The New Left Revlew edition of Kargl Korsch's ﬂgg;;gn
_gng_ghilgggnny which was first published in 1970 13 a transla—H
tion of what was first published in 1923 in Germany and 1ncludeu
also: both the 1922 KK Introduction to Merx/s Q;L;ngg_g{_;hg
“ﬂgjhg_aggg;gnmg {which I will include in these notes both |

,bhéaﬁso'lt 15 the‘npme'yoar and in an important sonse on the

.~5sano topic), as well as hiz 1930 Anti-Critique in which hs L
. trlad—to ‘enpwer the attacks on his yggzigm_gng_zhzlggnnng which

shipiof

st
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,‘Tho graatont thtnker produced by bourgaoia soclety in its
revolutionary period regnrded a 'rovolution in the form of
thought' as an obJectlvo component of the total socinl proceas
or 2 real revokutlion.” This 1s Turther footnotes by a

- praference to Kant »algo” having expressed that in a way in
and elgewhera

hh FSRMKEXMXINXX analysie of W}ﬂw which -

‘he _quotem "The revolution In an 1ntellectuallyfglrtod peopln.
'r‘such al the one. we are witnessing today. arouses all onlooknru'

(who ane notrthomselvea directly involved) to aympathize wlth

1.;5 wlt 1n a: way that approaohes anthusiasm®. "Such a phenomenon

oy




‘@Xcept when the lunaeotlve becomes a"science¥s" Viewed

~4n this perapective, the revolutionary movement in the

realm of ldéka._rather than abating and finélly_seizing
in the 1840s, merely underwent a deep. and significant

change of character. Inaetoad of making an ngI..élassioal |

, Gormah philosophy. the ideological expression of %the - _
rovolutionary movement of the bourgeoisle, made & 3zgng;;;gp;;fc
€0 a new lcionce which hancefbrnard appaarad in the hiutorw |
or ldnal as the genaral exproaaion of the revolutionary

_-movement of the proletariat: the theory of 'scignj@f;qﬁ
‘Bogislian® firgt founded end formulated by Marx and. Br

g

. ,Msﬁ%civ:




>l

Khrl Korech ias still gelf-conscious enough about theJ___mQ;; 

dotbnae of philsophy that he feels compelled for very
nearly all the rest of the essay to the defensive stand

that it is true that it appesrs that “Marxism itaself

ghjgg&.' {p. #Ji Not only that, but quite obviously,

by considering Marx and Engels®as ona, he is cohutant;y'
quotingingele’ ARti-Dulring end Engels’ Ludwiz Buerhach
(T lt they were Marx's works, and thue falls into the trap

of Engol-ian *nositive science!ﬂXXl!l!!!KﬁﬁCXﬁXﬂlx a".,,
- dovhlcped in An;l_guhglnga“what which still survivea 1n-

! to'the:naad ror a polltical ones - And 1ndoed. 1t»
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“+ OXRNIEXANXKERXEEKEZAXIEX in the State or “zroblems of
xavelution in general hardly concerned them.” (S&R)

In.a wofd.‘it's the conquest of state power which Lenin _

put on the agenda and which led to a successful rovolution,
vhich was all directed of course against the Second Intornatlnn-
al and yet when repreated in 1923-24 makes the Third Inter=
nntional on the eve of Lenin's death quite nervous, ANd |

| rigntly 80, Very obviusly, the heavy quotations from m
dldn't save either Korseh or Lukacs. The fact that -

'14_ dial.ctlc- thon gets reduced to hisotricien likawise‘dooan t

'3‘nawb 1h.n hut what 1n 1ntoresting is in the historlci'

jrisn

”nddrois a¥ thoszunding

mx‘ 50 mntnrruuy uloribod tﬁ‘p&rtoa o%
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leaving out "tho less important dévisions * wﬁich actually
means the full development of Marx's Marxism ¢ 8O that we
loo neither an important change baetween Marx's death and

~ the Second International. And to make it rse a
“concopt he is oxtending the third phase fromfgg’]all the .
wey tq,tho present. So where can we see the Great Divide
'1n'ﬁarxism with the outbreak of WWII? And wasn't 1905

a rovolution? Contrast this to the fact that I actually
-coneidcrod the SQeond Intarnational dead as of 190? becaus_

RIS

_ velopm ff£ revolutio]




‘ o

the Hogoum d!.alecuc is 80 Wuch more profound that that's
ouetly the point that shows m how Lukacs saw a great
_difference between Marx's concept of the dialeatic and
“Engels® arguaents in the m.m:m (which) docishroly
influenced the later life of the theory."

from p. 3 of Lukacs

59 in EKorsch




8=
true for the Erfurt Programme snd indeed, much of postw=iarx
iﬁar:!.am until Lenin had realized that it’s in ‘thers and !.n
‘the Parls Commune that led to one of Lenin's greatest mri:s.
Wﬂﬁﬂﬂ. But just when he finally approaches | |
the subject and writes: "In the light of the peculiar para- |
Iloll.sm 'botween the two problems of Marxism and phﬂ.oauphy

‘and llarxl.am and the state™ see
» {n other words, is the

noglect of the prodlem of phnosophy by the Marxists of tho
gecond Int'l sleo related to the fact that the problem of

‘rovolutlon in genaral hardly cnncemad tham.‘ "(p. 48)




February 7, 1983

Dear Mike:

, Although "A 19808 View" of the new hook on Luxemburg
makes it clear that the challenge ies to all post-Marx Marxists,
since I begin with Engels(and, indeed, that reference to Engels
tnciudes the period when he wae Marx's closet collaborator), I
hevarthelese suddenly feel that the section should be expanded
because it {s very important to oexpand reference to the so-called
Western Merxists, especially Karl Korsch, who, I believe, invented
that term, Because, however, preparation for the tour around our
trilogy of revolution leaves me no time to develop this, I will
limit myself to a few notations in the form of this letter to
you. ( I'1ll include an extra copy, should you wish to send this .
letter to Kevin, who is the one who is going to Germany this '
Spring and who may very well run into "Western Marxiste.”)

) 3

yl %er it necessary at-ence to ‘g4’ 4

. tha’ the[feaédn for seeing chronolkry, to %
aﬂzfﬁbticity. it precisely bncansefthéafﬁg';"f
Marxistg" ~« Georg Lukacs and Karl Korsch --id A ‘ nea.
~word, whose greatest contribution to Marxism was to re-establish =
alectic ‘as the revolutionary element, which the Second In~
. @adadsand fhis. became reformist. I'm naturally _
® early 1920s when both Lukacs end’ Korseh, inde
ther, had writtenitheir most excitiy
hilosophy. which ‘crested so great
th’of them were by then Communists,
acknowlecged that they were not the firs
nly ‘was the first to return to the Hegells
1 uch more profound and: co prehe
he whole of Hegel's Scierc
out a single factor,

u: answer that "they di

While they didn't know the work Lenin_did.'thqﬁ) 2]
922 er to “Under the Banner of Marxism®(which Ko
the .quote prefacing his -and -Phi )

don insists on “a sy tic: atudy:
u:-ramember: that I was so anxious:
shing the revolutionary nature

prodiuced his }uozationfrromfﬂbgt

od and exprossed as if in the very form
- that Korsch presents it "as an objeoti

ial proces
“1.0 1Y and

a4 Y

1together too many qualifications:
P 1ism, materialism, materialism, an
- H® : ompeny of other German Idealists, ei

Hegel in the'c:

!hui"ﬂﬂp ni;no%‘or‘s te %o" * tation
ag;rlq, a lengthy reference Contl
U :
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“The revolution of an intellectually gifted peopde, szuch as the
one we are witnessing today, arcuses all onlookers (who are not
thenselves directly involved) to sympathize with it in a way that
approaches enthusiasm.” "Such a2 phenomenon in the history of

aankind is never forgotten.”

Furthermore, n-= and in this lukacs is more gullty
than Korach because he never left the CP and wrote extensively
on Lenin’s Phﬂo-ophie Hotﬁonkl. not only ag if 11: were the same
as larin’s vulgar ) . _ np] .
if Stalin - phil
dbx.hucming the “Harxin or tho Age of Imperianm.
lectic gets reduced to historicism, “science”, "sclentific
soclalimm”. Vhat I am trying to say is that the actnal. serious -
philomophic framework ias that of revolution vs, reform. Te¢ have .
that eontent, not on. the eve of the Social-Democratic betrayal,
. not_to mention the eve of sociaml revolution, reveals thet, at best,
dialectic mesnt the first negation with no approach to second
- negativity. No wonder that Korsch uses orthodoxy as if the
Sscond Inumt:loml reslly was fully Karxist up to the day o
. ‘hetrayel, and then uses orthodoxy also for the Third Intemtioml
aven after he has broken with it. 7That is the resl point, the
otde of re‘b:ommon which aomes from treating Hafx and Engalc
aﬂ Oﬂ‘o S

e Ia “on 18 1914 to 192k. The Great Divide .
3 "drew becaume objective situation conpelled him to -
Ahatithe betrayal could not possibly be just a political be-

‘h‘uyal bt augt be rooted, reoted very deeply, in the very form

In-a word, Renin began to doubt the philomophic mm
:-hodmdthmtomnmdtouarx'smotsinmgﬁ
‘seoing what the Hegelisn'dialectic was "in and for 1tself,”
1- ‘nothing that Lenin has written after that 1914 emunhr
8] that doesn’t emerge out of the new interpretation of

“itself that you cannot N“’jg really overthrow
talisn unless you havem vision that the mocial revolution witl

I‘t It rcl‘htl and exvand that pivotal last. mintn _

thl.nf -the State to the ideology so that the overs
o upihl..hrﬁouboh;"ahkwm‘ofth&uﬁhyth.
hrl. is such a total destruction of the State that it kustms. -

:‘hpw workers not only as revolutionary force but as nouon. ‘-‘

- When thmton. Lenin*s slogal of *Turn the Wis
to A c!.vli . ol go'ts tothe eve of a social rowluﬂon;m he

"'tqmt}mtxm' : »
e recrea
'Imthatlcomh.{smwthrlnod

-l : R e} tl-..l-l..l --.a..ar__ -
b LR 5 ‘wy-vumt-- t-sa = T .

, with his oam lmduotion.
ﬁ : . :in

slsctios u'mt bo lhi.mtn POVO ' ion vae -
ming ‘the development of rwolut!.on. at onfe and the
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sdﬁc timo as Reason and yet faclng the posaibility or countu'f-revo-
! '_=-Int.'n.on from githin the revelution.

Noi.thor in ' nor in the Introduction
R 18 ok .' grapme . does Korsch go one step beyond
- - ‘ organ sation, I'm not ing ( now that I
have . the h:l.nds!.ynt or GO)ears htsy. that the: ocou d have saen,

- the . te of : ha pramme, t4rt Marx®s most profound deve-
v lopment of the n ationsh] P o ‘“ mophy to both revelution and ore.
- ganization, ywhat I developed in my latest werk in the chapter
onﬂﬂ.td “The Pm:loaophor of Permanent Revolution Creates New

Q gunlsation. - What I awm ing is that Korsch was 80
witﬁ Ienin's s because he did fully

ornim and ho iy approve of the destruction of thc.
ingtend of sesing that Ienin was writing on the eve of
whan the slogan was "All Power to the Soviets™, and .
fére kon‘t for away from saying a word about tho Par_ty.

ting when the German Revolutior ‘

| ly di.dn't see . the counter-revolution. withi

mr did he have anything to say on. tht Yo=

‘)




‘ FEb-17,1983 lfisfis
Mike, ToGEE
Altho "A 1980s View" section of the new work(RL WL XKM)

mekes it clear that the challenge to post-Marx Marxists, beginning
with Engels, wncludes so-called Western Marxists, I nevertheless
suddenly feel it necessary to make the latter reference more explicit
especially as it relates to Karl Korsch. Perhaps the fact that Kevin
will po to Germany this spring is what made me think of Korsch's
homeland. Since, however, preparation for my lecture tour arsund all..
ghree works this Marx centenary leaves me no time for me to work out

a Political-Philosophic Letter, I'm using the form of a note to you

to express my thoughts informally,

Ironically, one reason I consider it necessary to expand tﬁe
challenge to post-Marx Marxists by focusing on "Western Marxists!
.14 that TLukacs and Korsch were the very ones who did put the
Dialectlc 8 revolutionary nature as inseparable from actual revolu-
tionsjwho did tightly relate the Second International's reformism
that ended in outright betrayal once World War I erupted, were
nevertheless the very ones who, as revolutionaries, accepted Lenin's
revolutionary politics without ever relating it to his
strictl hilosophic re-organlzatloniy¥§° Why had they ne er‘seen'
any significanceyfWnat Lenin athieved n 1914, %ﬁat they first
worked out in 1919-1923%7 HoW could the Great Divide in Marxism _,
~with the outbreak of world war, in Lenin be left at the political . ',
level without the search for Lenin St'?*wm to the Hegelian dialec-
- tic "in and for.ifself"? y hﬂ',_ - e -

4‘."' _l’ Y ;-m e ‘!“‘—‘

it

-#uumy In my view, Yoo hde—o
orach didn't know of Lenin's Abstr- t of Hegel's Sc ence of Logic ,
Bince he kept i1t private when they did their grappling with"the ,
iegelian dialectic in the specific milieu of German Marxism" i
BBY viewing chronology as facticity rather dialectic:
‘proof of that can be 'seen in the. fact that in allith
ublication of Lenin 's 1914 Philosophic thebooks :
t-dig- dccp ;uuD uuau Greau Div;dc. e

- It is true they didn't know, when they were writing n:
the imperativeness of a r utionary reti :
ialectic, that Lenin had% _
gid know of the™ ‘popular ‘Lett Lenln had addre
itors of a new}{"Under the Banner of Marxism" which calleéd £o
igystematic study of the Hegelian dialectic from a materisl at
tandpoint." 1Indeed, Korsch used that specific quotation*as
_frontspiece of his’ Marxism and Philosophy without ever. aenaing
‘any -philosophic. discontinuity between the Lenin of 1908 vwho'.
‘| given the green light to vulgar materialism with his Materiall
| -and:Empirio=-Criticismand nin 1914~23 who had ‘produced:s
~ther'dialectical Abstraci digging deep: into
hghiloaophic Great Divide so within revolutiona
: o eir wn merry. ingivid . :
T LI S o e T
svrerthe. ‘“m 2nxious enough' giv '
i

R for re~establish3¥ng the -revolutionary nature
“of the Hegelian dialectic to reproduce (in Philsophy and. Re:
i Korsch's way of quoting Hegel's formulation, that"Revolution"
ﬁlodged ‘and ‘expressed as"if<i IO i
‘order for Korsch to stress t
component of the total social pro

s Heretofore I h;d'allowed Lukaoa'ra; ‘
disr ard oftLgnin's deeper penetration-of . the. dialects
oday-ness, on the one hand, and, on the ot
. Lenin B philosophic amﬁivalenca when it'came'to the.que tion,m
g urgun;auclon,a-u.e. ,his concept ofMthe party to lea }
in peace as irf ao-calleé Western Marxists are entitled’
some sort of special privileges, Now that, with the completion:
of Rosa Luxemburg, Women's Liberation, and Marx's. Philoa--
g:vo ution which could giesent the Marx oeuvre ag./'g’-
. d n FeeWl ) the tnue revolutiona ian s-- ﬂr}
, uxem-u ,*Trotaky- gx critically,gt o I ag gy en iﬁ?
. let .ELukacs "Korsche wscapd the challe

i
d4emp ‘Korsch's reference to Heg
‘ "became very conscious of the fact that:
§T too many qualifications of the Hegelian«

bt repea over and over aga :
- materialisp,av- . o O¥er again, mat?rigl
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15865 Korsch on the other hand, far from seeing MMM +that Marx had
credited "idealism® (i.e. Hegelian dialectic)with having developed
' the M“active! side of human activity and not materialism, reduced
ideas to being hardly more thant the mirror i image of the
materialist underpinning by introducing qualifications into the
Hegelian dialectic and focusing on its 'similarity” to o‘&e;; German
jdealists, especially Kant. Thusies¥®he no sooner bed that
Hegel quotation we re-quoted than he footnoted it with a lengthy

" Treference to Xant "Conflict of the Faculties®:

.,

"The revolution of an in‘béllectually "gifte’d people,
@\ guch as the ones we are witnessing today, arouses all on-

lookers (who are not themselves directly involved) to sym=-

pathize with it in a way that approaches enthusiasm, "

frs Wt’fi .

Lhre—quali 1n‘:‘ations/‘§f‘re no only toward the Hegelian dialec-

. which, m "the heroglc revolu=
5cﬂL

, o

of Marx *+theory is, in Hegelian=ma st terms, only the 'other
'.side' of the emergence of the real proletarian movement; it is
j_bo_th sidesﬁogether that comprise the concrete totalityx of

" nstead oi‘ making an exit, classical German philosophy, the

sacial: !L. jgoiiﬁﬁ’“"'iaand i‘ormulated by Marx and. Engela !

#8'The transformat' nof” Teality most certainly didn't stop in _h,&m%
«g.....:
u't came alive in I.enin's politicalization as he grappled A

S fwhat resﬂlta in totalitx Ye'b, I-u@as k 0
lity" M an all-pervasive philosophic ca.

heoreatical w Capit after forty long yearé of

lahor at. which point he first produced the Critue of the Gotha
E.ogram the.'l: Marx was 8till discovering new moments in the )
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Clearly, it 18 not out of any concern for firsted-nesa“,qhiqg ﬁdj”l

that I wish to set the record straight. The necessity for cor-
recting the factual arises, not from facticity, but from the am-
bience of the dialectic., If we are not to narrow the dialectic
either only to the objective or only to the subjective, the
attitude to chronology cannot, must not be reduced to facticity.
When all is said and done, it is the objectivity of that historic
momentous event of a world war and collapse of established Marxism
@hich compelled :the militant materialist, Lenin, to turn to the ,

r————

2 continuous dialectic which

'subjective", the "idealist" Hegel, Marx's Marxism was rgoted“::;; -
therein noi_anly as forigin® but a

s
Bperls “EEEEEEV out jas re=creation,nthe transformation of reality

- Lenin's ppliticization s "Turn the imperialist a civil
var," The§objectivity of the subjective it what Kotality ..
Yet Lukacs who, "in general{limade totality into an atigggiyasive:

most certa didn't itop in Marxfs day, but came alive in
a

philosophle catego ardl: ppcretised it as Subject

- A b A !’ A ¥
- v y - K Py

e

vifin ok acftithiod 4 4 < N

.

as heblllise Y s
tion that- he—rbveaiod %o us GH THe 18
Mapuasdints. then he at once followed i | : S
! R - 1 '
‘.the ;1 252§g§—g£~£$32£Q§£h)f“The chief defect of all previou
|- materialism (including Feuerbach) is that the object,actuality
{-'sensuousness. is-conceived only in the form of ‘the-object oriijpex
. ception,birt not as sensuous human activity, praxis, not sub
. Hence, 'in opposition to materialism the active side was deve
" by idealiso,;.Feuerbach wants sensuous objects actually diff

" 'from. thought objectssbut he does mot comprehend human.acti

selff@s}bbject1VE..-Consequently he does not comprehend

'7'7ficancé‘of”!revqlutionary!{ of 'prapﬁical-critical';adﬁd_.

A - o e oM St L L e e
s b 2 T

g7/ . "”-- aBF 4 gt ) ﬂ

'.-Al\
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ti focusig

ing gfia lifications into the Hegelian dialec

ong‘s% wsimilarity” 0@ the Hepeldan-dialecide thfother German
. 8T -- . : -“. X Y)° “'.l Loy . “ .-."=.A-z;-df- l

ief_a 548, 08 PECISLLY Kan R o7 Sme houngaodde

ST e iR
SR s ot
"

-
o e WO L RRARR I XA ATV~ oo i OSBRI
‘cited that Hegel quotation than he footnoted' (#13) it with a
lengthy reference to Kant's "Conflict of the Faculties"s oh
"The revolution of an intellectually gifted people,lsuﬁ e
as the ones we are witnessing todgy. arouses all °ntgg : P
(who are not themselves directly involved) To sympathiz
, with it in g way that approachgs_gnthu51aaﬂlzr7 L
o tre, 0adTITTEaETon are Pot only toward the Hegelian
: but to the Marxiangm sdwmee—it ,too, is hardly more 4
- than the mirror imapge of the Ujective‘gitﬁétionﬂbfrm$ Z£¢7 ”
"The emergence of Marxist theory id, in Hegelian-Marxis.

terms, only the 'other side' of the emergence of the real
Proletarian movement; it is both sides together that comprise
the concrete totality of the historical process." -

. .«miiF'Jfﬁsféad
the ideologi

before the Great Dividé#fﬁefﬁ’

ar e d the same,

ikl

oo
AL
S

- . e R o l f “ A .
e e -
Korsch, on the other hand, reduces ideas to being a mare |

mirroxr, image of the materialist ﬁnderprinnin-,’:§§§?, by introduc~-
c

!
A

1
.




Where Lenin in his return to Hegelian dialectic singles out

3 rld,
asxxhnxhxxtoxixxnxw "Eopnition Fﬂt only reflects the wo

oo bub creates 10, g ppsg ouotes/over and over apain from Anti- D

and Feuerbach as if they were Ma wOrks, thus fallinpheadlﬂgf

--into Engelsian "positive science fféz é%?fVSH%f24“4@£(~; |

. Calfp— % T . Y
ied%iﬁgghﬂgzﬁf-ti- hringd“That which still survives in-

hependentl& of all earlier philosophies is the science of

{
~ 'thought and its laws -- formal logic and dialectics. &&P*
d in the sitive science of
BHeTyEhing elge o eubsuned in the positive sctence o e
THis leads KK to hecome so defensive on philosophy that, despite”

his mkErp break with GSDiand dedpite his strong,attack :
2nd Int for its neglect of phil, he concludes

A8 :if that weTs not enougs of an En , he -y

elsianism he once a
'q tes-Anti-Duhring as-if-that. were%by Marx_himself:: 2

_ Ms*independently of all earlier philoso hiee‘isﬁthe
P-thought-and-4its -laws—~formal -logic..and. dia{ecticshﬂQ

is subsumed in the positive acience of nature and his+g:

7bjE§fvzae11; {SZQzex{}Elgj
%’5)@7/&@» e

'“ﬂ'ﬂu‘geﬂ'—‘”tﬂﬂa'ﬁmm — _,_,.,.,..@9-18 because

Reversing Marx's methodology vhach tnxkxxhnxixfn developed
the theory of "rev,in permanence“uﬁééﬁr defeat pf. 1848, e
KX places tME his—2nd_per. L EERxx U defeator-36848;F5¢ 1A
bo 1864, the%iaxtendins N[I-20 and since, f_,“; i
Marx "masbrfullv' é8cribed both € €C0, & Poiwreactis, he iz
EEnE -devsn! h3 g hm— T p

.

XEEG "Hence the 2nd per, nay be said to

last approximate ly %o the end of the o, Jleaving Outﬂgzz’-m'"'ian;'

the less important divisions (the foundation &collapse.
.m»uLLOfuthe 18t-Inti the -interlude-of the- -Commune;--the strugel;

o bet,Mxists _8lassalleaner; the Anti-socialist laws pf. in
Ger.,,t.unioms the founding ﬁf the 2nd Int, )

(The 3rd phase extends from the start of this c.&into an |
inde?f irite future) u¢-w-~n7g.

o fosndd,
| The logic of this illogical stapifvingqisseen ;

cleareat!llﬁiill when he once again returns to the highpoin

~of his dialect!~~ when the cr'* ' -n of GSD and contrast

od s

[ BRI
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ui-tique)of Gotha and es
pecially
ikterpretation of it in S&R , it certainly ‘was one of

be
/ PREPARAT:ON BUT, THAT WAS THE EVE OF ACTUAL REVOLUTION, AND
& FOR IT, AND IT CERTAINLY NO LONGER HELD IN THE MID¥

the —
responge to 1905 at the 1907 Congress, which didn't :other

L it on the agenda gso far as I am concerned

a vir

There was no necessity tog ait”for”1§Ih”

Great DIvide EorY--dee
e e S—toistory. J herein hietory

h toricien. 4hat is %o say, a q’UeSLIO 3f dates sans
-who make-their- -own history,  and sans dialectic— as the"'“ ?“*“
_inuity so that one sees neither the greatness of VIL's \
at Divide. nor the weakness and ambivalence of VIL when it
‘ Amee to not’ extending” dialectic to the queetion of the Party
- reread the second section of aMM chapter 9 M

. which is entitled "The Beginning of the End of the Secon ¥
i -_In'b'ln New Form of WOrker g Organization, the Soviets."
My Ppint was that once the 1905 Revolution had not been
put on the agenda, and«sbnce the new movement ffrom- practice
.'-which established the original and unusual and epontaneoue
wah matodgen.”
‘form of organization, the Sovieﬁ’it signalled ited end as [/ _
a revolutionary organizetion or evelop% revolutionary A,.,-f
. '.-_,,_,:t;hgqry an" y it was that I called revolutionary theory 8 -
“hard taek-maeterj It ig true that I'm alking with e,yee of
_ e% et eduees e Fhufs-S D
1957 atm—enough to talk-wi#
eleo true that obviously Korsch did not know the great

/:
philosophic division once %lze outtreak ¢ of wwx compellled I.eﬂ:z:l,n
'S ¥

to GENGENR study Hegel, anew.




**ﬂ*;:;::f;;ﬁ**ﬁ%ﬁ#aﬁ&j}*#**#******#***#*#****_#*ﬁgfwmw
, sE&?{
U 8 considering KN and FE as one’ » at best,

"o muddy up Marx's Marxism, even where it/wasn't rev
'iémi‘-'so"nat‘f‘eeihg' VILig Great ,di1wbine
Ma x.i.sm_‘ At e , 2

( at the same timeWs philosophic ambivalence whiidh - .
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