PERBONAL Februery 25, 1983

Dear Peter:

Flart of all, I want to tell you that there has never
been at any time in our whole existence =- and that dates baok to
the JPT period as well, or for that mattsr, to the total reorganiza«
tion needed by VIL in April 1917 -- a complegtion of a new book (be
it M&AP, PR, or RIWLXN, or r ]

)} which has not produced,an the one hand & grea ) o
forward, and on the other the abslute oppouite of falling off of
mombers., To put it simply but dislectically, pracisely beocause a
new moment has been discoversd objestively and presented subjectively,
the BREXMENLMMX articulation of that new moment has made so sharp a
, division %etween what was and what is that the shock to those who are
..-not for 1%, As such that they in $uen reveal thelr dsviat « En
the striotly Narxist-Humanist period, the most serious e was 1969,
when, on the one hand, we had all the great 60s activista insisting

: that the 68 was otill alive and with this supposed leftisy '

then procmied to try to sabotage the preparation for real theoretical
development -~ P&R, snd counterposed to it how mush more important

it was to participate in a Mahwah plekét line in New Jersey, than :
to come to listen to me on a firet draft of PAR., Diok G. did indeed
consider that, as an intellectual who on hhhgwn came to M&F and now

¥KE oould lecture on

A

was paftc of the great 68 revelt st Columbis;
the Al as Hert Mareuse ( ODE n_the great new in
. .m_m;cmfmanmmmam!,-z;'xfm‘ﬂ-ﬁ

Insofar as RLVLEM is concerned, it was, pardon me for uskng

i - :hut e , "the woman question.™ B£o happy were\ the women that

uldn&tmhl‘lgg —ny longer be asked $0 ®bav g
Q0 . e aske
. that Iop:om n:n’!m»dmud.' ‘0¢ courne, ‘
-Neysrtheless, while the K-Hisz is, indeed, bowsd to,
Gathelio crosses himself when orossing Yafore a oh
. what remains abstract, whigle what is
. believe in, what they have both dmmns gLy
- *therefore® requires T{HB for aoti thie woman question,®
t -t : Jl ¢ H 4 T LR ..ATA!
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alons in both the “national question” and the "WQ® (and, ineidentally,
did you know that the only ti{me she was for “the national question*
was when she declared she was for divorce?). I°'m sure I don®t have
to. g0 into how wrong she was, _bu; the reaeon I°m oiting RL here is
that our ple, at first didn't like RL at all, and then went to

the cpposite extreme (that ie, after the Jogihhe break-up, which
thoy wrongly interpret). I then"had trouble * with gotting
hilosophy recognised, without which dialectic not only would the
ghru parts of the book mot be soen as one unit, bdbut no fndividual
part would be sden as more than a halfeway dialecatio, No ons,

on the other hand, hae plerssd we mors, in her grasp of it, than
Neda, both because she related WQ and NQ, nm_mz_“mn_.

Unfortunately, I do not have 100 percent belief in hor
as an exaeption, and the reason, of all things, is that the othsr
person whee I thought aven more important beomuse she
Bheila, sudenly considered the column as “foreign”.
have seen ﬂx.-- or rather, all the whys -~ I invited you to . bs
present in 11l meoting I had with her, but that far baok , I had
g!:: %1 whiff of Tudeh-ism coming all the way from good old popular

NUL8N,.

fIsadkar is the one perwon I do think NEMXNEISX is a Full
Narxist-Hupanist and you may not lmow how that, in saull s, both
helped mo ake the deoision and suddenly entertmin doubts shaus
the others. You know how very improsssd I wes with hig plecs on

H e WY, and hat the m:ugnfdh:: o
A 89 w o s
1 a1) eircled nlcllyu- what Zadsh has satd in support
word, when I was firet working out the Stalin chapter
d severything on the National Question, and how Jutely
%o Georgian delegation, and what had led Lenin,
: » $0 ask for Stalin's removal. I delieve
2t such of that ohapter until the Iranian Revolutien.
all this , Neds was interested (in faey, found
)o but what she singled oud 4o Salk
o5 of tho Nusiin
I élan*y
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Hw'riddly yours, }J//(/
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