29 November 1967

Dear Rayé:

Ei just read wvour ¥ draft on Trofakv as a theor 2t 1an
and it pleases me 1mmensolyf] 1 iearned so much in rasding
your materlals, on- the one hahd, and Z.¢, Thompason's, on the

- other, about looklna at the way pecple think and develop their
Ldeas, that it's "revolud oni,ed' my o-wn thought :nd writing,
All thie in just a few months,

: I found esuec:ally fasrlnatlng your treatment of the

‘fundam al theoreticnl difference between Lemin and Trotsky--
egpecially, Trotsky's failure to sge the working class as the
subjeect of revolution., 7This puts into perspective, as you womnr
out, his ideas about the nature of the Russian state, and
makes clear the reason for his insistence that state property

"~ forme were revolutionary. I'm not as interested in the TrotSPYLBt
wovement as you, so I would look Ffor the way this theoretical

J;Iperspecflve operated, for Trotsky, bafore Stalin came to power,

- About a2 year ago I studleu Trotsky in preparation for a language

- ‘exam--I-hadn*t read much before. I had read a freat deal of
:'Lenin, however, ‘and I noticed that whereas he mentioned wookers®

- ,control a great deal, Trotsky didn't-.despite his.brilliance,
’?and despite his deep concern with cultural problems, I wrote

to a friend with thls contrast between Lenin and Trotsky in

" niind, saying,

.“It may just be ignorance on my part, but in all that I've
read by Trotsky...I've never found a clear, consistent
orientation toward worlters?! control. Hot just in the trade
union debate (where he was for extension of military com-
munisn and production-orientation), but in evergthlng--no
‘clear notion of woriers' control. I've brought this up to
mexy- my comrades, and sune of them suggest that with
Trotsky it was assumed; implicit--but from my own reading,
I don't think so."

You can imagine how excited I was to find that vou uncovered the
theoretical backdrop to this problem in Trotsky--£nd to the same
problem among my friends. You point out that 'TrotsKy took dia="
ectlcs for granted; it remained 'inner', someflchay where in the
back of his head." Then, vou suggest that for the revolutionary
theoretician, dialecties cammot. remain in the back of the head
but must be brought to the forefront of x consciousness to be
shaped by and to shaps objective and subijective develnpmenfs.
1f workers' control was likawise in the back of Trotsky's head--
as my friends surgested when they said it was "assumed® and didn't
rea:ly have to be discussed--then it, toc, was in the wrong glace.
Such a fundamental tenant of s~eilalism must be an active element
in consciousness, and if it's not, if it's laid aside even tem-
porarily, then it's no longer a fnroe. I suspect that all these
ommiSblons, assumptions, and lapses of Trotsky-~-refarding the
dialectic, the working class as the subject cf revolution, and
the question of werkers' control--are identical, the same thing.
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The problem among Marxists today is that the very same ommiasions,
- ete. are perpatuated. "My friends said Tritsky "assimed' workers'
- eontrol and therefore didn't mention it-.and Ffor tliem, that's
good enough. It shouldn®t be. Even (or I shoold say, especially)
‘dialectics™ is a dirty word among Marxiste, who are afraid of
being called nuts or mystics. It's ironic,.because people like
Sidney Hook, whe contributed so much to the devaluation of
‘dialectical” thihking, are teday the worst sell-outs and luu®
hostile to the socialists who remain militant--yet these same
socialists and Marxists sti.l near the veice of Hook and the otham
deriding dyalectics as mysticism, and scaring them off. It may
be that the only thing that keeps our friends and comrades straigit
is the heritage of Lenin, especially works like State and Rewolnu-
tion. I only hope we can overcome the heritage of the Trotskyist
rovement {I've been hoping this for a long time, but not for
all the 2hudk self-énlightened reasons that ® cause me . to hope
now)-=-which is extremely powerful awong those of vs .who have
- £fallen-under -the spell of the old Workers' Farty

One:wma jor aspect of this Totskyist heritage concerns the role of
the peasantry in revolution. I really hope that you write much

. more on this (I'm sure you're aware that yqur one chapter.could
‘be’a’ book, the ideas are so important for today)--perhaps you'll
have -some of it in your New Politiés article. We in the ISC
had quite a'debate oit the NILF-in Vietnam last spring (actually,

- not-so much a debate as having the ruestion aired several titjes)
and Troteky's position was tirelessly repeated--not as Trotsky's,
becavse no one was fully aware of its ovrigins, but as the Marxist
position {the pedasantry is unable to act as an independent Fforce,
ete.s). I can assure you that so far as I know, this iz "the

" Marxist position"” in many people’s minds, and it affects their
thiunking on peasant revelution, profoundly. On the one hand,
some young sccialiets continve to disbelieve in peasant revolution--
it's impossgible, and that's why there's 3talinism, On the other
hatd, some young socialists reject what they see as orthodox
Marxism (inelediang a rejection of any rele for the working class,

/ othzr than counter-revoulutionary,, and become Maoists,_or take

up Regis Debray. EBEithér alternative is a disaster for their

’JtHEB?y‘GY revolution.

Another aspect of the Trotskyist heritage (and remember, I'm
speaking of its consequances for uvnorthodox Trotskyists, not

the 3SwWPers, who barely cmnt nowadays and who seem to have selec-
ted out only the most unhealthy aspects, anyhow, is the idea

of the vanguard party, which you so nicely trace to Trotsky's
belated agreement with Lenin's 19u3 notion (which, again, vou
discussed so well in vour bookf, As I'm sure you're aware, the
Trotskylist movelrent--int the absence of reveluticnary upheaval
and a ¥ strong, vanvvard party--modified this theory by adding

a Labor Party 'stage’ of working class development (notice the
most rigid and unyielding evolutionism}, which would precede the
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.Vangard jrarty, or more accurately, develop wo“klﬂg class CONL-
sciousness while the vanﬂuard party waited in the w1ngs Today,
the Labor Party: variation of 'vanguard party th-ory is still with
ug,. I believe it met a rzsl tast this summer, during the revolts
in the black chettes. Most of my Lomrades 81mply plugged the
revolts into their Labor Party thaory (now called independent
political action), sugeesting thatthis was the course of action
black .peaple ought to take. I criticized this static a;proach
in our discussion buLletin, saving that, the revolts

"haven't made tne slizhtest dent in our theory. It bacomes _
uubelleVdnly Ludlcrous gp'when we talk ahout the puxnnxxa&ix p0351-j
bxlltles of this or that potential political movement, just as
we've done for years, wille we act as if the real revolt isn't
. even happenlng. rart and parcel of this dreamlike discussion
‘MFE// i8 the notion that we know precidely what # 'advanced con-
scicusmess' is; after all, we have the 'correct! sviution
(Independent rolitiecal Acilon;, and anyorie who agrees with
j.t is bona-fide 'advanced. 30, the black people aren't
. advanced--but if they came ouf Eor Independent rolltlcal
‘action, like ug, then they would be."

You may not agree with my own rdeas abowt the black rehallions,
“but I think you would without question agree what the root of
the problem with my gy friends--and the Trotsnylst movement ,

. broadly speakingsfis: the; have looked upon theory, not as
-activity Abut as mere application of formulas; not as critical
, thotglit to reflect and shape what goes on arcund them, but as
somethlng crzated in the past. This helps acecunt for the per-
31etence of vanguard party thedry--while vanzuard party thebrv
in turn reinforces their view of theory as a whole. Ffor if
‘that's all theéry means to them, it couldn't mean.any more for
the masses, and therefore the masses wobld sure as hell need

a vanguard party and all the in-between steps. )

If I were to wmake some suvgastion concerninit your chapter,- they
would be along the folLiowing lines. first of all, i hope that -
wmany of the imuortant ideas will appear again and again in the
book as a whole. I mentioned that the chapter could be a book--
perhape in context it will be simply part of one.

Secondly, elaborate concrete examples of the fundamental
division between Lenin and Trotsky would be itivaluable. For
instance, the one I mentioned, on workers' control--it fits in
perfectly. Another cbvious one would concern the trade union
debate~-not a'different’example, but a narrowaer one that shows
the imnediate, practical conseruances of theoretical differences,

Thirdly, I hope that you £ill in with bagkgzgqu_$€terial--
such as a paragraph or two on precisely what Lenitn's lheses on the
National and Colonial Quastion were (as vou did to a certain
extent with Trokrsky's tha«ry of permanent revolution;. Very
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‘often when you-write you assume a tremendous amount of hackground
knowledge on the part of your readers, which may not be present .
I remember when I read & your essay con Sartre, L ceild follow
pavrt of it--but not nearly as owch as I Felt I stould, even.
. without having read Sartre.. I nave it to a frieund of mine who
' had read Sartre--but then he said he'd have to refresh his mencry
® by reading it again. The question of whether he ought to rend
sartre again is not being raised here--I'm suggesting that you
leave too much to the reader's personal knowledge and his memory.
It is in the nature of what vou write and the level on wiich
you write that much inore is to be gained by the reader if he's
\ familiar with, for exampl~, Lenin and Trotsky. But you ought
éKL//fo do more ator¥-telling, I feel, azither to acquaint the reader
A With what © you're discussing so he won't be totally lost for
- 2 while, or to refresh his memory. Sometimes you put @e in the
position of feeling forced to know your sSource material as well
as you before I can profit from what you're saying, when you
_ ought to inspive me to feel that I wcluntarily ought to read it
_“to gain the full essenca of what you're saving.

“Of cuurse you know 'that I get a tremendous'amount from what you -
" .write, even if occasionally you leave me behind--I zot a lot from(;)

your essays in-New International over five years ago, vhen 1 was
first learniug about socialist theory,in fﬁgigqa. As I said at
the' beginning, you've.contributed heavily fo a 'revoluiicn' in

my own thought, over a very short period. JI'd like very much to
gat any drafts you could send. "I can promise you that I'll read
euch with great care, although I probably won't be able to comment
as extencively.as this time, Your draft arrived at a very oppor-
tune moMeut-~1I just finished. an essay on the early AFL, and was
resting up before beginning the next section of my dissertation--
the next section will be on the IWW, or parhaps the Knichts of
Labor. Yoth will be included. My work on the dissertation has
been the reason why you haven't heard from me for so long--I
haven't let up since I started last June; I'm determined to

finish it by this June, and I'm well along the way, with over

halt done. (Title ow: Immigrants and the American Jorking Class
Movement, 1864-1919,. It starts with the First Internatiomal, and
is, broadly speaking, on internationalism in the American working
class movement, primarily as concerns immigrants and immigration.
When you finish your book, I'll send you what I've done--I'm

sure yoi'll see the influence of a conscious recognition of MHarx-
ist humanism, 1 feel the section I've just finished, on the AFL,
is my best so far.

T sent a letter to Ulga recently, which she promised to send on
to you. 1 hope you find this one some measure of help in writing
your book. I'm certainly looking foreward to its complecion.
Martha will get the chapter on Trotsky this weekend, and will
probably write to you over Christmas vacation. I'm sure she

will have some good ideas~-different from mine in some respects,
and perhaps a little clearer.

Best wishes,

EQ%RQE¥TEE£ Street -~ ;
Berkeley, Callf, 94709 _ 1 40 02 ;




