RAYA S FIYAL DIALOGUE WITH U _ L
PRESENTATION WRITTEN FOR TH” JUNE l, 198?nﬂga;ff
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(The manuscrlpt Raya had prepared for what she Lntended to

. .deliver .orally was not .checked by her for nresentation in <
:j '_nrintea form, - It has not been edited, except for. 0bV10L5
-lgﬂ typcgraphlcal errors.) s
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-“Preupre Post-Plenum, i @, am ancutive Sebsion Type of Talk“
.to be given in three parts:

Te oo Thn ‘Philosophic point
o II.. Dlalectlcs ‘©0f Organization
"vIII, LzUntrodqen Paths An Organlzatlon

. The rnaotic and informal form of pr esentat*on tonight is
" not due to- 1adk of delxberdtlon and worklng out, much:in advan
“.of the time necessary to draw a balance sheet for the Plenum.'
Rather, it is because so many different and yet interrelated -
topics are reaching for solution, that ¥ felt it very necessary ;
'wto consu]t W1th you in this seemingly "off the top of my head" “alk

I. The PhiloSOphic Point

To understand today we must begin at the beginn*ng. that
is to say, a®alweys, with Marx. Speclflcally the two periods
are: the first and the last: the first being the philosophic
moment, 1844. That laid the ground for all future development.
The 1last being the long hard trek and process of development —-—
~all ths Revoluticns, =25 -well as phl;oscph1c~politlca1~econom1c;
- 'concretizations, culminating in Capital. Yet the fuli orga1izau
- tional expression of all came only then, i.e., the last decade,
especially the 1875 Cr1t1que of the Gotha P*ogram. Wny only then?

Take first another 1ook at 1844 —- the phllosophic moment
» for all of Marx's Marxism, including organiz zation. Throughout

. 'Marx's 1life he reached to concretize it, But none cf the
'}concre*izatlons, whether 1848 with the Communist Leagua, or.
‘1864 with the First International, or even 1871 with the Paris -
-COHmune, ful?" reached ko the level of the ahilouophic moment of
1844, . Only with the Critique of the Gotha Program in 1875 did
Maxx fully retu*n to that moment as it was concretized for

oigani ation, and even. then, he did not ca11 it phllosophy, o
‘but” “prirciple.; o _ _

e
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7o’ i THe-apeeific ‘point -that!I'm Bi‘lgling out: £fom the. 1844
fouﬂdinc of ‘a Yew Continent .of Thought and: ofan utio“u‘u”

= Loea Liat NI

w “maxx ‘articulates: the:great merit s inheaol in disnoueripy
“‘the’ "negation ofi the negataon",«aud the. ‘great; demerit of this-
“Hegel in enveloping: it in-such mysticisdi by, dealingxw;;h

it as various stages of consciousness rathe

thi nking. Marx, on Lhc othex hand, duulnl‘&ﬁ u.u.uae:..l. uUL 6:1.1.)!
against capitalism and 'velgar. communth*_abut,rtoclaims
fhis philosoPhy to be “a new dumanism.ﬂ;xn ' ‘
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T this day. 1844 was the phllo ophic moment of Marx'su SR
diqcovery of that whole new continent of thoughtaand of. rgvolu—5=
tion that’ "Marxlqm" certainly lacked, and-.instead- singled out - -
one of the developmentS-—— economics: ~~ so that:we. dn t know ,L;;,

= e humanism" until the Depressicn. But in fact, 1t is that =
_which was the ground for organization throughout hig life, from
~the moment he did "experience™ the. philosopbzc moment, even if

it was only correspondence (;etterg) soon to beﬂome 1nteanatlona1
-‘correspondenco.‘. - LT v

ﬁq«

“oe;iuus;y, nowever, as’ organl?atlon, nd that organization

- the” Communist League’ ~~ zccepted the challenge to the - "%
exlstlng capitalist world, -and that not separated: from- all...-.
political. tendencies and partles. I'm referring, of course,.
to the: Communist Manifesto, whose: second part.is a. ormthue of
utopian- socialism, ete.  What we want-to do here is to: compare
the 1847 Communist Manifesto to the 1864 First. International.
[and in 1871] hailing the Paris Commune as the form, the working .
existence, the communal non~state. as ne edlng only relnase of all.
the mertal manual and emotlonal potenLlality.,v‘ s
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_ Why then is fhe actual concretizat;on of a new unlty so
. sharply crlthueo ‘as; in the Gotha Program? - That beoomes tne

- whole rub and urgent problematlu of our, day Wthh must be
worked out. : -
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. ?irst, enter hlstory. In 1847 critique meant the ruthless
“critlque of all that.exists that he spoke. of 1n hlS philosoph1c
break with the: bourgeoisie and Hegel, concretlred on-the: level
of the existing "parties" in that periond. (As e ware to see in |
71860 in his "letter to Frelllgrath, when Fr9111grath, in refusing
te ‘get ‘involved- in the Vogt Affair, said- he.didn't belong, to,
the paer any 1onqer.: ‘Marx's. renly wase - heither am .I;: to any
x*s“inj.party I di idn't. ‘mgan it in the aphemeral sense, I~-

meant “it. in the. historic, - CIearlj, Marx meant that no. one
-~ cculd re-write the history, .and both - the revolution of 1848 and s
o~t e Manifesto that anflcipated it, are hlstorlc e
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difierent continent. < That “£00; nad a “manifeeto,‘
not es'bold as “the Communist Manifesto,: thought, Maxx,--wh
'}actuallv the’ preamble to ‘the: CO stituticn end ux-luwn"‘“
rst?lnﬁexnetinnel RIS TR S : S
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= At ‘the" gare tzme Marx didn t heeitate a- second once the‘

the enthusiasm. to write. them out of the First In“*“nuulouul

- e [

and-not" only to declare the need to go lower and daeper; but
ingizt thatthey 'didn't represent the majority of the meeses=
_the Paris’ Commanards did, and it is: that Tdea that: ‘defines::

histcry now as’ both ong01ng anﬁ the future.~; LD
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N T mf ;"" I3 Dialectics ef Organization :fx,pfq
-~ 80, what happened in 1873? Look at how the eelf-development
of the Idea that we now call Marxism has concretized’ itaalf
When its’ greatest theoretical work, Capital,”in its: French
edition, <18 finished, and that has philosophy: spelled out in the
- most’ concrete terms from. fetishism of commedities to the: new.
 passions and new forces' that go against the accumulation of
¢apitall “And he has the experience now of both political

-parties and forms of organization emerging spontaneously from
the masses, plus philosophv. : . :

o,

Crltique ef the Gotha Brogram: There is no way. now, no
:matter how Marx kept from trying to give any blueprints for the
future, not to develop a general view ‘of where we're headed for
the dav after the conquest of power, the day after we have rid
oureelve “of the birthiarks of capitalism when a new generation

~can finally " gee all its ‘potentiality, put an end once and for' al1
_ to the division between mental and manual labor.-

[Here on her outlane for the talk, Raya had wr;tten-
i‘Let: me 'now state semething general from Hegel on the. question
or The PhllOSOphic Point which would also apply to us. “]

R Hegelian dla}eetics. the philosophic moment is a.
determinant: ‘even‘if the person who was driven to articulate

the Ineu“ol Lnat ‘Yimoment " was ‘Very nearly unconscious as to. itsJ

- .;?ﬁf depth and its ramifications, it remainéd the element that .
e governed the- concrétization -that follaws the . laborxoue birth
thee~poured forth 1n a torrent nevertheless.-;<-~

T

Paris Commune broke 6ut, -and some trade ‘unionists didn't- sharezi.ﬁw
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.. raferring o is. anw19~and 20, 1953 The Lueaﬂls }nfh\J
demystifying: the Absolute: as: elther Ged or, the- closed ontology,

as the unity T 8ingled.out, a dual movement, - from theory toj

praﬂtice, from prdctice ‘ag: well as’ from theory. :

We were 80 overwhelmed w1th ‘the! movement frem=practice
that we' were hardly as: enthusiasticior: as; concrete.-about; theh
movement: £rom theory,'lf not actually. forgettlng it,- '
therafore wish -to. :go into, grP“*_detal1 e“ﬂuf‘thcseitv
in 1953, not az the small coin -of!: concrete queetlens
the many Universals inherent in it, so that we can see

st111 new in Jt tha* we mast; develop for the book -

Gry hae
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Dveryone has heard S0 nuch abnut 1953 as the-stage -of
kreakthrough on the Absolute. Idea that, yOUu WMAY - thlﬁk-- whabﬂ,
else ‘is':thera to-be said?: The whole poznt, ‘however,. about the
philosophic point ‘that’ became ‘a-philosophic: detefmznant,‘and o
not “just “the ‘ground -of, :but became so :startlingly new and. clear
with Marx, that locking at it for this age, specifical Ly;eg;;.

selves, it began to. appear in an altogether new. way- .Herejiﬁn:ﬁ““mﬂwv
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what I means - - 7 oo . e
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Here*ofore what we stressed when we pointed to 1953 as

source was the important point of 1955, when . there was an.
actual organxaatlenal break-iup. - Then what became clearer
was that actually,-insofar as-the words "Mavxlsc—Humanism“ ,
are coricerned, we couldn't say 1955, but as- 1t was ewpressed

in written form-in Marxism and: Freedom, (M&F) in 195?._ Now. what
is:clear ‘is not that-any of the other dates are wrong, but ehat
each time it is a specific period that makes one realiza. thet -

ctually what wasn't clear was what ,was_in thes phlloeophic ;
moment, ‘and. only when the objectlve -and subjectlve merges. ¢s

it “proven"“ Oh, the ‘source; the ground, really.algc Lad.a B
roof, "But the context -in between, the atructure,'couldn t.be. |
controlled without the cbjective situation.. But that, on’ the1J
other hand, made it very. clear that we are back.tc focusin
*en the phllOSOphie moment. R

e st s L L. a“,.
- - - .
e

198? AND THE IMPERATIVENESS OF BOTH THE OBJECTIVE ANQ :
bUBJECTIVE'URGENCY NOW MANIFESTS. THAT: WHAT HAS- BEEN AN UN—TRQDDEN
PATH ALL THESE YEARS; ' BY' ALL, POST-MARX , MARXISTS, . INCLUDING; . ~
- LENIN ~- WHO! ‘D"D DIG INTO  PHILOSOFHY,  BUT WOT THE PART{; m:qn LT
LUXEMBURG WHO DID DIG "INTO SPONTANEXITY, -BUT: NOT PHILOSOPHY --p
IQ GRGANIZATlon the Dialectxcs of ?h;loSOpnv and. obgani a*ion.

l -'-

N -.-n-1

'-f"Why dl& we': chiﬁk once’ we’ todk the blg atep of separathg, B
> ‘indeed’ breeklrg, with ‘the: elitists party,. that it, is suff;eient
te ﬂo 850 po]itically witbou* doing 80 philosoPhically°
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~dialectic of. organizatlon in its relationship ko oialecties oﬁ ~r..”
phllosophy, fhaugh we' cértainly néever. stopped using the: word: ;
Mdialectics?" " In'a word,” even when we. used “Absolute"in L
relatlonshlp to method and definitely: stressed. that we do:not:;

mean just a tool or applxcatlon. we, did think that it was not.

just the-threshhold of the aAbsoluke’ Idea,’ but::the Absolute. Idea

as its: ultxmate. as if:Absolute Mind was no more than what -

Wasn't it? because wa: acLuqlry ‘hag. no* pe netr

. x.-'n .

Absolute Idea was in the' "Logic" and Hegel didn't need to . tell

‘us that we hetter not 'stop therse and Lnstead 0. to "Phlloso h.mﬁf
of Nﬂture“ and "Phllosophv of nlnd T

No wonder that when CLR . James sald that he looked wnto,Ju"u
Ph11osoehv of-Mind, he concluded that -he: found nothing there 7
"for ug." ‘I must have felt dissatisfied, since that is ‘where
“I went, and precisely I 'might say, on.the question of what we -
oalIed "dizlectics of the party,"vpec1fving houever,f*hat I .
wasn't interésted either in the mass  party, which the masses;: R
will: bule or in the elitist party, which we ‘definitely oppoee,h R
but in what happens to a swall group "like us"- ‘who - know that - '
notnlng can be done without the masses, and are with them, but
they are theoretlcians and they always seem to be around too. -

S0, what is the objectivity which explains their presence, as
the objectivity explains the spontanecus outburst of the masses?

In a uord,_I was 1ooxing for the object1v1ty of subgect1vxty.””

The ona’ th:ng I did not mention in dlscussing 1953 .

is that ‘the 1ette* of May '20, where T suddenly speak an the
Philoaophy of Mind, came ‘after CLPJ hao ‘said inrhis Notes:
. Oor the letter. accompan;ing his Notes - that he had - lookeu 1nto
DhllOSOth of Mind, and found notnlno there "for’ us"-. (naturally
that means Johnson-Forest Tendency) .’ So why did T go- to-the.
_Phil osOphy of Mind after. connecting the end of the last few
pages of Sciénce of Logic with ‘Philosophy- of Mind? And. that
was oirectly after I ‘just repeated what JFT.had worked out, :
that Lenin: said Marx S development in the section.of . commoditiesl
not only bore resemblance to Hegel's syllogistic UpI : )
lUu*"ersal—Parolcula*—IndlvidLall, but moreover,; what is futher
 to be noted is.that just as Lenin had noted that Chapter One --
and we noted Chapter One 1ncludlng fetlshi sm bore resexblance

Law, wae based on thn Absola*e IJea. holdlng thet just as. that

meant tne dlalectic of bourgeoes society, its;end by the revolt
oZ the wofkers, 80 Marx “also set the limits: to the dialectic - _
of ‘the:‘party, which ‘is“part of bourgeois society and will wither
“away with the paesing of the nourge01sie...“ Therefore, what wa

' were working on was not “just a book; but.a ghilosoghg,‘a whole
new philosophy of dialectlcs for our age of pos+4WWII, and




~. . nobody. including bourgecis acadenia, _hadsd

27,

‘that, of course;:meant.cracking:the'Absoluteeuézhat;ig;whexé;,
‘we all stopped, CLRF. promised he would do:it; but he didn't, -~ =
Instead, he s2id he had: looked into.the Philosophy#bfcnindaana‘?;__fﬂs.
found nothing in there ‘for us, + ; ~: % . wURuna v b T
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So, whateverﬁitﬁwas;thatvwasfdrivingmme;in&l&ﬁ&itdﬁWrite o
those letters of Msy 12 ahdiMayﬁZO;ﬁit:Suddenly‘heuameﬁthegf
whole of Hegel'sfWork,fbeginning;=asﬁalwaya,gggggtwhatrmarxr:'_
sald was most important in Phenomenology ‘of*Mind, going:, .. - R
threagh thefSCiéhcewdg:Logig.Withznenin,jhut‘réfusing"ébkfollaw-. o
: either:Lenin_in-thatllast'paragxqphjvqr;cLRq-on;the;facgithat”' ‘
“he fdundinc')thing'ihfPhildso;ahyr?df‘Mind,‘?and?délving'"noj:fonljyf'jj
into that work, but into’ those last final syllogisms-that ~ +

‘ ‘sericusly-tackled-the
naxt decade. I was not -debating them, or what they -did or did
not do; ‘in this case; my "ignorance" saved me from having ito
.argue with them. or anybody, but, again it:was Marx who, “though .
he broke off his manuscript before the findl -section-of: "
 Bhilosophy of Mind, his very sharp digging into Capital; v
:egpecially -the gendral law of capitalist accumulation and the”
new passions: and new forces, led me to conclude suddenly that
‘the dialectic of the Party as well as of the contradictions . in
the Absolute Idez itself, resulted in my seeing what I .called
"the riew society,* i.e.-the end of the division between mental
and manual. : L S R N ST

Thus, that philosophic moment was the core for those .
heretofore formative years of News and Letters Committees which
ended with the completion of M§F, where we .saw that. the little
phrase "the movement:. from practice” set the whole structure of
M&F. Not only that; it served botli, as ground.and roof- for. the
analysis of the contemporary world,-both,theoreticallywanda~-
practically, including the altogether. new voices from. both: the
proletariat and the new revolts in:the Comm:.iiist world, as.well
as the Black Revolution right here in the U.S. I'm sure I don't
have to repeat that to-this day that first editior had one

- banner-raising event of world:historic importance,: by including
- the first translation both of Marx's Humanist Essays ‘and Lenin's
, Ehilnsnphiz;ﬂgighggkg-ff'vk,_ SN . R

v 5

[ﬁere.ﬁéya-saidne-ﬁ Ontjuneié;(ffom'herrhospité;;bgd 5§;
that she wished to include parts of her "Theory/Practice” column
writtén that”day;:lshe-called special attention to the paragraphs
belows ~ o o o _

.

. ti¥ returned

_to’the fiﬁaljcﬁaptef 12 ‘of Rosa R
Lugembury; Women's Liberation and Marx's :Philosophy . :

- of Revolution. 1Its penultimate paragraph reads -
s, - It isn't because we are any, "smarter® that we
' can see 80 much mora than other post-Marx
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'*-?»1; Marx1st§¢;ﬁRhther#i£tﬁisibabadsebeuthé;matuﬁity"‘“”’
- .ofour age;;;Itﬁisftrde*thatfbtherfppsﬁﬁﬂsrx;@Rﬁ -
“Marxists -have ‘rested on ‘a.truncated Marsiamy rit. -
‘is equally true that no other gemeration.could ;

‘have ‘geen the problematic of our age, much less :
fSQlVEVOurﬁprobléms.-*oniyrlive-humanrbeingSucén:aﬁv L

' :ecreate:the'ravolutionaryjdialectic,forevér*ahew.w'«f
f-An@{theseflive*hjman-béingsimuat;ddzso.inathecry4n¢f

ags well-as iﬁ“praégice.*;It;is¢nqt‘a'quéstionfqnlyf
~Q€§f3meetinghthamchallEﬂge;frcm:?ractice; but 9f-; o
;beinquableato-meet;the,challenge'from the self< ;.- el
;_develdpmen#ﬁcf:the"ldea,}andipfjdeepeningétheory*or.ﬁ.r:ﬁ‘ff””"
tP’theiPGiﬁﬁ;Whe:e,it:rEthééWMarXWSMdoncept'of._ -
.ﬂ:the;philosdphy;qfi“refolutionqin permanence,” . .. -

'Kﬁparagraph be;addedzﬁl_ Coe Ll T R
‘V"Thére;isva:further.challengefto1the:form of .
organization which”WQ:haveaworked:out.as_thejcqmmittee

It was at-that point that 1 asked that -the following i .

L

-¢,”formg:ather=thanrthe~fPartY:tDrléad!fwﬁBut;;tﬁbughgf;sﬁ;.

'”;566mmittee4form'and,\party—to—leadl-are;opposites,y

'they-arefnot:absolutecopposites; At the point when . . ... o
the  theoretic—-form reaches philosophy, the challenge . ... . . Ty

' demande.that we synthesize not only the new relations -
of theory to practice, and all the forces of I
revoiution, but philosophy's 'suffering, patience .
and labor of the negative,' i.e. experiencing.. . o
absolute negativity. Then and only then will-we . - - . oo
suéceed.in-a'revolution‘that_will achieve a class-- e '

' less, non-racist, non-sexist, truly human, truly - - ..

" new society, That which Hegel judged to be the
synthesis of the 'Self-Thinking Idea' and the 'Self-
Bringing~Forth of Liberty,' Marxist-Humanism holds,
is-what-Marx'had'called the new society. ' The wany
paths-to get there are not.easy to.work out,.."

Now return to our own situation,~ and.think of = SR Y
..the attacks that we will be facing .in- 1987, when BRI, o
we state openly that even the ona post-Mar¥ Marxzist
;reVplutionary,whq:gég;reach_deeplyninto philosophy
. == Lénin ‘-~ nevertheless did not do so on the . = ' &
... ‘guestion'of organization. ' In truth, he never N h
" renounced his position on the vanguard party- set
© out in 1902 in What is to be Done?, though he

- often critiqued it himself. He profoundly extended
_..;7his’ new breakthrough-in philoscphy to a concretization |
**’?Of”tﬁétﬂiéleqﬁiéafpfﬁreVOIution;;ahﬁ;ygthnege;-

zlchangéﬁ4@151@@§£§;6n?cn”the"ﬁa§dﬂfdrfthe thin layer .

st Ay
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of” BOlBhGVikB' ragran vauqu:u.u' :part:ﬁ«: rga

‘In 1982" in Rosa Luxemburq, Yomen's: Liberation,nu, :
and Marx's: Philosophy. of Revolution,: we crltiqued o
lanin:politically, Torfully work: ouk: the: gdialec-
 ticsiof philaaophv and organization fox our:ade,.-;

it is now clear.that that critiqua must dig deep.ﬂmg
philosophlcally.

T L

The whole truth is that even Marx s Crltiaue ofla_:J
, the Gotha Program, which remains: the. g*oupd £for .
crganization: today,:was written 112 years. ago.:
What i{s demanded::is ‘not mere: "updatlng,,-after ey
. a1l the aborted: ‘revolutions -of the. post World.Har ;!
217 1Y world, ! round' willk not-, suffice alone;.we' have;,
“£0 flnish the- building ~-= the: roof and-its contents.*
This is what ¥ am working on:now:in’ the. -Dialectics .
-of ‘Qrganization and -Phileosophy. = I would. appreclate
hearing from our redders on-their thoughts onathls

r

o _'_.—-Junes 1931

b

Now thern,. it seems to: me that in a certain sense’ we
could call it a shock for“me ‘to have experlenced this in ;; -
this year 1987, when a great deal of research was. done by others
~-Eugene, Mike, Péter, Cyrus, Kevin, ‘Sheila, -Olga .= on the many.
ways that sgontanelty appearaed in. the- forms of. coanu;lc,iscviet_,
committees, communes, and so forth, not only to say the: ek
generalmzatlon. Yes, the party and the ‘forms of organ17at¢on
are opposites, but they are not absolute . opposites, ThHe- -
hange in the title to ‘Dialectics of Organlzatlon and PhllOSOPhY
really means that ‘the absclute opposite is philosophy, and that.
we have not yet worked out orgenlzatlonally. Because... dE

Take Pannekoek. The Counc11 Communlsts were- cerualnly
eariier on the scene and directly opposed Lenin in a friendly
way, on the auestlon of a single form of organization, 1n31sting
that when it cowes™ to production, the people at. -the point of
production must maintain their power after the revolution.
But, did ‘they ever give up- their party?- Didn't: they, along
with Rosa Luxnmburg, think: that . spontaneity is no- substitute- .
for the wholeness of 1nternat10nalism and theory? :On.the. . -
contrarv. “they’ too< that for -granted. What:not-only-was- nut
taken for granted, but rnever even approached in any way. L
whatever, unless_one calls: "approached" a. total rejecuion,-xasjﬁ
jphilosophy. Except, exce pt, except. .. "

L The éxcept, of ccurse, refers to Lenin. But he too@kepti-ﬁw
.~ €0 old and Plekhanov when it came to Russia. o

10744




One must - not hem in a new- duality into an’ old :ealitv .
because of the similarxtxes of abstract: opposites corlidlng.'
It is the collisién of concrete opposites- that! demands a few.
unify. ‘witheut: that philosophic. moment. there is no’ waz tc[,_

ew out a new rath And for- Lenin: there was-no: nhilcaoPhic
E moment 1nsofar as: orqqni raticn was concerned. -

"In the. ase of- organlzation, every Left was grabbiﬂg at
" some old contradictlons, and with: them, - some. old solutlons.‘c,
- Which is why the most!coyent moment for oux. problematic, and
for showing up more than ambivalence ‘in Lenin,: was - the- fact
" that Pannekoek (and Gcrter), with that creative. new. conceprk
-of council- ccmmunlsm, i.e. power in the hands of the workers
at the point of producti on, came’‘the old, 'Igaalzud -abysmally -
narrow, imperiallstlc ‘philosophy of Lenln 51908 Materialism N
agnd: Bmpirig-criticism, as against Lenin's great new philozophic
breakthrough. en the Larger Logic, and:as if that self-movement -
of ideas and of people was =a “betrayal“ of the class struggle.

And to this day, that is what Ccunc11 Communlsts are swearing
by (see Le nin as sopher).

R 2T o
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Lenin, too, never raised philosophy directly in ‘relation-
Shlp to organization. ‘Tt was:at most a phrase, like the
famcun reference in the Trade Union Debate, where he brlngs
in, “in‘a general way only, dialectics and eclecticlsm '

‘(see¢ page 65 of VOlume IX of Lenin's sglgg;gdmggxhg on ﬁéuﬁ
g]ass cylinder“) o

And the epigones have been busy trying to say that
whereas it was -correct- for Lenin not to touch the quesu1on -
- of the party when there was the ‘graat phenomenon of chiets,.
M"we" must no longer avoid the auestion of party. Whereupon,;

they end up- just with two more reasons for being in favor-
of the vanguard party.

III. ’ccnclusion: Untrcdden Paths in Organlzatlon

oz IR A single wordfﬂ we must go *nto these untxodden'
paths.‘ ‘We must not, I- repeat must not, look for a crutch

-Just because 'z ‘new epigone is using the word "democracy" to B
~mean’ more “than“one" party, and.a Mao is espousing at one and the

- same t.;me, ‘*bombard ‘the headquarters” and “""1e Earby "'emains '
thp "angqard“ (+ Vs, bu*eaucrati?ation...)




- 31'-,'.-

‘Since Marx himself 1a1d the ground — and that, remember,
is 112 years ago, .-= in other words, the whole of poat—Marx -
Marxiem~beginn1ng wlth ‘Ergels has not built’ on that: ground, _,,;_*
And Engels,.  yOu, ‘MuSg, remember, did fight hurd “to have the: - |
Critigue of! ghg_aotha Brogram published if in "moderated“
form, and yet’ assented . to the establishment of the Second
Internatlonal And the ‘German Social. Demo¢racy had been

forced to publish it, but only-as'a’ “contribution to the
- dlscu531on,ﬂ not. aq‘gvnnnﬂ for o

e LTRSS .I.-_.
e o

Lenln dld return to Marx’ 5, roots in Hegel and dld see
that the Critique of the Gotha Program had ‘never ‘really been
concretlved as the smashlng of the bourgeors state, without
which you could not have a *evolutlon. In a word he certarrly
worked out the dialectics of revolutisn, and made it ‘Be in
Russia. But,-but, but ~= he didn't ‘touch, the question of the
party. On the Fontrary, it didn't even go as far as his own

varied critiques of What is to be Done?, -once ‘the Bolshevrks‘“”'“
.galned power.ﬁ”;?:ﬁxt_;

v

i Rosa'Lﬂxemburé;'Women s Liberation and Marx's
Philosophy .of Revolution, we. -alone showed that Marx had _
created the philosophic ground for organization. .But we need
not.only. ground ‘but a roof.. And we have all these 112 years of

void on organizatlon and pnllobophy. There. is no time in a
nuclear age to put 1t off ror another day.

1988 is the year of the book and not as in 1980 juﬂt
as challenge to post-Marx Marxlsts, but the actual presentatlon
of the diglectics of philosophy .and the book as one, and for .

that it needs a whole organlzatlon, and not just the author.
The whole dons not mnan....

The real p01nt is the meanlng that thls is not a queseion

of the "euthor, .but the whole. organlzatlon.‘li want to'stress
the word, "the. whole,' not in- the sense that each one is’ ‘geing
to wrltn a3 charter, but rather that the context of each person s
activity und spec1al p01nt of ooncentratlon -~ b2 it labor, N
Women's leeratlon, youth, Blaok rete, ~- w111 be 1nseparab1e S
from the meaning of that activity, and that’ méaning, whether
.of an objective event cor the subjective act1v1ty, will be
L pr"‘jectud-tc those not-yet-Marxi Lnu—numczu.!.::l.t!,‘ because in -

- meaning, i.e. philoscphy, is both ground and roof of all we do,

'“_survey, s*rive for, as we prepare for that "revolution in
permanenee.- i




The philosophic nucleus, the attempt co become A
oeacaicirg‘dlalecticlans, dlc have 3 good beginnlng in’
. the . . But the test 1s_very dlfferent nowf
“that ig not what we - ‘Heed. " We certainly do, " Butnbecauselthe_

- type of néed 1nvolvee Firut the ‘whole - organlzatlon ‘which this’ o

. year” has been‘so preoccupied wlth making a success of the biweekIYg*

- that the" organizatlona; growth from whlch it was’ supposed 1o R ehs
-be inseparable was very ‘much separated. Tt suffered that

because what _got put very much on the back burner, and hack
-.to onl vile wr1t1ng 1t, was philosoPhy. .

‘ AI Wéht.to repeat, because phllosoohy had uut permeated
”_uhe paper,.tnerexore, it dldn t rermeate the organizatlon.,

Therefore, 1 would very strongly sugqest that the
Plenum consx&er that beglnnlng in January, 1988 we' become
a monthly twelve-page paper in a very -new way, where the book
" Dlalactics of- -Philosophy and Organization ~- becomes ‘thé ‘ c
"dominmant” force not only in essav—artlclea, but in every actlvity
we undertake, especially in-discussions with subscrlbers,'
with not-yet Marxlst-Humanlsts, not just as the vecordlng of
the events and their experiences, but the mean11§ of ‘those"
events’ and experiences and their direction in a glohal oontext -
That is what we will have to project when we have conversat1ona'ﬁ
with egubscribers, That is what has been missing =- the ‘whole’
fnew concept of "post-Marx Marxism as a - gejoratlve“ ~- it
just laid there in Rosa _Luxemburg, Women'sg leeratlon apd
Marn's PhllOSOphV of Revolutlon.

To assure that such’ essaynartlcles would be forthcomlng,
we ought to suggést or have people volunteer in Septemnber
at the Plenum, on what they would deo for the issues beglnn1ng
in Januax %Y, 1988, I have had a" chance to’ speax to some or
~ this already.' By ralslng it this early, it means I not
' only want to hear £rom you today, ‘but we will conalnue the'
discussion alt the next REB, when T will bring in a draft of

. the °1enun Cail. 2nd once the call is out, tben the rull
-;nlenum dis cueszon is OPen to all, B




o ’I'he chaotlc-‘m& and 1nform=1 form or p'resem.ation
N tom.ghi: is not due to leck of del:heratz.on and workingW-

* mach in advaje of the. time. .necessary to@draw a balance
‘ - it |
'sheet for the Rather, 1t is because so many u:.fferent_t-
"reach--' or ﬂsol— .
N

e most- impoftant of fhe deletions is leaving out.

f-he object:l.ve 91tuat10n. This w:Lll of course be “disctie_sed B

L]

lthe problematur :
Put differently, I\;n really presentlng here is of

r o

- M L (PR, [T T
lvGS)"I—O‘U\:—' .L.I.LLBI

the type that I genera]ﬁ.‘y do not present until the Ex‘ecutive
Session at the end of éhe f}glenum. It is us, i.e. Marxist-

{ : N
Humznism , as phxlosophy, as orga*nzat:.on, as paper, as -

/ ‘urgent in & =
_boo -- the. last is the most these now

N ’: - today _
Wersm nd

must begin at the begmn:l.ng, trat is to ‘'sa

)ﬁlf Q ’ ﬂ";” .
-ar permds, the

'

g the ph.:.lOSOpth moment 184 Wst being wiggm t

rlong hard t@@progess of development M@M
"&!’W&ll the evolut:.ons, asﬂ well as ph110 ph:.c- '
‘ 7 8 L .

"politlealneconomlc concrefiz J.on“\
’T""_-'-‘_ -

:rfull organxzat:.onal e;mresm

1§95 @ OTHA YR

; !’J# organ:z at:.on. Throughout Mai‘x s 1i"e he reachnd to concre-

oo - g

tize; it But noue of the concret:.zatlona, whether 1848 w:.th

: --the phllosophlc &I‘{mt ﬁor all of Marx 8 Mavstm,. :anludmg




h the-1gt Intern

1844 foundlng of ‘a New Coptlnent of Thought and of Revolutlon
the

:demerit of_this same Hegel in enﬁelopindAi
fmysticism by

stages of consc1ousness, raLher than as men q1d wUmen *Hinking:? L

'Capi iémfand "vulgar communism”, 3

‘his philosophy to be "a new Humanism".

e et ot L Al A S o b i




Max 's

discove-y cf that wncle new contment of thoughi-: and of re-_

volutwn thatﬁ “Marxism" certalnly 1ac1.ed and instead s:u.n-

M& thai-

: - . _ g e
S ot -.:e dldn t know"aew humanlsm until m the De-—-

»

preasion.‘ But in fact 1t is that which was the éﬁ@

for organ:.zatio'l throughout h:.s life /the moment he'

experlence" the R AT PhllOBOphlc moment, even

was cnly corressaondeﬁce (1ett re). soon

. natlcnal correspondence.

'Sencusly, hcwever, as orcanl'ration, and that oradni-.

zatwn - COmunim‘ -= acce pted the challenga to the

g 'cx:.eting capitahsﬁ wcrld and that not separated frcm all

""fﬁ_'politz,cal Lendenci-B and part'-es. I g)f couree, r '~r J.ng

c-to fhe cOmrrunist Manifestc, whosb second part is a critique

%

";cf utfn"ianism socialism, etc. What we want to do hev-e is

to compare the X8R 1847 CM to the 1864 »g F:.rst Intemntion—.

al"mtmhaillng the PC as the form, the workzng ex:.st-ence,




v

rn"fruthlnss critique of all that ex;sts that he zng spdke of

‘concretlzeﬂ on the 1eve; of the exlstzng' "partles" in that
*ﬁefiod.- (As we were ‘to see in 1860 in his’ 1etter to Frei—=-

1irgrath, ‘when Frelllngrath. in refus;ng to get 1nvolved

'on the Vogt Affair, sald ‘he didn 't belong to" the party any

.

| longer. ‘Marx's reply was, neither am T to any'eklsting L
S aE - in the : _
. party. I dldn t mean 1t/ephemera1 sense, I mERX meant 1t

in the hlstorlc k Clearly, Marx meant that no. one could
re-wrlte the hlstory, and both the revolutxon of 1843 and‘

the Manlfesto that. antlclpated it -and followed it, are

..

'hiatoric).

It 15 that historic period that ehangeduwhen interna-
"tienal workers got together to take a position on what was
' happen1ng en a different contlnent.. That too had a “manl—
festo“ pe:hepe not as bold as CM thought Marx, Whlch was
actuany__ the preambln to the constittftl on and by-law to
h:: the First'Internntbonal.,
AT THE SAhE TIME Hdrx didn tiﬁﬂﬂk hesitate a Becond
honcelthe'Pc burat oat, and some trade unlonlst dxdn t
hare'the enthuaiaum, te &mﬁEﬁk write them oat of the

o

nternationa; aﬁd @a not- declare the need te

£ N i e 9 e e T T st e i




"from etishisfi of éom'odities t;o the new pgkssione'am‘l 'ﬁew_

-—'nl—-f-.____

Eiai‘tiesl and’ foms 04.

ization eme'rging sgontaneously from the 'mas'ses
There is no way now, no matter how Marx kept from
‘try:i;ng}give any blueprints for the future, not) to aevelop

a ‘general v:Lew of where we're headed for the day after thE'

" conquest of power,‘ the day-aft e have rid 'oufselves of .

ez S bl 4 A e S

e a3 L Kl




nearly ancons }mus as to 1ta depth ano 1ts ramifz.cat.a.ons.,
AT
:n{/ rema:.nﬁfthe element that: govern&j-the concret:izatlon that

follows the laborlous b:l.rth
p_oui:e'd fo’rth in a t0rrent never'thelees. qpecif:.cally and

: S \the moment ~May 12 and 20.~
conoratel}r.‘ in our case/r'“‘-r-e

"'“*‘-"","il..n.“ e

\..(&ge were 80 .overwhelmed w1th the movemeni-.:f;ja;‘t practice i:hatj{ -.
B we were hardly as enthuszast:.c or dS concrete about the-
1 “movement from theory, if not actually forgetting it. )
lI the*‘efors wish to g0 into great detail about those 2. 1etteral
in 1953 to detail, not as the small coin of concret

Jany -

i veraaléa inherent in it. ec t‘aat ‘W& can- aee
. oo ‘ ;

'-uet o.evelop for the book.. g

qu stions,- o




o ngx determlnant, a1d not just the qround of, but became
1¥

T

_so startllngly new and cleat with Marx, that looklng at 1t

for thlS age, spec1f1ca11y ourselves, began to appear iﬁ

an altogether new way. Here is what I means

‘ _Heretofore what we stress when we pointed to‘l953e

as eoqug; was'the'important poiﬂtZOE'1955fehenfthe;eaweej:Tﬂs.
" an.actuel.organizational break-~up. Then'Qhat“became-clearere-
‘ywae'that actually, in so far ggfthe-wOrds.“ﬁerxist—ﬁﬁmeniemfj'
“‘are concerned, ‘we couldn'tsay 1955, but'ae in wae'e#pteesed?;

o . not
in written ¥Worm in“"M&F in' 1957. Now what is clear is Zuxk

.

ﬁxktg tﬁat”any of the other dates are wrong,’bﬁt that each”

P N -

time it is & specific pericd that makes one realize that

actually what wasn't clear was what was in the philosophic -

moment;‘and only when the objective and subjective merged 7

ApesxikxbEr is it "pfoven“. Oh, the source, the grouna reallg
roof., .
““‘“ﬂwne%ﬁgLﬁfd a XEEsy But the context 1n—between, the structure,

hﬂmn..,,_,, ""J‘W LA, R

e cOLlénﬁt ha. nont ol 1 d wittnﬂt +he~objective -situation. Bu
- Le e W

PEAL A X




relat:zonshi‘o to dialect:.cs of nhiloaonhv thouqh we cer-a

v

- *é t..:!.r:l* nﬂ-var atoppea wsd ﬂ‘ﬁm ---ord “dmlectics“? In

a word, ever* when we use bsolut in relatlonship to
,'__a' tool or applicat_:"-.-'bn, we
was not’ 4u8t the threshola of the Absolute Ideag but

' the Absoluta Idea asg :|.ts u*t:.matn as :.f Abaolute Mind

K

i

| was no more than 'ahat Absolutp Idea was in the Loglc and

Eeael didn't need to tell us that we better net stop.

there u.nd insteaad gmh to Phhosophy of Nature and Philos-

cphv “" Miné.
fNo wonder that . , . N
Y When "CLRT said that he looked into Philosonhy of -
;i he concluded thet he /_i | B

l-
[

y, which t.'he
ty, whicl_; we

o a small group




bug':hey re theoreticians and
7}they alwasys seem to be arou

\too. So, what is the ‘objas~

‘tivitx whi"h explalns he; Prasence, =s the objec 1viity
| N
‘ﬁexplains the spontaneous utburst of the masses? in s

I was lodklng fori the ohjectivity of subjectivity.~'




dialectics for our age of post WWII. and uhat. of course,

iﬁ;cracking the#%bSOIute. That is whare we all stoppad. 955?3  1”¢¢&
: / 7

/ne woul d

;Hlnd and found ﬂothing inthere for us.

So, whatever it was thit was driving me in 1953 to writefﬁ

-.{ those 1Ltters of 5/12 ané 5/20, it suddenlJ became the whole

of Hege s work, beginnlng. as _always, with what Maarx said
gﬂas mobt 1mpo*tant in Phen., goi ing through the £ L w1th

' - either .

Lenin. but refuving to ;o low[Lenln in that last para. or

CLRJ un the fact that he found nothing in Phil. of Mlnd

and delving not only into that work, but into those last

- Tinal syllogisms that nobody, inc¢ud1nw bourgeois acauemia. had

seriously tackled the next decade. I was not debatlng them,.orm
'what they did or did not do; in this case, my “ignorancé“
saved me from having to argue with them or énybody, but, again'
it was Marx whon -though he broke off his mss, before !HKE&X
*the final section of Phil. of Mind, the very sharp digging into
"(3apital, especially the general 1aw of capitalist accnmulation
_and uhe new pass*ons and forces, led me to conclude suddenly that'f

contradictlons in the
the /AT itgely, resulted

«{:in my secing what I callsd "the new society. ;1.9._theiend of,

'?f”the aivision between mental and manual. o - - .é:_: o




letariat and t

had -one

Fia

n we were ‘the ‘only ones wh <ould . see’ that”

shov that

ag epoa-_-m_aking
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; __-1987?,"_ hen a great

counc:.ls, sov:.ets, comna.ttees, comunes,
oot oolyl to say '-he geneml:.zat:r.on ¥ Yes, the party and | ‘.
the forms of organ:.zation ‘born from spontane:.cy are . oppositn.as,
--.'b'ut t}i’éy,are not abgolute oppos;'ttes. _The ,chax;ge “in t;ho__‘,:“_. )

: ot n of Oraaniz
title o D.f.alectice -of o:.-:g,'amm _

means that the absolute opposxte is philosophy, and that

we have not vet worked out organmt:ronally. Becauee,,..

; f"at'talre 1'-"a-:ll‘me'.koek. 'I'he C:ouncll éoﬁn{tiointa iwem oe

friendly way,a'on the question of a single form of org-

;-"‘anization, ineier:ing that when it comes to production, the |

Vpeople at the point of production must mainta.m their prer

""after the revolution. But. m d:.d Lhey ever éive up the:u'
E?‘ln:mq with

: party? Didn £ they Lhink m Rosa Luxemburg, t:hat sponten--

.

J.ey is no" substitute for the wholeness of international:.smi'
_'fand theory? On the contrary, they took that for graoted
.‘.ij-'What not o'aly was not taken for. granted, but never even |

approached in any way. whatever, unless one calls “approached"
Lfa total rejection, was ph:l.loeophy.

Except, excent, eucept




[ P

the ,\quesﬁOn:OAéhlldsdn v was I‘.—-ﬁﬁhnﬂ n:.r--?'
~ %o become cons; ious of ;(the ‘movements from practice
xxnmgmxmmmmn '

U P SO

pracuce Jammxnﬂ up acamsl__' b

o g was on the ‘road'
i"a & _,way chat th dual:.ty mﬂ,@x__ﬂm“

‘toa ﬁew un.tty.'-"
f Cne mst not gﬂkyamxaiﬁx hem 1175: a. new dualtiy -

realitykx becuase of the s:.mllarlt:.es of ahstrac
. collision of Ry
T& *s tbe/cenc,.e.,e oppos:.i.es t:natfdemands

t oppos—_‘\f"
__if:ea collidim:,
A

f&ﬁ :

In the czwe of organizatlon, —everymm I.eft was grébbing

at some old contradictions a.._ -uth them, - s0me old solut;ons.
.~ .. cogent S Vs iy

ﬁ‘he moat' p!:kidnt mcment for' 'me k- 1emui‘.1c'fv7r’a- tne

fact that Pannekoek (and Gorter],

of ;:ouncil conmmunism ——




‘“we“ mst no 1o ona

are swearing by, (Lenln asg Phllosopher )

enin, too, never rai ed phllosophy directly in re-'

latienshlp to orgenlzatlon. It was at most, a phrase 1mke

' the famous tandxixfamexxﬂ# reference in the Trade Unlon

2 general way only, dlalectics

and aclectism.

(See P. 65 of Vol. IX Selected Wo fks, on”
"a glass cylind - :
' : trying to say

: -a have been busy xyxxngxxxxxngx that

crr

‘whereas 1t was correct for Lenxn not to touch the questlon

. of the party when there was tho great phenomenon of SOV1ets,

er avoid the auestlon of party Whereupon,'

i‘ﬂ

uet thb two nore reasons for bein g igh_gvor
,_,.-—

e




_CoNGLUSION . .

' ‘ ID e
ztxxsxxhaxnkxxmxxexxxﬂiﬁkﬁﬁégiﬁ// i
Slnce Marx’ hlmself, laid ??ﬁ%‘ground and that “emem-L

ber“is 1;2 year ‘inm@§>other words,the whoiefot-pOSt-Ma:$J”

i

Marx1sm beglnr*n thh Eﬂgles has not bullt on thdt gm
fground And Engels, you must remember, dld flght hard to

have akxiaask the Crltuque of the Gotha Programne publlshed

if 1n a"moderated" form, and gaz yet assented to the estab-_iﬁ
lishment of the.2nd International. And the GSD, whiah had
'been forced to publish it, but only as a “contrlbutlon to
‘the discussigaf,rnet as.ground_for_otgapiaatiqn. i

| 'Lenin‘éid return to Marx's roots in éegel, and did
eee that tﬁe CGP had really never been‘cqnctetiZed as the
smasning of the sxk bourgeois state,.xakkﬁat;witﬁout.wﬁich;
'fou‘could~not have a revolutieﬁ. In a2 word he certaihly
worknd out the dlalectlcs of revolution, and.made it be,
in R“el a. But, but, but-- he too didn't touch the qustlon
of the'party. On the contrary, "it didn't even go as fat

as his own xxix varied critigues of What is to be Done? cnce

.thef%olsheviks gained power.

4atlon, But we need not 011y greund but a roof. n4 we




1988 15 the-ye ar of the. book and not gg

T T 8 ey T4

'tha author. '."r‘h'e;"'who‘le;

1s'not:é’§u§$tigﬁ}:

M H] )
of ﬁhe authov but the whole organlzatlon -~ I want tQ

stresa the word, "the whole“; not in the sense that each

y T e ‘context of
one is go;ng to write a chapter, bLt rather that}
person g activity. '

m&m-%

L of concentration —- be it labor, WL, youth Black ‘etc._-;

¢ from the {reaning of that act_vity,

and that mé;;E;‘; whether of an objective event or the

. - : ’ - ;I.M -~
suhjective activity, will ke brOJected to ethuzm::uﬁ?




The ph;losophlc nucleaus, the attempt to become_“prac—

t;cing daalectléi 15"5ﬁﬁiﬁﬁaae d1d have a good beglnnlng-—

But tne test xs very

v

dlfferent now, not because that is not what we need We

i

certalnly do. ‘But because the type of need 1nvolves first
?;he Who}eforganizatien'whiChlthie-Yea: has been sc pfeoe;?
iCuéied Qith makihg a succese of the Ei«weekly that the
:<¥;gangorganizationai growth froﬁ which it was eupposed te_

nﬂeparable was very much separated; it suffered that
\th put ve —
becau se Jwhat’ much on the back burner. and
back agaln to only me wrltlpg it Waskgtllosophy.

’

permeated
it didn't
'permeate the organizatidn.

:Thefegere,'I_would very etrongly suggest that the Plenum

consider that beginningiin Jan. 1988, we become a monthly

-ﬁ;_;_..'-'lé-'pé_ée'fs;é\per in a very new way where the bock,-- the Dial-




néw-cﬁhé et ‘of “post—Marx Marxism as & pejoratlve"'—~itj
juat laid tnere in

\\

Tbiassure that such_sBSydwe essay-articles would be

‘forthcoming, we ought iwviloaasm: ] Suggest_or have
people xgw volunteer in Sept. at the Plenum, on what they.:

WOﬁldhdo for theﬂissues beginning in_Jahu ary'1988. 1 have

Zhad a chance to speak to some on this already. By By ralsing

,1t thls early, it means I not only want to hear from you

Eoday;ﬁhut we_will continue-thé discuseion ét the next REB,

e

when I w111 brlng 1n a draft of the Plenum Call And once

the Call is out, then the full Plenum discussion is open

1t'o ‘m,




:develapme

P&R with ity

'/ﬁi a5 Wew Bﬂ&%uﬂ&jﬁ WBS, - whicﬁ detail

by ¥% T“*Zﬁev'év contrasting it ¢

7 -Trctsny, Mao or U\al i - auded W th a mo enuﬂu af pxaﬁ ce that
WA the new forces and passionsseemed

from theory. RLWLKM was again trylng

anguard party prec;sely because
revolutionar¥
emaining a/materialis economist

_ sf & Bimaekly. we became careless about boﬁn organ

:i;‘reoc upation with, nearly ‘solely with. the Biweekl;, to the a







