" _.the break with 2nd Int. But the truth is that when it comes to.

L " 40 2ight with 2nd Int., but with his own Bolsheviks, pecifical
" ‘though they were Bolshevik Party members.

' -s®8 12 they wers ons and the same. That fan’t quite true, bos
" Ziberation he is for but NEW FORM OF ORG.FPOR FROL.AS WELL'AND
INDEED. POR. *NAN,NOMAN,AND CHILD® THE SOVIET FORM OP ORG. .The

' _'1st’ef stages and procssses and thus you wouldn't have jumpe

Zarsenal June 9,1983

Deaxr Nedai

You are dolng some very important work and I would very -

muoh like you 4o develop the Wﬂu of that atx'ugfle you _
déscribe on p.2 of yours of » tut your methodology is o0 non-dialecots

ical, that is to say, instead of the concrete, mnd,
instesd of Anything emerging the facte, relations, the
conorete M . you rush to Impoge a conclusion flowing, instead,
from the fact t, as a Marxist-Humanlist you, of course, do not
wish to separate Reason from force, that you forget all about

concrete history and concrete theory.

_ Since I am indeed 80 pressed for time that I cannot go
into great detall ms it deserves, and yet wish you to work out
soma of it for both gi_ml% in E&A &pre-conv. Bulletin, please
allow me to, more or leass, 1t myself &o pp.l&2, with one beling
fhat I consider the fmposition that doesn't flow from material
and 2 being the very best of actuallty. .

on , even the so-called facte aren't. That isto say, take
the 4 perlods yoy listl The lst on s-d which you state as h%g R

‘a=d he was fully with 2nd. In Russia he not only was. -~ -
. .for m=4. a8 "principle” and so strongly that the famous breal.. . ... . .
8%.501.4M8n,1903, she refused to attend altogether begause 1t wae'
{ght in their Constitution. What differed bafore and: after
i®ssworking out the dialectic and grappling with not onlyi ..
Jeinciple, but hasillus of prol.rev.® with the Eastsr Rabellion.
“in Irve ).was that the dislectic of liberation led him not onl,

" Bukharin snd all ultra-leftists who opposed national liveratio

L New takc the 2nd per. which I will connect with your
2nd. per, .which somehow connsats phil.break (1914-1915) and :Nof

‘' Wecomes s important as principle and methodology.fo
- 1¢:Tg:30en that SUBJECT manifeats itsolf both on KQ and ant
‘and soeial revolution so- that by Oct,.it fent.only natioml)

Yery 1 {:uhnvo ‘to use that Kantian word (3rd.l,:2nd par.
: have ‘warned you that you were skipping an awful -

- “"aonolusion that, though VIL fought RL before, after, and durin
©gor_the entire period RL ceme onto the historic scens of Marzl
& at onée declared she opposed "nationalise” and that:though:
Narx 'showed he did not confuse national e-d with "nationa
..I.I.O'I_M‘g_;-. €180 opposed linrx, nevertheless they were both: '™
2,’:1" <dimleationl” & that both on s-d---and then the super-lea

. Put differently, the point in the expressic

. l.n! ‘from®, or emerging “out of* aeans that yoou would . :
» had %0 develop various historic periods in which' Marx : su

80 and 9o on the party and it came to the tragic climax we .

point to,shat Afyer Critique of dothe Progran, and affep cenquest
¢

of power, he lung to "vanguard power to lead™ =0 that




-z-

He left all those loopholes for Stalin, You, on the other,
behave as 1f they were one and the same, disregarding not only
the historic period you hear speak of, but the vary
event that helped kill VIL, For the truth is that not only
had he fought sgalnst Stalin in Georgla and Ordshonokidzes

. not only had lLenin sided with the Georgians; not only hed Lenin
sald:thmsx *Seratch a Bolshevik and you find a Russian chauvinist®,
but he ordered Stalin's removal in his will, & the way to
that final word, he had written "I openly declare war againgt
them” (Homcowite Great Russians), but left it all to be fought
to the end in the handas of Trotsky who dié nothing. (Let's not
forget elther that by then Lenin had had his second stroke and
lost his power of speech.)

Sorry, 1've 80 exploded and my love for Lenin showe,
for 1 started simply with the phrases you skip non-dialectically
~="flows from” andmmerges "out oft which led you to concluded
»asnd that had he been a¥le to see them as Reason, it would
gave been inevitable for him yo develop his theory of self-
datcrnlnution{g‘;g; the revoluthon, into its fulleds expression
of organisation.” How do the dimlectics of org. flow from
theory of #~d? Ien’t the question of Party, Party, Party -~
‘whad came out of, lst, fighting for the right.of the o etarian
not only to fight for dconomic needs, but aleo politica? And -
when Rl said, yes, that is so, and I do not challenge thates .
R et d’&i’.ﬁ"&“&t"ﬂ"“” e taner !
nacees outside? And didn*t Both fall WHEN TNGURU-"SRENONT
toth weie 9%i-dia.muux at point %my falled
.%o see that that isn't _the que n Marx posed; whet he posed
. “'was PHILOSOPY OF REV. IN PERMANENCE--and that,incidentally, -
7 . §% not limited to national self-determination--as ground for -
. organisation, : L

Co _.Qg.~Pnfo 2 you ere at because it is conorete and

~ ' dimlestical and new as facts. That you should develop much,
' wagh further so that your resdersg or listeners would sse
~ . Xk flows from the actuslities, S L s

~ ' 7 Iquestion much in the rest because you keep wmping $o

. s censlusion befors anything develops into Lis al condlusion

im0 thaty TOF. 6X.y ‘pare ON P.db you mix up 2 different

g‘h.ir gD
sh to

see whegher you wauld
whole nation” as if-

) the whols nation 40 be denies"uniosw™ the whole is "Bolshevil™
Zadeh wes close to'Lenin and he did not go either with Roy o

tallev

L Yol i s Tty Jisesss s Jotios




June 1,83

Near Raya:
ven had singled out in the Call, "...the half~dialectical attitude
of RL on _the national question or VTL on the Party question", Tt is
preciseiy on this quesfion of Lenin's attitude to --*nrggn}‘::ation
.ttiat T wanted to open a dialogue with you, since T have been concen—
frating on the impact of the Russian Revolution on the Bast, gg;g;ung.
@sSiam Moslenﬁorderla ds, as well as studying the implications of ilenin’s

well as its evo
theory of self-determinat of na in the followtng four- periocds:’

iﬁefore the b#eak of the 2nd Int.
. == Lenin's Philosophic break and the Oct.,Revolution
_h period of Civil war

[
eterminat:lon, H & national forces as Force_ana

after the Revoluti ,_,:m\t? its@pression, .dialectics of

l‘}rfF— Ve pids ’”EM

%ﬂ and mwarea wern art of Tran until near y the

\___..-/




e s et N L s e et —

’ M\n’s the{ two way road of iﬁeéér between “oglem Nussia anAd 'rran) /"L /
' : S+ | * '
‘Woadwiy The “ussian Azarbaija party , -ewewss which active

it ™

Iranian Revolution., FMollowing tof the Iranian Reveolution,
———

many of these revolutionar‘l_es@—“uvtﬂn narticipath in the
w ver‘ncreasinq strikes, t culmination of which is the 1917 Russian
{ L
/: j ‘

T

evolut ion .

party, beacme the very revolutionary forces who ’lle_l_ﬁhe_}

Bolsheviks take ollowing tha-Turkish invasion of the Caucasifs
Bolsheviks fake overa—f wasion of the Caoa:

areaS, andéjle/t,‘________\;mrtmzmbers ’ @qu Sultan Zadeh, founded the
——— P )

first Tranian Communist Party 1n\1920s;] while he and many of his
_ s) y

Iranian comrades continued mtheh.work ¢5 the Russian Jlevolutionww

B i

the nationali.st

“a.m tion on equal rigl'xt/ij ‘Moslem women,  and e.nding her subordinate

month later, tlgsecond congress takes

pmggﬁ In qenerul there is a favorable attitude towards bhe Bolsheviks 3

\gp




3

Naturally one cannot follow here the very complicated details that
follow the Oct.,Revolution, which I am sure you are much more keenly
aware of than Y.
7he point is that throughout 1917, and éven the period of Civil War that
)
follons, solidarity with the ideals of the Pevolution even when there
were strong disaTreements, were s¢ great that separation of Russia is

not nhat the minorities want® wven when faced with f‘_urkish ultimatum (
am——— e e

+o declare thelr peparation, the Armenians, ‘Seocqtent and Azarbaijanies, ] .
ic ties uru

/” pecause of ethn
eluctantly) If the Azarbaljani Pussavat had any illusiony they

do so
quickly change-lthe:l.r mind once they facéthe reactionary policies of the
Turkish goverhment, and as gmentioned earlier indeed helﬁdthe Bolsheviks

e _takeq over.

(particularly in Moslem borderlands) and had
always ,been suhordinated to Russian lords, the dictatorhthip of

'h P oletariat, soldiers and Peasants who wer e~wign a small minorit'

of he oumunity, and often not na%gveq meant the continuation of i

an?hegemonm - mayb‘&not the feudal owners but by. the"
‘ xProletariat". The \final showdown ofcourse :Ls between the

Hoscow group ‘of Bolsheviks {headed

group. md:l.vani) in Georgia. % \‘\1/'\

into an invasion ‘rather tha.n allowing the native group'tom

J_,,,-

intarr(xd, uprising. Furthermore they resenl:ed th

.their independence rather than & formal alli.ance with RSF'_

——_

ate first to@in's prcuposed "\:r ﬁucasian

unkn




and then throvgh that organ to Moscow Bolsheviks,

///*\»Eglin's concept of self-determination, which meane- was spelled out

as a right to baﬂt’determined"by the proletairat and not the bourgeois
elemsnts of the nation " meant in effect no right to self-determination,
In every region, the first step after oct,1917, was to bring under the
control of native communists the native organiéations ,or if this daid

{Z not work, it meant §etting up their own version of nationalist organizations.

gantzations~11QJA4°"’—’#’/_ '
- R

, making the native communists who also dominated the Soviets as the sole

et T o e

Hi
‘[Eext the Bolshevikéfwould attack and destroy the native .or

representatives, and finally the last step was the subordination of the
native Bolsheviks to the Russian Communist Party.

- This'was exactly what was done to the All-ﬂussian Moslem Congress,

_tata, but once we follow the demands of the various ethnic org
“N‘W

PR e L

e

¢ummunists, as in the case of Tifl4is CQmmunists[ we’ ‘see that th

~ -.,-.,.,“-g_.__“_ u,;wmw--h By —raiu—u}umd-—ow e e p—— b T Nidae




Russian state in a Federation.
Len19 faced with the actual independence of the Transcaucases area
as a result of Turkish ultimatum,realizes that either Russia would face

secession of thes§m states or ¥ 1f it 15 to avoid such 4%&th‘fate,
all-

it should accept some form of Federation{‘;n the l:;E-FUGSian Congress

He thus proposes the concept of Federation/as a transition to unity.

T e g 3,

‘ (7
makes it quite clear that there was|not fo be a Federation of Russian

Communist Parties, and that the Feﬁeration of Mepublics was only of

Tm—

temporary al nature, :
In the final stage fhat is the period of*1922 and the Georgian affair,

‘—...-._‘

Lenin becomes totally disgusted with the concept of incorporatisén of the -
!;Republics to RSFSR, seeing the only consequenc o g s owing with brutal “:
frankness the dependence of all the communist Republics on Russia, and :
”thus making it difficult to win nationalist movements for Bolshevism in

_V'“semi colonial aTPaq-Awhirh is whenﬁhg_insists

e

_Tdomination(in the name oi Russian proletariat)x
3‘Ln.ﬁu

rgflans® but eommunistg_g;gh_a_nggional ct:’nsciousmeg__)(“h

n‘howev_ ” nggles of nationalities, '

i




b

their intellectuals , as Reason of Revolution. !a? he gras sped thelr demands
botlthe masses and the intellectuals, who werne tyying to work out ques-
tions of fighting bureaucracy, centralization as 'well as altnrnative

pathways in underdeveloped lands Q§i~ff1inv, cnltan Zadeh and W -

—y ten ‘J—~ B
%hort had he seen them as Reason qrapplinn with the uoqzéon of Rovolution

in Permenance, it would have been ing@in4bla for him to further dpvplor3
his theory to meet thisqmeuement Erom pract{cét_Tnstead hqﬁ’continued
to regard them as Torce which brings me to the third point:
‘Leﬁin\treéeher dealtly with the question as a way of fighting “*
* Russina chauvinism" that is dealing with ik as if it were a Russian'f&
. problem, or that the solution could be found in certain”code of beha-
:viors“ for the Russian Communists. Tn this sense heg was more a "humanist'

appealinq to the sense of fair play of the dominant majority than a

-

as a Force of Revolution 'in the struggle for the ! ast.




enin's lack of reorqanization of thought on the question of the Party.

The two were not w®e fundamentally separate questions.,

nather we are facing Tenin's half-dialectical attitude towards the question
of self-determination of nations which Aid not extend iteelf to the realm
of organization, Half dialectical becnase it considered masses only as
Porce and not as Reason, half-dialectical, becuase it occupied itselfo

only with the question of “making a Revolution" rather than a “revolution

in Permenance"
-

"ﬁsald like to know your comments on the above. T alse have some ideas

or an essay for EsA and NsL ( if you £ind it appropriate).

 And that i{s the question of alternative wgs to pevolution in under-

developed lands, and the three Eastern Marxists{Galiev,Sultan Zadeh and ... |

'hetween various classes in the East on this questio ).S- a contribution

ere’ he was for Support B of b

: there were no. strong Cormnunist movements, and his
in underdeveloped lands, Roy
i !
concept of[ Lrimacy of Eastern Revolution-

L. .f(‘ 3
Harx 5 formulations !:n of possibility of revol ion in underdevelopad land Foliman

}}- “T(J
-t on this last: point T still don't know much)j A1l of this in the .contgxé‘




T know how busy vou are with t

sorry this letter became so long,

he dAraft of the Perspectives, and 7 am

Yours,




