NOIES by RD
1) I have been worried about the inadequ;cy, if I may say so,

of our understanding of RLWLKM, a8 g totality which is aueh. net

by any fiaz but because 1t truly ig -~ and by truly 1s, I'm
CAVRAA LT ¢ Lol , Lertie ‘
referring to, ts I and II - . oped to the fullest

extent/that Part III, which all of You understand veary well.
PNy (X 2V, ey
I believe that cﬁae I kept fearing ;%ﬁioso parts, I and IIX,

, if% actually contalnige some “opportunist element", surely

depond On our reading into it what isn't there, w
1 d our working through it to pee 1tA )l‘hls must be the

reason that 1 kept mentioning: "You must include EN" when 1n fact

I dl.dn‘t mean at all it's being mo $ncluded mechanieally in thqt

What I redly meant was the laat deoade

" :f;nmuu doas not speal: or itssls, It must be. worked.out.
i ~-Mapxts

It -uat be related, It is incomplets outside of ﬂl/lettors

ot tha sane period. In a word, it simply means mthing when

‘ 'ln put it in by name. Just as I objected to Hegel's works

. belng listed.(though I surely believe in all of him worka)
. becauss it simply is absolutely illegible without a MarMist

| 1nterputation, and for that you need a book, not a paragraph

_:I.n a conati.tutlon. 80 the same ie true of the EN. That 13 to.

m. what exactly would anyone get by listing a bunch of ime

"';",muxat wrlhra and Marx talking to himself. Mapx underatanda .
evarythlng he said to himself, but no one else can understand

it




Statement of
which remlly

2) Let me try to be concrete by showing: a) the

Who We Are as published after January-Bebruary,

{s "the paragraph® for the constitution, Thus =- and 1t's one

of the reasons I 1iked Terry's letter -- where the new that

comes with the book 18 seen both in the paper, in the books,
and what could be easily incorporated in the constitution., For

exemple, the 2nd para. about N&I being"created ... philosophy

of liveration®, could actually be included in the para. for

the Constitution. At any rate, Terry was right on the nose.

v) Terry sgain was right by the next para. wanting the sentonce

"by tracing and paralleling...has...”. On the one hand, 1

thought this wasg great and gives us a chance even to include
the.gj_ngng panphlet and to concretize it on the American

“eno as ACOT. on the other hand, please note I stopped

afbre ths end of. that santence, because the very next uord
"ﬂwhat I‘objoct to in the mense that it closes the doors for
ple to Join us by telling them we've already met all the

]l-IIII challenges. The word 1 objacted to was "met the
I would much rather want

*This challenge to post-

"challengo of the new moments *
- to ‘make it passive tense , such as
. fﬁnarx Harzism must be worked out by this genoration.”

: c) In fact, it is ‘this half of the paragraph that needs complete
'? rowriting foxr a conatitution. and that would become “it."




3) Here is how I tried the rewriting, first, by including
the 2 mentences I liked, the one on N&I and the one on"tracing
and paralleling,“which included, in my mind, the listing of
%ﬂaxgd ACQOT . Hersis what followed: “VWe nlso proceeded
to dig in, at one and the same time, the thought of the great
revolutionary Marxistes like Lenin and Iuxemburg, which, even
- though; RL was 1/2 -way dialectic on the National Question,
and Tanin 1/2 way dialectic on the Party Question, we couldn't
have reached the new stage we have achieved without them ==
the dialectice of revolution from lenin; and the spontaneity
as well ag the hidden dimmnsion in RL. Moreover, ; ust
bo;&hsolved from Y“Yleme in one respect: the unavailability ¢o
* them of the many works of Marx that are availeble to us, That
:a'ia especirlly true of the "new momsnts" of Marx. precigely be-
caqle.'when2;;;.0:}::.::garately. ag ie the Base with the
1882 qd;tlﬁn of the CM, it simply cannot mean what is easy to
'ffao.tihan_you'havo the Grundrisse and the EN and above all, live
in a different age where the Third World igs a reality.

| it ,"l') link ghilosophic. theoretic, and even practical, catching
o o
"'Gftho/hlutoric continuity with Marx'se Marxiesm gnd the maturity

of our‘ﬁge. 1.0. the actual movement fron mracticd that 1s
ltnclr a form of theory, i= the centar-point of RLWLKM. And 1t
Ah :ndd.ine up of
: : omphy. hlu‘tori.c poriod and that movonnt

. P S Voo i . s, .

trnl praetlco whlch nakaa clear the 1nsypurab111tw of Organiaation

i

e ——

fron Harx'- oonnopt or rewolution in permanences.
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5) On the other hand, I'm absolutely "scared” of the way we've

been using "revolution in permanence” as if, a) it answers all
questions; b) it can be ;interpreted in one wey and only one way

when it comes %o organization -~ our way-- as if Marx had ac-

tually not MEHXERXEXXKHENEXIEXHKE written specifically on

Laeaal;le rather than msking HMRXX a universal of it for ail

eternity. Don't misunderstand me. I think no one ls greater;

I think we have interpreted it not just correctly, but recreated

it in a way that it ig the answer to our age. But we simplyasiste®s

m such things without sounding elitist. It is hesg.both
Vbcoauee it helpa gaining new memhe j‘(t worl?ig’ut suc

bra LI P

E sky becaume it is true we really couldn't prove it. We

‘ -have yet ‘to make a revolution, which would entitle us to claim

tohave answerad the question of organization. BUT IT IS GORRn.C'.l‘ :

_.‘To‘xﬂsisr THAT IT IS HIGH PINE TO ISSUE THE CHALLENGE,TO @E
" ABSOLUTELY CONFIDENT THAT WE ARE SO NEW, WE HAVE WADE SO MANY
. CONTRIBUTIONS THEORETICALLY, MARXIST-HUMANISM IS SO UNIQUE,
s mnqlllllll ATIRACT A NEW GENERATION OF MARXISTS. IT IS

‘fFONLY THEN THAT WE CAN SPEAK OF A TRILOGY OF REVOLUTION, AND
- GO HAMMER AND TONGS TOWARD ORGANIZATIONAL GROWEH.

I have reread both all the paragraphs submitted, including my
:"ovm. and don't like any. But perliaps 2 things will helpm

' l.onn 'the subject of spontaneity and organizatlon, I

-'said that RL "could not do :!.tkia new re:gtionship betwaeen theﬂ-)
Obecnuse she had not penetrated the newness of the NQ that had
arl.llon ever since the Emster Uprising." It not only is not true

.-that 1t is only because of the NQ*, but the more correct exprcaalon

4
1; %‘ 3




would have been if I then addeds Not only %ﬂmaiw and
organization not absolute opposites and also pot g totality , bdut
abow.re all, what was missing was the phllocophic method WIFNBEX -~ that
Gpladialectic of development both of objéctive and subjectivee-
which alone MM unites the two and does go by itseYf being the

olement that glives action direction and a form of development.

2. In re-reading the July 25 *In Lieu" of REB minutes on O's
report, I scribbled in some .comments that I believe can help her

develop her own report for the convention,

'(qn previous page of notes) Perhaps I should blame myself for
thg_‘ahdlute],v ﬁntastic wrong, nationalistlc, development by
No&ﬁ.‘ which so shocked me that I wrote a sharp enough critique
andahc 'jtis'& dropped the whole matter. I had no idea that I ever
aai.d nn‘,ything thet faintly resembled her paper. Her papéi- 'c‘.lain_ed
'."':(and !.n very haughty terms) that Lenin would hae been able to
' uhm orf hls elitiet concept of party if he ever worked out the
NQ a® Subject. I smaid, migod, first of all, how can you jump fx'ony
NQ to having the anawers to elitist party; 2ndly, 1f’ova1_- a man
. dw.lopudthe NQ, 1t was surely Lenin; from the Easter uprisi.ng
ai_’.f. ﬂ;w way to “if not Berlin, then Psking®, and to the Blacks -
. 4n the U.S, at the 2nd CI Congréss, this man was a genius, and
S ‘8t no time d1d he ever lower National Liberation to where it was
| f.n tlmory “without a Subjsct. And on and on and on. And here I
o _raread(i.n the 3 pages I had dictated to 0) == and 0. read them
| out at tho REB. and this must have emholdened her to carry it |

"'Di:‘-‘}’-';':-'.‘-.out to l.t- mogt abeourd. (0. just told me her paper was written
,-;long bo!ora this was read out...)




