. {m\f/ © Sept.15,1970
. ) It ws great hsaring from yous I thought you had forgetten wo and the
Absoluta Icea. Instead, you had been iavelved in a re2l movoment from practice—e

hurrah for .quouh;v workerst )

‘ I will be forwarding to Gejo Petrovic the chapter on Lenin and Hegal
80 that what 1 eay cn Hegel dossn't sound ebstreot, amd it 15 1970 and Ghe
200th anniversary of ono ard 100th of the “Other?s” birth, I will balieve
that the fres flow of ideas does include such indeopendent Marxists s myaels |
when I #es wyself Sn print there. I should have thought thst, from my .
. parzis Bimanism: foday , that wms includad ia the Fromm volume on Socialist
fumarisn  $o tho. pamphiet, Communism, Pan-Africanism, Marxist-fumanisw and the
-AFRQ=ASIAN REVOLOTIONS there would be.quite anough of material that the lugoslav
awlisnce would be interested in, and perheps tho other mgagzine you meaticn
‘has #0 docided. In any amee, it iz all in your hands, and I have full confideace
-+ Serry to say thet I do not share yow' exslted views of Brnest Mandels.
I debated him in 1947 when tho Fourth Iuternational allowed me £o .preasnt the
vieus of state~oupitalisn to thair Congress, end found bim supercitious. He
aid, of ‘course, dovelop in all these years, but the work that gave hinm all
that high etanding &s & Msrxist economist I considersd both apologist for
Stalinism amd urderconsuptionist, as you can see from my review whick I
enclosa., Yos, he Ls erudite,etc.ate. but, as I express it in the review, he
has read too many bourgeols books ANd is thoroughly famcineted with the latezt
market devices. I do not know how he has developed 2s an crator, eo you may .
- beright there, but our cdmrades who had attended tho Soclalist Scholavs Conference
were not ell that impresscd even when he camo over to our literature tahle
and asked Chat he chould be remembered to me. Having heard the Y0ld Han" himself
I am jnot likely to consider the cratsrs of our day as phenomenal. Tho main -
point 1s the contant of what ho 6aid. What w 8 topict What did he aim for
draasing an Eurdpesn audience? ?YE LA %T—/ﬁw o
veeqiie)  frsr - Qe 17 S 3
you suppoze you avar wiil tiste to resume owr discussions
on Philosophy anmd Ravolution? Have you thought of any chepter on the
relationship of philosophy to revolu-tion in Fast Europe from Yuzoslavialse
break with Stalinism till today thadt could fit iante my work as sywbol of
solidarity in this free flow of Marxist ideas through nationmal channels? If
yss, then I will send you the final part-of the draft of my work &nd seo how
we could work that in, How much of the draft of the book déd I give you? Has
it the seotion on "Economic Reality and the Dialectics of Liberaticn® which
anilyses the economlos of the technologlecdly advanced and technologiendly
urderdaveloped countries, Though it concentrates on Africa, I actually”hungerad
for an East European section,
Wi1l yeu have any opportunity to vislt Ceechoslovekin?
5 ++ ... 48 g0 very anxious to meot you, and I &m more you understand how
very sad ard isolated one fesls | W - Am leoklng forward to hearing from
you re your editorizl meoting Septiu¥ier bth and on ail other mtters idesl and
materials Give my very warmest regards to Christina. I miss you both,
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The Objective Logic (which discusses Being and Essence) deals just as much
with God s doss the Subjective Logic, but with this differance; in the Objective
Logic, the Absolute has not attzined self-conscicusness, “Objective Logic...
comprises . . . metaphysics, in Lo 1ar as {metaphysics] attempts to comprehend
with the pure forms of thonght certain substrata primarily taken from sznsucus
reprasentation, such 3s Sou), World, Ged: and the determinations of thought
constituted what was cssential in the method of contemplation. [Objective]
Logic, however, considess these forms detachied from such substruta, which are
the subjects of sensuous representation; it considers their nature and yalue in
themselves. The old metaphysic neglected this, and thus earned the just reproach
of having used thess forms uncritically, without a preliminary investigxtion as to’
whether and how [ar they were cupabie of being determinations of the
thing-in-itself, to use the Kantian expression, or, to put it better, determinations
of the Rationul.”33

In other words, traditional metaphysics marely conceived Being and the
World, as mere abstizctions, externcily related, whereas their truth consists in
their dynamic, and organic, snternal relationship. Put differently and more
concretely, threugh a contrast: For Hegel, as for Aristotle, God's knowledge is
reflexive — but Aristotle’s Being only knows himself and not the world; whereas
Hegel's God, in knowing himself, knows tie world.

THE FIRST TELOS INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCB: '
“THE NEW MARXISM”
Waterloo, Ontario, October 8-11, 1970

A Telor Conference is, at first sight. o contradiction In terms, Telos is
eseentially a radical anti-cstablishment journal devoted to — among other things
.~ demolithing most of the present-day nonsense that goes under the name of
philosophy while at the same time rediscovering things such as what has been
called the “hidden dimension™ of the continental - philosophical tradition:
Evropean Marxism. Conferences, on the other hand, are bourgeols institutions
for professional academicians who must periodically escape their boring routine
(preferabiy with their mistresses) to far-away and exol¢ places where these
meetings are usually held. Consequently, a “Telos Conference™, if not a put-on,
would indicate Lhe embourgeaisification of the journal and the senifification of
its staff, Neither is the case (nr so we hope). In order to really understand what
happened, it is necessary to recapitulate briefly the history and present status of
Telos., : - .
Once upan & time (around Spring 1967) a group of graduate students in
philosophy found themselves in a nouveaux riche university which, as a result of
the political ambition of the stutes governor (Rockefelier), had been
vyationalized” from a provincial private institution into a major educational
showpiece — a worthy feather for the cap of zny would-be president. Since
universities, untike oil fields, cannot be drilled into the ground in a couple of
days, the great “State University of New York™ project turned out te be an
institutionzl dinosaur with academic credentizls as large as a flea’s brain. Thus,
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any actual political movement, Gross tried to explain this inzction in terms of
the objective lack of mesningful alcrnatives during the late 205 and 30, when
the only possibilities were Stalinfsra and Socjal Democracy, The apology,
hoswever, did nol go aver well; and the discussion petered out in a polemic about
the mneaning oy iplesspess of sope amonp Hansen, Koso and Plccong,
SR st p::uj:ir"&ﬁf %iﬁ day, after sapper, \ﬁs del lveg'c‘d"ﬁ' Qﬁnya
Dunaysvksya on “Hegeliar Leninism™. Since the title was chosan by tiie
organizers of the conference ~ the hiad not submitted ope — she immediately
complalnsd arnd proclainied 3 new oiie, “Dialectics of Liberation™. The paper
consizred of faur, mzin polnts. First was whut Lenln meant by the dialectic, To
the axtent that Lenin Hved rather than wrote shour the dialectic, any such
reconstruction, based on the scanty Philosophical Notebooks and some sporadic
atticles, necessarily ends up in a barrage of quotes more or less incoherently
assembled indlcsting, at best, thai Lenin did come to appreciate Hegel and thut
he hed a great deal of respect for the dialectic. It would have helped, instead, to
indicate how Lenin "dialectically devzloped his politics, or what It was in its
modus operandf that 1aade it dislectical. Such an analysis would have indlcated,
2mong other things, the crucial rale of theory for praxis, and the general
relevance of pnilosaphy to cveiyday life. Instead, Dunayevskays chose to give a
purely philosophiical account which, given the nature of tiie subject matter,
could not amount to much, The second point, dealing with the more concrete
fonalism und the National Question, thowed much berter
cal way of dealing with political questio

nalysls emerged as more

concrele in terms of the long-range gaals of world revolition since, #lthough he

wholcheariedly supported struggles for national liberation against tlhe popular

Marxist slogans of ‘abstract Internationalism, it §z not al!ogethe{ obvious that,

ultimately, these separnte and discrete strugples will produce anything close to

the *‘classless* seciety. This point is -extremely important toduy since the

movement has yet to figure out concretely how, in the long run, to seconcile the

. Yarious interests of Women's Liberation, Black Power, Chicanos, ele., even

though it is casy to see hew, in their apposition to the system, they are
patentially revolutionary agencies,
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its politcal function which, In the classical
Leninjst formulailon, reflects precisely those Second International assumptions
that Lenin s0 strongly rejected aftar 1914, Dunayevskaya did not fully develop
these paints, bt the development of her argument indicates that these were the
problems which she had in mind since her third major point dealt with the
collapse of Belshevik leadership, presumably. because of the faiflure in the early
1920% to resolve concretely the problems implicit in *the National Question**
and the “question of organization,” In fact, she saw the fallure of Bolshevism os
a result of ts leaders' inability to fully grasp the dizlectic, Although this view is
largely correct, it fails to explain why it wps only Lenin who could thiuk
dialectically and thus risks falling into s romantic theory of histery in which
everything hinges on the actions of o major historical figure, the Great Man,
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Again, what Iz invoived is the question of consclousness in regard to objective
conditions, & question that Dunayevskaya was, once zgain, quite aware of, and
with which she dealt in her fourth major pelnt: “the Death of the Dialectic,”
f.e,, the development of the USSR into a state capitatist system:. When all is 2ald -
and done, the only Marxist expiznation for this phenomenon is that eapitalism
(or imperialism) had not qulte reached its end of the rop= in the 1926 snd that,
censequently, world revolution might have been premature at that stage. Thus,
she wamed over-cager activists to sefrsin from seeking io enlighten others as
thouch that were' all that was needed to precipitate a revolution: when
vonditions are ready there will be tzoatanesus expressions of this readiness,
indicated by the exparience of the last twenty years in Eastern Europe 2nd by
the student movements in the West. In conclusion, she, called for a return to
Lenin, as it were, against the Leninists who, by (reezing the dialectic, have
become fundamentally anti-Leninist, ) ‘

The comments by David DeGrood concentrated on the philosophical
continuity between the Lenin of Materlalisnt- and Empirtg-critic/sm and the
Lenin of the Phitosophical Notcbooks. Also, he sought te salvage USSR from the
charge of state capitalism by pointing out the temporary and {ransitory nature
of thiz state of affairs, justifisble and worthwhile move in view of the
achisvements of the Soviet Union. Since the presentation of Lenin's thought as
fundamentally unbroken hos been a traditional Soviet manoeuver meant to -
apologize for Stalinism as a last link of the official Marxist tradition spanning
from Marx to Lenin to Stalin and all the way to Brezhnev, DeGrood’scomments,
coupled with an undisguiscd apology for the USSR, almost blew Dunavevsktya's
mind. Her life’s work, in (act, has been charactecized by the attempt to rescue
Marxism Iram the official Saviet stzanglehold: even her thesis of the dual Lenin
is meant to salvage the “real” dialectical Lenin from the flat icon usually
sanctified by Sovizt apologists. It is thus not at all surprising that she almost
blasted DeGreod from the podium with cherges of “petty-bourgeois
seademician,™ cte. Semewhat inlimiduled by such philosophical ferocity, the
audience bimited itseif to simply asking clatificatory questions without even
hinting at challenging her thesis. This might also be due to the fact that
Dunayevskaya is probably rhe foremost North American Lenin scholar and has
develaped anc of the mosi solid interpretations of Lenin available anywhere in
the world.

By nine o'clock - the scheduled time for the pane! on “Spontancity and
the Party' — everyone was beat, and & rumor was circulating that, instead of
anothe: session, there should be a “‘spontancous party.” In fact, by that time
most of the participants in the conference had noticed that the twin towns of
Watarlon and Kitchener were in the midst of the annual Oktoberfest and were
aching to taste the free-flowing local brew. Furthiermore, most of the “activists™
had heen somewhat balfled by the abstractriess of the papers and wete impatient
to get hold of something concrete worth dealing with, Given this frame of
reference, disruption had te take prace, and it did.

The members oi the panel were Stojanovic, Dunayevskaya, Brelnes, and
Howard, with Bernic Flynn as chairman, But only Stojanovic was able to deliver
his presentation. His muin point concerned revolutionary organization, or the




