CHAPTER ONE

Presentation on the Dialectics
of Organization and Philosophy

(June 1, 1987)

Composed only a week before her death on June 9, 1987, this is Dunayevskaya's
last major discussion of dialectics. Originally written in preparation for the 1987 Ple-

) z

TaTy gatneniig Of News and Letiers Couuuiifé’éi, the UTgT,Lﬁi:(u.uUli she f(ﬁiﬁdéd i
1955, the talk was never delivered. It develops themes from her unfinished book,
“Dialectics of Organization and Philosophy: ‘The Party’ and Forms of Organiza-
tion Born Out of Spontaneity.” The original can be found in the Supplement to

the Raya Dunayevskaya Collection, p. 10737.

The Philosophic Point

To understand today we must begin at the beginning, that is to say, as always,
with Marx. Specifically the two periods are: the first and the last, the first
being the philosophic moment, 1844.! That laid the ground for all future
development. The last being the long hard trek and process of development—
all the revolutions, as well as philosophic-political-economic concretizations,
culminating in Capital. Yet the full organizational expression of all came only
then, i.e., the last decade, especially the 1875 Critique of the Gotha Program.
Why only then?

Take first another look at 1844—the philosophic moment for all of Marx’s
Marxism, including organization. Throughout Marx’s life he reached to con-
cretize it. But none of the concretizations, whether 1848 with the Commu-
nist League, or 1864 with the First International, or even 1871 with the Paris
Commune, fully reached to the level of the philosophic moment of 1844.
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Only with the Critique of the Gotha Program in 1875 did Marx fully return to

that moment as it was concretized for organization, and even then, he did not
2

it philosophy, but “principle.”

Cal}l‘l}tlepl:[l)leocsiﬁpc) g(’)int tfat I'm singling out from the 1844 ﬁ')unding of a new
continent of thought and of revolution is when Marx artluilates the great
merit of Hegel in discovering the “negation of the negation, and tbe gréat
demerit of this same Hegel in enveloping it in such mysticism by deahr?g \Ylth
it as various stages of consciousness, rather than as men and women thmkmg.
Marx, on the other hand, declares himself not only agfinst capltallsrfl anyg
“yulgar communism,” but proclaims his philosophy to be a’ne\‘v Humamsn;.

To this day 1844 was the philosophic moment of Marx’s dls§ov$ry of t hat
whole new continent of thought and of revolution that “Marx1sn.1 certainly
lacked, and instead singled out one of the developments—economics—so that
we didn’t know “new humanism” until the Depression. But in fact, it is that
which was the ground for organization throughout his life, from the moment he
did “experience” the philosophic moment, even if it was only correspondence
(letters) soon to become international Correspondence: .

Seriously, however, as organization, that organizatnon—t-h.e Co.m'mumst
League——aécepted the challenge to the —cxés{mglt:api_,talist wo.rld,, and that not
separated from all political tendencies and partles.-l'm referrmg,. of course, to
the Communist Manifesto, whose second part is a critique of utopian soc ialism,
etc. What we want to do here is to compare the 1847 Communist Manifesto to
the 1864 First International [and in 1871] hailing the Paris Cpmmune as the
form, the working existence, the communal non-state as needing only release
of all the mental, manual, and emotional potentiality.* N

Why then is the actual concretization of a new unity so sharply critiqued
as in the Critique of the Gotha Program? That becomes the whole rub and the
urgent problematic of our day which must be worked out. N h

First, enter history. In 1847 critique meant the ruthless critique of.a.ll that
exists that he spoke of in his philosophic break with the bourgemsxe and
Hegel, concretized on the level of the existing “parties” in that pénod. ({\s we
were to see in 1860 in his letter to Freiligrath, when Freiligrath, in refusing to
get involved in the Vogt Affair,’ said he didn’t belong to tbe ?arty any 19nger,
Marx’s reply was: Neither am I, to any existing party. I didn’t mean it in the
ephemeral sense, I meant it in the historic. Clearly, Marx meant that no one
could rewrite the history, and both the revolution of 1848 and the Manifesto
that anticipated it and followed it, are historic.)® .

It is that historic period that changed when international worker got
together to take a position on what was happening on a different continent.
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That too had a “manifesto,” perhaps not as bold as the Communist Manifesto,
thought Marx, which was actually the preamble to the Constitution and By-
laws to the First International.

At the same time, Marx didn’t hesitate a second once the Paris Commune
burst out, and some trade unionists didn’t share the enthusiasm, to write them
out of the First International. He not only declared the need to go lower and
deeper, but insisted that they didn’t represent the majority of the masses; the
Paris Communards did, and it is that Idea that defines history now as both
ongoing and the future.

Dialectics of Organization

So, what happened in 18757 Look at how the self-development of the Idea
that we now call Marxism has concretized itself when its greatest theoretical
work, Capital, in its French edition, is finished, and that has philosophy
spelled out in the most concrete terms from fetishism of commodities to the
new passions and new forces that go against the accumulation of capital. And
he has the experience now of both political parties and forms of organization

emerging spontancously from the masses, plus philosophy.

Critique of the Gotha Program: There is no way now, no matter how Marx
kept from trying to give any blueprints for the future, not to develop a general
view of where we’re headed for the day after the conquest of power, the day
after we have rid ourselves of the birthmarks of capitalism when a new gener-
ation can finally see all its potentiality put an end once and for all to the divi-
sion between mental and manual labor.”

Let me now state something general from Hegel on the question of “the
philosophic point” which would also apply to us.8

In Hegelian dialectics, the philosophic moment is a determinant; even if
the person who was driven to articulate the Idea of that “moment” was very
nearly unconscious as to its depth and its ramifications, it remained the ele-
ment that governed the concretization that follows the laborious birth that
poured forth in a torrent nevertheless.

Specifically and concretely, in our case the moment I'm referring to is May
12 and 20, 1953.9 The Idea is in demystifying the Absolute as either God or
the closed ontology, as the unity I singled out, a dual movement, from theory
to practice, from practice as well as from theory.

We were so overwhelmed with the movement from practice that we were
hardly as enthusiastic or as concrete about the movement from theory, if not
actually forgetting it. I therefore wish to go into great detail about those two
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for the book.19
de\;ﬁifyocxe has heard so much about 1953 as the stage of breakthrough on

the Absolute Idea that you may think: what else is there to behs.:ild?T;e \3/;21:

oint, however, about the philosophic point that became a phi 95011) ic ;
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’ . . 7
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ool t was not just the threshold of the

lication, we did think that i | ]
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No wonder that when C. L. R. James said that he looked into Philosophy of
Mind, he concluded that he found nothing there “for us.”!3 I must have felt
dissatisfied, since that is where I went, and precisely, I might say, on the ques-
tion of what we called “dialectics of the party,” specifying however, that I
wasn't interested either in the mass party, which the masses will build, or in
the elitist party, which we definitely oppose, but in what happens to a small
group “like us” who know that nothing can be done without the masses, and
are with them, but [such small groups of] theoreticians always seem to be
around too. So, what is the objectivity which explains their presence, as the
objectivity explains the spontaneous outburst of the masses? In a word, I was
looking for the objectivity of subjectivity.

The one thing I did not mention in discussing 1953 is that the letter of May

20, where I suddenly speak on the Philosophy of Mind, came after C. L. R.
James had said in his Notes on Dialectics'*—or the letter accompanying his
Notes—that he had looked into Philosophy of Mind, and found nothing there
“for us” (naturally that means Johnson-Forest Tendency).!5 So why did I go
to the Philosophy of Mind after connecting the end of the last few pages of Sci-
ence of Logic with Philosophy of Mind? And that was directly after I repeated
what the johnson-Forest Tendency had worked out, that just-asLenin-said
Marx’s development in the section on commodities bore resemblance to
Hegel’s syllogistic Universal-Particular-Individual [U-P-I]6 (we noted that
chapter 1 [of Capital] including [the section on] fetishism bore resemblance to
U-P-I), so what is further to be noted is that the accumulation of capital, its
General Absolute Law, was based on the Absolute Idea. [We held] that just as
that meant the dialectic of bourgeois society, its end by the revolt of the work-
ers, so Marx “also set the limits to the dialectic of the party, which is part of bour-
geois society and will wither away with the passing of the bourgeoisie. . . . ”
Therefore, what we were working on was not just a book, but a philosophy, a
whole new philosophy of dialectics for our age of post-World War II, and that,
of course, meant cracking the Absolute. That is where we all stopped.
C. L. R. James promised he would do it, but he didn’t. Instead, he said he had
looked into the Philosophy of Mind and found nothing in there for us.

So, whatever it was that was driving me in 1953 to write those letters of
May 12 and May 20, it suddenly became the whole of Hegel’s work, beginning,
as always, with what Marx said was most important in Phenomenology of Mind,
going through the Science of Logic with Lenin, but refusing to follow either
Lenin [on its] last paragraph,!” or C. L. R. James on the fact that he found
nothing in Philosophy of Mind. 1 delved not only into that work, but into [its]
last final syllogisms that nobody, including bourgeois academia, had seriously
tackled [until] the next decade.'™ I was not debating them or what they did or
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did not do; in this case, my “ignorance” saved me from having to argue with
them or anybody, but, again it was Marx who, though he broke off h}s manu-
script!? before the final section of Philosophy of Mind, his very sharp digging in
Capital, especially the general law of capitalist accumulation and the new pas-
sions and new forces, led me to conclude suddenly that thf? dialectic of tbe
Party as well as of the contradictions in the Absolute Idea itself, resulted in

my seeing what I called “the new society,” i.e., the end of the division between

mental and manual [labor].
Thus, that philosophic moment was the core for those heretofore forma-

tive years of News and Letters Committees which ended with :he completion
of Marxism and Freedom, where we saw that the little phrase “the movement
from practice” set the whole structure of Marxism and Freedom. Not only that;
it served both as ground and roof for the analysis of the contemporary world,
both theoretically and practically, including the altogether new voices from
both the proletariat and the new revolts in the Communist world, ?s well as
the Black Revolution right here in the United States. I'm sure [ don’t have to
repeat that to this day that first edition had one banner-raising event of world

historic importance, by including the first trﬁnslation both of Marx’s Human-
ist Exsarys-and-benin’s-Philesophic- Notebooks. = — .

I returned to the final chapter 12 of Rosa Luxemburg, Women’s Liberation,
and Marx’s Philosophy of Revolution. Its penultimate paragraph read:

“It isn’t because we are any ‘smarter’ that we can see sO much more than
other post-Marx Marxists. Rather, it is because of the maturity of our age. I.t
is true that other post-Marx Marxists have rested on a truncated Marxts@; it
is equally true that no other generation could have seen tl}e problematic of
our age, much less solve our problems. Only live human beings can‘re—create
the revolutionary dialectic forever anew. And these live human belngs must
do so in theory as well as in practice. It is not a question only of meeting the
challenge from practice, but of being able to meet the challenge f.rom the self—
development of the Idea, and of deepening theory to the point whe,r,e it
reaches Marx’s concept of the philosophy of ‘revolution in permanence.

It was at that point that | asked that the following paragraph be added:

“There is a further challenge to the form of organization which we have
worked out as the committee-form rather than the ‘party-to-lead.’ But, though
committee-form and ‘party-to-lead’ are opposites, they are not absolute oppo-
sites. At the point when the theoretic-form reaches philosophy, the challcxﬁge
demands that we synthesize not only the new relations of theory to practice,
and all the forces of revolution, but philosophy’s ‘suffering, patience and lab('vr
of the negative,’ i.e. experiencing absolute negativity. Then and only then will

we succeed in a revolution that will achieve a classless, non-racist, non-
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sexist, truly human, truly new society. That which Hegel judged to be the syn-
thesis of the ‘Self-Thinking Idea! and the ‘Self-Bringing-Forth of Liberty,
Marxist-Humanism holds, is what Marx had called the new society.22 The
many paths to get there are not easy to work out. . . . ”

Now return to our own situation, and think of the attacks that we will be
facing in 1987, when we state openly that even the one post-Marx Marxist rev-
olutionary who did reach deeply into philosophy—Lenin—nevertheless did
not do so on the question of organization. In truth, he never renounced his
position on the vanguard party set out in 1902 in What Is To Be Done?, though
he often critiqued it himself. He profoundly extended his new breakthrough in
philosophy to a concretization of the dialectics of revolution, and yet never
changed his position on the need for the “thin layer of Bolsheviks” [LCW 33,
p. 257] as a vanguard party organization. In 1982 in Rosa Luxemburg, Women'’s
Liberation, and Marx’s Philosophy of Revolution, we critiqued Lenin politically.
To fully work out the dialectics of philosophy and organization for our age, it
is now clear that that critique must dig deep philosophically.

The whole truth is that even Marx’s Critique of the Gotha Program, which
remains the ground for organization today, was written 112 years ago. What
is demanded is not mere “updating,” after all the aborted revolutions of the
post-World War II world. “Ground” will not suffice alone; we have to finish
the building—the roof and its contents. This is what I am working on now in
the Dialectics of Organization and Philosophy. 1 would appreciate hearing from
our readers on their thoughts on this.

Now then, it seems to me that in a certain sense we could call it a shock
for me to have experienced this year, when a great deal of research was done
on the many ways that spontaneity appeared in the forms of councils, soviets,
committees, communes, and so forth, only to say the generalization: Yes, the
party and the forms of organization born from spontaneity are opposites, but
they are not absolute opposites. The change in the title to Dialectics of Orga-
nization and Philosophy?3 really means that the absolute opposite is philosophy,
and that we have not yet worked out organizationally. Because . . .24

Take [Anton] Pannekoek. The Council Communists were certainly earlier
on the scene and directly opposed Lenin in a friendly way, on the question of a
single form of organization, insisting that when it comes to production, the peo-
ple at the point of production must maintain their power after the revolution.
But, did they ever give up their party? Didn’t they think, along with Rosa Lux-
emburg, that spontaneity is no substitute for the wholeness of internationalism
and theory? On the contrary, they took that for granted. What not only was not
taken for granted, but never even approached in any way whatever, unless one
calls “approached” a total rejection, was philosophy. Except, except, except . . .
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The except of course, refers to Lenin. But he too kept to the old and
Plekhanov when it came to Russia. .

One must not hem in a new duality into an old reality because of the sim-
ilarities of abstract opposites colliding. It is the collision of concrete 9pposntes
that demands a new unity. Without that philosophic moment there is no way
to hew out a new path. And for Lenin there was no philosophic moment inso-
far as organization was concerned. ‘

In the case of organization, every Left was grabbing at some old contradic-
tions, and with them, some old solutions. Which is why the most cogent
moment for our problematic, and for showing up more than amblvglence in
Lenin, was the fact that Pannekoek (and Gorter), with that creative, new
concept of council communism, i.e., power in the hands of the workers. at. tbe
point of production, came the old, vulgarized, abysm?\l.ly narrow, materlall§t1c
philosophy of Lenin’s 1908 Materialism and Empmo»lect.sm, as agamst
Lenin’s great new philosophic breakthrough on the Larger Logic, and as if that
self-movement of ideas and of people was a “hetrayal” of the class strugglf:.
And to this day, that is what Council Communists are swearing by (see Lenin

as Philosopher) .25 T

Lenin, tao, never raised philosophy directly in reiationsanip to Orgaitizacion.
It was at most a phrase, like the famous reference in the Trade U'nion Debate,
where he brings in, in a general way only, dialectics and eclecticism (see page
65 of Volume IX of Lenin’s Selected Works, on “a glass cylinder".).z"’

And the epigones have been busy trying to say that whereas it was correct
for Lenin not to touch the question of the party when there was the great phe-
nomenon of soviets, “we” must no longer avoid the question of party. Where-

upon, they end up just with two more reasons for being in favor of the van-
y

guard party.

Conclusion: Untrodden Paths
in Organization

In a single word, we must go into these untrodden paths. We.mus.t not, [ repeat
must not, look for a crutch just because a new epigone is using the word
“democracy” to mean more than one party, and a Mao is espousmg at one and
the same time, “bombard the headquarters” and “the Party remains the van-
» (4 vs. bureaucratization . . . ).
guaSr?nc(e Marx himself laid the ground [in 1875]—and that, remember, is 112
years ago—the whole of post-Marx Marxism beginning with Engels has not
built on that ground. And Engels, you must remember, did ﬁg}?‘t hard to have
the Critique of the Gotha Program published, if in a “moderated” form, and yet
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assented to the establishment of the Second International. And the German
Social Democracy had been forced to publish it, but only as a “contribution
to the discussion,” not as ground for organization.

Lenin did return to Marx’s roots in Hegel, and did see that the Critique of
the Gotha Program had never really been concretized as the smashing of the
bourgeois state, without which you could not have a revolution. In a word, he
certainly worked out the dialectics of revolution, and made it be in Russia.
But, but, but—he too didn’t touch the question of the party. On the contrary,
it didn’t even go as far as his own varied critiques of What Is to Be Done? , once
the Bolsheviks gained power.

With Rosa Luxemburg, Women’s Liberation, and Marx’s Philosophy of Rewvo-
lution, especially chapter 11, we alone showed that Marx had created the
philosophic ground for organization. But we need not only ground but a roof.
And we have all these 112 years of void on organization and philosophy.
There is no time in a nuclear age to put it off for another day.

That is what has been missing—the whole new concept of “post-Marx
Marxism as a pejorative”—it just lay there in Rosa Luxemburg, Women’s Lib-
eration, and Marx’s Philosophy of Revolution. . . .

NOTES

1. A reference to Marx's Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844, often referred
to as his “Humanist Essays.”

2. See Marx’s covering letter to the Critique of the Gotha Program (letter to Wilhelm
Bracke of May 5, 1875), in which he writes that “there must be no bargaining about prin-
ciples” (MECW 24, p. 78).

3. See Marx’s “Private Property and Communism” and “Critique of the Hegelian Di-
alectic” in his Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. Dunayevskaya was the first to
publish an English translation of these two essays, as Appendix A of her Marxism and Free-
dom, from 1776 until Today (New York: Bookman, 1958).

4. See Marx’s The Civil War in France, where he writes “the greatest social measure of
the [Paris] Commune was its own working existence” [MECW 22, p. 339].

5. In 1860, after the Bonapartist journalist Karl Vogt had slandered Marx and his col-
leagues in major newspapers, Marx published Herr Vogt, a book-length defense of the rev-
olutionary generation of the 1840s.

6. See Marx’s letter to Ferdinand Freiligrath of February 29, 1860, where he says “by
party, | meant party in the eminent historical sense” [MECW 41, p. 87, trans. slightly al-
tered].

7. This refers to Marx's discussion in The Critique of the Gotha Program: “In a higher
phase of communist society, after the enslaving subordination of individuals under division
of labor, and therewith also the antithesis between mental and physical labor, has vanished;
after labor, from a mere means of life, has become the prime necessity of life; after the
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productive forces have also increased with the all-round development of the individual,
and all the springs of co-operative wealth flow more abundantly—only then can the nar-
row horizon of bourgeois right be crossed in its entirety and society inscribe on its banners:
From each according to his abilities, to each according to his needs!” [MECW, 24, p. 87].
8. This sentence was written by Dunayevskaya on the outline of her talk for inclusion
at this point in her presentation.
9. See chapter 2 for the texts of these 1953 letters.

10. This refers to Dunayevskaya’s planned book, “Dialectics of Organization and Phi-
losophy: The ‘Party’ and Forms of Organization Born Out of Spontaneity.” Dunayevskaya's
book was left unwritten at her death on June 9, 1987, but several hundred pages of her notes
for it have been collected and donated to Wayne State University's Walter Reuther
Archives of Labor and Urban Affairs, as the Supplement to the Raya Dunayevskaya Collec-
tion, Vol. 13. These writings are available on microfilm.

11. This refers to the break-up of the Committees of Correspondence, the organization
of which Dunayevskaya was co-leader (along with C. L. R. James and Grace Lee Boggs)
from 1951 to 1955. In 1955, Dunayevskaya founded News and Letters Committees, the or-
ganization she headed until her death in 1987. For Dunayevskaya's accounts of this history,
see her 25 Years of Marxist-Humanism in the U.S. (Detroit: News and Letters, 1980) and
The Coal Miners’ General Strike of 1949-50 and the Birth of Marxist-Humanism in the U.S.
(Chicago: News and Letters, 1984). For intellectual biographies by writers sympathetic to
James, see Paul Buhle, The Artist as Revolutionary (London: Verso, 1955) and Kent Worces-
ter, C. L. R. James: A Political Biography (Albany: SUNY Press, 1995).

12. Although Dunayevskaya separated from James in 1955, she did not use the term
“Marxist-Humanism” until the completion of Marxism and Freedom in 1957.

13. See the letter of C. L. R. James to Grace Lee Boggs of May 20, 1949, in The Raya
Dunayevskaya Collection, 1612.

14. See C.L.R. James, Notes on Dialectics: Hegel-Marx-Lenin (Westport: Lawrence Hill,
1980, orig. 1948).

15. The “Johnson-Forest Tendency” or “State Capitalist Tendency,” sometimes also
termed the “Johnsonites,” refers to the tendency headed by C. L. R. James, Raya
Dunayevskaya, and Grace Lee Boggs within the U.S. Trotskyist movement from 1941-51,
which developed the theory of state-capitalism. James used the pen name J. R. Johnson,
Dunayevskaya that of E. Forest, and Grace Lee that of Ria Stone. From 1951 to 1955, the
group existed independently as Committees of Correspondence. In 1955, after breaking
with James, Dunayevskaya founded News and Letters Committees. Lee and James contin-
ued to work together until 1962.

16. This refers to Hegel’s syllogism “Universal-Particular-Individual” (See the chapter
on the “Notion” in Hegel’s Science of Logic, also translated as the “Concept.”) [SLIL, pp.
234-57; SLM, pp. 600-22]. While Universal, Particular, and Individual are the most com-
monly used English translations for the German terms allgemein, besonder, and einzeln,
these have sometimes been rendered differently. Allgemein has been translated not only as
“universal,” but also as “general”; besonder not only as “particular,” but also as “specific” or
“special”; einzeln not only as “individual,” but also as “singular.” For the relation of these
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concepts to categories in Marx, see Capital, Vol. 1, chapter 1, “The Commodity,” and chap-
ter 25, “The General Law of Capitalist Accumulation.”

17. The “last paragraph” refers to the last paragraph of Hegel’s Science of Logic. In his
1914 “Abstract of Hegels Science of Logic,” Lenin wrote that the last half-paragraph of the
Logic was “unimportant” [LCW 38, p. 234]. For Dunayevskaya’s “refusal to follow” Lenin
on this, see her Letter of May 12, 1953, in the next chapter.

18. The “final syllogisms” refers to paragraphs 575, 576, and 577 of Hegel's Philosophy of
Mind, which forms the third part of his Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences. These
three final paragraphs were added to the 1830 edition of this work, a year before Hegel's
death. For Dunayevskaya’s view of these three final syllogisms, see her Letter of May 20,
1953, in the next chapter.

19. A reference to Marx’s 1844 “Critique of the Hegelian Dialectic.”

20. Dunayevskaya’s “Theory/Practice” column, from which the following six paragraphs
were excerpted by her, is the last writing from her pen. Entitled “On Political Divides and
Philosophic New Beginnings,” the full text appears in Part V, below.

21. The “Self-Thinking Idea” [die sich denkende Idee] is discussed in T574 of Hegel’s Phi-
losophy of Mind, where he says “This notion of philosophy is the self-thinking Idea, the
truth aware of itself.” Hegel returns to the concept in the final 9577, in speaking of “The
Idea of philosophy, which has self-knowing reason [die sich wissende Vernunft], the ab-
solutely universal, for its middle term.”

22. The phrase “self-hringing forth of liberry” can be traced to the last lines of 91576 of
Hegel’s Philosophy of Mind. There, Hegel writes that “science appears as a subjective cog-
nition, whose goal is liberty and which is itself the way, itself the same to bring forth” [die
Wissenschaft erscheint als ein subjektives Erkennen, dessen Zweck die Freiheit und es selbst der
Weg ist, sich diesselbe hervorzubringen]—see Hegel, Enzyclopadie der philosophischen Wis-
senschaften (1830), edited by Friedhelm Nicolin and Otto Péggeler (Hamburg: Felix
Meiner Verlag, 1975), p. 462. In his Hegel und das Ende der Geschichte (Stuttgart: Kohlham-
mer Verlag, 1965), Reinhart Klemens Maurer—whose book Dunayevskaya read, made
notes on, and later discussed in her Philosophy and Revolution—compresses and reworks
slightly Hegel’s above formulation into the phrase “a self-bringing forth of liberty” [ein sich-
Hervorbringen der Freiheit] (p. 88). Unfortunately, in the existing English edition of the Phi-
losophy of Mind, translator William Wallace renders the passage from Hegel more loosely
as: “philosophy appears as a subjective cognition, of which liberty is the aim, and which is
itself the way to produce it.”

23. The proposed title for Dunayevskaya’s new book developed from “Dialectics of the
Party” to “Dialectics of Organization” to “Dialectics of Organization and Philosophy: The
‘Party’ and Forms of Organization Born out of Spontaneity.” For Dunayevskaya’s discussion
of the significance of these changes, see Supplement to the Raya Dunayevskaya Collection,
Vol. 13, 10813.

24. Ellipsis in original.

25. Anton Pannekoek, Lenin as Philosopher (London: Merlin Press, 1975, orig. 1938).

26. See Lenin’s 1920 speech “Once Again on the Trade Unions, the Current Situation
and the Mistakes of Trotsky and Bukharin” [LSW 9, pp. 62-72; LCW 32, pp. 90-100].




