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.~ There has been so much new. raised phiiosophiéa}ly by-yodziﬁhthe:]étt2f5.;ox
Hegel scholars in the summer and fall, in your presentation to the,REB,of;dan;_ngi_é
~in your Talking to Myseif letter of Jan, 21, that | simply must begin & response,.. '~
- as partial and incomplete as it will be, o S e e

i want to begln with your new perceptions of Lenin's Philosophic Anbivalence S
because | see this as holding a key in working out howW# regard the relationship = -«
of philosophy and organization both in the beok te be historically and as projection -
or challenge to the movement, and - - - . within our own orgard.zational practice in.
the period a - B . : o : S

\On the one‘hand %he new perceptions of Lenin's philosophic.: ambivalence
seemad botﬁ‘?f?!igﬁf‘?orward and profound, ‘Where as_in PiR philuscphic ambivas

fence was rivited in Lenin's failure to make pubTTE'EFE‘Bhiﬁnsgphic_iabor he was - -
going tnrough,

gh.-and his failure to extend.his philosophic labors tc the question - -

of the Party, the ﬁéﬁ,ggrgagtidﬁ‘éﬁﬁﬁmpagggg the fact that lenin's - ambivalence

-

rested as well in the fact that it was not s6 much a gﬁ;stibn_ai;exggn;ioﬁ’cﬁ

"application" of his Phillosephic Notebocks 15 the question of organization. It
was that lenin's PN.(n"and of themselves knded in a short_cut~-extending a hand
to practice--and rever really fully imwdtgling himse'?’TE'the;Diaiectic when the -
Dialectic was the chdpter on Absclufc ldea in the Science of Logic. Earlier, that is
in PER, you had spoken of Lenin's shortcut as that last half,paragraph off Al oo
i~ being dismissed and that Lenin's 16 points on the dialectic not really moVWing
beyend point 9. MNow you ar working out how lenin on, khe thrashold of Al, in the
Idea oF-Cugnition,1noveg4;s§iﬁgﬁsmaller Logic ped diq(ﬁot return to the Al iqﬂgﬁg

- Science of Loglc itsalfi”é?ﬂ'égﬁva)yﬁ) TN e e T T T T e

-~ on the oth%igﬁgﬁ, it isn't so stmg ‘0! s concerns your own jdfney on
lenin's - phiTsedhic ambivalenca. - Bec in yot Wing to hys®df of Jan. 21,
you take us back to the letters of May 12 and ,_as well as to your work on
Lenin and the Idea of Cognition section(back in 1952, now with very new eyes. .
That Is, the germ of what you are today wbrkfﬁg'out was again present in the
riod of the breakthrough on Al in the early 1950s, but was not developed (was
l;'l ot seen?) in the decades of the '50s, &0 and 70s. Or put differentiy, what was
: concrete fqr us in breaking with Johnsonism and devedoping Marxist-Humanism was R
. the philosghic breakthrough of Lenin wirich CLR and Grace so Tushed past ‘in the ‘49-51
period, it is only #a. the last decade--from post PgR's 'Lenin as a Lassajlean*! to
today-- that Lenin on organization has taken on a new concreteness. That is, it
is not encugh to tzke Lenin’s magnificent Great Divide and reject his vanguard :
S ! party to lead,.but . . what we are faced with today is the necessity to work out’
- Ki‘j; j%hé phiioscphic source of the org;ﬁjgggiggg{rfﬁggﬁfggégi&hiﬁ.&;ﬂlﬁ._. i -

¥d e - pPE- -

é¥J9A<}}~$his id seems to me invilives an mportant \self-critique of ourselveg, Did we

. not see organiztion as only politics and~Tiot as HT 163ppty t—tTeanby-this, If
-the posi Harx Marxists rejected philosophy and saw Marxism cnly as economics and
"as politichs as perfected by Lenin, then on the other side of the coiny, didn't

those ﬂarxf&tg who: did believe in philosophy as central to Marx, keep ‘that conception .
~-of Marxism from entering the realm of organization? Bidn't they from thelir point -

- of view hold ‘organization and philosophy separate from cach other? | include -
wourselves partigally.” | don't know if this was a left over from Johnscn-Ferest,
but 1€ the emphasis was on movement from practice, then did we haveja_myﬁﬁfgéfiﬁAh-;=
‘withih ourselves that the movement would itself "sclva" the organizational question, |
- instead of 'seeing the responsibility for philosophy to enter the realm of organlzatdon? '
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have ucfﬁ? rme'th cAplca:i
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"2)the s tate at This fIrst
__concept you are fuli of praise for, the second you. are cr:t!qu’ing. ‘Yet they
. not in contradiction. We see both:ihe greatness of the first, eapecually as’ con-"
trasted to Stalinism, and the limitation of the second, espeCtally in reference :
to Marx's Critique of the Gotha Program, as great a- docuusnt as State and REVO]ULIQH
was. And vet we need further to work this out, It seems to me that-the'debris: ‘of .
post-Marx Marxism preciscly on the question of organizatlon is really emence, and
that even these who recognized the Hegellan philoschhic: foundaticn of Marx's. new
continent of thought still always accepted crganization as politics, never as

philosophy. The u1chaqi;ed paths that you are upon seem nowhere greaggkr than
In this terrain of organization, : L

‘ Can t the ».-. < characteristic of our age, that movement from practlce --wi;h
~all its magnlflcent forms of organization from below, born out of spontaniety--
as a form of theory, be thought of, be expressed as, themselves searching for.a
- philesophic expression that would join their qPOﬁtaneous organizational fomms and
despen them? What | am saying is that doesn't the movement from practice demand '
the non- separatlon of phulosoPhy and organization, while the post Marx Marxists have
continually insisted upon * ° - there separation, or actual anolit;on -of phil-.
osophy and its substttutlon with party oroqram? :

It seems to me that your journ¥ss to new perpectives on Lenin's phllo:ophiﬁnﬁgg
amkivalence has ' taken place here %ithin the '80s (wethesn ebiective situatlonsAdemand -
'_for new Marxist organizationai forms. It has ailowed you to refurn to 1953 and

ea Jomctﬁnng there that could not have been.seen before. . 1. means that somﬂ“hng
in our ongoing objective situation releases you to go back to '53 in 3 veﬁ;y new
way. But, and this is most crucial-~it is a further realization of just how deep a
new beginning were the Letters on Al in '53, Fhay constantlv yledi thev new. ,
previoegly unseen i]lunlnatzons.
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Your Dec. 8 letter on the 3rd attitude to cb;ectnvnty is thought prouoking in
two respecis, \mougn someone wiil accuse you of being with Hegel on the- questlon
of Godl) 1)the . . .. .squating of organization to.principle, - ..

. doctrine. In otherwords there |5 a kind of Faith (nere conf:dencn; that your
organtzation represénts a aody of Ideas and is not just helter skel:er. A

.th:nL about a lot of what you have been workindifor us to appreciate MN-K as a bodv
of ideas, and what Archives of. ti-H means, But this is not alone a question of what:

..Hegel means by Faith as apposed to the intuitionists' faith. For that then puts us
in with the Church or that concept of a body of ideas. Thus 2) 5our

. H - il
_gy?rancsnn in thic lottam: Rathar  tho ot

Diaiectic.
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w0 - GLoiac ol Uit for me continusd to be - the- s
Far from expressing a sequence of never-ending prog; ression, the hegelnan .
dialectic lets retrogression appear as trgmslucent as progression and indeed makes"
it ;very nearly inevitable if one ever tries to escape regression by mere faith.!
This'is seems is l:ke an arrow aimed at us as Marxist-Humanists., That Is we ‘
cannot . support this body of Ideas by mere faith, otherwise we are not any d|ff°rent
from the church., (§ut) the dialectic, the. dla]Pctlc as Al as HB does rot allow us
to support this body of ideas as mere faith. Only the continual working out of
the. ideas, the 01go=ng nature of our Archives, our revelutionary peospectives, keeps -
‘us from falling.into a forin of the third attltude,: You can't escape this regressaon
- by faith, only by renewal of the dialectic in reality.

Awd thls to me thdn brings us to the nna.t A - | the Year of Only

. 8 Months, |nddeé\the heart of the Dialectics of Orgenization and Philosophy as book
and as this Marxist-Humanist organization. Thghgglx g_y,talﬁgp reduce ourselves to

~ falth is by concrete,. univers raxisd-and that has to be measured ‘at this moment . -
~1n work with The BTweskly, in orgamizational growth, | think we have chosen a very -

/ “ditficult ioment objec;ive]y/subjec;nvaly for this test of ourseives, But: in many:r - -

(;'eys it is the best period o do it becuﬁse the tsst cannot be hidden by thc high -

I

&novement .rom practace in this country which would make. 1t easier

'5,?§dlnt’of a .. o
to not work out our takks.‘*nathar we need to work them out .how, when ‘the: movement
15 per:agds nore quiCsesh!' so that we will be very dnfferent Marxist- Human!sts=

en the novement born of spontaniety moves toward new e B high poinbs.




