REB MEETING OF OCTOBER 22, 1984

Present: All but Eugene on assienment; Suzanne and Diane excused
- Jane ‘as sitter-iny Jim présent from Detroit.” (Bob now
present on repular basis.) .

Agenda: I, Mike's report on trip ‘to Detroit.
II. Wwhat is New in the Concept and Practice of Organiza-
tion since Chapter 11 of Rosa Luxembureg,. Women's

Liberation gnd Marx's Philogophy cf Revolution:

1) in London (brief report by Olga) as against
2). the U.S. in four different periods. (Raya)

- a) in 1959 when, internationally, we ﬁere_stillﬁ
with state-cdpitalist tendencies, though they
attacked Marxist-Humanism (Italy ‘Conference).

'b) in M&F period, 1958-68, when we were still
~ looking for ‘"co-authors" for P&R, ingluding Third
world (in Great Britain, in Africa, in Japan).

¢) in 1973~81, with P&R as our own alone, but as so
totally new that by now we could sharply distinguish
also from VIL (although his philosophic breakthrough

. remains somethins no other post-Marx Narxist has.

. -followed, it still had left concept of vanguard | _
-party intact). We alone made explicit what ig only .
implicit in Marx on "Absolute Kethod." .

d). with Chapter 11 of RLWIKM.(The whole of 1981 _
ghows the process -~ the change from “"and organie ..
2ation man" to "creates ground for organization.") -
There is also a 1980s Marxist-Humanist view of
Marx's "new moments" and (though all too briefly)
Marxist-Humanism in-and-for-itgelf, But have we
carried that. through organizationally, to News and
Letters Committees itself? C

Discussion on I and IT,

New on Question of Staff ~- Olgajy Terry; regularity
. of evening work and daytime voluhteers, - 'Staff dis-
cugeion to work out the new on Nov. 15th. -
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~ comes to the question of organization,
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2) Raya began her report by explaining why discussion of Mike's re-
port would not be separated from the discussion on what she was about
to present: Iverything ie mathodolosy, she said., That is why she
had agked Olga to make an abbreviated report oI the sivuatblion amuiy
the Iondon comrades first; none of us fail to understand that what

is involved there is a cliquist concept of “organization" which is
their *“private enclave"., But what had concerned Raya was not that
gituation but our own situation, which she felt demanded a new look

at our own history: has brought th %3 £ 0 { zati %
. . s Yh as broug e question of Organization %o
my mind again is thg ggndltlon in the London group. Although we have

behaved as if we had been practicing the philosophy of "revolution in

permanence" organizationally, with our emphasis on orsanizational
growth, we have to ask ourselves if that is so. What is a great deal
more serious than the cliquism in London is that in the U.3S. itself,
although we have existed some 30 years as Marxist ~Humanists (and as

many as 43 years as implicitly so, with our state-capitalist theory) we
.~ have been taking altogether too much for granted the whole question of
“‘organization as if the fact that we were making so many original con-

- - tributions to theory meant that organization would come by itself.

Being concrete means facing critically our history when it
: It is with that in mind that
T have divided that question into four historic periods. 1959 refers
to the question of the international conference held in Italy with
the various state-capitalist tcndencies., Indeed, you didn't even have
to be fully state-capitalist in theory to attend; all that was neces-
gsary was 0 be opposed to toth U.S. and Russia, Thus some beaucratiz-
collectivists were invited as well. The whole stress was on the ob-
jective situation, with De Gaulle and neo-fascism coming to power and
the imperative need to fight as revolutionary internationalists. The
practical point was to give voice in Western Europe to the opponents
of what ig -- i.,e., to have an organ for that opposition, specifical-~
ly, to set off in a different color (it turned out to be green paper)
within Frometeo, Damen's theoretical Italian journal, an international
gection for which they were not responsible, We knew there were no
other Marxist-Humanists at the Conference, but I was quite taken
aback when an open attack against Marxist-Humanism was launched by
Munis in so virulent a manner that I said I would walk out if it were
not retracted. It was retracted "diplomatically”, but .... f ool
IIecel we

were altogether too modest about the fact that we alone were present-
ing Marx'g Humanism, %e felt many more had to be convinced of it as
"membersg” before we could put that as the gondition for international
relations. After all, we were so loose ourselves on organizational
form that we had virtually no discipline. We did always stress that
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committee~form was hot ‘only against. the “party to.lead" but that you
had to be open on-gll spontaneous forms of organization. The ‘same
held trué: for MEL as a, revolutionary workers' neéwspaper. As paper. .
gpat?w1ll.always hold truey; the question is, what about organiza-
ion L T e : :

Thie attitudé 1o organization held though.we had already come
out with.our thébretlcal work, lMarxism and Freedom, and it continued
not only, for 1958-1959; but through.the 1960s.as our trips abroad ‘
continued -~ this timé ‘not only.to Burope-but to Africa and Asia.
It was only -when the Youth,(specifically,Dick G.) simply refused -to
acknowledge that '69 was not-*68, that'we realized tha philosophical-
ly too, some members did not fully recognize how original was Marx's
Humanism as Marxist-Humaniem. (See owr 1969 bulletin on-"The Newness
of our Philosdphic-Historiec Contribution.”) - -
‘ B : * 'We ¢ontinued to make no
organizational demands, bul L{ was then thet T realized not only had
we gotten no "co-authors" abrodad but the whole question of philosophy
had to be dug into, ever deeper, all the way through VIL , and philo-
sophically even beyond K what Marx had openly. expressed on Hegel.

' Indeed none gould anbwer, not even the founder of all of us , .
what is New .in our age, on the level of philosophy and not only on
politice and ‘ecoriomics. ‘ . '

_The word "Absolute" scdres-all Marxigts, no
matter of wliat historic peridd, more th%g the Afro-hairde did the
white petty-bourgeois in the .Mid-1960s " :mid-1970s, Two new "ten- .
dencies" wete attracted to-us, if not as "fellow~-travelers" at least
as "excitingly interesting" : 1) the young Hegelian theoreticians

of the New Left, with many languages at their command, -which léd them
to conglder themselves the "real® internationalists ---Teloss. ‘and .
2) of all strange phenomena, the president of the HSA, a Belgian,
probably Jesult Hegel scholar who happehed ‘to drop in oh a lecture I
gave at Yale, He came, he said, to argue against my Ghapter One of -
.- P&R1-, he remained to .talk.of dialectics of revolution. .
By then (the

early. 19708) Marx's Ethnological Motebooks surfaced. With thém, a
new age of, cognition opened for all, and even.those Marxists who
held .back from.-the "Absolute" (specifically, the Yugoslav Marxist
digsidents who did refer to "Marxism with a human face" as Humanism)
had decided not to shut me out -- especially since I alone had been
the first to translate Lenin's Philosophic Notebooks, with so origin-
al an interpretation, -In the 1970s, ‘Conferences on Lenin.and.Hegel
did:crisscross. At the same time, Women's Llberation gs movement ,
though they.also opposed me philosophically, were inclined to some
flirtations with me, as witness my correspondence with SheilaRow- =~

bo than. . . " .
. And where in all this were we as organization? (Do, please, -
reread the 1981 Perspectives, "The Trail to, the l9893.for'Transfbpm-

ing Reality.") .. . . . _ B .
i When the idea for RIWIKM was first projected, it

centered on iosa Luxemburg as Woman ¥evolutionary spontaneist, with
1910 looking, as- the height from which to.look down 'updon VIL., It °
wouldn'+t and :didn't work out.  History, a sucdcégsful: 1917 revolution,
and Tenin's philosophic breakthrough, on the one hand, and-on the

.. other hand, the WIM's stubborn refusal to look at anything but the
immediste, from opposite pointé. of view lelped me to dislodge 1910 -
as any "culmination" of the dialecti¢s of revolution., * The-actual -
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objective need, the imperative need, was to meet the challenge of all
other post-Marx Marxists®. refusal to grapple with Marx's NMarxism

as a totality., It finally forced us to take responsibility, organi-
zational responsibility, at one and the same time, for all the new
philosophic contributions we have made and for Marx's "new moments."

The critical year for that is 1981. Tt was then that the
Chapter li title was changed. Not only .was it important to reveal
Marx as an "organization man", but we had to reveal that the little
word "and" did not mean that Organization was a ‘separate corollary
to Marx's philosophy of "revolution in permanence." The difference
between "The Fhilosopher of Permanent Revolution Creates New Ground
for Organization® and "Philosopher of Permanent Revolution and Orga=-
nization Man® is the difference between still keeping the philosophy
and organization in separate categories and finally projecting the
gingle dialectic in objective and subjective development.
' Have we realy
been practicing that one single dialectic when it comes to organiza-
tion? T believe not, Indeed, that's why I feel it isn't the situa-
tion in Londonh that is important but our disregard of organization.
tnsofar as I am concerned, the question Ts not what to do in London
when in fact they have never accepted our ground, Insofar as I am
concerned, we should never have considered them as Marxist-Humanists,
but, at best, as sympathizers.
vhat is serious (as I expressed it in
my letter to Anne and the N.Y. 'EB of October 10) is this: "Were
we wrong when we did not gt once include, with the philosophy of
Marxist-Humanism the NEED to accept the organizational expression

of Marxist-Humanism in the U.S. -- News and Letters committees -- be-
~ cause_thev and they alone are the founders of Marxist-Humanism inten-
nationally?" = Which is why I proposed that we take no position what-
soever an the cliquist dispute in Tondon, and consider them only as

what they always were =-- sympathizers.

I'm not ready to give any definitive answer on the philosophi c-
historic gquestion on organization -- I!m already thinking a whole new
book is necessary for that before we would concretize organizational
responsiblity for the philosophy we have founded, Let's all start
thinking seriously of what esactly is involved in accepting organize-
tional responsibility for the philosophy of Marxist~Humanism.




October 23, 1984

Dear Friends:

: The REB heard Raya's revort on Organizational Responsibility
- for the philosophy of karxigi-Humanism, It is to be studied by all,
but not discussed immediately, The very fact that I introduced no
motions on the question I raised, but proposed another discussion,
robably before the end~of-the-year Expanded REB, shows there is no
immediacy involved in this question, Quite the contrary. As you
can see, I suddenly projected the idea that it would take a year ox
two for me to write a new book on Organization. Its dialectic has
- yet -~ and I'm not referring to us but to the whole period since
‘Marx founded a new continent of thought and revolution -~ to be work-
ed out in full., The only motion passed at the REB referred to London,

o . .Finally, a word on the new stage we have entered with the
. ‘new clagses. As you see, Detroit began their classes last week;
~Chicago will begin its clarses this Sunday. When do yours begin?

Yours,
Raya




vetobexr 10, 1984

Toe Anne end the whole MNew York kit
lear Anne;

I was plad to get your letier beeauge 1t was mo totally on
the one and only thing that should predominate in the whole erganiO-
zation at this moment, and that is the preparation for the nay
of ¢lagees, the new introductien to the ney book {(and that new will
really not he totally clear until my final lecture, becauge i none
will have ssen the whole book, which will be our real teet in compre~
hending that the dialectics of revolution cannot be & single revolu®
tionery force -~ he it Women®'s Liheration or Zlack gr Youth gor Labor =
but can only be dialectics of revolution open to the still unknown
avent-to=be, and that along with our philosophic preparation for it.)

I want to continue with that little word, "new”. This new,
1'm porry to say, is reslly.old -- but we seem to have forgotten it.
That is to nay, goming from the #iiB., Here is what 1 mean.
When it comes to national and international events, he they even
"only” internal, New York (cr any other local) cannot presume to
deliver the mnawer just becaume they seem to know more “facts" in-
dividually. Insofar as England ls concerned ~- and here we had
relations dating back to 1955, the bept of all beingz Harry MeShane,
who did the most of pll for making Marxlet-dumaniem knomeﬁggg;alé; fon

angd wie

(unfortunately, only generally) with the Introduction to M&
all -the other publications we have written ~« there were four

separate periods and groups, who though they claimed to be xigt-
Humsniets, put Britain's go=-cplled independence above the L
g of the totally new, epochal phenomenon, MARXIST-HUBIANISM, *

, Let me emphasize how wrong that 1s. Again start with Harry
Mc8hene. Hare 1s s reveolutionary who literally has been of
the "Russian Revulution when it was takMing place. He remained with
that Fapty until the 1950s. In a word, political breaks like Trotsky-
~ i=m had no sffect on him. Splits were always looked at as diversions,

an wrong, e "playing into the hands of the bourgeciale". So what
happened in the 19508 that suddenly made all that difference? Vhat
made this sditor of the Daily Worker suddenly quit? He certainly
wasn't conscious that thers wae a totally new epoch in the world,
He wam still experimenting with a “real” proletarian paper that was
. opposed to the Youth being sxpelled. It was during those sxperi-
 mental $ 18 monthe that we started our dialogue. Ha could under-
gtand state-capitalism as a proletarian; that there had been =
beotrayal of the working class by the Stalinigta. And he had five
peoples with him, who oould understand state-capitelism but not the
of Marxist-Humaniem. And he, himself, could not quite
- make clemx why the othar state-capitalist tendency right there
{2ony Cliff) he did not agree with but kept working with, because
they had u “mass base.” That was after he already had aoeestcd
Rarzist~Humanist "in general.” The result was that he could allow
hinael! to be used -~ as witnems thelr wo-called “autoblogrpahy” of
w‘w? )ean Fighter), where NMarxist-Humanism appears only as a
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- with the losophy of Marxist-Humanisms

q,p;“ to'REB. %o be discussed at next meeting, Oct.

-2-

o In betwesn, the period when we found Harry McShane and the
latest young group in London, there wmere saveral attenpts made to
found a new Merxist-Humanist tendency with Britieh roots. One

of tha groups tried through having a separate British Labour News
vage in NaL, unfortunately, when they published something on their
own right thers in lLondon, it turned out to be quite adventuristic,
and resulted in the end of that group. There were othexr flirtations
with us from Left trade-union caucuses and so=called philosophers,
ranging from Eric Heffer to Alisdair NacIntyre, sll of whom only
played with the question of philosophy. The latest group

" %otelly Marxist-Humanist by not only calllng themselves "

Hupaniete” and trying to dig into Hemel but actually beheving
os Marxist-Humanlists -~ never departing from their flirtao
tion.with "organis/atinsl independence” and meanw ile behaving
as a oliquse. Were we wrong when we did not gt oDRS include

O e vo heoapt the QrARNLIAEIONA
Humgnies in the U.S. == H?as gnd- Te
- alonoe sSrd pundersg of

of Merxist-
I am =0 totally convinced that we were wrong that I now

mu +hat wo drop to the status of sympathizer sll those in
oRdon’ who eall themselves harxist-Humanist.

Yoursa,

kya

ST Y N

2




October 23, 1984

e Yom: a:puoxﬂo lettar, whioh shows that you have
ras:lanad from What wae "British Nows ald Letters®, does not
in-any way effect what the REB decided when it voted not to

tekd a position on agy argument among ths Iondon comrades,
"Inﬂﬁxar as the REB is conoerned, none of the London comrades
hal ;r%m teken oxganizational pewponsibility for Marxist-Humanlem
REStHad revoiutionary philosophy was founded in the Wnited

: $n the form of News end Ledters Committees. The
IR ¥k "","rem donaiders sll as sympathizere. This is first

Secondly, our naetin-gs have always been open to
non=members. This has held ‘true also for owr Conventions,
* with the etipulation that attendance there is by invitation
of the looal committeas with approval of the REB, Should
you bs ypresent in New York, as you indiomta, you will be

ul_gouo at looal meetings as a gympathizer,

Thirdly, in regard to youwr question about extending
an invitation to British miners for their very necessary fundw
raising, we regret we are in no pokktion to ma’e suoh a formal
invitation. 0f course we are always willing to publish open

. appaala guch as we did in the October issue of N&L.

com?\ely yours, for the REB,

Raya eveXaya, National
.Chaixrworan Nows and Letters
Committees, and of mmm m-

' ¢orial Board of-




Octoher 23, 1984

Deax Dick:s

I am not sure that you know what has been happening

in Iondon since Nigel resigned and therefore I am enclosing a

copy of the letter I sent to Nigel. You will see that the REB

i= taking no sides in the arguments golng on in Ioddon and coh-

siders all of the London comrades as sympathizers. Unfortunatel ¥,

in one very important respect you are also congidered a sympatidi zer

gince, indeed, we have never succeeded in establishing ‘
for Marxist-Humaniet philosophy) your

cane, was a question that, though you agreed with ue"in

principle®, your move to london never meterialized.

But, sincs you were not involved in the cliquinst
sotions that have baen passing for "organization” in London,
we do wish to make one exception where you are concerned: Where
the London comrades will from now on bs sent only the paper and
the weskly letter, you will get a copy also of the REB minutes.
I trust that you will continues to be a reporter for NAL in England
 and will wish to attend our 1985 Convention over that lLabor Day
 weekend in Chicago. Do let ue hear from you. .




October 23, 1984

Dear Dave and Celia:

The REB last night considered your letter snd
passed the following motions “To take no position on the
argument ambng the london comrades, and to consider all

as sympathizers.” I was asked to write to you about it.

Franklj. we havé always considered that what
called itself the "British News and Letters” had never
undertaken organizational responsibility for the philosophy
of Harxla¢¥ﬁumanism as that revolutionary philosophy was
“founded in the United States in the form of News and Letters
E?COmmittoes. Put otherwise, we have always oonsideredltﬁgtl':
ydu#actod a8 sympathizers only. Therefore, we aré?ffoﬁ*ﬁéﬁ

:'nding you the paper and our weekly 1etter but not. the

:uREB minutea. . Enolosed:here, however. is a copy of the agenda;
aor;laaf night's REB meaeting, 8o that you can see that the )
!boun of our diacuslion was not the London situation but tha
'_qu”ution of “What is NBw in the Concept and Practice of = 7
fOrganization sinoe Chapter 11 of of ngg_gnxgggg;gLJLJmu14g

Hﬂnn___ng}gzg as paper continues to welcome:

“matorial trom non-members on the objective situation and

‘ftho revolutlonary movement.

Comradely yours, tbr the. REB.

Raya Dunayevskaya. Nationaléq
News and Letters Committees
National Editorial’ Board or




October 23, 1984

Dear Lydias

Whlle we were glad to get your letter, which exproaaed
& desire to recelve our communications direotly to your own
- addresas, you will mee from the enclomed copy of our letter to
Dave and Cells that the REB considere all-the London comrades
@B sympathizers and from now on will send the paper and the
weekly letter but not the REB minutes, to all the comrades,

A we wrote to Da¥e and Celia, we continue to
welgoms material on the objective situation and the revolu-

“tionary movement.

I We enclosa a copy of the agenda of last night's REB o
© neEting. tbr ‘your informatlon, and will be sending you lndividually
' A

nbw ‘on- oopiea of the paper and the weekly. 1atter.




