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To be read to 211 localsg=- February 12, 1973
In Lieu of N.Y, NEB Minutes: Philosoghx and Revolution as
Organization Builder

Dear Friends,

I should like to discuss with you the process of arriving at
a new formulation sn P&R ag organization builder as well as the
concept itself. Because the needed copy-editing sent me baek to
my library and Mary in Detroit, thus cutting me off from my N.Y,
stay directly after presenting the first chapter of the book, 1
had thought that the return to N.Y, would be strictly erganization~
al. strictly local, strictly, tangibly cencrete., Indeed, I had
nat even invited Kevin +o come up for the N,Y. NEB although the
invitation to the Connecticutt WL had been tendered, The truth
(in the Hegelian sense of the logical, the dialectical cenelusion)
of the tangibly conecrete turned ¢ut to be a concretization, not
of the tangible, but of P&R itself as organization builder,
Theretofore, whenever the usual question about the Party came up,
dur answer, and an impatient one at that, always was that's the
biggest nocse arsund the Movement®s neck, And that was my first
reaction when contacts orce again posed that question. But second
hegativity cen the very last day in N.Y. led 40 a new type of an=
swer and became the pivot of the NY NE3 meeting and is here pre-
gented for the organization as a whole, :

The weighted question of organization to sponteneity, not
1o méntion phiiosophy to revolution,haa‘a history that goes ‘back
to that new continent nf thought that Marx discovered, From the
very start,when there was no such thing as a."proletarian party",
‘Marx insisted that "the Party" must not turn its baék on. philoso-
phy. Rather it must "realize it", Lagsalle who was supposed to
have been ag “good" a Hegelian as Marx algo from the start was
bent on building a pass party whoee job it was'to send him (and
ether leaders) to Parliament and they, the intellectuals, would
fight"for" the masses; Though Marxists weré all supposed to be
"for" Marx and opposed to Iassflle, the truth is that long before
_ the Second International betrayed;'long'before. in fact, there was
& Second International, everyone (and I mean avery SINGLE one, in-
cluding Lenin and Luxemburg) acted sn the lassallian organizational
ground, Repeat that to yourself--"Lenin was & Lasgsallian”--and
see how absolutely fantastic it spunds because, while it is true
we have exposed that Lenin's concept of the "party to lead" was
rooted in Kautsky's and the whole Second International's concept
of vanguardism, we did not roll the filmall the way backward to
lagealle, This wasg not only because, as againgt Kautsky, Lenhin
had the very great distinction of diseiplining the intellectuals
by the proletarian organization. .It was zlso because ’
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it wau neceszary to streuthat Marx had no theory of the party, and
to prove it, we often repeated thefact that Marx, in the bitter
1850's, referred to"the party” when all he had in mind was himself
and Engels, While allthis is true,even as it is true that the
1860's generated the great, mass First Internaticnal which Marx
headed and which was certainly more rooted in sponteneity and a
philocophy of liberation than ever was lLassalle's party, what is
not true i1s that this didn't add up to a "thecry" of the party.
It is true that it was never worked out "as thecry" by Marx ,and
things went wrong only affter Marx's snd Engel's deaths, Neverthe-
less, we wlll elther begln hers or we will have no solld new begin-
nings in organization as we have in philosophy. ’

Tet me return to "shocker' that Lenin (and Luxemburg, des-
pite all her talk of sponteneity) were lassalliens, i,e,, made
a separation between philosophy and organization, had a "secret”
feeling that, whereas Marx was right theoretically on all aues-
tions in the dispute between himself and lassalle and was the
founder of all of us, Lassalle was really ‘the gnly organizer and
"therefore” the organization as mediator bestween the masses and
the new soclety must be learned from lassalle. (Just take a look
at what remains the standard biography of Marx by Mehring, Lux-
emburg's theoretical collegague, or for that matter some of the
articles by lenin on Lagsalle,) ' '

Now then, although we're all

versed enough in dialectics and pointing out that Lenihwas am-
bivalent in philosophy; none has dared to say the he's ambiva-
lent also in organization. The very opposite is the case since
it is all too clear that Lenin did have a theory of the party,
, 4id practice that type of organizational dislectics, and we,.
we alone, spent a very elaborate and original chapter (11) of
Mgrxism and Freedom which traced through the fundamental changes
in his "party to lead" concept from 1503 *o 1623, indeed every
ime he met an actual revoluilion and enthusiastically admitted
that these spohtaneous revolutiondries were far in advance of the
party. So why can both anarchists and sociel democrais, -from
opposite sidesbut towards the same conclusion, maintain that
‘Lenin's State and Revolution(where he develops so beautifully
the new concrete universal, “"+o a _man",) was "mere propoganda?
We don't have to bow either to their slander or stupidity.
‘But we do have to see that, just as time did not allow Lenin to
work into "e finished form" his Philosophic Notebookg, €0 he did
‘not draw to a fine point his many changes in the pamphlet by
which all vanguardists swear, Yhat Is To Be Done?, but allowed
that to undergo- numberless editions without ever introducing into
it the changes he himself practiced 1903-1923, In any case--and
“that's no incidental matter--we cannot go limping on the question,
We must work out all the implications of Fhilosopily an voiutio
and indeed prepare ourselves in the few months before publication
andlpractice it after publication,thet P&R be the organization
builder,

Because we as N&L Committe memebers no% only know well
* but have always practiced committe building we take for granted
that N&L is known by its readers as an "organization expression®,
Qur life as Marxist Humanis*s is in it, And yet the truth is
that not only haven't we made the point manifest but, as all our
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conventions and planums show, none of us hes been satisfied with
our organization weakness, On the other hand, take the "new" or-
ganizational menifestation in Russias as a State-Canitalist Society,
when we were in another party and so easily spoke of the Fourth
International as "it", Now it wasn't only 2 natter of "diplomacy"
for @ minority, an organizationzl opposition, to state that though
we disagree with you theoretically,we are che with you organiza-
tionally, No, the greater truth is we hadn't worked out any other
form of organization; we Ladn't, in 1646 much less in 1942, re-
jected in toto the concept T the "party to lead"; we were behaving
as a “faction"., as a tendency, tecauus that's what we really be-
lieved; that is to cay. we 3id feel that if the Fourth International
would only have a correct pesition, give up 1ts fantastic view of
Ruszia as a worker's state, "though dezenerate", we could indeed
live with them, BEven in 1950-51,when for the first time we did

add 2 section on philosophy right within our pclitical document
(State Capitalism and Wprl3 Revwslutic:) and were on +the threch~
hold of totally breaking widl Trotskyism organizationally as well,
we still had not, in throwing out the concept of the "party %o
lead"screated anything to tale 1iis placei -

. R ully: hot .

‘ That is the whole point. ‘e haven'thget. ‘We have pragticed
an alternative. We have created committees and for the first time
——gnd it still remains the only one by any tendency or - group-r
made integral to our congtituion ‘that we stand for unity of theory
and practice, concretizing that as N&l and MZF, This constituticn
remains our ground and Ffoundation, We must now cxpand that by
making it a totality so that P&R is its organizetional and not’
only philosophical mpanifestationseven as F&R in turn mugt become
the organization builder QRCE we.its individual exponents, do it,

. where 1955 (the year -of birth of N&L Committees and its con-
gtitution) became on the one hand, a concretization of, the 1953
breakthrough on the Abzolute Idsa, and on the other hand, was ‘the
actuzl objective eve of the 1956 revolution in Hungary, 1973 must
become both the pre and the post year of philosophic.and erganiza-
tion breakthrough. . All the more imperative does the new- practice
.which will .also be ‘the philosophic challenga., With this in mind
we therefore wentthrough, in very concrate terms, what each person
on the NY NEB would do in new activities cn the Bleck front Ain
Harlem, in new activities among the youth especially with the. open-
ings on the"amnesty" front (with whom I spent a couple of hours
talking in their office, and Chris will write up the . youth .dilscus-
sion on the paper and on the ¢column), and the new N&L WL commit-.
tee in Connecticutt i3 planning to do both in issueing ashop paper
and in developing Marxist Humenists in NY as well asg Conn, (Anne
took extensive notes of the Conn,-NY discussson on WL and will write
it up for the organization.) At the same {ime every new contact we
met we  approached with this new attitude of P&R as organization
builder. S ey

Yours, .

: RAYA )
PS: I juet this minute received & gpecial delivery from one of
these youths who, in addition to sending in an RV, has volunteer-
ed to come down for ten days to help in the proof-reading of P&R
and to bring with him the galley proofs when the publisher will
have them ready. Hope there zre as guick results ln membership

growth,
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REB MEETING -- Februarv 19, 1973

Present: All
Agenda: I Report on N.Y,-NEB; II Paper; III Old and New Business; IV G&W

L The REB had all had a chance to read Raya's letter in lieu of NEB Minutes

on Fhilosophy and Revolution as ‘Organization Builder. Raya sald thst she wished,

however, to develop two points more fully, One wes our uniqueness in heing the

only ones since Marx to do what Marx did -- that 1s, ground the organization in

8 philosonhic foundatinn, so that there could be no separation between the totality

of philosophy and orpanization, The other was the need to confrant the reality

of Lassalliesn conceptions in Lenin. . .
Chanter 11 of Marxism and Freedom is not only

the most comprehensive, bhut actually the only analysis of the changes in Lenin's

organizatinnel conceptions from 1903 to 1923 -- gad of course it proves that Lenip'sg

Lagsallean organizational conceptions did nat persist after his 1914 return to

Hegel's revolutionary dislectic; much les. after the Irish revolution which gave

the whole Natfonal Question a much more d.slectical role than it hsd ever had before,

and of course sfter the actual revnlutjon itself, at which pcint Lenin threatened

to “go to the sailors™. What made the shocker "Lenin was s Lassallean® necessary

to ennfront was @ two-fold objective demand.

. First is the fact that when you trace
the statement about bringing soclalism to the workers from the outside (in What

is to_be Done?) only to Kautsky, you skip the fact that Lassalle was treated. as
Practically & Marxiut ‘to-ffunder of. the German Party, and therefore the Second
International. None -~ including Lenin and Luxewburg, who supposedly had opposite
vieys on the question of spontaneify- .. had ever taken issue with this,: much: less
brought it out in the open and called it, by its rightful name (the name that
Marx used when he called Lassalle & "workers' dictator" and a "stote socialist? ).

. Second, and more relevant to our present situztion, is the fact that

we have been asked often: What are you putting in place of the "party to lead"?
Is the committee structure the "whole" answer? ' And why did we stay so long in
_the_Trotskyiﬁb:h@fcy after we had, already worked sut the state-capitallst pogition
and had begun to pose guestions of philosophy? Above all, what does It pose for

- us organizationally, now that we have worked out a totality in Philosophy arid
Revolution? It was this point which was being asked of us, by new youth who were
sympethetic to'us but who falled to understand how we could possibly do without
Uorganization”, which made us stop just "disregarding™ people who asked such -
questions, and exercise some "Becond negation® on the question, That is what
brought about the NY NER presentation. S . : - o

) - ' ‘ . Where we hed Leninis Philossphic Notebooks
to prove his break with-Materislism and Empiris-Critleism, we have nothing like
that to prove that the chenges made Ly Lenin on organizational questinns ever
became a totality for himself. He never wrote it out, In fact he was literslly

. on his death bed befere he put dialectics ns part of his orgenization. ' ‘It 'was
in his Will that, for the first time, he sald the the "greatest theoretician,
Bukherin® didn't M"understand the dialectie", and confronted philosophy as the
indispensable foundation, not only for politics, but for orgenizetion, By then
it - was-too late to work out the question or drow conclusions, other than those
very contradictory ones he had in the Will., The truth is that we are starting
something totelly new in making phiinsophy integral to organization, This is what
we =- and we alone =~ will do with Philog~ohy and Revnlution, It must be pert of
our Constitution; and above 81l we must begin Acting on it, begléning right now,
so that when the work {8 finally published, we will have the dialectically correc
"formilation” on Philosophy and Revalutinn as Organization Builder.
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In the discussion, Mike began by saying that celling it a "shocker" to call Lenin
& Lagsallean was no overstatement: When I read your letter of Fab. 12, it was
Just thet to me, a real shock. I kept repeating it, as you said we should, and
the more I repested it, the more I didn't like ir. It is clearer to me tonight
than it was when I read the letter, but it will still take a lot of chewing to.
digest it. The reason it bothers me is because it is so important to understand
it in order to know what we have to do today. And the reason it 1s so hard to ae
cept it, is because before I ever heard of N&L, I was sympothetic to the ldeas

you would call anarchist or libertarian soctalist, not ae orgenlzations, but just
through reading. It wag N&L that finally convinced me that Lenin was not respon-
sible for Stalin, as hoth the Stalinists and the Anarchists for very different
reasons, try to claim. All the people who actacked Marxism and Freedom, attacked
primarily the Lenin chapter -- for whatever reasons. It wrs no sccident that this
was called the most Mcontroversial chapter”. I think the reasson thnat chapter

was attacked was because people couldn't accept that there were two Lenins. And
that is the historically wost drametic point to me; just imagine tha tremendous
difference that fact made to world history. S0 when you read "Lenin wes a.
Lassallean" you have to stop and <o firse, which Lenin? It doesntt mean that
none of Llenin's philoscphic conelu: ions, After the transformation that came in
1914, were concretized, We can see the enncretiestinns in his new universal Mto

a8 man", in the trade union debates, etc. WNone of whai Lenin was doing in practice
after 1914 sound Lossallean. So whir we heve to grapple with 15 that despite what
he did in practice, he never wrote it ‘down, L think 1 also heve a hard time
putting Lenin and Luxemburg together; but sometimes It is necessary to sea things
that go against the gratn, in order tn grasn the point, I think the reason L om
having to chew on this so hard is because I have slweys been so enfuriated by the
detractors of Lenin, It 1s a very important new idea that we have to be sure we
do understand, if we are to grasp how very new PSR really 1is,. SR

‘ £ndy: I have been.
reading a lot about and by Lenin in prepering for the presentation on the Lenin
chapter for our cless lasr night, And what impressed me when I was reading all
this background was the continuous reference Lenin kept making to Hegel as if he
were “the enemy” in his early works. I suzpose it was part of the same battle
that Hegel had "Foughe! Against Hume, and that Marx ‘leter YFought" against Hegel --
that is, the bertle between idealism And materialism, which Hegel and Marx both
won by uniting them dialectically. The point 1 am trying to make is that all of .
Lenin's 1life up to 1914 was based on fighting g1l idealists. In fact, I wag
amazed at how vulgar Materialism end Empirio-Criticism actually was; It was
horrible. I wea shock®fo reallze how Lenin considered Hegel an actual enemy.
But what I am wondering 1s whether Lenin might have been laughed out of the party

" 1F he had published his Notebooks. They were a guide to him -- but would the .
party have accepted them? I know Rays hes mentioned that he seemed to deliberately
work at one thing at 2 time, hut I am wondering if perheps he just didn't dare
to publish his philosaphic transformation because he didn't believe anybody was
ready to sceept what he hed ¢iscovered. But these are a1l "1f" things, that
nobody can prove or disprove -- the important thing to us today is that he didn't
Publish his Notebooks, snd he didn't write down why and how he came tn the correst
concrete conclusions he kept doing in practice. And thet is why the heritage he
left §s ambivalent. Thet 1s not an ™EY That is a fact. And thot is whet we
have to granple with. The organizatianal ambivalence is part of the philosophic
ambivalence; it flows out of it, in f2cey

Olza: I think the clarification about
Lenin being "Lassallean" before 1914 was important, because it 1s most important
that the organjzation not be confused about precisely what the “failure" and the
"ambivalence" ywag, It is so0 important to graap thet Lenin not only broke with
own past philosophically, but that was the whole basis for all the chenges he
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made in_ fFractice during the actual revolution. Not only could he not have
changed In prectice without the philosenhic foundation for it, but the things he
did in practice, it scems to me, are all we have te prave that it was a true

break philosopbically. Seo what becomes important to understand is what difference
did it make that he never wrote it down? And I think the impertance is not only
In the heritzge he left for the future generations, but even for his owr. comrades,
his own party. That {s, he never revealed the process by which he wos zble to
core to all those correct decisions in practice., And chat meant that when he.
wés no longer there, what was left was the dual heritage, and the consequent
confusion., The reason I feel it is so important to understand zll this is
that we could all learn to say the right things, and get Just the right phrase

or sentence or paragraph to include in the Constitution -- but unless we can also
put it into practice, end krow this "process" we won't reslly have grasped this
unicy of philosophy and organization we keep saying is urgent for our age. L
believe it is very significant thet new people are coming to us on our total
philosophy; take, for ecxample, the welfare mothers who esked ot the WL meeting if
there wazn't an organization that #lso had men and took up cther guestions too.
#nd above all, I feel what hcs to motivate us in making P&® an organization
builder is the body of ideas thet is personfied in Raya Duneyevskaya, and which
we have pinpolnted ag dMarxisu-Humanism. ‘ » T
- : : . , Denby: I must confess that I was shocked
to see Lenin called a Lassellean. I think what shocked.me the most was that I
hive been connected with this organiietion for se long and yet never thought Sor
one moment that there was thls seperation hetween philosophy and organization for
Lenin, This doesn't mean that we shouldn't make this clear, The exact opposite
Is true. And it Is important that we have this opportunity with Philosnophy and
Revolution to do it now. It will take & lot of thinking about. And there is
nothing more important for us to think @bout than how we con make P&R  the real
organization builder we are talking ebout, ' : :

II Paper: Raya wos »ésigned to write the Lead for the next issue, which will .
forus on the meeting of the Big Powers on the Vietnem settlement to take place
the week of Feb, 26, The deadline for all copy will be Merch 15, end other
-assignments will he make later. . ) : :

IIL 81d and New Business: 1-Olga reported on Finances, which had been subject of’
a retent 'letter to the locals, The quarterly report will be preperéd the flrst
week of March, by which time we expect all pleges-will be in, and we can see how
we stand for the helf-way point of the year. 2-Denby reported on the plens for
the trip to Chicago, and sald that his lecture was prepared and that he-felt con-
fident the audiente would hear about Classmnd Race as part of the discussion of
philosophy and revolution. Six others will go.with Denby to prrticipate 1n other
panels and sell lit, ° 3. Correspondence wss reported-by Olga, and letters from
Kevin and the Black priséner were resd and discussed; others were avallable for
reading in full after the meeting.

IV G&

Meeting convened 7:30; adjourned 9345 -




FROM HARNY, GLASGOW, SCOTIAIM

Dear Raym,

Yesterday, I received the report of the good discussion on Lenin and
Btate-Oupltalism. It is a good thing that we see fallibility in the ablest
of men. It is not easy for a person to dispense with all he once believed
o be true, Having lived during the pre-~first world war period I recall
two fhings. First of All, there was the widespread belief that having dis-
roned of Bernstein, the victery over opprrtunism mnd revisionism was com—
rlete, The sther was the faith in world soeisl democracy. Lenin supported
the main trend.

Kautsky was geen as the savieur of Marxist truth., Ienin supported
Kautslyy on most dosues. In What In To Be Done? he went further than Kautsky.

Recently, I looked over Kautelgy's book on the Erfurt Frogramme and Van-
derveldt's Jocialism Versus the State. Eoth of them menticn State-Capital-
ism. They varn againat i1t while marching in that direction, They would
. Mtransforn" the State and declare ihat the alternative was State-Cepltal-

ism, The lessons tf the Faris Commne were firgotten by the world-famed
leaders, )

There ls always the danger that ene will continue to regret the passing
of a perisd when hopes wers high because of the growing strength of the
movement, The steady develepment vprevented one from giving thought to
dialectios, Soclalism was certain, Ienin lived in this periocd, It took
a world war before the worship of the Second Intermatiunal cama to an end,
It looked as if all heépes were blasted, ILenin tanclk a firm simnd but he
mugt heve felt grpa’cly digappointed,

© Lemin ¥mew the lessons of the Iaris Comnnme, tut he was yart of the
' soclal-demsoratic movement, Let me aslt, Raya, did°Tenin have hopes that

the Russian Social--Nemperats would cne day he-able to opemte in the same
vay ag In Western Purope? The Bolshevilk electoral nrogra.mme issued in.
1911, I think, would seem to indicate -that,

Tt is important bto remember that no writer has ever cas'higated the
Rautakys, the Vanderveldts, and the Macdonalds the vay Tendn did when
the war bralke aut, X think you ere right when atiaching great impor-

- tanoe to the Testament. He made some of his best statements frem IN.E.P,
wntil he dled, I must draw to a close as I have a meeting to attend, I
hepe I have nnt been ton trivial,

Very Best Wishes,

' - Harry .
P,8, I think that the .at{itude of social democra.oy to dialectics degerves
more ettention.
March 4, 1973

* : *

- FROIA RAYA TO HARRY

Dear Harry,

You have no idea how very exclted I was to get your letter regarding
Tenin and the whole concept of philosophy and organization, N&L Cormittees
ars go young that questlons relating to Ienin's time appear ahatract; I
dare say that for most, history began in the 1960%a,

You really hit the nail on the head (though your modesty made you put
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it in the form of a auestion) when you asked whether Ienin's perspective
had been to copy the gstructure, nct to mention the masg following, of
German SD. That is 1% in a nutshell, Everyone, from the Tolish expo-
nent of spenteneity (RL) to Ienin's overly-centralized party, had a single
model before them: EKautsky's rarty. This 1s why Rosa di1d not break with
the party even though she bad gotten Kauvtaky's opportunist number long
before Lenin bad theught about it, That iz why Lenin, who hungered for
Just such a mass rerty, could not understand vhy Eautslty and Rosa and the
revisionists all epposed him when the +ruth was that 1t was T=ariesm that
foisted upon them such extremely illegal worl that there was no other viny
to function and rerain alive than to carry out so tight a diseipline,
(For that matter, Mosa had to ‘do the exmot same thing in her little group
but she didn't make a theory of it, whereas Lenmin did.) On the other hand,
- he was the only one in the whole Intemational who did have in his program
from the very outset the ouestion of worker's power, conquest of 1t, and
the question that there esuld be no revelution wlesgs there was & revolu-
ticnary theory. The “emly" trouble thers was waa w5 that same appreciation
ef theory regarding revelution dld not carry through to organization, and
by the time in 1914 when he Pirst grasped the wniversality of the dialectic,
ineluding ‘the dialectic of organizatisnel development, it was zever spelled
out, You may recall ihat the firgt day of the FPebruary Revolution, his
telegram way 6till on the level of cembining legal with illegal work, It
was only on the second day when he cabled, "Never again within ths Second
Intemnational. Never again like the Socisl Democracy.!

In a word, there was a 2} year lepse between the- fall of the Seccnd,
& 2% year lapse during which he went to town besutifully em the Naticnal
Question, on the imperislist war being transformed into a olvil war, on
+ fighticg “imperialist ecenomism® ameng his ovm Bolsheviks who went "yl tra—~
left" in trying o throw out, or at least Ylame as fully, the proletariat
as the betraying 1eadarahi§, and went even as far as to say: nothing like

(zimmerwald or Kienthal) will do, . And yot, and yet, that dialectic,
vhen it comes to organizatiun, had no ramiticatisng, . It began in Aprdl
upon his retum to Russia and megting ell the antagenisms from his Bole -

* ‘shevika on the question of putting the struggle for state power sn. the
agenda, And h¢ raised the slogan of all power ‘to the Soviets and the -
most famous and greatest of all statements wag to thresten to resign from
the leadership and "go to the eailors", but he didn't give up the party
and was altogother teo forgiving when they did put the question on the
agendn, 8o .over and over-again we are back tn the Ffact that only-in his
Will does he state that the biggest theoretician didn't understand the dla-
lectic and that if the factional Pighte really represent class differences,
then nothing he sald could rossibly stop the collapse of the first workexr's
state, ‘

. Thia dichotomy between rhilosophy and organization, this over-appre—
clation of Iassalle who had built the firat working class mass organization,
even i it was mostly for electorate Purposes, hasg kept us in a vige from
which we better free turselves with extending Philosophy and Revolution to
its becoming the organization builder. I do hope you will write more on
your experiences in organizationc end its gaping lack of philosophy.

Yours,
Marxech 9, 1973 Raya




FROM PAT, CONNZECTICUT

Dear QClga,

Several thoughts have come to me 1n response to the curr-
ent discussion concerning P&R and the future of N&L with P&R
38 our organizational as well as philosophic hase. Being such
a new member and not toe familiar with N&L history may render
some of my thoughts aomewhat naive; however, I felt compelled
tv respend,

In my mind, P&R has a cunl orgenizationul purpeose. One,
s8tated in the NEB cdiscusclon letter from Hnaya, to bullsd the
ocrganlzatiecn, The gecon! 1a obvlzcus, althaugh not expliicitely
stated-—~ 1ts explieli statement, 13 unnecessary, That 1s as the
foundation for further seif-devolopement, cr, in Raya's words,
self-internalization of %ne dialectic an’ its implicaticns fer
the integraticn of theory «nd practice, the ccnstant ongoing
Process of individuala gnd masses teward freedum, the overthrow
of capltalism znd e¢reaticn of A new human werld of human rela-
tionships, All of this 13 the basis for the fact that P&R 1s
the ground an? force of cur age. We, as Mar:isi-Humanists,
-not enly were the only cnes who could firast recognize and write
this, but we must also serve to initlate i1ts challenge. . ,

. -The challenge of P&R bto curselves as individuals, to V&L
as an organizaticn, and to the world cennct be separated, - Thus
recognizing the necessity for s2lf-developement and self-in-
ternalization, we turn to the methed of the organization, its
“directicn and growth., The thecry of P&R as the philosophical
basls for N&L cannot bhe separated from our organizatlonal pract-
lce 2nd furtherance, . . - .

Now comes the hard pazt. T can tell you that vne of the
“things that initielly zttracted me to N&L was the structure
.1tself and all that 1s inherent In 1%, especlally its oppoai-
tion to and contradiction of vanguardlsm. It 1s this very
struesture that allows for self-developement and self-activity
of individuals. and within locals. It 1s always difficult
(or seems to be difficult) to Lring aceross one's philosophy,
and effectively and positively influence: people, without prop-
‘agandizing, Proprcgandization inherently. prevents self-devel-
opement and self-actlvity (as evidenced by vanguardist groups-
CP, YSA,NCLC). The question in my mind is how does N&L improve
lts effectiveness and grow, how do we prepare for P&R. Obvious-
ly we will not resort to vanguardist tacticas; such practices
directly contradict our philosophy. , ‘ .

I think it comes down %o two things. Pirst, how does our
structurs further self-developement mure effectively, and sec-
ord, how dues 1%t influence and further P&R throughout the world.
Or, to state 1t more explicitly, how do we as Marxist-Human-
1sts and as an organization integrate theory and practice mere
effectively. This 1s first a challenge to us as individuals -
to accept the serious task of integration and developement.

The second aspect of the challege of P&R to N&L as an org-

- anlzatien is thot of projecting our philosophy and its pract-
‘1ce, to bring accross to people ~ workers, women, Blacks, and
other minoritles - the necessity and worth of P&R, and our
seriousness in practice &s well as philosophy. The need for
Philosophy and Revolution cannot be at all dented (obviously);
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b
it 1s our task to initiate its theory and practice among the
forces of liberation, the forces which ereate 1ts very exist-
ence and make it unigue and necessary for our age.

The precise hows - the method of accomplishing this task -
are scmething to which I have no answers, except to refer to
Hegel and his statement that we must go through “the labor,
the patience, the suffering, the sericusness of the negative,"
I wish I had something more coneréte to offer, but I don'sg,
I'll keep thinking, and maybe I'1ll come up with something a
1little more helpfui, ‘ . '

In Struggle,

Februery 18, 1973 Patricia
_FROM KEVIN, CONNECTICUT

In Hegellan-Marxisn philosephy, as in revolution, "there
.12 no other way $to reach the &7al, except through the mean's”,
8s Raya wrote in P&R. 1In working out for today and the future
N&L Commit:tees as organization, the question has apese, and
‘not from members ulone, what are we and what do we advocate
besides thevarguard party to lead? We all advocate the self-
organizatlion of the preoletariat, as 1in Hungary '56 or W.Va.
'49, combined with the new passions and new forces of Black,
Brown, ‘and Red, WL, and youth, But what 15 to be our-role as
N&L "in this? ’ oL
_ Mass organlzation must be lef't to spontanelty and self-
Corganization of oLpressed veople in consténtly,new forms,
from the Commune of 1871 to the Comites d'action of 1968, .
We, as N&L, could no more meke a mass organieation than we
could "make" a revolution.  Took at the Bolsheviks in 1917,
A mere 5,000 or =0, yet by 1918 they weére a mass. Party which
took 2. vanguard role in.the Russilan revolution, Civil War .and
first years of Soviet government, The Bolsheviks were a
hybrid between the ¢1d type sect of Russian revolutionaries
yhether led by Lenin, Martov cr whoever, and the new mass
proletarian organizations af the Soviets. . Did the Bolsheviks
take over the.Soviets, or did the revoluticnary proletariat
in the Soviets take over the Belshevik party, transforming 1t
intn the driving force of the revolution, meanwhile seizing
- 8ll the new ideas they could, from State and’ Revolution or
wherever? fThe truth is dlaleetical, - = - o
The Beolshevik Party of 1217-1923 was something qulte. new
because Lenin's philospphie breakthroughs coilncided with the
awakening of the masses., , The new was not made explicit which
is the task for our age.’ The new cculd only be created by
the joining together of worker and intellectual, which is why
we must continue our Committees, centinue to work in and
listen to every struggzle. for freedom from below and with an
overall revolutiona§? dlalectic as embodied for our time in
Philoscphy and Revolution, We must not hesitate for fesr of
- "golng over Ghe heads” of the nasses. Look a2t the tremendus
‘resgita.ln LA last year in rFhilosophy, WL, and proletarian-
lzation, .

April 1, 1973 Kevin
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FROM RICHARD, CONNECTICYT

Pear Raya,

I was fascinated by the manner in which you presented the
organlzation question in your letter of Feb. 12, especlally
as I had Just been trying answer students! questions on Lassalle
Ys. Marzx in my M&F class at the university and had come very
¢lose to that idea that Lenin was a "Lasss1lean."

Yet in the end I am "all at sea," sn let me ask some dumb
questicns: :

1, In your last N.Y. lecture when some YWL types tried’
to put you on the spot on the crganizationsil Guestion you
replied that people should form thelr own committees in WL,
shop, or whatever but also grapple with philosophy. You
didn't mention our committees at all there, (You seem at times
to "forget" our wrganization, Vet you very much want to build 1t.)

2, I have, 1like you, always been an organizational builder,
My reason 1is simple: we need moure pecple in N&h to pay for
printing, keep the paper alilve, distribute 1t, and to struggle,
learn, andg Shink aleng with us. But this 1s merely practical -
not a concept I fear, . C

3. We have never answered the questions of why Lenin allowed
"What is to be Dorne, " "Empirio-Criticism”, ete, %o be reprinted
and kept both his new idea of philosnphy and organization
Personal if net private. - Moreover, the. 12T van on faetions -
if T understend it completely - seems incompatible with .2
freer and more spuntaneous idea, (Lenin was more amblvalent
than we have ever dered say,). '

4. You have made it more than clear what a high stage you
nean by "mediatioen,” Tnis, 1 gather, was @veryone's conception
of the party - even those who did not harbor "secret" elitist
notions about a parllamentary faction or a2 tne-party-state
that would do it "for" the masses. --Yet you never paint to
N&L as "mediation”, and I think I can guess the reasons, (If
not "mediation” then what?)

‘5. S0 what I am left with is what 18 our role? I can see
this practically and it doesn't buther me' much personally,
vet I do think it bothers us as a group. We appear at once
nearly desperate for new meRPeRIngyet sublimely "above" faction-
al hastles since what we arg/§s a new philosophy,
people- are often confused about why they should ‘join us and
about vhat their role op function would be if they did. I
See Peter 2nd nthers running to the Labor Committee because
it tells them they will be an elite, a vanguard and then orders
them to perform various tasks . as If they were in the Army, -

In one sense I'm glad they are getting those elitists as I

don't want people in my organization who are looking to be

toid what to do or to become "generals” in the revolution,

On the othenr hand, I think we do miss out on chances to win

people or keep them because we expect so much - to internaliize

all of our phllorophy and to werk nut all the concrete them-
It feels 1ike toOO mueh 21l at once, .

6. I raise these questicns becausa I think we are moving
towards some kind of new definition of organization, and this
is the moment when it is belng Jdiscussed. My feeling 1s that
repeatinq "philosophy and organization”, “philosophy and rev-
olution,” is making that 1ittle word "and" do too much work,
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{"Phllosophy and orgenization" is not the same as "tea and

rrumpetts”. How do we spell out the link, our task for to-

day? It is a relationshlp - perhaps a changing one - between

masses and organlzation, spontaneity and party, phillosophy

and revolution always to be worked out anew. v
Yes. But can we be more precise about us, P&R, N&L at this

moment of rampant Nizonism so that the pull to join us will

be a compelling one to all? Sorry Af this is a bit coni'used.

(Do vwe want to attempt definitien on this question? Why

did Marx not have & 'position.")

February 18, 1373 Richard

FROM CHRIS, NEW YORK

Dear Olga, )
Abeut the NEB discussien and minutes about organization.
I think 1t's a very necessary question to be raised at this
time, and has mede me think & lot about the organization's
role to werkers, vanguardists, snd myself. Since I was anar-
chistlec in my wiew of organizations up to I think last year,
(I use the term not as being anti-organization and antl-phil-
osophy, but &s belng totally against venguard parties and anyone
" who thinks they can plan out a revolution or know what the
workers must do), I have considered the organizatlcen as a meetb-
ing place for radicals who have a commen philosophy, Marxist-
- Humanism, -where they can develope that philosophy. In other
words, the organilzation I considered as sort of apart. from
the philosophy, as being a vehiele for using the philosophy, .
but not as belng the natural developement of that philosephy,
the expression and in turn bullder of that philosophy. 1t
seems as the two should be an integral part of each other,
having P&R as the theoretlic framework to stand on, What remeins
"to.do tHemn, 1s to make our plitlosaphy conecrete, to bring it
into our everyday activity, ond to meet new contacts; especially
workers,. on the basls of our organization being the concrete '
expression of P&R and our philosophy being the dialectics of
liberation, How to go about concretizing our philosophy in
everything we do and to. everyone we meet, remains to be worked
out by each commlttee and each individval, I think this 1s
what the: jist of the discussion on organization 1s ahout,”
but-I might be far off“in left fleld {or right field, as the
case might be), and I would like t0 'see more discussion on 1%,
I probably didn't add anything new to the discussion, but I
-Just wanted to get 1t down on paper so I could get my own
head together on what I was thinking. I'm sorry I can't come
up with a conerete univeprssl to £ill Madison Square Garden
with N&L-members, but with time, the objective NY sltuation,
-and a 1ittle P&R, I'm sure we'll outdo the Rangers, )
By the way, I'm coming to Detroilt for a week in April or
May, pald vacation, so save stme envelope-licking for me,
Write back, : B

Chria

February 18, 1973‘




FROM VILL, DETROLT

Raya's letter of Peb, 12 and the RED minutes of Feb, 19 gave me
& feeling of being "there" when new ground is being broken philoso-
rhically and orgenizationally, However, what I bave gained so far
has been a deoper appreciation of tha philosephic ground Raya has
already established from the 1940's through Mardem and Freedom and

even more so with Philosop_lgz and Revolution., In filling the theo-
retic void since Ienin death, Raya has not only gone all the vay

back to the roois of Marxism and re-established the I'ew Continent

of Thought, but she has also not let the organization be satisfied
with "results", but made U8 try to grapple with and wmderstand Method—
Legel's, Marx!s, Lenin's, and hers, :

The question of lfethod is erueial to philosephy and organization,
For example: we have already siuown how Lenin used the dislectic method
but did not shov others hig discovery. Purthermore, even Marx did
not-explain his method in so many words, Or, as Raya puts 1%, "arx
did not leave us a Io ie, he left us the logic, of Capital," Every-
thing Reya has done——rFrom MF ‘o PER to her lectures, presentations,
and "Pro Worlds"--—center on Method amd getting us to understand 1t
to be able to practice it as she ddes, ’ o

Soy vwhen the RIEZB“discu_ssion of "Lenin was a Iasssallean" iden~
tified the question as "which Lenin—pre ox post, 19147" and ag
"Method", 1% got me to thinking, . R

: Probably the most importantdiscovery" Tenin mde upon reading

- Hogel's Togic related to Subjectivity—that self-development. and self-
activity were the key to dialecties, “4And, that the self-development
of the Subjoot, the proletariat, would bé the cornerstone to the sue—
¢ess or failure of the Russlan revolution and more so to the success
or failu.z_-e of the future Soviet State, Clearly, his "discovery" of
the dialectic method is what separatas Lenin o7 Vhat Is To Be Done?
Pre-1914 from Lenin of State and Revolusion roat-1914,  But, I canf+
help but contrast Tenin's practice of method with Marx!s,

Raye points out that Harx never vrote on the Party as such. But,
I am thinking mere of what Marx did do at emcn important historic june-
tion when the proletariat wag brealing new philosophic and organiza-
tional ground, Marx not only vina able to "mame" the new Subject, but
ho was able to name what it was philosophically that enabled the Sube
Jeet o break new ground, And, it was this new ground that always
became Marx's point of departure rhilosophically and organizationelly,
I am thinking of his famous stotemont that "Tabor in the white slkin
can never be free, while in the Blaclk it is branded," And, following
this idea up, Merx told the American larxiste who sald they were
ageinst "all slavery, both vego and chattel” that "If this is Maro-
ism, I am not a Marxist,! indy I am thinking of Marx telling the
British trade wnionisgte thet wntll they organize the workers of the
Eaut End of Tondon they will never got mnyvwherc, And, I an thinking
of Marx heiling tho revolutisnsrics of the Paris Commnme for cstab-
lishing the new Universal of "Frogly Associeted Iabor! and then tele
ling tho Intermational that ho would strike their nemes frem member-
ship and replace them with the nanea of Comrunards., And, then ho
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set about changing his greatest theoretical work, Cagital, to reflect
thls now Universal,

I am not making a big case against Lenin, Yet, vwhile he did
vwrite many pemphlets on the Party and these wnrks did reflect his
philosophic breaik on the question of 4ialectic method, Lenin's
failure to let the world lmow about his philesophic break left us
vith a legacy of "applied™ dlalecctics which Raye had to dig out.
Surely, Lenin's philesophic break had world~shalking organizational
conclusiong—of &ll the Bolcheviks he alone was able to name the
new Subject, the Soviets, and to have the correet position on the
pezoantry and the national minorities, And, his slogan cf "All
Fover to the Sovieis" andé "o a Man" did, in a sense, "name" the new
shilosophy of freedom, the new Universsl, Yet, nol in the sense thai
Merx did when he rede Freely Associsted Iabor his new ground both
rhilosorhieally end organizationslly,

So, vhat it scems we are 1oo}d.ng for vith Philosoplfw and Revolution
as organization bullder 1s an understanding cf ph_losophic ¥ethod which
‘will aliow us not only %o reoognize the new Subjeet, but also. to re-
cognigze the new philosophic expression, the new Unlversal, and maks
it our organim'tionel gromd. Iike the l;[ovemant From Practice %o
Theoxy, and the Movement From Preciice to Theory is a Form of Theory,
and Marxist-Humaniem as & liew Continent of 'Fhought, And, the new
rhilogophic expressicn being only the implicit expression of new
organizationel forms of overthrowing capltalism which we mist somehow
rake expliecit throu,gh the daily practice of Hews & Letters Commltteee,

Tet me quote from: Marx: “iaterial force can only be overcome by
- material force. But, philosophy is a materdal. force: when it has

selzed the masses," And peraphrase him: the productive Zorces of
capltalisn have far outstripped the form of socinl organization...
this seems t0 be more trus or the philosophy ¢f those struggling
for freecdon today. that it has far cutstripyed the ideology of
ca.pi'taliﬂm. Let's hope so.,

. o March 14, 1973
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EXCIRPTS FROM INUTES OF JOINT NEW YORK-CONNECTICUT MEETING,
MARCH 18, 1973,0N: "LENIN A3 A LASSALLEAN" AND THE MOVE OF
CONNECTICUT TO NEW YORK IN LIGHT OF PHILOSOPHY AND REVOLUTION
AS ORGANIZATION BUILDER.

In his presentation JOHN said: We're here to discuss
P&R as organization builder and the implication for us
on the East Coast which we hope 1is gsing to mean consoli-
datlion of forces in NY. Our last NY local educaticnal on
the Tretsky chaoter in P&R, gilven by a friend, brought home
to me that many of us have a sketehy idea when we confront
history., Raya said 1%t in another way 1n her letter to Harry
on Lenin—she was glad to hear from him because she felt
that many of us in the States had a feel only back to 1960,
When you think of Lenin in 19C2 yeu have to project vour-
- self back to 1902, For Lassalle,back to the 1850's-60's,
Lassalle was a German who had a mass working eclass organ-
lzation and was actually the first bureacrat, He was an
anti~Marxist who had quite z correspondence with Marx. .
Marx reslized that he was a figure on the scene., He had
& working class party going for him, Many of the scclalists
that lived in Marx's time stole from Marx. They plagiarized
him-- Hyndman ig;pngland, Lassalle in Germany. "Marxism
as Marx presented/ was tnnacceptable to them. If they -
could rewrite 1t (not giving Marx credit) then 1t would
be acceptable, Marx was angered Iy this not because he *
wanted credit but because in plaglarizing they distorted,
disrupted, ¢reated something new which was no longer Marz-
ism, : . EEEES
It made me see the importance of seeinp that P&R is a
book that can't be tampéred with., VWhen 1t exists between
those two covers we can talk about all the implications
this has and ‘erganizeticnal consejuences that flow from
it ‘but what has to'be uppermost in our minds is that P&R .
sees the light of day. [ter reading the controversial
disputes Marx had with so many within the International
and how they thought they cculd do him one better we are
lucky that we have gotton Marx unadulterated.,  Everywne’
is able to read Marx themselvea even though organizational
forms that come down became perverted, We see that what.
w&s represented as the Marxist party in Germany during and
after Marx's time wasn't a Marxiss party, that 1% was in:
fact a Lassallean party. e ‘ S
Consider this 1891 letter on Lassalle written by Engels
to Kautsky(F, Lassalle by Footman, p,243). Footman explains:
“The name of Lassalle, however, maintained its hold on the
movement in Germany., 1In 1875 the General German Workers!'
Assoclation united, in a congress at Gotha, with the
younger and rival movement under Liebknecht and Bebel . to
form the German Social I'umocrstic Party. . In splts of all
the pressure that Marx and Engels could exert the new party
officlally adopted a programme largely based on the theories
and slogans of Lessalle: and only in 1891, eight years
after Marx's death, was Engels able to secure 1ts radical: -
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modifleation, It was on this cecasion that he wrote to Kautsky:

'If peeple do not know that Lassalle's whole greatness rests un
this, that for years Marx allowed him to parade the results of
Marx's research as his own and, ewing to defective education in
ecwnomies, to dlstort them into the bargain, then that is not my
fault, But I am Marx's literary executor and as such I alsc have

my duty to perfecrm. TLassalle has helonged to history for 23 years.
The legend that conceals and glorifies the true stature of Lassalle
cannot become an article of faith of the party. However highly _
one may estimate Lassalle's services to the movement, his historical
role In 1% remains en ecculvocal cne, Lassalle, the soclallst, is
accompanled step by step by Lassalle, the demagogue, The Lassalle of
the Hatzfeldt case appears everywhere, showing through Lassalle, the
agitator and organiser; the same cynlclsm in the choice of methods,
the same tendency to surround himself with noisy and corrupt people,
demanding that the workers should take the part of the monarchy -
against the tourgeolsie, and intriguing with Iiemarck, one of his
own kind, in A way bound tn lead to the betrayal of the movement,

1f unfortunateliy for him, he hed not been shot in time. . Should I
be foreced to i%t, I would have no choice; I should have to clear away
the Lassalle legend once and for all,'" . -

. This was Engels trying to use the full thrust to push
the German Secial.Democratic Party (SDP) on a Marxist path. "Kautsky's
verdict., however, was:' The standpoint of Marx towards Lassalle 1s
not that of the German Social Democracy. How could we forget the
man freom whose writings all we 21d party comrades, and some of. the
younger ones toe, derived our first knowledge and inspiratien as
soclalists?" That was his answer to Engels. It made me reallze how
difficult it must have been for Raya t0 “reak with Trotsky when she
did. Hrre was the man of Octcber, with all the prestige that went
with that. Instead of saying as Fautsky_ dld, how could she furget
the man who first inspried us, etec. ete.; Haya made a real, a poli-
tlcal break. That is a tremendous juncture and demands that we meet
the challenge of that kind of intellectual "hereism”,

In Marxism and Freedom, llaya presents Lassalle as the first
introductison on tRe modern scene of the state soclglist, who thought
you could introduce socialism not through the proletariat, but over.
thelr heads and administer to them. We know that Lenin never Zot .
to see Marx's early essays and may wender if it mlght have had a
different impact, We don't know how conscious Lenin was of what was
happening in the SPP betweon Engels  and Kautsky. What we do know is
that the Russian Marxists, as 'did Western Europeans 1if not all werld
soclaliats, ‘looked to thls mass soclal SDP as a party to copy, to
emulate, * Even as different say as the early Bolshevik party may
have been, what Lenin was attompéing to'do in "What is te be Done"
in 1903 was to take the organization of Germany and mave it into
Russia, Russia was faclng different circumstance’, but the attempt
was to adopt it to an underground party and then see that specific
needs would be anawered, .

. I feel we're still catching up with M&F. I wasn't sup-
prised that "Lenln was Lassallean in the organizational sense",
becaugse I felt that 1s what I read in M&F, in that Raya nointed
out where the Bolshevik party was patterned after the concept of
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‘party~-to-lead"., Lenln had great confldence in Kautsky, but it
is Interesting that in trying to sum up Marxism not only for his
aga but to apply it speciflically to the Russian situation, Lenin
introduced a few other things, and one of thnse was that the party
intellectuals had to be disciplined by the wobkers, He kept his
fingers on the pulse of what Russian workers were doing. even though
he had this carry-over that the role of the party was to bring
Marxiom to the workers. ‘This is what he thought in "What 4is to be
Done", kut he changed very quickly with the 1605 revolution. So
there 1s this ambivalence 1in organlzation es well as in philosophy.

Lenin always remained consclous of the fact that the party,
the intellectual, the theoretician had to follow the self-develop-
ing subject, to sece what it was actually doing ~- in contrast to
somethlng like the Permanent Revolution cf Trotsky, also cf 1805,
which is an abstraction, Lenin said at the same time what was
possible in Kussia was a beurgecis revolutiun that could enly be
achieved by the proletariat; the bourgeolsie was too weak, tno
pliable in the hands. of the monavehy to stand cn its own foet; The
German social democrat, Rernstein, got infabuated with the idea of
the mass party. Ly this time the SDF in Germany officlated over .
weddings, funerals; it was 2-great bily happy family., Seome thought
. 1t was socialism already, That wasn't Lenin's concern,. He was
interested in the econguest :f power, : ‘ o

Franz Mehring, who wrote the blography of Marx, was in the
Secend International and wds gilven the right to:do 1t by Marx's
daughter., He had & non~Marxist rackground, a long history as a
bourgecls democrat who moved at a late stage into the Marxist move-
.ment, was Lassallean and didn't hide the fact. He was en Intellec~
tually honest man and you get tn feel that he felt the rifts between
Lassalle and Marx need not heve happened. He spent his time also
in eomplling the letters and memoirs-of Lassalle, Many Social
Democrats felt these people (Marx and Lessalle) were equal.

- . . Mehring

and Luxemburg were very closa. Mehring; had Luxemburg do the chapt-
ers on Capital in his biograrhy of Marx, which was really not &
pregentation ¢f Marx, but of Luxemburg. . .

: Lenin was heavily influenced by this party, even when in
pelitical opposition te it., Nothing was expressly written about
a new organizational form. This is scmething to hold in mind --
that frequently in history, there seems to be a2 political break,
but not zlways an organizational consequence, I remember Chiris
asked this question In our discussion con the new pamphlet, YRussia
as_State Capitallst Soclety". He wanted tn know, after Raeya sald -
all that how come she.ended with "forward with the Fourth Interna-
tional"? It sounded to him as though hep analysis was the ground
to make the break, Raya takes that up toc ~- 1t was something we
were confounded with -- that is, why didn't the JFT make the break

untll so much later.

What originally prompted this discussion on organization
was that Roya was talking to a young man who was intcrested in her
i1deas and in P&R but sald that even though what. she said was
right, he was Joining another organization and would do in that
organizatlon what she had done for philosophy. In the REB minutes
of Feb, 19, Raya said:"The truth is that we are starting something
totally new in making philosophy integral to Organization." Everyone
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ean. reread what she saild for thems

that we keep rumning into the

Lenin was doing in 1902 but ¢ usslan
Party, the vanguard concept, and really the Kautsky concept, the
lassallean party, to the American scene, They want to 1ift 1t in
body and nnt even say what 1s on the American scene. The whole
idea 1is that they are the vanguard. What they envlisage 1s that
the American working class, if not the world working class, will
find the way into thelr organizstinail structure, It 18 pidiculious
when you consider this is USA, 1973. Those REB minutes are saying
that we have something very different to say and what we have to
528y 18 8o new that we cannot really8 ¢ back and pattern ourselves
after othepr organizations. What the movement of workers end Blacks
in this country throws forth, how we will conduct our own business
. 50 to speak, and keep our eyes open for what they are about to do,
moves us today tv recognize and reaffirm that this is the. year of
Philesophy and Revolutieﬂ. :

. At the Convention we sald that New York had to be strength~
ened as subecenter, that we are golng tc have to be prepared to
move with P&R as soon as it 13 off the press. 'There 1s a precedent
among Marxist-Humenists, When we first formed our organization we
knew we "had to have a proletarian center; because all the old
radical organization had been infected by heving thein centers
stay in New York, They became oriented to what the French might

.be doing, or some other country's parties, They had & vision
that.was.everywhere else, Thelr heads were furned to Eupdpe. instead
of to the Midwest. e wanted something that would be American
Marxism. Many who 1ived in N.Y. moved to Detroit to get the new
Oorganization started, Another serious organizational move took
Place when M&F- first came <ff the press. We had an lmportant local
in West Virginia, Andy had been a ¢~2l miner for ten years. We
had yuite a periphery in the coal fi.¢s, 3ut' W. Va, recognized
the importance eof M&F, and why they were needed in Detroit. .They .
packed up and moved. Ther. are-other kinds of moves we make --
sometimes people are drawn to the certer to develop them, or some-
times they ask to g0 because they feel they need thet experience,
Then they may move somewhere elze, It's a very different concept
than that of the old radicals, The Trotskyists had a term they
used:‘"Colonlzing“. 'Nobody gave that word a second thought then.

"~ They would send some pecple out to work in the steel mills, or

the auto shops... and it wasn't all bad. Young students would pro-
letarianize themselves that way. But they also had the 1dea, that
“they were Sending & deputy into heathen land, and that they would
bring revolutionary consciousness to the working clasa, never that
they would learn from the working class, To recognlze what s
“totally difTeérent thing it 1s we are doling, all we need do is reread
‘the REB minutes of March 12, On page Raya is Guoted as saying: )
"The truth is that N.Y. is too small a local for it to be able to
be both sub-center and local. It needs greater forces and despite
our recognltion of this az th. year of Bhiloscphy and Revolution
We never fully faced up to those needs,,.. o0 consclous

of the fact that Connecticut wa nderful oppor-
‘tunities for growth The loecal situstion predominated over what
should have predominated -- P&R as the center for all else,"
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IN THE DISCUSSION, ANNE began by saying she felt it was a new

thing Raya was raising. When people for the last 20 years have
asked why we are against a vanguard party, Raya has said 1t 1s
because 1t Is & noose around workers' necks. And it's true. Every
time there has been a near-revolution, say France 1968, they have
played a counter-revolutionary role and actually stifled people.
The vanguard parties are off doing one thing while the masses

are dolng something else. It hasn't worked, 1f you want to be

an empiriclat about 1t. Now 1t's not enough for us to say that
anymore, We have to explain the whnole philosophical preason why
it's not right. We have to show that we don't believe in the
vanguard party because our phllosophy 1s that masses have mlnds of
their own, reason of their own. And the self-developing subject
isn't only the masses in revolutionary activity; working out the
‘next stage, whet happens after the revclution, is inseptrmble

from thelr-zctivity. We belleve we have a philosophy that is es-
sential to ereatlng a new soclety and not have the revolution turn
to counter-revolutlon, - It is easy to attract people on the bhasis
of activity, or of a newspaper. But it's r.ot the. same thing as
spreading a total philosophy. Talking about P&R &s Organilz-itie-
Builder means we are talking about momberchip zrewth ~- 3 philoso-
rhical basis, ’ R . : : ‘ .

PAT said we have to consider the way of projecting our
philosophy, not only in our conversations and discussions but also
through our activity, since we do ground so much of what we 3ay

and what we do in the fact that we do not separate phlilosophy from
revolution, or thaory from practice. we nave to be able o find a
way Lo project our philosophy through cur activities as-well as
through the comirg of P&R as a book, Sometimes it -1s easler to
talk to someone about philosophy than to projsct the rhilesophy

in everything we do, day to.day, not Just a@s organization but as
individuals, as revecluticnarias. s . :
‘ ~ BILL raised the gquestion that he
st11ll has trouble answerlng people when they ask what 1s N&L.

N&L believes in certain philoscphy, that for any type of true
revolution to come about Marxict-lumarnism becomes a particlpant in
the state of affairs, Then how do we explain we are different --
I-feel we have to listen to the lowest level, keep on listening.
Before I met the Connecticut locsl last year I had taken courses

in Politlcal Thought and a lot of things had been posed to me, I
was interested in Amlicar Cabral and others, Before that I had
gone through the new~education-typebooks. That's’ when I got to
Humanism, then to the African revolution, and then I got to Soclal-
ism. : ' . }

KEVIN felt it was significant that Raya had waited until P&R
was about to come out before she raised the guestion about Lenin

as Lassallean, because she didn't want the question separated in
any way from P&R, He felt that in the last couple of years the

New Left has been doing what N&L did 20 years ago -- that 1s,
Radical America 1s moving to Detroit, and IS did 1t before them.
But just the move 1s not the answer. The main task of the organlza-
tion 1s to assimilate and understand. the dialectic. That. has to
take place through contact with the proletariat, through participa-
tion with the various movements, the movements of those new pass-
ions and forces we talk about. That is paramount. = Kevin told
abaut & young white worker who had seen N&L and came” to visit

and asked, "What 1s this Marxism?" Kevin had answcred, Worlking
people taking over their own lives; the young worker said it would
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never happen.'i showed him our literature,” Kevin reported,” I
flgured he take WBA or a pamphlet on the Black struggle, but in-
stead he went stralght for M&F and sald that was what he wanted
to read. .I think that is very significant,"

. ‘ INEZ: I feel that
when Raya sald she was shocked at the idea of ™enin as Lassallean"
1t was the "shock of reccgnition" on her part. It isn't that
Lenin was the same type as Lassalle. The maln thrust and drive
of his life was revolution, Lassalle had other things driving
him. What is the relationshlp in saying that Lenin was a Lassall-
ean pre-~1914, to after 1914 (Second International, Hegel), to the
theoretic vold, to 19737 Why 1s it important for us to work it
out now? It's not an academic question. The best way I can ex-
press 1t 1s that I haven't found the link Crom pre-1914 teo us,
N&L committees, or even tov wurld revolution. I can't seem to
break through.for myseif. Why did he write on other things, not
on organization? (I know we can not answer, he dled early, rev-
cluticn in between, I note what Raya wrote on organizational
brasks and John took up also, that 1t was 8-10 years between the
break with Trotsky himself and the Jobnson-Forest brealc with the
party. Organlzational breaks haven't beern a quick process.)‘
.There are certain philesophic phrases that in a few words glve a
direction: “nuw beginnings" in the move of Connecticut to NY.

It 45 a new stage that can. push us forward as a local. One of
the very fipst things P&R a8 organization byilder means to me,
because it '1s what P&R and the times demand since they are the
ones.in totial opposition to what 1s golng on, is gaining of Black
and Puerto Rican members in NY. We have to overcome this not
after P&R 1s out, We havé t2 do 1t before so that when it comes
Ut in book form we will be at' a mueh highenr stage. It doesn's
mean more distributions but to se concrefize the work that has
been done so as not to lose the mament where we do have: new friends
coming to us, It is a "passion fop rhillosecphy" as Raya called it,
that Las dezawn theoe poople to Pos, ' .

In February we discussed the WL page In N&L with Raya and
.Bhe made a poin% I think is very relevant to organization: "Ir
P&R 15 not jJust the name of & bock but characteristic of the age’
then 1t must mean that we are using this period (hetween now and
Publication) to prepare ourselves for each one belng & walking
representative of P&R and exposing the point of view and secondly
to be able to 111icit out of the actusl objective movement that .
which 1s philosecphy and revolution and make 1t explicit. The
whole of philosophy has one aim in 1l1fe, If 1t was great, if iy
was historic, if it made 3 movement, meant that it made explicit
what i3 implicit, The greatness of Hegel was that he mede a
universal, a ceoncpete universal, a method out of the movement
of the sans coulottes as the "learning through doing" of a rev
olutionag; actlon, Summation is a very, very important Hegellan
thing because it means that if the surmation is really total that
the future imbedded in the pressent is seen, you see the roots
sticking ur. You see the direction, In Marxiom, I don't have
to tell you that new continent of thouzht ha € entire move-
ment that we hadn't yet reaslized, .So to make explicit which is
implicit in the Black women, the Chicano women and the women as
a2 new force means to be able to unite theory and practice in
$uch a way that she says 'this is what I've meant all the time'"
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RAY F. raised the question of the form of our organizatien,
suggesting that 1if we are talking about the committee as not
really the answer then what form is? I don't know 1r I'm stuck
in a rut or stuck in a philosophic category. I don't see an-
other form to counterpose being a party.

CHRIS felt 1t was not a
question of deciding what could be a better organizational form,
He said as I understood how this organization came about, our
origins were not only committees of correspondence, While we
were N&L, the Hungarian revolution broke out. Workers counctils
were formed, That is what we picked up on as being new in
struggle in S-C countries, We can't effectively talk about -
the next step until it happens. We ¢an't plek one off the top
off our heads. I understood N&L as looking at freedom struggles
throughout the world, the organization as the vehicle for moving
the philosophy. Now I see 1f as tha organization being integral
to philosophy. Oup organlzation sprung from our Phllosophy,

We exist because of it, It is crucial with P&R coming out that
We Internalize the ideas in it. ' :
) .o JEANNIE said oreof the thiags
Raya is bringing out 1s that no longer can we turh our backs on .
beople who bring up the question of vanguard party and want %o
know vhat we are. Recently I gave a-presentation on WL: I wes
attacking hobin Morgan's new thing, "Radical Feminism." - She has
been talking ‘anout giving a critlique against women's groups thaw
were tled to mals dominated politlcal parties, I talked about
N&L, WL and N&L, and how were not -male dominated and how {imp:r-
tant 1t 13 for all to understang the significance of having a
woman as theoretician, what Kaya stands for in the movement ‘of
history, Alsgpiithin our own organization we can really under-
stand women a3/and reason because women &re reascn in the org-
-anization. Women are force within: %re coniext of the group,
Blacks and workers are force and rezéon, 8nd we see 1t in our
- own organlzatlion and we will see it moke world revolution. We
‘know what we are, but we haven't been-able to put 1t into words,
: In his summary JoHN said he sympathized with Bill's ques-
.tlons, Scmetimes you feel in your bones something 18 right—~—
you know you are not going to accept someone elses leadership
unless they prove themselves—but there comes a moment when you
have to have more than the idea that the masses in motion will
do it. You have to meet that activity with philosophy, Unless
that philosophy 1s there then we're-into something else. T
. hark back to the Russlan revolu%ion because it was the biggest
revolution in the century and was well documented, Lenin in
1902 1s writing against spontanelty, He says all people are
talking about spontanelty, the Narodnilki felt you immerse into
the peasantry, find eut what they'‘re doing, not projecting pol~
itﬁﬁgtor any kind of philesophy, hoping it will all be set right.
‘Now/does a peasant nead one more student for, when there are so
many peasants in Russia. Lenin says the party had a different
function, The party, the orzarization, the revolutionary contin-
uity, must show that there ic something new that has to be sald,
there 1s a thread, there is history and scmeone has to sum up
history at different junctures in its progress, so as not to re-
peat what has gone before. We did say, we weren't often heard,
to many in the new left that you can't ignore politics, It
won't ignore you, If you think that all women are your sisters,
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°n expression of
P&R means, ans that in this kind of venture, since 1t
is so new, that the newep ones, so to speak, eertainly have as
much to dontribute as the older ones in the sengse that they don't
have as much to shake off, are not welghted down with idens of
the past, : "
. We should take a moment of Sympathy for the vanguard party—
as diffiecult g5 1 Seems to tell someone you're not for the van-
if you were, "Yes we are the vanguard party,
ead workers! Where are the workers?" Thig
nsclousness of the vanguard party membep inspires him to
g0 out as if he has the mesaage. I think we need some of that to
too., To recognize what you are 3aying 1s i1t, to realize what
we are doing is really breaking new ground,” I don't feel that
I've caught up 4o P&R, .
‘Lenin lnew the prolet
Party. The pe
Somehow th
the magses were moving,
that perlod, 1t behooves u
have talked about the void
if there is Somekind of phi
sort of organizational cons
the worlg outside, about mass movements
selves To . move this Philosophy forward, .
fullness uf time as new situations arise
this year ang there the next,
.What we must know as Mg '
-outside, ] these will
take, o ¥y starving in Lendon while La~ -
gsalle had a party of thousands behind him, Marx might have
.8a1d "I must be wrong", but he didn't, He had a Philosophy that
esrrled -him through, that won the d himself but for the
Proletariat, I think we aee following in that tradition and have
that heritage behing Us, At this particylap Juncture, in America,
“wWe have decided what we have %o do here, is to bullad a Sub-center
in NY, worthy of P&R. The move become I
politics, at this particular Place, at this particular time, -
for this particulap task, Whethep or not we can live up to that,
that 1s for the future to say,




