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PREFACE 

 

1.- The October Revolution 1917 generated huge hopes and an enormous enthusiasm in the 

international proletariat. This did not only concern the immediate possibility of ending the World War 

that was decimating the working masses on the battlefields and inflicting immeasurable suffering in 

the rear in the interests of the imperialisms that were defending or questioning the share-out of the 

world among the Great Powers.  

The expectations aroused by the proletarian victory in Russia also concerned the possibility of putting 

an end once and for all to capitalism and imperialism, the exploitation of human beings by others 

human beings, and the political domination of the bourgeoisie by overthrowing their states, 

establishing the dictatorship of the proletariat through the workers' councils which would exclude the 

members of the exploiting classes from any participation in the revolutionary state. This dictatorship 

would be the instrument that would allow the expropriation of the bourgeoisie from all its means of 

production and distribution, opening the way to socialist transformations and communist society, 

without classes and exploitation.  

This fervor of the international working masses generated the political tool that would lead the 

organization of the revolutionary struggle of the world proletariat: The Communist International.  

Despite the defeats suffered by the revolutionary masses in the immediate postwar years in Hungary 

(1919), Germany (1919-1923 and 1932), Italy (1922), and later in China (1927) and Spain (1937), and 

even though the imperialist bourgeoisie was able to consolidate its domination and postpone the 

emancipation of the international proletariat to an unforeseeable future, a very large fraction of the 

working masses continued to see the Soviet Union as a beacon of proletarian liberation. They 

continued to see in "the homeland of socialism" not only the continuance of the October Revolution 

and the struggle against world capitalism but also the living proof that another world was possible, the 

unquestionable confirmation of the possibility and reality of socialism. 

However, and especially from 1926 onwards, the internal struggles in the Bolshevik Party1 violently 

confronted the Left Opposition (which at that time had Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Rakovski, 

Krupskaia and many other "old Bolsheviks" as its most visible heads) with the numerical majority of 

the Russian Party (represented by the leadership of the Party apparatus and the Soviet state with Stalin 

- the Party's general secretary - and Bukharin as its most prestigious theoretician). This confrontation 

ended with the victory of the latter, defenders of the theory of the "construction of socialism in the 

confines of Russia", independently of the victory of the Revolution in the most developed capitalist 

countries. The victory of those supporting the theory of the construction of socialism in a single 

country, and of what was called "Stalinism", was the expression of the involution of the proletarian 

revolution in Russia towards the defense of the national Russian interests and the development of 

 
1 And, by counterpunch, in the International itself. 
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capitalism. Five years earlier, at the 11th Congress of the Bolshevik Party (1921), under the label of 

"ustrialovism" Lenin had denounced this eventuality as a danger that could not be ruled out. 

The prestige of the Russian Revolution and the Communist International remained among the working 

masses despite the ruptures in the International and the Bolshevik Party around this question; despite 

the policy of massive and violent repression of oppositions within the Bolshevik Party by triumphant 

Stalinism, culminating in the Moscow Processes and the executions of most of the old Bolshevik guard; 

despite the expulsion of the opposition, generally described as "Trotskyist", in the Communist Parties; 

despite the anti-revolutionary role played by Stalinism in the Chinese Revolution (1927) and the 

counter-revolutionary one played in Spain during the civil war (1936-1939); despite the open defense 

of bourgeois democracy since the Seventh Congress of the International (1935); and, finally, despite 

the role played by the Soviet Union during the Second World War, in which he first made an agreement 

to share Europe with Nazi Germany, and subsequently allied itself with the democratic imperialist 

powers and subjugated the countries of Central and Eastern Europe (the so-called "people's 

democracies") under colonial domination.  

In the eyes of the working masses of the world, the guarantee of the validity of Stalinist political action 

was given by the belief that socialism was being built in Russia.  

In 1936 Stalinism claimed that socialism had been built in Russia and that, having eradicated capitalism, 

there were no longer any exploiters or exploited people there. Had not the Soviet state expropriated 

the entire bourgeoisie and nationalized its property, means of production and distribution?  Had it not 

nationalized the land and eliminated the landowners and agrarian capitalists (the kulaks) and 

collectivized from 1929 onwards the agricultural production through the sovkhos (large state farms) 

and kolkhos (agricultural cooperatives) where wage labor was suppressed? The absence of a 

proprietary bourgeoisie was in the eyes of the masses the undeniable proof of the absence of 

capitalism. 

Later, the victory of the Great Chinese People's Revolution2 (1949) seemed to further expand the area 

of extension of Moscow-style "socialism". In Latin America, the victory of the Cuban Revolution, its 

claim to socialism and its alliance with the Soviet Union seemed to confirm once again Soviet socialism 

and the anti-capitalist nature of the Russian state. 

The collapse of the Soviet Union in December 1991 and the simultaneous dislocation of the European 

Eastern Bloc, the successive privatizing reforms that became widespread in all these countries and the 

booming development of capitalism in China with the active participation of Western imperialism 

ended up anchoring in the heart of the world's working masses the conviction of the supposedly 

inevitable failure of communism and, consequently, of the uselessness of the proletarian revolution, 

shrinking the hopes of the masses to obtain reforms of capitalism.  

 
2 The Chinese Revolution of 1949 was in fact a great national revolution, analogue in a sense for Asian in 

the 20th century of what the French Revolution meant in the European region between the 18th and 19th 

centuries. The Chinese Communist Party claimed Marxism and socialism to differentiate itself from the 

ideologies of the powers it was fighting, and as an imperative for understanding the dynamics of social 

struggles and world politics. 
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On the other hand, the events that marked out the Stalinist counter-revolution in Russia led to 

attempts to update Marxism in the political vanguards that still aspire to socialism to avoid the 

recurrence of such historical tragedies. These attempts entail a revision of its fundamental principles, 

which means to blame the Bolsheviks, their ideology, their principles and their political action for 

having created the conditions for Stalinism3.   

This situation constitutes today a first order obstacle to the propaganda of revolutionary Marxism 

among the working masses, and a bigger obstacle to the forging of a vanguard free of opportunism, of 

democratic fetishism, of concessions to petty-bourgeois deviations that see in the dictatorship of the 

proletariat, in the leadership role of the class Party and the employment of revolutionary violence the 

causes of the degeneration of the Russian Revolution and the Bolshevik Party. 

 

2.- From a political trench opposed to Stalinism, Trotsky denied the possibility of carrying out socialism 

in Russia by the only forces of the Russian proletariat without the previous victory of the Revolution in 

the developed European countries. He also denied that after the victory of Stalinism the Soviet state 

was at the service of capitalist development, although he recognized in it the emergence of a new 

"privileged and exploitative social caste", a phenomenon that would be characteristic of a transition 

period between capitalism and socialism in societies that, like the Russian one, were economically 

backward and had not yet reached a high technological and productive level.  

Although Trotsky denounced in Russia "the strangulation of the proletarian vanguard by a nationalist 

and conservative bureaucracy", he asserted that this phenomenon had not been able to alter "the 

economic foundations of the (proletarian) state, that is, the fundamental social conquests of the 

proletarian revolution". Trotsky tried to theoretically conciliate Stalinism's political counterrevolution 

with an epoch of transition between capitalism and socialism, and characterized the Stalinist regime 

as Bonapartist, whose role was to "consolidate the workers' and peasants' revolution through the 

liquidation of its international program, leading Party and soviets”.  

"At the same time, Trotsky continues, we assert that, despite the monstrous bureaucratic 

degeneration, the Soviet state continues to be the historical instrument of the working class insofar as 

it guarantees the development of the economy and culture on the basis of the nationalized means of 

production". 

Asking himself "whether one can call the dictatorship of the proletariat a de facto dictatorship of the 

bureaucracy", Trotsky replies that for reasons due to the vicissitudes of the civil war, the weariness 

and disaggregation of the masses, the disorganization and backwardness of the economy, "the 

bureaucracy was able to seize the power of the mass organizations. In this sense it is correct to speak 

of the dictatorship of the bureaucracy and even of Stalin's personal dictatorship. But this usurpation 

could be carried out and maintained only because the social content of the dictatorship of the 

 
3 This attribution to Bolshevism of the fatherhood of Stalinism is not only peculiar to openly bourgeois 

currents, but also to the anarchist and so-called "council-communist” movements. Cf. Philippe Bourrinet, 

"La Gauche Communiste Germano-Hollandaise, des origines à 1968" ; 

https://bataillesocialiste.files.wordpress.com/2015/01/gch-bourrinet-rev-2sansremerciements.pdf 

https://bataillesocialiste.files.wordpress.com/2015/01/gch-bourrinet-rev-2sansremerciements.pdf
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bureaucracy is determined by the productive relations created by the proletarian revolution. On this 

ground we can very rightly say that the dictatorship of the proletariat found its distorted but 

undoubted expression in the dictatorship of the bureaucracy".4  

To justify the non-capitalist nature of large sectors of the Russian economy, Trotsky thought to see in 

"[the] nationalization of the soil, the means of production, transport and exchange, as well as the 

monopoly of foreign trade, the foundations of Soviet society. For us, this acquisition of the proletarian 

revolution defines the USSR as a proletarian state". "The social revolution, continues Trotsky, betrayed 

by the ruling party, still lives in the property relations and the consciousness of the workers”. For all 

these reasons, the tasks of the revolutionary proletariat in Russia would be then [in 1936] that of an 

exclusive "anti-bureaucratic political revolution", "without the need for a new social revolution".5  

Although Trotsky, the extraordinary leader of the world revolutionary proletariat and brilliant Marxist, 

led an admirable battle against Stalinism, and paid it with his life, his misguided theoretical approach 

to the Russian counterrevolution, which culminated in the slogan of the "defense of the USSR" in World 

War II, did not fail to consolidate in the working class the idea that the Soviet Union was not a capitalist 

society, and excluded Stalinism from being the political protagonist of its accelerated march, not to 

socialism, but precisely to capitalism.6 

 

3.- Currents of the infantile communism of the council-communist type saw in the Russian Revolution 

a merely bourgeois revolution and in the Bolshevik Party a radical bourgeois party of the Jacobin type, 

but not a proletarian party characteristic of a socialist revolution.  

Trotsky characterized the Russian Revolution as a socialist revolution with the tasks of a backward 

country and was forced to develop an ad hoc theory to try to explain the Stalinist counterrevolution, 

which supposedly did not undermine the socialist conquests of the revolution, but simultaneously 

resulted in a degenerated Workers State and counterrevolution.   

A different position was held by Amadeo Bordiga, the main leader of the Communist Party of Italy in 

the first years after its foundation. The current he led also were opposed to the victory of Stalinism 

and to the idea of the “socialism in only one country” being possible. To explain the course of the 

revolution and counter-revolution in Russia, and the nature of the Soviet economy and society, in the 

 

4 Trotsky, “The Workers’ State, Thermidor and Bonapartism”, 1935. 

[https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1935/02/ws-therm-bon.htm]  
5 Trotsky, “The Revolution Betrayed”, 1936. 

[https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1936/revbet/index.htm] 

6 Trotsky's characterizations of Russian society as one of transition between capitalism and socialism, and 

the Russian state as a "degenerated workers state," are widely developed in the two documents mentioned 

above. We reserve for ourselves a detailed critique of his theories and arguments that still hold sway among 

his remote epigones. 

https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1935/02/ws-therm-bon.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1936/revbet/index.htm
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1940s and 1950s, Bordiga referred to the classical positions of Marxism and the perspectives held by 

Marx, Engels and Lenin on the possible revolutionary transformations in that big country. 

Bordiga began this work in 1948 in the "Prometeo"7 magazine where he published a series of articles 

entitled "Property and Capital"8. In the first three chapters, Bordiga clarified a fundamental difference 

between capitalism and socialism; namely, the impossibility in the first case for the wage-earning 

workers to take over the products of their labor which are the property of the owners of the means of 

production, and in return they are paid wages that, in principle, should cover the replacement costs of 

their labor forces. On the contrary, in a socialist society all the products of the associated work will be 

in the hands of all the associated producers, and its appropriation will not be at the level of the 

enterprise, but of the whole society.  

In the first case, the products of labor are goods and are exchanged monetarily through the market; in 

the second case the products lose their character of merchandise, money loses its function of exchange 

value, the appropriation of the fruits of social work and the satisfaction of needs no longer goes 

through mercantile circuits, but it is rather based on centralized planning on the scale of the whole 

society, even if in a first stage (lower communism) it is also function of the quantity of work supplied 

by each of the producers, whose "retribution" is no longer a wage, but a quantum of the total social 

production. In capitalism, the law of value governs the exchange of goods, while even in lower 

communism this law will cease to exist, since there will no longer be any commercial exchange. 

Under capitalism the separation of the salaried producers from the product of their labor is legally 

sanctioned by the relationship of buying and selling the labor force and by the legal ownership of the 

capitalist over the means of production. But this separation can assume forms of ownership that are 

not private, as in the case of individual capitalist, but others, such as state ownership, in the form of 

state capitalism, and even under forms that do not require direct ownership of the means of 

production, as is the case with public works contractors. 

Having discarded the mechanical identification "capitalism = private ownership of the means of 

production", and dismissed the idea that capitalism necessarily requires a private bourgeoisie as 

protagonist, in successive works of the 1950s Bordiga argued, first, against the writings of Stalin9 who 

maintained that Russia had reached the level of higher socialism (or communism, in which everyone 

 
7 At that time it was the theoretical journal of the Internationalist Communist Party. 

8 The series was published between the years 1948 and 1952 in numbers 10 to 14 of Series I of "Prometeo", 

and in numbers 1 and 4 of Series II. The original Italian version can be found at: 
http://www.quinterna.org/archivio/prometeo/1946-1952/prometeo_1946-1952.htm, the French one at: 

http://classiques.uqac.ca/classiques/bordiga_amedeo/propriete_et_capital/propriete_et_capital.html 

9 Stalin, “Economic problems of socialism in the USSR”, 1952. 

http://www.quinterna.org/archivio/prometeo/1946-1952/prometeo_1946-1952.htm
http://classiques.uqac.ca/classiques/bordiga_amedeo/propriete_et_capital/propriete_et_capital.html
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contributes to social production according to their possibilities and collects from it according to their 

needs), while in Russia still ruled the law of value and the exchange of goods10.  

From there Bordiga went on to re-establish the classical positions of Marxism regarding the 

perspectives of revolution in this immense country. This work was carried out between 1954 and 1957, 

resulting especially in the following publications11:  

      • "Russia and Revolution in Marxist Theory" (1954-1955)12  

      • "The Great Historical Questions of the Revolution in Russia" (1955)13  

      • "Economic and Social Structure of Russia Today" (1955-1957)14  

      • "Russia in the Great Revolution and Contemporary Society" (1956)15  

      • “Forty years of an organic evaluation of the events in Russia and in the dramatic international  

          social and historical development" ["Marxism and the Russian Question"] (1957)16  

 

On the one hand, Bordiga restates Marx and Engels' positions on the future Russian revolution, 

asserting that since the end of the 19th century, and due to the advanced dissolution of the 

communitarian agrarian structures (the mir), Marxism ruled out the possibility that Russia could avoid 

its passage through capitalism to reach socialism. That eventuality presupposed the victory of the 

 

10 “Dialogato con Stalin”, 1952 ; http://www.sinistra.net/lib/bas/progra/vaki/vakinbedii.html . French 

translation: http://www.sinistra.net/lib/bas/progco/qilu/dia/qiluicobif.html. English translation: 

https://www.marxists.org/archive/bordiga/works/1952/stalin.htm 

11 This list is not exhaustive, but it represents the essential part of the work done by Bordiga. 

12 “Russia e rivoluzione nella teoria marxista”,  Il Programma Comunista, n°21-23 de 1954 y 1-8 de 1955. 

French translation: 

http://classiques.uqac.ca/classiques/bordiga_amedeo/russie_revolution_marxiste/russie_revolution_mar

xiste.pdf 

13 Ibidem, n° 15-16 of 1955; http://www.quinterna.org/archivio/1952_1970/grandi_questioni_storiche1.htm. 

14 Ibidem, n°s 10-14 and 17-23 of 1955, 2-4, 11, 15-18, 20-26 of 1956, 1-2 and 5-12 of 1957; 

http://www.sinistra.net/lib/bas/progra/stru/parpri/valafdacoi.html . French translation: 

http://classiques.uqac.ca/classiques/bordiga_amedeo/structure_eco_soc_russie_t1/russie_t1.html 

15 Ibidem, n°12-13-14 of 1956 ; 

http://www.quinterna.org/archivio/1952_1970/russia_grande_rivoluzione.htm      

16 Ibidem, n°21 of 1957. French translation: 

http://www.quinterna.org/lingue/francais/historique_fr/Quarante_ans_evaluation.htm 

http://www.sinistra.net/lib/bas/progra/vaki/vakinbedii.html
http://www.sinistra.net/lib/bas/progco/qilu/dia/qiluicobif.html
https://www.marxists.org/archive/bordiga/works/1952/stalin.htm
http://classiques.uqac.ca/classiques/bordiga_amedeo/russie_revolution_marxiste/russie_revolution_marxiste.pdf
http://classiques.uqac.ca/classiques/bordiga_amedeo/russie_revolution_marxiste/russie_revolution_marxiste.pdf
http://www.quinterna.org/archivio/1952_1970/grandi_questioni_storiche1.htm
http://www.sinistra.net/lib/bas/progra/stru/parpri/valafdacoi.html
http://classiques.uqac.ca/classiques/bordiga_amedeo/structure_eco_soc_russie_t1/russie_t1.html
http://www.quinterna.org/archivio/1952_1970/russia_grande_rivoluzione.htm
http://www.quinterna.org/lingue/francais/historique_fr/Quarante_ans_evaluation.htm
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socialist revolution in economically developed Europe before the community structures of the 

peasantry periclitated. Marx considered at first this hypothesis as possible17.  

From then on, Lenin would see the Russian Revolution as a double revolution, that is, with two 

fundamental tasks : 1) the destruction of the agrarian and landowner based structure of the feudal 

type and the overthrow of the tsarist state by the Russian proletariat - highly concentrated in a few 

industrially developed cities - at the head of the revolutionary peasantry which constituted the 

immense majority of the population; and, 2) once power is conquered by the revolutionary alliance of 

the proletariat and the peasantry, to extend the Revolution - this time purely proletarian and socialist 

- in Europe, and thus generating the conditions that would allow Russia to burn out the stages of 

economic and social transformations, through the alliance of the Russian proletariat with the poor 

peasantry. This had been the perspective of Marx and Engels for Germany in 185018. The first stage 

was fully accomplished with the victory of the October Revolution. 

Although the Russian Revolution generated a powerful post-war revolutionary wave in Europe, it was 

defeated. The proletarian power conquered in Russia remained isolated and unable to avoid, in the 

short and the mid-term, the stage of capitalist development.  

Bordiga's work follows step by step the consequences of this isolation, on the Bolshevik Party and the 

Soviet state, on politics, society and economy, and the accelerated process that led to the defeat of 

the internationalist communist vanguard in the hands of the political and social forces that ended up 

generating the Stalinist regime, the protagonist of a booming endogenous development of Russian 

capitalism.  

To Bordiga all categories of capitalist society governed the Russian economy and society, and the 

absence of private legal property not only did not prevent the capitalistic development, but it was 

rather a powerful factor for its expansion.19  

Bordiga's work on Russia provides all the elements to reaffirm the validity of Marxism as a tool to 

unravel the phenomenon of Stalinist degeneration and the further collapse of the Soviet Union; and, 

even more important, to prevent the workers' vanguards from seeing those events as a failure of 

communism. 

 

17 “First Draft of Letter To Vera Zasulich”, 1881. [http://hiaw.org/defcon6/works/1881/03/zasulich1.html] 

18 Marx-Engels, “Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League”, 1850. 
19 It was precisely for this purpose that the Russian state made use of the most violent methods to 

implement the accelerated industrialization of the country and even a primitive accumulation of capital. It 

was in function of these purposes that the Stalinist regime had recourse to the widespread and 

indiscriminate use of terror within the Bolshevik Party and in society. Thus, it achieved the expropriation of 

large sectors of the peasantry, the stakhanovist exploitation of the working class in the factories and the 

massive use of forced labor in the gulags - which annually exploited in infra-human conditions millions of 

people condemned for political reasons or in an arbitrary way.  

http://hiaw.org/defcon6/works/1881/03/zasulich1.html
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Under the title "Revolution and Counter-Revolution in Russia" we publish here three of Bordiga's 

works. The first one is composed by the first three chapters of  "Property and Capital"; the second is 

"The Great Historical Questions of the Revolution in Russia", a document that succinctly deals with the 

subjects developed in his most complete works ("The Economic and Social Structure of Russia Today" 

and "Russia and Revolution in Marxist Theory"); and the third is "Marxism and the Russian Question" 

of 1957, on the occasion of the 40th Anniversary of October 1917.  

Eminent Marxists, like Rosa Luxemburg, like Trotsky himself, have been able to write essential pages 

against the bourgeoisie, against reformism, against opportunism, without future revolutionary 

movements having to make every single position of theirs its own. This is also the case of Amadeo 

Bordiga whose works on the Russian question published here are certainly among his contributions to 

Marxism20. 

 

Carlos N. Svidler, February 2020  

 
20 This is not the place to deal in depth with the historical trajectory of Bordiga and the Italian Communist 

Left. We have already referred to this subject in our work "Revolution and Counter-Revolution in Italy and 

Germany (1914-1923)", and we'll have the opportunity to return to it in more detail. 


