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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 te an objective glane but also beceuss 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 seen to hove srisen in 184 when._
we ware"Jphnsonld tes™ raother than 1355 when we finelly 4id become
Ferxist-Huneaists, or, more precisely yat, unfurled the bLeuner 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: : ' R

o 1) ‘Let me say at once tnat I now conszicer it no- aceident
”thpt the 1540 split frem SWP found the Lo=be~J5T as. sn unui”reren—
tiated part of sheehtmanisu~Lurnhamism,. L

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

hvpucir;uicnl { for JPC's "Auerican 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
left.  THIRS WASK'D @Vl TEZ BaSIS OF ANYT IT.\u g’ L-UHD;&-Z HTRL.
nJ N OHOVEUTHYHIONRS WIDHCLT INS OWE RATISON D'ETRE URTIL &Y LETIA

0N THIE ABSCLULE IDEA, Mgy IL 220, luu3, Fesa than ‘one nonth. be;.ora :
‘June 17 Nast Gerxsan hevolc. o

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 tendencive before ours aroac ane ihe ITrots.yists coge
Tuli forub down upon us with hlas authorlty. Hut it is elso trug"
that, te tiie axtent that Irosthy zllowed for simte capitaliasm’s _
possible oppocrance "if",_we were not sut of 1line es en absolute
oprosite.’ “If we hog beeh —-und by B0WR we were beginning to be,
which is why they , endnol we, hod tuken the initlative in driving
us out of the party -~- then the constant telk of the class nature
oi Stuliniasn would have weent thset we would not tolerate being

wlth tuoue =ho whitewushed tho closs caeny.
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The proof of our tolcrauce is not only orgenizstional but pnllose~
phie; (1) As far buck as 1547 (mot to mentlon 41 when I flrst .
tranaJ sted thea direc.ly from the ‘Hussisn) we publlshed Hopx's
-marly Cconouic Rasgys. wnat cid thny aeon to us? uertainl not
uumanlsm, thouph Larx gnouis it at us. Ho, 1t was "Aliocnat

“het we chose to azke Ento = philosopaic cateborv —=and we aere'

known to others and Outae1VLb by Lt —= was "Allensated Lebor", so much;
50 that we had later to Lepin yeiling that "aiso” cherscteristic- .
of Larxisci was vcooperative labor®™ 4o as to Kesep cur prolets riaﬂized.;
irtellectusls from feelins so "alienated" that they Tan out of tihe
factory without makinu z single friend in it.‘ _ I

() J then departed to write his "Hevede Document™ or Dialéctic
10tes or legel's SCTIENCE O LOCIC But the upshét of it was to con-’
tinve io remsin part of Trotbhyium because evluently the point of the
Lozlc for our era was "errcr as dynamic of . truth"™ 80 that Trots;yism

_at1+l hed much to tesch us of "truth. T is was 1948. :

_ -(5)1948—49 saw a grodigiouq correspcndance batween J, G & myself
on the Diglectic, wit nin's rhilosophic lotabooks: which I had- just
traﬁél&ted as the centor. .1t LODE Soig 5-3 MonthE of cneway cors .
respondence betore I got nuythﬂhL cut. of those two,. end I used to thil
it is only because I dared oo into their phllososhic domein. -This ia
free, but not the wuole truth. The greester truth is that they didn't
understand Lezain's HNotebooks. They did geil -"trznsformetlon into’

"opposite™ fOTITE economic content as ’xﬂlaineﬁ in meonopoly cepitali
ER§ nctﬁinb at zll 6T "abscluis Idea." oth‘nb. Votn*ng._ This is

. { 1950 and our 6r atggt co‘1=ct1ve cffort JCMR, wo sing ‘

out giontrad ction” 1n Hegel and sayd that ib whet Lunin 3rasped first

Ain- 1 5! :

- Worse then what we didn't grasp 1In Lenin or Hegel was where. .

hG qtopped in cur analysis of Trotakyist thou ht as “Syntheuic
-nition, " ¢ wonider all those jokes froa SWlites, "You mean LT

di n't read thie last coepter of the Lopic?* If LT didn'i eccept >

tiie stmte-capltalist theory only bectlse Lo mede a 1917 phenomenon,

statified property, lnto an “fixed catezory”™ and wouldn't.sse the o -

changed that had occurred since, then gll thet is necessary 1s to

'”maky ther see "reality», not to racr,snlze their. verw giethod of tﬁoughf

especia:ly not since "synthetic cognition” not only contelns. correct
analysie, but also relates thias’ ahalysia vf the cencrate to the -
universal, ihe world phenomenca, but neecs ornly to jam.them to get
the unlty o1 the two and get the dlalectic wholc. This lndeed is
what we said. Therce 1s a duelity in irotukylsm, world or peruasnant
revolution we are for; statified property we o;-0s8¢; but the former;_
is the zreater truth wnich demandg our loyelty stili

IN & WORD, we reuningd a2 politicul tendency to the end. ;
and it wont with us in the split ps welll Jtst oa¥yw had we not siibluu

out the umaniqm_of arxisy in 1947, so we hud not uiﬂhlcd It out in
the'striké of the irers in 1948, 1t is true that I prescnted to.

" J&6G, with Johny Z. present, the tirst new view of whnt m{ bock was

to be: (1)its Ame:lcan roolts in the strike =nd {ZiL'3s I'hillcsophic

rnotebooks as 1tss conter, bdbut we were so far frow cuncrgtlizing or
living by it, tuat 1n tue DIC the whole strike appours only s proof
hat "wouwen" {sic! me) were oot "suppTessed”™ us tuey woere in SyPL

: Kow then this mesns thot we cen shed pry 1llusion
thst o wovezeot hed boen foundod wnd that tae "founder®™ (J) had a
"co~touncer® (i waowm he does not wiash to pekpowledp ¢, wad d1d 30
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"only twice and only under_oompuision, in 1947 when JFT meant he'd hafa*

a faction & in 18554 when he heped to keep heér Limpriscned as “eo-founder
o e Forget the subjectivisu, gven when it ia true, end_you_ﬁill%
see that obJjuctively other siate-cepltalist fections arose, which did ig

_not stop the unpridgeable ,ulfs, frou smnis's snercho-syndicallism tor
Tony (1iff's opportunist Lrism. - : : _ : C

. . whe truth is state capitalisa is ho reison dtetre far- o
can independent movement any wore thian Len:in's Imperielism , by itself,
would have been. He could build: that with help both from HlLlTerding -
and’ even Hobbas —-but for State & Hevojuticn only be and Ners:could
have been its suthors and hence founders of as new & movoement

thought as the voosiunards and the Tusgsian Soviet creators wers

: - whather we could have influencsd history if, in 1847,
. "eaughi~ the ilumenism of warxism, or whether we couldn’t in &f T
" ceu.nht it becpuse it "wasn't in the air” yel as the cencrete 8t becate
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. Loreover, pald my letters, the Absolute Idea is. not 3
only unity or thdory aud preciivc; il is thc new society,..not. just.tha:

disioctic of thé party as the "hnowiag" of thE"'?ﬁIEfﬁf%ét,fgni;xhx‘ 3
§§%§¥§¥§g§§£§§§§%§ aor just “forms of revelt", but the new sctiety” -1}
£Y.In June 1857 -cume the sast Germgn Revolt, not m@Rk¥y to put.an ¢
end to the mytu of invineibility of toislitari anis®; but to re-estab

- 1ish the humen factor as the center of all movement forward, . i

- the dress rehesrsal for Hungary 1926, but we could not see it then not
“only becsuse we.are RO prophets, but Lecsuse we were still debating -
{a) Stalin's death vao. "the new” in the exchange of hamburger recipes
at factorTy benches among 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 < . S
understood those 16538 letters and, Jju-t 8s JFC understood SCWR*and - -
forced a split, so would J presently see thint no new movemenl would be
founded, not with his acqulesccnce. It must be frankly edmltted wa did
notsee it as suci, altheugh our instinct was right doth on the T
pomediete of wor, 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 point I az making is {hot there wose no raison d'etrc for an R
Tidepencent prolctarisn novenent Gntll EaRalSw add FRUEDCHwas  complete

Yours,

( LY —"
)
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Sept.£9,1962

Dear Bess:

g, yeu sre ip the pre uuu i en in on my lnttnr.
lgtgcei ﬁ%geégi%?rb?ggee t¥ﬁ§£ nsit g%bt you no? :
'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_ﬁere 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 fran peace to

‘Muslim is proof of the fact that it had not developed into a Lo

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 breaking from Johnsoniasm; .

1)1947, KX We punl;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 materi&llata" and the batholics who of .
necessity wished to reduce it tc “souls” yhy- id 1t only’ ‘mean
“eAliernated Yabor~ o UE Tthen? | 141756618 U6 me it Waz Decnise
despite our verbisge on "revolution®" it was 2ll either x= abatract =)
or stuoldly empiric a8 when J tried to ccuate it o 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_of |
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
Robespierre!) and iis future, which is why he chose to concentrate i
on ‘Ahab and relezate Marxizan to a"subordinate” {me). . o

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
called "the plunge into Ireedoa™, she stops short at "Personality”
in the Absolute Idew --and by thls t1¢c it means not just Ahab

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

is possible to go with the state-cepitelist theory without a:
-concrete new- philosoghic universal ‘—QCHR-“thUt despite -all oo
verbliage on self-mobilisation of messes, tie crisis within () it -
sticks out like a sore thumb, and we insist furtheradre: EOne i

of the most urgent tasks is to trace the eveolution of the: counter—cﬁ"
revolution within the revclution, frow liberalism through enarbhism,
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 gbﬁt§ﬁﬁﬁﬁt°§oiﬁsi583%¥81939§1&E583aﬁﬁpltali5“
theoxry oi the party. e party is, in . Lenin's words, based upeon o
the factory but upon the progressive cooperation aspect of

the Tactory, unity, discipline,snd orgenization of the working class,
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 serious explanstion end on the wrong founde
tion since he tries to use the theory built up for one purpose for:
an‘entirely dirfferent sim. And thus with the party. A, ' no time.
in the vP or SWP were we opposed to"the party™., Cn the” contrary,,

c.weé ware forever. telling . them now tg bhuild it correctly. ‘instead.o

" the wrong foundations thev had. Zven-when we devclopcd the: "mass
mobilization" concept, it wos not in oppoesition to "the psariy’,

... but only in relstion to it. '.g began,.only with BSC, to speak. .
"against "the: party to lesd™ (and correctly so) but, oven then, as. ..
.was evident from the conatant ‘reiteration of the. quotLticn from Lenln

where he shows that only t.:e thlin stratum of the Bolsheviks kept the
dictotorship from collapsing it was not sgeinst a Hapxist party

(=znd ageain correctly so) put’ egainst what it was, in Staliniat.
atate-capitalist hands first, and then in *rotskyi%m.mhe "total
-repudiation” he was to discover only after we broke and his totals
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
Mexpisin® the role of saall groups, etc.ete.)

5)1858. THIS lo THE DRLAL BRJAF BLCAUSE PHILCJOIQICALLY.I.
:?LLALLY STU¥BLED ON THE N"“DJL INT.REEETATION OT THE ABSCLUTE TJEA:
"AS THE MATERIALISN AXD HUMANISL OF QUL AGE. To bregk this down,.
as distinetl from tuec sla 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 nothin." 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 phrase in nmy 1953 letters esnd their
5t Bldi ies in "Paci:, Reality “, and theresfter naming the main -
column in Corzeaycndence "Ncw Secliety™, must have had iis origin
there, btut, as under Stallniam w.lch claims it is "the new scclety”,

80-the impoient Johnsonites screan "the new. society is here and

all we need tuv wo is record its existohce.”
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L b) This was, furthermore, in contradistincticn to his
. . eguating theAbsolute Ides to. “"the dialectic of the party." He had_ -
written, in fact, that "fhe party is so amuch the expression of :
_everything“-that it was' no longer necedsary to concenira e*onlﬁ T
- “on-the.logic of Uppital, or on the dislectic, "but the whole theory
of knowledge" resided in the dislectic of the party, whatever . -
thiat @eant, R ‘ : L AR e

e . _ 'c)i wae ge?arstinglmyself nqtlbnly frcm_Johhson,fbut_
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, o 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™. Wwhst he me ant was that, if 1 build it on the positive =

.aspects, instead of the negatives he hsd traced in the evolution of -
the counter-rcvolution, then "the. pablie” would rejzct me. " The'- o
public rejected Correspondence all right --but it was because of lack
of ‘any clear line, or, wmore correctly, the:multiplicity of lines. '

Ty 'It is the-c;ntrast-qf the periddé,'1947452;fvéf-195341
- (pudblication of M&F), that will be of the essence in "uho We Are

and wnat we Stsnd ror." What do.you tlink?
) Yours,

s¥you will recsll that I also brought out the paréllel between 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 IIT end that in ¥&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.




