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o A gredt claarinb of my head oocurred at that moment
‘not only becsuse it removed the discussicn frap Jubjactlva basia™
cf Johnsenisa ite an objective glane but also beceauss 1t 'signifies .
that our previous stutement,. that oven state—capitalidm unlesa
"ccagleted by ﬁnrxlst-dumani*n"‘ ngeds restatement so thdt not

the polilileal tendenc tne goliticul movement predcainetes.

0f course we call ouraalv;a sarxist-Hinenists and fully appreciate
tie poaltive, lnstesd of the.negative, .corcretizetion of our .
philosophy. Dut we hsve never pinpointed the dirfference betwaen:
tendency and movement and thus sesen to hove arisen in 1894 when-
we ware"Jphnsond tes™ raother than 13955 when we finelly 4id become
Ferxist-Huneaists, or, more precisely yat, unfurled the beuner of -
HARXTSR: AND FRIEEDCH. Therefore, I would like rou to retrace with -
we; beckwards and fTorwsrds, the difference hetwean th z political_;
tendency 2nd & palltical nov vement: : ' T

L 1) Let me say at once tnat I now consider it no- acciden
Tihat the 140 split froz WP found the uO—be—J, “as.an unui*reren-
tiateu part ol shachtmaniss~lurnhanisa. '

2): Nor was it only a "tecticel” queutiun (anere not

hvpucir;uicnl { for JPC's "huerican 1gvolutlon") that ve rhturnad
X0 ua SWP in . :

- &)Nor, finullia ‘that 1t was not 1850 w;tﬁ s BCWR Ro solu—'

“tlon SL‘qsh; but’108L wi a misersble"moral"BSC hat we fina;ly
Yeft. THERE WASK'T G¥S TEE BASIS OF ANYT IT.\u g’ L-UHD;&-Z HTRL.

nJ A SOYEETRYFPONAN WITHCOLT I3 OWE RAISON D'ZTRE URTIL &Y LSITARS -
0N THIE ABSCLUNE IDEA, Mgy IL 220, luu3, Fesa than ‘one nonth. be;ora :
‘June 17 Nast Gerxsan hevolc. .

Herc is wnat these 3 points. euu up- tG. e We e
& political tendency and u tendency, though it tends in a girec—

tion separate and apart £ro. the main tree, cannot reslly breanch -
off mg if". 't were a diffzrent tree, with its own sceds,: No, our
new thou.t~a were of o pattern that could be Trotskyist, as :
'Trotahyist g5 eltner ol its two wings h&»wecn wnich we . nes Ethd
Talirly conlortably. S

' It is true Irotsky, when =live, had fou;ht-stat&-

apltJllut tendenciva before ours sroasu znu the Trots.ylsts come
Tuli forub down upon us with hlas authorlty. Hut it is elso true 
that, to tiie axtent that Irosthy zsllowed for simte capitalism’s
possible oppocrance "if" we were notbt out of 1ine &s en abaolutu,;
oprosite.’ “If we hog been »-;na by B0WR we were beginning to be,
which is wh; they , andnot we, hod tueken the lnitiative in driving
us cut of the party =-- then ine constant tulk of the class nuture
of wtwlinlisan would have weent thet we would not tolerate being
with tacoe vwho whitewaushed tho claoss caeny.
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The proof ‘of our tolcrance ls not only orgsuizational but philosc~
_phie: (1) As far buek ss 147 (uot to mentlon '4l when @I first N

translsted thea direc.ly from the ‘Hussian) we publlisied Hapx's.

sarly Lconouic Essays. winat cid- they aesn to us? certainly not
ffumgnian, - thougyh ~arx ghouis it at us. Ho, It wes "Allienotion.”

thet we chose to meke Bnto a philosopale category. ——and we were | o
known to Others and outselves by Lt —- was "Allenated Lebor”™, 5o much.
so0 that we had loter to begin yelling that "ailso" cherscteristic- o

of Uarxisc was “cooperative lsbor” do as to kesep cur proleterienized-

intellzactusls from feeling go "alienated” that they ran out of tue-
fzetory without waking =z single friend in-it.: . o RS
(Z) J then departed to write his "ievada Documenti™ or Dialectic.
otes or Hegel's SCIDNCE QF LUCIC. But the upshot of it wes to . con-
tinue io0 remsin psrt of Treotskylom because evidently the point of the
Lozic for our era was "errcr as dynwaic "of truth” so that Trotseylsm: -

s8till had much to tgach s of "truth.™ Tix is5 was 1948, o

(2)1948-4¢ saw a grodip}ous.correspcndence batween J, G & nyselfl
on the Dielectic, with Lenfh's philosophic Notabooks which I had “just
traﬁSlsted as. the centor. It LODE swie £-3 mMONLhE 0I gheway ¢or—.- .~
respondence betore. I gol anythify: out. of those two, and I used to thi
it is only becmuse 1 dGared zo into their puhllosophic domein. This is
true, but not tae wuole trutn. Ihe greater truth is that they didn't
‘understand Lenin's Hotebooks, They did et "transformetion into’
opposite”™ for 115 ecsonomic coutent as zXplaeined 1o monopoliy cepitsali
pg; ncthing at all” of Phbscluic Idea." Wothing. HNething., This is

ing

T a) oy 1880 . and our srostest collective offort, SCWR, we Sing
“out "contrediction® ‘in Hegel and ssyd that is: whet Lenin grasped first

in' 1915¢ _ ok
. oY yworse ‘then what we didn't gresp in Lenin or Hegel was where. .
we stopped in cur snelysis of Trotskyisd thou bt as "Synthetice
CGognition, ™  Ho wonder all those jokes froam SWlites, "You mean LT.
didn't read the last caspter of the Logic?™ If LT didn't sccept
tiie stnte-cepitalist theory only bec?ist Hc made a 1917 phenomenom,: -
statified property, into a "fixed zategory ™ and wouldan't.sgce the - -
changced that had occurred since, then &ll thet is necessary is to
malke them see "raslity®, not to reor_ anlze their very glethod of though
especially not since “synthetic coznitlon” not only conteins correc
anglysis, but alsc relates  this enalysls of the ccnerete to the 7 o
universsl, the world phenomenc:i, but neecs orly to Jjam .them to get |
the unity o1 the two snd get the dlialectic wholec. This indeed is
what we said. There Ls a duality ln wvrotukylsm, world or perisneat
revolution we are jor; statified property we 0;-.038¢; but the fopmer . :
is the grester truth which demands our loyelty atiil. o -

and'it”went with us in the gplit as well! Just eafpr had. we noet siugled

. - . . \"-—‘-"
out the HUmenism_ of Merxisz in 1947, so we hzd not singled it out in
- the strika of the miners in 184%. 1t 15 true that I prescnted to .
" J&G, with Johny Z. present, -the rirst now: view of what m{ book was
to pbe: (1l)its Ame:lcan roots in the strike and.{Z2JL's rhllosophic
neotebooks as iis» center, but we were so far frew conergtizing or
living by it, tuet ln tue BSC the whole strike spp.ours unly a8 proof
that "wowen" {slc! me) were not "suppressced” us btugy wore in SwP!

. . Kow then this mesns that we con shed pry illusion:
tuss o kovement -hed weoen -foundcd snd thot the sfoundar® (J) had a.
reo~iouncer” (1 waoa e docs ot wish e reRnowled, ¢, wnd did s0

IN A WORD, we reanined a politicsl tendeacy to the end '
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only twice snd only under ocmpuision, in 1947 when JFPT meant he'd have’:
& Taction & in 1554 when ho hoped to kéep her luprisoned as "co-Tounder|

o Porget the subjectivisu, cven when it is true, end you willi
gee that objeuctively other siete-cspltalist fuactions erose, which did ig
_not stop the unpridgeable ,ulfs, frou sunis!s snsrcho-syndicslism to!
Tony (1iff's opportunist Lrism. _ - ' : . S

" %pe truth is state cepitslisa is_ho Tuison dtetre for’ -
can independent movement any wore thian Len:in's Imperielism , by itself,
would - have been. e could build. that with help both rrom HllTerding -
and even Hobbak —-bit for State & Hevoluticn only ke and Larg could:’
have been its suthors and hence founders of as new & movement

thought as the voosiunards and the Tusgsian Soviet creators wers

: * whather we could heve influcnced hiotory if, in 1847,
Teaughi~ the iuUmenism of xarxism, oxr whether we couldn*t in &f o
ceu it it becguse it "wasn't in the air~ yel es the cocncrete t becene:
in 1556 —-wa'llnever knew because it isa’t poasible to rewrite history
. Pyt is time we did write it. S ' . . ' oS

‘ Concrotely, then, this is sk the way things developed: -~ 7
1) In ey 1953 i.wrote those letiers on the Absolute Idea which Grece
correctly analyzed as showipg, for the first time, that there was -~
not only & movezent frow theory to practice where practice meant -
either "verification" of theory or, at very best, "source" of theory,
but an sctive movemgnl whereby practice spproached theory so that the

two could unite. LiocTeover, aald my letters, the Absolute Idea is.not i}
gﬁgi-unity bf“theony'aud'préctita;:it~i:1thc*new~scciett;nnqtfjustl he st

l .

getie of the party as tne.“knowing“-af_thE"?bIeEariat;_;ﬂi;xkx 3

ERZ §§%§§5§§§§%§'n0rﬁaust "forms of revelt", but the new sctiety 1)
%) In June 1952 cmme the sast Germgn Revolt, not mSRk¥y to put.an’ .
end to the mytu of lavincibility of toislitarianisi; but to re-egatab
. 1ish the huamen factor ass the center of all movement forward, . :

.~ the dress rehesrsal for Hungary 1¢£6, but we could not see 1t then not
“only becsuse we.are RO prophets, but Lecsuse we were still debating -
{a) Stalin's death vs. "the new” in tie exchange of hamburger recipeas

at factoTy Denches sandng a couple of woxen, {b)preparing to 1ssue :
a new paper . viithout giving ihe prcletarian—editor-towbe a 1ine, &
principle, & perspective, 2 theory that is ready to abollsh the: divi=
sion between theory and practice. S I (5 Do
2)In 195455 we were forced into = split because R : 4 SR

- understood those 1653 letters and, ju:t as JPC understood SCWR*and - -
forced a split, so would J presently see thint no new movemenl would be
founded, not with his acquiesccnce. It pust be frankly edmitted we did
notsee it as suci, altheugh our instinct was right doth on the T
fomediete of woar, peliticalization of organization. and proletorieni=z
tion of puper s pert sand porcel of o theoreticel unfolduent, end on.-

waltimate” by mssijnin, ithe writing of liIwISL AND FRUEDUE, .

The oint I an makins is thot there waos no raison drtetrc for -an R
Tidepencent prolctarisn novenent Gntll EaRalSw add FRUEDCHwas  complete

Yours,

f‘ v\ ——"
oy
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Sept.£9,1962
bear meca-

e, neu_sre in JE STQ -ca i r"cn ing on my lnttﬂr
lgtgcai ﬁ%$c§%%%?r°?ggee ¥ gg nsit 1zt youngﬁ no? o
'advantabe of the difficulties you ‘hsve in writing not to answer
thet letter(and this one which is a contingetion of ‘the cther) .
beceuse, in easence; it will form the foumndaticn for our pamphlet,a
“who We- Are nnd ¥hoet We Stend Yor." I have nct sent copies Lo
. “the newer memnbers becsnse F£irst we who heve lived through that
. pericd cust, arrive at certain conclusions, Then, when we: see ;
* where it 'is we hLave: reached we will also bring in those members
who are working on the bas 1s of what we are now rather than what
.we_ﬁerc in- the 1940'5.

The ¢isintegration of Johnsacnise, first and’ moat funda-_
mentally, when we broke with li in 1955; and now when he pretends
.to return to marxism ond Grace goes to evarything {ron peace to
‘Muslim 18 proof of the feet that it had not developed into & R
total comprehensive theory. l'or our time. But.I still am interested 'l
in the Eositive contrivutinn ~-state-cepitulism~—-and why it could =~
not reach to serxist-Humanisa thhout Jreaking from dohnsonism. L

1)1947, KX We pucl;shed the parly Ess&yﬁ ‘of Marx -
but could not see ihorxist-fumanism, ‘elthough 1t was precisely
that which was in dispute in Frunce between Bxistentiglists .
who had perverted it as "naterieglistb" and the catholics who of .
. necesslty wished to reduce it to: "scul, C Whydid it only ‘mean
‘wplierated Lavor™ to Ui thEn? i 11 Se6Ns 10 me it wos becrige
despite our verbiage on "revolution” it was all either xs- abstract )

- or stucldly empiric as when J tried to ecuate it to Israel..

- 2)1948. J disappesrs into Hevede tc work on the Absolute
Idea - but only comas-up with “error gs the dynemic of truth." Now,
outside of the fact that, to uE&Gl 1t was not the, but "a"dynamlc;
of truth. end then only if, by virtue of the lessons from error, we
were able to overcome it, why did J see only that? ¥We used to .
"say it was notiing more then s rationslization for remelning inside
therrotsiyist movement, end thst remsins true. Sut it is not the -
whole truth, The objective pull is alweys stronger ihan the
‘subjéctive, no m:ntler now strong-willed(or wilful, ns you wish)

the lesder. and the objeective pull was the. prepondereoce of . ©
counter-revoluticn over revoluticn when the intiative and struggles -
ol the Rasses in post-wur world h¢d now giveii way to the #ershall -

Flan. Tc J, despite ull he sald about the inev1tabllity_cf
failure of iarshall PFlen to re-esteblish cspitalistic ZTurope,- the
counter-revolution stecod out s8¢ sherply that he chose its_ evolu—
tion (réadine it back &1l the way to rrench Revolution and - o
Robespierrel) and iis ruture, which is why he chose to concentrate i
on ‘Ahab and relegate Marxian to a"subordinate™ (mel. L

3)1949,  ¥ith my truenslation of Lenin® Philosophic
Notebooks asnd the correspondence between J, G. and me, J . once
agein maekes the counter-revolution predominate so thaet even when
G reamchies her highest point in the analysis of Hegel and what she
celled "the plunge into rreedoun™, she stops short at "Fersonallity”
in the Absolute Idew --and by thls tlcc it means not Jjust Ahab

‘but J himgelf.,
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4) 1950. No woader, then, that when we reach as far as it

is possible to go with the stoute-cspitslist theory without a
conerete new -philosophic universal -—oCuR——thUt despite all ;
verbliage on self-mobilisation of messes, tie crisis within () it -
sticks out like a sore thumb, and we insist furtheradre: EOne o

of ‘the most urgent tasks is to trace the evolution of the'counter—
revolution within the revelution, frcw liberalism through snarbhism, -
Soclal Temoecrszey, Noske, counter~revolutionary ttenshevizm, - to

Stalinism, its. cconomic. and socisl roots at easch. stage, its political
.manifesta{ions,“its contradictions end antagonisms

Incigentally, J 15 a shifting ‘liar when in reproducing
tiis 50 tr ai g oututanginb fcat“{e gfa what
y Yor"Beenis fr
regg E%gg dn Ry ieninisf neory of purly,.here ie wha '

and-Flan, the LenLHESE ghﬁt§ﬁﬁﬁﬁt°§oiﬁsi583%¥81939§1&E583aﬁﬁpltaliﬂn
theoxry oi the party. e party is, in. Lenin's words, based upon
the factory but upon the progressive cooperation aspect of

the Tactory, unity, discipline,sand orgenization of the working clas 5
in unalterable OppDBition to thn heony ond practice of the elite "

{He is =& shiftln: linr becazuse he 18 foreyver shlfting
the axis of his undisciplxned verblage froz one ecentral point- to:
its opposite without any serlious explanstion end on the wrong fcunda
tion since he tries to use the theory built up for one purpose for:
an‘entirely dirfferent aim. And thus with the party. A, ' no time.
in the VP or SWP were we opposed to"the party™. Cn the” contrary,;

.wé ware forevar..telling .them. ow o huild it cnrr‘pn'l"lv ‘inatesd.

* the wrong foundations thev had. zven-when we developed the "mass.
mobilization" condept, 1t wos not in oppesition to Tthe party®,

- but only in relstion to it. . began,.only with BSC, to speak.
“agalnst "the: party to lead™ (and correctly so) but, oven then, as. .
.was evident from the conatant ‘reiteration of the. quotLticn from Lanin

where he shows that only t.:e thlin stratum of the Bolsheviks kept the
-dictotorship from collepsing, it was not sgalnst a Marxist party

(=znd ageain correctly so) put’ egeinst what it was, . in Staliplat. _
atate-capitalist hands first, and then in *rotskyi%m.mhe "total
-repudiation” he was to discover only after we broke und his total
departure from Jarxiass, just es he now, in his ""arxism and. Interllec
tual”, begins. to ery about a return to Liarxisas snd the need to
Mexplsin® the role of saall groups, etc.ete.)

5)1858. THIS lo THE DRLAL BRJHY BLCAUSE PHILCJOIQICALLY.I.
:?LLALLY STU¥BLED ON THE N““DuL INT.REEETATION OT THE ABSCLUTE TJEA:
"AS THE MATERIALISN AXD HUMANISL OF QUL AGE. To bregk this down,.
as distinetl from tuec sle. e he ¥ G hud isbored on it,1947-52, (MEC}: =
. © a}In contrast to the fact that, as he put it in 5/ﬁ0/49.
"I got nothing:" from reading Pailosophy of Eind I went straight from
Abaolute Idesn to Absolute Mind and seid it was “the new saclety.*

*"hka is hilarious. Until I wrote this word down just now I had
forgotten that that was  the phrasc in my 1553 letters snd their
5t Bldi ieg in "Paci:.. Reality “, and theresfter naming the mailn -
column in Corzeaycndence "Ncw Soclety”, must have had its origin
there, tut, as under Stalinias w.lch claims it is "the new sccioty",
S0 -the impotent Johnsonites screan "the new society ias here and
all we need to wo is record ita existouce.”™ - L
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D .b) This was, furthermore, in contradistinétion,to his}f~.
_eguating theAbsolute Idesa to "the dialectic of the party." He had. .
written, in' fact, . thet "thé party is so wuch’ the expression of "'
everything“-that it was no longer necegsery to concenira exonlﬁ'7=
on-the logic of Uppital, or. on the dialeectic, "but the whole theory
of knowledge" 1resided in the dislectic of the purty, whatever B
B ©e}I ‘was sepsrsting myself not only from Jochnson, but
I seperated our age frow that of Lenin himself, sayling that where *
Lenin could stop 2 parasgraphs short of Hegel's conclusion of the:

AT, we' could not . S o SR . T
: ujaéi N _thg,because by 1853 :- (i)there was a movement from
ructice to theoTy, = . A : e ot up
-.ILqﬁij—— t fgé&) : éggi when this movement mxmx met up .. ...

CwLLAEIe movemeTT 2 akes ¥AD FORCSEEIN IN. HIS ABSOLUTE WIND,*%

we would have histeric proof of the totality of freedom by virtue -

of the Tact that it would no longer be. a "possession®. —--to have it

. by virtue of education, or property, etc.--but an: "is"~-to be free °
o Wxx through development of a new human dimension . " C

: S {Thereby were we prepared in L9oo"to cateh” Humanism

- L . Now, no matter what it is J & G plotted after he
" dissuaded her frou her enthusiastic letter oa my Letters which she -
‘hed previously compsred to Lenin's Philosophic Notebooks, his rejec— .
tion of them ‘was no mere subjective reproach. - He sent her with a not
_that I was up in the philosophic heights from which I batter descend
i m'{n order to pay attention to the organizstion, be concrete in its
building™. Whst he me ant was that, if T build it on the-positive -
.. ..aapects, instead of the negatives he hsd . traced in the evolution of
“the:counter-révolution, then “"the pablic" would rejzct me. ~The - ~w "
- public rejected Correspondence all right --but it was because of lgck
~of. any clear line, or, nore correctly, the multiplicity of lines.. ..

Ty ';t is the-c;ntrast-qf the periddé,'1947452;fvéf-195341
- (publication of M&F), that will be of the essence in "iHo We Are =
and what we SEsnd ror." What do.you tlink? S Y
) Yours,
s*you will reeall that I also brought out the parellel betweén that’
paragraph Ln Hegel with s similar parsgreph in Marx's MAccumuletion’ -
cof vapitaln chapter in CAPITAL where he anticipated Volumes-II & IiIl.
‘Remember also that ne never &id finish the last chapter, T“Classes",
ofvolume III end that in M&F I show how the American workers are: . .
 finishing it for him. But at thiz point the important point is
that CAPITAL is incpmplete without his "Civil war in France"™ evell - o
as Lenin's "Iuperialisa” is incomplete without "State and: Revolution™
and the theory of state-cupitelism is incomplete wlthout the_

philoscphy of the jtumanismn of Merxism.




