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Lot .on Priday night; Mike, Bonnie, and T had a inng discussion of the K

-. felationship of the book to the perspectives and to history. We all By
.dgreed that there were two hieg problems about the boolk. /4 HRotn of which f $
must be related to history to be understood:, These argliy.. .aoene of u,”&fllk;:” 2
in the orgariization have yet understood your statement U %ggh;aci_mnsdb" .
unite with its theory of revolu§ian® Inovder to make.tha,na.olutiongand :

_the statemsnt That you mede thh#¢¥Fnilescohy itself is mevolutionary™...thus,
pone of us have been gmacticing dlalertics—weli ripr-have We bHeen-helping yug/'f//
with the: book. And,é%?@ou have bsen having trouble with the.ssoflon on 14
¥Ry Passions and New Yordas" ~--a problem which we think also relates to

the idea of "subject must unite with i%s theory." Go, I will try to ] -
reconstruct the convarsation the three of us had in the hopes that 1t will B

_ help at least to outline tha problems in historieal-philesophic terms on- . .
our leaval.. ‘ P g

; ' Mike started the discussion by reccunting tha’ P&R Eréw directly out . :

' of M&P, that 1t took up with the question of philesophy which M&F left unanswered.

.. He then rointed out thet the first editlon of M&F anded with the new passions f

. and pew forcas that were arising from practice~-~the black movement hers and

"' the Hungarian end other Bastera European freedom fighters—~«it sort of ended

“. .on and optimistic note with these forces and threw down the challenge cf—— !,

‘i philosophy to the Marxist movement., The second edition¢en the other hand,)ﬁfl

eadsd with Mao and the {Hwo kinds of subjsctivity,--the petty bourgefos—— M 0

.subjectivity of Mav's re rogressionist philosophy of substitutlng himself 4.~ "

‘a8 leader and his ideas for the bodies and mihds of the masses who will
make. the social revolution...and the other subjectivity of these masses as

.. subject. And here 18 where you said that if we are to overcome the

i~ voluntarism of pett ‘bourgeios subjectivity of Mao and others, we must see
" thet the revolutiopary subject unltes with its theory"--the_philo;pphy—aﬁ?,(?o'
Marxist~Humanism. \And, Mike pointed .out here that this was/a'big break.=’’ ﬂ:fl/

.& philosophic departure if you will~-in the. thought-of-M: Tt=Huranism jﬁ’ﬂ#’-

- because. what you were now saying is that(Marxisi=-Humanism s agunject in .L;ﬁéai
. the:same way as the movement 1s subject and . thus the urgehty of writing fﬂg?’,//]

I PER becama So much greater becausz the ideas of M-H'ism are needed to make " i
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‘a pevolution. The three of us agreed on this, but let me gay that for young
geople sueh as myself this realization 1s so fantastic that it Tlocprs you
becavss you.are still getting used to. what 1t means to be a revolutlionary -
angd. to measure yourself againat history XX and you don't have the year in
the movement and the closeness with the ideas of M*H'ism which comes with
belpg through the breaks an@ the develorment of the ideas. etec. -atca
Apywsy, I think problem number ons for the members--the young ones at least-=
start with understanding this concept which Mlke brought up.
At this peint in our discussior I brought up the quesiion of

N phi¥asophy and organization as relates to the three historic periods that

' you have been siressing over and over agalh in- so many diffsrent ways since
= tho 1968 Oenvention: Marx and the International Workingman!s Assoe, and .
3 the Paris Commune, Lenin and the Bolshaviks and the Russian Revolution, and oy
You and News and Letters. and_the Weedbd American Revolution, Again, for me
to make this ‘pne-to-one-to-one Felatlonship in theds way represents something.’'-
big in my mind whicH really ought not to be so big because this is what I :
thinlke you have been doing over and over again since '68. Anyway, we
decided that in 1870 only Marx, not even Engels as you pointed out and not
the Workingman's Assoc, w=zm was able to meet the challenge of hlstory
when the Parls Ccmmune broke out. He had tc cross out the mames of the
Workingman's Assoc, a2nd substitute Communards because only Marx knew what it
meant for subject to unite with theory at that historie juncture. The nevw
passiona and new forces--the new organizational form of the proletariat --
was the Commune yet the others besides Marx couldn'?t pracgice gtaiectics sc

'+ see it. Now to Lenin and the Bolsheviks...nere s a

g%iikggglggcﬁet...it is very true that there could have been no Russian
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‘F -Bevpdution if there had been no Bolshevik Par%y, but the historic quoestion
‘. -that Ican't seem to answer is ,..did the Bclsheviks understand Lenin's rew.
niiversal "To a men™ and if so why did they turn into their opposite so fast
~after 1917%7?? You have given us ore answer---—that only Lenin understood it
"because only he had studied Fegel and teen the dialectical core of Marxzism
"to be self-development and second negativity--=but then why were -the Boishaviks.
abls to maké the revolutlon, i.e., why were they able to understand the
importangé of tiie new subject and the new srganeational form of the proletariat
. 85 'subljéet,, the Soviet3?? It is true that Lenin had to win over the Bolsheviks
to. the lidea of ®AlL power to the Soviets® and it is also true that you have
sald? that Lenin understood dialettics but failed historically by not letting
the others know his method, thus they could not know how be arrived at the
'"A1). nower to the Soviets™ and the "To & man", but this explanation dces not
. s¢am to be ernough %o go on--~BSPECIALLY IN LIGHT OF TCLAY A¥D NZW3 ARD LETTERS.
Because today you are working on Philesopby and Revolution and trying to get
‘18 to understand dlalectical method -and yet we are having trotible both in
- understanding the book itself and in practlcing dislediiecs...Ths more I think
- over: these thrse historic periods,tths more I understand the urgency of the
boole and' why you are having so mnch trouble with it. But some big questions ,
renalie- p 1f both the Workingman's Assoclation falled and the ) ﬂﬁdi/
.Bolsheviks: aiiad how can we oxpect to succeed? Again, you have given a =
(- elue: %o this when you explained to us about each age gaining a maturity that ; 0
'Eﬁqppasifrpm Xkaxxew it being a later historical period...and also wa are at i B
2t least trying to understaund method though we have net been 4doing so wekl, R -
§i- 1-ddn't feel I can anawer this question although I think everything we are ﬂLﬁ(;ﬁ: ‘
oing is on ghe right track. But, st111% anocther guestioh remalns about yu ’&7

thiay did Mot 'agree with~--that 15 that with Part III of ths book on the

Phikdeophy.2gnd Revolution which I brought up to Mike and Dennie and which 6%22
av. paggi and’new forces the clement that seems to be missing that was L

pagf
R pt’iith the othar two historical examples {rom Marx and Lenin is that
of -the:new~ofganizational form #f the subject. It doesn't seem to me that
~alther £km ih Eastern Europe or Africa or the US or anywhere ws have seen s
' 4 rallional. form-of -subjectivity--to.-rival the Commune or thg Soviets,
@y s this why Part III Is so hard to write? : :
o Ib'an&-thisé I mast relate that Mlice stopped me here hy saving fhat I
8

have always hed a tendency %o put thing-s off for the future as if tinme
would toll the answer,qbut that Mike felt that the only answer to my question
is no%.in the proletariat but ip what we dp avervday to practice dialectics.
He: became as concwete &5 I was abstract by saying hiow are we going to
acgkloeve.-proletarianizaticn ete. etce. ete., And, he went back to history to
shew: how the Bolsheviks had to show tha Soviets the power which was implicit
in them. This statement reminded me of something you said last week about i
everything beilng a question of making explicit what is already there... B -
Buty,. Baya, T know my abstract tendencles amt as opposed to Mlkefs and I 5{1} !
also understand that this is what Mao's subjectivity does--1t puts off for _*
the future what can only be accomplizhed by a working out of the dizlectle ==
but my quastions still remain abowt the historic challenge for us as
organizaticn and the new organlizational forms of the revolutionary subject.
I hope you will get a chance to shed some light on our discussion
and that 1t might help you in writing Part III. I alse bope that in-the—
'next few months I will better understand (transgendence as objective movemenmens
" xe and begin to work out the perspectice of proletazrianism in NY.™
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