by Raya Dunayevskaya

This Theb:y/Practice column, entitled “On Politi- .
cal Divides and Philosophic New Beginnings” ;
was completed on June 5, 1987. It is the lust writ-

ing from her pen. -

The abysmal Igwer depths that the Resgan
retrogression has sunk the world into through-
out the seven years of this decsde has polluted
the ideological air, not only of the ruling ciass,
but hes penetrated the Left itself, Such a deep
retrogression urgeatly demands that, along with
thie economic and political tesks facing us, we

- lovk for philosophic new beginnings. - .
In the midst of the work I am deing on my’

new book, Dlalecties of Orgepization angd

“ Philosophy, I have been digging into research

-on fwo opposed forms of organization—that is,.

our opposition te the vanguard party-to-lead,
and our support of forms of organizstion bern
oui of the spontapeous sctivity of the masses,
Suddenly I reaiized that the relationship be-
tween these two ‘opposed forms was exactly
what I had posed back in 1982, on the eve of
tha publication of my third book, Rosa Luxem-
“purg, Women's Liberation and Msrx’s Philos-
ophy of Revolution. I then (September, 1352)
.added a psragraph to Chapter 12 of that just-
completed work, It was this articulation, which
I reached only after the book was completed,

that made me feel that the process of working
out such questions demanded a book unto it-

self.

This became even clearsr when 1 realized
that though the hook wa: already at the print-
er, and had dealt with forms of organization
both in Marx's day and in the early 20th cen-
tury—with Lenin, Luxemburg, and the counecil

comraunists—I nevertheless felt compelled to |

write a Philosophic-Political Letter to my col-
leagues on this subject. I called it:-“On the
Battle of Idess: Fhilosophic-Theoretic Points of
Departure as Political Tendencies Respond to

the Cbjective Situaticn” (Octcber, 1982). Here

I would like to take up two points from: the
Letter, which begins: : -

I om taking advantage of the fact that we do
. not yet huve the new book in hand, which will
plunge vus into so many activities that we will have
a tendency {o [orget “abstract” philosophic points
of departure.. = . )
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I returned to the final Chapter 12 of Rose .
Luxemburg, Women’s Liberstion and Marx's Philoss-
phy of Revolution. Iis panultimate paragraph read:

It isn’t because we are any “smarter” that we
can see s0 much more than other post-Marx
Marzists. Rather, it is because of the maturity of -
our ege. It is true that other post-Marz Marxists
have rested cn a truncated Marxism; it is equally
true that no othex gensration could have seen the
problematic of our sge, much less goive our prob- -
lems. Only live human beings can recreate the
revolutionary dialectic forever anew. And these
live human beings must do so in theory as well g3
in practice, It ia not a question only of meeting
the challenge from practice, but of being able to-
.meet the challenge from the self-development of
the Ides, and of deepening theory to the point
where it reaches Marx's concept of the philosophy
of “revolution in permanence.” -

It ‘wes at ihat point that I asked that the following
paragraeph be added: : .

This i5 ihe furiher chailenge to the form of organization
which- we hove worked out az the combiiiicve-form romer
than the “party.té-lead.” But, thaugh commitiee-form and
“party-to-lead” are opposites, they are not absolute oppo-
sites. At the point twhen the theoretic-form reaches philaso-
Pky, the challenge demands thet we synthesize not only the
new relations of theory to practice, and all the forces of rev.
olution, Lut philosaphy's “suffering, paiience and labor of
the negotive,” ie. experiencing absolute nagativity. Then
and only then will we succeed in a revolution that will
acheive e cless-less, non-racist, noit-sexist, truly human, try.
Iy netw eociety, That which Hegel judged to ke the ayntheeis
of the “Self-Thinking Idea” and the “Self-Bringing-Forik of
Liberty,” Muarxzist-Humanism holds, is what Marx had
called the new society. The many paths to get there are not
easy lo work out. :

I also suggested an uddition to the Introduction of the
book, to be added directly after I pointed out that “Just
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i \. pher them, to characterize them as “inexcusubls

K ra.meMetohelphm;wﬂlhcumwwcn}atsaut. and yet

a&n

 ant historic:

ie- yoiung Marx, Tn first. turning to what hs called °
nomics,’. had discovered the proletariat as the Sub- -
ject. who . would be
* the leader of tie proletarian revolution, so, at the end
ofhhhfe.Mmmdethnmardmeovmuha
" turned ' to’ new, . empirical anthropological - studies like
Morgms Anclent Soctety as well an to the imperial in-,
" cursions into the. Orient and the carving up of Afm:g."
Here is what J preposed to add at that point:.- . v .
) Tbatucmmhavckmtheﬁutpomtwmm:ood
by post-Marx- Morxists, beginning: with ‘Frederick” Engels,
who,” without. hoving known of the massive Ethno]ogic&l
Nouboch Marx hed left behind, uxderiook to write Eis

© own version of Morgma work—his Origiu of the Fawilw— -
. as ¢ “bequest” of Marx. VWhen Ryazenov discovered these

notebooks, he rushed, before!seeurhadachancetodm"
- If an Engels,: whawa:ac.'aumﬂabomtarofﬂmwui
without whom we could not have had Volumes I and IJIo[
- Capltal, could nevertheless suddenly have gotten so over-
confident about his own prowess of inte:preting Marx a4 to
assume hz was apeakwfor Mar=: if an ercbiviusc}m&:r
like Ryczarov could, at @ tims whlm he waos' ectually pub-
" lghing those magnificent varly essays “of Mors (Hu' 1244
.- Economic-Philosoplilc Manuscripts), spend a good deal
of his first report cn the Archives of Marx in’ asking for 20

pasy judgment before he dug into them—it says « great deal
about literary heirs but nothing whatsoever about so great
as Marx's Morxism. Tan't it time
to chollenge sil of the post-Marzs Marxists when evern those

.who have achieved great revolutions--and none was greater

than the 1917 Russicr Revolution—did. not, in thought,
measure up o Mors? Isn't it time fo dig into what Mary,
who haddmomedaukokmww&mm:of&kought,had i
to say for himselft .

- My leiter to my col!uagues then oonc.uded

The ﬂu:: that in iny litest work, Ross Luzemburg,
i
I
!

- ‘Women's Libecadon and Marx's Philcauphy of Rovolu-

ﬁon, I focus on Afarx's “translation” of absolute negativity
aslken'mhmonmpammmws,cdlmglha:mm
c}mllcngcmourqgt’, will draw still greater’ criticion
academia 'and outright aticcks from ‘post-Mars  Marxists,
‘This mates it necessary to be prepared, not only for that
-encounter, but for further coumkzmg thas chelienge. With

By -‘Ju L:r;

mmtbu:x ncuer’: before )
tr.wthalﬂmtntkezodoﬁkemwm
The need to see alf post-Marx Marxiits msma*nkm
' ship - to; Mexx’s : Murxism is:whaet rexcaled:that-evern to .
- great and indepmdent G revolutionary as Roso: Luxemburg |
wmﬁmmwwuwamqmmm

mztwn. Put sxm_ply, the delznmmw af the new boo.i: s .
/Mm.»r »hilosophy of revolution. Thix {3 not for any Gco-
*gravedigger of capitaliem’ ond -7 demic rearon, or any sori 6f orthodoxy, but the fact thel s
workes disclosed ¢ trail to the 1980¢ and revecled the probls- .
| matic of this age. The totally new question that Luxemivrg -

' posed—socialist demtrecy ziter gamm.g pom—-pam!rd
' to @ netw cxpect ofManum iteelf.

The new -moments in Efarx that t.k.: bool: duc!adm md
thatwua around .what.we now coll o Third World. cre
. pot limited to' the meguier in which Mors revecled an-“44i-
" atir mede of production”™ in the Grundrisse. Rather, thin is
. extended to the 18805 as Aarx was. cmnnmﬁmg on Afor.:
" gan’s Ancient Society and other then-new untkropolegizal

. works on Indis. on the Avstralion aborigines, as well as-in

his letters both on his visit o Algevin and fie correspond..
ence with revaluticnarivn in Russic on the ancient commuie
‘there arid its possible am.rfomuuwu ixto an al.,ogether it
“type of revolution. In a'woard, it is to revolulion in perms.
* mence' that the book Xewps returning, ‘whether the subject iv
' Duxemburg, or Lenin, or Womenstbmaam, or the Hepeli-
an dialectic, At the same lime, we must keep in mind thes,
! whereas it is Marx whe tronsformed Hegel inte a contenpe-
‘ruwy, and transformed the Hegelian dialecsic into the Mar-

. xian dialectic of liberation, the revolition is 23so present fa
Hegcl. Hard as Hegel iried to confine. thic o a revolution -

.in thought clone, he made his presence felt in history, @xn

. us he spoke of The I’bilaloplur of Mind and Hhtory of .
Fhilosophy. As Hegel put it:. -

Al revolutions, in the scwnmm ksata'mn mgeu
" eral history, origincie only in this, that ths spirit of
mmr,thrtlu wda‘ﬂmudzngm&dm prenension . of

; for tiw possessing of hdnu’il huan naco altered ﬂwugh‘t‘a on ﬂus

‘!.

hwcatzgoma, muwhmuelfmarma-. dwsr }m
.. dngansic relation with Simse LR

Now returmn to our owp st'autmn. and ehmk of-the’
tacks that. we will be facing in 1687, when'we state’
" openly that even the one post- -Marx Marzist revclution-
ary who did reach deeply into’ philoswphy—-..-mm—-nev-‘
. exthaleas did not do so on the gquestion' of crgarization.
-In truth, he never renounced ‘his position on. the van. .
"<guard ‘party set out in’ 1902 in ‘What is’to be Done?, |
“‘though hes ufion critiqued it himsulf.: He profoundiy ex- .
_tended his new breakthrough in philosophy to a l:onm'e-'
‘tizntion. of the dialectica of revolution, and: yet never
ckang(;dhmpomhononweneedtm'the“thmhvarofﬁ
Bclrhevilis” &5 a vengusrd party organization. In 1982
- ia Rosa Luxemburg, Women's Liberaiion and Marx's -
i Philozophy of Revolution, we critiqued Lerin political. .
“ 1y, To fully work eut the dialectics of philesophy amij
" organiration for cur age, it i now t.lear that thnt m—-
hque reust dig deep. phllonopiucaliy : i

‘The whole trath is ihat even M.ar:’a Cdtiqm | tho‘.
GothaPrugram, wh:chmmmnsthagroundfm-organi N

zation today, was written 112 years ago. What is de-- = |- -
manded s not mers Mupdating,” sfter ali the eboxted: ek

“ravolutions of the post-World War if world. “Ground™

“will not suffice alone; we have to finizh the ‘building-— . -

mmu:fandxtaoonwnts.'l‘hmsswhatlamworhngon

_xow in the Dialectice of Orgenizeting end Philozophy.

1 'would app:aczate hssmng from. our. madm on. their
2 ohar et :
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