Saen‘ my disagreement with Lenin on that question. %’:&J baoh in
3 I seem to have .
-1953 at which tima 1’ limited it to the ast halz paragranh, s

disoussion,, m But wa do have one year. ‘not “two, for tho

Tna'i; is an urgency not Just because we say “one year. not
two".:' bu'i: 'because the Reagan Retrogress:.on has brought us +o the
bv-mk and the organizational 1 questien as the mean.mg of all 'nef-;e -
crises in philoscfny as wall as orgamzat:.on, in politice as well
as economics. in having t0 say not just that we - are dealing with

tThe opposites mture/present but with the survival of oivz.li zation
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’L:%\ o *We often say the words "by no aooldemt“, out on the _
uestion of 1980 ‘oeing the Year of the Boc-k, the aaquence shoald.
have been the wholo seri&!,s of books and developmen'ts from M&F, and
P&R on., The reason I d1dn't do so was. +hat, though this R X
makes up the Body of Ideas we call M-Hism == gnd indeed, they |
are pivota.... and each one is zuch a fui:ther development, both in
relationship %o the ob 1ectivit:,r and subjeotivity of developments.

anizationally
tha‘t we could not possiblv be/ghat we are for 32 years. And yet,

and yet, and. yet. The reason I have now rolled it back to 1953

Wy c

'ﬂar hizs oty O ot

in 'hhe discussion of the philosoph:.c momem: foom the history of @_,
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jecti\rely uo wha+ noHism_ produced bu't tha'b i’rom the point o:t‘
¥iew of Nawrx h* '

nlace where

it the divi :-Ji?;i oi‘ +hn.s tall: into _j par’cs:

\ W PART 3: ME PHriosopHIc L HOMENY -~ HARX, LENTN, HEGEL,, PW
| Al PAEE OF PHENOWENOTGRY, NARXIST-HUMANISH 1953
| (Amkt PAGE OF PHENG)

'-PART I1s ORGANIZA”ION(-\_;@Z .’J&f //‘5‘77 @ow uw/f%

. One thing I7did net mentiun in dlscussing 1953
is that the letter Gf 5/20, where I gu uddenly speak on the
Phi].osophy of Mind came after CIRJ had said in his Notes -

or the letter accapanymg his Notes that he had looked into
Phil. of Mimd. and found nothmg there "for us" (naturally 'that
mean JFT). So why did I got o the Phi , of Mind after con~"

necting the end of the last few pages of S.of I, m.th Phil, of
A f:st‘
Mind" ind._that w:

“that not dnly k Hegefd s¥llogistice UP}-_J_%H: the accumula-
tion of capi'!:al. its eneral#bsolute aw, wae based on the AI,
holding that just as that meant the BEER digl ectic of bourgeois

:soci ety, its endoé- by the revolt of the workers. (bwb Marx*also
: ‘set the 1imits to dialectic of the party, which is part 6
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of bourgems societv and will v 51

Aga'I the bourgeoisie, "

Crwpotel "
an was not Just a book, but a philosophy, =& whole new philosophy

Thév-efox-e, what w JFT anu CIRJ.

dialec tics for our age of post WII, and that, of course, meant. . .-
i'7;._:cram:k.’mg t-the_ ai)solute. That is where we all stomledo ‘ “t CLR'
insteatl‘o paying that's where he stopped, said hé would do it
A "'by‘ himaelf leave it to him and he had looked ito Phil, of

Mlnd and :E‘ound no+hi,.5 :mthere for us.

By S'o, whatever it was that was drivi.ng me in 1953 to wri.te R
't:ho 8 latters of 5/12 and 5/20, it suddenly became the whole
~‘a.f'}{egel's work. beg’l.rm.’mgv as always, with what Maa‘x sald
__was most 1mportan‘b in Phen., going througn the S of L with
' "uenm. but refusing to Ioilg\t};iggin in that last para. or
CIRT on 'the fact that he found nothing in Phil, of Mind,
and deJ..vi.:_'ng not cnly into that work, but into those last
fihal ajlidgisms that r}obody. _ncluding boi.rgeols academia, had
seriousix tacﬁled the next decade, I was not debating them, oy
what thoy did or did not do; in this cass, my "ignorance"
saveu me a:rom hav ng o argue with them or anybody, but, again
it wag Marx who. though he broke off his msa. before XKNEEX
the_ f‘ma_l gection of Phil. of Mind, the very sharp digging into
canital. especial‘ly the general law of capitalis‘, accmmulation
and the ndw passions and forces, led me to conclude sudden}y that
contradicticns in ithe
-the dia 1actic of - the Party as well as of the/Al itself, resulted
:'m my seeing what X _called "the new society," ji.e. the end of_'

‘._t__h'e diviraion_'betwaen‘menta_l and manual.




'""_'T},l,e;:bré&kfhrough on ‘the Absolute -- i.e, seemg in’ 11: the .
it - M _as you |
"as We.l...l. as from tneo“y - ledA.

. : n'L‘ didn"t stop There,- as WG L
| ;;;"‘i:hecry cf s‘ta e-capitalism a.nd ant beyond %o BnnHism. - Ench

""cf “t‘.he books that followed was a futher concretiza?ion anc

; cevelopmcni' cf 'those 1953 1etters, so that a,s rew-and ex:citing as
ovPER with 1ts
/AI as New Bcgmning Was, which detailed the mcvnment :E‘rom tnccry.
by xnmmgn‘ax contras*hing it to ail otner 1 aima,ntq nf new, bd i't
N Trc'i:sky. Mao. or Stalin - cnded wrth a movement of practice *'ha't
A'is itgself a form of thecry ’ but the new f‘orcas and pa sa.onsscemed
to tower above the movement frcm theory, RLWL:(IvI was again 'trymg

- to gtiek" to a qtill nawar forcs, and of course, Iudrx 8 newly

uncovered EN, And that's where I was confronted with and issued
.,a challenge to all revolut:.onaries iﬁnluoing 'th.e one
did appreciate spont‘in_nalty of the masses, tut sti i1
MUKPREFENXENXXY  held on to the vanguard party p::'ec;i.sel:yr because
evolu't;ionar¥ S
_she had not gone into philesophy, remaining a/materialls economisi:
who refused to dlg into phllosophy'.

Though we 'y X criticized that. d.’uq we do any hetter -

-a.han Just calling it phil osobhyBRSifter the chal ange was issued? IR

Ve did decide upon the book on organization. But, again, the
gggctlce. practice. practlce. in 'thz.s case ;he jpaper. tock |
.pricrity 8o that, at our very haghest moment of accepting the
test of a Biweekly, | we became careless abcut both crganizat*on

and philosophy. That's what has been at the root as woll as
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w:.tli:[n'-the perlmeters o;. Trota‘kylsm_ w:.**h a sl:.ghi' bow




