The New Left Revlew edition of Kargl Korsch's ﬂgg;;gm
gnﬂ_ﬁhilgggnhy which was first published in 1970 13 a tranala—H
tion of what was first published in 1923 in Germany and includes
also both the 1922 KK Introduction to Marx/s Qz;;igng_gz_jhg
“Qﬂihﬁ_ﬁzgg:anmg (which I will include in these notes both |

';hbéausa'lt 15 the‘name yepr and in an 1mportant gense on the’

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

shipiof

X
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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
of a real revokutlion,” This is Yurther footnotes by a

'rntbronoo to Kant »also” having expressed that in a way in
and elsewhere

M- FANKEMXXNXX analysis of wﬂnm which

‘he quotouc “The revolution Bn an 1ntellectua11yfgifted people.
'»;such a: the ono we are witnessing today. arouses all onlookcra’

‘ﬁ"ﬂiwho ane not?thomselvea directly involved) to aympathize wlth

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

L




‘@xXcept when the’ sunaeotlve becomes a"science¥s" Viewed

in this perapective, the revolutionary movement in the

realm of ldéha. rather than abating and finélly_seizing
in the 1840s, merely underwent a desp. and eignlficant

change of character, Ineetead of making an gxit, classical |

. German philosophy, the 1deological exprgqsion of the |
tovolﬁtionary'ﬁSQement of the bourgeoisie, made n jzﬁnﬁi;ign;;b{
toa now lcionce which henceformard appaarad in the hiatbrw |
or ldnal as the ganaral exproaaion of the revolutionary

_-movement of the proletariat: the theory of ‘scientific.
‘Bogislian® firet founded end formulated by Marx and

g

. ,Msﬁ%civ:
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Khrl Korech is still gelf-conscious enough about theu___mQ;; 

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

that 1t is true that it appesrs that "Marxism itgelf

ghjgg&.' {p. 335 Not only that, but quite obviously,

by conslidering Marx and Engels®as one, he is oohutantly‘
quotingEngels® Anti-Duhxdng and Engels’ Ludwig Buerbach
(T lt they were Marx's works, and thue falls into the trap

of Engelaien *positive science!ﬂXXl!l!!!KﬁﬁCXﬁXﬂlx 'as-.; 
- d"clcped in m_mma "That which still survivea dne
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“* OXRNIEXANXKERXEZKEZRXIEX in the State or *nroblems of
zavolution in general hardly concerned them.” (S&R)

Ins wofd.‘it'n the conquest of state power which Lenin

put on the agenda and which led to a successful revolution,

which was all directed of course against the Second Intornatlnn-f'T
al and yet when rerreated in 19232\ makes the Third Inter
national on the eve of Lenln'a death quite nervous, ANd |

rightly 80, Very obviusly, the heavy quotations from m'
didn't save either Korsch or Lukacs, The fact that L

'14_ dial.ctlc- thon gets reduced to hisotricien likawise dossn'®

nawb 1h.n hut vwhat 1n 1ntoresting is in the hlstorlci-




b=

leaving out "tho less important dévisions * wﬁich actually
means the full development of Marx's Marxism ¢ 8O that we
soo neither an important change between Marx's death and
the Second International. And to make it rse a
“concopt he is extending the third phase fromfgg.]all the .

way tq,tha 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 Second Intarnational dead as of 190? beca 88




‘-?.

the Hogoum d!.alenuc 1s 80 much 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 Korsch




«8a
trus for the Erfurt Programme and indeed, much of post-iarx
ﬁar:iam until Lenin had realized that it's in there andlin
- the Parll Communo that led to ons of Lenin's greatest wbrkl-
W. But just when he finally approaches | |
the subject and writes: "In the light of the peculiar para-‘
Ilolism botween the two problems of’Marxism and phlloaophw

~ and llarxiam and the gtate” e
* fn other words, is the

o noglect of the problem of phnosophy by the Marxists of the

| saoond Int'l nlso related to the fact that the problem of

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




February 7, 1983

Dear Mike:

Although "A 1980 View" of the new book on Luxemburg
makes it clear that the challenge is to all post-Marx Marxists,
since I begin with Engels(and, indeed, that reference to Engels
fnciudses the period when he was Marx's closet collaborator), I
nevartheless suddenly feel that the section should be expanded
because it is very important to expand reference to the so-called
Waestern Marxists, especially Karl Korsch, who, I believe, invented
that term. Because, however, preparation for the tour around owr
trilogy of revolution leaves me ho time to develop this, I will
1imit myself to a few notations in the form of this letter to
you. ( I'1l 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 Marxists.”)‘

g“igggggider it necessary at*eaeo—to S
th the feason for seeing chronolgy, too, as Pt 2

f‘bticity. it precisely bscause—th

.whosge greatest contribution to Marxism was to T
lalectic as the revolutionsry element, which ‘the. Second In-w"“
uatadzandthis. became reformist., ' !

“of thein were by then C‘mmunists
) owlecged that they were not the fir
‘was the firet to return to the Hegel
very. much more profound and’ compreh
». took up the whole of Hegel's
1ngling out a single factor. . (
It you answur that "they didn&t know: Le
back in 1914 ",

-~ Whille they didn't know the work Lenin did,  they
922 letter to “Under the Banner of Marxill“(whic “Kox
5 the .quote prefacing his
_ on. 1naiata on “a sys ona,"'

ing the revolutionary natur ot
Shi produced his guotatlon from Hegel,.
{ “expressed as if in the vorg i
- that Kbrsch presents it "ams an o
Alal ngpooss orwthe r-al revolu
10P0T) lutien that, whon

Ty
“nltOge many quallfioatio
ialilm. naterialium. naterinlism
peny gjgir German Idoulint

te ta

“ 'u!hu'liﬂ. "i.ng%ﬁ§’ sference
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“The revolution of an intellectually gifted peopde, such 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 Korsch because hé never left ths CP and wrote extensively
on Lenin®s Philonophi.c Notoiooks. mt only ag if 11: were the same
as Larin*s vulgar ) . 1d_Emp]
it stalin .« phll
dbx.momin.g the "Hmiaa of tho Age of Imperialism.
lsotic gets reduced to historiclem, “science”, "sclentific
soclalim®”, Vhat I am trying to say is that the actual. serious -
philosophic framework is that of revolution vs., reform. T¢ 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 really 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 Engcle
aﬂ Oﬂ‘o S

e Ia “on is 1914 to 192k, . The Creat Divide . .
3 drew because objective situation conpelled him to -
Ahat the betrayal could not possibly be just a political be=

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

In a word, lanin began to doubt the vhilosophic’ mmd
' ,Mdmdmnmdtoum'aroot-inml
mlns ‘what the. Hqgclhg dislectic was “in and for itself,”
1 “nothing that Lenin has written after that 1914 emmtor
sl that dogsn’t emerge out of the. new intemo'hﬁbn ot

. ¥evol ‘you darnot pouibg

o8 _,Mhn unless you havea vision that the moeclal uwluﬁon will

LUPeeet Wmﬂdnf the State to the ideology s that the overw .

PO pihl..hrﬁoubom;"atakoom“orthsuhwth.

hrl. is such a total destruction of the State that it humtaas. -

I‘t It rcl‘h‘h and exvand that pivotal last nointa. _

5hnw workers not only as revolutionary force but as Reasoili i

thmton. Lenin*s slogal of *Turn the :
to a vli . ol go'ts tothe eve of a social rowluﬂon;m he

'f-.t_o m thnt Karx'w .
i Franes recrea dn
RAER+ . Now when I saw tlut Icomh .{s 90 vo:'.v thrilled .

- : R e} tl-..l-l..l — - -
Candc i tuen B~y ‘wy-vumt-- t-sa = T .

uith his’ oam lmduotion.
t. : . :in

nlactics u:mt be 3 lhi.mtn rm. : ou Ve -
ming the development égsmluﬂ.on. at onffe and -tﬁi C
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, ‘..sdﬁc timo as Reason and yet facing the posaibility or countubrevo-
;i"_‘--Int.’n.on from ¥ithin the revelution.

Noi.thor in ' nor in the Introduction
g R G ok .' grapmne = does Korsch go one step beyond
: ' ‘ organlsation, I'm not now that I
hava the hlnds!.@t or 60bears late#. that he ocou d hnvo ssen, in
- the. te of s Cotha Peanne, t-rt Merx®s most profound dovo-
- -.lopment of the N ationship of philsophy to both revolution and or=.
- ganization, yhat I developed in my latest work in the chapter
-ntimd *The Philosopher of Permansnt Revolution Creates New
nd - for Or@unlsation. - What I an saying is that Korsch was 80
#d:with Ienin's bBecauss he did fully
4 réfornim and ho 1y approve of the destruction of thc.
ingtend of sesing that Lenin was writing on the eve of
whan the slogan was "All Power to the Soviets™, and
fére kon‘t far away from saying a word about tho Party.
ting when the Corman Revolutior .
; ly di.dn't see . the counter-revolution. vithin ¢
mr did he have anything to say on. tht ra-_

‘)




| Feb 17,1983 15863
Mike, 10889
Altho "A 1980s View" section of the new work (RL: WL KM)

makes 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 toe
challenge to post-Marx Marxists by focusing on "Western Marxists" .
.14 that TLukacs and Korsch were the very ones who did put the
Dialectic’s 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 tt to his
strictl hilosophic re-organizationa¥E?° Why had they ne er‘seen'
any significance)®hat Lenin abhieved¥n 1914, $hat they first

worked out in 1919-19237? Ho¥W 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 s:-?**m to the Hegelian dialec- |
- tic "in and for.ifself"? y - R -

: ..1‘.‘!' -"— ) ;-‘4’1' IREE T AL yigonf y LAl LIPS
g@kcA) 1n my view, h""""m” saying WBut Lukacs and
orach didn't know of Len’n s Abstratt of Hegel's Science of Logic
Bince he kept it private when they did their grappling with'the
iegelian dialectic in the specific milieu of German Marxism"
MR viewing chronclogy as facticity rather dialectic: ‘sequy
‘proof of that can be 'seen in the. fact that in all;ithe’y ]
ublication of Lenin 's 1914 Philosophic Notebooks
t-dig- dccp .n..uuD uuau Gl"é"au Div.l.dc. S

- It is true they didn't know, when they were writing;on
the imperativeness of a r utionary ret :
ialectio, ‘that Lenin had%
gid ‘Know of the” ‘populdr ‘Tett Lenin had addre d “ 0 thex:
itors of a new}"Uider the Banner of Marxism" which calle fo
ggystematic study of the Hegelian dialectic from a materisl 8t
tandpoint," Indeed, Korsch used that specific quotation'as
_frontspieoe of his’ Marxism and Philosophy without ever. aensing_
‘any -philosophic. discontinuity between the Lenin of 1908 who'.
‘| given the green light to vulgar materialiam with his Material
| ‘and:Empirio=-Criticismand nin 1914~23 who had ‘produced.s
~ther'dialectical Abstraci digging deep: into t
hghiloaophic Grea? Divide so within revolutiona
: 0 eir wn merry. i vid .
Tt U L T
svrerthe. "'m 2nxious enough' giv '
i

R for re~8stablisn3ng the -revolutionary nature
“of the Hegelian dialectic to reproduce (in Philsophy and. R
i Korsch's way of quoting Hegel's formulation, that"Revolution'
ﬁlodged ‘and ‘expressed asif<i IO i
‘order for Korsch to stress t
component of the total social pro

R Heretofore I h;d'allowod Luko al g x
diayr ard of Lenin's deeper penetration “diale
todaywneas, on the one hand, and
) - losophic ambivalence. when it came... -
=ofcorganization, i, e, .his" concept of"the party to-1lea
in peace as if ao-calleé Western Marxists agi egtitled
Some sort of special privileges, Now that, " '
of Rosa Luxemburg, Women's Liberation and
Revo ution which could pr
.ag;ém u 'Tr . k:v. -é;he fgge {evolutiona
: DUBE,  Troteky-= ceritically »thers—Fs
. let .;Lukacs ‘Korsche nscagg the challeh
' xddmy ‘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, matoriol
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15865 Korsch on the other hand, far from seeing JiliWM% 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 ma® image of the
materialist underpinning by introducing qualifications into the
Hegelian dialectic and focusing on its'similarity” to o‘fa’e;; German
jdealists, especially Kant. Thusies¥®he no sooner bed that
Hegel quotation we re-quoted than he footnoted it with a lengthy

' Teference to Xant "Conflict of the Faculties®:

e R,

"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 enthusiasnm, "

frs e ) Mﬁt’
Lhreyuali iﬁations/‘gre ncﬁ only toward the Hegelian dialec~
{ which, m "the herogdc revolu=
sﬁ ‘

, 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 |

800 8 .Rounde; ¥and formula‘ted by Marx and Engels i
. \\The transi‘ormati ﬁ"‘;o‘f%ality most certainly didn't stop in-"

Wil

, The b;eetié ty
what resﬂlta in totalitx Ye'b, I-u@as 0
111:}' M an all-pervasive philosophic ca

7 his grqa orkg which included.; his’
‘gre heoretical w Capit after forty long years of
labor at. which point he first produced the Critue of the Gotha o
E.ogram the.'l: Merx was Btill discovering new moments in the Tl
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Clearly, it is 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 factuwal 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 eveni of a world war and collapse of established Marxism
@hich compelled ;the militant materialist, Lenin, to turn to the .

et rrre—

therein nof anly ps forigin® but s 2 continuous dialectic which
n !R

"subjective", the "idealiat" Hegel, Marx's Marxism was rgoted'-::;; nr{

'.:-l\

spells ¥ out ]as re=creation,Nthe transformation of reality
most certs didn't gtop in Marx’s day, but came alive in

~ Lenin's politicization¥ as "Purn the imperialisthﬁgggé@; a civil

war, ' Th objectivity of the Bubjective is what otality .

philosophle catego ardl: ppcretised it as Subject

Yet Iukacs who, "in general'jmade totality into an atigzgiyasiveﬁ

- A b A !’ A ¥
- v y - K —

e

vifin ok acftithiod 4 4 < N

.

as hejléss
tien that ho—mbveriad o ug OF $he-18
Mapuasiints. then he at once Ffollowed i | ery 18
LLES - v ‘
‘.the ;1 252§g§—g£~£g22£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
- eeption,birt not as sensuous human activity, praxis, not: ‘
. Hence, 'in opposition to materialism the active side ‘was deve
" by idealiso,;.Feuerbach wants sensuous objects actually diff

3"ffdmythbﬁghtjbbjects;but he does not comprehend human.acti

gelf as objective...Consequently he does not’ comprehend th

h*f"fICanqéfof”!revqlutionaryﬁi'of !practical-critical'iaéf

. . . - e 2t bt g e e T SR
- ;; . e e oS .._..,,.:.4_---»-.-:: e e deme

it e
iy T

g4 < th/:' hjeeti D Dbk j . ﬂ
2 he 1 ’.‘.--31.'1 2 S [R5 : :{.“ :;.f{"* O -l _ ugd r . ‘. w
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mirror image of the materialist #nderprinnin: ,”%F , by introduc~-
ing‘%a» 1ifications into the Hegelian dialectic PaNfocusig

on Maimilarity" 9@ the lan-ttaiectde tiFother German

deatistayespuciglly Kant igiied-rees : POt =
i e_ ' i tg# - /—':’"',‘;_._.__-‘__‘,“. j;.tm'- 'c * ._

g 1A GRS

Wil Gl T e ahe T e A"
cited that Hegel quotation than he footnoted' (#13) it with a |
lengthy reference to Kant's "Conflict of the Faculties"s =~ -

"The revolution of an intellectually gifted people, such
as the ones we are witnessing today, arouses all onlooqusp.A
(who are not themselves directly involved) to sggggppize

with it in g way that approaches enthusiasm." -

tfre, 083 TITTCaEIon are not only toward the Hegelian

but to the Marxiang.simee—it ,too, is hardly more
"~ than the mirror imare of thefghiective /sit{ationx&_ﬂﬁz'b n ?

t
'"The emergence of Marxist theory i@, in Hegelian-Marxis.

terms, only the 'other gide!
nl; i of the emergence of the
Eﬁgletarlan movement; it is both sides together that ggglrise
Egpgrete totality of the historical process." P

"a

German iH@h}isﬁ:'

. TEET I ""Instead of making an exit, clesical German PLivvgiys s
- ideological-expression of the revolutionary movement of :the
A ourgeplsie' : . t1o MO VENally V.o beo¥i,

arx. and A"

|ﬂ

‘ef?-%*
'l

- L . o — L
W - Ly
Korsch, on the other hand, reduces ideas to being a mare I

1

!
A

ba-n




Where Lenin in his return to Hegelian dialectic singles out

3 rld,
asxxhnxhxxtexixxnxw "Eopnition Fﬂt only reflects the wo

oo bub creates 1%, gppsg ouotes/over and over apain from Anti- D

and Feuerbach as if they were Ma wOrks, thus fallingheadlﬂgf

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

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

hependentl& of all earlier philosophies is the science of
“thought and its laws -- formal logic and dialectics.

rything else is subsumed in the positive science of
"'Ev'—e—..u_ i_--"—'—————-—‘:':r_u,_ . m_‘ﬁﬂﬂ:l—m‘—"—"“‘" Jp—

| R¥is leads YK to become so defensive on philosophy thatk despitew N
his sharpe break with AShiand dedpite his strong;attac
2nd Int for its neglect of phil. he concludes

1 the rest ofWrxeive stand‘,

8 true that it appears thatl"Marxism itself

4

A Af that were not enougﬁ of an En

elsianism he once &
'q tes-Anti-Duhring as-if-that. wereg nce

-by Marx himself:. "
_ Ms*independently of all earlier philoeophiee is
Pt ught-and-its-laws-wformal ~-logle. and. dialectics,,

ie subsumed in the positive 8cience of nature and h:“.“

7biER?VZaﬂmo; <Skkzexf}élgj

~utugcU“‘V"U”ﬂﬂiﬁzxunnqma,vqm,u",uﬁj-aa beoause

Reversing Marx's methodology vhach tnxkxxhnxixfn developed
the theory of "rev,in permanence“uﬁééﬁr defeat pf. 1848. s
KX places tME his—2nd_per. L EERxx U defeat-or3848;F5¢ 1A
bo 1864, the%iaxtendins PO T RNLI-20 and since, im; i
MaTx "maserfullv' eBeribed both the eco. & 7o eactio, heg it
BERX.-dewantt ha /

.

XEEG "Hence the 2nd per, nay be saig ¢
last approximate 1v o the end of the o,

leaving out all

the less important divisions (the foundation &collapse.
.m»uauof-the 18t-Inti the interlude-of the- -Commune;--the struggle:

o bet,Mxists _&lassalleaner; the Anti-socialist laws pf. in_
Ger.,,t.unioms the founding ﬁf the 2nd Int, )

(The 3rd phase exfends from the start of this Ce &into an
“indef irite future) 7’"”"'“"7?'

L . s

| The logic of this illogical stapifvingqisseen ;
cleareat!llﬁiill when he once again returns to the highpoin
~of his dialect!~~ ~hen the cr'* ' -n of GSD and contrast

. ' \ & - T M eyve mY s 4 ‘ ‘
o) \J b
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N ui-tique)of Gotha and
T ' an espeoiall
VIE.’:.% ikterprotation of it in S&R , it certainly ‘was one of !
es BUT, THAT WAS THE EVE OF ACTUAL REVOLUTION, AND .

@ PARATION FOR IT, AND IT CERTAINLY NO LONGER HELD IN THE NID¥

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

L it
on the agenda gso far as I am concerned 2 -

There was no necessity toWait for 1'9'1'&-"'

Great DIvide EorY--dee
A Ty S—toIristory. J herein history

h toricinn. 4hat is %o say, a qm-:m.:.o of dates sans.
-who make-their- -own history,  and sans dialectic— as 'l:he ~faes f'"‘"““’
_inuity so that one sees neither the greatness of VIL's il
at Divide. nor the weakness and ambivalence of VIL when i'l:
_meB to not extending_dialec‘tic to .the question of the Party
~ reread the second section of @i chapter 9 M

_ which is entitled "'I'he Beginning of the End of the Secon -
i -_In'b'ln New Form of WOrker g Organization, the Soviets."
My Point was that once the 1905 Revolution had not been
put on the agenda, andsdnce the new movement ffrom practice
.'-which established the original and unusual and gpontaneous
wah matodgen.”
‘form of organization, the Sovieﬁ’it signalled ited end as [/ _
a revolutionary organization or evelop% revolutionary A,.,-f
. '.-_,,_,:t;hgq;'y an" y 1t was that I called revolutionary thaory a -
“hard task-masterj It ig true that I'm alking with e,yes of”
_ a% E m et eduees e Fhufs-S FD
1957 ugh to talk-wi¥
also true that obviously Korach did not know the great

, j_
philosophic division once %osouth;aalg_g;‘ ww; .ogm}oel.:!ﬁ'd- Eﬁ"n

to GENGENR study Hegel, anew.




“to muddy up Marx's Marxism, even where it/wasn't rev
~ dami so-notigeeing VIL' s Grea ,di 1 abi ne Ma
Ma x.i.sm_‘ oty e : S0 Toon’s 1 AN

N at the same timWs philosophic ambivalence w .ah -
him to remaIn at the 1902-03 vahguardist conceptions, In a
’3ord, the challenge to post-Narx Marxists is needed not just to = '
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