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CRAIRMANTS (L REPORT ON HEB EXECUTIVE SESSION ON PHILOSOPHY AMD LE/DERSHIP
. - - Sunday; fugust 31, 1969 {Abbraviated) )
~Iar me flrst say & few words on what an executive sessfon is. Once a
. year the.Karicnal Bditorial Bosrd members have & chance to talk with esch.
otber,..tc check whether they have. fulfilled thzir stewardship. of . leadership,
their obdligetjons to the oembership, their perspectives for the following
yeor. Tt 2lso sodetimes inciudes some strictly security wstters -- we had two
such this year, -one hore and one abyosd. These, elong wich the naming of
nowes, Jo not get reported to the: membership. Everything.else does get re-

' -ported,-and, for that matter, I do nct belfeve you «ill not recognize who the
- yimemed persons sre. - Revevtheless; 1t {s importsnt thot we digeuss the prin-
cipies invoived, not the perscnalicies. This iz especinally true this year,

~when we hope to bave finighedrthe-writing of Philosophy and Revoluticn, and
everything therefore wili center here, as it did at the pilenary sessiorn,
around “Fhilosophy and Leadership.” o
. The three levels of the discussion are: 1) historic-philosophiec,
2) theoreticsl-fuerican, and 3) organizationsl -- todsy, yesterday, and to-
worrow, all tightly relsted to Phiiosovhy and Revolution. 1970, and dependent,
of course, on Marxism and Freedom, which ésteblished us, 1955-58. The fallure
to.bhare Correspondence on:the £irst-breakehrough. on the "Absolute Tdea" as-a
acvement from practice, in 1953; led“to the collapse of that fivst public
acteapt ot an independent existence. for the state-capitalist theory ac organ-
ization and as psper. We 4id not repeat -that errer when we established News &
‘Letters in 1955 end sicultsnecusly assigned the writing of Kprxiam and Freedom.
#nd now we have hod a 15 year development both in theory énd practice, against
. the objective background of the ‘challenging 1960's, which, o3 we sow with the
Black/Eed Conferences, involved the cutside as well as the inside, it §s high
time lesdership and membership understood the philosophic as well as prsctical
respoasibilities, hence the title,. "Philosophy and Leadership." i

[

I. Bistoric-Phi losophic

How then, let-us go back to the beginnings of the history of Marxism,
its philosophic origins, snd see vhy there was only osme founder -- Merx,

Marx only, not Mzyx and En ele, but Marx 2lone. It has nothing to do with the
idiocies of che stoce-capitelist age and cthe “eoult of personaiity.” The anti-
cultists sre invariztbly the onezs who start out with being for "collective"
lesdership -. that’s how Stalin scarted his cempaign sgainst Trotsky. Trotsky,’
in-turn, £211 into Stslin's trep.of Tfalking quentitatively sbout one versus
many and vice-versa, -insteasd of cstching the philosovhis moment when a whole
epoch o surmed up sc tetally that it hes in it sll the tendencies that will
keep developing {ts contradictions, and, out of them, its new leaps forward.
Thus it was in 1844, when Marx £irst estzblished the new Humanism. So it hes
rémained -- and will recain until-we heve done awsy, root and branch, with ail
razifications of exploitacive capitalism. We &ll, beginning with Engels, are
followers. (I don't, as Yyou know, very often agree with Jesn.Paul Sartre, but
he did catch whet 1s mesnt by ohilosophic momeut, how rare these creations axe,
when he said that from the start of modern philosophy, that is, the start of
capitalism, from the 17ch century and Descartes co the 19th century and Marx,
there were oniy thyres revicds for azarily three centures: Descartes-Locke,
Kant-Hegel, 2nd Marx.)

Fgein, uhan we say there was only one, not cnly do we mesn philosephic
mooent, 2nd rot “personality,” but we are awsre that there were hundreds--and
sozetimes, at the revolutionery mosent of transformation, millions -- of
talented, creative human beings. The important thing is to catch the question
of sumzsticn. Surmation means SO total a conclusien of what is happening in
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th‘js;,éppc_:h. 'fl:hal:git; {hc_l.}ic_!sji; the tendencids for the t‘uture; i.e., anticipates
what will happen when it does get transformed into actuai revolution.

. #né yet thers is only one pérscn who does the cuuming up. Tt sounds
especizlly chocking -when that refers to the truth that it was only Marx,- not.-
Marx end Engels. - Hou -could it possibly be just one, uwhen these two men were'.

. both bresking with bourgecis thought -- in.economics Engels, -in fact, was the; -
ruperics, ™ Lngu core -- and no philcsophy known £s HMarxism had yet been evoived.
No greater friendship exists In intellectusl history, and at no time was Bngels
séparaced from Merx. What Morx kad left for him $o edit -- Volumes 1 end LIX
of Capital -~ couldn't-have becn done by any other, and without Engels. we: would
have been deprived of Marx's grestest' hericage, .

= . hAud yet =~ and yot-- because he.was the talented co-leader but foilower.
not originator, it was.precisely Engels who, In"reuriting’ the 1844 Critique
of Peuerbsch $nto the 1888 Feuerbach paamphlet, 1sid the besis for the Second
internationsl’s mechanistic materialism. (We cannot go into this here -~ and
I have beretofore-not even mencioned.it because tha Mleayned” who have dis-

‘covered the differencas between Marx:end Engels, misuse it for their owm pur-"
Nos€s -~ £one iore’ 0 than Sartre who had the sudacity to attribute "coday’s
Marxigee,¥ that.iz to, 66y, Commnist perverters, with vhom ke collaborated all

i'toc easily, to, as be put it, “that unfortunate meeting of Marx with Engels
in 1854." A1l that concerns us here is to catch the quintessential importence

1 P . . ..
and ccfltinu.l:z of the.piulosoph!c_g:am?nts.) - ] - .
I,  The ThroreticeAmerican -- Leom Trotsky 1s.rot the Historic-Phi losophie
. Continuator of ‘Merx and- Lenin, . i ‘

- . The vhole point, insofar as our age iu our pragmatic ‘merica is con-
cernad, is'that the Humanism which Marx laid down as the foundation of Mater-
fajism, Historical Msterislism, is the Humanism which we;singled out theoret-
“ically, philosophically, in the mid-1950's. The fact that the East European

- proletariat, in o fuli revolution, and the American proletariat in its battles
with Automstion, were both doing in prectice what we were doing in theory, is
no accident. What we wére doing had been done by noae other, .and made 1t
neceusary not .only to bresk with Stslinism end Trotskyism, but slso with thoge
with whom on the econcmic-political- plene, we were 2s one -- the state-capital-
ist tendency. . -

In a word, the theory of state-capitalfism without the Marxist-Humanist
philosopay, like waterialism without dialectics, ends both in vulgsr materisl-

ism ond purely negative opposition to the bourseocisie without the live revolu-
——re———e - e e e et L e e i e A et i b e,
tionery subiect to do the yeorpsznizotion of sveiety. Organizationally, the

state-capitalist tendency, 2s we all know, wac broken up in & most unprincipled .
DEMNCTy VEIBINg pot only ond not merely on cliquism, but actusl betrayal. It
was only after that thet we could speil out the 4bsolute Idea -- the unity of
theory and practice, the mdfvement from practice -- as black production workeyx
tas well as white, at first) as editor, as columnists, as the new voices to be
hesrd above the din of the glib, and which we spelled out.in our Constitution
asg worker, youth, women, end that extre dimension of bleck as color. ... ‘

Aad I'm sorry to have to 2dd that if Engels had published the 1844 manu-
script insteed of bring- it "up to date™ and "simplifying" or “popularizing" die.
szctics (we all loved Fguerbach, whole generations were reised on this one
booklet) we would heve had a foundetion with which to fight Kautsky and Plekhancv,
Inscead; the heritage was left to Kautsky. A1) the resc of the story of the
collapse of the-Second Znternational and Lenin's need to return to Hegel for
himself need not be gone inte here. But-let us not forget that it took a
revolution as great 2s the Russian, scholars as great end persistent as Ryazanov

to pry‘those MSS from those vaults. &nd-in our.age as great 8 revolution as .the
liungarisn to make that Humoenism live, :

Pty LR L L I

¥

TR O T AR v+ S




I L YT

The fncr. thzt the trensition point from Lenln -= Trotsky -- wos not
the philoanphic polat ef continuity 1s what makes it so difficult. . The fact
_ of ‘tha Second Interagtionsl's betroyol wos ensy.to sce. But with lenin and
Trotsky -- because Trotuky, did not hetray, he was always a great revolutionary-~
qhe phllolophlc void {8 not, ecgy to ccmprehend. OK, We have to terry here,
Trauky's posi%ian wss, "t’ea. J nwad differsnces with Leain. But the fact thot
. Lenin and I were on, the seme. nide ‘of che bnrzacndes in 1917 eraged all difier-
endel beiueen uu.“‘:ﬂo 1t.didn't. Tha ravolutlon proved tkat Trotoky woc a
very great mvolu:io-wry and deag!te the -fact that he tad not raorgsnied his
phtloncph c:ponzepciops p; had Lenin, he was on- ‘tha right side of the bayrzcadas.
We rioss, Jnoss “ghat’ te was ;u Ei;lenr. -only because Lenin was there and Lenin bad
wede 8 phl losop,hic bxeak u t:h his B8D%, “ . .

X ualn't zwnre of Ecnin’z ?hllosonhic Ra:eboaks ynen 1 was Tro:sky's
secrezary in. 1937, and’ dldn!t“ kno“ ‘that rrutsky had not committed himeelf on
‘the- Ehuo:ophlc No@:eboo-:s.._ 'rhere uaz no dlscusuf.tm hetween as on that question.

o Now..for you to grasp hou aericus '\t 18, end bou. 1mportan: 1: ts for us
to gee that Trotsky wasn't, the philosophlc continuater, .6a we ore, mosns. to
see thaot Lenin himsaif left u3 8 dual heritage, in other words, 'kis philosophic
netebooks. were private. If.yon read Imperialism alone, it wouldn't meanm any-
thins - he hnd juas fcund‘the letest ctege of cepitslism. In £act, that's
vhai the bourgeoise.glways ;ella you, that ell he did was steal from Hobson's
_lacése flgurea, &nd ‘then_ he, made‘naﬁw concrate concluslons about what the pro-
letarlat uould do. about it. . You would have seen the transformatiom into
oppesition {n Imnerlalism.,thﬂt becsme his new category. But what would, re-
(sult from the opposite? ~The new universsi, the Subject, "to s man"? -No sir.
"'Yeu have Lo reed Staete and;Revqutlnn to see that,

BTy
4

Whén, you ca:ch tha economlc momen: of break. and the ecunamic ney stege
in the world developmeat, thatls oniy the bepinning. You can't do without thet
beginning, but it's o beg{nving only, It just won't do, unless you get the
positive, the negative, the newr universsl - and through the dialectic as well
as through the actual movement of history. So we had 1915-1917. Lenin oper-
ated on the basis of his great new discovery, but he kept these Philoaophlc
Notes "private,” unpublished. In’ othez .words, he gove us the results.’ We must
begin anew -~ and ghow the IL_.eﬂsv so everyone, “to s man™ will heve the dis-
lectic 85 unity of thicory and prectice, This is the new. This iz what no one
caught, though the state-capitelist tendency at lesst tried. With the outbresk
of World War II,. it was clear that Trotskyism, as oppnsed to Staliniam, also
didn’t answer the problem. ‘We were back again in a war, we had nothing thotr
Lenin bed when the wer broke out and he wes betrayed. We had no one who hed
gone back to Hegel, who.had gone back to torx, and forwsrd with these philo-
sophlc foundations to the new.

The first, thing that evclved was the state-capitalist theory. We said
that we had yeached a new stage, not.just monopoly, but o world stute-capitalist
stage; Stalinism wes but the Russian name for it. But the real question was:
What is the role of labor? How could such & thing happen? Not oaly how could
a workers‘ state get tronsformed into its opposite, but how could it ba that a
revolutionary leader who opposed Stolin, who stood for world revolutlon, "per-
manent revolution,™ nevertheless not grasp the philosophic moment both of trans-
formation into coposite and the new gonerete umiverssl, the Subject for totel
resolution of differences?
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] See{ng the evrcr does not m2an you see the.new ‘concrete universal.
,In part, it is beccuse the proletariat had mot y2t shown it from below.
~'In part, ‘it is becsuse you as theoretician hed not worked out the bresk.
"So, 02 state-copitalists, we sow the error of Trotskyiam, the neez for nnw
beginnings. When we finally started as an independent grouping -- not- just
as a tendency remaining as pardsites within Trotgkylism, but responsible to’
the public, the proletarian public -- with Corrgspondence, the world con-
ionted also the death of Stalin. The proletorist, in East Germany apecis
fically, did have an answer, en s¢firmarive answer, to the question: ~Can mon
Gin frzedom under cotalitarinnism? And it is within that same crucial three
ménths fntervening between the death of Stalin and the East German revolt,
‘ther I £irst wrote those letters on the Absolute Tdea, discovered the move-
ment from practice some zix weeks before the revalt actually broke out, 1
. bzlieve ‘that Johnson did understand what, philosochicelly, that meant, and
‘fegan at cnce to ccnspire to brenk with me, to break the organizetion from:
England whither he had departed, Grace, with her usual hyperboles, did 88y
‘that my letters on the Absolute Idea werc the equivalen:t of Lenin's Philo-
aophi¢ Notebooks -- but then he got her back into line precisely because we
*- fiad ‘pot ‘built leadership on philoscphic foundations. ' S
.+ hlong with our establishing N&L, and working out M&F, we took preat.
““ercuble to see that we were not known by & "hame®' -- Trotskyite, Johnsonite,
or, for that matter, Joknson-Foreszite -- but by that phllosophic moment,
Marxigt-Humenist. The unique, the new, the philosophic moment, expressed. it-
‘self in the black dimension of editor as well a3 Marxist-Humanism es philo-
sophy; In coneretizstion of that philosophy as forces of revplution «- pro- -
-igtariot, natione) minorities, youth, wemen, the foutside” in Readers' Views,
-4 well as in every facet; the jnternstionsligetion of these forces of revslu-
ticn by the tours (ond the cditions of M&F as ‘'well as current artieles) not
meraly to Europe but to 4€rica and Asiaj and the manner in which this was ve-
“'flected in the leadership, aad In the renks, .in relations with other organ<
~“‘jzations, : : .

‘

-m11. fOrzanizetionsl -- Today, Yesterdey, Tomorrow - -
' “Two y2ars ago, at the eneculive session, what we concentrated on as

* “the philosopbic-foundation of the orgonizational question was: What killed

Lenin? Ve said that we know thet he'died of physical causes, but we also
;" know that something tesrs you apart In other ways as well, He had . greater: .

" -‘yepponsibilities than Marx had -- Marx was the founder, but the Paris Communs
was in Paris. But Lenin suddenly found himself the heed of & state, instead
of just the developer of & theory. And there seemed a contradiction in what
e had as a new workers' state and the new bureaucratization. He gave a very
#oving talk to his Central Commitiee. He said: what is killing us, what is
killing this workers' state? We must remember that history has known all
gorts of degeneracion. It looks like an absolute contradiction between the

“ifasses, who we sey must do everything Lo a man, and this little tiny thin
ieyer of Bolsheviks. It is not, only. the burpeueratization that is killing
'{s, not only the isolation/ Therea have been no succéssful revolutions out-
side Russia, but let us look mot only West, but East, to the Orient. What

te killing us also -- well, look at tne lpadefship. #nd he proceeded in his
Will to give his assessment of them. (Again, we haye no time here to devel-
bf bhis, elthough it becomes, of ceourse, a part of Philosophy end Revolutior.

The chepter on Lenin will desl with the essentizl we are here concerned witlh --

rhilosophy and nrgonizatlon, where Lenin writes that the "greatest thecweti-

cian," Bukharin, "didn't understand the dizlectic.™) The point for us is the
understending of this dialectic, the crucial importance of philosophy rut unﬁg




- in rzlotion to revolution, but even in Miitcle thinge® such as leadership in
amall Marxist groupings -- and it iz this which brings ua to today.

" ' ¥We are.obt-the stage of needing to £inisgh the wrlting of Philosophy and

Revolution. We have made two outlines of the work, and the-discussions around

it were, very often, berter with tlie ocutzide than with the inside. Black/Bed

conferences ‘proved :that. -= w2 ‘had them rua by blatks who were not members both

in LA and SF, but we d4ld not have one in-NY. The beat of courss was where we

¢ould combine Inside 'and oucaide, like -Derroit..  But tha:point 1'm stressing is

that every time we hava reached a.new stage -in :philosophy ;-w. 2uith Marxism ond
.-Freedem.for example =« there wos also a geparation from those on the inside vho

could .ot grasp it, while tie outside did. Thus, we lost .some, but gained others,

‘end on'new foundations. o e . . . . .

- So Idgald last.-yeor bha: not 511 of ‘the. rnmifications were noned. Take
for example ‘Steve;-he msde’such a beautiful motion -~ that I-must go ayay and
Finish .the-boolr-and that that was reslly important ~-- yet he was scting like zn
apful ead ever sgince in New York, not understanding what this obligation meant,
“in-relatien .to-his responsibility as a:leader: in:this new scage ‘that we have
reached.: (Steve. I'm very glud to say,-has changed very much.

- LA " e

‘ But, 1t never fnils that when ‘you reach a8 new stage ln philosopﬁy - GG
"we have:.rweached a very:new stege with Philossphy snd Revolution'~» all things
seem o' fall apart, :1t is. so big that you come to the thresheld send feel you're
falling backuards more tnan getting over the: threshold. It never fails..

Tha firsc break e, hnd in :he leedership before any oF you were members --
except & few of.the older oveg -« was Marxism and Freedom. We reached that. high
rtege, end someone you all knew in a very different capacity, Arthur, said that
what is really the trouble with us i{s that we don't know how to become a mess
orgenization and-whet we need 43 sn offset paper,, Well L'm pure that nobady
‘thinks the LA Frae Press and MNews & Lethkexrs are the same thing. But that's. how
the opposition fixrst expresssd itself. They. couldn't grapple with Marxlsm And
Freedem. And now it {s Philosochy and Revolution. When it was projected a few
years ago we said thet {f you were serious about it, then the New Yorkers had to
try to become & new subecenter, for both the bettle of ideas and for proletar-
ionization. Saul couln't make it, because it meant that he had to break with
whatever he woeg doing here £nd move back to New York, It's rnot important for us
to go into the deteils of what else went wrong in NY.- {Perhaps some day we will
8o. lato chat ) . -

I'm Juse saying thar we had these breaks 0 we appronched this new stage.
And now we have a ‘much higher stspe, when its not just that we think we will
* finigh it someday, but when we think we con finish It within the year. What we
discussed, therefore, was the needad self-discipline, and the fact that every-
bedy in-the leadership must realize that nobody can be ellowed to reject Philo-
sophy and Revolution on the excuse thet it cennot be understood, You can do 2ll
you want with the language but you cannot reject Phllosophy and Revolution and
still be a HMarxigtuHumanist, #nd cherefore the responsibility of the leadershis
- ;to philosophy had to be expressed in certaln of the changes -- wefve gone through
1it all through the sessions. In-other words, we went through the proletarian-
jzei fon of _the branches, the blseck pamphlets, vouth, Women's Liberation. etc.
We srelled it out concretely for this yepr in the Perspective, the Needed Americnn
Pay*: 1utlon. Now a1l that 1s needed, In cerrying out these concrete " perspect Lves,
T3 L.E0 7o to grapple with the relotienship of leadership to philosophy, philosaphy
to mewinership, and organization to phllosophy, ,° 1406
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