Dear Natallal

Last week I finally got a copy of your letter %o Sara
which e¢nntalnes your oriticlam of my article on the Auselan economy.
I was happy indeed to regeive 1t., Do you realize that the
Johnaonites have been writing on Ruesla for over five years, and
that thie 1s tha first time we huvoe been snswersd? I hope %hat
i1t w11l be vossglble for your to expand your eriticlsm aznd to make
it pnblic. I wish to arsure you that it was of greant aselstance
to me, and henocs I wigh to anawer 1t in as serious a manner as it

war given. :

The major burden of your criticism 1s at the aame time an
arfrirmation of Troteky's analysls of Russia, and resolves itselr, I
think, into thres masjor pcints: (1) all of &rctsky's works have been
built on the oategorles: economics, claassea, state, party; (2} his
analysie of Stalinigt Puesia, as in the cnze of Stakhanoviam, showed
elearly his awareneas of the fact that in At were concentrated ™the
m-~thods of oapiteliev exploitation?; and (3) he traced most rrofoundly,
and long in advanca of hig presont-day critics, "the atriking growth
of ¥ and bureaucratic wilfullness in &efnnae of its own
interests. Therefore you coneclude that the lack of understanding
does not lie with Troteky ("object under criticism®) but with his

eritics, ’

‘ I wigh, first of all, to separate myself from the crltics
.guch =a those expounding the offlciel Workere Party line who, in
breaking with Troteky's analysis of Russia, broke, I think, with
a good desl of Trotskylsp. The severity of my ordtiotsn of Sroteky's
analyelr was, on the other hand, induced precisaely by the fact that -
I wigh only to ¢hangs the Ruseian line but to retain the rewvolutiohary
heritage he left us-~hins perspestives of worid revolution, of.
revolutionary strategy, tactles and politics—-Tor to me Trotskylsm
is 20th contury Marxlsm-Leninish, In an offiolal document on the
international question that the Johnaonites presented $o the last
gonvantion of our party, we stiated that the Johnsonites are revielng
‘Trotaky's Russian'poaiticn in terme of tha Leninist-Trotakylst
analysis of our epoch, vhereas the officlal Farty position, :
unfortunately. 1s trying to ravise the Leninlast-Trotslkyiat enslysis
© of our entire epoch. However, becsuse I do wisgh to revise the
‘Ruesian posltion, -the major burden of my coriticlsm waa preclsely
a vefutation of the third, anddcruoials.polnt to wit, that Stalinist’
Russia is what 1% 1s todmy because of "inequality and bureauecratlo

wilfulness," , .

) . My contentlon was that 1t wae not these two phenomena
that brought about state ompitalism. But that this inequality
of dletribution was mersly the feflsctlon and the natural result
of the exlsting production relatlions and subordination to the
law of value, which is a law of the world market. That; furthermore,
it would have been“imgossibla for a Marxigt of Troteky's stature
to have left up 8o falgs.a position of Ruamsia as degenerated workers
statieom had he bagad himeelf on what aconomle laws and productien
relations were characteristic of Russla, Instead, despite
parenthetic¢al (Earenthatical not in the sange that tha{ wore merely
incidental btut in the senge that they were not the bagls of his
' position) remarke a8 %o the ocapitslist elsmente that pervaded
the Ruapsian egconomy, he ln sotuality remained on the superstructural
lrval of property forms and higtorical origin of Soviet Rusasis,
It was this which made him dlsmlse the concept that Russia might
bo atate capltallet, although, thecretlcally, he malntained that
guoch & development was soncslvabile. It is this posliion of workera
statiem which 18 keeping the Fourth Internaticnal so hemmed in the
presant indefensible position of daefensism.
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If, in the development of my criticlsu, it became
too swesaping, I am deeply sorry. Bus although I may not have glven
gufsicient welght to the paseages in frotsky's varioue analysea
of Rueegiz which denlt with the capitallst elements present in the
egonomy, it 1z not trus thai I "avoided the testimony of the
Ruasian Sulletin,Y Alrhough, in the maln, I 3tried %o glve English
referencas-~"Revolution Betrayed”, "In Defanse of Harxlem", eto.—-
I also epecifically rafer (1) to Rakoveky's analysis of the FipsS
Five Year Plan, (2] Trotaky's genernl agreement with 1%, as atnted
in the Russian Bulletin, and then oroceed io show that, in the
further develovment of his Russlan position, Trotsky drovped thls
originally more basle avproach, Part of the reason that you think
thrt I have not auoted fron old solrdes may noil be your Tault 2inoe
(1) the transistor of my article into Ruselan has told me that he
dis not trenelete the foctnotes wherein references are contained
‘and (£) you 4id not nave at hand the rirst serles of artlcles which
I consldered Part I and which deelt wt greater length with Stakhanomi=m
gnd the Conatitution and which was partly the reaaon why in this
gerdea I merely make refersnce o thase phenomeniz. and paee on to
arew my conclusione, It is true that_cven so I did not apend ag
much time a2 these mattere deserve, But- that too iIs not altogether
my fsult, Hy original thesls conslaeted of 150 pages, or 45,000 words.
Thie hrd to be cut down, to two gerles of artielea, the first -
T elating of ths atatlssical data anc taking up 12,000 words, and
the seoond consisting of my politicel concluelcns and repregenting
gnother 9,000 words. You can see how much I had to leave out,

As to your criticism that my article vas bullt on oy
narrow an.esononic lavel. To that I plead guilty, but only %o a
1imited extent, and, again, Gue to "technicsl" reasons, Az you
Xnow wo Johnsonltes are a HMirority, and the space &t our ds.aposal
i 1imited. Coneequently, we deliberately divided the Russaian
ausation between Comrade Johnson who denls with the politleal and
philosophical aspsote, end myself who deals with the soconomlc side.
Ir you will look At ail we have written since 1541 you will see
that 1% 12 by ne means as narrowly construoted as would appear from
reading but onz of this sariee of articles and resolutions.

There ie¢ only one poin% in your oriticism $hat I found
unking, and that was your raference Lo my ¥Yemaneipation". No,
Natalia, T do nov think that I anm femancipated!, : I wle
% ol fxr igr I havei-in ny view, found

2 serious ervor in Troteky's analysls of Russia; thils I wish to
correct. But I do so with what I conslder To be the Harxigt=
Leninist~Trotekyist methodology of revolutionary internationalism,
T considar Trotaky's analysie as the only serious one, and I have
80 opanly etated in my party and ghowed “thut thei: poaition on
Ruasia ig not only wrong, bul the man in which they arrived at
1t 1s none-serious, and beoauss of that it hag resulted 1n a
deviation frow Marxism, iHence, we maintained, their approach to
‘many problems, such as fur inetance the problems of 19Z0-23 dealt
-with by Trotsky in *The New Course', has resulted in irresponsible
artinle by Howe, Johnson ané I have not only eriticised this article
in the Nsz%ionsl Commlttea, but we may need to do 8o in publie now
that Com., Arber's criticled of Howe's article rovesis a striking
aimilarity in methodologlcal approach, and 18 very Teeble ilndeed,

One lust word regarding your postoript oi Chnernofs, Yes,
I am well asequainted with his views and those of Kautsxy and the
Soelal Demoeoracy in general which has maintained that Ruesia has
never bsep anything bu$ capiltalist because the 1917 rovolutlon was
a bourgeois revolution. This I ontegorioally deny. The fact that
the failurs of the world revelution to comn lo Lhe uld of ths
1colated Ruassisn Rewolution, on the one hand, and the exiastence of
the world market and Stalinist counter-revolution on the other hand,
has .brought into existence state onplialliam in 1906-37 dopes not
offer the Mensheviks a shred of evidence for the gontention that
Russia was state capitalist in 1917, If the Fourth Internaticnal
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should tomorrow come to the conclusion that Ruseis hes in 1946 become
atnte capltalliat, would that have anything 1n common with the
Chernoffe? Of course not! In that rsepact you might find 1t
interegting, if you are not yet aware of 1%, that the Monsheviks are
changing thelr positio on thie questlon; before Hilfer&hidg dled he
left a manuecript atating thot Buesla was not capitzlist but
*totalitarlaen'., Last summer this text was reprinted in the G- . .
f R ‘2 and & dleouseslon én 1% 1le going on in thelr ranks.

I wigh agaln to assure you that your orit*cism uaa very
warmly welcomed by me. Thare enterg of courae apersonal " element;
T love you the more when I see you actively and vigorously particlpat-
ing in iha shaplng of a Fourth Internationalist line on the problems
confront ve. Xou have mych to contribute, and the Fourth Interna-
tional will learn this simple fact. Ever sinece my return from Mexloco
I have done nverything to soread the news of your intellactual’
virillty, and it makes ne feel very good indeed %o be the reclplent
of your views, although they happen %o be 1in eriticism of my own
viewa, That fa the only h=zslthy --healthy from a revolutlonary
point of view--way fov a common line to be worked ocut, eand I de not
doubt at 81l that in the generzl line that will finaily be worked
out we wlll be toegethsr, ‘ :

Now a few words on gome other martera. Evidently, ay
Ipes of gatting you here heve been dempened. I hear also, and i%
vorries ma, that you are ngain Tfecling 111, Is thers anylhing at
all I oan dc? There 1p some nne from Europe hare and I have
spoken to him of you. It is so-very nesessary for you %o get a
“wiga, and a change of atmosphere as well as the necessary oare,
and 1t is imposaible to reconcile onmegelf to defest. Wouldnit it be
vonderful i you could come with me to Eurcpe? I do- houa to get to
the World Confernncp next summer.

Con. Johnson sends his warmest greetings- he has at hand
your e¢ritleiem alec of his article, and greatly appreciates your
viows, He vill yrite you hipself. .

[y

All my love,
o
”{&)Q

Bara WR B nice enough to let me see the lefter Louis sent you.
She aleg; called to tell me of your latest latter, and she wiahea

tv be romezherad,




