i

nended is both a mcre comprehnnslve BEEE dlalect4c of’

Phen. +nan the 1960 Notes. and yet very much "na_rower"

: Bl entr
-Porm of{how to vegin anew. ‘»71_
TS

On the road to d1scover; of a 'holv new contlnent

of +hought and. revalutlon, 1n 1843 n Marx, w;thoutéﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁi

S5 _ ey . any ccncrete reach ror any such
Promethean v1s;on, wasigﬁgﬁﬁ Dosing in his Doctoral The31s
the questlou of where to begin, As o Hevellar_

=f¢und'him5élf in‘disagreement with his 1 “hot jﬁst on .
the analyqis of the dlffnrent v1ews of Eplvurus and Democrit 3
on’ the phiIOSOPhN of nature. Rather. he saw the'sggd;; _.
of Hegel Tailing to achieve a umity of reason -and reality
in the present (1840) perlogLf erisis, Instead.Athere

'séémad to be a
reason and reality confronted each other with hos»ilimy.

;“Tnis duality of phllOSOphlcal self-conscloueﬂess appears
flnaliv as a double trend each.31de utterly opposed to the

other.. (p. 86 of "The Differenue between +he Democritean




Marx's ans‘: er .Qasi tb--*
stressa.ng tha‘i: "The E%g:g_
ratical I-t: is the . n‘cigue 'tha'l: measure’ the individual'
exlstence by the essence. the part:i cular reality b\r '!:he"”
Idea. \y. Ujg}”-"':'_" And uua.'b m—mu and sab the
could only ‘oe found through a new beginning,k@“'a totally
ne'.*a elemen't. Marx found it in ::'ezvo1 tion, the ver V. spec:!.fic .
: -revolution '"hic"t had both ins 1rud and 'n,stlfled Hegel - the

‘great Frencn Revolut:.on.

- every genera‘hion of Marxists, 'bo work out Marxism IOI‘ 11;5

k’v\‘r’w t')\'n
age, nas nevi‘,ﬁeen more oWesans than the one tha’c confrom:o

the decade of the 80s. We of*l;en like to quote tha.t crea‘bivelv

great statement of Hegel sbout the birth-time of History.

What we fa.ll to see is that same para. that falks of
‘birth-time of hls+o-y and period of transition is the period.
nf darkne.:s before the dawn. and that’s what we all have uD

s.uffer Fhrough. "Here is how Hegel ars 1culated J.'l: in his ', i -
Prefaceé qy\&\m}}v \ﬁ(}P f‘qr,&w%‘{* ‘M @\ dmﬂ (W"WU

e Doutoral Dissertation Marx moved m to’

break w:.'th capitalism as well zs the Ydmg hegelians,
'-on to _t‘;zf Crithue of the Hegelian Dlalerlc :m 184k,




3%

: he{v ‘world,'
. g )
Baillie; p. 75

Tha *.eery Wa}f Marx abbrev:l.a ses _theﬂcont'er;ts i)'gge-' 'of."-'__

hege]'s Pherr ‘shows a r’eo *ganizatlon which, far. from "sun-

verting Hegel. actually bringsm ‘greater: order into
the work than ﬂmt magnificent @ng:g‘ chaoti«?ﬁ‘;nml,

—_—-.—-"—-—m--’— .
bursting ferth of‘m all the profunditiss on Spirit -

:m such spontaneitv that Hegel aidn*t even _
- have suoheadmgs foi it' velwdﬂ /71 L()uk ila,w;& 'ﬂr}« /‘m,ew@.eh‘a

now::say _hwa' deficiant. navinz no+ vnderstand '..tha greafaqt_..._'

e
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and’creating prificiple--lies in this:’ that Hegel comprehend
*-the self-production of man as a process . . . grasps the essence
of il.éb'px';.:'-'zmd"’_ g_ﬁoﬁce_i‘ve.s of ob jéc tive ‘m‘ﬁrn', |

of h’iér ow'r':' 'La‘iio;;

But since it wés in alicriated form, it had to, Just when 1t

reached 1its highest point, Absolute Knoﬁlédgé, m ‘uhde;&go the

;“;Eolgothé of the Spirit and perish,

"The i’henoinenologY is, .fhéfkéfutare,ﬂlttxe hidden, still ““ﬂef“{

even to itself, and mystifying critical pbilosophy. However, to
the extent that it holda,,gast the alienation of Man -- even if

Man appears only in the form of Spirit -- to that extent aly

alements of criticism lle SKEEX hidden in it and are often

e e e

already prepared and worked out in a manner extendingf far beyond
e

e — - G e e e

/“- . N PR . N N ) o

“'the Hegelian standpoint. The sectlions on "Unhapphy Consciousness,”
the "Honorable Consciousness," the fight of the noble and

dowtrodden consciousness, etc., etc.; contein the critical elements--

although still in an alienated form -- of whole spheres like

e e i

the State, Civil Society, Life, etc."

A
el
arxhen c"faix




‘ne ans that fho- H gcl l*ve dn- a1 al*ena d worx&“ anuras ks
phllosoph- 13 tha mast—mm anensted of all hdividuala 88" the

€s not take the last step

at an évsence .ich 1= 1;5 very opp051te,

Stop.. Do you, realize how great that

was not only for Marx cleartﬂg his read his toﬁally ney contineft
of *hought and or revolut on, but ours? Well, just consi er. hcw
far in advapce it is even of Lﬂnin.; Nature is not Practice. And
Nature is not Sartrean exteriority. Nature, says 1} Warx, is trua
'essence Qggggge you can't separate Nature trom Human Hhture. And

that is why he useg, not as a naturalist, !ﬂﬁiﬁ-'thoroughgoing
- alone _ '
Natura]. sm-or Humanism vhich. JERGF wou‘lg firstfigresp the act of

A b VL

and therefore have'unde:gope_the_transcen#gqc@ both

world historyﬂ

of religion and thinghood, 1. e., mediated by !Bﬁ-atheism and XE

commun*am-as tha abolition of private property, and only then'

would there start "E_gitxve Humnniam, beginning from itself",

Ko
S B
o \f“‘})‘ﬂ'{"‘




"fj prim;, does not absolve us from t 18 taak only makas

i'h more dif.’i‘lcult. What we are trylng to do with 'bhls Jbook

Lib

-li:now, avxc. see whoth there : are new i‘ace bs we dldn"t zuu.y :

see as they happened ﬂ%e naqt four months. u' e

#%ﬁ*ﬁ***ﬁ*% -ﬂ-****ﬁ--ﬁ*i‘r*-ﬁ-%ﬁ**ﬁ*“***ﬂv****%**#* :

I have ncw located ‘i'he exac“t le't'r.er. or rather

__the 1st random thoughta, on the d:.alectlc of organ;zation -

o/ 4/86 ' which must have been when 1 must have decided
to- call it not "Dla.l.ectlc of Organlzatlon" but addmg 'to
| '_J.t: "D.talectic of Ph.:.loso;;hy,“ since the very lst para. sta‘bes:

T
;

'""‘he one thing that ie new and surpmsnd me for being new

_-erence is not on the dirference between Party and forms of

-organization born out of spontanerty, both of which are or-

) ‘*'-"l-:sanlzation. Ra'l:her, 11: is the dialectics of PhilOSOPhY and N

- dialect&.cs of organization.

“This ic: i‘ollowed in Nov, 18, 1986 with some ideas
for a new Introduct:.on and these L pages call attention
rto the(objec ive s:r.tuation in 2 ways: 1) 1964-66 as the be- | c
inning of Sina-Sov:Let arbit becomim; S*no-Sovz.ef conllict,;'::
J.ts climax oi the rev'n in China and. the trip *bo Jap

oy




}..9';

which ma.de 'ne declde I would not get collaborator for P

2) 1967-8 on 'the lOOth annlversar,; of the publlcatlen cf
Gapitg;, I‘t nay. no‘t have mean’t what they haﬁ 1:0 acknow-

transl&ted from 'che Archives a;nd pub'l iehed 1n N&.h. ‘we
e, joirtly ] i

;

expression“ dire ted abalnst Ronald Reagan.

. "*’_"/':'nme artificer, therefore, combines both by blending the forms of -
{ ‘nature and self-oonsciousness; and these ambigunus beings, a riddle to

themselvas~~ theconscicus struggling with what has no consclouness, the
simple inuer with the multiform outer, the darkness of thought mated witk$
the clearness of expression-- these break out into the language of a wisdom.

that is aarkly deep and difficult to understand”, Pherom. of Mind (p. 707}
ESFER 1/21/87 "Talki ng to Mvself" , which was

’... ..

sent to the 1ocals for indiv:,dual e'l:udy, was once agam on
the 1953 Letters. call:mg a'ttent:.on to all the points we
didn"l; see. especlally those directed agalns‘l: Lem.n, net
.on '.'hhe elitist pe.rty plus its reference toa 1952 letter
tna'ﬁ' evmenuy wa.s on the Idea of Cognlnon centering on 'the
question. _"What Kind of Organizatlon Now?" véry. mueh directed
'l:o the peried m{ 1950 to 53.

ﬂﬁ*ﬂ*ﬁﬁ*ﬁ*ﬂ*‘lﬂﬂ*ﬁ#“#*M***ﬂ***ﬂ*********%i#ﬁ*i*#ﬁ**&ﬁﬁ***%

All +hat is now 1eI‘t is a few quotations I took out
ﬁ-om utner-g 4.1&3. 1y mwnn, wno. on m ?&arx sShows- that

rfi T

) ﬁgp_m; hacauee Marx"hegina with an an it‘ﬂ.esis

ot s R B AL




Z)George Armstrong Kg_}ly, Do 299, where ha
speaka about Hegel by 1801 "saw clearly that the inherent
_ﬁc?ement cf‘reasou would havs %o be seen in tha form of
metaphysical loglc in order for philosoyhy to coma to
grlps thh all- ac*uallty, this is the .

at,Jena and‘this is the way it ended witn:bara.”577._ofﬁ.Jhiﬁ;wf_

the Jré editlon of the Encyclopedia. where 1ogic of pure .
Ideas mediates and eements the dlalectically onposed fields
of Nature and Spirit; the Hegellan last word,®

Ky
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': 1 have somethi _ Letter # 2,
'_3bu’c "_al_so a circled 3 't.o'i_i.ndicate the 3rd of Random- Thoughté;
that was ev::.dently something of "Talklng to Myself“ on the
'_'2 versions of Notes on Phenomenologys 12/12/50 Notes and

'11/16/68 on Litera‘_ture, tragedy. P, 3 of these notes is where_r

1 speah of how Hegel combinés m.manen* rhythn and strenuaus
to:.l as a way to rejext ‘the phllosophers because none had
~for 25 vears do*‘xe any‘i"hlng to express the new, ob,] c‘tiva__
situa“i:ion created by the Fr. va' »
dead“ (p, 130) And then I refer to pp, 7879 where I
aum;ro 1969, +o one of the latest Canadian academicd
dlscussmns in 1982 on the meaning of Absolute Spirit ("Le

Sens de 1'esprit absolu") on the 150th anniversary {(of ?)

I received a letter from Louis Dupre in answer to
my letter where he remlnds ne that academla does not accept
my equating all Absolu’fes - Knowledge. Idea and Spiri’c.

. And 1 also refer. to

Spirit: A Re;lglous Justification of Secular Culture.”

The magazine in which these appeared is Revue de 1"Universite

d'0ttowsa
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;y&ufhfﬂﬁﬁéES-aﬁﬁ.cdﬁﬁfastalt_

objectivity

sk

‘nevertheles
concept-of freedom and not me

“of the myth of Hyperian

: “*Harrié define
dialecticallgpihatxisxsmynay in _the nati

‘Dupre's commentary and questions here, becomes even more

Important as he expresses 1t as a Universal Drother-Lood :

u vRutbiron the time that (Hegel) decides that there is
a radical breach between spirit and nature, his philosophy
assumes this triparitied character: logic, the bhasic
conceptual structure--nature, meaning sub-human natureL
spirit in otherness.--and spirit, which is tpe rezlm of the
raalizaticn of human nature, in the old terminokegy. The
intzoduction of this radical Preach vetween spirit and
wature is as the same time the abolition of what used to
“he an sbeolute iz divide betwesn Absolute Spirit--and
finite spirit wkx which was part of Nature., 3ecause now
all of spirit-is xg separate from nature and it becomes
continuous,” : -




'-dvmyself bnfore I finis
.and intended, -and sgtill intend, to make,the=
last page of Phenomenology, where Hegel uses org
twise, once on orgenization phonomenologioally. .
he calls "free existence® and once ‘on intellectual ¢
- .prshension of that historic phenomeﬁon intallectually
, comprehonded. ; , S
But since 1 just developed the idea in my head th t it 1sn,_.
true that tha separation of ﬁrganization from philosophio
~_principles, i.s8. the whole theory of Organizatloof began
'_witb Lenin's theory of the vanguard party, I want to-doveloo

'that historio background nere,

HT-AFirst and foremost, that isn® t a fact. and it isntt
1902 that’ all this occurrad.: The truth is that organiﬁal
tion totally separated from phllosophy. or any theory. of
'politics. unless you con31der "vote for me" as a_theory ox-'
politics, began in Germany, began with Lassalle, was not

N ‘-—-—--—__—-"“

'jgsiﬂa_seni.hmm a mass movement he got so much credit for,“

———— e e et

_wh;lg,Marx‘yﬁg_shunted asidﬁﬁp as just an 1ntellcctual,

'was actually the 1dea. the pracglce. the persistence, the

popularlzatlon. the never-ending path for all so-called

ies. :
sociali whether reformists or revolutionaﬁgsaﬂéiﬁ!ﬁﬁ

| And it wasn't because he. Lassalle. wasn't an intellectual.'
“he ‘most oerta*nly was, ané & very typical statgrflegalian
Y whom=Marx called a "ﬁorker dlctator" ~ So you havn'”’
beth organiaatzon ad dictatorship and authoritarianism
and wheeler-dahling and that’ equalled “organizatlon"'




f_ﬁe elmefkiet group.'the Eieenaehists;ito'fofﬁ?é.defdeﬁb.

' Wbrkere'Pefty. By the tlme they got to meet in 1875
Marx had finighed the French edltion of Capital, m
!which further developed at one and the same’ tlme, ther
fetlshism of commodities and . greatly extended the KEKE!Y
general law of capitallst accumulatlon. wlth its law of o
dconcentration and centrallzatlon of oap1tal that would ;each

( *their ultima+e in the hands of one single capltalist or .
capitalist economy. In a word, Narx was now ready to so

"éiim inate any dlstinctlon. not only between economlcs and
'dlalectlcej but between organization end prinniples,that

is to say, theorles of revolution,

' ot onlv o
dlaleotlcs of phllosophy. that he?wro e a Crithue .
- {make public that he wag going to) ¥

of the Gotha Programme but was going 9 cut off all re-
.latlonship to this newly-formed organization. He didn't
mgke it poblic'bot'he;most certainly cut"offlrelatioos

ang contrasted the dlffe*enee between a netiona] perty-

and the ‘nternational which he headed and which reeulted _
in starting_a_new_form of organization, the Paris Cemmune.-
To'make sure thet that would not die along with any physicel

e

e ol b
WO W

iy that~is, hisvoric disappearancé because of defeat
"f":by the counmer—revolutlon. he asked the Marxists to go
| deeper and 1ower into the proletariat. as well as t¢ the |
oppressed in general, whether they be peasants or mlnorities_ o
11ke Tews,'xm;r;ﬁdrvx while he went eearching for pre-
'1fcapitelist social forces and passions that we now call

_pthe Third World. The result was his- very last work. the EN




S 1ncluded : ' L
_xthat stretched from Iroqu01s ‘women and’ Indians in America

'-,to the 1nelllgent Black aborlgine in Australia, ‘as well.

i . .7 Chinese and
'Ias including the: A31ans 1n general, especlally the/East
fInd*ans.~ Whinh actually brought us back to the 1841 Thesis;

‘7 and the Greeks as well as Hegel on how to begln anew when -
two totally different totalitles v reality and ideaa a—‘fa

”:collide.
-Vdﬁ‘it; only after still another dkvision in the

GSD w;th the new Erfurt Program. that finally after mueh
Anrodding from Engels, that Crltique of the Gotha PLogram
‘was made public as a mere "contribution to ‘the dlscusqu;An“_'7h
‘of what constitutes an organlzatlon, its prlnciples. And =
1t's that Kautskylan concept of the intellectual brlnging
3001allsm to the masses through a narty that would lead
them ;s whlch is what Lenin copied“ , = concretizlng it
_further for Tsarist condltloﬂ;?bécame "What is to be Done?"
Luxemburg in her critlgue was neither at the Congress which‘

- voted to sccept that, having refused to even attend a

.:ﬁoﬁgress that stood for self-determination of nations |

‘nor did she | . |

¥rat the workers could not zet to socialism unless.l

political
a/narty to lead them._-

) *#*i‘ﬂ'******#**%4***********ﬁ**%*******%*%*****&* ***-ﬁﬂ-%**

 What ia true.*n'all *he.debates on Organization,

h“SlQQnL‘I‘\h / li rma . .nln s“ sfruggln' ._C;-as.sz‘-"‘—‘

o
g .n.u.

’-struggle. class struggle o 18 that all th se who scream so
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‘*workers are backwarda .and are the ones who loet all thee'
+ the workerss SR o
revolutlons becauee -xn“'not"mature"eneugh,!ﬁ' so;.

?_f+hey wish to eubject them to further ctay under CaPltaliS-

-Vte learn about "democracy." The one who 13 supposed to'
"have wrltten the most 1mportant book ever on Politleal
=Part1ee is Robert Michels that Oyrus- summarized for me.,”"
eI+ was publlshed back in. 1912 in Germany, 1n 1915 in f‘ q ; '
.;Englleh, and why 1t is still held up I'll newer know. 7iiffz£i' 
-kremember belng furlou« when I first reed it way back néﬁ ie'.
‘eand T Judged it to be toually unawere of what iq p"tﬁ”
'at stake when 1 found he had exaculy one refevence feiiyh
-_ Luxenbura. Cyrue notes that the first ‘*!00 Dages exposes
the very deep;oppertunism of the Second Intefnetioﬁel 1n}1' _
'the first decade of this century clalming thls is "coﬂclu lVG-
proof of the exmetence of 1mmanent oligarchlcal tnndencles
in every’ klnd of human organization," The only thlng
I would say "in favor of it" is that. at leaeu he says
that democracy leads to ollgarchy. 20 that rea11J the
princlple is that the ve“y nature of organization is con-
servative, and that social revolutzen accompllsehe nozhlng. ”
36 -that ma;A; ‘$00, is a ¥di tauor" " The most rldzculous
'”fof all is that, right after he refers to Marx's Crithue of
the Gotha Programme. he claims Marx remained a Lassallean.

ie,fand & theoretician aloof irom pracgicel matters, -

Obviouslv, thie 1oose review on Nev. ?, 1985. wae e e
{critieieed by me and sc on Hov. 29 I got another eith

‘pege numbere to the references and the edition he uses
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'here is a 1962 edition of 3?1 pages, with a 25 page o

_Intrcduction by Seymour Lipset, h*ch show; that it did

indeed remain the Bible for those klnd of intellectuals

“in the 50e and 50s, and HXXX that the refercﬁce to Bukhdrin 8"

;reference on Mlchel. Pp 309-11 of his qisterical Materlal*sm.
{-_The references to Marx and to Luxemburg are on pp. 76 en

f parllamentarism, p. 89, aegardlng a letter of Ma“x to l_
.?‘Schweitzer Oct. 13, 1868 + DD. 93-96 on "cult of veneratien”
'_pp. 19#-95 discusses the Flrbt Internatlonal ongside of

. assall a-party. And there are a 10t more . references

I'm not intarested in,

He fl?SY Oct. 23, 1986 :%rote on the Mavx'La salle fﬁ
186. ?9 “that is, it's in a baoh on uhe o

German Social Democrats and the First Inteﬂnational by

:_Rager Morgan. The only interesting thing about that I

_can see is that he cpenly states that this 13 not a book

_about ldeas but about how German labor lﬂad.ﬁ e;celvnd

themn 1n the day to ddy problens of orgunlzatlon and tactlcu.

The only thing that is interesting is the Marx~Lassalle
"7fcorrespondence 185?-;9, whlch is surelv full of dia¢ect1cs,i;Fpﬁ
i where Marx says that Lassal‘e has no eritical reflection “
:f;cn dialect*ﬂq as such, and the very famous pP. 261: "He o
ﬂj will d;scover %o his cost that it is one thing for: a.critique .

"llto take a science tc a point at which it admits of a dialactical

'presentarion. and quite another to apnly an abstract. ready—made




philistlna rﬁmlnations“(Look up Marx 8 letter of May 31;

1858) and also how, in the one of Nov. lO 1858 he 13
talklng about respon51b111ty for “the party 3. .“ I owellt

to see the peasantry as a revolutionafy




o "Ehe paralle‘.iam netsaen the sarly 505. when the stktue
‘ N Hungarian Rev'n
of Sta.li.n waa knecksd %0 the grcmnd 'by the vez-v lst revo-.

e

luti.on from undér agaiust CO'amunist total*tarianism, m -

v '_-..--‘

- “"*1:1 -_th ,,ace ar their machine guns rLa!:ing to restore

'..né Eeg%_'rushing to its deadlins. Wag ouch a momentous.

¥

type of eximtence and even the

+

| =',f,-.r.‘h§.’3t0r5,0 moment- aa €o put a ques'tion mark uver f&he/very

- T

mival | of mmzmm humanity.  and yst’ the bui'ni.ng
quensi.on 1sd net ‘to Galgotha @nleaa one also bslieve& in,
R-aaurreetia a,ud net to the perlshing of thought, but

- and thought, ghilosophy and-
hrm ta hagin anew when 2 totaiities - real /HHE revolu~
tion - are in ammxxxmmﬁx such drastic colliigt -on _ ag

g non-gxistent

to searcn not ror WEXEMEXE/ haven , but a totally new be—-

'gimningu This riew haginning i3 not really just a new

begj.nning. mm Wnen 2 such wholes collide maa tota.'tly

i LR 5!!&61'388 :
new philosophyfthat would MNEERN unite; the“conﬁn.gency", _

Er t‘ne past KI hiétory.with notional comprehension. .For
that yd'tz ﬁéed nﬁd ‘oreea of revaluti‘on. naw passions. a

new viaion of tota!ly new humen »
**, tha end of

\;?e'.:'.a!'*e !F-....as"'“’ laves./alisnatad labor

' "i:ifef Totishiem of ‘conmodities. a The long trek of history, =

striving ‘!:o achleve thia in different historic periods,
fought unde. th& name of freadom but alwa,fa erippled ‘by
the mmmmmx narrowing of spae fic freedong -

"'- ,"4

have not. howavera sunk into oblivion but reappear in this

recallecﬁon oi‘ fbrms riow 1nwardizad as the ground. for the




ﬁdeﬂly the word Organization apigear as the k.ey, whathar L
: a9 | ; SRR
*&alk ‘abeut' it aa apemaneous/existance - all fully wor*kadi :




