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s+, Dear Charles:

- . Thank ysu very muzh fer yeur critinue ef theTretsky chapter. Yen may
ve aw's that I %ill study it very caraf befors rewriting. dowevar, I wish te
discuss with yeu net as mush tan oritign 1taz)lf as related matters stonning fram
it bzoause T censides pmethedelegy the central point and I'm net aure yeoutve craanad
the full remifiortiens of that questlen. dhich 13 why yeu atill can equate what
Harxist-ifimanien sffera yeu with athat whlch yeu gat frem a diseident Stelinist
1ike E.P.Thempsen, nst Go montizn fhe lack of inlaresi in any 2istinctisns betusuer
me and Murty oy NIL and ISC an M all these usre meraly latra-factlensl disputes
or hair-spiltting. Thereforc I*11l begcin wiin a refnr=aze Ta %hAt in yeur latter
=~ agres with 1ul% and yet we draw such aiiferent cenclusiens Trom tnit agresmont
trat we will na forcan to (e ints mathsdalory. ‘Inov spexifin statement * rerar
te 313 on p.5 of yeur letlter e Nev.2yth qhors yeu queTs yaur etiticism ot the ' |

Iutta poaitlen on LP which no% learsad nothing ITem tha nisck ravell, L toulanit

egrec. mors wilh Yeur statament that this revslt hxsn't "gade tho allghtest dent
in eur thsery? whers yxm I dicagres 1m Lhat yen thisic it comes marely frem
taw ISt having a¥stctic appreach” which weuld be selvad by facing rexlity dynamically, .

Hething esuld bwe wrenger and yet gsund so carrsct, One surely must Tace
reclity as sguinat repeating eld fermulas. One .furely sneuld be dynamic, shauld’
. 863 mevexent &s against standing rested in ene =pht. Ono sheuld zae theery as
“‘sotivity instead of seeing it as maro applicaztion wr popularizatien of whai has
alrezdy boen warked sut by tho fsunders af the mevemurt. Why, then, do 21l thase
_cerrecl, geaneralizations 2dd up Lo snw bip cencrets ercer? Wall, for ane ‘thing,
they ‘have beer used by raformists fur vhem facing reality meant xowmnk betraving .
the dialectics, (Yeu're abselutely right when yeu say that hore sre pesploe~
your friends whe nurely are nvither Bernstelinlans.ner doekmiteaeantill sysaring
by .Heek .on dialoctins and sesing ne cenncction betwesn whst the man said en
philesepity and what he'dees in Jife.,) Fer another, And mere impertant reasen,
.the revslutinnaries whe did "bellave” in tha dialactic, nevertheloss didn't take
. At te make the dumand en them as theoreticiens te bezin en new greund-the listaning.
* pasts whore the preletarian masses werd stunding—énd the theerstic roweriing of
-their swn ideas. -Thus both a martyr like Resa Luxemburg anl & mers aspirant like
Marty vhe can talk ad infinitum en spontaneity, workers! cenitrel of preductien, -
anti-Party stand, -withsut sver uniting theery and practice, methadelegy and ‘
cenclusien (which, net accidentally insefar as the Germkn_l language is cencerned

neins alss Syllegism).-

. ‘ Haw then mathodslogy 1g.used an if that were "only" methed, that’
-is te say, a"tnol®, Mz guide™ tn actlen without necassarily the actien snd

the cenclusion flewinz foum the methad, Or Lt is ceunterpozed te the "myotical®
Absglute whoreas, te Hogel, it wasftha Abseluts. And to Harx, tulce after he
breke with Hegel's Abselutss, he raturned te transcend them and thus '"rotain®,
There i ne way te reselvo what seunds correct in the abstrect excopt te teat
whether it i3 corrsct in the concrete. A glib writsr like 5.P.Thempsen can write
beautifully in the abstruct and then suddenly alip in samething which neunias
1ika 3 "$herefora" that must not be questianed because it, syllegistically,
flows [rsm all the presuppesiiiens, and theraln, in the cencrata, cantain all
the errers as if Stalinism was Stalinism anly when fhrushchev revealwl Stalin's
Uopimau!, or "prosently" it deesntt exist, er tyrpently ! what we must do teday
nnst mean v begin {rem teday, and net from the “past',
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In trath, it I de Ymore story-telling" I de not cenvince, indeed I
#ct criminally becavse I fall to develop what no one has evan dared te de mers
than, at mest, hint it should ba rlevelepnd, but then woent ant te other matters,
mors fer & thworetical void is altsgethar tes lorg te worry

Ferty vears am!
about pspularizatien. hich deesn't mean it shouldn't, be pepularized. Or I

myself sheuldn®t write mere simply. JInd it deas mean that yeu, the yeuth,
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", must’ pepulariee, but you nust alse firat be willing te werk very, veny hard . ,
o~ AntelYactuslly, and maka dlatinctiens, sharp enos that de net telerztiv very difforent
cubleoks te be a)l put inte the eno happer of "the left, the independant laft",ete.

. Take, for exazple, the guestion of Trotsky net sosing the subjoct, It
sa't at £21 ‘that simple. & mest cectainly did see the preletariat ss subject

o revelutien, acted sn it in tha actual revelution which i3 wiy® ha didn't ge iale
guareilla war atheiteuts of his day, &nd net enly when ha bogan te Tight Stxdintsn
fsught fsr weritvcn® centrel ef prednctian,  What he didn't tee in preletariat

as subjaot is ag;-dweloping: sut:jact te the pelint where he may wish te appeso
werkers' state beth as naiicnalivad praparty and as Partydnd as Isadorghis,

I a ward, vwhero the dualism inherent in the preletariat cnd its "vanpusrdn

aame te the surface which demanded that he, as thsaretician and as revalutlsrary,
mst Het enly: taite the sell-dnaveleping subject as the truo feundatisn hut nevy

breek with himself , thut im when am became fizsi in his thought, static et se
sutg._zsuc static as theary; thsedetis feorzapization iather thanitheeratic
dynanien wos &t issue. . ’

net .
So the diffarence bstween us isfthat I'm more interested in ths Tretekyizt
mevenent where you have no attachment %o it.%q’mt— ‘having besn burdenad..
by it in yeur past develspmant), but that yeu thin% that the "befere™ Stalin and
"aftar the strugele with Stalin fer pewer weuld conteinthe "real" Tretskyism,
-1'8pecifically dismirssd the eppasitiens te Tretulyiun whe thaught the erver in
Lthat theary lay in "subjectivism®, The arrer slse didn't 1ia in the fact that 1%
TAastelvaysithare |, plese by aluays yeu mean what T mean by thewreng mathedelegy.
But Laain undarstesd a5 13ttlo of dislectics as dizlectics, that 4s te say, ita
. exm. ebjeativity, its ewn validity, belsre 1714 as Trotsky and Luxamburg and .
" Piskkanev.  (Draper atill suyeers by Plekhansv andt Engels' Fumerbach net olly as
. if.nsthing at all has changod in the werld gince tha turn of .the century bat_as
- AL al) thene changes can ecew withsut desnenine sur cencept ef disleeties cnd
- Lherofere conanding frem us a restatenent of 1t for U are,) Sut, as against,. .
3 s Benin waan't afraid te wdmit that all Marxists, incluiing himseldf, dign't
. fully undarstard tha dialestic and thorniinfle raarganization must begin with self-
‘resrzaniszatien.

Breugh as a started!

I den't remercber vhat of the past chapters I sent yeu, but I will
=ond yeu a chaptor frem Why Hogml? ‘shy Mew? And nlze ask Olga ta send you
ths suiline I havo new made fer clasuar in phillesephy and reveiutisn in the

~ o hep® that net enly ysu and Mertha 272Y study i, but yau wiil be willing te
hsve such a sarieus class with atfhiets, net alinwlng the “establirhed” Lesders
who ars supnesed "to knew mera® direct it, but you ysurselfos as "Mateviglist
Friands of the Hagolian Dialectic®(if not yet as full Marxiniolumanists)will
run it indapendasntly, Ds you suppese yeu can? That i o zay, will?
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