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THE TWO RUSSIAN REVOLUTIONS, and
ONCE AGAIN, ON THE THEORY OF PERMANENT REVOLUTION

Dear Friends:

1979 is the hundredth anniversary of Leon Trotsky's birth.
Because the negative features of Trotskyism today far outweigh his
historic contributions to two greidt revolutions, it became impossible
for me to write the type of commemorative article that & hundredth
anniversary generally calls forth., Martyrdom has such a numbing
effect on revolutionaries that the tragedy makes it very nearly im-
possible to learn the urgent lessons for the day. Thus, the brutal
murder of ROSa*Luxemburg'long held back a serious critique of her
economic theory in Accumulation of Capital, though it was a serious
deviation from Marx's theory. The situation was not quite the same

in regard to Trotsky, both because we broke before his brutal mur-
der, and because nothing could possibly‘have kept us frem shouting
NO! to his call for the defense of Stalin's Russia despite’ the Hit-
ler-Stalin Pact which gave the green iight to World War IT. It
became imperative to.separate ourselves‘not only'from the state-
capitalist monstrosity that Russia had become, but also from the
Trotskyists who were its tail-enders.

Ne?ertheless, on a hundredth anniversary,'it becomes easi-
er to write this present critique in the form of a Political-Philo-
sophic Letter to News and Letters Committees. Clearly I dd'ﬁot'dis—
regard Trotsky's historic contributions, but it muét be made equal-
ly clear that those contributions do not stand in.the wéy:of‘a eri-
tique which will clear away the debris accumulated around the theory
of Permanent Revolution, especially'in the present circumstances of
the work on Rosa Luxembﬁrg, who was one of the three banners ‘on
which Trotsky built the Fourth International -- Lenin, Tuxemburg,
Liebknecht. '
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The Revolutions of 1905 and 1917 have forever enshrined
Trotsky's great historical role. The same two Revolutions, however,
tell a very contradictory story about the theory with which Trotsky's
name will likewise always be connected as he is the creator of the
20th century version of the theory of the Permanent Revolution. The
expression, "contradictory story." is not a reference to the critiques
of that theory, mine included.l Rather, the phrase refers both to
Trotsky's own claims and to the development of the theory as it re-
lated, on the one hand, to Lenin's analysis of and participation in
these revolutions; and, on the other hand, to Rosa Luxemburg. It is
these three revolutionary leaders who have put their unique stamp
on history not only as past, but as present, and this is sure to ex-
tend into the fﬁture. |

Recently, in restudying the 1905-07 Revolution as tdfﬁiﬂéh
point in Rosa Luxemburg's life, the 1907 London Conhgress of the Rus-
sian Social-Democratic Iabor Party* became crucial, not just in re-
gard to her views, but to those of Lenin and Trotsky -~ and, for that
matter, all other tendencies in Russia, as it was that united Con--
gress of Bolsheviks and Mensheviks that, for once, all tendencies at-
tended, In 1922, in reproducing his book, ;295,2 to be included in
the Moscow publication of his Collected wOrks, Trotsky included
among the Appendices: (1) an article entitled "Our Differences",
in which he had attacked the Bolsheviks as well as the Mensheviks,
and which had been published in Luxemburg's Polish journal in 1909;
and (2) his main speech on "The Relationship of the Social -Democracy
to Bourgeois Parties™ to the 1907 RSDLP London Congress. These two
articles, especially the first, became the springboard for an attack
on Trotsky which has never abated. Indeed, in 1930-32, he returned
to both points again in the Appendices to nothing less than his monu-

mental History of the Russian Revolution.3

: What was not included in the Appendices to either work?
although it was a continuation of the 1909 article on "Qur Differen-
ces", was his 1910 article dn the Neue Zeit entitled "The Develop-

ment of the Tendencies of Russian Social—Democracy."4 It has not been

* In Russian, this is abbreviated RSDRP; in English, RSDLP
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translated into English, to my knowledge, to this day. Yet it is
this which is the undercdrrent of all the dlSUULeS, Lenln s article,

"The Hlstorloal Meaning of the Internal Party Struggle in Ru551a"5
was in answer to and critique of this 1910 article by Trotsky.

It poses the questlon at issue: What is theory? What is
_the relatlonshlp of theory to practlce° and how do both relate to
the objective situation? To. get to that nub, let's begin at the be-
ginning, with Trotsky's participation in the 1907 Congrese which re-
volved around the 1905 Revolution,

Let's remember that this occurs after Trotsky had reached
the highest point of activity with the General Strike led by the St,
Petersburg Soviet, which he headed. Not only was that a highpoint of
revolution. "It became the highest point of Trotsky's theoretical
development, as he drew from it what later became known as the theory
of Permanent Revolution. Absolutely no-one, including Lénin and Luxem-
‘burg, matched the leap in cognltlon which proclalmed that backward
Russia, involved in a bourge01s revolutlon, could be the one not only
to have the revolution before the advanced countries, but ~- in Ab-
solutist Russia -- to reach for socialism "in an unbroken chain, "

That expression, "unbroken chain," which referred concretely- to the
1905 Russian.Revolution -~ and not just the-concept of permanent revo-
lution which Marx had developed in his 1850 Addreos to the Communist
League6 -~ was the issue in dlspute.

It 15 lrotsky S orlglnal prOJectlon, whlch was later to
- become known as the . theory of Permanent Revolutlon but which was not
on the agenda of that 1907 Congress because Lenln s proposal to dis-
cuss "The Present Moment of Revolution” was defeated by the Menshe-
V1ks -- with Trotsky's help. Here is what Trotsky said in that_dls-
pute:

"What I want is that the Longress, from beelnnlng to end, be
political, that it be a gathering of revolutionary representa—
tives of the Party, and not a club, be-it of doubtful or even
non-doubtful Marxists, bent on general discussions, I need
political directives, and not your weneral philosophical de-
liberations about the character of the present moment of our
revolution,,. Give us a formula for action! That's what

I need." 7 ¥ -
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When the Congress got down to discussing the one "general”,
i.e.y theoretical, question --. the relationship of Social-Democracy
(s Marxism was then called) to bourgeois parties -- and Luxemburg
spoke quite eloquently on her concept of the Russian Revolution and
its relation to practice -- Trotsky said:’

"I can testify with pleasure that the point of view that Luxem-
burg developed in the name of the Polish delegation is very
close to mine, which I have defended and continue to defend.

If between us there is a difference, it's a difference of shad-
ing, and not of political direction. Our thought moves along
one and the same materialistic analysis.,”

But Luxemburg did not speak on the theory of permanent
revolution and neither did Trotsky as he oontinued with his own speech
on the question of the relationship of Social-Democracy to bourgeois
parties. He did develop his opposition to the Menshevik poSition
which had maintained that, since this was a bourgeois revolution, it
"has to be carried out by the demooratlo bourge0181e. Whereupon,
Trotsky said:

"As materlallsts, we must Tirst of all ask ourselves the ques-
tion of the social foundation of a bourgeois democracy. In
what classes, what strata of the population, can it find sup-
port? ... It is true that we have enormous masses of revolu-—

tionary peasantry ... the peasantry, however revolutionary #¢
it may be, is not capable of playing an independent, still
less a leading political role...f (1905, p. 276)

"I have not had an answer to my central question, though I
have asked it many times. You have no prognosis for revolu-
tion. Your policy lacks perspective.” (1905, p.283)

Trotsky did not present a resolution different from the
one the Bolsheviks.presented, though he tried to amend that one.
Indeed, he reproduced .his speech in the 1922_édition of 1905 precise=-
ly to show that he opposed the Mensheviks and voted with the Bolshe-
viks. Yet in.the years immediately following the Congress he wrote
a whole series of articles attacking the Bolsheviks as well as the
Mensheviks. The major one (and the one he was proud enough to repro-
duce in the 1922 edition of his 1905) was the article that had been
published in Luxemburg's paper in 1909, Here is how it concludeds:

",.. while the anti~revolutionary aspects of Menshevism have
already become fully apparent, those of Bolshevism are lihely
to become a serious threat only in the event of v1ctory.

(1905, p. 316)
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As 1f that were not a fantastic enough statement to make
in\l909 in "predicting" the future revolution, Trotsky in 1922 --
that is to say, nearly five years after ILenin had led the greatest
revolution in history -~ superciliously footnoted the 1909 statement

as follows:

"Note to the present edition. This threat, as we know, never
materialized because, under the leadership of Comrade Lenin,
the Bolsheviks changed their policy line on this most important
matter (not without inner struggle) in the spring of 1917, that
is, before the seizure of power. (Author)."” (1905, p. 317 ftn.)

Troteky evidently didn't think it supereilious because
the aim he had in mind, as is clear from the 1922 Pfeface to the.whole
volume, was to reiterate sole authorship of the theory of permanent
‘revolutioh and claim it as the reason for the success of the 1917
Revolution., Here is what he wrotes

"It was precisely in the interval between 9 January and the -
October strike of 1905 that .those views which came to be called
the theory of 'permanent revolution' were formed in the author's
mind, This rather high-flown expression defines the thought
that the Russian Revolution, although directly concerned with
bourgeois aims, could not stop short at those aims ... D?splte
an interruption of 12 years, this analysis has been entirely
confirmed." (1905, pp. vi - vii) _ _

The point is what did happen'in those intervening 12 |
years? As we already saw, in 1907 he did not_wish to discuss the
nature of the present moment of the revolution. In 1909 he published
the above cited criticism of Mensheviks and Bolsheviks, In 1910 he
followed it up with the article in Neue 7eit, where the first point

Trotsky made was: "Theory cannot replace experience,"

As 1f 1905 meant, not the greatest experience evef -~ be it for
him or the Russian pfoletariat and peasantry, as well as for the
world working class/ but only factional disputes between "Economists",
Mensheviks and Bolsheviks,. as if Russian Marxism arose merely out of
fighting a "prlmltlve 1deologlcal viewpoint" (i.e.,, the Narodniks),
Trotsky reached the following conclusion regarding those factional
disputes between Mensheviks and Bolshev1ks the differences arise
out of "the process of,gdaptation of Marxist intellectuals to the
class struggle, i.e. thevpolitical immaturity of the Russian prolefa—
riat.” What such arguméntation betrays, I would say, is that it
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isn't'only the "nature" of the peasantry about which Leon Trotsky had
a low opinion; it is the proletariat which he considered backward -~-
"politically immature.” Trotsky's logic, however, led him to accuse
the Bolsheviks, Lenin especially, of "ideological fetishism," "sec-
tarianism,"” and "intellectual individualism,"

Far from returning to his theory of Permanent Revolution,
;’much'less to the Luxemburgian view of the advanced nature of the Rus-
sian proletariat, Trdtsky veered off to psychology, talk against .
"lack of morality" and "piracy" (a reference to expropriations), not
to mention "sexual anarchy."” o

It all sounds as if somebody was wfiting a farcical cari-
cature about Trotsky. But unfortunately, it is not a caricature.
It is not somebody writing about Trotsky. It is Trotsky's own writing
only a few years after he had projected nothing short of a theory of
Permanent Revolutions; -after he had separated from both Mensheviks
and Bolsheviks and declared he was out to unite all factions into one
Social-Democratic Party. And that was, indeed, the grand climax of
the 1910 article: "What is needed is a party united and capable of
action," Further to separate both action and organization from theory,
not to mention reducing the concept of organization to "apparatus,”
he adds that, of course, to achieve unity of disparate tendencies:
"what 1s needed is the re-organization of the party apparatus.”

Those who say that -- since that was the period climaxed
by the infamous "August Bloc" which Trotsky acknowledged was a "funda-
mental error'", and since he accepted Lenin's characterization of him
as "conciliationist” -~ Trotsky's joining of the Bolshevik Party, like
his revolutionary activities in 1917, "eliminated all differences,"
show they understand nothing of either theory or organization, The

whole point of Marxist theory, and organization to correspond, is that
they are inseparable from the goal -~ the revolutionary road to a
classless society., If one creates a theory of revolution but thinks

a "Party" can reach the end of that long trek without that theory,

he 1is, indeed, underestimating what theory is. That is the only rea-

son Trotsky could have written that "theory cannot replace experience,"
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It is the only reason he could have failed to put his theory on that
1907 Agenda and refused to discuss any theory of the "nature of the
present moment of revolution" -- and then proceeded to try to unite
all tendencies, not by forging a theoretical basis for a revolutionary
party, but by proposing the "reorganization of the Party apparatus.”

Lenin did not criticize Trotsky only for organizational
conciliationism. Quite the contrary. He took issue with the speci-
fic 1910 article because of Trotsky's "utter lack of theoretical uri-
derstanding," 9 and because Trotsky was arguing, not about the objec-
tive nature of the Russian Revolution, but subjectively reducing even
his own "philosophy of history" to "the struggle for influence over
the politically immature proletariat," '

The point here is not so much whether Lenin or Trotsky
was right in this or that dispute., Rather, the amazing fact is that
Trotsky, the creator of the theory of Permanent Revolution, was prac-

ticing not just organizational but theoretical conciliationism -- and

the theoretical conciliationism was not only against "others" but

against himgelf., In a word, not a single serious point Trotsky made
in 1905 was either developed or related to anything he did in those
12 long years betweén 1905 and 1917.

How, then, did the question of his theory mature when, fi-
nally, in 1917 a proletarian revolution did, indeed, succeed and was
led by Lenin and himself? The November, 1917 Revolution remains the
highest point of proletarian revolution and is magnificently retold
in The History of the Russian Revolution. This book is a landmark of
historical writing by one who was both a leader of a revolution and
an historian of it. All the Appendices in the history of 1917 are
expressions of Trotsky's view of his theory of the Permanent Revolu-

tion, That is natural enough, What ish't natural is some rewriting

of history in the Appendices, especially as it relates to Lenin and
the theoretic division between the two on Lenin's slogan, "the revo-
lutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasan-
try,"” which is almost always abbreviated by Trotsky as Jjust “"bour



-8

geols-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry.” To
prove how that kept the Bolsheviks from understanding the course of

1917, he shows how hard Lenin had to work "to rearm the Party."

That, in part, is true but the whole truth is that it was
not the theory of Permanent Revolution that "rearmed the Party”, but
Lenin's famous April Thesis, To try to claim that the April Thesis
somehow implied Lenin's conversion to Trotsky's theory is to skip en-
tirely Lenin's philosophic-dialectic:reorganization which, far from
bringing him closer to Trotsky, led to the most fundamental diépﬁ%é:
between them over Lenin's slogans -=-."Defeat of your own country is

the lesser:evil;" "Transform thée imperialist war into civil war.”

It was not Leon Trotsky's theory of Permanent Revolution, but the
dialectics of revolution that led ™ Lenin both to the April Thesis
and to the writing of State and Revolution, as well as to putting
congquest of power on the agenda of the Bolshevik Party. And it was
then that Trotsky Jjoined Lenin, not Lenin Trotsky.

In The History of the Russian Revolution there is, final-.
ly, a quite. serious development of the theory of Permanent Revolution.
As against 1905, which has not a single word to say of Marx's 1850
Address, which first projected the slogan "revolution in permanence"
for the German proletariat who had fought and lost the 1848 revolu-
tion, this 1932 Appendix is well-rooted in Marx. Trotsky here in-

troduces a concretization of his theory by his analysis of the law

of combined and uneven development, which relates to Marx's statement
about the industriallly more advanced country showing the less deve-
loped country the image of its own future . Methodologically, Trotsky
shows that Marx there had in mihd, not the world economy’ but the sin-
gle country as a type. He. proceeds to show the differences between
England's industrial development revealing the future of France "but
not in the least of Russia and not of India." And he concludes that
because the lMensheviks "took this conditional statement of Marx un-
conditionally,"” they refused to see where the Russian Revolution was

moving and ended up agreeing with the liberals,

On the other hand, another statement of Marx, that no
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social formation disappears until all productiVe forces have deve-
loped, has a different point of departure, This time Marx is talking,
not about individual countries but about "the sequence of universal
social structures (slavery, medievalism, capitalism)." The Menshe-
viks, however, applied this to a single country, thus acting as if
productive forces develop in a vacuum. By disregarding both the class
struggle and the world context, they, instead of confrénting the
actual Russian capitalists, produced nothing but "abstract economic
possibilities.” (The History of the Russian Revolution; Vol.III, p.378)

' So much for answering Menshevism, But what about what
Trotsky called "ideological restoration"? (Vol. III, p.381)
Here once again we see the inner contradiction within Trotsky., By
shifting the debate to the context of the Stalinist slanders about
him and Stalin's revisionism about the world revolution, confining
it to the nationalistic "socialism in one country, " the "ideological
restoration," insofar as Lenin's position in 1905 and in 1917 is con-
cerned, gets quite lost. He quotes (I should add for the first time,
having shown no awareness of them when they were written in 190510)
some very beautiful passages from Lenin which referred to the "be-
ginning of a decisive struggle for the socialist revolution ... it
will be the beginning of the real struggle of the proletariat." And
he also quotes Lenin's statement of Sept., 1%05: "From the demo-
cratic revolution we will immediately begin to pass over, and 1in the
exact measure of our strength, the strength of a conscious and orga-=.
nized proletariat, we will begin to pass over to the socialist wevo-
lution. .We stand for a centinuous revolution. We will not stop half-
way.” [ Vol,.ILI, p.303)

But Tretsky does so, not so much to prove that the theo-
ries of the two, irrespective of the slogans, were not as far apart
as factional debates made them appear, as to maintain the difference
that compelled a "rearming'" which, allegedly, would have been unneces-
sary had Lenin himself been armed with Trotsky's theory! Thus, Trot-
sky explains away the affinity eof ideas by quoting another passage
from Lenin on another occasion when Lenin wrote of the fact that re-
volutionists have the right "to dream," aé if Lenin had said it only
as "a dream."



~-10-

Since Lenin's article did relate to the fact that the
workers in Europe would also rise up "and show us 'how it is done’,
Trotsky correctly extends this international aspect to his whole
struggle against Stalin's "theory" of socialism in one country vs.
the Marxian concept of world revolution. But, though the Appendix is,

[A]

as a totality, directed against Stalin, and profoundly presents Lenirls
internationalism, Trotsky does a great deal less justice to Lenin's
position on the peasantry, very nearly attributing to Lenin his own
view that the peasantry is "an unreliable and treacherous ally."”
(Vol.III, p. 385) 11

Above all, what stands out is Trotsky's failure to grasp
the totally new theoretical point of departure on that question which
Lenin intreduced in his Theses on the National and Colonial Questions
at the Second Congress of the Communist International; Trotsky's
reference to that thesis is limited to the context of his fight with
Stalin -~ internationalism vs. nationalism -- and not the pivotal
point of the revolutionary live force of the peasantry,-of the nation-
al question, and of the perspective that, since world revolution has
not come via Berlin, "then perhaps" it can come via Peking. That
new point of departure in theory was not grasped, much less developed,
by Trotsky. :

His attempty retrospectively, to credit the 1917 Revolu-
tion"s success to his theory of Permanent Revolution, was not, of
course, at the bottom of the Trotsky-Stalin struggle that ensued af-
ter the death of Lenin. No. More objective causes are at the root --
the new stage of world capitalism, reflected in Stalin's revisionist
capitulation to the capitalistic impulse as he moved in the opposite
direction of the workers' demands. But, of course, Stalin took ad-
vantage of the specific dispute over the additions to the 1922 edition
of Trotsky's 1905 as he began his usurpation of the mantle of Lenin.

Though that is beyond the shadow of a doubt, there. is also
no way to evade grappling with what Lenin called Trotsky's "lack of
theoretical understanding” in the périod of 1907-1912, It is that
which led Lenin to characterize Trotsky as "conciliationist" in theory

as well as in organization. Indeed, because the conciliationism was
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theoretical, it, at onez and the same time, led Trotsky to a rather
checkered organizational alliance with the Mensheviks, and made it
nearly impossible for him to develop even his own. theory.

The nodal points of a serious revolutionary theory are
rooted in self-activity of the masses who make the revolution, and
the leadership's singling out of those live forces of revolution, not
‘only asiForce. but as Reason.  And that holds true when facing either
a concrete revolution or a counter~revolution, The 1917 -Revolution
was certainly a spontaneous mass outpouring., ‘Its' success. can hardly
be attributed to a single factor. Lenin's contribution was the great-
est, but that doesn't mean that it was spotless -- least of all in
his concept of the party-to-lead, and especially so in the elitist
way 1t was firset spelled out in 1902.* That Trotsky bowed to that in
1917 only further welghed down Trotsky's own great contribution to
that revolution.

‘Whether the theory of Permanent Revolution was confirmed
or unconfirmed in 1917 is not proven, as we showed before, by the mere
repetition of the theory of 1905-06 in 1922. The real point at issue
by the time of the writing of The History of the Russian Revolution
in the early '30s was whether one has a theory to meet the challenge

of the new stage of world capitalism -- the Great Depression which
brought on state-capitalism as a world phenomenon, Although Trotsky

* Contrast what TLenin wrote in 1902 to what he wrote once the 1905
Revolution broke out: "The working class is instinctively, spontrneous-
ly Social-Democratic, and more than-ten years of‘work put in by -
Social- Democracy has done a great deal to transform this spontaneity
into consciousness."” (“Reorganlzatlon of the Party," p. 32, Vol. 10
of Collected Works) See also, in Vol. 13 of Collected Works, Lenin's
"Pref&ce fo the Collection 12 Years" : '
"What Is To Be Done? is a summary of Iskra tactics and Iskra or-
ganizational policy in 1901 and 1902. Precisely a 'summary', ho
more and no less ... Nor at the Second Congress did I have any in-
tention of.elevating my own formulations, as given 1n What Is To
Be Done?, to 'programmatic' level, constltutlng spec1al principles
Il!” (p. 102 and p 107)
“"The transition to a democratlcally organlzed workers' party, pro-
claimed by the Bolsheviks in Novaya Zhlzn in November 1905, i.e.,
as soon as the conditions appeared for legal activity -- this
transition was virtually an irrevocable break with the old circle
ways that had outlived their day." (p.105)
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by the mid-1930s had fought the Stalin bureaucracy for a solid de-
cade, had written The Revolution Betraved, he denied the transforma-
tion of Russia into a state-capitalist sdciety.12 And he ended up
tailending Stalinism, calling fer the defense of Russia as a "work-
ers' state, though degenerate” at the very time, as we stated earli-
er, when the infamous Hitler-Stalin Pact had given the green light

te World war IT.

Which is why it becomes imperative to see the twe revolu-
tions, not weighed down with factional disputes, much less slanted
to theoretical conclusions, but with eyes of teday turned to future
revolutions.

-~ Raya Dunayevskaya
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