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Editor's Note

The Presentation: on Dialectics of Organization
and Philosophy was writlen as a talk to be
delivered to the Resident Editorial Board of
News and Letters Committees as part of the
preparation for its 1987 national Plenum.
Dunayevskaya never got to deliver the talk, but
the manuscript as prepared by her has been
preserved, with her notations, in the Supplement
to the Raya Dunayevskaya Collection, Vol. 13. .

" The text of this June 1, 1987'presentation was

not checked by the author for presentalion in
printed form., It has not been edited, except for

.obvious typographical and grammatical errors.

All footnotes were added in 1989 by the editors,
as was all material in square brackets,

The title given here of the June 1, 1987
presentation was chosen by the editors. In her
outline for the talk, Dunayevskaya called it,
"'Fre-pre Post-Plenum, ie.—~Executive Session
Type of Talk in three parts: 1. The Philesophic
Point, IL. Dialectics of Organization, I1l. Untrod-
den Paihs in Organization.'
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~ The chaotic and informal form of presentation tonight
is not due to Iack of deliberation and working out, much
in advance of the time necessary to draw a halance
sheet for the Plenum. Rather, it is because so many
different and yet interrelated topics are reaching for
solution, that I felt it vary necessary to consult with
you in this seemingly “off the top of my head" talk,
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. L. The Philosophic Foint

Te understand today we must begin at the beginning,
that is to say, as always, with Marx, Specifically the two
periods are: the first and the last, the first being the
rhilosophic moment, 1844. That laid the ground for all
future development. The last being the long hard trek
and process of development—all the Revolutions, as
well as philosophic-political-economic concretizations,
culminating in Capital. Yet the full organizational
expression of all came only then, Le., the last decade,
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4 . The Philosophic Momc.rlf_af Marxist-Humanism

. especially the 1875 Critique of the Gotha Program. Why
only then? .

Tuke first another look at 1844—the “philosophic
moment for all of Marx's Marxism, including organiza-
tion. Throughout Marx's life he reached to concretize
it. But noae of the concretizations, whether 1848 with
the Communist League, or 1864 with the First Inter-
nalional, or even 1871 with the Paris Cammune. fully
réacki to the level of the philosophic moment of 1844.
Only with the Critigue of the Gotha Program in 1875

* did Mar# fully reiuen to that moment us it was concre-
tized for organization, and even then, he did not call
it philosophy, but “principle.”

The specific point that-I'm singling out from the 1844
founding of a New Continent of Thought and of Fevolu-
tior-is when Marx articulates the great merit of Hegel
in discovering the “'negation of the nezation,” and the
greit demerit of this same Hegel in enveloping it in such
mysticism by dealing with it as various stages of
consciousness, rather than as men and women thinking.
Marx, on the other hand, declares himself not only
against capiialism and” “vulgar communism,’ bul
proclaims his philosophy to be "a new Humanism."!

To this day 1844 was the philosophic moment of
Marx's discovery of that whole new continent of
thought and of revolution that “Marxism'' certainly
lacked, and instead singled out one of the develop-
ments—economics—so that we didn't know “new
humanism'* until the Depression. But in fact, it is that

! See Marx’s ““Private Fruperly and Communism”’ and *'Crilique
of the Hegelion Dialectic™ in his Economic and - Philosophic
Manuscripts of 1844, Dunayevskaya was the first to publish an -
English translalion of these two cssays, as Appendix A of her
Marxism and Ercedom, from 1776 wntil Today {New York: Bookman,
1958}, o
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Presemtation of June'l, 1987 5

_which was the ground lor organization throughout his
life, from the moment he did “‘experience' the
philosophic moment, ever: if it was only correspondence ..
{letters) soon to become international correspondence,

Seriously, however, as arganization, and that organi-
zation—the Communist League—accepted the challenge
to the existing capitalist world, and that not separated
from all political tendencies and parties, I'm referring,
of course, to the Communist Manifesto, whose second
part is a critique of utopian socialism, cte. What we

“Wwant to do here is to compare the 1847 Communist
Manifesto to the 1864 First International fzndin 1871]
hailing the Paris Commune as the form,'the working
existence, the communal non-state as needing only
relesse .of all the mental, manual and emotional
potentiality,? .

Why then is the actual coneretization of a new unity
so sharply critiqued as in the Critique of the Gotha
Prograin? That becomes the whole rub and the urgent
problematic of our day which must be worked out.

First, enter history. In 1847 critique. meant the
ruthless critique of all that exists that he spoke of in
his'philosophic break with the bourgeoisie and Hegel,
concretized on the level of the existing “‘parties* in that
period. [As we were to see in 1860 in his-letter to
Freiligrath, when Freiligrath, in refusing to get involved
in the Vogt Affair, said he didn't belong to the narty.
any longer, Marx's reply was: Neither am 1, to any
existing party. I didn’t mean it in the ephemeral sense, -
I'meant it in the histaric. Clearly, Marx meant that no
one could re-write the history, and both the revolution

2 See Marx's “The Civil War in Frunce'" in Collectod Waorks, Vol.
22, p. 339 ;New York: International Publishers, 1996), vihere hie
writes "'the grealest social measure of the.[Paris| Commune was
its own working existence.” '
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G . The Philosophic Moment of Marxist-Humanism

of 1848 and the Manifesto that anticipated it and
followed it, are historic.)?

It is that historic period that changed when interna-
tional viorkers got together to take a pocition on what
was happening on a different contineat. That too had
a "manifesto,’ perhaps not as bold as the Communist
Manifesto, thought Marx, which was actually the
preamble to the Constitution and By-laws to the First
Interrational.

AT THE SAME TIME Marx didn't hesitate a second
once the Paris Commune burst 0w, and some trade
unionists didn't share the enthusiasm, to write them

- out of the First International, and not only to declare
the need to go lower and deeper, but insist that they

.. didn't represent the majonty of the masses; the Paris
- Communards did, and it is that Idea that defines history

_NOwW as buth ongoing and'the future.

.’-;II. Dialectics of Organization

So, what happenéd in 18757 Look at how the self-
development of the Idea that we now call Marxism has
concretized itself when its greatest theoretical work,
Capital, in its French edition, is finished, and that has
philosophy spelied out in the most ronrrete terms from

* fetishism of commodities to the hew passicnz and new
forces that go against the accumulatios of capital. And
he has the experience now of both politiral parties and
forms of organization emerging spontaneously from the
masses, plus philosophy.

3 Sge Marx's letter to Ferdinand Freiligrath of Feb. 29, 1860, in
Karl Marx, Collected Works, Yol 41 {New York: International
Publishers, 1985], pp. 80-87, where Marx says 'by party, | meant
party in the eminent historical sense.”
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Presentation of June 1, 1987 7

" Critique of the Gotha Prograny. There is no way now,
‘o matter how Marx kept from trying lo give any
blueprints for the future, not to develop a general view
of where we're headed for the day after the conguest
. of power, the day after we have rid curselves of the
birthinarks of cavitalism when a new generation can
finally see all its potentiality put an end once and for
all to the division between mental and manual labor.

Let me now sta'tré'é&neﬁiing general from Hegel on
the question of “The Philosophic Point"* which would
also apply to us.* o '

_In Hegelian dialectics, the philosophic. moment is a

determinant; even if the peison who was driven to
articulate the Idea of that ‘moment’’ was very nearly
unconscious as to its depth and its ramifications, it
remained the element that governed the concretizatior
that follows the laborious birth that poured forth in a

torrent nevertheless.

 Specifically and concretesy, in our case the moment
I'm referring to is May 12 and 20, 1953. The Idea is
in demystifying the Absolute as either God or the closed
ontelogy, as the unity I singled out, a dual movenient,
from theory to practice, from practice as well as from .
theory.

We were so overwhelmed with the movement from
practice that we were hardly as enthusiastic or as '
concrete about the movement from theory, if not
actually forgetting it. I therefore wish to go into great
detail about those two letters in 1953, not as the small
coin of concrete questions, but as the many Universals
inherent in it, so that we can see what is still new in

§

!
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i

!

?

- 4 This sentcnce was writter: by Dunayevskaya on the outline of
© her talx for Inclusion at this point in her presentation.
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8 The Philnsophic Moment of Marxist-Humanism

it that we must develow fur the book.?

Everyane has heard so much about 1953 as the stage
of breakthrough on the Absolute Idea that you may"
think: what else is there to be said? The whole point,
however, about the philosophic point that became a
philosophic determinant; and not just the ground of,
but became so startlingly new and clear with Marx, that
looking at it for this age, specifically ourselves, it began
to appear in an altogether new way. Here is what I
mean: : : e S

Heretofore what we stressed when we pointed tc
. 1953 as source was the important point of 1955, when
" there was an actual organizational break-up.® Then
what became clearer was that actually, insofar as the
words "Marxist-Flumanism are concerned, we couldn't
say 1955, but as'it was expressed in written form.in
Merxism and Freedom in'1957. Now what is clear is
niot that any of the other dates are wrong, but that each
time it is a specific period that makes one realiZe that
actually what wasn't. clear was what was in the
philosophic moment, and only when the objective and
subjective merge is it “"proven.’ Oh, the source, the
ground, really also had a roof. But the context in
between, the structure, couldn't be controlled without

5 "The book" refers to Dunayevskaya's planned book, “Dialectics
of Organization and Philosophy: The ‘Party’ and Formis of Organiza-
tion Born Out of Spontaneily.’ Dunayevskaya's book was left
unwritten at her death on Junc 9, 1987, but her many notes for it
have been collected and donated to Wayne Stute Universiiy Archives
of Labor and Urban Affairs, us the Supplement fo the Raya Dunayev-
skaya Collzetion, Vol. 13, which forms part of her Archives. These
writings are available on microfilm. -

G°This refers to tlie break-up of Correspondence Commiltees, the
organization of which Dunayevskaya was co-eader [along with
C.L.R. James and Grace Lee Boggel from 1951 o 1955, In 1955,
Dunayevskaya founded News and Loflers Committees, the organi-
zation she headed from ils founding to her death in 1987,
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the objective situation. But thal, on the other hand,
made it very clear that we are back 1o focusing on the
. philosophic moment. '

1987 AND TFIE IMPERATIVENESS OF BOTH THE -
OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE URGENCY NOW
MANIFESTS THAT WHAT HAS BEEN AN UNTROD.
DEN PATH ALL THESE YEARS, BY ALL POST-MARX
MARXISTS, INCLUDING LENIN-WHO. DID DIG
INTO PHILOSOPHY, BUT NOT THE PARTY, AND
LUXEMBURG, WHO DID DIG INTO SPONTANEITY, -
BUT NOT PHILOSOPHY—IS ORGANIZATION, the
Dislectics of Philosophy and Organization. ’

Why did we think once we took the big step of
separating, indeed breaking, with the elitist party, that.
it is sufficient to do so politically without doing so -
philosophically? ) . E

Wasn't it because we actually had not penetrated the
dialectic of organization in its relationship to dialectics
of philosophy, though we certainly never stopped using
the word “dialecties’'? In a word, even when we used
“Absolute’’ in relationship te methed and definitely
stressed that we do not mean justa tool or application,
we did think that it was not just the threshold of the

. Absolute Idea, but the Absolute Idea as jts ultimaie, -
as if Absolute Mind was no more than ‘what Absolute
Idea was in the “Logic* and Hegel didn't need to tell
us that we better not stop there and instend go to
“"Philosophy of Nature" and "“Philosophy of Mind."

No wonder that whea C.I.R. James said that he
looked into Philosophy of Mind, he concluded that he
found nothing there "for us'7 ! must have felt

© ¥ See the letter of CL.R, James 10 Grace Lee Boggs of May 20,
1949, in The Raya Dunayevskay:, Collection, #1612.15,
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10 The Philosophic Moment of Marxist-Humanism

dissatisified, since that is where I went, and precisely,
I might say, on the question of what we called "'dialec-
tics of the party,” specifying however, that 1 wasn't
interested either in the mass party, which the masses
will build, or in the elitist party, which we definitely
opposc, but in what happens'io a smali group “like us”
who know that nothing can 'be done without the
masses, and are with them, but they (smali groups} are
theoreticiang and they always seem to be around too,
So, what is the objectivity which- expiains their
. presence, as the objectivity explains the spontaneous
outburst of the masses? In a word, 1 was fooking for '
~ the objutivity of subjectivity,

‘ihe one thing I did not mention in'discussing 1953
« s that the letter of May 20, where I suddenly speak
on the Philosaphy of Mind, came after C.L.R. James
had said in his Notes--or the letter accompanying hic
Notes—that he had looked into Philosophy of Mind, -
and found nothing there ""for us* (naturally that means
" Johnsou-Forest Tendency}.® So why did I go to the
Philosophy of Mind after connecting the end of the last
few pages of Science of Logic with Philosophy of Mind?
And that was directly after I just repeated what the
Johnson-Forest Tendency had worked out, that Leniu
said Marx's deveiopment in the section on commodities
not only bore ressmblance to Hegel's syllogistic
U-P-1,° but moreover, what is further to be noted is
that just s Lenin had noted that Chapter One of
Capital—and we noted Chapter One including fetishism
bore resemblance to U-P-1—so the accumulation of

A 'The ““Johuson-Forest Tendency™ refers to the tendency headed
by Raya Dunayevskaya, C.L.R. James, and Grace Lee Bogys within
the U.S. Trotskyist movement from 1941-51, which developed the
theory of stale-capitalism,

IThis refers to legel's syllogism *'Universal-Particular-
Individual”’ {sce footnote 27 to Letter of May 12, 1953}
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capital, its Genera] Absolute Law, was based cn the
Absolute Idea, holding that just as that méant the
" dialectic of bourgeois society, its end by the revolt of
the workers, so Marr “also set the LLaits to the diaiectic
of the party, which is part of bourgeois society and wil]
‘wither away with the passing of the bourgeoisie. . .
Therefore, what we were worki
- book; but a philosophy, a w
diulectics for our age, of nost-World War IT, anqd that,
of course; meant crackiing the Absolute, That is where
we all stopped. C.L.R. James promised he would do i,
but he didn's, Instead, he said he hed looked into the
- Philosophy of Mind and found nothing in there for ys,

it SIRE NP U

- 5o, whatei>r it was that was driving me in 1953 ¢o
* write those letiers of May 12 and May 20, it suddenly
became. the whole of Hegel's work, beginning, as
always, with what Marx said ‘was most important i
Phenomenology of Mind, going through the Science of
Logic with Lenin, byt refusing to follow ejther Lenin
in that last paragrapk,'® or C.L.R. James on the fact
that he found nothing in -Phifosophy of Mind, and
delvirig not enly into that work, but into those last final
syllogistns that nobady, including bourgeois academia,
had seriously tackled the next decade.' I was not
debating them or what they did or did not do; in this
case, my "ignor_ance" saved me from having to argue

o

h.!;*m\:n:e.“‘.q“;au Rl B S

10 The lagy pazagraph” refers to the jas paragraph of Hegel's
Science of Logic, In his 1914 "Abstract of Hegel's ‘Science of Logic!
Lenin wrote that the last hall-puiagraph of the l.ogic was '
porlant.” For Dunayevskaya's "“refugal to follow™
her Letter of May 12, 1953, which fellowass_

"' "Thiuse final syiloglsms'' refers 1o paragraphs 575, 576 and 577
of Hegel's Philasophy of Mind, which forms the third part of his
Encyclopedia of 1, ical Sciences. These three final
parcgraphs were ndded (G the 1830 cdition of this work, a year before
Hegel's death, For Dunnyevsknya's view of these three final
syllogisms, see her Letter of May 20, 1953, which follows.

MR S AT A
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12 The Philosophic Momeri of Marxist-Humanism

with them or anybody, but, again it was Marx who,
though he broke off his manuscript before the final
section of Philosophy of Mird, his very sharp digging
into Capital, especially the general law ot capitalist

© accusmulation and the new passions and new forces,
led me to conclude suddenly ihat the dialectic of the
Party as well as of the contradictions in the Absolute
Wea itself, resulted in my seeing what I called "the new

) icie}v,” ie. the end of the division between mental and
menual,

Thus, that philosophic moment was the core for those”

her=tofore formative years of News and Letters Com-

-.mittees which ended with the completion of Marxism
and Freedom, where we saw that the little phrase “the
movement from practice” set the whole structure of

“Marxisni and Freedom. Not only that; it served both
as ground and roof for the analysis of the contemporary
world, both theoretically and practically, including the
altogether new voices from both the proletariat and the
new revolts in the-Communist world, as well as the
Black Revolution right here in the US. I'm sure I don't
have to repeat that to this day that first edition had one
bannar-raising event of world historic importance, by
including the first translation both =f Marv's Humanist
Essays and Lenin's Philosophic Notebooks,

{Here Raya said—on June 5, from her hospita] bed—
that she wished to inciude as part of this presentation
the following six paragraphs of her "Theory/Practice”
column written tha: day,j'z . :

Ireturned to the final Chapter 12 of Rosa Luxemburg,

12 Dunayevskaya's *Theory/Practio columan, ftoin which the
following six paragraphs were exccrpled by her, is the last writing
{ram her pen. Entitled O Political Divides and Philosophic New
Beginnings'" the full text was published in the July 25, 19a7
Memarialissuc of News & Letters dedicated to her life and work.
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Women's Liberation, and Marx's Philosoply of Reve.

lution, Its penultimate paragraph read:
“It isn't because We are any ‘smarter’ that we can
see so much more *hap other post-Mary Marxists,
Rather, ;1 is because of the maiuriiy of our age. It js
‘tru that other post-Marx Marxjsts have rested o 4
trunraled Marxism; it ig equally true that pe other
generation could have sey, the problematic of gy age,
much less solve ojzr problems, Only live human beings
can recreate th i dialectic forever anew,
the man beings must dy 50 in theory as

© well as in'practice, It js not a guestion only of meeting

the challenge from practice, but of being able tp meet
the cha!!gnge._from the self-development of the Idea,

and of despening theory to the point where j reaches

" Marx's concept of the Philosophy of ‘revolution in

j:ermanence."'.' : :

It was at that point that I asked thyy the following
paragraph be added: .

“There js g further chaHenge to the forn; of organi-
zation which we have worked out as the committee-
form rather thay the “'party-to-lead’ But, though
committee-form apnd ‘party-to-lead’ are bpposités, they - -

-8re not absovhite ODposites. At the point when the

__theorelic-tbrm ICuchrs philosophy, the challenge

" demands that we Syxntiicsize not only the new relations
of theory to practice, and al{ the forcee of revolution,
but philosophy’s 'suffering, palience and labor of the
negative, ig, experiencing absolute hegativity, Then ang
only then will we succeed in a revolytjon that will
achieve 3 classless, non-racist, non-sexist, truly human,
truly new society. That which Hegel judged 1 be the
synthesis of the ‘Self-Th_inking Idea' and the ‘gair.
Bringing-Forth of Liberty; Marxist-Humanjsm holds, ig
what Marx had called the newy society. The many paths
to get there are not easy to work ont. .
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14 The Philosophic Moment of Marxist-Humanism

Now retirn to our own situation, and think of the
attacks that we will be facing in 1987, when we state . ‘
apenly that even the one ;rost-Marx Marxist revolu-
tionary who did reach deeply into philosophy—Lenin—
nevertheless did not do so on the question of organiza-
tion, In truth, he never renounced his position on the
vanguard party set out in 1902 in What is fo be Done?,
though he often critiqued it himse!f, He profoundly
extended his new breakthrough in philosephy to a
concretization of the dialectics of revolution, and yet
never changed his pesition on the need for the ‘thin
layer of Bolsheviks' as a vanguard party organization.
In 1982 in Rosa Luxemburg, Women's Liberation, and -
Marx's Philosophy of Revolution, we critiqued Lenin™
poiitically. To fully work out the dialectics of philosaphy

- and organization for our age, it is now clear that that
critique must dig deep, philosophically. :

The whole truth is that even Marx's Critiqué of the
.Gotha Program, which remains the ground for organi-
zation today, was written 112 years ago. What is
demanded is not mere ‘updating, after all the aborted
revolutions of the post-World War I world. 'Ground’
will not suffice alone; we have to finish the building—
the roof and its contents. This is what I am working
on now in the Dialectics of Organization and
FPhilosophy. T would appreciate hearing from our
readers on their thoughts on this.

Now then, it seems to me that in a certain sense we
~could call it a shock for me to have experienced this
in this year 1987, when a great deal of research was
done by others—Eugene, Mike, Peter, Cyrus, Kevin,
Sheila, Olga"—on the many ways that spontansity

13 This refers to resezrch for Dunayevskaya's new book prepared
by Eugene Walker, Michael Connolly, Peter Wermuth, Cyrus
Noveen, Kevin A. Barry, Sheila Fuller, and Olga Domanski. For
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appeared in the forms of councils, soviets, committees,
communes, 4ud so forth, not only lo say the generali-
zation: Yes, the parly and the forms of organization barn
from spontaneity are opposites, but they arz not abso-
lute opposites. The change in the title to Dialectics of
Organization and Philosophy'* really mesins that the
absolute opposite is philosophy, and that we have not
yet worked out organizationally. Because. ..

. Take Pannekoek. The Council Communists were
‘certainly earlier on the scene and directly opposed

" Lenin in a friendly way, on the qu2stion of a single form

" of organization, insisting that-when it comes to pro-
duction, the people at the point of production must

- maintain their power after the revolution. But, did they
ever give up their party? Didn't they think, along with
Rosa Luxemburg, that spontaneity is no substitute for
the wholeness of internationnlism and theory? On the
cuntrary, they took that for granted. What not only was
not laken for granted, but never even approached in
-any way whatever, unless one calls ‘‘approached" &
total rejection, was philosophy. Except, except,
except, .. ’ :

The except of course, refers to Lenin. But he too kept
to old and Plekhanov when it came to Russia.

One must not hem in a new duality into'an old reality
because of the similarities of abstract opposites colliding.

Dunayevskaya's noles and commentary on this rescarch, see
Supplement {o the Raya Dunayevskaya Collection, Vol 13, #10727,
#10800-10, #10856-59, #10896-98, #10904-16, #10952, #10557-58,
14 The proposed title for Dunayevskaya's new book developed
from “'Dialectics of the Party* 10 “Dialectics of Crganization” to
"'Dialectics of Organization and Philosophy: The ‘Party’ and Forms
of Organization Born out of Spontaneity.” For Dunayevskayz’s disvus-
ston ol the signilicanse of these changes in the title of her book,
_2en Sunnlamant tn the Rava Dunavevskava Coliection, Vo, 13,
410813, o
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i6  The Fhr'lésoph:‘c Moment of Marxist-Humanism

It is the collision of concrete oppusites that demands
a new unity. Without that philosophic moment there
is no way 1o hew out a new path. And for Lenin there
wis no philosophic moment insofar as organization was
concerned,

In the case of organization, every Left was grabbing
atsome old contradictions, and with them, some old
solutions. Which is why..ae most cogent moment for

" our problematic, and for showing up more than ambiva-
lence in Lenin, was the fact that Pannekoek {fand
Gorter), with that' creative, new concept of council

_ communism, ie. power in the hands of the workers at
the point of production,*came the old, vulgarized,
abysmally nerrow, materialistic philosophy of Lenin's
1908 Materialism and Empirio-criticism, as against
Leniz's great new philosophic breakthrough on the
Larger Cogie, and as if that self-movement of ideas and
of people was a “'betrayal” of the class struggle. And
to this day, that is'what Council Communists are
swearing by (see Lenin as Philosopher).'s

Lenin, too, never raised philosophy directly in vela-
tionship to organization. It was at most a phrase, like
the famuus reference in the Trade Union Debate, where
he brings in, in a general way only, digiectics and
eclecticism (see page 65 of Volume 1X of Lenin's
Selected Works, on "a glass cylinder').'s

And the epigones have been busy trying to say that
whereas it was correct for Lenin not to touch the

15 See Anton Pannckock, Lenin as Philosepher |London: Merlin
Press, 1975). .

16 Sde Lenin's 1920 speech ““Once Again on the Trade Unions, the
Current Situation and the Mistakes of Trolsky and Bukharin,” in
Selected Works, Vol. 9 {New York: International Publishers, 1943),
pp. 62-72;in Collected Works, Val. 32 [Moscow: Progress Publishers,

© 1974), pp. 90-1C0. '
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Presentation of june 1, 1987 7

question of the party when therc was the great phenom-
enon of Soviers, “we" miust no longer avoid the question
of party. Whereupon, they end up just with two more
reasons for being in favor of ‘he vanguard party.

1L Conclusion:
Untrodden Paths in Organization

In 2 single word, we must 80 into these untrodden
‘paths, We must not, I repeat must not, look for a crutch
just because 'a new epigone is using the word
“democracy” to medn more than one party, and a Mao .
is espousing at one and the same time, *bombard the

~-headquerters” and “the Party remains the vanguard*
[+ vs. bureaucratization. . ,}.- C

- Since Marx_ himself laid the ground—and that,
remember, is 112 years ago—in other words, the whole
of post-Marx Marxism beginning with Engels has not
built on that ground, And Engels, you must remember,
did fight hard to have the Critigue of the Gotha Progiam
published, if in a "'moderated" form, and yet assented
.to the establishment of the Second Internatioral. And
the German Social Democracy had been forced to
publish it, but only as a “contribution to the discus-
- ston," not as ground for organization.

Lenin did return to Marx's roots in Hegel, and did
see that the Critique of the Gotha Program had never
really bean concretized as the smashing of the bourgeois
state, without which you could not have &-revolution,
In a word, he certainly worked out the dialectics of
revolution, and made it be in Russia. But, but, but—he
loe dida't touch the question of the parly. On the
contrary, it didn't even go as far as his own varied
critiques of What js to be Done?, once the Bolsheviks
gained power. S ’

IR 11 ey et e

A W e,

11749




1§  The Philosophiv Moment of Marxist-Humanism

With Rosa Luxemburg. Women'’s Liberation, and
Marx's Philosophy of Revolution, especially Chapter
11, we alone showed that Marx had created the
philosophic ground for organization. But we need not
only ground but a roof. And we have zil lhese 112 years
of void on organization and philosophy. There is no time
i a nucicar age to put it off for another day. -

1988 is the year of the book, and not as in 1980 just
as challenge to post-Marx Marxists, but the actual
presentation of the dialectics of philosophy and the
book as one, and for that it needs a whole organization,
and not just the author. The whole does not mean. ..

The real point is the meaning that this is not a
question of the *quthor,’ but the whole organization.
I'want to stress the word,'the whole,' not in the sense
that iach one is going 1o wrile a chapter, but rather that
"~ tha context of each person’s activity and special point
of concentration—be it Jabor, Women's Liberation,
youth, Black, etc.—will be inseparable from the ineaning .
of that activity, and that meaning, whether of an
objective évent or the subjective activity, will be
projected to those not-yet Marxist-Humanists, because
in meaning, i.e. ~hilosophy, is both ground and roof ot
all we do, survey, strive for,"as we prepare for that
“revolution in permanence.’

P I P L

The philosophic’ nucleus, the attempt to becoine
i"practicing dialecticians,’ did have a good beginning
in the 1980s./7 Bu. the test is very different now, not
because that is not what we need, We certainly do. But

17 In 1980, News-& Letlers newszaper began publishing as a
12-page monthly with the aim to more fully manifest philosophy
in revolutionary journalism. For Dunayevskoya's discussion of this,
see her The Myriad Global Crisesof the 9805 and the Nuclear World
sinve World War [T [Chicage: News and Letters, 1986), pp. 43-60.
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Presentation of]uhe 1, 1987 19

because the type of need involves first the whole
organization which this year-has been so preoccupied
with making a success of the biweekly' that the
organzational growth from which it was supposed to
be inseparable was very much separated. It suffered
that because what Bot put very much on the back
burner, and back again to only me writing it, was
phifosophy. ' .

I want to repeat, because philosc;phy has not
‘permeated the paper, thérefore, it didn't permeate the
organization, o ' ‘

. Therefore, I would very strongly suggest that the
" Plenum consider that beginning in January, 1988 we
become a m:;mhly'twaly;c_‘page paper in a very new .
way, where the book—Dijalectics of Philosophy and -
Organization—becomes the dominant force not onlyin -
_essay-articles, bt in every activity we undertake,
especially in discussions with subscribers, with not-yet
Marxist-Humanists, not just as the recording of the
events and thejr experiences, but the meaning of those
events and experiences and their direction s global
- context. That is what we will have to project when we
have conversations with subscribers. That is what hag
been missingthe whole new concept of “post-Marx
Marxism as a pejorative''~it just laid there in Rosa
Luxemburg, Women's Liberation, and Marx's Philo-
sophy of Revolution. '

To assure that such essay-articles would be forth-
coming, we ought to suggest or have people volunteer
in September at the Plenum, on what they would do

'8 In January, 1987, News &
as a biweekly: for one of Dy
ment, see her “The Shocking linison of U.S~Iran
a biweekly News & Letters’ in News & Letters, December, 1986,

;

11751




20 The Philosophic Moment of Marxist-Humanism

for the issues beginning in fanuary, 1988, [ have had
a chance to speak o some on this already. By raising
it this early, it-means ! iiot only want to hesr from you
today, but we will continue the discussion at Lhe next
Resident Edilorial Board meeting, when I will bring in
a draft of the Plenum Celi.'” And once the Call is cut,
thien the full Plenum discussion is open to all.

19 The "Resident Editarial Board" is the elected leadership body
of News and Letters Committees; “The Plenum” refers to a national
gathering of News and Letters Committees, which was scheduled
1o be held over Labor Day, 1987, Due to Dunayevskaya's death on
June 9, 1987, lhe Plenum was poslgoned to January, {988, when
this presen‘ation of Jure 1, 1987 was adopled as ""the centeal part
of the Mayxist-Humanist Perspectives' for 1988. The “*Plenum Call”
refers to a document written by the Resident Editorial Board 60 days
befare the holding of a nalional Plenum which outlines the
philosophic-organizatienal-political perspectives to be developed at
the Plenum.
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