’

Talking to Myself

The above title may sound strange but it is one way in which I make notes for
future development, not only on the book-to-be on organization, but in all of
my works when [ have not yet worked out a definitive form in which to pres-
ent the issue. The focus is on the May 12, 1953, Letter on the Absolute Idea.
The point is to catch the dialectical flow of the self-determinarion of the idea,
paragraph by paragraph.

Page 2112 [of the Letter of May 12, 1953] calls attention to p. 483 of the
Science of Logic [SLII, p. 483; SLM, pp. 840—41], which shows how the stage
of “exteriorization” is also that of intensification, i.e., “interiorization,” i.e.,
objective manifestation makes the inward extension more intense.

The paragraph on p. 21, which attacks impatience in “an absolutely uncom-

,promising Bolshevik” manner, [ attribute to Hegel, after which I quote from p.

484 of the Science of Logic [SLIL, p. 484; SLM, pp. 841-42]:
That impatience whose only wish is to go beyond the determinant . . . to be imme-
diately in the absolute, has nothing before it as object of its cognition but the empty
negative . . . or else would-be absolute, which is imaginary because it is neither
posited nor comprehended.

The dialectic flow of this quotation is in no way related to the two names
quoted in the preceding paragraph of the letter, but even if said unconsciously,
has everything to do with what I follow the Hegel quotation with:

| am shaking all over for we have come to where we part from Lenin. | mentioned
that, although in the approach to the Absolute Idea Lenin had mentioned that
man’s cognition not only reflects the objective world but creates it, but that within
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the C)lap[e" € never eve Oped it ObjeC[lVC world connections, mater 1ahsm,
dialectlcal materialism, It 1s true, but not the ()b]ect and SUb)CCt as one 1l.l“y develf

oped.

i h
Stop for a moment. Hold tightly to the fact that ever since 19d48—4r91;)\t’vhiirgl
Ifi tOtFr)anslated Lenin’s Abstract of the Science of Logic, 1 ha\S/e. o:eof —
les;sthan extol Lenin philosophically, speciﬁcaﬁly on t:e r::?ecd - e
i in who ¢
i estion about the fact that it was Lenin : e
T.hi;e lénnI?A:l;lxism in 1914-17. Our present changed perceptlon of Le;llillr(x) f
d;:”l :olphic ambivalence shows here that I actually did have some p
- the early 1950s.
ic differences as far back as the early . 4 e
Sop'?}l;?;ct is that it was not only Lenin who, by keeping the thl(t),sojﬂzc I(\)]ﬁti_
books to himself, separated philosophy from POlllt(lCS‘t \X}/lljllzr;o:ﬁy ;)Id p(p;htics
i cept of the vanguard party, we kept phi :
Fdopes ;}:tho:omi)artments.” What this 1953 Letter shows nlow is t:l:r:
. e . b . . .
o i)wsdseg in it was a sharper critique of Lenin's philosophic ambiva enc;ebove
i in Marxism and Freedom. In 1953, on the other hapd, as we §av;‘ = nOt,
;h}?“c/instressed that in the chapter on The Idea of Cognition Lenin
N\.imf;-mfl the nhiprriyity of cognition.

CONCICUiZey it LUyt

Here [ wish to introduce something totaily new . . .

G Lee dated August 31, 1952. With her usual hyperbole, here is part of ,
race Le ) \

what she wrote me:

You have masteled HEgel YOU write 1n your lettel 0t £ \ugUS[ 29 as you have never
Writ fore. lnstead ()1 one-to-o cor p()ndence Whele you tmpose a
that n ne res;

itten be .
movement on the LOglC, you are now lllSlde lhe movement of the LOglC, Caught up
mnitsr ms. l I\e unl)e € n € WO W}l() can dO that can pr()bably
i hy[h S nu rorp ople 1 th rld
be ((runted on dle h[lgels ()f one haud. YOU are abSOlUtCly [lgh[ mn ChalaCtel 1zing
He ()]umy Zupan'l searc ]l 1()] Ihe [)Blly as the LO 1c Of [lle Idea Of tlle

g

rmans (_]
G 0{‘ ——Whl(:]l St a]\(lS in its own way and hence must 1n [lle Clld turn against
Lo

itself.

We haven't found my letter of August 29, 1952, which Perulc;:Z(j ftr}(;:t ‘

. ear before I broke through on the AbsoluteT l?ut it is (;1 h ]
emhus}llasmiiiyon August 31 that | had evidently been writing on t” g Eex;u 1
vn.rhat s (; . ter from the Science of Logic, “The Idea of Cognition. le .ur |
—— - that specific chapter because, very clearly, I had 'bee.n re at;‘ng
t:er[pl(::;ti:rin the] Idea of Cognition to the conceptﬁof cl)lrga;)nxzitn?‘ﬁixi tal:
. now that it finally broke 4
was faci.ng thesJ 22: S::e;slzt(i);;s:tg/e}?zie:icr:’d of organization nov\'r? This tool;}a
Tro{:l?rﬁi?lo‘z: turn as | was coming to a break with Johnsonism, 1950-53.
mos |

yel —
a letter tO me Irom ]
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The specific objective event that precipitated the crisis in 1953 was Stalin’s
death.t
In March 1953 [ felt very strongly that an incubus had been lifted from the
heads of the Russian and East European masses ( evidently also from my head)
and that revolts were sure to happen. It was a very exciting day in Detroit,
both because the Black production worker Charles Denby, and the head of the
Youth, Ben, had independently thought that, no doubt, I wished to write a
political estimate of that world-shaking event; they volunteered to work with
me all night. When Denby appeared after his day at Chrysler he concretized
this further, laughing jubilantly and saying that what all the workers were talk-
ing about, as the radio blared forth the news of Stalin’s death, was: “I've got
just the person to take his place—my foreman.” Denby asked if I had that arti-
cle I was always talking about on the great trade union debate between Lenin
and Trotsky in 1920 (on which I had been working since the 1940s). Denby
felt that the workers would now welcome such a revelation; he wished to dis-
tribute it to them.!5
Think of the unpleasant shock that then occurred when Grace, who was
in California and the responsible editor for the issue of the mimeographed
Correspondence, felt that the Iead articie could not be on Stalin’s death, but
on the “new” women around Selma [James] who disregarded the blare from
the radio announcing Stalin’s death. Instead, they were exchanging recipes
for hamburgers. Not only was that idiotic suggestion floated, but she under-
took to censor my analysis on the significance of Stalin’s death, so that it too
sounded not so world-shaking. Such an attitude toward a world event pro-
duced such a struggle between me and Grace, that it actually affected the
whole Johnson-Forest Tendency.16
What was C. L. R. James's “solution” to the crisis created by the different
attitudes, both to Stalin’s death and to the tasks of a Marxist newspaper? It
was typically Jamesian: | was judged to be “politically” right, but nevertheless
totally wrong because of my sharp attack on Grace. Grace was judged to be
“politically” wrong, but absolutely right because she listened to the “new.”
After two months of this type of meaningless, diversionary, empty “solution”

The same type of crisis as occurred in March-April 1953 over the Johnson-Forest Tendency’s atti-
tude to Stalin’s death recurred with the first issue of Correspondence on October 3, 1953, for which I
had written the lead on the Beria P, rge. Reexamining this in 1987, I realize that what looks like the
“Russian Question”—that same old “Russian Question” which caused the first break with Trotskyism
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to both things happening in the objective world and attitudes to whit afrfe ;hfet:
tasks of a Marxist newspaper to objective events, | asked for a weelzo ,d ; :
Detroit for Ann Arbor, and out of me poured those Letters of May 12 an
OnI;};eWIA;ESe(;lUlEZCI:z:e the dialectic flow in the present singling out of P- 241 17
of the May 1’2, 1953, Letter points also to the relevance of loc.)kin%1 at [tl“;:tg
eyes of 1987, let me examine the new find, the 1.952 letter whlcb s «C:PE [dia
made a plunge into the Idea of Cognition, especn.ally.on tbe section “The dea
of the Good.” Clearly, 1 definitely had organization 1r‘1‘ mmd;’Thls wa:1 no OS,
the level of James and Grace and their dialectic of the “Party, butont e c(liui
tion of dialectic “in and of itself.” While I do not’rememl?er where- I. ralsef the
question that 1 wasn’t quite happy with Lenin’s 16-point definition of the

dialectic, 1 had called attention to the fact that Lenin says its final two points
b}

(15 and 16) are “examples of point 9.”18 This, I felt, was a step back from pro-

ceeding with the Absolute Idea and returning to the Doctrine of Essence, i

Form, and Content specifically.

At the same time—and that’s when [ did get brave and started arguing with !
Lenin as if he were right there—I began arguing with Lenin because he had

iy 5 g b i o hcin 5
~clad the readers to disregard the last half paragrapn of the chaptiei Ot tng
AUARTU wasac a-&mws S

Absolute Idea while I insisted that had he suffered fror.n Stalinis’m fcl;r tlhree ]
long decades he would have seen the relevance of following Hegel’s A s;)‘ ute?
to the end. (This of course is taken up in the Mfay 20, 1953, .Lett(i:jr, V\; er; ‘.’
deal with the three final syllogisms [of Hegel’s Philosophy of Mind], but for the

present what is compelling is to trace the many ways of the development of 3

the Self-Determination of the Idea.)

Here is how the May 12, 1953 Letter manifeste.d the dialectical flcl))w (l)n p"
2119 from exteriorization/interiorization it lapse’c,i'mto a woul;il—beh aldsofutt}cie .
which led Lenin to remain at the “approach to,” i.e., on the t re; ol o 2
Absolute Idea. This is the reason why Lenin preferred to let the Absolute ldea 3

1GC st

stop at Nature (Practice), crediting Hegel with “stretching a hand to trlnat}?:; 3
alism,” instead of following Hegel to the last part of that .para}glrai)\ : wl "
Hegel insists that the Absolutes had not been completed w1tb t eh ;;1 und ]
Idea, and must still go through the Philosophy of Nature and Philosop Yo lt . ,
before completion is reached with Absolute Mind. Put anot'her way, hm ;t) ?:“ 1
of any self-criticism, or objectivity, Lenin left future 'generatlons \.wt (;lutf()l‘ 1
illumination of what may befall them—Stalinism. It is the generation tha v
lowed, our age that suffered through those three d(?cade.ts of St.alln{sm,‘t .at :i’
to face the reality of what happens after. It is this point, th‘lS ob]ecn:;xty, th ;
concreteness, that emboldened me not to stop where Lemr.ll stophpe fs;\; i:.,d e 1
approach to the Absolute Idea, but to follow Hegel to the Philosophy o .
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The Absolute Method opened new doors already in the Absolute Idea, which
Hegel defined as:

The pure Idea, in which the determinateness or reality of the Notion is itself raised
to the level of Notion, is an absolute liberation, having no further immediate deter-
mination which is not equally posited and equally Notion. Consequently there is no
transition in this freedom. . . . The transition here therefore must rather be taken to

mean that the Idea freely releases itself. [SLII, pp- 485-86; SLM, p. 843]

Now stand up and shout: “The Idea freely releases itself.” Shout this while
a flashing light illuminates Reality and its meaning, philosophy and revolu-
tion.

Instead of placing a “No Entrance” sign over organization as “pure politics,”

we finally are in the process of working out dialectics of philosophy and orga-
nization.

On Political Divides and Philosophic
New Beginnings

The abysmal lower depths that the Reagan retrogression has sunk the world
into throughout the seven years of this decade have polluted the ideological
air, not only of the ruling class, but have penetrated the Left itself. Such a deep
retrogression urgently demands that, along with the economic and political
tasks facing us, we look for philosophic new beginnings.

In the midst of the work I am doing on my new book, “Dialectics of Orga-
nization and Philosophy,” I have been digging into research on two opposed
forms of organization—that is, our opposition to the vanguard party-to-lead,
and our support of forms of organization born out of the spontaneous activity
of the masses. Suddenly I realized that the relationship between these two
opposed forms was exactly what I had posed back in 1982, on the eve of the
publication of my third book, Rosa Luxemburg, Women’s Liberation, and Marx’s
Philosophy of Revolution. I then (September 1982) added a paragraph to chap-
ter 12 of that just-completed work. It was this articulation, which I reached
only after the book was completed, that made me feel that the process of work-
ing out such questions demanded a book unto themselves.

This became even clearer when I realized that though [Rosa Luxemburg,
Women’s Liberation, and Marx’s Philosophy of Revolution] was already at the
printer, and had dealt with forms of organization both in Marx’s day and in
the early 20th century—with Lenin, Luxemburg, and the council commu-
nists—I nevertheless felt compelled to write a Philosophic-Political Letter to
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quence of these philosophies shows the course which thought has taken” [History of Phi-
losophy, Vol. III (New York: The Humanities Press, 1974), p. 409].

12. This corresponds to the page numoer of the May 12th Letter as found in this work,
in chapter 2, above.

13. By 1950, James and Dunayevskaya had broken with the concept of the vanguard
party. Her view that the break stayed on a political level, and did not reach directly into
philosophy itself, is illustrated by State-Capitalism and World Revolution (1950), written by
Jarnes in collaboration with Dunayevskaya and Grace Lee. The chapter on philosophy pre-
sents Hegel merely as a critic of rationalism, and does not go into detail on the serious dis-
cussions on Hegel and dialectics found in their correspondence of 1949-50.

14. Johnny Zupan, a Detroit auto wo tker, became the editor of the tendency’s newspa-
per, Correspondence in 1953.

15. The article on the 1920 trade union debate in Russia, “Then and Now,” was pub-
lished in the mimeographed Correspondence in 1952, and can be found in The Raya Duna-
yevskaya Collection, 2181-92. This article became the basis of the chapter on the 1920

trade union debate in Marxism and Freedom.

16. The debate around Dunayeskaya’s analysis of Stalin’s death occupied the first sev-
eral printed issues of Correspondence, in October and November 1953.

17. In this volume.

18. Points 15 and 16 of Lenin’s 16-point definition of dialectic were “the struggle of con-
tent with form and conversely. The throwing off of the form, the transformation of the con-
tent” and “The transition of quantity into quality and vice versa.” Point 9 was “not only
the unity of opposites, but the transition of every determination, quality, feature, side, prop-
erty, into every other (into its opposite) " [LCW 38, p. 222). In point 14 Lenin had gone
further than this, in singling out “the negation of the negation.”

19. In this volume.

20. See this volume, pp. 237-49.

21. See p. 267, note 13.

22. See p. 267, note 16.
23. Hegel, Philosophy of Nature , trans. by A.V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford University Press,

1970), p. 11.




