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ON AN ANSWER TEAT DID NOT ANSWER
B& Msrc Loris

: Comrade Warde's artfcle In-Défense of Materidlist Dialectic
‘bears the sub-title: "An answeT to Comrade Loris.™ However, the
word "answer" is not propérly used hére, fer Warde does not answer
ﬁhb*questions I asked him. ' co

.~ Warde promptly corrected hir~ambiguous formula on the, "semi-
religious™ character of the doctrine of Marxs * Good{ We can put
‘this point ‘asideés- But this was but one of the points I raisea.
Indeed; my Brief Remarks (later on referred.to as- BR) were primar-
1ly-devoted to sHewing the great difficulties éreated by Warde's
examples in his presentation of dialéctic. I indicated that these
difficulties have their roots in what I called his ontological

approach, and that they do not exist ‘in my own, which we may, for

the time-being, designate by the term of epistemological,

. Warde could have ured a very simple way of ‘replying to me:
1t was to answer.my questions about. his examples, to show that they
present no ‘difficulties and, therefore, that there is no need for
an interpretation different from his own, ‘

-Warde has not chosen this simple and natural way, -He has
not answered my questions, He simply Aismissed them by saying that
I "single out a few isolated examples,"

Let us suppose for a moment that this affirmation of his is
true. This does not in any way: justify Warde's silence on this
‘point.- With his conception of the universal charscter ef contra-
‘diction, Warde's incapacity to explaln even one single example
waould endanger his whecle constriction, )

But Warde's affirmation that I "single out a few isolated
examples" 1s not correct., I cited almost all the examples given
‘'by Warde in the main chapter of his course, the one on contradic-
tion. And it would have been just as easy to-cite the rest., More-
_over, What does Warde mean by "isolated® examples? Does he mean
" that by taking his ‘examples out of their context I distorted their
meaning? But 1f that was the-case, why didn't he fulfill the very
simple task of explaining the real meaning of his examples to us?

' Warde proclaime himself the "orthodox™ defender of Marxism,
But this title entails certain responasibilitiss., Warde has pre=-
sented not “a few isolated", but many interconnected examples. In
our ranks quite a few comrades make as little sense of these exeome
Ples as I do, or have grave doubts about them. Outsids of our rasnks,
many adversaries are only toes ready to use them to discredit Marxism.
I called upon Warde to explain himself coricerning these examples,
elther to reject them as he did his adjective "semi-religious"
{and everyone of us is entitled to quite a few mistakes), or to
2larify them so well that every Tarty member should be able to -
uriderstand:them,be prepared to-expound them and be armed t» defend
thén against attacks, Warde has dodged this responsibility and
this obligation toward the party. - :
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Warde asks me why, instead of dealing with his examples, I
did pot confront his general conception of contradiction, As if his
conception could remain valid independently of the correctness of
the examples in which it is expressedl It was perfectly clear to me
when I wrote my BR that we have to come to a general discussion ef
the nature of contradictione If I took t6 task only Warde's exam-
ples, 1t 1s because I wanted to see before the general discussion,
and 1n order to facilitate it, what Warde was really prepared to
defends 1if he would cling to his examples and try to justify them,
or 1f he would abandan them, Unfortunately, something happensd
wbhich I had not foreseens hs did neither one nor the other, he
simply kept silent about these examples,

While avoiding answering the questions I asked him, Warde
shifted the budding discussion toward a serles of problems, some of
great theoretical importance, some of much less importance, but all
presented in such a way as to make thelr discussion of very little
profite They are here solely te conceal a vaocuum, his lack of re-
plies to the questions I askeds I must ocall them smokescraeens, -=
not the problems themselves, some of which are very important, bgt
the problems as introduced and presented by Warde in his Manswer
te mee I shall deal now with some of these smokescreense

Smokescreen No, 13 formal iogic

In BR I mentlioned "formal logie, which is the science of son-
sistency in passing from a group of statemgnts te another without
teking direot support into reality®™, Although that phrase had an
ineldental charaoter, I was preoise enough te speak of no direct
support, whioh does not exslwde any indireet support apd even, in a
way, lmplies 1t, :

‘Warde has skipped over the word "diregt"™, and he turns all
possible weapbtns against a positlon he attributes to me as a result
of hasty reading, What I wanted to say is very clear and quite
familliagr and I never suspected that Warde would be capable of mis-
understanding it. The laws of formal logic, of consistency, ensble
us to pass from a group of statements to another without further
reference to reality, It 1s the very common distinctiesn between
loglcal deduction and direot observation by experienée, That these
laws of conslstency have originally been abstracted from nature, 1%
is clear to me, for it is the only way to explain that they enable
us to degl with nature, But precisely because they have been once
abstraeted, when we use them in a process of deduction, wo do not
refer agaln te experlence, except at the beginning and at the end
of" the process,

This does not mean in awy way an overestimation of the value
of formal ednsistencye All modern research in this field during the
last hundred years (symbolig logie)} have brought important develope
ments, but within very precise 1limits, Beyond these there are many
lo§ica1 (epistemolegical) problems that symbolic logic cannot deal
with, and whose existence it has not even yet perceiveds On, the
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limits of symbolic logic I share the position of J. Gerland in the
June 1940 Fourth International,

The mature of formal logic may, of course, be the subject of
an interesting and important discussione. But in Warde's hands it
becomes a smokescreen: he skips over my word “direct", stoutly de-
molishes a position that 1s not mine and then expresses a conception
which is not incompatible with mine, For Warde writes a little lat-
er on: ™The content of logic is derived, to be sure, from the pro-
cedures and products of thought, But since thought derives its
content from materlal reality, the content of logic is, in the last
analysis, derived from the external world." Thus, the content of
logic is derived from the external world only "in the last analysis®,
I said that in the process of formal logical deduction there is no
direct support into reality. Warde shows that the relation between
Toglc and reality 1s not too immediate. Where is the contradiction?
Why did Warde have to start that quarrel? ' :

Smokescreen No. 2¢  abstraction

Warde writess "Loris tries to restrict the laws of dialec-
tics to epistemology on the ground that they are abstractions,"
This statement 1s not correct and Warde could not-=-and did not--
support 1t by any quotation from me,

‘ I never reproached any of Warde's formulations for being
abstractions, I reproached them for being "empty abstractions,"
Yextremely vague abstractions." What Warde has done here may be
indicated by the following example. A worker tells his foremang
"Icannot use this machine. It is a bad machine."™ And the foreman
repliess ™Ah, ahl You are against machines}" Likewise, for Warde
I am against abstractions because I refuse to use empty abstractions,

Warde's correct answer to me should have been to try to show
that his abstractions are not emptye Instead, he engages himself in
a lengthy homily on the virtues of abstraction, on which we are in
agreement, However, the qucstion 1s not one of abstraction, but of
the specific abstractions used by Warde, If our foreman would tell
the workers "But, you know, machines are very useful things," I
imagine the worker would answer; "I know the importance of machines
as well as yous However, we are speaking not of machines in general,
but of this rusty picce of junk," '

In face of Wards's singular proceeding, I cannot but ask my-
self: why did he have to use such a bad argument? Would it be be-
cause he was in need of better ones?

Smokescreen No. 3¢ change

Warde writes, apparently referring to my conception: "Every-
thing changes..s.except things." (The three dots are Warde's, not an
abbreviation of mine.) Having established this as my opinion, Warde
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can safely writes "Loris' view leads to the disintegration and de-
struction of all scientific knowledge."™ And a little later on, not
without astonishment, I learn that I give "no objective reality to
. change™s ’

Confronted with these affirmations which are so completely.
alien to my ideas, I can only try to state my.conception as simply
as I can, ’

I never denied that things change. I simply denied the exlst-
ence of a scheme of change which applics to all flelds and which can
be transposed successively from one fleld to another, The changes
in the physical world are.represented and foretold by physical lawse
The changes in the biological and the social world are dealt with
by biological and social laws, I deny the existence of a general
"1 aw" of change (development) which can be applied to all fields, and
by law I mean a useful weapon which permits us to foretell change,
in the current sense of scientific law, and not a mere metaphor which
expresses a subjective state.

To prevent any misunderstanding, I must add that I do not con-
sider the various flelds as cut off from each other completelye As
I tried to explain in BR, scientific laws 1n different fields have a
tendency to connect one to another, and to form a system. This pro-
cess 1s far from being terminated, of course, but with its progress,
the relation between the laws in two different fields 1s the relatio:
between two different parts of one organized whole, not the mere
repetition of the same scheme of change transported from one field
to another,

Contrary to Warde's affirmation, therefore, I do not deny
‘change in things. I cannot understand very well how Warde has been
able to write such a statement. One more argument that reveals 1it-
self to be nothing but a smokescreen.

Warde's new example

Warde gives a description of scientific laws =- he takes as
an example those of geometry -- tells us how useful they are and how
they permit us to deal with reality, and he wriltes at the ends "The
laws of dialectical logic work in the same way as the laws of geome-
try." But precisely this is what we asked him to demonstrate.
Warde merely asserts the analogy between the laws of dialectic, as
he understands them, and the laws of geometry, and thinks that the
virtues he has discovered in the latter will be by this very affir-
mation communicated to the former, Unfortunately for Warde, this
kind of magic does not work, ‘

oo The laws of geometry permit us to determine with extreme pre-
cision the relative position of sun and earth at any glven time.

The laws of dlalectics, according to Warde, permit him to find a
"sontradiction" betweecn sun and earth. When asked what he means by
that "contradiction,®™ he does not answer the questlon but neverthe-
less does not hesitate to proclaim that dialectical laws "work in
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The reader will judge this method for himself, As for me, I
shall now call his attention to a new example introduced by Wardes

"Take the dialectical law that, at a certain critical stage
in the development of a process, accumulated quantitative changes
produce a new quality., If we apply this formula to a current poli-
tical problem such as: 1s China waging an independent struggle for
national independence or is it, llke Mexico, completely subordinated
to an imperiallst power? -- this general rule does not give us any
immediate answer, But it tells us how to analyze the particular’
material circumstances of China's struggle; how to appraise the rela-
tive welght of the relevant factors; and how to arrive at a correct
conclusion."

Let us reread Warde's affirmationgs the law tells us "how to
analyzee..", "how to appraise...®, "how to arrive at a correct con-
clusione.«"s The law, thus, clearly has a methodological character
and 1t is obvious that, in spite of Warde's Incantatlon, 1t does nct
"work in the same way" as the laws of geometry. For thie laws of
geometry do not tell us how to arrive at a correct conclusion; they
give us the correct conclusion: information about figures and bod-
iles, areas and volumes, etce Thus, Warde's new example disproves
his immediately preceding affirmation,

As for me, I am ready to accept Warde's new example, for it
has a purely methodological character, and the relation of epistem-
ology to method is the relation of a science to an application of
that science,

A strange reproach

Warde writes that, if Engels had followed my example, he
"would not have been a materialist dislecticilan. He would not even
have been a consistent disciple of Hegel,"

Warde strangely supposcs that Engels was a “"consistent disci-
ple of Hegel." Moreover, he connects by the word "even" the fact
of being a "materialist dlalectician™ to the fact of being a "con-
sistent disciple of Hegel.," Thus, his sentence presents the "mater-
1alist dialecticians" as a sub-group included in a more general
group, namely the "consistent disciples of Hegel." And as I refuse
to be included in the group of "consistent disciples of Heﬁel," I
am ipso facto excluded from the ranks of its sub-group of "material-
1s dialecticians.,”" A very strange conception and a very strange re-
proach} :

As a matter of fact, Engels was not a "consistent disciple of
Hegel," for, as far as I know, he agreed with Marx' statement thats:
"My dialectic method is not cnly different from the Hocgelian, but 1is
its direct oppositel" :
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Why suddenly does Worde have to disguise Engels as a "consist-
ent disciple of Hegel?"™ Against me, Warde calls upon the authority
of Hegel who "would have scornfully dismissed any dialectician who
separated or divorced thought and being." But every student of Hegel
knows that this "scornful" attitude of his against separation of
thought and being was of an idealistic character; in fact, it was the
very essence of his idealismes Thus, to refute my conceptlion of dia-
lectic, Warde has to lean upon Hegel's idealistic teachings. Very,
very strangel -

A few words on materialism

A little further, Warde polemizes against “the Kantians, the
Humeans, the empirio-criticists, the pragmatists and the logical
positivists®, among whom he places me, for reasons known to him alone.
Warde defines materialism as the "principled affirmation of the unity
of thought and being." Alas, this formula is far too equivocal for
establishing a demarcation between materialism and the other philo-
sophical tendencies. The idealist Hegel, as I have already indicat-
ed, not only could accept the formula, but it even formed the basis
of his systeme It is also perfectly acceptable for the whole philo-
sophical trend designated by the term of absolute idealism,

The formula does not even establish a clear distinction be-
tween materialism and agnosticlsm, as Warde thinks it does, Many
schools of agnostics, for whom "reality" is but a "complex of sensa-
tions" could, it seems to me‘ readily accept Warde's formula of the
Punity of thought and being,

Warde appears to mean by "being" the external world, nature,-
matter, reality., But, in that case, the term "unity of thought and
being™ is rather vague, and I am not even sure it is quite correct.
The doctrine of materialism is particularly clear: 1life and then
thought appeared at certain stages in the evolution of matter. Why
not state it in these simple terms? Why use equivocal formulas inte
which a large dose of idealism can steal? : :

Although Warde speaks of Warde's "uncompromising and unanbig-
uous materialist position," this affirmation is far from reassuring
us when it is surrounded by formulations as vague as "unity of
thought and being." A 1littls further, Warde writes about®the inter-
connection between appearances and essences, thought-forms and ob-
‘Jective things, mind and matter.®™ This is as equivocal as “"unity".
Materlalism does not merely speak of "interconnection", but rather
of derivations mind came out of matter, In the "unity" and the
"interconnection", matter is primary, original, mind is secondary,
derived, If this point is not stressed, the difference with 1deal-
ism fades, :

. In relation to these ambiguous formulations on materialism,
I have to mention one of Warde's most astonishing assertions: "What
we know, and know truly, really exists -- otherwlse we should not
be able to know 1t," Warde's artifice consiste in having introduc-~
ed the word "truly". If "truly" is understood as referring to
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absolute truth, the proposition becomes a tautologye But it 1s pre«
cisely the most valuable lesson of diaslectlic that knowledge of abso~
lute truth is inaccessible, Thought progresses through successive
approximations. As Engels so very well said, "the history of the
sciences is the history of the gradual elimination of this (primi-
tive) nonsense, that is to say, of its replacement by a new nonsense,
but less and less absurd,™ What an excellent formula, and how far
from Warde's immediate equating of thought and beingl

The adaptation (what Warde calls "unity") of thought to realw
ity is not at all immediate and complete, It is a long process that
appears to us as the historical development of knowledge, This pro-
cess 1s not a mere additive accumulation, that is, a truth perfectly
formed that comes in its right place beslidss other truths already
acquired. No, knowledge grows through a constant and general reor-
ganization,s Each truth is reinterpreted and lntegrated in a new con-
text, when new truths are discovered.s Truth thus reveals 1ts rela-
tive character.

It 1s hard to see how this historical process can take placse
for Warde, who immedlately "unites™ thought and being., That 1s why
he does not see the distinction between the development of reality
("being™, ™matter") and the development of our knowledge of reality
("thought")s I illustrated this point in BR with the evolution of
the theories of light, which does not "reflect" any evolution of

With the progress of knowledge, o0ld concepts reveal themselves
powerless to grasp reality, contradictions appear. Tc overcome them,
new concepts have to be created, Thus, to take a very simple example,
physics, which originally dealt with the qualitative concepts of warm
and cold, later on had to creeste the much more elaborated quantita-
tive concept of temperature., The adoption of this new concept was
foreed upon the physicist by the inability of the old ones to explaln
phenomena sufficiently well, But the progress of one concept to
another 1s clearly a progress of cur knowledge of physical bodies,
for they are the same before and aftor the adoption of the new con-
cept,

Our human knowledge is not at all an immediate "unity of
thought and being®™, but a process of successive approximations. The
study of this process of closer and closer approximation is the field
of dialectice In spite of Warde's prattle about my agnosticism, my
positivism, etc., etc., this conception of dialectic, as dealing
with the historical progress of knowledge, does not conflict 1n any
way with the materialist doctrine of emergence of mind out of matter.

A lesson by Lenin in orthodoxy

Polemleizing against a Russian liberalepopulist, Lenin mention-
ed Engels' well-known examples (the grain of barley, etc.) and wrote:
"For everybody it is obvious that the center of gravity of Engels!
argumentation lies in the fact that the task of the materiallists 1s
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to correctly and precisely represent the real historieal prceess, -=-
and that the insistence on dialectic, the seleetion of examples
which demonstrate the truth of the triad, are nocthing but vestiges
of this Hegelianism, out of which scientific soeialism has grown;
they are nothing but vestiges of its means of expression. As a
matter of fact, once it has been categorically declared that to
"demonstrate™ anything whatsoever through the triad-is absurd, and
that nobody thinks of doing it, -- what importance oan the examples
of "dialectical"™ processes have? Is it not clear that all this is
only an indication of the origin of the doctrine and nothing more?™

I will not go into a thorough discussion of Lenin's affirma-
tions, for 1in a separate artiele I intend to examine Lenin's coneep=-
tion of dialeetie, For the present I only note that, while defend-
ing Marxism apainst attacks from the liberal camp, Lenin felt per-
fectly free to introduce a demercation into Engels! ideas. There is,
on the other hand, the "eenter of gravity", which consists of using
the scientific method in sociology, =-- as Lenin repeats many times
later on, "the abandorment of the methods of idealism and subjectiv~
ism in soclology™. There are, on the other hand, the means of ex-
pression of the doctrine , which are vestiges of his historical eri-
gine Lenin did not hesitate to introducc a distinection betwcen the
two groups of ideas, even during a polemic against an adversary.

As fer myself, there are in Engels 1deas on dialeotic that I
find hard to reeoneile with othcr ideas of the same Engels, or of
Marx and of Lenine And I find it impossiblc to reconcile thcm with
my own conception. I shall explain myself at length on this point
in a separate articles That this work must be dono with utmost care
1s obvious, False stens are possible. But the guarantee agalnet
false steps 1s not the refusal to go forward, but the colleetive
vigilance and control of the organization during the discussion,
Lenin found i1t possible to reject some of Engcls! 1deas about dia-
lectic even during a polemic against a liberal on this very subject.
I do not see why Lenin'c conzeption of eorthodoxy should be too
broad for us. '

Warde's loud elaims to orthodoxy -- not Lenin's conesption, but
a strict adherenoe to every detail, -- are palpably false. Warde '
speaks of "material contradictionsh (2t), waich, as far as I know,
Engels never mentioned. Warde presents Bngels as a "consistent dis-
ciple of Hegel™, which he certainly was not. As for Warde's mater-
ialism, I think his formulaticns neced a great ‘deal of clarification,
as we have seen, beforc he can raise too high claims to orthodoxy
on that subject,

May I say, in eoneluding this point, that one ean show infin-
l1tely more respeet for Engels' great personality, more fidelity to
his teachings and more deference for his memory, by openly critic-
1zing some of his opinions than in caricaturing them with examples
that are subsequently left unexplained?
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Conclusion

I have not dealt with all the points raised by Warde. And
such was not my intention. I intended to show the character of
Warde's answers a lack of answer dissimulated behind smokescreens.

I examined three of these smokescreens and I straightened out my
ideas on the points where they had been particularly distorted by
Warde's presentation. I have not mentioned the numerous minor smoke-
screens that combine with the big ones to conceal the central vacuum.
I shall now present two of these minor smokescreens as examples of
the rest. . : '

Warde takes, without quoting exactly, my sentence that "we
observe, especially at certain periods, a strong resistance to any
ldea of change...". Vehemently, he shouts to me that people do not
oppose the 1dea of change, but change itself, And this accusation
becomes part of his more general one, which we have already examined,
that I give "no objective reality to change." A few days ago, re-
reading Trotsky's article on National-Socialism in the February 1943
Fouirth International, I accldentally came across this sentences "4
petty bourgeolis 1Is hostile to the idea of development."™ Suppose
some adversary would have saids "The fascist petty bourgeois does
not oppose the 1dea of development, but development itself, Trotsky
seeks to cover Nazism, His collaboration with Hitler is proved once
more.® I imagine Trotsky's ironical answer, The relation between
opposing the ldea of change and opposing change is so clear that anly
someone badly in want of an argument could start a quarrel on that
pelint,

The second example of a minor smokescrecen I will give is the
following, Warde writes: "“Loris expressly forbids anyone to inquire
into the nature of reality.™ Although the word "expressly" is used,
this statement must not be taken as a correot presentation of my son-
ceptions In BR I dealt with Werde's statements “The basic preblem
of phllosophy is the qusstions what is the nature of reality?" He
clearly presented the problem as a task of philosoph , and I reject-
ed th;? task a8 meaningless apd smpty, Thus Waraegs'oorrect state~
ment of my ¢onosption should have been that I refused to inguire in-
to the nature of reality by mesns of philosophy, that is to say, of
a epeclal diseipline different from the Bciences. As to the nature
of reallty, 1t i¢ revealed to us by the whole of the scienceos. True,
thie plcture is relative, incompleté and unfinished. But no other
can ciaim to be superior and even, by far, equal.

In warfare smokescreens are used to conceal offensive opera-
tions., Warde uses them for gome thing different, for dissimulating
the absence of operationsg, that is, his lack of answers to the ques-
tions I asked him about his examples. Warde enumerstes I do not
know how many "errors" and "mistakes" which I have allegedly commit-
ted. Let us suppose for a moment that he is right. Let us suppose
that I committed two, three, even ten times more errors and mistakes
than he claims, This does nct at all release him from the responsi-
bility of answering my questions about his examples, for these
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questions remain pertinent in spite of all my errors and mistakes.
And Warde's obligation to answer is not an obligation to me, of
course, but to the party.

A discussion is a dialogue. If the interlocutors speak with-
out one paying attention to what the other says, the dialogue 1is of
1ittle interest and small profit. Asked about the content of his
abstractions, Warde answers that some other abstractions are not
empty. Asked about the value of hls dialectical laws, he shows that
the laws of geometry have a great value. Asked about the validity
of a universal scheme of change, he answers that I deny change.

Last but not least, asked about the meaning of his examples, he
keeps silent. Thus, I see little use in pursuing this discussion
with Warde as long as he maintains this attitude. I shall present
my ideas in a series of articles, the first of which is nearly
ready, without reference to Warde's writings. I am ready to resume
the direct discussion with Warde ac soon as he answers my questions
about his examples, =-- not before, :

August 5, 1943
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ANOTHER ANSWER TO COMRADE LORIS

By George Sanders

Entirely apart from the question of Comrade Warde's outline,
Comrade Loris discloses a misconception of the nature of dialectical
moterialism as well as a disparaging attitude to the subject which,
inasmuch as it 1s disguised, must be thoroughly exposed., This 1s
the more necessary since questions are raised here which were an
issue in the struggle with the minority. Comrade Loris was well
answered in the Internal Bulletin and I shall therefore be summary
in my criticlsm. :

Comrade Loris is well aware that the objection will be raised
against hims "But does not the dialectic of ldeas reflect the dia-
lectic of nature?" "The relation of logic to nature," eontinues
Loris, "is not a simple one, and I do not intend to solve it in
these brief notes." But this is merely subterfuge, for he immediate-
1y answers, clearly and unequivocally, that the dialectic of ideas
has nothing whatsoever to do with the dialectic of nature, that in
fact there is no such thing as the dlalectic of nature., Says Lorlss
"311 the themes of dialectic have a great value 1n the epistemolog-
ical field, but become empty abstractions outside."™ Says Hooks
"The fundamental presupposition of all the laws of dlalectic 1s the
belief that contradiction is objectively present in things and pro-
cesses, To say the very least, this 1s a strange use of the term
contradiction, for since the time of Aristotle it has been a common-
place of logical theory that propositions or judgements or state-
ments are contradictory, not things or events, Said Duehring:
"Gontradiction is a category which can appertain only to a comblna-
tion of ideas, but not to reality."

If Comrade Loris is right, than assuredly so was Burnham
when he charged that Trotsky dragged the question of dialectics into
the discussion as a red herring. If Comrade Loris 1s right, then
what do we mean by "materialism®™ when we refer to our philosophy as
"diplectical materialism?® If the laws of dialectic apply to mind
and not to matter than what 1s materialistic about our philosophy?
Or does Loris (since I suppose he 1s not an idealist) malntain that
matter impresses & specific nature on mind without. partaking of that
nature 1tself? : '

That would seem to be the case. He writes: "Let us take an
elementary proposition of dialectic, the universality of change.
Applied to nature, this 'law' has no great value, for the movement
of an atom does not follow the same pattern as the development of
a cell, the solar system does not follow the same scheme of evolu-
tion as capitalist soclety. The 'law'! remains quite barren." He
goes on to show that the law" is, however, “extremely valuable on
the epistemological plane" because 1t "simply expresses in an invert-
ed form the resistance of the human mind to change.™ If 1t is
necessary to go through such mental contortions to render "an ele-
mentary proposition of dialectic™ applicable to epistemology, its
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sole remaining field, then I think it.were better to forget about it
altogether and to discard it utterly.

But Comrade Loris contradicts himself. In the very paragraph
intended to prove by example that "all the themes of dialectic have a
great value in the epistemological field, but become empty abstrac-
tions outslde," it turns out that the example™as put us on the traek
of a very important epistemological fact, which has deep ramifica-
tions in psychology «s. 2nd in social science.™ But why in social
science? Comrade Loris began by isolating mind from the rest of ,
nature and he ends by isolating society from the rest of nature, All
this 1n order to defend Marx's doctrine from Warde's supposed affirma-
tion of its semi-religious characterl There would at least be noth-
ing semi-religious, nor semi-Marxist, in Loris! affirmations, 1f he
drew his arguments to a conclusion,

Bourgeois ideology has two faces, when all of its aspects are
generalized, and between them it divides the labor of maintaining
fear, ignorance, brutality and order. In the direction of the lowly--
to whom& it would appear, the question of "“the fundamental feature of
reality” 1s full of meaning -- it presents a unified world-outlook,
that of religion, wherein nature and 1ife and the problems and suf-
ferings relative to them find unity and resolution in the supernatur-
al,. In the direction of those hardier and more sophisticated souls
to whom "the question of 'the fundamental feature of reallty' seems
meaningless," such as Loris, disunity, disharmony, disconnection
appear, most often recelved indifferently, in the absence of their
opposzte, but sometimes positively accepted as the basis for an "out-
look, ' '

In the same paper to which I have already referred, Professor
Burnhem wrotes "There are no fundamental questions 'in general,!
Comrade Trotsky. Within each systematized field of knowledge there
are certain principles which can be regarded, from the point of view
of that field, as fundamental: either in the logical sense of being
the basic axloms, postulates, and theorems upon which the logical
structure of the field rests; or in the instrumental sense of being
the directing aim or purpose which the field serves. But in each
field to which we may refer, there are different fundamentals'™ (the
emphasis i1s Burnham's.) Comrade Loris Tmplies that this is the
school of thought to which he adheres and he attempts to reconcile
this position with the philosophy of dialectical materislism. The
task is hopeless. The two are as irreconcilable as are the class
interests which they respectively defend. Ex-minority leader Burnham,
understanding this fact, attacked dialectical materialism far more
consistently and logically than Comrade Loris defends 1t,

. The nature of reality is "a fundamental question 'in general!™
the answer to which is the foundation of the Marxist structure, Marx-
Ism holds that reality is of a material nature; that from this fact
another fundamental proposition necessarily followsg the universality
of motion, of change; -that there are certain general laws of motion ~-
-and it 1is precisely the universality of these laws which caused them
first to be investigated as a branch of philosophy, dialectics,
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Marx, being a Marxist and a social scientist, "transferred" dialec-
tics "into the external world" of economics and history. Engels gave
examples of the operation of the laws of dilalectic in mathematics,
physics, and chemistry. Since he was not a scientist in any of these
flelds in the sense in which Marx was a scientist in the field of
economics, he could only indicate thelr application; he could not
utilize them as a tool for further investigation and discovery, as a
creative factor, like Marx did. But a theorist in any fleld can ap-
ply the dialectic as fruitfully as Marx -- provided only that he is
as good a dlalectician and a scientist as Marx was,

Comrade Loris tries to bolster up hls argument with two exam-
ples, both of which prove the opposite of that which he intends them
to., In the first example he:- shows that "the history of the theories
of light is very rich and follows a pattern that one may call dialec-
ticale eeoBut this development of theorles does not 'reflect! any
development of light." Therefore, concludes Loris, it is mind alone
which has undergone a dialectical development, not light. But mind
has undergone a dlalectical development 1n its study of "light not
because mind has a special dialectical nature, but because light 1it-
self is a dialectical phenomenon, a perfect and beautiful example of
matter in motion, whose contradictory aspects have only gradually.
been embraced by the mind, ,

Comrade Loris' second example has already been quoteds ®Ap-
plied to nature, this !'law! (the universality of change) has no great
value, for the movement of an atom does not follow the same pattern
as the development of a cell, the solar system does mot follow the
same scheme of evolution as capltalist society, etc.™ But each as=
pect of nature which Loris calls upon here is another proof of the
validity of "that elementary proposition of dialectic, the universal-
ity of change," which 1s again, as Loris! examples indicate, "a funda-
mental question 'in general.'™®Comrade Loris is right when he implies
that this proposition does not tell us the difference between the
evolution of the solar system and the evolution of capitalist soclety,
but surely the mind whose workings are consistent with it 1is better
equipped for research in these filelds than the mind repugnant to 1it.
And this 1s not because of the purely eplistemologlcal significance of
the proposition, but besause the reality under investigatlion is an
affirmation of its validity.- . ‘

Some contradictions are dialectical while others are absurd,
Absurd contradictions are those which exist in the mind “but become
empty abstractions outside.® Opponents of the dialectic and opportun-
ist counterfeiters palm off absurd contradictlions as examples of
dialectical contradictions, the first in order to disprove the dia-
lectic, the second in order to bolster up a false policy. The Stalin-
ists maintain that the imperialist war has undergone a dialectical
transformation and has become a people's war, but since this has not
occurred in reality the contradiction 1s absurd, not dlalectical.

The attitude of the Stalinists to the imperiallst war, which is also
a material fact, has however undergone a dialectical transformations
opposition has changed to support. But just as the solar system

evolves in accordance with i1ts own nature and not in accordance with
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capitalist society, so the Stalinists evolved in accordance with
their own nature and were opportunists when they opposed the war as
they are now when they support it. Yet even a Stalinist can, under
certain circumstances, undergo a dislectical transformation and
change into his opposite, a Trotskylst, '

The fircst-mentioned critics of the dialectic, far less danger-
ous than its Stalinist defenders, are dcalt with by Engels in Anti-
Duehring, particularly in Chapter XIII, Part One.

Loris directs his criticism supposedly against Comrade Warde,
but in reality he takes issue with Narx, Engels, Lenin, and Trotsky,
If he intends to pursue his argument he should frankly direct it
against the great scientists of our movement, In that case the dis-
cussion would not center around Warde's cursory outline notes, but
around a work like Anti-Duehring, in the preface to which Engels
writes: "I had no doubt about the general proposition -- that .in
neture the same dialectical laws of motion assert themselves in the
meze of innumerable changes as dominate the seemingly atcldental
events in history.™ :

_ In conclusion I offer an example of the application of the
dialectic to a field removed from both the natural and the social
sciences, I quote in length from an article entitled "Functional
Harmony in a Twelve-Tone Sound-World," by George Perle, which appear-
ed in the Winter 1940 issue of the Bulletin of the Peabody Conserva-
tory of Music., First, however, let the comrades recall some basic
concepts of the dialectic: the unity of opposites, the change of

- quantity into quality, the negation of the negation., They will see

each proposition in turn clearly illuetrated, as well as the relation
of thesils, antithesis, and synthesis,

*Diatonic tonelity was characterized by two pfopertiea: firat,

& key-center, by msans of which the position of the scale in the

eycle of fifths wae pstablished: second, the process of modulation,
which enabled us to transfer the position of the scale within the
cycle of fifths go that new tones could be introduced into a composi-

‘tion without destroying the established relationships., These funda~

mental attributes were mutually dependent, and yet at the same time

contrsdictory. (unity of opposites; G.Si)e It is within the contra-

diction between the key-center (thesis; G.S5.), or the principle of
stability, and the modulatgry procasse, (anxitheais; G.8,), or the

principle of mobility, that we find the motivating force of the evo-
ution of dlatonic tonglity.

W1t 48 self-evident that the more rapidly we shift the key-
center, or modulate, the less stablec 1s the key-center, In early
tonal works modulation was used with caution, Composers seldom modu-
lated beyond the most closely related keys, thus introducing only one
new tone at a time, Gradually the modulatory process became more
free and more rapids With the advent of Romanticism the principle of
mobility began to gain the upper hand, until, in advanced works at
the end of the last century, the key-center shifted its position in
the cycle of fifths with such rapidity that we could scarcely follow



it, At last modulation annihilated the key-center (change of quan-
tity into quality; G.S.), but in doing so it destroyed itself (ne=
gation of the negation; G.S.), for modulation was only a function
of the key-center,

"The destruction of tonality was partially ‘due to an increasing
awareness of new harmonies, The evolving musical mind became con-
scious of progressively deeper relationships in the overtone-series
(®"one may objects 'But does not the dialectic of 1deas reflect the
dialectioc of nature?'®-- M. Loris), By the end of the 19th century
the ear had begun to accept harmonies which ware incapable of func=-
tional significance in tonality (change of guantity into quality;
GeS.)e Thus, three centuries after its inception, the diatonic ton-
al system disintegrated, due not only to the force of its inner eon-
tradlctions, but also to the invasion of alien factors through an
evolving consciousness of ever deeper material relationships,

- “Phe wanderings of the seven-tone scale within the cycle of
fifths had expanded our tone-world, which now consists of the circle
of twelve tones. Arnold Schoenberg was the first to recognize the
new world in his inauguration of a musical style which has since
come to be known as atonality (synthesis; G.S.)." S

July 31, 1943
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REPLY TO COMRADE BREITMAN ON CHICAGO UNITED FRONT MOTION
By M. Morrison

Comrade Breitman's defense of the motion of the Political
Committee with reference to the Chicago united front proposal 1is
an-excellent example of how an attempt to defend an incorrect and
contusi.ng proposition must inevitably lead to ever greater confus-
ion.

: f The defense starts off with a statement thet the motion is
subject to misinterpretation. No reasons are given why that is so.
The motion in clear language states the following proposition: a
united front with other organizations against the Mission To Moscow"
film is impractical and not advantageous because we have a principled
difference with these organ izeations on the question of the defense of
the Soviet Unione One can say that this is an 1llogical nroposition
because there does not seem to be, and in fact there 1s not, any
relationship between the statement that a united fromt 1is 1mpract1—
cal or not advantegeous with the reason given as to why it is not
practical or advantageous. One can say that it 1s an incorrect pro-
position and proceed to prove ite But it can hardly be said that it
48 subject to misinterpretation. And Breitman proceeds to defend
the motion in such a way tlat it is impossible to say how he would
have 1t clanged so that it would not be subject to misinterpretation.

In my article against the motion I contend that its adoption
1mnlies the accephance of the idea that a united front against
"Mission To Moscow" is impermissible with any organization opposed
to the defense of the Soviet Union because of thet principled differ-
enceée I also state . that the motion wes a half-retreat from that
positione That, I think, is too cautious a formulations. Breitman's
article proves that the motion in effect states that it is impermis-
sible for us to have a united front agpinst "Mission To Moscow" with
any organization that does not agree with us on the question of the
defense of the Sovliet Unlone.

Breitman assures us that he would not accept such a "princi-
pled position". But then, in the latter part of his article he pro-
ceeds to tell us thet he would have a united front if these organi-
zatlions would change their attlitude on the qm stion of the defense
of ths Soviet Union.

If one favors a united front with orpanizations rovided they
change Thelr attitude on a basic pr. Tnc es no mean
he opposes the united front because ot that principle? One can talk
EImse% blue In the face about the united front being impractical or
disadvantageous but this kind of talk is sbsolutely immaterial and
serves only to confuse the 1ssue-

Ultra-leftists opposed the whole united front tactic on the
ground that we could not have a unitéd front with oz-o'anizations that
are opposed to revolutionary Marxisme. Suppose they ted saids No

"we do not oppose the united front because of the principled differs
ence on the question of the revolutions We oprose it only because
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this principled difference makes the united front imprsctical or dis-
advantageous™. Would the change in phraseology alter the escsential
neture of their oppogition to the united front? Of course noté It
would simply mean thet in addition to being wrong in wrinciple they
would also be violating logic end common sense. For, as I showed in
my previous article on this questlicn, there is no relationship be-
‘tween the practioal aswvects of the united front and the principled
difference pointed to as a reason for the united front being imper-
missible.

' And therein lies the 5.mnortance and the danger of this motion.
%ﬂ ultra-YeTGVist oppositicn to any united front can always take re-
uge In this tvpe og Tormula tion e

L 4 : + ®

The arguments advanced by Breltman in defense of the motion
can each be dismissed with e sentence or twoe To show that a prin-
cipled difference can meke a united front disadvantageous he cites
a very curious example. We .would not, he says, “enter into a united
front with the Socisl=-Democrats for the creation of a labor party so
that Roosevelt could be elected." A very profound proposition,
indeedd Breitman tells us that we would not enter into g united
front for a purpose hostile to our program{ He might as well have
-sald that we would not enter into a united front with the Social~
Democrats to attack the Soviet Union because this would not be advan-
tageouss Hé would, I am certain, meet with no opposition to such a
propositione

At times the confusion in Breitmn's article becomes almost
painful. Read the following propositions contained in one paragraphe

1. The principled differences make advantageous
‘united front actions over Lission To Moscow"
not realizable,

2+ Wo would agrse to such a unlted front If it would -
pe advantapeous. (I fresume only if the Social-
Democrata would ohanse their position on ths
principled differenee?.

&. But these principlod differences prevent the
Soclal-Demoorats from entering a wnited front
on & ‘basis gccoptoble to us.

If a unit:ed front with the 8ocial-Democrats 1s pot advantag-
eous, what difference does it mmke whether the Soolal-Democrats :
woulﬁ accept or reject a proposal from us? It is the prinecipled dif-
ference that mekes an adventageous united front not realizable, ac~
cording to the motione How can that possibly be changed by the
acceptance or rejection of a united front bv the Socisl-Democrats?.

Of course Breitman presupposes that the Social Democrats would never
accept a united front proposal on our basis. But what would Breiltman
do if he offered it and they did accept it? Whet then would heppen



-~ 18 -

to the proposition thet the principled difference makes a united
front disadvantageous?

In my first article I admitted the possibility that the Social-
Democrats might reject a united front because of the principled dif-
ference, although in actuality at the present, they claim to be de-
fending the Soviet Union. But that would simply mean that the
Social-Democrats would proceed on the basis of the same error thet
the proponents of the motion accepts :

But how sbout tle Workers! Party, which is the only group mv-
ing a principled position against the defense of the Soviet Union?%
Would that party also not accept a united front on the basis of our
terms? »

All tIat Breitman's confusion succeeds in proving is my con-
tention tiat there 1is no rels tionship between the principled differ=-
ence and practicality and advantegeousness. If one is opposed to a
united front bessuse 1t 1s not practical or advantageous then he must
argue on the basis of practical factors and not mix in any principle -
that has no place in the argumente :

Once again I point out that I am not arguing for or against
the Chicago proposale I am arguing against a motion which prevents
an intelligent discussion of the practical factors that might make
the proposal acceptable or unacceptables Obviously, if one says that
the principled difference makes a united front impractical or disad-
-vantapeous, tlere can be and there need be no discussion on any con-
crete practical factorse. .

# #* : R

Breitman quobtes me carrectly when he says that I would not
favor a united front unless the Social-Democrats would agree to one
acceptable to use From this, by some queer logic, Breitman deduces
that "Morrison 1s opvosed to united front action (without the proper
agreement) because of principled differenceés over the U.SeSeRo"

My dear comrade Breitman, I would oppose & united front on any ques-
tion unless it would be on a basis dacceptable to use. Does that mean
that I am opnosed to a united front beecause of principled differences?

The undoubted fact is cited by Breitman that, at their own
moetings the Social-Democrats and the Soéialists speak in a menner
which is not at all dcceptable to use It is also true that at our
own meetings we speak in a manner not ‘acceptable to theme But all .-
this 1s of course irrelevante What we are after is a united front on
-Some common basis with an agreement clearly defining that basise

And then comes the most startling argument of alle In answer
to my statement that I do not know of any cese where the Social-
Democrats broke a promise to refrain from attacking the Soviet Union,
Breitman says: That is true but they never made any promise. And
Breitman apparently knows before-hand that they would not make any
such promises Which reminds me of the wise scholastics who were
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opposed to testing the propesition made by Galileo to tle effect that
bodies of different welghts would all reach the ecrth at one time if
dropped from a height, on the ground that Aristotle's proposition said
differently.

Comrade Breltman also fears that the branches of our party
would go wild in "“testing" the united fronte. To that I can only say?
if you are afraild that the branches would go on & united front spree
tell them not to do soe And don't forpget we have a rule that belare
& united front can be consummeted the branech must have the authority
of the Political Committese.

Do not permit an unjustified fear t6 drive you into a motion
that is incorrect from every point of view,

September 13, 1943



