presentation
Every revolution dissolves the old society, and thus considered, is a social revolution. Every revolution overthrows the old power, and in that sense is a political revolution (...) Now, whatever is paraphrastic or absurd in a social revolution with a political soul, is rational in a political revolution with a social soul. Revolution in general - the overthrow of existing power and the dissolution of old relations - is a political act. And without revolution socialism cannot be realized. Socialism needs such a political act, insofar as it needs destruction and dissolution. But there where its organizing activity begins, there where its end in itself, its soul, is manifested, socialism strips itself of its political envelope.
Karl Marx, "Critical Glosses to the article "The King of Prussia and the Reformation.
social. By a Prussian.""
The non-capitalist experience of the last century still awaits a consistent elaboration and a critique that highlights its main lessons. Especially the experience of those countries where capitalism was expropriated but in which the transition to socialism was frustrated -inhibited, mediated, aborted- for various reasons.
Our classics, Marx and Engels, had theorized about post-revolutionary society. But they were always extremely careful not to go beyond where the tendencies at work could take them. They barely lived through the experience - very rich in any case - of the Paris Commune, which lasted only three months. Both also dived into the past of humanity to condemn the idea that one could only have classist and unequal forms of society (statist). They developed a rich elaboration around the forms of production and communal property prior to any kind of state and any class formation, expressed in classic study drafts such as "Forms Preceding Capitalist Production" (in the Grundrisse) and the scholarly
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Ethnological Notes, by Marx, as well as Engels' The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State.
However, this reality changed radically during the last century. Historical revolutions were experienced that opened wide the experience of socialist transition, that set a course into the unknown.
Immense experiences of expropriation of capitalism were developed. First of all, the greatest political-social revolution in the history of mankind, the Russian Revolution, where the working class took power with its own organizations. However, later came the bureaucratic degeneration of the Russian Revolution, and with the Chinese Revolution of 1949 and other subsequent ones in the second half of the last century (such as Vietnam, the former Yugoslavia and Cuba), the working class failed to take power and this durably blocked the socialist transition.
In any case, taking as a center the experience of the Russian revolution and counterrevolution -an almost immeasurable historical laboratory-, as well as, critically, the rest of the revolutionary experiences and the ruptures with capitalism of the last century, the raw material of the experience remained to theorize around the theory of the revolution and the socialist transition in the face of the future. For our part, among many essays on the subject, years ago we undertook an elaboration work on the economics of socialist transition, "Dialectics of transition. Plan, market and workers' democracy". However, we noted that we had yet to develop the other side of the coin: the one that has to do with the State of
transition, ownership and power in this process.
In this work we intend to address in its entirety the problematic of the socialist transition, giving unity to what is intended to be a critical study of the concrete experience of the twentieth century.
Methodologically, we will try to move between theory, politics, history and revolutionary strategy. We keep in mind that our analysis will be circumstantial.1We do not pretend to enunciate a "general theory"; general theories are usually schematic. At the same time, we underline the fact that this is a work written from

1 Moshe Lewin speaks of the "infinite complexity of historical reality, ambiguous, polyhedral and mutable, and resistant to attempts at explanation" (2017: 17), as if to account for the difficulty of approaching the experience of the former USSR and other postwar non-capitalist states.
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the so-called Global South, which is why some of its inflections will surely be determined by this location.2Moreover, we aspire to rely on the theoretical-strategic conquests of classical and revolutionary Marxism, because the critical analysis of the anti-capitalist and socialist experience of the last century requires both to critically retake the work of Lenin, Trotsky, Rosa Luxemburg, Christian Rakovsky and Antonio Gramsci, and to place them in the general context of the integral work of Marx and Engels, an enlightening effort to escape from certain aporias.
Theory and history, strategy, program and practical experience, and even Marxist methodology are intertwined in this work, which aims to fill a gap in contemporary Marxist elaboration: to put on the table elements of a systematic theoretical-strategic balance of lived experience to help vivify the socialist revolutions that are in the future.(3)

2 It is difficult to have a universal location when writing from a country as in crisis as Argentina today, beyond the counterweight of being part of an international current.
3 The italics in the quotations are all ours, as well as the translation of the texts quoted in other languages, unless otherwise specified. In some cases of classical texts, we have taken as a reference other translations to make slight modifications.

5. bureaucracy as a "political class".
Comrade Preobrajensky has promised to devote in his book The Conquests of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat in the XIth Year of the Revolution a special chapter to 'the bureaucracy of the Soviets'. I hope that he will not forget the party bureaucracy, which plays in the Soviet State a more important role than its sister, the bureaucracy of the soviets. I have expressed my hope that he will study all aspects of this particular sociological phenomenon. There is no communist pamphlet which, recounting the betrayal of the German Social-Democratic Party on August 4, 1914, does not at the same time point out the fatal role played by the bureaucratic spheres of both the party and the trade unions.
in the history of the collapse of that party. On the other hand, we have said very little, and to top it all in very general terms, about the role played by our soviets and party bureaucracy in the disintegration of the latter and of the Soviet State. We have before us a sociological phenomenon of the utmost importance which can only be understood and approached in its full extent if we examine it in the light of the consequences it has had in the modification of the ideology of the soviets and of the party.
of the party and the working class.
Christian Rakovsky, "Letter to Valentinov", 1928.
The category of "political class" is one of the keys to understanding the process of bureaucratization in the USSR; its specificity. As a methodological note for this section, we can take Dunayevskaya when she points out that new categories appear at certain moments of change in history when people have such an overwhelming experience that they are then sure they have found the truth.

The Ukrainian-born Marxist thinker quotes Lenin when he points out that "the consciousness of the laws of the connections of the objective world is transformed into new categories of thought or knots" (2010: 2004) in such circumstances.1
5.1 Christian Rakovsky: a new definition for a new phenomenon
However, it is a fact that the experience of the bureaucratization of the revolution was so radical, so immensely complex, that it could not be fully processed in real time. An enormous amount of reflection was accumulated, but only decades later "evidence comes to hand from all sides", as Engels would say regarding the "blindness of judgment" (judicial blindness refers, precisely, to the evidence that cannot be seen) that does not let us see things until, at a certain moment, the question is "cleared" and such evidence becomes overwhelming.
And this is what is happening today with the balance of Stalinism. As we have already pointed out, this text has no classificatory intentions, nor does it intend to give an account of all the positions that were put into play during the postwar period in the discussion on the historical evolution of the USSR (or rather involution). It simply tries to go in depth by presenting a new interpretation, taking advantage of the clarification provided by the historical distance with respect to the moment of the events, a distance that has operated as a sort of sieve of the

1 "Logic is not the science of the external forms of thought, but of the laws of the development of all things material, natural and spiritual, i.e. of the development of all concrete content of the world and of its cognition, the result, the sum total, the conclusion of the history of world knowledge (...) In this network are formed, here and there, more solid knots which are the points of support and orientation of its life and consciousness" (paraphrase of Lenin in Dunayevskaya 2010: 204).

various positions.
Profound definitions are simple: the materiality with which they capture the real demonstrates their truth.2So it is with the definition of the bureaucracy as a "political class". More than a mere bureaucracy and less than an organic class, as Trotsky affirmed, Rakovsky was the one who came up with the most adequate definition of this original phenomenon: the Stalinist bureaucracy constituted a "political class".
Rakovsky's definition is central to our research, not least because it establishes a thread of continuity with the collective elaboration of the Left Opposition, of which the definition of political class is the one we find most convincing for the Stalinist phenomenon.
In short, all the evidence that could be gathered indicated that something was wrong in the definition of social formations of the USSR type as "workers' states", however deformed or degenerated they might be considered. With the distance granted by historical time, we repeat, today a simpler definition can be arrived at: the Stalinist bureaucracy constituted the original phenomenon of a political class. A political class that reigned over the non-capitalist countries for a series of decades until majority fractions of it were transformed, plainly and simply, into a bourgeois class -a classic social class, logically with the characteristic features of the misappropriation of the former state property- with the restoration of capitalism in all the former bureaucratic states, except up to the present time Cuba.
An original layering process
When we speak of the bureaucratization of the Russian Revolution we speak of a living historical phenomenon and not of something "theoretical", gray, dead or schematic. However, during the last century they had

2 All truth is always relative. There can always be new studies and analyses that surpass it. We defend a criterion of successive approximations to truth, but not a relativistic one. In circumstantial and concrete terms, there are incontrovertible truths.

Theoretizations that sought to pigeonhole an original historical phenomenon - the Russian revolution and counter-revolution, and the post-war non-capitalist states - into mechanical schemes, stylized modeling that bypassed concrete developments.
Among the majority sectors of the Trotskyist movement the concrete circumstances were overlooked and grouped into the same category: deformed or degenerated workers' states. Stylization in the analysis is precisely that: to take the concrete circumstances out of the way, giving rise to definitions which, apparently, bring together more or less common phenomena:
The capitalist restoration (...) only intervened in the course of the last decade of the twentieth century, at the end of a long process which one can qualify (...) of permanent counterrevolution. A very particular counterrevolution [the bureaucratic counterrevolution. RS] which was led neither by the bourgeoisie nor by imperialism, although the latter played its part in it (...). The numerous approaches to Soviet society and its "clones", which their authors tried to define, tried to make explicit - whatever their conclusions and weaknesses - the bureaucratic degeneration of a regime emerging from a revolution, a phenomenon at once nodal, unprecedented and, as Victor Serge would write, "disconcerting" (Silberstein 2021: 61-62).
Silberstein adds, following Marcel van der Linden (Western Marxism and the Soviet Union. A survey of critical theories and debates since 1917), that among the deficits of the various theses on the evolution of the USSR, one of the most marked is the mechanicism in the approach to the supposed "modes of production in their succession". He emphasizes that the main revolutionary currents of the time did not question the linear succession of modes of production -slavery, feudalism, capitalism, socialism-, established by a certain orthodoxy of Kautskyan and Plekhanovian origin (idem: 64).
And yet, the paradoxical and counter-intuitive thing is that socialist revolution, social revolution in general, is the least "sociological" thing.

there is (we already saw it with Gramsci when he defines the Russian Revolution as a "revolution against capital"). The dialectic between the living class struggle and historical determinations is not resolved mechanically. If the bourgeoisie is expropriated, the revolution is anti-capitalist, it cannot be anything else. But from there to being properly socialist, there is a long way to go.
Regarding the process in the former USSR, we reject the idea that the Stalinist bureaucracy has been transformed into a historical class. Instead, we consider it a political class, i.e., not a social class in the classical sense of the term (a class forged from the economy). For this reason, neither do we agree with the characterizations of "State capitalism" or "bureaucratic collectivism" for this experience of degeneration of the revolution, because in both cases the bureaucracy is assumed to be a social class in the classic sense of the word.3There were sensitive analyses in both developments, stressing the absence of the self-emancipating factor, but they were schematic and unilateral. Repeatedly, the mistake was made of forcing historical experience into a preconceived and ill-founded scheme, allowing oneself to be impressed by circumstances. It is true that impressionism abounded on one side or the other, since impressionism is characterized by giving an exaggerated hierarchy to one facet of the phenomenon, the one that appears more salient, the one that exerts more political pressure, ignoring the others.
Furthermore, many approaches lost sight of the need for the unconditional defense of the former USSR against Nazism (a crass political error, as we have pointed out), since even a semi-colonial or dependent country, not to speak of a non-capitalist state, must be defended against imperialism. Therefore, the defense of the former USSR did not depend, simply and ultimately, on it being a workers' state: Trotsky himself would take charge of clarifying that "we defend the USSR as we defend the colonies". The ahistorical cretinism of the anti-defensists led them to lose sight of the fact that, in the pincer between the

3 Max Schachtman's current also represented a rigid interpretation of Marxism. Beyond accounting for real problems, he considered the Russian experience as "bureaucratic collectivism" without ever giving solid foundations to his definition (cf. Naville).

imperialism ("democratic" or fascist) and the Stalinist bureaucracy, the Leninist Bolsheviks could only straighten their battle if they were clear in the unconditional defense of the USSR. And not as an instrumental or tactical resource, but as a condition of possibility for their political struggle, while encouraging the anti-bureaucratic revolution as the axis of their orientation. Trotsky was always very clear that the unconditional defense of the USSR was dialectically combined with the struggle to overthrow the bureaucracy.4
The complexity of the circumstances refers to the fact that in the last century we witnessed the bureaucratic degeneration of the greatest revolution in the history of mankind, no more and no less; a historical phenomenon to be approached in a concrete manner. It is this approach which in our understanding is handled by Trotsky (even with its limits), who in his analysis was to make the evaluation of an autonomization of the bureaucracy without historical parallel. In defining it as "more than a mere bureaucracy and less than an organic class", he stresses that no other bureaucracy enjoyed such autonomy, insofar as it did not have a propertied class at its side and dominated an immense country. He also stressed that, since the means of production were nationalized, the function of government was multiplied:
Trotsky was forced to supplement his class explanations of the Stalinist turn [1929-33] with others. In this [the explanation of why the Stalinist turn went so far, RS], he stressed the autonomy of the leadership and the bureaucracy in relation to all social classes (...). As reality increasingly diverged from Trotsky's explanations, the crisis in his theory [of the bureaucracy] deepened (...). Trotsky attempted to reconcile his theory with reality through a series of ad hoc modifications that greatly emphasized the autonomy of the bureaucracy (...). Finally, during the years 1933-36 Trotsky constructed a new theory of the Soviet bureaucracy (Twiss 2009: 392 and 452).

4 From when he stopped defending the line of reform of the Soviet State and switched to the policy of revolution against the bureaucracy after the capitulation of Stalinism to Nazism in 1933.

Trotsky was making this displacement until he was on the verge of ruining his definition of the USSR as a workers' state in his unfinished Stalin (a text that Twiss misses in his analysis of the evolution of Trotsky's thought). Trotsky points out that
the three years of the civil war left an indelible mark on the Soviet government itself in that a very large number of administrators, a considerable layer of them, had become accustomed to commanding and demanding unconditional submission to their orders. (...) The communists began to fill permanent posts, jobs which they considered "theirs" and led others more prominent to dominate the regions or districts of economic and political activity placed at administrative discretion (...) The question of assignments became more and more related to that of the mode and conditions of life of the appointee's family and to his career (...) As bureaucratic life increased, it engendered a growing need for welfare. Stalin rode at the head of this spontaneous movement towards human comfort, guiding and straightening it to his own designs. (...) Secretly at first, and then more brazenly, equality was branded as petty-bourgeois prejudice. (...) The bureaucracy quarreled - more and more - furiously and viciously against leveling, which threatened its privileges. The struggle against equality united all the privileged strata of society (...) Thus began the irreconcilable struggle over the surplus product of national labor. Whoever disposes of the surplus product counts on the power of the State. (...) It was a shameless jockeying for power and income. (...) Stalin turned at the end of the 1920s against the kulak and the nepist and against the partisan right. In the eyes of the nincompoops, the theory and policy of the third period looked like a return to the basic principles of Bolshevism. But there was nothing of the sort. It was only a means to an end (...) A political party is only a transitory historical instrument, one of the many instruments and schools of history. The limitation of the party as a historical instrument is manifested by the fact that when it reaches a certain point, at a certain time

determined, it begins to disintegrate. Under the influence of internal and external pressures, it cracks and splits, and its organs begin to atrophy. The old Bolshevik party and its former heroic cadres followed the path of every perishable being; shaken by fits of fever and spasms, and most painful attacks, it finally succumbed. The revolution crushes and destroys the machinery of the old State. Therein lies its essence. The battle is full of contenders. They decide, act, legislate in their own way, free of precedent; they judge and give orders. The essence of the revolution lies in the fact that the mass itself constitutes its own executive organ. But when the mass withdraws from the palenque, and returns to its various residences, to its private dwellings, perplexed, disillusioned, tired, the theater of events is desolate. And its coldness intensifies when it is occupied by the new bureaucratic machine (...) L'Etat c'es moi (The State is me) is almost a liberal formula compared to the actuality of Stalin's totalitarian regime. Louis XIV identified himself only with the State. The popes of Rome did so with the State and the Church. The totalitarian State goes further than Caesaropapism, for it has also embraced the whole economy of the country. Stalin can very well say, unlike the Sun King: La société c'est moi (Society is me) (Trotsky 1975: 262 ff.)5.  
The evaluation of the bureaucracy has scopes and limits marked in real time by Trotsky himself, of which we have just seen a sample of the enormous richness of his considerations.6The instability that the Stalinist phenomenon, its bloody character, its zigzags, etc., spoke of the bureaucracy being less organic than a historical social class, even if it managed to go beyond the borders of the country and to impose

5 In a new revised edition of Trotsky's Stalin, Patrick Silberstein points out that the traditional one is largely misrepresented by the English editor; it has long stretches that are not authored by Trotsky. The new French edition he presents is faithful to the unfinished original.
6 It is evident that Trotsky's analysis was all the time moving,
The analysis was open-ended and never-ending.

its "model" for a few decades in a third of the globe (summarily said, since there are nuances between Eastern Europe and China, Cuba or Vietnam, for example). But neither can we lose sight of the fact that this original social formation collapsed a few decades after its apparent "splendor" following the triumph over Nazism in World War II.
What took place was capitalist collapse or reabsorption in all cases, except so far in Cuba (whose decadence is obvious but whose independence from imperialism must be defended), which makes it impossible to consider these bureaucratic anti-capitalist social formations (each one with its nuances) as a "system", whatever it may be, and the bureaucracy as a historical social class. The bureaucratic states, or in a similar sense the societies of transition to socialism, are determined social formations and not consolidated modes of production, the latter concept referring to an already established, organic society. Nothing of the sort can be the societies of transition between capitalism and socialism, not even authentic workers' states: they are always determined social formations that combine inheritances from the past and tendencies towards the future.
This conjugation between past, present and future is characteristic of the socialist transition, characterized by the combination of laws and tendencies inherited from the capitalist past together with the new principles in the perspective of socialism. Revolutionary action cannot ignore the dialectical link that unites these three dimensions; to overlook any of them dents the revolutionary character of politics, as also happens if they are approached in a mechanical way. Trotsky has a profound definition of tactics, opposed to Stalinist empiricism: it must summarize the whole of previous experience and in the same movement link itself to future perspectives. It is the opposite of a mere pragmatic moment, even if it necessarily starts from the present conditions.7

7 Bellamy Foster makes a good defense of the Hegelian concept of negation of negation when he points out that it translates a historical conception of the emergence of the new in which the past is not simply past, but a factor that mediates the passage between the present and the future. Transition follows this mechanics insofar as in the existing system is the seed of the new.

Capitalism and socialism are "systems", modes of production; the concept of mode of production combines a certain development of the productive forces and certain consolidated, stylized relations of production (Naville). Bureaucratic states and authentic workers' states or proletarian dictatorships are transitory social formations even because they lack the automatisms of a mode of production, of a system, and where the state and politics are of crucial importance in their direction to one side or the other. Pierre Rousset's statement is pertinent here:
The Maoist regime was consolidated through a social, nationalist, anti-imperialist and anti-capitalist revolution (...). The democratic inheritance of the social mobilizations proper to the people's war strategy was still alive, but the party-state was the framework in which the bureaucratization process developed. It was not socialism, but a transitional society whose outcome was not clear. That is why it is better not to use the formula of a society of transition to socialism (Rousset 2021).8
On the other hand, neither are we convinced by the reductionist consideration that has been habitually used in the revolutionary left regarding the bureaucracy of the non-capitalist states as if it were a sort of "epiphenomenon of the working class". This idea was the dominant one in the Trotskyist movement, which considered Stalinism as a "workers bureaucracy" similar to the trade union bureaucracy in the countries of the West. The idea that the Stalinist bureaucracy is analogous to the trade union bureaucracy loses sight of the fact that, habitually, the trade union bureaucracy

of the revolution and, at the same time, the transition itself is marked by a tension between the remnants of the past and future communist tendencies ("The return of the dialectics of nature: the struggle for freedom as necessity", Monthly Review, 1-12-22).
8 Rousset's formulation is acute and we agree one hundred percent. It is evident that, coming from a historical cadre of Mandelism, it is a rectification of enormous importance of the historical position of his current.

parasitizes the workers it "represents", but having above it a
(be it a private capitalist or the capitalist State itself):
I will not dwell here on the differentiation which power has introduced into the proletariat, and which I have described above as functional. The function has modified the organ itself, that is to say, the psychology of those who have been entrusted with various managerial tasks in the administration and economy of the State, to such an extent that not only objectively, but also morally, they have ceased to be part of this same working class (...). Power, both in the party and in the working class, operates social differentiations similar to those which separate the different layers of society [i.e., power stratifies. RS]. The bureaucracy of the soviets and of the party constitutes, in fact, a new order (...), a new social category, to which a specific study should be devoted (Rakovsky 1928, in Trotsky 2008: 211-212).
As an example of how Rakovsky draws on the classics to analyze the process underway in the USSR, let us look at this commentary by Maurice Godelier on a letter from Engels to C. Schmidt regarding the emergence of the State:
Engels takes up the idea that the State appears when those who were at the service of their community transform their power of function into power of exploitation (...). In the Anti-Dühring, Engels suggested the existence of two ways for the development of the relations of servitude and the appearance of the State. One, that of the gradual change of the powers of functions of certain individuals into powers of exploitation. It is the road leading to oriental despotism [The other, as is known, was slavery. RS] (Godelier 1975: 110).
This is exactly what Rakovsky refers to in reference to the involution of the Soviet State: the function has modified the organ, the function of command and later of exploitation changes the very social character of the bureaucracy and of the State. It is interesting because, indeed, this is what happened in the USSR: the bureaucracy transformed

their power of function into power of exploitation.
Bensaïd, for his part, gives an account of the inverse phenomenon that operates in capitalism:
In The Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of the State (1843), [Marx] develops a fruitful understanding of the genesis of classes "in the modern sense of the term": "The transformation properly speaking of political states into civil (social) classes was accomplished under absolute monarchy... It is the French Revolution which completes the transformation of political states into social classes and reduces the differences of status in civil society to simple social differences dependent on private life; without importance in political life. The separation of political life and civil society is thus consummated" (Bensaïd 1995: 114).
Which is, indeed, a modern phenomenon. The circumstance is that the Russian Revolution, and the anti-capitalist revolutions in general, opens (re)opens an inverse path to that of capitalism, of fusion between the State and the economy. Hence we speak of the bureaucracy as a "political class" insofar as it is a privileged social layer at the intersection of these specific determinations of a transitional society (inhibited, in this case).
It is also true that within this scheme of assimilation between both bureaucracies, social democrat and Stalinist, some currents spoke of the bureaucracy as a petty bourgeois layer, an organ of the world bourgeoisie in the bosom of a workers State, a definition which at least allowed to take more distance from the bureaucratic phenomenon and make less political mistakes. This was the case of Nahuel Moreno and other postwar Trotskyist leaders; in Moreno's specific case, he oscillated between the working class determination and the petty bourgeois determination of the bureaucracy even in the same text.9Justo is

9 In Update of the Transitional Program (written in 1980). In spite of the oscillations pointed out, Moreno yielded less to the Stalinist bureaucracy than the majority orthodox tradition (that of the Pablo-Mandelist IV International) although he did not for this reason deposit less illusions in the objective process.

that in The Power and the Money Ernest Mandel carried out an analysis of the
reconsideration of the bureaucratic phenomenon, more nuanced and suggestive.
It clearly states that
in the name of "communism" and "Marxism", processes of exploitation and oppression of workers, youth, peasants, women and national minorities were unleashed, all of which constituted crimes against socialism and the proletariat (Mandel 1994: 28).
For the above reasons, the consideration of the Stalinist bureaucracy as a "political class" appeals to us more. It refers to a process of social differentiation which gives rise to a specific social layer, a privileged layer forged from the State which achieves some kind of "social stability" for a determined period, but which does not manage to form itself into a historical, organic social class; an extremely unstable "stability" in its first period -the 1930s- but no less true for that.(10)Nor is it that the bureaucracy was a mere "parasitic excrescence", as it was often defined, which took away any minimum "stability" and constancy from the phenomenon. An excrescence is something "left over", not a phenomenon that came to define part of the dynamics of the class struggle and of international relations between States during several decades of the last century:
Until 1931, the political nature of the State constituted the guarantee of the character of the economy. Since 1933, on the contrary, the proletariat is "politically" expropriated,

resistance to the bureaucracy by not knowing the real conditions of such
States (Moreno, as much as Mandel, was an objectivist).
10 In the classic period of its forging, the 1930s, it was characterized by repeated and bloody purges, and not only of the revolutionary generation but even of the first bureaucratic generation which still maintained roots with the revolutionary past. Silberstein rightly points out that the second batch of the bureaucracy, of which an eminent representative was Yekhov, who was not even 40 years old, was something else: it was openly forged during the Stalinist counterrevolution. And for this very reason it was more consistent with its counterrevolutionary, anti-socialist aims (Silberstein 2021).

but the non-capitalist relations of production are in charge of perpetuating the revolutionary inheritance [reference to the evolution of Trotsky's approach to the USSR. RS] (...) However, in the really existing bureaucratic society, workers and bureaucrats enter into economic relations determined by production. The bureaucracy disposes of the means of production, the worker is obliged to sell his labor power to the State. The bureaucracy dictates its conditions in the labor contract without the labor force having the elementary guarantees of mobility linked to its mercantile status under capitalism (...). In the bureaucratic society, property is a category of fact rather than of law (Bensaïd 1995: 125 and 127).11
The Stalinist bureaucracy was not a mere excrescence in an essentially unchanged (and healthy) body; Silberstein subtly plays with this organicist analogy of Trotsky's). Trotsky was aware of the inadequacy of this approach, and that is why he liked to speak of the bureaucracy as a "caste" (the by-product of a social differentiation, and not just a political phenomenon). But the paradox of the case is that the social castes, although they combine economic and political elements, that is, they are determined differently from the classic social classes of capitalism, with purely economic determinations, possess a much greater historical stability than what the Stalinist bureaucracy demonstrated. So when Trotsky spoke of "bureaucratic excrescence" he fell short, he sinned by defect, while perhaps in speaking of the bureaucracy as a caste he sinned by excess and did not manage to catch at all what was specific about the phenomenon. Namely, the fact that the bureaucracy was a political class forged in the light of the privileges of power; a categorical political-economic hybrid, as we shall see below.

11 Bensaïd speaks here of the exploitation relaunched in the USSR as of the 1930s, although in the reference work we are citing, La discordance des temps. Essais sur les crises, les classes, la'histoire, in the chapter on the analysis of bureaucracy, "Castes, classes, bureaucratie", he does not define clearly the character of Stalinism nor does he question to the end the category of the workers' state inherited from his historical current.

developing below, and which, evidently, rested on certain material bases. It is for this very reason that Artous points out that Trotsky uses the concept of "caste" somewhat randomly (by discarding it), to avoid any reference to a class:
Trotsky uses the term caste without any justification other than analogy. Crystallization of the leading personnel exercising coercive power in general, the bureaucracy, at a certain stage of its development, becomes caste (Artous 2016: 108).
In short, all the phenomena of the Stalinist counterrevolution are the result of a differentiation; not a finished product of a "system", but something more "plastic" and determined:
What is bureaucracy, Comrade Khotimsky asks:
Is it a class or not? It is forgotten that, according to Marx, Engels and Lenin, the bureaucracy originates in the classes of society, it separates itself from those classes that engendered it in order to rise above them. There is, in this situation, nothing new about the bureaucracy, a class that possesses the State as its private property. But it is not the bureaucracy in general that we must discuss, but to what extent the bureaucracy of the USSR has separated itself from society. It is the problems of proletarian democracy - the unity of the leaders and the led - and of bureaucratism - the separation of leaders and led - that are the order of the day. Our most urgent task is to study as closely as possible the processes of formation of the Soviet bureaucracy, the process of transformation of the Soviet state into a bureaucratic state (Trigubov 1980).
It is a question, then, of a political class which possesses the monopoly of the State and property and which for this very reason refers back to "the problems of proletarian democracy", and not only to them: it is the very working class character of the Soviet State which was called into question.

5.2 A non-schematic Marxist assessment of bureaucracy
The question of the degree of relative independence of the Stalinist bureaucracy is one of the great theoretical problems of Marxism after the experience of the USSR. The theory of the bureaucracy is part of the theory of social classes and the state. In general, the tradition in Marxism is that the bureaucracy depends on some fundamental class of society; it is the errand boy of some class, its political staff.
Of course, as the historical form of the State varies, so do the typologies of the bureaucracy. The existence of States without defined social classes, such as the Asian State, refers to the existence of a bureaucracy that fulfills the functions of a class, i.e., that appropriates the social surplus product through its privileged place in the State apparatus and in social production, without giving rise to a social class as such.
To take social classes and bureaucracies as watertight compartments, in a sort of "petrified typology", is mechanistic. It is to think that the relations between economy and State are fixed once and for all, according to the model of enormous relative autonomy of both spheres in capitalism:
The approach [by reference to some of Trotsky's works, especially In Defense of Marxism, RS] illustrates well the logic of an argumentation that makes the categories of analysis work in an abstract manner, forgetting what are the characteristics of a social formation in the period of transition from capitalism to socialism (...), which cannot be assimilated to a social formation structured by the capitalist mode of production. It is by claiming the same orthodoxy that Ernest Mandel flatly rejects any reflection on bureaucracy as a particular social formation and on the historical specificity of the forms of domination of the Stalinist state as a bureaucratic state (...). This type of trans-historical discourse on the class nature of all bureaucracy (...).

The socialist transition period (...) forgets the specificity of the social formations that arise in the period of socialist transition, which cannot be compared with other periods of transition, for example, that of the transition from feudalism to capitalism. Not only is a post-capitalist society structured by non-stabilized relations of production, but its evolutionary dynamics is, in the last analysis, linked to the policy pursued by the State (Artous 2017).
The nuances pointed out by Artous should serve to think specifically about the problem of bureaucracy in the state of socialist transition.(12)A priori, the new state bureaucracy, not the one inherited from the capitalist regime, should be nothing more than an administrative staff delegated from the working class itself, an administrative function whose orders depend on the organs of proletarian power. But what happens when this same bureaucracy, supposedly "administrative" and "bureaucratic" in the state of socialist transition?

12 Methodologically, we can turn again to Karel Kosik regarding the method of concrete, historical analysis of phenomena. Kosik points out the importance of considering all phenomena in their development, a method founded on the appreciation of reality as a concrete totality, on pain of submission of the concrete in the abstract, omission of intermediate links and construction of forced abstractions. A fundamental concept of his work is that of pseudo-concreteness, which we have already seen, that is, that empirically concrete construction that loses sight along the way of the human action that lies behind it. Moreover, Kosik points out a key dialectical principle of the process of knowledge: dialectical thinking is based on the assumption that human knowledge is processed in a spiral movement in which each beginning is abstract and relative. In this spiral process the mutual interpenetration and elucidation of concepts takes place. The whole cannot be petrified in a kind of abstraction above the parts, but creates itself in the interaction of the parts (Kosik 1995: 39 and 50). Kosik adds a strong critique of Stalinist dogmatism when he points out that the latter hypostatizes a tendency as definitive and is incapable of distinguishing new tendencies and new contrasts. For the rest, much is said about "Western Marxism" forgetting the critical Marxism of Eastern Europe, which produced during the post-war period many Marxist philosophers of worth (Kosik himself, Ilienkov, etc.), philosophers critical of bureaucratized societies whose work is an important source for thinking about them.

tive", ends up autonomizing itself? In The Revolution Betrayed Trotsky speaks of the original position of the Stalinist bureaucracy, which remains as the only privileged and dominant social layer without having a capitalist class at its side. He points out that this places the bureaucracy in a degree of autonomy without historical parallel, and for this very reason it is more than a mere bureaucracy without becoming an organic class. It happens that it has no legal property rights; the property formally belongs "to the whole people". But as a popular saying in Eastern Europe used to say, "the property that is declared to belong to all belongs to no one and is appropriated by the liveliest".
For Trotsky, the State continues to be a workers' state because property is state property; a schematic assimilation which proved to be mistaken. Therefore, his theory of the bureaucracy does not admit a substantial modification insofar as it remains a political personnel in the end errand boy -although very contradictory, of course- of the relations created by statified property. This question in the Trotskyist movement was interpreted opportunistically in the sense that the bureaucracy would be "obliged to defend" the social bases of the workers' state because "it depends on them"; it would maintain, therefore, some "progressive" feature. Pablo-Mandelism was the current that took these conceptions the furthest, which in any case were common to the main trunk of post-war Trotskyism.
However, Christian Rakovsky introduced a fundamental variant to this scheme early on (1928): he began to perceive the bureaucracy as a political class. He grants the bureaucracy an infinitely greater autonomy than in the traditional scheme, taking into account the specificity of the process underway. A political class is a social layer that asserts itself by taking advantage of its privileged location in the domain of the State. It is a categorical hybrid that is forged at the intersection between economics and politics, as is the case with all the categories of the transition. It is a new social layer that is forged "from above" and not from below -we have already seen that Marx points out that the consequence always fights against its causes-, in this case from politics and not from economics (although it must have

logically).13But it does not end up being an economic-social class but a particular "class", "political", which possesses the State as its private property.
It does not escape us that the definition of political class appears as a contradiction in terms, but this is so only if social classes are considered in their merely economic character, as under capitalism. For the rest, Rakovsky purposely plays with this contradiction in order to account for the originality of the phenomenon, which, in a way, he does with more subtlety than Trotsky himself.
Rakovsky's definition introduces a radical novelty in the theory of bureaucracy, because in speaking of a political class, of a "great class of rulers", what he does with respect to the traditional definition of social classes built on economic-social bases is a sort of "provocation", but very appropriate to the realities of the process of bureaucratization in the USSR. Pierre Broué underlines the character of "new social category" of the definition of the bureaucracy as a political class, and also points out that Trotsky considered Rakovsky's elaboration as a fundamental contribution to the development of Marxism in the conditions of the degeneration of the revolution. For his part, Rakovsky himself warned that "Preobrajensky's economist imagination made him forget politics" (Broué 2003: 149). Marxism is "the method of analysis of reality in movement" adds Broué, who in his last works makes a closed defense of Rakovsky's analysis and of the battle of the Left Opposition against the capitulators in its midst.(14)

13 Naville insists on the necessity of these material bases for bureaucracy. In Bureaucracy and Revolution he states that if political power is a relation of the order of domination, the economy is a relation of the order of exploitation. The reasoning is illustrative so as not to lose the material bases of analysis, although for transitional societies (or blocked transition) it is "schematic" because it loses sight of the fact that all the categories of these societies are hybrids; categorical hybrids as we have just pointed out.
14 Going against common sense, Broué adds that revolutionaries, like all other human beings, are extremely conservative in their thinking, something that cannot be lost sight of, because a

Rakovsky takes Marx's definition of bureaucracy for Soviet Russia, where bureaucracy goes further than anything seen before:
A large class of rulers with its own internal divisions has formed and continues to form upon ourselves, and is augmented by patient co-optation, direct or indirect (bureaucratic promotion, fictitious system of elections). What unites this original class is a form, original it, of private property, based on the possession of state power. "The bureaucracy possesses the State as its private property," writes Marx (Rakovsky et al. 1930, in Trotsky 2008: 227).
Already in an earlier, lesser-known text, he was going in the same direction:
Engels describes how the power of the State serves its own interests: the servant of the State becomes its master. In other words, a class of bureaucrats is formed with its own particular interests and it is above all interested in preserving the centralized and complex State apparatus (Rakovsky in Broué 2003: 27).
Following Marx and Engels, whom he had very present in his reflections, Rakovsky speaks of an original "class" based on an original form, also his, of "private property" where the bureaucracy owns the State, manages it at its discretion and for its own ends. The bureaucracy is a "web of practical illusions" that seeks to cease to be so by becoming a real web, giving itself its own social foundations as a bureaucratic corporation. And it happens that, as a by-product of the degeneration of an authentic workers' state, Stalinism manages to a certain extent to give itself its own foundations, because it appropriates in fact the management of the statized means of production. Statized

one thing does not lead to the other. That is to say: to be (politically) revolutionary does not automatically break with mental conservatism; for that one has to make an effort, a sharp judgment verified in the great revolutionary organizations of the past, as well as in the smaller ones of today.

but not yet, at this point in the socialist transition, socialized: the measure of wealth is still human labor, which the bureaucracy squeezes for its own benefit, albeit under forms different from those of capitalism.
Without ceasing to be a bureaucracy, without being able to give legal grounds to its domination - it is assumed that the means of production belong to society, and that premise cannot be legally refuted -, it becomes a political class: the superposition of economy and State proper to the socialist transition allows it to inhibit the transitional process, to monopolize the statized, that is, politicized, means of production at its service. In doing so, it consecrates not only spiritually but materially the aspirations usually inhibited by any bureaucracy: to dominate the social process of production and reproduction. Hence the vulgarity, we repeat, of Mandel's assertion that it is inconceivable to speak of a bureaucratic State because "every State is bureaucratic". True, but not in many of them does the bureaucracy succeed in consecrating its ends and making the ends of the State -as if they were the ends of society- its own ends: to dominate the social process as a whole, politics and economy. Stalinism achieved this for some decades. And that was what had to be accounted for instead of being doctrinally tied to definitions that lost sight of the real developments, the plasticity of a living historical experience, always richer. Lenin, paraphrasing Hegel, will tell us that
knowledge is the eternal, infinite approximation of thought to the object. The "reflection" of nature in man's thought must be understood not "in inert form", not in "abstract form", not devoid of movement, not without contradiction, but in the eternal process of movement, of the emergence of contradictions and their solution (Lenin 1974: 185).
Bureaucracy, political class and social class have historically determined permeable boundaries. Kevin Anderson notes that Marx was struck by the porous relationships in the caste system:
Marx's phrase "very interesting" must have been expressed as "very interesting".

sado his surprise regarding the relative porosity of the boundaries between castes. If so, the passage is indicating an alteration in his 1853 view of caste as an impassable barrier that undermined social cohesion in the face of foreign invasion (Anderson 2010: 214).
If the caste system has porosities, what can we say of the stratification which is a by-product of the degeneration of an authentic proletarian revolution, much less stable and "fixed" than that of the castes. On the other hand, we have already seen with Artous that Trotsky speaks of "bureaucratic caste" not because of its fixity (he saw the situation of the bureaucracy as extremely unstable), but in a descriptive way: by discarding, for lack of a better concept.
It is of no use to tie oneself to a mechanical, foolish scheme, denying the concrete social reality. It does not serve to appropriate what is the product of concrete historical development and of the changing circumstances of the class struggle, which requires, we repeat, a certain plasticity in the use of our theoretical tools. Hence the definition of political class is provocative, because in the usual scheme of a historical materialism molded to the features of capitalism, social classes are not political but strictly economic classes, forged in the structure of society. But when we speak of "political class" we speak of another diverse social formation of "class"; a bureaucratic social formation where a privileged social layer coming from the heights of politics ends up configuring itself as a dominant layer by specific mechanisms of selection or "natural anti-selection", a "nomenclature".15
The bureaucracy is enforced from the top down, and not from the bottom up, by nomination and not by election as Rakovsky pointed out, something that the Jacobins also suffered. It is constituted from its privileged position in a form of State where the State monopolizes property. See this analogy of Rakovsky with the French Revolution, which seems a carbon copy of Trotsky's denunciations of the inheritances

15 The bureaucracy was called Nomenklatura because of the system of selection, of appointments from above in a certain way prefixed in a complex bureaucratic-administrative structure.

adverse effects of the civil war:
The sending of commissaries of the armies to cities where the counter-revolution was rearing its head was not only legitimate but indispensable. But when, little by little, Robespierre began to replace the judges and commissaries in the different sections of Paris who had hitherto appointed such officials by election, when he went so far as to appoint presidents of Revolutionary Commissions and even went so far as to substitute officials for the entire leadership of the Commune, all these measures had the effect of strengthening the power of the bureaucracy and killing popular initiative. Thus, Robespierre's regime, instead of boosting the revolutionary activity of the masses -already oppressed by the economic crisis and above all by the food crisis- aggravated the evil and facilitated the work of the anti-democratic forces (Rakovsky 1928, in Trotsky 2008: 209).
He adds:
The Thermidor and the Brumaire burst through the doors of the political indifference of the masses. We have always relied on the revolutionary initiative of the masses and not on the apparatus. So we do not believe in the so-called "enlightened bureaucracy" any more than our revolutionary bourgeois predecessors of the late 18th century believed in so-called "enlightened despotism" (Rakovsky et al. 1930, in Trotsky 2008: 226).
In conclusion: the substitution of the masses by an apparatus as the "organ of the revolution" does not work in the revolutionary sense. It did not work in the French Revolution and neither did it work in the Russian Revolution, a historical lesson marked by fire in the experience of the twentieth century.(16)

16 And to tell the truth it did not work either at the end of the 18th century in relation to the "anti-capitalist impulses" that the French Revolution itself showed in its culminating moments (Daniel Guérin). The interpretation that this revolution could only be bourgeois loses the critique by the left.

Returning to the Stalinist bureaucracy, undoubtedly this political class has a serious structural deficit: it has no private, proper, formal property titles. The statized property itself remains as if in an indeterminate place. The negative content of this state property is evident: the bourgeoisie has been expropriated. But its positive content depends on its further development. When the "property of the whole people" is declared, not much is said about whether the "people" actually administer the state property, whether they can enjoy it:
If a steamer is declared collective property while passengers continue to be divided into first, second and third class, it is quite understandable that the difference in actual conditions will end up having, in the eyes of third class passengers, a much greater importance than the legal change of ownership (Trotsky 2008: 164).
It is this dialectic of which Marx speaks in his critique of Hegel (the consequence that turns against the causes) and his appreciation that the State can acquire its own life by giving itself its own social bases of domination, which in the USSR ended up emptying the promise of expropriation. Hence the means of production became only "technically" (Trotsky) the property of the proletariat, but not really.17This was expressed, moreover, in the difference of circumstances of each one, the unjust discrepancy in the daily life of the hierarchs and the common people; hence the problem of equality was so important.
The "indeterminacy" of the bureaucracy is as great as that of statified property. And that same indeterminacy is what gave rise to the convulsive character of many of the developments in the USSR, especially in the 1930s, bloody purges by means of, only to give way later to a sort of "petrification" that badly concealed an unstoppable decadence until the final collapse.

(the type of critique tested by Marx himself and followed by Rakovsky in the text we are quoting).
17 They were really the property of the proletariat as long as it sustained the
proletarian dictatorship (the government of Lenin and Trotsky).

This decline had several milestones. First was the brutality, or rather the social brutalization of accelerated industrialization and forced collectivization, which both created and destroyed productive and human forces (the case of the Holodomor famine). Subsequently, the destructions caused by World War II and the bureaucracy's initial poor handling of the war. And, finally, after a certain recovery in the 50s and 60s -although among other things by making war reparations to the countries of Eastern Europe, and without ever recovering from the immense population loss of the war-18, the open decadence since the early 1970s due to the inability to compete economically with capitalism, which would lead to the plain and simple capitalist restoration at the end of the 80s.
Inefficient bureaucratic planning did not withstand the competition of automation processes with the capitalist West, Chernobyl, the disasters in Afghanistan, etc., among other factors of an unstoppable collapse. In this regard, Patrick Silberstein quotes Moshe Lewin's conclusion in his latest work, The Soviet Century, where he compares the fate of the USSR to a Mir space station, launched into orbit in 1986 and voluntarily destroyed in 2001. Lewin points out that its launching into orbit was an unprecedented technological feat, but that the station was the victim of manufacturing defects and permanent malfunctions, repaired thanks to the incredible ingenuity of the experts in charge of its operation. And all that effort resulted in its controlled fall into the ocean without the fact being news to anyone (2021: 159).
In these periodic convulsions, in the appeal to the method of te-
rror during the Stalin era, Trotsky saw a proof of the non-transformation of the bureaucracy into an organic class. But if this was correct, the great Russian revolutionary failed to distinguish the depth of

18 The enormous contrast between these brutal exactions which, for example, demoralized the industrial proletariat in East Germany -the bureaucracy took away entire factories, railways and so on; the workers were left in the street- and imperialism's Marshall Plan, is partly what explains the divergent economic evolution between Eastern Europe and capitalist Europe in the postwar period (cf. Nahuel Moreno).

the defeat of the Soviet working class, the counterrevolutionary social and not only political character of Stalin's measures, the dramatic atomization of the workers and the rupture of their class consciousness and of their links with the October Revolution, all elements which, although they did not solve for the bureaucracy the problem of the stability of its property rights, lastingly inhibited the possibility that the statified property would redound to the benefit of the working class. Their surplus value or surplus labor was systematically statified in the service of the bureaucracy. And this is called exploitation; it cannot be called anything else. Because exploitation is the systematic extortion and appropriation of the social surplus product, as Naville, Mészáros, Artous and other Marxist authors affirm, although among them they differ in the analysis of the specific mechanisms of that appropriation.
5.3 The statization of the categories of political economy
The reality of exploitation in the USSR cannot be lost sight of or undermined by the consideration that bureaucratic privileges would have been a case of mere "social parasitism". For decades the bureaucracy systematically appropriated the labor of the workers and peasants. Although these renewed forms of exploitation and alienation were not organic nor did they configure a new form of properly class exploitation -nor did they give rise to "State capitalism" or "bureaucratic collectivism", as we have pointed out-, they did not cease to be such. Simply put, what happened was a degenerative process that reached its apex. We generally speak of the bureaucratic degeneration that shaped Stalinism, but without understanding what the concept means in depth. Because a degenerative process, a degradation, hardly gives birth to an organic whole, an alternative system. According to the Oxford Languages, degenerative is a process by which a person or a thing passes into a state worse than

the original by progressively losing its qualities. And one could also appeal to an analogy with biology referring to a serious alteration of the cellular structure of a part of the body that ends up degrading the whole body; cancer is such an alteration, which in our case would be a "bureaucratic cancer".
Silberstein speaks of the use of metaphors to describe the radical circumstance of the bureaucratic degeneration of a workers' State, of the greatest social revolution in history, quoting several authors. He summons Trotsky when he wonders if the bureaucracy is a "tumor or a new organ", and answers that a sick organ does not cease to be such. But then he has Vasili Grossman reply when he crudely points out that bureaucracy is not "a tumor in the healthy body of the State, but is the very body of the State"... He also quotes Panait Istrati, one of the first renowned literati to visit the USSR in the late 1920s and draw critical conclusions (the same would happen later with André Gide), when in response to a Stalinist who had told him that to make an omelette it is necessary to break eggs, he replies: "The eggs are broken, where is the omelette?"And Silberstein closes with Moshe Lewin when he points out that continuing to speak of the USSR as "Soviet socialism" is a real comedy of errors:
If anyone in the presence of a hippopotamus insistently declares that it is a giraffe, they will not be given a zoology teaching position (Silberstein 2021: 155.).
What happened in the USSR was the degeneration of a workers' State with bureaucratic deformations towards a bureaucratic State with the remains of the revolution, or rather, a series of bureaucratic States in the second post-war period, the "many 'socialisms' in a single country", as Pierre Naville would point out. By configuring themselves as States with relations on geopolitical bases that would not become a system, a stabilized mode of production, nor even proletarian semi-States with class relations among themselves, competition and vassalage were imposed, but not solidarity. Thus, the Warsaw Pact placed the countries of Eastern Europe under the aegis of the USSR, China and the USSR broke off relations in 1969, and there was even a war between China and the USSR.

Vietnam, a shameful degeneration of bureaucratic rule (marked in real time, among others, by Nahuel Moreno). And yet, there are still sectors of the left that speak of the USSR and other bureaucratic states as if they had been defined modes of production and not historically-concrete bureaucratic social formations, with a much more fluid and unstable social structure.
How did this degenerative process occur? By means of the bureaucratic monopolization of a State that administers the economy. In this society, workers continue to exploit themselves to generate a surplus, but the destiny of this surplus is no longer decided by them, but appropriated by a privileged social stratum: the bureaucracy. Pierre Naville devoted his monumental Le nouveau Léviathan to make explicit the mechanisms of self-exploitation subsisting in any transitional economy, mechanisms multiplied in these "socialisms in one country" with low development of the productive forces compared to the world average. The creation of wealth continues to depend on the squeezing of human labor (and of nature, a subject we will deal with in the second volume),19even if in this transitional social regime there is not properly speaking an exploiting class.
Hence also that, in a certain way, the law of value still subsists in the socialist transition, in the sense that labor power continues to be a commodity that is exchanged for a wage, and also subsist the other categories of the mercantile economy such as the rent of land and others, which cannot be abolished initially but are, for the time being, statized.
Let us dwell for a moment on the meaning of the statization of economic categories in the transition (categories that express and at the same time hide certain relations of production). The supe-

19 The bureaucracy, with its extensive and unconscionable logic, brought about some of the greatest ecological disasters of the last century, among others the drying up of the Aral Sea, the Chernobyl disaster and a multitude of other problems generated by the unlimited use of raw materials as if they were infinite, or the manufacture of failed products well above the international average, in the order of 30% (hence Kowalewsky speaks of three branches of production in the USSR: means of production, means of consumption and failed products).

ration of the economic categories of the bourgeois economy presupposes the overcoming of the social relations on which they are based and of which they are the theoretical expression. These categories do not depend on the juridical change of property, not even on the expropriation of the capitalists, but on the interrelation between productive forces and relations of production which overcome the exploitation of labor. But if the expropriation of the bourgeoisie liquidates the capitalist exploitation of labor -the means of production are nationalized by the workers' state, the bourgeoisie is expropriated-, it cannot liquidate by a political act what is at its material base: the subsistence of labor power as a commodity yielding a value and surplus value (or surplus labor; the name does not change the substance of the matter).20
To liquidate surplus labor, to overcome the horizon of necessity, for the social surplus to depend on the means of labor put to work and not directly on human labor, for the workers to appear more in the labor process as watchers and controllers and not properly subsumed to it (Grundrisse), is something that depends on the universal development of the productive forces and of social culture. But if the social relations that lie behind the juridical forms and within the process of social production do not automatically disappear with the expropriation of the bourgeoisie - although expropriation is undoubtedly an essential step towards this abolition - this means that the categories of bourgeois economy cannot disappear from one day to the next. Does it mean that they remain unchanged? Not at all: they cease to be categories of private economic life in order to be nationalized. And this means that it is the State which comes to control/administer categories, social relations, which it can neither dissolve nor administer arbitrarily, but which it can operate as a "regulator" of them.

20 Modzelewski and Kuron speak openly of the relations of exploitation subsisting in post-war Poland: "To qualify all work (including police, procuratorial, official or hotel work) as productive work is to effectively mask exploitation (...). The working class has no influence over the overproduct, its distribution and its utilization (...). In the present system, what is destined to accumulation has an end foreign to the worker" ("Open letter to the POUP").

These categories cannot disappear by magic for two reasons: one, because they maintain their validity at the level of the still capitalist world market, and two, because of the (eventual) backwardness of the productive forces in the country of the revolution (it will be seen what happens with the socialist revolution in an advanced country), which maintains production founded/based on human labor, which still "has nothing to spare". Wage labor power is statified, money is statified, the means of production are statified, even the agrarian rent is statified without being able to be abolished yet. As Trotsky will indicate, these categories "die of various deaths", but their "death" passes, first, through their state ascription, through the statization of economic categories which at the beginning were constituted in a sphere separate from politics, something characteristic of capitalism as a mode of production. The transition operates a "way back": a fusion of economics and politics where all social categories are an economic-political or political-economic hybrid (as they also are in the social orders prior to capitalism).
These economic relations cannot then be abolished simply with the elimination of capitalist private property -a political and juridical act, not properly economic and social-, but only with the international revolution and the passage to a production based on the satisfaction of human needs, a production of use values and not one dominated by profit. Let us recall Lenin's already pointed remark to Bukharin that during the transition it is also necessary for profit to exist. Lenin refers not to profit in the capitalist sense, the objective of production of surplus value as such, but to the fact that one cannot function economically at a loss, disregarding the costs of production.
Nor is the criterion of the so-called "production for the sake of production itself" correct, a substitute for a State accumulation and not for a socialist accumulation, whose objective is to tend to the satisfaction of human needs and not simply to set up branch I of production (heavy industry) as an end in itself. Socialist production is not an end in itself during the transition, but its objective must be, even taking the necessary detours to strengthen the proletarian dictatorship, the increasing satisfaction of human needs.

needs of the formerly exploited and oppressed. The Hungarian Marxist Itsván Mészáros will insist on the critique of this State accumulation as a successor to capitalist accumulation by way of the concept of political appropriation of surplus labor in bureaucratic States, as opposed to economic appropriation under capitalism (hence the title of his seminal work Beyond Capital).21
If Naville's analysis is perhaps too "abstract" and sophisticated, Trotsky, more pedagogically, says something similar in The Revolution Betrayed. Upholding the working class character of the USSR through statified property, in his texts he never neglects the value base of the economy of the transition nor loses sight of the subsistent role of the market and the need for a stable currency to have a real measure of the value of commodities in relation to expenditure and in comparison with world averages. He saw this comparison as fundamental to guarantee the growing rationality of the transitional economy, as a tool against bureaucratic arbitrariness, as a real yardstick of the economy's productivity. He even stresses that the market is necessary so that consumers -the workers as such-, when measuring their standard of living, could critically compare the cost and quality of products. Trotsky was well aware that if the economy faltered, sooner or later the workers' state would be at risk. His logic was of extreme seriousness and rationality, a scientific Marxist approach.
For his part, Preobrajensky made the mistake of opposing workers as producers to workers as consumers, with the idea that both interests were "opposed" to some extent, as the immediate and historical interests of the workers are often opposed in the transition. It is true that if the working class is the ruling class, its interest as "producer" has to do with the development of the productive forces in the workers' state. But this assessment remains abstract if it is not considered that it must be the workers themselves who decide everything, including the need to self-exploit themselves and their own productive forces.

21 Beyond capital means beyond heteronomous production by production itself, beyond the domination of dead labor over living labor.

waiting for the development of the world revolution and the development of the national productive forces. It is dangerous to oppose -although at certain moments it is inevitable- the historical interests of the working class with the immediate ones, since this can produce an irremediable division between the vanguard, which understands its historical interests, and the mass of the depoliticized class which is guided by its immediate interests, which means that their interests as consumers cannot be lost sight of (even if the point of view of the proletarian vanguard is, indeed, production, the progress of the productive base of the workers' state). Hence Trotsky insisted that while the workers' state develops and industrializes, while a better future is prepared for the coming generations, the present ones must be able to bear the burden, to see real improvements in their living conditions.
In the latter respect, Preobrajensky proposed a rationalization of the
wrong conclusion. By opposing the consideration of the workers as producers to that of the workers as consumers, he seemed to be betting on their consciousness as the ruling class of the workers' state. This consideration can dialogue with the healthy sense of detachment in the vanguard sectors, conscious of the necessary sacrifices of proletarian power, but it is incomprehensible for the mass of workers without a party (experience indicates this, and so does materialist analysis).
This abstract opposition of one and the other, this loss of the dialectical link in the evaluation of the workers in both facets, is what Trotsky tries to avoid when he points out the necessity of a slow but constant increase in the standard of living that allows to contain and win the working and popular majority for the sustenance of the proletarian dictatorship.(22)
The market in the transition is subordinated to economic planning, workers' democracy and socialist protectionism, to the monopoly of foreign trade. But this in no way changes the fact that the categories of the capitalist economy continue to operate, at least in part,

22 Undoubtedly, the opposite view was also erroneous: to consider the workers only in their facet as consumers, as in Bukharin's opportunistic view, thus denying the strategic importance of the planning and industrialization of the country, which was Preobrajensky's correct concern.

in the first phase of the transition, of which the subsistence of bourgeois law is nothing more than its juridical counterpart, as Marx affirmed. None of these economic relations, which are material relations and not purely juridical, can be abolished with the nationalization of property, which implies, as we have been pointing out -besides concretizing the expropriation of the bourgeoisie, of course-, nationalizing the mercantile categories of the capitalist economy without yet being able to abolish them. We quote Trotsky in extenso:
Money, like the State, is a direct inheritance of the capitalist regime. It must disappear, but it cannot be abolished by decree, but is gradually extinguished. The different functions of money, like the different functions of the State, die different deaths. Money, as a means of private accumulation, usury and exploitation, disappears in parallel with the liquidation of classes. As a medium of exchange, as a standard of measurement of the value of labor, as a regulator of the social division of labor, money gradually dissolves in the planned organization of the social economy to become finally a voucher, a check for the cashing of a certain proportion of goods in order to satisfy productive and social needs.
This parallelism of the processes of gradual extinction of money and the State is not fortuitous; both have the same social root. The State remains as such as long as it must regulate the relations between various classes and strata, each of which makes its accounts and tries to obtain its profits. The final replacement of money as the standard of value by the statistical recording of existing productive forces, of equipment, of raw materials and needs, will only be possible at the stage when social wealth will free all members of society from the necessity of competing with each other for food.
This stage is still distant. Not only has the role of money in the Soviet economy not yet come to an end, but in a sense it is only just about to reach the fullness of its

23The period of transition as a whole does not mean the limitation of the movement of goods, but on the contrary, its extreme expansion. All the branches of the economy are transformed, grow and must determine their reciprocal relations (...). Socialism does not throw out of its bosom money as a means of economic accounting created by capitalism, but socializes it [i.e., nationalizes it]. One cannot even think of socialist construction without including in the planned system the personal interest of the producer and the consumer. And this interest can only be actively manifested if there is a flexible and trustworthy weapon, a stable monetary system. It is absolutely impossible to increase the productivity of labor and improve the quality of goods without a precise measuring instrument which freely penetrates into all the pores of the economy, that is to say, without a stable monetary unit. (...)
The official theory of inflation is on the same plane as the official theory of dictatorship (...) "The stability of the Soviet valuta - said Stalin at the January Plenum (1933) - is guaranteed in the first place by the tremendous quantity of goods which the State has at its disposal and which it puts into circulation at fixed prices". The only meaning this sentence can have -if it means anything at all- is that Soviet money has ceased to be money, it no longer serves to measure values and fix prices; the government power fixes the "stable prices", "the chervonets is only the measure of the debit and credit of the planned economy". This idea is entirely parallel and equivalent to that of the "liquidation of classes" and the "entry into the realm of socialism" (an administrative and not an economic idea of money). (...)
In any case, money regulated by fixed prices administratively imposed on goods loses its capacity to regulate those prices and, consequently, to regulate the prices of goods.

23 Moreno affirms something similar when he points out that the law of value (in the aspects still in force pointed out by Trotsky) will reach in the transition its greatest extent before disappearing.

plans. In this field, as in others, for the bureaucracy "socialism" means freeing itself from all party, Soviet, trade union, monetary control... Today the Soviet economy is neither monetary nor planned. It is an almost purely bureaucratic economy (Trotsky 1933).24
Trotsky refers here to the need for extension and diversification of the production of use values that still in the transition cannot cease to be commodities, a question that has two conditions: to respond to real needs, not many of the false ones created by capitalism -not a simple evaluation; cf. Theory of needs in Marx, by Agnes Heller-, and to do so taking care not to despoil nature as capitalism does and as the bureaucratic States did. It is necessary to produce other things and in other ways.
The fact that money is "nationalized" in the transition does not mean that it loses its economic attributes-functions; for example, to be a measure of value, avoiding the realm of pure bureaucratic arbitrariness. In the capitalist economy, although it is true that the single currency is consecrated by the national State and as such is of public and not private order -although there are forms of private money, such as bitcoin today-, it is valid insofar as it is a measure of real economic value. Otherwise, we have the loss of reference values and the phenomenon of inflation, of which Trotsky was an enemy. Thus, what is nationalized has a real economic material basis in the relations of value, necessary to be a measure of production and exchanges. And in this aspect, nothing changes with expropriation if money is intended to be a faithful measure of them.
Trotsky was aware of the extent to which the economy of the transition still depends on value relations, that is, on the measure of human labor, and to what extent also, before disappearing, mercantile relations are statized and counterbalanced by the pro-

24 "The degeneration of theory and the theory of degeneration. Notes on the Soviet regime" is part of a series of brilliant articles written by Trotsky in the early 1930s on Stalinism and the transitional economy, such as "The philosophical tendencies of bureaucratism" and "The failure of the five-year plan", which we will deal with in the second volume.

pious planning. This deep look, full of nuances, is not usually recovered in the best known works on transition in the Trotskyist movement, including one of the weakest ones such as the second volume of Mandel's Treatise on Marxist Economics (1962), dedicated to transitional economics.25
Wage labor, like the other mercantile categories, becomes dependent on the State, but it is not abolished. The same happens with the monopoly of land, which becomes state but still pays a rent, or must pay it, because the peasants have the possession but the owner of the land is the State, which monopolizes it in relation to the other States. The proletarian State or semi-State still monopolizes a portion of world nature, according to Marx's classical definition of agrarian rent -absolute rent, to be more precise-, and for this it charges rent. It also charges the differential rent, which depends on the improvements made on the land itself, the differential between national costs and international agricultural, mining, hydrocarbon prices and the portion of nature it is: fishing, forestry, etc. Hence Trotsky's acid reply to Stalin when he told him that not only had the USSR not reached "socialism", but that it had not even achieved something as basic as abolishing elementary categories of political economy such as agrarian rent.
As the categories of the political economy are statized but
not abolished, they continue to rule to a certain extent in the transition, only under the "command" of the State which can guide or modify them, but not ignore them. They will only be abolished when the economy of the transition, as a whole, international revolution and development of the productive forces by means of it, can overcome the horizon of an economy still based to a large extent - although less and less due to the development of the potential productive forces in the XXI century - on sweat, on the squeezing of the nerves and muscles of the men and women of the transition, and on the development of the productive forces in the XXI century, and on the development of the productive forces in the XXI century, and on the development of the productive forces in the XXI century.

25 Naville gave this work a fair criticism in real time by pointing out that Mandel, in speaking of the existence of "two world markets", Stalinist style, could not claim, simultaneously, to be self-titled "Trotskyist" (Trotsky bases his classic work, The Permanent Revolution, on the existence of a single capitalist world market).

workers.
Such is the approach in our classics (Marx, Lenin, Trotsky). Any other analysis is a fetishization of the real relations, which subsist behind the new juridical relations. These juridical relations are a conquest: they advance the objective of the socialization of the economy. But they cannot yet resolve it without the development of the material productive forces on a multiplied and international scale.
This material reality is forced in a mechanical way when it is believed -without appealing to historical experience- that with the nationalization of property all problems are solved. Due to the subsistence of an insufficient economic base for the emancipation of labor, of mechanisms of self-exploitation during the transition, the immense historical conquest of the expropriation of the bourgeoisie, so that it can go to the end in its potentialities, to be a "window to a better future" (Trotsky), requires that power and economic administration and planning be in a real and not only formal, positive and not only negative way, in the hands of the working class. This is, profoundly and simply, one of the main revolutionary lessons of the last century.
5.4 Stalinism: an anti-socialist bureaucratic regime
Bureaucracy and socialist democracy are opposed. Bureaucracy is connatural to a certain state domination, inevitable to a certain extent, in the socialist transition. Without administrative personnel there is no State. But at the same time, bureaucracy tends to be opposed to socialist democracy, to the proletarian dictatorship as a form of domination conceived so that more and more broad popular sectors take in their hands the tasks of the State or proletarian semi-State, which will be such to the extent that this process of popular assumption of tasks is verified.
Bureaucracy as a political regime implies an arbitration of interests.

27The proletarian dictatorship, the proletarian class, the working class organized into a ruling class, is the increasingly collective exercise of power, the proletarian dictatorship, the working class organized into a ruling class, the proletarian dictatorship, the proletarian dictatorship, the working class organized into a ruling class, the proletarian dictatorship, the proletarian dictatorship, the proletarian dictatorship, the working class organized into a ruling class, the proletarian dictatorship, the proletarian dictatorship, the proletarian dictatorship, the proletarian dictatorship, the proletarian dictatorship, the proletarian dictatorship, the proletarian class.27The proletarian dictatorship, the working class organized into a ruling class, is the increasingly collective exercise of power. Socialist democracy supposes exactly that: the political domination of the working class, and it is

26 Bensaïd speaks in this regard of "neo-languages" - in the style of Orwell in 1984 - to account for the phenomenon, highlighted by all analysts or observers of non-capitalist bureaucratized societies. The words of the Marxist vocabulary, so loaded with gunpowder in the capitalist world, have been dredged in the most putrid mud and nationalized for bureaucratic uses and abuses, with the result of completely distorting and tarnishing their meaning. In a similar but more general sense, Serge will affirm that what Stalinism did to inculcate the horror and rejection of socialism is unimaginable (Silberstein 2021: 156).
27 Trotsky used the concept of totalitarianism for Stalinism. He spoke of Stalin and Hitler as "twin stars" in the political field (one and the other were determined in the socio-political "mirror" of relations between states). Here we speak of "totalitarianism" in quotation marks for three reasons. First, because this concept, originally used by the anti-Stalinist left (Traverso: Totalitarianism, history of a debate), was appropriated in the postwar period by liberal theorists such as Hannah Arendt and many others. Second, because it has led to the phenomena of Nazism and Stalinism being presented as identical, which is an abuse in social and historical analysis. And thirdly and principally, because the very idea of totalitarianism leaves no room for society, since society, in one way or another, always finds some channel below. It is for this last reason, in order to leave room for the ever-present human action of resistance, that Moshe Lewin preferred to speak of Stalinism as "statist". On the other hand, Artous points out that totalitarian regimes were impossible in social formations prior to capitalism, insofar as in all of them communitarian ties remained. It is only with the atomization of social relations under capitalism that "totalitarianisms" are possible, something that can be relaunched under bureaucratic regimes if they destroy the forms of organization of those at the bottom inherited from the revolution.

difficult, if not impossible, for a proletarian dictatorship -not bureaucratic- to be exercised without the free clash of opinions among the popular sectors, without the struggle of socialist tendencies.
It is true that this domination includes a bureaucracy in charge of administrative tasks. But if the bureaucratic regime is the elevation of a privileged social layer above the working class, by opposition socialist democracy supposes the tendency to the growing elevation to the tasks of power of ever broader layers of workers and working women and the subordination of the administrative bureaucracy to that power.
They are two opposite dynamics. And since the bureaucracy is not, nor can it be, an organ of political and social representation of the working class but simply its administrative personnel, this same bureaucracy, elevated to an autonomous social layer, to a "political class", cannot exercise power except in an authoritarian, if not dictatorial and even "totalitarian" manner, as under Stalin.
The bureaucratic regime supposes the silencing of all opposition, the prohibition of free and critical thinking, the liquidation of all collective decision-making bodies, the elimination of all political parties, revolutionary or not. Because the bureaucratic exercise, by definition, is not political as such, but the reduction of politics to administration or even to police action, as in the Great Purges. Lewin explains well that, contrary to what is usually believed, the bureaucratic regimes considered as "single party" (the party of the bureaucracy) were not even that. In the USSR, the former Bolshevik party, which had become the party of the bureaucracy, was dissolved in the state apparatus. For all practical purposes, the party was not an entity independent of the state. The function of politics as such was occluded: there was no real political game, nor could there be, without a certain minimum freedom of socialist tendencies. In a masked manner, as purely "administrative" or "technical" options, naturalized, the interests of the bureaucracy were asserted:
The party which, at the top of its hierarchy, is simply the organized bureaucracy, becomes at the base a tool for the disorganization of any attempt of resistance and

of any attempt by the working class to exert an influence on power (Modzelewski and Kuron 1970).
They add that the same happens with the unions and all other workers' organizations, which are deprived of their organization, their program and all means of collective self-defense. The working class is thus left defenseless in "its own" State.
Moreover, on the international plane the relations between States were imposed, which are nothing other than the continuity of internal relations and which in the case of Stalinism meant not only the regimentation of the Soviet and international working class, but putting above all things the interests of the bureaucracy itself on the international plane (which has no way to connect with the flow of the international class struggle from below). Hence Stalin dissolved the corpse of the Communist International in 1943, because it was only an annoying residue.(28)It is under the criterion of these relations of the State that Stalinism liberated and immediately occupied under the iron control of the bureaucratized Red Army the countries of Eastern Europe. Countries which, under this oppression, did not take long to experience the original phenomenon of anti-bureaucratic revolutions: Berlin 1953, Poland and Hungary 1959, Czechoslovakia 1968, Poland 1980-81. We will return to the originality of these revolutions below.
The rise of Stalinism and its entrenchment meant big and small purges, concentration camps, the gulag, the silencing of all opposition, the surveillance of everyone, the blocking and repression of any open manifestation of honest opinions (Vadim Rogovin), etc. All this was part of the consolidation of a dictatorial regime all the more ferocious the deeper and more vital.

28 The dissolution of the III International, which had not fulfilled any progressive role in the world class struggle for a long time, was a tribute to its alliance with the democratic western powers in the heat of the Second World War, a way of symbolically demonstrating that it would stick to the status quo agreed with the winning imperialism at the end of the war. Moreno would well identify Yalta and Potsdam as a world counterrevolutionary pact, and the anecdote in which Stalin and Churchill share out on a napkin the areas of influence in several East European countries is well known.

had been the Russian Revolution, which had stirred the deepest layers of society: the most distant villages, factories, neighborhoods, localities, peasant communities, European and Asian cities, the states bordering China, Mongolia or Pakistan, even Siberia and the Arctic. The title of Ten Days that Shook the World, given by John Reed -one of the greatest revolutionary journalists, along with Victor Serge, that history has ever produced- to his classic chronicle of the Russian Revolution, is very appropriate. To silence and historically distort a revolution that covered one-sixth of the globe, to prevent the working class from rising again for decades, it had to undergo a counter-revolution of unprecedented depth, not only political but also social. Forced collectivization, accelerated industrialization, Stakhanovism, the Great Purges, the loss of the power of the working class, etc., can only be considered as social counter-revolutionary events, as well as political.
In "Workers State, Thermidor and Bonapartism", Trotsky ratified the qualification of this regime arising from the bureaucratic counterrevolution as Bonapartist, although clarifying that the Stalinist counterrevolution had already been consummated as from the end of 1923, besides considering it, as we know, a merely political counterrevolution with social consequences, but not social in the strict sense, as we believe it happened from the 1930s onwards. In the light of historical experience, this characterization seems to us to have fallen short: Bonapartist is a political regime which rides between fundamental classes, doing a sort of "arbitration", in the case of the bureaucracy, between the working class and world imperialism, in addition to internal arbitrations between the layer of administrators, the proletariat, the peasantry, etc. Undoubtedly, the bureaucratic degeneration began as Bonapartism, liquidating the workers' democracy of the soviets and the party. But, in our view, it ended up transforming itself into something else: not only a form of political regime, but a form of state, a bureaucratic state with proletarian and communist remnants.
That form of State, in turn, expressed different regimes: the regime at the height of the Great Purges is not the same as the one after Stalin's death, when Khrushchev's famous speech denouncing Stalin's cult of personality, for example. But they were all

bureaucratic and dictatorial; Khrushchev's denunciation was an operation of concealment of the responsibility of the rest of the bureaucracy, and sought that the disputes within it should no longer be solved with blood, which, effectively, was a self-destructive mechanism of the bureaucracy itself.
If from Trotskyism it was possible to criticize Khrushchev's "de-Stalinization" from the left and not to have illusions of bureaucratic self-reform, as Isaac Deutscher believed, it is significant that Althusser criticized it from the right, which marked practically his entire theoretical-political trajectory. At the same time, the revolutionary uprising in Hungary in 1956, repressed by the "Soviet" tanks, shattered all expectations of self-reform and led to dramatic political crises in the communist parties of the West. This was the case, among others, of the British Communist Party, from which emerged great intellectual figures such as E. P. Thompson, who broke implacably with that party and Stalinism in general with his famous "Letter to the Philistines" (1957), a humanist-socialist text of great richness, even if it is unfair to Trotsky, among several other cases.
Logically, Trotsky could not change his characterization of the
gime as Bonapartist because he continued to consider the USSR as a workers' state, and the bureaucracy, in short, as a merely parasitic layer. Even so, in certain passages -especially when the focus was not on the defense of the USSR but on the phenomenon of bureaucratization itself- the Russian revolutionary went further in his analysis of the bureaucracy and the character of the State, with a precise description of its extreme autonomy. His Stalin, an unfinished work, contains valuable notes in this direction, in particular the chapter "The Thermidorian Reaction":
In the eyes of simpletons, the theory and practice of the "third period" seemed to refute the theory of the Thermidorian period of the Russian Revolution. In reality, they only confirmed it. The essence of the Thermidor was, and cannot but be, social in [its] character. Its purpose was to crystallize a new privileged layer, to create a substratum.

new for the economically superior class (Trotsky 1974: 287-8).29
It is known that Trotsky did not want to take the step of characterizing Stalinism as something more than a "political counterrevolution", which is why he could not characterize the bureaucracy as a sui generis form of State, as we do. But he left open the prognoses about future developments. And he did well: he tried not to bury a revolution that he still considered alive while escaping any doctrinaire approach. The problem in this respect is not in Trotsky, but in us. History followed and gave rise to a non-organic bureaucratic form of State, a historical hybrid mounted on a non-capitalist economy, but not a working class one either: a bureaucratic economic-social formation, in short. The main strategic lesson of the twentieth century was thus marked by fire: the socialist revolution is a process of self-emancipation of the exploited and oppressed, of elevation of the workers to a historical class, and cannot be anything else under penalty of degeneration into something other than the communist perspective.30

29 Although in our understanding the working class had already ceased to be that "economically superior class", in any case, when Trotsky pointed out the social and not only political character of the Thermidor, he was going further than many Trotskyists in the post-war period. For example: "The bureaucracy appropriated that part of the national income which it was able to secure by the exercise of force or by virtue of its authority or else by its direct intervention in economic relations" (Trotsky 1974: 291). It is true that the best known edition of Stalin was largely disfigured by his American editor, so we cannot verify the authenticity of all the quotations (the translator interpolated personal appreciations), but in any case the general direction of his reflection is clear that the bureaucracy was rising more and more above society.
30 Seen with historical perspective, few Marxists of note today -indeed for decades- maintain the characterization of the workers' State for the State under Stalin. Going through the work of Moshe Lewin, Pierre Naville, Lucio Colletti, Itsván Mészáros, Antoine Artous, Hal Draper, Roland Lew, Tony Cliff, Chris Harman, Cornelius Castoriadis or Louis Althusser himself and Daniel Bensaïd (the definitions of the latter are somewhat ambiguous but he seems to go that way in La discordance des temps), all Marxist authors of diverse traditions and periods, it is a minority that sustains this characterization.


[image: image1]
Historians of stature of the Trotskyist movement such as Pierre Broué or Jean-Jacques Marie do not enter into the theoretical debate properly speaking, but they contribute elements which undoubtedly move away from that characterization. Even Nahuel Moreno, "orthodox Trotskyist", stated in the last years of his life that he had many doubts about the character of the USSR and recommended reading Naville, and the same seems to happen with Mandel himself in Power and Money (1994).

9. the historical specificity of the socialist revolution
9.1 A universal class (general fundamentals)
The character of the revolution and of the socialist transition is connected with the character of the working class in a given structural context, that of capitalism, and with Marx's early intuition that the working class is a class of society that is not a class of society. We will seek to elucidate the meaning of this expression of Marx.1The question has several edges but the fundamental one is, as Troysky also insisted in Literature and Revolution, that the working class does not seek to assert a new class domination: the realization of socialism is the abolition of all classes. The working class is -potentially- a "universal class", in the sense that it can take into its own hands the abolition of all forms of exploitation and oppression by denying itself along the way.

1 Regarding reflection on the foundations of the revolutionary enterprise, a general methodological remark by Dunayevskaya is valuable: "Each period, as well as each idea, each activity as each appearance, has its own dialectic, and that cannot be learned by heart. It is only after having absorbed the past and having concretely studied the present that one can finally contribute something for oneself (2010: 159). In passing, let us point out that it is also valuable to note his proposition that the revolutions of the last century must be judged, in a certain way, according to Marx's philosophy of revolution: that is, his theoretical-strategic background elaboration, one of the tasks we propose here.

The working class is the first historical class that bets on power without starting from any situation of privilege, another distinctive element of its position; hence Marx spoke of the class "that is nothing and aspires to be everything"(2).
Where, then, is the positive possibility of emancipation (...)? The answer is: [a] in the formation of a radically enslaved class, of a class of bourgeois society which is not a class of bourgeois society, [b] of a social state which is the disappearance of all social states; [c] of a sphere which derives from its universal sufferings a universal character and claims no special right, because it does not suffer a social injustice, but injustice itself; [d] which can no longer appeal to a historical title, but to a human title; [e] which is not in any contradiction with the consequences, but in a universal contradiction with the premises of the public order (....); [f] of a sphere, finally, that cannot be emancipated without emancipating itself from all the other spheres of society and without emancipating them at the same time (...).

2 This is a theme that preoccupied Hegel, as can be seen in the first chapter of the Science of Logic: "It is not yet nothing and must become something. The beginning is not pure nothingness, but a nothingness from which something must arise; therefore, being is also already contained in the beginning. The beginning has consequently both: being and nothingness, it is the unity of being and nothingness; that is to say, it is a non-being that at the same time is being, and a being that at the same time is a non-being" (Hegel 1968: 95). Marx would express a similar concern, giving an account of the challenge that every beginning implies. In his case, in the first chapter of Capital, which "summarizes" his entire opus magnum. In political philosophy, the comment by Hannah Arendt mentioned by Arno Mayer is also interesting: "Revolution 'confronts us directly and inevitably with the problem of the beginning', meaning something more than a mere 'change'. Jules Michelet even suggested that it is more judicious to speak of foundation than revolution" (Mayer 2014: 19).
The beginning, the passage from nothing to something is complex because it has to break with the inertia of things: the pressure of what exists on what is not yet, although the dialectical nexus of this is that what is not yet in some potential way is already inscribed in what is (a real utopia, cf. Bloch and Mandel).

time; it means, in a word, that the total annihilation of man can only be remade by the complete rehabilitation of man. That special state in which society is to be dissolved is the proletariat (Marx 2006: 64-65).
In short: the working class "is not a class of society". Its sufferings are universal and its emancipatory "titles" are not partial but general. Therefore, by emancipating itself it emancipates all the other oppressed, because its perspective is not to consecrate new privileges but to abolish them all. Hence the socialist transition consists in a process of abolition of all state and class formations.
These definitions refer to the idea that the working class does not seek its historical mission from any previous privilege, because it is the very negation of any privilege, nor does it aspire to obtain them. That a class is "universal" means that it seeks to embody the general interest, as the bourgeoisie sought to do in the French Revolution. But it is impossible to genuinely embody the general interest from particular class interests. Hence the bourgeoisie quickly stripped itself bare as a particular class as well.
Between the general interest and the particular interest, the "mystery" of the scope and limits of the revolution, its authentically socialist character in the case of proletarian revolutions, begins to be unveiled. This was different in the case of the post-war anti-capitalist revolutions, which ended up consecrating new privileges. And although the content of all bourgeois politics (and also bureaucratic, although in other forms) is to prevent this "mystery" from being unveiled, ultimately the bourgeois class, in asserting its domination, ceases to embody the general interest and begins to defend its own.
With the working class the circumstances are different. The working class does not come to the historical arena to exercise a new class domination. If it asserts itself by establishing its class dictatorship and is not replaced by a bureaucracy, if privileges tend to disappear, if statified property tends to be resolved in the socialization of production, if the State overlaps more and more with society, if it tends to increase equality between classes and persons and if it tends to increase the li-

In all this - which is the substance of the socialist revolution - what we have is a universal perspective: the passage not to a new class society, but to a society where classes are abolished, communism.
Why is the working class the universal class? Because it has no particular interest of domination. Rather: it has none beyond the inescapable needs of the proletarian dictatorship during the period of transition (let us never forget that the dictatorship of the proletariat is a democracy of a new type but, also, a dictatorship of a new type: of the majority over the minority).3Moreover, it is a radically enslaved class, whose emancipation sums up the emancipation of all other relations of exploitation and oppression. This is philosophically affirmed in the young Marx, knowing that the combination of all emancipatory tasks is neither simple nor automatic. The specificity of the questions of class, gender, nationality, ethnicity, etc., shows the complexity of the interconnection of these emancipatory struggles, which strategically must be knotted from the most universal class: the working class.
In recent decades, different sensibilities have tried to break or fracture this structural centrality of the working class. On the other hand, the reformist leaderships of the working class have worked throughout the last century to leave the working class in a corporatist, apolitical place, tied to their immediate interests. The two views complement each other in their perspective of preventing the elevation of the wage-earning working class - the vast majority of the world's population in this globalized and overwhelmingly urban capitalist 21st century - to a historic class.
But it is true that these visions rely on an additional contradiction for the realization of these expectations. The working class is characterized by immediate needs and historical needs,

3 A dictatorship that will necessarily go through bloody events due to the internal and external pressure of the former possessing classes and international imperialism. Here the civil war which implies the seizure of power by the proletariat and its sustainability is unavoidable, as is the international extension of the revolution (cf. "Politics as a strategic art" and "Apropos of Trotsky's History of the Russian Revolution").

as we have already pointed out; by an immediate consciousness (vindicative) and a historical consciousness (political). In general, both planes are split instead of coinciding.
While the working class is dominated, trapped by its immediate needs and demands, it cannot realize itself as a universal class, as a historical class, as a class that rises to political domination. This elevation to historical class is extremely complex; so much so, that it is at bottom the substance of the socialist revolution and the socialist transition. The objective of the socialist revolution is not a particular form of property or a particular form of domination, although there is no road to socialism without the proletarian dictatorship and without the nationalization of the means of production as indispensable means to that end. The strategic objective is the elevation of the working class to a historical class, road to the abolition of all relations of exploitation and oppression including the plundering of nature.4That is to say: road to the abolition of all classes.
Lenin had this very much in mind when he pointed out that "even the last cook" should learn to "take an interest in the affairs of the State". And this can be interpreted in two senses: one, that all the "strata" of the working class should travel this road from being nothing to being everything, and two, that even the last cook, the person who is perhaps the most at the bottom of the society of exploitation and oppression, has a know-how that is surely unsuspected and untapped. Those who, being nothing, must learn to be everything, will surely lack skills, but they also have unsuspected learning.
Moreover, from this social "logic" it follows that there is no "proletarian culture" nor a "proletarian right", that we do not aspire to that; we aspire to a universal culture. Of course we need a proletarian State or semi-State in the transition (which will surely have bloody events, we repeat). But in the domain of culture, of the right

4 Marx pointed out in 1848 that none of the numerous revolutions made by the French bourgeoisie since 1789 had attempted against the order: they all left in place the class domination, the slavery of the workers and the bourgeois order, however often the political form of this domination and this slavery changed (in Furet 1992: 211).

and even of the economy, we do not speak of a culture, a right or a "workers'" mode of production, but of a passage, of the transition under the political domination of the working class to a socialist mode of production, which is something else: a society emancipated from all relations of exploitation. Hence also that in the famous debate on the Proletkult, both Lenin and Trotsky opposed the concept of "workers' culture" or "proletarian art", arguing that what the working class in power should do is to reach the level of bourgeois culture to, on that basis, set up a universal culture that would leave behind the (in)human prehistory - the realm of necessity is posed as belonging to the animals, Marx would say in the 1844 Manuscripts - to enter the real human history: the realm of freedom. That will never be able to overcome the ultimate natural determinations, but it will be able to go beyond their frontiers.5
Now, in this split between immediate interests and historical interests, the revolutionary party (and power) appears as a mediating factor.6Party and proletarian dictatorship are indispensable for the passage from one form to the other; in the socialist transition the political domination of the class anticipates and contains, as an "incubator", the necessary social transformation.(7)

5 It is evident that all contemporary ecological thought is of enormous importance for these reflections and aspirations. The materiality of determinations is inescapable, but the human/natural metabolism can be a virtuous circle and not a vicious one, as is currently the case in 21st century capitalism.
6 In dialectics, a mediating factor both combines and separates things, relations: "There is nothing in heaven, in nature, in the spirit or wherever, which does not contain at the same time immediacy and mediation, so that these two determinations present themselves as united and inseparable" (Hegel 1968: 88). In this case, we speak of the revolutionary party as a factor that unites determinations.
7 Here the Lukacsian idea of the "prematurity of the revolution" could be contained, as long as it is not understood in a "leftist" way. In the young Lukács, this prematurity is what justifies revolutionary violence. But the concept of violence as the "midwife of history" (Engels), a concept that correctly refers to the revolutionary fact, does not mean

The indispensable place of the revolutionary party is linked to that elevation to universal class, which aims at the liquidation of all forms of exploitation and oppression, at the closing of human prehistory and the opening of true human history, the terrain of a historical creativity whose unfolding is freer, even if the natural-material conditioning factors will always remain, modified, in any case, according to the development of the productive forces.
The reign of necessity sinks the working class in its immediate demands and makes it difficult for it to elevate itself to a historic class, to its mission as midwife of the reign of freedom. Not to mention its class enemies: imperialism, militarism, bureaucracies, cultural backwardness, economic misery, which take revenge on the revolution and make it bloody. It is the "resistance of the materials" that we have already mentioned -a concept inspired by Arno Mayer-, the reaction on the revolution of the backward material, cultural and political base on which it is founded, and which unleashes with fury the inertial, conservative element. Revolution is action and reaction because it does not act in a vacuum:
I propose that there is no revolution without violence and terror (...). The furies of revolution are fueled in the first instance by the inevitable and habitual resistance of the forces or ideas that oppose it (...). This polarization becomes singularly fierce once the revolution, when confronted with resistance, promises and threatens at the same time a radical refounding of politics and society (Mayer 2014: 18-19).8

that violence can create out of nothing or mechanically new social relations if the nourishing soil for them does not exist. Hence Lenin affirmed that the proletarian revolution, the proletarian government, does not invent anything for which material and political conditions do not exist; a useful guide for revolutionary politics in general, which cannot be carried out in the air but on the basis of certain premises.
8 Both Trotsky and Arendt addressed the invisible thread that links both terms, revolution and counterrevolution: "Revolution and counterrevolution are tied to each other 'just as reaction is tied to action', giving rise to a historical approach that (...) is at once dialectical and driven by necessity" (Arendt in Mayer 2014: 22). We saw above

The socialist revolution, the entry into the historical scene of the working class, is the ultimate sign of its elevation to a political class. But the challenge is to sustain this process over time. It is necessary to prevent the revolution from going backwards, something very difficult given the uneven and combined development of the revolutionary process and the national and international class struggle. There is the question of the layers of workers who are not interested in politics, in general affairs. Furthermore, passing from the "kingdom of necessity" to the "kingdom of freedom" requires the material conditions that make it possible.9It is in the mediation between these scenarios that the material indispensability of the revolutionary party appears, even after the seizure of power.
The potentiality of the working class as a universal class is just that: a potentiality, which must be resolved and concretized in the scene of the socialist revolution, the seizure of power and the socialist transition, within the framework of a sharp class struggle that will inevitably turn into civil war:
Neither the radical revolution is a utopian dream (...), nor the universal human emancipation, but rather the partial revolution, the only political revolution, which directly leaves the pillars of the cause standing. On what does a partial, only political revolution rest? On this: that a part of bourgeois society is emancipated and reaches a point of universal domination (...) No class of bourgeois society can represent this part without arousing a moment of enthusiasm in itself and in the masses; a moment in which it fraternizes and merges with society in general, blends with it and is accepted and recognized as its general representative; a moment in which its aspirations and its aspirations are recognized as its general representative; a moment in which its aspirations and its aspirations are recognized as its general representative; a moment in which its aspirations and its aspirations are recognized as its general representative; a moment in which its aspirations and its aspirations are recognized as its general representative.

Arno Mayer's approach to counterrevolution and their symbiotic relationship
with the revolution.
9 Let us clarify in passing that a non-naïve approach to both "realms" and their relations requires an analysis linked to the mobile frontiers between one and the other. The realm of necessity will subsist to a certain extent in the human/natural frontier, but as far as society is concerned, its frontiers are much more labile, open and changing.

It is in that society itself is the brain and the heart of society and that it is really the brain and the heart of society. It is only in the name of the universal rights of society that a given class can arrogate to itself universal dominion (...). In France it is enough for one to be something to want to be everything. In Germany it is necessary for one to be nothing in order not to renounce being everything. In France partial emancipation is the basis of universal emancipation. In Germany universal emancipation is the conditio sine qua non of all partial emancipation. In France it is the reality of a gradual emancipation, in Germany it is its impossibility, from which complete freedom must be born" (Marx 2006: 62-64).
What could be translated as the combination between reform and revolution: reforms as the road to revolution or revolution as the condition of possibility of all reform (its extra-parliamentary conquest). While revolutionary Marxists fight for reforms, the reality is that revolution is the condition of possibility of any lasting reform (see the debate between Luxemburg and Kautsky).
On the other hand, Trotsky's Transitional Program (1938) can be considered in a similar way, as can Rosa's affirmation that power is the soul of every demand, that is to say, that every step or partial conquest must always be made in the perspective of social transformation. That is why Rosa affirmed that the main conquests are always in matters of consciousness and organization of the working class, a criterion that Trotsky also subscribed to and that methodologically is fundamental to avoid falling into a purely vindictive logic.
A class of society that is not a class of society, those who are nothing and aspire to be everything: a historical potentiality that we must learn to concretize in the revolution and socialist transition based on the critical approach of historical experience, which has shown that things are more complex than imagined:
The gains won in the struggle do not correspond, and in the nature of things cannot directly correspond, to the expectations of the backward masses who have awakened to political life for the first time in large numbers

in the course of the revolution. The disillusionment of these masses, their return to routine and futility, is an integral part of the post-revolutionary period, as much as the passage to the camp of "law and order" of those "satisfied" classes or class sectors that had participated in the revolution (Trotsky 1980).10
That revolution and counterrevolution are linked as if by an invisible thread is an implacable teaching of the experience of the last century. Which, of course, does not nullify the universal perspectives of the working class: it only demonstrates the complexity of the enterprise. Although revolution accelerates history, it is not a sprint but a marathon; its times are long. It takes at least a generation for its radical transformations to take root, entailing the dissolution and ebullition of popular opinions, impulses and habits, and the "liberation from the underworld of madness and hatreds" (Mayer 2014: 60). As Trotsky observed in 1935,
Whoever has a minimum knowledge of history knows that every revolution gives rise to a subsequent counter-revolution which, of course, never succeeds in taking the nation back to the starting point in the economic field, but which always snatches from the people a good part, sometimes a large slice, of their political conquests. And as a rule, the first victim of the reactionary wave is the stratum of revolutionaries who led the masses in the first period, the period of the offensive, the "heroic" period of the revolution. This general historical observation should allow us to understand that the process is not governed by the skill, cunning or intelligence of two or three individuals, but by much deeper causes (Trotsky 1979, VII, 1: 258).

10 In this expression, the material limits of all things are more than visible. For this very reason, the process of socialist transition is precisely a process of transition, a "formless mixture," so to speak, of the old and the new.

9.2 Criticism and vindication of the French Revolution.
Let us now consider the continuities and ruptures between the bourgeois revolution and the socialist revolution. The general element of continuity is evidently the revolutionary deposition of one order of things and the consecration of another. The French Revolution consecrates the rule of capitalist private property and the political domination of the bourgeoisie; the proletarian and socialist revolution must consecrate the rule of the proletariat and, moreover, expropriates the bourgeoisie and nationalizes the means of production on the road to their socialization.
However, the common elements of both revolutions have more to do with the forms than with the substance of the issues. What they have in common is the revolutionary fact itself, the revolutionary break with the order of things and the need to establish a class dictatorship. To paraphrase Marx, however unheroic bourgeois society may be, in order to bring it into the world, self-sacrifice, terror, civil war and the battles of the peoples were nevertheless necessary. That is: revolutionary methods; the establishment of a revolutionary dictatorship. It is important to understand that there are analogies between Jacobinism and Bolshevism. Bolshevism has something of Jacobinism, and it must have it, as historical experience teaches. Although Rosa Luxemburg did not like Lenin's definition that "the communists are Jacobins within the proletariat", there is something of that, not in the sense that revolutionary Marxists are external to the class or substitutionist with respect to it, but in the understanding of the revolutionary and consciously organizing element of the vanguard as part of the mechanism of the subjectivity of the working class. Gramsci was referring to the same thing when in Notes on Machiavelli he pointed out that "the modern prince" was the revolutionary party.
Post-revolutionary power has a dictatorial character: if the revolution needs a dictatorship in relation to class enemies, it needs it not for the sake of freedom but for the sake of domination, as Engels pointed out. However, what is different between Jacobinism and Bolshevism is that the former is a form of revolutionary Bonapartism.

The dictatorship of the proletariat is, in relation to the working class, not a form of Bonapartism but the opposite: an expression of its proletarian democracy, a "democracy of a new type," in Lenin's words, even if it is compelled to take exceptional measures. Lenin and Robespierre may have had common elements during a certain period, but they were diametrically opposed. For the form of expression of bourgeois or even petty-bourgeois power at the height of the revolution is Bonapartist, while the form of expression of the revolutionary power of the working class is Soviet or councilist, not revolutionary Bonapartism (cf. our "Jacobins and Bolsheviks in Comparative Perspectives").11
The furies of revolution inevitably include revolutionary rupture, violence and terror, because revolution itself is action and reaction, revolution and counterrevolution. In this respect, works by Lenin such as The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky or by Trotsky such as Communism and Terrorism hit the nail on the head in rejecting abstract democratism, the abstract laws of "democracy in general" claimed by Kautsky. There is no such "democracy" above the class struggle, above the class character of the politics that each contending side expresses, no such split between form and content of politics. The real content of politics always rules over the form, although between one and the other there are dialectical relations that must be taken into account in each concrete case.
In the proletarian revolution, precisely because it is not a revolutionary Bonapartism -something that can be carried out from outside and above the masses-, the expeditious method of terror is always a necessity and never a virtue (one of the errors of Communism and Terrorism).(12)We do not make apology for terror and we are absolutely

11 Albert Mathiez, great historian of the French Revolution, initially handled a mechanical analogy between Jacobinism and Bolshevism, although at a certain point in the 1920s he began to distance himself from the bureaucratization of the Russian Revolution (he joined the PCF for a few years and then left).
12 Trotsky himself pointed out that the militarization of the party resulting from the civil war left an indelible mark on the party. The civil war left behind the first extremely democratic regime forged in October,

aware that, as Engels pointed out in the AntiDühring, violence is the midwife of history but it cannot by itself generate the "pregnancy": the political conditions must be ripe for revolution (a revolutionary situation and crisis, as well as a dual power), just as the socialist transition requires certain material conditions of development of the productive forces in order to progress.
These are Engels' concepts: "That violence also plays in history another role [besides that of diabolical force], a revolutionary role; that, in Marx's words, it is the midwife of every old society which carries in its womb a new one; that it is the instrument with which the social movement breaks through and shatters dead and fossilized political forms, of all this Mr. Dühring does not say a word" (Lenin 1970: 31).
Lukács presents a subtle concept that we have already seen in passing, that of prematurity of (all) revolution:
The struggle for power can only begin this education of the proletariat, not consummate it. The inevitable "prematurity" of the seizure of power, discovered many years ago by Rosa Luxemburg, manifests itself above all on the ideological terrain (...). This consciousness, which under capitalism could only mature slowly, will not complete a process of maturation, not even under the dictatorship of the proletariat, but little by little (Lukács 1985, II: 151-152).
Based on this idea, the inequality between protagonism and consciousness of the revolutionary masses, Lukács points to a certain overestimation in Rosa of the spontaneous, elemental forces of revolution. Bensaïd, for his part, suggests that revolutions always come at the wrong time: too early or too late. In any case, a revolution can only be triumphant if certain conditions exist.

the Soviet regime inherited from the revolution (cf. "Rise and Fall of the Bolshevik Government").

political ditions,13just as the socialist transition requires the international revolution and the development of the productive forces in order to progress. In these conditions, revolutionary terror can only be an auxiliary instrument, even if it is indispensable in certain circumstances (Trotsky, Your Morality and Ours). The revolution is not pacifist but bloody. But the more popular consent it has, the stronger it will be and the less bloodshed; the very outcome of October 1917 is an example of this.
Having said this, the rupture and discontinuity between the bourgeois revolution and the proletarian revolution is greater than the common elements, contrary to what was believed for a good part of the last century, when many Marxist authors thought the socialist revolution according to the model of the bourgeois revolution. Isaac Deutscher made school in this type of approach, seeing in Stalin a sort of Napoleon who, with reactionary methods like this one, spread the proletarian revolution throughout the world. Let us see a critique of this approach:
Cromwell and Robespierre were petty-bourgeois leaders of the bourgeois revolution in their respective countries (...) Their aim was to defend the interests of the new social order, by violent means and dictatorship, on the one hand against the old ruling class, the aristocrats, and on the other against the plebeian elements who had been the best fighters of the bourgeois revolution and tended to go beyond the limits of capitalist society (...). But the socialist revolution of the twentieth century differs from the bourgeois revolution in one fundamental respect: it is impossible without the leadership, initiative and creativity of the working class (Breitman 1949a and 1949b).14

13 We insist on the political side of the matter, because from the epochal economic and social point of view, practically the whole world is ripe for socialist revolutions. Menshevism and the Stalinist revolution by stages are still present, but their historical background is much more out of scene than a century ago, in spite of the elements of barbarism of present-day capitalism (a subject we cannot develop here).
14 George Breitman was a leader of the North American SWP for many years.

From a different angle, a point made by Roland Lew is profound:
When certain currents of Bolshevism wanted to launch an accelerated, savage modernization, it was the Stalinist drama they were preparing. Lewin's work is even less a consolation or a defense of socialism in the USSR because he thinks that Stalinism is, in a strong sense, a social counterrevolution and not only an aberrant modernization. He differs in this from an Otto Bauer before the second war, or an Isaac Deutscher after 1945, two socialist thinkers critical of Stalinism (Lew 1997: 341).
Indeed, the mechanics of the two revolutions are not the same. The bourgeois revolution instrumentalizes the popular mass content of the revolution for the "private" ends of consecrating its class domination. On the other hand, the proletarian revolution cannot instrumentalize the masses without betraying itself, because on the way the revolution itself is lost: there cannot take place in it -in a lasting way at least- a "revolutionary Bonapartism" which, substituting the action of the masses, can carry out the task. The balance sheet of Stalinism is there to demonstrate that if the working and popular masses are substituted in power, the process does not lead to the consolidation but to the undermining of the proletarian dictatorship.
With the penetration that characterized him, Marx had pointed out that the bourgeois revolution, in short, consecrated a State, in his case a bourgeois State resulting from the monarchical centralization of power (absolutist). The proletarian revolution consecrates a proletarian semi-State, the proletarian dictatorship. However, its aim, in addition to abolishing, dissolving and extinguishing all relations of exploitation, is to abolish, dissolve and extinguish every State:

less well known than James P. Cannon, but much more profound and socialist than he. Many of his texts, generally short, have great depth and timeliness even though they were written 70 years ago.

One of the main characteristics that will distinguish this new revolution from the French Revolution of 1789-94 will be, according to Marx, its "anti-statism", its break with the alienated bureaucratized apparatus of the State (...). He notes (...) that the French Revolution has only "developed the work begun by the absolute monarchy: the centralization (...), the extension, the attributes and the executors of governmental power. Napoleon finished perfecting this state machine" (Löwy 2017).
Lenin masterfully handles these relations in The State and the Revolution. Naville, for his part, with historical experience already at hand, makes a profound reflection on the fact that the "voice" with respect to the State must be active in the sense of its dissolution. Of course, it is not a matter of abolishing by decree these relations, but of maintaining a vigilant and not only passive attitude in the matter of the extinction of the State. Lenin is subtle in this respect when he puts the word extinction in quotation marks:
The replacement of the bourgeois State by the proletarian State is impossible without a violent revolution. The elimination of the proletarian State, that is, of the State in general, is only possible through a process of "extinction" (1970: 33).15
It should be clarified that to speak of a proletarian semi-State is in no way related to the State being weak, to its not being a proletarian dictatorship, but to the masses replacing the State apparatus, and not the other way around. Of course, this will require in any future revolution an inevitable combination of trial and error,16if only because no one can imagine a next socialist revolution that is not marked by the interrelations between revolution and counterrevolution in this increasingly complex and polarized 21st century.
The proletariat needs the State; this is repeated by everyone

15 Lenin's quotation marks are really sharp and anticipatory.
16 The idea of revolution as a trial and error scenario is highlighted by Rosa Luxemburg in her one-sided but inspired text The Russian Revolution.

the opportunists, social-chauvinists and kautskyists, who assure us that this is how Marx taught it. But they "forget" to add that, in the first place, according to Marx, the proletariat needs only an extinguishing State, that is, a State organized in such a way that it begins to extinguish itself immediately and cannot cease to extinguish itself; and, in the second place, that the workers need a "State, that is, the proletariat organized as a ruling class" (Lenin 1970: 35).17
Of course, Lenin fights in this text on two fronts: against the opportunist statism of social democracy and against the "principled anti-statism" of anarchism, which denies the necessity of the proletarian dictatorship, a priori the last necessary historical form of State (a proletarian semi-State, as it is said).
Returning to the comparison between the bourgeois revolution and the proletarian revolution, the consecration of a proletarian semi-State is already a fundamental distinguishing factor between the two revolutions. In Marx's words, the previous revolutions perfected the State machine, while the aim of the proletarian revolution is to smash it, to annihilate the bourgeois State apparatus and to erect a semi-State that tends to become extinct, a State that is not separated from the masses:
This executive power, with its immense bureaucratic and military organization, with its complex and contrived machinery of State, an army of officials numbering half a million men, together with an army of another half a million men, this frightful parasitic organism which clings like a net to the body of French society and clogs all its pores, arose at the time of the absolute monarchy,

17 The clarity with which Lenin wrote is impressive. He managed to recover solidly in that way the essential teachings of Marx and Engels. In his work The Revolutionary Dictatorship of the Proletariat Nahuel Moreno confused all the teachings bequeathed by classic and revolutionary Marxism when he underestimated The State and Revolution as if it were an "antediluvian" text, that is to say, denied by the same experience of the revolution. But it turns out that the whole twentieth century experience illustrates things in exactly the opposite sense to the one pointed out by Moreno in that text.

of the decadence of the feudal regime, which that body contributed to accelerate (...). The first French Revolution, with its mission to break up all particular local, territorial, municipal and provincial powers to create the civil unity of the nation, necessarily had to develop what the absolute monarchy had initiated: centralization, but at the same time it enlarged the volume, the attributions and the number of the servants of the power of government. Napoleon perfected this State machine. The legitimate monarchy and the July monarchy added nothing more than a further division of labor, which grew as the division of labor within bourgeois society created new interest groups, and thus new material for the administration of the State. Every common interest (gemeinsame) was immediately detached from society, counterposed to it as a higher, general interest (allgemeines), subtracted from the very activity of the individuals of society and became the object of government activity (...). All revolutions perfected this machine, instead of wrecking it. The parties that alternately fought for domination considered the takeover of this immense edifice of the State as the main booty of the victor (Marx, The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, in Furet 1992: 220).
In this classic passage we have several of Marx's definitions of the State as a machine, an army of functionaries, a "dreadful parasitic organ" which is removed from the activity of the people themselves and which must be smashed rather than perfected. Thus it was that the Paris Commune, the soviets in the Russian Revolution and other councilist forms laid the rudiments of this alternative form of State, of the proletarian dictatorship "as a form at last discovered" of the organization of the proletariat in power.
In the bourgeois state, the parliamentary element came from feudalism, from the assembly of lords, an institution that overlapped with the representative forms of bourgeois democracy. In the United Kingdom, the House of Lords and the Crown remain to this day, to the

which Virginia Woolf characterized as "the enduring symbol of the state". However, private capitalist property took center stage after the English Revolution of the seventeenth century, and noble privileges were eventually abrogated.
In France the bourgeois republic was declared, although there were restorationist comings and goings in the political forms until the Third Republic of 1871.(18)The Crown and a whole branch of the State and administration, including the fusion of Church and State, were abolished. Feudal and clerical privileges as state institutions, economic and political privileges were also abolished:
Desmoulins, Danton, Robespierre, Saint-Just, Napoleon, the heroes as well as the parties and the masses, fulfilled the mission of their time: to free modern bourgeois society from its chains and to establish it. The one parceled out the feudal soil. The other created in the interior of France the conditions under which free competition could already develop; exploit the parcelled territorial property, apply the

18 It is significant that after the bourgeois revolution in Holland, England and France there have been no processes of feudal social restoration, while in the case of the Russian Revolution and the anti-capitalist revolutions of the post-war period -in all cases except Cuba- there has been capitalist restoration. This, on which almost nothing has been reflected until now, speaks of the complexity and specificity of a revolution that must be measured against a social order consecrated worldwide as capitalism and which has another social-historical mechanics, where the conscious element in the revolution and the transition is indispensable (it cannot be based on historical automatism, something demonstrated ad nauseam). Hence also the retrograde period we are living in this third decade of the 21st century, in which the extreme right is growing, subjugating not only the "conquests" already disappeared from the revolutions of the last century but even the reforms conquered thanks to the Russian Revolution itself in the countries of the capitalist West (we cannot develop this in depth) and, moreover, even basic conquests of the bourgeois revolution: the rule of reason, the separation of the State and religion, secularism in human relations, etc. This paradoxical social disappearance of the workers' or anti-capitalist states (as opposed to the bourgeois states) should make us reflect on the true meaning and depth of the socialist revolution, on its demands.

industrial productive forces of the nation, which had been liberated, and on the other side of the French borders swept everywhere with feudal formations, to the extent that this was necessary to surround the bourgeois society of France on the European continent with a suitable environment, to accommodate itself to the times (Marx 1992: 214).
However, what was maintained was the existence of the State as an institution separate from society, in addition to renewed relations of exploitation.
By opposition, the proletarian dictatorship is, we repeat, the working class organized as the ruling class. This definition is often repeated without understanding its deep meaning, which is "reversible" (biunivocal): the proletarian dictatorship must be the organization of the working class in/for the exercise of power, its head and backbone as such power (one and the other term are indispensable). At the same time, there is no way for a political form, a type of State, to be proletarian if it does not express the organization of the proletariat for the exercise of power, since the proletarian dictatorship is nothing other than the proletariat disposed in a certain way for the exercise of power: organized as a class as power.
One of the "founders" of modern opportunism (...), Bernstein, has more than once repeated the trivial bourgeois burlesques about "primitive" democracy (...) [But] the transition from capitalism to socialism is impossible without a certain "return" to "primitive" democracy (for how else can the majority, and then the whole population without exception, proceed to perform the functions of the State?) (Lenin 1970: 52).
In this sense, the distinction between the bourgeois revolution and the proletarian revolution has full value. If the former gives continuity to a separate form of State and does not put an end to social classes but gives rise to a new class domination, in the case of the proletarian revolution the tendency that must operate is towards the abolition of all State and of all exploitation. For this very reason, proletarian revolution does not

seeks - strategically, although in the immediate term under the proletarian dictatorship - a new historical form of domination, but to put an end to all forms of oppression, which must be verified both economically and politically.
There is another fundamental difference between the two revolutions. The French Revolution is inconceivable without the urban poor, the sans-culottes, who carried the revolution to the extreme at its culminating moment, its "Jacobin moment". But if the bourgeois revolution gave property to the peasants - who played a revolutionary role in the perspective of such property in 1789, and in subsequent years, already at the time of Louis Bonaparte and the Commune, played a conservative role - it is because it ended up consecrating private property as the only social standard.19However, to the sans-culottes it could only promise a new exploitation: to transform them into wage slaves; hence it ended up betraying them. Those who carried further the demands that transcended the bourgeois content of the French Revolution were enragés like Leclerc and Jacques Roux and Babeuf's group, the "Conspiracy of the Equals", and Girondin groups vindicated by Marx like the Cercle Social.20

19 As dispossessed in search of their private property, the peasants played a revolutionary role in the passage from feudal to bourgeois society. As private owners in the face of the "collectivism" of the socialist revolution, they have played a much more contradictory role (the English Marxist Tony Cliff is right in this respect in his articles on the agrarian question, as we saw above). Hence, for example, the sinuous behavior of Makhnó in the Ukraine during the Russian Revolution (we have not made a specific study of the Makhnovian as to establish a final position here, although in general, in relation to his movement and Cronstadt, we maintain the classical position). Nor are a private peasant-owning peasantry comparable to one that expresses communal traditions more likely to be assimilated to cooperative or collectivist forms of property and production. Likewise, collective forms of property do not automatically mean collective labor: anthropology points to multiple examples of collective forms of property and individual-family labor.
20 The Cercle Social, an organization founded by representatives of the democratic intelligentsia in Paris in the early years of the revolution, was one of the organizations claimed by Marx for its proto-communist character.

The basis of the French Revolution was eminently popular (the Third Estate: bourgeois, peasants, artisans, sans-culottes, etc.). But those who ended up benefiting were the members of the new rising class, the bourgeoisie, clinging to a strictly economic and not political form of property, private capitalist property. Subsidiarily, as we have already pointed out, new private owners appeared, such as the peasants: the French countryside was almost entirely parcelled out, making the peasantry a stable and conservative social base of the State on which would rest, for example, Louis Bonaparte, Napoleon's nephew, and in general all the reactionary trials in France after the revolution.
Therefore, the social content of the revolution was eminently bourgeois, although at critical moments it threatened to overflow that framework:
It was of no use for the sans-culottes to demand visits to the homes of the rich hoarders. The sanctuary of private property was not violated (...). On March 29, 1794, the day after the purge of the extreme left, the Convention voted a new law inspired by the concern not to hinder commercial activity (...). The revolutionary bourgeoisie took advantage of the fall of the Hebertists to put an end once and for all to the specter of direct democracy. One after another, all the organs of popular power were purged, castrated and domesticated (Guérin 2011: 256 and 265).

nist. Its place in the history of communist ideas is given by the fact that its ideologue, Claude Fauchet, advocated the egalitarian distribution of land, putting a stop to large landed property, and work for all useful workers. Fauchet's criticism of the purely formal equality proclaimed by the French Revolution gave rise to the much bolder action of Jacques Roux in the face of these problems (the Enragés overran Robespierre on the left and the Jacobins had them guillotined). On the other hand, Buonarroti, a friend of Babeuf (also guillotined already under the rule of open reaction), reintroduced the revolutionary ideas of the latter in 1830, taken up by Blanqui in a conspiratorial sense.

Daniel Guérin's reading of the French Revolution, with which we sympathize, as opposed to the conservative approach of authors such as Eric Hobsbawm (a sort of neo-Trotskyist-anarchist approach versus Hobsbawm's aggiornado Stalinism).(21)Likewise, the liquidation of the forms of direct democracy, which
was concomitant with the reactionary affirmation of the limits of the French Revolution, inspired Rakovsky's reflection on the future of the Russian Revolution:
Taken as a whole, the history of the triumph of the Third Estate in France in 1789 is highly illustrative. In the first place, this Third Estate was considerably heterogeneous. It embraced all those who did not belong to the nobility or the clergy; not only the various varieties of the bourgeoisie, but also the workers and poor peasants. Only gradually, after a long struggle and successive armed interventions, did the Third Estate acquire, in 1792, great possibilities of participating in the administration of the country. The political reaction, begun even before the Thermidor, consisted in the fact that power began to pass, both formally and materially, into the hands of an increasingly restricted number of citizens. Little by little, first by force of things and then legally, the popular masses were eliminated from the government of the country" (Rakovsky 1928, in Trotsky 2008: 208).
In the fall of the Hebertists - a fundamental part of the extreme left of the revolution, as Guérin insists - and in the liquidation of the forms of direct democracy, an active factor was Robes himself.

21 The latter's last work, The Short Twentieth Century, has subtleties like its very title, but it does not escape a Stalinist account of the century, a vulgar (economistic) use of Marxism and a radically skeptical conclusion. It is not for nothing that Hobsbawm was the only one of the group of British CP historians who never broke with it. We are far more sympathetic to E.
P. Thompson: his "Epistles to the Philistines" when his break with the CPB in the framework of the Hungarian anti-bureaucratic revolution has depth, beyond his unjust mistreatment of Trotsky.

pierre, who by striking at the left wing of the revolution did nothing more than dig his own grave. Dunayevskaya expresses the same opinion:
Marx immediately understood, on breaking with bourgeois society and devoting himself to the study of the great French Revolution, that it was in the mass movement, in the deepest layer, in the self-mobilization of the urban poor, that the foundations of the future development of the proletarian struggles were to be found. This is an element of the doctrine of Marxism that now comes to life (...), the "history" of the real class struggles has appeared for the first time with us as if it were something completely new, instead of being the soul of Marxist theory, without which it "means nothing", and he ends his reflection by vindicating the enragés, the rabid, the "indignant souls" (Dunayevskaya 2010: 160).22
The immense difference in the character of the bourgeois revolution with respect to the socialist revolution is that the latter tends to the extinction of all forms of property through the nationalization and expropriation of the bourgeoisie, through the proletarian dictatorship and economic planning. Moreover, the inevitable necessity of the collective exercise of power by the proletariat requires not only a revolution whose social base is broader, but that the revolution itself be historically more conscious than previous ones. Marx will write beautiful words in this sense when he points out that the socialist revolution cannot draw its inspiration from the past but only from the future. The present revolution must let the dead bury their dead in order to become conscious of its own content, of its own ends. And he adds that in the bourgeois revolution the phrase overflows the content, but that in the proletarian revolution the content overflows the phrase (The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte).
Thus, the bourgeois revolution and the proletarian revolution are fundamental.

22 Indeed it is as Dunayevskaya says, beyond her spontaneism: the independent irruption of the masses is the soul without which Marxism means nothing.

mentally different. The first admits revolutionary Bonapartist management. The proletarian revolution can only take from the Jacobins, as we have seen, its radicalism, its iron hand in relation to the enemy classes, its character of class dictatorship, not its revolutionary Bonapartist aspect, because Bonapartism strikes both right and left. And in the latter case, it undermines the foundations of its own power: "Robespierre himself contributed greatly to the displacement of the petty bourgeoisie, which ruled with the support of the Parisian workers" (Rakovsky). History has shown that the proletarian dictatorship cannot be exercised, except exceptionally and for a brief period, in the "social air" (in a Bonapartist manner). If the working class is absent, another social sector takes its place: politics has a horror of emptiness (Moshe Lewin).23
In the same vein, the following should be considered
the decomposition of the Jacobin Party, its tendency to enrich itself (...). Robespierre began to replace the judges and commissars in the different sections of Paris who, until then, had appointed by election such officials; when he went so far as to appoint revolutionary presidents of Commissions and even went so far as to replace by officials the entire leadership of the Commune, all these measures had the result of strengthening the power of the bureaucracy and killing the popular initiative. Thus, Robespierre's regime, instead of boosting the revolutionary activity of the masses (...), aggravated the evil and facilitated the work of the anti-democratic forces (Rakovsky 1928 in Trotsky 2008: 209).
This is a passage we have already quoted above but which is pertinent again here. A great connoisseur of the French Revolution, Rakovsky added that Babeuf's program in 1794 was summed up in "liberty and the elected Commune."
For a time between 1920 and 1921, Lenin and Trotsky felt that they were riding a runaway horse and that the state they saw as

23 What we could reaffirm in a more prosaic way -for the day-to-day
day-: it is necessary to fight for the direction of the processes.

own was getting out of hand. They knew, in those limit moments of the revolution, that the proletarian base had been decimated by the civil war, and they came to theorize -especially Trotsky, not so much Lenin, always more concrete- "revolutionary substitutionism" (in Communism and terrorism). However, they soon realized that without a social base in the working class, what began to emerge was the bureaucratization of the revolution: the "vacuum" began to be filled by the bureaucracy.
Trotsky points out that the Jacobin dictatorship was established not only without the bourgeoisie, but also against it and in spite of it. Robespierre, of whom Trotsky says that "it had not been given to him to be initiated into Plekhanov's ideas," "subverted all the laws of sociology" and instead of shaking hands with the Girondins he cut off their heads. The French Terror as a whole was nothing more than the plebeian way of putting an end to the enemies of the bourgeoisie. And since this bourgeoisie was afraid of the plebeian methods of putting an end to the "enemies of the people," that is, those of the bourgeoisie itself, the Jacobins deprived the bourgeoisie of power and applied a law of iron and blood every time it made an attempt to stop or "moderate" the work of the Jacobins. Consequently, the Jacobins carried through a bourgeois revolution without the bourgeoisie. However, we add, the lesson of history is that although the proletarian dictatorship, if necessary, must also appeal to the mechanisms of iron and blood, the mechanics of class substitution cannot be reproduced in its case: there is no substitutionism that is valid in the socialist revolution. The socialist revolution cannot be carried forward by a bureaucracy, as Isaac Deutscher and so many others believed.
On the other hand, Jacobinism was irremediably condemned by this hypostatization of the political without a social basis. Marx had pointed out in The Jewish Question (1843) that the political way sought to drown its primordial conditions, bourgeois society and its elements, in order to set itself up as "man's true and absolute generic way". But it could only achieve this end by putting itself in violent contradiction with its own conditions of existence, by declaring permanent revolution, so that the political drama would necessarily end with the restoration of all the elements of bourgeois society (cf. Löwy

2017).24
The schemes that mechanically assimilate both revolutions are guilty of this misunderstanding. Also those who consider, in an abusive manner, the anti-capitalist revolutions of the second post-war period as simply "socialist": they lose sight of the fact that the very character of the revolution and the transition depends on the working class being in power. And this refers not only to the anti-capitalist character of the revolution, but also to its social-political mechanics.
There are Marxists who believe that the expropriation of the bourgeoisie is enough to define a revolution as "socialist", regardless of whether a bureaucracy is at its head. Thus they separate the anti-capitalist and socialist mechanics of the revolution, making of the latter, the seizure of power by the working class, something secondary: a wart on the face. But the economic strictu sensu and the social-political cannot be split in the socialist revolution. This mechanistic operative loses sight of the fact that the socialist character of the revolution is realized through certain socio-political forms. To split the economic and the socio-political is to split form and content, and even to lose sight, as Rakovsky pointed out, that in the epoch of socialist transition cause and effect often change places:
What temptations the integral collectivization and the accelerated pace of industrialization constitute for the bureaucracy is not difficult to guess. These measures enlarge the army of bureaucrats, increase their share in the national income, strengthen their power over the masses (Rakovsky et al. 1930, in Trotsky 2008: 227).
Broué points out that this appears to have been the first time that a plan was made to
The claim that accelerated industrialization laid the foundation for

24 In dismissing the writings of the young Marx we sometimes lose sight of the fact that in them Marx undertook a delimiting task of enormous importance: the critique of the limits of the French (bourgeois) Revolution. We affirm this against all the mediocre authors who attack the contributions of the young Marx, demanding from him what he could not yet give and denying what he was already contributing positively.

materials for the bureaucracy.
The true social content of the revolution is positively affirmed if the expropriation of the bourgeoisie brings the working class to power. It does not matter if this does not happen: the "economic" cannot be separated from the socio-political in the socialist revolution, and the socio-political form of proletarian power is the setting up of its own sovietic organizations or whatever they are called in each case, as well as the development of its class consciousness and its revolutionary parties (revolutionary socialists, not populists). In the absence of the social-political mechanics that "sovietism" entails, in the absence of the socio-political mechanics that revolutionary socialist democracy entails, something else is given rise to that which is not proletarian power. And without proletarian power the socialist connotation of the revolution and of the transition falls by the wayside. That, in spite of the expropriation of the bourgeoisie, does not develop and ends up aborting:
The great merit of the documents written by Comrade Rakovsky since 1928 is the depth and penetration of the complete analysis of the process of bureaucratization. The new statement (...) notes that the bureaucratic gangrene threatens to denature the socialist content of the Soviet system; even more, he develops in broad strokes the characteristics of the bureaucratic order that can eventually succeed the Soviet order: he carries it out on the ground of the real phenomena, without any phantasmagoria about the future structure (Trigubov 1930).
And, in this sense, the future socialist revolution will either be "Rakovskyan" or it will not be.
The split between the economic and the socio-political in the proletarian revolution constitutes a very serious objectivist theoretical-strategic error that undermines the second term. In truth, even in the bourgeois revolution this split is not secondary, although it does not have the same consequences as in the socialist revolution because its capitalist economic content is not modified. However, its radicality can be inhibited according to the socio-political forms and the class sectors that are represented. Guérin, from his Trotskyist and libertarian roots, points out in this respect how between the Convention, expression of the vote of the whole country and the sects, and the socialist and libertarian movements.

In Paris, the scissors widened endlessly at the height of the revolution until they broke:
The Convention (...) reflected the mood of the retrograde strata of the population in September 1792. It soon found itself overtaken by the fulminating evolution of public opinion as a whole and, especially, in ever sharper contradiction with the will of the most active, most conscious minority of the country, with the vanguard of the revolution. The sans-culottes instinctively felt the need to oppose to parliamentary democracy, indirect and abstract, much more direct, more flexible and more transparent forms of representation. The sections, communes and popular societies immediately expressed immediately, day after day, the will of the revolutionary vanguard (Guérin 1974: 20-21).
The vindication and criticism of the French Revolution in its Jacobin heyday refers, ultimately, to the critical lessons it left behind in two ways: a) the inhibition of its emancipatory aspirations, and b) the lack of a clear and clear vision of the French Revolution in its emancipatory aspirations, and c) the lack of a clear and clear vision of the French Revolution in its emancipatory aspirations.
b) the vindication of the necessity of the revolutionary dictatorship, while avoiding its transformation into a Bonapartist power.
9.3 Post-war anti-capitalist revolutions
The socialist revolution is a revolution with historically original characteristics, which were lost in the second post-war period, where revolutions were rather anti-capitalist (populist).25Rather, they were original but in a different way: the working class that was the first to be born in the post-war period was the working class, which was the first to be born in the second post-war period.

25 Populism is a current that we have analyzed little in our reflection but that we have little sympathy for. It is a current of adaptation to the given and not of human elevation and universalization.

was postponed and substituted in its historical protagonism. Thus we witnessed the phenomenon of the anti-capitalist revolutions, mostly peasant-based: China, Vietnam, Cuba and Yugoslavia, where the masses that played the leading role in the anti-capitalist struggle were framed from above and from the beginning by the vernacular communist parties. These revolutions, original in their own way, were approached with a dogmatism devoid of consistency, impoverishing the richness of the real, flattening their specific characteristics (Roland Lew, "Revolutions en Asie et le marxisme"). In short, something characteristic of populist eclecticism.
In these revolutions a series of substitutions took place. The working class ceded the leading role to the peasantry, the countryside took the place of the urban centers, which in a certain way passively awaited the developments, the exploited and oppressed were substituted/framed from above by the bureaucratic leadership, etc. The expropriation of the bourgeoisie and the nationalization of the means of production, enormous conquests in themselves, were made from above as a substitute for the free self-determination of the exploited and oppressed masses, who were henceforth bureaucratically framed. The working class did not come to power and the socialist transition was blocked.
To these features was added the aforementioned distortion of the expropriation of capitalism from above by a bureaucratized Red Army in post-war Eastern Europe, countries liberated from Nazism only to be immediately subdued by the army of the USSR. The result was that national rights were violated -a matter of enormous consequences that durably mortgaged social transformation-, while the nationalization of the means of production did not leave them in the hands of the masses: the economy and power remained in the hands of the bureaucracy.
Instead of the dictatorship of the proletariat, what was put in place, with or without revolution, was a bureaucratic State with the conquests of great democratic, anti-imperialist and anti-capitalist revolutions (where they occurred), which put an end to colonialism or Nazism, unified countries and made them independent, expropriated the national bourgeoisie and imperialism, but which, paradoxically, stole the historical protagonism from the exploited and oppressed, from the working class.

The bureaucracy attributed this protagonism to itself, something that Marxists generally overlooked in order to substitute one term for another, attributing to these revolutions a character that they did not have:
Chinese communism, which was the great national and, to a certain extent, social liberator, opposed the emancipation of the social. The autonomy of the social, fragile even today, must be conquered, not without pain, against statist socialism (Lew 1997: 8).
Lew insists on the weight of the absence in China of traditions of free political, cultural and intellectual confrontation within the "Confucian space", where authority is everything, an element that links it to the classic features of Stalinism.
For Lew, the post-war revolutions were dominated by the national element, a dimension that makes an internationalist approach difficult, in addition to the fact that the peasantry did not demonstrate any autonomous revolutionary "drive", let alone communist, but rather "a wild and even conservative revolt (destruction of modern material)", light years away from
the presence of parties, the habit of debate, of a relatively free confrontation of ideas, in short, the traditions of bourgeois democracy, all of which is, we quickly forget, the precondition of proletarian democracy (Lew 2019).
Paradoxically, China experienced a great anti-capitalist revolution, but it lacked a bourgeois revolution.(26)

26 The element of individuation, developed unilaterally in the capitalist West in the form of bourgeois individualism, is still largely absent today in China among the exploited and oppressed strata, although this is certainly not the case among the rising middle classes and the youth in general. Because of the Confucian heritage and because of the population density of this mega-country, to top it all concentrated in some areas since many others are almost uninhabitable (John King Fairbank), the individual personality is qualitatively diminished by Western standards, absorbed in

Revolution is a political-social phenomenon with economic consequences; not any revolutionary process is a socialist revolution. After the experience of the last century, it is essential to dissociate anti-capitalism and socialism, because they are two very different political-social processes, although they seem to overlap. In the second case, the tasks of the revolution are fulfilled with the protagonism of the working class. In the first, this is not the case. And it is necessary to address the consequences of this paradox in each concrete circumstance.
To conceive a revolution without social classes in struggle is an abstraction. Of course there was class struggle, even very intense, for example in China against the Japanese invader, which Maoism approached with a polyclassist logic. But the problem is that a mechanics of substitution of very serious strategic consequences was developed. This is what Mandel observes with respect to "communist Germany" (former GDR), where there was undoubtedly no grandiose revolution as in China in 1949:
In addition to the shortage of retail in the state economy, we must not forget the profusion of ideas, capacities, talents and productive needs that had to be spoiled and banished from the inhabitants. Manual laborers, scientists, skilled workers, economists and pedagogues, engineers and doctors, all had to learn first, through practical experience, that they were in demand only as repositories of assumed and therefore systematically defined capabilities. They were not accepted as people who could bring into play within society the development of their capacities to create something new (...). This chapter of the history of the working people of the German Democratic Republic has not yet been written: the real, everyday, social history of the blockade of that productive force (Mandel 1994: 551-2).27

the community (family, company, State).
27 It is also true that in China something similar happened with the country's intelligentsia, but through the sectarian and populist path of the "cultural revolution", which, as we say elsewhere, was not a revolution at all, and much

Whatever the limitations of the revolution, overcoming them, even if only gradually, is the condition of possibility for everything else. To enclose people's capacity, their creativity, their participation in the revolutionary work and in the socialist transition, to subject them to a new diktat that is alien to their free self-determination, undermines the socialist character of social transformation. This is a clear conclusion of the last century. And the facts, as Lenin said, are stubborn: they cannot be mocked and considered what is as what is not, they are an objective datum from which we must start in order to transform them; there must be no room for subjectivism or postmodernism.
In truth, anything has been called a "socialist revolution".
The expropriation of the bourgeoisie carried out by the tanks of the bureaucratized Red Army in the postwar period has even been called "passive proletarian revolution"...28But, as we pointed out above, the anti-capitalist revolution was in the last century, irremediably, a political and social phenomenon distinct from a process of self-emancipation of the exploited and oppressed, from the socialist revolution. In the second post-war period, unlike the first, these were processes of anti-capitalist expropriation without socialism because the working class was not brought to power: there was no process of self-emancipation.
The Chinese Revolution of 1949 was an immense anti-capitalist revolution, the second largest of the last century after the Russian Revolution. However, conducted from above and without democratic organs of power of the masses themselves, it gave rise to a phenomenon -limited

less cultural.
28 In the ranks of the traditional Trotskyist organizations, even Mandel was careful to speak of these processes as "structural assimilation", that is to say, without an ounce of socialist revolution. For the rest, to apply to them the Gramscian concept of passive revolution, which means to operate transformations from above to absorb or empty the mass impulse towards the proletarian revolution, is misguided, since in no case, not even "passively", was there a revolution in those countries, much less a socialist revolution. Nor is it understood why the transformation that took place in those bureaucratic states should be called "proletarian", a meaning that if anywhere fits better is undoubtedly in the countries of Eastern Europe after the Second World War.

and reversible - of social emancipation. For example: at the beginning the oligarchic owners were expropriated, the peasants received the land and even the general conditions of life were improved. But this process was not properly a process of self-emancipation of the exploited and oppressed, which is the sine qua non condition for revolutionary conquests to be "a [lasting] lever towards a better future" (Trotsky). Without self-emancipation the whole process of transition is distorted:
The call for popular self-emancipation is, in very diverse forms, a new and one of the most original figures to emerge from the history of the nineteenth century, the figure that gave meaning and strength to historical socialism. To understand what it became in the twentieth century, what happened in the century in charge of concretizing this demand, is also to recognize the pertinence, not to say the impertinence, if not the audacity, of this call: the actuality of the inactual (Lew 1997: 9).
Lew's observation is excellent because, indeed, the self-emancipatory message of the 19th century had to do with a logic of human self-elevation that came from the progressive aspects of the Age of Enlightenment and from an idea originating in Marx, his original contribution to political theory: that no one can do the emancipatory tasks for the working class, for the exploited and oppressed. Their liberation must be their own work (Marx, Draper). In this process is inscribed the complex mechanism of working class subjectivity which includes, in the first place, the revolutionary party and the political maturation of the working class. This "actuality of the inactual" resonates strongly in the balance of the last century and in the perspectives of the struggle for socialism.
For Lew, Maoism configured a nationalization of the social element, coinciding with Moshe Lewin's approach to the USSR. The State became the center of action of Chinese communism as a privileged instrument for a long-awaited modernization, a will to overcome the backwardness with respect to the West, as well as a will to overcome the backwardness with respect to the West.

29Lew points out that social control, the "cellularization of society" (compartmentalization of portions of society, something that other analysts also emphasize in the GDR), evolved into a deliberate authoritarianism to become a kind of despotism that combines elements of modernization with a reshaping of the old Confucian traditions of managing the social world.
In this sense, Lew rescues the figure of Chen Du Xiu (1879-1942), one of the most prestigious intellectuals in China in the first decades of the 20th century, rector of Peking University at the time of the anti-imperialist uprisings of 1919 and simplifier of the Mandarin language, as well as founder and first leader of the Chinese Communist Party in its revolutionary period. He stresses that no one like him dared to attack with iconoclastic passion the most ancient and strongest of institutions, the very essence of life in China: Confucianism, that "universe indecipherable to a Westerner" (Lew). And he adds that his political trajectory (he went from Leninism to Trotskyism and then to Socialist Democrat at the end of his life) was marked by continuity in the hope of a broad self-activity of the masses, especially in the cities, and an increasing aversion to any process of substitution. His effort to simplify Mandarin was aimed at this very thing: to provide the Chinese people with tools for their self-emancipation, to bring them out of ignorance. No wonder Chen has been unjustly forgotten by the conservative epigones of the CCP and even in the ranks of Trotskyism.
The socialist revolution may have many means, but all of them are
must always refer, in the final analysis, to the ever-increasing prominence of the

29 The modernizing process of the CCP, yesterday and today, is burdened with the contradiction that it operated in economic and social matters but, of course, neither culturally nor politically: Confucianism was preserved as an element of social control and the national exclusivist element was stressed to the detriment of any internationalist and cosmopolitan tension (although this national anti-imperialist sentiment was - and is, to a certain extent, as Au Loong Yu says - legitimate). It is a non-emancipatory type of nationalism, anti-cosmopolitan in the sense of Domenico Losurdo, for whom all cosmopolitanism is necessarily liberal capitalist and not universal humanist.

more consciously by the broad masses. The problem is that throughout the twentieth century, especially in its second half, this specificity as a socialist process, as an event increasingly consciously led by the broad masses, their parties, organizations and programs, was lost, replaced by the dominance of militarized apparatuses. Thus, the very substance of the properly socialist revolution was lost: the conscious protagonism of the masses.
Lew reminds us that Mao in 1926-7 proclaimed his faith in the peasantry as "the true revolutionary force". Moreover:
the only one, to be found in the poor peasantry, determined [supposedly. RS] to liberate itself on the basis of its experience and its values (of its civilization, as Pierre Pascal will affirm with respect to the Russian case). However,
What does the counter-revolution of 1927 reveal on this decisive question? It brings a disappointing testimony, in certain cases overwhelming, in conformity with the vision (...) of classical Marxism. Outside the action, the presence and, even more, the strong incitement of the revolutionaries coming from outside the peasant world, the rural world is passive and inert" (Lew 1997: 174).
It is true that this affirmation can be somewhat mediatized, since there are experiences of peasant self-emancipation such as that of Lares and Convención in the Peruvian Altiplano at the beginning of the 60's. There, elements of peasant grassroots democracy were verified which replicated methods of working class struggle such as assembly and others. There, elements of peasant grassroots democracy were verified which replicated methods of working class struggle such as the assembly and others.30

30 Hugo Blanco, historical peasant leader formed in the Argentinean Morenoist Trotskyism and later reoriented towards Mandelism, was the leader of this historical uprising that conquered in the end an agrarian reform, later to a certain extent emptied. Moreno went so far as to say that for some decades he was the most important Latin American Trotskyist mass leader. So Bonapartist management of the peasantry depends on a series of circumstances. Perhaps that of the Peruvian Altiplano can be explained by a higher than usual peasant concentration around Cuzco, besides, logically, of its communal traditions, absent in the Chinese peasantry, a funtional aspect of the peasantry.

Between 1928 and 1929 Mao had to recognize that the communist troops, which in the south of the country were under his authority, were made up of rural outcasts: bandits, prostitutes, gamblers... In these conditions, the revolution could only come from outside the villages, because it was external to the peasant consciousness, "impenetrable" for the ideas of the revolution. Except, Lew adds, if the rural is projected, it unfolds -through others- at least partially from its original condition, becoming a military organization in the framework of a revolutionary army like that of the CCP (idem: 175).
Lew underlines the paradoxes of the civil war of 1947 and 1948: the world of labor in the cities had achieved the sliding scale of wages in 1946-47 and labor unrest was important in Shanghai. A certain maturation of this second or third generation working class had occurred, but it was completely indifferent to the communist influence, to the peasant revolutionary upsurge that was about to turn China upside down and modify the historical course of the country. The worker retreated into the factories, and what was put in place after the revolution was the "tutelage of the workers in the factories" in exchange for the satisfaction of their needs (since money was worthless, the enterprises supplied the workers directly).
Both in the working class and in the rural world, Lew affirms, the majority is "in this situation of exteriority of the revolution". Frank Glass, a Trotskyist militant in China at the time of the revolution, will affirm the same: that it was a "cold revolution". As we said in a previous text, "The 'liberation' of 1949 was not a communist revolution in the conventional sense of the term" ("China 1949: an anti-capitalist peasant revolution"). In any case, it is worth warning against abusive generalizations: we are referring concretely to the Chinese case, not to other circumstances where the patterns may vary or the interrelation between the working class and the peasantry may give another result. The peasant uprisings under Bolshevism were part of the global process of workers' and peasants' revolution,

This is a fundamental part of this history. But the subject is beyond the scope of this paper (cf. "China 1949: an anti-capitalist peasant revolution").

popular and national and against the imperialist war.
Lew concludes that the CCP ends up imposing its objectives on the peasants: an unbalanced policy between class struggle and civil war that militarizes the process to maintain control. The verdict of 1927 was not invalidated: the peasantry can become an indispensable force for the revolution, even if it is not in itself a revolutionary force, on condition that it is strong and long worked, as well as directed and channeled, by revolutionaries coming (as their projects) from the urban world. One can certainly speak of a form of emancipation (the peasants conquered the land; the capitalists were expropriated), but certainly not of a social self-emancipation (Lew 1997: 180).
The CCP did not become a party directly representative of the peasant world, much less of the urban and proletarian world. However, a certain "ruralization" of Chinese communism is indisputable. One can speak, first of all, of a certain sinification of the party insofar as the peasant universe is the bearer of a continuity of Chinese culture, of its roots in the past and of a form of (populist) resistance to modernity. In fact, the combination of economic modernization and cultural conservatism continues to this day, even after the restoration of capitalism in China.31
The CCP was built as a statist framing structure and as a weapon of the State. The peasantry ceased to be considered as an active social force, an "activated" rather than an active mass body, an "undifferentiated mass" that is put to work responding partially to its needs in the strategic perspective of conquering power. This same logic of substitution and aparatistic framing from above is shared not only between Maoism and various populisms but also among revolutionary socialist currents lacking self-emancipatory sensibility.
In short, the originality of the socialist revolution as a process of

31 Capitalist restoration has given rise to a form of state capitalism and an imperialism under construction. As Au Loong Yu points out, the turning point of capitalist restoration was the defeat of the student youth and the workers vanguard in Tiananmen (June 1989). See in this regard, Marcelo Yunes, "China today: problems, challenges and debates".

self-emancipation of the exploited and oppressed is a potentiality of our epoch. But as the last century has shown, it is not something automatically given but a perspective for which it is necessary to fight tooth and nail, building revolutionary socialist organizations that recover the original sense of the struggle of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Trotsky, Rosa Luxemburg, Gramsci, Rakovsky and other greats of our tradition.32
9.4 Outline of the post-war anti-Stalinist revolutions33
[It is necessary,] in synthesis, to ask questions of the order of the why [i.e., of the ends. RS] and not only of the how. It is important to emphasize that this is a tendency not in the abstract, but within the socialist and communist movements; that is, to accept that the transition to socialism - in one of its many forms - is a necessary precondition for building a desirable and rational society, but that it is a necessary precondition for building a desirable and rational society, but that it is a necessary precondition for building a desirable and rational society.

32 It remains for us to deal in more depth, which we will do in the second volume, with another type of original revolutions that took place in the post-war period: the anti-bureaucratic revolutions that occurred in non-capitalist countries and which had a clear socialist impulse. This is the case of the uprising in East Berlin in 1953, the Hungarian Revolution of 1956, the workers' uprisings in Poland in the same decade, the Prague Spring in 1968 and the uprising of the Solidarnosc trade union in Poland in 1980 and 1981. In these cases it was the original phenomenon of an anti-Stalinist revolution with an unavoidable workers' protagonism and which took place on the terrain of the expropriation of the bourgeoisie, not questioning it, as occurred in the subsequent events of 1989-1991.
33 It is clear that we are referring to the anti-bureaucratic revolutions of the first post-war decades, not to the process of the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, which had a completely different character and which we do not address in this work.

nevertheless [humanist socialism] maintains that one can and should
choose options along the way.
E. P. Thompson, "Agency and Choice.
We will now address a paradoxical circumstance in the post-war period: the anti-Stalinist revolutions in the countries of Eastern Europe, which we will do as an "outline" until we can carry out a more detailed study).
The paradox of these defeated revolutions is that they had a clear socialist impulse, unlike the anti-capitalist ones analyzed above. Moreover, not enough has been said about them to extract the critical-strategic lessons they left: the original circumstance of revolutions against Stalinism, the density of that event.
Political revolutions or anti-bureaucratic socialist revolutions?
Among its most important milestones were: a) the workers' uprising in Berlin in June 1953, which demonstrated that the German proletariat was not defeated (an incredible thing after the dramatic vicissitudes of Nazism); it should be remembered that Berlin was still destroyed by the fighting for the conquest of the city between the Red Army and what remained of the Wehrmacht in April 1945;(34) b) the Hungarian Revolution of 1956, which broke out of the water in the city in April 1945; and c) the Hungarian Revolution of 1955, which was the first time that the German proletariat had been defeated by the Nazis.

34 Bombardments like that of the East German city of Dresden by the allies (USA and Great Britain), a working class city par excellence, collaborated not only for the political defeat but also for the physical destruction of the German working class (Moreno). Hence it is striking that in Berlin the workers' uprising demonstrated that even in extreme circumstances the working class can raise its head (bear in mind, moreover, that the Berlin uprising quickly spread to the rest of the country). An important lesson for those who invariably analyze every circumstance with too much grayness, losing sight of the other dialectical side of things:

Stalinism in the West opening a particularly acute crisis in Britain's CPB;(35) c) the "Prague Spring" in 1968, as well as d) the various anti-bureaucratic uprisings in Poland, with several highlights culminating in the Solidarity uprising in 1980-81. This was perhaps the last revolution

the glimmers of life that appear even in the harshest of circumstances.
35 The prestigious group of historians of the PCG, which notoriously included E. P. Thompson, among others, broke with the party on the occasion of the invasion of the Russian tanks into Budapest. Thompson will write some "Epistles to the Philistines" of enormous anti-Stalinist and socialist humanist value (although unjustly sectarian with respect to Trotsky). We will come back to these letters. On the other hand, the only historian of note who remained in the ranks of the PCG was Eric Hobsbawm, a fact that can be seen in his economicist materialism and in his vindication -aggiornada- of Stalinism until his last work, History of the 20th Century, as well as in his historical pessimism: "Stalin, who presided over the iron age of the USSR (...), was an autocrat of exceptional ferocity, cruelty and unscrupulousness (...). However, any policy of accelerated modernization of the USSR, in the circumstances of the time, would have been necessarily ruthless, because it had to be imposed against the majority of the population, who were condemned to great sacrifices, imposed largely through coercion. The centrally directed economy responsible through the 'plans' for carrying out this industrializing offensive was closer to a military operation than to an economic enterprise. Hard as it is to believe (...), the Stalinist system, which turned the peasants back into serfs of the glebe and made important parts of the economy dependent on a prison labor force of between four and thirteen million people (the Gulags) (...), almost certainly had substantial support, though not among the peasantry" (1995: 380).
This last statement is debatable. Bensaïd states in some of his
The circumstances were much more contradictory, including the fact that the Great Purges of the late 1930s transformed society into a society of permanent fear and denunciation. Vasili Grossman states that the circumstances of the world war loosened the iron fist of Stalinism for a time, generating illusions of political liberalization, but with the end of the war the iron bureaucratic rule was reaffirmed, which was -together with the exploitative levels of production- what generated the repeated anti-Stalinist outbursts in Eastern Europe.

or proto-revolution with a socialist pulse of the 20th century, together with those of Portugal in 1975 and Iran in 1979 (we are not clear about the category of the Nicaraguan revolution of 1979, although it seems to us to be more of an anti-capitalist revolution frustrated by the lack of workers and urban protagonism and the Sandinista inhibition to relegate it to a mere "political revolution").
The currents of traditional Trotskyism have defined these anti-Stalinist uprisings as "political revolutions", because adjusting to the classic definitions of Trotsky in the interwar period, and insofar as the capitalists were expropriated, they considered those countries as "workers' States". So what the uprisings questioned was merely the bureaucratic political regime and not the State as such erected in those countries in the post-war period, States which, in our understanding, became bureaucratic with social conquests.
The originality of these processes must be taken into account.
The first is the fact that in all the countries of the European East One, the fact that in all the countries of Eastern Europe the anti-Nazi revolutionary flashes which emerged during the process of its collapse towards the end of the war were immediately crushed by Stalinism (cf. Artavia), and that, moreover, to the extent that it liberated these countries from the Hitlerist boot, Stalinism militarily occupied these nations against the will of their inhabitants (Mandel). This happened throughout Eastern Europe except in the former Yugoslavia, where the CPY under the command of Marshal Tito managed to liberate his country from the fascist yoke practically independently. This is what gave rise to Tito's subsequent prestige, to his insubordination towards Stalin and to the consequent break between the former Yugoslavia and the USSR towards the end of the 1940s.36

36 Not for this reason Tito turned to the left but he remained, rather, in an equidistant position between the West and the USSR; if he allowed limited experiences of workers' self-management to run, he never gave up the iron bureaucratic command over the Yugoslav State as a whole. Thus, it did not cease to be another variant of bureaucratic State with the remains of the conquests of the defeat of fascism and anti-capitalist expropriation, without detracting from the fact that the emancipation from Hitlerism was an enormous anti-capitalist revolutionary feat but without socialism. In this sense, it is much more closely related to the Chinese, Cuban and Vietnamese anti-capitalist revolutions than to the rest of the

Regarding the revolutionary uprisings in Eastern Europe, we prefer the term "anti-bureaucratic revolutions".
because, containing the conquest of expropriation from the bourgeoisie (a real conquest, even if distorted from above),37they were anti-bureaucratic political revolutions with economic and social consequences, not merely political revolutions stricto sensu in the manner of traditional Trotskyism.
They were to break the bureaucratic State as a whole: to remove the bureaucracy from power and replace it with the power of the working class, in addition to taking control of the means of production into their hands (in its traditional meaning, a political revolution does not break the existing State apparatus, but only changes its political regime).

Glacis countries, where there was no revolution, neither "active" nor "passive" (in our conception, to speak of "passive socialist revolutions", as some authors do with respect to the countries of Eastern Europe, is a contradiction in terms).
On the other hand, it is not by chance that R. J. Crampton reminds us that the former Yugoslavia of the 1940s was one of the most agrarian societies in the Balkans and Eastern Europe (although the Balkan countries are in a different geographical category from those of the Glacis): "[T]he dominant Communist parties, including that of Yugoslavia, however, themselves applied the task of [post-war] economic and social reconstruction: they imposed revolution from above (...). The old party members showed a particular sympathy for social unrest, they had a particular concern for the disinherited and dispossessed [i.e. those who lacked privileges] which had originally brought them into the party. Many of these old comrades [were purged] (...). The purges [in the party] were necessary to contain the discontent that the 'revolution from above' was generating and to immunize the party body for what would be an unpleasant task" (Crampton 2022: 108).
37 Many of these expropriations were made with the initial nationalist justification of expropriation of former German property (Fejtö).
38 In this respect and in another context, Nahuel Moreno introduced into the ranks of the old MAS a monumental confusion with his "theory" of the "democratic revolution".

The writer Tibor Déry declared on July 2, 1956 that "It is time to put an end to this State of gendarmes and bureaucrats"; in a similar sense the writer Judith Mariassy also expressed herself in August, after being beaten for denouncing the privileges of the bureaucracy, before which she maintained that "the shame is not in the fact of talking about these luxury businesses and these houses surrounded by barbed wire, it is in the very existence of these businesses and these villas. Suppress the privileges and there will be no more talk about it". Equally categorical were the statements of Gyula Hajdu, a historical militant with more than 50 years of experience (...): "How could the communist leaders know what is going on? They never mix with the workers and the common people, they are not found in the buses, because they all have their special stores, they are not found in the hospitals, because they have sanatoriums for them" (Broué, quoted by Artavia).
Moreover, the argument that since property was statified it was only a question of breaking the bureaucratic political regime as such and, therefore, the revolution was only "political" is an argument that overlooks the fact that, in our view, it is not property as such that defines the character of the non-capitalist states. Let us recall what we pointed out regarding the fact that statified property remains as "in dispute" insofar as it is a political-social-economic category in the transition. Without breaking the bureaucratic state, it is impossible for the working class to take possession of property as such and put an end to the mechanisms of unilateral exploitation imposed by the bureaucracy.
The bourgeoisie had been expropriated and this constituted a contradictory step forward. But for that property to be redirected in the sense of the workers' and popular needs, the anti-bureaucratic revolution had to break through, breaking the parasitic state of the Stalinists:
Indeed, immediately after the adoption of the long-term plans, the increase of productivity became the watchword (...) in the system of popular democracies. But it is not easy to persuade the workers that the methods of the

that were fought under capitalism as intensified methods of exploitation became positive by the mere fact that the exploitation of the capitalists had come to an end and that the working class, through the communist party, now had to accept them (...). But playing entirely the game of the boss-state, the workers no longer recognized them as their representatives, but as mere agents of the management (Fejtö 1952: 305 and 310).
Fejtö adds:
In most nationalized industries, the State administration replaces the former private owners. Nationalization thus means nationalization. In his exposition before the Fifth Congress of the CPY, Kardelj will say that 'the enterprises which pass into the hands of the people's state are not yet... of a purely socialist type. The capitalist relations of exploitation have been abolished but the capitalist forms of labor will continue to predominate' (idem: 157).
Fejtö adds finally that in these non-capitalist states the autonomy of the working class, its right to control management, has been wiped out. It is the State which must own everything, which must regulate production and distribution, under the plan (idem: 158).
The paradox of the case in the context of the postwar period and of these new non-capitalist states dominated by Stalinism, is that these revolutions, even if frustrated, were, in fact, workers' and socialist revolutions, revolutions with a socialist impulse. Because their protagonists, the working class, the youth and a certain part of the intelligentsia still on the left in those decades, were really fighting to transform their bureaucratic states into workers' states under conditions of socialist democracy. Many who lost their compass with respect to the emancipatory content of these revolutions ascribed to the vulgar campism that what was happening was the work of "imperialism" and not an original revolutionary experience: the emergence of authentic socialist revolutions with forms of dual power in the bureaucratic countries where capitalism had been expropriated, but the

power was not in the hands of the working class.39
The process itself had its originality precisely because of the resounding centrality of the working class, something that also occurred in other countries in the post-war period. This was the case of the Bolivian Revolution of 1952, another great frustrated historical socialist revolution whose universal impact was lesser because it ended up defeated, but which refers to another lineage in the Latin American continent different from that of the Cuban Revolution of 1959. The latter, an immense anti-capitalist and, at the beginning, non-Stalinist revolution, followed the post-war substitutionist pattern by being led by a revolutionary guerrilla (the Cuban revolution ended up being categorically non-socialist).40
Paradoxically, we insist, many of the revolutions of the 20th century were defeated workers' and socialist revolutions, as was the case of the German Revolution of 1918-23, the Spanish Revolution of 1936-39 and the anti-bureaucratic revolutions in the countries of Eastern Europe in the post-war period, among others, which speaks of the fact that not only were there anti-capitalist revolutions in the 20th century -more precisely in the post-war period-, but that the 20th century was crossed by socialist revolutions, frustrated mostly by the lack of revolutionary socialist leadership. The universal destructive work of Stalinism was so gigantic that it left our historical current as an extreme minority, a circumstance that prevails to this day, although at present for other reasons (the lack of political radicalization of the new generations and the cut in the thread of continuity with the authentic Marxist tradition).41

39 Another problem here is that the patina of humanism that these processes had was interpreted as if it were a social-democratic aggiornamento. But if this aggiornamento was attempted from the top, losing sight of the working class and socialist content of the humanism that emerged from below is a work of enormous political and intellectual disorientation.
40 In this regard, see the detailed works of our colleagues Roberto Ramirez and Marcelo Yunes on the Cuban case, as well as the works of Richard Gott and Samuel Farber, among others, which are very well documented.
41 A thread of continuity which, however, Trotskyism, starting from Trotsky's work and the most diverse currents that constitute the "archipelago of one and a thousand Marxisms" of which Bensaïd speaks, in any case manages to -

Thus, the story according to which if the "socialist" character of the Chinese, Cuban and Vietnamese revolutions is not recognized, only the Russian Revolution would remain as socialist is false. The last century was full of socialist revolutions; the problem is that the only triumphant one was the Russian Revolution, a different question that refers back to the strategic lessons of the last century. That is, to the problems of the relations between masses, vanguard, self-organization and self-emancipation and revolutionary party; also to the bloody character of the revolution.
In any case, what needs to be explained is not such "non-existence", but the complexities involved in this type of revolutions, in addition to the very real problem that in the first post-war period imperialism managed to contain the Russian Revolution within its borders and defeat the European revolution of the first years of the 1920s. By the end of the second war -where inter-imperialist war, national liberation and anti-capitalist revolutions were combined (Mandel)-, the workers' movement was bureaucratized by the two historical enemies of its self-emancipation: Stalinism and social democracy, to which we can add another species: bourgeois nationalism in the countries of the so-called "Third World". These are historical enemies from which we must draw critical lessons for the construction of our revolutionary parties and currents in this 21st century, where the revolutionary socialist epoch has been reopened.
The anti-bureaucratic revolutions in Eastern Europe showed that the working class was beginning to recover from the combined disasters of Nazism and Stalinism at the end of the Second World War, which was surprisingly swift, although we cannot dwell on that subject here.
The Berlin uprising in June 1953 was started by the construction workers and followed by the metalworkers in protest against the extremely exploitative labor standards. In their march they razed the headquarters of the secret police and the Party, and the mobilization of the workers was a major victory.

we can be sure. The facts are stubborn: there does not exist in the world any revolutionary socialist current other than Trotskyism in its various variants; neither Luxemburgism, nor Gramscism, nor Councilism, etc., are organized in international parties or currents.

42In that mobilization, workers trained in the old spirit of the Communist Party and the social democrats and surely some in revolutionary socialism (Trotskyism) played a first order role.
And not only that: the élan of the Russian Revolution was still in the veins and consciousness of the German masses, which is why the majority of the working class was still socialist, at least in general terms, and also an important part of the intelligentsia of those countries. See the enormous socialist sensibility of one John Berger, a well-known author specializing in art, in relation to the Prague Spring:
August 1968. Underground stations are still broadcasting in Czechoslovakia as I write these pages. Freedom of speech was fundamental to the recent situation in the country. And it was not, as the bourgeois social democracy hypocritically claims, because this freedom has an absolute value in all circumstances, but because during the last four months it constituted for the Czechoslovaks the most direct means of recovery from the

42 That made the evaluation of the events after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 more complex. Because what began as a progressive movement for the reunification of Germany by the left ended in capitalist restoration. There were currents that positioned themselves in an objectivist way in the face of this event. Bensaïd recalls a talk by a Mandel recently arrived from Berlin where he argued that the "political revolution had begun with Rosa Luxemburg's banner bearers carried by crowds", in front of an astonished audience in the traditional salon of the Mutualité. The Morenoist current (now deceased Moreno) would also fall into this objectivist analysis. However, it is also a fact that other currents went out to support the bricks of the Wall in supposed "defense of the 'workers' State"... The reality is that an independent perspective was lacking, one which would consider the fall of Stalinism and the German reunification from the anti-capitalist and authentically socialist left.

sense of the political power of the people (...). It was in Kafka's works that one found the precise vocabulary to define the most negative aspects of the national experience during the preceding fifteen years: the experience of massive police repression and bureaucratization of thought, social life, national planning, politics and morality (Berger 2017: 207-208).
In no case did there exist organized revolutionary parties or currents of any magnitude, although there were very many vanguard (i.e., anti-Stalinist left) groups. This was evidently due to the combined destructive work of Nazism and Stalinism, which had demolished the socialist vanguard to its foundations.(43)Hence they did not have a sufficiently mature political leadership.
However, the richness of their experience and the lessons bequeathed by these revolutionary processes have yet to be studied in depth: it was the first historical case of revolutions against the Stalinist bureaucracy on the ground gained from the expropriation of the capitalists, something that did not occur in China,44nor in Cuba, nor in Vietnam, and which, we repeat, has not been subjected to sufficient reflection.
[Lázló Nagy's characterization is understandable.
(a Swiss-Hungarian historian specializing in political democracies).

43 It must be remembered that the purge of the communist parties outside the USSR at the end of the 1930s was tremendous (Broué). To the extent, for example, that Stalin had the Polish Communist Party liquidated entirely for its "Luxemburgist" features (Deutscher), and that, for example, who would later be known as Marshal Tito personally took charge, from his comfortable office in Moscow, of purging the Yugoslav party of all its "Trotskyist" elements in 1939. The hands of this charismatic Stalinist leader were forever stained with blood, in spite of the illusions of the Pabloist current that Tito was going to turn to the left or take relations with the Fourth International.
44 Despite its embellishment, the Chinese "cultural revolution" at the end of the 1960s was nothing more than an inter-bureaucratic fight, with an instrumentalization of youth by both bureaucratic camps (Naville, Lew).

The terror was not a fortuitous and inevitable consequence of the application of collectivization and planning; the establishment of the absolute power of the communist party preceded the implementation of the "socialist project" [our inverted commas], but the establishment of the absolute power of the communist party preceded the implementation of the "socialist project" [our inverted commas]: Terror was not the fortuitous and inevitable consequence of the implementation of collectivization and planning; the establishment of the absolute power of the communist party preceded the implementation of the "socialist project" [our quotation marks. RS] (Artavia, cit.).
From this follows the conscious operation to remove from these measures any emancipatory content, any aspect that could go outside the bureaucratic monopoly.
The working class of these countries did everything it could: it set up dual power organizations, wrote manifestos and programs, linked up with an anti-Stalinist socialist intelligentsia, etc. There was a high point when Nikita Khrushchev's famous secret speech against Stalin's "cult of personality" at the XX Congress of the CPSU (February 25, 1956), which did not prevent him from crushing the Hungarian Revolution in blood and fire months later...
As a digression, let us point out that the speech, according to the classic analysis, was a sort of "self-reform" of the bureaucracy to stop killing each other among its factions. Far from expectations, it did not have more consequences than that nor did it inaugurate a period of democratic freedoms.45Without

45 Deutscher himself, characterized in the postwar period by repeated illusions of self-reform of the bureaucracy, notes the following: "A large part of Soviet opinion was well aware of the ambiguity of Khrushchev's political character and of the motives which had induced him to give his blessing to the party's break with Stalinism. This blessing, largely platonic, was becoming a curse in disguise, for it concealed an obstinate and cunning opposition to a genuine socialist democratization of the USSR. (I will say, in passing, that the image of Khrushchev, champion of de-Stalinization, was, in recent years, much more widely accepted in the West (...) than in the USSR)" (The Khrushchev Decade).

However, although the speech contained a series of correct denunciations against Stalin, authors such as Althusser always considered it a sort of "affront" to the cause of socialism and a "social-democratic turn", which it was not (it was simply a matter of the bureaucracy releasing ballast in the figure of an already dead Stalin):
[T]he fact that it is not permitted and that it is alien to the spirit of Marxism-Leninism to elevate a person to the level of a superman, endowed with supernatural, god-like characteristics. A man of this nature is supposed to be endowed with inexhaustible knowledge, extraordinary vision, the power of thought to foresee everything, and also infallible behavior (...). It is incumbent upon us to consider how the cult of Stalin's person gradually grew, a cult which at a given moment became the source of a series of excessively serious perversions of the principles of the party, of party democracy and of revolutionary legality (Khrushchev 1959).
The position of the French philosopher, as in everything else, was a sort of
of the worst of Stalinism and of Stalin himself.46This has

46 It is unusual that currents of Trotskyism subscribe to Althusser's criticism of Stalin's speech against the "personality cult" as if it had been a "right-wing" speech... Khrushchev goes so far as to quote Lenin's wife in a letter to Kamenev at the end of 1922: "Lev Borisovich! Because of a short letter I wrote with words dictated to me by Vladimir Ilyich, with the permission of his doctors, Stalin yesterday allowed himself to address me with unusual violence. During my thirty years as a militant, I have never heard one comrade address such insolent words to another. The affairs of the party and of Ilyich are of no less significance to me than they are to Stalin. At this moment I need the maximum of self-control. What one can and what one cannot discuss with Ilyich I know better than any doctor, since I know what makes him nervous and what does not disturb him; at any rate I know these things better than Stalin. I appeal to you and to Grigori [Zinoviev] as the comrades who are closest to you, and I beg you to protect me from insolent intrusions into my private life and from vile invectives and threats. I have not the slightest doubt as to what the unanimous decision of the Committee will be.

The fact that certain currents of Trotskyism defend the French philosopher and his "anti-humanism", without seeing that socialist humanism in the countries of Eastern Europe played in many cases a revolutionary role for the left (cf. our "Althusser, philosopher of late Stalinism"), is of some importance.
On the other hand, it should be noted that in the USSR there were practically no anti-bureaucratic uprisings in the post-war period except for those surrounding the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the USSR but these uprisings, combined with the restorationist wings of the bureaucracy, were not anti-capitalist like the processes of the previous decades in Eastern Europe.
It is evident that if in the decades of the immediate post-war period there were no workers and/or student uprisings in the USSR, it is because the historic defeat of the proletariat in the 1930s had not been overcome (a mortgage which lasts to this day due to its depth!). The only major workers' uprising was the Novocherkassk massacre on June 2, 1962, when the Red Army and secret police agents fired on unarmed workers. The workers organized a labor strike at the S. M. Budyonny locomotive-building factory. The strike was provoked by discontent over an increase in production quotas which coincided with a nationwide increase in the prices of dairy products and meat, and it is clear that this harsh repression had a preventive and exemplary character so that no other labor sector in the USSR would follow suit.
Hence the idea that the defeat of the Russian proletariat came only with the capitalist restoration in the USSR from 1991 with the dissolution of the USSR is somewhat obtuse. The reality is quite different: the working class had been defeated since the 1930s and was never able to recover from the tremendous blow dealt by Stalinism.
On the other hand, the triumph in World War II over Nazism, which was a popular "Soviet" achievement, seemed to open the possibilities to

I have neither the strength nor the time available to waste it on senseless quarrels. Besides, I am a human being who is at present enduring excessive nervous tension" (Nadezhda Krupskaia quoted by Khrushchev).

a liberalization of the regime, but Stalin soon took care of "turning off the tap" with a new round of purges and bestial measures, such as sending for 10 years to "re-education camps" the soldiers and soldiers of the Red Army who had badly survived their captivity at the hands of the Nazis. The destructive character of Stalinism in the USSR was so immense that, invariably, what was returned to was apoliticism or, at any rate, a reactionary nationalist consciousness of great power. That is to say, the restoration of the Great Russia of the Czars by means of a vindication of Stalin -but in the midst of a closed rejection of Lenin-, to the extent that Putin and other authorities of today's Russia see in Stalin a Russophile "statesman".
The renewal of Marxism in the heat of the anti-bureaucratic revolutions.
In this sense we will take up the "Epistles to the Philistines" by E. P. Thompson (1957). Thompson clearly delimits himself from the social democratic humanists and defends socialist humanism as an antidote to Stalinism:
The conflicts that matured within the communist world in 1956 are surely enough to tear down the old simplifying picture. It is no good to continue to put aside all the contradictory phenomena of the societies led by the communists (...), it is necessary to appropriate the deep meaning of these phenomena (...). What Marx and Engels affirmed, and what we must reaffirm, are the revolutionary potentialities of human beings. We must recover this understanding, because, in case we do not have it, we will never have the courage to make the potential something actual (...). I have the appreciation that the human being is on the border where prehistory ends and conscious history begins. We need all our nerves if we are to cross this frontier. I don't think this implies a utopian vision of "human perfectibility". A society without class oppositions

It will not be a society without a myriad of frictions of all kinds (...). It will not free human beings from carrying on their shoulders collective and individual responsibilities, from taking actions and making choices in the search for a "better life" (Thompson 1957).47
Returning to our argument, a set of leftward developments among the working masses, the intelligentsia and the youth, as well as a game from above of a "reformist" bureaucracy which, mostly, questioned the Stalinist management from the right, seeking to introduce pro-market reforms, but very few real democratic reforms, were combined in a somewhat inextricable way. The whole process was marked by contradictions: many sectors positioned themselves against these revolutions because they supposedly "played into the hands of imperialism", although there were sectors of Trotskyism which -and that is their honor in the midst of the confusion- positioned themselves defending them unconditionally, beyond all their limits and contradictions:
In many parts of the country [Czechoslovakia], workers offered to work on Saturdays without pay in order to contribute to the national economy. Those for whom, a few months earlier, the greatest ideal had been a consumer society, offered money and gold to help save the national economy. (A naive gesture from the economic point of view, but very significant ideologically). I saw masses of

47 Thompson is here pitting transformative human capacities against the dead apparatus of Stalinism. Thompson adds the following in these historic letters that largely provided the foundation for his major work, The making of the working class in England: "[T]he rejection of the creativity of human action (...) in the determinate chain of events, instead of regarding them as moral and intellectual beings in the making of their own history, in other words, the rejection that humans can, by a voluntary social act overcome to a certain extent the limitations imposed by 'circumstances' or 'historical necessity'. In the communist world to assert this is a heresy that takes the form of an ideology that buttresses the bureaucracy" ("Agency and choice, I. A reply to criticism)".

workers on the streets of Prague, their faces lit up by an evident sense of historical opportunity and satisfaction. Such an atmosphere was doomed to be short-lived. But it was an unforgettable indication of the people's previously untapped potential: the speed with which demoralization and corruption can be overcome (Berger 2017: 214).48
It is interesting to note here that the critique of the anti-Stalinist revolutions was as much about the lack of democratic freedoms and independent organization of workers as it was about the lack of control of production and the disasters of Stalinist planning and exploitation (i.e., a political and social revolution as it were):
The power and simultaneous uselessness of the bureaucracy were especially evident in the theory and practice of economic planning. Czechoslovakia is, relative to its population, the third largest producer of cement in the world, and yet for years it has been impossible for any Czechoslovak to buy on the legal market a sack of cement to repair a roof or build a wall. A large metallurgical rolling mill produced sheets that were too thick for use, so they were immediately bought as scrap for re-melting. A nail factory in Prague had to meet an annual quota of several tons, and the easiest way to achieve this was to make huge nails of fifteen centimeters. The result was that there were never any small nails on the market. The value of the stock of unsaleable products accumulated today in Czechoslovakia amounts to two hundred billion crowns (Ibid: 209).49

48 This also applies to the immediate disasters of the second post-war period and the rapid process of European reconstruction.
49 Part of the second volume of our work will be devoted to these aspects; for the moment, we refer to our "Dialectics of the transition. Plan, market and workers' democracy". On the other hand, to see a concrete example of the elements of workers' alienation, it is enough to know that work was often useless, because what was produced was of no use: "The dis-

It is also important to consider that a group of Marxist intellectuals and philosophers of importance, generally forgotten by the so-called "Western Marxism", stood out in Eastern Europe... There are currents of Trotskyism that dismiss them as "humanist Marxists" or, directly, ignore them, which constitutes a "Stalinist" concealment operation that, at the same time, deprives the diversity of the "thousand and one Marxisms" of the richness of a reflection carried out under the Stalinist regimes: A strategic contribution towards the relaunching of the socialist revolution in our century. Part of this is the creation in Hungary of the well-known Petöfi Circle, where a group of intellectuals met together with young people and workers who, in addition to discussing the political novelties of the day, discussed Marx's works such as the Economic-Philosophical Manuscripts (today known as the Paris Manuscripts).50
For this very reason, in our work we have tried to pay homage to them by rescuing them, as well as to a series of Western Marxist intellectuals who are not taught in universities, where "Marxism" is represented by authors such as Althusser, Poulantzas, Negri, Foucault and some others of structuralist and/or post-Structuralist roots, but in no case anti-Stalinist. Authors who have their value, but who in our opinion do not reach the richness of those we are talking about here.

widespread moralization of the population was expressed in the form of political cynicism and low productivity (and an ever-declining birth rate). This demoralization was the result of uninterrupted political monologue, repression and lack of reflection in the application of egalitarianism. The working day in Czechoslovakia began at half past six in the morning and ended around half past two in the afternoon. Many workers spent the afternoon working on the private market, usually with black market material. The money they earned in this way exacerbated their desire for consumer goods they could not get. All activities encouraged dirty business of all kinds" (Berger 2017: 2017).
50 We cannot devote too much time here to "Marxology". But, apparently, the Economic-Philosophical Manuscripts were never a stand-alone text as they were usually presented, but part of Marx's more comprehensive working drafts entitled the Paris Manuscripts (cf. Kohei Saito on the planned edition of the complete works of Marx and Engels called MEGA 2).

naming (and much less of the anti-Stalinist Marxist authors!). For example, of an author we have quoted profusely, Karel Kosik, his work Dialectics of the Concrete is the only one known simply because the rest of his work was kidnapped by the intelligence services of the former Czechoslovakia in the 1970s and eliminated (it was never returned to the author, who did not get to rewrite it; Kosik was on the verge of going to jail). Let us point out, in passing, that Kosik never went over to the pro-capitalist (pro-market) side, as did other demoralized intellectuals from the countries of the East. This is the case of Agnes Heller (of the Hungarian school of Georg Lukács), who went to live in the USA and switched to liberalism; the same happened with several members of the important group of the Yugoslav magazine Praxis, such as Mihailo Markovic, a magazine that under the pressure of its prohibition in 1975 led to the disbandment of its editorial group. In any case, in their Marxist "golden period" they made important contributions for the left and held an annual meeting of anti-Stalinist Marxists between 1965 and 1974 with the participation of several Marxists from the West (the meetings were held between 1965 and 1974).
on the island of Korcula in Croatia)(51).
The philosophers of this group, humanist socialists, criticized mostly from the left the Titoist regime (they criticized the fragmentary self-managerial regime and the monopoly of power by the CPY):
The mechanisms of competition and "entrepreneurship" oriented the workers towards "group egoism" (...), which left the working class deprived of elementary class solidarity and class resistance to the exploitation of labor (...). The working class is atomized, enclosed within the walls of factories or individual institutions; these walls are characterized by the old stratification that ensures intact the social power concentrated at the top (Miguel 2018).52

51 Among the names of Western European Marxist authors we find Ernst Bloch, Erich Fromm, Herbert Marcuse, Henri Lefebvre, Ernest Mandel, etc.
52 In the face of such definitions in the framework of the revo-

And they add:
Stojanovic alerts to the fact that capitalist civilization still dictates our structure of needs and consumption (...) and that it has led to confusion about the very defining criteria of socialism. With this, the concept of standard of living, for example, is increasingly reduced to a material standard, instead of being seen as a human standard (Ibid).
while the group criticized localism or mere economic decentralization as "anarcho-liberal" or "proudhonian". Logically, the criticism of bureaucracy in the words of Kardelj (a very important official of the regime, in a way Tito's second in command) will appeal to the hackneyed objectivist argument that Praxis questioned "the objective laws of social life" and proclaimed "an alchemist mixture of abstract eternal truths about humanity and freedom" (idem).
From the point of view of the revolutionary anti-bureaucratic process, the connection of the Prague Spring in general and the student uprising of mid-68 in Yugoslavia in particular with the French May is noteworthy: on June 2, 1968 there was a strong repression of the student movement, which gave rise to a series of events such as occupations of faculties, with demands such as living and employment conditions.
In these conditions, it is not by chance that Praxis was accused of being "Trotskyist", an accusation simultaneously directed at students and professors, denouncing that several of them "were in contact with the committee for the reconstruction of the Fourth International and with the Italian Trotskyist group Il Manifesto" (Ibid.)(53).

The reactionary, conservative and pro-Stalinist character of the classical Althusserian elaboration (which does not mean that it did not have important fragmentary contributions, as we have pointed out) is very clear.
53 Let us clarify, in passing, that Il Manifesto was never Trotskyist, even if it was a magazine critical of the prevailing status quo on the left.

Other anti-Stalinist thinkers originating in Eastern Europe are the Marxist philosopher Ernst Bloch, a native of East Germany, former GDR, exiled in the 1960s in West Germany because of the censorship of his work The Hope Principle;54Itszván Mészáros, of Hungarian origin and son of high diplomats of the Stalinist regime; the historian of Lithuanian origin Moshe Lewin; the American philosopher of Lithuanian origin, and former secretary of Trotsky, Raya Dunayevskaya; the Russian philosopher Evald Iliénkov, and others, as well as important figures of Trotskyism who, even with their advanced age, continue producing and contributing to unveil the enigma of these societies, and to whom we have made reference in this work. They are a group of intellectuals who have made their contribution to the renewal of Marxism in an anti-Stalinist key from an angle critical of Stalinism and who, in general, belong to the ranks of the Marxists denied or forgotten in the academy.
The rightward shift of the 1980s
On the other hand, it is undeniable that after the defeat of these revolutions, some of them crushed by Stalinist tanks or military coups such as that of General Jaruzelsky in Poland at the end of 1981, the political situation in those countries turned to the right. This made it possible that when the anti-bureaucratic -but not anti-capitalist as in previous decades- uprisings of 1989 and the fall of the Berlin Wall, initially legitimate mobilizations ended up being redirected towards capitalist restoration.
The historical "black hole" from the socialist point of view that countries such as today's Russia, Ukraine, Poland, Hungary, the Baltic countries, etc., continue to constitute, is obviously related to the cursed legacy of Stalinism and the crisis of socialist alternative left by its experience in the world working class (crisis of alternatives that subsists to this day but overlapping with the resumption of the socialist alternative).

54 In Mandel's view, Bloch is the leading Marxist philosopher of the twentieth century. We do not mention the case of Georg Lukács because his political behavior was much more sinuous.

historical experience that is being lived as well):
[T]he immediate need [in those countries. RS] was to reactivate and re-politicize the citizenry, giving them political responsibility. Hence the fundamental role of freedom of expression in all sectors. Anything less than this minimum would be nothing more than transforming a ruthless authoritarianism into a slightly more benign one. It was necessary for people to begin to take charge of what had been built in their name, to take possession of the content of socialist forms, rigid and distorted forms (Berger 2017: 213).
The fall of Stalinism reopened in the medium term the authentic socialist perspective as we pointed out in the foundation texts of our current (cf. Contributing to the relaunching of the battle for socialism). Although 40 years have passed since the fall of Stalinism, we continue to oppose the authors and currents that conservatively evaluate that event and consider it as a "historical defeat"... In any case, as we have already pointed out especially for the former USSR, that historical defeat had already been consummated in the 30s of the last century, although it continued to be masked by the bureaucratic State with remnants of the revolution. It is a mortgage that unfortunately could not be lifted due to the defeat of the anti-bureaucratic socialist revolutions in Eastern Europe, which, evidently, the bureaucracy assassinated to avoid the rebellion of the working class of the USSR. If a crisis of the socialist alternative and of the working class as self-perception of its social power persists on a global scale, we owe it above all to Stalinism, and in part also to social democracy, its "democratizing" twin mirror.
The role of social democracy has been criminal since 1914 until today when it has become social-liberal, openly passed to the bourgeois order.55István Mészáros makes an accurate portrait of it

55 Their parties can be considered, generically, bourgeois-workers or directly bourgeois-petty bourgeois of the enlightened middle strata, in any case with workers' votes (it is necessary to study each case concretely).

in his work Beyond Capital, where he points out that a key point as a bureaucracy has always been to separate the vindictive from the political-global (corporativism).
However, the capitalism of the 21st century is so barbaric and voracious that it materially pushes to an extreme polarization, to the reopening of the epoch of crises, wars, revolutions and also barbarism and reaction, a reopening that will surely lead - somewhere along the way - to a political radicalization by the left of the new generations retaking the revolutionary traditions of the last century as a whole. In this sense, at the time of publication of this work we are immersed in a simultaneous process of reopening the historical experience of the new exploited and oppressed generations. This will surely create -it is already doing so!- the leaven of the new generations of workers and students to build strong revolutionary parties of combat.
It is a fact that this process starts from a long time ago, and for several reasons. Among them: the "failure" of socialism, the restructuring of the world of work, the pandemic, etc., which we cannot develop here and which are manifested in the naivety -to sum it up- of these new generations of workers and students, ecologists, in defense of Palestine and the women's and LGBT movement. However, as we have pointed out, as events unfold, experiences are accumulated and developments acquire elements of radicalization which, if extreme, will give rise to the new socialist revolutions in the 21st century:
With the collapse of Stalinism, the possibility of the struggle for the authentic perspective of socialism has been reopened. This challenge must be placed in the context of the increasingly aggressive, parasitic and predatory character of globalized capitalism, which is generating repeated manifestations of resistance and direct action (...) We hope that [this work] will prove to be a contribution to the efforts of thousands (...) throughout the world to come together in a new synthesis of experiences and traditions of the sea....

te).

revolutionary xism towards the reopening of a perspective of social emancipation that confronts the increasingly barbaric reality of today's capitalism (Sáenz 1999).
In this framework, it is also a fact that we are living a revolutionary renewal of Marxism in an anti-Stalinist and, in several cases also, anti-reformist key (the latter is more difficult because reformism continues to reign, albeit on the defensive, in the international mass vanguard). But it is a fact that in the midst of the advance of the international extreme right, Marxism is gaining a new place, more on the offensive. There is a new wave of critical re-elaborations on our times, a new batch of authors (many young, others not) who are part of this exciting renewal of Marxism and revolutionary Marxism. This two-volume work aims to contribute to this revolutionary socialist, anti-Stalinist and anti-reformist revival. Because there is no way to deploy the historical force of the working class and place revolutionary Marxism on the offensive without going through a relentless balance of the lessons left by the twentieth century.

