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Dear Teodor Shanin:
Thank vou for transmitting through Anne the four

parts of y

e presses yet?

Ever since I came across your megnificent gtudy of
{ W

Jarx and the Peassantry in the | I*ve heen
gearching for sn encounter with you. T hope this letter will

be tut the beginning, not the end, of a diamloFue between us.

w1
EOO

T4 is hard for me to grasp why such a serious
work as yours, filling so crucial a need not only in Marx

gtudies But for revolutionarise’ perspectives, should be s0
“code and Craftemen.”

vernaoularly (yo saion) titled as
No doudt the tact%ou h both of us focus on the same
perlod of Karx's e, . mine is written as a challenge to
sll post~liarx Marxzists accounts for my more combative style
in entitling one cantrepoint as =rhe Unknown EZthnological
- -Notebookse, the Unread Drafts of the Letters %o Zasulich, as
“"well &8 Undigested 1882 Freface to the Ruesian edition of
- -the Communiat Manifesto.®
AT ;But your less combative styke surely cannot be dupe
" 40 your thinking that the Narx epigones, and worsee-worse
- Nonise; to:me, the Russian, Chinese, etm. etatist ideologues
:not Marxists bu state-capitalist ‘1devlogues- ars really
¢ on deifying Merx, making all follow the “"Scriptures”
in faet, when Marx was still very auch #dlifé and
w;t_--_{‘ﬂqw.;u_@pjo'ntq"—-_dlﬂer-n‘e worldgsdiiferant
‘revolution, Promethean wvision extended to .an
movemént of becoaing®=-, they already looked at
landered tle decade as & wglow death”, then rushed
- not with his most profoundnew vantage points.
Jir own narrow visions as wyarz bequeste”, making
threugh all these decades that those works stay buried
7 $hey -susayfied him, 80 thet even today, in-the
X centenary year, 1t %00k a non-statist, non-“orthodox”
op Xrader final soribefl his -
g? (Is 1% thi yk yourefer to as “Crenolog cal”?)

i . There must he a more fundanental reason for
pt'g'l::i!ltfmnt“"oﬂﬂoa“. will iou forgive we AL L

% ¢hat very much misused and con-ized word, b
. ‘{s;g0 very trus-=the Dialectic-=that, no satter
44mbs Marx broke with that Hegelian nethodolo

pow fundsssntally he transformed that revolution
i into a philosopiy
9

re: not

vvvvvv

% vith ever a newer recreation o 3 _
(0f.course, we need to keep in mind when we use the word,
U petueny” that, to Hegel, reaturnh was not o reyetition of the

' ou sald ms 8 child, but ss you thought of 1%

B
though that was restricted to revolution in thought.)

l'oylltoum of experience, knowledge--and jes rm!usion.

SraA e Tl
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It certainly is not due to the fact that you pay
much more attention to the Russian ulists than I do. It
is not any type of sectarlanism that pald lass attention
“to them. I certainly enjoyed your chapter and meticulous
shholarly detail, I know of all the close relations of
Marx with the Populiets and at various times nade clear
that Marx preferrad them to Plekhanov and such “orthodoxy.®
where I nevertheless dimsagree with you is where you, I feel,
(and I hope I'm wrong feeling thusly)mistake facts that
they furnished to Marx for Reagon which was the cause of
the return to lHegel. Take the question of “uneven
development"which you attribute to Popullsts ahalyselis.
Don’t you think that as a dlalectical development and its
_prineiple of transformation into opposite, of every unity
having the opposite itself, and, above all, the
fact, too, that it wae in Grundrisse. 1857, long before
he learned Russien and encountersd Russian revolutio%
that he first“discoversd” pre=capitalist socleties an
that far bmok began having all that appreciation of
craftemen, and seeing the multilinear and multiplicity
of Shu paths to revolution, including s self-development
of each individual so that he defined the future as
"ahgolute movement of becoming”?

o Por that matter, on peasantry too As had a

greater apprecistion--g revolutionary appreciation, despite

his sany refersnoces to "rural idfiooy"--of the role of

the peasantry as he was laboring to develop the wkaw
peetive of a "raevolution in ence”™ right after

_-tha defeat of the 1848-9 revolutions and asking 1s to

T plense et pessant revolts of the 15th and 1l6th
century and see their historic revolutionary role--and
that,  again, even before 1852 and . the : '

" statemsnt on the “peasant chorus" without whic °

.. proletariat'sw"eolo song becomes a swan song in sll pessant
".countries”. And let's not forget that Lenin, when he

' ‘wthe dimlestic proper® to fight the betrayers of the 2nd

U finally returned to the dialectic "in and for itself”,

“Intes it was the traneformation into opposite, the
uneveniness of development, the reve lution— 4
“the revolution which had X jhe Irish and“~—=—
national liberetion wovements in general as revolutionaries,
the baocillus for the proletarisn revolution and, to go
fuPther,  perhaps even "If not through Berlin, then perhaps

a

- through Peking® we can firet opan the peth o world revolu~

“tion,

Is your softness on Engels in any way related
%o disregarding the Women's Liberation, not just as
Novament of today, but as conoept in Maxrx's B=P
Manuscripte to which he returns in the 18808'1 oall
trail % the 1980s? I thoroughly disagree with your
statsment that "On a number of issues it was Engels... . |
who load and indeed often taught Marx, especially insofar -
as political end military lesues were conoprned,.® Again,
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i muss Tivﬁfﬁ o that » dialectic, which Engels mostT
aspuredly never fully got, be it in CAPITAL and the French
sdition he did not follow or as "The Gensral.” What is the
use of knowing the technique of the military when you can
gat so overwhelmed about the South@q Gensrals who dare far
gsuperior to those of the North that'he feared the South
would win. And think of the ymmmmk genuine simplicity
'AND FEEL FOR HUMAN AS FORCE AS WELL AS REASON as Marx assures
him that "One single regiment of Negroes would do mervels
for Southern nerves,"

'I was glad you hrought out the remark liarx nade in
comparing Flerovely's book on the “labouring clesses” in
Russia as "the most substantial book since your Copditions

: *, Sorry to be so sharp

nat Engels, Ne ce nly wouldn®’t have had Vols.Il

and III of CAPITAL without him. He certainly not only
never betrayed, but he was closeat collaborator of Marx,
Kevertheleas, he was no Marx, and not only hecause of the
pale Hobshawn remark that they certaln weren't “Siamese
twins.” (lHobsbawm is such an empiriciet and so hostile
‘to the Hegelien dialectic that, though as “historian®
he appreciate: the Pre-Capitalist Socisties and in that
rospect mees Marx'e latest direction, he dares also to
excuse the failure to grapple seriously with Grundrisee

. bacause Marx was still so Hegelian “in language", that he
uses all-=Russians and acaﬂqmica--tbranot=havlng,g;;pplqd

with Grundrisse when first it beoame available. )

S “faﬂq.,nptmonli were Marx and Engels no "Siamese
twing"s. Engels started all on that unilinear road and -
pterniniet and, by golly, considering Morgan & veritable
foal Materialist”, just a little later on the scens
ha Xy .(And, by the way, = s though Harx was
b111  alive {8 no work of Marx‘'s. I heps you know of that
g W#Q!hgiz:EG!OSbyJiitrol Carver--a meticulous work,
ugh'lie: thinks Engels was mn original. ) Like all other
Narxists who coneidersd for so many years that Marx and.
s ware "one”, I was brought up on that horrid gF%gLn
e Femily. Ah, well, I better stop here, except do
GEMLS K8 oNne more quote from Hegel vs, your orediting Bugels
with "éapacity to pressnt complex issues with simpliocity™.

- Thut kind of "eimplicity” is what Hegel called "Darikness of
theight mater to olearnsss of expression,” :

S Fisally, thank you very much for working to
¢ ge%.me from under being an unperson and trying to get
. reviews of my ROBA LUXEMBURG, WOMEN®S LIBERATION AND MARX'S
" PHIROBOFHY OF REVOLUTION.

I look forward to hearing from you.
Yours,




Faculty of Economic and Social Studies

; University of Manchester/Manchester/M13 9PL
Telephone: 061-273 712|fl

~ Department of Soclology'
From Professor Teodor Shanin

TS/0A%

21st June. 1583

| |
Dear Raya I ‘

Thank you for your letter. I hope jfides We meet eac r in:not too

long a time. I shall be in US from|De er 1983 st 1984) (at the

Wilson Center in Washington and, probably offen enough, witRmy friends in
P'——-_____'______,_—

New York). This should give us the opportunity to do so.
e,
The difference of 'style' has doubtlessly to do with the audience we aim at.
For the last 2 decades I was working with the academic environment, British
academic environment st that, and learned from experience the usefulhess of
emt" 6t form,)provided of course, that there is no compronmise as to
/tb contents. Nobody can doubt what I think and believe in when I write, as
frequent furious attacks on me have proven. At the same time the audience Yin
the middle' will read me and being poison will seep into its bones. All that
means 'the academic environment', but them I don't believe that any other
environment will at this stage address itself to the issues which interest us
both. ’ T e

The 'chreonology® I am refefring to i the stuff which Krader has {very -
usefully) translated, but what gérshnev re:ers to P}see,my f‘ootnqte).'. My type
of people- are not permitted to see n , OOt his desgrilption:' is ‘exact

enough to be used in evidence.

- Concerning the {godli of Marx you find unnecessarily stressed rigy 1 say '
thattl find-tfaced of his deification in the best works done and.jarguably in
L0 ou clearly find it difficult to accept that Marx has learned
at—all from Engels, which would be impossible remembering the extent
of the contacts, (my!critical attitude to Engels is obvious, but that is beside

- the :point). More importantly, you are n;&_;@-tmm“%g:yhg.&mw
b 188ign. theorist a tivist while § enough to compare was said

by them“and Marx!a-developments of approach, for that to come out clearly.

Marxist dialectical training and performances ma m-mare—o he under-
. standing of it and broadened it but the idea uneven developmentt-as a major

.explanation of socisl transfaormation, has itg roots )ﬂ’fﬁ@ (transferred to

:i -/ Marx.by ‘the populist). May I remind you also tRat it was Marx who crossed out

‘the ‘passage about 'peasant chorus' frem the second edition of his own writings.
In an' f'laz_: as the prgblems of women liberation are concerned, I do know too little -
about the theoreticil afda of it and you may have a point, I would: have to think

about it. - You refer to'a ertudy by Carver which I do not know. What is it sbout?

All the best




July 8, 1983

Dear Teodor Shanlm

It's great news that you are coming to this
gsountry, and for a long enough time so that we will absolute-
1y be sure to meet, In fact, I wish you were going to be here
in Boptuubor ag I will be in New York that month at the"Con-
terence on Ideclogy, Bureaucracy and Human Survival® «- and
we could begin battling at oncey I'm foraver embroiled in
polomice. But how could you think that I wouldn't glve due
eredit to a Populist or anyone else who was supposed to have
]_lnlpi.rod Harx? So why, then, did Troteky oall ms an anarchist?
A.nd_ yous ot all pecple, think I delify Rarx? Ah woll, when . )
you add up all the decades I have boen a unperson and all tho

xes I've heen oslled, you will understand why I am the only -
hd 'undcrmm- Lenin's statement that“we Bolsheviis®™
and 2 and cono up with 50. :

SRR Do you get W’t The owrrent lasue omlu

r.vhw of my thrse wmajor theoretical works and has cn‘thhd
!.tl ) "In.!.ghml Marxist Analysiss Dunayovamn'l Poupocﬂ.vo
¥hen will the History Workshop oarry thelr rov X
s .'rxs xour mk :mbltuhod? Can I quote from 1t7 '

Yes, do readferrell Carver'a piece on “Marx, Enicols

e .,-,and Dislectics™. in W Vol. 28, No. 3 (1980)s ' .
L ;In addlﬁon to th.tu um ‘on W T found his book,

(Oxgordi Bui.l Bholan‘.ll. 1975)

YO\I.I'.'I' ‘{
AN
I
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6/10/84, Mike,
" how about making one other qgg_pg;gg\about the 18?5 ed.

where (col 3: lat par-n)you speak of thé:iQ#OS. ggﬁting out last

gentence of that par,"Wouldn't it be more pertinent....phil.of rev,"?

INSTEAD, add a new par.,on this orders
It is, after all,

a fact none of the present authors take note of, that the theory of
state-capitalism was then (1941)being worked out by Raya Dunayevekaya
having been inspired by that French edition of CAPITAL as ghe labored
over original Russian empiric documents of the Five Year Plans. The
specific new paragraph she refers to that Marx added was in the sectin
of accumulation of capital that analyzes the law of concentration awﬂ'_l,
centralisation of capital reaching its ultimate *in the hands of a
" single capitalist or capitalist corporaiop.s Long before either

o Marx's EN were known,Xxoxxauxxxgikkzx much less our age's creation of

':ﬁ'the concept of the Third World, Dubayevskaya was taking iaaueLwith

‘ dialectics of revolution. ghe concluded, aft:t iﬁx;ul::gsumup,
“of 16 years of ‘development of the theory of state-capitaliem n gﬁpﬂlHL

; 0132-1 7) . :
'FREEDOM(1958)/Phat she had written in 19#4 in the sec o

Mike. this. aftor whichtyou ¢
© to your:
thesis. 13 too 10n8m -add “footnote 1, a couple of’ santonoee of

iahing here.to call attention to RD's M&F where th ;
that is o preoccupying all now: -that we havée "EN,how " ‘dialect ally_;&.:
RD developed it both in the 19&05 and 19508’ for her thoary of B=0u:




