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I had g long 1ook at your very fasainatinﬁ book and reod
eapeoially the ohapter on the phenomenologu und tha ohaptero
~on 'l‘rol.sky, Mao Dse . tung and your last ohante-. I am very
. mueh, imprssaad by - the "u bity" you- succedded to seae in this
2 whole hiatory and I very much agree with the values of s o
i lihorty, aelfdevelopmant and socislist . solidarity whic
spire: you. Neverthelesa I have =oma’ -serious obdeotions*
" of course I could formulate only: very insuffluiontly “orf tho'-
.Athrea pages I am. joining..Uhfortunataly I 4111 nob: have'tﬂme'
for muoh mora, F&saso tell me if you 8ee ay noint or: 1f yow

thlnk I was completely miosing the cora of y;ur argument
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'bh p'o‘ge 1’?4 you speok o.f.‘ the rfesistance ‘of austrian workers to nBVism,_
I +hink you should speak of their battle apainst austriwn rashiom (Wthh
was a clerico-fashism) under Dollruﬂ in 1235 (if I am not niy taken) Thero
has. baen in Fact very little rosistance-nrter the "ﬂnsoh]zr" 'if.
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“Bring Fetacher

Some short comments on "Fhilosopohy and Revoluticnﬁx%" by

Raya Duaoayevekayas : I
1.ltYours is an impressiviy constiruftion of 150 years of worid
“history starbing from Hegele concept of the selfdevellopping
subject (whidh he calls "absoluter Geist" or "Geist" in its
different metamorphoses), I can acceﬁj*?he ccnneckion of dagel
mﬁeﬂ’ and Marx which I myself keve always stressed, but I an lees
uujhyﬁL,/convzncad of youn presentation of Lenin and his "ambivalenca",
mﬁ.of your interpretation of Mao tse-tungs "cultural revolution’)
althéugh I come guite near to your judgment,

‘

2. My prineipol objedtion is, that youjLowhare try to expound
.io—achEEEL'I}.e. materlal") roots of the "mistakes"or
" both Stalin and the-tali.ists and Mao and his

followers, On reading vou all sesems %o be the con=equenca of

o i{__a_nagAggt o’ merxﬂsr_humanist and diglectical (hagﬂl—marxlan) )
: Lm;ﬁggg§g=—fBu° t has to be explai i qu:E]this thoughthwa35
" neglected fdand maybs had to be’..).“fhis aisitude of yours is
“rather widaspresd nowadaye ANd 1T is possible that it Fefmidcts
a chamacteristic of cur time and its revolutionary thought.. But.

if this is so and if one refars beck to Marx one should meoke

.cloar tbhat (apd why) one deperts”from marxisa (which may be mo-
cessary) . )
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%. Your idea that the pfgsants (as ths industrial-proleteriat)

should be accepted as a|revolutionary self-develloping subject
and that Trotzkis failure to understand that has been one of
the reasons for his defeat (or his.incompetence as a moaitor fori:
world revoluftion), is§ certainly/not\in line with Marx and T nnnJ
Lenin never thought the russian &aaéantu to bs "more" than
1nd1qxpensable allies of the Worklnr-ulaqs and its party.

ij ﬁfpﬂhEE*Wﬁﬁm&
ompletely ﬁ&" here I agree With your criticism I cannot agresiwith your
explanation. True Stalin barred the "aepution of the negation"
& from ma.xist philosophyj but this was not the "origin" but Ghe
rt inevitable) deparfure from
marxism (in practicae). "party-rule"” and

with it §# L/ﬂ-‘a/(mwowﬂ'c At \
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*Eis doing (no’ full justice to the ch14ese/bmmunlst leaders.

s
' p/fvolut¢on. But do you really think thag —glve% the overwhelming
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the new éocial_system‘be maintained ? Of course one conrld
rgus that those .were not the fgenuing asims of = socialist TO-
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wayority of peamants ~ g Sokialiss soclety (aﬂﬂ a4 genuing and
"democratic one) could have bean bulltan Indus i iien
was certalnly 1ndiSpensable and only Wg;kablﬂ~ﬂlﬁg£2§£}ve>

® the Stateﬂ-aapltallbt construction of an industrialiged
Russia would huve been a more or lesg capitalistic ore (in

#he continuation of the NEE), Aro oot o1 4 u’knd-c, el s,
W 8iriin of dIntins Cove, cach o o) Lin Bl o

4, The same could bs said for Mao's“China. Oertalnl" the
"great cultural revolution" dldlﬁé£=br1ng freedor and self- _
dGeterminaticn %o the working masses, But,couzld this be done 7
It would have been fantestic to have x'raal democratic communes:'
all over China, but given the 1nternatlonal 51§uan10n, would
this not have been an enormou r135)7 4nd ‘the fact that in the
end the{army came to play a deciSive nolitical “olgoan be
‘ragrettad pdi had some "logic"/in 1t The army being in all
bOackward (technologicelly China is certainly backward agg_ :
. ??now\ cnl]ﬂi.r‘inqm:ﬂ- of "3dvanzed" Esq GIOELGE.:. Y d.i.u‘:..:}}

L

3’ g.:t:,r/&nd of relatlve higher level of compcuence. This is .
" certainly not true for the devellopped countries, whre the

army necesserily plays always a politiocally doubtful role,
But armies in states like the southamerican can ba both instra
’22&=B of -cless-repression, when in the pay of the social elltaﬁ‘
;‘gnstruments of transformstion aad (relative liberabion)
o4t acting on their own or in connection with organisations
of the toiling masses (labour-unions or labour-partles)
Your quite necessary p01n;1 that #hﬂ—ﬁagiiéég—waria
cannot be i=Zx new form for a revolution in the USA or Europe

is not dependent on your preseatati.n of China, which T %hink

ety Y A et atree
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The cult of Maos personality msy have (I am not sure of that)
a quite differeny function Tfrom that of Stalins. His socalleq

"dia1ectics"‘j§a be pedagogical 51mp11f1cat10ns, but I very
much doubt welher Sheng Wu-lien had "objectively" (besides
the political obstacles raised b, Mao and his followers) any
chance. You# seem to assume (for China as {or the USi) that
where spontaneously certsin movements and ileas hriSG t:ere
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the existence of the Ebjectlva conditions" for revn1ufmon Aaisn
exist, or mee-at leas§>1n the ‘mafking, I do not_think that this

is auffient; . (Ei% : — !
4, But alter so mach’ doubts and queatlons let me say that I wvary !f
much liked and ppprealated your ‘last chapter on "new pasaions and
new forces" especially your singling out the womens libsration -
aad black libsration "grass-rootes" thoughts ang actioné}@Ih is in
fact almost a miracle that in the middle af all the cvniﬁ ism and
all tha overwhelming amount of ideclogical manipulation thsse
generous and humanistic thoughts and aSplratﬁonggggé;afland I
very much hope with you that they msy prevail. But whataver 0pt1~;
mism I am likely to muster I do not get it from the &hought of '
Marx or Hegelﬁ:(égﬁr humanist and democratic conception of soaia—f-%’
lism agd communism comes. very psar to that of Rosa Luxemburg by
the WaY who did not know Hegel and had no clear idda of dialsctﬁ
but was convincedlphat real aocialism could be brought aboub onlyl
bv the masses &hemselves and. that the party sho
"ment not-for "1ead1ng the wasses but at the service of the mas
868 who would make use of it and be in a continous interactiocn:
Wiuh it ell the ﬂaij Vexbally this is not 8o very Gifferent from
whit Tenin (and evan Mao) said, bub she really meft it and essm
gcted on it, The last thing which a parts-~leadar in her opiion
showld do was %o bacoma "master" over the masZegs and to indos-
trinate them with $he ideology giving ;nfalllbllty to the very
leaders, 7

That however-it is always'possible to deteriorate Hégpfs,
dialectical thought and transform it into a me.ns for dustifying
bureaucratic rule has besen shown by history froTégsgelsz concaph
of the raEional prussian state of eivil servants)to the Staliqian
and post-italinian buresucracies, It is trus thet marxism—lanini§:'
has become "idealistic" in the degree in which it wa
into an ideology justifyihg the partx-monopoly-zule,f_ k:
not the "origin® but only the consequence of the establishmant of
the nsw autocracy snd this has to be accounted for (in a marxian
way) by an analysds of the sovjet socist, and the capitalist
societies of our Htime,
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