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BRIEF REMARKS ON WILLIAM WARDE'S OUTLINE
COURSE ON "DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM"

By Marc Loris

Comrade Warde's pamphlet raises many problems which deserve
discussions Here I will try to indicate the point around which,
1t seems to me, most of these moot questions gravitate,

On page 9 the pamphlet says; "As the bridge between the
philosophlcal or semi-religious and the completely sclentific con-
ceptions of the historical process, it (dialectical materialism)
partakes of the nature of bothe" Thus we learn that the doctrine
of Marx has, to a certaln extent, a semi-religious character. This
i1s the thesis of Eastman and Hook (after many others). Comrade
Warde's only difference with them is that they see in this fact a
negative side, while he accepts it as a positive, or at least a
neuter features If we adopt this premise of his and theirs of the
"semi-religious™ character, then I must say that thgir conclusion
1s more consistent and more correct than his. It is clear that if
there is something religious in dialectical materialism, we must
try to eliminate it, and, if this purge be impossible, we would
have to disocard dlalectic altogether,

Further on, the same conception is developed (page 9)
"Insofar as 1t (dialectical materialism) fills out the gaps between
the sclences with speculative ideas, which may turn out to be one-
sided or false with the further advance of knowledge, it plays the
role of the old philosophy." Thus, dialectical materialism provides
us with speculative ideas and, in a certain measure, plays the role
of the old philosophy., If this is 8o, 1t becomes a metaphysicsg
and from there flows its semi-religious character. But how to re-
conclle such a conception with Marx's persistent struggle against
the metaghysician who for him, as for Feuerbach, was a "priest in
disguise®?

The gaps betwoen the scicnces are not to be filled with spec=-
ulative ideas, but with scicnce itself. The gap betwecn physics
and chemistry has becn filled with atomic physicse The gap between
chemistry and biology is being filled by the stady of the crystal-
lizable virus. The gap between the biologlcal and the social scien=-
ces has to be filled by psychology, especlally of children, of
primitives, of superior animals, by the study of primitive socio=~
ties' of group 1life of superior animals, etce Thcre is no room
for "speculative ideas™ and "old philosophy", Scicnce itsclf or-
-ganizes its unity by filling in gradually the gaps which separate
its different branches,

Of courso, "speculative ideas™ and "old philosophy" have a
propensity to accumulate in any place scicnce has not yet filled
up, like dirt between paving-stonese But has Marxism any reason
to adopt such survivals of the intollectual past of mankind?
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On page 8 the pamphlet declaress %It (dialecctical materiale-
ism) ariscs at a point when positive science and its rational
methods based upon natural causation arc taking over all fiolds
of knowledge and thero 1s no longer any nood or room for a spccial
science of philosophy, standing apart from thc scicnces and above
theme" It 1s rathcr difficult to visualize how dialcctical mater=
lalism, which, according to tho samo pamphlet, 1s a "gencral phil-
osophy," can ariso whon there is no longer any necd or room for it,
that 1s, when 1t is nclthor noccssary nor possible.

It seems to me that all these dilfficulties of Comrade Warde's
come from the fact that he gives a metaphysical or, to be more pre-
cise, ontologlcal character to dilalectice To examine this point
let us glance at the transitlon from philosophy to sclence. At
the beginning of the pamphlet 1t i1s sald that the sciences emerged
out of philosophy. However, the important question of the chronol=-
oglcal order of this separation 1s not touched upon. The question
is an Important logical one, connected with the problem of the clas-
sification of sclences, and also an important socielogical ones why
does class soclety permit at a certain time one science to emerge
and not another onoe Mathematics existed as sclence for the Greeks,
Physics appeared as a clearly definite science with Galileo in the
17th century, chemistry with Lavolsier in the 18th century, biolog-
1cal sclences in the 19th century with Darwin and Clsude Bernard,
social sclence with Marx and psychology with Freud. Some dates may
be questloned, but the general movement is clear,

What, then, rcmained of philosophy? First, that which has
been the core of Rhilosophy -=- metaphyslcs or ontology (Aristotle's
"first philosophy"), whose object is to study Mabsolute Being,"
"Being in 1tself," first causes and final endse All this is ‘relig-
ion in disgulse,™ that the sclences have overcomes Metaphysical
problems have elther been reduced to questions sub ject to scientific
inquiry or proved to be mecaninglesse Their only remaining interest
for us 1s to ascertain why they wero railsecd by certain societies
at certain epochse

The second great remnant of philosophy is logice As the
sclences have for their subject-matter various domains of reality
(physical, biological or social), loglc, in tho broad sense of the
word, takes as 1ts subject-matter the scilences themsclves, It
follows their development, studles their methods, establishes how
knowledge growse This gencral logic is botter called eplstemology,
the science of knowledge, and includes as a part formal logic,
which is the sclence of consistency in passing from a group of
statements to another without taking direct support into realitye.
Just as other sclences lean on thosc which preccod thom, for in-
stance, chemistry on physics, or biology on chemlstry, epistemology
finds support in psychology, soclelogy, and the history of the var-
lous sciences, without ceasing to have, of course, 1ts own ficld.
At the present timec this field is far from being cloarly definite,.
Epistemology 1s still in a condition similar to that of social
sclence or psychology many decades agoe But following them, 1t 1is
engaged in the same omergonce out of "old philosophy".
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After this brief review of tho passage from philosophy to
scionce, let us seo what the pamphlet says on page 30s "The basic
problem of philosophy is the questions what is the nature of
reality?" This is a mectaphysicel question; it 1s cven the funda=
mental question of motaphysics par excellencos Two thousand
years of discussions around it have revealed 1ts omptincsse The
pamphlet continuess "Dialectical materialism answers that the
fundamental feature of reality is 1ts contradictory charactere"

The question of “the fundamental feature of reality"
seems meaningless to me. As for the answer the pamphlet glves to
this problem, a general discussion of it would lead us to lnquire
into the meaning of "contradictory". I prefer now to reserve it
for some other time and simply to deal here with the examples the
pamphlet gives. .

On page 33 it is saids; "Each side of the contradiction
contains the other and whichever is foremost at any given moment
can retire and give way to its oppositec Neither pole is absolute-
ly fixed in 1ts present composition. Male can become female, high
low, the capitalist a wage-worker, and vice-versa." What is meant
by saying that the capitalist can become a wage-worker "at any
given moment™? "And vice-versa"? This "vice-versa" 1is really
magnificent! Is the American theory of "unlimited opportunity"
the best example of dialectic? Does the transformation of male
into female follow tho same pattern as the transformation of the
capitalist into the wage-worker? Where does that take place? On
the earth, on Sirius or on the meek paper the pamphlet 1s printed
on? If, with a great dcal of casuistics, one can construct such
a pattern, what 1s its meaning and 1ts value? '

I could ask the same questions for the other examples on
page 363 M"In thc sphore of organic nature, female stands opposed
to male, one species to another, animals to plant, death to life,
In tho organic world, acids to alkalis, rest to motion, black to
white, earth to sun, these are examplcs of contradictory natural
relations." In what sense can the relation of acids to alkalls be
called “contradictory"? And what has the relation of acids to
alkalis to do with the relation of black and white, or of sun to
earth? Would I be unfalr to recall here that the alchemists long
ago established a correspondence betwcen chemical elemonts and
planets? If there is any relation, it belongs to the fleld of
scientific physicses But here we have nothing but empty abstrace
tions, = and the hope of discovering in them "thc fundamental fea-
ture of reality"! All this is an example of the trap into which
one falls when he gives a motaphysical or ontological character
to dialectlce.

One may object: "But does not the dialectic of ldeas ree-
flect the dialectic of nature?™ The relation of logic to nature
i1s not a simple one, and I do not intend to solvec 1t in theso
brief notess But I will take a simple example to illustrate my
thought ¢
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The history of the theories of light is very rich and follows
a pattern that one may call dialecticale The first scientific
theory of light was formulated by Huygens, for whom light was an
ondulatory phenomenon (waves). This thoory was superseded by
Newton's, according to which light 1s made of corpuscules. This
theory was in turn annihilated by Fresnel, who, after studylng
the phenomenon of diffraction, concluded that iight is similar
to waves. His ondulatory theory, however, was not simply Huygen's,
but was much more elaborated. In the 1as£ three or four decades,
phenomena have been discovered, which cannot be explalned by the
nndulatory theory, but make necessary again a hypothesis of
corpuscules (photons), but, of course, not as crude as Newton'se
At the present time, certain phenomena of light can be explalned
only by the ondulatory theory, others only by the corpuscular
theory, and finally some by elther theorye This situation 1is
extremely unsatisfactory, and 1t will likely be overcome by some
new theory which will combine the ondulatory and corpuscular as-
pects in some higher synthesisse

But this development of theories does not "reflect" any de=-
velopment of light, for the light scientists study today is the
same that Huygens, Newton and Fresnel did, or, if there is any
difference, the theories whose development we have reviewed are
not concerned with the difference.

All the themes of dlalectic have a great value 1in the epls-
temologlcal field, but become empty abstractions outside. Let us
take an elementary proposition of dialectic, the universality of
changees Applied to nature, this "law" has no great value, for the
movement of an atom does not follow the same pattern as the devel=-
opment of a cell, the solar system does not follow the same scheme
of evolution as capitalist society, etes The "law" remains quite
barrenes It can, at best, pretend to repeat in a very vague form
what sclences teach us with the utmost precision. Still, we know
that the universality of change i1s a useful thought. And why are
we led to express such a proposition? DBecause we observe, espec=
ially at certain periods, a strong resistance to any idea of change,
of evolution, of relativity. The mind clings to the idea of per=
manence, of absolute, Numerous examples to_illustrate this point
will come to the mind of anybody who knows even slightly the devel=-
opment of scionces. So the dialectical proposition of the univer=-
sality of change has put us on the track of a very important epis-
temo%ogical fact, which has deep ramifications in psychology

evolution of reason) and in social sclence (resistance of a class
soclety to any i1dea of change)e. TUscloss on the ontological plane,
the observation 1s extromely valuable on the epistemological one.

The proposition of the universality of change simply expresses in

an inverted form the resistance of human mind to change, and it

is clearly an eplstemological affirmation, not an ontological onee.

A dlscussion of the other themes of dialectic would lead us
to a similar result (problem of contradiction, etees) And the
general concluslion 1s¢ materliallst dilalectic belongs to the field
of eplstomologye It deals with thc developmont of knowledgee In
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this field it brings extremely valuable contributions. But when
tpansferred into the external world, it can only formulate extremely
vague abstractions which, as a duplicate or substitute for precise
sclentific laws, have neither value nor use. And in attempting

this transfer, one always risks falling into the old trap of met-
aphysicse. :

‘ Comrade Warde attempted it and he fell into the trap, He
fell in it so deeply that he came to speak of the "semi-religious™
character of Marx's doctrine. And here I come back to the first
point of these notese As I tried to show, this affirmation of
his of the "semi-religious" character is closely connected with
his transfer of dialectic from the epistemological field to the
ontological one. We.can take all the necessary time to discuss
this last question, that 1s to say, the relation of logic to nature.
But it seems to me that the party should find one way or another to
clarify immedlately the affirmation of the "somi-religious" charac-
ter, made in an official party pamphlet s

April 18, 1943
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IN DEFENSE OF MATERIALIST DIALECTICS

An Answer to Comrade Loris

By William F. Warde

In his document Comrade Loris presents himself as a defender
of dialectical materialism against what he construes as my mistaken
version of Marxist philosophye His motive 1s laudable. Unfortun=-
ately, Comrade Loris has failed to distinguish an adherent of
materialist dialectics from an opponente Having chosen the wrong
target, his criticisms fly wide of the marke That 1s not all,

In order to combat my orthodox exposition of dialectics, he him-
self has borrowed theoretical weapons which do not come from the
arsenal of Marxisme On this road he runs the risk of falling into
disagreement with the materialist method.

Dialectical Materialism and Religion -

Comrade Loris begins by raising the important question of
the relation of dialectical materialism to religion. But what
disagreement can there be on this issue among us?

Dialectical materialism has nothing in common with religion.
'As the most consistent school of materialism, Marxist philosophy
regards religious ideas .and institutions as reactionary rubbish.
We oppose any belief in supernatural or immaterlal forcese The
Marxist movement is militantly atheistic, the only uncompromising
enemy of "the opium of the people.®

Although religion had sufficient material and intellectual
reasons for its past existenco, and even for its perslstence in
capitalist socliety, progressive humanity has irrevocably cast re-
ligion asides Religion belongs in the museum of antiquities to-
gether with cannibalism, war, oxploitation as relics of man's
savage and barbaric originse

This is the view set forth in my lecturess It 1s the baslc
1line of argument explicitly directed against the conceptions of the
roevisionists. Yet Comrade Loris tries to make out that I hold
quite another view, the view of Eastman, Hook and other revision-
1sts that dialectical materialism boars a "semi-roligious charaecter.®

Ho has apparently been misled by the adjectivo "semi-relig-
jous" in the scntencoe quoted from my lectures, This adjective, I
readily grant, 18 poorly placed and could give risc to misunder-
standing. Howoever it referrcd not to dialeetlical materlallam but
to the philosophy of the past out of which Marxist philosophy has
emerged and beyond which it has developcde Philosophy before
dialectical materialism had been, as I pointed out, an extremely
complex and contradictory form of ideology, "a composite of rclig-
ion and science, a blend of fact and fictlon, of natural causatlon
and supernatural spiritualisme"
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Thore 1s no need to eliminate anything religious, semi-
religious or metaphysical from dialectical materialism because
no such nonsense ever entered into it. In creating their revolu-
tionary new system of thought, Marx and Engels carefully and
critically sifted the entire heritage of past culture, including
philosophy and the sciences; purged them of all traces of meta=-
physics; preserved and developed whatever was valuable in their
achievements and viable in their ideas. Here nothing more drastic
need be done than to eliminate the poorly-placed adjective from
that troublesome sentence and to understand its real reference.

Those who agree on baslc issdes can have little difficulty
in arriving at an agreement on questions of formulation. It must
be stated candidly, howover, that what Comrade Loris questions 1s
not simply this or that 1solated formulation of mine, but fundamen-
tal principles, Let me briefly discuss some of these. First of
all, the relation of logic, both formal and dialectical, to the
external world.

Loris on Formal Logic

Loris defines formal loglic as "the science of consistency
in passing from a group of statements to another without taking
direct support into reality." He ignores the fact that, in the
process of thought, statements not only "pass from one to another"
but flow out of obJective reality and pass back into it. The truth
or falsity of propositions arises out of their correspondence, or
lack of correspondence, with material reality.

Loris explicitly excludes this intercommunication between
thought.and reality from his definition. He keeps formal logic
entirely enclosed within the province of propositions; buries it
inside the mind; shuts it off from the rest of reality., This
scholastic version of formal logic i1s very fashionable nowadays
among pedants in the universities. It has nothing in common with
Marxism.

Arlistotle, the creator of formal logic, would have laughed
at the contention that formal logic “takes no direct support into
reality." If the laws of formal logic applied simply and solely
to statements or relations between statements and did not coincide
in content with anything in the material world, they could have no
truth, power or relevance and would long ago have been discarded.

Formal loglic remains true and useful and still constitutes
part of logical science because its ideas do correspond in some
measure to features of the external world, They are only partially
true because their correspondence to reality is limitede Despite
their appearance of forma% consistency, the laws of formal logic
contradict the fundamental aspects of material reality and have
Aggeiafgre been superseded by a higher system of loglic, materialist

alectics,

Logic and the External World
Logic 1s the topmost branch of the living tree of human
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knowledge, If we trace the branch of a growing tree to its under-
lying motive forces and material support, we ultimately come to its
roots thrust into the earthe ‘It is no different with logice. The
content of logic is derived, to be sure, from the procedures and
products of thought. But since thought derives its content from
material reality, the content of loglc 1s, in the final analysis,
derivéd from the extermal worlde This belongs to the ABC's of
materialism,

Logic seeks to perform the same service for thought that
thought does for the rest of reality. It examines the nature of
the thought processes and thelr products; delves ever more doeply
and surely into thelr inner depths; learns the laws of their oper-
ations; and acquires greater power over their forms and functions.

Logic is thus immediately connected with the processes of
thoughts But that does not mean, as Loris implies, that it is
organically cut off or shut off from the material world beyond.
That 1s the illusion of formalist logicians who mistake the super=-
ficlial appearance of logic for its real essence. Logic deals
directly with the thought processes -- but the thought processes
deal directly with objective material reality "on the other side"
of thoughte Logic therefore necessarily remains in living contact
and constant communication with the external world by means of the
thought processes from which it takes i1ts immediate content.

Thought 18 the mother of logic =-- but the rest of reality
1s 1ts father. Those logicians who seek some immaterial parentage
of loglic resemble the Church fathers who maintained that Christ
was born in an immaculate manner. For us logic, 1like everything
else in the world, has been materially conceived and is sustained
and riourished in a material fashion by the material world. Logic
did not fall from the sky but grew up out of the earth, that is to
say, out of the conditions of man's natural and social existence.

The Nature of Reality

Loris expressly forbids anyone to inquire into the nature
of reality., Even to pose such a question is "metaphysical"” and
"meaningless™. There have been many philosophers who turned their
backs upon the nature of realityeee Oor the reality of nature,

But reality nevertheless remains before us, even if we firmly shut
our eyes, and insistently awaits an explanation of itself.

What good is any philosophy that can't explain to us the
nature of reality? In fact, one of the peculiar functions of
-human consciousness is to explain unconscious nature to itself ==
oré more preclsoly, to the human beings who are the creatures of
nature.

So overpowering is this practical need for an exposition
of reality that Loris himself cannot conform to his own theoretical
tabue. Immediately after enjoining us never more to speak upon the
subject, he himself proceeds to discourse upon the nature of reale
ity. Not directly, not positively, but in an indirect and negative
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manner, He does not know what the nature of reality i1s and he pro-
hibits anyone else from telling hime, But at least he knows vory
well what reality 1s note To belleve Lorls, rocality 1s not contra-
dictory!l '

Hegel, who know that "all negation is determination®, could
have warned Loris that anyone who knows, or thinks hc knows, what
reality is not, already knows a great dcal about what reallty is.
When a worker discovere that Stalinism is not Marxism, he has
learned so much about this political reality that he can, if his
insight be progressively developed, become a Trotskyist, Similarly
he who knows what reality 1s net has already determined the mein
lines of his philosophye.

In fleeing from reality and prohibiting any investigation
into its essential mture, Loris departs from Marxism, Dialectical
materialism goes forward to embrace reality and to penetrate it as
far as human resources can reache Marxist philosophy unambiguously
asserts not only that the nature of reality can be known, but that
it is already known, not eompletely -~ this is impossible} == but
suffieiently for our practical needs, It further holds that there
exist no ascertainable limits to man's insight into the real world
and potential control over its parts.

Let us remind Loris that the philosophy of Marxism is not
called "dialectical materialism®™ by accident. It i1s so named be-
cause reality has been found to be matter in motion, and motion has
a dialectical, that is to say contradictory, character,

The Nature of Contradiction

Loris, however, will not permit contradictions to have any
objective reality or objective reality to possess any contradictory
characteristics. He postgones any “general discussion into the
meaning of contradictory,"™ just as he evades any inguiry into the
nature of reality. Instead of clearly and sguarely confronting
his position on "the nature of contradiction" with the views set
forth in my lecture, Loris singles out a few isolated examples of
contrgdictory relat{ons for attacks This is an "example"™ of Loris'.
method.

Since dialectics 1s the logic of contradiction, 1t would
take a treatise on dialectics to present a comprehensive account
of this categorye. For our present purposes, let me ve the fol~
lowing summary statement of the Marxist conception of contradiction.

l. Contradiction is a relation of opposition which, when
fully developed, passes into polar opposition.

2. In the course of development, the poles of any given
contradiction evolve out of identity through diversity into incom-
patibility.

3¢ Contradictions objectively exist and operate as relations
of opposition within nature and society as well as the human mind,
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4, Subjective contradictions (psychological and logical)
reflect and have their roots in objective material contradictions.

5e¢ All contradictions are relative, limited, provisional,
and can, under certain material conditions, be overcome, abolished
and left behind. That is to say, contradiction itself has a con-
tradictory character which leads it to pass into non-contradiction
or consistency with itself. :

Loris, however, wants to keep the laws of dialectics, includ-
ing contradiction, inside a single fleld, that of epistemology,
and to imprison them theree Everything in our experlence speaks
-against him,

- Did not our struggle with the petty=bourgeois opposition
arise from the fact that they could see no objective material con-
tradiction between the Soviet Union and world imperialism nor the
deepening contradiction between the Stalinist burcaucracy and the
material conquests of the October Revolution? Our recognition of
the reality of these contradictions and their blindness to them
engendered another contradiction between them and us which resulted
in the objective political reality of a split,

Wouldn't Hitler and Roosevelt, not to mention other impere
l1alist leaders, be much happier if the contradictions of world
imperialism existed only in the theory of knowledgel If only the
capitalist class were really persuaded that the contradictions of
capitalism were imaginary! 1Indeed, i1f the contradictions of capi-
talism were not real and aggravated, we should have to abandon
hope in the advent and triumph of the socialist revolution which
is engendered by them and develops together with them. What is
the atruggle of the working class against world imperialism but
the highest expression of the contradictory social interests of
the contending classes?

Nature is no less contradictory than socletye.eeand socisty,
let us not forget, is also part of nature.

The Practical Value of Scientific Laws

"If, with a great deal of casuisties, you can construct
such a patéern, what 1s its practical value?™ asks Loris., First
of all, Loris confuses sophistry with dialectiocs. The patterns
of loglic were constructed, not by means of casuistry, but out of
dialectioal thinking about the processes of thought.

In the second place, thcse patterns of dialectical logic
have the same value as any other generalization in science, such
@8 the law of value in political economy, the class theory of the
state in politics, the laws of quantum mechanics, or ther{heory
of evolution in generals If these laws have practical value and
theoretical authority for Loris, he cannot consistently deny the
same kind of usefulness and authority to the logical laws which
are a generalization and extension of them, .



In his effort to exclude contradiction from reality and
logic from the objective world, Loris has in reality robbed science
of all value and validitye. If the laws of logical science have no
worthwhile application to the external world, then all other scien-
tific laws are useless because they stand upon the same general
ground,

Just as materialist dialectics issued out of the sclences,
so the sciences themselves have developed out of general social
practice, the techniques of industry included. ULoris holds that,
although the "themes of dialectics have & great value in the field
of epistemology" (why? how?), they become "empty" when transferred
to the external worlde Let us check this conception of dialectics
and of sclentific law against a typical case of industrial practice.

It 18 a law of plane figures that two points equally distant
from the extremities of a line determine the perpendicular bisector
of that line. Although this geometrical law has a far more special
and limited content, i1t is no less abstract in form than any law
of logic. Does it therefore becoms empty, barren, vague when
applied to the external world? Let us see.

- Suppose the blueprint of a machine calls for locating and
drilling a one-quarter inch diameter hole on the center line half
way between two tapped holes.s An inexperienced worker askss; How
can I do this? I give him the following directions; Take a scriber
and inscribe intersecting arcs from both ends of the line above 1t
and below 1t on both sides, Then draw a straight line connecting
the two points of intersections The center will be at the point
of intersection of the two lines.

"But how do you know that the layout will be in the exact
conter?" asks the worker who cannot afford to go wronge I explain
that 1t 1s a geometrical law that two points equidistant from the
ends of a line determine the perpendicular bisector of that lineo.
Although the worker may not be completely convinced by this scien-
tiflc formula, couched in unfamiliar technical terms, ho obeys my
instructions and drills the hole in perfect accordance with the
blueprint. He thereupon becomes convinced of the correctness of
the law and the authority of my knowledge because he sees that it
works in practice.

Does the application of the law give sterile and vague re-
sults? On the contrary, it leads to the most precise and produc~
tive consequences. The law of plane geometry which originally
came out of empirical practice returns to gulde and to fructify
further practice. The laws of dialectical loglc work in the same
way as the laws of geometry.

Take the dialectical law that, at a certain critical stage
in the development of a process, accumulated quantitative changes
produce a new qualitye. If we apply this formula to a current polit=-
ical problem such as; 1s China waging an independent struggle for
national independence or is it, like Mexico, completely subordinated
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to an imperialist power? -- this general rule does not give us

any immediate answer, But it tells us how to analyze the particu-
lar material circumstances of China's struggle; how to appraise
the relative weight of the relevant factors; and how to arrive at
a correct conclusione.

Thus in actual practice, in real life, the reciprocal rela-~
tions between scientific law (of which logicael science is but one
instance) and the external world is diametrically different from
Laris' picture. All laws, formulas, rules which have objective
material content in any field of knowledge lead, not to vagueness
and sterility, but to the most precise and productive results.
Whatever is true in our sclentific knowledge, no matter how abstract
1ts form, can prove useful in practice.

Conversely, whatever is false in theory will be valueless
in practice and we will go wrong if we stick to it. This is the
case with Loris! false conception of the nature of law. His laws
must remain "parren virgins®™ because they have no organic contact
with the external world, Loris' theoretical error consists in
divorcing the abstract from the concrete, theory from practice,
law and loglc from the material worlde These are not only opposite
but inseparable and interconvertible aspects of reality.

The Materialist Methoﬁ of Abstraction

Loris tries to restrict the laws of dialectics to epistemol=-
ogy on the ground that they are abstractions, It is, however, no
condemnation of an idea of a thing to characterize 1t as an abstrace
tion. This is especially true of the conceptions of sclences There
are true and false, rich and empty, productive and sterile abstrac-
tions. In any concréte case the questions which have to be answered
ares what kind of abstractions have we before us; what are they
abstracted from; do they correspond to anything real and objectively
verifiable?

" he themes of dialectics™ are abstractions == but they are
not, as Loris asserts, empty or barren abstractions, In fact, they
are the most densely packed and productive of all abstractions
because they enclose and express the most varied and extensive
meterial content. All scientific laws are abstract in form. - This
is true not only of the lawe of dialectical logiec but of physical
and social laws, The law of value is extremely abstract but 1t
nevertheless determines the concrete conduct of the monopoly capl-
talists and their political agents. Darwin's theory of organic
e:olution 18 abstractly formulated, yet every organism conforms to
1ts lawse

What, after all, are "the themes of dialectics" abstracted
from? Loris implies that they are taken from human knowledge alone
and remain within the mind. But where does the human mind get its
knowledge from? According to Engels, "Dialectics, so-called
obéective dialectics, prevails throughout nature, and so-callcd
subjective dialectics, dialectical thought, is only the reflex of
the movement in opposites which asserts itself everywhere in nature,
and which by the continual conflict of the opposites and thelr final
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merging into one another, or lnto higher forms, determines the
1ife of nature." -- Dialectics of Nature, ppe 206-7.

The dialectics of thought reproduces the dialectics of
nature and of soclety. This can be demonstrated in the intellec-
tual process of abstraction itself, Mental abstraction reflects
in its own manner and medium the processes which aetually occur
in the objective environment.,

Consider for example the abstractions of political economy
in the first section of Capital. In analyzing the nature of the
commodity, Marx proceeded by abstracting a commodity into use-value
and exchange-value and showing their polar opposition. He next
abstracted exchange value into concrete labor and abstract labor,
exposed the contradiction between them, and demonstrated that ex-
change value derives from abstract labor. In this theoretical
process of abstraction Marx is reproducing the separate and success-
ive steps which capitalism itself takes in arriving at the value of
commodities, Although his scientific investigation and exposition
proceeds in the reverse direction from commodities to abstract
human labor, it nevertheless retraces and reproduces in thought the
sucesessive stages of capitalist production in reality from abstract
human labor to the commoditye :

Trotsky wrote: "Chiding Kautsky for having condemned
'abstraction' =« without abstract thinking, no thinking 1s generally
possible «= Engels gives a classic definition which shows the dif-
ference between a life-giving and a lifeless abstractions 'Marx
reduces the common content in things and relations to 1ts most
universal conceptual expression; his abstraction consequently re-
produces in eoncept form the content already lodged in things them=-
selves;". (Engels' Letters to Kautsky, New International, June 1936,
Pe 76,

Thus Engels defines the Marxist method of abstraction. He
also went on to define the idealist method. "Rodbertus, on the
other hand, creates for himself a more or less impserfect mental
expression and measures all things by his concept, to which they
must be equated."™ The logical conclusions of Loris' propositions
belong rather to the theoretical school of Rodbertus than of Marx,

Empiricists exalt "the concrete" above ™the abstract™ on
principles The rationalists exalt their abstractions above con-
crete reality, Materlalist dialecticians avoid both errors by
recognizing the interplay of the abstract and the concrete and
thelr interpenetration in reality., We arrive at the concrete
through a series of abstractions, and, it might be added, we arrive
at our abstractions (laws) through experience with and analysis of
a serles of concrete cases,

Everything Changes « o« o Except Things

Loris pushes his viewpoint to absurdity when he comes to
consider the question of changes Everything changes: this is an
elementary proposition of dialectics, But, says Loris, "this law
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has no great value,"® Why? Because there are different kinds of
changes in this world, atomic, cellular, solar, soclal, and so
forth. '

Let us apply this astonishing line of reasoning to politics.
It is an elementary proposition of Marxism that all states have a
class character ... but this law has no great value ..e because
states differ in kind according to their social -constitution (slave,
feudal, capitalist, workers.) Or to economics. Commodities are
exchanged according to their equivalent value in all commodity-
exchanging societies ..o but this law has no great value ... because
there are different kinds of commodity producing societies (slave,
feudal, capitalist and in the transition from capitalism to soclal-

ism.) .

Loris! views lead to the disintegration and destruction of
all scientific knowledge. Unless there exist real bonds of organic
unity between diverse phenomena, no law can be derived from or
applied to them.

Although Loris will give no objective reallty to change, he
generously concedes some value to this "elementary proposition of
dialectics." "The universality of change i1s a useful thought" ...
because people resist the idea of change. Up to now we had thought
that people resisted objective changes. Now we are told that it
is all really a question of psychologyl How mistaken we have beenl!
It 1s only the 1dea of revolutionary change that Roosevelt and
Hitler are combatting. By trying to enclose dialectics within "the
epistemological field", Loris ends up by making everything psychol-
ogical in character. ,

Material Causes and Mental Changes

How would Loris answer 1f we were to ask the following
pertinent questions; Why 1is there strong resistance to change in
society at one point and less at another? Why do some classes re=-
sist change and others promote it to the point of revolution? Why
does a class pass through various stages in i1ts attitude toward
soclal change, from adaptation to existing conditions, to reform,
and then to their forcible overthrow? Why do scientists conceive
of nature as fixed and unalterable at one period, and as ever-
changing at another?

The basic cause of these shifts and differences in attitude
toward change will be found, not in "the field of epistemology", but
in underlying and preceding changes in societye. All alterations
in our outlook, including our conception of change, ultimately come
from such material sources. The Utopian socialists went wrong
because they falled to understand this basic proposition of Marxism,
They thought their ideas of change could become effective without
preceding material transformations in society. Socialism became
sclentific when historical materiallism succeeded in explaining the
real interconnections between the development of productive forces
and the superstructural changes in society from epistemology to
politicss
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Loris reverts to the standpoint of the Utopians without
their historical justification. In defense of his position Loris
declares that, although this and other laws of dialectics are
"useless on the ontological plane +ss the observation is extremely
valuable on the epistemologieal one." Materialist dialecties does
not admit any such opposition between logical science and material
reality. What we know, and know truly, really exists - otherwise
we should not be able to know it, '

Loris' affirmation that "the proposition of the universglity
of change simply(l) expresses in inverted form the resistanee of
the human mind to change" is simply idealism "in the inverted
form" of a negative proposition., The nature of change 18 determined
by changes in nature. Society is an integral part of the material
worlde Our ldeas change in concordanee with and in proportion to
the sweep of natural and socilal changes, This is the Marxist con-
ception of the dialectical interrelation between material and mental
changes of which resistance to change is simply the negative expres-
sion, :

Two Conceptions of the Dialectic

"The dialectics of the brain is only the reflection of the
forms of motion of the real world, both of nature and of history,"
wrote Engels 1n Dialectics of Nature, pe 153, "Our thought, includ-
ing dialectical thought, is only one of the forms of expression
of changing matter ... The dialectic of thinking, having grown
out of the dialectic of nature, possesses consequently a thoroughly
materi§list character", insisted Trotsky (In Defense of Marxism,

Pe Ble.

Loris' conception of dialectics is quite different from this,
Dlalectics, he concludes, belongs to "epistemology", that is to say,
entirely and exclusively to a single sphere of human thought. "It
deals with the development of knowledge ee¢s but when transferred
into the external world, 1t can .. have neither value nor use."
These words nakedly expose the false trend of Loris! ideass We do
not deny that dialectics "deals with the development of knowledge",
In this fleld as in all others the application of the dialectic
18 most necessary and fruitful. But what, please tell us, does
knowledge deal with? Does it not concern itself with that very
external world which Loris considers infinitely distant from dialec-
tics? It 1s not true, then, that dialectics, even in eplistemology,
deals with the external world through the medium of knowledge or
science?

If dlalectics cannot at all be transferred into the external
world, then how did Marx employ materialist dialectics to discover
the laws of capitalism? Or perhaps capltalist socliety is not part
of the external world? If dialectics cannot be transferred into
the external world, then why did Marx and Engels devote so much
labor' to studying the dialecctics of nature? Perhaps Engels crred
i1n writing about the dialectics of naturc? According to Loris, ho
should have restricted himself to writing only about the diafectics
of eplstemology.
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In that case Engels would not have been a materlialist dlalec-
tician, He would not even have been a consistent disciple of
Hegels Hegel (not to speak of Aristotle) would have scornfully
dismissed any dialectician who separated or divorced thought and
beinges For all great dialecticians, the laws of thought reflected
in principle and in content the laws of objective reallity.

This is most true of the materialist dialecticians. "Dia-
lectics reduced itself to the science of the general laws of
motion == both of the external world and of human thought -~ two
sets of laws which are ldentlcal in substance but differ in their
expression, insofar as the human mind can apply them consciouslyess
The dialectic of the concept itself became merely the consclous ree
flex of the dialectical motion of the real worlde -- Engels, Feuer-
bach, De 44

The Role of Hypothesis in Scientific Method

Loris informs us that "the gaps between the sciences are
not to be filled with speculative ideas, but with science itself."
New branches of science will appear to amplify and link up the
0lds But he neglects to tell us how this wlll be done. How do
the sciences produce a new branch of science; how does an exist-
ing science advance to a higher stage; how does it proceed to
extend, correct, and define its laws? In other words, what 1is
science and how does it develop?

These questions of method constitute the essence of the
matter in dispute, Loris slithers around them as though they did
not exist.

Scientific thought develops along dialectical lines in
obedience to the material needs and impulsions of society. Let
us concentrate upon the theoretical sidoe of this process. How
does natural science move forward? Engels sayss "The form of
natural science, insofar as 1t thinks, 1s the hypothesis. A new
fact 1s observed which makes impossible the previous mode of
explanation of the facts belonging to the same groupe From this
moment onwards new modes of explanation are required -=- at first
based only upon a limited number of facts and observatlonse
Further observational material weeds out these hypotheses, dolng
away with some and corrccting others, until finally the law is
established in a pure form. -~ Dialectics of Nature, pe 159

Thus the principal theoretical instrument of natural sclence
is the hypothesis, which 1s essentially speculative in character
and stands in need of verification by experienco.

Science can no more advance wlthout speculative ideas or
hypotheses than trees can branch out without putting forth buds.
But neither do the sciences remain indefinitely in the hypothetlcal
stagees This is where the cmpiricists, agnostics, and pragmatists
go wrong 1n thelr conceptions of scientific method.

They fall into the error of taking the hypothetical stage for
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the whole of sciences The best-verified and most strongly eonfirm-
ed laws, they say, san never become more or other than hypotheses.
This view of sclence is one-sided and false because it fails to
take into account the dialectical changes which inevitably take
place in the content of science as it developse.

The sciences start with hypotheses, but they end with laws,
' ks our knowledge grows, the element of speculation in our ideas
diminishes and the element of ascertalned fact increases. At a
certain point in this process, a qualitative leap occurse The
hitherto predominantly hypothetical generalization becomes con-
verted into a verified laew, a determinate truth., This happened
in the very case cited by Loris; "The gap between physics and
chemistry has been filled with atomic physics." The view that
matter was atomic in constitution was little more than a guess
when it was first broached by the Greek materialist, Democrituse
It took almost 2500 years before this hypothesis was converted
into verified fact and became the basis of a separate branch of
science. '

The primary proposition of pragmatism, and of empiricism
in general, is that all knowledge, including the knowledge of
nature, is purely relative, This theory of knowledge is one-sided.
Dialectical materialism takes into account the relativity of all
knowledge but it goes far beyond this, As Lenin pointed out:
®'he 11mits of approximation of our knowledge to the objective,
absolute truth are historically conditional, but the existence of
such truth 1s unconditional, and the fact that we are approaching
nearer to it 1s also unconditionale® Materialism and Emyirio-
Criticism, pe 198¢ '

This question of the nature of knowledge becomes goliticallx
acute in the struggle of sclentific soclalicm against petty-
bourgeois opportunism, The basic laws of capitalist development,
discovered by Marxism, havc been verificd beyond doubt by the
historical experience of the past contury, They are established
truths upon which the Marxist movement is solidly basede The

upshot of thosc laws is that capitalism will be rendercd so weak,
reactionary and intolerable by the aggravation of 1ts internal
contradictions that the proletariat will be impelled to overthrow
1t. .The downfall of capitalism and its replacoment by sociallsm are
inevitable, These are not purely rolative or hypothetical con-
clusions which may or may not come about, They are determined by
the operation of the inner laws of capitalist soclety.

The pragmatists, ompiricists and all those who baso their
thinking upon pettyesbourgecois philosophy dispute these conclu-
sions of Marxisme, They say: the 1ssue of tho c¢ontemporary class
struggle is not predctermined; it is only conditioned. Socialism
is not incviteble; 1t is at most highly probable., The positive
implication of this theoretical position 1s that capitallism has
some chance to endure indefinitely, Burnhem is only the most
recent exponent of this type of thought and his practical course
consistenly flowed from and was reflected in his philosophizing.
Our theory of knowledge can havc theo gravest political consequencess
That is why 1t is politically vital to clarify our position on this
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theoretical question which at first glance appears to be far re-
moved from practical politics.

Agnosticism Versus Materialism

According to Loris, my conception of dialectics is "meta-
physical® and "ontological"s, What do these accusations amount to
and what i1s really behind them?

The term "metaphysical” 1s used in two different senses.
To Hegel and the Marxist school metaphysical thought, in contrast
to dialectical, denotes that kind of thought which operates with
Yabsolutes™ == with hard-and-fast distinctions instead of dlalec-
tical categories. Loris obviously does not use this term in the
usual Marxist senses

"Metaphysica® is used in an altogether different manner by
the positivists who label any school of thought, whether ldealist
or materialist, which claims to know the nature of reality as
"metaphysical®, Just as bourgeois-democrats lump together Bol=-
sheviks and Fascists as advocates of dictatorship, so these petty-
bourgeois thinkers place Catholic theologlans and materialists in
the same sack because both claim to know the true nature of realitye

"Ontology", or "the sclence of being", is associated with
Catholie theologye In the language of the positivists, "ontology"
has become synonymous with ™materialism", just as in petty-bour-
geols politics the democrats identify Bolshevism with totalitarian
dictatorship. The petty-bourgeois philosophers couple "ontology"
with "materialism" for the same malicious reasons as their
political pertners link "totalitarianism" with "bolshevism"s to
smear Marxism by assoclating it with ultra-reaction and thereby
render it odious to the peoples

The Kantians, the Humeans, the empirio-criticists, the
pragmatists, and most recently, the loglcal positlvists have
hurled these hackneyed accusations at the materialists. Lorls
has inadvertently taken over the terminology of the positivists
and flung it at my uncompromising and unambiguous materialist
positions There is nothing new in this,

Lenin made the following remanks about the "ompirio-critics®,
"Those who follow the line of Kant and Humessecall us materiallsts
'metaphysicians!, because we recognize the objective reality which
is given us in experience, because we reccognize an objective and :
independent source of our sensatlons. We materialists, after Engels,
term the Kanteans and Humeans agnostics, because they deny the
objecctive reality of the source of our sensations." -- Materialism

and Empirio-Criticism, p. 100

The agnostics deny that 1t is possible for us to know the
inner nature of reality, Just as the petty-bourgeols democrats deny
that we can know the inncr tendencies and inevitable outcome of
capitalist socletye All that we can grasp is thc outer shell, tho
husk, the appearances of thingse This may be theoretically inade-
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quate, they comtend, but it is sufficient for everyday needs, Hume's
skepticism, Kants' doctrine of "the thing in 1tself", the "unknowe
able™ of the agnostics, the "meaninglessness” of the loglcal
positivists are successive expressions of this same trend of thought,
Whatever their minor differences, all these branches of empirical
philosophy unite in characterizing as "ontological"” and "metaphy-
sical™ any prinpcipled affirmation of the unity of thought and

being, of subjective ideas and objective realityy Their thought

1s infected with an incurable dualism between thgqght and being,
theory and practice, the human mind and the external worlde, It

is itself the worst kind of metaphysics because 1t makes a mystery
of the world by splitting it up into disconnected parts.

Hegel made a definitive rejoinder to all these addlepates
from the idealist standpointe. Answering Kant, he pointed out that
it 1s precisely the successive, manifotd eand contradictory ap-
pearances of anything which constitute its essential being, 1its
reality, and that insofar as we grasp theoretically and practically
the forms 4n which anything manifests 1tself 1in the course of its
development, we know its inner natures. -

Marxism reaffirmed from the m terialist standpoint this
dialectical resolution of the interconnexion between appearancés
and essenoes, thoughtaforms and objective things, mind and matters

"Meaningless Questions™s Their Real Meaning

One of the favorite arguments of agnostics nowadays 1s to
declare, like Loris, that the very question of the relation be-
tween bhinking and being is "meaningless" bocause no one can ever
know, or noeds to know, the true ré¢lations between mind and ob~
jective reality. This is no argumente It is the evasion of any
argument

In reality, there is no more meaningful and important gues-
tion for humanity than the relation between man's 1deas and his
social and natural environments Upon a correct and ¢omprehensive
solution of this problem in theory and in practice, our whole
existence depends. Engels, unlike Loris, did not consider the
question meaningless, "Phe great basic question of all philosephy,
especially of modern philosophy is that concerning the relation
between thinking and baing®, he wrote in Feuerbach, pe 20

The agnostics are incurable dualists. They counterpose
rational thought (logic) to objective reality and split theory in
general from practice. But 1t is precisely in and through prac-
tice that we prove the truth and effectiveness of our idens and thé
reality of our thought-processes. Indeed, it 1s onlx in practical
experience that the very conceptions of "meaningless" and "mean-
ingful®™ themselves arisc and take on meaninge What makes any
1dea significant or insignificant? 1Is 1t not 1ts connections with
and correspondence to the objective material reality possesscd by
things or by thought about things?
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By divorcing thought from existence, Loris deprives both
of eny real meaning for each other or to ourselvess Comrade Loris
laments that I have fallen into the "old trap of metaphysics™.

He himself should take eare lest he fall into the trap of agnos-
ticism toward which the logic of his arguments is carrying hime.

June 18, 1943
HHHTH IR

THE METHODOQOGICALﬁPOINT OF DEPARTURE OF COMRADE LORIS

By John Ge. Wright

The document submitted to the National Committee by Comrade
Loris begins with a criticism of several formulations in Comrade
Warde's lectures on dialectical materialism and 1t ends with an
attempt to establish a methodological basis from which all these
alleged mistakes flow. In so doing, however, Comrade Loris talks
himself into formulations which are far more questionable than all
those subjected by him to criticism.

The substance of Loris' analysis is that Comrade Warde fell
into a trap and committed grave faults by reason of his failure
to delimit in edvance the sphere for the application of the dialec-
tics This contention is not a new one, But the delimitation pro-
posed by Loris is perhaps an innovation. We are told that for
the dialectic there is one proper field, and one field only =~
that of eplstemology, or the theory of knowledge., As Comrade Loris
puts 1it:

"A11 the themes of the dialectic have a great value in the
epistemological figld, but become emplty abstractlions outside."

This assertion is dubious from the standpoint of formal
logic, let alone that of Marxisme If in the theory of knowledge,
as Lorls correoctly says, we must think dialectically then it
necessarily follows that we should likewise think dialectically in
other branches of science. Otherwise one 18 left with e theory of
knowledge that is worthless in the acquisition and extension of
knowledge .

But Comrade Loris maintains just the contrary. He repeats:

"And the general conclusion iss materiallist dlalectle
belongs to the field of eplstemology. It deals with the develop~
ment of knowledge., In this field it brings extremcly valuable
contributions. But when transferred into the external world, it
can only formulate extremely vague abstraetlons which, as a dup-
licate or substitute for precise scientific laws, have neither

value nor use," (My emphasis).




If these words mean anything at all they mean that no
physicist, no chemist, no biologist, neo Bsychologist, no sociologist
could have any possible need or use for "all the themes of the
dialectic." Epistemologlsts alone are exempte But why? It
remains a mystery what earthly use any epistemologist could have
for a theory of knowledge that cannot be transferred to other
fields of science. We awalt an gxplanation why any rational being
should bother at all with a "development of knowledge" that evap-
orates into thin air (or in Loris' words, turns into "extremely
vague =-- and valueless and useless == abstractions") the moment
1t is applied to "the external world." (Included in this last
sweeping phrase, by the way, are not only the heavens and the
earth but socieéy as we11.§

Obviously, in trying to extricate Warde from an imaginary
snare, Comrade Loris himself fell into a real trap. From the
standpoint of Marxist methodology nothing could be more false
then to set arbitrary limits to the application of the dialectice,

In the first place, this contention flatly contradicts the
basic principle of the Marxist theory of knowledge. Let us recall
how this principle was formulated by Marx in his theses on Feuer-

bach:

"The question whether objective truth can be attributed to
human thinking is not a question of theory, but 1s a practical
question. In practice man must prove the truth, i1.e., the reality
and power, the 'this-sidedness' of his thinking. The dispute
over the reality or non-reality of thinking which is isolated from
practice is a purely scholastic question." (Second Thesis on
Feuerbach).

One of the important epistemological conclusions that flow
from this thesis iss a theory of knowledﬁe has no validity unless
verified by application (or "iransference") to the "external world."
Just how does this square with what Loris says?

Morecover, to set limits to the application of dialectic is
to rule out in advance from the Marxist standpoint, the only valid
test for 1t as a theory of knowledge.

‘ Comrade Loris 1s surely acquainted with the ideas of a whole
school of renegade radicals headed by the notorious Hook, who tried
to "restrict" the dialectic to the sphere of sociologye. They
pretended that they were thersby purging Marxism of heresies by
Engels, vestiges of Hegellanlsm, and so forth and so on. It
remains inexplicable why any one in our movement should seek to
;omggte with these gentlemen in "restricting®™ the dialectic still
urther,

All our great teachers, instead of pigeonholing the dialectic
into any single field whether that of sociology or eplstemology,
taught us that it applied to the processes in the whole external
world, including man and mindes Far from concelving that the dia-
lectic becomes dissolved into empty abstractions from contact with
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objective reality, our great teachcrs stressed, on the contrary, the
urgency and fruitfulness of such a “"transferonco." And moreover
they taught us that it was Nature 1tsolf (the Mexternal world")

that implanted the dialcctic 1in the human mind.

Sensing that he has gone too far, Comrade Loris, writess

"One may object: 'But does not thc dialectic of ldcas
reflect the dialectic of nature?! The rclation of logic to nature
1s not a simple one, and I do not intend to solve it in this brief
note "

. Is this question thon so new? Has Marxism no definitive
solution of it that cannot be succinctly cxpresscd?

As a matter of fact this was preciscly one of the cardinal
g4ssues raiscd in the struggle against the petty-bourgeols oppostion
in our party three years agoe

To the champions of "Science" who sought to excommunicato
the dialectic from this universe altogether, Trotsky salds

e call our dialectic, materialist, since its roots are
neither in heaven nor in the depths of our 'free will', but 1n
objoctive rcality, in nature." ?In Dofensc of Marxism, pe 5Sle)

Further,

"our thought, including dialectical thouﬁht, i1s only one of
the forms of the cxprcssion of changing mattere" (Idem).

"rhe dialcetic of thinking, having grown out of the dialecctic
of nature, possesses consequently, a thoroughly matcrialist charac-
ter." (Idem).

Again,

"Dislcctical thinking gives to concepts, by mecans of closer
approximations, corrections, concretizations, a richness of contont
and flcxibility; I would even say a succulence which to a cortain
extent brings them close to living phenomence" (pe 50)

Similar quotations from Trotsky, Marx, Engels, and Lenin and
all their co-thinkers could be adduced to any number. For them
the dialectic was not somcthi.g that becamec meaninglcss and uscloss
outsidc a single field or a numbcr of ficlds, but on the contrary
the best available instrument in all sphercs, as Trotsky put 1%,
"for probing more decply into the world about us." .

Here 1s how Trotsky summed up thc Marxist attitude toward
logic, both formal and dialcctlcs

"211 this demonstrates, in passing, that our mcthods of
thought, both formal logic and tho dialcctic, arc not arbitrary
constructions of our rcason but rathor cxpressions of the actual
inter-relationships in nature itsclf. In this sense, thc universe



throughout is permeated with 'unconsclous' dialectics, But nature
did not stop there. No little development occurred befpre nature's
inner relationships were converted into the language of the conscious=
ness of foxes and men, and man was then enabled to generalize these
forms of consciousness and transform them into logical (dialectical)
categories, thus oreatinﬁ the possibility for probing more deeply
into the world about use." (pe 84s) ‘

This is just the opposite of what Loris now makes himself
8aye

Apparently Comrade Loris was carried away by polemical
exaggeration, and fell into a major blunder from which flow many
other incidental onese. He must now seriously consider and study
whether this blunder actually is his methodological point of depar=
ture.

June 17, 1943
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A DCUBLE-EDGED CRITICISM

- By J. Webor

Dialectic materialism was developcd most fruitfully and

most exhaustively in the field of social sciencc, In fact it would
be difficult to say what part was contributed to the rounded views
of Marx by his enormous researches into the nature and history of
society, and what part by his studies of philosophies in general
and Hogel in particular. The vast amount of data through which
Marx was enabled to establish the laws of social development, at

the same time gave Marx the clues which he needed to re-mould Hegel-
lan dialecticse. Dialectic materialism replaced Hegelian idcalism,

To Marx and Engels their theory was certainly no mere con-
tribution to the theory of the development of knowledge; that 1is,
to epistemologye. In this field, true enough, thoy made a grecat
advance forwarde But the founders of scientific socialism looked
upon \their system as a world outlooke It posited certain general
ldeas =~ fundamental, universal laws =- and the workings of thecse
laws in a specific fleld, the evolution of societys. Engels, with
the ald of Marx, indicated that the same laws applied to the other
sciencese But nobody has worked out a dialcctical form of physics
or mathematics, let us say, We know that each science has undere
gone its own pecullar development, with its own pccullar set of
entitics differing in quality from those of the other sciences, and
with different laws of thoir combination,

Dialcoctics has therefore remained up to the present an inter-
pretative method in the sciences, and ccrtainly not a method uscd
in detailed investigation. It accepts the findings of the various
sclencos and incorporates them into its outlooke But there is
science and science, and dialectic materialism accepts nothing un-
criticallys It would bc quitc easy to show, for example, that the
sciences have all followed a dialectic development, oftem much to
the astonishment of the spcclalists who retain a hopolessly meta-
physical attitude cven in theilr own scionce. Loris citcs an exe-
cellent instance in tho modern theories of light. Is light a wavo
motion or the effect of actual impinging particles? Modern re-
socarch has rosolved thls contradiction in fact if not in thecory, by
showing that it 1s elther one, depending on the approach made by
tho scientist., This has introduced the utmost confusion into
modern physics, a confusion that will only be resolved by some form
of dialectic synthesis, '

Sclontists are no morec exempt from the influcnce of thoir
social enviromment than other pooplae. Thelr thinking, even in
thelr spueial fields, 1s tinged by their own "world outlook". This
world outlook in the case of a Lodge, a Millikan, a Jeans, 1s one
of religious mysticismes The work of such scientists cannot holp
but be affected by thoir genoral viowpoint. This does not mean
that they cannot make secientific obscrvationse In their own ficlds
thesc sciontists made romarkable contributions. Onc may say that
those metaphysicians arc scicntists in a narrow ficld despite their
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general views, But their work remains restricted and it 1s necessary
to separate critically that portion which is science from that which

is not,

It has been correctly pointed out that Newton's religious
views are reflected in his great contributions to physics. Space,
time and matter were treated by him as metaphysical absolutes.
Newton's genius was such that his form of thinking was imposed on
science for a long time., It encouraged a mechanistic approach to
phenomena precisely because of Newton's absolutist categories,
especially that of matter. Newton himself rejected the wave theory
of light because 1t did not fit snugly into his own general scheme
of thingss Incorrect general views in science tend to hinder the
further development of the science., It took an Einstein to reopen
modern physics to new great advances,

A striking instance of the influence of mystical religious
1deas 1s observed in the case of Lewis Morgan the great anthropolo-
gist. His work was hailed by Marx and Engels as the greatest con-
firmation of thelr own vliews on the development of society. Yet
Morgan himself lived in terror of hell-fire and eternal damnation
for having founded the scienee of anthropologye And this attitude
acted to prevent him from drawing the correct conclusions from his
vast works. Anyone who reads Morgans book on "Ancient Society" with
an open mind, cannot help but feel the lameness of its concluding
section. The real conclusion could only have been a revolutionary
one, the same one drawn by Marx and Engels. But Morgan was fetter-
ed by his religious world outlook.

There 1s an importance in making and understanding these
observations on science and the scientists. It was not Marx and
Engels who introduced the facts and laws of change in society.
Soclety had been changing from time immemorial, What Marx did was to
make us completely conscious of the way in which change took place,
more especially the all-embracing change from one social system
to anothers I need not stress the importance of our becoming
consclous of this movement in society., Mankind faces today the
tremendous task of saving civilization from going down in ruin by
advancing that civilization to a new and higher stages Our party is
itself conscious of the necessary task, and its aim 1s to make the
workers everywhere similarly conscious so as to ease and foreshorten
the birthpangs of the new society as much as possible. .

. It seems to me that Loris fails to evaluate highly enough the
significance of the general laws of dialectics, He would at most
grant them a decent burial by interring them in the field of epis-
temology, the development of knowledge. Here Loris polemiciges not
with Warde (of whom more presently) but with Marx and Engels. One
need read very little of their work to be aware that they always
regretted that time and the exigencies of the working class movement
did not permit them to unravel the general laws of dialectics not
only in the social seiences, but also in all the sciences. They
left this task to others, It is perfectly true that the general
laws cannot replace or substitute for specific knowledge. But the
mode of thinking in any particular field can be consciously im-
pregnated with the dialectic views, in the same way as the social
sciencess Such consciousness tends to aid in scientific advance.






