is not a peer dictatorship run like a neighborhood watch: Instead, it takes its departure from effective economic equality and autonomy, which is the established revolutionary contribution of capitalism. This is because the mediation by the commodities engenders economic science and therefore the definitive end of hierarchical social status that embodies person to person servitude – including under the archaic form of the exchange of gifts, such as the potlatch etc. Instead, Socialism fully appropriates this economic equality, but it now does this scientifically through the science inaugurated by Capital, and, socially speaking, through the Revolution and socialist democracy. Likewise, it collectively appropriates the production and distribution of the commodities really needed by the individuals or by the society in general. In so doing, it develops the specific socialist form of exchange. Exchange cannot be equated with capitalist exchange; exchange becomes a generic and unavoidable way of life as soon as the division of labor has taken roots, but, of course, it is objectified in very specific social forms, which are overdetermined by the dominant mode of production. 
In this concrete process of re-appropriation lies the “recovery of Man by Man himself” wished for by the Young Marx and by all Marxists and full citizens, his egalitarian relationship with the community as the collective producer, not in a personalized person to person relationship. In a true socialist society no one needs to lose his-her time networking to get ahead. Indeed, on this truly egalitarian basis, interpersonal relationship of brotherhood, sisterhood and love can then assume a new form, one that would be entirely free and emancipated (see my “Institutionalization des moeurs” in the pink part of my site.) This will naturally unfold in the Realm of Liberty not in the Realm of Necessity.

This is crucial on a different level too. Socialist Democratic Planning should not only by administratively decentralized and bilateral in order to constantly adjust short and medium term performances to reach predetermined long term goals. It should also be devolved to the greatest extent possible compatible with the national coherence of the social Formation. This is the role of the National Assembly of Citizens and of the socialist civil society. Referring back to the best contributions offered by Mao or by the Prague Spring, this would entail: unions of collective producers and consumers, committees of workers, including as management, committees of academics and researchers etc. The democratization of the bureaucracy (composed of “civil servants”) becomes then a vital element. It gathers and articulates the information which then allows Socialist Planning to socially determine the socio-economic priorities for the 5-year plans, these being then verified and adjusted constantly at all levels. In my Précis d’économie politique marxiste I have shown how the Marxist function of production and the Equations of Simple and Enlarged Reproduction can account for all socio-economic exchanges in dynamic equilibrium situations, including the use of socialist “credit”. I equally show the devastating effect of speculation. Above all, the Marxist function of production could be checked almost instantaneously by the online use of adapted bar-codes that are simply scanned and centrally processed: This would provide various sets of objective and real-time statistics, for all sectors and industries and even for various filières. In such a context, the Party plays the crucial role of political guarantor of the Socialist Constitution and of the Laws, as well as the role of central coordinator. Meanwhile, it is itself subjected to its own internal controls by the grassroots through the implementation of “democratic centralism”, one which should never allow any postponement of the electoral and congressional timetables, be they governed by war emergency rules or not (war emergency rules being limited in time and having to be justified, especially before they are extended.) Socialist democracy, though “centralized” would be diffused at all levels of society, at least as far as the Realm of Necessity is concerned. This is the only way to guarantee the non-return to a class society, the only guarantee that the internal working of the system will increasingly lead by degrees to the “withering away” of the State as an external and commandeering structure placed over and above civil society. Up until now, the Party and the State Apparatuses were wrongly endowed with many privileges; naturally, they quickly distanced themselves from their own socialist civil society, and soon betrayed their “command and control” system. They did so in favor of a system, which in reality is far worse but shares the same, if disguised characteristics, as the modern capitalist system dominated by the big corporations and the big banks. Socialist democracy is indeed the main issue.                                                                                                                                     
As we can see, the material and institutional conditions necessary for the “recovery of Man by Man himself” are not difficult to conceive. The systemically nurtured confusion is then a wonder given that Marx’s chapter on fetishism, though very dense, is nevertheless perfectly clear: However, too many pitres, lower clergymen and servi in camera, above all within bourgeois universities but paid out of the public purse, are constantly at work churning out the too often conscious busloads of absurdities and ineptitudes. They do this ad nauseum. The chats are soon infra that of G. Simmel on money. Even Plekhanov contributed his “psychological theory” of money when, at best, money if nothing other than an effect of the commodified social relationships. That being said, money remains the “nerf de la guerre” so that it should not be monopolized by the few, above all when we are dealing with the financing of political parties and of electoral campaigns, media use included, within the framework of our bourgeois pluralist democracy. This is because pluralist democracy is overdetermined by money and by the occult and most depraved and inegalitarian Masonic lodges, always bent on enforcing their pre-selection behind the scene. It only serves the interests of the power-that-be.                                                                                                       
Hence, it is not surprising that money, the general equivalent which would like to pose as the universal equivalent and as the main instrument of power in the hands of the putative Masters of the Earth (see Goethe’s Faust), is the capitalist social relationship par excellence: Nowadays, it takes the allure of autonomized money in the form of paper, Kerouac or electronic currency, and as “credit without collateral” generally churned out by the so-called “universal banks” normally operating with prudential ratios, except that now they are de facto replaced by the repetitive Quantitative Easing of the Central Banks. (On the subject see also my “To save the Eurozone we must terminate the so-called universal bank.” in the Book Section of this site. In the end, the present crisis has illustrated an evidence: The real “lender of last resort” is the taxpayer, certainly not the Central Bank, not even if the budgetary ceiling goes through the roof, so to speak; see “Credit without collateral” and “The Treasury and the Fed” in the International Political Economy of this site.) 
This credit without collateral now stands as the monotheist philo-Semite Nietzschean Moloch to whom bourgeois great priests remorseless and righteously sacrifice all, including within the PS, without sparing their own Republic, their own people or their own State. Why exactly should the State be a minimum, non-interventionist State? In virtue of which scientific facts? Why should public spending not exceed 17 % or so, of all GDP? In virtue of which facts? Certainly not in virtue of the scientific theory of “social surplus-value”, which had been partly rediscovered by Lord Beveridge, Keynes and the epigones of the Western post-Resistance Social or Welfare State? The fact is that the extension of “social surplus-value” is the prerequisite for the further development of microeconomic productivity and of macroeconomic competitiveness. Laffer’s theory of the “crowding out” of private investment, worth only the tissue on which it was conceived, seems tragically hilarious today given the weight of the privatized sovereign debt on State finance. 
This is especially true when you compute the aggravations added by the role played by the “primary banks” in marketing State bonds, and that of their associated and complicit rating agencies in their subjective evaluation of risk, which in turn affects the nonsensical CDS slapped on them: In truth, the most advanced Welfare States never produced a “credit crunch” so devastating like the one we are witnessing today despite the repetitive QE and the close to zero main rates of interest practiced in the US. Add, for good measure, the fact that the old direct subventions never amounted to even a small fraction of the current ineffective so-called “tax expenditures”. Indeed, given unavoidable electoral pressures, their role is to preventively erase any apparent budgetary consolidation or surplus for fear that the potential or real surpluses would then go to the rehabilitation of social programs, as well as to the launching of so-called industrial strategies, Instead, once granted, the tax expenditures become automatic year after year and they totally disappear from view; moreover, if you make them the central element of your pro-private sector Monetarist strategy, these tax expenditures will ensure that the budget will always appear to be as precarious as it can be, thus necessitating more austerity measures as a safe practice of “common sense” in the framework of “peace, order and good government”. Fortunately, they are ruinous and unsustainable in the long term. For instance, not long ago, they amounted to 120 billions euros on top of all other credits and exonerations granted to capital in France. (In Canada, despite the demographic difference, the amount is around CN $ 120 billions too!) 
This plain evidence stands as a condemnation of the groundless so-called “public policy” and its “flat tax” philosophy. However, one can see that the argument in favor of it can and is still made by the worshippers of the “animal spirits” of capitalism, a group of visceral reactionaries always ready to relapse – see the logic of Fascism in a not too distant past - into the most barbarous theocratic, obscurantist and racist pre-capitalist forms of dominance: We are dealing here with a ferocious, costly and bloody regression – at the hands of these ordinary and “soft” children of Salò – of whom Communists are now definitively tired: If Stalin was worse than Hitler, then, beware, because by destroying Stalin after having murdered him, you are preparing an unavoidable exclusivist repetition of History, but this time one which will unfold without Stalin!

Althusser takes issue with the strategy of the Party
My work so far was conceived as an attempt to “read Capital”, in other words an attempt to deal definitively with the conceptual and theoretical demands formulated by the great Marxist Louis Althusser. Nevertheless, in 1978 Althusser was starting to look favorably at Sraffa’s prolegomena, probably because of the so-called and absurdly fake value-price of production controversy, which had been actualized again by Arghiri Emmanuel, Christian Palloix and Bettelheim, see: « A propos de l’échange inégal » in L’Homme et la societé, Nr 18, 1970.) My books provide the validation of the Marxist Law of Value. No refutation has been offered so far; according to my “puzzle” analogy of certitude in a given universe, I believe that none is possible as far as the central points are concerned: Marx’s theory is scientific through and through. In this context we must underline the pertinence of Gramsci’s letter to Sraffa in which he commented on Ricardo’s methodology enticing Sraffa in his answer to mention the Parisian manuscripts of 1844. This was the book in which the Young Marx first formulated the concept of “social demand”, which I later translated into its precise and operational Marxist value terms as the Equations of Reproduction of Book II of Capital. No doubt, Althusser would have unquestionably refused to approve the so-called Social Pact put forward by the self-proclaimed, prolific and utterly vacuous neo-Ricardians. These have destroyed Italy since 1992 with their neoliberal policy of distribution of revenues (distribuzione dei redditi.) They did this immediately after the internal destruction of the PCI opened wide the door to their influence. Now the same kind of regressive redistribution policy is pushed though in France by the shameless philo-Semite Nietzscheans overrepresented within the dominant ranks of the PS. This is a soulless Lilliputian bunch. It would even pretend to fancy themselves as self-appointed “liquidators” of Marxism, while pathetically trying to maintain a foot here and a foot there. Let us sincerely hope that this tendency will not triumph within the PS: It has little chance to triumph either in France or in Europe. 
In his “Marx in his limits”, Althusser took issue with the Party’s strategy. His “problematic” remains central today. The strategy of G. Marchais, then General Secretary of the PCF, was the right one at its inception. But it was badly played out if only because the Party was mostly cut off from the most advanced Marxist intellectuals such as Althusser as well as from his large following made of the most brilliant young students in the country, if not of the World, at the time. An added problem lied on the lack of comprehension of the main economic tendencies. The Party kept true to its unmodified attachment to the theory of monopoly capitalism even as reality was quickly moving toward the internationalization of productive capital and, soon after, to triumphant Monetarism and unfettered global free-trade deals. Indeed, one of the main preoccupations of the PS in the 80’s was with the fusion of banks, although some voices were already pointing to the possible degradation of the “best signatures”. Mai 68 had been a multifaceted movement, and in its way had illustrated the inadequacy of society to the growing automation process with its new hierarchies and its accelerated cadences of work. A new labor structure was emerging together with its co-opted expression among union organizations (such as, notoriously, the CFDT.) This process has been illustrated by the introduction of Numerical Command Machine in the working place; soon latter it was advertised by Alvin Toffler’s Future Shock (1970) as a New Brave World. 
Yet, again, it was Althusser who had proposed the winning counter-hegemonic strategy consisting in federalizing all progressive civil and political society groups under the hegemony of Marxist theory, placing the strong organization of the PCF at the service of this federative movement. But he was not heard except by the enemies of Marxism. The same thing happened when I proposed to revisit Althusser’s proposal after the Geneva G8 Summit. Given the initial enthusiasm of the militants and the support of the PRC at the time, 3 million gathered in Florence against globalization and its wars. This mass mobilization soon forced many renegades to come out of their closet, particularly in the counter-creation of the renegade European Left. This was frontally opposed to my proposal in favor of a European Federation of Communist Parties. Apparently, for all these surnumerary and over-paid pitres, Marxism had to be eradicated and the remaining nominal Communist Parties had to be absorbed and diluted into new social-democratic renegade containers. This is coherent with the perennial dream of the obscurantists of all ages, who passionately hate science and its vehicles.                                                                                            

Be it as it may, the PS was led at the time by the more Machiavellian F. Mitterrand, one who, in the end, was more truly socialist than many of the main socialist leaders of the time, to say nothing of the numerous camarilla, which quickly climbed on his back. He was thus able to play with a larger and more versatile pallet. The quickly isolated PCF mainly focused on its traditional backings. Nevertheless, given the French electoral “double tour”, the PCF insisted in playing the same game in 1981, to insure the victory of the Left. It became a perfect example of the “ruse of History” given that after the victory of the Left in 1981, the PS had to thank the PCF for its backing and was thus initially wedded to the Programme commun. This led to quick and extensive nationalizations, which were even extended to the banks. The terrible treason of 1983 signaled the beginning of the end for the PCF. It was followed by the empty promise made by Jacques Delors concerning the negotiation of a Social Europe in exchange for the immediate support by the electorate of the Left to the Maastricht Treaty. 
Despite this, the PCF refused to break clearly with the socialist government in order to regain its political and theoretical autonomy. It did not even clarify its tactics and strategy in autonomous Marxist terms. In so doing, it chose to remain a subaltern force increasingly sold to the ideological desire to present itself as a possible “government party”, one perfectly able to govern within the strict limits imposed by capital and the Atlantic Alliance! It started to share the same mind set and the same … Marginalist and, low and behold, the same “anti-Stalinist” paradigm then propagated by the agitprop of the plainly dirty and venal Nouveaux Philosophes who were then starting to plague the mass-media. Of course, in this deleterious process, it was not long before the Kriegel section was rehabilitated and took over. See Annie Kriegel and her characteristic opportunistic shifting on the crucial “blouses blanches” facts … after the Hungarian Jewish and Zionist led counter-revolution. With this convenient label, I mean the political sections which were the equivalent of the Berlinguer section in Italy. Like in Italy (or like Beria before his death), they were convinced in private that Nato was far better than the Eastern Bloc and that bourgeois pluralism was the summum of democracy. They were betraying the trust of their grassroot members who were paying them as Communist leaders. (I thus had to develop the concept of “false democratic representation” to deal with this deleterious phenomenon.) In so doing, they were adopting the same position adopted, for instance, by the fake infiltrated and self-designated “orthodox” Georg Lukacs after the counter-revolutionary uprising in Hungary. As we know, this uprising had been the direct if delayed consequence of Beria’s aborted treason aimed at taking power after the assassination of Stalin with the backing of the USA in exchange for the retrocession of Eastern Europe. This malicious plan was later brought to completion by Gorbatchev and Yeltsin. 
With the rehabilitation of this section, Capitalist freedoms and bourgeois culture were presented as being superior, and the exclusivist question (i.e. the gist of the argument of Marx’s Jewish question) totally disappeared from the agenda, in tandem with the rise of anti-islamic feelings in France. (In truth, as far as the grassroot was concerned, this was manipulated by the Right in so far as the municipalities it did hold were not forthcoming in providing social housing and other services directed to the poorest and to immigrants. Naturally, the mass of immigrants and poor flocked in Communist led municipalities.) The Marxist research centre was closed and not surprising the communist newspaper L’Humanité soon distanced itself from the Party and abundantly quoted the most repugnant nouveaux philosophes together with the likes of Derrida, while conscientiously occulting all new and authentically Marxist contributions. Either they were generically denounced as “Stalinist” or they were totally ignored. In the 70’s, some “Communist” leaders even went so far as attacking Socialist Cuba then still led by Fidel.           
The analogy can perhaps be found in the grotesque theoretical tentative to forge a New Alliance, transposing the pretentious, largely vacuous and at best behaviorist contributions of Prigogine to social sciences. You could hear some of these putative new “masters of thought” going around chanting “complex, complex”, some of them even seeing their survival at birth from their strangulation in their own umbilical cord as some kind of sign: To be sure a sign to comfort them in their denunciation of Marxism, which they had used before mainly to advance socially when the Party was intellectually strong as the main Party of the Resistance and when the ranks of the Right were still largely closed to them. It is not at all sure that they know more about the pseudo-paradigm of complexity than they ever knew about Marxism (Summarizing the first part of Descartes’s Discours de la méthode Boileau wrote: “Ce qui se conçoit bien s’énonce clairement”.) After all, this might be a good news because they can always change their mind, “once again" according to the dominant winds. What comes to mind here is perhaps the analogy with the devastating renegation of core legitimizing principles, which led Sparta to crown a hunchback king and thus quickly slip into its own destruction?
The deleterious context became such in the 90’s that the Marginalism of Solow and Co, mediated for the benefit of the no-global militants by the likes of Stiglitz, quickly liberated from the World Bank to play his mediatic role, was peddled to be superior to authentic communism. These people prudently started to take their distances from a dogmatic USSR perverted from within by the hypocritical catechism of the rabbinic murderers of Stalin, who finally came to power with Khrushchev. You do not need to scratch deep under the surface to realize that the “Stalinism” they denounce has nothing to do with the Marxism of Stalin’s or that of Trotsky’s  – whom they consider even worse than Stalin himself - but mostly with their own dictatorial crimes – and that of Yeshov. The worse criminals like to erect Memorials to hide their own traces. These crimes they later needed to impute to their savior, Stalin, an authentic Communist. The method is always the same: the criminals always attempt to hide their traces. 
History is indeed one of the main stakes of the class struggles: However, Stalin never re-wrote History in such a dirty and self-interested fashion as they did. This process started precisely after their shift of allegiance in 1948, following the unilateral proclamation of Israel (a still illegal State in the absence of an independent Palestinian State, but one which would not have survived had Stalin not passed on the necessary arms through East Germany, at a time when the USA was conducting a pro-Arabic and pro-Saudi diplomacy in the Middle East. The unofficial Geneva Accord born out of my “Camp David II” written in the most difficult circumstances – see the Appendices of my Pour Marx, contre le nihilisme - was murderously rejected by a series of the most crapulous crimes for which the day of reckoning will inevitably come as it always does in History.) The truth is that Stalin was made responsible for the crimes committed by the Soviet Jew Yeshov, the Sade of the Bolshevik revolution. He was then religiously dirtied in the rigorous implementation of the usual rituals aimed at the occultation and usurpation of historical Memory, even though the so-called “Stalinism” to be properly denounced had nothing to do with Stalin himself. He had been dead for many years when the open denunciations within the USSR were initiated in 1956. It amplified especially after the failure of the Hungarian counter-revolution. Even Trotsky never attempted to dirty Stalin in such a crapulous fashion. He always took great care to criticize him from a strictly Marxist point of view – similarly, Mao talked about contradictions within the proletariat and between it and the bourgeoisie. In fact, Trotsky’s position infuriated the CIA and the likes of the hysterical and demagogic Max Shachtman, especially after Trotsky’s refused to be manipulated by them against the Soviet leader (see the Finland question). This principled Communist stand probably led to Trotsky’s assassination with many complicities, including from the Fascist OCRA and its tight connections within Francoist Spain, and then conveniently but groundlessly imputed to Stalin. Similarly Khrushchev and Kaganovic, not Stalin, were the Commissars, which were sent by the Politburo to Ukraine … though Kaganovic never became as dirty as Khrushchev regarding Stalin’s role. Truly, Stalin, contrary to Khrushchev, would never have dared to take a Liberman as his main economic adviser, nor more than he took Marris as his advisor on linguistic and on the lingua franca to be adopted in the Soviet Union see : The Restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union by W. B Bland, in the site http://www.oneparty.co.uk/ . Of course, Marris mischievous proposal in favor of a new and artificially created “Socialist” language for the USSR made no sense. It would have caused the violent disintegration of the multinational Soviet federation painfully built by the former Commissar to the nationalities, Stalin, under Lenin’s supervision. In effect, one wonders how anyone, let alone a supposed famous linguist, could propose something so blatantly stupid and criminal, especially since the USSR was then entirely encircled by class enemies. Of course, the nationalities were later manipulated by Yeltsin to provoke the dislocation of the USSR. This is undeniable with the Minsk Summit held despite the protest of the leader of Kazakhstan; obviously the Minsk logic of these revisionists was one driven by the hate of the secular but culturally vibrant Soviet Islamic Republics said to have an uncontrolled demography (!), while the US-Israeli Axis was already planning its new preventive wars in Central Asia in the name of the so-called “war against terrorism”.)   
In short, the “totalitarian” typically moralistic, righteous and revisionist aspects of the USSR openly started after 1956 when Khrushchev won the power struggle. Marxism was replaced by the hypocritical and repressive doxa maintained by the usually over-represented crews. Remember Chou-En-Lai’s answer to Khrushchev’s accusation that the former mandarin had betrayed his class origin? “Yes, proudly answered the Communist Chou to the peasant leader of the USSR, we both did.” You do not except a Hannah Arendt to take notice of these hard facts, given her loyalty to her professor and mentor, the Nazi doctor Heidegger. Likewise a second rate Leo Strauss in Chicago was emulating the Nazi jurist Carl Schmitt in his own ways. It makes von Hayek’s anomies and right-wing economic libertarianism almost look benign. Naturally, these Revionnists remain attached to the end – see Gorbatchev’s Perestroïka – to the privilege of the cadres (in effect, a new dominant class) and to the traditional role of women as housewives. It never occurred to them that Marx had explained that class and hierarchical societies cannot be abolished before the family form is transcended (see the Holy Family.) Paul Lafargue, for one, understood this very well and is one of the few Marxists who developed the theory. The apology of the cadres and of the housewive is the two-sided aspect, which generally betrays these epigones. In this optic, the role of Brezhnev should be revisited. Indeed, he has become the but of all insidious attacks by the same crews, when in reality, under his admittedly long stay in power, the standard of life and the foreign expansion of the USSR had started to rise anew. It just looks like he was vilipended simply because he had refused to let the Soviet Jews immigrate freely to Israel. A more direct line of attack would, of course, concern the Prague Spring and Afghanistan. The disguised Andropov was in any case a new Beria, although he had to act with much more caution in order to avoid being hanged to a coat rack to humbly confess to a pistolet de service such as Beria to Joukov’s. This would need to be clarified by objective historians. 
Yet, it is an undeniable historical evidence that the creation of Israel, together with the Soviet Jews over-representation in the central apparatuses of the USSR, brought Bolshevik Communism to its end. We know that the Commissar to the national question, Stalin, had developed the multinational character of the Soviet State, under the supervision of Lenin: In the architecture of the federated Soviet republics, the greatest and most populous Republic had no representation of its own and was equated with the federal Soviet State itself. This was done in order to maintain federal equilibrium; the Party replicated the same architecture thus institutionally transforming the Russians into Soviets citizens. Soviet Jews had no federal soviet republic of their own; thus, from the very beginning, they quickly were over-represented within the Central Party and State apparatuses, especially within the intelligence apparatuses. Add to this Molotova’s own influence. This, in the end, would cause the slow but inevitable internal destruction of the USSR after 1948 (The same is happening elsewhere and has happened in Germany during the last Century.) 
After this ominous date universality and equality were slowly substituted by an exclusivist “singularity”. Soon, Stalin was presented as a criminal worse than Hitler, whereas Schindler, flanked by his Jewish accountant Stern, was turned into a Righteous Man, while a monstrous and exclusivist Shoah was criminally substituted for the Common History of Deportation and Struggles against Nazifascism. This must truly be the worse and most repugnant regression one has ever witnessed in the History of modern Mankind, one that can only end as all other such attempts ended before. Stalin had vainly proposed the creation of a Jewish Soviet republic in the Soviet Far East or in Crimea. But this Communist solution was necessarily unacceptable because, given the anti-Communist and anti-egalitarian regressions, singularity has to predominate over universality. An exclusively (self-)elected race must perforce consider the separation of Church and State, one which nonetheless represents the very foundation for the constitutional equality of all citizens, as an “ideology like any other”. Similarly, it cannot be confined within a single republic, if that republic does not head the World Empire: Hence, the fatal shift of allegiance emerging with the creation of Israel, together with the over-representation of Jews within the leading apparatuses of the PCUS led to the assassination of Stalin as soon as he initiated policies to correct this over-representation after 1948 (if only to protect the Communist fatherland). 
The shift in loyalty was not immediate for all concerned. It became worse after 1956. One reason was that Jews were still strongly discriminated against in the USA long after Stalin’s death in March 5, 1953. The other reason was that Israel, in its early days, had no other effective support aside from the Soviet Union; in fact, it would have been washed away from the Middle East without Stalin’s support through East Germany. Furthermore, the intelligence apparatuses – up to Primakov and even after – were resolutely pro-Israel. The truth is that in 1973 Israel had lost the war against Egypt but won in the end because the Soviet military advisers withdrew the Sam batteries: The bipolar diplomatic project seemed to have been to face Israel with a crushing defeat in order to force it to the negotiating table, which happened at Camp David and Taba. But, of course, the Egyptians militaries never forgave this and soon Egypt switched camp. Similarly, for the same reasons, the republican and secular Irak of Saddam Hussein was betrayed by Rumsfeld first and by the weakened Russians later, together with the whole International community and the IAEA. In fact, Communism under Stalin had held the high intellectual and ethico-political ground and had expanded with the support of many courageous people, including Communist Jews. The revisionist bureaucratic totalitarianism which followed was not a creation of Stalin. On the contrary, Communism under Stalin advanced very rapidly on all fronts and had attracted the sympathy of all advanced progressive minds the World over (one illustrious example is provided by the great English scientist and epistemologist J. D. Bernal, the author of the monumental Science in History, Penguin Books, 1965.) Another perfect example is provided by the movie Doctor Jivago. Few people know that Pasternak benefited form Stalin’s friendly comments as he was writing his masterpiece. In any case the book is better than the movie.
The Archives have now equally clarified the role of Communists during the Spanish Civil War. As you know many scoundrels have tried to blame the Communists for the defeat of the Spanish Republic following Franco’s pronunciamiento. They were typically condemned as “Stalinists” though Stalin had been far more effective than Blum and all other so-called democratic leaders put together in providing diplomatic and above all armed support. As if this were not enough, they were also condemned for the consequences of the hidden Francoist colonel Cipriano Mera’s betrayal. Here is what one can read in a letter to the editor sent to the Le Monde diplomatique of January 2013, p 2.
“The Spanish War. Mr. Fernando Malverde reacts to the summary of Cipriano Mera’s autobiography by Floréal Melgar entitled “War, exile and imprisonment of an anarcho-syndicalist.”

The “Stalinist communists” on one side, the anarcho-syndicalist as the magnificent loser on the other: We are here thrown into a typical Image d’Epinal. One can only regret that even in such a short text Floréal Melgar does not provide the essential fact about Cipriano Mera: Namely, the fundamental role he played in the treason which provoked the fall of Madrid and the invasion of the Frankist troops on March 28, 1939. Indeed, it was the coup d’Etat of Colonel Segismundo Casado on March 5, 1939, which accelerated the end of the Spanish War. Casado, who had been maneuvering in the background with the General Staff of Francisco Franco, overthrew the government of Juan Negrin and of his communist supporters who were all in favor of waging war to the end. He provoked a “civil war within the civil war”, one which caused more that two thousand deaths in only a few days. The armed instrument of this coup d’Etat was the IV Army Corp under the command of … Cipriano Mera. We know what followed: Franco ignored the anticommunist allegiances of the author of this rendition. Everyone was treated with the same savagery in a real blood bath.” (Translation mine, see note (2) below for the original quotation in French.) 
Modern democracy stands or falls on the separation of Church and State, simple because it signals the end of exclusivism in all its concrete forms. Without it no formal and real equality among “citizens” can be possible. Citizens are not Gentiles: They are full citizens, period. This explains why I have said elsewhere that the only “temple” which can really be trusted is the Universal Declaration of Individual and Social Rights; it is also the sole safe place of refuge (According to the biblical legend, Mount Zion was originally a simple place of refuge; that is, before the bloody establishment of the Jewish Kingdom following the assassination of the Great Priest, which led to the designation of Jerusalem as the capital. Note that no historical and archeological known facts support the legend of the Salomon temple: So far this biblical narrative is groundless, but it probably send us back to the centuries-long shifting grand diplomacy of the main Empires of the time (already then …), one which involved the initial displacement of tribes from Ur and their ideological formating. These great empires were trying to deal with their respective marches, especially as Palestine has always been a multicontinental crossroad.) All the rest is a tragic mistake or at best a (national) mediation toward more universal values and institutions (i.e., the State and the International Community comprised of all other formally equal States, including the Palestinian State.) 
Exclusively elected beings are to universality like Dracula in front of the clove of garlic and the stake or in front of the cross. As soon as the light shines on this sort of peculiar singularity masquerading as universality, it perishes. Its logic is well portrayed in Orwell’s book Animal Farm where some would pretend to be more equal and elected than others, 1984 being the inversion of 1948 as we all know. As the light of science shines above it, exclusivism fades away, and its Rabbinco-Nietzschean Hammer becomes pathetically useless and even dangerous for those who pretend to wag it against the greatest “number” of citizens. Exclusivists cannot possibly stand to owe their very life to their in extremist salvation by non-elected Gentiles, simply because this would destroy their pretense to (divinely) elected “superiority”. Hence, their own traces as the teachers of Mussolini and of Hitler and many others must be carefully erased by a constant rewriting of History (the so-called “duty toward Memory”, as you know.) The exclusivist Shoah mainly serves as a lay monument to that method, for the benefit of gullible Gentiles artificially instilled with guilt. This does not do anything in solving the main internal problem facing Israel, namely the discrimination according to tribe’s origins, Levite or others, carefully monitored by the rabbis as much as mix wedding. Of course, métissage is a curse and even my modest proposal for social and economic mixity in other contexts met with the obscurantist but occult resistance. (See my Tous ensemble on housing policy…) Therefore, until exclusivism prevails in the West, the fate of Stalin’s and of Bolshevik communism is to be savagely and viciously dirtied by the very same they saved from the Nazi camps, when the West was still carrying out its Cash and Carry policy. This policy actively involved the Warburgs from Germany and from the USA, and many others such; in this context an inquiry into the biography and the later “folly” of Max Warburg is not without interest. Thus is the implacable logic of exclusivism. It applies in all instances, religious or secular. No Marxism is ever possible without the unflinching re-assertion of Marx’s Jewish question.
Althusser’s State Apparatuses vs Gramsci’s counter-hegemony.
This being re-established, we must note that there is little real differences between the State Apparatuses of Althusser and the counter-hegemonic strategy laid out by Gramsci, except perhaps that Gramsci has a better knowledge of political power and its forms, including the legitimizing forms taken by bourgeois formal and representative democracy. Gramsci remains the most profound reader of Machiavelli in his progressive ethico-political motivation. For the Florentine thinker means were only means to an end, and only justified by its intrinsic ethical and political value. This cannot be simplified as “ the end justifies the means” because there enters into play crucial considerations about civilisational values and proportionate reprisals necessary to win and maintain political hegemony. Mao’s Road Map for the VIII Army, its behavioral code of conduct with the people, preceded the later Geneva Conventions. Gramsci made the point clear by emphasizing Machiavelli’s call for an Italian militia in order to push for national unity as had been done in Spain. This original reading runs counter to the vulgar, if widely popularized understanding, of Machiavelli’s main work “The Prince”. 
Nonetheless, in retrospective, one must admit that in his specific initial context, Gramsci undervalued the extent of the manipulation of political forces and institutions by the Vatican and by the small but very influential reactionary Italian Jewish groups, which were influential within the ranks of the “Left”. These included a Margheritta Sarfatti who financed her lover Mussolini as her father had financed the reactionary Pope Pie X (G. Sarto) before her. As we all know, the Army garrisoned in Rome had orders not to move whereas a simple showing would have blocked the farcical March on Rome by Mussolini and his Fascist rubble. These hard facts stand as textbook manipulations of the fake bourgeois form of democracy, one which is eminently vulnerable to the preselection by the Masonic Lodges with their ferocious intent to maintain power at any cost, including by the cold-blooded implementation of the most vicious regressions from civilization. In post-war Italy this was supported by Gladio. It is a characteristic which continues to be used, above all within and against the authentic Left. This obviously is the intimate secret of bourgeois domination, ever since the dominant capitalist classes were forced to concede the universal and secret ballot – privileging the otherwise feared importance of sheer “numbers”. 
This democratic concession was quickly retaken back at all levels by means of the bourgeois and Masonic occult domination of all the … Apparatuses of the State: University, bureaucracy, police, Army, electoral modes, mass media etc … and even the main interest or pressure groups preventively financed by the Capitalist State itself in order to canalized and control dissent. The most repugnant modern form can be seen in the organized meddling into the internal affairs of sovereign countries with the US and Western financed “orange revolutions” or even armed rebellions carried out in the name of “regime change” (this is done in frontal violation of the UN Charter.) Thus the universal ballot became safe again for the “elite”. 
Somehow, the Communist Gramsci persisted in his undervaluation of these fatal dangers even after the murder of Matteotti. In this he was perhaps even below the more objective understanding of Bassani in his Giradino dei Finzi Contini which tells a tale not too different from that of the surprise of Hilferding or Léon Blum when the Nazis came to pick them up, in bed, though they belonged to different and anti-Communist political groups! As you know Blum was convinced to belong – in his own words – to the “race of Herder”, a clear proof that he did not understand much about the species and thus the universal logic of that eminent and enlightened German author. (The poor Herder was even more wrongly understood by Nietzsche – in his “summit” poetry – and by the Nazis who then searched for Arian origins in the Himalaya and were left teaching to a pitre, the current Delaï-Lama.) In truth, in his correspondence with his courageous and devoted sister-in-law Tatania, the Communist Gramsci expressed his conviction that Zionism represents a regression into archaic identity and would quickly give way to communist internationalism, but he died before the creation of a Zionist Israel materialized. Gramsci’s belief stands for all nationalities, because Communists had learned to accept the Nation as an unavoidable and even enriching mediation. An Israeli State would have the same chance to survive as any other State but only as a secular democratic, non-theocratic and non-racial State. Thus one which needs to exist alongside an independent and viable Palestinian State as defined in the Sharing Plan of 1947 for instance (if that sharing plan dropped from outside is accepted by the Palestinians through a referendum.)
When Gramsci talks about State Apparatuses, he does not refer to Carnot and to his “machine à feu”, pointing instead to the specific historical development of political forms.  Namely, the bourgeois instances of representation and their necessary, if revocable concessions to universality, always granted after long struggles but only for a legitimating sake. These are aspects on which Rosa Luxembourg herself insisted strongly for good reasons, although she did not back down from the Saprtakist revolution when she was convinced that the alternative had become socialist revolution or barbarism. 
Following a few miscalculations in the initial struggle against Fascism, soon to be “redeemed” by an exemplary theoretical practice of résistance in Fascist jails, Gramsci’s theoretical understanding of counter-hegemony led to the proposal for a “constituent assembly”. In the end, this led to the triumph of the Communist-led Resistance in Italy. Indeed, despite Yalta and the landing of American and allied forces – lest we forget, the US were ready too reinstall Mussolini in power as well as Pétain in France – this victory was instrumental in establishing the Modern Italian Republic against the fascist monarchy. At its core, it enshrined a mix public and private economy wedded to the constitutionalizing of social rights, including the right to be protected by national solidarity, all these being naturally derived from the right to work with dignity. The Italian Constitution even contemplated the necessity to nationalize private enterprises whenever they were not able to respect these fundamental social duties. 
Gramsci’s Grand diplomacy.

Gramsci’s contribution does not stop here and shines in two other essential instances, namely in the diplomatic strategy carried out by Gramsci in the context of his negotiated liberation. Linked to this, there was Gramsci’s strategy in favor of a “constituent assembly”. The later eventually allowed Stalin to come up with the advanced and innovative concept of “people’s democracy” to be applied to countries having already experienced a bourgeois institutional history, just like Italy. After the Second World War, this led to quick electoral Communist victories in Eastern Europe despite the Soviet absolute military inferiority, at least up until 1949 when the bipolar nuclear balance of power, or nuclear deterrence, followed the autonomous development of the Soviet A bomb. 
With unmatched determination and courage, the prisoner Gramsci, a perspicacious reader of Lenin, transformed the negotiation for his liberation into a grand diplomacy aimed at preventing the rapprochement between Fascist Italy and Hitler. This rapprochement would have accelerated the war against the isolated and still weak USSR with Western complicity. A cooperation treaty was signed in September 2, 1933 (see http://archiviostorico.corriere.it/2006/febbraio/22/Italia_Urss_alti_bassi_tra_co_9_060222088.shtml ), but soon tore apart given Hitler’s increasing domination over Mussolini who had been cowardly abandoned by the West when he had mobilized on the Brenner against the Anschluss. Stalin was himself betrayed by the West. Indeed, the capitalist regimes all went to Munich with the cynical intention to kill two birds with one stone. After all, the internal Masonic war between Nietzsche and Wagner had been reproduced at a political and imperial level by the Nietzschean Germans and the Anglo-Saxons informed by the “Wagnerian” Chamberlain with the complicity of the English royalty and that of the Gotha House; the various Rosenberg, though thinking to be in charge as usual, were only disposable side-products. In the end, the complicit and criminal Rosenberg had to pretend to be sick to avoid going to the Wannsee conference of January 20, 1942 where the Final Solution was dealt with as such, but nonetheless stayed put until the end (See Gilbert Badia, Histoire de l’Allemagne contemporaine, vol. II, 1962.) Thus, Stalin finally had to resort to the same Leninist-Gramscian tactic in order to gain time; he did this with a re-visitation of the first treaty of Brest-Litovsk. Stalin knew full well that, despite the determination of the Soviet citizenry, Soviet planning would not be able to deliver the military means necessary to counter the German War machine, which was the most powerful in the World, before 1943. History proved him right: At Stalingrad the new Soviet tanks started to destroy the German Panzers and the Soviet aviation began to dominate the skies. In turn, this change of situation forced the West to land in extremis in Normandy, (where the tragic farce of Dieppe was no longer in the cards…), lest the Red Army would reach the Atlantic before it. Similarly, the US atomic bombs were used on Hiroshima and Nagasaki (the greatest war crimes ever committed in History), despite the fact that the Japanese had initiated surrendering talks with the Americans. The US bombing was not aimed at the already defeated Japanese; instead, the real objective was to impress and block the Red Army’s advance in Japanese territory from the North. 
With the “constituent assembly” and the “people’s democracy” form, we have one of the greatest political transition masterpieces of all times, a truly Gramscian-Stalinist masterpiece. It was countered by the unilateral rearmament of the German Zone of Occupation under the control of the USA in 1952-53 (It had been preceded by the unilateral introduction of the Mark in the American zone in 1946, an action which amounted to a real declaration of war; it went hand in hand with the warmongering speech by the electoral looser Churchill at Fulton, Missouri, which marks the real beginning of the so-called Cold-War.) Soon after, the transformation of the “containment” policy into an aggressive and destabilizing “roll-back” policy made this transition more difficult. The main idea of this aggressive strategy was that the Egalitarian Communists would hesitate and wobble if pushed to the brink: The Cuban crisis proved them wrong because the Soviet missiles in Cuba had to be exchanged for the US missiles deployed in Turkey, in Southern flank of the USSR. Internal treason was a different game, an important process to analyze because it goes to the roots of Stalin, Trotsky, Mao, Gramsci attempts to prevent the formation of a new dominant class of capitalist-roaders in Socialist countries. Yet, Soviet communism remained an eminently progressive historical form, at least before Khrushchev and his allies took over. Not surprisingly, this take-over was immediately saluted by the counter-revolutionary uprising in Hungary.
Fortunately, the communication between Gramsci and the Soviet leader had been safely ensured by the magnificent Schucht sisters, including Gramsci’s wife. Despite the deleterious and vicious presence of Yeshov, they managed to save Gramsci’s prison Notebooks delivering them, with Stalin support, into the secure hands of Gramsci’s loyal friend and comrade Togliatti. This was done before they could be falsified. They had been created from a different material than Althusser’s wife who had her links with the English Intelligence Services for the greatest and most perverse joy of Peyrefitte and Co (on this subject see the last book published by Althusser himself, which also contains a crucial criticism and denunciation of Lacan.) 
Althusser’s dead angle.

That being said there remains a dead angle in Althusser’s field of vision. He writes an interesting short essay on Montesquieu as the inventor of a new theoretical “continent”. But he does this without mentioning what Montesquieu owed to Giambattista Vico, and to his three realities, namely nature, human institutions and fictions or logical concepts, in the framework of historical becoming. This was a crucial contribution to modern science and social sciences in particular (see Vico’s New Science), one which will be used and refined by Marx. Paul Lafargue rightly insists on Vico’s contribution because without it, it is hard to know what differentiate social sciences from hard or natural sciences, even though the latter remain subject to the dialectics of nature far from the archaic pretensions of positivism. (For instance, the measurement of atmospheric pressure is a scientific rational construct placing its unity at sea level and then building its universal scale from these data; it is even more obvious for relativity involving moving reference points, a discovery originally found in the rough, if I may suggest, in Casanova’s recollections of a travel by the young adventurer in a riverboat.) Althusser thus chose to ignore Vico to demarcate himself from bourgeois historicism. But, in so doing, he placed himself in a position in which he could not rediscover nor properly understand Joachim of Fiore, the great Calabrian Abbot who, through the figure of Thomas Müntzer later, plays a central role in Marx’s and Engels’s exposé of the revolutionary contribution made by the Peasants’ War to the progressive March of History. 
Similarly, this impedes him from fully appreciating the Marxist critique of Hegel’s historicism and that of his bourgeois followers such as Benedetto Croce. EP Thompson, Althusser’s self-appointed but miserable foe, really wanted to eradicate from the political thought of GB any Jacobin or revolutionary roots, and above all any revolutionary egalitarian Marxist thinking – in reality, he only attempts do reactualize Burke against Paine. This is the real and rather pauperian secret behind the so-called “cultural interpretation of class struggles”: In short, the proletariat is primarily said to be the product of a given cultural hegemonic setting, not of the exploitation by capital, hence the Manifesto’s cry for the international unity of the proletariat as a class by and for itself needs to be controlled nationally, through the dominant cultural “peculiarities” of the bourgeois regime!  Fabians can be tolerated, not Marxists. This explain the sheer perversity – in the country of Marjorie Reeves – with which he attempts to go at the very roots of this egalitarian process in his uncompleted study of the great republican and egalitarian English painter William Blake (Witness to the Beast). Blake was clearly influenced by Michel-Angelo and above all by the Michel-Angelo’s of the Sistine Chapel, who in turn was influenced by and who illustrated in part the work of Joachim, as was rightly remarked before me. Dante knew Joachim’s work as much as that of the Pythagorean Plato whose pre-Christ Myth of Er Pamphilian equally informs the structure of his Divina Commedia. In this context, EP Thompson used the same dislikeful tone he always used against Althusser when he attempted to insinuate that Blake was something akin to the “last of the Mohicans”, or more precisely someone connected to the “last of Muggletonians.” But, in so doing, he only revealed more about himself than anything else, but did this just before his death, a usual occurrence given that these sorts of people do not seem to be able to refrain from boasting about their real motives even in a disguised manner ... 
Dialectical materialism vs historical materialism.
However, Althusser thought of himself as an authentic Marxist critique of historicism. As such his project was to attempt to re-establish the scientific character of historical materialism. True, in doing so, he partially remained prisoner to Plekhanov’s interpretation by way of Stalin. However, the Soviet leader went through great lengths to stress the material aspects of “dialectical materialism” in order to avoid any relapse into Idealism. We know through my contribution that what is at steak here is the dialectic of distincts or dialectic of nature (nature is distinct from Man, a natural being, and indeed nature leads to Man, but the reverse is not true) and the dialectic of opposites or dialectic of history (historical forms oppose themselves just like capitalism opposed feudalism; of course, both can coexist for a while but only one can become the dominant mode of production within a specific Social Formation: Hence, feudalism transcended slavery and capitalism transcended feudalism, both leading to a superior socio-economic and cultural form; the same will be true for the Communist mode of production, Socialism being its transition; Socialism begins to transform into Communism as soon as the collective appropriation of “social surplus-value” is established.) This is far from the simplified rendering of Hegel's dialectics as thesis, antithesis and synthesis offered by Michlet. It incorporates in Marxism the useful clarification proposed by the Young Benedetto Croce (What is Living and What is Dead in the Philosophy of Hegel.) For the first time, Croce clearly differentiated between distinct and opposite categories, thus clarifying once and for all the false duality of what he called Aristotelian categories, which do create havoc when used in second-hand proto-dialectical prose, something which then reflects badly on the scientific character of Marxism. 

Yet, these two dialectics must work together (Marx said it in a brilliant sentence in his German Ideology: he stated that Man must necessarily reproduce himself in nature and in history lest the species vanishes.) Hegelian dialectics talks about the unity of the opposites, an utter confusion and a logical impossibility, one which actually disfigured the tight logical and methodological underpinning of Marxism. Stalin tried to escape the problem by stressing dialectical materialism. It was better than Plekhanov’s if only because it stressed the material basis of the dialectical process, since productive forces are natural and technical things to be understood by hard and natural sciences; but it remained confused. Of course, the equivocation on the relationship between productive forces and relations of production sent us back to the two dialectics and their conjugation. This equivocation is at the origin of many vacuous diatribes opposing the emphasis on productive forces on the one hand – the so-called economism – and, on the other hand, the so-called reflection theory between the two levels, the material infrastructures and the historical-ideological superstructures. Lenin had dealt practically with the issue in his Left-Wing Communism: an infantile disorder. http://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1920/lwc/index.htm ) 
The greatness of Althusser – and of Gramsci before him – is to have sensed the importance of the problem: Hence, they develop a reflection theory which freed Marxist from vulgar determinism without however resolving the real problem. However, this explains the rigor and vigor with which Althusser constantly tries to distance himself from anything that smells of bleeding-heart “Humanism” (vague quietist “principles of hope” without revolutionary praxis etc., ) and even more of bourgeois historicism. Of course, the solution is one which equally disposed of the last traces of Cartesian-Leibnizean duality (Object opposed to Subject as re-formalized anew in Ernst Bloch, for instance). It emerges when we realize that the natural dialectic of distinct categories and the historical dialectic of opposite categories are summarized in the overall dialectic (dialectique d’ensemble) which conjugates both in the very Being of Man, the historical Subject. This appears both individually, as the “historical bloc” of Gramsci or the Mille-Feuille of Roland Barthes, and collectively, as the social classes constituted in and for themselves. Therefore, Man, both as an individual personality and collectively as a class, is both the natural and historical Subject: As such it embodies the “contradictory identity” which unites both dialectics in the over-all dialectic. In his Method, which unfortunately remained as an uncompleted draft, Marx makes this very clear. In it, Marx starts by showing that we cannot take our analytical departure from the Nation as the prime historical category because it remains confused in its parameters, and really boils down to the different and opposed social classes, which compose it and make history through their struggles; and, in the same historical process, produce the Nation-State as a specific historical form. As we know, for Marx, “History is the history of the class struggles”. 
Hence, Althusser, who knew Hegel, Kant and Marx among others in great depth, cannot avoid some traces of positivism. Albeit, he makes his best to clarify the percourse of science even when science has not yet reached the historical-conceptual clarification from which a “concrete in thought” can be scientifically established: see his various levels P1, P2, P3 etc., in the Part VI his brilliant essay entitled: “On the Materialist Dialectic”, which first appeared in La Pensée, August 1963, in www.marxists.org for its English version.) 
Althusser, the law of value and the State.

Althusser’s slight traces of positivism can also be seen when he discusses political power. For instance, despite his compromised access to information in Fascist jails, Gramsci launched into a full scale investigation of social and institutional reality. Althusser, for his part, falls back on Carnot and marshals all his logical know-how – I use the term “logical” here rather than “structuralist”, whatever this last term might mean. He does this with great efficiency demolishing the paralogisms then in vogue; however, he could not do more. For instance, he could not say anything definitive on the very principles of the law of value, simply because he did not have in his possession the Marxist Law of Productivity later clarified by me. My scientific clarification is one which disposes definitively of all accusations pertaining to alleged contradictions within the three first Books of Capital (i.e., the so-called transformation of value into prices of production.) As we know, Book III was mainly concerned with “salary, rent and profit” hence re-distribution and therefore the juridical and political institutions behind it. The State – or its “withering away” for that matter- is seen as the result of class-struggles and class alliances. 
In effect, one can perhaps present an analogy with natural sciences but, nonetheless, one cannot really explain States Apparatuses by anchoring himself on Carnot and his understanding, however perceptive, of forces and the transmission of force and the like. Here, Althusser remained vaguely Cartesian … More seriously, he confuses Gramsci with the (Italian, French and Spanish) Eurocommunists who were then instrumentalizing him in order to legitimize their own distanciation from the Soviet bloc, or from what was then given as the Marxist “orthodoxy” (!) In parallel, with the arrival of Berlinguer at the helm of the PCI, many non or anti-Communist “academics” even from outside Italy were allowed to go through and interpret Gramsci’s Archives, whereas their predecessors had been unable to bloc the transmission of Gramsci’s papers to his loyal comrade and friend Togliatti – to whom Stalin fortunately entrusted them before they could be tempered with. No doubt many of these scavengers were just attempting to do preventively for Gramsci what had been done for the Books II and III of Marx’s Capital, which had to be published by others – this happened because Engels had become older and had poor eyesight. These, particularly Bernstein and Kautsky and in part Hilferding, quickly turned out to be the worse renegades of all times. In any case, the posthumous publication of Books II and III of Capital was so cooked-up as to immediately allow the likes of Böhm-Bawerk and the reactionary lodges, together with all their Schools and University Departments involved in the discipline, and even some statisticians from the Tariff Offices such as Bortkiewicz, to pretend that there was a fatal logical flaw between Book I and the other two. 
They summed up this so-called logical flaw as the “problem of transformation of values into prices of production”. By “discovering” it, Böhm-Bawerk went so far as to pretend to have destroyed Marxism “roots and branches”! But his self-proclaimed triumph was far from convincing, even among non-Marxsits: The Young Max Weber, immersed in Junker ideology, became so shaken in his certitudes and so depressed after reading Capital that he had to take a vacation in Italy where his contacts with Italian Nietzscheans provided him with a psychological and ideological way out! (see Hughes, H. Stuart, Consciousness and Society, The Harvester Press, 1979.) One, which was crowned by the crimes of the Weimar republic, to be precise. In effect, with their subjective sophistry anchored in the “calculus of enjoyment and pains”, the Austrian School and its followers only contributed in transforming classical political economy (Smith, Ricardo, Torrens etc) into Marginalism. Their marginal “utility” irremediably confused use value and exchange value; eventually, they forced Léon Walras in his Elements to admit in a footnote that “scarcity is a social product”: Nevertheless, rather that stopping there he continues… for the benefit of Samuelson and Cie, as we know, who waxed eloquent on diamonds and the rest, ignoring the real problem …) In so doing, they transformed the discipline into a notorious “dismal science”. 
All Marxologists and most Marxists were mystified by Böhm-Bawerk’s vacuous boast despite Bukharin’s Economic theory of the leisure class (1927): Later, Paul Sweezy took the “transformation problem” into his hands and with great intellectual honesty published the main texts necessary to deal with it. Though he failed to solve the fake ex ante/post hoc problem himself, he maintained the Law of value as a necessary prior logical step, one strongly backed by economic history. He also presented the problem to Einstein who gave his excellent but partial version in his important Why socialism? (May 1949) see: http://monthlyreview.org/2009/05/01/why-socialism . 
As his own tentative and personal solution, the great American Marxist Sweezy attempted to present a theory of “surplus”. It was one that he could use to interpret the most advanced theories of his time, such a Keynesianism as well as the experience of the US War planning for which he had worked as well as H. Magdof, and the thesis of monopoly capital, the latter having had its capitalist translation in the 20’s with the Big Corporation described by Means. The initial Monopoly theory was born strait out of elucidation by Lafargue, Hilferding and Lenin of Marx’s laws of motion of Capitalism: namely centralization and concentration of capital. Sraffa, Robinson, Chamberlain and even Schumpeter attempted a bourgeois or academic version of it in order to escape the ridicule of a Marginalist theory still wedded to “perfect free competition”. Retaken in the 30 conjointly with the public servant Berle, the Monopoly theory in the guise of the theory of the Big Corporation became the key to the New Deal because it substituted the unreal perfect competition model with the undeniable and dominant description of the social reality of the time. It was one which called for a socio-economic equilibrium or counter-weight to be achieved with the collective bargaining instituted by the Wagner Act under FD Roosevelt. This brought a revolution in the management of industrial relations –see Ralph Darendorf for instance – and remained dominant until the unleashing of the Reaganite and Monetarist counter-reform. Its late extension had been the positive theory of counter-weight and public technostructure developed by authors like J. Galbraith. (See Note 15 on John Galbraith in my bilingual Book III entitled Keynesianism, Marxism, Economic Stability and Growth, in the Books sections of this same site.)
The only Marxists who did not fall in the presumed contradiction trap were our Bolshevik comrades: It is my contention that this is due mainly to Lenin’s good knowledge of the incomparable contribution to Marxist theory and practice offered by Paul Lafargue, one who, of course, is neglected by mainstream (!) Marxists, though he was well known by Hilferding as is obvious in his theory of financial capital. Note should be taken here of the usual idiocy told about Marx’s presumed judgment on the incomparable Lafargue, in the recollection of Engels, according to which Marx commented: “If this is Marxism, then I am not a Marxist”. If you refer back to the context what was meant was exactly the opposite. (2). The hatred against Lafargue was compounded by his brilliant Marxist critiques of the exclusivist Mythology of his time. In any case, the truth is that French and Bolshevik communism would not have existed without Paul Lafargue’s life-long devotion to the cause of the International and without his sheer scientific brilliance. Stalin was largely immune to deviations if only because, loyal to Lenin’s teachings, he was deeply enmeshed into the concrete reality of economic planning and quickly understood the mechanic of productivity in pragmatic terms as Bernal testified (see his Economic problems of socialism in the USSR, in http://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/stalin/works/1951/economic-problems/index.htm ). Stalin also understood the necessity to dispose of food and energy surpluses in order to accelerate the planned socio-economic development of the USSR. Let us underline here that his so-called “Socialism in one country”, a refrain from and for simpletons (more than naïve followers of Longuet), really meant socialism in two third of the biggest continent on Earth, with a Soviet Union composed of many federated republics and some 110 ethnic groups and nationalities! In so doing, Stalin gave himself the possibility to transform the USSR from an underdeveloped country into a superpower capable to break the German industrial-military machine and be a strong match to the Western coalition. He did so with only two 5-year plans. As we know Yeltsin, with the active help of Western advisers such as de Boissieu – also responsible for the Lolf in France - and Jeffrey Sachs, took less than 7 years to destroy the superpower once called the USSR, dismembering it in the process. 
It turned out, however, that my clarification of the law of productivity based on Marx’s Labor Law of Value and duly reintegrated in the Equations of Simple and Enlarged Reproduction of Book II, demonstrates that the so-called “transformation problem” is totally fake. Moreover, my demonstration solves the so-called “rent” problem thus opening the road to ecomarxism, together with the problematic of the coexistence under dominance of different modes of production. Ironically, it also definitively shows that this ex ante/post-hoc problem, far from applying to the Marxist Labor Law of Value, applies instead to all versions of bourgeois economics, be they classical, Marginalist or neo-classical, just has Marx had foreseen in this Parisian manuscripts of 1844, and, in fact, anticipated with the chapter of Capital Book I dedicated to the critique of “The last hour of Senior”, namely the definitive critique of the fatidic “margin” of the blind industrialists from Manchester who were behind his propaganda. As you know, they opposed the secular reduction to a 10-hour working day as if it were to usher England into the Apocalypse! The bourgeoisie still hold to this lunacy failing to understand that, aside from the limited escape into export – such as advised by the current epigones of the Chicago Boys, European version – involving colonies and the imperial division of the World, it represents the only viable way to lift the fatal contradiction of their mode of production, namely that which opposes over-production and under-consumption in a specific Social Formation (see Lenin Imperialism, the highest stage of capitalism http://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1916/imp-hsc/index.htm .) My contribution has caused my preventive academic exclusion as well as the ensuing tight Masonic and police overdetermined academic occultation, criminal harassment – which did not spare my family - and social ostracism, but in the end the intellectual victory remains mine. In fact, it stands as one of the most damning condemnation of academic exclusion and political harassment carried out for the sake of supporting an unfair regime, ever levied in the History of Mankind: And it calls for its day of reckoning. Be it as it may, the burden of a scientific refutation and academic and social reparations is now in their camps. History will judge me, but above all it will judge them. We do not need to refer to Sun Tzu’s Art of War to understand why my occultation was even tighter within contemporary post-USSR European Communist Parties, all mainly betrayed at the very top. In Italy too, of course.
Gramsci as the creative and loyal Stalinist.

However, I am please to report that the perspective is presently changing for my comrade Gramsci. I had often underlined the evidence according to which Gramsci was an authentic Leninist in the same way as Stalin. In order to escape Fascist censure Gramsci had to play on words; for instance, given the Fascist Gentile’s so-called philosophy of action, he calls the Communist Party the party of action and so on. All the bourgeois theoreticians who have dealt with Gramsci so far are easily recognized by the ideological instrumentalization they make of this voluntary linguistic floating in Gramsci (a linguist by training). In so doing, they attempt to turn Gramsci, the Marxist who insisted vigorously on the scientific autonomy of Marxism, into some sort of “sociology of knowledge” or historicist theoretician! However, as I have pointed out elsewhere, this is a rather impossible task, Gramsci having adhered to the III International led by Lenin, before Lenin’s death, an organization he remained loyal to until his death. But, of course, Gramsci never believed in any credo (not even in Marxism as a credo as is made crystal clear by his oft misunderstood “revolt against Capital” i.e the revolt against Marxism as ideology in order to recover Marxism as the scientific treasure of the proletariat.) He was one who was willing (and demanded) to redo the work by himself, taking into account the present and concrete problems facing him as a Communist. Not surprising, the angles of the attacks are now changing: See for instance the truly imbecilic G. Vacca who now heads the Gramsci Institute of Rome and the Scientific commission of the National Edition of Gramsci’s work!!! Now these servi in camera are starting to emphasize the “Stalinist” (!) aspects in Gramsci. And indeed Gramsci backed Stalin against Trotsky, just like Mao did, but he did this by emphasizing the Trotskyite concept of “social revolution” and thus the necessity of a cultural revolution (i.e. the necessity for a new hegemony of the proletariat squarely based on Human equality and science.) The cultural and scientific revolution had to be used as an antidote against the ossification and deviance of the Party and of the State bureaucracy during the transition period. 
The same is done for Togliatti who is now gratuitously accused by this Vacca and others, shamelessly resorting to all sorts of innuendo, of many treasons (both personal and political), when the reality is well known: First, the treacherous manipulations of Ruggero Grieco who was the acting General secretary of the PCI in the absence of Gramsci and of Togliatti; Grieco wrote anonymous letters in Basel and had them sent from Moscow in an attempt to make them look more legitimate; of course, these were “intercepted” by the Fascist police and resulted in the Fascist prosecution against Gramsci and of other main leaders of the PCI, feeding the obviously never proven accusation of their participation in terrorist acts … Gramsci was understandably furious when he learned about them and demanded that the heads of the Party be kept away from his own grand diplomacy regarding the USSR-Italy treaty, which would have been crowned with his liberation. Gramsci was well apprised of the essential difference between internal matters and interstates relationships. It is a difficult game to play at times, but, in reality, this goes to the heart of the Gramscian concept of the autonomy of each Communist Party inside the International, both having to be supported at the same time. His grand diplomacy was therefore not in contradiction with his “constituent assembly” internal strategy. The USSR had to be defended at all costs as the vital red base of the whole International; without it, the West would have come to term with the Nazi regime. In fact, the elites in the West were clearly favorable to the anti-communist fascist regimes; the US even financed Ezra Pound propaganda in Italy. Meanwhile, the Party had to exercise its autonomy trying to unify all the opposition parties within the Resistance; this had to be done in favor of a common project, that of the constituent assembly to be called in order to decide the fate of the country once it would have been freed from its Fascist domination. Second, the undisputable loyalty of Togliatti to Gramsci, the very same Togliatti who saw the urgency to preserve and disseminate Gramsci’s thought as the best instrument which could lead to the development of a loyal and yet autonomous Italian Communist Party within the Communist International. In fact, even this Vacca is obliged to note that, in so doing, Togliatti had quickly started to publish crucial Gramscian texts, editing them himself even under the Francoist bombs during the Spanish Civil War. 
Moreover, the first complete edition of Gramsci, one which was unaltered and completed without any tentative to impose any specific interpretation on it, was the direct result of Togliatti’s respectful approach. In so doing, Togliatti was exemplary whatever his other political shortcomings, if any, might have been (apparently, given their present renegade fate, which includes the destruction of our first Constitution born from the Resistance and from Gramsci’s “constituent assembly”, he had a very poor judgment when choosing collaborators even or especially within the Youth organizations of the PCI. This is illustrated by the whole crew of la Bolognina and many others.) Togliatti has set the standard in approaching Gramsci’s precious work. And this is all in honor of our comrade Gramsci, who will for ever remain the true “Capo” of the Party in Italy, as he remained the Capo of Togliatti who had always refused the title for himself while Gramsci was still alive, though in Fascist jails. Remember that the Fascist regime unwittingly honored him too: Indeed, the Fascist judge who condemned him declared in his sentence that its aim was to prevent this man to think for 20 years. The Fascists failed miserably in this, but you can see their rational, it is the same which always prevails for all obscurantists and racists, who would pretend to be masters of the Earth: Science is a light they cannot stand without perishing. And Marxism is nothing other than science.
Today these renegades working hand in hand with Italian Spinellians and their European counterparts have utterly destroyed Italy’s and utterly undercut the European Union’s socio-economic bases. It was quick: It took them only a decade. As Spanish comrades have realized, today the members of the Eurozone, and of the EU in general, urgently need a new “constituent assembly”. The Spirit of Equality and Resistance of Gramsci will prevail “once again”. 

Althusser on Rousseau and Feuerbach.

We need to add two remarks A) on Althusser and Rousseau and B) on Althusser and Feuerbach. 
A) Althusser on Rousseau. What is at stake here is the theory of transition and his relationship with scientific exposition as opposed to investigation (Kant, Marx). Exposition can only be general in nature, be it with the Social Contract, with Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, or with Capital. Rousseau is very clear on this point: he sees his Social Contract as his general theory and his two constitutions for Corsica and for Poland as its concrete implementations. These two pieces are very powerful indeed: They think of the transition as a dynamic dialectic (or maïeutics), taking its departure from what is, in order to arrive slowly, through an overdetermined institutional framework, to the thought-after egalitarian result, one which would therefore be achieved from within. The result is the concretization of the social contract itself, sustained by its own internal “economy”. Rousseau was a great student of Lycurgus and of the Ancient Classics. He was interested by the Ancient and Roman constitutions documented in various Ancient Authors whom he was familiar with. Idem: Marx had no time to complete his work yet, with his Critique of the Program of Gotha he provided us with a version, perhaps a bit “primitive” in the sense of being necessarily schematic and yet essential, of the crucial concept of “social surplus-value”. This was elaborated and implemented by Lenin, Stalin, Gramsci, Mao, Ho Chi Ming and the Che. It was not a small achievement, even when measured in terms of Marx’s other unmatchable contributions. See the use Che Guevara makes of it in his “On the budgetary finance system” February 1964, in Che Guevara Reader, Ocean Press, 1997, a formidable essay, which largely informed the Cuban economic planning through the “presupuesto”, up until the present “reforms”. Yet, for all I know, Althusser seems to have ignored the crucial importance of these constitutions. 
B) Althusser on Feuerbach. On Feuerbach, he does sense that something does not square out. Indeed, he quotes Engels’s when he ingeniously reproaches his splendid isolation to Feuerbach whom the younger Marx had mistakenly praised as having made modern socialism possible. For some reason, Marx knew better but never seems to have entirely clarified the issue, though nothing can yet be affirmed on the subject. As for Engels, he had been led astray by his own youthful impression and above all by the developments contributed by Otto Bauer on the topic of the critique of Christianity, especially of the proto-socialist kind. (Marx and Engels had been concerned in their youth to demarcate clearly between scientific socialism and so-called Utopian socialism.) Althusser equally notes in the above quoted article on the Limits of Marx, the “naturalism” of Feuerbach. This is a very powerful remark indeed, one which goes to the heart of the matter and probably explains why he was willing to revisit Spinoza in great depth. In effect, Feuerbach is a forger, and a rabbinical reactionary one at that. He stands as the direct predecessor of Nietzsche criticizing the (egalitarian or companionate) Idols, especially those of the Paulian universalistic Church as opposed to the forged obedient Church of the obedient circumcised Jew Saint Peter, portrayed by reactionary lodges as the “minor brother” just good to head the Christian Church (see my Nietzsche as an awakened nightmare in the Books section of this site.) 
This is done in the name of an engineered regression, one which would not shy away from artificially creating the new Idols thought to be necessary to stabilize the New philo-Semite Nietzschean World Order. This artificial creation necessitated the narrative falsification of History and, with Heidegger, even the falsification of philology. As we know, philology had been the scalpel used by Vico very precisely to arrive at the notion of historical egalitarian becoming. Being from Naples, Vico was exposed to the secularization of the Spirit by Joachim and to his three “Ages”, of the Father, of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. He also derived his concept of historical becoming largely from his reading of the class struggles in Ancient Rome (see his Antichissima sapienza italiana), a conclusion which would then be secularized entirely by Kant, refined by Hegel and definitively established on its scientific footing by Marx with his theory of historical materialism. Science knows only scientific refutation, which it welcomes as its best mean to advance. Because it fails to produce a scientific refutation of its adversaries, social regression is forced to invent obscurantist narratives and to impose them institutionally and academically, through legal and brute force: It is as simple as that (see Huntington on the “deference to Authority” just before his “clash of civilizations”.) This was already done with the Bible as Spinoza (and Ibn Ezra) had demonstrated, or with the refutation of the hierarchical interpretation of the catholic Gospels as soon as the Bible was printed in the “vulgar” idioms (it had not been available to most persons before and even then only in its vulgate form). In effect, this constituted the true social and intellectual revolution provoked by Gutenberg, over and above the pure but technical printing feat which had been precedented by other powerful techniques such as the incunabula, probably derived from the contact with China. 
Feuerbach’s goal was to demolish the secularization of society and the Nation-State, the cradle of democracy exercised by all citizens, as well as the conception of “historical becoming”, especially because it was menacing again to take the form of Reason on horseback, as it eventually would with the European-wide Social Revolution of 1848. The concept of historical becoming was passed on to Marx by Hegel from Vico and from Joachim of Fiore. The Jewish and vaticanesque kabala had been largely developed as a first attempt to counter the Calabrian Abbot’s Pythagorean based contribution offered during the First European Renaissance. You might want to check the busload of obscurantist crap lavished on Zephirots and their standing on the Tree of Life and compare it to the (Titus) Menorah otherwise called the Luminary; of course, the European kabala Tree started its ravages after the Arabs had rediscovered and translated the old Greek and Roman texts. It all boils down to a mixture of astrology, astronomy and magical incantation devised to preach to the gullible and to block the road of science to the masses. The counter-reform forcefully implemented by the Jesuits in the name of the undisputable Authority of the Pope led by the obedient schizophrenic Loyola attempted to do the same against the new science emerging from the Second Renaissance. This was not knew: The same had been done before for Pythagoras, Socrates and Jesus-Christ, or even for Seneca with the pseudo-invention of the Roman (Jewish) Sibyl, one made necessary but the fact that Augustus had ordered the destruction of all obscurantist prophetic texts in Rome except those pertaining to the Roman sibylline ones (see Sutonius). Note that the first translation in English of a fragment the Epic of Gilgamesh, the early Sumerian source of the oldest parts of the Jewish Bible, a second-hand text, dates from the 1830’s … to which must be added Champellion’s impact with the various versions of the Egyptian Book of the Dead that his deciphering had made possible (i.e. resurrection and last judgment in the form of the weighting of souls in the famous balance). We must add to this work of the reactionary lodges the discovery by the English military intelligence of Indian Bramanic domination tricks, which were quickly added to those of Burke and of the so-called Tradition.) 
Consequently, Feuerbach’s Essence of Christianity is intended as a critique of the secular Kant just as his Theogonie (unfortunately only accessible in fragmented translated excerpts, which is a real academic shame) was intended as a critique of Leibniz’s Theodicy and therefore one addressed to “natural law”. Of course, natural law constituted one of the main basis for secular equality (it was reformulated by Vico as the historicized “diritto delle genti”.) Not surprisingly Feuerbach sent everything back into naturalism and sums up his position as “Ich fülhe, ich bin” and not “Ich fülhe, ich denke, ich bin”. Bergson will later attempt a new attack against what he called the “geometric philosophy” of Descartes, Kant etc, Descartes having been suspected of atheism by his previous Jesuit masters and by his Rosicrucian’s colleagues. For Descartes the Human soul equated with Reason – certainly derived from the Pythagorean influence of the occulted Calabrian Telesio – reflects the perfection of God. But Man is solely responsible for his own apprehension of the world; a lesson from the Discours de la méthode which the incomparable Kant will remember well and bring to its secular and revolutionary conclusion. These even sent the young mathematically trained Leibniz in Paris when Descartes was dying in order to preventively go through his papers. (On the subject see the book by Amir D. Aczel “Le carnet secret de Descartes” JC Lattès, 2007, edizione originale 2005) 
Pascal too tried to demolish the tendency toward the atheist philosophy of doubt or geometrical philosophy, but like Saint Anselm and his proof of the existence of god by the sole perfection of his attributes – reformulated by the ingrained optimism of Leibniz, although, ironically, Voltaire’s Pangloss ends up hanged … - , his famous “bet” happily confused the human consequences of the purported divine being’s existence with one of his imputed attribute, namely infinity. However, as do Pythagoras and Socrates or Vico and Marx for that matter, one can scientifically bet on universal Consciousness driven by ethical Good – as opposed to sole utilitarian good: In French “Bien” rather than simply “Bon”): Without it, nature, biological life and ethico-political life would not be viable, since Consciousness is the self-conscious organization of nature at its highest stage, namely life or Consciousness in all its possible forms. This is an emphasis of the Pythagorean synthesis of rational thought, but we now know that it is propelled by class struggles, and not by an abstract Providence as Vico first demonstrated: It is still impeccably valid, and forms the reasonable certitude behind the secularization of the “Spirit” understood as historical becoming. This so-called “geometric philosophy” or more precisely the philosophy of doubt will eventually come of age with Marx after its transition through Kant’s able hands, the great I. Kant who first made secular science possible, outside metaphysical considerations, and thus possible tout court. When morals or deference to unscientific Authority go against this, the result can only be alienation in all its different forms and degrees. On the subject see my Pour Marx, contre le nihilisme and its chapter on archeoastronomy, astrology and astronomy, the calendar, religions and Marxist psychoanalysis.              
Paul De Marco (translated and augmented from the French draft version of February 11, 2013.)  

Copyright © La Commune, February 17, 2013.                                                                                                            

Notes :

1) Rohmer’s film was an unusual big budget work such as was commonly backed by philo-Semite Masonic lodges active behind the scene at the time, an initiative which saw cinema as a cultural weapon in the class struggle, although Rohmer was far too subtle to fall in the trap. However, his militancy would not go further than his film on ecology. That being said the intimate sociology of Rohmer, together with his cinematic brilliance (he is a master in using all cinematic idioms, including colors and moods with the freshness of small budget productions) would deserve more attention by the Left than it had so far. Mirabelle answers to Rainette: The law of the strongest does not make a difference since I am here, and she then proposes to share her apartment. In his “Collectionneuse” you might question the allusion to Saint-Just, but the implicit critique of calculated distancing as a power play remains strong given that we are really faced here with a venal collectionneur rather than with a calculating collectionneuse. The emergence of new dominant classes, particularly inside republican-egalitarian societies, tend to follow this same logic of distanciation, backed and ossified by the accumulation of wealth derived from privileged access to rare resources. And I must admit that his treatment of Honoré d’Urfé amounts to a small master piece: Behind the overt pedantic manners (a tentative to revolutionize social moors by the most advanced section of the aristocracy of the time) he draws the most progressive ideas of the epoch; to simplify we have a return to Pythagorism, including the new comprehension of religion and thus of interpersonal and social relationships. One could make a beautiful movie out of the reconstitution of the now lost poem of Gassendi’s work said to be possessed by Molière, to be precise the Molière who was in intimate contact with the most advanced pre-Illuminists Italian and European Circles. These acquaintances transformed him into one of the first cultural figures, with Shakespeare, who pioneered the illustration of the new behavioral codes, which will later flourish with the Encyclopedists, thus changing the “common sense” of the masses. Theatre was then the most efficient mean to interact with the masses and with the most advanced sections of society – just as cinema was and could become anew today with a néo-nouvelle vague to be created? See for instance the ferocious cabala mounted by the Jesuits, despite La Chaise the accommodating confessor of Louis XIV, a king who produced and impersonated in ballet and Etiquette forms the socially transposed harmony of the solar system. The young Sun King was then under the influence of Campanella, the Calabrian author of the Città del Sole, who brought with him in France the new Arabic knowledge on the matter; unfortunately he was later replaced by the reactionary Mme de Maintenon under Jesuit influence, who was instrumental in the revocation of the Edit de Nantes, an intolerant and reactionary move that had been foreshadowed at the beginning of the reign by the destruction of Port-Royal and its rigorist, yet efficient, social and educational critique levied by the Jansenists (see Pascal’s Provinciales) against the Jesuits who truly were the philo-Semite Nietzschean obscurantists of the epoch. 
2) (See my translation below) Voici ce que l’on peut lire dans le Courrier des Lecteurs du Le Monde diplomatique de janvier 2013, p 2.

Guerre d’Espagne. M. Fernando Malverde réagit à la recension de l’autobiographie de Cipriano Mera par Floréal Melgar « Guerre, exil et prison d’un anarcho-syndicaliste »

Les « communistes staliniens » d’un côté, l’anarcho-syndicaliste en perdant magnifique de l’autre : on est en pleine image d’Epinal. Il est dommage que, même dans un texte court, Floréal Melgar n’ait pas dit l’essentiel concernant Cipriano Mera : le rôle fondamental qu’il a joué dans la trahison qui provoqua la chute de Madrid et l’entrée sans combat des troupes franquistes, le 28 mars 1939. C'est en effet le coup d’Etat du colonel Segismundo Casado, le 5 mars 1939, qui accéléra la fin de la guerre d’Espagne. Casado, qui manœuvre dans la coulisse avec l’Etat-major de Francisco Franco, renverse le gouvernement de Juan Negrin et de ses soutiens communistes, partisans d’une guerre à outrance. Il provoque une « guerre civile dans la guerre civile » qui fait en quelques jours au moins deux mille morts. Le bras armé de ce coup d’Etat est le quatrième corps d’armée, sous les ordre de …Cipriano Mera. On connaît le résultat de ce sabordage de la résistance : Franco ne tint aucun compte des allégeances anticommunistes des auteurs de cette reddition. Tout le monde fut traité avec la même dureté, dans un véritable bain de sang. 

Translation: Here is what one can read in the letters to the editor of the Le Monde diplomatique of January 2013, p 2.
The Spanish War. Mr. Fernando Malverde reacts to the summary of Cipriano Mera’s autobiography by Floréal Melgar entitled “War, exile and imprisonment of an anarcho-syndicalist.”

The “Stalinist communists” on one side, the anarcho-syndicalist as the magnificent loser on the other: We are here thrown into a typical Image d’Epinal. One can only regret that even in such a short text Floréal Melgar does not provide the essential fact about Cipriano Mera: Namely, the fundamental role he played in the treason which provoked the fall of Madrid and the invasion of the Frankist troops on March 28, 1939. Indeed, it was the coup d’Etat of Colonel Segismundo Casado on March 5, 1939, which accelerated the end of the Spanish War. Casado, who had been maneuvering in the background with the General Staff of Francisco Franco, overthrew the government of Juan Negrin and of his communist supporters who were all in favor of waging war to the end. He provoked a “civil war within the civil war” one which caused more that two thousand deaths in only a few days. The armed instrument of this coup d’Etat was the IV Army Corp under the command of … Cipriano Mera. We know what followed: Franco ignored the anticommunists allegiances of the author of this rendition. Everyone was treated with the same savagery in a real blood bath. 

3) Lettre à E. Bernstein Friedrich Engels 2 novembre 1882 http://www.marxists.org/francais/engels/works/1882/11/fe18821102.htm 

Quand vous ne cessez de répéter que le « marxisme » est en grand discrédit en France, vous n'avez en somme vous‑même d'autre source que celle‑là ‑ du Malon de seconde main. Ce que l'on appelle « marxisme » en France est certes un article tout spécial, au point que Marx a dit à Lafargue : « Ce qu'il y a de certain, c'est que moi je ne suis pas marxiste ». Mais si Le Citoyen a tiré l'été dernier à 25 000 exemplaires et acquis une position telle que Lissagaray a mis en jeu sa réputation pour la conquérir, cela semble tout de même contredire quelque peu ce prétendu discrédit. Mais ce qui le contredit davantage encore, c'est que ce discrédit n'empêche pas ces gens d'avoir assez de crédit pour que, chassés du Citoyen, ils fondent le jour même un nouveau grand quotidien et, en dépit des chicanes du propriétaire de l'ancien Citoyen, le maintiennent en vie pendant quinze jours, grâce au seul appui de travailleurs et de petits‑bourgeois (ouvriers et petits industriels, écrit Lafargue), et trouvent un capitaliste avec lequel ils vont traiter demain sur le sort définitif du journal : oui ou non. Lorsque les faits parlent si haut, Malon ferait bien de garder pour lui son « discrédit ». 
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