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Raya: .
1 want to 1imit myself to just the title of the section, "Worker and In-
tellectual at a Turning Point in History," and the only word you have to add
is "today". We're considering history not just as the period in which Marx
is talking, 1848-1861, but the history of today. When you break down "worker"—
. everybody knows what he is. But actually they don't, in the sense that it
assumed a new name of not only the proletariat, the worker, but the peasantry.
It assumed by a new force the question of what else happened? And "turning
point" is the "hirthtime’ of history and a period of transition”. What Hegel
was trying to tell you dialectics means in all points of human development was
the movement, What happens suddenly, that there is not only a new period in
history but a new period in cognition, a new period in your own self-develop~
ment, a new period in everything.

. The point is that jt's not always easy, but nevertheless you can mention
what it is Marx did, and what it is we learn from it. Yet that is not the paint,
Or, I would not say that is not the point, but that is only the background for
what you are supposed to do for your period. So the whole point is dialectics,
development, and if you can do it for your period, you will see what you learn

and what you have to first figure out for yourself.

©. . -The todayness is the latest thing I said, Grenada revolution and .counter-
" pevolution, It brought in a totally different question in that we use "in- S
. tellectual” in the sense of bourgeois intellectual, or at least petty bourgeois,
’*qne;ﬁhpﬁhaﬂn!tmtrpnﬁqended, But Marx meant .it aiso on the question of theory,
in the question of thinking, in thé question of ‘what to do when you reach'a
certain point: what is calied foi? ' SR

S gngowadAys'everybody thinks of leadership. The whole Grenadian revolution .
e ﬁﬁ;]destrpyederomﬁwithin. and just because they were considering, not theory—-

'_ihte11eciua1”dnd'thinking as theory—-but thinking of Jeadership. Now let me . ..

“  show you what awful things it means if you leave out theory. and think of 1t
-efther as leadership or as something that is simply to be repeated.

< -Let me take up Khrushchev because I think he will explain everything for
us, “in the sense that you know what counter-revolution means the minute you -
. ook:at. him. He takes an absolutely magnificent phrase of Marx. He doesn't |
“tell:you it's Marx, and he gives it such a twist that you couldn't possibly
hink 1t was Marx's, and yet it is. The phrase was "cuit of leadership.”
a1l of . Stalinism, all that transformation into opposite, is supposed to -
o dua only to the fact that Stalin was a conceited man and he made such a -
ult of the leader--certainly nobody 1iked that, even his colleagues—that -~
hat is what is wrong.. ~ s

“ Here is the way Marx used it, Marx was the head of the First International:
& ,P“hnd;tho'theoretic.gtha principled documents, were all written by him. He did
U not sign them, - .It was a1l done in the name of the First Intarnational, . Some
. smart alec from the media 1s trying: to hint that he is hiding, and that's why'
.. he'had not signed them; people would ‘then know it isn't 'really' the First. .. =
International, it really is that Yawful man' Marx. SR R
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Marx's answer 1s: we believe in principles and this Workingmen's Inter—
national Association is something very new in the world. (1) We established
internationalism. (2) We established that it's a proletarian type of inter=
nationalism. (3) We established a certain theory, dialectics of revolution,
that we're developing into. Therefore it was ridiculous for me to sign,

That's what this organization stands for; therefore intellectual is not that

I am a great intellectual and have written this, but that we have reached a
certain turning point in history whereby instead of leadership, instead of cult
of personality——and that's his phrase, incidentally, as if 'I'm great'~-we have

these theses, read them, etc.

What does Khrushchev do to escape the word "theory," to escape the word
"dialectics of revolution," to escape the word, even in a certain sense,
""eadership"? He says that all of Stalin, all that has happened in the world
since Lenin's death--24 years of void in theory-—is all due to the fact that
Stalin had a "cult of personality”, and if we all didn't believe in that, we'd

be great,

. Now let's look at the particular thrning point that Lenin and the whole
.. 'chapter is devoted to. What was the turning point in history? o

“Number 1, was the first proletarian revolution, 1848, It was a transition
0 a new stage of cognition. Not only did you have the first proletarian revo- .
ution, ‘Marx was now going to say that something was missing: yes, we're Tittle .
‘the bourgeoisie is stronger and they defeated us, but we better find out -
id ‘we ‘contribute to that defeat? What we contributed to that defeat was:
: e ‘were so anxious to be united with the bourgeoisie in this case to over— '
throw feudalism, that we only looked at what we are against, which is feudalism, .
‘and not what we are for. It Tooked like we are also for the bourgeois revolution
- and not for what is called second negativity. The first negative is against ". -~ .
- what s, in this case feudalism. But if you have developed the dialectics of - -
_‘revolution you know you have to develop the second negative, what'are you for, - -
What 'you're for is an entirely new so the whole question, there ?4‘;k~; 5./,
ST N AR T R ——-WWW”"*_./" 7
“What the new stage of cognition? Why is theory so importgnt? Why did @i A
i{ [tape. turned over here]...form of theory? The practice,was—that—the g
ed-tha ' ' gpaying attention to——

the peasantryy-evsn—though—theyknew—that at theend—they were-opposed
" Number one, Marx sends Engels off to study the peasantry, when were they |
.-great, what was:the 16th century, etc. And rot only the peasantry, but tha -.|{
. dialectics of revolution, Where is it not just the new forces of revolution? |\"0
“Mhere is it also a new theory, a new stage of cognition? What did you:
";the.form——movement from practice to theory is itself a form of theory=-what d
_ you.do. with this new form of theory you were just catching up from .the workers?
How-did you create such a new relationship of theory to practice, that that.s:
when- it :became a philosophy of revolution? -

lilﬁagéﬁnﬁt;only that Marx was saying: don't feel so bad and cryfs much;
we lost the revolution, We'll Jose a lot of battles, this is not the. la
+ ‘etc, ' That wasn't the only thing he was doing. " He was saying, we have:
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And in a certain sense we contributed to it by skipping over some of the forces
of revolution, and we better dig deep into that. We can't merely repeat the
fact that now we know there is also the peasantry, or now we know we don't
want the bourgeoisie. What , theoretically, were we able to transform from

the workers' form of theory to where it was a philosophy of revolution?

gatdrthemext-onex-"ravolution in permanence."

Even the Mérxists‘were. so to Speék. laughing at h1m. the eterna1 op=-

timist'. Here they lost_jhe r
Revolution in Permanence’i, ékﬂﬂ 51' A
whether it's in yourself, your self—deve]opment, the continuous revelution in

the objective situation, the continuous revolution in a single country or in

‘the whole world-jglegt i ntinuity peans that even when you're through
withrevolution, 't } ““You epfistantly have to go checking yourself,
critiquing yourself, and also seeing where you're really going, so that you

can anticipate and not only say, now that we've seen this revolution we will

draw lessons, WNo sir, Discover and develop and concretize that new stage of
cognition that makes it possible for _you to anticipate the next mﬂaﬁo—@;{?n—.

You dongﬁ%t w how much Grenada made me cry. Here's a peop1e who made a
md-1asted for 3-4 years. That's great, and they achieved a lot
of things, They get so involved in both Cuba, and the fight for power between
- Coard.and-Austin and Bishop, that they forget that there's imperialism at their.
back” 1ooking for an excuse to come in. So all they say on the radib is, this
isijust & strugg1e for power; he's a one-man leader and we want collective
Eadarship.; That s a lot of baloney. It has nothing to do with that.__

Yy have to understand that the word "intellectual”, in that "Worker: :
and .Intellectual at a ‘“Turning ‘Point in History", really broke up the concept,,‘

‘of ‘intellectual. ' It became both’ ‘revolutionary intellectual, and that reve- T

Iutionary intellectual as the one ‘who summarizes, in the ph11osophy of revo-
1ut10n that w111 move forward.
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Raya: | . E |

_ There are three sentences on p.120, on the accumulation of capital.
That's all I'm going to talk about but you're going to Tearn a iot from
jt. Those three sentences are, 1st, that there are two movements in
Capital, the historical and the logical, and that they are not to be

" ‘separated, They are the same, which of course sounds strange, because

" they're not the same. They are the same because the dialectic--that's
your 2nd sentence--contains them both, so we have to find out what is
this dialectic we're always talking about Lhat contains both the logical
and the historical.

The 3rd sentence is even stranger than these two. The 3rd sentence
js, history doesn't discharge theory from its obligation to transcend
society. What seems strange, if you Jearned only in academia, is history
is talked about as a person. MHe all know history is supposed to be some-
thing very abstract and not a person, and we're saying that history is not
only a person, but it's not going to let the theoreticians off easily. It
isn't going to let the theoreticians off easily, because it's necessary to
transcend what is—-the society, capitalism--that you are opposed to.

Now, the word transcend--again, if you're only in academia--would make
you think of spirituality, and that God is going to do it. How can you
transcend something? But to Marx it's historic transcendence. There is
one more opposition. You have history which is great, but temporary; it

" disappears and you have another historic stage. And yet, transcendence is.
'~ ~.. so much .above everything. It's those 3 sentences I want to develop further .
.50 that we do see what is the dialectic, and how. the Black dimension was the’
‘real point of difference instead of all Eugene correctly took up on the
aconomics. , : :

. The point is that there is a movement. Everybody knows what history ,
. -ds, It's not in the past only. But a certain stage has ended, and Capital
- shows . you you have moved not only from slavery to capitalism, but very =~ -~

- specifically, if you just limit yourself to capitalist society, from the

" market--the commodities and sales and buying, etc.—to production. -At:that..
point you see market js only appearance, because the real essence is how =~
. you're exploited once you went into that factory. It is true and not true -
at: the same time. What he's saying is, yes, it is not the market. It-isv

. production that is fundamental and moves. But you combine the two, because.
even though it's only phenomena, it tells you a lot especially if you also :*
know essence. Because you then say, how does the worker appear in there? . .

The point is to combine the two, appearance and essence. What you do -
when you combine the two is to'reach the point of the Notion. You're not .
. just contrasting what is appearance. what is phenomena, to what is essence,
and you now know the central thing is essence, not appearance. But that
. doesn't end it, because you want to transcend all that. You want to trans-. .-
. cend both the market and the exploitation and thercfore, to transcend il
" that's where we come in on history does not discharge theory from 1ts
“obligation to overcome. It was Marx's bazic underiying assumption Lhat
“history doesn't discharge theory, because what he had in mind was dialecti-
cal development. On the one hand, you have market production before we
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come to accumulation--that's where you'll have the explosions. Then you
~ have thoughts about ft. You say, i hate the boss, or, this damn market
1s inflated, etc. When you see what was the essence, it was how did your
mind change after you entered the factory. You said, I was so happy to
get my wages, then I come in and I see ! have no voice, I have nothing.
I'm just an appendage to the machine.

At that point what do you do? What flows from the theory and practice,
or from the phenomena and the reality, that makes you do certain things? How
you combine the theory and the essence is that, first of all, you have to ask
yourself, what is theory? First of all, it's a generalization. It isn't
Just that one single thing happened, but so many things happened in this
particular historic period in your thought, in the actual production, in
the actual relations and fights that--at that point--because it all happened,
you come to the other Tittle strange word, Notion. It's that which is the
transcendence. How do you unite two absolute opposites in such a way that
they should explode? They should not be what capitalism teaches you and
the church teaches you: reconciliation. That's not what you mean by the
unity in this particular case.

Let's have another example of how Marx absorbed this, and suddenly saw
~ this dialectic was both in history, in logic, in the human being, and then
come to the human being as the transcendence. In a certain sense, it's a
different form of saying the same thing that Hegel said, but he said it
_very abstractly: Truth is the only thing that separates his phitosophy from
.other philosophers. If he had to put it -in one sentence, he would say that
‘Truth in-all the other philosophers was just substance. You had a totality.

- You. did: consider both phenomena and essence. But the totality simply meant

the unification of all things, and you as a philosopher were going to sit -
- -back’'and wait until 1t ends before you can say anything. Marx says no, I'm:
.. not .waiting until jt:ends.‘ I'm going to end it very much sooner, o

_We have often said, and were very proud when the new Grundrisse came B
out, that so mugh was in it that wasn't in Capital. Marx didn't get to de-- -

‘:‘rdéTOb it. One of the great things was the primitive accumulation of capital—-

| -5‘phghomehpn..1n5tead-of‘going to the transcendence.

-Tﬁ'the pre-capitalist societies. The other one was the Black dimension. (I'N
~.¢come to the Black dimension first,) What .we always emphasized, however, be-
. ~¢ause we were influenced by all the other people who we were trying to answer.

“ﬁcgﬂhs?this business ‘of constantly contrasting what is real and what is only a . -

... The point was :that when. Marx reread Hegel's Logic, at.that point he'd "'+
" already finished the Grundrisse with the "absolute movement of bacoming" and.
- and :all-the economic Taws——profit and market--and it is very, very great, :
but:1t's:a real mess, Marx was saying, I don't want to present it that way. .. ..
Then ‘nobody will understand., He was rereading Logic which said no, you can
-only say Essence. Forget- phenomena until you have explained what Esscnce i
- and ‘what .production is.” (Of course, Hegel didn't mean production except on
thought.,) At that point we were emphasizing, isn't that great? In the -
Grundrisse, you kept saying market and money, ete, You said something about
~ laboribut really, it was all messed up. What was great about after that is
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that Marx is going to forget about phenomena except for the market in the
first sentence. You sell your ‘labor power, and then you learn everything.
The only sale that occurs 1in Capital, Vol.I, is your labor power is sold.
When your labor power is sold and you go into that factory. you know you
don't mean a thing and it's not really equality. We kept emphasizing how
great it is that that made Marx describe value and surplus value, and say
to hell with everything else. You better wait for Vol.iil befure I de- -
scribe all the shennanigans of the market. And of course, it was great.

Now 1'm bringing in something entirely new, which was only implicit
in Marxism and Freedom, but it was no longer 1implicit by the time of Philo-
sophy and_Revolution, and this is what is new in relationship to the new’
understanding of Logic:

Marx not only by that time was separating Essence from Appearance, but
he broke with the bourgeois concept of theory and went to labor and went to
history, in the Civi) War in the U.S. and the Paris Commune. What was the
impact of the Civil War in the U.S.? Marx said, these wonderful Black slaves.
They were smarter than everybody: their whole movement of following the North
Star to freedom before the Civil War, and then in the Civil War what they did,
and what they did after. What we do repeat is, Labor in the white skin will
never be free so long as labor in the Black skin is branded. But we say
that--not exactly as if you were doing a favor to the Blacks, but not recog-
nizing what it meant to be the Subject.

Suddenly Marx was confronted with the fact that it is not only the
proletariat, it is the slave. It is not only the market, the metropolis,
it is the oppressed nationality.’ The Irish will have to come in. There's
so much bureaucratization-ﬂhe called it bourgeoisification--of the English
proletariat, that if we're going to overthrow the British empire, we better
. .bring in the Irish to do it. The same thing was true on whomever they op-- .
pressed. “S6 the Black dimension was to be taken in as the dialectic, as’ . .
© part of the totality, as the way to express the historic impact of rewriting-

- not -only Grundrisse into Capital as phenomena and Essence, but to finally

1t is mainly on the workers. Luxemburg was absolutely wrong, and = . -
the proof is that she didn't want to give up the proletariat, so she saidy’
‘Long‘bgforegthe‘nonfcapita1ist lands oppose it. the proletariat will rise . -
up and’doit. . We know. of course that it didn't, but that's not the point .
at this stage in order to find out what is dialectics, This stage means o
that you have to.see that this doesn't hang as a "tail end”, that is, that =
you've now discovered the 8lack dimension, or the Irish dimension, or the
Chinese dimension. Because without recognizing, you do not see that capi- - -
talism was not only imﬁer1a11sm-—didn't only oppress and carve up Africa - .
and Asia and lLatin America at the beginning, what was called primitive ac-
_cumulation--but it 'is continuing with monopoly capital. It's always with.it.

.':',lThenWOrd imperialism wasn't around, but that is exactly what Marx meant .

+I“¥iiyhich Luxemburg didn't see,

'Luxembﬁrg was-m&gnificent when ‘she described it. There is no way for. -
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you ever to forget the Black women in the Kalahari and the horrible German
general shooting them down and trying to see that nobudy should jive. Yet
after the description she can't come to this little thing, about the Subject,
that this new force is there. The whole point on this question of transcen-
dence comes to the fact of spelling out who are the subjective forces, the
revolutionary .forces who will do the overthrowing, and how it is that you
unite that unity with them for transcendence. Therefore it isn't Just
essence and appearance. It is showing you that reality contains boih ap-
pearance and essence, and what you have to do as a revoiutionary--and what
Marx was doing when he was breaking with Hegel, even though he was taking
the methodology--was to see that the dialectic means You never consider,
anything--nothing whatsoever--without immediately locking at what is its
absolute opposite. That is your basis. If you have that basis you'l) be
able to write any great thesis or explain a current event.

For example, the section in Marxism and Freedom is "Accumulation of
Capital, and the New Forces and New Passions". How can such opposites be
united? First of all, it's not that they're united, but that you see the
absolute opposite of accumulation of capital. With that, you're always
considering the abhsolute opposite of what is. When you say history doesn't
discharge theory from its task of transcending what it-—-not only being
against but showing what you're for, where is the new society you're going
toward--that is the point where totality doesn't mean what it means to
Hegel, a summation of everything. That's where totality means not just
‘8 summation, but seeing first of all that it isn't just essence as against ‘
-appearance. That is the most important, but that is not all. It's the. trans- .~
-céndence and therefore which new passions and which new forces are you going
- to unite to transcend something? ' , e

- In one respect I was very happy with the presentation because our com-.
rades are so good at Marxist-Humanism, that to get them to discuss the Taws'
. of capitalism is awful...But if you let go of the dialectic-~you don't let - -
go, you want it, but it's an abstraction to you--then you wait for the end-~

i-you wait for RLWLKM--before you bring it in. The reason I suggested Eugeneé’s -

essay when he was in Paris, May 1968, is that it's absolutely perfect in ex-

actly showing that yes, we were all revolutionaries and we all wanted capi-
talism down. But they really paved the way for the counter-revolution by

not foilowing the dialectic, and by following Cohn-Bendit on, You can just

pick up ‘theory en route.

‘Theory is a very hard task, and it's not en route. You have to work it s
out on the basis of what is actually happening and you have to work it out on .-
the basis of never forgetting that history is both past, present, and the -
. .future is embodied in that present. That's what you have to single out -

- ;gnd be able to make the future as the present, o
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» what it ig 4n the fact. -
einterpret practice ‘ ‘

ne for workers to understand--at
the class struggle,
} is before, he used to
"labor as an activity, labor as 8 commodity,' in order to show that it
isn't really an activity under capitalism, didn't have a category for

it. He had to repeat the words,
that Jong time;

eady writ + he was working from the
Grundrisse. which a 0 say, 'labor as an activity, labor as a
commodity -~he found the word "labor power", And thereby, now that he had an
entirely differant category, he coyilg develop it, '

First of all, how did Marx come to that 1itt? " " with the
word "labor"? Qp the one hand, he was talking aboyt an activity., You do
certain work, that's an activity; you do certain Opposition, that's an ac-
- tivity, e thing that inspired him to be able to break up the category of
-+ labor—not just labor, but labor-and Tabor Power-~was the fact that when he
. looked at.the'factory.'whereas before he was always saying just how horrible .
RONFRE § A% - N e labor is under capitalism that'actyd]]y_;;
o of labor", and he meant alienated Taborin
't just who was exploited, or
i Each one found
) And sincg i
there were noy 100 that had to go in, in order to earn 2 living, they had the -
coIlectivity of the workers .in one place and they could strike—a power, - '

R When he got to break up the Category of labor into labor and Iabor;power;
-« the very fact that he made it into a commodity did not mean he did not see the
¢ opposite of being a commodity, a Tiving worker, ang that he was opposed,: .

" was actually that he gained a power,

- gained from seeq

. alsoin labor.  Th
- imperialism, That w d enough,
;“_IQtfppary was concerned, was the wor ch
'““ésjtﬁﬁside‘of‘the Tines, He got a new category: the aristocy
- 'shows that it isn't true and we can't talk about labor as on nderful,:
. solitary collective force that's going to break it up. *king: :
" had gained from this imperialist venture and they woul "t Y:.would
o 'be‘the‘counter-revolut1onary. He blamed Kautsky on the new ;tage'ofﬂ1mp§ﬁ1¢lfsx
not simply betrayal, 1ike some of them did completely betray, byt in the L
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" that they now had the material base, in the aristocracy of labor, to do that.

Tha Great Divide, however, that occurred in 1914—when Lenin found this
simultaneity between cap1ta11sm being transformed into its opposite. from com-
- pet'!t‘.v- tc utuuup@‘y o imperd ialism, but aiso the pro?etamat——was. sometmng
is wrong with my thinking., How could. I have been mistaken by Kautsky, and
thought that he was my teacher, and accepted what other people called doctrinaire
Marxism, but it actually wasn't?' He had to turn against himself and his own
vulgar materialism, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism. He quotes Engels, who
had quoted Hegel on the fact that you only mature as a political movement, as
a state, if you can overcome splits. Hegel was taiking about Protestantism and
Luthsranism aga1nst Catholicism. If you can overcome splits, you will be great.
But you didn't overcome it. Protestantism was there. What did overcome?

. When Marx gets on the scene he says what really happened was, yes, Luther
hung up that sign that says I challenge; you can't buy absolution with money,
and this 1s corruption of the Church. But the ones who were with him for that——
the peasantry--he went and betrayed them. He stopped the minute he got a dif-
ferant material base, the petty bourgeoisie, or the people who just wanted to
remain in religion. Marx said, once youforget the new force of revolution that
arosa, ‘that you yourself might have actually inspired--forget yourself. You
didn't just forget them, you didn't only betray the peasantry, you betrayed
civilization. Germany was gone as an important great society and didn't re-
appear on the scene until the FrenchRevolution.

- What Lenin did in 1914 in the break up was: we can't just reform. We can't
simply say, this organization betrayed. No, we have to explain ourseres. there~
fore we have to have an entirely new ground. (I 17 come back to Marx didn't

~ have a theory of organization. because he didn't. He had a great philosophy
of ravolution and we didn't work it out to be the ground until a certain time. )

‘ I 1iked the fact that Lou singled out that I don't even give a chapter

' heading to the "Organizational Inter]ude." I wanted to really put it down.
~I'1) make a confession: it wasn't going to be there at all. I so much hated
the Second International's betrayal that I didn't have it. So in my Parts——

- "The Movement From Practice," "Worker and Intellectual at a Turning Point in
Hiltory.‘ etc, =1 went d1rect1y to the revolution in my outline,

1 have Marcuse to thank for this, He said, what hapgened between 1889

and 19147 I said, you don t expect me to say anything about the Second In-

B tlrnationa1? He said, I'm sorry, but it was history; I'm not saying you

-shouldn't be a?ainst it, but you have to explain it. What happened that was

great ‘'on this "Organizational Interlude" was precise?y that I hated it so o

mueh, but 1 was forced to confront it. You can't skip a historic period. You

. have to exp]ain it. It was something he (HM) didn't expect. I said, actually.

. we shouldn't have had to wait'until 1914 to see the betrayal. 1907 was that
‘magnificent Congrass, where every single tendency——from anarchism to Luxemburg

~ to:Trotsky to Social Democracy~-was there. Even though some were revolutionaries =

'”and wara in it 1ike Luxemburg and Lenin and Trotsky, nobody put it on the agenda.

‘%ngSo far as-I'm concerned, anyone who has a Congress after a revo]ution and doesn't’
L puts that_on the agenda in order to have a false unity—'we're all really to-
. 'gether . That 5 why it took you until 1914-—you had to see the actual break up.

- The two uords that | Tove from that quotation from Luxemburg are whips
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- the question, 'what kind of labor should man do? Why is there this division R
. batween thinkers and doers?' Thaey gave a new concept to "no contract, no work",
- It began meaning 'something #1se: we're not just waiting for a contract but we're -

- can.we have freedom from under totalitarianism? Is that possible? Well, we
~.bettar try it—and they ware breaking down the statue of Stalin. They raised -

3_-a}fthé'fdctory gate and inside the factory at the point of the production pro-
T;;n@gjcs and politics.

..+ . How did it happen that Kolakowski [he's a horrible person now that he's . < - onf

7. 1n _the West, but 1t was Poland that inspired him, and he was in Poland] was’
. the first one to.bring out the Humanist Essays in Poland? He was trying to.

- raise 1t in relationship to, we can't not only not have the elitist party and

- .a-decentralized form. It has to be something more. Whether he was ‘dagrading

. 1t_to just sensuousness, to just feelings—-or maybe it was just because he: - . -

.. -was 1in-Poland and he had to use Marxist terms—I don't know, He's certainly .

-~ nothing 1ike that now, But ths point is that the question was raised., By "

-3-

and kicks". Why? Because it meant that Luxemburg did see what was new. The RS
next paragraphs in that speech said, no, we are not the repetition of 1848. Yes, -
you have to look at Marx and what he did. But 1905 begins a whole new series '

of 20th century revolutions. We are just the first, There are going to be many
more. The new was that she recognized there was something so mature, when even

a backward country 11ke Russia can get there and do so many things, that she

said the greatest statement, and that comes after the critiques in the debate.

She racognized that since you (Marx) had to do that to your own comrades—-they

wara bourgois but Marx was with them in the revolution against feudalism, that

means you better look anew, ‘ :

The importance of a split is the fact that your old category no longer ex~
plains the new reality that has arisen, If you are able at that split, as you
are rejecting the old, to see the new revolutionary forces, then that's when
you arae able to build a different kind of unity. Unity will be built on the
new masses, the new forcas of revolution, and you'll have to have an entirely
different theory. Theory is a very hard taskmaster. People who say you can
catch 1t en route are crazy...

The point 1s what 1s 1n our age and why is it so miserable and so abso-
lute, that both counter-revolution is absolute and the revolution better be
permanent and continue thereafter? What is it that has made that? The to- K
tality of Humanism means that even the new unity is based on these new forces L
that have arisen, and on this fact that our age has the movement from practice S
that 1s itself a form of theory. What does that mean, 'that is itself a form A
of ‘theory'? They're not theoreticians. If you then give it up to them, you're
wrong too. You have to be the unity; it has to be the worker and the intel-
lectual. What had really happened on this new unity that is so necessary, is
to find out what positions did they raise. o

: In‘our case--these 30 years, these 3 decades of the movement from prac-
tice——teake the question of the miners' general strike, 1949-50. They raised

asking you to answer certain things.

The East Germans, who began the new revolts in 1953 against Russia, were - ;
-asking for not just economic questions, like the miners, but pelitical questions:
two.questions,  One, was decentralization. They wanted the committeeform right

cass., And thay raised thp question of political freedom. So now we ‘have eco- .
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that time, what did Poland have that, so to speak, East Germany didn't have

as a question? They were very, very internationally conscious. They didn't
want to be nationalists against internationalism, so they were raising the
question of Humanism in trying to bring out that there are other things than
just politics. It's your self-development and my nationalism; my feeling for
Poland that strongly isn't bad, Don't think that I'm going backward when I say
1'm against what is. I'm going forward, but on a new particular Tevel,

The whole question when it comes to the point of organization is that
no one had seen such a close connection between philosophy and organization.
What was I doing when I said Marx didn't have a theory of organization? First
© of all, it's a simple thing: he didn't write a pamphlet on organization. But

what he wrote and developed was the philosophy. That's what Lenin didn't

catch., Lenin maintained his elitist party. A1l those different break ups of
the forms of organization he saw--yes, spontaneity is more important~~but.he
retained the organizational form, even when he was for the soviet form. What
we are dealing with now is that anyone who still makes a difference between
‘philosophy and organization, between philosophy and economics, between philo-
sophy and doing, instead of seeing the totality and the unification on the basis
of this new development and these new forces of revolution, is actually going
to capitulate and bring the counter-revolution in. That was the worse thing
for us and that no one else had, because the betrayal in 1914 was, yes. by
Marxists, but it didn't come in a revolution; it came in the imperialist war.

What killed Lenin altogether was when he saw what was happening to his
revolution. He said, if we keep this up we're going to go back to capitalism.
It wasn't right back, it was state-capitalism. But the point is he didn't give
‘the answers. In his Will, he criticized every single leader: Stalin and Trotsky,
not just Stalin; Bukharin and the others. He said such an absolutely fantastic

" 'thing. against Bukharin, whom everyone loved, who was the favorite of everyons, .

“+who'was left wing: he doesn't understand dialectics. And he never understood -
°{t, That's a fantastic thing to say. At the same time, it's so mystical. . What
“.“ does it mean? You yourself would have to had to work through, both on the basis™ -
‘. of 'your. age and on the basis of philosophy, what happens to the actual develop-
- ment of thought--the self-determination is not just of nations; it is self-de-
" velopment of thought itself-~before you could answer the question of where do

“'we go from here? :

" Lenin would have had to say. the class division. But it wasn't yet a

i class division, and he didn't anticipate. He warned that it would become a

5 class division, but it seemed like it was personal--not in the sense of overly

. subjective—but nevertheless not counter-revolution. He couldn't call Stalin
" - that yet. So he said, Stalin.has too much power. Trotsky is too administrative..

* 'Bukharin doesn’'t understand the dialectic, He was hoping that if you get-all
‘that: together, the collectivity would solve it. No sir. Collectivity doesn't.
solve it, as against individual. Only an entirely different philosophy will -

,wL sty¢‘1t-
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Raya:

Reware of the ides of March, fver since Caesar's oay. when he was tDId
Lo beware and didn'l aml gol himself killed; and ever since Stalin's day,
when he finally did die--are two such different periods, that I believe you
immediately get into the dialectics of Marxist-Humanism...

This happens to be a very happy week for me. In March Stalin died, an
incubus was lifted from my head, and everything opened up beautifully with
Lthe masses as with myself. Death is pretty final and people cry. They try
_ to attribute to this that it was a mass phenomenon and everyone was so sad

at Stalin's death, that they never stopped crying, especially the Russian
workers, The opposite was true. But what is important about dialectics,
why the opposite is so important, is a1ways-—when you're a revolutionary,
when you're a dialectician, when you're a Marxist-Humanist, when you want -
to change society--to see if you are opposed to the society that is [what
is the opposite?] We are opposed not only to Reaganomics but all of what
capitalism stands for, American civilization is not only on trial, but it
is long since found wanting and is no good.

When Stalin died on the ides of March, what happened? What happens to -;
the masses, to all the people who had been opposed, whether it was to his
regime, whether it was to American capitalism, etc. ? What was the opposite
of that? There are 4 different stages. First. you're opposed you're against.
How do you come to what you are for? When you're against, it's fixst nega-
tion. You say nc. Nhen you are for, supposediy you have gone through the
second negation. You've now seen the positive in the negative. Let us con-
~ centrate on 4 months in 1953, where we get both what happened in those 4

" months objectively, and then what happened in those 4 months subjectively.

: In March Stalin dies, and a great stirring occcurs. When you say an in-
_.cubus is tifted from your head, from your mind, from your actual work, it
" .means the new openings that have started. How did you develop? From what
- stages did you develop? In March Stalirdies, and first is the political
,-analysis of what does the death mean in history, in philosophy, in what is
‘happening in the worid. What are you going to say it signifies? If you
* only say he died and Russia will remain as always, you don't get anywhere.
- You have no opening. What was it he represented from such and such a period
to such and such a period when he died?

In the political analysis. you analyze therefore the totalitarian re- B
gime and its opposite in the revolt., The expectations come with being . %
‘happy he died, but saying, how are we going to get from that, to freedom? - '_L"
A political analysis will tell you the opposite in relationship to the forces Y
_ that are happy this happened, or the forces that intend to do something, :
‘not to see that it’ s simply the same and now we'll have Khrushchev instead

- of Stalin,

What-was the difference between all those people who were opposed to
Stalin and who were happy that he died, from what they said and we said?

"It was clearly the fact that we did not stop with the political analysis

-of what we were against, but were trying to figure out what do you expect?.
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I didn't think that just because I was happy, that means ‘anything. It was

" what,] expected the masses to do. It was inconceivable that after they
had suffered through all the 3 five-year plans, and. World War II, and all

" “after that, that they wouldn't greet this in such a way that revolt would

be not just a slowing down 1in production that it was when they couldn't

strike, but some new openings. .

The specific thing that happens with Marxist-Humanism was that in the

" month of April occurred the political analysis which said: that's ridicu-
lous they say the workers are crying. They're first absolutely going to be
sure to find new forms of revolt. A1l we have to do is to have our eyes -
open ourselves. And we take up an entirely different period in Russian
Revolution history, when even Stalin was also still a revolutionary, and
they debated a question—-Lenin and Trotsky; Stalin was on the sidelines-—

on the trade unions. So we come always to Tlabor.

_What do you do know that you have power, but the workers have now
sajd—at that time it was Trotsky who was involved—-we gave you all the
power to put the railroads back in order, but we're through. We gave you
a year, and we think you did 2 good job. But we don't want any more. We
want power to return to our hands, to see what it is we did that was new,
There was a question about the role of labor at -the point of production on
the dey after the revolution and on the day when things were pretty chaotic.

In 1920-21, therefore, the trade union position that was in question had to
do with what would be the relationship of the trade union--your own workers'
orgenization--to the relationship of the state. .You just gave all power. to
one man to put these things in order. What would it be to the state?

It was not as history and as past that the question was posed now. .-Our
Black production worker had called me just as happy as I was the minute the:
- shift was over. Hessaid, you know, there was so much excitement in the fac=::
. tory today as soon as the radio blared forth Stalin's death. Everybody said,
I know just the person to go and take his place--my foreman! They immediatel
identified the boss-worker relationship to this man,-no matter what he ‘
" called himself, who had died. The fact that we didn't separate the past
from the present--1920-21 in this case to 1953—in two different countries,
fmerica and Russia, and very, very different classes, was to see what was
‘the American worker's attitude, what was the Black worker's attitude, and
.what did you expect the attitude of the Russian workers as soon as they
‘worked out a form of revolt?

. 'The question of labor had one other thing and this'is. where Humanism
comes in.- 1 was working-on the theory of state-capitalism. I had been- "
working for quite some time, as soon as the Hitler-Stalin pact occurred.
The question on labor then was, what did it mean to Marx? Originally he .
‘called for the abolition of labor, because he was so opposed to the alienated
form of labor that was under capitalism, that he thought labor can never =~
be connected again with freedom. Uhat taught him differently?” Two things.
First, it was the workers of his own age, who were revolutionaries,.. Yes,
they didn't like the work, but the alienation was the very thing that made.
them see completely differently. The stage of the early Marx--and at that
time 1 didn't even know there were Humanist Essays—~that I took out was: -
one of the phrases that was in my very first article on alienated Tabor,
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* The question was that Marx got a very new idea on primitive communism,
when Tabor was still-a creative activity, in fact, he suddenly got the ar-
tistic creation for both primitve communism, and even articanc against
artists. He said artisans are really greater because they're both ar-
tistic and are also themselves doing the manual labor. Do you know what
other phrase he used in those early works? He used, 'when it belanged to
-you'. Man felt that that was his.” Property was not property in the form
- which we know it, as something outside of you. Property was what you did
in your self-development, in your creativity, in your own absolute movement
of becoming, the constant revolutions in your own personal 1ife, that have
to do with how you resact to-the objective situation,

The idea, therefore, in April was that you had raised it not only
politically, but in relationship to labor; had opened the question of a
new philosophy--in this case Humanism, that wh1ch Marx originally called
his philosophy: a new Humanism,

What happens in May? In March we have the death of Stalin, in April
we have the political analysis and the analysis of the trade unions. In
May I'm stil] not satisfied, and I run to Ann Arbor...On May 12 and May 20,
the letters on the Absolute [dea. " We want to divert with this on what I
mentioned--first negativity--to see it now as contradiction, when you re-
cognize the contradicition in your society, the class struggles, etc. be-
tween Han and loman, the race struggles, s.x struggles, etc. Uhat happened
at the point when you say, that's good but not good enough? That is, the
fact that you recognize there is a contradiction, the fact that you recog-

‘nize there is transformation into opposite-~how are you going to say what
.you are for? How are you going to concretize this Humanism where it won't
~.sound like a.‘lot of abstractions? B

The quest1on'1n relationship to the dialectic now comes in on Hegel--
from whom everybod& comes in relationship to revolutionaries--and what was
a revolution in philosophy and how larx transformed it into a ph1Iosophy

" of revolution. You have to contrast even prepositions, Uhen it was in

_philosophy, it was only in thought that you saw a revolution.. Your thought
changed and se]f-deve]oped But when it was something different, when it
was in life, then it's masses in motion that transformed that society.

The idea came that the contradiction, when we first saw the }844

Essays in the first period--a historical period has everything to do with
how you read the very same thing you read 16 times before--suddenly means
. something entirely different. Originally everybody was concentrating--and
nobody more than Lukacs—~on the alienation. The trouble with alienation
is that you say what is, very, very profoundly, and ana1yze it as something
you don't want to have anything to do with; it doesn't self-develop you,
- jt oppresses you, it gives you sex discrimination, etc. UWhat is it, however.
. "when you get to second negativity? These same Essays., in 1844, in 1947, .o

and 1920 too when Lukacs wrote about it, meant alienation. What did it .
mean when Stalin died? :

It was the Humanism. One of the things ‘I bring, out is here was some-

body as profound as Marcuse or Lukacs, who gave the most magn1f1cent analysis”
~of the 1844 Essays there was, yet completely left out--it didn't mean a thing
to him-~that Marx had said that the Man/Yoman relationship is a very funda-
mental relationship, If you forget the class struggle for a moment, you
would 511l zay you haven't gotlien rld ol a1l Lhwe olienations in Lhis socioty
Whereas Simone de Beauvoir, who wasn't anywhere as profound and wasn't a -~
Harxist, was an Fxistentialict, «aw that pirticulap phrase right off the bati
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o What did it mean in 1053 whon you had already dong ihe politica
analysis, you've already done the analysis of labor, you have already
seen contradiction, you have already seen alienation--you sti1] haven't
worked out what will take its place. What do.you really mean by a new

human society?

The breakdown of the final [syllogism] is, it wasn't only form and
essence, or essence and appearance. Now it's the totality, not just a
summation of all that was but a totality as a new beginning. Absolute,
instead of being scared to death because you think it's God or because
you think it's something abstract and mystical, was broken down by the ]
fact that you suddenly felt this revolt will give a new form, and in this
revolt, you would see that the relationship of theory to practice is not
just an ordinary unity and an ordinary absolute (mystical), but a unity
that is based on so new a relationship--the word relationship is the essence
of the thing--that.now you have something entirely different. What is
that new relationship of practice and theery? :

It was, if the movement from practice is itself a form of theory,
then that means that the workers not only threw down the statue of Stalin,
but were raising new questions, The new questions were all over again '
on the norms of work. Instead of labor being an activity that develops
you and not only produces products, it was suddenly the speed-up and the
norms of work. The fact that you could break through dialectically on the

. hbsolute Idea meaning a new relationship of_theorx and practice, a new unity . -
.. that was rooted in this new movement, meant that you were ready to see it %

- “when it appears, because you were anticipating it. Just like Marx had’
- changed the revolutién in philosophy into a philosophy of revoluion, $0.now..
the question became, what is it that will result from this new relationship?.

It‘happeﬁed io be that in June--here is your fourth month--thé,ﬁbrk@fé
did arise. I said™it's impossible that only I was that way. The workers.-
are sure to be that way, and to actually move forward. March, April, May,

- June=—on June 17, 1953, when those workers arise, we see all sorts of new

forms, whether it's of organization, whether it's spontaneity, whether

“ - qt's the youth suddenly appearing, whether it's the women. What are these '

new forms in human form? The new forms in human form is that you see new. ' .~
forces of revolution. You see now women, youth, Black. o

Why am I saying Black? Because the very same year in which the
question of Humanism was raised (I had raised it before that), in 1955,
there 'was a new attack on the Humanist Essays of Marx, by Karpushin, a
theoretician in Russia, who said Marx was still a young man. He still
didn't shake off the mysticism of Hegel. Who knows what "negation of
the negation" is? We should throw that cut, etc. I said, this is very
funny. Negation of the negation may mean mysticism to you, but we young .-
- people always knew that it meant revolution. -It meant you're going to
overthrow the society that is, you're going to have a new society.
That's negation of the negation; you have two negations.

Hhen it was attacked, when Humanist ideas were attacked and the: .-
lfumanist Essays were thrown out, [ said, no, it means that even though * -
you won over the 1953 revolt Lanbl: Germany, Lhere must be a Job of
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revolutions that are coming at the same time in other societies. Otherwise,

- you wouldn't be spending one-sixth of the world's resources on attacking ne-

gation of the negation, You say it doesn't mean.a damn thing? S50 why are
you wasting al} your time in attacking it? It was the same period- of the
Montgomery Bus Boycott. . '
The end in 1957 in Marxism and Freedom, the new pages of revolution--
who except us called the lMontgomery Bus Boycott the beginnings of the. Black
Revolution? The earliest year:anybody even thought of using it was 1960,
when the youth sat down, but not 1955. In each case, you had new forces of
revolution in that period, whether it was the 4 months of April through June
or whether it was the 4 years of 1953-1957, when people already began to. re-
cognize it. And it was the same thing in relationship to philosophy.

That was the periocd when you broke down the Absolute Idea as meaning
a new relationship of theory and practice. You cannot separate any of the
things. When you still naven't worked out the word Humanism—-and we hadn't
at the time of 1941, when I wrote Russia is a State-Capitalist Society but
1 hadn't worked out the proof, which I did in 1942 after I went through all
the 3 five-year plans--it was that I never., never would say only what are
you against. You point to what else you are. It was always ctate-capitalism,
and it was always workers' revolt against it, By watching what the masses
do against it, you will find out what they are for and what you are for,

3* +* # i

Paya, in response to a question on the division of mental and manual labor .
and the "origins" of wpmen' s oppression: s

© Marx said that the most fundamental cpposition of all societies is the. .
division between mental and manual labor, He traces when it was not a full’~
. division; When he bses the words,. when labor still 'beloriged to you', when'.
abor was your artistic creation, he's talking about even under feudalism.
 The question of woman was that from the beginning, however, there were cer-
tdin elements that definitely were different in matrilineal society--there .
““never was a matriarchal sociely (but go ahead and believe it if you want to)--
the idea that someone was thinking and that was different than from someone
that was doing. ' ‘ L

At the beginning there was no such thing. You were doing everything;

{-fFrom slavery to feudalism, etc., you had a division. between when suddenly

" some people were- just working. Marx said the family has all these things’

in it including slavery. He said, what are you doing with the children?: .
Don‘t you want to have a lot of children so they can help you in the field?..
You're the first one that:put them to work. 1t is true that because you love™
_them, -you're trying to teach.them at the same time other things. It dsn’t s
just-as -a slave who belongs to someone else, but nevertheless that is the’
“germ of it, What he was always seeing was duality. That's the most impor-
tant thing. There is no unit; every unit has the opposite within itself...

I don't think anyone has the final word at
mental and manual labor on Man/Woman] began because i
points at all, whelher you take the Amazon society or whether you-takg;
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- the current--they were both warriors and thinkers and doers. 1 think that the
physical clement, the facl thal you were ont of conistinn: -the month bofore,
the week before, the day before, the day of--1 think they used Lo have their
children right in Lhe {ield when thoy were still werking- -gave someone an jdea,
"1 think ] can put those 2 mouths’or 2 weeks Lo work,' The idea is always that
that [division of mental and manual labor] is the greatest. You have to always
begin wilh what is Lhe absolute poinl and what is the absolute opposite of

that absolute point.

Marx first, 1844, had 2 very opposite ideas, one on love and -one on mar-
riage. For love, and opposed to marriage. He's for love for a very different
reason than anyone else ever gave the interpretation, He claims that the ques-
~ tion of Other as the enemy was gotten rid of through love. You weren't scared
of knowing someone; you didn't always want to kill him, or that he was the
stranger -and you have to get rid of him or he'll take your little bit of land.
Suddenly you loved someone who was Other—-it wasn't you, you' loved somebody
else, very often of the opposite sex. Love made you feel that Other jsn't
always enemy. .They can be 2 comrade. He gives love credit for having taught -
man not to fear everything by just realizing how many alienations this terrible

_world has given you, or Tife.has given you.

Cach one has a different interpretation of when it first happens. Hagel
says that instead of you being expelled from Paradise because of sex, Took at
what God is saying on why they should be expelled. They now know right from

‘wrong. They have knowledge. Vhat this woman brooght him in eating the apple
‘was knowledge, and that's why they were expelled.. If they're going to be as
“acod as I {God] and have both mental and manual, let's expel them From Para-

- moinent, but the idea is how you're trying to reunite kuman being, not as Man .
and Woman, but as human being... . o

. So- far ‘as Marx is concerned, he was talking about 2 things. One ‘was that
you:sHouldn't have any myths or other kinds of fetishes, whether it's the men—
struajfpénjod...For example, he looks very seriously at superstition, not as..
completely:wrong, but what has created that particuler thing...For example, *
he's opposed to science--and he was for "scientific socialism'--but why he's "
opposed is, "to have one basis for life and another for science’ is a priori.’

“a“lie," Long before the atom.was split, he said you can't ever be.right if

~you're going to have one thing that's material. Don't forget, he wasn't a .

- wvulgar materialist. It was always historical materialism, as to which period
. what.was the form of labor, how did you relate the labor to man, to woman,

- +to'children? He was very, very concerned to show you that when it comes to. =

"+ ¢hildren, the reason we're always leaving it to children and the.next gene-’

" ration, and the -future, is correct, so to speak, because they don't divide -

play from thinking. Marx Says, you may think it's 2 very destructive child
that's breaking up a watch, but the child wants to know what makes it run. -

‘He-was even bringing in the fact that children in playing were actually find-
ing out both science, and the relationship of mental to manual, or what makes
something run, and that that was very. very great. ‘ .

That's why Marx ‘thought that labor as self-activity, asrﬁelfecféation;
as artistic creation, is the thing that is really your own self-development
when there is no difference between what it is for the individual, But I:"
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think if we look for why did it turn, at which point was it, we’'1l just be
‘asking very abstract questions. Marx's point was: it is so here, let's

get rid of itl1!...He wanted to know why, too, but my idea is that if you do
not make a distinclion belween cuncrele and universal, thal Lhen when you
insist that they should be one, the concrete universal, that that is going
to be the thing that will be constantly getting you to a deeper and deeper
sense of that. Marx would also include literature, fetishism, what people
did, for example myths. He. considered that that's really your history at

a certain point when you didn't understand what we call recorded history.
Why are there so many beautiful goddesses when these people are so opposed
to women and put.them into such a secondary place? He said there must have
been such a 1ife at some time or another that was very, very different...

The Promethean vision is very, very important. Marx never separated
historical materialism from the Promethean vision of what the future is.
One of the differences between philosophies and philosophers was the fact
that Hegel's position was that the owl of Hinerva comes at dark. That arises
from a superstition, right? thy did they give all the wisdom to the owl? -
Just because it sees in the dark, It first awakes when we all go to sleep;
darkness is when they can see. Since no one else could see, you went and
.gave the owl all kinds of things. At any rate, phitosophers are not sup-

_ posed-to be able to make a conclusion until aften it has already happened.
it is made at dusk., Marx says, no revolutionary is going to abide by that!
We'want to make the revolution, therefore, ours has to include anticipation-
of. as well as analysis after. = ‘
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Raya:

. you when ic an accident not an accident, not just a cate-
gory. This particular lecture is called "The Movement From Practice.”" I
don't think I thought of it then, but I certainly thought of it when I saw
the actual people sitting here. There is only one thing missing from the
magnificent presentation that we heard, and that is~-why did you deperson-
alize yourselves? Here I want to introduce you in a new way.

First of 211, they're all new generation. The movement from practice--
why did you all start with labor? Because you know labor is so significant
to us and to revolutions. But the truth of the matter is that youth, which
you are and which brings that out, you haven't brought out. You, Jim, are
young and worker, Why does a student suddenly want to be a worker very badly,
and went in, even though you were fired very soon--and that's a different
story. But that's male, youth, and worker.

Here is Diane—-she is Black, she is woman, she is young, She connects
both with the .American Blacks, and she chose the African chapter. 1 was
sorry on only one thing in relationship to Miriam. I was sure she was going
to support me, because as I was looking at her I said, this is not only white
and woman, this is Latina—-but she didn't say a word of it. Do you realize.
we had thought that we had lost her, so to speak, because she was so in to
the movement--both the Latino movement and the specific movement of Mexican
agricultural workers here and in California. We thought, it's OK to choose
for some activity, but is she going to come back? The point is when you do
so identify with the movement from practice that you forget altogether your
- own-birth and roots. That's what she forgot., It's good in a certain sense,
~ but in another sense I wanted you to prove it by saying something. . . ..

i

_ Here is what I mean when activity and youth are so important, Here is
another thing that not many of you know about the youth in the 1950s, and
that's literature. For the first time, we began getting people from the .
English department. Do you remember when Morgan first joined us? We thought,
whatever brought that? The whole idea of literature and revolution, and as.

a matter of fact, the whole lecture series I gave on women and literature

and revolution here, was: what had brought each particular stage? I was
pointing to the fact that in the '30s we got labor and unemployed, then in
the '30s-"40s we espacially got Blacks, although that is all the time.
Suddenly in the early 1950s we began getting people from the English depart-
ment and Trom Titerature in general, both from Connecticutt and people here

- who came from WSU. They're supposed to all be "beat generation"—-they had

so resented the idea that they are called beat because they don't fit into
_your ridiculous conception of what a human being is and all his many talents,
To them it was always the idea that when you tell a story in a personal way,

it's not as ego but in a personal way, in the sense of seeing how many ta1ents_‘;hli

you really are and how capitalism just kills you. You never have a chance

to develop all your particular talents. That's the way they felt particularly
in English: you're really interested only in the construction of sentences

or whether-you have a beautiful phrase, but in fact it was the relationship
of how do you change this world in such a way that it would mean something

to every human being without exception, and that includes the English depart- P

- ment, In fact, Morgan had written a poem to us at that time, MNone of us'
~understood what he was saying in relationship to automation, but that's what

BT S NS SRS
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it was supposed to be on. He was so anxious to identify with the proletariat.
I told him Melville is very important to us, and specific things like the
quotation in relation to "thought divers". I was deve10p1ng the idea of
what Melviile was developing as "original characters"...The Confidance Man

and all the others. .

The idea was that through these characters, whether it was in that par-
ticular story where the question of original character comes +in, or whether
it was his greatest book, Moby Dick, you had the crisis of the U.S. on the
eve of the Civil War, The whole Pequod. the whole ship going down--that's
white civilization going down, I don't mean that Melville said it even
though he felt it. Incidentally, Lawrence's analysis of that was very tler-
rific because he did recognize that it was white civilization going down.

A1l these 'little nobodies' so to speak--Queequeg, and the little Black boy—
the last thing you see is not the main character, Ishmael, the only one

who 1ives and tells you the story, but Queequeg's hand reaching out as the
ship is sinking: in other words, the coming of a new world, the feeling that
this better go to its death, that we have to rise as entirely new human be1ngs.
whether it's through the fact that it's going to be a new color, whether it's
through the fact that it's going to be a new society.

What 1 loved most about the 15-year-olds in the Gambia is before they
ever asked me the questions, before I knew of them. When I came to the Gambia,
it was the only country that still did not have its freedom. They were first
voting to have freedom, therefore it was a colony. You weren't permitted any
rights, and the highest school was high school, There was only one library—-—
the British—-but nobody would go into it. They didn't want to go into the
imperialists that were oppressing them. They had absolutely no books. One
of the questions 1 asked them was, how do you know all these th1ngs you're
asking me? You have nothing. There is no daily parr, there is no woekly
paper, there is no library, the most you get is...[tape turned over]

... They bring back tremendous loads of literature and everybody gets a
Ppiece, and each one is read quite often. But how did they know of me? Here
. is how it all happened. The friend who brought me there, is the African I
met when I was in England way back in 1947. He turned out to be my chairman.
(1 wanted to meet Blacks, and the British were saying, that's an American, as
if they didn't have any racism. This one happened to be from the Gambia—
Dixon Colley.) In the Gambia he's walking on the street. The greatness
about Africa is it's so hot that your high schools are mostly open windows.
As he's walking—he happened to be passing a high school at that particular
moment--a hand comes out of a window, and puts a piece of paper 1nto his hand.
Colley says, well he's obviously try1ng to tell me something he isn't supposed
to be telling. He pretends it didn't mean anything. He passes two blocks
down and opens it. It says, we understand there is a European here who is
a Marxist and that you would know how to reach her. We would Tike for her
to speak if she is not afraid to meet us in the bush, because we have no hall.
I was so thrilled 1 would have gone to the bush that second!

You have to be aware of what it means to have a voice when you're not
permitted a voice, and to know how to travel in these countries. Ffor ex-
ample, | knew that all the airports would be watched for somcbody like me.
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I came in what they called a transport, The one Lime and the one place Lhey
don't watch is Sunday--the one dzy you go on yoyr vacation and all the big
bureaucrats don't bother to work--and in one single car~-they don't have
busses either. i e as you can, and it'

that come,
« and

waiting--the airport.
g with the ‘youth, they
- When we were through I said, let's all go to
the bar. When we all invade the bar, the head of police
is not only shocked we are all there, but he comes over and says: you're in
Senegal, How did you get here? I said, don't you know you have transport?
He said, you went on transport? I said, yes...The idea was that young fellow
heard from another person--becayse Colley had once travelled to England--that
I was there and I was a Marxist-Humanist, and they wanted to hear that, And
they turn out with quite some terrific questions,

, The other thing I want you to talk about, Latina...In Mexice, I was at
first looked down on, as coming from the technologically-advanced countries,
I thought, why are they having singing and dancing on the Cinco de Mayo holi~
day? I asked Diego Rivera—-mind you, somebody who's supposed to be a Marxist;
are they chauvinists! He said, the masses aren't going to listen to an hour
speech, and the women are certainl They know how to sing and
20 minutes, That really got mel
was back in 1937~

_ Then I come to Afrita 20+ years later, and the most magnificent thing
s’ that whenh they have a meeting, they not only have singing and dancing,
but every song and every dance is very, very specific, like the Trinidadians _
taking right up of the current events. lhen we have the meeting I'm describ-.
ing in the Tetter that the Nigerian youth had made, it was right in back co
of the government house. By that time they didn't think Zik was their man;
he was the governor-general. The idea was that it's only when you have an
" entire chorus elieve me, Zik heard it. It was only a block
‘away. i
with cu
Instead, they
You take the person off his guard because
thing good, and then they stick in this Tittle
being governor, or against seli-out, or demanding

‘There was one other thin
we were so impressed with the
hower from coming,
died was a woman--a g - ¥ shot right into the crowd, It isn't
that the Japanes women wanted Eisenhower. Byt there isn't a single woman who
-opens her mouth at any one of the meetings, 1 had to insist that I simply
. wil) not speak at any other meeting unless |
- don't want any men aro i why they _
haven't taken the floor when their men were around, They're not going to say
Tt if their men are around,
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Every single time it takes an actual concrete human form, that history
huv a very different meaning and everybody can understand very well, It
isn't that they don't have reason. I would like to ask everyone who's not
a Marxist-Humanist to please read Ch. 2 of P&R that was for this class, for
the next class——the next 2 meetings are very, very important with the con-
centration on organization--to find out what you think and what that- Ch, 2
seems to say in the 1ittle phrase, "A new continent of thought." Here are
the 2 things I want to choose out of it, to open the discussion as to what
you will think. .

First of all, no one used that--not in all the Marxists, never., How does
it happen that we call Marx not just Marxism, or not just a philosophy of revo-
lution as great as that is, or not anything that anyone would connect with
philosophy, or with activity. What does a continent of thought mean? First
of all, why was that particular expression born and what did it mean? The
new continent of thought was: if you take his very first Humanist Essays of
1844 and you read them, you can say he's Yike a liberal, or some kind of uto-
pian revolutionary, or whatever you want to say about it--that's what has been
said. 1 take out what it was in 1844; what it was throughout his life up to
1883: what it meant to Marx and what, when you get to the very last decade
which I call a trail to the 1980s, it was. It doesn't mean it hadn't grown
completely and very differently, because it certainly had, from 1844-1883.

It was long before he knew the laws of capitalism. It was his very, very
first impulse, so to speak. You practically know more on impulse, if you
even give him that credit.

1t was then published the first time it was discovered, after the Russian - .
Revolution when they were finally able to pry it out from the vaults of the e

“CSacond lnternational. It was the early 1920s, so now there was an entirely

- different revolution--1917, the Russian Revolution--which is our age. In ad-_ N

" dition to that, there were new forces in relation to ours. They didn't so much

see Humanism as alienation. One of the Essays is on "Alienated Labor"”, and
everybody went around being very, very alienated... o

Then there was the 1950s, where you had an entirely new generation

_.throughout the world, the first post-World War 1l generation. I see that

~ here, even thou?h it took that long, and even though they're very wise—-I
took up Marcuse's essays and Simone deBeauvoir's—--even though I took up Man/

Wowan, each one saw something else in the very same thing, At most, Simone

de Beauvoir.saw woman and the others hadn't (hurrah for her, at least she saw

something, but made a very wrong conclusion from it—Existentialism). I take

up what we see.

What I decided is that there isn't a thought as great and as new as
every thought that was throughout Marx's 40 years of his mature life, that
isn't right in those Essays, if you knew how to read them, if you knew his-
tory. It wasn't just a new philosophy. It was an entirely new continent,
~and entirely new world, where (1) he first got class; (2) that didn't stop
him from getting Man/Woman relationship; (3) it didn't stop him from seeing
alienation of labor, so that he could call for the abolition of labor: and
- (4) most important of all, that he saw all these because dialactics was not
only the development from appearance to essence to whether it was in thought
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on.v, but that it was a movement and self-movement of people in motion,
masses in motion, and also of Self-Thinking ldea.

Strange as-that sounds it is true. It isn't becuase Marx thought
that there are ideas that travel all by themselves and develop a1l by
themselves. I don't think that even Hegel thought that. You realize )
that it has a movement of itself, a certain logic, and that logic and that
movemeni arises Decsuse this is your reality. You actually develop
and see different things than others. The continent of thought, therefore,
meant that, no, if you read the 1844 Essays as a very brilliant essay by 3
young man who was destined to be a revolutionary. you'1l never really realize
he was opening an entirely new continent of thought and of revolution. The
proletarian revolutions he was talking about was the end of all classes. The
other words, in addition to a new continent of thought, is the expression,
"history and its process. "

Why is Marx constantly using the expression, "history and its process, "
whenever he gets stuck on anything and can't work it out? It's because he was
already investing history with, first of all, people making and shaping history.
That was the most important thing. 2) it changed with every particular period.
Therefore the reshaping meant, what do you interpret your own reality to be and
where is the direction in which you're going? 3) and the most important for
seeing how he wrote the greatest work, Capital, 2il 3 volumes, is when he was
first referring to history, he was thinking of the history of very specific
thought--pol itical ecmomy. In the beginning he took for granted, who could
possibly be a philosopher who wasn't a dialectician? But political economy-—-
that is something new to that middle-class person who was a student.and is going
to bring it all down. (He wanted to be a poet, but it never worked, thank the
tord—-it's very ordinary’poetry, put that's what he began to write and of all
‘things, love poetry.)

The question of history and its process was when he thought of materialism,
he did not mean vulgar materialism. Ecoomics did not mean that. The material-
st conception of history: the particular thing he put in the expression, and

the reason he uses history there too--historical materialism——is to always see. . ..

that the economic conditions are 3 determinant which is modified by the spe-

. eific revoiutioanry force, and where they're going. History and its process
meant that, 1 am analyzing it for what I see--1841 or 1871--but you have to
analyze it for your age. 1 will make it an abstraciton-~history and its pro= .
cess. But people do not understand.

When Marx thought of only thought, he wrote his first chapter, commodi-
ties, and then followed something like 500~800 pages. In fact, there are 4
separate volumes. Only after he got through that nonsense—and it's very
bri1liant nonsense--he said, I'm just 1ike any damned intellectual. [ have
to get rid of all the other people and what differances they have on law of .
value--what this one said and what that one caid. Now that I'm through with 4
volumes of this—to heck with it. I'm really not interested. I really want . to. .
see what the workers were saying, and how they changed their 1ives from the. -

first time 1 had said it, in 1844, to this particular time when I'm writing._f\"m'r

my analysis of capital, He put that into Vol, 4. To this day. they keep
talking about history. that that's what Marx mean-. But he never had the

working day, He had it oniy after he broke with the concept that history meahs'“'"A

history of the theories of political economy, to the concept of history 1is the’
history of class struggle. It always means the breaking up of what is, -and
' ~going to where you wanted to be and where it actually is movement.
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OF EACH' INDIVIDUAL AS UMIVERSAL FREEDOM

Raya:

First I want to make 3 motions...g are for Detroit, and 1 is for WL...

1) To publish Mike's presentation along with the Call for the Conven-
Lioh when that comes out, April 4,

2) Then republish it. Do not say N&L Committees, but Detroit MAL
Committees, as your very first pamphlet when you're on your own, It's
for 2 reasons, Not only was it the first time when we had what we're
hoping. for all the time when we set these classes and thought we wouldn't
-reach it until the very last--a body of ideas in the trilogy of revolution-- -
but that body of ideas in the trilogy of revolution you had unseparated
from the Archives, before we actually were a Marxist-Humanist graup, be-
fore we were born, and after. The importance of that is that you then
give the announcement of the Marxist-Humanist Archives, and give it an
entirely different way. You have one page or so where you call attention
to the fact that you are the International Archives for tarxist-Humanism,
and you put on an entirely different cover so there is a division where
you say Detroit News & Letters Committees and where you have this intro~
ductory sentence from Detroit. Everything's Detroit...I think it would
be a really wonderful way both to begin .your independent existence and
in order to have it as a permanent status, It's really much easier to
read him than to read me, it's just that simple.

- ! + *

.3) To publish Susie's presentation at the time after the draft
perspectives. Issue fhat as your first bulletin for the neeting that
~-happens-one day before we open the Convention. That shauld have the
introduction by you [Suzanne] as the editor of the N&L WL page, and
chairwoman [Diane] saying "good-bye" to Detroit, etc. Nevertheless,
it should have that sort of a focus, and I really think that something
very good will happen, ] really believe that between Ann Arbor--es-
pecially when we leave--and Detroit, it will be so very important to

start something immediately.

Susie also brought in the Archives, and I think that that is the
first time you have bothered to do that. The women's part of it is Jong
before we were not only Marxist-Humanist but when we were still together
with the JFT, The very first was 1951, in "Our Organization"--which
never happened--the first theses on women where I singled out the new
stage. I think that that's what you should call attention to. Before
there was a movement or even Marxist-Humanism, the, women were singled
out as not just one of the 4 forces of revolution, but vhat was new ‘
about that specific force. It was placed in the context of "Our Organi-
zation"--iwhich as I said, "wasn't". We were considering, but we had to
break from CLR James and Johnsonism before that.

# # ¥ i

- I want to talk about only one single word, in order to stress how
different the word is, and how it can be demeaned even in its difference
when it's used. in ordinary conversation, and when it's used as a philoso-
phic category. Everybody knows the word "new", right? Unfortunately,
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Ciase 1

© 4 these primarics, you have llart saying, "P'm the new'. Everyhody
knows there's nothing nev in him but the point is that what Mondale
Lhinks is Lhe upposite i iy ol oo quesbion of new or old, ius 8
question‘nf qood or bad. : '

It is not the absolute opposite. of new or old at all. .1t can be
good or bad, whelher it's old, whether it's now. It is not the opposite
because if you know the philosophic term, you will know why it's not

the opposite. New 4s not the-kind of word we use, Tike "new soap'...

. because everybody knows what they don't know about philosophy. that you're
looking for something that's different, that's new, The hunger and passion
for someéthing new, where you as an individual would really be discovering
something new...is that they don't know that. because phi1050phica11y it
means so much that has touched the deepest feelings. I want to go through
"new" in relationship to philosophy.

r——

Hegel started the nEW'dnterpretation of new, by putting it together
with "new beginnings”. He was always saying, . where do we start, how do

1 begin. He goes through 3 single paragraphs—-Being. Nothing, Becomingi
that's all that first chapter is. Then there are 20 pages or mor

every philosopher that ever Tivedr-this 1is what Aristotle caid, this is .
what Schelling s id, is i ; gvar COomes down to.what
is truly new in his age wh he's a phi1osopher and even

though he comes from both he has brought something new.

He gave an entirely new meaning to the word "béginning".

* gelves in our oW organization. when we were young--1 propose
vwhen he was in high school and was going to start a column, tha
it "New Beginnings”. ’ Beginning to him as-a high school kid was,
going back to the ABCs!' That's what-he thought beginning means, and
didn't recognize that the little word Ynew' before it has.an entirely
ferent meaning. It hasn't got ABCs-—~it's what is new for the age, what
is new in philosophy. why heas somethring really begun. How do you start
a new age? Do you answer your particular age's problems as just, '1'm
1iving today and the other person died', or do you really. start it where

it opens up a new continent of thought?

You don't get that until you get to Hegel. His revolution in phiio—
sophy meant not that you throw out the old, or that the old is bad and
you're going to start something really good, but that you recognize what
has changed in +he world--in the whole wide world, what is objective '
and what is subjective--that suddenly you have 2 new beginning. There-
fore, it isn't 2 rejection of the old, it isn't an acceptance of the old.
It just says. this is how it came to be until it reached this particular
‘stage. T . : <

. 'Let's take pe¥ in relationship to ourselves. lhat is the new the -
minute you open Marxism and Freedom? Incidentally. 1 had & big fight .
[with Harcuse on the title). “ber at that time the Goldwaterite
‘ were.starting.‘and Marcuse was trying to convince me that since they dare:
to call themselves Young Americans for freedom, that I can't use the wor
fFreedom. 1 said, ['m not giving up* the word Freedom to the fascisﬁs: the

can have 1984, The very first part is "The Movement From practice”. -1t
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is true that we contributed that, That is absolutely new. That is

what broke the whole question of how are you not scared of Absolute.
. "The Movement From Practice” was vary now Lo our age. ¥nl what did we

put down on the "Movement From Practice"? What is the first part?--

1776 to 1848, right? (That's another thing [HM] was totally opposed to...)
Why was I anxious L0 establich that even though what 1'm doing is very
new, it isn't new because it applies only to our age. e just didn't

see .it, when Marx discovered a new continent of thought and even before.

1 begin in the Introduction, éven before going into Philosophy and
Revolution. [ say, Marx was 11 years old when Hat Turner died. (at Turner
. certainly didn't know anything about Hegel either, even though he died in
1831,  Mevertheless, how do you identify the fact that all 3 were abso-
lutely the same new? Nat Turner said, I know you don't believe me and
that there was no conspiracy. because | don't know all these other slave
revolts that happened. But, if 1 am willing to give up my 1ife for the
little word Freedom, don't you think there are others throughout? He
raised the.whole questicn of what is new in Freedom for which you're able
to lay down your life, and for which you're absolutely certain that you are
not alone. There are thousands. and hundreds of thousands who are ¢oing
the very same thing if they're in your position-—you're a slave and you
vant to be free. -

Hegel--who certainly didn't know and wouldn't have cared less about
poor Hat Turner--was stressing that Freedom was meaning a new stage in the
world of thought, even though he was constantly on intellectual thought
and the development of thought throughout the ages--what it meant in
Greece and what it megnt in his age, etc. The word Freedom began to be
both in thought, and the fact of the reality, the objective situation,
that you had reached. You happened to live in a certain age which is at
'“one'ahd'thelsame“time_a-period of transition to another age. You're on
the -threshold of something new. so there is the' relationship between
transition and new. ' '

In turn, there are certain thingé-l didn't know I was saying. For

" " example, the very first footnote we have been calling attention to, in

Ch. 1 in Marxism and Freedom, on the question of "40 acres and 2 muie",
which we began developing as what the Civil War means, and how new it
was; how even if you fought it and won it, it doesn't mean a thing if ' _
you don't connect-it with the material which wouldgive you freedom. 1f he "
didn't get 40 acres and a mule which he was asking for, what was the good?
He just became a sharecropper instead of a slave.

Lenin used the same point about freedom., He said, what do you mean’

the .bourgeoisie has freedom of speech? Can you go into a hall, can you - .
write in the NY Times? 1f you do not have the freedom that what you are L

- expressing is going to be read by as many people as the people who own the. 7.
machines and.the media, then you don't have it. Only we who are building '
a new society that have the halls open to the proletariat, the paper is - o
open, etc.--that is freedom. The other is rot freedom of the press. t's
freedom of the press for the bourgeoisie, for the rulers to express them- S
selves. You have the right to speak in your own home where nobody will =~ = -
hear you, 1the question of 40 acres and a mule is an indication that the
Black movement has something new to say on freedom, that connectSthe thought -

I8
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and the willingness and the great passion for freedom with something
very concrete and material, ['ve qot to have 40 acres and a mule or
I'm not going to be free, even though 1'm no tongir a slave, techni-
cally speaking. )

e e .

The new in M&F is also from the point of view of little "p.s.'s':
As it's going to press, Mao was to give Lhe speech about contradiction,
this time "contradiction among the people." -He has lived on that all the
time but nobody's singled it out. 1 say, this horse that he has been
riding all the time--the reason it is wrong is not because it's wrong
if you connect theory and reality, but because he is giving it an entirely
opposite meaning from what it meant to him, too, as a revolutionary. MNow
he is saying there are contradictions within the organization, within the
movement., That may have sounded very, very terrific, because you are re-
cognizing, you are self-criticizing, But he doesn't mean that, because
he's going to be the one to decide what is really new, or where the contra-
dictions are. He had fought Chiang Kai-Chek and very correctly. and over-
threw him, and therefore it meant a class distinction. He was going to
bring a new society, he was going to bring national liberation, socialism,
etc. How he's saying "new", because he's going to start using actual
murder, not to the class enemy, but to his own comrades, and that's the
way you'll decide. You see it now in Grenada, how horrible we've all

- become. That's the way we decide a debate.

t

lew, in relationship to woman: There was something happening in -
the '30s and especially by the time war broke out--193%--and the women.
vere going into the factories. These' women who were literally illiterate—- -
not figuratively——were coming up from the south and they were working -in o
this factory in which’ve were.active, .The women were very militant and . ... ...
involved in all the strikes, and hadn't given a comrade money for the ' :
Militant, She was very insulted. She said, 'Raya, I can't seem to get .
to that woman, 'and she was the best in this strike at Ford Instrunment Co.!
I said, 'Did you ever think that mavbe she doesn't know how to read and
she doesn't.want to admit it to you? Don't you dare tell her she's il- ,
literate. I will know how to present it, and you will see what I'm saying.' =

People are so dumb and so elitist that when an adult person is il-
literate, they think she has no intelligence. But it isn't true. This
comes from your experience and what you want to do. You'll never sit
with first-graders and say "see the cat" [to learn to read]. But if they

_ would tell you your particular experience in the factory, or your parti-
cular experience on the farm before you went into the factory, you'll be
very. interested in that: 'l would like to read you some articles, to see o
whether you wouldn't want to express yourself on that.' It was easy and
in a few months they knew how to read. The point is that you have'to’
know and be very concrete on what is new relationship to not thinking-the
person is backward, just because she doesn't know what you know in rela-
tionship to what is important to you. but what couldn't have been to her

- because she had no way of learning. . .

_ In relationship therefore to the women: The following year, when
Simone de Beauvoir's Second Sex came out, I said, 'l want to read you ,
something and ask your opinion, This is very new and very big.' Here ...
this woman was saying the greatest thing of all the people who had re-
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viewed Simone de Beauvoir, She said, 'she's saying that -because the

man oppressed us, therefore it's their fault and we must make them, S0

to speak, give us our freedom. That's exactly what the white man has
always said, and it seems to me that we're back again to where it's
someone else. Hobody gives you your freedom. You have to fight for it.
1f we'ra not going to fight for it, we're not going to get it.' A1l these
people are with you, and it's going to be on a very different lovel.

She caught it right there. Now here is Simone de Beauvoir saying.

that that late. She's already an existentialist, she's already a big-shot
reporter and also an actress, and yet she's coming to that conclusion.

when a movement really arises and is so big that you can't possibly forget
it, she says: 1 shouldn't have said that, A1l the women-are accepting bher,
not this poor Black woman who said it when she had written it and when
there was no movement, but accepting her and saying she is'rea11ythe‘first
one that opened it. hat did she open? She is a big jnte11ectua1'and wrote
an expose, which to the women who were always oppressed in the first place,
was no expose. They knew it all the time. But they alreay had -2 conclusion,
that you have to fight for freedom and she did*fiot. That is the difference.
The new phi]osophically did not mean that you have existentialism instead- of
Marxism or whatever it was that they had wanted it in their various stages
of development, but what it meant when it's objective and subjective at

the same tire. :

In P&R, the new was entirely different, 1 was saying, before I just
transiated Lenin's Philosophic Hotebooks., That was great. They were un-—
translated before and 1 was the first one. gut it was an Appendix. and

" 4t was what Lenin did, It -certainly helped us to be able to jump. But
that's not our age. ,He didn't live through Sta1inism—-we're the ones
that had the horrors of Stalinism. The point was you can't really find
the totally new vhen you accept just what the other Marxists. or whomever '

you follow, has accepted. That's how-1-had gene over after Stalin's death

. to-going back to Hegel. 1 said, 1 know everyone's saying, why don't 1. -

. start with Ch.9, which is the ilew passions and MNew Forces. I -said, they'1l
be in the mover&nt, you can't stop them from that. 2yt they won't know
anything until their movement dies and they have to. Either they're going
to take Ch.1 or they're going to skip it. e better know what is totally
new in our generation that we have to do, whether we're Harxists or Hegel-
jans or not the least bit interested in that and only in the movement, in
order to know how Lo jurp. : )

It's true in cvery single one of the books. [f vou will see, it isn't
thzt it was new in the sense of a break. [t was new in the. sense Lhat we
waited until there was such a unity of the objective and subjective, that -

‘we suddenly with a burst could see what it is that wé must do for our ageé... . -
What is important in relationship to that 1ittle word new, is the minute'yith;
these candidates, Hart and all, it was wrong--because Ve know ‘there's nothing.:
new in Hart. HNew or old, .or good or bad, was not the totally opposite answer. .

. at all, and that therefore you couldn't connect with-that.

1 had o whole series on each of Uie books, but 1 don'tL wanl to go into -
that now, 1 think the important thing is to learn how especially an ordinary
vortd can nean entirely difforent thinas, 1f you jumiediately look at it not ..,
i urder Lo wapuse the oLl one only, but an wrder te rcally-bring,unL,whays_
je new, onrt whal you are trying to do which is entirely different. You are.
on £ ditferent planels. g

v
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-+ If you think you're through with Hegel, you're wrong. I want to speak
on Ch. | of P&R on Hegel, and I want each one here to buy It, study it, and
learn it. That's how you'll ot only become a revoli tionary and a Marxist-
Humanlst committee member, but a lot more Ilmportantly -~nothlny is more lm-
portant than becoming a member-~but a lot more Important in the sense that
you wlll have a methodology for judging anything and everything that happens.
So pardon me: instead of speaking about elther organlzation or activity, I
think even though the 2 reports were excellent, they were so anxious for ac-
tivity that activity and politics were always used to prove our polnt of philo~
sophy, and the point of phllosophy unfortunately was taken for granted. So

now we'll go back to Hegel,

First of all, take the strange sentence: Self-Thinking Idea, Don't think
that I've forgotten that I'm a member and an activist, but that's golng to be the
most Important point, because it's not separated from Self-Eringing Forth of
Freedom, and I'm going to connnect those 2 with these things. The very flrst
fdea of how we use a phrase now--and If wa don't know the phllosophy of the
phrase, then we really get stuck, even hough It's absdutely correctly the way -
" we use it for explalning a certaln event that happened., I'm talking about 'What_‘
Happens After'. One of our great contributions had heen toshow the transforma-
tion into opposite from what was a workers' state, what had achleved the greats”
- aat revolution, into the state-capltalist soclety it now Is, But mow I'm going to
show you 'what happens aftzr', which Instead of being a transformation Into op- -
poslte as a counter-revolution--unfortunately we have too manay. counter'-revoiu- -
tions--is 'what happens after’ when there Is a real revolution, and what you re L

dolng there, and what we want therefore to do now.

With the 3 major works of Hegel-=-the_Phenomeneloay of Mind, his lst and
greatest; the Science of Loylc; the Philosophy of Miad--I hesiv on the questiion

of the Phenomeaology of Miud, I say ‘somethihg that all the phillosophers thought ‘

. I'was crazy, and I'm sure they still think so: that even if you take all the many. -

" dlvislons and transformations and developments of the various stages of consclous-
ness {n Phenomenolggg of Mind ~~ Consciousness, Self-Coasciousness, Reason,
Splrlt--there are 65 million different Spirits: Splrit in Allenation, Spirit In Free-

dom, Spirit in Morality, etc.~-Rellglpn, and Absolute Knowledge, and you divlded

. ltinonly 2, 'what happens up to the day of revolution'~-don't forget there was a

revolution, and what made dlalectlcs so great ls the French Revolution, and that 2
was Hegel's period--and 'what happens after’ once the revolution comes—-that
great revolutio:n, the French Revolutlon, and it was a real revolution-~that evan -
that, much as it would sound like a vulgarization to scholars who have nothing3is
else to do but scholarship and don't want to do anything with it, It vo uld not e;‘

a violation of Hegel, because it wo uld show mp__g_m_gm, and everything of Heg l
is self~movement, self-development, It doesn't mean Ego, even though:it do
_mean personal self-development, as well as local self-development, as well at

T

. lntemalnnal self-development, as well as unlversal self-devebpment, ete, Ilere
18 why; o

Take consclousness. Yot:'re consclous of this o=ject, the wbrld. It's not”
you; that's your enemy. Then you grow up enough to know that you 're self-con-
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sclous, There's also you and the world, Then finally something happens be-
tween this consclousness and self-ronsc!ouﬂn..ss, wliere deveiopment goes

inrough and you achleve a_mind of vour own. That's his greatest phrase,: That - .

was all the greatness that came from Marx, by having seen that Ln gaining a mind
of your own~-the difference between bondage and freedom--it was not the end of
the question. What are you golng to do with a mind of your own you galned?

The queastion therefore became, now that you've galned a mind of your own
and you're through with feudalism, slavery, or whatever was your particular bond~
age, that's up to the day of revolution. Hegel had gone through by that time
slavery, feudallsm and commerclal capitallism, but he had not yet the French
Revolution, not yet the scoclal revolution. What happens after 7--and all the great
things happen after, There Is the revolution, now you've galned a mind of your
own, not only for your own self-development and that you're free, but you're
beco ming free as a whole nation. The idea was that it's not "ple in the sky’.
There Is the great French Revolution, and there are 60 mlllion other tendencles,
and yes, you're through with allenated labor but you're not through with Allenated
Spirit. Hegel's ldea is, even when he comes to Absmlute Knowledge whlich other
people have interpreted as God, and maybe lie Interpreted as God at one time, the
truth of the matter ls by the time you come to Absojute Knowledge which Is supposed
to be God, what does he have ? The Golgotha of the Spirit, He's Just been crucl-
fled. That's your God, .

X
The tdea was that a transformation into opposite, that stage, was not nega-

Lo tlve, It was negation of the negation, It was positive, It was the revolutlon, .- .- -
eIt weae what was-Opening of a totally new great stage. You can therefore still
- not overcome everything, but ft will be on a very, very different level. The

: v«,'rholle chapter Is called 'Absolute Idea as New Beginning'' and the subheading
~ to the chapter Is "the ceaseless movement of {deas and of history'. I putthem

together, and see what a different ldea you get, (I was walt!ng for somegone to - .

get lt:.',' but nobody did.)

- and Splrit. There Is no person, as If all of this could just go on outside of the -
human being,. But It can't. The hidden one--what Marx says he's putting a .

. mysﬁcal vell' over, and he does--1s that after all, it's a man and-a woman Whor

" thinks; ‘men and women who act, and children. As the expression of the cease~

- . less movement of history, what becomes next, before the result.of new beglnnlng ?‘
" .'The trouble with result is that 'if you're good, and now you follow me, vou'll”

'have the same- -result,' Not knowlng the process doesn’t do you any good, be-_'
. cause the next crisis will be totally different from the last and the one after that,
~~Unless you find the methodolegy...the process and methodology is gelf-mov gmn;
--of ldeas, of peopla, of history, and of all that concept of reconstructing and re="

- -structuring history, and not Just Ideas,

When you get through, therefore, what s the ceaseless movement of hl’s'tor'y_f o

- . Absolute Idea is the expresslon of this ceaseless movement of ideas and his- '
tory . | R

. Yes, Hegel's talking only about Co‘nsd..ousness, Self-Consct ousness, Reaa‘ozj !

ApRal ek At b o
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bafcrs you get to the new beglnning ? That ceaseless movement of history

Is 'revolution in _permanence', What do you think Absolute Negatlvity Is 7
Hegel Is saylng there ls absolutely nothing that happens, what Is has to be
negated, and when {t's negated, you're just reacting to something’, You'fe
finally good, but what are you golng to bring out? It's the negation-of the
negatlon, the Absolute Negativity, that means you have to carry on thls revo-
lution in permanence; it wlll always be on a higher stage. There wtill be
greater development; there will be the arts, there will be sciences, and there

will be you.

Why should people think, especlally the scholars and the philosophers
who, after all, have shown...{?and stlll say so, that the Sclence of Logic
shiows you that he has cdlmed down, He's not any more the ;young manr who's
gone and celebrated the French Revolution, all the youth sayving 'Hurrah, how
great France is and we Germans don’t do anything but talk atout what they do,'
" He's now the settled man, and he's wrltten, and everybody says- ‘it L:as no
form.' Yes, It has no form. The: old form--they didn't want Absolute Nega~
tivity. I don't care whethier or not he calmed down and hecame the Prussian
philosopher that he did. Why do you think that the way he's now transformed
and traced ldeas, not as Consclousness, Self-Consclousness, Reason, Spirit
etc.--not as stages of consciolsness, Lecause man was absent anyway--but
as categories that were only abstract? Or so you think. Each one has a cate~
gory, and supposedly it's going to follow that on.,.It isn't true,

Just yesterday I read somewhete a very big phllosopher--it may have been . .
'P8ggler from Germany, the head of the Hegel Archives--who said, one trouble
with Hegel was he never knew where to begin, Now that's a fact...Hegel said,
'T'1l begin with what's riew: Being, Nothing, Becoming.' He's got only 3 para-.
graphs, and follows it up with 25 pages of commentary. Isn't that fantastic? He
says, 'Schlller sald that, and Aristotle sald this, etc.' He goes through the
entire history of philosophy. He's trying to find out why is It he thinks he's -
new, aund if he is new, what s it he thinks he's saylng? It's neither Being,
nor Nothing, but he's saying Becomlng, and I hope you're always golng to be-
come someone else; everyday you'll grow, Put actuality, even though 1t's
more sober and whera vou can pin him down-~-vyou have some techniques you
think you've learned-~You've learned nothing,

You have Belng, the lst stage; Essence, that's your 2nd stage; then there .
is Notion. It isn'ttrue:that Belng is just the thing, or the lst stage, or the _
commodlty, or whatever It is you want to call it. He ls never considering that -
1st stage of Being as not undergoing the very same thing. In fact, In the last
stage, the last page of the Phenomenology of Mind , you will find that he's ac-
tually used 'top' cateyories: tlie Doctrine of Notlon--Universal, Partlcular,
and Individual, He says, 'you may think I'm just returning to the old, but this
“1ittle Lusliness about saylng your prayers when you're a child and you're just
repeating what your mother told you, and saylny your prayers when you're facing

- death--there's a world of dlfferencc in what you put in that prayers I'm golngto
tell you that Belng will undargo all these same differences as you come to know.’_lt"

Moreover, it's not just phenomenon, He's got 2 different things for Be_lngt_i R
Show, mere Show, you can throw it away, it's tinsel, But real Belng, no, you .
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can't throw it away. The idea is that you have movement and self-movement = =
right there as well, when you finally come to the Essence, Yes, the Essence .
Is more important than Belng, but it isn't a substitute, or you have forgotten

the other, It has been absorbed by the Essence so that you realize that cer-
taln of the Appearances are actually the Essence, You have to flrstbegin finding
out which Appaarance is only Belng and which Appearance is Essence. He sald,
'the Essence must appear,'

Here 13 a man who {s absolutely not supposed to think at all about Listory
and reality, Now if It really appears, including whether we're thinking about
Stalinlsm--the truth Is, don't disregard it, It's here, the counter-revolition,
and you better learn how to fight that, The Doctrine of Notion Ls the objactive
and gubjective ways to gain that freedom on a8 new and hlgher stage, So you have
the Absolute Idea, what was first only Absolute Knowledge,

Now organization comes ln even with Phenomenology, because when Hegsel
reaches that concluslon of Absolute Knowledge, how does he distlnguish the
1st movement of just phenomena and Essence, and this great new stage where
you have subjective and objective? He says, 'one, is the way It appears

ccldentally" ' That's what he thinks history is; It's just the passing by.

It's transitory, Marx made very great things of transit--~we'll get rid of capl~
talism some day. The question now is, if it's transitory, how did you reach ’
Absolute Knowledge? How did you reach the Absolute Idea? He says, ,the e
sctual historical-appearance of this and the organizatlon, the intellectual com-

prehension and. organization of thought,’ ' You see, he also knew about. that. n

In fact, he's the one who said that unless you know how to split,..

'The philosophers have never allowed me to speak on religion, on account.
‘of how everyone knows I'm an athelst, But I think I have the greatest thing to -
say about Hegel's philosophy of rellglon. You know why? The Church {s the .
Party to Lead, That’s what he's attacking. He's a good Lutheran, so he thlnks‘
he's attacking only the Cathollc Church. He's saying when it's so corrupt :
that you can buy your way out of sin, and now that he Is for Luther hanging: L
up his (declaiatton), But it isn't true, because what he's actually attacking. : -
is'that anybody,..the Self-Thinking Idea. This Self-Bringing Forth of Liberty,
this self-development, this self-transcendence, It ls saylng this cannot ba
reform, That's what he Is saylng to the Catholic Church. If he want to stop
-at Lutheranlsm, that's hls business. I don't have to stop with him,

What does he ﬂnally say when he comes to the Philosophy of ln ? Righ
now we have reached this, and he says In the last half paragraph on the Abso
Idea, 'don't come to any.concluslons yet, because I haven't figured out a Phil
B8ophy of Nature yet, and the Phllosophy of Mind, so walit another day. He L
finishes the Philosophy of Mind and he's on his death bed...It ends with para.5y
“In the Philosophy of Mind . He sums up everything, even this new beginnlng.
‘What bothers him? He's already summed up., The first one was 1807, He's
- dylng now (1831) and so 1830 he is trylng to sum up. You see, he is thinking of
‘the uturg inthe present. 'I did It for my age, What ls the next stage ?* People

think he's ended there, No, he hadn't ended. He added 3 paragraphs.

Here is. what Marx does wlth that Ch.l, snd why to this day noktody can =
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flgure lt out or they figure it out and it's always wrong., Engels began the;

wrongness by telling you, 'I'm so sorry we (meaning Marx and he) had not
' sald as much as we should have sald about lntellsctuals, because we were .

so damn anxlous to get the revolit ion, etc, Actually we thought and did

a“loti If you rsally want, to study, (I think it's Schotte(?) he says that to)u

i~ Capitaland understand it and do 1t in relation to Hegel‘sgc_:_@_nc_g__o_;‘;:»gi.,_

here it 1s: Being-that's the same thing as commodity, that's the thing._

Essence-that's the same thing as productlon, You have the class struggle,

ifqou have the capital-labor relatlon:$hlp. Notion~' he doesn't go far to
otlon, '

It's ridiculous to think that Marx was following It that mechanically.
1st of all, he had already transformed the revolution in philosophy that Hegel
made, into a philosophy of revolition, So howcould the revolution in philo~
sophy be the same thing as the philosophy of revolution which 1s all these
mlllions of human belngs trylng to solve thelr own lives, and they're not
bothering with ideas ? 2ndly, and more {mportantly, Marx takes everything
“In that Ch.! as Belng, Essence, Notlon. It has all the Universal, the Par- .
ticular, the Individual. It has the future in the present, and here is hovﬁt

has it

1st of all, you have to know all the forms to be able to understand that
Ch.l, That's why beginnings are so difficult, It is true his lst sentence
ls, commodity has value and exchange value. It's a thing., We exchange
it to get some other thing. But right away, what does he say ? 'You couldn t
understand one slngle word of what 1% political science and what I am', Marx,
. contrlbuting to'it, if 1 just went on all the way to money, the crlsis, etc. I'n
" tell” you what's wrong .. - ‘The reasopn that a cc:mmodlty has_exchange value and use
value iz because of that little thing, that it's congea led——tha living labor.
goes rlght off to the 2 categories of labor, You already ‘have essence, You' re
only . on Sec.2 of. Ch 1. By the time you get to Sec.4, which ls the fetlshlsm qf"'
commodltles, ‘you not only have the Notion in the sense that you have the objec-
tive and: subjective way of Sighting all this, but you have the future in the present

By ygr_lgt? Bg rolling back to the past,

« - Mamx goes back all the way to the time of pre-capitallsm, .primitive socletles,
and he says, 'In prlmltl.ve societies maybe they didn't have a lot of thlngs--they"
certalnly dldn't--that we have and that we know, Wae have science etc. Eut
here's one thlng they knew about, Itwas stmple., They knew what were the =
human relatlonshlps. It's -and-you, I-and-he, I-and-it, etc,--whoever was*-
oppressing,’ He says, *How stupld are these ldeologues of the capltalists whe
~all they can always think of when they want to describe primitive soclety is not
another ‘human being as a soclety, but they want to dascribe the soclety as Rob
inson Crusoa. You're not a single one, you' 're not on an island, you're not re-.
building. That's not how soclety came to be, Therefore what did primttlve so-
clety do? How did they relate, how did they thlnk, how did they get rid of 1t?
Since the human relations, you at least know it's me and the boss, ms and: God
~mo and something else, Therefore what would it be in a future soclety?'

‘He asked that all the way until 1867, Yes, he had a political 3“3“_"9" ;;bﬁu.f‘f j.

R —— ey e s
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he dldn theve the categorv. Who would etrln I‘hnr Fgriehlsm off the commadis
'T know that 1t's not exchange value and use value, but labor dead and living,

: and constantly the dead !5 the capital oppressing | me, atc,™ The polnt when he
raises that quastion is, 'I better add something to it.' What did he want to add
between 1867, when he already told you all the Essence, and all the Notlon, and

how to get revolutlon, but still couldn't rip off the fetishism except to tell you
It's a fetish, don't belleve it, it's not true. The Paris Commune, People working
out their own decislons; men, women and children; educatlon—-everythlng.
"Freely associated labor.” Mandel just leaves out the word "freely". He wanted
“assoclated labor'" so you '11 have your state power. ve . ‘

. R Y RCICEE TU S
Marx puts in, [n the 1872-75 editl.on, "freely associated labor" {5 the only

way to strip the fetishism off commodities and that's not an abstraction. He
says, 'Look what the Commune was every day that they worked and every day
that they fought against the aristocracy. Every day they met, they declded,
they took up, what did I make, what did I get;, how should I relate, stc,’
Here is that first magnificent chapter, Naturally it's difficult, To this day
they keep writing: either he's gone back to 1760..,just read my artlcle (T/P)
on the latest on this question,

Marx comes back and adds 'fresly assoclated labor'". What does Hegel come'-'
back on his death bed and add? He adds 5¥5,586,5J7--3 little paragraphs. And
" In those he says, 'Yes, it's a movemant and a unification of objective and. sub '
jectlve ’ and thare Is one single-dialectic, It ls actually the negativity o ‘
development. But, the Self—Thinklng Idea=-~we had all these developme_nt o
consciousness and of ideas-~that Self-Thinking Idea and that Self-Brlngl_
of. Liberty.. +he doesn't say Self-Bringing Far'th of leerty, but I say it b ause
“it's. obvloue. Then he really gets stuck because he can't say Self-~Bringling- ‘Forth

o of leerty. He fl.nally says, the Absoluce Mind enjoys himself or contemplates

I-'orglve the poor old man 2 sentences, That's all he uses for that, for the' Absolute

The ideais that when you get the Absolute Negativity as the expresslon of the
ceaseless movement of ldeas and of history, then you and your self-development
will go on regardles s~-but that's when you're going tobeg to joln ugs _*




