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DUGHTS ON WHY E&A PUBLISHHD INTELLEOTUALS IN THE AGE OF S
ISM BY RAYA DUNAYEVSKAYA

ya and Mikes

# Iranian Revolution showed how wrong it is to take Marxism as
lence of class struggle" @gEithé "science of taking over power".
showed the need for methodology and not the kind of ideology on
ou swear to become a member, nor one that merely accuses others
ayal™,

., intellectuals, instead of taking up the challenge from revo=-
to clear their minds about Marxism, showed their inability to
2ssons from it, Some now believe that sceince MY culture weuld
important play for the continuation of rev olution, They- nlso =
that( 97 showed the end of any ideology., Some bhelieve, by

the"continuation of Marxism -to Stalinism" they can condemn both
and G “philosophy « Some who call Russian a “communist'_ ’

t to prove that the whole idea of communisn(I mean what-Marx and
:ant) is wrong. I have_ also met people who call the ‘lﬁsian
on a “coup”, and the (979/Iranian revolution, a backward Islamic _
one All of these intellectuals have rejected the Left because %’
nability during and after the revolution., But they haven't cla- ~
heir heads as to what exactly they want,

reach & new stage in thougfh and to take a step forward,.these
tuals who are very skeptical, have to see the new in dialectics -and
tivity. As‘'Raya described them: : they are deaf to reality, ™
The?hnust be at-ence criticized to

themselves facing reality.
direction. ;

through  technology to
:no.n relations,:l.n his cont:l.nuity s oould not see any objectivi- a8
man activlty. Dunayovskaya.g' by revealing Marx's < congept--of >
lutionary essence of the proletariat, showa f‘ﬂ] _
ent . Marxian- dialectic, and a different proletariat. It is

n Dunayoveskaya, through* the Hegel:lan dialectic, shows that
I.ngs think with their thoughts and no one can brain w___h._t.han,

onayevs iaya
:n, created the ground for us to see what was new in the Iranian
:n-qnd called for the worklng out to £ill’ the theoretical void

octiv:lty. e new in the Hungarian

Ay

;p“of-‘state-capi.talism.

1 gsonsed ‘the . necessity- of Marx’s methodology to faoe tha

>£hour age. That is tellectuals in the Age of State-~Capi-
8- published a new pamphlet on the Paris Comnme

Ig excerpts from Marx

and Dunayevskaya's Marxism’ and 'eedom.







August 2, 1984

JBear Roy,

Yours of July 15 interested me nrestly because I have been busy
working out what possible affinity Iranian revolutionaries could see
betweaen an analysis of intellectuals in the statescapitalist cge in
so advanced a society as USA and one so different 2s Iran, 19753, The
fourth paragraph in your letter states that to be Y the affinity between
those who believe in the end of ideology in tbewﬂggg,and those who call
the Russian government a workers' state.',flarcuse’ vhole direction
as he moved to substitute technological rationality for human Reason,
once he had declared man to be “one-dimensional®, was not only totally

wrong but was ver$ instrumental An qiiggjgnting_zhg“zg!glggjoaary_xputh
who wore serious about trying to transform a world they did not makes
One very serious contradiction that you may not know about my dis-
. putes with larcuse but which definitely answers the questions which con-
. ‘ corn the Iranian revolutionaries — dialectic methodology — is evident
L gC; - 4p the d%;nggg_!@ﬁugggﬂgh@&uﬁgncusehsuggested_and what ] _actually trans-
1o "’{ k& ”43“3§§—%131539‘ T'm referring to the fact that originally my draft forn
S ) of ¥ not have a sectiof on the Second International, 1559--1914. )
' - - ‘Yhen he first asked me to devklop one, i was furious with him, shouting,
vy the hell should I care about the Second International; they cid
.- .+ Bothing but Mﬁsome organizational expericnce. His answar was,
27 =l you cannot. erase 1859-1914 from the historic calendar. 1 then forced

self to deal with that historic calendar, =m though I st111‘refuscd:'ir

o-give:them a nurbored part and titled the section in a put—dopy kind
Sfewaye: C#ganizationalgzntcﬁlygaﬂ‘”.But;because;dialectic“methﬂgoﬂ993
neverleft mes cticsior. ravolut continued to preGecupy ey g5
~magnificent of all results cane oazﬁu—_"ﬁit"se¢t1on*as—i-cnncTudQﬁ
“that:long. e.the 1914 betrayal — ecific — the '
"Second Int@Fnational had dicd. That is to say, it became clear if you .
“'are a’revolutionary dialectician,that for the Second Internztional bot to
‘have' put the 1905-07 Revolutkon on the agenda of their Congress resulied”

in exactly what 1 had entitled it: BThe beginning of the end.”

L

P _S#é read (when the Perspectives come off the press) the uew‘sub;'
1t)e T created for the second subsection of Part 111, Bilhat was Harx's
alectics of revolution to the post—iarx Farxists of the Second Intor-

ational?” and see how it relates directly to this year's ﬁerspcct1v¢sif,J

\E ,_ﬁd;of‘cdurse.'for;you.twhere‘there has always been a direct connection- -
--ifiwhat 1 brought to the Iranian revolutionariesswas that 1905-07. Revolu=

- : tibn;~exccpt;thatlinilrah it extended to 1511 and there it witnessed @77 .

.+ the birth of. 'the very first wonen's shora, : e

" -5"§6u'ré3r1ght‘a1so whén you say "“it ic not fnoug?dt?;-c enly Nageliﬁ

.. to:see the Reason in human activity.' To whicn 1 vou e to ddid nat”
/" only that it:cannot be done withou{ rarxian dialdctics, but, if [ may say-
o s0y the Tarxist-luxanist analysis of the 3 final syllogisms which nont,

' before me had done,  bifth thet in wind, nay 1 suoqast 2 very heavy téol,
-rgince:you-doisoaa-to hove o very quick head fqr.yh11osor ve Lhat for th:
:-ngxt-fow tionths you study very cerefully Ch. 1 of Pk, Yihy desgel?:vhy
_and add to that the 1532 now:Introduction to PLR where 1 ansver the:

" “that ‘the orthodox Hegeldan, Beerge Arnstrons ielly, leveled against.ny

o nterpretation of Absolute lethod, then write re zhout it. - :

fourse -




August 2, 1984

Dear Roy, .

Tveir e e

Yours of July 15 ‘interested me greatly because I have been busy
working out what possible affinity Iranian revolutionaries could see
between an analysis of intellectuals in the state-capitalist age in
so advanced a.society as USA and one so different as Iran, 1979, The
fourth paragraph in your letter states that to be " the affinity between

- those who believe in the end of ideology in the West and those who call
the Russian government a workers' state." Marcuse's whole direction
as he moved to substitute technological rationality for human Reason,
once he had declared man to be "one-dimensional", was not only totally
wrong but was very instrumental in disorienting the revolutionary youth
who were serious about trying to transform a world they did not make.

One very serious contradiction that you may not know about my dis-
putes with Marcuse but which definitely answers the questions which con-
cern the Iranian revolutionaries — dialectic methodology — is evident
in the distance between what Marcuse suggested and what I actually trans-
formed it into., I'm referring to the fact that originally my draft form
of M&F did not have a section on the Second International, 1889-1914.

When he first asked me to develop one, I was furious with him, shouting,
why the hell should I care about the Second International; they did
nothing but gather some organizational experience. His answer was, .
© you-cannot erase 1889-1914 from the historic calendar. I then forced
+-.myself to deal with that historic calendar, ... though I still refused
to'give them a numbered part and titled the section in a put-down kind " "
of .way,..'Organizational Interlude". -But because dialectic methodology .
.never:ieft.me, dialectics of revolution continued to:precccupy.me..the.
st ma t of all results came out of that section as: I concluded .
- Tong: before the 1914 betrayal.—- in 1907 to be specific — the
econd: ional had died. That is to say, it became clear if you®
nary dialectician,that for the Second International. not to
905-07 -Revolution on. the -agenda of their Congress resulted-

hat T had entitled it: "The beginning of the end." . "

-,Pjéﬁﬁgiféédf(When tﬁe“Pérspéétives come off the press) the néw‘ ubl_

Fr e

t: .'dugh_ to the Iranian revolutionaries,was that 1905-07 Revol
s ;except that in Iran it extended to 1911 and there it witnéssed: .-

he.birth of the very first women's shora.

‘You're right also when you say "it is not enough to be only Hegeliah
e the Reason in human activity." To which I would Tike o add"
't cannot be done without Marxian dialectics, but, “if I
manist analysis of the 3 final syllogisms which:nong
=With that in mind, may I suggest a very heavy:tes
to. have a very quick head'for‘philos¢Pbyat hat. for the
study. very carefully Ch. 1 of P&R,"Why:Hegel?: Why:No
Introduction to P&R where I answer’ the: critii
George Armstrong Kelly, leveled: against-my.;

aL.Lr , 3 AT .
tarpr bsolute Method, then write me about it.. y

"
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March 11, 1985

Eggbear Raya Dunayevskaya:

Please let me begin with the fact that the process of reading
chapter one of Philosophy and Revolution "smashed to smithereens"(i)
(

all concept of Theory, Practice, Nature and Revolution that had

‘gotten me together for a long time., It was possible when I read

your letter datedr?ggyst 2,.1984 \at the beginning, where I found
myself @i the midd Hlstory, ‘Philosophy, Revolution, Organiza-
tion and Subject.”

To me the vggy central point in that chapter 1;\Nataﬂé Its
movement, its +theories inherent in its actions are so critical that

it has provided a different attitude toward itself and toward the
-objectlvity. Nature and its development demands theoretical expres-

sion, But the theoretical expressmon which develops independently
from the source (Nature) will provide a parallel - for theory and
practice, Life and Science, Practical Idea and Theg;etlca ea-
Nature and Formal Logic, and because they do not(co-exist Ppeaceful
one would dominate the other. Your éta.ons on the last paragraphs

.-~ of ‘'Philosophy of Mind show that at stage Nature and Mind
.become Ed—l;i%onsl they will have both Object:l. and Subject:.v:l.ty.

i*_“_'.I:'hat put thé end to my revolutionary romanticism and intellectual

inﬁho does not separate her or his mind from Nature

,1 as if they were movements from Practice and Theory.
shows the unification of Theory and. Practice. . That
ery’ important ‘to me because I had always thought that when I
nter philosophic works I should return to_my mind and work - them
But where we talk about Thecry/PractlceQwe talk about Praxis '
we are not dealing with abstracted concepts, DE g the ph;losopher

5nd Universal; if there be any ambiguity, it would be in :
ﬂ:e.rea er's mind, and not Marx's or yours.

Chapter one cf P & R has a logic which is also the logic of

‘the whole book: ; from Hegelian Dialectics to Alternatives, and fx

the: Reality to th forces and passions whe”want to transform the
eality iﬁ;p the Ideal. Therefore Philosophy becomes the mediation.
ow: I kno® better why you criticize both Kelly and the 1960's youth

o and: their attitude toward Philosophy.

Y _
e of’ the most exciting parts of my readings was the secticns

" ‘oniPhenomenology of Mind, whfée gou divided the whole book into -two

parts: - before and a ter. divide that way in the Lordship '

~and”Bondage chapter? ‘Becausé in that section we read of the des rué-”
'tIo _of tﬁe ‘0old and the appearance of Conscious When I was -
g that section in P & R I asﬁﬁgj?yself. did these dis-‘;

did we no ave these- forces

ions not appear before Ww II?
had to return to Phenomenolo'

nd this philosophy 50 'years ago?"
-Mind as well as P & R where you talk about the second half . i

Eenomenolo «+» I 8aw that the Absolute Movement does not stop at:

any.-stage - t goes from Consciousness as itself to in itself to . .

Reagon., 'It.was heré“when ‘I der tocdtn_e tory bette Capit alism

' :-lhas organizéa 16t only thHe war have a airéct relations ip -

movement writes e




&%ﬂt%f{;al

to the production 1ineL5 ;Ez?the rest of society-and. the forces

which had come a long way. in history. Their revolt against this new

organization of Society based on fetishism opened a new epoch and

he beginning of the New Philosophy. "Leisure time"” means nothing.

Marcuse thought he could turn to youth because of their "leisure

CNtime". But they showed that they create movement not in their

(f”““leisure time" but when they have a direct relationship to Society: -

to education, to militarism. .

The process of readlng from Sclence of Logic to Philosophy of
Mind created new questions for me. Dear Dunayevskaya, am I right i
after reading the relationship from universal to Particular to Ing
‘vidual, I come to sa tha;hihe .whole debate on Natxonallsm_aad
Internationalisn Egéigé:ig, heég_unrflcatlo is half dialectics
YEgyseiywhat delve n deeper is the recreatlon of the dialec
h| May I also ask that, because of the whol
. ; hilosophy and Movement from Practice as well as Movemen
- from Theory and, especially the sections on Being, Essence and Notion
:-iplus. the warning of the danger of the Third attitude to Objectivity,
‘are so0 together and integral in chapter one; that this chapter is the
‘ground for a Revolutionary Organlzation? x
.-—-‘_-_-,_,-*r—-':'-..'... it

Dear Dunayevskaya may I also add that what d:.st:mgu:l.shes g
11 other.. philosophers (Marcuse, Lukaclky ...) i8. ln'ﬁm

hey put their logic as the mediation, but you turned to masse:
tion and their self-movement and self-liberation to create the'
‘ journal? "You also posed the Absolute Idea as a comlng to~"~
of ‘oppositions, and no longer a tripligity. Does it mean- that.
‘we, gainst all Materialists and Idealists, should put an end-to the‘
ep ation between: Material and Spirit, Cognition and Life, Theory -
‘and ‘Practice, External and Internal, Objectivity and Subjectivity?
are I want to ask another question and that is.(:ﬁhat distinguishes:
osolute Mind from Absolute Knowledge? And what distinguishes thege
.rom Absolute Idea??% R,

s Dear Dunayevskaya, I am noi reaily finished with cnaptex one, but
-ince .Isaid once - in my letter dated QB;y_lS,_lQB , that you laid
the’ groundwork for us to call to £fill the theorétical void, and be-'._
_cause now I know much better about Marxist-Humanism, I would like to':
take those words back and instead take a responsibility for Marxist-

't-Humaniam .-and be a part of the movement of Ideas, since P & R shows -
- “the. .integrality of History, Revolution, Philosophy and Organization,-
. there has been a philosophical foundation laid: Marxist-Bumanism and’
its- xpression. News and Letters. And the best place to begin to :
pradétice. 1t is in the last paragraph in your 1982 Introduction:

Only when the ideal of a new classless society no longer

- remains simply an. *underlying philosophy". but becomes

social practice—at one and the same time uprooting the

explountwe. inhuman capital-labor relations as well as

creating totally new human relations, beginning with the

Man-Woman relationship—can we say that we have met the
challenge of our age both in philosophy and in revolution.




April 1, 198%

Dear Roy:

Hurrah! You really leaped 63 years forward, i,e,
from 1920-22.(when Lenin wrote his Theses on the National and
‘Colonial Question for the Second CI Congress, and when, at the
Congress, he muddenly declared that Roy's Thesis and Zadeh's

Thesls were the same and therefore no separate Thesis was
necessary as he accepted their "amendment”) to 1985 when you
fully grasped the philosophy of Marxist-Humanism because it
became ggggzgxf for you, in relationship to the Iranlan Revolu-
tion. Here is what I mean:

Lenin did not mean what he has been interpreted to
mean, either that they were really the same; they 't. Or
that, as the cynics claim, he knew they weren't and sa%d they
were out of pure opportunism, The real truth is that he him~
self didn't know what would come from these great national revo-
lutione and he was =0 happy to find voices from those lands ==
.~ Indiz and Persia -~ that he wanted to-.leave the door open., It

‘is"hard for any dogmatists or cynics to understand that it isn't
_ulterior motives that coapel a revolutionary to say something

“““Ynat 1sntt beyond the shadow of a doubt, because they really want =

~ to.see what arises from below, knowing that the dislectics of
‘rewslutions will ehow what has been implicit.
e 'I-wlliihcgini-ngj'with most of the gquestions you asked,

“yﬁiéh you yourself actuaily answered, but only with the final
- gquestion on page2 in the penultimate parsgraph: What distin-

© ¢ ‘guishes. Absolute Mind from Absoluts Knowledge? And what dis-
. ;tinguishes these from Abeolute ldea? In one ssnse they all --

Knowledge, 1dea, Mind == mean the same, and in fact have been
-translated interchangeably, degenﬂing upon which edition you read.
And "I use that interchangeability for popularization purposes.
g is no.accident when and where Hegel used R
: d the Absolute was Absolute Knowledge, .
|fied ‘o unity of ry and Meaning, i.e. philosophy. .. =~ ...
In Selence of » when he had worked his philosophy out, not
' gg”gnonpnﬁupg cally but having created philosophic categories
1e ‘conaidered a science, and others consldered a “system”,

‘he wis ‘stressing the unity of theory and practice and the unity '

- of objeotive and subjective so tightly that the solution te all - =
the problems then would be in Subjectivity alone, bedause by then = -
- 1t had sbsorbed objeactivity, To warn all those who from that . = ~

~ would have concluded that we had reached the end, he warned in
‘his last two ‘paragraphs that he was not finished, that thore wags

; o - 8t111 ‘a philosophy of Nature and a phtlbabphy_qt~§$§dg§§&ﬁ?ﬁqsvogqgﬁ”5'7“

-Now comes the shook. In the Eno : ]
. 'which gupposedly is just to meke 1t easler for students: to grasp -
his philosophy but which includes the Philosophy of Nature:and -
Philosophy of Mind, he actually has two phenomenal new sactions "1‘6'8‘8
of which there was practically no hint earlier., One is the VUL
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phenomenal "Introduction® which sums up all those "Observationa”
in the Pheno: ogy and the many polemics with other philosophers

~in the Jelenoe . The other is what we have pald the moet
attention to == that the Philoggghx of Mind in his final Syllogisms

(which he added only the year before his death) actually REPLACES
PHE SCIENCE OF LOGIC SO THAT THE FINAL SYLIOGISM #577 LEAVES THE
DOOR OPEN ALL OVER AGAIN, EVEN IN RELATIONSHIP TO ALL THAT HARD
LABOR THROUGHOUT HIS LIFE. That is what I meanlin my March 21
lecture when I said I had discovered also "a new Hegel®, and I
feel that we have every historic right in our age %o combine what
_ he called “the Self-Thinking Idea® and what we mean by "the Self-
Bringing Porth of Liberty® that we have gained from the movement
from practice as the need of our age.

Now to return to the beginning of your letter, and take
it up paragraph by paragraph., Your lst paragraph delighted me
at once,both because it was a concrete repponse finally to Chapter
One of d Revo n, and then,after you had. taken
so seriously and followed through with my 8 estion for further
reading in my letter to you of August 2, 198%, because you concluded
that all your previous concepis had been "smashed to smithereens,” -
and you found yourself "in the middle of History, Philosophy, Revo-
lution, Organization and Subject.” :

The first sentence in your second paragraph, héwcvor.
wrong first negativity can be. 1 feared that; when you used the

" word *Nature” as the central point to you, you were not accepting
what Lenin had described Nature to be =- ratretching a hand to

W~*aadafae-brias'aut.amﬂcautlen!-sign,tg,gygglf,.yhigh”qnpyanyou‘how__fh .

”'hatarialisu',‘practice. You sees, there are so damn many Existential~

- ists and Frankfurt School adherents that begin their attack on
‘Bngels as 1¢ dialectics does not relate to Nature at all, and
‘that that is what is wrong with "materialism,” We, of courss,
scoepted lenin's definition that Nature meant practice, because
 that 'is, in faot, what Marxiem has been from the beginning =-
ngsees 'in motion, practice, relating philosophy to reality.
. But.the rest of your sentence made me see that 1t is not at all
a rejection of practice, that on the contrary you streds that all
these ideas do ot co~exist peacefully, And you follow that up
by grasping where Nature and Mind become onjs, 80 that I
put a V.g.{for very good)both at your recogn s that this put
an end to your »*romanticlism® and-atfyour:retbruncé?townarab?5!6mm#ﬂ-
- akd%your conclusions "1f there be any ambiguity, it would be :
- in 'the reader's nind, and not Marx's aor yours.”

Your third paragraph is magnificent in its reanligsation

voth of my oriti of Kelly in the Introduction +o0 the 1982
oh oF P 1na ime, of the 1960s

~ edition of - ny oritique, at the same t )
Lyouth, . If£%§i0324thore are £00 many who think there is a contra=
diction in my oriticlsing both Kelly and the youth, but, in fact,

" the oritique of both ie very much needed,

. The final paragraph on page 1 is where I consider that
your questions are really answers, and brillisnt ones at that,
as well as concretec. Thus, both the refersnce to my division
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of the whole anmmg_q as well as the division between
Lordahip and Bondage can illuminate that fundamental question
of "before” and "after” a revolution, and ' before and after

- consclousness grants meaning to an experience, Your whols cone
Cept of History, in the concrete history of the whole peried
since World War II, shows zou are reaching for that specificity
of our Marxist~-Humanist ph losophy that came with the post WWII
period when we made a category of the movement from rractice to
theori. which i itaelf a form of theory ~~ a form of theory
that is not yet philosophy. , ‘

$ly whole demand for the conocrete,, concrete, concreate
and insistence that only in that way ocan '& get to the Concrete .
Universal, has gained yet a newer life from your leap forward in

that first paragraph on page 2, PFleage allow me to capitalize your
own words as they concretize Universal, Particular, Individual .

with this conclusions *I COME TO SAY THAT THE WHOLE DEBATE ON ‘
NATIONALISM AND INTERNATIONALISM -~ EVEN IN THEIR UNIFICATION, IS '
HALF DIALECTICS BECAUSE WHAT DELVES EVEN DEEPER IS THE RECREATION

OF THE DIALECTIC FOR BPOCH AND SOCIETY,* I also was most de-
lighted with the question which I considered you answered yourw

solf, that followed that sentence, ‘because you thers not only . -

speak of Theory and Practice, of Being, Essence and Notion, but

also bri.nf - the warning about the danger of the Third Attitude
to Objectivity, and conclude that “this chapter is the ground for
&.Revolutionary Organization,” U

L. Ine
your: penul tinat
i %0

inally, your profound grasp of Organization as weil as’ Philos
10 agi ,_' concretised in how you relate the journalism of N&L' - |
!ﬁc-organint_tonﬁf Newe and Letters con_m_i'l_:toe‘a to owr - . -

“philomsohhy of lli.rxigt-mﬁaniqn._ Welconel

Yours,

P;8, I'n xeroxing copies of. both your letter to me and this answer
$o. you to send to each organiser for our locals. As you know, from -
»the Letter to the Locals of March 27, we intend to include both - -
. detters in a new bulletin, ' , : o




Sept, 11} 1985

Deﬁr Roy

You were at the Plenum and so you know how tired 1 smust
be, and altogether too busy to write you at length. This will
not only be briaf, but a little too oritical, with the firat part
of my remarks, please forglve me, almost sxclusively on atyle.
Thie iz in reference to your esspy-discussion article in U&N
#10, 1984, which you translated B/12/85. It is'so poorly irans-
lated, and sc loosely expressed (not to mention the unwieldy '
aige of the paper) that I'm not sure of any content, So, if I'm
wrong in attributing something to you, you should know that if a
gontent is important to you -- and it ig -- then the st{le ought
to convay it, precisely, not loosely. HNot to be underp ayedufs
the audience which you are addressing, In this case, your Iranian
collepgues, so the firat three parsgraphs could have been skipped,
liere is where style comes in B

1. You always heve to begin with what ls new. You have
to ask yourself: What sm I saying that has not been said before
and vet in which my audience will recognize 1 am not speaking .
from the top of my heamd? ‘that is why I am asking you, after the
- fagt, to "start” with the fact that you HfS were a witness to =

 what the Left wee doirg in "Turkemen Sahara”. The. game holds:
trie for the next paragrasph on the independent Women's Movesien
fter you have drawn the audience's gttention to your experien
ou amn skip XX one paragreph and go into your eritis

mio Republic.

UL RevAnbther remson I asked you to skip the paragraph on
iarx, himself; is that there are two inscouragies in it. We are..
‘ot using Marx's methodology "to dlscover" the sociel forces. ...
4n s oountrys we take that for granted; what we are doing'with ©.°
. Marxts:dinlectic’ methodology —- and you do grasp that very well -
in other places --'is %0 single out the single dimlectic operating .
“in the objestive and subjective movements, 80 that it fs'not .- "~
meparable. f¥am: the battle of idems, - Arid therefore that is:"your
saovery”, . that fe to say, the reoreation of 'the methodology

Vthxﬁghﬁt?qaﬂiﬂlltbrgos}ap Reason are orueial in the specifio’re
lutien’ thet eoncerns you. _ - B
e 1}j“§; On your second page, both on the quaationjot.fnﬁf S
‘Man/Moman relationship that Marx had worked out and the patyfarchal
designation ‘of this soslety that the existing Wi has made. & - . .

’E{ﬁrf;ﬂﬁﬁﬁbitiﬂh- the use of the word, "essence” is inaSgurat
sre {u what I mean. It is essential but it is nevér separated
{arx’s congepts of » alienation, truly human relftion
g 1 ture, - S0 if you say- hat-ﬂg&Zﬁbqgn-iu:tho sgzenca in:eact
sooietyp You ares not mcourate in the greatneas of ‘MaYX; Who -
{n’ the.very bresk with oapitalism had also mentiondd everything
. from religion,to class, to lMenftomen, to patriarchy. e

Z .. b On that seme page, in speaking of internationalime
. and” organisation, what really should have boon_dp!nlqggu‘nprg,v‘
“but-you give 1t only = footnote, lx the queption of the "Third" *
‘Fopoe®. The battle of ideas is exaotly what should have been

oL ' - AR,
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 developed further, both in the theory of Khalll Malekl and
Mogadegh; and you wouldn®t have been quite to abrupt as well
as categorical with your final sentence on that page.

: On the other hand, You can see¢ vhat a great self- i

' development you have experienced ‘because your quotmtion from
your letter to the SA comrades on 5/30/85 is ¥NX& a very
superior piece of work, with which in general 1 agres, and
would especislly like for you to continue developing the
third paragraph on that page, which developes the relationship
betwaen N&L snd E&A, In thie case, it*s not just s question
of style but our mctuml relations, which are of i.e esaence.
The responzibility for Marxist-Humanism oannot be separated
under any clreumstances from NiL, which, orgeniseationally, I
have net always felt is an ongoing process, \

' tﬁa in 2:0 ;:%:lciit%oism I hnv: of th;:lpage isrthe fgati
: t L] timate philosghy of revolution
does not get the full hriorigg ft shold have hefore the in-
venticn of the vcategory, worker and intellectual. What I
meen iz that both historically and philosophically, we had
£0 work out Merxism for our age, break through the Absolute

368 a movemsnt from practice and from theory == a'united -
At, %0 h#ye;conoluded that both the break with:the oor

"
ek
e

Lan, the working out of the theory
impltelt was new huzan relations
we wanted n different type of paper,
rker and intellectual. - -

fyrapetoncy

"' 1 nops .this helps some, I think we are both looking -
- to- the next book on "the Dislectic of *the Party'".




October 11, 1985

Dear Lou Turner:

I've been reading the first part of your article, "STUDIES
IN DIALECTICS OF CONCRETE: Absolute Idea as new beginning,
a8s a new Humanism, as a 'new Hegel.'" I must say that I am
very much looking forward to the other two parts.

You take up Mr. Theodore Geraets' essay, "The Impossibility
of Philosophy . . . and Its Realization," and show that even
if one comes to, say, a "never ending process of acutalization,"
one doesn't necessarily stand next to Marxist-Humanists. .

I had glways thought there are only two major tendencies:
"negating® "transcending® the philosophy. Your article
challenged me to see different tendencies concerning what
happens to philosophy after you "grant the mind of your own,"
or after the existence of capitalism.

- In contrast to materialists, Raya Dunayewskaya's categories

,fi#uéhfas-"the”day after the revolution," "a ceaseless movement .
.‘of history," ‘etc., show that the question of transcendence Mo

org"abblitio_ﬂ_oﬁ_thefphilosophyxis_not.atuall a‘simple:queStipnllﬁw

6 write (page 1, last paragraph) that "The argument presented . =~ '
‘ds:that ‘though Professor Geraets wants to grasp Hegel's B

';phT}QEQQﬁfﬁasj“esSéntially'hiStorical and innovative, because -
‘it mobilizes the efforts of each of us to comprehend our time,” -

- Dunayevskaya's view of Hegel!'

hé;iin*factlgmakgs such a comprehension impossible, and that -

the "historic-philosophic structure of cur epoch, but reveals

~a "new Hegel."

~saw, from this, the difference between the Hegelian
of Marx, and Mr. Gernggé;Eggggnnggggh It was not
ar,. iowever, how you drew Ehé conclusion that although
«Btopped. at Philosophy of Mind, he at the same time "“had-

»r 1ts final results." I ask about this
» through our study and translation of 1844

ht 3

; eséézs:(ih the Bay Area), while reading the minutes of Expanded

NEB:meetings of 1985, were challenged to address the guestic.

~ofthe continuity of Marxist~Humanism since Marxism--precisely

on Maix's stop in the Philosophy of Mind. We addressed the
question as revolutionaries with Marxist roots, who are willing .
-0 meet the challenge of Marxist-Humanism“ S o

- T H

—

. Your bea‘utifufl placement of paragra from Logic as . .
Actuality “in Philosophy exposes Mr. Geraets attempt to invoke

‘Marx’'s "You cannot abolish philoscphy without realizing it."

‘You began the second part with the conclusion of Philosoph
.-of Mind. After demonstrating the differenceg between Hege*'s

*

s Absolutes not only does disclose fJ PR




Dec/18/1985

Dear Raya Dunayevskaya

I recived and read Mary's letter dated Dec/11/1985, and my
"answer" is YES . I will become a Detroiter in 1986. And,please allow
me to admit that of all things in the Marxist-Humanist movment nothing

is as exiting as to be taken seriously organizationaly.
There is nothing to stop me from moving, wether that be the

question of "statua" or friends and roots I have been saving for the

' next Iranian " Spring". Those of whom I am counting on for the better
relationship when‘I.actualy move to Detroit. The crusial point is, as
Mary pointed out, my"love to Hegel and Marxist-Humanist Archives" and
the fact of a big lack of relationship to working class since I moved

to this country. 21l of the above will provide me a basis for actual
fself-development to become a Marxist-Humanist journalist- ~thinker-activist
_and that I call a life time’ oppotunity. Detroit is the best place for

‘me._ . . .
Dear Dunayevskaya, I have also some guestions to work out

part.of my prepration of how to move. May I ask why .did you"think -
pecificaly of Roy for;DeE&oit?Alsp as you know it will be my second

-‘-

: most'important Marxistlaumanist move. The flrst time was from

e ped to estan lish myself in Oakland Would 1t;;

'fr ;'0‘

Yours for Freedom




Dec.30, 1985

Dear Roy:
It's a great feeling, doh't you think?, the times

two think as one not only in general about great revolutionary principles,
but very concretely, organlzatlonally, how to spell it out in_éiimited
time-space. Well, I heard myself think when I copened the experess mail -
letter from you. ¥es, dhree objective-subjective, present aed the near-
future, then coelesceds Detroit as & proletarian town, Detroit as the
home, indeed world center of Marxist-~Humanist Archives when we are on the

threshold reaching the end of the road to a bl-weekly NEWS & LETTERS so

that ‘we can project dialestical revolutionary analyses of events as- they

7happen and, with it, atiract revolutionary forces as Reason to express

themselves organizationally as Marﬁaﬁumanists.'

: : Workshop/blasses. which I outlined yesterday to t
‘xpanded REB—4and expanded as the youth were specially invited, whet
- (mainly not) they were on NEB, and so indeedwere totally new: members
ust because they were from Kansas and. I have very warmfeeling fo Yood;
an ~ever since Marx dtlare John Brown and the slave rvolts to h
nitiated a new world epoch)) will signal a good part of the dive ror
51 -of us.as we learn to be practicing dialecticians. I made no ex ra
opies, ‘and. the Center is rushing to try to stencil & mimeo it and ran
it opefully by the end of this month for classes to start mid-Feb. ]
:sinceé I -would like you to have some feeling for it before +the Bul¥ ge
to the Bay Area, I'm enclosing part of it from the draft. o

_" ; I had called Mary the minute I got your 2letter. and i
. course we. talked about it during the day of the meeting, and. 'she’ gr
with -you. that the timéng of you two to' Detroit should cdncide; she:hope:
‘to:move by end of May or early June. You two will correxpond with - each
‘other and I agree with you that Mdy is unique whether as archivist
dctivist.or organizer and theoreticians, so you two will get: along
plendidly 8he .Jnow# your situation better than I, so I leave it from
ow'on in her- ‘hands. Take a look at Ch, I#f The Idea in Vol.II. of -H
.cience of Logic along with VIL's commentary on it (Vol.30, pp201=4,
ani Tyou'rlget a new appreciation of why Hegel, the "abstract" phi
‘intag’ :cloge:to -the end of his philosophy, a$s- the 3rd section of \
al ‘of. us’ seems to “divert“ to Lirfe!l |

ST ' See you at the convention when you will haveim
Mike will have compkted all the Archives, through 1985, if
time to ‘finish all my deadlines from 30 yr/Perspectbve to FF,

Y e WA




