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DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENGE
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March 12, 1968

Mizs Raya Dunayevskaya
8146 Ward
Detroit, Michigan 48228

Dear Miss Dunayevskaya:

I held off replying to vour note and the enclosed chapter until
1 had a chance to look through several of Trotsky's works again. A&s
it turns out, I probakly could have spared myself that effort and
you some time I I had simply read through the essay when I received
it. - -For, my position is so far from yours that I have grave doubts
‘that you will regard my ccmments as helpful,

' o Baszcally, 1f T anp correct in my readlng, your argument sepms J
"‘to be th:.s- .

)

n

Lenln and Trotsky are distinguishable zs theoretlcla?§;~Feven
)

"when. they ara in agreement on specific¢ tactics---becaunes enin
-read Hegel and discovered a n nderstanding of Marxist th€ory
through the dialectic (p.2}; eﬁ) Lenin regarded ther@asses as self-
developing and a revolutionary~force (p.8); and,r(c) Trotsky departed
from Lenin---and from the Marxist position (p.l4)--~on the peasant
question, with the view that the peasants were not fundamentally
revolutionary and therefere had to be led by the vanguard, i.e.,
the industxial proletariat (pp. 7,8,12,13f£f.).

. On the first point (2), I would certainly agree that Lenin
regarded Hegel as crucial to an understanding of Marx, and that he
locked down on those Marxists who lacked that understanding. But
that really is not_the point you wish to make. Rather, you assert
that there was a("b reak:ZLn Lenin's_thought, which signified "2

otal change in aIXl His former1§ol;t1ca§7concepts "‘(p 16) There ’c))
are xeally two separable assertions here. The/?lrst is that such a
radical change as you describe actua took : in Lenin's 7
thinking, and with that I woulq:aiggéiﬁs entirelys--but I will respond
to that in ny comments on your secon points (b&c). However,
even granting that such a change did oceur, which I don't, it still
remains to be shown that the change is in any real sense traceable

to his reading of Hegel. [A?d‘EE_E“casemg}ggzgzggjiég_ggﬂe here./
There is ncLh;ng in Lenin 3 L0 EHUpport tha ne -saw
.any change in his political views as being related to his reading of .
: Hegel. What he says is that Hegel's Logic is crucial to an understandlng
”w% of capital, and that certainly is true. One might reasonably
q@' ey extrapolate on this to say that an understandlng of Hegel is vital to

Han understanding of Marx. But that is as far as Lenin goes, It is

g&m cm&/true, of course, that Lenin believes that no one could be a skilled

2,
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‘tactician or a good political leader who did not have a firm grasp of

Marxist theory. In that sense, a knowledge of Hegel and party tacties

are ralatable, but sc are many other things (an understanding of political

economy, =.9., Smith, Riecardo, etec., for example) In short, it seems to

me that a great deal more would have to be done to establish  the degree

and the kind of importance you attribute to Hegel in accounting for any

change in Lenin's political thought, much less the "total changa" you

describe. And, in any case, one would still have to ask why, from the

point of view of competing causal explanations, a readlng of Hegel is

rated qger the pg;xt-cai”ﬁvents‘of the same period, i.e., the start of ‘
“bhe War, in accountxng‘for any change in Leninfs political attitudes, —— .
“n faet, your own statements on this poznc are ambiguous, because oQZEiéd’) “
:you.do attﬁlbute the "complete change in Lenin's concepts" to "two w :
:shakiqg‘gyentsﬁiﬁthe Russ=i evolution, and the colonial revolutions. ‘ -
.4The War is not even mentioned] This is rather surprising since Lenin ﬁﬁﬂﬂs_&

éxpttt:tiyﬁéttr1butes -a change in tactiecs, if not in theory, to the War). :Zr .

Doubtless, one would like to say that theory and practice are merged, and\&*/-.

you.mean that a reading of Hegel and the two world-shakzng events go . e
. together to account for the "total change” in Lenin's thought. I do @ot'
- £ind ‘this at all a compelliny argument, Andw—toqﬁxntlon juet one minor-

point, what does one de with the ree- year h1at%"PctWeen the dlscovery

of Hegel and the first world-shaking eve

(b) I £ind your statement that for Lenln "the masses were Reason
7nxtraord1nary in-1i ht of his xkpp thoroughg01ng and relentless critici
7 of the Qgggﬁyardneﬁg3 "1gnorance, "short - 51ghtedness,“ and Minstinctua
_spontanex of the masses. ‘None of-these frequéntly-us onncte
aason to me:7 The masses, Lenin argues, do n Tp any ideological
Jﬂpﬁgffiun”%ﬁ't is, they do not consciously articulate and express the
revoluticnary class struggle, Rather, the "spontaneous (self) development
of the labor mowement leads to its becoming subordinated to bourge01s
ideology." BHence,q'pur task, the task of Social-Democracy, is to combat
gspontaneity, to di rt the labor movement, with its spontaneous trade-
unionist striving, from under the wing of the hourgeoisie, and-tob
'/ it under the wing of revolutionary Social-Democracy. “‘4g§gt is to be Do ?
’ (Internationa] Publishers), p. 41) cf. p. 71 note. It is specifically
the Party's "duty" to "stimulate" the minds of the masses, to emphasize
the Party's leadership,. —to train Party members to become leaders of the
masses, and to "dlobéte”’propoqals to the massesa, (Ibid, p. 82.)

The masses "1nst1nct1ve1y rush" into action, and the Party, which
possesses "knowledge and understanding" must "guide" the masses (Two
Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic Revolutlon, —p.10 10-11 11)

The task of the Party, as the keeper of the ideoclogy, is Ef‘elevaf““

the masses to the level of consciousness, {Collected Works, vo., V, p.éf% 7)
The masses are not "able to assimilate the general idea of econcomic.
struggle; it is an idea that can be absorbed by a few educated workers
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whom the masses will follow, guided by their instincts and their direct
¢p ;lnmediate interests." (Cellected Works, VolT 1IV,} ».291-2) Time after time,
(3 Lenin argues that Party leaders “must n t o the level of the masses,
to the level of the backward strata of the class." Thus, speaking about
the role of a Socialist newspaper, Lenin observes:

The average worker will not understand some of the articles
in a newspaper that aims to be the organ of the Party, he
will not be able to get a full grasp of an intricate
thecorstical or practical problem. This does not x%kx at all
mean that the newspaper must lower itself to the level of
the mass of its readers."
On the contrary, Lenin argues, the paper must remain on the
"intelligentsia," not catering teo the "backward" workers,
P. 281; cf. ﬁ%?gjl p. 100} "Therefore, attention must he devoted Prim
. to the task oI Yaising the workers to the level of revolutionists, bu
.. without, in doing so, necessarily deqrading ourselves to the level of
" the' 'laboring masses'...to the level of the average worker." (WTBD?, p. 122) .
~:Theé opic diehSEomy |between leaders and masses is not particularly
v disturking to Lenin. He defends his view of _the Party,—and concedes the
- point, {(WIBD, p, 116} In the debate with-Trotsky & Martov/whe advocated
_broadening the base of the Party, Lenin/complains that to let the masses
*in would "open the door for all elements of confusion, vacillation, and’
.~ opportunism." The -masses, far from representing any self-developing
.. revolutionary foxce, much less Reason, symholize to Lenin "unstable
elements" which threaten "the purity of the Party's principles." The
okjective, according to Lenin, should be "to raise the callling and
the significance of a Party member higher, higher, and still higher.,"
In utter disbelief, Lenin exclaims that Trotgky's proposal would "make
all and sundry members of the Party." |And, by the way, contrast-Lenin's’
position with Trotugky's belief in the Ses. Trotsky asserts that the
"chief danger” lies, not in the unguided spontaneity of the masses, as
Lenin believed, but rather, in the "growing tendency to counterpose a
few thousand comrades, who form the leading cadres, to the rest of the
mass whom they log yon only as an cbject of action." (Compare this withﬁkﬁp?!
your statement on(p.8) The issue, Trotsky said, is less concern for the
"purity" of the Party's leadership or principles and more that of shifting
"the center of Party activity toward the masses of the party." (These
citations are from my lecture notes, for which I am unable at the moment
to track down the specific referﬁ?c%s)uQI[“"’ﬁ°“779f|albxu4/‘ if el
St eV v

. statements in Lenin's writings. of the above are r§k1914, and I
Eﬁhave grouped them in this way in brder to indicate thatwe are not
— sgpeaking of some off-hand attitude Lenin's part, lightly to ke dismissed,

This represents but alsmi ligggpling of the totalg;:rber of such
{/ ]-‘

as I beiieve it iz in your essay. there is a radical change, as you
maintain, the force of that change going to have to bear some preportion

to, the tremendous evidence for Lenin's ‘old' attitude. In other words,
while I agree that it is not a matter of the number of citations, but how
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.one reads.Lenin, still, one is not likely to be convinced of a person's:
"total" change of mind by five or six refercncez---some of which relate’
to very specific circvmstances, rather than reflecting any general change
of attitude, but I decn't have time to go into that---as compared to many
tim2a that number on the other side, :

. §
What about Lenin's views égi%; 1914? If before the Revolution, the
masses did not understand the eral idea of ecoromic struggle" nor were
+they able to articulate any "conscious" ideological position, after the1
Revolution, they are still unable to understand what has been accomplished.
AThe workers did not understand what the new system was.," Moreover, the
"danger" in a revolution is that "the struggle will be so precipitous that
the minds of the masses of the workers will not be able to keep pace wik
“ . the rapld development. Even now the significance of the Soviet system is
s, .nédt clear to large masses of the/politically educated German workers"
) ‘\wl-'(s(alé'cted.lvorks,, !238) Or @ again, Lenin complains that thé
si7workers and-peasants ‘mre—accustomed to waiting for odders from above.,"S
7. (Ibid, yf‘279) They do not even understand that the proletariat is the™ <™
‘ruling claeg! Wnere is this self-developing Reason? It “waits for orders 7" -
o from abeve." Thus, Lenin declares, we have to "fight to instill inte the
.minds of the masses" vhat the Revolution has accomplished. Those accom-
plisbments are "only just barely beginning iLe-pgnetrate the minds of the .
brcad masses of the proletariat," (Ibid, ;632

‘ N . ‘ . .
If, Q;E;;)to the szylution, the Party had to '"guide" direct, and
r

control th asses, ég%e the Revolution, %gnin-argqes that the Party
must "rouse" and "ledd" the masses, (Ibid,{p. 342-3))It again must “raise"
them frem a state oftgqqkwardne§§> (Ibid, : he problem now, as it

“{always was for Lenin, is &till-“3§ struggle a 8t ignorance, against lack
of class consciouenesg, against the lack of orgznization of the braad

Pl masses, "~ (¥bid, p. 4§Q§ And the solution and the instrument for carrying

\ on the struggle ig, as it always was, the principle of organization,
realized by the institutional apparatus of the Party. The masses are
"turbulent, surging, overflowigg%: i.e., instinctually spontaneous; what

Qjﬂﬂﬁghey require isﬂ"i§§2;§::§i§liE§L/and :un%uestipninguobedience to the will

~_~0of a single person, tlhe Soviet Ileader. idﬁ;p. 345]JYIVEy

Why is "centralization and discipline" necessary to the party? Because,

Lenin argues, without that discipline, the Party.cannot "influence thas

mood of the masses." (Selected Works(f§§zz;§&bg;65%¥-Replying to his

eritics, Lenin brushes aside the whole gues of~leaders and masses (which

is certainly a conveninet tactic if one is a2 leader) with the comment,

"there have always been attacks upon the 'dictatorsghip of leaders' in omr

Party." Nevertheless, “more than ever," the Party must "educate and guide™’
: the nasses, (W X, p. 91) Penin warns, "you must not sink to the level of
%, the masses, to tlie—teveél of the backward strata of the class." (Ibid, EEQBJ,J

Even after the Revolution, Lenin can maintain that one cannot depend upon
Un$he "revolut:ionary mood" of the masses. (Ibid, pp.104,122) Both the tactics
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.and the ideology of thé class struggle are still in the hands of the Party.
The vanguard has "to resort to maneuvers and compromises" in order "to
;/raiae and_rot_lower the general ¥miw level of proletarian class consciousness.
i, (Ibid, p 11@}’The great failure of the Second International was "its
inability, ©Or incapacity to create a really centralized, really leading
center that would be capable of guiding the international tactics of the
- ~arevolutionary proletariat,” (Ibidy(§T1353)"The immediate task that confronts
2 &A/the class~conscious vanguard of thé-irnternational labor movement, i.e., the
_g\ ommunist Parties, groups and trends, is to be able to lead the broad masses
i {now, for the most part, slumbering, apathe?iE?E?ﬁdehound,-inert and
*_ dormant) to their new position..." (Ibid, B_13 And on ané on. In
.performing "organizing work -among the masses, " Lenin writes, Party leaders
must "direct their (the masses) consciousness towards socialism." They '
must make use 'of organization to raise the masses, but, he warns, "under
/11 conditions and circumstances, and in every possible situation, they
¥ {the party leaders) will carry on a Party policy, they will influence
‘their environment (the masses) in the spirit of the Party and will not
Jallow .their environment to engulf them." (this also is from my notes,
;but it oceurs in Lenin’s later writings, most probably, sw 1X)>. ’
7\ ¥ have gone on too long on this point, and will stop hexe,

1

e, éﬂ\l will comment only briefly on the third point (¢}. Here is Lenin
.bevﬁﬁ the peasants as a revolutionary force: " it would be senseless tc make
:_./%he peasantry the vehicle of the revolutionary movement,..a party would

. ..~ ' be insane  to condition the revolutionary character of its movement upon
‘A1 the revolutionary mood of the peasantry." (Collected Works, 1V, p. 244
ﬁ{%&;rhat was Lenin in€1899.* Fourteen years later, he declares in & Statement

which he is particularly fond of repeating: "The Marxists champion the
~  interests of the masses and say to the peasants: there is no salvation
S -o;tgou except by joining in the proletarian skruggle." (Selected Works,
"¢ﬁ$M 11, pp. 287,288,294) In this same period (ld§§§, Lenin arguess: "the
“*-.-peasantsg, in-the main, have up to now remained aloof from the socialist
movement of the workers and have joined the various reactionary and
bourgecis parties. Only an independent organization of the wage workers,
which Bmm conducts a consistent class struggle can wrest the peasantry
from the influence of the bourgeoisie..." (Ibid, 'p. 297) After the
Revolution, Lenin's position is unchanged. "If the-pedsantry of Russia
‘want to socialize the land in alliance with the workers who will nationalize
the banks and .estahlish workers' contro}l, then they are our loyal colleagues.."|§
(8w, Vi1, p. 267),2; the peasants come over to the side of the workers,
“then-theyare—oUF revolutionary allies. The reason that the "if%" is
necessary is precisely because Trotsky is right in assuming that the
peasants are not fundamentally or d&pendably revolutionary. The peasants
are, and were always for Lenin, the c¢lass of the petty-bourgecisie, which
ig by its nature a vacillating class between the "consistently revolutionary"

workers and the established bourgeoisie. ®fher That Lienin bellevéd-~==and I
agree---that he was following Marx in this view, se€ SW, X11, pp. 302-3)

Obviously, this 'commentary' has exceeded my original intentions, and
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. I di even get around teo saving
but the dichotomy between Lenin angd
Trotsky, which yYou make central to your argument, seemed to me to take

.pPriority. Aag a consequence, T omitted fiom the discussion some of the
other interesting a@ in your essay,

A8 I saig at the outset, all of this may seem to you overly
cortentions and not at ail helpful. T am BOorry if that isg the case;

inly was nct my inten it hag been, I would not have
: i and care I have in trying to
bBut the reasons, as

by whatever differencés'we_
-may nterpretations of the .writings of that
tradtiion. - Differences in 'interpretationg' ‘
_ddubt,lin‘thg future provide some occupational security £
“théfpbint,.however, as Marx said, ig to change the world.
: + We are in essential agreement,

or philosophers;
And, on that,

With my best.regards.,




