il

To be read o all localg-~ . February 12, 1973

In Liow of N.Y.-.NEB Minutes:. Phi.loaogmb and Revolu-bion as
Organizat'l on B.u.ldex- )

Dear “Rriends, L o e _ Ce
I. should 1a.ke 'bo d* souss: with ,j the process oi‘ arriv:.ng at.

'f..

& nsw formulation en P&R eas orgenization puilder. as well as the
concept i'l:self. ' Becauwe thé* needed. copys-e';'{i'ting sent. mo “back to
‘my Library and Mary in Détroit, thus cutiing me off from. my Ne¥.

©etay diveutly aftsr presentirig ‘the. firet chapter.of the book, I
had ‘thought that the. return.to N.Y,.would be' strictly’ organization-
“‘aly sirictly logal, Btric'bly j_aggu;;g concra'te. Indged, I had
“nst even invited Ketinto come, up fox' the,N.Y. NEB although the

. invitatlon to ths Gcnnect...cutt.,WL ,ha,q. bazn’ 'i;endared. The truth

"{in the’ Hegelian senge 'of the 1og1c‘a1, the ‘dialectical ‘cenclusion)
_of the tangibly concrete twp ed; ot Eo ‘be p concretizations hot
~of the tangib:l.e, ‘but of PLR itself &y o::ganizati.on builder, ..
Theretofore. -whenever the tsual qupstj.an about the Pa.rty ?ame up)

. fr-our ‘enswer, and an impatient one at thaty alwa,,rs was that's.the

o ‘oigges't. noosa-erourd-the mOvement's nack. And that was ny ‘Pirst

., “‘reaction vhen contacts-onge: agai,n poaed,""ha"c questien:_ But second

_.regativity en the very last day. in N.¥, led to’a new type of an-

“Fawer and ‘beceme-the ‘vivet -of the NY’%EB meva'!:ing a.nd i here pre=
*sen’ted for the organization’ ag & ‘whold,.

(LIS

..The weigh'hed ques'bn.on of organ*_za'tion 'to sponteneity: not
to -mention ph:.losophy to revolutions/has.a histoz‘y +hat goes back

4'0'\ +‘\o+ hnul Ann-)--! wie A-t-‘ *hnuw’k-&- -i-'hn‘i‘: 'Mﬂvuv R‘ ﬂnnvrn“nﬂ _F_\:_\OH +tha

-was v-l.tnulmv M . u\& R 149 s

' . very start.wher- there wag no such th:.ng ‘a8 & - “proletaria.n party",
r;larx ,ins:t.sted 'l:ha't: "the Par'ty" mast 1ot “furn its back on philoso~-
Phy. Ra'bher it must spealize, lt" Iassalle who was _suppoged to
haVe 'been as. "goud" a Hegelian as N’arx a.lso from the start was
“bent on- building a pass party whose 3ob it was.to cend him (and
other. leaders) to Parliament and they,, 'l:he in’tellectuala. would

] :t‘ight""‘or" the masses. Though Marxists ware all supposeu to be

' "i‘or" Marx and opposed 't:o I.a.ssa.lle, the tru-l-h iz ‘that . long before

: the Second Internat:.onal 'be't;rayed- 1ong before. in fact, there was

" a'Second Interna't:n.onal, everyone (and I“mean every SINGLE ohe, in-
cluding Lem.n and Luxemburg) acted. on the Lasaalllan organivational
_ground, Repea't that 'to yourself—-"Lem.n was. a Lassallian"~=and
see how absolutely fantastic it sounds beoauss. while it is true
we have exposed that Lenin's concept ‘of the "party 'to Jead" wes
roeted in Kautsky's and the whole Second Internat:.onal's concept
of vanguardlsm. we did not roll the filmall +the way backward to
Lassalle. . This was.not only because, . as againsi Kautsaky, Lenin
had the very great distinction of disciplining the intellectuals
by the proletarian organization. .It was also because iy
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1t was necessary £0:8tresthat Marx hed no theory of the party, and
to prove-it, we often repeated thefact that Marxz, inithe bitter
1850's, referred to”the party" when all he had in mind was himself
and. Engels,, Vhile allthis is true,even as it is true that the.

. 1880's generated the graat, mass, First International which Marx

" herded and which was_certainly more.rooted in sponteneity and &
philogophy of llveration than ever was Iassalle's party, what is

- not-true is ‘that this didn't.alld up to 'a “theory™ of the party,

It is true. that it was naver worked out "ag theory® by Marx ,and
things went wrong only aftér Marx's and Engel!s-deaths. Neverthe-
leas, we will ~either begin“here or we.wlill have no. solid nev.begin-
nings in orgenization 'és we havé in philosophy, . =~ . ‘.

. Iet me return %o “chotker® “that Lenin (and Iuxemburg; des-
_pite all her talk of gponteneity) were Iassallians, i.e., made
a separation between philosorhy and organization, had a *secret”
feeling that, whereas Marx was right theoretically on #ll gues-
tions the dispute between himself and Lassalle and vas ihe
-founder .of all ‘of ug,. lassalle was really the only organizer and
. "therefore” the organization as mediator between the,masses and
. the now soclety must Be learned from lasgalle. (Just take a look
. a%t what remaing the standard biography of Marx by Mehring, Lux~

emburg®s theoretical colléague, or for that matter some of ‘the
_articles by Lenin on lasgalle,) 7 o }

- KO ~" . Now then, although we're all
© versed enough in dialectics ‘and pointing out “that Leninwas am-
.~ bivalent in philosophy, none has dared <to say the he's ambiva-
- lent also in organization, The very opposite is lhe case siice

.-t is ‘all toc clear that.lenin did have & theory of the party,

4id practice that type of crganizationai.dialsctics, and we,
‘we alone, spent a very elahorate and original chapter (117) of
© Megzrxiem and Freedom which ‘raced through the fundamental .changes
~in his "party .to lead" concept *rom 1903 to 1923, indeed every
time he met an actual revelution and enthusiastically admitted
that these spontanedus revolutionaries were far.in advance of the
party. So why can both anarchists and social democrats, from
opposite sidesbut towards the same conclusion, maintain that
Lenints-Staté and Revolution(where he develops so Beattifully
the new conerete universal, "to a man",) was "mere propoganda”?
We don't hHave to bow eithér to ‘their slander or stupidity.
‘But we do have to-see that, Just as timé did not allow Lenin to
work-into "a finished form" his Philosophic Notebooks, so he did
not draw to a fine point his many changes in the pamphlet by
which a2ll vanguardisté swear, What Is To Be Donef, but dllowed
that to undergo numberlemss editiong without ever introduwcing into
it the changes he himself practiced 1903-1923., 1In any case--and
that's no incidental matter--we cannot go limping on +he question,
We must work out all the implications of Philcsophy and Revolution
and indeed prepare ourselves in the few months before publication
: %ndlpractg:_@_ it after -publication,that P&R be the organization
. builder,

Becaugse we as N&L Committe memebers not only know well
but have always practiced committe building we take for granted
that N&L is known by its readers as an "organization expression”.
Qur life as Marxist Humanists is in it, And yet the truth is
that not only haven't we made the point manifest but, as all our
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conventions and plenums show, none of us has been satisfied with
our crganization weakness, - On the other hand, take the "new" or-
ganizational manifestation in Russia as a State-Capitaligt Society,
" when we were in ancther parfty and so eawsily spoke of the Fourth
Internationsl ag *it", Now it waen't only a matter of “diplomacy”
for a minority, an organizationzl opposition, to state ihnt though
we Gisagree with you theoretically,we. are. one with you orgsniza-
tionally, . Ne¢, the greater itruth is we hadn’t worked out any other
- form of organizationy we hadn!'t, in 1946 much.lees in 1942, re-
-Jected in toto the concept of . the "party to.lead"; we were behaving
as a "faction”, a8 a tendency, because +that's what we reslly. be-
.-1ieved; that.ia te a2y, we did feel that if the Fourth International
-would oniy have & -correct position, give up.its fantagtic view of
. Russia ag. a workerts state, "though degenerate®, we .could indeed
live with them, . Even in 1950-51,when for the firet time we aid
.add ' a section on philosophy--right within our political document:.
.. (State Capitaiiem and World Revolution) and were on ithe thresh~ -
Chold of ;totally breaking wich Trotskylem. organizationally as well,
we.still had net,.in throwing out.the concept of the "pariy to
lead”:created anything. to take its pla%%11 . £ R
" . That ¥sthe whole point. We havqn;taggt?o We have practiced
arn alternative, We have created committees and for the first tinme
~-and it §till remains the only one by any tendency or group=-— -
- made integral to owur constituion that we stand for unity of theory
‘ahd -practice, concretizing that as N&L and M&F. This constituticn
- remeings our ground and fourdation., Ve must now expand that by
naking it a totality so that P&R‘'is its organizational and not
only philosophical nmanifestation.even as P&R in turn must become
the .organization builder ONCE we,its individual exponents, do it,

Where 1955 (the year of birth of N&L Committees .and its con-
stitution) became on the one hand, a concretization of the 1953.
breakthrough on the Absolute ldea, ané on tne other hand, was the
actual objective eve eaf the 1956 revolution in Hungary, 1973 must
become both the pre and the post year of philosophic and organiza-
tion breakthrough. All the morc imperative does the pew practice
which will also be the vhilosophic challenge. With this in mind
we therefore wentthrough, in very concrete terms, what each person
on the NY KEB would do in new activities on the Black front -in
Harlem, in new activities among the youth.especially with the open-

-ings on thec“amnesty" front (with whom I spent a couple of hours
talking in their office, and Chris will write up the youth discus-

. sion on the paper and on the column), and the. new N&L WL commit-
%ee in Connecticutt is planning 4o do both in issueing ashop paper
and in developing Marxist Humanists in NY as well as Conn, (Anne
took extensive notes of the Conn,~NY discussson on WL and will write
it up for the organization,) At the same time every naw contact we
met we . approached with this new attitude of P&R as organization
builder. . .

Yours, .

' RAYA .
P31 I just this minute received - sgpecial delivery from one of
these youths who: in addition to sending in an RV, has volunteer-
ed to come down fur ten days td> help in the proof-reading of P&R
ahd to bring with him the gulley proofs when +the publisher will
have them ready., Hope there are as gquick results in membership
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