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Reading Althusser is rather like trying to untangle a badly
cast fishing line. He tends to proceed by assertion rather than by
argument. He constructs and then destroys straw people of all
kinds. He distorte and misuses quotations outrageously. He uses
complicated metaphors and simplistic labels. Thus both the adherent
and the opponent have to try to bring together brief assertions and
discussions from various points in his essays, either to attempt to
show their coherence or else to attempt to unravel their complicated
confusions. There is a certain coherence in Hs work, which derives
from the fact that throughout he is attacking the same theoretical
position. There are also vast confusions, but, in order to under-
stand these confusions, we need to begin with a clear understanding
of what it is that Althusser is attacking.

Even here we are faced with the problem that he himself
rarely gives a clear and detailed account of his enemy. For example,
in several essays in For Marx he discusses Marx's 'break' with
Feuerbach, but nowhere does he bother to give a concise account of
the exact nature of Feuerbach's position, as opposed to a series
of labellings of Feuerbach. Nevertheless, it is clear that, at
every point, the fundamental object of his attack is any theory of
automatic progress. It is possible to distinguish three such
theories, two of which he names, and the third of which, for
political reasons, he tends not to name. They are -

1) The Hegelian idea of history as the unfolding of "the Nation"
in a process in which, at any one time, the existing totality
is the expression of a single principle, and in which the end is
already essentially contained in the beginning. The end is the
'truth' of the beginning and, in turn, is to be understood in
terms of its origin in a genesis from this beginning.

2) The 'materialist' version of this theory contained in the so-
called "Diamat", in which history develops inevitably through
certain stages, in each stage of which the social whole consists
of a 'base' - the node of production - and a superstructure which
ig a reflection or an expression of the base. Each stage can
be understood through an account of the genesis of the mode of
production which characterises it, and by demonstrating how this
mode of production is reflected in the other elements of the
sociel whole.

3) What might be termed the Whig or Liberal idea in terms of which
history is a process of progressive enlightenment and consequent

social improvement. Ignorance is the obstacle to well-being.
Ignorance is overcome by the progressive acquisition of new
knowledge, and the new knowledge in turn produces more enlightened
action which does away with the evils of the past. History is
thus the progressive uncovering of the rational essence of man,
and the way to speed up the process is through tolerant dialogue



and communication. Feuerbach's naturalist anthropology may
be seen as a variant of this poeition insofar as it assumes
a husan essence already at the beginning of history, which
merely finds different and progressively more adequate forms
of expression in history.

Although at firet sight it would seem that the first two, and

e three theories are 'revolutionary',

particularly the gecond, of thes
in fact, correct in

whilet the third is evolutionary, Althusser is,
pointing out that they do share a common structure in the idea of

the progressive unfolding of an original essence. I certainly agree
with Althusser in criticising such theories, and also appreciate the
political significance of the fact that, while he refers mainly to

the Hegelian and Liberal veriants, the effective object of his attack
is the Diamat, which he could not name clearly whilst remaining in
the FCF. One must thus, to some extent, accept Althusser's claim
that his work was written within a particular political conjuncture
and with a particular purpose, and draw the conclusion that some of it
obscurities also derive from what could not, for this very reason,

be said explicitly. But, while working from within the FCF in order
to destroy the Diamat may be desirable, it may also place serious
constraints on how that is to be done, in particular by placing the
Party and the USSR ‘out of (critical) bounds'.

My criticism of Althusser, then, will not be aimed at
resurrecting any of the above theories but, rather, will try to show
that he has produced an untenable alternative and, in doing so, has
incorrectly rejected a mumber of valid theoretical problems.

1) SCIENCE, PHILOSOPHY and IDEOLOGY.

a) Science.

In S~ C Althusser attacks the opposition Truth-Error and
Knowledge-Ignorance as 'idealist' theories. Since he does not really
specify in what sense they are idealist, and since he himself
frequently uses these categories (e.g. p.154, 156, 170, 174), it is
not immediately clear what he is getting at. However, it seems to
me that he is not objecting to the use of these categories themselves,
but rather to any theory of science which operates exclusively with
these categories, and which sees science as the simple replacement
of old errors with new truths, or else, in a more Hegelian sense,
which sees the truth as developing out of error, as the truth of that
error.

In PM Althusser writes (using the term 'ideology' more loosely
than in his later writings) "But Marx's position and his whole
critique of ideology implies on the contrary that science (which
apprehends reality) constitutes in its very meaning a break with
ideology, and that it sets itself up on a new terrain, that it
constitutes itself on the basis of new questions, that it raises othe;
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questions about reality than ideology, or what comes to the same
thing, that it defines ite object differently from ideology"

(FM 78, PM 75)

What is being suggested here is that it is @rong to see the
progrese of knowledge in terme of a given set of questions which
are successively answered. Rather, it is possible for the question
to change, and when we change our questions we may throw new light
on the whole field. The set of fundamental questions which define
the parameters of 'knowledge' at any given time are
described as the 'problematic', and the 'break' occurs when this
problematic is changed. In these broad terms this is a position
which would today be accepted by a wide range of philosophers of
science. But the problem with Althusser's position is in the
way in which he interprets this. Firstly, he operates with a
normative concept of 'wcience' as in some sense adequate to
'reality'. Although truth does not ‘'develop out of' error, it
does seem to be contrasted with error in a much more absolute
sehse than would be permitted by, say, Kuhn's analagous notion of
paradign change. This raises the problem of the criteria
of 'science' in a particularly sharp way, but the formulation of
thie problem is confused by a further distinction which Althusser
mekes between real object and object of knowledge.

Althusser rejects the idea that knowledge is achieved by a
process of abstraction from a given real object. Instead, he
suggests, that the process of production of knowledge needs to be
understood in terms of the relation between three types of
generality (GI, GII, GIII) -

GI is the 'non material', but it is not a pure or direct ecperience
of an object. Rather, it is already pre-formed, either as existing
assumptions or as perceptual experience already organised in mental
categories (LCT 49 PM 187). This raw material is worked on by
GII, which is the set of concepts which constitutes the 'theory' of
the science in question. The result is GIII, which is described
as 'concrete' generality, and is "une connaissance". (PM 187)
Althusser argues that the entire process of moving from GI to GIII
via GII takes place entirely "dans la connaissance" or "dans la
pratique théorique"; "of course it concerns the concrete-real,

but this concrete-real 'survives in its independence after as
before, outside thought' (Marx) without it ever being possible to
confuse it with that other 'concrete' which is the knowledge of

it" (PM 189, FM 186). He calls this thought-concrete "the object
of knowledge" in contradistinction to the "real object".

Althusser bases this distinetion primarily on a misleading
exegesis of a passage in Marx's introduction to the Grundvisse
100-102. In this passage Marx criticises Hegel for " (falling)
into the illusion of conceiving the real as the product of
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thought concentrating itself..." Hegel identifies the real
with the procese of thought, and this identity is being denied by
Marx, he believes. Marx is agreeing with Hegel that thought
involves moving from the abstract to the concrete (against an
empiriciet position which would move from 'concrete' to 'abstract')
and is suggesting that this fact helped Hegel to fall into the
trap of actually conceiving of the real as a product of thought.
But he is not concerned with making a point in the opposite directio
by suggesting that +there is an 'object of knowledge' distinct from
the real object, or that the process of reaching 'the concrete'
occurs entirely in thought. Marx's own position is stated clearly
as follows: "The concrete is concrete because it is the concentratio
of many determinations, hence unity of the diverse. It appears in
the process of thinking, therefore, as a process of concentration,
as a result, not as a point of departure, even though it is the
point of departure in reality and hence also the point of departure
for observation and conception.....(the Hegelian position) is
correct in so far as the concrete totality is a totality of thought:
concrete in thought, in fact a product of thinking and
comprehending; but not in any way a product of the concept which
thinks and generates itself outside or above observation and
conception; a product, rather, of the working up of
observation and conception into concepts" (101) Thus the'point
of departure' is the concrete in reality, from which come
observations and conceptions which are then worked up into concepts.
These concepts are not abstractions, in the sense that they are
complex determinations which carry a greater wealth of meaning than
do the original observations and conceptions (they are 'Hegelian'
concepts rather than 'Humean' concepts). But they nevertheless
remain related to and tested by original observations and
conceptions. In fact, in most sciences, the actual process of
moving towards GIII is continually enriched by further observation.
Althusser's model, suggesting as it does a given GI which, as it
were, remains constant throughout the process, is far too rigid to
describe actual scientific activity. One may agree that the
observations are already themselves structural in certain ways by
techniques, ideological presuppositions etc. (PM 196-7) but this is
not the same as saying that "Knowledge working on its object does
not then wurk on the regl object, but on its own raw material,
which constitutes, in the rigorous sense of the term, its "object"
(of knowledge)" LCI 49. The point is that it is working on the
real object, but always through its own categories. This fact of
course produces serious criterial problems, but they are not nearly
so serious as those produced by Althusser's approach.
Before looking at these problems, it is worth considering
why Althusser wishes to insist on the 'object of knowledge'. In

g7C. he states that all he wishes to do is to point out that
ou
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"you muet not comfuse the real thing and its cpnoept” (192

and suggests that his thesis " 'functions' in a very similar manner
to Lenin's dietinotion between absolute truth and relative truth,
and to a very similar purpose" (193). But Lenin's distinotion i@
made within the context of a distinctly evolutionist notion of the
growth of knowledge, whereas Althusser is operating within quite a
different problematic. He wants to be able to conceptualise what
happens when & scientific revolution occurs, when there is a shift
in problematic. Here it does seem tempting to say that there has
been a change in the very object with which knowledge is concerned;
for example, when "phlogiston chemistry" is replaced with a whole
new system of chemistry. But it is still misleading to treat this
as a change in the object, unless one is referring to the discovery
of whole new classes of phenomena, such as imaginary numbers in
maths or sub-atomic particles in physics. Althusser seems to
conflate this kind of change - the (real) object of knowledge with
his own change in the (non-real) object of knowledge (cf ILCII p.42)
But another reason for his insistence comes, T think, from getting
trapped in one of his own metaphors about "sightings" and
"oversights" in hie discussion of Adam Smith's apparent 'myopia'

in contrast with Marx's 50/50 vieion (ICI 16-25). After developin
khis metaphor to death, Althusser concludes "it is necessery to 7T
completely change the idea that we have of knowledge, to abanden
the myth of immediate vision and reading, and conceive knowledge

as production" (LCI 23 & RC 24) 0f course political economy
cannot be discussed in terms of literally 'seeing' or 'not seeing'

: phenomenon.  Marx no more 'sees' the significance of the
distinction between labour and labour power than Ricardo fails to
‘see' it. Marx thinks it, which means that he is able to conceive
of the same real object in a new way. One might call this

'meking visible a new structure of the object', but under no
circumstances can this be equated with producing 'a new object!'

(LC II 31) But these rhetorical tricks with which Althusser
migleads himself and/or his readers are not really very important.
What is important, is grasping the role played by his distinction
between real object and object of knowledge within his system.

After his 'exegesis' of Marx, Althusser continues "When Marx tells
us that the process of production of knowledge, hence of its object,
distinct from the real object which it precisely wishes to
appropriate in the 'mode' of knowledge occurs entirely in knowledge.
in the 'head', or in thought, he does not for one second fall into
an idealism of consciousness, as of mind or of thought, for the
"thought" of which it is a question here is not the faculty of a
transcendental subject or of an absolute consciousness, to which
the real world woild be opposed as natter; neither is this thought
the faculty of a psychological subject, although human individuals
are its agents. Thie thought is the historically constituted
system of an apparatus of thought, founded and articulated in the



6. |
natural and social reality" (LCI 47) Leaving aside the faot
that Marx says none of this, that the gratuitous importation of an
'absolute' consciousnese comprises the question, that Marx's own
expression is "The totality as it appears in the head, as a totality
of thoughts, is a produce of a thinking head..." (101) - which seemé
to imply "she faculty of a psychological subject" - the question ia,|
what would be the significance of treating "thought"in this way?
If we say that knowledge is, in the Exgélggggg 'of the real object’
we are immediately thrown onto an individual subject whose knowledge
it is, and who is related to the known object in a special way.
But if we speak of an 'object of knowledge' distinct from the real
object, then we can also speak of a whole system of knowledge
objects, in some sense parallel to thie system of real objects, and
it seems possible to treat the syetem independent of any reference U}
individual subjects. This doés, however, beg two important i
questions. The first concerns the ontological status of this
system of objects of knowledge; where and how does it exist?
But the second is even more fundamental, it concerns the relation
between the two systems, and in particular that relation which we
call knowledge, in which an object in thé 'thought' system is, as
Althusser puts it, "adequate to" an object in the real system.
Althusser is certainly aware of this problem. He writes
that "theoretical practice is indeed ite own criterion, and contains
in itself definite protocdls with which to validate the quality ‘
of its product, i.e. the criterion of the scientificity of the ‘
products of scientific practice" (LCI 71, RC 59) On this basis

he rejects pragmatism: - "It is because Marx's theory was 'true'
that it could be applied with success, it is not because it was
applied with success that it is true" (ICI 72) But neither is

|
\
|
Marxism a hypothesis which has to be verified in political praotice:!
"the criterion of the 'truth' of the knowledge produced by the 1
neeretiest rachise TP 8 PR I atrative
value, by the titles of scientificity of the forms which ensured |
the productions of this knowledge" (ICI 72) This, of course,

does not answer the question of adequcy, nor does it mean that we
simply have to give an historical account of how this knowledge ‘
was produced, since such an account breats the knowledge merely as
a fact, but not as having what Althusser calls "a knowledge effect".‘
In discuesing this, Althusser first critices the idea that the 'real
object' is the originating ground of the 'knowledge effect',
rejecting theories in which "a real, concrete living original is
made eternally and integrally responsible for the knowledge effeét
the sciences throughout their history and even today are merely
commenting on this heritage, i.e. subject to this heredity"(ILCI 76
RC 62) He then goes on to attempt to illuminate the problem
through an analogy with Marx's procedure in Capital where, he arguec
the centra’ concern is not with giving an account of the origins

of capitalism but, rather, with giving an account of the mechani ams

el
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by which capitalist sooiety reproduces iteelf ap A poolety.

“Leaving aside the fact that the status of this analogy As A mere
analogy 15 ob-%#ﬁéu by the unanalysed introduotion here of the
notion of a 'society effect' made funotionally equivalent to the
‘knowledge effect', the analogy itself is minleading, because it
confuses two different senses of 'origin'. In the case of Marx,
what ip referred to is an historical origin, whereas in the case

of the role of 'the real original' in knowledge, this does not refer
to an historioal origin, as Althusser mislesdingly appiiss in his
reference to "the immense space which separates the Chaldean
accountant or Egyptian land surveyor from B (LI 76, RC 62)
it refers rather to a relation to a present 'reality' which 1s,

at least a point of reference in the scientific endeavour. It ie
only after having got rid of this reference by this 11llicit path
that Althuseer is able to insiet that "The knowledge effect, produce
at the level of the forms of order of the discourse of the proof,
and then at the level of some isolated concept, is therefore
possible given the systematicity of the system which is the
foundation of the concepts and their order of appearance in
scientific discourse" (ICI 84 RC 68). Althuseer is aware that

this is not an answer to the question of the specificity of science;
he states that he will "leave the question in this suspense

(LCI 84) (phrase not translated at RC 68), and in fact never
returns to it.

In S 0 he discusses briefly the fact that, in the above passages
he based himself on Spinoza's idea that "Truth is the criterion (sig
of itself and of the false" (Ethics P + II Prop x2111) and he
contrasts this with the problematic which demands any further
criterion, since "If you claim to judge the truth of something by
some 'criterion', you face the problem of the criterion of this
criterion - since it also must be true - and so on to infinity"

(§ 6 137) There is something in thls but, to understand the
implications of Spinoza's position, it is necessary to understand

it within the context of the Cartesian system which it is attacking.
Descartes dichotomised reality into 'res cogitans' and 'res
extensa', two substances with equal ontological status, united

only by God. Spinoza attempts to take this last point seriously,
by showing that the idea of two distinct substances cannot be
thought coherently, and that there is only one substance, God, of
whom res cogitans and res extensa are modes. Insofar as they are
modes of the same substance there must exist a fundamental
correlation between them. Starting from the presupposition of this
correlation, Spinozia's account of knowledge is designed to
discover, within the sphere of thought, what distinctions can be
made between more or less 'adequate' knowledge. Very broadly, his
answer is that my mind reflects the order of causes of my body,

and as such remains partial and inadequate, because my body is
embedded in a causal network which goes beyond it, In this sense
all ldeas correspond with an external reality, but it ia neverthel.
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posaible to distinguish between ideas which are immediate
reflections, and ideas which are coherently related to other ideas,
and thus refleot the causal network in a less partial way. Here
coherence ie the unique criterion of truth; absolute truth would be
& completely coherent system of ideas, and as such would constitute
God's thinking, The individual's mind is part of the total system
which constitutes God's mind in exactly the same way as the body is
part of the total material system. Because the body has certain
characteristics in common with other bodies, such as extension, the
mind can have adequate ideas of these features, and these adequate
ideas form the basis for further development of a coherent system.
Thie raised two problems for Spinoza - how do we recognise these
basic adequate or 'common' ideas, and how do we construct a system
on them? The answer to the first question is that the criterion
of recognition is precisely their self-evidence. That is, because as
bodies we share certain characteristics with the rest of the material
world, our minds necessarily reflect these features adequately, and
by realisiug this necessity we become aware that we already possess
a standard of truth in the self-evidence of these ideas. It is in
this sense that "Truth is the criterion of itself and of the false".
There are certain propositions which are self-evident and logically
necessary, and this means that it is intrinsically self-evident, and
is not to be identified by "the agreement between the idea and its
object" as an extrinsic mark (Ethics P & II Defn 1V). It is for
this reason that the whole process of knowledge then takes place in
knowledge itself. Systematic knowledge itself is achieved by use
of the criterion of self-evident logical coherence. Since there can
be only one self-causing and self-maintaining substance, there can
only be one poesible coherent way of organising ideas, and thus
if I can find some simple ideas among my basic adequate ideas from
which the others can be logically deduced, I can be satisfied that
this system is true. Here, then, the idea of self-evident adequacy
is founded upon the presupposition of the identity of the system
of matter with the system of ideas, and the criterion of systematicity
and logical coherence is further based upon the presupposition of
one single substance. The process can take place purely within
thought because of the presumed identity, and, in any event, within
the system it is impossible to conceive of any form of ‘access' from
one sphere to the other, each being a distinct mode of the unique
substance. Within the system, furtherm it is not necessary to inquire
into the pntological status of 'ideas', since they are lodged firmly
in God's mind, as a total system of which the individual mind is
only an aspect.

Invewting this into a 'Marxist' context is as difficult as
inverting Hegel. But the crucial point, in relation to Althusser,
is that Spinoza in fact remains within Descartes' problematic.
He asks, like Descartes, for a general criterion for distinguishing
truth from error. "#1s answer, self-evidence, is different from
Descartes
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Desoartes "clarity and dietinctness", but both answers offer a
criterion which is supposed to be applicable in such a way as %o
tell us whether a proposition is true by coneidering its form
rather than ite content. As Hampshire puts it, within such
theory "To discover whether a particular proposition can safely
be accepted as true must always be to discover something about the
logical properties and relations of the proposition, as opposed
to discovering something about the world, it is to do logic, as
opposed to observing beings and events" (Hampshire 119). This 1is
precisely the foundation of idealism, criticised as such by Kant
(CPR 67) and defended against him by Hegel and as the basis for
entirely rejecting the sphere of sense-experience as mere

" truthless opinion" (SCII 228)

In his eritical discussion of positivism from an Althusserian
perspective, Hindefs makes a statement which seems to me to
illustrate clearly the weakness of the Althusser approach. He
writes "In the last resort observation for positivism represents
the place where demonstratipn ceases. What remains is the
confrontation between the observer and the brute fact, the real
object in all its nakedness. The observer can only recognise the
fact for what it is or else fail to recognise it. For Carnap
as for Andreski  knowledge rests in the last analysis on nothing
more than an irprational - or non-rational act of judgement"

(Hindess Modele and Masks p.24)

But, to an extent that an observation may be equated with
a judgement ("This desk is brown") there is nothing irrational about
it - the very fact of confusing irrational with non-rational is
indicative of the 'idealism' of Hindess's position. These are
facts. This desk is brown. Byzantium did fall to the Turks in 1453.
The fact that these facts could be lagically demonstrated, but
require, in the last resort, certain observations (or judgements)
doesn't make any set of propostions within which they occur
irrational. Nor does the acceptance that such facts are facts
entail the acceptance of a positivist or purely empiricist accofint
of the nature of scientific theory. Althusser and his followers
are certainly right to stress that one cannot produce scientifie
theories merely by analysing facts "according to more or tess
systematic sorting procedures based essentially on John Stuart Mill ot
methods of agreement and difference in order to determine
empirically valid relationships or causal laws" (Hindess & Hirst p.2

Theory guides the selection and interpretation of facts.

One cannot 'let history speak for itself'. But this does not mean
that theories arise and are validated quite without reference to
facts, Hindess & Hirst impose a false dichotomy when they write
"Concrete conditions are not 'given' to theory in order to
validate or repute its general concepts. On the oontrary, it is
the general concepts that make possible the analysie of the
concrete" (p.4)
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But thie i not an either/or relationship. It 1s, Yo use an
0ld-fashioned term, a dialectical relationship. Of course the exaoct
nature of this dialectic is very complex and needs to be made
explioit, which I have not done here, (Althusser himeelf, in a later
disoussion, admits the significance of a " a raw material provided
in the lapt resort by the practices of real concrete history"

(LOI 137) for the development of\ theory, but never attempts to put
this together with his discuseior of 'objeot of thought')

In his brief defence of this position, Althusser manages to
get rid of 'experience' by turning his logical distinotion between
GI, GII and GIII into a temporal succession. He is probably correct
in suggesting that each science establishes its own canons of
solentificity, but it does not do so by appeal to self-evidence.
Rather, it does so by critical reflection on both its toole and ite
real objeot, and it proceeds in ite scientific practice by continual
reference to 'experience' in the form of experiments, which do not
*remain within the sphere of thought" in any meaningful sense.
LaWoiesier could only 'discover' oxygen, in the sense of 'thinki:
chemistry in a new way, because oxygen had first been produced in an
actual (real, non-thought) experiment. Such a description obviously
raises many problems, both at the level of generality - how can/do
seientists reflect critically on their object and on their tools -
and also on the level of each science. But Althusser merely
conjures these problems away. He neither deals with the general
problem, nor discusses here specific problems of a science of
history. The one crierion which he does offer, systematicity, is
quite useless by itself. Feyerabend has pointed out that
Ptolemy's-system was considerably more systematic than Galileo's.

And Astrology and many different theologies may be systematic and
internally coherent.

Nevertheless, there are two ways in which Althusser's rejection
of the problem of criteria makes some sense. Firstly, there is
the problem of 'knowledge of the outside world' as formulated
within the Cartesian problematic: the queation as to how I can be
'gure' that I really know what is going on in the 'real world'
This epistemological problem is a trap from which one can never
escape, and which leads to some form of subjective idealiam.
Secondly, Althusser is right insofar as he is suggesting that we
cannot lay down a priori universal criteria for science (although
he fails to see that this is what Spinoza is in fact doing), but
that 'science' is an ongoing endeavour in which criteria are
established, then rejected or changed (ef SC 137) But this makes it
all the more crucial to attempt to specify the present 'criteria'
of the 'science of history . In general Althusaeré GII just
seem to be there. It would be by examining the nature and

functions of GII in greater detail that he would be able to raise
the real problems.
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b) Pnilosophy.

The problem of the relation betweem sclence and 'practice' as
a poseible eriterion of verifiocation meems to me to remain obsoure
in the passages which I have referred to above. Although
Althusser formally rejects a 'pragmatist' reliance on verification
through practice, there nevertheless do seem to me to be at least
implicit references to such a position. The problems
associated with this ceme out much more clearly in the discussion
the role and nature of philosophy in Lenin'& Philosophy, and in
Self-oriticiem, although unfortungtely the relation between pcience
and philosophy still remains ambiguous. In "Lenin & Philosophy"
Althusser asserts that the function of philosophical practice is to
draw a dividing line between the scientific and the ideological:
"All philosophy conseiste of drawing a major dividing line by means
of whioh it reflects the ideologicial notions of the philosophers
that represent the oppoeing tendency; the stake in this act of
drawing, i.e. in philosophical, is gscientifict practice, is
soientificity" (LP 62). But earlier, and also later, in 9-C, he
has argued that 'science' itself does this: " In fact, every
science, as soon as it arises in the history of theories and is
shown to be a science, causes its own theoretical prehistory,
with which it breaks, to appear as quite erroneous, false and
untrue" (S-C 155) In so far as a true idea is the criterion of
itself and of the false, it is the science, not philosophy, which
is the true idea. Nevertheless, in S-C he certainly does believe
that philosophy has effects in the field of science, either
negatively or positively (see S-C 59-60) .

The"privileged relation of philosophy to the sciences"
is justified first in terms of a bizarre development of Hegel's
metaphor of the Owl of Minerva. In terms of the metaphor
Althusser suggests that philosophy always follows gcience, as a
reflection on the "shock of a scientific break" (LP 45). Without
any theoretical investigation of this assertion and after a
one paragraph "empirical" history of the relation between
science and philosophy from Plato to Husserl , he concludes,
as an 'empirical' inference, that "Philosophy only exists by
virtue of the distance it lags behind 1its scientific inducement. M
Marxist philosophy should, therefore, lag behind the Marxist
science of hiistory" 45.

This whole section may well be an elaborate joke.- it is
certainly difficult to take seriously - since it becomes a
'philosophical dream' which vanishes when we turn to Lenin and
discover that he, in fact, formulated the essential Marxist
philosophical theses. Yet, in 5-C, Althusser refers back to the
Owl as a philosophical thesis. But apart from its inherent
improbabilsty, in S-C Althusser describes propositions such as
"The masses make history" and "The class struggle is the
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motor of history" ms "philosophical thesea" (see p.40), and is at pain.
t0 show +he* theme thepes are emplicifly present in Marx'ns own texts.
So the Owl of Minerve ie present from the beginning. Pinally,

if philosophy alwaye lags behind science in this way, it ie difficult
to mee how it can be useful drawing the necessary dividing line
between the scientific and the ideological.

The argument in L & P 18 that there are, fundamentally, only
two philosophies, idealism and materialism; that eaoh 'in the last
instance' represents a class position; and that the task of Marxiset
philosophical praotice is to draw the line between these two.

Hence "Philosophy represents politics in the domain of theory or,
to be more precise, with the sciences - and, vice veresa, philosophy
represents scientificity in politice, with the classes engaged in
the clese struggle" (L & P 65) Or, as the thesis is reformulated
in S-C, "philosophy is, in the last instance, class struggle in the
field of theory" (S-C 39)

coience can be thought of in terms of truth and error, but
"In philosophy we are dealing with tendencies which confront each
other on the existing theoretical 'battlefield'. These tendencies
group themselves in the last instance around the antagonism between
idealism and materialism, and they 'exist' in the form of 'philosophieé
which realise the tendencies, their variations and their
combinations, as a function of class theoretical positions, in which
it is the social practices (political, ideologicel,scientific ete)
which are at stake. Thus, in order to mark this distinction, you
have to introduce a category which plays en all-important role in
Marxist political practice and theoretical reflection on
philosophical theses and tendencies: the category of correctness" (142

There are two problems here. The first, which I shall not

pursue any further, is that 'ideology' spreads into the dorain of
science as well as that of philosophy (e.g. bourgeois economics)
The second is the question of what is meant here by 'correctness'?
Althusser is very vague about this. Perhaps the closest he gets to
being specific is in the following: "A Marxist philosopher able
to intervene in the theoretical class struggle must start from the
positions already recognised and established in the theoretical
battles of the history of the Labour Movement - but he can only
understand the existing state of the theoretical and ideological
'terrain' if he comes to know it both theoretically and practically,
in and through struggle. It may be that in the course of his
endeavours, even when he starts out from already established
positions in order to attack open or disguised enemies, he will take
up positions which in the course of struggle are shown to be deviant
positions, out of step with the correct line which he is aiming for.
There is nothing astonisehning in that. The essential thing is that

he should then recognise his deviation and rectify his positions
in order to make them more correct" (144)
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Now one oan well mgree that philosophy ie not free from
class struggle, and that philosophic positions are linked to other
¢lass poeitions. Thie ie not ip dispute. What is at iseue is,
how one goes about trying to establish 'ocorrect' positions, or how
to 'rectify' deviant tendenclies. Althusser offers one criterion
by referring to "poeition already recognised in the theoretiocal
battles of the history of the Labour Movement". But this in itself
begs several questions. To start with, what ie the 'Labour Movement
Unless one arbitrarily identifies it with one or other 'tendency'
in the communist segment of the labour movement it "poses very
exacting problems of identity and identification" (whereas Althusser
treats it «s being "as simple and neat aes you can imagine") -
and some of these problems of identification may well involve the
problems which one is trying to resolve. Further, how do we tell
what positions 'have already been recognised' - and how do. we know
that they have been 'correctly' recognised? Althusser himself
accuses Stalin of (incorrect) 'humanism' and 'economism' - which
means that, at the time when Stalin was dominant in C Ps, the
'recognised' positions were nevertheless incorrect. Leaving this
aside, how is the theoretical struggle conducted, or how does one
recognise 'deviance' within it? How does one 'attack' an opposing
philosophy? One of the methods is trying to show its implications.
But this is finally circular, because you still have to attack the
implication. The normal first method is to try to show that
it is not 'correct' or 'true' by criticidng its presuppositions
or its arguments - and by criticising them in terms of certain
criteria (e.g. logic, experience, relevance etc.)

Althusser tries to salvage his position to some extent by
arguing that "the fate of philosophical theses does not depend only
pn the position on which they stand - because the class struggle
in theory is always secondary in relation to the class struggle in
general, because there is something outside of philosophy which
constitutes it as philosophy, even though philosophy itself
certeinly does not want to recognise the fact" (145). This, however,
is very obscure. Is it an appeal to 'history' - truth is what the
winner says it is? In any event, it is of no help during the
class struggle, and if one accepts, as does Althusser, the specificit
of philosophy, then such an 'external' appeal does not solve the
problem of with what weapons (other than truth criteria) the
philosophical class struggle is to be conducted.

Althusser himself offers two criteria. The first is the
effect of a particular political thesds within the political arena;
more specifically, its capacity to assist or impede political
mobilisation. He asserts, for example, that "the whole Marxist
tradition has refused to say that it is 'man' who mekes history.
Why? Because practically, i.e. in the facts, this expression is
exploited by bourgeois ideology which uses it to fight, i.e. to
ki1l another, true expressions, are vital for the proletariat;
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it 1a the masses who make history" (L & P 24).
Leaving aside the casual excision from the 'Marxist tradition’ of
all those who have said that 'man makes history' ani leaving aside
the empirical question ae to how manu workers have in fact been
demobilised by being told that 'man makes histéry' this pragmatic
argument still begs the theoretical question. It assumes a
knowledge of the 'true' proletarian position, since mobilieation
iteelf ien't enough; workers have been mobilised on such diverse
grounds as anti-semitiam, royalism, (see Maccioohi, p,126-8)
universal suffrage, nationalism and even the defence of petit-
bourgetis cureaucratic dictatorship in the USSR. You can only tell
what 'works' in politics when you know what you are working for,
which means that you need some independent way of deciding on that.
There is an easy assumption that the masses want 'gocialism':
but 'sotialism' is initially a slogan, not a concept. We know gnd
the workers know, that they want an end to all forms of
exploitation. But neither the identification of all forms of
exploitation nor the organising of an exploitation-free society
follow automatically from that; as Marx pointed out, Capitalism
is scarcely transparent. In identifying forms of exploitation and
the principles of a non-exploitative society we cennot, without
circularity , refer directly to the stete of the class struggle as
our criterion.

The other criterion which Althusser offers for identifying
correct tendencies in philosophy is that of scientific practice.
Referring to Sartre's work he asks rhetorically "What did it
contribute to the science of history? Did the ingenious
development of the Sartrian position finally permit the production
of a few pieces of scientific knowledge about the economy the
cless struggle, the state, the proletariat, ideologies, ete. -
knowledge which might help us to understand history, to act in
history? We have, unfortunately, reason to doubt it" (S-C 59-60)
Leaving aside the rather casual nature of his investigation of the
question, the principle contained in it does have interesting,
if limited, implications. But it is a purely pragmatic criterion
end it is worth pointing out that interesting scientific results
can also flow from incorrect philosophical positions.

There are twodi§turb3"8featurea about Althusser's
philosophical method (as opposed to the many disterbing features
of his polemical method - abuse, misrepresentation, selective
quotation, double standards etc.) The first concerns the
concept of 'thesis'. Althusser refers to a previous publication
in which he has argued that "Philosophy states propositions which
are Theses", in contreat to science, which "states propositions
which are Demonstrations" (p.40, note 6, see also p-143)
Unfortunately the ramifications of and justifications for this

are not made clear here, but the consequence seems to be an a

ttempf
to
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pummarise philosophical positions into short snappy osingle
gentences, and then to discuss these gentences. But thie is
inevitably obecuring and misleading, and aleo leaves wide space
for dieho..at argument, for the writer is in a position to spell®
out in detail what he meane by his own theeis, while criticising
the hermetic obscurity of the thesis intoc which he has sealed
his opponent's argument. (cf the Reply to John Lewis). The
distinotion between Thesis & Demonstration ie linked to the idea
that philosophy ie concerned with correctness, not truth, and is
therefore as obecure as that distinction. Both are connected with
"the primacy of the practical function and the theoretical function
ie philosophy iteelf." (143)- with the taking up of positions in
the class struggle, all of which is expressed in metaphors about
drawing lines and occupying positions - without saying how these
are done - i.e. without saying what distinguishes the correctness
of a thesis from the truth of a demonstration.

The second feature I wish to discuss is the pervasive use
of metaphor. In a sense Althusser justifies this by stating
categorically that "in philosophy you can only think - i.e. adjust
existing, borrowed categories and produce new ones within the
terms required by the theoretical position taken up - by the use
of metaphors" (107 note 1, see also 140) Now this is a strong and
striking claim. Unfortunately, while he certainly does
continually use metaphor, he neither attempts to justify his claim
that one can only think through metaphors in philosophy, nor does
he attempt to show how one can think through metaphors, how
metaphors function in arguments. -His actual use of metaphor
is often extremely vague and unclear (e.g. the discussion of
background to Marx's scientific revolution in terms of aimless
lineages etc.) and sometimes misleading. It is worth looking at
one example which illustrates this and at the same time introduces
a further point which I wish to make about Althusser's method.

In his thesis defence, Althusser admits that he has taken

up "radical positions", but defends the political pedagogical
propriety of this by the use of metaphor borrowed from Lenin of
"having to bend a bent stick in the other diredtion in order to
straighten it." Behind the relations between simple ideas there
thue stand relations of force, which place certain ideas in power...
and hold other ideas in submission .. until the relation of force
is changed. It follows thet if you want to change historically
existing ideas, even in the apparently abstract domain called
philosophy, you cannot content yourself with simply preaching the
naked truth, and waiting for anatomical obviousness to 'enlighten!
minds.... you are forced, since you want to force a change in ideas,
to recognise the force which is keeping them bent, by applying a
counter-force cspable of destroying this power and bending the stick
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in the opposite direction so ms to put the ideas right” 6171)

This sounde quite sensible at first, - there certainly are
relations of foroe involved, and so on. Thie implies the necessity
of political struggle ap part of the process of overcoming the
opposition ete. But when one looke more closely, one sees that
Althueser is not using this analogy to justify political struggle
as well as "simply preaching the naked truth" He is using tt to
justify a particular procedure within the domain of philosophy; the
use of extreme and radical formulae. But what does the metaphor
mean here? What, within the domain of philosophy, is the counter-
force to be applied to the 'bent stick' constituted by the 'false
idea'? Althusser seems to be saying that you compensate an
exaggeration in one direction by exaggerating in the opposite
direction, (if Nazu nostalgics say 'only' one million Jews were
killed in the camps, you'Borrect' this by saying that eleven
million were killed). But how does this method work? One of itse
consequences is to make one's position that much easier to refute.
0f course, another consequence may well be to draw attention to a
'thesis' which might otherwise have been ignored, and thereby to
open up a discussion which, although it refutes the original thesis,
doés lead to a more satisfactory situation than exdsted before.

On the other hand, it could be argued that the truth itself is
sufficiently striking to be relied on from the beginning (and,

in terme of Althueser's Spinoziem, this is in fact an unavoidable
conclusion).

In any event, while one should certainly take into account
the polemical and confirmatioml use of striking formulae by Althusser
it seems to me that, at least in the question of philosophy at
present under discussion, his position is so confused that it cannot
possibly be bent straight. This confusion carries over, at least
to some exient, into the discussion of "ideology".

¢) Ideology.

In S-C, Althusser points out that, in the German Ideology,
the term 'ideology' plays two different roles, designating a
philosophical category on the one hand (illusion, error), and a
scientific concept on the other (formation of the superstructure)
and he goes on to say that, within his own earlier writings,
"this equivoewal notion of ideology was brought into play,within the
retionalist context of the antithesis between truth and error. And
so ideology was reduced to error, and error called ideology"(S-C 119)
This passage seems to imply that there are in fact two dirferent
roles to be played - the philosophical category and the scientific
concept, but thet it is misleading when the same term is used for
both. But it is not initially clear how this is related to the
idee that the antithesis between truth and error is an (erroneous)
vationalist position, Further on, Althusser writes "Behind this
disguise of error as ildeology, there stood a fact: the declaration
of opposition between truth and error which is objectively one of “+
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symptome of the truth, of the appearance of a science (whén this
really is what hap taken place)" (C-§ 121). This means, I think,
that the ocouple truth- error ie legitimate within sclence, but that
it ie not a philosophical ek of categories; Althusser in fact
goes on=to refer to the Spinozgknotion that truth ies ite own
eriterion, and a0 that 'philosophical' search for criteria should
not arise (5§;-122, 124& 19). Thue we need to distinguish
between the notion of truth and error as they arise within science,
and the category of ideology as a scientific concept referring to
a partioular reality.

Althusser begins his investigation of this reality in
"Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses" (which he describes
as "no more than the introduction to a discussion" LP 123.)
He asserts that ideology is 'eternal', in the sense of being a
necessary feature of any social formation which conteins classes.
It is "omnipresent in ite ‘inimifable form throughout history
(= history of social formations containing social classes)" LP 152.
The reason for this is that "the reproduction of labour power
requires not only a reproduction of its skills but also, at the
same time, a reproduction of its submission to the rules of the
established order, i.e. a reproduction of submission to the ruling
ideology for the workers, and a reproduction of the ability to
manipulate the ruling ideology correctly for the agents of
exploitation and repression, so that they, too, will provide for the
du-naken  offthe ruling olass "in words" (LP.128). Here the
ruling ideology is equated with "the rules of the established order.”
In addition to the ruling ideology, there may be other, opposing
ideologies, as is implied by Marx's reference to "ideological forms
in which men become conscious of this conflict and fight it out"
(quoted LP 140 »n11).

There is already an ambiguity introduced here. On the
one hand, 'ideology' refers to both (or all) sides in the struggle
over the 'rules' of sociel order, On the other hand, ideology
refers to specific kinds of rules which have a specific funection -
rules in a class society functioning in the interest of the ruling
class. 'Ideologies' - that is systems of legal, political,
religious, aesthetic or philosophic ideas (see 140 « 11) used
againet the 'ideology' of the dominant class, cannot necessarily
be mssumed to have the same characteristics as that ideology.

The 'dominant ideology' inculcates certain rules and legitimises
those rules by showing their naturalness and/or desirability

(ef 146-7). The opposition to this ideology tries to change the
rules, initially at least, by criticising the justifications for ther
in the light of alternative rules and alternative justifications.
This opposition may itself represent another partial class interest
(e.g.bourgeoisie v feudal aristoorats), in which case the new

rules will also function in the interest of exploiters, and their

Justification will function to mask this fact. Crudely, one
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may say that if bourgeois ideology 1s functioning perfectly, the
worker imagines that the capitalist exploiting him is a benefactor
who has saved him from starvation by kindly providing him with a Job.
That is, one may say that he lives his real relation to the capitalist
and his factory in an imaginary mode; or, as Althusser puts it, one
may say that here "Ideology represents the imaginary relationship

of individuals to their real conditions of existence" (LP 153) But
Althusser is now no longer talking about ruling class ideologies. He
is talking about every ideology. In hie note at the end of the text
he explicitly refers to the ideologies of both the ruling and the
ruled classes (L & P 172-173). This raises the question as to
whether "proletarian ideology" is also a respresentation of an
imaginary relation to real conditions? If the worker discovers that
his employer is not a benefactor, but en exploiter, and therefore
lives his relationship to the employer in revolt, would it not be
correct to say that he no longer has an imaginary relationship to

his real conditions? But then his 'proletarian ideology' is not an
ideology in the above sense.

In S-C, Althusser writes (in italics) "For VNarx was only able
to break with bourgeois ideology in its totality because he took
inspiration from the basic ideas of proletarian ideology, and from
the first clase struggles of the proletariat, in which this ideology
became flesh and blood" (S-C 121) And later he writes " When
Marxist science appears, it necessarily shows up its own prehistory
as erroneous, but, at the same time, it also shows it up as
ideological in the Marxist sense of the term. Better, it shows up
its own prehistory as erroneous because ideological and, in practice,
treats it as such. Not only does it indicate error - it explains
the historical reasons for error. Thus it rules out the exploitation
of the 'break' between the science and its prehistory as an idealist
antithesis of Truth and Error, of Knowledge and Ignorance" (S-C 155)

Considering these two passages, two facts emerge. Firstly,
proletarian ideology, as inspiring Marxist science cannot be
"erroneous befause ideological". Bourgeois ideology is erroneous
because of the kind of ideology which it is: because it does embody
an imaginary relation to the real condition, and this is what Marx
shows in his dissection of it. Secondly, although the antithesis
"truth-error" may not be adapted in an 'idealist' manner which implies
thet all that is at stake is an argument about truth, and that once it
is agreed what the truth is, all will be well, nevertheless it is
clear that the antithesis can and must be used: ruling class ideologi:
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are not 'pure illusions', but they arealso illuslons, and the struggl

against them involves, inter alia, attacking them as error and
illusion. And this is what is implied by the notion of Marxism &s
Seience, and ite relation to proletarian ideology as a real relation
to real conditions. (eee also 5-C 160-61) But this in turn means
that Althueser's amssertion that "the break between Marxist sclence
and ite ideological prehistory refers us to something quite different
from a theory of the difference between science and ideology, to
something quite different from an epistemology" (3-C 156) is slightly
inadequete. He is perfectly correct to point out that it refers to
a theory of the superstructure and to a theory of the processes of
production of knowledge. But it does also refers us to a theory

of the difference between science gnd ideology. On the most obvious
level, one of the ways of legitimating bourgeois ideology is through
the appeal to certain criteria of soientificity and the rejection of
the 'marxist' claim to scientificity. Just because what is at stake
is not purely an academic discussion over 'the truth' it is not
adequate merely to appeal to the self-evidence of Marxism! (compare
his comments on "obviousness" of ideology. L & P.161)

Thie is why the confusionsover the nature of science and
philosophy are important: such questions do, as Althusser never tires
of pointing out, actually have effects.//

In further discussion of the actual nature of ideology,
Althusser states that " the subject acts insofar as he is acted by
the following system (set out in the order of its real determination)
ideology existing in a material ideological apparatus, prescribing
materiel practices by a material ritual, which practices exist in the
material actions of a subject acting in all consciousness according
to his belief" (L P 159) The crucial point here is that the end
product is a subject acting according to his belief, fhat is, acting
as though he were a subject, and as though the beliefS were his
beliefs. In this sense ideology may be said to have "the function of
‘constituting®.concrete individuals as subjects" (L P 160), where a
subject is understood as a free subject (see L P 157). Taking the
example of Christianity, Althusser says that the function of/PBfigton
is to establish each individual, in his or her own eyes, as seen and
loved by God, and thereby to obtain from that individual a
recognition that he or she really is as seen by God, really does
occupy this a# that role, and does so as an infinitely important
subject in the eyes of God. OUn this basis Althusser then
extrapolates to a general statement that ideology always has this
double struocture of the single absolute Subject who recognises

subjeots.
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Althusser's speculative daring is breath-taking here: on the
basis of one single example of religious ideology he has gone on to
make a generalisation not only about all other religious ideologles,
but about all ideology. It is, of course, an interesting and
suggestive speculation; it would be worth examining Stalinism from
this point of view, for example. But, leaving aside the question of
the universal role of the Subject, the function of ruling class
jdeology is clearly brought out; "the individual 18 interpellated
as a (free) subject in order that he shall submit freely to the
commandments of the Subjects, i.e. in order that he shall (freely)
accept his subjection, i.e. in order that he shall make the gestures
and actions of his subjection "all by himself". (s € 169).

If we relate this back to the idea of an imaginary relation
to real conditions, this would seem to mean that the real conditions
of exploitation are such that the individual is being used for an
others ends, and is not really controlling his own destiny or acting
freely. The imaginary relation to these real conditions is that he
is in fact aoting as a free subject, as "a centre of initiatives,
author of and responsible for its actions" (£ @ 169). Here the gap
between the reality of exploitation and the imaginary freedom is a
function of the class nature of the society. The implication of'thie
is that, outeide a class society there need no longer be a gap
between real and imaginary condition: the imagined status as subject
could become a real status.

But this is in fact not Althusser's point at all. Rather,
he is here trying to show that the notion of subject itself is
imaginary (or ideological) by nature. He does this by suddenly, and
without argument, switching from the treatment of ideology as a
phenomenon of class society, to the assertion that "man is an
ideological animal by nature" (2.@ 160). Thus he is able to describe
all rituals of recognition as ideological (p.162) and to conflate
"jdeological" attempts to convince unfree individuals that they are
"really" free subjects with any philosophical discussion that uses
concepts such as 'subject’'.

Althusser is, in fact, wrong in two different ways.

This hasty 'empirical' jump from Christianity to the esaence of

all ideology, leads him to overlook the fact that there are two
different ways of dealing with the unfreedom of exploitation., He
implicitly recognises that there is a necessary tension between the
real condition of class society and the desire for what can loosely
be defined here as 'subjectivity' (although,it is worth noting,
there seems to be no means within his oconceptual framework for either
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making thie temsion explicit or thinking it: but if it is not there
the entire Ideological State Apparatus ie superf{luous). One way of
dealing with the tension is to convince the individuals that they really
are acting as free subjects. But the other way is to convince
individuals that they are not subjects at all, or at leagt that they
ghould not want to be subjects. Hinduism and Buddhism, insofar as their
ideal is loss of self rather than affirmation of self, may have this
function. And Sartre has argued cogently, in his essay of} Materialism
and Revolution, that some versions of materialism, insofar as they
insert the individual irrevocably into an absolute causal network, also
effectively de-subjectivise (and de-revolutionise) him or her. (This
might be an alternative way of approaching the relation between the
Diamat and Stalinism - and Althusser).

Althusser's other direction of error is in the way in which
he treats of the universality of ideology. It is not argued at all
in the essay on ideology itself - and in fact it is indontradiction
with the introduction of 'ideology' to resolve the problem of
reproduction in a class society. But he does refer back to his
previous discussions of ideology. In one way these have to be treated
with caution, as being the object of one of his self-criticisms,
precisely for having failed to include an adequate account of the
relation between class struggle and ideology. The main problem with
the discussion of ideology in PM (238-242) is that the notion of
the imaginary seems to be subject to at least two different interpretation
Althusser begins by using the term 'ideology' to refer to a 'lived'
system of relations through which individuals relate to their
conditions of existence. In this sense "the real relation is
inevitably invested in the imaginary relation, a relation that expresses
a will (conservetive, conformist, reformist or revolutiocnary), a
a hope or a nostalgia, rather than describing a reality" (PM 240, FM 234)
Here the 'imaginary' carries no implication of illusion or distortion;
it is 'imaginery' simply because it refers to what is not, to values,
and is bound up with ethies "which is, in its essence, ideology (PM 239).
In this sense both ideology and its 'imaginary' component are indeed
inevitable. But this is not the sense of 'imaginery' which is implied
in discussing the specific role of ideology in a class society.
Discussing bourgeois ideology, Althusser states that "In the ideology
of freedom the bourgeoisie thus very exactly lives its relation to its
conditions of existence: that is to say its real relationship (the law
of the liberalpapitalist economy) but invested in an imaginary
relationship (all men are free, including the free workers)" (PM 241)
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Here the term 'imaginary

illusion or distortion.
Considering the ide

' i used in a different sense, to refer to

a of the 'subject', it is useful to distinguish

here between 'being & subject' as a value and 'being a subject' as an

illusion. Althusser's whole aoccount of the function of ideology 1in

LP assumes 'being a subject' as a value which threatens class gociety

and therefore has to be gatisfied with an imaginary (11lusory) state

of being a subject, created by the mechanism of the Ideological Apparatus
Although Althusser is quite right to insist that a ruling class

jdeology is not a lie, since it is 1lived by the ruling class iteelf,

and functions also to enable it "to constitute itself as a ruling

class, by making it accept its lived relation to the world as real

and justified" (PM 242), it does not necessarily follow that all

ideology necessarily serves all the functions of bourgeois ideology

jnoluding the (self)-deluding functions. Neither does this follow from
the fact that, even in a society without clase, there is a continual
transformation of the conditions of existence to which individuals

heve to adapt. Of course, one may well agree that a completely class-
less society completely transparent to its members is a non-realisable
ideal, which it may be possible to approach, but can never be 53%6;11j>
achieved. But the recognition of this fact can itself be achieved:

it is not necessarily a question of having to 'imagine' a perfect

achievement of subjectivity in order for a broadly 'classless' society

to reproduce itself.
In S-C Althusser refers toc his reliance on Spinoza for his

theory of ideology three characteristics:"(1) its imaginary 'reality';
(2) its internal inversion; (3) its 'centre': the illusion of the
subject." (8C 135) But, once again, Spinoza's position needs to be
understood within the context of his system. It is based in all
respects on the theory of extension and thought as modes of God as the
unique substance. It is only on this basis that Spinoza can treat the
notion of the mind as an independent substance as an illusion; the
reality of which is its presence as an element in the totality of
thought. And it is becsuse thought is ultimately identical with
extension in God that ideas, and ideas of ideasm are necessarily always
to some degree true, and cannot be wholly false, so that Althusser can
say that Spinoza's theory "refused to treat ideology as a simple
error, or as naked ignorance, because it based the system of this
imaginary phenomenon on the relation of men to the world" expressed

py the state of their bodies" (S-C 136) However, while it is easy

to see that this latter idea has the potential foe a 'materialist!'
interpretation, at l@ast insofar as it insists on the embeddedness of
‘mind' in 'matter', the same does not apply ¥mf to the treatment of
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the subject as an illusion. For Spinoza, God offers an alternative
ontological support for the function normally attributed to the
subject. Althusser obviously cannot use God, so he will have to find
another such ontologiocal support.

I[I: Structure and Subject.

(@ The 'break' in Marx.
Althusser argues that Marx's m major discoveries in the study of hist
and of political economy conetitute a radical break with the
'problematic' of previous writers on these topics; it is that break
which constitutes a new science, a scientific, as opposed to an
ideological study of history. Further, he argues that this break
occurs within Marx's own writings, in the sense that the basic
problematic of this new science is only formulated in the German
Ideology of 1845, while the previous writings show a different
problematic with Feuerbach.

Now it is possible almost ad nauseum, to align quotations
from these earlier writings that are profoundly un-Feuerbachian and
apparently similar to the mature Marx ( Pullbegg has done this
in detail giving, incidentally, a clear account of the Feuerbachian
problematic, which is something that Althusser fails to do; R onciere
one of the original co-authors of RC has argued the same point).

It is, similarly, possible to align quotations, as Althusser has
admitted, from virtually all of Marx's later writings using key terms
from pre-1845 rejected by Althusser as un-Marxist. But this is,
finally, a relatively uninteresting exercise since, at the level of
comparative quotations, Althusser can always argue inconsistency by
Marx. The basic terms/concepts rejected by Althusser are alienation
and fetishisation, . _ and associatel terms such as subject
men and humanism. Rather than comparing quottions using these
terms, we need to ask what theoretical funetion they perform in
Marx'e work, and what theoretical function Althusser thinks they
perform. <Then we can answer the interesting question, which is not
whether and when Marx ever changed his mind, but rather what would be
the theoretical consequences of abandoning the notion of alienation
and fetishism or, more broadly, what would be involved in a
"theoretical anti-humanism",

Althusser never, it seems to me, gives a clear and
unambiguous account of exactly what he understands by the term
'humanism'.  But from his scattered references to the topic, I think
that at least three key features emerge. The first is the notion
of 'essence', In PM he writes: "The previous idealist (bourgeois)
philosophy rested in all its domains and developments ('theory of
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(theory of knowledge"), conception of history, political economy,

ethico,nesthetics, etc) on a problematic of human nature (or of the
essence of man). This implied, when Marx confronted it, the two
complementary postulates defined by him in the 6th thesis on Feuerbach

1) that there exists a universal essgence of man,

2) that this essence is the attribute of 'individuals taken in

isolation' who are the real subjects thereof." (PM 234)

This is, incidentally, an odd exegesis of the 6th Thesis, in which Marx
himself seems to be accepting a notion of tesgence' - but the crucial
point here seems to be the idea of an individual essenge a8 genes
present in each separate individual. This is linked by Althusser
with a notion of alienation as a loss of this essence: "History is
the alienation and the production of reason in unreason, of the true
man in the alienated man. In the alienated products of his labour
(commodities, State, religion) man, without xnowing it, realises the
essence of man. This loss of man, which produces history and man,
certainly presupposes a definite pre-exisiting essence" (PM 232)
The notion of 'subject' is also linked here with the notion of essence:
"In order for the essence of man to be a universal attribute, it is
necessary in fact that concrete subjects exist, as absolute givens"
(PM 234). Although this proposition does not in fact define 'subject'
as having an essence, the implication of his usage here, is that what
is being rejected under the concept ®f 'subject' is the notion of
essence. In particular this is the case with his discussion of the
theoretical function of the notion of subject in classical political
economy, which operates on the basis of "a'naive' anthropology which
founds all the acts by which economic objects are produced, distributed,
received and consumed on the economic subjects and their needs" IC II 28
Each of these subjects is 'homo oceconomicos' as an 'essence' of needs:
"All the subjects being identically subjects of needs, one can treat ,
their effects while bracketing the ensemble of these subjects: their
universitality is then reflected in the law od the effects of their
needs" (ICII 30) (see also M 235, ICII 36)

As Althusser sees it, then, the first aspect of 'humanism' is
that it operates with the notions of an 'essential' subject, and of
alienation as the 'loss' by this subject of its essence. The second
element, I think, is thet, although this humanism may act politically,
its basis for action is a purely ethical appeal, and a moral
condemnation of alienation. Althusser seems to take this relation
between the idea of alienation and moralism so much for granted that
he does not spell it out in detail, but he does refer to it occasionally
in passing. For example, "It is enough to live in ethics or in
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religion, or in that politico-ethical ideology which is called social
democracy, in order to found a humanist but not historicist interpret-
ation of Marx: it is only necessary to read Marx in the r1ight' of
a theory of 'human nature', whether it is religious, ethical or
anthropological.... Reducing Capitel to an ethical inepiration is
child's play if one supports oneself or the radical anthropology of
the 44 Manuscripts" (X (IC I 178) And the general function
which Althusser believes "alienation" to have in Marx's work emerges
clearly from a footnote discussion of its possibleutility, in 5-C
"It seems toc me that the category of alienation can render provisional
services given a double and absolute condition: (1) that it be 'cut'
from every philosophy of 'reification' (or of fetishism, or of self-
objectification) which is only an anthropological variant of idealism;
and (2) that alienation is understood as secondary to the concept
of exploitation. On this double condition, the category of alienation
can in the first instance (since it disappears in the final result)
help to avoid a purely economic, that is, economist conception of
surplus-value : it can help to introduce the idea that, in exploitation,
surplus value is inseparable from the concrete and material forms in whid
it is extorted" (S C 70 - 32) There are two points to notice in this
passage. "Fetishism" is equated with "reification " understood as
ngelf-objectification", in the sense of loss of self in and through
labour.
"Alienation" is used to describe what happens to the worker
in the process of exploitetion in addition to the mere extraction of
surplus value: that is, presumably, to the fact that while he is
producing surplus value he is doing so in a particular concrete
situation which, by its very nature, does other nasty things to-him -
ndeskilling", subjecting him to rythms of the nachine, and so on.
Her agein, then, the term 'glienation' may be said to have a moral or
even asesthetic function, and it is clear that Althusser understands it
as being only this function in Marx's writings, early and late.
Connected with the 'moralism' of humanism is an inevitable
down-playing of the class struggle: "The humanist line turns the workers
away from the class struggle, prevents them from making use of the
only power that they possess, that of their organisation as a class
and their class organisations." (S C 64) This, in turn, is also
connected to the third Eey feature of humanism: tkat fhe fact that the
human essence is attributed to 'individuals taken in isolation', and
that social relations are treated purely as relations between these
individuals in the form of 'simple relations between men, relations
which would only put in question men, and thus variations of a
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universal matrix, intersubjectivity (recognition, prestige, struggle,
domination and servitude etc.)" xboXx " (L0 II 45, see also L0 I 178,
where such a reduction is said to be " current in all the humanist
interpretations of Marxism" ( 27). By making social relations

and specifically relations of production into relations solely between
individuale 'Jumanism' ie then able to reduce these relations to an
interplay of the essences which define the human - essences which
vary from theory to theory, of course, but which share the same function
in each theory: "You start to think that a social relation is the
natural quality, the natural attribute of a substance or a subject"

(S C 52).

Althusser argues that Marx's mature work is a ‘theoretical anti-
humanism', in the sense of "completely doing without the theoretical
services of the concept man" (PM 255) and of rejecting "the
theoretical pretensions of the humanist conception to explain gociety
and history, starting out from the human essence, from the free human
subject, the subject of needs, of labour, of desire, the subject of
moral and political action" (8 C 201)

Thus Althusser gives a specific meaning to the key terms
"man", "alienation" and "subject", by relating them to the notion of
essence, and states that these terms, thus understood, play no
theoretical role within Marx's mature writings. But this does raise a
further possibility: could these terms, defined in a different way,
have a different theoretical function to the one Althusser ascribes to
them? To put it another way, may not Althusser have been blinded by the
problematic of "essence"? To answer this question we need to look
specifically at the role of the theory of fetishisation in Capital.
Tn Self-Criticism Althusser has the breath-taking footnote comment:
"One day it will be necessary to clear up the problem of the theory
which serves as a philosophical alibi for all this "reification"
literature: the theory of commodity fetishism in Bk 1 Pt 1 of Capital"
(sC 118 - 13). This seems to be an understatement, referring as it
does to the beginning of Capital. The fact is that it has a specific
theoretical function there: that of giving an account not of the
content of the 'laws' governing capitalist society, but of the nature
or ontological status of those laws. Marx is getting at this problem
even in the 1844 Manuscripts, when he writes "Political economy begins
with the faot of private property; it does not explain it. It conceives
the material process of private property, as this oocours in reality,
in general and abstract formulae which then serve it as laws. It does
not comprehend those laws; that is, it doesn't show how they arise out

of the nature of private property." (Fromm $93)
|
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Thus, in the 1844 Manuscripts the notion of alienation performe
two functions; it ie a moral-critical concept and, at the pame time,
it 18 used to attempt to understand the nature of social structure:
that is, not the nature of this or that social structure but, rather,
how it 1o possible for there to be such a thing ms 'social structure'
or, as Marx puts it in Capital "We are concerned only with a definite
social relation between human beings which, in their eyes, has here
agsumed the semblance of a relation between beings" (p.45). The first
chapter of Capital is designed, inter alia, to give an account of how
sociel relations between human beings came to appear as external
facticities and laws imposing themselves on human beings: that is,
take on a non-humen appearance. It is poesible to distinguish
between the descriptions of how a particular social system or structure
functions, and the question of the ontological status of a social
system or structure. For Marx it was crucial to show that capitalism
as a system was an 'alienated' or 'fetishised' reality, rather than,
as bourgeois economists argued, a 'natural' reality governed by
'natural laws' of the same status as those governing 'nature'. What
is at steke here ie brought out very clearly in the following passage
from Engel's "Socialism, Utopian and Scientific" (ed Feuer 109) in
which he writes that, after the abolition of commodity production
"The laws of his own social action, hitherte standing face to face with
man as laws of nature foreign to and dominating him, will now be used
with full understanding, and so mastered by him..... Only from that
time iwll man himself 5 more and more consciously, make his own
nistory". That is, these apparent natural laws, 'extraneous objective
forces' can be overcome, and 'man' can then consciously make history;
but this can only occcur because these are not really 'natural laws';
they are fetishised or alienated social relations, resulting from the
separation of human beings from the instruments of production through
the existence of private property (and hence also of class divisions).
Now, of course, some of Marx's degeriptiond of how capitalism works
can be accepted without accepting this account, but the analysis as a
whole, set within the 'historicel materdalist' account of changing
'human nature' and changing 'natural laws' of society only makes sense
in the context of such an account. Which may be why Marx placed it
varefully at the beginning of Capital.

The whole point of Marx's theory of fetishisation is to show
that the apparently externel objective and natural laws which govern
economic behaviour under conditions of commodity production are, in
fact, produced by the members of the society themselves. If one wishe
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to put it in the not very useful (grammatical) terminology of 'gubject'

and 'object', it appears that the laws are the 'subject'and the people
are the 'object', acted upon and determined by the laws. But, argues
Marx, in fact the people are the 'subject' and the laws are th

the product of their activity.
However, firstly, thie is neither a ‘conscious' nor a 'free'
not intend to produce this system of
Secondly, what is involved here
it is a relation between

production: the people do
constraints ruling their behaviour.
is not exclusively a relation between people:
people in the context of their relations to things (specifically, to
the means of production). Thirdly, although the 'subjects' in this
process are people, there is no sufgestion that these people can be
described in terms of an essence of the type 'homo ceconomicus'.
Fetishisation is not 'loes' of a pre-eeisting essence. The idea is
compatible with a 'non-essence' notion of man and of subject.

Does this mean that Althusser's description of Marx as a
' theoretical anti-humanist' is substantially correct, although verbally

misleading: that what is at issue is merely whether one should wish

to deseribe the above theory as 'humanist' or not?
To try to answer this question it is necessary to look at the

rather tiresome 'debate' conducted by Althusser between himself and
John Lewis in S C, concerning the question whether it is 'man' or'the
masses' who make history. It is tiresome partly because Althusser's
argumentative procedures are so arbitrary, partly because in one respect
at least Althusser's claim that 'the masses make history' is, if it is
intended in any other than an inspirational sense, pbviously wrong:
the rulling classes also play a role in deciding the outcome of real
(non-Hegelian) class struggles; end it is tiresome because, finally,
what seems to concern Althusser is the possible demolishisiné‘effeot
on the working class of the belief that 'man makes history'; and this
seems to me to be juet plain silly (not even Meplan's far better-
argued restatement of Althusser's case can convince me that the belief
that man makes history has created many scabs or kept many workers

off the barricades).

Althusser begins by playing cat and mouse with imaginary opponents
who believe that 'history' is freely created by free individuals, and
who at the same time believe that 'history is the result of the action
(what is done by) a subject,.. identifiable by the unity of its
'personality'" (S-C 48) This is an easily-destroyed strawperson.
But, nevertheless, Althueser is correct in implying that the terms of
el SRy o e S e el e ey

» are necessarily subjects (plural)

e 'object',
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in history, because theyact in history as subjects (plural).

18 no subject (eingular) of history" (S - C 94), he is stating a
position which seems to be perfectly compatible with the theory of
But the next sentence indicates that

But there

fetishisation outlined above.
this is an illusion "And I will go even further "men" are not "the

subjects" of history." Insteaqd, he asserts, " 'human', i.e, social
individuals are active in histovy - as agents of the different social
practices of the historical process of production" (95). Referring
to the discussion of the role of 'the subject' in ideology, he believes
that this is sufficient ground for dismiseing the belief that
individuals are real (alienated) subjects as wellas imaginary (real)
subjects. Instead, they are 'subject agents' who are "only active in
history through the determination of the relations of production

and reproduction" (S-C 95).
I have already shown the confusion in Althusser's argument about

the relation between ideology and the notion of the 'subject'. In 5-C
Althusser carries through this confusion by stating that "When you begin
with men, you cannot avoid the idealist temptation of believing in the
omnipotence of liyerty, or of creative labour -that is, you simply
submit, in all 'freedom', to the omnipotence of the ruling bourgeois
ideology' (S-C 205). But such a statement is absurd, both empirically
and conceptually: it is obviously possible to believe both that men are
potentially autonomous subjects and that capitalist society enslaves
them by depriving them of their autonomy; in fact it is impossible
to say that capitalism enslaves without making some reference to an idea
of freedom (try 'liberating 'an army ant).

The only other 'conceptual' argument here is the construction
of a new straw-person:"One cannot seize (begreifen: conceive),that is
to say,think real history (the process of the reproduction of social
formations and their revolutionary transformationd) as if it could be
reduced to Eg_Origin, an_ Essence, or.g_Cauae (even Man), which would be
its Subject - a Subject, a "being" or "essence', held to be identifiable,
that is to say existing in the form of the unity of an internality,
and (theoretically and practicelly respohsible, identity, internality
and responsibility are constitutive, among other things, of every subject
thus accountable, thus capable of accounting for the whole of the )
"phenomend' of history" (S-C 97). But the categories offered here are
simply too crude and chzicaturist to come to grips with the real
issues.
Finally, Althusser offers one exegfteal argument against men
meking history; a quotation from the Marx's Preface to the 18th
Brumaire: "I show something quite different (different from the ideology
of Hugo and of Proudhon, who both held the individual Napoleon ITI to

be the
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to be the (detestable or glorious) cause 'responsible’ for the coup
d'etat) namely how the class struggle (Marx's emphasis) in France
oreated the ciroumstances (Umstd nde) and the relations (Verhdltnisse)
which allowed (ermBglichd a person (a subject) so mediocre and grotésque
to play the role of a hero" (S-C 99) (All brackets from Althuseer).

But in this passage Marx is conocerned to show that 'heros' do not make
history; this in no way contradiocts his 18th Brumeire assertion that
'Men make history'. As Althusser says, "One must read one's authors
olosely" (S-C 99)

But in spite of all this, it is still necessary to take Althusser':c
position seriously insofar as he offers an alternative theory, embodied
in the idea of the primacy of the relation of production and
reprodtuction over the individuals involved in the relationship:

"the structure of the relations of production determines places and
functions which are occupied and assumed by the agents of peenpied
production, who are never anything but the occupants of these places,
to the extent that they are "bearers" (Trdger) of these functions.

The true "subjects" (in the sense of constituting subjects of the
process) are thus neither these occupants nor thqse functionaries,

are thus not, contrary to all appearances, the "evidewces " of the
"given" of nalve anthropology, "concrete individuals", "real men", - but
the definition and the distribution of these places and of these
functions. The resl "subjects" are thus these definers and these
distributors: the relations of production (and the pacial political
and ideological relations.) But, as they are "relations", one cannot
think them under the category of subject" (ILC II 53)

This theme is developed most fully by Balibar in his
contribution to L C. Beginning from Marx's brief Preface to the
'Contributions to the critique of political economy", in which Marx
speeks of "Ven entering into determinate relations", of the
consciousness of "men", and so on, he makes the legitimate point that,
before deciding on the significance of this, we have to elucidate the
conceptual functions of the term "man" within the theoretical structure
which contains it. He states that a first, 'nalve' reading of Marx's
text createsthe impressien that the concept "man" plays an important
role gmassuring the structural cohesion of the whole system. Men
both produce things and produce the social relations within which
production can occur. Furthermore they are "the real (concrete) support.
of the different practices articulated within the social structure:
this articulation is in fact only given by men who both participate
in the process of production and are juridical subjects, and are
conseiousness® (IC II 88). Against this, however, he asserts here
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here that the term 'men' is ambiguous in this context because of its
"aimultaneous membership in several incompatible systems of concepts:
theoretical and non-theoretical, scientific and ideological" (IC IT 89)
Unfortunately he develops this point no further here, but he does
construct an alternative account, which we now need to consider.

He ie concerned withthe nature and object of a 'history'.
What is, for example, a history dealing with differing forms of work a
history of? What is the changing subject which provides the unity
of this history? One can certainly, say, deal historically with work,
but such a history does not describe an autonomous evolutionary proceses
in which, say, technical developments at one 'stage' lead necessarily to
the next. The changes which occur are related to 'history in general',
which means that in order to delimit and comprehend a "regional history"
it is mecessary to grasp its relation to history in gensral, Whaiazkxmeans
that According to B, this problem has traditionally been solved either
by a vegue reference to some 'spirit of the times' which contains no
actunl specification of the nature of the relationship, or else by the
simple reduction of some structures to others; or to one claimed
fuddamental structure. He suggests that the reason for this is that
history has traditionally 'received' its object, in the sense of
accepting of taking for granted, a particular domein, pre-defined by the
current more or less ideological assumption of the historian. The
alternative method, adopted by Marx, is to recognise that what a
particular approach to a 'history' reveals is a function of the
initial theoretical concepts used, and that it is thus necessary to
constitute the 'object' of the history. That is, if you wish to study
'work' it is not adequate merely to attempt an empirical description
of the way in which people have worked at different moments in time, and
to hope that the various descriptions will fall into place as a 'histary'
Rather, one must begin with a general theoreticel concept of the nature
of 'work' as an element within a structure, and this necessarily means
also a theory of its relations with other elements in the structure,
and this necessarily means also e theory of its relations with other
elements in the structure. (IC II 144-6)

This seems to me to be a valid and important peint. A

'‘history', as a selection and an ordering, is inevitably guided by a
theoretical framework, and this framework should therefore be made
explicit and thought out - although of course the question as to how
one goes about actually doing this remains to be settled, But the
result, at least from Marx's perspective, will be to define & system
of relatively autonomous instances, of which it is meaningful to
attempt a 'Bistory', articulated around a central instance (the mode of
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production) But the history of each of these instances will
because of their articulation, not desoribe an evolutionary process,
but rather e series of shifte or displacements, comprehensible not from
within the instance, but only through {ts relation to the whole. Each
particular form in thie sucfession Balibar describes as "an historical
individuality" (LC II 148).

From this argument Balibar reaches the following conclusion:
"We can say that each relatively autonomous practice thus engenders
forme of historical individuality which are peculiar to it. Thus
realisation has as a result the complete transformation of the meaning
of the term 'men' which, as we have seen, the Preface to the Contribution
made the supports of its entire construction. We can now say that
these 'men' in their theoretical status, are not concrete men, those
of whom celebrated formulae tells us, without anything more, that they
‘make history'. They are, for each practice, and for each frans-
formation of that practice, the different forms of individuality, whieh
can be defined on the basis of its structure of combination......
there are, tn the social structure, different forms of politcal
economic, ideological individuality, which are not supported by the
same individuals, and which have their own relatively autonomous
history". (IC IIf49).

Balibar gives as examples of such 'historical individualities'
in philosophy, suggesting that a history of philosophy might well
be a history of the succession of problematics, rather than a history
of philosophical systems. Thus the term 'individuality' here does not
refer to a single person, but to what one might call a basic unit.

For example, while in pre-capitalist modes of production individual
workers ean put the means of production to work, this is no longer
the case in capitalism, where the means of production can only be put
to work socially, by a 'collective worker' and it is this 'collective
worl er' whom Balibar describes as the 'historical individuality' in
this case,

1 think, then, that what Balibar is suggesting here is that,
one can give a history of eafh autonomous instance, and in each
instance the basic 'unit' which one is describing will be determined
by the articulation with the whole. This megns that the basic unit
will vary from instance to inetance: there will not be a basic unit
characteristic of the society as a whole, and which one can identify
at work in each instance. Furthermore, in dealing with any particular
instance one is not dealing with 'concrete men' but with men 'in ao
far as they fulfill certain determinate functions in the structure"

(LC II 150)
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It is here that the notion of Tréger is introduced: "lMen only appear
in the theory in the form of bearers (support-Tréger) of the relations
implied in the structure, and the forms of their individuality only

as determinate effects of the structure". (IC II 150)

As an example, we may perhaps take a political system. In any
such system, there will be not only a variety of specific roles, but
also meciﬂhisms for selecting individuals for those roles. In
desoribing the system ame may refer to the individuals who play particule
roles, but one refers to them only insofar as they play these roles
(and perhaps other relevant roles), but not necessarily to all their
roles, to the sum total of their being as concrete individuals. Thus
on the one hand one treats the individual purely as a 'role', and
on the other hand one analyses the role as a function of the system
or structure as a whole.

What, then, is the place of 'concrete individuals' in this?

In S-C Althusser writes: "Marx constantly uses the concepts of
position and function, and the concept of Trdger ('supports'), meaning
a support of relations: but this is not in order to make concrete
realities disappear, to reduce real men to pure functions of supports -
it is in order to make mechanisms intelligible by grasping them
through their concept, and beginning with these (since this is the only
possible way) to meke intelligible the concrete realities which can
only be grasped by making a detour through abstraction" (S-C 129/30).
Thus the process Balibar is describing wenld seem to be identiflied as
an abstraction. But what happens when one tries to put these various
abstract mechenisms together again? What role does the idea of a
‘concrete individuak' play in this? Balibar himself rather sidesteps
the problem by constructing another Strawperson, a Leibnitzian notion
in terms of which each individuel (monad) reflects the (social)
totality in 'its entirety, and he writes "Men, if they were the common
supports of determinate functions in the structure of each social practic
"would in some way express and concentrate" the entire social structure
in themselves, that is to say, they would be the centres from which
it would be possible to know the articulation of those practices in the
structure of the whole. By the same stroke each of these practices
would be effectively centred on the men-subjects of ideology, that ise
to say, on conscioueness. Thus the "social relations", instead of
expressing the structure of these practices, of which the individuals
are only the effect, would be engendered from the multiplicity of
these centres, that is to say, they would possess the structure of
a practical intersubjectivity" (4=C"151).

I suggest that this is a straw person, not in the sense that
it is a position which has never been held by anyone, but in the sens:
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that Balibar is suggesting only two possible positions: either we

accept that structures are the primary features and determine individua.
or the social structure is a practical intersubjectivity centred on
consciousnesses. But this ie far too simple (and undialectical)

a view(and, insofar as the gecond point of view is linked by Balibar
with the 'problematic of mediation' developed by Sartre, it represents
a fundamental misunderstanding of Sartre's position.)

But before elaborasting on this, I would like to look at the
seoond area in which Balibar identifies the autonomy of a structure.
This is in the enalysis of the 'simultaneity' of the process of
reproduction, in which it is shown that the various 'spheres' of the
economic process cannot be taken in isolation, but that they mutually
suppose one another. Thie means, according to Balibar, the necessity
of moving from "a concept of production as an act, the objectivation
of one or several subjects, to a concept of production without a subject
which in return determines certain classes as its owhn functions"

I0 IT 171). Balibar suggests that this is in fact valid for all
modes of production, as well as applying to the relation between the
actual production process and the other instances. For example, the
production process assumes as its condition certain legal forms but,

at the seme time, ms a process of reproduction it also reproduces these
forms. Balibar suggests that there are two possible ways of

treating this phenomenon. The first way is to see it simply as a
unidirectional temporal process in which "the necessity of the gocial
relation is simply the work of the activity of previous production,
which necesserily leaves determined conditon of production to the

following" (LC II 175).
But this means the unity of the process. The alternative is

to congider the production of social relationships as "a production

of things and individuals by the social relationships, a production

in which the individuals are determined to produce and the things to

be produced in a specific form by the sociel reletions. That is to

say that it is a determination of the function of the soccial procesgs of
production, a process without a subject" (LC II 175)

This cireularity of the production and reproductien of
sogial relations is important. But once again it seems to'me that
Balibar's two possible modes of explanation constitute an over-
gimplification. The two positions formulated here constitute a
development of the earlier two. The idea of production as a
unidireotional causal sequence is connected with the idea that there

is a practical intersubjectivity which acts as the 'subject' of
production, and the fact that this cennot account for the cireularity

of the process helps to refute the whole position. On the other
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hand, the faot that the social relations have one 'eternal' as both the
precondition and the result of production, helps to establish their
priority over the individuals involved.

Nevertheless, the major weakness im Balibar'e position
lies in the fact that he fails to elucidate what a structure is.
Although we can certainly treat, say, the political system in itself
as an abestraction, we also necg to be able to say what it 4s, in the
pense of how it existae. In hfs essay on ideology, Althusser argues
that ideology has a 'material exietence', both eas an 'apparatus’
and ae the mctual practices and rituals of individuals, and it would
seem that this acoount could be generalised to all structures. But
if so, then the orucial point is that the material exietence which the
structure enjoyes ies fundementally, although not exclusively, the
material existence of individual human beings. Not exclusively because
it exists also in buildings, tools, books, communication networks,
uniforms and a thousand other objeots; but fundamentally, since even
these function as part of a struoture only through the actual practice
of individuals. Prison rules a'd prison hours have their own material
existence, but they only function as a prison through individuals

enforcing the rules and locking the doors. This, of coursey does not
resolve the problem. We cannot reduce structures to individual action
in the sense of attempting to explain the existence of structures as the
product of self-conscious goal-directed behgviour of individuals linked
in intersubjectivity. But it does mean that we need to theorise the
role of individuale in the whole process. I do not intend to do this
here, but I will make four points which seem to me to be vital in this
respect,
i) Such an eaccount obviously cannot begin from a 'human essence' as a
system of valuee and behaviour patterns which is assumed to pre-ezist
insertion into any given structure. Althusser is perfectly correct
to reject thie kind of anthropology and to insist that different mmmiax
'human natures' occur in different social fmuximtimmsmx formations.
But it is still necessary to ask what is peculiar to human beings which
permite this to occur; if you prefer, what specific characteristics
of human beings permit them to act indifferently as 'bearers' of a
mumber of different functions. Althusser certainly assumes that they
do have this capacity, but it may not simply be assumed . It has to
be accounted for, and ites implication assessed.
2) We cannot treat social structure simply ae the product of an
intersubjectivity., Individuals relate to one another, firstly, within
a material context and, secondly, within the context of the existence
of other people not involved in immediate face-to-fece relations.
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The existence and characteristics of the material world will condition
the relations. The inevitable plurality of individuals will also

do so: the ontological separation of individuals has structural
implications which need to be investigated.

(3) Mo suggest that concrete individuals play a crucial role in the
unity of the whole is not to suggest either that the whole is 'centred'’
on individuals in some eimple sense, or to suggest that each individual
ie a Leibni{zian monad reflecting the totality.  But Dalibar ¢ommits
a meaning shift when he moves from the attempt to identify different
units in different instances (different historical individualities) to
the implication that the various instances do not exist in and through
the same actual individual people. A given individual is a member of
the economic system as a worker, of the palitical system as a subject
or a voter or a party activist, of the legal system as a possessor

of rights and obligations of various kinds, and of the ideological
gystem mas a receiver and practitioner contradictor of the dominant
ideology. He or she may play functionally different roles in each
system, and there may be tensions between the various roles. But the
articulation of the roles ipon one another is only possible through
this relation to concbete individuals, and the possibility of change
in the system relies on these tensions and their role in transmitting
effects from one instance to another, as, for example, when the
tensgions between factory resistance and political comprﬁince transmits
revolt from the 'economic' to the 'political' systems. But none of
meens that the structure exists in its entirety in each individual as
the "local reproduction, in miniature, of the whole social articulation"
(Ic II 150). It does not exist through each individual, but in the
gum of ell individuals, and the 'summation' will be a function of the
ontological characteristics of individuals (the form and nature of
their separetion) and of the material context in which they are
operating. This is the basis for Merx's account of fetishisation,

4) All human practice has the peculiar circularity which Balibar
identifies as the process of reproduction, although not necessarily

in the same form. 1In ite simplest form a practice is directed towards
a goal, and the goal is both the precondition and the result of the
action, In other terms, human practice is embedded in a system of
meanings, which, as meanings, are eternal. The words which I am
writing now have their specific meaning only in relation to the
completed sentence, and the end of the sentence has its specifio
meaning only in relation to the beginning. But, more, each word can
have meaning within the sentence only by virture of the references
which it carries to e whole conceptual system outside the sentenoce,
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A system of production is such a meaning system in which the meaning
of the individual act in physical terms (the actual end product)

is previously embodied in a system of concepts comprehending the

elements in the process. Crudely, X is emortising his machinery

because he knows that Y is producing machines, and Y is producing
machines because he knowe that iX¥ is amortising his machinery. Again,
this is not a process of unconstrained intersubjectivity. The
meaning system operates within the material and ontological context
already described, but the point is that it is because it is a system
of shared meanings (which is not the same thing as a value consensus)
that the system has the characteristic of 'eternity'. This, too,

is & crucial element in the theory of fetishisation. Human relations
can exist ae fetishised object relations only because they exist as a
meaning syetem (which is, of course, in turn a 'material' system in
Althusser's sense).

Althusser refers back to Spinoza as the father of the
netion of a process without a subject. But Hegel's criticism of
Spinoza is equally valid as a criticism of Althusser. Hegel argued
that Spinoza's God, who was substance without being Subject, failed
to guarantee the unity of res cogitans. The system of ideas
described by Spinoza is, finally, a mere coexistence of different
elements, which destroys their status as ideas, because ideas or
concepts are defined in relation to one sanother. This interrelation
can only be provided by an active subject which unifies the system
and holds together the various ideas in such a way that they have mean-
ings. Similarly, Althusser's structures, material systems and even
theoretical systems can give no account of their own unity insofar
as they are abstracted.from any unifying activity by a subject or
subjects. Once more, this activity cennot be thought ih terms of
an Hegelian Absolute Spirit, or in terms of amx¥egeixamx subject which
creates the whole process out of itself. But it has to be thought
of in terms of subjects who are active in history, and who can only
act as 'supports' of structural functions because they &re subjects,
even if they are particular conjunctives, alienated or enslaved
subjects. Tn the dialectical relation between subjects and structure;
subjects are determinant 'in the last instance' because they are the
ontologicel foundation of structures. It is this which is the only
basis forxike for the abolition, not of structures per se, but of
alienating and enslaving structures.

Ap an example of the problems raised here I will briefly
discuss Althusser's comments on the role of the individual in the
production of knowledge and, in particular, on the role of Marx.
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In L C he drops occasional hints on this theme, in partioular in his
disoussion of the idea of 'an object of knowledge', distinct from the
real object, insisting that to make this dietinction is not to fall
into ideelism, since the ‘thought' in which the process of production
of knowledge occurs is "the historically constituted system of an
apparatus of thought, founded and articulated in natural and social
reality" (IC I 47); it is not "the faculty of a psychological subject,
although individual subjects are its egents " (IC I 47). It is worth
noting here that, at this stage, the notion of a thought 'apparstus’ is
purely a metaphor, and that 'psychological subjects' constitute a
fundemental part of 'natural and gocial reality', so that the contrast
between the two may be misleading. But for Althusser the consequence
of this idea is that the individual thinking subject is agsigned a
place within the process of production of knowledge, and that even the
‘ghange of terrain' involved in a breek between problematics must not
be thought of as the result of the activity of a constituting subject
which decides to change its point of view on the world (see IC I 48)
It is rather the case, he suggests, in e poetic moment, that concepts,
far from being constructed when needed 'sometimes' keep one waiting a
long time, or march past in borrowed clothing before dressing in their
adjusted suits - as long as history has not furnished the tailop and
the cloth" (I I 61) This historically provided tailor may be the
Oowl of Minerve in borrowed clothes; he certainly retains the absolute
(theoreticel) arbitrariness of that kind. In S C Althusser rejects the
idea that the flight of the Owl follows  on an exclusively scientific
event, asserting that it is also related to the events of political
jdeological revolution. He attempts to give an account of Marx's
'breek' as follows: "(It) in fact seems to have been produced like a
' fatherless child' by the meeting of what Lenin called the Three Mgin
Sources or, to use a more accurate term, by the intersection or
conjunction, against the background of the class struggle of 1840-48....
of lines of demarcation and jdeclogical lineages which, aimlessly and
each for itself, criss-cross in the resultant field of their intersection
Now it is possible and necessary to distinguish as dominant in this
contradictory process what we might call the change in the class
theoretical position of the historical 'individual' Marx-Engels. This
change of class theoretical position took place, under the influence of
the political class struggles and of their lessona,in Ehiloaoggy“(sc 149)
Now, the minimum meaning of this text is that we must avoid th@
trap of imagining that ideas are produced 'out of the blue ae the
result of an entirely autonomous process occurring in the head of a
Great Thinker. “hig is of course correct. Any philosopher findg



39.

ready a certain conceptual apparatus and certain definitions of what
oonstitutes philosophical problems, and attempts to work with and through
these oconcepts and definitions in the context both of his personal
experience ap situation and also of the events of the time insofar as
they impinge/on him. Neither would I disagree with the importance

of the chgnge in class perspective by Marx and Engels for their
theoretical development. But I do question the theoretiocal utility

of the extended spatial metaphor of lines of demarcation and of
aimlessly criss-crossing lineages. The construction of the 'historical
individual Marx-Engels also seems to involve an arbitrary confusion of
the roles played by the real individuals Marx and Engels. It is simply
not adequate to imply that, say, Marx, playe a role which is "assigned
to him by the mechanism of the process" (5C I 28) His own ideas,
once formulated, enter into a practical field in which their final form
and forte are determined by the field, certainly. But the role of

Marx, as originator of those ideas, should draw our attention to the
fact that the practical field itself rests on other individuals who use
and transform his thoughts. This is not an aimless criss-crossing of
lineages, but a process in which people are using ideas in the context
of problems. Althusser's metaphor observes the role of individuals
within a peocess which does transcend each of them as individuals but
which nevertheless cannot be understood without reference back to the
individuals.

A number of critics have made the point, which follows also
from my earlier criticism of Althusser's account of the notion of 'subjeect'
as ideological, that Althusser and Balibar have described the character-
jstics of the alienated and fractured individuals in capitalist society
as though thepe were the necessary characteristics of individuals per se
(see e,g. Vincent 240-242) Because they have not understood the
problematic of fetishisation- alienation, they have not been able to
grasp Marx's account of the way in which, in capitalist society,
structures do in effect determine individuals who become bearers of
dafferent functions in ddfferent systems.

T1II., Structure and Contradiction, '

In the previous gsection I questioned the adequacy of Althusser':
account of the relation between individual subjects and social structures.
But if he is wrong on that issue, it doesn't mean thaet what he has to
say about structures themselves is uninteresting. He begins with a
reflection on Marx's so-celled 'inversion' of Hegel, pointing out that
one cannot interpret this as the idea that the same ‘dialectic' 1s now
to be used 'materialistically' rather than 'idealistically'. Hegel':s
dialectic is an 'expressive totality' in the sense that its 'principle!
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present in all elements of the whole: "this totality is reflected in a

unique internal principle, which is the truth of all its concrete
determinations" (PW 101)  Further, insofar as the principle is gelf-
contradictory, there is a single contradiction present throughout, and

the historical process of the particular form can be understood entirely =
the working out of this simple contradiction. There is a way of
inverting Hegel which maintains this notion of an expressive totality
defined by a single contradiction. In terms of this inversion, "while
for Hegel it is the politico- ideological which is the essence of the
economic, for Marx it would be the economic which would make up the

whole essence of the politico-ideological The political, the ideological
would then be nothing but the pure phenomenon of the economic, which would
be their 'truth’'. Thus for the pure principle of the consciousness (of
itself of a time) the simple internal principle which, in Hegel, is the
principle of the intelligibility of all the déterminations of an
historical people, would have been substituted woitd—have—been—gubstituted
another simple principle, its contrary: material 1ife, the economy, is

a simple principle which becomes in its turn the unique principle of
universsl intelligibility of an historial people.... This attempt ends
with the radical reduction of the dialectic of history to the generating
jinlectic of successive modes of production, that is to say, at the limit
of different technigues of production" (PM 107-08). As Althusser points
out, this description is not a caricature. It is, rather, a constant
theme in much pro and most anti Marxist writings.

Althusser's alternative account places its gtress on the ideas
of the 'relative autonomy' of the structure, and of the economic being
determinant only "in the laet instance". However, he admits that "the
theory of the specific effect of the superstructures and other
'eircumstances' remains in large part to be elaborated, and before the
theory of their efficacify, or at the same time (for it is by the
observation of their effect that one can attain their essence) the theory
of the particular essence of the specific element, of the superstructure"
(PM 113). His own work then, is an attempt to begin to work out this
theory. The advantage of such an approach is that it permits us to
understand the complexity of any given conjunctdye€ mich more clearly,
because, instead of ineisting that everything happening at that time must
be the eseential expression of the mode of production, it recognises that
different instances have different historical peculiarities, and 'move'
at different speeds. In partiocular, it has clear political implications,
both through the fact that it stresses the importance of basing action on
the actual analyeis of a complex conjunctgye, rather than on abstract
i:Zn:iziEZ; azi :hrougy the fact that it raises clearly the guestion of

y he political instance, which does not simply follow
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or express the contradiction of the economy, but has its own status

and rules. Xm 80 doing makes it possible to give a theoretical
treatment of the politicml practice which attempts to change the
structure. It also offers a more complex understanding of revolution,
whioh can be seen, not ae the working out of the fundamental contra-
dictiom in the economy, but, rather, in terms of different contradictions
in different instances. In these terms, revolution only occurs when
there is a peculiar coincidence of contradictions in a number of
separate instances in a 'unité de rupture' (AM 18): "That is to say that
the 'differences' which constitute each of these instances in play.....,
if they 'merge' in a real unity, do not 'digsipate' themselves as a
pure phenomenon in the internal unity of a simple contradiction. The
unity that they constitute in this 'fusion' of the revolutionary break
is constituted by them by their own esesence and effectivity, on the
basis of whet they are, and according to the specific modalities of
their action. In constituting this unity, they certainly reconstitute
and accomplish the fundamental unity which animates them, but in
doing this they also indicate its nature: that the 'contradiction' is
inseparable from the structure of the whole social body in which it is
acting, inseparable from ite formal conditions of existence and from

the very instancee which it governs, that it is thus itself, in its
heart, affected by them determining but also determined in one and the
same movement, and determined by the various levels and the various
instances of the social formation which it animates: we can call it
overdetermined in its principle" (PM 99-100). Althusser's quotation
marks indicate the extent tou which he is aware of the metaphorical

and unspecified nature of much of this important passage. Leaving
aside the question of identifying the instences, it raises the gquestion
of how the instances affect one another, and, in particular, of which

it means to describe one insgtence as determinant 'in the last instance!'.
Althusser is npt simply saying that there is a plurality of instances,
each with its own 'contradiction'. Rather, within the whole there is

a contradiction which 'dominates the others' (PM 206), and this
domination is not purely contingent but is,rather, an essential element
in the nature of the structure. It is what he calls a 'structure a
dominante. ! Within this structure, however, egch element has its own
independent role to play, in the sense that each is presupposed by the
other. In particular, within a society the 'superstructure' is not
merely a secondary expression of the bese, it is, rather, a conditicn

of its existence,

But,Althusser insists, this does not mean that these
instances are accidentally combined, but functionally independent.
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Rather, in each contradiction we find "the reflexion .. of ite condi®ion
of existence, that is to say, of its pituation in the structure a
dominante of the oomplex whole" (PN 215) Insofar as each instance
has its own history, and temsion and conflicte within it come to a

head in their own time, as it were, in any given conjunctive we may
expect to find different states of contradiction in differept instances.
Here Althusser refers to Marx's distinetion between princféze and
secondary contradiction, and to his idea of the uneven development of
contradictions (see B! 198) But if we are to reject the idea that
there is a contradiotion in one instance which is always the PrinCiPté’
contradiction, and yet maintain the idea of a structured whole, rather
than a relatively eccidental conjunction of separate instances, then
we want to be able to give some theoretical account of how and why

the principle contradiction moves from instance to inetance. Thus
Althusser wishes to show that the specificity of the Marxist dialectic
is that "It alone permits us to understand the concrete variations

and mutations of a structural complexity such as a sccial formation...
not as accidental variations and mutations produced by external
‘conditions' on a fixed structured whole, its categories and their
fixed order... but as many concrete restucturations insé&bed in the
essence, the 'play' of each mmmirmdiziimmx category, in the essence,
the 'play' of each contradiction, in the essence, the 'play' of the
articulations of the complex structure & dominante which reflects
itself in them" (PM 216). Such a theory would permit, on the one
hand, a meaningful periodisation of historical stages and, on the other
hend, it would enable us to understand the 'fusion' or 'condensation'
of various contredictions in the revolutionary 'mutation'. It is
distinguished from 'economism', which identifies one invariable dominant
contrediction determinant in the last instance, through its insistence
on the unequal development of contradictions. But it remains 'Marxist'
becsuse it névertheless insists on the idea that the economic instance
is determinant in the last instance, by distinguishing between
tdominant contradiction' and 'contradiction determinate in the last
instance'. Thus it is possible to identify the role of being
‘determinant in the last instance' as the function of determining

which instance will contain the dominant contradiction, and it is thds
function which is asdcribed to the economic instance.

Althusser's objective in thie discussion is basically “to
enunciate theoretically the specific difference of the Marxist dialectic
at work in the theoretical and political praotice of Marxism" (PM 223)
and in particular to distinguish it from the Hegelian dialectic, and
it seems to me that what he has to say is very useful, at least insofar




43.

as he is dealing with the attempt to analyse 'mociety' and 'history'
dialectically. Bat, in bringing out the difference between an ldeali’t
dialectic as the expressive unity of a single principle, and a
materialist,dialectic as a structure a dominante, he at the same time
indicates a serious problem, which he solves, in P M at least, only by
the use of metaphor: this is the problem of the 'unity' of a structure
which is no longer the expression of a single principle. In P M he uses
the term 'reflection' to describe the way in which one instance
penetrates or exists in another. But for the moment this remains purely
a metaphor. OSimilarly, the expression 'in the last instance' remains
unclear, partly because it cannot be further specified while 'reflection’
remains vague, and partly because Althusser gives no justification here
for his insistence that the economy always and inevitably has the role
of being determined in the last instance. Thue we know neither how this
function is performed nor why it is performed by the economy.

In L.C Althusser elaborates on the idea of the relative
autonomy of each instance through a descriptiom of the different systems
of development and change of these instances, which he calls their
different 'times'. Once more his concern here is to reject an Hegelian
notion of historical development in terms of which it would be possible
to make a cross-sectional cut at any point in time, which would reveal
the coinciding features of all the instances at once, in perfect harmony.
Further, neither within each instance nor across the whole can we treat
history as though it is a single unilinegr development, in which there
is a more or less continuous process of change which can be broken up
into 'periods' at certain points. Rather, the nature of the system in
each case will be a function of the nature of the structure concerned.
This means that a 'history' cen never be a mere empirical chronology.
Instead, it has to understand the type of structure with which it is
involved, and has to begin with some idea as to what would constitute
an 'historical' fact, in the sense of a fact which would affect or count
as e mutation in the existing structural relations (see LC I 127). For
example, in a history of philosophy it is not adequate to give a mere
chronology of philosophers. We need to have a concept of what
constitutes a philosophical system (or problematic) and of what would
count as a change of system. On this basis we can give an account of
the relation of different philosophers to a given system within which
they operate, trace out the tensions within the system, and finally
identify the 'breek' in which a new system is produced.

Looking at the relation between structures, Althusser wishes
to stress the necessity of not moving from a Hegelian 'coupe d'essence'
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to a view which takes the 'time' of one of the structures as the norm,
and attempts to identify advances and survivals or uneven
development. Rather than using one of the 'times' as our measure,
we have to pperate with the idea of a 'conjunctywml present' in which
we must "consider these differences of temporal structures as, and
s0lely as, as many objective indices of the mode of articylation of
the different elements or of the different structure in the overall
struoture of the whole" (LC I 133) But this is, finally, although
quite unexceptionable, merely a repetition of the brief account of
the structure & dominante in FM, and Althusser admits that this "theory
of the conjunctive indispensable to the theory of history" remains
"almost entirely to be elaborated" (LCI 133).

The object of Althusser's oriticism is any 'historicist' version
of Marxism which attempts to make all instances into the expression of
an historical totality whien tends inevitably to be flattened down to
the 'infrastructure'. In particular, he wishes to defend the notion
of 'science' against the attempt to treat in historicist fashion as
relative to its epoch. He argues that Marx himself, outside the
early writings, doesn't include science in the (historically relativae)
superstructure. Science, rather, in breaking from ideology,
inaugurates its own historical temporality in which, assuming that its
actual contimuity is assured, it escapes from the common fate of a
unique history. While it would be 'idealist' to treat science as
atemporal, it must nevertheless be thought, in its own categories, as
having its own 'relatively autonomous' history. Thus we may not
a priori reduce different types of prectice to the same model, but
should first seek out their gpecificity. Once more, however, although
one may agree with this as a programme, it remains for the moment in
purely programmatic form.

In his further discussion of this problem in LC, Althusser
still does not get beyond merely formulating the problem more clearly.
The idea of the causal efficacy of elements of a structure on one
another cannot be thought either in terms of a (Cartesian )
causality, or in terms of a (Leibnitz-ﬂegelian) expressive causality.
Thus if we are to engage in structural analysis of this type, we must
develop & notion of "structural causality" which can "think the
determination of the elements of a structure, and the structursl reimix
relations existing between these elements, and all the effects of these
relations through the effioao&:y of this structure. ...(and) the
determination of 2 subordinated strmeture by a dominant structure"

(I¢ X 61) The type of causality operating can be desecribed as a
"metonymie causality" (borrowing a Lacanian term), in which the

structure is immanent inf its effeots, and is in fact nothing other
than the system of its effeots. According to Althusser, Marx uses
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a good dozen different expressions in an attempt to pin this
down, the least 'metaphoric' of which is the term 'Dorstelling' or
But all Althusser can offer ds in clarification of

relation

representation.
this is an even more obscure metaphor: "the mode of existence of the

stage direction of the theatre which is simultaneously its own stage,
its own seript, its own actors, the theatre whose spectators can, on
ocoasion, be spectators only because they are first of all forced to be
its actors, caught by the constraint of a script and parts whose authors
they cannot be, since it is in essence an authorless theatre" (ICT 71
(RC 193) As Abthusser stresses in S/C his object in PM an IC was

W4o differentiate between Marx and Hegel" (s¢ 178). It seems to me that
he is successful in this task insofar as he shows that the Marxian
'whole' is structured differently from Hegel's'totality'. But he has
feiled to demonstrate the possibility of such a 'whole'.

However, Balibar, in hds contribution to L C , does at least
offer some more clues, Beginning from an analysis of Marx's brief
programmatic note in the Preface to Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy, he points out that the concepts used to describe the
relation between the elements of the social structure are remarkable for
their vegueness; they are what he describes as 'practical' concepts,
and need still to be turned into ‘theoretical' concepts. This method
is basically to search in Capital for hints at the structure of the
argument, and then to attempt to formulate these links into a coherent
theory. For this reason he is concerned largely with the ‘mode of
production' as & structure, rather than with the structure of the social
whole as such, but his object is both to illuminate the nature of any
structure and also, finally, to make some suggestion about the mode
of articuletion between m.of p.and the other instance.

This discussion of structure takes place within a polemic
against purely empiricist history, based on Althusser's earlier argument
that the notion of the autonomy of instances implies that each instance
has its own 'time'. Historians, therefore, cannot simply begin
tcollecting facts'. They must first 'construct their object', in the
sense of giving some account of what kind of object it is, and what
would actually constitute a change in i%t. Thus what Althusser is
opposing in his discussion of various 'times' and in his insistence that
history has to 'construct its object', ias the attempt to distinguish
between history as a purely ‘'concrete' science which merely has to
deseribe what happens, and political economy, as an essentially
'abstract' science which then has to be rendered 'historical' (and concret

in some way (cf LC IL'197). Rather, he is insisting that both, insofar
as they are sciences, lead a double existence as both theoretical
and
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empirical sciences, which “are elaborated and developad in the investig-
ation of a new material provided in the last resort by the practices of
real, concrete history" (LC I 137). But both have to approach their real
history armed with theoretically constructed concepts. I think that in
his oriticism of the 'tole of the individual in history'debate as a
paralogiem involving the confrontation of"the empirical existence of
another" (£C I 140), he is making the related point that a general theory
(e.g. historical materialism) is not designed to explain individual events,
but rather to define the nature of the object which the historian has to
investigate.

Balivbar tekes up this idea of different 'times' and elaborates
on it in a way which is not entirely unambiguous. He seems to distinguish
between ' the kind of history in general' and the 'time' of particular
strudures. As a concept 'history in general doesn't function within the
theory of history': rather it 'is simply the designation of a problem
constitutive of the 'theory of history' (of historical materialism):
it designates this theory in its ensemble as the place of the problem
of the articulation of different historical times and of the variations
of this articulation."(ILC II 217) To say that the concept 'history in
general' doesn't function within the theory is to say, and think, that
the historiam cannot appeal to 'history' as an explanation for anything,
any more than the biologist can appeal to 'life'. It doesn't mean that
thdhistorian is not finally stgdying 'historical' phenomena, any more
than that the biologist is not finally studying living beings.
Unfortunately, however, neither Althusser nor Baliber ever discuss the
relation between the theoretical and the empirical within the activity
of the historian. Partly this is because they are not here concerned
with methodology. But it is also justified through the insistence
that theory takes place entirely 'within thought', and it therefore seems
to me to mask certain problems concerning how one actually arrives at the
elements which go into one's theoretically constructed structure.

Balibar sidesteps the problem by discovering his elements in Capital.
But this leaves their status undetermined unless we can give an account
of how and why Marx arrived at them.

But Balibar is more directly concerned here with explicating the
notion of structure. le begins by attempting to isolate the elements out
of which any mode of production must be constructed, and then goes on to
discuss in greater detail the question of determination in the last
instance. Here he suggests that for larx one important characteristic
of the dominant instance in any sooiety is that it is fetishised. In
Capitalism this is the economic instance itself, whereas in the 'primitive'

community the collectivity is fetishised, and in the so-called 'asiatio'
mode the ruler is fetishised, in the sense that it appears that the
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surplus product naturally belongs to the ruler. But this method of
identification doesn't help us to explain the relation between this
dominant instance and the mode of production as determinant in the last
instance. Marx himself gives the outline of an account in distinguish-
ing between the role of the political instance in feudallism and in
capitalism. In the lattert the appropriation of surplus value by the
capitalist occurs directly in and through the process of production.
The political instance does not intervene directly at all. Thus the
class conflict is also initially directly economic, concerning wages ahd
hours etc. Under feudalism, however, the extraction of surplus does
not occur directly in production, but indirectly through corvée labour
and taxation, based on more or less visible political coercion. That
is, the different production processes imply a different role for the
political instance. Under feudalism, class conflict then takes a form
which is both political and economic at once. Whereas economic crises
play the fundamental role in capital}agciaty, political crises would be
fundamental in societies which dmfEmdxsmx involve the direct extrgction
of surplus. If the only function 4he mode @ proiuction has as
‘determinant in the last instance' is to determine the instance which
will be dominant, this would seem to imply that its influence on how
the dominent instances goes about its business after thet would be
minimal.

Nevertheless, Balibar does wish to retain both the autonomy of th«
instences and their interdependence. Although any given mode of
production is a combination of the fundamental elements, each elemnt
derives its specific nature from that mode of production. Each mode
is not merely a 'descriptive juxtaposition' but is, rather, a
'functioning unity'" (LOII 114) in which each element has a specific
form. Thus, for example, although any mode of production includes a
property relation, what is meany by property varies from mode to mode.
As Marx puts it, "Todefine bourgeois properiy is nothing other than
to give an exposition of all the social relations of bourgeois
production' (LCII 117)

The fundamental characteristic of a structure as a whole is
that it persists, or rather, that it reproduces itself, and so we ocan
get a clearer idea of 'structural causality' by looking at this process
of reproduction. In the capitalist mode of produotion, at least,

(and Balibar doesn't investigate any other here), this process of
reproduction has the form, not of a temporal succession, but of a system
of synchronic dependencies, in which all the different movements
neceseary for the reproduction are apparently going on at the same time.
It i8 a process without beginning in whivh all the relationships imply
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one another reciprocally. In partioular, the relation betwaen capitalic

and worker is both presupposed and reproduced in production. Cur
analyeis of the process necessarily takes a sequential form, but the
point is that this is a logioal sequence, not a temporal one, and in
this sense we are making a syndrome analysie without reference to
time: "Syndrome is not a real present, contempyaneous with itself, but
the present of theoretical analysis where all the determinatione are
given" (LCIT 212)

But the process of reproduction is, insofar as it is a contradictory
process, also a process of movement. This movement Balibar calls a
dynamic, which is "a movement of development internal to the structure
and sufficently determined by it..., proceeding according to a peculiar
rythm and speed determined by the structure, possessing a necessarily
irreversible orientation, and indefinitely conserving (reproducing)
on another scale the properties of the structure" (ICII 213)

The important point about this dynamic is that it remains within
the boundaries of the structure. Although, for example, it is possible
to estimate the systemic 'age' of a particular capitalist social
formation by looking at the extent to which the fundamental tendency
of a rising organic composition of capital has developed, there is no
point at which this turns into a different structure. In the form
of economic crises the structure has its own way of reestablishing its
dynamic. There is no internal reeson why it should not go on for ever,
staggering from crisis to crisis.

Within the structure, it is possible to define the notion
‘of a correspondence between the various instances in terms of "the mode
of intervention of one practice in the limits determined by another
practice" (LCII 222)., where the function of this mode of intervention is
to reproduce the system, precisely because the limits of the inter-
vention are predefined by the system a whole,

On the other hand, a change in the mode of production occurs
if the intervention of political practice in the economic instance is
such as transform the limits of tje mode of production.

Rough]y, Balibar seems to envisage the following
combination. The dynamic of the mode of production produces certain
elements which are available for a new mode of production. But these are
not, as it were, the fulfillment of the old mode of production.

There is no genesis of a new mode of production from within the old,
Rather, once we have the new we can trace its geneplogy by discovering
the various e{ement& which were to constitute it within the old., Bat
g%heso elaments(éhchhhas its own dependent origin. There is no one
necessary way in which the transition should occur. The discovery of




That is, in a period of transition there is a state of 'non-correspon-
dence' between the various levels (LCII 224) But this non-correspon-
dence is only possible because of the simultaneous existence of

elements of two modes of production, of which one is dominant. This
means that the transition, finally, has to be understood as the mode

of articulation of two (or more) modes of production, hence as a
'synchronio' which describes the process of reproduction of the

combined whole, and which contains its own dynamic as the working out

of the tendencies implied by the articulation of thé various modes zf in
the whole. And in fact any history deeling with "real-concrete social
formations is always studying economic structures dominated by
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the geneology constitutes what Balibar calls a diachronic analysls,
which, as distinct from the dynamic, deals with transition. These
alements of a (possible) new mode of production are only actually
combined, however, through an intervention of the political instance.
several modes of production" (LCII 214 note 1).

But this would seem once more to obscure the distinction between
diachronic and dynamic which Balibar has gigen such peins to make. Egg
If all social formations are, in effect, always 'in transition', and
if the 'transitional mode' has its owh synchrome and dynamic, then
the only role for diachronic is the marginal one of dealing with events
which are accidental to the social formation itself, such as, for
example, the arrival of a colonial power which forcibly axzxExpiEx
alters the mode of production, although, in some instances,at least,
it mightbe possible to treat even this as part of the dynamic of a
broader system. Yere the 'barbarian' invasions of Western Europe a
part of the diachronic of Western Europe, or a part of the diachronic
pf the whole European politico-economic system?

Balibar himself is able to l“3i$ on the distinction to the
extent that he does at least partly befause he is dealing only with
the mode of production es one instance in the whole, and so can treat
the eruption of the politicel instance as a part of its diachronic,
not of its dynamic. But to the extent that his account of the mode of
production ie intended to provide a model also for the elucidation of
the structure as =2 whole, he would have to integrate the movement of
the political instence within the dynamic of the whole. In this case,
insofar as the mode of production is determinant in the lagt instance,

1

there must be some sense in which the intervention of the political

to chenge the rules of the mode of production is determined, if not
by the mode of production, then at least by the dynamic of the whole.
Here we risk falling back into a Hegelian exprensive totality. But

the alternative is really to admit that Balibar's schema finally
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aooounts for very little. A& he himself says, when describing the

correspondence between instances &8 the system of intervention of the
praotice of one inatance within another, on the basis of their relative
autonomy, "All I am doing here, obviously, is to designate the place
of a theoretioal problem, and mot to produce a knowledge" (LOII 222)

Trying to walk the razor's edge between an aftheoretical 'fact'-
collecting emppiociem and an Hegelian expressive totality is a difficult
task, and it is made more difficult by the notion of 'structural
causality'. Balibar's distinction between the dynamic internal to an
instance and the diachronic involved through its relation to other
instances is helpful, but if the diachrony is to be saved from
absorption within a.wider dynamic, then the meaning of the autonomy
of each element against the structure as a whole needs to be made
much more explicit. (And, it is worth mentioning, this involves also
the relative autonomy of various elements within the structure of
esch instance). To a certain extent Althusser's concept of
“overdetermination' is designed to do this, by showing that there is no
simple one-to-one correspondence between events in various instances.
In particular, a revolution is produced not by a particular
contradiction in a partialar instance, but by a combination of
contradictions in verious instances. But to what extent does it help
to bring in the idea of overdetermination? Does it say e.g. that the
Bolshevik revolution had to happen - because of the overdetermined
conjunct@ve of 1917? Or does it merely say that it could happen
beeause of that overdetermination? The latter would seem to be more
sensible, but it would also seem to weaken the idea of structural causal-
ity, particulerly in regard to the political instance. Althusser
connects the idea of overdetermination with the importance of the
political instance and of the reality of individual action, of "the
prodigious 'labour' of a theoretician, whether it be Galil@@, Spinoza
or Marx, and of a revolutionary, Lenin and all his brothers, devoting
their suffering, when not their lives, to resolving these little
‘problems'...: elaborating on 'obvious' theory;gﬁking the 'inevitable'
revolution, realising sn their own personal 'contingence' (!) the
Necessity of History, whether it be theoretical or political, where,
soon, the future will quite naturally live ite 'present'." (PM 216,
Althusser's punctuation,) Thus the individual's political behaviour
as a revolutionary can't be reduced to 'realising the Necessity of
History in one's own contingence. But how then can it be reduced to
'bearing' the determinationsdesignated by the structure?

To the extent that Althusser and Balibar are trying to construc

the 'object' of history, eather than to actually write a particular
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history of a partioular (conorete-real) social formation or instance,
it may be felt that such problems dont arise, in the sense that *
‘individuals' occur only in resl history, while structures oan be
described theoretically and then used to guide the empirical practices
of historians. But here two problems coincide, and we are left in
obscurity. On the one hand the relation baetween structures and the
aotual practice of real-concrete 'history' by individuals living out
their lives is unexplicated. On the other hand we are not told.how
historisns are actuelly to use the theoretical "structures" in the
practice of writing particular histories. But, interesting though the
purely structural analysis is, these are surely the crucial problems in
both political and theoretical 'practice’.

IV, Sartre and Althusser.

Several writers (e.g. Poulantzas, Pouillon) have discussed
Althuseer's work as a specific break with Sartre., However, Althusser's
own referencesto Sartre are brief, polemical, and distorted almost
beyond recognition. To use one of Althusser's favourite phrases,
4it is no accident that he can provide as his sole argument that it is
\'practically impossible to conceive and defend "sartre's position, the
assertion that"You just have to read the Critique of Dialectical Reason
which announces an Bthics that never appeared, to be convinced of
this point" (SC 98) This 'Bthics' is in fact announced in Being and
Nothingness; it is evident that Althusser's analysis and criticism of

Sartre in S-C are not besed om anything like actually looking at texts,
but merely on vaguely remembered impressions. Althusser's standards
of exposition and analysis and criticism in these passages (5-C 43-4,
59-61, 97-9) fall so far below any conceivable redtiomar level of
retional discouree that it is scarcely worth discussing them for their
own sake. But they are important insofar as they reveal Althusser's
own confusions about key theoretical problems.

In the course of his argument against the thesis attributed to
Lewis and Sartre, thaet 'man makes history' Althusser gives the following
parody of Sartre's position:

"And it is juet because John Lewis's little human god-man is
inside history ('en situation' ae Jean Paul Sartre used to say) that
Lewiec does not endow him with s power of absolute creation... but with
gomething even more stupefying - the power of 'transcendance', of being
able to progress by indefinitely negating-superceding the constraints
of the history in which he lives, the power to¢ transcend history by
humen liberty.....A little Sartrian God, always 'en situation' in
history, endowed with the amazing power of 'transcending' every situation
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of resolving all the difficulties which history presents, and of 8°f“¢
forward towards the golden future of the human, socialist rewolution:

man is an essentially revolutionary animal because he is a free

animal" (43-4). :

Thie ie characterised without explanation, as a 'petit bourgeoi:c
concept of liberty, and it is implioit that his concept is designed
as an ideological escape from the reality that freedom is “crushed and
denied by the development of imperialist capitalism® (SC 45)

This ie connected with the attempt to hide the role of the natural
material conditione of labour, and to delude the workere into thinking
that, as men, they are already free, so that 3082 will fail to recognisc
the need for class struggle (S-C 63-4).

In escattered references in R0, Althusser labels Sartre's
philosophy as an historicel humanism, having the following characteris-
tide:

i) "It amgigns to all (theoretical) rationality, as to all (revolutiomary
dialectic the unique transcendental origin of the human 'project',

as an 'exaltation of human freedom' (ICI 182)

2) It reduces history to an expressive totality, by means of the

notion of 'mediation', which "has the funetion of assuming unity in the
negation of differences" (ICI 174. see also p.77), and by reducing

all the various practices to the single undifferentiated notion of
'praxis'.

3) In particuler, thie undifferentiated notion of praxis, even when
developed intc the 'pratico-mepte' "lscks the concept of the modality

of the material conditions of the process of labour" (ICII 42). It is
releted to an anthropology of the subject, an idealism of labour as

the essence of man, in which "the present material conditions whose
structural combination commande all effective work and all present
transformation of pew material into a useful product" is dissolved in
"the philosophical memory of a previous praxis, itself second in
relation to an other or other previous prgxes, and so on until the
praxis of the origgnating subjedat" (LCII 42).

T do not intend to offer a detailed exposition of Sartre's position
to show in detail how Althusser has misunderstood it. What intereasts
me, rather, is the extent to which the misunderstandings are an index
of the inadequacy of Althusser's own problematic, governed as it is
by the unexplicated and untheoriged notion of structure,

I have earlier argued that Althusser's idea thet we can treat
individuals theoretically as mere 'bearers' of structurally determined

positions misses e fundamental question: what are human beings that t-
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are able to 'bear' different positions within a struoture? This is not
8 question about a 'human essence' in the sense in which Althusser
uses that term. That is, it does not refer to a quest for a given set
of motives which define human reality (e.g. homo oeconomicus). To use
8 rough analogy, it would be silly to inquire into the real shape of
putty, but it makes good sense to inguire into the characteristics of
putty which enablef it to change its shape. And, if we are intending to
use it, we must ask this question in order to establish the limits within
which we can use it. Sartre's aim in both Being and Nothingness and
the Oritique of Dialectical Reason is to deal with such questions. In
relation to Althusser, we may formulate his fundamental question thus:
"What is the significance for the reproduction andfor change of social
structures for the fact that they are 'borne' by individual human beings?
Sartre does not attempt to show either 'history' or 'social structures'
being created by the free, conscisus originaeting praxis of transcend-
ental subjects. Rather, he attempts to show how 'history' occurs as
'a human work without an author' (CRD 68 ) in relation to the ontologieal
separation of individual human beings in a material context. This
means attempting to give an nccount of how structures which are 'borne'
by individuals exist as an external facticity for those individuals.
The notions of 'freedom' and of 'praxis' which are used in the course
of the argument certainly are 'abstract', but they are intended to
be abstract: they are theoretical concepts dealing with the structure
of human behaviour, not 'empirical! concepts referring to actual real-
concrete human beings. In this sense they are functionally equivalent
to Althusser's attempt in P to give a general theory of production.

I pointed out earlier that one of the key problems for the
A-B account of the nature of the social structure is that of the relation
between the political instance and the mode of production. One of the
ways in which they manage to give credence to the idea of structural
causality is in fact by dealing with that instance which is most close
to being purely a system of structural relationships,- the mode of
production - while giving nothing but very general treatment to those
instances which are not so easily treated #n this way: in particular,
the political and the ideological.

Althusser's weakness at the level of dealing theoretically
with poditics is illustrated empirically by his treatment of Stalinism
in 8-C. He begins by pointing out, quite correctly, that the label
'‘personality cult' is quite inadequate as an explanation (and it is
worth mentioning that the stating of this fact within the ECF is one

of Althusser's important services). Tt is not adequate to look mere]
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at legal superstructure (violation of msocialist legality), but one muat
aloo oonaider the State Apparatuses - including the Party (p.f1) as wel.l
ap the clase relations and class struggle involvad in the period of
construoting socialiam. J0ie 18 a promiping stert. But this 'left~
wing eritique' is opposed to a 'right wing critique' whioch attacks oniy
certain aspects of the legal superstructure, and of course can then
invoke Man and hie Rights, and oppose Man to the violation of his Right
(or simple ‘'worgers' councils' to the 'bureaucracy') (82). This is
then used as a basig once more for attacking 'bumaniem', and for
asserting thet the idea of 'liberty of the Person' is fundamentally and
necessarily bourgeois (86).

Althusser now poses the following alternative: Humanism "takes
on a Social Demorratic accent, one which raises not the question of the
clase struggle, and its abolition,through the emancipation of the
working class, but that of the defence of Human Rights, of liberty and
justice, even of the liberation and free development of the 'personality’
on the integral personality" (868). Thus liberty and justice are not
integral to the emancipation of the working class; they are an
undesirable alternative. On the basis of this analysis, which simply
throws aside the problems of thé single party and of the state
apparatus, Althusser then feels able, as an hypothesis, to identify
the Stalinien deviation as a "special form... of the posthumous revenge
of the 2nd International" (89) mxx although Stalin cannot be reduced to
this devietion (S1). There is, in this, an important point in the ide=
thaet there existed no theory of class struggle under socialism, and
that 'economism' and 'humenism' denying class struggle and interpreting
problems of socialism purely as problems of production, come into play.
But this is surely application of nationalist categories with a
vengeance. The Staliniet deviation is & theoretical error - but error
is not merely error, it must be treated also as ideology. In his
introduction to S-C Lock has elaborated on what he believes to be
Althusser's position, end he writes: "As we saw, Stalin all but
ignored the problen of the generation of a new bourgeoisie. He
considered the class struggle under socialism to be primarily a struggle
against the old exploiting classes. When that difficulty was resolved,
he therefore tended (only tended, however, because he was never quite
gure) to consgider that clesss struggle had ceased to exist in the USSR.
Phue the dietatorship of the proletariat could be relaxed. That was
a 'right deviation' (31) This gives us a 'rationalist' picture of
Stalin trying and failing to reach the truth. But, in faot, Stalin

was part of an historical process, part of the 'new bourgeoisie'
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His'errors' need to be interpreted also as the ideology of a speeific
group lodged within specific institutions: the party and the state
apparatus. But this would involve analysing critiocally the role of
the party in relation to the gquestion of how the workers are to control
'their' state; and thies Althusser cannot do, And he cannot do 1%,
not only for political reasone (his own membership of the PCF and its
concomitant commitment to a certain view of the USSR), but also for
theoretical reasons. In his concluding remarks on 'humaniem' in PM
he writes "To put it simply, the recourse to morality, deeply inmscribed
in any humanist ideology, ocan play the role of an imaginary treatment
of real problems. These problems, once they are known, are posed in
precise terms: they are the problems of the organisation of ecomomic
life, political life and individual life. In order to really pose
and to renlly resolve these problems, they must be valled by their
name their soientific name" (PM 258). But from the sphere of
theoretical concepts the concept 'man' has already been excluded (PM255)
, It is because he lacks the concept 'man' and a theoretical analysis

of the relation between individual people and social structure, that

he cannot pose the real political problem in precise terms. Both
problems of political organisation (party structure) and of political
institutions essentially concern the relation between individuals and
the collectives of which they are a part. Notions such as liberty,
justice and rights are not merely ‘moral' terms (whatever 'merely moral'
might mean); they also designate specific organisational problems.

How are workers to control their state? The answer to this gquestion
obviously involves an analysis of the problems of socialist planning.
But it also involves an analysis of the problem of decision-making
among ontologically separated individuals - an analysis such as Sartre
mekes through his distinetion between group and series in C R D.

On the basis of such an analysis it is then possible to specify rights
and responsibili‘ies within a necessarily complex organisational
structure. Unless we have the concept 'individual person' as part of
our theoretical structure we cannot raise or resolve these problens.
Instead we are left with a mystification of the Party as the embodiment
and real expression of a class. This is, in Althusser's terminology,

en idealism which becomes an empiricism as the de facto justification

of the unchecked behaviour of the Leader.
Pierre Vietor reports the following conversation with Althusser.

"One day I told him that, if one man was 2 commanist, it was for the
gdke of happiness." He replied, in substance: "You mustn't say that;

it is in order to provoke a change in the mode of production"

(On a raison de se révolter p.197). This story may well be apoeryphal.
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But it does indicate the dangers of abandoning concepts such as
'man' and 'subject'. Althusser attacks the 'mobilisational’
consequences of theses such as 'Man makes history'. If we are to
use this oriterion, Althusser's slogan 'Join the Revolution and
Change the Mode of Production' may well be more demobilising than
even the most bourgois evocation of human freedom.
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Fotes on an unoritical gelf-oritio.

A) The linked questions of 'humanism' and the problem of the
problem of the ‘subject' of history.

Unfortunately Althusser gives no clear definition of what 18
meant by ‘humaniem' in thise text. One can approach the question frow
a number of different angles, and in doing so, one discovers, I thinz,
a certain amount of confusion.

In his discussion of Lewis's position, Althusser sets out what
he olaims to be Lewis's version of Marxism in three 'theses', wnich
he then contrasts with his version of liarxismeleniniem. It 18
unfortunately difficult to know what is meant by the Lewis theses,
ginoe each is extremely condensed. I haven't read the Lewis text
from which they are said to derive. Howsver, in criticising them,
Althusser seems to manage to conflate a mmber of iseues., The first
thesis is 'It is man who makes history' (P.46)  This proposition is
presumably based on & text which Althusser cites , in a later essay,
but not at the point at which he is explaining that it is not
‘warxist' in the paesage from 18th Brumaire beginning 'Men make their
own history, but they do not make it out of freely chosen elements,
under circumstances firmztiyx chosen by themselves, put under
circumstances directly encountered, given by and transmuted from the
past' (Alt.96-9) (see also Holy Family 'History is notbing but the
activity of men in pursuit of their ends'). And it also presumably
refers to the etatement in 'The German Ideology' to the effect that
'The premises from which we begin are not arbitrary ones, not dogmas,
but real premises from which abstraction can only De made in the
imegination, They are the real individuals, their activity and the
material conditione under which they live, both those which they finc
already existing, and those produced by their activity.

' "The first premise of all human history is, of course, the

existence of living human individuals" (31)

T would like to make two points here:
a) One cannot make much sense at all of a proposition like 'men
(or man) make history' unless one see with what other propositions i-
ig connected;
b] but its polemical function ims Marx's writing is clear: it is
directed ageinst Hegelianism and other theories which advance the
claim that some supra-human force makes history. Perhaps Lewis's
intention was the same.

In any event, Althusser then replaces Lewis's thesis with
the palpably incorrect assertion that 'the masses' make hiatory.
This may be the wish, but the fact ies that history is made by %
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mmber of conflicting groups - that is, it is made by both sides in the

struggle - making the revolution and making history Are not, in normal
parlance, the same thing. The thesis 'man makes history'(which remains
a'mystery' (p.46) for Althusser, for the same reason that any other
similarly condensed proposition is a mystery pefore it has been spelt
out) at least makes it possible to develop this point, which is quite
simply excluded by the romantic notion that (only) the masses make histor

Of course Althusser then goes on to develop the argument that
"The class struggle ie the motor ©Of history', and in sc doing rejects
his own 'mass' line. But not for the right reasons., He writes:
referring to the question 'who makes history?' - "This question there-
fore supposes that history is the result of the action of (what is done
by) a subject (who)?  For John Lewis the subject is 'man'., Does
Marxism-Leninisr propose a different subject, the masses? Let us do
no more here than ask the simple question: can we still talk about a
'subject', identifiable by the unity of its 'personality'? Compared
with J.I's subject 'man', as simple and neat as you can imagine, the
masses, considered nas a subjeot, pose very exacting problems of identity
and identification. You cannot hold such a 'subject' in your hand,
you cannot paint to it. A subject is a being about which we can say
‘that's it'. How do we do that when the masses are supposed to be the
'subject', how can we say 'That's it'? (48)

There is a double confusing trick involved here. Firstly,

the term 'man' in Lewis's proposition is made into something 'simple
and neat' by the simple expedient of not exploring it. Per se the term
'man' is no more and no less 'simple and neat' than the term 'masses'.
And, insofar as it obvicusly means ‘Human Beings' it refers to a reality
even more complex than that referred to by the term 'magses' - because
it includes both masses and the ruling classes.

Secondly, the idea of 'subject' of history is introduced and
then defined as something which is 'identifiable by the unity of its
personality', which can Dde held in the hgnd and pointed to.  But such
e concept of subject in relation to history is evidently absurd (outsidc
the Hegelian notion, which is identifiable by the unity of its
personality, but cen scarcely be held in the hand). It is an easily
destructible straw person,

Finally, Althueser pute these two misleading definitional
procedures together and has no difficult in reputing the resulting
'thesis’'. Tt seems to me that Althusser's 'alternative' position,
spelled out more clearly on p.94, i: largely unexceptionable: "In my
opinion man (plural)in the concrete sense, are necessarily subjects
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(plural) in history, because they act in history as subjeots (plural)

But there is no Subject (eingular) of history. And I will go evem
further 'men' are not the 'subjeots' of history." (94) liowever,
he then goss on to sag that they are aotive as * agents of the
different social practicee of the historical prooess of production
and reproduction.” (95) DREERXEXXXARRXEHXXIRLXANIK

Althusser seems to establish this hotion of individuals es
agents negatively, by refuting an imaginary alternative: "One cannot
seize (begreifen:conceive), that is to say, think real history (the
process of the reproduction of social formations and their revolutionar
traneformation) as if it could be reduced to an Urigin, an Essence
or a Cause (even Man), which would be its Subjesoct - a Subject, a
'"being' or 'essence' held to be identifiable, that is to say existing
in the form of the unity of an internality, and (theoretically and
practically responsible identity, internality and responeibility ars
constitutive, among other things, of every subject) thus accountabla,
thus capable of accounting for the whole of the 'phenomena' of
histoyy" (97). This poeition, asoribed inter alia to Sartre, does
not exist outside of Hegel: there are many other quite different
interpretations of the idea that 'men make history'.

On the other hand he has the strangely invented form for

explaining how and why it appears that subjects make history:
"No human, i.e. social individual can be the agent of s practice if
he does not have the form of a subject. The 'subject form' is
actually the form of & subject. The 'subject form' is actually the
form of historical existence of every agent individual, of 3very.agent
of social practioces: beczuee the social relations of production
and reproduction necessarily combine, as an integral part, what Lenin
cells " Juridico -ideological soclal relations" which, in order to
function, impose the subject-form off each agent-individual. The
agent-individuals thus always act in the subject-form, as subjectas"(95
This is rather strange - on what is this 'subject-form' imposed?
In a leter passage Althusser writes that Marx "constantly uses,.
the concept of Tréger (supports), meaning a support of relationa:
but thie is not in order to make concrete realities disappear, to
reduce real men to pure funetions of supports - it is in order to mal
mechanisms intelligible by grasping them through their concepts and
beginning with these (since this is the only possible way) to make
intelligible the concrete realities which can opnly be grasped by
making a detour through abstraction" (130) Thus the concept of
'Tpiger' (which I think, though I am not sure, is equivalent to agemt
here) is precisely a conceptual abstraction. It ie not olear how
this account is related to the question of the subjeot-form bain
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imposed by the juridico - {deologioal sooinl relations. (Are $hone
latter also conceptual abstractions? If mo, how do they impome
things on to 'real men'?)

(Althussers ref. for explanation of the above is to "Ideology and
ldeologioal State Apparatuses").

This is more problematic, and the p
of the theories which he is attacking under the label
It seems to me that Althuseer has not understood some of the
probleme with which they are oconcerned, and this 1is partly because
he has simply imposed upon the question of the role of human
subjects in history this notion of 'an Origin, an Essence, or a
Cause (even Man) whioh would be it's (History's) subject. But
before elaborating on hie misunderstandings, I will return to his
oriticiem of Lenin's thesis. His main point seems to be that
Lenin ignores the central Marxist notion thet "the class struggle
is the motor of history". Now, I dont know what Lenin has to say
about the olass struggle, and I would certainly agree that the idea
of the class struggle is central. My question is rather, that of
the relation between these two propositions and 'humanism’; do
the theorists whom Althusser lebels humanists adhere to some
version of the 'man makes history' thesis, and, if so, do they
necessarily hold it in a way which excludes the notion of class
struggle? Once more I must stress the difficultiesjphilosophers
do not normally operate with simple one-line theses but with complex
chains of argument (Marx would not be very significant if all he
had left us were his 11 theses); and Althusser is sparing in his
reference to who actually are 'humanists'. But his definition would
seem to include those who are impressed by the notions of alienation
on 1844, of fetishism in Capital, as well as Sartre, to whom he
refers explicitly on pages 59-60.

Let me begin with Sartre, of whose '2000 pages' Althusser
gives the following summary: "the philosopher of 'human liberty',
of man-projecting-himself-into-the-future.., of man 'en situation'
who 'transocends' his place in the world by the liberty of the
'project’ (p.59) One can perhaps understand that lack of space
prevents Althusser from stating any of the positions contained in the
Critique of Dielectical Reason, let alone attempting to refute them
by argument., DBut it seems a little strange that, in a passage in
which he is contrasting the alleged humaniet position with the
thesis of the class etruggle, he fails to mention that Sartre not

only mccepts the centrality of class struggle, but that a darge part
of the Critique of Dialectical Reason is taken up with an attempt

to explicate the notion of class atruggle. The fact is that Sartre’
£

roblem is linked with that
'humanism'.
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work oombines the idea of class-struggle with the idea that 'men make
history', in a sense whioh is evident from his oriticism of Engels
"who shows us men being produced by the system without making us CLL)
the system being produced by men, and who reduces interhuman conflict
to being no more than a symbolic expression of the contradiction of the
economy" (S8ituations VII p.15) And the relation between freedom and
unfreedom in Sartre's work is a complexity whioh is mot even hinted at
by Althusser's, whose misrepresentations of Sartre vary from sublime
to ridioulous (e.g. the sublime, he attributes to Sartre the acceptance
of Husserl's notion of the Transcendental Subject or Ego, (97) apparently
unaware that Sartre's breamk with Hueserl comes precisely from his
rejection of the transcendence of the Ego; and the ridiculous, he
believes thet the Critique, rather than Being and Nothingness, announces
an "Ethics that never appeared" (p.98). He attributes to the
‘humaniet' position "the idea of beginning with man, in other words
the idea of an absolute point of departure (= of an essence) " 52,
apparently unaware that the whole of Being and Nothingness is an attack
on the idea of 'essence'. And he conflates the two propositions " 'man’
is by nature free, by nature he mekes history" (p.52) in a way which
seems to imply that he believes that it is the 'himanist' position that
'man freely makes history' (see also p.53 lines 34-8). Part of the
problem in commenting on Althusser in these passages is that the
propositions he states are so vague both in meaning and attribution that i
is rarely clear what relation he is suggesting betwen them or to whose
theory he is referring at any given time. So it is perhaps more useful
et this point to deal directly with the problems which Althusser seems
to have misunderstood. }

Let us begin with the 'theory of knowledge' of which Althusser
says that "Marx was close to Hegel in his critique of the idea of a
theory of knowledge" (187) Althusser is, of course, right to point
out that the question about whether it is possible to have knowledge
places us in a trap; and instead we have to start from the fact that
we do have true knowledge, and that it is only because of this that we
cen meke the distinction between truth and error. But this does not mean
as he seems to suppose, that we no longer need to talk about the 'subject
For the question that arises is: what does the fact that human beings
(but not birde and stones) can have Ttrue knowledge' tell us about
humah beings? Or, to put it dnother way, what is the relation, if any,
between this aspect of human beings and other aspects of their
behaviour and relation to the world. That is, to 'know' that his

object here before me is a desk ie to be in a speciml kind of rels
the desk; a relation different from that between, say,

desk, What are the implications of thia?

tion to
the chair to the
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Now it is this question that Sartre is trying to answer in

Being and Nothingness (which is a'phenomenclogy ontology' not an
'‘epistemology' in the sense attmcked by Althuseer.) The set of
concepts whiol Sartre develops and uses in B.ll. have to be understood
in relation to this ‘problematio'tbecause Altiuseer does not understand
the problematic he does not understand the concepts.

It is an analogous misunderstanding which is at the root of
Althuseer's inability to read Capital, and to understand the concepts
alienation-fetishisation. /(§xg&a 12 % 1D miasant G

Well, yes, perhape ‘one day' it will be necessary to deal with
a fundamental problem which is central to Capital and which goes
directly against theories of Althusser which had already been in the
public domain for nearly 10 years. Two years later, he '‘must be honest
enough to admit' that these passages constitute a 'more-or-less serious
objection' (for him, the only one). But he deals with it simply by
aeserting that it ie a mere theme lacking in theoretical significance
and that it"dieappears from Marx's thought after the Commune” (207)
It may heve disappeared from Marx's specifically post-Gommune (187)
writings (elthough it is present in eome of the posthumously published
Capital mamuscripts) - but this may well be because he had already
published it in clear terms #n 1867, and did not return %o the
particular problem area in his later political essays, letters and
comments. (One of Althusser'e minor dishonesties is to remind us,
when he is rejecting texts which refer to alienation, that Marx never
published 1644 or Grundrisse or German ideology, but to 'forget' to
remind us that he never pubjished the 'Notes on Wagner's Textbook',
on which Althusser relies - see p.65)
(Note for inseetion earlier: Althusser glves probably his clearest
definition of 'humanism' negatively in the following passage: "Marx's
theoretical anti-humanism, as it operates within historical materialiem,
thus means a refusal to root the explanation of social formation and
their history in a concept of man with theoretical pretensions, that is,
a concept of man as an originating subject, one in whom originate his
needs (homo oeconomicus), his thoughts (homo rationalis), and his
acts and struggles (homo moralis, juridicus and politicus). For when
you begin with men, you cannot avoiq the idealist temptation of
believing in the omnipotence of liberty or creative labour - that is,
you simply submit, in all 'freedom', to the gumipotence of the ruling
bourgeois ideology" (205). Lemving aside the non-sequitor from the
first to the second sentence, one can certainly agree with the first
sentence, Only some writers whom Althusser labele as humanist would
also accept 'anti-humanism' as defined herein; OSartre's work is

specifically aimed against anthropologies which treat man as homo
oecohomious eto.)
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This brings me to the question of the 'break' in Marx's work.
One can certainly agree wuth Althusser that Marx's work oconstitutes
A 'bresk' dn the sense of introducing a new way of treating history
theoretioally. What im at issue, however, is whether the 'break' occurs
within Marx's work and, if so, what eignifioance it has for pre-break

writings. Here Altlumsser writes that "the historical appearance of

this new Scientifio C y of this new apparatus of fundamental

theoretioal concepts went together - as you can ses empirically in
Marx, even if the process is olearly - with the theoretical rejection
of the old basic notions and (o®) of their organisetion, which were
recognised and rejected as erroneous" (110-11). The bracketed or
is orucial, even if we accept that the epistemological break occurred
with Marx's own writings, tiis may only mean that the organisation of

certain of the previously used concepts may be altered, rather than that

the concepts themselves were entirely dropped. Of coursem in a new

organisation, the concepts take om a new significance. For &xample,

in addition to the concept 'alienation’', concepts such ae 'private
property' and 'labour as commodity' are also used in 1844. Althusser
oannot seriously suggest that they are not used later, or that when
they are used later they do not bear a recognisable relation to the
same terms in 1044, The same certainly applies to the term 'alienation'
It is used by Marx from 1844 onwerds in the context of a system, and
the system certainly changes, perhaps crucially, as Althusser suggests,
in 1845, with the further concepts elaborated in the G.1. As the
syetem changes, so does the precise role of 'alienation' within it.

But it still bears a significance which can be traced directly back

to 1844, The whole question of alienation is introduced in 1844
precisely to deal with the nature of the 'laws' of capitalism!
"Political economy begins with the fact of private property; it does
not explein it. It conceives the material process of private property,
ae this occurs in reality, in general and abstract formulas which then
gserve it as laws, It does not comprehend these laws; that is, it

does not show how they arise out of the nature of private property"

e TR €Y 23)' This is the same question to which he gives the

answer in fetishieation in Capital.

In a later discussion of the break (p.157-160) Althusser
elaborates on the role which he believes the question of class struggle
played in helping Marx to develop a new science: "it was by moving to
teke up absolutely new, proletarian class positions that Marx realised
the possibilities of the theoretical conjunction from which the

soiende of history was born" (157) I would certainly agree with this
'
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in the sense that one oan only begin to understand history as other
than a B8uccession of kings when one looks at it from the bottom,
from the perspeoctive of the oppressed, and begins to investigate the
cauee, nature and, above all, the mechanism of oppression. Utopian
socialiem doesn't do this, because it traats the question of soodalism
purely from an abatract point of view as/more rational way of ordering
society, and not also in relation to the specific needs of specific
exploited groups. The dispute is not over this question of class
position, but over whether this position is embodied in 1644,
Althusser argues that in 1844 Marx's political (class) position is
in econflict with his philosophioal position: "Marx wrote the
Manuscripts as a Communist, and thus made the impossible theoretical
gamble of attempting to use, in the service of his convictions, the
notions, analyses and contradictions of the bourgeois economists,
putting in the forefront what he calls "alienated labour", which he
could not yet grasp as capitalist exploitation" (p.159). But it
seems to me to be highly dubious to imply that 1844 does not grasp
alienated labour as capitalist exploitation: this idea seems to De
very clearly present in the 2nd Manusceript, for example, although
obviously not as fully and coherently developed ae in Capital.: It 1is
also true that much of 1844 is given to the general nature and effects
of alienation, rather than specifically to the position of the
working cless, although the supersessien of alisnation is attributed
to the workers: "From the relation of alienated labour to private
property it also follows that the emancipation of society from private
property, from servitude, takes the political form of the emancipation
of the workers; not in the sense that only the latter's emancipation
is resolved, but beceuse this emancipation includes the emancipation
of humanity as a whole" (Fromm 107). However, there is no clear
statement of the crucial idea that his emancipation must be a self-
rmencipation of the workers brought about by their own revolutionary
political action, organised as a class, against the ruling class.
Nor, of course, does he suggest the contrary, that emancipation will
be grented to the workers by enlightened rulers; the matter is not
dealt with.
(Note a) 1844 is also critical of Feuerbach b) G.l. when it is said
by Marx to involve 'pelf-classification', does not necessarily
involve self-clarification against 1844, written only a few montha
previously) See note & below.

In a footnote Althusser does suggest that the idea of

elisuction may have some value: "the category of alienation oan render

provisional services, given a double and absolute condition: (1) that
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it be 'out' from every philosophy of 'reifioation' (or of fetishiem,
or of self-objectifioation) which ia only an anthropological variant
of idealismt and (2) that alienation is understood as secondary to the
oonoept of exploitation. On this double condition, the category of
alienation oan in the first instance (since 1t disappears in the final
result) help to avoid a purely economic, that is, sconomist conception
of surplus-value; it can help to introduce the idea that, in \
exploitation, surplus-value is inseparable from the concrete and m;\\ggnl
form in which it ies extorted" (p.70 - 32).

This footnote seems to me to be extremely important, because
it showe no inkling of the 'metatheoretical' role which alienation =
fetishieation plays in Marx's theory. Althusser interprets the concept
in purely moral terms.

Having made these oriticisms, it is nevertheless important
to recognise that there is at least something to Althusser's anti-
humanist and anti-alienation ire, There are philosophers who
construct Ahumanist' philosophies whioch imply tha€ there are no

fundamental social (class) conflicts and that problems ¢ e overcome
by understending, cgmmunﬁoation, a&% reoogélsf%g one anJ¥hJ% a5 Tamah

beings; which imply that all problems can be overcome by better
education and the greater use of reason. This kind of 'humanism'

does constitute a mystifying ideology whioch serves to mask the real
nature of (class) oonflict. (see p.95). 8imilarly, the concepts
reification and alienation have been used to make a very general 'moral
criticism of capitalism, and aleo of any kind of industrial society,
and of machinery. Such a use of these categories is aleo mystifying
in virtue of ites very generality, and of its failure to link alienation
with class struggle. But thie use is not Marx's gse, nor Sartre's
use, nor, I suspect, Lewis's use. In his ire Althusser has simply
failed to see that different people may use the same term in very diff
different ways, for different purposes and within different conceptual
systems., [e hes thus constructed a bastard concept 'humanism' which
can serve no analytical function, and an illusory debate about Marx's
'enti-humanism' is a way which simply confuses the issues.

Furthermore, at an historioel conjuncture in which the idea
of 'freedom' ie more important than ever, instead of attempting to clarii
it he seems merely to pour scorn on it in all ites manifestations
(see e.g.44-5) If there is such a thing as 'petty-bourgeois liberty',
angé if it is undesirable, it would seem to be rather important for a

member of C.P, still widely accueed of intending to introduce a

‘totalitarian' system to explain what other forme of liberty there are -

to speak of 'philosophical twaddle about man' (p.173) is in the PR
e
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XX Congress era, to say the least, taotless.
fetisgised in the twentieth century, but 'men' isn't one of them (om pg
Problems of 'truth' 'correctness' and'knowledge'.

As in his discussions of humanism, so in his diwoussion of the

notions of 'truth' and 'correctness', Althusser never stands still long
He argues that

Many things have been

Bl

enough for it to be olear what he is getting at.
in G.1. the term ideology "plays two different roles, designating a

philosophical category on the one hand (11lusion, error), and a
deientific concept on the other (formation of the superstruoture)---
(but in Althueser's earlier writings) this equivooal notion of ideology
wae brought into play within the rationalist ocontext of the antithesis
between truth and error and so ideology was reduced to error, and

error called ideology.." 119.
In his discussion of Spinoza he writes that "we find in faot

what ie undoubtedly the first theory of ideology ever thought out, with
its three characteristics: i) its imaginary 'reality’'; 2) its internal
inversion; 3) its 'centre', the illusion of the subject...... it
refused to treat ideology as a simple error, or as naked ignorance,
because it based the system of this imaginary phenomenon on the relatio
of men to the world 'expressed' by the state of their bodies" 136.
So far, leaving aside the question of what might be meant by
'the illusion of the subject' here, both these propositions are
acceptable in so far as they imply thet it is not adguate to treat
ideology only as eror, but that it must also be treated in terms of
the 'reletion of men to the world' with which it is linked.
However, Althusser now goes on to reject the question of a criterion
of truth. "In affirming that "what is true is the sign of itself and

of what is false", Spinoza avoided eny problematic which depended on
If you claim to judge the truth of something

a 'criterion of truth'.
by some 'criterion', you face the problem of the criterion of this

oriterion _ ,inge it also must be true, and so on to infinity" 137.

This, of course, from whatever perspective one approaches it, is an
important and difficult problem. But it occurs at two different levels.
If we ask for criteria of correct perception (How can I be sure that

this desk is really brown?) we are immediately plunged into a series
of arguments which leads to solipsism and subjective idealism. But the
case ig different if we ask about the oriterion for the truth of

propositions like 'all desks are brown', or for the criterion for the
truth of a series of propositions linked in a theory. Here it is both

possible and neocessary to discuss criteria.
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Ignoring this distinotion, Althusser then goes on " Onoe he hag g4¢
aeide the (idealist) temptations of a theory of knowledge, Spinogy
then says that "what is true" "identifies itself", not as a Presence
but as a Product, in the double mense of the term tproduct', as it
emerges in ite own production, Now this position is not unrelated
to the ‘orierion of practice’, a major thesis of Marxist philosophyi
for thie Narxist 'oriterion' is not exterior but interior to practice,
and since thie praotice is a process (Lenin insisted on this

Pages 24, 25, 26, 27 miseing.
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I think that part of the problem is that Althusser con
confuses the problems assooiated with philosophising with the
problems mssooiated about talking about philosophising as & social
activity. This is perhaps illustrated in the metaphor with which
he desoribes the coming into existence of Marxist theory, whioh, he
says, "in fact seems to have been produced like a 'fatherless child'
by the meeting of what Lenin called the 3 Main Sources or, to use a
more amccurate term, by the interseotion or conjunction, against the
background of the class struggles of 1840-8, of lines of demarcation
and of extremely complex theoretiocal and ideological lineages which,
aimlessly and each for iteelf, oriss-oross in the resultant field of
their intersection" 149. Now, if we leave out the extremély
imprecise mixture of spatial and familial and organise metaphor, we
get a valid historical point of view: Marx, within the context of a)
actual class strugglee and b) certain cultural traditions and their
contemporary forms, was able to create a new science, which enables
ue to look at and understand history in a new way. But this tells
us nothing about the process of actually creating this new science.
Marx could not sit on his arse and wait for all these elements to
aimlessly ocriss-crose into his mind. He was faced with the problem
of how to grasp and understand this conjunctdave, of how to get a
more adequate or truer picture of it than that offered him by
existing theories. In this context, he had to use and apply criteria
of truth, adequecy, correctness ete. That is, he had to criticise
alternative theories not only on the grounds that they justified
exploitation, but also on the ground that they were untrue, and he
could do this not only to the extenttthat he possessed a class sense,
but aleo to the extent that he possessed methods and criteria of truth.

In discussing this question, Althusser writes in a later
passage: "In fact, every science, as soon as it arises in the history
of theories end ie shown to be a science, causes its own theoretical
prehistory, with which it breaks, to appear as quite erroneous, false,
untrue. That is how it treats it in practice: and this treatment is
a moment in its history. Neverthelees there always exist philosopher
who will draw edifying conolusionsj who will draw out of this
recurrent (retrospective) practice an idealist theory of the
opposition between Truth and Error, between Knowledge and Ignorance,
and even (provided that the term 'ideology' dis taken in a non-Marxist
sense) between Scienoce and Ideology, in general..." 155
(Marxist science) shows up ite own prehistory as erroneous becsuse
ideological, and in praotice treats it as such. Not only does it
indicate error - 1t explains the hietorical reason for error. Thus it

tinually
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rules out the exploitation of the 'break' between the soience and ite
prehistory as an idealist antithesis of Truth and Zrror, of Knowledge an:
Ignorance. 155.

Thue hers it seems that Althusser is quite ready to use the
couple truth-error, but wishes to ensure that one never considers
error to be merely error. There is certainly something in this, pbut,
on the other hand, Althusser states hie position too strongly and
confuses the issue at times by over- simplgfying and or conflating.
After all, some errors (e.g. those of Marx in handling transformation
problem) are just errors. At times showing ideology to be error
is one moment in its denunciation, while at other times (e.g. in the
passages on Spinoza quoted earlier) he seems to treat the couple
truth-error as dispensable. (I think part of the problem here is that
in these texts the distinction between science and philosophy within
the opposition to ideology is not made clear).

To consider one last quotation: "Ideologies are not pure
illusions (Error), but bodies of representations existinf in
institutions and practices: they figure in the superstructure, and
are rooted in class struggle. If the science founded by Marx shows up
the theoretical conceptions of ite own prehistory as ideological, it
is therefore not simply to denounce them as felse: it is also to point
out they claim to be true, and were accepted amd continued to be
accepted as true and to show why this is so" (155). Noe here he
seéms to be using the couple truth-error in a perfectly legitimate way
within the broader Marxian concept of ideology. However, in the next
paragraph he seems to suggest that this approach 'refers us to something
quite different from a theory of the difference between science and
ideology, to something quite different from an epistemology" (156)

i.e, to theories of superstructure, and to theories of material, social,
jdeologicel end philosophical conditions of the processes of producticn
of knowledge. But the faot is that it referes us to both (excluding
the idealist version of epistemology). (Althusser himself, of course,
continuelly uses the categories truth and error - e.g. p.154,156,170-174
Jee also p,168, the statement that his essays "come out of a reasoned
argument"- the 'epistemological' question is: What is to count as a
‘reasoned' argument?

I have one other problem with Althusser's discussions of
'knowledge'. This concerns the distinction between 'the real object
and the object of knowledge' (191). The point which Althusser is
woking here is a valid one, Knowledge is knowledge of a real object

independent of the subject. The process of producing knowledge of
this object involves working up various perceptions and images into
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concepts, ending with a 'thought totality' which presents itself
as "knowledge of the real object®. This is justifiable; but the
problem I have is that to refer to the thought-totality as "the object
of knowledge" is mislending, since,linguistically,it suggests that
the object which is 'known' is different from the real object,

This is not Althusser's intention: all he wants to point to is the
rather obvious proposition that "you must not confuse the real thing
and its oconoept"(192), and he suggests that his thesis 'functions'
in a very similar manner to Lenin's dietinotion between absolute
truth and relative truth, and to a very similar purpose.(193)

(Which it ie not, eince Lenin's 'abeolute truth' was not in any way
identified by him with the real object). But, in any event, I
suspect, though perhaps unfairly, that Althusser has here taken a
eimple and obvious point and termed it into an obscure but apparently
original point by formulating it in paradoxical language.

3 pages missing 33, 34, 35.
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h:vg been ignored, nng thereby to open up a disoussion which, although
{t refutes the odginal thésis, does lead to a more satisfmotory
situation than existed befors., On the other hand, it could be argued
that the truth iteelf is suffioiently striking to be relied on from
the beginning. The problem is that Althusser does not look at these
issues. Instead, he shifts between the questionsof truth and factiolity
and the question of social power relations and then hides the whole
procedure under a metaphor which has no clear referenocs.

At various points in these texts Althusser does make an
important point in his own defence. Thie is that his writings
appeared at partioular times, in particular political conjunctures (see
p.168-9) and need to be understood in terms of what he was trying to
do politically as well as philosophically. But although this perhape
makes it clearer why he thought it necessary, at certain timeas, to
*provoke the reader" (189) and to "think in extremes" (170) it alsop
of course, opens him to political oriticism by raising the question
of the relation between his philosophical position and his role
within the PCF. His vocabulary of 'times', 'tendencies' and
‘deviations' is a Party vocabulary. One suspects that when Althusser
uses the term 'labour movement' he is using it as understood by the
CP - that is, largely, as the Communist movement; that when he refers
to "positions already recognieed and established in the theoretical
battles of the history of the Labour Movement" he is referring to the
positions of the orthodox OPs, and that when he says that class
struggle im theory is always"secondary in relation to the class struggl
in general" he is suggesting that the domain of philosophers is
secondary to the Party. Of course, even here he is ambiguous, since
he never makes clear the nature of the relation between politics and
philosophy: the slogan "philosophy is, in the last instance, class
struggle in theory" is of no help until the wualifying phrase 'in the
last instence' has been given some content; that is, until it has been
mede clear a) what the specific methods and problems of philosophy are
and b) how these are related to the other aspects of the class struggle.

In his discuseion ot the phrase 'in the last inastance' (p.l175-
187) Althuseer repeats it, but does not say what it means. That is,
he distinguishes Marx's position from Hegel in that Hegel's central
idea is "the idea of the expressive totality, in which all the
elements are total parts, each expressing the internal unity of the
tltltttxxxxuxukxllxuiixxhnxntlmnltlxlrnxxlxIXxplxtlxxnulhxnx;xnx:xng
NExintereax totality which is only ever, in all its complexity,
the objectification-alienation of = simple principle" (182.

WVhera
for Marx the "whole is complex and uneven and -

stamped with this
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unevenness by the determintion in the last instance” (183). This 1»
not vacuous: it distinguishes a whole which has its being in its parts,
and in their differentiated relationship to one another, from a 'totality’
all of which is constituted by a single (essentially)transcending)
principle. But the problem is, in epecific cases, to know what the
degree of independence is, and how each part is related to the others.
This problem is stated but not resolved by the phrase "determination in
the last instance". Althusser's position is certainiy useful against
those who tend to simply reduce everything to being epiphenomena of the
economy; but it has no positive content. Althusser, as a party
philosopher, has a double problem; the first part of it is the need

to inject new ideas into a eclerotic party structure. To do this he has
to appear to remain within the context of the 'party line', and he has to
be able to refer back to the requisite texts, or to be able to offer new
interpretations (eymptomal readings) of the well-known texts. On the
other hand he also wishes to adress philosophers outside the party,
either positively or negatively. In terms of their relationship to party
orthodoxy his discussions of contradiction and of the base-superstructure
metaphor are progressive; he presents a more complex picture of reality
and of the class struggle than that available in the Diamat. But at the
éame time this involves him in a process of misleading quotations insofer
as he cannot afford to appear to stray too far. He has, therefore, either
to authoritatively assert that such and such is the 'Marxist-Leninist’
line (see for example his prodedure with his three genuine "M-L" theses,
especially the third thesis "One can only know what exists" which he
claims is equivalent to "the primacy of being over thought". It is not
clear how it is equivalent - and Lenin's thesis is, in fact, much closer
to the texts of Engels ("Feuerbach" and "Anti-Duhring" and even of Lenin)
or else he uses brief passages taken out of context. For example, he
entirely misinterprets the famous passage by Marx in a letter to
Weydemeyer in 1852 (see page 49) in which Marx enumerates what he takes
to pe his own innovations in the study of classes. Althusser quotes
half the crucial passage, and interprets it to mean that "The thesis of
the recognition of the existence of social olasses, and of the resulting
class struggle, is not proper to M)L: for it puts the classes in the
front rank, and the class struggle in the second. In this form it is a
bourgeois thesis, which reformism naturslly feeds on. The M-L thesis,
on the other hand, puts the class struggle in the front rank"(4a note 12)
Even the passage which he quotes does not say this, and the rest of the
pacoage (see Selected Correspondence p.69) says something quite different
from tnis inversion of the 'order' of class and class atruggle. This is
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not to disagree with Althusser's contention that "it is the sxploitation

of one oclass struggle by another, it is therefors the class struggle

whioh constitutes the division into olasses."(50) The point is that

Marx's paseage is irrelevant to the argument and does not say what

Althusser claime that it says.
Thie role as party philosopher also necessarily places limite

on the range of questions that he can investigate. In particular, 1t
means that he cannot investigate the party. It seems to me that this
is present in his disoussion of Staliniem. He points out quite
justifiably that the label 'personality cult' is quite inadequate a8
an explanation (and it is worth mentioning that the stating of this
fact within the party ies one of Althussers important services.)

It is not adequate to look merely ;lttttllki:xxnlxxlnxxtxlllx:lxtlxtil

ThexERE

Pages 40 and 41 missing.

politically because it occurs ineide the FCF and important particularly
because he refers to the Chinese Revolution as "the only historicaldy
existing (left) critique of Stalinism" (p.92) But, from outside
that particular institution Althusser looks rather like a Catholic

who has discovered a new theological argument in favour of birth-control:
politically and sociologically significant, but not intellectually

very stimulating.
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D) Random Commentsa.

1) Philosophy hes no history. What does this mean, and how is it
related to, for example, the progreesion Spinoza-Hegel-Marx, and alsoc
to the role of the 3 Sources?

2) Dialectical terms:

a) Negation of the negation.
Althuseer is perhape s little dishonest to pass over in silenoce the
central role given to 'negation of the negation' in Engels' later
writings, at least some of which were approied'of by Marx, and also
its presence in Lenin's Vol.38 (see page 70). But, on the othep hand,
he is correct to point out that it has "aninseparablejqealist chalige"
(p.70 note). Later he argues that it is which enables Hegel's
dialectic to produce its own material substance (p.132) and which 1is
the concept which allows Hegel to smuggle in the idea of Goal.

®) Contradictions. excegetically
I think Althusser is also correct in his stress on the

idea of contradiction as central to the dialeotic. He also beginl
to sketch out an interesting distinction between 'dialectical' and
fgimple' or 'logical' contradietion. He warns us against the idea

of what I have called simple contradiction or, more exactly,
contradiction in the logical sense of the term, whose terms are two
equal entities each simply being one of thé contrary signs + or - ,
Althusser or not Althusser. If I might go a little further than I did
in my first essays, but in the same direction, I should say that
contradiction, as you find it in Capital, presents the surprising
characteristic of being uneven, of bringing contrary terms into
operation which you cannot obtain just by giving the 8econd g gjgqn
obtained by negating that of the firet" 185 . For example, the
working class is not "the capitalist class negated" - but the two do
"ecome into confrontation, and this certainly is = contradiction since
the relation of confrontation reproduces the condition of
confrontation" 185. Thds is not unilluminating, and seems to approacr
logical and real contradictions.

Althusser's poeition here, or rather the positions that he i
legitimately attacking, are summarised as follows: "In both cases
(1messianic Hegelianism" and "economism") the dialectic functions
in the old name of pre-Marxist philosophy as m philosophical
guerantee of the coming of revolution and sooiamlism. In both casea,
nateriglism ie either juggled away (in the case of the first
hypothesis) or else reduced to the mechanical and abstraot materiality
of the productice forces (in the case of the second hypothesia" 186,
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3) Marx and Hegel: 'materialism' and rdialeotic’.

"I pelieve that the questdom of the Marxist dialectic cannot
be properly posed unless the dialeotic is subjected to the primacy
of materialiem, and a study is made of what forms this dialectic must
take in order to be the dimlectic of thie naterialism" (179)
This ie certainly correct as is Althusser's contention that the
of inversion did not do the job" (180) But his general discussion of
Hegel ie initimted by the problems associated with the conoept
'Subject' and of 'Origin'. Althusser argues that for Hegal "the
diaslectic was the only means of thinking within a philosophy which
hed very good reasons for originally refueing (even if it later
transferred and reintroduced them) the use and guarantees of the
categories of Origin and Subject" (179)

Thie is not very clear, but it may imply the following:

a) Hegel wae right to reject the 'epistemological trap' of
believing, wit/ Kant, that we have to ask for criteria of knowledge

"idea

before we can know.
b) He thereby rejects also the problem of subject in relation

to object, which is a Good Thing.

The problem with this analysis is that the concept 'subject!’
is implieitly present from the beginning in Hegel's dialectical logilec.
In an important sense the dialectic is imgizx the subject, and this
becomes progressively more explicit in the Logic. Althusser has not
understood the relation between Subject and dialectic in Hegel.

4) Althusser's text contains much assertion but (with the partial
exception of "Ie it Simple to be a Marxist in Philosophy?) little
sustained argument. Much of the 'argument' is dishonest. For example,
after giving an inadequate account of Sartre's philosophy he 'refutes'
by asking rhetoricelly: "What did it contribute to the science of
history? Did the ingenious development of the Sartrian positions
finally permit the production of a few pieces of scientific knowledge
about the economy, the claes struggle, the state, the proletariat,
ideologies, etc. knowledge which might help us to understand history,
to act in history? We have, unfortunately, reason to doubt it."

End of rotutntionéi”mfg‘mtntion 2 is via the 'politioal effects' of
the theory: the gimmxxxy ©0f the workers: "If the workers are told
that 'it is men who made history', you do not have to be a great
thinker tc see that, sooner or later, thet helps to disorient or
disarm  them, It tends to make them think that they are all power-ful
as men, whereas in fect they are disarmed as workers in the face of the
power which is really in command" (64) It is apparently imposaible
for workers to grasp both a) that thet® social condition is not
‘naturel’'; it is man-made, because society and history are made by
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man and b) that they need to act as a coherent class to unmake it in
its present form, to take control of it away from those men in whose
interest and by whose agency it is at present organised, and to remake
it themselves.
5) Althusser's general style is strange: it has a strong dose of
romantioiem, epitomised in "Communists are never alone", but contained
also in the petaphors of battle and etruggle and in the idea of risk,
ranging from "the personal wish of advancing his hypothesis on Stalinism
deviatior(p.59) to the "perilous adventure" of making the detour via
Spinoza (p.141) (see alsc 169,172, 193 for a few examples of 'risk').
6) Another example of dishonestuse of texts is contained in discussing
of the break . Feubrbach is described in the 1844 Manuscripts as a
philosopher who has made extraordinary discoveries, who has discovered
' both the basis and the principle of the critique of political economy!
But a year later, in the Theses on Feuerbach, and in the G.1l., he is
object of an all-out attack. After that he simply disappears” 66.
Althusser has evidently never read Engels'l888 essay on "Ludwig
Feuerbach the End of Classical German Philosophy" which sets out
explicitly to discharge the 'debt of honour' of making " a full
acknowledgement of the influence which Feuerbach, more than any other
post-Hegelian philosopher, had upon us during our period of stress and
storm" (ed.Feu. p.196) The question is, are the things for which
Feuerbach is praised in 1844 always the same as those for which he is
criticteed in G.1l (which Engels incidemtally claims regretfully "contain
no criticism of Feuerbach's doctrine itself" (p.196.

(The same applies to Althusser's discussion of Proudhou in the
following paragraph.)
7 "But the pair of notions person/thing is at the root of every
bourgeois ideology?!" I find this a very obscure statement. In what
gsense "at the root" ?
8) Where does Marx say that there is "break" in 18457 1Is Althusser
referring to the passage in the 1859 Preface in which Marx says that in
1845 he and Engele decided to "settle accounts with our former
philosophical conscience"? If so0, there is no evidence that this refers
to Marx's 1844 writings. Rather the implication of earlier sections
in the text is that it refers to his views before 'doubts' began to
'gesail' him prior to hie 1844 work on Hegelian phil of law. The 1859
preface in fact clearly situmtes the 1844 work as part of the process
leading to the conclusion which Marx embodied in his materialist concept
of history (eee esp,p.20) Althuseer, on the contrary, falsely suggests
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that it wae Marx'e own 1844 work with whioh he was 'settling accounts’
(A. p.69).

9) Another example of dishones use of texts: to tgorrect' the
Sartrean 'misinterpretation' of 18th B in *Men make their own
history", Althuseer quotes Marx's 1869 preface in which Marx
distinguishes his acoount of Napoleon III from Proudhou's and Hugo's.
But here Marx is arguing that heroes dont make history: he 1is not
arguing that men dont nake history, or that the class struggle ie not
a struggle among men. (see A. p.99 and Surveys from Exile p.144)

10) Althuseer's discussion of problems of party strategy ie useful:
"What 'obstacle' did the electoral drive of the left come up against?
Precisely the present frontier of the mass class bade of the
bourgeoisie, dominated by its monopolist function.

To reduce this 'barrier' to nothing but prejudice or
simply to the anti-communist offensive (that is to ‘ideas’) is idealiam.
There is of course 'tradition': but this is constituted and maintained
by concrete links, not only ideological (ideology is something different
from just 'ideas') but alsc material, between the ruling class and its
mass base" (21%)

Hence a) study those relations in order to be able %o
image a 'correct ideological struggle' and b) "The need is for a
political victory, the result of political action, whose centre is the
working clase and whose means are its organisation of class struggle"
(212) (I tmke it that 'political' here doesn't mean 'electoral').

Note the stress on sccent being not on party cadres but on
the masses, and within the party, on the base, the branches.

This discussion of ‘democracy' could perhaps be used to
clarify the 'humen rights' iseue: In fact, democracy cannot be
qualified by any sdjective (authentic, true, advanced) which measures
a given real democracy against an 'essence' of democracy - but only by
one which measures it egainst its class content: in our case,
democracy for the people'" (213)

Yes, but the problem is what is democracy for the people,
in what institution, associated with what rights, can it be
embodied ete.7
11) Compare Sartre's discussions of problems of dialectical
writing with Althusser's short thesis and single-meaning syndromes
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1). Note eriticiem of science as 'truths' of ideology is directed
againet specifically Hegelian notion of "truth'. ef 79-680 - P.M.3
also footnote p.77 on rejection of neo-Hegelian problematic: "rien
ne se joue entre la raison et la déraison".
Problem - what is meant by 'reality' here? cf. 78.
2) Generality (I) abstract generality ideologique, scientific 'facts'

(II) 'theory'

(III) concrete new knowledge.

concrete de pensée # concrete réalité.
Interesting as a crit of Hegel's self-development of concept - but
state of G.I remains unclear.
3) Note that definition of ideology as distinguishing itself from
science "in that the social-practical function predominates over the
theoretical function (or function de connaissance") P.M.238) short-
circuits question of 'truth' of ideology. Argument could be inter-
preted that notions 'humaniem' and 'alenation' actually obscure
organisational problems which exist. (e.g.247 P.M.) - but that this
ie related to a theoretical lacuna is important - hence in fact the
importance of Sartre's theory of collectives.
4) The question of 'mechanism' seems to be legitimate but the
synchrony-diachrony distinction seems to make it into a traditional
'coherence' answer - if it is intended as even the beginning of an
answer.
5) Question of history and of 'times': the use of 'times' seems to
me to be misleading, but the criticism of Hegel's 'expressive' unity
in the present ie correct. Ie the term 'conjuncture' designed only to
bring out the theoretical complexity of the present? Or does it, and
the different 'times', also play some further role?

Perhaps it is useful to bear in mind that Althusser is writing a
eriticism of Diemat - and the various swear word are used to legitimise
his ettack without having to actually name the object - for political
reagons remaining within party; hence cant make crit of party, linked
with denial of theoretical significance of individual - since it is only
in light of latter that problems of party and state can be raised -Sartr
6) The 'empiricist' notion of history as the infinite sum of
disorete events seems to be the polar opposite of the Hegelian
expressive totality: why does Althusser conflate them? Is it to be
terminologically armed for his attack on Engels? (LC 142-5)

Marx's crit. of Proudhou is of course correct - it finally makes
no sense to asl for a relation between order of concepts and order of
Ak o ol gy 4

' Ject distinetion?
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7) Note distinction between use of terms as a 'critical indication’
and as a 'concept'. 164-5.

8) The problem posed in the intro concerning the ' adequation ' of
objet de connaissance to real object - the ihternal rules of the science-
doesn't seem to be dealt with again, let alone resolved; unless the
move from interior-exterior to concept and its specification (IC II.71)
is meant to be a resolution.

In (general I dont understand why Althusser wants to make the
distinetion. How does it help him - and what is it aimed against?
One understands the rejection of the 'donné' of political economy -
but this doesn't really seem to to involve a rejection of 'empiricism'.
Why is he worried about the notions of abstraction and essence?

Because they are not compatible with the idea of 'problematic'.

But can't problematic be dealt with in terms of techniques of analysis.
After all, we are dealing with something much more complex than a
visual field - perhaps Althusser's own image trips him up here.

A new question can reveal the 'given'; the 'real' is quite a new way:
this aspect of 'object of knowledge' is approached in his discussion
of maths, physics and Freud (LC II 21-2)

9) Question of 'being' of a structure (its 'concept') never raised -
and question of structural causality never answered.

Note also that, although it is shown how m.of p. is dependent on other

instances, it is not shown why we should insist that it is determinant

in last instance.

10) Interesting discussion of notion of contradiction. LCII 200)

There is a lot of interest in Balibar - the main problem of
interpretation concerns the concepts of history and of time. I must
try to discover precise significance of distinction between theoretical
practical and ideological use of terms, and then try to grasp the
precise resonances of his use of 'history'. Negatively, he is attacking
the Diamat-Hegelian version of a single historical process: see the
important distinction between the genealogy and the genesis of a mode
of production, But why the identification of 'Hegelian' and
'empirical'? Is 'empiricist' a code-word here for Diamat?

11) Problem. What does Althusser mean by the 'class struggle' as his
apparent court of appeal (e.g. Pol. & Hist.168,177)? What is the truth
of the class struggle - who has betrayed whom etc? See also Lenin p,23.

12) Bizarre discussion of Hegel as originator of "process without a
subjeet' in Politics & History 183-5. (see also L & Phil 117-119)
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Also a slightly more detailed, but illuminating, account of
Feuerbach's "Anthropology" 177-180.

13) Lenin and philoesophy. Some clues as to what is meant by
philosophy e.g. 45-6, 56-7 - the 'two tendencies' philosophy as
'drawing the time' philosophy and politics 64. 8

14) Preface to Cap. Note attack on Chapter 1 and fetishism 87,
91--2, 108. Also notes on abstraction p.75.

The notion of 'class instinet' is obscure 95-6 (discussed briefly
elsewhere - but for the moment I cant find it)

15) determination in last instance and indices of effectivity 129- 13.-
in the context of a descriptive metaphoe - "Once one takes the point
of view of reproduction, many of the questions whose existence was
indiceted by the spatial metaphor of the edifice, but to which it coulc
not give a conceptual answer, are immediately illuminated. 131.

Repressive State Apparatus and Ideological State Apparatus:
religious, educational, family, legal, political (system and parties)
trade-union, communication, why 'state'? - because
"the State, which is the State of the ruling class, is neither public
nor private; on the contrary, it is the precondition for any
distinction between public and private.....what matters is how xx ISA's
irtmxxxerix function" 138.

ISA unified by 'ruling ideology'; both the state and the site of
class struggle.

Dominant ISA is a mature capitalist social formation: education
(note that this is merely asserted, which means based solely on vague
empirical generalisations, vather than tested).

Ideology gas no history - although ideologies have - because it
is omnipresent and inscrutable in forms 152 - hence the possibility of
a theory of ideology in general.

16) The discussion of'subject' and 'ideology' (158-64) seems to make
the distinction between 'concrete individuals' and 'subjects' - a.g.
"gll ideology hails ©r interpollates concrete individuals gs
concrete subjects" 162.

But how does he leap from there to the structure of the
religious Subject - subject relationship as characteristic of all
ideology? (168)

The gecount of how religion establishes the 'so be it' through
recognition by the Subject of the subject is dlluminating, but doesn't
establich that this is the unigque theoretical meaning of the term
‘subject'. It is clear how the notion of 'free subject' can function
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as an ideology which masks actual 'subjection'; but equally clear
that 1t doesn't have this function in much philosophy.

In "Letter on Art" Althusser writes "ideology slides into all
human activity, it is identical with the 'liwed' experience of human
existence itself" 204.

"the freedom of man is not achieved by the complacency of its
ideological recognition, but by knowledge of the lawe of their slavery,
and that the 'realisation' of their conerete individuality is achieved
by the analysis and mastery of the absrraot relations which govern them"
219. This indivates the main target/Alsthusser's atteck on 'free
subjects': the Master-Slave dialectic leading to recognition.

17) Notions of contemperaneity which is being criticised by Althusser:
"A chaque instent du temps social, idéologie, religion, politique,
économic, esthétique se rdpondent et corespondent: y tel est le
postulat du tempe "contemporain" et par 1lui du temps contimu o
Forquin p.19.

Note also that the rejection of gurvivahces et retards seems to be
linked to the idea thatthis involves & ' normative ' use of 'present'.

18) Notons bien: 1le fetichisme, ¢'est la dissimulation, mystification
d'un rapport social de production dans le champ de 1'économie politique
"spontanée" ( ...). Ce n'est pas l'aliénation-objectivation d'un
sujet humain.pzzxkx (de 1l'apparence et de la réalité, non celle)

La problématique du "Capital" est cellq/du sujet et de 1'objet
encore moins de 1'humain et de 1l'inhumain, s'il est vrah que les
rapports sociaux de production sont irreductible @ des rapports
humains" Forgquin p.28. brings out a) Ambiguity of notion of
'rapports humains'; b) what is being objected to in 'alienation'?
but note that the appearance-reality distinction refers to a reality
revealed at the end, and that reality is a social relation (not a thing
reletion): ©but what is a 'social relation'?

cf the problem of 'consciousness' always being mystified,
together with the possibility of science "decuphering the hieroglyphics
of the world' 27. (see F's comments p.31)

1¢) On découvre alors que cette connaissance des rapports socisux
n'est possible gu'en se passant des services théoriques du concept
de 1'homme" 29.

20, ©Pullberg's "Note pour une lecture anthopologique de Marx"
dietinguishes clearly between Feuerbach's 'anthropolgy' and that of Marx
(see 150) and raises the question of how it is that at a particular
time it is possible to think of human beings as a mere result of that
mode of production which is, for Marx, "une facen déterminde de
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pmanifester leur vie" (144) fetishisation, reification.

Points out that saying that relations of production are human relatione
doesn't mean that they are 'flace-to-face' relattons 145, 168.
Oriticises Althusser's 'epistomology' in light of progressive-
regressive method (156)

Relates it to party as bearer of science (169)

21) Could one apply Balibar'e geneology-genesis distinction to
the problem of the origins of science?

22) Poulantzas: a) usefidl discussion of Sartre 1963-6 basically:
"Per rappart & Althusser, Sartre parait ramener 1'histoire & un
temps continue- homogend - contemporain, et admettre un concept
de structure distinct de celui de structure & dominante" 1963 - implies
that it bnvolveé7“developpement continu d'un suljet" 1964
and reduces problem of intelligibility of structure to that of their
ontoligico-historical origin, thereby missing problem of structure a
dominant. The notion of scarcity cant be fitted into the notion

of 'mode of production' as dominant. Also, since the same agent is
present at all levels of structure.the purely structural relations
cannot be grasped (but is agent present in same sense at each level-
merely as specific function of each level - the level is sum of the
funetion): "le 'proceés' de structuration et d'articulation des
divers surveaux est réduit cependant, en derniére analyse, & leur
totalisation ontologico-historique". 1966.

b) Crits Althusser for failing to justify and explain dominance in
last instance of economic (e.g.1972) and hence also for failing to
deal with economic struggles, leading finally to a surpolitisation,
with politicel always dominant.

23) Paris TM240 a) Crits " " esp 2000

b) Althusser's tendency to break up praxis into theéorie and pratique,
and to offer a theory as an external reflection on somebody else's
practice - 1997-99

24) Pouillon TN 240. a) vagueness of terms such as overdetermination
ete, fusion, reflection - purely desriptive (2007) failing to ask
questions about nature of relation between structures, or elements
thereof

b) confusion of two different contradictions between ontagonistic
classes, and between forces of production and relations of production
¢) uses and misuses Sartre and [evi-Straus 2010-11

25) ©Poullén. TM 246. further discussion of Sartre and L.S.782-90

mentioning the extent to which C R D involves structural analyses (783)
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and stressing the effective complementaritory of the notion of praxis
and structure in both S and L.S. Poullon also stresses that one
must distinguish between the notion of a structure as & special and
important piece of reality (a skeleton) and the structuralist idea of
a structure: Bref, elle n'est pas le produit d'un découpage ou d'une
abstraction. Les élémente font partie de 1'organisation et, au
niveaux de celle-ci, soutiennent entre eux des rapports observables,
mais ce ne sont pas ceux-ci qui constituent la configuration. Cette
derneiére est faite de rapports autres que ceux qui apparaissent
dans 1'organisation.." e.g. relation of surplus-value/exploitation
underlying sSalary relation. . Mais, sous ces rapports
obeepvables, 1'analyse en découvre d'autres qgi rendent

premiers et expliquent pourquoi ce sont ceux-ci qui apparaissent

& 1'observation".

La configuration de ces rapporte sous-jacent n'est donc
pas une partie privilégiée de 1'organisation apparente, elle en est
le support explicatif et qui peut 8tre trée différent de ce que saisit
1'observateur. 777-8.

a) Is Althusser a 'structuralist' in this sense?
b) What is relation of 'foundation'; of 'ontological status' of
structure here?

26) Glucksmann. TM 250. a) 'production' as the fundamental
conceptual principle: but it is simply produced, rather than argues.
(1564).

b) the question about what distinguishes science - the knowledge effect-
is never answered.

¢) The 'terminology' of structuralism isn't shown to be concept
directly by A and B - is it achieved indirectly by revealing the
implicit presence of such concepts in Capital? The answer is that
Balibar's S elements of a structural analysis are i) introduced
arbitrarily and ii) can only be given meaning within the synchronic
analysis of the process of reproduction of each particular system (1581
to the extent that Balibar attempts "preliminary comparative analysis,
he achieves it by blurring terms (1580), and by presuming '"que la
nkcessité d'accomplir l'activité économique est elle mBme une nécessité
économique" 1578, That is, Capital does not assume a general
structuralism, it is the actual analysis of a particular mode of
production.

d) Althusser attempts to get around this through the concepts of

Darstellung (representation) and Structural Causality. The former is

“the mode of the presence of the structure in its effects". It is thy
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concept which is designed to found 'theoretical anti-humaniem’.
For Marx it refers to the development of & particular form 80 that 1%
represents itself in another form. Put Althusser tries %0 make the
concept bear the weight of accounting for both '1'apparition vraie du
proces de capital' and aleo 'ges apparences fausses ( fetichisme

de la marchandise etc.) 1587.
This is not resolved by the concept of structural causality and the

notion of 'absent cause' - but these notions are ratkex neither
founded nor given unambiguous meaning (1588-90)
£) The brief discussion of ' causality', as derived from

Lacon, and as owing some analogy to Lacon's unconscious gtructured like
language is useful in relation to Colletti (1594-96)

27. Francois Geokge T M 275 - on Lenin and Phil

a) comments on Althusser's 'method' e.g. 1935 and the oircular
self-justification of his arguments - e.g. in relation to philosophy
succeeding scientific revolution: Why? No answer. (1936-T)

Suggests a hypothesis which needs to be tested - but then assumes it
without testing (1937-8).

b) What does he mean by 'Marxist tradition'? 1943-6) - a postersri
justification of ' winners'

¢) on the Owl - Marx in fact oriticises precisely this account

of role of philosophy. Althusser merely introduces the idea as a
jevice for reaching Lenin.

d) Denial of history in philosophy, simply by caricaturing
philosophy 1949.

e) Il s' avere dans le Capital que les hommes sont les supports

de certaineg‘ggnf:iogs tgf r:}:g%on: 12pli gfes dags lg structure.
Mais, s'ils sont ce a?éane’le capiga{ism u...siﬁoﬁaligdgft%ou% ﬁel'
son allegrene epistemalogique, ne s'apercait pas qu'il construit

le concept meximal d'aliénation, celui qui n'est méme pas réalisé
dans la société" 1959.

f) discussion of notion of different temporalities— as further
example of problem of distinet or real object and object of knowledge
(1961) - Ie the distinction designed to legitimise Party which knows?

28) Alein Lipietz T.M.326 -(Reply to Lenin)

a) initial usefulness of Althusser within CP - a possible 'left way'
alternative to togliattism, and attack on Hegelianised dialectic
ghared both by Stalin and Trotsky (see also 786

b) crit of Althusser's exegesis of Weydemeyer letter 759.

c) Lipietz maintains distinction between 'metaphysical’ and
'dialectical' conceptions, and says Althueser is metaphysical becausc
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he denies that there are contradiotione in reality. 756

d) revolutiomary cadre as depository of knowledge - Lipietz opposes
to it Marx's 'mass line'

@) Acc. to Lippetz bourgeoisie,C.I.A. ete. only,make history in a
very limited sense - by delaying the inevitable 779

f) serves specialists, the party bureaucrats etc. 786

29) Roncidre TM 328. Autoerit on his contributions to LL
a) rejects 1845 - rather more to "une autre position de
discours" - more which takes place in each of early writings 791

Dispossession alienation of 1844 not 'theory' but description of
experience of new antisocial proletariat 795. 1944 and Capital have
same theoretical principle: they "pose en un seul et méme procesus

1a constitutépn d'un objet et la constitution de son illusion" 799

The charge is that after the failure of 1848, the illusion is seen as
being more central: "L 'écart n'est plus entre la réalité et les
illusions des idéologies mais entre une scdne de la réalité qui est celle
de la représentation et le dispositif qui la soutient" (801)

The theory of fetichisme "comme théorie de la méoonnaissance, désigne
& 1' inverse comme condition de possibilité de la science la lutte
des proletaires et son idéal: 1'association des producteurs

libres. 803

30) Rancidre R P 7
Argues, from a broadly 'Marxist' perspective, that Althusser is linked

to revisionist politics. Pails to analyse 'ideology' within context
of class struggle, but considers it first 'in general', as maintaining
social cohesion - which ie function, not of ideology, but of dominant
ideology. Rancidre hence rejects Science-Ideology couple as
metaphysics - but it is not clear what he means by science. He pointe
out, rightly, that 'science' can be useful to bourgeoisie etc.

and then writes: "The task of revolutionaries is not to confront,

them (bourgeois disciplines) with the requirements of scientifioiﬁi;x
nop to appeal from those pseudo- sciénces to the ideal
gecientificity of mathem&tics or physics. It is to oppose bourgeois
ideologies with the proletarian ideology of Marxism-Leninism" (6)

But how do we tell that M-L is 'a' (let alone 'the') proletarian
ideology? Marx has certainly shown, in account of fetishism, that

P I is not obvious. Once it gets beyond trivialities it has to be
justified, against B I, in terms of oriteria. The appeal to the real
intepstes of the proletariat, etc. are circular.
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31)  Kolakowski - S R 1971.

Very rude, says it combines common sense bakalities, unrefined
traditional Marxist veguenesses, and historical inexactitudes. Points
out that Althusser offers no criteria for distinguishing scientific
from unscientific: the answer that criteria are 'internal' is quite
inadequate, since it includes e.g. theology. Pog$nts out that
'‘anonymity' of productive processes in Cap is what is described as
reification, fetishisation etc.

Stxawmer Straw men: e.g. that 'anthropological' political economy
reduces economic processes to human needs. 116. Fails to define
'humanism', 'historicism'. Fails to further specify 'in the last
instance'. Fails to specify either Hegelian or Marxian problematic.
Inverts straw man (or Aristotelian universale in re) empiricism.
Genetic explanation does not assume teleological - but teleological
assumes genetic., Also, question of structural and genetic
misplaced: depends on question we are trying to ask.

32) Mepham (crit. of Geras) R.P. 6

A good article - but seems finally to 188Y& very little of
Althusser except one or two interesting questions. Ambiguous, if not
contradictory, on theoretical status of concept 'man' (e.g.26-27)

The argument between 'Men make history' and ' Masses make history'
seems t0 me to be, finally, silly.

Says one of Althusser's most important concepts is ' conjunctive' but
does not elaborate on it.

Points out that 'man' does in fact affear in knowledge of a conjunctive
as engaging in revolutionary action.

33) Lefebwre (in L'Idéologie Structuralist')

Argues that the 'break' with Hegel is neither philosophical nor

epistemological, but political (196) A rejection of H's theory of the

state. Concept of alienation has important critical function (may 68)
Crits Althusser's 'Problem of Students' articl® as distinction betweén
technical and socigl divieion 6f labour 207-9.

Mentions confusion (in general) in use of 'ideology' 213-14.

Argues that "La production, pour M, c'est la production de 1'étre
humain pour lui-méme" 218.

Fundamental criticism: no way of dealing with dé déprevisementge
1'état. 247-8.

34) Aron - in'D'Une Sainte famille a 1'autre'

a) tends towards vague and banal sociological interpretation dressed

in Marxist vocabulary & a new Pluralism, with the 'unity'

finall
merely stated - dernidre 5

instance dominante - requires historical researc
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a verbal distinction. 123, 249.

b) fundemental role of 'alienation' im Marx, 227, no definitions
linked with "la critigue du capitalisme par la référence implicite &
une économie non marchande que génerent les producteurs
assooides" 232 adequatior
¢) fails to give account of specificity of scientific appropriation
between real subject and the object of thought 144- 8.

d) Or le jonotion de la critique humaniste et de la critique
scientifique s'opere dans le concept de plus value 170 (notion
eriticised at length 171- 221.

e) rejects idea that Hegelian totality is 'totalité d'expression' 173
£) note Aron's unanylised dependence on 'modern economics' and his

acceptance of 'sociological' interest of some of Marx.

35) Jean Marie Vincent (in Contre Althusser)

a) importance of Althusser in conjunctarve of crisis of C P thought,
permitting links with new school of thought.

b) faile to give criteria of validity of science (see 219) and is
vague about how elements of his whole are related 254

General nature of his notions (e.g. 'production') conceals specificity
of capitalism.

¢c) Central place of fetishism 222, inter alia in accounting for the
unity of the system. Althusser's alternative, 'metonymic causality', is
a mere description (225) NB 228 - Marx uses a Hegelian terminology
because -'il est question d'un procés comparable & celui d'un concept'
229, - subject shattered by capitalism, not by Marx 24.

d) Parsonian  theory of ideology. Althusser's notion relation to
'imaginary conditions of existence' is enigmatic. (233) For Marx

the relation, under Cap, with conditions of existence is 'un rapport
réel, mais partial et tranqué' 234. - 1'idéologie "n'est pas &
propeement parler la manifestation d'une fausse conscience, mais, un
moment unilatéralement autonomisé des rapports vécus en fonction des
cristallisation objective des pratiques." 234.

¢)Vagueness of Balibar's 5 fold combination. Shouldn't separate
production of things and production of relations in the way in which
he does - enables him to ignore problems of subjects in social
relations,

f) problem of transition (243) and weakness of notion of conjunctive.
By denying contemporaneity Althusser makes it impossible to account
for ongoing effects of economic contradictions in other sector, and,
;i‘z:f:i?ulur, makes it impossible to actually understand revolutionar;
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g) Relation between 'class struggle' and theory not specified.
(une sorte de juge de paix qui tranche dane un combat perpétuellement
entre 1'idéalisme et le matérialisme" 256.

36) Ernest Mandel (Contre A ) (on intro to Cap)

a) fetishism and beginning of Capitalism.

b) failure to understand ideology ae ideology of dominant c¢lass,
controlling worker.

¢c) false distinction between defensive economic and aggressive
political action.

37) Pierre Daix quoted on effective 'betrayal' by P C F through
its support of socialism ( CA 299-300)

38) There seems to be three basic issue

‘empiricism' ;)

'idealism' The question of science, philosophy and ideology

160 .13 - 48
'humanism' ii) The question of the 'conjure' Wwhich is, basically,
the question of 'alienation','fetishisation' and the
subject. 12 16 (18) 20
historicism' iii) The criticism of Hegel's expressive totality, and
the alternative, the 'structure in dominance', with which
is connected the question of time and of 'contemporaneity’
B+ 0., 10 ¥k 22 260
What is relation between these? And what is relation of all three to
the question of party and political institutions. Broadly, the
rejection of the subject puts the ghole question of party out of play,
and therefore permits a circular answer to the question of criterion
for science, and permits it to appear that 'structure in dominance'
and overdetermination have content, through Lenin and Mao - all this
obfuscated by rhetoric about the (unenalysed and unspecified)
'‘worker's struggle'.
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Balibar makes an attempt tp olarify the nature of his procedure

by drawing on 'epistemalogical analogy' with Freud's theory of stages
of devepopment of the libido, in terms of which, rather than a
contimuity from level to level, each level displays a 'shift' or a
displacement of erogenous zone and of biological function %m which
support the sexual drive and object of the drive. Each displacement
corresponds to a variation of the relation between elements of the
complex drive: "Each of these variations is a system of organisation
of the complex sexual drive, implying a relation of dominance or of
hierarchy between the 'partial drives' (IC II 139). For Balibar
this raises the question as to the form of development and as to the
nature of the 'subject' of development, or what which develops.

Hie conclusion is that the 'development' is nothing but the successiom
of forms, and that the 'subject' has also to be defined in relation
to that succession. Finally it appears that sexuality is defined
simply by the succession of forms between which ohe can analyse such
'displacements’. That which is an element of an organisation of
partial drives of which the variation leads finally to the genital
organisation is sexual" (LC II 140)

Putting together Trevor-Roper and Amin, , we get roughly
the following:

"Feudal' Furope is a failed 'tribute state', in which the weakness
of the central political power permits the growth of independent
merchant and industrial towns operating on capitalist lines, and
producing an ' Erasmian' culture. But the contingent fact that
the new trade routes and sources of surplus resulting from the
discovery of the Americas and of the Cape route came initially under
the control of a princely state - Spain - with a specific position
within Zurope, enabled the princely state social form to dominante
the original Italy - South Germany - Flandes capitalist axis, and to
hold off the revolt of the underdeveloped North against Rome. The
consequence was to slowly smother and reabsorb capitalism within
that axis, but to further its spread, through the emigration, into
new areas which were able also to come to dominate the international
trade routes, and in which areas the capitelist entrepreneurial class
wae able to maintain or obtain a measure of dominance over the state.

There are two important problems here. The first concerns the
relation of the tribute state to the domestic economy. To the extent
that one can account for the development of tribute states in relation

to factors such as control of trade routes and immigration system,
one can link the political to the economic instance. But ig the
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breakdown of the tribute state (Rome) into the feudal system
explicable in 'economic' terms? What is the relation between
the systems of fiefdome etc. in Western and Northern Rurope and the
domestic economy from which it extracted surplus? How was the new
capitalism related to the domestic economy - or did it operate basically
within the sphere of the distribution and consumption of the
extracted surplus?

The second problem concerns the conflict between princely stat
and bourgeois 'republiee'. Can one describe thies ae the escape of
the 'towns' from the renascent Tribute State? In which case does
one describe the genesis of the new princely states in renaissance
Burope as an 'economic' or as & 'political' factor? Certainly there
are two different classes involved, who extract surplus in two
different ways. But it is etill not clear to me what might be meant
by the determinisation in the last instance by the economic here.
Isn't it very important to stress what Marx was attacking (efEngels-
Bloch) - and also to place the political within the economic, and
not outsdie it?
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D) Random Comments.
and how is 1%t

1) Fhilosophy has no history. What does this mean,
1-Marx, and alag

related to, for example, the progression Spinoza-Hege
to the role of the 3 Sources?

2) Dialectical terms:

a) Negation of the negation.
Althusser is perhaps a little dishonest to pa
central role given to 'negation of the negation' in Engels' later
writings, at least some of which were approved of by Marx, and also
its presence in Lenin's Vol.3}8 (see page 70). But, on the othey hand ,
he is correct to point out that it has "aninseparableidealist change"
(p.70 note). Later he argues that it is which enables Hegel's
dimlectic to produce its own material substance (p.132) and which 1s
the concept which allows Hegel to smuggle in the idea of Goal.

gs over in silence the

b) Contradictions. exoegetioally
I think Althueser is also 7 correct in his stress on the
idea of contradiction as central to the dialectic. He also begins
to sketch out an interesting diatinot%og'petween 'dialectical' and
'simple' or 'logical' contradiction. He warns us against the idea
of what I have called simple contradiction or, more exactly,
contradiction in the logical sense of the term, whose terms are two
equal entities each simply being one of thé contrary signs + or - ,
Althusser or not Althusser. If I might go a little further than I did
in my first essays, but in the same direction, I should say that
contradiction, as you find it in Capital, presents the surprising
characteristic of being uneven, of bringing contrary terms into
operation which you cannot obtain just H{_giving the second a sign
obtained by negating that of the first" 185 . For example, the
working class is not "the capitalist class negated" - but the two do
"come into confrontation, and this certainly is a contradiction since
the relation of confrontation reproduces the condition of
confrontation" 185. Thds is not unilluminating, and seems to approach
logical and real contradictions.

Althusser's position here, or rather the positions that he i
legitimately attacking, are summarised as follows: "In both cases
('messianic Hegelianism" and "economism") the dialectic functions
in the old name of pre-Marxist philosophy as a philoegophical
guarantee of the coming of revolution and socialism. In both cases,
materiglism is either juggled away (in the case of the first
hypothegis) or else reduced to the mechanical and abstract materiali<;
of the productice forces (in the case of the second hypothesis" 186.
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3) Marx and Hegel: 'materialiem' and 'dialectic'.

"I believe that the question of the Marxis?t dialectic cannot
be properly posed unless the dialectic is subjected to the primacy
of materialism, and a study is made of what forms this dialectic must
take in order to be the diamlectic of this materialism" (179)

This is certainly correct as is Althusser's contention that the "idea
of inversion did not do the job" (180) But his general discussion of
Hegel is initiated by the problems associated with the concept
'Subject' and of 'Origin'. Althusser argues that for Hegasl "the
dialectic wae the only means of thinking within a philosophy which
had very good reasons for originally refusing (even if it later
transferred and reintroduced them) the use and guarantees of the
categories of Origin and Subject" (179)

This is not very clear, but it may imply the following:

a) Hegel wae right to reject the 'epistemological trap' of
believing, wit! Kant, that we have to ask for criteria of knowledge
before we can know.

b) He thereby rejects also the problem af subject in relationm
to object, which is a Good Thing.

The problem with this analysis is that the concept 'subject!'
is implicitly present from the beginning in Hegel's dialectical logic.
In an important sense the dialectic is }mgixx the subject, and this
becomes progressively more explicit in the Logic. Althusser has not
understood the relation between Subject and dialectic in Hegel.

4) Althusser's text contains much assertion but (with the partial
exception of "Is it Simple to be a Marxist in Philosophy?) little
sustained argument. Much of the 'argument' is dishonest. For example,
after giving an inadequate account of Sartre's philosophy he 'refutes'
by asking rhetorically: "What did it contribute to the science of
history? Did the ingenious development of the Sartrian positions
finally permit the production of a few pieces of scientific knowledge
about the economy, the class struggle, the state, the proletariat,
ideologies, etc. knowledge which might help us to understand history,
to act in nistory? We have, unfortunately, reason to doubt it."

End of refut.tion&iBarm?ﬁzutntion 2 im via the 'political effects' of
the theory: the disxxrxy of the workers: "If the workers are told
that 'it is men who made history', you do not have to be a great
thinker to see that, sooner or later, that helps to disorient or
disarm them. It tends to make them think that they are all power-ful
as men, whereas in fact they are disarmed as workers in the face of the

power which is really in command" (64)' It is apparently impossible
for workers to grasp both a) thet their social condition is not

'natural’'; it is man-made, because society and history are made by
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man and b) that they need to act as a coherent class t0 unmake it in
its present form, to take control of it away from those men in whose
interest and by whose agency it is at present organised, and 10 remake
it themselves.
5) Althusser's general stgle is strange: it has a strong dose of
romanticism, epitomised in "Communists are never alone", but contained
also in the metaphors of battle and struggle and in the idea of risk,
ranging from "the personal wish of advancing his hypothesis on Staliniam
deviation(p.59) to the "perilous adventure" of making the detour via
Spinoza (p.141) (see also 169,172, 193 for a few examples of 'risk').
6) Another example of dishonestuse of texts ie contained in discussing
of the break . Feuerbach is described in the 1844 Manuscripts as a
philosopher who has made extraordinary discoveries, who has discovered
both the basis and the principle of the critique of political economy!
But a year later, in the Theses on Feuerbach, and in the G.l., he 1is
object of an all-out attack. After that he simply disappears" 66.
Althusser has evidently never read Engels'l888 essay on "Ludwig
Feuerbach the End of Classical German Philosophy" which sets out
explicitly to discharge the 'debt of honour' of making " a full
acknowledgement of the influence which Feuerbach, more than any other
post-Hegelian philosopher, had upon us during our period of stress and
storm" (ed.Feu. p.196) The question is, are the things for which
Feuerbach is praised in 1844 always the same as those for which he is
critictsed in G.1 (which Engels incidemtally claims regretfully "contain
no eriticism of Feuerbach's doctrine itself" (p.196.

(The same applies to Althuseer's discussion of Proudhou in the
following paragraph.)
) "But the pair of notions person/thing is at the root of every
bourgeois ideology?" I find this a very obscure statement. In what
sense "at the root" 7
8) Where does Marx say that there is "break" in 18457 Is Althusser
referring to the passage in the 1859 Preface in which Marx says that in
1845 he and Engels decided to "settle accounts with our former
philosophical conscience"? If so, there is no evidence that this refers
to Marx's 1844 writings. Rather the implication of earlier sections
in the text is that it refers to his views before 'doubts' began to
'assail' him prior to his 1844 work on Hegelian phil of law. The 1859
preface in fact clearly situates the 1844 work as part of the process
leading to the conclusion which Marx embodied in his materialist concept
of history (see esp.p.20) Althusser, on the contrary, falsely suggeats
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that it was Marx's own 1844 work with which he was 'gettling accounts’
(A. p.69).

9) Another example of dishones use of texts: 10 rcorrect' the
Sartrean 'misinterpretation' of 18th B in *Men make their own
history", Althuseer quotes Marx's 1869 preface in which Marx
distinguiehes hie account of Napoleon III from Proudhou's and Hugo's.
But here Marx is arguing that heroes dont make history: he is not
arguing that men dont nake history, or that the class struggle is not
a struggle among men. (see A. p.99 and Surveys from Exile p.144)

10) Althusser's discussion of problems of party strategy is useful:
"What 'obstacle' did the electoral drive of the left come up against?
Precisely the present frontier of the mass class base of the
bourgeoisie, dominated by its monopolist function.

To reduce this 'barrier' to nothing but prejudice or
simply to the anti-communist offensive (that is to 'ideas') is idealism.
There is of course 'tradition': but this is constituted and maintained
by concrete links, not only jdeological (ideology 1s something different
from just 'ideas') but also material, between the ruling clases and its
man base" (212)

Hence a) study those relations in order to be able %o
image a 'correct ideological struggle' and b) "The need is for a
political victory, the result of political action, whose centre is the
working class and whose means are its organisation of class struggle"”
(212) (I teke it that 'political' here doesn't mean ‘electoral').

Note the stress on accent being not on party cadres but on
the masses, and within the party, on the base, the Dbranches.

Thig discussion of 'democracy' could perhaps be used to
clarify the 'human rights' issue: In fact, democracy cannot be
gqualified by any adjective (authentic, true, advanced) which measures
a given real democracy against an 'essence' of democracy - but only by
one which measures it against its class content: in our case,
democracy for the people'" (213)

Yes, but the problem is what is democracy for the people,
in what institution, associated with what rights, can it be
embodied etec.?

11) Compare Sartre's discussions of problems of dialectical
writing with Althusser's short thesis and gingle-meaning syndromes




