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   1. The Problem

   The collapse of "existing socialism" in Eastern Europe and in 

the former USSR coincides with a general retreat of marxist 

theory in Western Europe. Marxism which was virtually a "fashion" 

in the western countries during the decade of 1970, retreated 

from nearly all of its strongholds (elements of the 

intelligentsia, of scientists, and the pages of the "serious" 

press, etc.), to the benefit of other theoretical trends, opposed 

to Marxism. The social sciences became "demarxistized".

   Within these circumstances, many anti-Marxist intellectuals, 

and journalists foresaw, once again,
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 the approaching "final" 

death of Marxism. In order to substantiate their argument, a 

primitive empiricism is usually mobilized: Marxism became 

"actualized" in the countries of "existing socialism". The 

collapse of those regimes proves that Marxism failed. Thus 

Marxism was a mistake, and therefore its end has come.
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   If things were so simplistic, and if social evolution 

originated, not in the dynamic of social antagonisms (from the 

class struggle), but from the "implementations in reality" of 

 --------- 

   G. Masaryk was the first who, as early as 1898, wrote on the 

   "Crisis of Marxism" and presaged its inevitable transcendence. 

   (Bensussan 1986, p. 720).

   For a recent Marxist critique to this approach, see the 

   Editorial Perspectives: "Socialism: Dead Again, Born Again", 

   in Science and Society, Vol. 58, No 2, 1994, 130-134.
theoretical systems of thought (from which indeed, what is 

"correct" finally dominates) then we would have been released 

from any number of contradictory and absurd beliefs, such as, for 

example, from the Christian faith, whose failure in the 

"actuality of the Holy Inquisition" is today more than apparent.

   Anyhow, to what degree, and under what terms is the retreat of 

Marxism connected to the collapse of "existing socialism"? It is 

clear that the collapse of European "existing socialism" 

necessarily draws with it certain viewpoints of "Soviet Marxism" 

according to which historical evolution is determined mainly by 

the antagonism of the "two social systems" and that the crisis of 

capitalism is the irreversable result of the blossoming of 

"socialism". However, neither is Marxism identical to the 

theoretical system that was given the name "Soviet Marxism", nor 

was every version of Marxism defined in reference to the 

Eastern regimes. Marxism always existed in the form of various 

(Marxist) trends and schools of thought.

   2. Marxist theory was never "the one and only"

   From the moment of Marx's death, it had already become 

apparent that Marxist theory and Marxist analysis would 

accommodate not only one interpretation, and do not evolve on the 

basis of a single, and unique, theoretical direction. On the 

contrary, the existence of Marxism is always interwoven with the 

formation of various Marxist trends or schools, which as a rule 

are constructed at the base of contradictory and opposed 

theoretical principles, positions and deductions.

   This phenomenon is universal, and has taken place in all of 

the countries where Marxism was developed. We are 

characteristically reminded of the most significant theoretical 

disputes among the various Marxist trends, before and after World 

War II.

   * The dispute in relation to the issue of the development of 

capitalism, and the social strategy, between the Russian 

Narodniks under Danielson (translator of Capital into Russian, 

and in regular dialogue with Marx and Engels through 

correspondence), and the Russian Social-Democrats, under 

Plekhanof (and later Lenin), a dispute which began after the 

withdrawal of the latter, in 1877, from the political 

organization of the Narodniks, and which lasted until the Russian 

revolution of 1905 (Milios 1992).

   * The theoretical internal dispute of the German Social 

Democrats, which centered on the issue of Socialist Revolution, 

between the "Revisionists" (Bernstein) and the "orthodox 

Marxists" (Kautsky, Luxemburg).

   This conflict climaxed slightly after the death of Engels 

(1895), with the publication for two years, in the "Die Neue 

Zeit", the newspaper of the Social Democratic Party, of a series 

of articles of E. Bernstein with the general title "Problems of 

Socialism" ("Probleme des Sozialismus"). Bernstein's basic 

position was that the transition to socialism could, and should 

be accomplished in stages as a process of economic and political 

reform, with parliamentarianism as a weapon. Bernstein, who to a 

degree expressed certain views of Engels shortly before his 

death,
07,3
 essentially attempted to adapt the (revolutionary) theory 

of German Socialdemocracy to its (reformist) political tactic 

(Bensussan 1986, p. 723. Also Fèlberth 1972, p. 22 re.).

   Although the theoretical and political proposal of Bernstein 

was defeated under the given circumstances, (specifically at the 

"Hanover Congress" of the Socialdemocratic Party of Germany in 

1899),
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 it would not be an exaggeration to claim that his views 

remained active and "gradually" dominated in virtually all of the 

western Socialist and Communist parties, at the latest one decade 

after the end of World War II.

   * The prolonged theoretical dispute within the ranks of the 

"orthodox" mainly, Marxists of the West before World War I, which 

continued after the break-up of the international socialist 

movement, throughout the period between the World Wars, in 

relation to the character of the capitalist economic crises, the 

theory of the "collapse" of capitalism, etc.

   The theoretical fronts which formed out of this dispute, are, 

to a large extent, maintained until today, (Milios 1994).     

   * The dispute among the theorists of the Second (Kautsky) and 
  ---------------
   Bernstein was a close friend of Engels, and executor of his will, and enjoyed tremendous authority within the Socialdemocratic Party of Germany. The "revisionist" views of the aging Engels may be found by the reader, in his 1895 Introduction to Marx's The Class Struggles in France, 1848-
   1850, Marx-Engels-Werke, Vol. 7, pp. 511-527, Berlin 1976.

   For the reproduction of the dispute between the "revisionist" and the "orthodox" Marxists in the socialist movements of other countries, and for the relatively autonomous theoretical presence of intellectuals such as O. Bauer, A. Gramsci and K. Korsch, during the period between the two World Wars, see Bensussan (1986).
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Third Internationals (Lenin, Luxemburg), after the break-up of 

the international socialist movement in the years of World War I, 

in relation to the issues of social change in the conjuncture of 

war, of state and socialist revolution, of the 

internationalization of capital and imperialism, of the theory of 

distribution etc.

   * The plethora of international disputes among the Russian 

Socialdemocrats initially
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, and within the Bolshevik party later 

on, before and after the first period following the October 1917 

Revolution, concerning revolutionary strategy, the theory of the 

state, the theory of the nation and national self-determination, 

socialist construction, the theory of value, of justice and 

right, etc. (See Bettelheim 1974).

   * The dispute, from the end of the decade of 1920 until the 

end of the decade of 1930, between the Stalinist leadership of 

the CPSU and the Communist International, on the one hand and the 

opposition Marxist groups and intellectuals, on the other, mainly 

concerning the issues of political strategy and socialist 

construction, but also in relation to the Soviet regime (Labica, 1992).
-------------
   After the defeat of the Russian revolution of 1905, and until the breakup of the Russian Socialdemocracy in 1912, the political and theoretical controversies between the currents, the trends, or between isolated intellectuals of Russian socialism, did not cease. In an extremely schematic way, we could say that in these disputes three theoretical trends are distinguished: The "left" (Otsovists, the "Pravda" group: Trotski, et al), the "centrist" (Bolsheviks: Lenin, Mensheviks-loyal-to-the-Party: Plekhanof, et al) and the "right" (Mensheviks, legalists, et al). See also Gayman (1986). In an analogous way, we may distinguish two currents within the ranks of the German "orthodox Marxists" as well: The "left" (Luxemburg, Liebknecht, et al) and the "centrists" (Bebel, Kautsky et al).

   This pluralism of Marxist trends, and the dispute among them, 

continued after World War II as well, despite the surprising 

theoretical stabilization of "Soviet Marxism" during the decades 

of 1940 and 1950. This stabilization was the result of the 

greatly influential political successes of the USSR and the 

traditional Left in this period. These successes consisted of:

   a) on the one hand the victorious anti-axis military alliance 

of the USSR and the Western forces, which led to the expansion of 

the "Socialist system" to six neighbouring countries of the USSR, 

and on the other,

   b) on an effective political strategy of anti-fascist, anti-

occupation fronts, which led either to the assumption of 

political power by these elements (Yugoslavia, Albania, China, 

other regions of S.E. Asia), or to the significant strengthening 

of the traditional Left (in most West European countries which 

had been subjected to occupation by the Axis forces during the 

War).

   Despite its surprising stabilization during the first post-War 

period, "Soviet Marxism" was never the only version of Marxism. 

Particularly after the political reshufflings in the ranks of the 

Left, which were connected with: 

   a) the 20th Congress of the CPSU,

   b) the interventions of the Soviet army in neighbouring 

"socialist" countries (Hungary, East Germany, Czecholsovakia), 

   c) the radical labor and youth movements in West European 

countries, at the end of the 60's (the French May 1968, etc.), 

   d) the Chinese Cultural Revolution, the Sino-Soviet dispute, 

and the theoretical opposition between the CPSU and the CPC,

   e) the anti-colonialist movements, which led to the 

construction of several new nations in all of the regions of the 

so-called "Third-World".

   In the West, there was a flourishing of groups of Marxist 

intellectuals, of Marxist theoretical trends, and of political 

organizations of the Left, which produced theoretical positions 

and/or attempted to intervene in the political conjuncture of 

their countries, declaring simultaneously, their break either 

from "Soviet Marxism" as a whole, or from certain aspects of it 

(and this is the case of the so-called "Euro-communist" parties), 

or with its post-Stalin version (and this is the case for most of 

the pro-Chinese "Marxist/Leninist" groups).

   Marxism, the various Marxist trends, attempted to produce new 

knowledge on nearly every area of capitalist societies, but not 

only on these: Pre-capitalist social forms were also 

investigated. The issues of the economy and economic crisis, of 

capitalist development, of pre-capitalist modes of production and 

the transition processes in capitalism, of the capitalist state 

and its apparatuses, of the nation, of socialism and "really 

existing socialism", of the internationalization of capital and 

the world market, of culture, education, of ideology and of 

philosophy, issues of history and historical interpretation, in 

short, the virtual totality of the theoretical subjects which 

concern social reality were approached during the last three 

decades, from divergent Marxist viewpoints.

   From this epigrammatic outline of the historical course of 

Marxist theory, we can deduce one initial conclusion: Marxism was 

never a single, "monolithic" theory: What did in fact exist, were 

various Marxist trends among which continuous theoretical, 

ideological, (or even political) contention was conducted.
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   This conclusion is not a chance historical outcome, but reveals the internal 
structural characteristics of Marxist theory. We may claim, then, that in the future as 
well, Marxism will exist only under this form of theoretical trends, that are 

differentiated from each other. Since, as Louis Althusser rightly remarked, "Marxist 
science gives us a paradigm of a necessarily conflicting and schismatic science (...)" 
(Althusser 1977-A). In fact, "Marxist science and the Marxist researcher, should take 
a position in the conflict, the object of which is Marxist theory itself" (Althusser 1977-A).

   With the above conclusion as a base, we may approach the historical course of 
Marxist theory which we outlined briefly above in terms of a "Crisis of Marxism": 
Marxism tends immanently toward a "regime of crisis". The "crisis of Marxism" is, in 
other words, the usual condition of existence, and consequently of the development of 
Marxist theory, and applies always, independently 

  ----------
   Therefore, all those who declare today that Marxism is nothing 

   but a synonym to "monolithicity", for "obedience to the party" 

   etc., either have understood nothing, or are simply exercising 

   cheap propaganda.  

from the existence of the "socialist" states.
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 (See also Labica 

1992, Balibar 1984, Balibar 1986).

   The question that is raised, then, is to research, on the one 

hand, the conditions under which the "crisis of Marxism" carries 

the seeds for the further development of Marxist theory, and on 

the other, the conditions which carry the seeds for the 

contraction of its influence.

   This question is raised today under the specific form which we 

stated in the introduction: Why did the collapse of "existing 

socialism", render itself to the most conservative versions of 

the dominant ideology (neo-liberalism, nationalism), which 

intrude themsesves also into the labor organizations and left 

parties, and not to a critical Marxist trend, opposing "Soviet 

Marxism"?   

   Before I attempt to respond to this question, I may be allowed to summarize the 
critique of Soviet Marxism (and "really existing socialism") which I had stated 
several years ago, in relation to the analyses of Althusser and his colleagues, and to 
the texts of Marx-Engels and Lenin, as well as to certain Marxist authors of 

the period between the World Wars and to the Chinese Cultural 

Revolution (Milios 1988, 1989). In this way, I will not only 

respond to the admonition "to take a position in the conflict, 
  ----------
   L. Althusser (1978) describes the formation of "Soviet Marxism" (Stalinism) and its hegemony over Marxist theory, as a deepening, and simultaneously as a "blockage" of the Marxist crisis. The "blockage" averted the open articulation of the crisis of Marxism, and therefore its probable further evolution in another direction, from that of the hegemony of Stalinism.

the object of which is Marxist theory itself" (Althusser 1977-A), 

but I will also attempt to place the question just raised, in its 

proper dimension.

   3.1 Derivative A': A Marxist critique of "Soviet Marxism"

   The version of Marxism which dominated the USSR after the 

prevalence of Stalinism, that is roughly from the end of the 

decade of 1920, was sealed with the death and the forced silence 

of thousands of Marxists, hundreds of thousands of Communists, a 

silence and death which other Marxists and Communists imposed, in 

the Soviet Union, but not only there. The version of Marxism 

which emerges from this process, a version which we schematically 

call here "Soviet Marxism", is based on three ideological sub-

totalities, which I will present epigrammatically, as follows:

   a) An instrumentalist, mechanistic perception of the bourgeois 

state and the ruling class, a perception which emerges from the 

dogmatic codification, distortion, and the selective reading of 

certain views on imperialism and the "domination of monopolies", 

which Lenin had borrowed from Hilferding and Hobson. Within the 

framework of this perception, the Marxist theory of class

struggle, class power and of the capital-relation are substituted 

by a simplistic scheme which perceives capitalist social 

relations as "the monopolies", and the capitalist state as a mere 

"instument" in the hands of the monopolies.

   b) In close relation to the mechanistic perception of 

"monopoly capitalism" and the state, Soviet Marxism based itself 

on a series of theoretical concepts, which shall be named, 

schematically, catastrophism, and which maintain that capitalism 

is at a phase of mortal decline, of "rotting" and disintegration. 

These concepts were formulated (without, however, becoming 

dominant initially) for the first time during the decade of 1920 

in the theory of the "general theory of capitalism" (Varga 1969).

   According to this theory of the "general crisis", the creation 

of the Soviet Union and of the "Soviet camp" signifies that 

"capitalism is no longer a unified system of global economy, 

which encloses everything, that next to the capitalist system 

there is the socialist system, which (...) by the fact of 

its very existence, declares the rotting of capitalism, and 

shakes its foundations" (Stalin, Political Report of the Central 

Committee to the 16th Congress of the CPSU, cited in 

Arbeiterschulung 1930, p. 268). 

   c) Finally, the steady basis of Soviet Marxism is manifested 

as being "classic" economism, the theoretical perception which 

the 3rd International "inherited" from the 2nd International: 

Economism perceives social evolution as the result not of 

classstruggle but of the "development of the productive forces" 

which (supposedly) comes into conflict with the relations of 

production, and thus makes inevitable the transformation of the 

latter. Within the framework of this concept, it is supposed the 

the capitalist relations of production are an obstacle for the 

productive forces, and that capitalist economy finds itself at a 

phase of permanent stagnation. (See also Althusser 1984).

   The mechanistic-instumentalist perception, classic economism 

and catastrophism comprised the permanent basis of Soviet 

Marxism, from the age of Stalin, until the final collapse of the 

USSR. It is the "raw material" from which after the War, the 

theory of "state monopoly capitalism" and of "scientific-

technical revolution" were formulated. The hard-core of these 

theories, the perception relating to the "interweaving of the 

state and the monopolies into a unified mechanism" constitutes 

precisely a restatement of economism and instumentalism, leading 

to catastrophism:  "State-monopoly capitalism is a manifestation 

of the objective historical process in which the power of the 

monopolies coalesces with that of the state for the purpose of 

rescuing capitalism" (Abalkin etal 1983, p. 205).

   The entire theoretical construct of "Soviet Marxism" concludes 

with a specific political strategy: It is nothing more than the 

defeated (at the time of Bernstein) governmentalism-reformism, 

which again returns to the foreground as the Marxist strategy, 

thus taking  its revenge on revolutionary Marxism. After World 

War II, this strategy was codified as being the "slow, gradual 

and peaceful passage to socialism".

   3.2 Derivative B: "Existing socialism" was not socialism

   Soviet Marxism functioned simultaneously as the official 

ideology of the Eastern regimes, and as a theory which 

substantiates (supposedly) the socialist character of these 

regimes. 

   The Marxist tradition to which my views belong approach the 

Eastern societies, on the basis of a series of analyses and 

positions which are at the antipode of the positions of "Soviet 

Marxism". Here, I will attempt to sum up  the more significant of 

those positions:

   1. Socialism does not consist of a social regime corresponding 

to some particular mode of production (the "socialist mode of 

production"), but of a social regime of transition from 

capitalism to communism: The regime of labor class power.

(Balibar 1976).    

   2. The struggle of the classes which is conducted throughout 

the entire historical period of socialism (of the workers' power) 

is mainly -as it was before the take-over of power by the working 

class- a struggle between the working and the bourgeois class, a 

struggle for power: either for the preserving and expansion of 

(the workers') power, or correspondingly, for the take-over of 

power (by the bourgeois class).

   In comparison with the pre-revolutionary period, class 

struggle under the conditions of socialism takes on radically 

different forms. Consequently, the classes appear in different 

forms: "classes exist only within class struggle", Marx argued. 

In an analogous way, it appears that the leadership of the 

Chinese Communists perceived these issues during the period of 

the Cultural Revolution:

   "Socialist society contains a quite long historical period. 

Throughout the duration of this entire historical period, there 

are classes, class oppositions, and class struggles, there is the 

struggle between the two paths, that of socialism and that of 

capitalism, there is the danger of the restoration of capitalism" 

(Der X. Parteitag der KP Chinas - Dokumente, p. 18-19. -The 10th 

Congress of CP of China, Documents).    

   The class struggle on the level of production
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historical period of transition from capitalism to communism is a 

struggle of control of the means of production and of the output 

of production; it is therefore a struggle for the substantial 

ownership of the means of production between the working and the 

bourgeois class. "State ownership" over the means of production, 

while under certain circumstances, it is possible for it to 

constitute the initial precondition which gives the working 

class the possibility of control over the means of production, 

does not insure, in itself, however, that control: It may 

constitute a legal form on the basis of which the politically 

mobilized and politically dominant proletariat intervenes to 

economically control the means of production, but this may as 

well not be the case: 

   "The real importance of state ownership depends upon the 

actual relations which exist between the masses of workers and 

the state apparatus. (...) If the workers do not determine the 

state apparatus, if it is dominated by a body of employees and 

managers and escapes the control and the direction of the working 

masses, then that body of employees and managers becomes the 

actual owner (with the sense of a relation of production) of the 

means of production. In this sense this body forms a social class 

(a state bourgeois class), due to the relation which exists, 

between it and the means of production, on the one hand, and the 

------------------------------------------
   That is class struggle which determines social relations both 

   on the level of the specific enterprise, and on the level of 

   the whole economy.

-----------------------------------------
workers, on the other. This situation does not, of course, mean 

that this class consumes personally the entire surplus product, 

but that it disposes it according to rules that are class rules, 

in fact obligated at the same time to allow the market and the 

'productivity criteria' to play the dominant role" (Bettelheim 

1970, pp. 143-144).

   4. The particular difference between the regimes of "existing 

socialism" and those of the countries of Western capitalism, was 

not that of labour (in place of capitalist) power, the social and 

political institutions of worker democracy and of people's power, 

nor that of socialist economic relations of production. It was:

   a) The "monopolist regulation" of the economy, within state 

control of the enterprises and the restraint of capitalist 

competition within the different economic sectors. Within this 

framework, the bureaucratic calculation of expected demand and 

the respective "planning of production" of each state trust, 

which had monopolistic control over one sector of the market, as 

well as the appropriation (and redistribution), by the financial 

authorities of the state (economic ministries), of one portion of 

the produced surplus product was called "socialist planning". In 

this economic system, despite the limits of activity of the 

individual enterprise, the separation of the workers from the 

means of production and of the produced output continued to be 

reproduced in conditions similar to those of classical 

capitalism. (Milios 1990).

   b) The political dictatorship i.e. the one-party system and 

the deprivation, in reality, of the most elementary political 

rights of the citizens (freedom of public assembly, to strike, of 

the press, etc.).

   According to the above, the regimes of Eastern Europe may be 

considered as regimes of state capitalism (see also Resnick & 

Wolff 1994).

     Their collapse was one of the possible outcomes of their 

chronic crisis, a crisis which can be traced back to a great 

number of factors, the most important of which shall be 

considered:

   a) the lack of legitimization of the regime of political 

dictatorship and, mainly,

   b) the innate contradiction between the "plan" and the 

enterprise (that is, between the two main fractions of the ruling 

class: the state "bureaucracy" and the directors of the 

enterprises). This contradiction, which appeared in the form of 

unproductiveness of the economy, and which continually reproduced 

the demand for "more autonomy" (of the private capitalism sort) 

of the enterprises was the "hidden cause" of all "reform 

programs", from Kruschof until Gorbachov. When, in the context of 

the re-shuffling that began with Perestroika, the autonomy of the 

enterprises went beyond the crucial limit, the crisis of 

"existing socialism" began to assume the characteristics of a 

collapse. 

   After the two above regressions, we may return to the question 

that we left in the air: Why weren't the Marxist trends that 

opposed "Soviet Marxism", able to benefit from the collapse of 

the Eastern regimes and their official ideology? To respond to 

this question, we should perceive the dual character of Marxism: 

On the one hand the theoretical system, and on the other the 

ideology of the masses.

   4. Marxist theory and ideology

   From the brief review of the historical period of existence of 

Marxist theory, we found that it is characterized by a dual 

"conflicted-schismatic" nature:

   a) Conflict with the forms of dominant bourgeois ideology, 

since Marxism places at the epicenter of its analysis the class 

relations of dominance and exploitation, which the bourgeois 

ideology -and the "social sciences" it reproduces- attempt to 

conceal and legitimize.
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   b) Conflict within Marxism, between the different Marxist 

trends. The advance of Marxist theory occurs within this 

"internal conflict", or "crisis of Marxism".

   From the historical review of the evolution of Marxism, 

however, yet another conclusion can easily be drawn: The 

development of Marxism is always determined by the evolution of 

class struggle and the turning points of the social, political 

and ideological conjuncture. As we have already noted, the 

hegemony of Soviet Marxism after World War II, as well as the 

emergence of critical versions of Marxism after May 1968, cannot 

be interpreted unless in conjunction with the specific conjuncture of class struggle.

-----------------------------------------------------   
What Louis Althusser (1990, p. 144) noted for philosophy, 

   applies for ideology in general: "In philosophy every space is 

   always already occupied. Within it we can only hold a position 

   against the adversary who already holds that position".

---------------------------------------------------------
   At this point, however, we must insist: Marxism does not 

constitute a theory of more-or-less academic character, which, 

moreover, "receives stimuli" from the social and political 

circumstances or social struggles. Even further, Marxism is 

constructed not simply as a theoretical system, but also as an 

ideology of the masses, as an ideology which determines the 

political action of organizations and movements of the working 

classes.

   As gerard Bensussan correctly noted, "Marxism cannot be 

deduced only to Marxist theory, even if it is the theory of Marx 

himself. 'It meets' the masses, it intertwines with a history, it 

participates in social practices: It is then, simultaneously, 

also an ideology (perhaps more than one). Its crises are crises 

of this problematic condition" (Bensussan 1986, p. 729).

   Marxism-as-an-ideology-of-the-masses is not Marxist theory 

itself. It is certain of the conclusions of Marxist theory, which 

can function as "battle positions" and principles of political 

strategy for the worker, and wider people's movement: The class-

expoitative character of capitalism, the unity of production-

distribution and the detachment of surplus value from the worker 

to the benefit of capital, the innate conflicting of capital-

labour, the concealed class character of the state and of its 

formally neutral -civil equality- apparatuses, the overturning of 

this capitalist political power as the precondition of socialism, 

etc., are conclusions of Marxist theory which in several 

historical circumstances comprised the basis of Marxism-as-an-

ideology-of-the-masses (mass Marxism). 

   We speak about a practical ideology
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movement. Certain of its elements also existed in pre-Marxist 

critiques of capitalism, while within the daily political and 

syndicalist struggle, the working class almost spontaneously 

approaches certain positions of this Marxist ideology (usually in 

their reformist version), independently of any knowledge of 

Marxist writings. 

   In contrast, the theoretical treatises, such as, for example, 

those that are contained in the writings of Marx in relation to 

the value form and money, or the expanded reproduction of the 

total social capital, or prices of production and the 

equalization of the general profit rate, etc., comprise the 

component elements of Marxist theory, which as a rule, precisely 

due to their abstract-theoretical character, are not contained in 

what we have named Marxism-as-an-ideology-of-the-masses. They are 

part of Marxism-as-a-theoretical-system.

   Here we should note that Marxism-as-a-theoretical-system does 

not constitute "academic Marxism", in the sense of a theoretical 

system detached from the political and social class struggle. On 

the contrary Marxism-as-an-ideology-of-the-masses can only then 

escape from dogmatism and reformism, when it is fueled and 

enriched by Marxism-as-a-theoretical-system. In fact, in this 
--------------------------------------------------------------
   "Practical ideologies are complex formations which shape 

   notions-representations-images into behaviour-conduct-

   attitude-gestures. The ensemble functions as practical norms 

   that govern the attitude and the concrete positions men adopt 

   towards the real objects and real problems of their social and 

   individual existance, and towards their history" (Althusser 

   1990, p. 83). See also Althusser 1977-B.

-------------------------------------------------------------------
case, Marxism-as-a-theoretical-system can extract objects of 

analysis (as well as conclusions) which are connected directly to 

the conjuncture of class struggle. 

   Only under these conditions can we perceive why political 

leaders of the Left, such as R. Hilferding or R. Luxemburg, 

authored works which are strictly part of Marxism-as-a-

theoretical-system ("Das Finanzkapital", "Die Akikumulation des 

Kapitals"), while at the same time, works of academic Marxists 

(from Tugan-Baranovski until Louis Althusser and Nicos Poulantzas) 

constituted crucial interventions into the ideological 

conjuncture of the Left, and provoked direct political results 

(they influenced the ideological fronts and the political 

correlations of power). In contrast, Marxism-as-a-theoretical-

system is omitted by the leadership of the bureaucratic socialist 

and communist parties, because it constitutes a threat to the 

infallibility of the specific mass Marxism on the basic of which 

those parties and those leaderships are composed and reproduced. 

   The position of the dual substance of Marxism (theoretical 

system - ideology of the masses) is especially significant in 

order to comprehend what exactly the present retreat of Marxism 

means, and for us to trace its causes: 

   The retreat of Marxism does not concern Marxist theory in 

itself. It is not the theoretical concepts which Marx founded, 

eg. in Capital, which ceased to offer themselves as tools for the 

understanding and the critique of capitalist reality. They have 

not lost their significance in contemporary analyses, nor have 

these Marxist analyses ceased to be reproduced -and there is no 

doubt about their superiority over the apologetic bourgeois 

theories on capitalism. Simply put, the retreat of Marxism does 

not mean that it was belied as theoretical system of analysis. It 

means, however, that in the present phase the ability of Marxism 

to be reproduced as a mass ideology has retreated. This, in turn, 

of course influences negatively Marxism-as-a-theoretical-system 

also: It leaves as "unwanted" certain existing Marxist analyses, 

and numerically reduces the Marxist intelligentsia. Because that 

which made Marxism a valid theoretical version in the 

intellectual area and the ideological apparatuses of the state, 

was precisely the force of mass Marxism, of Marxism-as-a-mass-

ideology.

   It is perhaps the most acute form of crisis in Marxism: 

Marxism having to struggle against the dominant bourgeois 

ideology, the systematization of which and its promulgation, is 

supported in the suffocating supremacy of the ideological state 

apparatuses (education, family, media, church, etc.), has only 

one advantage: Its capacity to intertwine with the condition of 

the struggle of the working classes; in other words, its ability 

to penetrate the working class, its ability to be reproduced as 

an ideology of the masses. (See also Althusser 1977-B).

   At this point, however, we again find the issue that we had 

posited in section 1 of this paper: The strongest form of 

Marxism-as-an-ideology-of-the-masses was, until the decade of 

1980, "Soviet Marxism". The mass influence of other Marxist 

trends was limited in comparison to "Soviet Marxism", which 

essentially was never threatened "from within" (by other Marxist 

trends).

   What factors determined this hegemony of "Soviet Marxism", and 

which factors determined its collapse (and not its 

transformation, due to the schismaticism innate to Marxism, to 

another form of Marxism)? To this question, referring to all West-

European countries, only an abstract answer can be given: The 

class struggle in each country was the determining factor which 

initially led to the strengthening of the "soviet" version of 

Marxism-as-a-mass-ideology (from the forties until the late 

seventies) and later on caused the decline of all Marxist 

influence (in the late eighties). We can make this answer more 

concrete if we refer to the concrete social, political and 

ideological processes that took place in each concrete country. 

In the next section of the paper, I will refer to the case of 

Greece.

   5. The process of the defeat of Marxism: The case of Greece

   The reasons that they interpret the hegemonic position of 

"Soviet Marxism" as a mass ideology are traced initially to the 

historic development during the decades of 1940 and 1950: the 

massive mobilization of the Greek people, during the German 

occupation, under the leadership of the leftist "National 

Liberation Front" (EAM) and the stalinist Communist Party of 

Greece (KKE), and, after the liberation, the civil war (1944 and 

1946-49). Although defeated in the civil war, the communist Left 

remained a major political force of Greece.

   The questioning, by the democratic and labour movement, of the 

"state of the nationally-minded", that is, of the oppressive 

anti-communist state which emerged from the civil war, in turn 

allowed "Soviet Marxism", in the fifties and sixties, to maintain 

a radical-"revolutionary" political physiognomy. The political 

conjuncture changed rapidly after the fall of the military junta 

in July 1974, which had governed Greece for more than seven years 

(since April 1967).

   The restoration of democracy in 1974 constituted an incisive 

event in the history of post-War Greece, since it brought a final 

end to the anti-communist "state of the nationally minded" 

(legalization of all communist organization and parties, 

abolition of all "compulsory laws" against the Left). 

   Under the new circumstances, the traditional-communist Left 

simply constituted a "progressive" alternative solution for the 

managing of the system, bordered by the strongly up-coming 

socialist party (PASOK). The proclaimed slow and gradual passage 

to socialism, which would include those incredible "stations" of 

the "New Democracy", of the "antimonopolist Democracy" etc. fell 

short of the radicalism of the equivalent proclamations of PASOK, 

while both political areas self-annulled any of their socialist 

rhetoric, within the ideologies of the "dependence" and 

"inadequate development" of Greek capitalism. According to the 

conclusions of this perception, socialism will only become 

possible when the "transformation" of "economic development" and 

"national independence" is completed, a transformation which 

requires that the government of the country be assumed by the 

"progressive forces".

   Put simply, the analysis about the "retardment" and 

"dependence" of greek capitalism, the theoretical "gospel" of 

both "Soviet Marxism" and PASOK, suggested the (supposed) 

irrelevance of anti-capitalist strategy, and the priority of 

"economic development".

   Until the beginning of the eighties, this ideology could 

conceal its apologetic character, because it produced certain 

political results which improved the economic and social position 

of the popular classes: the "social state" and the "welfare 

state", educational reform, redistribution of income to benefit 

wages, (after their unprecedented reduction during the period of 

the dictatorship), the institutional strengthening of the trade 

unions etc., were goals for which the traditional Left had 

struggled with an apparent possibility of victory.

   The same also occurred, however, until the middle of the 

eighties with PASOK, which in fact in 1981 assumed the 

implementation, as government, of the visions of "development" 

and "redistribution of income", beyond which would supposedly lie 

socialism. The traditional Left assumed the unhappy role of 

defending the government programme of PASOK, which the latter 

systematically breached, when it assumed the government of the 

country.

   Thus, within the traditional Left a parallel process began to 

take place: The Marxism-as-an-ideology-of-the-masses of the first 

period of the restoration of democracy, began to retreat in favor 

of a reformist ("socialist") governmentalism, which, as was 

evidenced in the case of PASOK also, had no need of Marxism in 

order to exist.

   An underground process of retreat and rejection of Marxism-as-

an-ideology-of-the-masses took place within the traditional Left. 

I call this process underground, because the official party 

decisions verbally insisted in "Soviet Marxism". It was 

nevertheless an actual process, because the "practical ideology" 

of the members and supporters of the traditional Left, (as well 

as the practical ideology of people supporting the "Marxist 

fractions" of PASOK), was altering rapidly toward a 

("progressive") form of bourgeois ideology: the rhetoric of 

"institutional reform", "social state" and "economic 

development".

   This process intensified after the mid-1980's, when the 

sharpening of the capitalist economic crisis convinced the PASOK 

government that the "redistibution of income" could no longer 

constitute a "realistic" policy for managing the system. A 

portion of the cadres of the traditional Left also chose at that 

point the pragmatism and "realism" of "economic stabilization", 

over the "utopia" of reformism, and connected the rhetoric of 

development with the "renewed" Right's spoutings about 

"modernization". 

   The ideological change of the Left coincided with the phase of 

the frontal (economic, political, ideological) attack of the 

ruling classes against the labour forces, which was implemented 

through a series of austerity economic programs (1986-1993). (See 

also Ioakimoglou & Milios 1993). 

   Without this change in practical ideology of the traditional 

Left, it would not be possible to interpret the inertia of the 

party apparatuses of the two communist parties, which allowed the 

ultimate opportunism of their leaderships to become a reality in 

the summer of 1989: both traditional communist parties of the 

country participated then in a "mandatory government" of the 

Right, which was supposed to investigate the "economic scandals" 

of the previous PASOK government, and which practically opened up 

the way for the electoral victory of the Right in April 1990. 

Those who offered resistance to this accession (certain well-

known cadres, or party-organizations of intellectuals) were 

mainly the (last) party guardians of ("Soviet") Marxism.

   The domination of the classic subtotals of bourgeois ideology 

over the practical ideology of the Left (i.e. the retreat of 

mass-Marxism) had, then, already been completed when the collapse 

of the regimes of "existing socialism" took place.    

   Similar processes seem to have taken place in most European 

countries, especially in those where the Left had the opportunity 

to form a government in the seventies and eighties (U.K., 

Germany, France, Spain, the Scandinavian countries,  etc.). In 

countries like Italy, where the Left remained always in the 

opposition, things seem to have reached the same end through 

another path: The Left adopted political arguments which were 

gradually converging to the positions and the arguments of the 

conservative governments, in a vain effort to convince the 

"undecided" voters about its "political reliability". The 

"undecided voters" generally find, though, the original (the 

Conservatives) to be more reliable than its imitation (the Left), 

whereas the social classes and strata which traditionally support 

the Left become more and more disappointed by politics.

   6. Concluding Remarks

   What seems to constitute the result of the collapse of the 

Eastern regimes, is not, then, either the "crisis of Marxism" (a 

situation which is co-existent with Marxism), or the retreat of 

Marxism-as-an-ideology-of-the-masses (a process which had begun 

several years prior to the events of 1989-91 in Eastern Europe 

and the former USSR), but the manifestation and publicizing of 

this retreat of Marxism as practical - mass ideology.

   This is a phenomenon which is symmetrical to that which took 

place in Eastern European societies: In these countries, "Soviet 

Marxism" functioned merely as a state ideology, as an ideology of 

state oppression, which was connected with a certain social 

policy (full employment, guaranteed wage level) and thus detached 

a consent of toleration from the popular masses. This fact, 

namely that "Soviet Marxism" in Eastern Europe, no longer 

constituted a practical ideology with the support of the masses, 

nor even a theoretical system with strong support among 

intellectuals, came to the surface with the collapse of the 

regimes: "Soviet Marxism" disappeared in Eastern Europe in one 

night, along with the regimes of "existing socialism". The 

socialist (former communist) parties of Eastern Europe are 

animated now by the ideologies of a "mild" reformism and "social 

sensitivity", as are the corresponding Western European socialist 

parties, and not by "Soviet Marxism". In a parallel way, the 

political personnel of the other parties which were formed 

(conservative, nationalist, even fascistic) also emerged, for the 

majority, from officials of the CP and the state, who, a few 

months before were considered as "guardians" of "Soviet Marxism".

   Of course, the publicizing of the retreat of Marxism-as-an-

ideology-of-the-masses gives the opportunity to the "guardians" 

of the dominant bourgeois ideology in the West to "reveal" the 

"crisis and death of Marxism", thus pushing a section of (former) 

Marxist intellectual toward traditional bourgeois ideologies.

   The question that is posed in conclusion, is how permanent (or 

how temporary) is the retreat of Marxism predicted to be.

   Given that the source of strength of Marxism is its ability to 

penetrate and intertwine with the workers' movement, and given 

that this process emerges innately from the conditions of 

development of this movement, we can only give a single response: 

The retreat of Marxism will be ended by the (re)appearance of the 

socialist (i.e. anti-capitalist) movement of the working class.

   The position that we have just stated does not in any way mean 

that, for Marxist intellectuals, all they have to do is to wait 

for the revival of the movement. The "internality" of Marxism in 

the workers' movement indicates precisely that the conflict (the 

opposition to the dominant ideology), never ceases. Furthermore, 

this "internality" also means something else: For the Marxist 

intellectual to function really as a Marxist, he/she must first 

have adopted a revolutionary-proletarian stance within the 

context of the class struggle.

   As Louis Althusser correctly noted: "This concept is based on 

the fact that it is absolutely necessary for one to have adopted 

proletarian class positions, in order, very simply, to see and 

understand what is happening in a class society. It is based on 

the simple finding that (...) one cannot see everything from 

everywhere. One can discern the texture of this reality of 

conflict only if one adopts within the conflict itself, certain 

positions and not some other ones, because to passively adopt 

some other positions means that she/he has caught up in the logic 

of class illusions, which shall be named ruling ideology. 

Naturally this pre-condition opposes the entire positivist 

tradition -through which the bourgeois ideology interprets the 

practice of natural sciences. (...) Essentially, in the entire 

work of Marx he says nothing different. When he writes in the 

Postface of Capital that that work 'represents the proletariat', 

he explains, in the final analysis, that one should adopt the 

positions of the proletariat in order to comprehend capital" 

(Althusser 1977-A).

   Under this condition, i.e. that the development of Marxism 

will be based on the proletarian position of its conveyors, we 

may hope that the Marxism which in the future will be connected 

with the workers' and popular movement will neither be a 

repetition nor a variation of "Soviet Marxism". That the 

socialism of the future will not be that which was "existing 

socialism".
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