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The discovery of a wondrous continent is what it felt like when some of my closest comrades and I
connected with Michael Löwy, this remarkable revolutionary Marxist intellectual and activist –
himself a blend of Austrian Jew, Brazilian, Parisian, seeming to reach out to the world in all
directions, an outstanding modern-day representative of Trotsky’s Fourth International. [1]

The center of our own universe had been an island of about 2000 people in the United States, which
was becoming an increasingly sterile habitat, afflicted by a narrowing “Leninism” as interpreted by a
new crop of leaders in our Socialist Workers Party (SWP) in the early 1980s. In this universe,
Trotskyist “orthodoxy” was being replaced by Castroist “orthodoxy.” This exchange of orthodoxies
would presumably connect us with a new revolutionary international, centered in the Caribbean and
Central America, destined to lead the world forward to socialism. [2]

In hindsight, this is clearly dubious, but even at the time it seemed so to some of us. Comrades
questioning any of this were, however, destined to run afoul of the so-called “Leninist”
organizational principles being refashioned by the new SWP leadership to maintain the group’s
coherence (under the new leadership’s authority, of course). A darkening shadow was spreading
over those of us who were in disagreement, as our expulsions were slowly but surely being prepared.
The quality of the SWP’s increasingly closed “Marxism” seemed similar to what Soviet dissident
Andrei Sinyavsky had lampooned some years before:

"At once, everything fell into place. An iron necessity and a strict hierarchical order harnessed the
flow of centuries. The ape stood up on its hind legs and began its triumphant procession toward
Communism. The system of primitive communism arose because it was fated to grow into slavery;
slavery, to give birth to feudalism; feudalism, to capitalism; and finally, capitalism, to give way to
communism. That is all! The magnificent aim is achieved, the pyramid is crowned, history is at an
end.3 [3]

Orthodoxy, if understood as a closed system, is an approximation of death. There had been nothing
“orthodox” about Trotsky’s vibrantly dialectical Marxism, nor had this been a quality of the
“Fidelista” romantics who had made the Cuban Revolution in 1959. And it was absolutely alien to the
fabulous cultural and intellectual convergence that one found in Michael Löwy’s writings, where
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Lenin and Trotsky were rubbing shoulders with Rosa Luxemburg and Che Guevara, mingling with
Georg Lukács and Ernst Bloch, not to mention Antonio Gramsci, José Carlos Mariátegui, Walter
Benjamin . . . and innumerable unorthodox others.

 The Actuality of Marxism

It may be helpful to step back for a moment to give a sense of this body of thought and practice that
Michael Lowy has been associated with. [4]

Karl Marx (1818-1883) and his close co-thinker and comrade Frederick Engels (1820-1895)
developed the basic ideas and theoretical approach now associated with what is now called
“Marxism,” but which they called scientific socialism. This involved a fusion of what became the
separate social science disciplines of economics, sociology, political science, anthropology, and
history, undergirded by a philosophical orientation influenced particularly by G. W. F. Hegel and
Ludwig Feuerbach, and by perspectives of the Enlightenment and Romanticism. They were no less
influenced by the ideas and examples of a wave of democratic revolutions (especially the French
Revolution) and the momentous Industrial Revolution, as well as the emergence of the working class
and the labor movement. [5]

With a grand philosophical sweep that comprehends reality as an evolving and dynamic interplay of
matter and energy, Marxism projects reality as a vibrant totality in which amazing qualities of
humanity (creative labor, community, the quest for freedom) have generated technological advances,
economic surpluses, and consequent inequalities that – in turn – generate struggles against
oppression. This way of seeing history perceived a succession of economic systems nurturing
different social structures and cultures. Since the rise of civilization, all the social-economic systems
(whether ancient slave civilizations or feudalism or capitalism) have involved powerful minorities
enriched by the exploitation of laboring majorities. But sometimes the oppressed laborers fight back
and demand a better life – more food, genuine community, freedom – with their exploiters striving to
keep them in their place.

While all history has been marked by such class struggles, capitalism is unique, generating
technological innovations and spectacular increases in productivity, generating enough wealth –
ultimately – to provide a decent life for all people, if only the economy could be made the common
property of all. Capitalism’s distinctive economic expansionism naturally transforms a majority of the
people into workers, who can make a living only through selling their ability to work (labor-power)
for payment from the capitalist employer, but whose labor creates the actual wealth that makes
society possible and whose life-activity allows for the functioning of society. [6]

Marxists naturally see this working class as being the key to creating a socialist future. The working-
class majority must organize to make it so: build large, inclusive trade unions for better wages and
working conditions; build powerful social movements to bring changes for the better (reforms); build
political power of the working-class majority “to win the battle of democracy” and bring about a
transition from capitalism to socialism (which they saw as the extension of “rule by the people” –
democracy – over society’s economic life, providing for the dignity and free development of all).

Of course, this way of seeing things, of organizing our perceptions of infinitely complex realities,
provides a coherence that nonetheless cannot possibly capture the dynamism of all realities.
“Theory, my friend, is gray, but evergreen is the Tree of Life,” Lenin had insisted (quoting Goethe). A
Marxism that loses this understanding becomes cold and lifeless dogma.

For us, Löwy’s Marxism seemed incredibly warm, multi-faceted, and engaged with the complex hues
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and rhythms of life and revolutionary struggle. It was not a chaos – it had its own coherence, to a
large degree supplied by the traditions of classical Marxism that Michael understood and deeply
respected. But he was not afraid to challenge and supplement aspects of those traditions, imparting
a dynamism and pulsation to those traditions that amazed and delighted us, and gave us strength.
This was inseparable, for us, from Permanent Revolution, whose spirit seemed reflected in Carl
Sandburg’s lines in The People, Yes

"Man will never arrive, Man will always be on the way,
He’ll want and want and there’ll be no end to his wanting."

 Permanent Revolution

Leon Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution was the target of the SWP leadership’s trashing
operation, in 1981, as it sought to transform itself into “a sister party” of the Cuban Communist
Party. Fidel Castro and many of his comrades had concluded that survival, in the face of U.S.
imperialism, dictated a merger into the world Communist movement, headed by the USSR that had
been forged under the dictatorship of Joseph Stalin. To be a proper “sister party” would require a
break from the key theoretical perspective of Stalin’s arch-critic. Smuggled into SWP chieftain Jack
Barnes’s polemic against permanent revolution, “Their Trotsky and Ours,” were slightly reworded
Stalinist theorizations, as rigid and authoritarian as ever. But the SWP’s increasingly anti-
democratic version of “democratic centralism” prevented us from openly challenging this even
within the confines of our own party.

Little wonder that the book captivating us in 1981 was Löwy’s defense of Trotsky’s theory of
permanent revolution – The Politics of Combined and Uneven Development: The Theory of
Permanent Revolution. It was written independently of the SWP’s break from the politics of the
Fourth International, but for us it stood as a glowing affirmation of all that Jack Barnes was
rejecting. Even the title framed things in an open and liberating manner. The complex, uneven,
swirling patterns of global history created the living context within which the people who constituted
the working-class and variously oppressed majorities might come together. The essence of the
theory was: (1) that in economically backward Russia (where Trotsky developed the theory) only the
working class could lead to victory struggles for genuine democracy, which would necessarily bring
to power the working class and its allies; (2) that this would open a transitional period leading in the
direction of socialism; and (3) that this would necessarily help generate similar revolutionary
struggles in other countries – which would be required for the actual realization of socialism in any
and all of the countries.

Löwy described the evolution of this perspective in a manner far distant from the dogmatic approach
that had become the norm in the SWP:

“The idea of permanent revolution only appears in chrysalis in the writings of Marx and Engels: as a
series of brilliant and unsystematic intuitions that were largely ignored in the codification of the
Marxism of the Second International. It remained for Trotsky in his Results and Prospects to develop
the first coherent and operational conceptualization of a permanentist problematic that was
rigorously grounded in a sweeping historical theory and socio-economic analysis. Trotsky’s
perspective, as we have seen, was a major theoretical and political breakthrough. In particular, it
offered a radical alternative to the economistic and vulgar-evolutionist interpretation of Marxism
that was hegemonic in the pre-1917 socialist movement, and whose mechanical and pre-dialectical
strategic corollary was the theory of stages [i.e., first capitalism must develop fully, only then is a
socialist revolution possible – backward counties must restrict themselves to clearing the way only
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for capitalist development]. This permanentist strategy prevailed . . . during the revolutionary high-
tide of 1917-23 when it informed the practical activities of the Bolshevik Party and the
Comintern.” [7]

After Lenin’s death, with the failure of revolution outside of Russia, and as the bureaucratic
dictatorship crystallized under the leadership of Stalin, Trotsky’s perspective was swept aside. Stalin
and his co-thinkers committed themselves to the conception of building “socialism in one country”
(which under Russia’s impoverished conditions, with a low level of productivity and not enough
necessities to go around, meant the consolidation of bureaucratic power, not socialist democracy).
The world Communist movement was converted from a network of liberation into an instrument of
Stalin’s foreign policy. In this situation, the various Communist parties were compelled to revert to a
theory of stagism – separating the “democratic stage” of the workers’ struggle from the presumably
later stage of socialist revolution. For Communists outside Soviet Russia, this meant forming
alliances with the capitalists in one’s own country in order to secure some modicum of democracy
and social reforms, and (most important) friendly relations with the USSR. Socialist revolution was
postponed to an undefined future. “In its consistent and thorough application,” Löwy wrote, “Stalin’s
variant of stagism invariably produced tragic defeats for the labor movement; and only those
communist parties who in practice went beyond the official limits and pursued an implicitly
permanentist line were able to triumph.” [8]

Moving forward to an empirical examination of twentieth century revolutions, Löwy was able to offer
this sweeping conclusion:

“The theory of permanent revolution . . . was largely able to predict, explain and illuminate the red
thread that runs through the twentieth century: the social revolutions in the peripheral capitalist
countries. In this sense, it is, in our opinion, a crucial key to the understanding of our epoch. What
occurred in Russia, Yugoslavia, China, Vietnam and Cuba correspond closely to Trotsky’s central
thesis: the possibility of an uninterrupted and combined (democratic/socialist) revolution in a
“backward,” dependent or colonial country. The fact that, by and large, the leaders of the post-
October [1917] revolutionary movements did not acknowledge their “permanent” character, or did
so only a posteriori and with different terminology, does not alter the unmistakably permanentist
character of these revolutions.” [9]

Or so it seemed to him, and to many others, in the early 1980s. Three decades after its articulation,
what Löwy presented in The Politics of Combined and Uneven Development requires serious re-
examination, as will be further indicated below. Here it is sufficient to emphasize the exuberantly
un-orthodox quality that infuses his defense of Trotsky’s Marxism.

 On Changing the World

Those of us engaging with Michael’s book on permanent revolution were often inclined to search out
and engage with his other writings, particularly English translations appearing in such journals as
New Left Review, Telos and Critique. In this period I had the good fortune not only to do this, but
also to befriend Michael and to become editor of the “Revolutionary Studies” series for the now-
defunct Humanities Press, whose outstanding publisher at that time was Keith Ashfield. One of the
first volumes of the series was a collection of fourteen essays that I persuaded Michael to pull
together, to which he gave the title On Changing the World – which has now been republished, in an
expanded edition (four additional essays), by Haymarket Books.

In his preface to this volume, the author tells us that “these essays have only a fragmentary
character and do not at all present a systematic picture of this pluralist growth of the Marxist
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political philosophy or of its dialectical (contradictory) development.” He likens the collection,
instead, to revisiting “some high moments of the revolutionary tradition” and also to following “some
small mountain roads” within that tradition. He clearly hopes it will be of use for those intent “on
changing the world.” [10]

Eight of the essays focus on central aspects of the revolutionary Marxist tradition.

The relationship between the French Revolution of 1789-94 and the revolutionary thought of Karl
Marx is explored in all its complexity in “’The Poetry of the Past’: Marx and the French Revolution.”
The succinct and illuminating “Rosa Luxemburg’s Conception of ‘Socialism or Barbarism’” suggests
that one of Luxemburg’s many contributions to Marxist thought involves an emphasis on “the very
principle of historical choice, the very principle of ‘open’ history . . .” [11]

“Workers of all countries unite!” was the most famous slogan of the Communist Manifesto – but how
does one harmonize this elemental internationalism with the complex realities of nation-states,
ethnicity, and nationalism in the modern world? The way that a variety of Marxists wrestled with this
is the focal-point of the seminal discussion of “Marxists and the National Question.” Yet another
seminal essay is “From the ‘Logic’ of Hegel to the Finland Station in Petrograd.” Here we see the
shock of the Socialist International’s moral and political collapse of the face of the First World War
forcing Lenin to rethink his Marxism – through an engagement with Hegelian dialectics – helping
reconceptualize revolutionary possibilities in 1917.

Dovetailing with this are two other essays – “The First Revolution of the Twentieth Century”
(reviewing an outstanding study of early twentieth-century Russia, The Roots of Otherness, by
historian-sociologist Teodor Shanin) and “The Marxism of Results and Prospects” (concisely covering
ground explored in The Politics of Combined and Uneven Development). Both deal with the nature of
the Russian Revolution, reflecting uneven and combined development and permanent revolution. In
the first of these, Löwy appreciatively describes what some Marxists might see as Shanin’s
“heretical” discussion of the peasantry as an anti-capitalist and truly revolutionary force, and even
Trotsky (far more than Lenin) comes in for criticism here.

To some extent also fitting into the “mainstream” category are the essays “Gramsci and Lukács” and
“Revolutionary Dialectics against ‘Tailism’: Lukács’s Answer to Criticisms of History and Class
Consciousness.” Both Antonio Gramsci and Georg Lukács are considered foundational figures in
what has become known as “Western Marxism,” often portrayed as a philosophically and culturally
oriented Marxism divorced from practical politics, particularly the Communist and working-class
movements. As Löwy correctly emphasizes, however, while each was steeped in Hegelian
philosophy, both were Hegelian Leninists, in the leadership of the Communist parties of Italy and
Hungary respectively, immersed in the development of working-class struggle. Focusing especially
on Gramsci’s Prison Notebooks and on Lukács’s History and Class Consciousness (and secondarily
on the recently discovered Tailism and the Dialectic), he argues that both have much in common.
While his political respect tilts more towards Gramsci, he shows that both are well worth reading for
those interested in changing the world.

The remaining ten essays in this volume constitute what the author alludes to as “small mountain
roads” – byways less traveled within the Marxist tradition. These include presumably “reactionary”
romanticism, utopianism, religion, and a rejection of progress. Here we find multiple references to
figures in the heretical margins of those identifying with Marxism: Ernst Bloch, Herbert Marcuse,
Lucien Goldmann, most especially Walter Benjamin, as well as such decidedly non-Marxist figures as
Max Weber and Hannah Arendt (intimate critics of Marxism whose insights may open new pathways
of Marxist thought). Löwy’s Marxism involves not simply eloquent reaffirmation, but also insistence
on critical renewal – pushing against certitudes, against traditional understandings, to find new



ways of understanding the basics of Marxism and to apply those revitalized basics in ways enabling
us to engage with more of the complexities that swirl around and within us.

Especially revealing is Löwy’s shift regarding the philosophical-cultural current known as
Romanticism – which he characterizes in an outstanding essay (“Marxism and Revolutionary
Romanticism”) as the nostalgia for precapitalist societies and a cultural critique of capitalism (and
one might add an emphasis on emotion rather than intellect). He previously viewed this backward-
looking orientation as the opposite of “forward-looking” Marxism, which is grounded in the
Enlightenment conceptions of Reason and Progress. But he came to an understanding that Romantic
thought was no less essential to Marx’s own orientation, and it has become crucial for Löwy’s as
well. The way Marx affirms the democratic culture and polis of ancient Athens, and of “pre-civilized”
peoples who he became aware of through the work of early anthropologists, brings an awareness
that “from a human viewpoint and compared with communities of the past, industrial capitalist
civilization is in some respects a decline.” The notion among Marxists of inevitable Progress, shared
with pro-capitalist triumphalists, must give way to “the revolutionary-romantic dimension of
Marxism,” which means “enriching the socialist perspective of the future with the most heritage of
the past, with the previous treasure of communal, cultural, ethical, and social qualitative values,
submerged since the advent of capitalism in the ‘glacial waters of egotist calculation.’” [12]

Similar challenges are offered in the other “small mountain road” essays, for example this from
“Marxism and the Utopian Vision”:

“Scientific socialism must once again become utopian by drawing its inspiration from the
“Principle of Hope” (Bloch) that resides in the struggles, dreams, and aspirations of millions of
oppressed and exploited, “the defeated of history,” from Jan Hus and Thomas Münzer [martyred
Christian-communist revolutionaries of fifteenth and sixteenth centuries] up to the soviets of
1917-19 in Europe and the 1936-37 collectives in Barcelona. On this level it is even more
indispensable to open the door of Marxist thought wide to the gamut of intuitions about the future,
from the utopian socialists of yesterday to the romantic critics of industrial civilization and from the
dreams of Fourier to the libertarian ideals of anarchism.” [13]

 The Challenge of Coherence

The approach reflected in these essays – which would be anathema to many partisans of “orthodoxy”
– was firmly grounded in a mature commitment to the revolutionary Marxist tradition. This
grounding helped ensure the coherence of the analytical and political orientation that would be
enriched by the openness advocated and practiced in the essays.

Such coherence is by no means an easy thing to achieve and sustain – especially given the truth of
Lenin’s Goethe quote, that the realities of life are so much more vast and complex than even the
most sophisticated theorizations. Yet without the coherence of such a theoretical-political
framework, opening the door wide to such diverse and often divergent elements can result not in
comprehension or creativity, but rather in chaos.

Finding the right balance is an achievement realized in Löwy’s work, to a very significant degree.
The blend of coherence and openness was established in his classic study of 1970, The Theory of
Revolution in the Young Marx, described quite aptly thirty-five years after:

“It is basically an attempt at a Marxist interpretation of Marx, that is, a study of his philosophical
and political evolution in the historical context of social struggles in Europe during the decisive
years of 1840-48, and in particular of his relationship with the experiences of the emerging working
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class and the early socialist labor movement. It was through an active exchange with this social
environment (as well as with the left-Hegelian currents) that the young Marx formulated the seminal
kernel of a new worldview, the philosophy of praxis, which provides the theoretical foundation for
his conception of revolution as proletarian self-emancipation.” [14]

This early work, along with the later Politics of Combined and Uneven Development, provided the
theoretical-political framework that ensured a definite coherence in the creative efforts of this
author-activist. It should be emphasized that this reflected the theoretical and practical-political
orientation not simply of this individual, but of the global political current in which he played an
active and prominent role, the international collection of parties and groups associated with the
revolutionary Marxism represented by Leon Trotsky, the Fourth International.

This is hardly the place to review the history and fortunes of the Fourth International, although its
own coherence is now certainly less than was once the case. As with the rest of the international
revolutionary Left, the comrades of the Fourth International are engaged in searching process of
critical evaluation and self-evaluation as we seek to learn the lessons of recent decades while
preparing for the revolutionary challenges facing us in the period we are now entering. And as part
of this process, it makes sense to critically evaluate the contributions of Michael Löwy whose work –
along with that of the late Ernest Mandel, George Breitman, and a handful of others – represents
what might be called “the best of Fourth International Marxism.”

Especially given his intellectual integrity, Michael’s self-evaluation is worth consulting. On the one
hand, the outlook presented in his 1970 work on Marx’s theory of revolution, he writes, “remains the
best compass to find one’s way in the present confused historical panorama.” In regard to the 1981
book on permanent revolution, on the other hand, he comments: “I feel that much of it has become
outdated.” Specifically, he notes, “most of the societies that I characterized as ‘post-capitalist’ have
simply restored capitalism, without much resistance from the exploited classes.” [15]

The consequent decision to remove all of Part II of the original volume from the 2010 reprint of The
Politics of Combined and Uneven Development – more than 80 pages – results in the book having far
less coherence than seemed to be the case in 1981. Perhaps a deeper challenge to the coherence of
Löwy’s book, however, can be found in the inclination (by Löwy, but also within his Fourth
International in general) to see the “democratic” component of permanent revolution as being
realized when a Communist Party (the Chinese, the Vietnamese, etc.) took control of the country,
and basically to see such a one-party dictatorship, ruling in the name of the working class, as a
“stand-in” for the working class actually coming to power.

As Löwy’s self-criticism indicates, this damaging substitution – inconsistent with the best aspects of
his general approach – failed to produce the durable results posited by his 1981 study. This does not
negate the “permanentist” dynamic that he pointed to in his discussions of the revolutions in China,
Vietnam, etc. But their overall meaning seems to have added up to something significantly different
than what he and his Fourth International co-thinkers (among whom I must include myself) had
projected.

This historical lesson, which corresponds to the stronger elements one can find in Löwy’s work, can
actually find its way into a reformulation of his perspective in which, if anything, its coherence will
be strengthened. There are, however, two new works of scholarship that challenge other significant
aspects of The Politics of Combined and Uneven Development, which must be considered as we
conclude our reflections on Löwy’s achievement.



 Revolutionary Scholarship, Revolutionary Politics

One challenge is to be found in an outstanding collection of documents, Witnesses to Permanent
Revolution, edited with a capable introduction by Richard B. Day and Daniel Gaido. [16] What they
document is that Leon Trotsky, while certainly the most famous and brilliant proponent of
permanent revolution, it very much emerged in a collective context. The collection provides seven
essays by Karl Kautsky, five by the young Trotsky, two by Trotsky’s mentor and collaborator Parvus
(Alexander Helphand), three by Rosa Luxemburg, two by David Ryazanov, and one by Franz
Mehring—none of which easily fits into the alleged “economistic and vulgar-evolutionist
interpretation of Marxism.”

In various works (his introduction to a later edition of 1905, comments in The New Course, his
autobiography), Trotsky commented that his “permanent revolution” conception overlapped with
perspectives of Parvus, Luxemburg, Mehring, and Kautsky—and also Lenin. In The Politics of
Uneven and Combined Development, Löwy characterized this as an effort to “minimize the
originality of his conception” in order to “play down the supposedly ‘heretical’ nature of the theory
of permanent revolution.” [17] Witnesses to Permanent Revolution suggests that Trotsky’s comments
were grounded not in political expediency but intellectual honesty.

This also suggests a point Löwy himself emphasizes: the revolutionary conceptualizations inherent in
the analyses and methodology of Marx himself. Theorists and activists seeking to apply such
Marxism to the world around them will naturally come up with formulations going in a
“permanentist” direction. One might argue that the later degeneration of the Second International
caused Löwy to make assumptions about its adherents’ earlier Marxism that are not fully justified.
At the same time, there is a difference between “going in a permanentist direction” and developing a
full scale conceptualization as Trotsky did in the wake of Russia’s 1905 revolutionary upsurge. And
here it is important to join with Löwy in refusing to blur the distinctive contribution offered by
Trotsky.

The other work of scholarship posing a challenge to The Politics of Combined and Uneven
Development is the massive and meticulous study How Revolutionary Were the Bourgeois
Revolutions? by Neil Davidson. In this volume and in a presentation at the “Socialism 2013”
conference in Chicago, Davidson argues that Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution is of historical
interest only, that especially since the age of “bourgeois revolutions” (not adequately understood by
most Marxists, he contends) is now passed, the theory itself is irrelevant. [18] This is well worth
considering especially given the high quality of Davidson’s work.

Löwy himself has advanced a view that seems to contradict Davidson’s line of argument:

“I think that Trotsky’s theory, on the condition that one doesn’t take it as a closed system that has
answers to everything, is a very precious tool to understand the “uneven and combined” nature of
the system, and the “combined” nature of the possible revolutionary processes in the capitalist
periphery. . . . It still has the great advantage of pointing to the connection between anti-imperialist,
agrarian, democratic and anticapitalist struggles: not one of them can triumph if not “combined”
with the others.” [19]

One might go further: permanent revolution has application in the capitalist heartland, not simply in
the periphery. Struggles for genuine democracy, struggles to end militarism and imperialist wars,
struggles to defend the environment from the devastation generated by the capital accumulation
process, struggles simply to preserve the quality of life for a majority of the people, cannot be
secured without the working class coming to power and overturning capitalism. Such struggles in
the here-and-now also have a “permanentist” dynamic. Nor can the revolutionary resolution be
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secured without the spread of such revolutions to other lands.

Against this line of thought Davidson complains: “To refer to permanent revolution in the context of
the United States or any other advanced capitalist country is . . . to deprive it of any specificity, since
there is virtually no country in the world where some precapitalist social form or predemocratic
political institutions cannot be found.” While acknowledging this, Löwy (making specific reference to
a consistent defense of the environment necessarily spilling over into a transition to socialism)
commented: “This is not ‘permanent revolution’ as Trotsky formulated it, but it is a sort of analogous
argument.” [20]

Rather than arguing that permanent revolution is irrelevant, then, one could argue that the
dynamics underlying Trotsky’s theory are more generally relevant today than ever before. Rule by
the people (and all related democratic demands) can only be consistently fought for, and ultimately
won, by the working class majority, which must take political power to make it so. The implications
of working-class political power necessarily go in the direction of a socialist transition. This struggle
must cross borders if it is not to be defeated, and it must triumph worldwide if socialism is to
become a reality.

And for any of this to be possible, revolutionary activists must be animated by the creative, critical-
minded, outward-reaching, life-affirming approach infusing the essays in On Changing the World.

Paul Le Blanc

Footnotes

[1] For information and links, see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Michael_L%C3%B6wy (accessed
July 26, 2013).

[2] Some of the background on this is offered in Paul Le Blanc, “USA: Revolutionary Redemption,
lessons for activists – On the history of the Socialist Workers Party ,” ESSF (article 22282), April
8, 2012, and Paul Le Blanc, “The US SWP in the 1960s - Two reviews,” ESSF (article 23557), 12
July, 2010.

[3] Sinyavsky writing as Abram Tertz, ‘On Socialist Realism,” in The Trial Begins and On Socialist
Realism (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1982), 155.

[4] In the four paragraphs that follow, I draw on a summary developed in Paul Le Blanc and
Michael Yates, A Freedom Budget for All Americans: Recapturing the Promise of the Civil Rights
Movement in the Struggle for Economic Justice Today (New York” Monthly Review Press, 2013),
48-49.

[5] Biographical information on Marx and Engels, with useful examination of their historical
context, can be found in David Riazanov, Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, An Introduction ot
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