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Abstract 

After the repression following the bourgeois revolts of 1848 in Europe Marx and Engels adjusted their original ideas of working class revolution with the theory of permanent revolution. It held that since the bourgeoisie no longer could be counted on to side with the workers against the ruling classes, socialists should move from the stage of democratic revolution straight to that of socialist transformation. The  international dimension of this theory was emphasised  by Trotsky when he reformulated the theory in the early stages of the Russian revolution. One can also turn the argument around by seeing that beginning with the repression of the 1850s, a process of permanent  counterrevolution has evolved which has passed through phases of retrenchment and attack, without allowing the initiative to pass to the side of revolution ever again. From this perspective, fascism and Fordism, the successive editions of the Cold War, covert action, military interventions and full-scale wars are all part of this counterrevolutionary process. It owes its ‘permanency’ to its unrelenting imposition which in each case works to isolate revolutionary challenges ‘with the concentrated strength of the international forces’ (Gramsci) and yet today, against the background of a deepening crisis of exhaustion of  capitalist discipline, has reached its apogee without having obliterated the forces of resistance world-wide. This paper presents a first outline of the argument of a forthcoming book, ‘The End of Political Compromise in Capitalism’.
In this paper I place the current crisis, which began in 2008 and is best understood by comparing it to the Great Depression of the 1930s, in the long-term perspective of an exhaustion of the social and natural bases of the capitalist economy and on the parallel unravelling of the political process of permanent counterrevolution. Instead of seeing crisis in terms of ‘late’ or ‘monopoly’ capital running aground by its own internal contradictions, Rainer Funke (1978) has argued that the historic limit of capital resides in its growing failure to commodify elements of society and nature. In other words, it runs out of ‘raw material’ to exploit, and gets stuck, with devastating consequences for the societies under its discipline and for the biosphere. 

This, a sort of ‘peak oil’ argument, but then applying to the entire social and natural substratum on which capital preys, invalidates the idea of an integral infrastructure for socialism gestating within capitalism (Lenin’s position in The Impending Catastrophe and How to Combat it of 1917, Coll. Works, xxv). There is no doubt that processes of socialisation are at work that produce elements of a post-capitalist infrastructure as well as a class of cadre active in and around it, and that this class, which is steadily growing, becomes a crucial factor in deciding the balance of forces politically. But the crisis in which this ‘decision’ becomes relevant is one of exhaustion and therefore, far from handing the cadre (should it become motivated to move in that direction), the integral infrastructure for a new society, transfers to it not just a defunct economy, but a disfigured society and a contaminated, and from the standpoint of human survival, malfunctioning biosphere. The neuro-physiological condition of contemporary humans, notably those in the industrialised world, rampant criminality, and proliferating violence, must all be understood in the context of this malfunction. 

Concepts of revolution such as the Bolshevik understanding of the seizure of power, Trotsky’s notion of permanent revolution, or Mao’s vision of the Third World revolt are therefore in urgent need of revision. In this paper I propose to turn the theory of permanent revolution into its opposite, that is, a theory of permanent counterrevolution. This is necessary if we are to properly acknowledge the destructive implications of the ability of capital to pose as a liberating force whilst subduing resistance to its class rule and sustain the exhaustive discipline on society and nature that has brought us to where we are today. 

My argument is that the (bourgeois-popular) democratic revolution against the hierarchical structures of power established in the European Middle Ages, began to run aground as a world-historic process in the period between the French Revolution (and its reverberations in the Western Hemisphere) and the 1848 uprisings. Alexis de Tocqueville, himself a figure in between the past-oriented, aristocratic camp, and the modern, bourgeois one, expressed this growing ambivalence when he wondered whether a bourgeois strategy of destroying the aristocratic regime in order to establish their own reign was not too risky. Referring to Louis-Philippe, the ‘Citizen King’, and his July Monarchy of 1830 and writing on the eve of the 1848 uprisings, ‘Tocqueville anxiously diagnosed whether the bourgeoisie had not, instead of defending the right to property, made property itself questionable in its revolt’ (Landa 2010: 38). 

As the appetite for a comprehensive democratisation on the part of the bourgeoisie declined and largely collapsed in these uprisings, a new ruling bloc comprising both old inherited and new, ‘self-made’ property-owning classes seized the initiative. Whilst capital consolidated in the English-speaking West, or Lockean heartland (where it first achieved its developed, integral form), socialist-inspired revolutions henceforth became sporadic and if surviving at all, after their respective Thermidors lined up in the sequence of contender states facing the liberal West and ultimately succumbing to its hegemony—until the present period.
For if the ability of the Atlantic ruling class to impose the discipline of capital on the rest of the world today is failing to kick into line the most powerful non-Western states and even many lesser ones, this is not because of a logic of alternating ‘hegemons’, but because the discipline of capital itself has been preying on the state/society complexes of the world and their natural foundations to such an extent that liberal  ‘global governance’ is coming apart at the seams. The West can no longer ensure the integrity of the globally socialised labour process connecting different ‘human resource complexes’ into long chains as a consequence. In the ensuing, centrifugal  process, both core liberal capitalism and its rivals (state capitalism in China, Russia, Iran and a number of others) turn into authoritarian formations amidst proliferating violence and anomie. It is from the vantage point of this particular present-day configuration of forces that the epoch from the 1850s to the present reveals itself as one of permanent counterrevolution, one doomed to end in disaster but not necessarily one from which the ‘proletariat’ will then rise in triumph again—for that to happen, the long-term destructive effects of the counterrevolutionary epoch, especially its final capitalist phase in which speculative money capital occupies the commanding heights, are too deep. 
The Inbuilt Counterrevolution in the Liberal Heartland   

The democratic revolution that interacted with the various instances of Church reform in Europe (which led the way here), also was accompanied by a transnational process of capitalist class formation via original accumulation, or expropriation. Its different moments according to Marx were ‘distributed in a more or less chronological order, among Spain, Portugal, Holland, France, and England. In England they are systematically combined at the end of the 17th century in the colonial system, the public debt system, the modern tax system, and the system of protection’ (MEW, xxiii: 779, emphasis added). 

However, whilst the mass of the population assisted the emancipation of a capitalist bourgeoisie at the level of the state, and in the process, lent its coming to power a ‘national’ character, the favour was not returned once the lower classes rallied behind their own banners to complete the process of democratic emancipation. This process lost its populist innocence in 1848, when the publication of the Communist Manifesto marked the aspiration of the incipient working class movement to repeat the process of bourgeois emancipation and on the basis of its ‘globalising’ achievements, crown the democratic revolution with the complete and universal liberation of mankind. 

Now from the time of the Glorious Revolution that concluded the English Civil War and codified Lockean liberalism, a longer, protracted repression had been at work to seal off the emerging capitalist order from interference by the lower classes. Locke’s provisions in the Two Treatises of Government for imposing a state of emergency were anchored in this need (Locke 1965: 421, 425). From 1688 to 1820, the number of crimes punishable by death in Britain increased from 50 to around 200/250, and most of them concerned infractions of property rights (Losurdo 2013: 92). In the United States this appeared in a less concentrated form because the lawlessness to which indigenous Amerindians and black slaves were exposed gave more room to private killing, which after the Civil War was even intensified. 
Indeed whilst the United States embraced the Lockean heritage, its concern with property rights did not need to be enforced through a strong state to the same degree as in the motherland. ‘In a Protestant, individualist culture the institutions of self-government immediately take root, and by the time of the Revolution [i.e., the American secession] a tradition of popular assemblies had been evolved which made Locke quite a common matter of fact’ (Hartz 1964: 75).
The secession because of the vast space open to further expansion diluted the threat of working class formation in North America and instead allowed, to cite Hartz again (1964: 10), ‘the bourgeoisie, having escaped both past and future, [to] unfold according to its own laws’. In Europe, however, ‘it is the continuing pressure of these older forces which renews the doctrinaire passion of European radicalism’ (ibid.: 42).  This is why Edmund Burke, an ardent supporter of the American secession, in his Reflections on the Revolution in France warned against a democratisation not properly sealed off from infringing on private property rights and the market economy that economic liberalism was built around. Only the Anglophone legacy of liberty and diversity fosters a political style that turns ‘all change into a subject of compromise, which naturally begets moderation; they produce temperaments, preventing the sore evil of harsh, crude, unqualified reformations, and [renders] all the headlong exertions of arbitrary power… for ever impracticable’ (Works, iii: 277). With more than 200 crimes punishable by death, the British bourgeoisie certainly could in its own ranks rely on compromise ! French artists such as Géricault in the 1820s went to see for themselves the spectacle of public hangings in London. 
To the North American bourgeoisie, too, the French Revolution was a step too far because of its democratic inclusiveness it implied. This was brought home notably by the simultaneous slave uprising led by Toussaint L’Ouverture in Sainte Domingue (Haiti by its Amerindian name). The North American secession had been the work of slave-owners and employers of indentured labour; the revolt against Iberian empire likewise—initially. But when Bolívar travelled to liberated Sainte Domingue to ask for help, the Haitian authorities were willing to provide assistance (black military advisers and troops) only on the condition that he free the slaves. This is why in Latin America slavery in most countries was abolished 40 years prior to the United States (Losurdo 2013: 170-71).
The Anglophone liberal West, then. combined bourgeois self-rule with slavery and indentured labour and restriction of the rights of the non-propertied classes (deemed irrational already by Locke). Yet it continued to propagate liberal bourgeois regime change of  illiberal formations, both pre-capitalist and modernising ones, by driving forward capitalist development internationally. I have elsewhere described how this relied in part on fostering open nation-state formation, and how a dedicated academic discipline of International Relations would arise from that practice in due course (see my 2014)  This shaped the process of bourgeois class formation which the cleric and one-time ambassador of Napoleon, D.G.F. Dufour de Pradt, dates to the time of Britain’s rupture with the Holy Alliance and its reconciliation with the US, marked by the Monroe Doctrine of 1823—a transnational process ‘of which England is the head, America the body, and all the enlightened men of Europe, the extended limbs’ (De Pradt 1824: 48-9). 
This forward-looking, globalising posture of the liberal heartland as a class project, displaced to the periphery all expressly imperial/imperialist forms, both pre-modern empires (Russian, Chinese, Ottoman, etc.) and imperialist reincarnations such as the Napoleonic (I and III), Wilhelmine-Hitlerite, etc. The West itself rather pursued ‘liberal’, or ‘free trade’ imperialism, which does not look imperialist to the untrained eye. At its heart is the paradoxical combination of transformation towards economic liberalism, adorned with references to political liberalism such as human rights, national self-determination, etc.; and the inbuilt retraction of these attributes, indeed outright repression when political liberalism threatens to assume socialist traits. Hence the counterrevolutionary process evolves through the permanent  weakening and destroying the forces for a potential, not necessarily a real revolution. 
The Elusive Permanent Revolution

The oft-noted divergence in Marx’s writings between the analysis of an internationalising capitalism, Hegelian in their scope and depth, and his political writings (beginning with The Class Struggles in France), often labelled ‘journalism’ because of their narrative style, reflects the aforementioned duality. Marx grasped the development of the capitalist mode of production and everything internal to it and conducive to the realisation of its inherent universality (including the state, international trade, and original expropriation, Pradella 2015) much more systematically, ‘theoretically’, than the ever-shifting grounds of class struggle and revolution. 

There was no doubt a powerful intuition in Marx and Engels that judging from its role in the French Revolution, Britain was the pioneer of capitalist development but at the same time used its economic power to back up politically reactionary forces elsewhere. The English turned entire nations into proletarians, Marx wrote, but simultaneously had become the rock on which the waves of revolution will break (MEW,  vi: 149), indeed ‘the rock on which the counterrevolution will build its church’ (MEW, v: 96, emphasis added). Yet the insight that the most dynamic component of the global political economy was also the ultimate arsenal of political reaction did not change his conviction that the initiative continued to lay with the forces of revolution. This prompted him to develop the notion of what later would be labelled permanent revolution once the events of 1848 had demonstrated the unwillingness on the part of the bourgeoisie to support further broad-based democratic revolts. 
Of course this is in the nature of the beast because one’s own commitments and vantage point (also, in time) prejudice seeing the larger process and projecting it forward. It would have been very strange had Marx in his remaining years theorised the long-term defeat of the working class. So if in France the defeat of 1848 culminated in a Bonapartist dictatorship that gave the name to the phenomenon of imperialism and which today is being regarded as a 19th-century rehearsal for 20th-century fascism (Landa 2010: 37-8), Marx again analysed the turn of events inevitably in terms of the changing prospects of a successful revolution, this time as a sequence in which the initial democratic revolt should without interruption pass over into a struggle of the proletariat to wrest the initiative from the bourgeoisie in order to avoid it would become stalled.  

This had a spatial aspect besides the obvious class aspect. The spatial aspect concerned the centre-periphery structure and was based on the notion that whilst the new mode of production to replace the capitalist one (in Capital, Marx speaks of the ‘associated mode’) inevitably gestates in the centre; the periphery (or better, a Wallersteinian semi-periphery, in the sense that capitalism is developing there too, but incompletely so) is the more unstable. So, ‘in England the original process always takes place; it is the demiurge of the bourgeois cosmos. On the continent, the different phases of the cycle, which bourgeois society passes through always anew, occur in secondary and tertiary form...’

If, therefore, crises generate revolutions on the continent first, the groundwork for these has always been laid in England. In the extremities of the bourgeois body violent eruptions must occur sooner than in the heart, since here the possibility of equilibration is greater than there. On the other hand, the degree to which the continental revolutions affect England, simultaneously is the thermometer from which we read in which measure these revolutions really put bourgeois social relations into question, or merely befall their political formations (Marx in MEW, vii: 97, emphasis added).

The class aspect consisted in the need for the proletariat to move straight from the (bourgeois) democratic revolution to a socialist one and not, as the Second International (and Stalinism too) would later codify it, see these as stages which must be gone through in every single country separately. Against the half-hearted progressive instincts of the bourgeoisie, the proletariat as the ‘universal class’ would have to push through its more fundamental transformation towards comprehensive democracy and not accept any delay.

The question of course where the decisions not to allow the revolutionary dynamic to stall and press ahead were to be taken (assuming it was a matter of decisions to begin with). As Gramsci would write, Marx did have a sense for the masses, but his ‘concept of organisation remains entangled amid the following elements: craft organisation; Jacobin clubs; secret conspiracies by small groups; journalistic organisation’ (Gramsci 1971: 259). This fitted into the Roundhead and Jacobin practice of a vanguard which tends to drive beyond what is necessary to reorder the social structure to suit a new mode of production, making a ‘Thermidor’, a switch back inevitable once the revolutionary fervour had spent itself (Ibid.: 77). Of course in  the Russian Revolution too, power would first be seized by internationalist Bolsheviks who were just such a vanguard and self-consciously so; before the Stalinist switch to a state socialism adopting a contender posture against the West would ‘normalise’ the situation, effectively destroying the communist movement in the longer run.  
The Bolshevik party concept was based on concept of a revolutionary command structure, first to try and guide the revolutionary eruption of the people and then to coordinate its transnationalisation. However, within a decade circumstances forced it to yield power to the adherents of socialism in one country. Gramsci at the time (in 1924) already warned that ‘the statutes of the International give the Russian party de facto hegemony over the world organization’ (Gramsci 1978: 194), so it was only a matter of course for the IIIrd International or Comintern to adjust to the Stalinist line—which Trotsky then responded to by resurrecting the concept of permanent revolution that he had formulated first in 1905-06 and which, after Lenin adopted it in the April Theses, had guided the original Bolshevik seizure of power.
Meanwhile the Franco-Prussian War of 1870 and the Commune of Paris that followed it in ’71, had further shaped the original Marxist doctrine of revolution, adding the crucial notion of the dictatorship of the proletariat. This was the juncture at which the baton of the paramount contender to Western pre-eminence passed from France to unified Germany, in this case from one ‘emperor’, Napoleon III, whose authoritarian response to 1848 and adoption of the imperial title first conveyed the sense of ‘imperialism’ as a counterrevolutionary response to domestic strife and socialism, to the Hohenzollerns of Prussia. The  imperial regalia were handed to the German emperor in January 1871 after the French defeat and the country’s  transformation into a republic. 
The counterrevolutionary implications of the transition, highlighting the permanency of the process as a whole, were brought out dramatically when the Paris Commune fell victim to a bloody repression. Marx tried to put a brave face on this disastrous outcome by labelling it a moral defeat for the ruling blocs of France and newly unified Germany: 
The fact that after the most violent war of recent times, the victorious and the vanquished armies joined in slaughtering the proletariat—such an unheard-of event does not, as Bismarck believes, prove that the definitive elimination of the new society has been successful, but merely illustrates the complete disintegration of the old bourgeois society (MEW, xvii: 360-1).
Yet this verbal acrobatics misses the essential element, which Gramsci provided with the benefit of greater distance when he argued that the Communards failed to properly assess the balance of forces. Had they understood that they faced a reactionary enemy of much greater strength, they might have switched to a ‘molecular’ strategy and achieve a better overall outcome ‘on more progressive and modern lines’ (Gramsci 1971: 113).

The socialists at the time preferred to see (and what else could they have done)  a horizon of new revolutionary chances, not the permanency of counterrevolution, in which bloody repression after 1848, imperialist war, bloody repression again (1871), relatively peaceful passive revolution leading to World War I and so on, alternated. For as the spatial parameters of advanced capitalism widened after 1870, Russia became the new, unstable (semi-) periphery where revolution might start and whence its sparks would fly and ignite the necessary  revolution in the centre. For some years, Friedrich Engels wrote in 1879, he had  been drawing the attention of the European socialists to the revolutionary prospect taking shape in the Tsarist empire (MEW, xix: 149). ‘No doubt, Russia is on the eve of a revolution,’ he wrote in 1875, and it ‘will be of the utmost importance for all of Europe if only because it destroys in one stroke the last, hitherto intact reserve of all-European reaction’ (MEW, xviii: 567, emphasis added). 

By then, however, the ‘intact reserve’ of reaction had for at least a century migrated to the Atlantic West, the real ‘rock on which the counterrevolution will build its church’, except that it did not qualify as ‘reaction’ in the true sense, but as continued bourgeois transformation combined with counterrevolution against socialist tendencies. In his famous 1895 Preface to Marx’s Class Struggles in France (on the 1848 revolution), Engels summed up that that as things stood it was the imperial-bourgeois ruling bloc that held the cards. He recommended the socialists to forego illusions about insurrection and to exploit the possibilities of legality and the right to vote. For not only did the open spaces created by urban renewal (such as the boulevards projected in Paris by Haussmann) remove any chances for an insurrection against a well-prepared military, but the democratic forces had also lost their former inclusiveness, and irreversibly so.

An insurrection with which all layers of the population will sympathise, cannot be expected to return; all the middle strata will probably never so exclusively rally to the proletariat in the class struggle that the reactionary party, rallying to the bourgeoisie, will by contrast almost vanish. The ‘people’ will therefore always appear divided and as a result a powerful lever, that was so effective in 1848, will be missing (MEW, vii: 522).

As Michael Löwy writes, ‘although the idea was never codified by Marx and Engels, their writings seem to suggest that the prospect of future bourgeois revolutions would become less certain as the bourgeoisie became able to attain its aims through non-revolutionary means—revolutions “from above”—without popular mobilisation or political rupture’ (Löwy 1981: 5, emphasis added). This is what Gramsci labels passive revolution. It can only be understood in the larger context of permanent counterrevolution because it is through the alliance with ruling classes of older parentage that the bourgeoisie, ‘molecularly’, continues to progress to advance its economic and narrower class interests.

Now if Engels towards the end of his life hesitated to uphold the revolutionary optimism, Trotsky in 1905-06 took up the idea of permanent revolution with its three interrelated theses: 1) the possibility of a proletarian revolution in pre-bourgeois formations; 2) the uninterrupted development from bourgeois to socialist revolution, and 3) the necessary internationalisation of the revolutionary process as a whole (Löwy 1981: 1). Stagism on the other hand holds that revolution can only come about when one particular country has reached the level of development where its social structure is adequate to open the next chapter of history on its own. Hence in 1936, when reconstructing the Russian Revolution in these terms, Trotsky had little difficulty identifying the grounds for its regression into a bureaucratic despotism, because once the liberal West had succeeded in locking up the revolution in what remained of the former Tsarist empire (so minus Poland and the Baltic countries), the third condition of permanent revolution was negated and the process as a whole was thrown into reverse. 

I refer to Löwy’s study for the further evolution of the theory of permanent revolution, which would seem adequate as a recipe for successful revolution except that in hindsight it is a profoundly wrong characterisation of the post-1848 epoch, which as a whole was counterrevolutionary, albeit punctuated by local (-ised) revolutions. This allows us, from the perspective of today, to look back on the period in which Marxist socialism was shaped, as a succession of counterrevolutionary phases. 
Three Phases of Permanent Counterrevolution

The epoch of permanent counterrevolution that opened up in the mid-19th century, with 1848 the most significant single date, passed through three phases. 

· One was the contender state phase, in which the counterrevolutionary response to challenges was combined the diversionary use of violence (repression and/or war) with the accelerated mobilisation of the productive forces to catch up with the liberal West. Fascism was the high point of this phase and it ended in 1945 with the defeat of the Axis Powers.
· The second was the American Century phase, in which the Atlantic ruling class contained state socialism, but the latter, locked in the confrontation as a contender bloc, also worked to stultify further democratic development. The West now was forced to calibrate the use of extreme violence and intervened selectively to support local ruling classes, from Greece in 1947 and 1967 and Turkey (several times) to Indonesia, Chile and Argentina, not forgetting the wars in Korea and Vietnam; whilst the Soviet bloc maintained discipline on its side (Hungary, Czechoslovakia). This phase ended in 1991 with the collapse of the USSR.
· The third phase is the contemporary systemic crisis phase in which we witness an across-the-board drift towards authoritarianism and proliferating violence in the framework of the ‘War on Terror’ accompanying the exhaustion of the social and natural substratum of globalising capital and state capitalism alike.

Clearly in each case there were major revolutionary outbursts; in the first phase, 1848 itself and the Paris Commune, and outside Europe, the Sepoy rebellion in India. The American Century phase after 1945 was prepared by the First World War and the Russian Revolution, the Great Depression and the Second World War. This produced an unprecedented weakening of the capitalist West that enabled organised labour to wrest a compromise from capital and made it possible for a series of socialist-inspired revolutions (the Vietnamese, Chinese, the Cuban etc.) to occur and survive. In the systemic crisis phase no comparable revolutions have so far occurred but then, the system itself, now ‘global’, is coming apart. I will go through each in turn.
Contender State Counterrevolution 
The counterrevolutionary turn in this epoch was most marked in the states on the fringe of the capitalist sphere, precisely because, in Marx’s phrase cited above, ‘in the extremities of the bourgeois body violent eruptions must occur sooner than in the heart, since here the possibility of equilibration is greater than there.’ Hence the need to counter socialist stirrings was equally most urgent in the ‘semi-periphery’.  The Lockean heartland at the time did not yet enjoy the primacy that allowed it to assume a directive role in the process. 
Hence in France, the second Napoleon’s ascent to power was ‘authentic’ although British liberals saw it as the proper way of dealing with revolt. Walter Bagehot, very soon to become one of England’s most influential liberal voices as long-time editor of The Economist, in a series of reports in early 1852, applauded Napoleon’s military dictatorship, the repression of political opponents, the suspension of the freedom of the press, etc. (Landa 2010: 40). 
To Bismarck, the Prussian Chancellor who had just been victorious in the war with Austria, Napoleon confessed in 1867 that he faced ‘the choice of war or the granting of more internal liberty’. Three years later this choice entailed another: either  placating the French countryside by disarmament and reducing conscription, or allowing the urban socialists to come closer to power. The attempt to have Britain mediate with Prussia on a disarmament agreement was rejected by Bismarck, who claimed it was impossible to ‘modify a military system so deeply rooted in the traditions of his country’ (Raymond 1921: 34). 
Just when steps were being taken to relax the imperial dictatorship through a constitutional regime, disturbances in Paris revealed profound discontent with Napoleon’s rule, whilst strikes in industrial centres proliferated. Discontent among the military finally added to the fatal decision, ostensibly taken over disagreement concerning dynastic matters, to attack Prussia. The anti-war manifesto to the Workers of the World in July was swept away by a wave of French nationalism (Raymond 1921:  128-9). 
On the German side the Lassallean majority socialists to support the war, also when Prussia went over to the initiative, thus channelling domestic discontent into nationalist-imperialist sentiment as had happened in France (Alff 1976: 17). Yet the socialists’ willingness to assign the state the leading role in industrialisation and modernisation, laid down in the 1975 Gotha Programme and  sharply criticised by Marx, was not reciprocated by any lenience from Bismarck. In 1878 the Socialist Laws dissolved the party, the trade unions and the press organs associated with them amidst mass arrests and prosecution. When the laws were abrogated in 1890 and the refounded Socialist Party became the largest party in the first elections, the repression left it ostracised from the social and political mainstream (Friedrich Ebertstiftung n. d.).
As imperialist rivalries mounted, a common thread emerged in them was that expansion and war were seen as valves to release social tensions. Cecil Rhodes’ famous statement on imperialism as the only way to avoid socialism (cited by Lenin in Imperialism…, Coll. Works, xxii: 256-7) comes to mind, but the same sentiment was voiced by Emperor Wilhelm II in his 1906 new year’s telegram to the German Chancellor, Bülow (Bismarck had been dismissed in 1890), spelled out the recipe for dealing with the German workers, one that would become the silent assumption of the politics of all other ruling classes as well. Following the eruption of popular discontent after the defeat in the war against Japan of 1904-05, imminent revolution in Russia seemed about to confirm the predictions of the socialists. Wilhelm accordingly proposed to Bülow to ‘first shoot the socialists, decapitate and destroy them, if need be by a bloodbath’; and afterwards, ‘war abroad, but not too early and not overhasty’ (quoted in Fischer 1984: 25). 

From this perspective we can begin to understand the First World War as a cataclysm that fits into the longer counterrevolution it was meant to sustain. The revolutionary outbreaks in 1917 to ’19 in hindsight are not the events opening a new revolutionary epoch either, but preludes to its continuation, because after the suppression of the revolution in Germany and Hungary, reaction gained the upper hand everywhere except in Soviet Russia, where Stalin eventually switched the revolution back to a contender posture which entailed its own repressive consequences. So Stalinism is best understood, not as an aberration of permanent revolution, but as an epiphenomenon of permanent counterrevolution, the strength of which pushes the revolutionary forces back into the mould of a state class directing a contender formation. 
On the European continent, the defeated or otherwise humiliated states became hotbeds of a stated intent to go beyond the Socialist Laws and abolish political liberalism and its potential to deepen democracy altogether. Thus in 1921, the Italian fascist leader, Massimo Rocca, like Mussolini a converted former socialist, denounced ‘the disastrous experience of political democracy, socialistic and leaning towards socialism’. Only a ‘Neo-Liberalism’ (the title of his article), ‘a liberal neo-conservatism from the right’ would be able to roll back the ‘collectivist mania’ (quoted in Landa 2010: 8-9).  
Hitler too in an address to industrialists three weeks after Hindenburg appointed him chancellor pointed out the incompatibility of economic and political liberalism, arguing that ‘a private economy cannot be maintained in the age of democracy; it only becomes thinkable when the people obtain a guiding idea of authority and personality… It is impossible that one part of the people embraces private property, whilst another part rejects it… We must now seize all means of power if we want to bring down the other side completely’ (doc. 109 in Kühnl 1980: 201-2). That the Nazi Party in the process of fascisation (Faschisierung, Neumann 1978: 104) leading up to its investiture (and revealing the willingness of the ruling class to give it a go) had relied on a mass following mobilized by anti-Semitic propaganda, caused serious mistrust on the part of the employers—not the racist programme, but the ‘socialist’ aspect, that is. The massacre of the plebeian SA leadership by the SS in August 1934 decapitated the Nazi Left wing though and two months later Hitler boasted at a party conference that ‘in the next thousand years, there will be no more revolution in Germany’ (doc. 134 in Kühnl 1980: 242-3).
Such a rupture with the workers’ wing of the movement had also taken place in Italy; after the Rome founding party congress in November 1921 the clash with the trade union wing of Farinacci encouraged big business to begin subsidising Mussolini in earnest (Poulantzas 1974: 153). Fascism like National Socialism rested on the idea that it is not a class that is proletarian, but the nation as such, so ‘that Marx’s conception’ (as  Gramsci put it, 1978: 289) ‘should be applied not to the struggle of the Italian proletariat against Italian capitalism, but to Italy’s struggle against other capitalist states’. This characterises the specific contender state fascisms of the 1930s and 40s. 

Japan’s imperialist expansion into northern China had already forced it out of the League of Nations in 1933, but three years later there were still relatively free elections in which the Far Right got less than half a million votes, the workers’ party doubled its vote, and the largest party, Minseito, had campaigned under the curious slogan ‘What will it be, parliamentary government or fascism?’ (Moore 1981: 300). A subsequent fascist coup attempt was thwarted and the totalitarian state was eventually introduced ‘legally’, as in the other Anti-Comintern states (named after the pact they signed) in 1940. In each case, fascism was not a revolution but a counterrevolutionary reflex of the established ruling classes prepared by the state of emergency and war (or in the Italian case, by not allowing the state of emergency to be called in the case of Mussolini’s March on Rome). 
Internationally, the counterrevolutionary aspect also transpires, albeit that the Anglo-American role is not yet so evident as in the American Century phase. Thus whilst in the Spanish Civil War, Hitler and Mussolini supported Franco, Britain and France blocked the Republic’s access to arms and supplies by strictly observing the arms embargo so blatantly violated by the fascists. Mussolini all along could count on British goodwill, just as Hitler was ‘appeased’ by the industrial state monopoly fraction around Chamberlain till the very last—Munich in that sense continued the policy of trying to direct German expansion towards the east, which was begun already at the time of Locarno (1925). 
Other instances might be mentioned, such as the belated creation of a Second Front (the Normandy landings took place eleven months before the end of the war in Europe, when the outcome of the struggle on the eastern front was no longer in any doubt). The idea that liberalism and fascism are incompatible arose because these counterrevolutionary episodes transpired in contender states challenging Western pre-eminence and ended in war; in the post-war period it would become clear they are not.
Counterrevolution in the American Century Phase

The confiscation of society by the state, which is a characteristic of the contender configuration, and the merger of ultimate rule and day-to-day management in a single state class, condemned the fascist belligerents in 1945 to a complete collapse, a Götterdämmerung which also left them with largely destroyed productive infrastructures. In a sense this was also ‘functional’ because what the Depression of the 1930s had achieved in the United States (the replacement of the heavy-industry-centred economy by a Fordist, mass-production and consumption one) was, at least in its destructive aspect, achieved by the war in Europe and Japan (Goralczyk 1975). So there is a systemic aspect to it, even though there was no direction at the system level. That had to wait till 1944-5.
Immediately after the Axis powers’ defeat Britain and the United States took over the baton of repressing the Left. The United States in the process positioned itself at the pinnacle of global power and yet paradoxically, the power of the West was locked out of large parts of the world (the Soviet bloc, China, North Korea, North Vietnam…) whilst the discipline of capital too was constrained by the power of organised labour in production, still largely concentrated in the heartland until the 1970s. 
Now unlike the state class governance of a contender formation, the liberal state/society complex operates through a separate governing class (and in the economy, a managerial cadre), which act for the property-owning ruling class. By definition matters are decided by the ruling class, but this class ‘thinks and acts’ through strategic elites which gather in corporate boardrooms, private planning bodies, and so on. The broad direction emanating from these disparate but overlapping locales then is passed on to the governing class and the managerial cadre. 

The execution of the directive thrust requires a dedicated cadre of specialists (financial, criminal, governmental, and so on) but in each case, the legitimate cadre, so the tax authorities, the police, cabinet ministries…,  paradoxically collaborate with those whom they supposedly must control, track down, and/or repress; in the examples, tax evaders, criminals, the various private operators active in the spheres covered by the ministries (Wilson 2009). This obviously cannot come about overtly and this is one major reason why the broad thrust of policy charted by strategic elites also relies on a distinct covert sphere is the result of this paradoxical collaboration, it is a form of state/society articulation, but ‘in the shadows’. As Robert Cox writes, the covert world may embody a revolutionary potential, and/or exist in ‘a parasitic symbiosis with established power’ (Cox 2002: 120). At the other extreme there is the ‘reported’ world of interest group activity, with (not always full) exposure to the media glare, and subject to public opinion—the overt sphere. Since the latter is (as such) entirely in the public domain, the ruling class through its strategic elites has a close oversight as well. The former, covert sphere, is by definition more difficult to monitor, because—well, it is covert. 
This long introduction is necessary to understand how the permanent counterrevolution continued after the epoch in which it primarily operated in the contender states, in the final instance as outright fascism. For the Lockean state/society complex outlined above is characterised by a highly flexible, adaptable structure of power which is completely unlike the contender state confiscation of society that led to their demise once the state class ranks were filled by the Nazis and their counterparts elsewhere.  

The ability of the West to direct policy through the medium of strategic elites other than (but overlapping with) government and corporate boards was pioneered by the Rhodes-Milner Group in Britain in the late 19th, early 20th century (Quigley 1981). In the United States the Council on Foreign Relations after the First World War was established as a comparable consensus-building network in which policy alternatives are discussed with key business representatives and actual policy-makers participating (Shoup and Minter 1977). In the 1950s, transnational bodies of this type spanning the NATO area (Bilderberg), and after 1971, with Japan and later Asia added, the Trilateral Commission, as well as the World Economic Forum (global) emerged as well. 

In 1944-5, the US and Britain worked through their intelligence agencies, which in turn often collaborated with organised crime, to isolate and repress communist-led trade unions and partisan formations. Yet the organised working class in the West was strong enough to force a class compromise on capital, as two world wars and a Depression and the establishment of the Soviet bloc, revolution in China, and so on, seriously constrained the freedom of the heartland in world affairs. The fact that decolonization and new state formation took off in the same period (first with India in 1947 and Indonesia in 1949) also limited the projection of power by the liberal heartland. Only in extreme cases, as when communists led the decolonisation drive (in Korea after the Japanese occupation ended, or in Vietnam after the defeat of France in 1954), it resorted to the full deployment of its military might, now firmly concentrated in the United States.
So whilst in the heartland itself the counterrevolution was scaled back to a passive revolution, a transformation without mass participation, to restructure European and Japanese capitalism towards Fordism, this moderate posture was accompanied by brutal wars and interventions in the Third World, which yet remained local, ‘surgical’, never threatening to take down entire societies as in the case of the Axis powers. Retooling the defeated Axis against state socialism was a key component of what Yanis Varoufakis calls the Global Plan, the alternative to the more equitable and sustainable Keynes Plan. It was based on the thinking of US strategic elites profoundly conscious of the Depression and the war and aware of the Soviet alternative should a crisis recur (Varoufakis 2013: 80-1, 88). In the 1970s, this configuration ran aground because the US had turned into a deficit country and was losing on many fronts, from Vietnam and Portuguese Africa to Central America and Iran. 

At the strategic elite level, besides preparing the Second Cold War and the intercontinental Contra offensive, a war of manoeuvre was proposed to abrogate the class compromise with organised labour; here the 1975 Crisis of Democracy report to the Trilateral Commission by Michel Crozier, Samuel Huntingon and Joji Watanaki (1975) is the landmark intervention with its recommendation to ‘reduce the demand load on the state’ by scaling back its role, notably leaving the economy to ‘the market’. The execution of these and related recommendations obtained a covert dimension with the ‘strategy of tension’ in the 1970s. Those in the governing classes in Western Europe willing to persist in class compromise with labour were one by one eliminated by the timely release of state secrets or even physically, by the extremist Left or Right manipulated by the Anglo-American secret services working with local counterparts. From the removal of Willy Brandt to the abduction and assassination of Aldo Moro, a trail of corporate liberal politicians being replaced by neoliberal ones cleared the way for aligning Europe on the counterrevolutionary line (see my 2006, chapter 5). This is what Peter Dale Scott has termed parafascism, that is, the targeted application of fascist methods from a centre which sustains political liberalism for its own society (Scott 1986). 
In the Third World that emerged from the process of decolonisation, wars of unprecedented destructiveness such as in Korea and Vietnam (involving also Laos and Cambodia) left countries with millions of dead and maimed, also by the use of chemical warfare tactics such as US defoliation campaigns in Southeast Asia. The targeted assassinations programme that was part of the Vietnam War and killed more than 20,000 ‘suspects’ highlights the counterrevolutionary thrust amidst the general destruction. Related to the wars in Indo-China was Anglo-American support for the generals’ coup against the Sukarno government in 1965, again entailing a bloodbath such as Indonesia had never seen. However, this intervention, like the military coup in Brazil a year earlier, did not yet rule out a ‘nationalist’ economic policy—that is, a protectionism of national capital preparing for transnational diversification.

This was different in Chile in 1973, Uruguay in the same year, and Argentina in the ensuing years, to name only the most important. Naomi Klein in her Shock Doctrine has compared this violent introduction of radical market economy to the use of shock therapy in psychiatry. Her bold thesis throws into relief what was new about these 1970s military dictatorships in Latin America. An immediate and violent application of a neoliberal economic model of privatisation combined with an attack on labour that terminated the very concept of autonomous economic development and any remaining vestige of political liberalism. In both cases, the very memory that things once had been different was eradicated (Klein 2007). This too is what is best understood as parafascism.

The role of the US was personified by Henry Kissinger, who together with president Nixon, Donald Kendall of Pepsi-Cola, David Rockefeller of Chase Manhattan, and CIA director Richard Helms, immediately took the decision to remove Allende from power. After the take-overs in the various countries, Kissinger kept an open line to the new rulers as they worked to physically exterminate socialist opposition forces, advising them on how to avoid US congressional scrutiny. This included their activities through Operation Condor, the collaboration programme of terror squads swarming over all of Latin America and eventually even the United States, to assassinate opponents of the new fascist regimes (Hitchens 2002: 56, 70-5).
With the election of Thatcher and Reagan, the counterrevolution switched from passive revolution at home and containment and parafascism abroad to a comprehensive aggressive posture, crossing an important threshold to authoritarianism at home as well. On the basis of a reversal of the US role from a surplus to a deficit country, the world’s capitalist ruling classes by several steps signed on to this counteroffensive by financing the US deficit, exporting to and investing in the US, directly and via the City of London. Several transnational counterrevolutionary alliances that are still in operation today, such as that with the Saudi and other Gulf monarchies and their expanding jihadist networks, with the ascendant Far Right in Israel, and with the new Chinese leadership of Deng Xiaoping came about at this juncture. All were banking on the US capacity to continue to tax the world via the dollar and to defeat all contender formations and open them up for commodification and exploitation (Di Muzio 2007: 531). 

The avoidance of US Congressional oversight, which in the aftermath of the Watergate and Vietnam crises was certainly operational, also led to the reliance on Israeli and Saudi subcontractors in the counterrevolutionary effort. Whilst jihadists from Saudi Arabia fought the pro-Soviet regime in Afghanistan, a CIA report captured in the US embassy in Tehran in 1979 revealed a global web of Israeli assistance to practically all right-wing dictatorships and authoritarian regimes in repressing domestic dissent (Nederveen Pieterse 1985: 10-11). Whether the breaking of the Iran-Contra scandal in 1986 was intended to sabotage Reagan’s apparent readiness to strike a deal with Gorbachev must be left aside here. More importantly, a joint Israeli-UK-US effort in the 1979-84 period produced the blueprint for the War on Terror (Netanyahu 1986). Eclipsed at the time by the revelations on support for the Contra’s and by the final stages of the Second Cold War that ended with Gorbachev signing the act of capitulation, these high-level conferences today stand out as testimony that far from having been an improvised response to the 2001 attacks on the Twin Towers, the war without end was part of long-term planning for the permanent counterrevolution. 
The Systemic Crisis Phase

The reduction of democracy according to the Crozier et al. recommendations did not eradicate domestic class compromise in the West altogether. But the reduced compromise, now centring on asset-owning middle classes after the one with organised labour had been abrogated, was soon itself undercut by packaging mortgages and other debt into collateralised debt obligations (CDOs), insured by credit default swaps (CDSs), circulating in rapidly growing derivatives markets. This narrowed class compromise even further, basically leaving only pockets of organised labour (notably, public sector workers) and an increasingly insecure middle class facing a process of oligarchic enrichment through speculative forays by money-dealing capital.
On the one hand, the volatility of free-roaming ‘hot money’ operating by exploiting speculative bubbles through raiding, gave the post-1991 period its highly unstable, systemic crisis aspect. On the other, the relocation of long ‘commodity chains’ linking separate components of integral productive circuits placed these components (actual assembly or other productive activity, raw material supply, etc.) in countries retaining formal sovereignty and hence, potentially departing from the ‘good governance’ rulebook. This gave the counterrevolutionary reflexes of the heartland states a new, systemic quality. As Claude Serfati has written, ‘the defence of “globalisation” against those who would threaten it should … be placed, along with military threats properly speaking, at the top of the security agenda’ (Serfati 2001: 12). By the same token, with the crisis of exhaustion deepening, more ‘defence of globalisation’ becomes necessary as different governments step up efforts to protect their populations from its consequences. The more crisis, the more war.
In the 1990s, finance came to occupy the high ground in Western governments (notably in the Clinton administration), but NATO expansion as well as actual military intervention in Yugoslavia made clear that globalisation of capitalist discipline would not be a peaceful process. Under his successor, Bush Jr., who surrounded himself notably with oilmen, Clinton’s emphasis on economic globalisation was exchanged for a policy focusing on ‘external dangers, imagined or real’ (de Graaff and Van Apeldoorn 2011: 410).  It built on the Defence Planning Guidance 1994-1999 written by Paul Wolfowitz who returned to the Pentagon under Rumsfeld. The DPG, which the Clinton presidency did not really challenge, warned against a ‘re-nationalization of security policy’ (of other states, DPG 1992: 2) and urged the US to focus on ‘precluding the emergence of any potential future global competitor’. ‘It is not in our interest or those of the other democracies to return to earlier periods in which multiple military powers balanced one another off in what passed for security structures’ (DPG 1992: 5, 15, 46).
Against this background, the decision to interpret the attack on the Twin Towers in New York on the morning of September 11, 2001, as an act of war, indeed as an assault on globalisation, need not come as a surprise. It allowed the DPG recommendations to be combined with the War on Terror project worked out in the conferences referred to earlier. Under Bush and his successor, Obama, the US and the West (including Japan) following it ever more slavishly have entered an epoch of endless war, waged mainly along the lines of the Clash of Civilisations designated by the Cold War ideologue, Samuel Huntington, in 1993—against Islam and China, with the Slavic domain around Russia thrown in, but meanwhile also drawing Africa into its orbit.
Among the many who had a premonition of an impending Pearl Harbour, Ashton Carter, John Deutch and Philip Zelikow in a 1998 piece for Foreign Affairs ‘predicted’ that in the case of ‘catastrophic terrorism’ on US soil ‘The United States might respond with draconian measures, scaling back civil liberties, allowing wider surveillance of citizens, detention of suspects, and use of deadly force (Carter, Deutch, and Zelikow 1998: 81, emphasis added). Zelikow a year later in a paper theorised how ‘public myths’ based on a ‘moulding event’ such as Pearl Harbour create ‘generational public presumptions … that become etched in the minds of those who live through them’ (cited in Sacks 2008: 223). Since he would eventually be the editor of the 9/11 Commission Report, Zelikow had ample opportunity to shape the ‘public myth’ based on the Twin Towers attacks very much to his own tastes. 
In July 1999 a national Commission on Terrorism was established by Congress chaired by Paul Bremer (later viceroy of occupied Iraq), and with Bear Stearns director Maurice Sonnenberg as vice-chair. Sonnenberg later revealed that the Commission had effectively written the USA Patriot Act in which 20 of its 25 recommendations were included. The act, a 7,000 page document, was unanimously approved by Congress although it would have been physically impossible to read it in the time allotted (Lindauer 2010: 3). Meanwhile we know, in spite of the Snowden revelations about the world-wide surveillance by the NSA and its British counterpart, GCHQ, that the eavesdropping on the communications of politicians, business and private citizens is only increasing even though the terrorism phenomenon is largely fictional. However under the umbrella of the Patriot Act and the state of emergency that was called immediately after the attacks and continues to be extended, civil rights in the West are being systematically scaled back and the freedom of expression, except for insulting the Prophet Mohammed, is being fundamentally curtailed by both states and the private owners of the mainstream media. 
This has inaugurated an era of authoritarian rule also in the Lockean heartland itself. We are in a situation in which neoliberal economic discipline is running aground although it continues to be applied with unrelenting severity. Wars across the Middle East and North Africa, military adventures on the borders of Russia, and a steady build-up of military positions to contain China keep societies in a state of tension in which the limitations on civil freedoms are being accepted, whilst parafascism has been eclipsed by ‘colour revolutions’ in which popular discontent against illiberal rulers not toeing the Western line is manipulated to effect regime change (see my 2014: 213-9). 

Yet just as the process of commodification on which capital formation is premised, is exhausting society and nature, the process of permanent counterrevolution is unravelling. As I write, the Greek revolt against the eurozone dictates is perhaps the most inspiring event currently in the limelight, but we should not forget Latin America’s continuing quest for an alternative to rampant capitalism, punctuated also by courageous gestures such as Ecuador’s in providing protection to Wikileaks founder Julian Assange. 
Conclusion 

In the aftermath of the 1848 revolts, the bourgeoisie lost its appetite for general popular revolts and began to withdraw from alliances with the population at large and especially with the working class, embarking instead on what I call a process of permanent counterrevolution. It combined the propagation of economic liberalism and the suppression of its corollary, political liberalism, where it threatened to spill over into socialism. This counterrevolution, occasionally in response to real revolutions (the Paris Commune, the Russian, Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, and Cuban revolutions), but more often in anticipation of them, has deployed a range of different forms, combining into a permanent process fascism and Fordism, the successive editions of the Cold War, covert action and parafascism, military interventions and full-scale wars as well as colour revolutions. In the process of suppressing radical currents at home and abroad, Atlantic liberalism provided a series of inbuilt emergency provisions to ensure that the property-owning classes would be insulated from popular demands, economic from (excessive) political liberalism. These were put into practice in three phases, each in different zones of the global political economy. 

In the first phase, from the 1850s to 1945, Britain was ‘the rock on which the counterrevolution will build its church’ (Marx), but concrete emergencies arose primarily in the ‘semi-peripheral’ contender states: France, followed by Germany, Italy and Japan, and a host of secondary contenders in southern and eastern Europe, Turkey and Iran, and Latin America. They were responded to by authoritarian clampdowns which culminated in the totalitarian fascisms that went down in the Second World War, when a viable liberal capitalist alternative still was available in the form of US Fordism.
Secondly, in the American Century phase, the United States inherited Britain’s hegemonic role in the Lockean heartland, both as the engine of globalising capital and the ‘rock on which the counterrevolution will build its church’. However, with a Soviet bloc facing it as the new contender and a Third World emerging from the process of decolonisation seeking its way between east and west, the US calibrated its counterrevolutionary interventions by deploying a parafascist apparatus for repression and war-making, besides building the largest military machine in human history. This complex has long escaped democratic control and today is wreaking havoc the world around. 
Nevertheless, especially since 1991, capitalism and hence the ability to sustain the counterrevolution are beginning to lose ground, in what I call the systemic crisis phase. We have definitely entered a new epoch—one of daunting challenges in terms of social dislocation including unprecedented levels of organised crime, as well as ecological destruction on a scale ranking with the great extinctions of the past. The ‘optimism of the will’ itself has become endangered in the face of many trends and events fuelling the ‘pessimism of the intellect’, but somehow it cannot be extinguished.  

References

Alff, Wilhelm. 1976. Materialien zum Kontinuitätsproblem der deutschen Geschichte. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.

Burke, Edmund. 1887. The Works of the Right Honourable Edmund Burke, 12 vols.  London: John Nimmo. 

Carter, Ashton B., Deutch, John, and Zelikow, Philip. 1998. ‘Catastrophic Terrorism. Tackling the New Danger’. Foreign Affairs, 77 (6) 80-94. 

Cox, Robert W. 2002. The Political Economy of a Plural World. Critical Reflections on Power, Morals and Civilization [with M. G. Schechter]. London: Routledge.

Crozier, Michel, Huntington, Samuel P., and Watanuki, Joji. 1975. The Crisis of Democracy. Report on the Governability of Democracies to the Trilateral Commission. New York: New York University Press. 

De Graaff, Naná, and Van Apeldoorn, Bastiaan. 2011. ‘Varieties of US Post-Cold War Imperialism: Anatomy of a Failed Hegemonic Project and the Future of US Geopolitics’. Critical Sociology, 37 (4) 403-427.

Di Muzio, Tim. 2007. ‘The “Art” of Colonisation: Capitalising Sovereign Power and the Ongoing Nature of Primitive Accumulation’. New Political Economy, 12 (4) 517-539.
DPG 1992: Defence Planning Guidance, FY 1994-1999 (16 April 1992, declassified 2008). Original photocopy.

Fischer, Fritz. 1984 [1961]. Griff nach der Weltmacht. Die Kriegszielpolitik des kaiserlichen Deutschland 1914/18, abridged edition. Düsseldorf: Droste.
Friedrich Ebertstiftung. n.d. ‘Sozialistengesetz’. http://www.fes.de/hfz/arbeiterbewegung/epochen/sozialistengesetz-1878-1890 (accessed 29 June 2015)

Funke, Rainer. 1978. ‘Sich durchsetzender Kapitalismus. Eine Alternative zum spätkapitalistischen Paradigma’, in T. Guldiman, M. Rodenstein, U. Rödel and F. Stille, eds. Sozialpolitik als soziale Kontrolle [Starnberger Studien, vol. 2]. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.

Goralczyk, Dietmar. 1975. ‘Die Marxsche Theorie der Weltmarktbewegung des Kapitals und die Rekonstruktion des Weltmarkts nach 1945’ in F. Deppe, ed. Europäische Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft. Zur politischen Ökonomie der westeuropäischen Integration. Reinbek: Rowohlt.  
Gramsci, Antonio. 1971. Selections from the Prison Notebooks [trans. and ed. Q. Hoare and G.N. Smith]. New York: International Publishers [written 1929-’35].

Gramsci, Antonio. 1978. Selections from Political Writings 1921-1926 [trans and ed. Q. Hoare]. New York: International Publishers.

Hartz, Louis. 1964. The Founding of New Societies. Studies in the History of the United States, Latin America, South Africa, Canada, and Australia [with K. D. McRae, R.M. Morse, R.N. Rosecrance, and L.M. Thompson]. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World.

Hitchens, Christopher. 2002 [2001]. The Trial of Henry Kissinger, rev. ed.,  London: Verso. 

Klein, Naomi. 2007. The Shock Doctrine. The Rise of Disaster Capitalism. Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Kühnl, Reinhard, ed.. 1980 [1975]. Der deutsche Faschismus in Quellen und Dokumenten, rev. ed. Cologne: Pahl-Rugenstein

Landa, Ishay. 2010.  The apprentice’s sorcerer: liberal tradition and fascism. Leiden: Brill. 

Lenin, V. I.  Collected  Works, Moscow: Progress, 1960-1965.
Lindauer, Susan. 2010. Extreme Prejudice. The Terrifying Story of the Patriot Act and the Cover Ups of 9/11 and Iraq—The Ultimate Conspiracy to Silence Truth. Charleston, S.C.: Create Space.

Locke, John. 1965 [1690]. Two Treatises of Government [intro. P. Laslett]. New York: Mentor. 

Losurdo, Domenico. 2013 [2006]. Contre-histoire du libéralisme [trans. B. Chamayou]. Paris: La Découverte.

Löwy, Michael. 1981. The Politics of Combined and Uneven Development. The Theory of Permanent Revolution. London: Verso.

MEW, and vol. no. Marx-Engels Werke. 35 vols. Berlin: Dietz, 1956-71. 
Moore, Barrington, Jr. 1981 [1966]. Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy. Harmondsworth:  Penguin. 

Nederveen Pieterse, Jan. 1985. ‘Israel’s role in the Third World: Exporting West Bank expertise’, Race & Class, 26 (3) 9–30. 
Netanyahu, Benjamin, ed. 1986. Terrorism. How the West Can Win. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson.

Neumann, Franz L. 1978 [1933]. ‘Der Niedergang der deutschen Demokratie’ in Neumann, Wirtschaft, Staat, Demokratie. Aufsätze 1930-1954. [ed. A. Söllner]. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.

Poulantzas, Nikos. 1974 [1970]. Fascisme et dictature, 2nd ed.  Paris: Le Seuil/Maspero.

Pradella, Lucia. 2015. Globalisation  and the Critique of Political Economy. New insights from Marx’s writings. London: Routledge.
Quigley, Carroll. 1981 [1949]. The Anglo-American Establishment. From Rhodes to Cliveden. New York: Books in Focus.

Raymond, Dora Neill. 1921. British Policy and Opinion During the Franco-Prussian War. Doctoral dissertation, New York: Columbia University. 

Sacks, Bryan. 2008 [2006]. ‘Making History: The Compromised 9-11 Commission’, in Paul Zarembka, ed. The Hidden History of 9-11, 2nd ed. New York: Seven Stories Press.

Scott, Peter Dale. 1986. ‘Transnationalised Repression: Parafascism and the U.S.’ Lobster 12, 1-30. 

Serfati, Claude. 2001. La mondialisation armée. Le déséquilibre de la terreur. Paris : Textuel.

Shoup, Laurence H. and Minter, William. 1977. Imperial Brain Trust. The Council on Foreign Relations and United States Foreign Policy. New York: Monthly Review Press.

Van der Pijl, Kees. 2006. Global Rivalries from the Cold War to Iraq. London: Pluto; New Delhi: Sage Vistaar.
Van der Pijl, Kees. 2014. The Discipline of Western Supremacy. Vol. III of Modes of Foreign Relations and Political Economy. London: Pluto.

Varoufakis, Yanis. 2013 [2011]. The Global Minotaur. America, Europe and the Future of the Global Economy [rev. ed]. London: Zed Books. 

Wilson, Eric. 2009. ‘Deconstructing the Shadows’, in E. Wilson, ed. Government of the Shadows. Parapolitics and Criminal Sovereignty. London: Pluto Press.







PAGE  
24

