QuarterlyJournalof Ideology,Vol. 13,n0.4 (1989),pp. 1-33

DouglasKellner,In Memoriam:RayaDunayevskayal910to 1987 (p. 17)

Kevin Anderson A PreliminaryExplorationof the Dunayevskaya-Marcu

Dialogue,1954to 79 (p. 21)

DouglasKellner,A Commenton the Dunayevskaya-Marcudeialogue(p. £9)

Kevin AndersonResponséo Kellner onthe Dunayevskaya-Marcuse
Dialogue(p. 31)

T T TN

s
§‘ -

|
2
(
f

&
B

A3

4

MARXIST HUMANISM: PERSPECTIVES ON
PHILOSOPHY AND SOCIAL THEORY

Kevin Anderson
Special Issue Editor
Northern Illinois University

This special issue of Quarterly Journal of Ideology on Marxist
humanism is dedicated to the memory of Raya Dunayevskaya, 1910-
1987, the founder of Marxist humanism in the United States, whose death
came, sadly, just before the earlier special issue on Marxist humanism
(Vol. 10:4) had come off the press. Dunayevskaya was author of four
books and hundreds of articles, most of which are gathered in the Raya
Dunayevskaya Collection at Wayne State University. Taken together,
these writings constitute one of the most original contributions ever made
to Marxian and Hegelian thought. To those like myself (and many of
the other contributors to this issue) who also knew her personally, the
loss was one of a dear colleague, friend and supportive critic, who
generously offered her time again and again to help others with their
work, while at the same time continuing right up to her death to work
prodigiously on her own groundbreaking studies, such as her book, left
uncompleted at her death, which she had tentatively entitled “Dialectics
of Organization and Philosophy: The ‘Party’ and New Forms of
Organization Born Out of Spontaneity” (see the RD Collection, Vol.
13). It should be pointed out that her friends and colleagues were not
only intellectuals, but also drawn from the rank and file workers, Blacks,
women'’s liberationists and youth. Fittingly, her last public lecture was
to an overflow audience of 400 at Northern Illinois University in April
1987 on “Youth of the 1980%, Youth of the 1960%, the Other America
and the Idea of Freedom.”

Some of the truly dialectical spirit of her generous mind can be seen
in the first four contributions, which take up her correspondence with
another great philosopher and social theorist, Herbert Marcuse. These
letters, brief but representative selections from which are published here
for the first time, are commented upon by Marcuse biographer Douglas
Kellner and by Kevin Anderson, who edited them for this publication.

The next contribution is by Mihailo Markovic, a Yugoslav Marxist
humanist philosopher of international standing, who *here discusses
incisively the liberal and Marxian notions of rights. His article in memory
of Dunayevskaya appears in the journal which he founded, Praxis
International (Vol. 8:3, 1988), along with one of her last writings.
Following Markovic’s article is a new and imaginative exploration by
Lou Turner, author of a book on the African revolutionary Frantz Fanon
and Black thought, which carried an introduction by Dunayevskaya. His

~—topic is the relation of Fanon to Hegel.

1


Harold
Typewritten Text
Quarterly Journal of Ideology, Vol. 13, no. 4 (1989), pp. 1-33

Harold
Typewritten Text

Harold
Typewritten Text

Harold
Typewritten Text
Douglas Kellner, In Memoriam: Raya Dunayevskaya, 1910 to 1987 (p. 17)
Kevin Anderson, A Preliminary Exploration of the Dunayevskaya-Marcuse 
                            Dialogue, 1954 to 79 (p. 21)
Douglas Kellner, A Comment on the Dunayevskaya-Marcuse Dialogue (p. 29)
Kevin Anderson, Response to Kellner on the Dunayevskaya-Marcuse 
                            Dialogue (p. 31)


rdiricia A ,
discussion to lgélgb:;r:gd\;ohl}séns ieresting contribution moves the
Dunayevskaya’s work ¢ sPomism, where she affirms the importance of
article, which folls 0a feminist reading of Hegel, Andrew Kliman’
2 new look at (1 ws, .bulld.s upon work by Dunayevskaya to offer

e relanonshlp of Marx’s €conomic theory to his over::li

humanist dialect;
alectic, contragti

. ? n ,
perspoctives of oo 8 Marx’s concepts to the far narrower

The fin i i
Dunager, Ifiy:rgﬁlg, aﬁpropnately, is by Peter Hudis, a secretary to
ng her last years, who has written an original article

on Dunaye ) ’

Pheﬂomez); O‘I'Zg;};i Z :sVK/I;’:tn’talgglI;mnts in her last years on Hegel's
'X S . .

between her work and that of Georg%ifi)’& drawing important contrasts
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EXCERPTS FROM THE
DUNAYEVSKAYA-MARCUSE CORRESPONDENCE, 1954-79

Editor’s Note: Published below for the first time anywhere are selections
from the extensive correspondence between Raya Dunayevskaya and
Herbert Marcuse. In 1986, a year before her death, Dunayevskaya
deposited her correspondence with Marcuse as part of Volume XII of
The Raya Dunayevskaya Collection (Detroit: Wayne State University
Archives of Labor and Urban Affairs, pp. 9889-9975, microfilm). All
of the letters would comprise well over one hundred printed pages, and
therefore only a very brief selection from this is published here. The
bulk of the correspondence occurred during the years 1954 to 1965, when
Dunayevskaya was completing her Marxism and Freedom, first published
in 1958 with a critical preface by Marcuse, and beginning her work on
Philosophy and Revolution (1973). Since both of these works centered
on Hegelian-Marxian dialectics, much of the correspondence was taken
up with this issue, particularly with a controversy over the relation of
Hegel’s Absolute Idea to Marxist dialectics. Other discussions, related
to Marcuse’s projected book on industrial society, later published as One-
Dimensional Man (1964), focused on automation and the sociology of
work. These exchanges revealed sharply different views of the modern
working class. After 1964, their dialogue became more sporadic, but it
continued until 1978, one year before Marcuse’s death. Dunayevskaya’s
memorial article “Herbert Marcuse, Marxist Philosopher” appeared in
the International Society for the Sociology of Knowledge Newsletter (Vol.
5:2, 1979). Numbered explanatory notes were added by the editor, as
were occasional clarifications in brackets. Except in the case of a few
obvious typographical errors, no changes or corrections were made in
the texts which have been excerpted below.

December 7, 1954

Dear Herbert Marcuse:

Although I do not know you in person, you are of course familiar
to me for your Reason and Revolution. T was so impressed with the
work at the time it was published that I then got your addre.ss‘ from
Meyer Schapiro and intended to write you. I intended also to visit you,
but you were then living in Washington, D.C. and I in Pittsburgh. [
hope when next I come east, there will be an opportunity to meet you
in person. . '

Now let me introduce myself. I am Raya Dunayevskaya. S.(ou m'lgh’t,
have read my translation of “Teaching Economics in the 'Sowet Union
that appeared in the September, 1944, issue of the Amfzr_wan Econm@c
Review. The introduction that I wrote to it, “A New Revision of Marxian
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poar ‘hich I came back with
eafﬁ.rmatlon of Marxism,” in September, 1945, issue of the AER.
Then | turned ¢, phﬂosophy and tr
No{ebooks. However, as yoy know, they a
an lntroduct.lon, a lengthy ope. When I got dowp to work on that I
wanted Nothing Jesg than the work on Marx op which I had been working
Serve as that “Introduction,” also wished

anslated Lenin’s Philosophic
Te strictly notebooks and need

or th S Archiveg Including Chapter 6,”
" the origina] ja¢ Chapter for Capital which 1 had translated for my

OWn benefit Into Englisp

becam

ou can sense how elap

Sincerely yours,

‘ Raya Dunayevskaya
=

I .
aSCHl::t\;e now read the notes o Hegel! which you lent me. This is
phllosopﬁigc,a?nd t'I admﬁre your way of concretizing the most abstract
Notiong Owever, | i

translation o I still can

With best wishe

Yours, Herbert Marcuse

Deyy Herbery Marcuse: May % 1955

s You seem
Applicatipy, of t K that |

' .+ Minimjze the “pe ation” whic the

ur Surely Hege . egcl}xan dialectjc to politica) " o
° 50lu ing ;

Onceptinn of th ¢ Idea

|

1915
i ialism. That was as far as I
o s StretChmfirae:ssgh:t?oinﬁit: fcransformatif)n of e\;;er)ir;llnxéfi;tllit;
?0111(1 Te:ﬁ?-“{:;v :cs) abstraction but the transformation of the imp
1ts opposi
into a civil war. o o

ot his is 1955, and if 4 decades does not mean a(l)l1 ;?ZVI; we should

oy st 1 s,t not with Lenin on the eve of Teve tion but Lenit
e s C;I ower. 1922-3 shows how hard Lenin lal o o una
e Conqu_eSt ; hpi'ch w;)uld make his Universal-—that ev‘e;;ythe Lo e
m f’omethmg Wt'on and the state—a reality. He came up wb1 it b
that wha I3r0du(illd is that “the work of the party must fethe oy
tﬁat — e:IS*t; cr?fl:sses ” No small thing for the creator o

e non- . -
1;he knowlzng of the proletariat!

rty checked
later when neither the state withered away nor tt?,1‘1t6e p:v eymust o
ookl . o the contrary, turned into the one-party s ’ithering vvay
et e i day is the ,1iberation from the party. .The }vf” o
that the pomtgo sg’t Hegel’s phrase about the “falling o w0t in power
e v o f Oi}is‘?) is no overnight job and the party not in power
doss n ain the kr;owing of the proletariat and I'len;etcontradiCtiOIl
S Tem.am ";he ithering away or “falling off.” But m_tba et of
compl'eXJOb’ rover t toward liberation and tpeoreuclans hilosaphy
does lie the mm;errsletI:) be enslaved by any divislor:‘s betvrzzx; rf” o ind
o 3110\’}’ 'themse veth only when you do have the trapst e the Notion,
ang pOh'?iieI;r:)rlzta;iat the freely associatecllrI prg}e;irrl:sés 10 “The self.
o oo ’ is it that Heg : ! e
detern he'ar t}ilfl I\Sﬁ?cgt:ig;lf (t)trz idea is is to hear itself speak.
determination Yo
Raya Dunayevskaya

December 2, 1955

a Dunayevskaya: . ¢ your address en
Dear Ray ize for my long silence: (1) I did nz‘tt};:vp:{)ﬁcation of my
1 apologize for my with the final rush o e. In addition, I
route, (2) I was so Eu(siyto abandon all corres pondenc .our letters with
Freud book? that I ha t in Cambridge and picked ul;dyingmyour notes
e OfI;he 252: rIlc;mvc read—at least as a first re
great delay. However,

ahead
e you to go ‘
hould like to tell you that I must encoura%le chert f Marxist
and I shou

: : ¢ areal oasisin t - —noints of
with the elaboration. Yourtildi;:z irhave to'diSCI}SS “g;}: %’:‘;} al: present
thought—there are rFlany\;vhich require damﬁcauo?t, and also unable to
disagreement and pomtsNew York or even De-trmntil my schedule and
just unable to co;nt: ;gwn We will have to wait u
write my comme ‘

. : ier. . ..
program is a little easi Cordially,
Herbert Marcuse
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—————222alIcuse’s 19

+ - . Failure ¢ elucidate the f

materialism has marred much of the Marxist and non-Marxigt discussion
of Marxian theory, With Some notable €Xceptions (such as Georg Lukdcz’s
Geschichte und K]asseubewusstsei

1 and the more recent French
TeeXaminationg of Marxism), dialecticaj Mmaterialism was minimized ag
a disturbing “rnetaphysical rest” |

n Marxian theory, or formalized into
4 technica] method, of schematizeq into g Wc]tanscbauuug Raya
DUHayevskaya’s book discards these and similar distortions and tries to
Te€capture the integr

al unity of Marxian theory at ijts very foundation;
in the humanistic phﬂosophy.

58 Preface to Marxism & Freedom:

» eSpecially with that of the
€ recent upheayajg in ;
h the analys;s of the conte it

and Stalinism, of th
most important, wit

unction and the full content of dialectica)

. will' be the
: ~of my problems will ation
. ding reality. One 4 t of rationaliz »
fanagn correspon laboring class under (andani of Jiving. T am s
transfoif};lj%f(;ﬁd particularly, the highe;s?rslcSSSi’On among the French
automa 101 . fer to the di " t.cles It is
: ‘what T mean if I refer to e Mallet’s articles.
you will knoww d especially Serg . ive attitude of
. ‘g ents and esp affirmative a
sociologists in Argum is to say—a more to the
. nging-—that is le but eyen ,
dnestion of aocthzn%y %owards the system as a ‘:311 cI))lants. Mallet’s field
(he Jaborer n f work in the more highly moderl.lllzl ent in France points
qoenization of w rkers in the Caltex_csta.bhs m d of a vested interest
sdy Of] F:ﬁnc?s: o(:)f a highly coopefative attitude an :
up sharply ne r
in the establishment.

. is first, yoﬁr own considerecj

I\{Seﬁ’io‘gz:}alr assh :hilgitﬁ::iofir? :lllcisyc(z::mtri 1; gsigz;rriﬁi:i,r xfrzecoosdtgc

e S e e

f;iifﬁseflis ﬁsf)ei?};dﬁ)atlgzvivni:ﬁl&;?lt::rntge:e is any sensible argument
?c;lrt tflcwoclllller side. . . .

Sincerely, -
M '

Dear HM:

. : the speCial
an auspicious time since amphlet,
- - Your letter of th;égscﬁicﬁ will be is§ucd asa sg;ciﬁt I;rcsg an d
issue of NEWS & LET UT(SMATION, has just come orkers speaking
WORKERS BATTLE A both because you will see tlllle V‘:d high standard
foowld be of valu to younditions of labor and the a tiit you considered
or themaelves on the c(’zhce time I last spoke to youi,vhile it is true that
of living. I know, fron'ihe result of my-influence. iters of this pamphlet
these views as being (by no means all) of the wr'lou's mistake if you
Charles Denby4 and sc_)rgﬁ you would make a secrllid not represent the
are Marxist Humanis so exceptional that they ortant segment of the
considered their Vfews’rhey represent a very 1mlzo steel, coal—and th:
Aamerican pl“Olemrlat‘d in all basic industru:s'.—a“‘3 on the line, not wha
oy Gty e
itions they e e dy.” I wo : contrary
come S e i e Way Ou oo hink they must ey
also or especially to p. 6, unists but radicals w here disagree opcni
monolith not Only; : Ct;rer;n;ace the publicl,1 “;"Zk:;zc in MARXI?i\:b o
“united voice” when may recall I what kind o
ane_la Terrano, thgzg g:: raised the q“e::(t)geo:xpression that work
FREEDOMMbﬁ‘S‘f:ense, and who then us
in the true Ma
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S Y L0 De totally differenf “something ¢ leteds i

w ) ‘ > ~80. £ compiletely new, not jus
tie%ﬂ; to V%?tthn;'onsy to buy food and things, Jt will have to e completely
_ P With life (b 275) here rejects Automation altogether whereg

the editor insistg that if
the workers i
“be. a Houge of Te 8 the man facmry vl cann

TIOr and works along the more traditional chappej
of worlfers contr‘pl‘ of Production, shorter Wworkday, etc, , ...
Now thep the A

st taen mg,‘rican Literature op the subject: I have long since
181:t é’}:ﬁg SI::;);l:Ig e}tf‘entlpn to sociologists Who have rather degenerated
"Tr‘ighﬂ' call o s9c1a'1 Psychology” which the workers in the factory

LUy ca eqd shrinkinp* $0 my list cannot be exhaustive but I cap
&1ve yoy the major references, g; ‘
n American sociol

e
called 5 book, Tae E;
the eng of 1 d . of I4,

he clagg Struggle, | .

he candjed carrot.” How
i mobility” and
“Individualism

e good cat.ch Phrase thay the descriptions
Uman relationg” Projects are “not of human,

i ith one.
that has shown that they are not rebels without a ?:iiearbcllit :Ii o one.
I know you do not accept my view that they arihl dustin oF histor.
philosophy and are not getting themselves ready fqr e S ol
But it is a fact that not only among the p‘r<‘)l.&:tarlatdalrglism}mWer .
were striking just when Khrushchey was visiting an o ot
to show him American superiority in industry, not in o ye youth bogan
it is a fact that in just the few months that Negrc;hct‘)‘cofn e to e
sitting in the whole question of freedom and youthe stags of the futurs
level of the West European” has been moved from

to that of the present. . . .

Yours,
Raya

August 24, 1960

Dear R.D.:

i elp. I read

It was wonderful to get from you such quick ar,ltd nfizzgd};rsl’zand b,
at once the issue of NEWS AND LETTERS. %One and yet. somehov
I agree with practically everything that is said \;V }f;t ,is attacked. is NOT
there is something essentially wrong here. (1) fon nonaatomation.
automation, but pre-automation, semi-automation, industrial society
Automation as the explosive achieve.mcnt of ad'valncig;tnmode of labor
is the practically complete elimination of precisely omation is held
which ?s depicted in these articles. And this genum.ehauer so0d reasons
back by the capitalists as well as by tk.le w.orkersf—v:;t Oly pfoﬁt; weed for
(on the part of the capitalists: dechn.e :111 t?]:er; ot of the workers:
sweeping . gc;vernrrnnerigyf;;:g?ls(’z)e&i"fonows that arrested, izitf;fitsg
tEChHOIOglca unsgthlc): capitalist system, while consum‘m‘ated auoﬁtjschen
amom?hoq S%\lre lode it: Marx, Grundrisse der Kritik dcrup her about
o mewta 5319;).(5%3 (3) re Angela T.: you shou'ld r;ally te s
L o Bomle b i tion.of labor, its connection with life, elic'manization
'au tha't humamtiiou h complete automation, because such :d e ol
is et Onlly t dglr)y Marx to the realm of fre;dom beyo oy labor in
o Corrccﬂy " egal: ond the entire realm of sqclally necesslatz’er is the

e o “orodustion. Total de-humanization of the
the m .

prerequisite. N
But all this has to be discussed orally. I hope we can
itude! . ..
winter. And again, my great gratitude! .

Cordially,
Herbert




November 22, 1960
Dear HM:

-+« Lest you consider my contrary stress on Subjectivity as “pure”

ifleahsm, Will you permit me 10 sum up what it i5 | have been doing
Since 1953 when 1 became go preoccupied with the Absolute Idea? The
€ssence of thoge May Jettergs Wwas that there is a movement from practice

equivalent to instinet- workers, of course,
had the “right instinct» and Marxism, “of course,” had correctly
to a revolutionary theory, but . .. without
Onary practice would get “nowhere.” Above
arx could have seen this where Hegels idea

© sophers,” on their part, were as little inclined
to bend theijr eqy to the earth ang listen for any new impulses for theory.

after m lette di i It f
behing the Trop my IS were dispatched the first revolt from

in the Logic to Nature as
ver by exper: ,"on the part of “the abstract thinker
decided under ¢ and enlighteneq beyond its truth, has
\ this o ernegy, s act'conditions, to abandon himself
self-, mgm} hie pamcula.r, the.deterglned, for his
mdﬂfrml'nateness"(c s ngness, h1§ Universality and pig

fitique of the Hegelian Dlalectic). Nevertheless the

10

‘ ; ture to
young Marx cannot stop there and does follow Hegel from Na !

. : " ‘
Mind, breaking off, however, in very short order.

. , , .
From then on the Marxian dialectic is the creative Iclhalt;ct;néicnsiﬁtgn
acturaci historic movement and not only that of thoughtl.:‘"fstehcltemaﬁonal’
therefore resides in the three volumes of CAPITAL,Gth;] anl'D e A sich
the Civil War in France and the C1:1{1quc of the g.ective gram, A e
enough heritage not to get mumm1f1eq, but th‘e toi rﬂ ot
own way of magnetizing so to speak a single poin

i ulsion

Only with the collapse of that world c_loes Lenlhn t;elsstilzl ?:xlrlc))lution

turn to the Hegelian origins of Marxism bu} the Ru e bsolnre

;0 rz. 1:vorld to remake and no time for abstract d1§cuss1on on e Abso e

I(?:a Lukdcs limits Hegelianism to the s1n.g1(3 f‘l‘eld ofi Ii:or,l,sln N

orga.nization or the party as the proletarlat_s kr}m:' %stﬂl o heary

iod l;etween 1923 and 1953 is a period of stan o ey

o perloh ovement from practice finds no theory to ma batsing
s Enlltit ltle:vrr;tage in production finds only in the workf(::réce
:Isltomation any new points of departure for theory as for pra .

tisans
Now those who stop with “knowing,” whether the:ly az; ?e;lrtréloiirn e
of a technology sans class nature or tl_lought elm};j)u 1?;:; ° o,r ymioally  Ia
adherents to partinost (be it idee’lhstlcally ala Marx the qusstion of
Kadar), fail to grasp that both in Hegel and in dialectical-émpirical
ition i not an abstract question but a concrete, dial D e
Cogmtf1 otrllléshow thought molds experience or gives acthn I11 it ot fant.
?fn :h(z: Whole governs the Parts even when the whlolleo flsthe AR
hen surely, whether Hegel knew it or nqt, the pu hekoing fores
:hznpresent’ also tugged at his “system” v_v1t¥1 sucltlocv)vveir\zny e
that he could not escape, ivory to'wer 0T no 1volilycompe,1 b philosophy
al ca itulation to the Prussian St_atf: cou D of
to stoy h pe to genuflect instead of rising out of it a VO o ot
;gli;ti?)lsl tin:; the gabsolute or the new society he as perso 4

envisage.

ionship of artist to the
f the relationship o faoe
ere D.H. Lawrence says o o taken at fac
wo‘icl)(n;?“:;t. Artists are the biggest lars atm'jsirreu&o;rtlz t\:s/ill reveal both
. if it i t art, 1 s Tt
t art, if it is really grea 1s truth natory lies.
rocier Bfntdﬂiﬁe vision of the artist he buries in his ‘:;:;zlli;r. Sub}} cctivity
:Q,chtytruer of philosophers in general and Hegelin parbut for the masses
N C:Vfl:)r'lectivity absorbed is not for the phﬂosop?ehr'ss’tory which is at the
Zildo ii is they who are writing the neg pag:s C; verly previous great step
i ition. Even dom
1 new stage in cognition w leap to free
'Sam;itlt)nslsp?ﬁc cognition was made only Whelnsafonre freedom the
beca e possible, so presently the new strugg i’the stupors so that they
ot '11pcertainiy shake the intellectuals out .(13 I may mot be awaiting
togsrc\z; create freely a new “Categor)’-f \Y}}:} ?‘developing subject” that
: i or
these ideologists, I am
breathlessly for

11

world



is the “negative f
actor.” You ’
the massee o your can'’t really mean that you are “giving up”
Yours,
* Raya
Curiously my letter on Phil

my having been aware that osophy of Mind began with par. 385, without

Marx had broken his MSS off at par, 384.

Dear RD: December 22, 1960

I do not Wa:
n .
I read them sev;r;?iiif;r }:ttglo without thanking you for your letters
o , bu . ) v .
there is just too much to say. am unable to discuss them in writing—
To me, the .
» m

the need for arefgiinlr?pf)rtant passages are those in which you stress
and the notion of thu ation of Fhe relation between theory and practice
agree with your statee new subject. This is indeed the key, and I fu113;
first and second negatrir:)(;ntf’thELt the solution lies in the link between the
of materiali - Ferhaps I would say: in the self-

Sm, or in the ¢ . transcendence
apparatus, echnological Aufhebung of the reified technical

But again, al
the Absolute although I am tr

ute Idea in order to say hard, 1 cannot see why you need

do not need it ; say what you w.
1t ant to say. Surel
In order to demonstrate the Marxian cozltent o? S’; (I)E

determinatio
. n, .
is altogether tiegi ;};‘;il}bje_ct_, etc. The very concept of the Absolute Idea
productivity at the pr, tj ustifies tl—.le separation of material and intellectual

pre-technological stage. Certainly you can “translate”

also this part of H
language? egel—but why translate if you can speak the original

-+ Why transiate ;
n 3
you say [hat “The Vcry 1 dlsagree

concept of the Absolute Idea
12

oo

i K

'

B Wi
A

g T
%

is altogether tied to and justifies ‘the separation of material and intellectual
productivity at the pre-technological stage.” It was not the pre

technological stage that impelled Hegel to the Absolute Idea. Although

he certainly lived in a pre-technological era, it was the fact that the French
Reason, Freedom,

Revolution had not brought about the millennium—
Self-Liberation—which impelled him towards the Absolute Idea. As we
know from his First System, he couldn’t accept the ﬂefighng proletgrle‘;t
as that absolute negativity which would reconstruct society, but he d1drll1 t
just “give up” when he stopped short with that work. Insofar a:is he
compromised with the Prussian State, he seemed to have a\cc.ePte the
State as the Absolute and the opportunist in him, no doubt, d1d.. Marx,
in fact, was transformed from the petty bourgeois int'ellectual into the
Marx we know by so profound a critique of the Ph1Iosoth of nght
that the materialist conception of history was born. But, in all fairness
to Hegel the philosopher, he just couldn’t stop either at the Stateﬂc;r3
gven Religion or its Art (Forms) of the Spirit, but proc§eded on tod.n
A.l. Why? Why, when you consider that he had broken with all p;elc: ﬁt cg
philosophy and had no use whatsoever for the empty Absolute of Fichte,

Schelling, Jacobi?. . .

would say that, frankly during the

justif elf, 1 :
If T must further justity mys o e Absolute ! dea, it was

1940’s, when I first became enamore :
just out of loyalty to Marx and Lenin; Hegel was still hardly more than

gibberish, although by now the music of his 1alnguage1 go,tcatlo r;?oilvzlil"
if T couldn’t read the notes. But once the new technoiogl tiopns about

Automation got to the miners and they started asking quesl the late
what kind of labor, the return of the early Marx meant aIstea relates
Hegel. As I said, I do not agree with you that the .Abso‘luttethe dialectic
to a pre-tcchnological stage. So long as classes still exist, e with is
will, and A.L will forever show new facets. Whgt I d? ?gghnological
that once on the world scale, we have reached the ultimate 1n 1€ g

i - ologic
’ masses in the pre techn
Cmder-dseloped ¢ N omits arc e eeing the something new

under-developed economies are the spur to § 4 Russia
in the Absolute Idea. Be it backward Ireland in 1916, Ofb:z‘;ﬁ:‘c'f‘; cgativity
in 1917, or backward Africa in 1960, somehow that 2

f Hegel comes into play. . - .
e e Revolution. But even
after,” 1917-24, so We
ecades must

practice of the 1917

as Lenin had to live ‘also with what “happens

1 am certainly ali for the

” four d i
who have lived with what “happens after si%;ezfagzd new, not only it
find the self-developing subject; the 0% 5 | the proletariat (a5 against

. i in
a country anc e Spgmﬁlziliifsr dlecpcr and lower “gtrata” th:‘
“ari ’ or Ma braces the
our “aristocrats of labor’ ar'ld X bt new that em
have continued the revolutionary lmP}’lse)' t the advnnCBd

whole world. That is why 1t impossible 17 o at the most packward:

eco y 1 W it 1 ]y to 100k al
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and that is why the world
self-developin 4 must be our country, ie., th
the insisterlx)cegt hS:tbj‘;zt.hBack th‘e.:n to that final parangpﬁzﬁtii;ZﬂI}e
determination is “ah baVe not just reached a new transition, that t'h",
determination Whicha ‘solute liberation, having no further i,mmed' tls
Consequontly thot is is not equally posited and equally Notil: ;
here, therefore, must r;tgt transition in this freedom. . , . The transiy n
itself in absolute self-sé er be taken to mean that the Idea freely relea:en
the form of its detern&?umy and self-repose. By reason of this freedor:
space and time which _nateness also is utterly free—the externality of
is absolutely for itself and without subjectiv?tyo"

You see I am not afraid ei
or of the sl either of the “system” of Hegeli i
_for he epoillisrgfof h’t}:e ?bsolute Idea. The A.L is the rigeiﬁzg 5;1 ;lssrjilz't;y’
{5 not 5 systom of phﬂossoruggle for freedom, and philosophic cognit;oﬁ
being laber, The un phy, l?ut the cognition of any object, our “object”
unity of object and subject, theory and ’prarcti(;eJZ(:d

the transce
: ndence : .
time. of the first negation will come to realize itself in our

One minor word o -

he “ended” wit n the question as to why Hege i
and which is th}; ggit;l:f ¢ which is the way he ended tlhc;C osli;nl‘ll;dl,aétéz
into a system as he did ransition if you transform his Science of Logi'
Nature to Spirit or Mi dxn the Encyclopedia and move from Logi S
R a5 M e S

ering thi irst volume & { T .

extend%he Soiihfgeisfl Accumulation. When he1 oc%éz?cliley& ;eo., withou!
that preceded, but. ¢ clude the notion, not as mere “sum’ ‘Wefer’ to
which forms ;No;i; use a Hegelian phrase once again “thmatlon of 'all
Volumes IT and III n of itself,” he also included an an’tici y Eure i
bei;}g Nature: on thz\?olﬂd contgin. Volume I¥, as we kn opa ton of what
saciety” (“socialism incontrary’ it is that fantastic, pure iswi " fa£ from
it was state capitali one country,” if you pleas”e. onf olated “single
that it completel (;sm ) It was so pure and so 1; e Marx thought
phantasmagoria t); tﬁsorgaaned poor Rosa when f}l}cal and so unreal
dgvcloped countries -te rapacious imperialism livin fi‘ contrasted that
Wil indeed come don pcred:’ And, finally g all those under-
mess of capitalism a::{n from those heights to ,face tchls us also that he
rates of profit and speculation :ng}::?lle tc e
eating, but

we would onl

. y lose all k

the method. And even th’;gwledge of what society really is if we reversed
erse

to develop th gh Yolum

\ e ch e Il sto

class but the full a:cli) }i::eoél Classes, we knovspt;i:) titforc he had a chanse
e was not really the

a negation of ¢ velopm indi
gation of a negation thatpw :nt of the individual that would signify

Dyt ¢ L
h ¥ const i

! senlence about
vhilosophy of Spirit™ the Notion

$ n
e nostc n;;gly d;structive of the old
, in this sense ’
erfecti “: only, He :
st be gatezct;?50d1t§ ;elf-liberatioyn in gfkllg
) right-side up. And H
. egel
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us a lot in that book as he goes 08 10 QesCribe AP

will certainly help

notasa “have,” but as an “ig” ...
Yours,
Raya

Januaty 12, 1965

ad your review of

Dear R.D:
eantime 1 have 1€
far—as 1 expected

Thanks for your letter. In the m
my book® which is probably the most intelligent one S0

it would be.
As to your prospective visit, the 12th of February un‘fortunately is
not a University holiday, but 1 shall certainly reserve time Thursday

afternoon Or evening. Tt will be good seeing you.

Best regards and au revoir,

- —
January 31, 1978

Dear HM,
er you'll have any free time April

How are you? Do you know wheth y fr '
21 or 227 My lecture tour this yeat calls. for my speaking in San D1ego

nt I would like to talk with you. - -« +
study of Ros#

those two days, and I thoug
ng for some time on @ C
on the penod

As you know, 1 have been worki :
T uxemburg and today’s WLM.? T've been concentrating per
1910-14, whichis when Rosa broke with Kauesky heighteped her e}gltatlon
not only on the gener iti perialism, not
only “in general,” but most speclﬁcally t

failure to carry on 2 c

her greatest tpeoretical work, Accumulatio all 1

was way ahead of all other 'mternational leaders mcludu}g e
anxious to g° a feel © he times ab

us. A few

the same time, 1 was most
person, from those who knew
of the letters 1 did receive were

to get your reactionl. . - -

t
Rosa of participated in Spartak
quite jjuminating: was

Yours,
Raya
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Unayevskaya M.

IN MEMORIAM: RAYA DUNAYEVSKAYA, 1910 to 1987

Douglas Kellner
University of Texas

With the death on June 9, 1987, of Raya Dunayevskaya, the tradition
of Marxist-Humanism has lost one of its major theorists and activists.
Dunayevskaya’s life and work spans the entire history of revolutionary
socialism in the twentieth century. Few thinkers have reflected so deeply
and written so insightfully on the trajectory of revolutionary history from
Marx’s day to our own. And perhaps no other writer and activist has
contributed so significantly to illuminating the trajectory and dynamics
of contemporary revolutionary theory and history.

For my own generation of New Left activists, Dunayevskaya’y book
Marxism and Freedom (1958) served as one of the key introductions
to Marxian revolutionary theory. Dunayevskaya’s emphasis on the
revolutionary humanism of the young Marx and insistence on the
continuity of the Hegelian-revolutionary philosophical roots of Marxism
throughout Marx’s writings deeply influenced us, and proyided what I
still consider as one of the best introductions to Marxist thought and
one of the most illuminating interpretations of the work and contributions
of Karl Marx.

Dunayevskaya’s Philosophy and Revolution (1973) theorized the period
of the upsurge of Third World Revolutionary struggles that began with
the Cuban Revolution and that was continuing in the Vietnamese and
other revolutionary struggles of the time. Her studies showed the linkage
between actual revolutionary struggles and revolutionary philosophy, and
thus also provided important theoretical and political guida{lge for
contemporary revolutionary theory and practice by underscoring the
importance of revolutionary theory for the revolutionary process.

Dunayevskaya’s connection with two other theoretical mentors of the
New Left—Herbert Marcuse and Erich Fromm—sheds light on the
multifaceted nature of her work, relationships, and influence,
Dunayevskaya carried out a voluminous correspondence over three
decades with both Marcuse and Fromm, She percgived thes¢ European
exiles from fascist Germany as two of the only people in the United
States who possessed a high level of knowledge of Hegel and Marx,
and thus perceived them as individuals with whom she could deve!OP
a productive theoretical and political relationshiP. Her.ext.rem_ely.nCh
correspondence with Marcuse and Fromm contain fascinating insights

into her own struggles with the complex and difficult trac?ition of Hegelfan
Marxism, and shed light on her efforts to relate Hegelian and Marxian

philosophy to current theoretical and political problems.
While Dunayevskaya often engaged in sharp polemical exchanges with
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Marcuse, he
wih o S t}}lngrgtlii 111tmost respect .for her and frequently consulted
Preface for the s al and polmcal ijssues. In 1957, Marcuse wrote 4
when several years 1;ﬁs:;ue}:ﬁ Dunayf:yskaya’s Marxism and Freedom and
Dt a2 Svrr :: was writing on the studies that became One-
on contomporary A ote hel: on Aug. 8, 1960, requesting information
laboring chss uder fglca_n literature on “the transformation of the
partionarly, the high e impact of r.atlonalization, automation and
Marouse on Aug glgr slt;élélard' of hvix}g.” Dunayevskaya answereci
Summarizing recen.t , , Wlth. a five-page single-spaced letter
work by Marxist-Humanists on the problem and

describing in detai
etail a wealth ] X
of positions. of other literature on the topic from a variety

Dunayevska
with Fromm wii 1?51510 rr;:or;lduc’ced a long a voluminous correspondence
(indeed his letters to h uch more respect for Dunayevskaya than Marcuse
in the Institute for So ‘erl are full of criticisms of his one-time colleague
and Marcuse to COntr(i:li tResea'rch). Fromm invited both Dunayevskaya
was published by Doubl ed to his symposium Socialist H umanism which
of studies which exhibit eha}’ m 196_5; this collection contains a wealth
Dunayevskaya’s cont }bt e mtgrnaﬁonal range of humanistic Marxism
characteristic attem tn ution “Marx’s Humanism Today” contains a
alive for the presep to make the tradition of Marxist-Humanism come
volunteered to pr0£36P011t1ca1 S“l}ation. On Nov. 30, 1968, Fromm
great respect for any potential help with publishers for “I have
your knowledge, your penetration, your honesty and

your courage and I beli
elieve that ;
be known as much as possible.” you have something to say which should

Dunayev )
collectec? anﬂ(i:yai:\if oglr espondence with Fromm and Marcuse has been
I would urge all ofathe 1nt¥\e microfilm collection (Dunayevskaya, 1986)
ose interested in contemporary Marxism ’to aslé

their librari
1es to purchase thi :
and di ; is colle
d discussion of the corrE:Spondenc:thn’ and look forward to articles

Raya D
- unayevska :
political experience iny:r‘;‘ombmed tremendous intellect, learning, and
Her contributions a ife devoted to revolutionary theo’ry and a i’,.’ .
revolutionary Marxis‘;eﬂenom?ous and provide a living h f iyism.
and tradition will livc- Ox‘:n'qanilsm' While she will be misgscdelrlle?gi?iegi
and future as in the revoluti
we move onary struggles o
out of the Reagan era into a negvgl age cff ‘;}el:?fo;;lrli??:lt
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A PRELIMINARY EXPLORATION OF THE
DUNAYEVSKAYA-MARCUSE DIALOGUE, 1954-79

Kevin Anderson
Northern Illinois University

A rea] treasure in dialectical philosophy which is in fact a living legacy
to future generations—the lengthy dialogue which occurred during the
years 1954 to 1979 between Raya Dunayevskaya and another great and
original Marxist philosopher, Herbert Marcuse—is contained in Vol, XII
of the Raya Dunayevskaya Collection (1986), the last volume of her papers
which Dunayevskaya personally prepared for the Wayne State University
Labor Archives, in the year just preceding her death in 1987.

These letters, which total almost one hundred pages of single-spaced
text (Dunayevskaya 1986:9889-9975), combined with the two thinkers’
public debate on each others’ work during the same period, may constitute
one of the most serious and extended dialogues between two Marxist
philosophers in the post-World War II period, One central theme in the
correspondence is Dunayevskaya’s early development of her dialectical
concept, Hegel’s Absolutes as New Beginnings.

In 1954, at the beginning of the correspondence, Marcuse was a well-
known Marxist philosopher, author in 1932, the year they appeared in
German, of the first important discussion anywhere of Marx’s 1844 Essays,
an article which stands to this day as one of the most original (Marcuse
[973).1 Douglas Keliner, Marcuse'’s most serious intellectual biographer,
demonstrates in detail “how the (1844) Manuscripts ‘liberated’ him from
Heidegger and turned him closer to Marx” (1984:77).2 After Marcuse
fled Nazi Germany, he authored Reason and Revolution (1941) in English,
a study of Hegel’s major works which linked Hegel’s concept of dialectical
Reason to Marx’s 1844 Essays (Marcuse 1960).

When their correspondence began in 1954, Dunayevskaya was known
to Marcuse mainly as Trotsky’s Russian Secretary and as author of ground,-
breaking studies of Russia as a state capitalist society. Where Mariusc 5
Reason and Revolution moved from philosophy to “social theory a:nd
then to modern sociology. Dunayevskaya’s theoretical wor_k was going
in the opposite direction: from cconomic studies of Russian totalitar-
ianism—which from the beginning took up not only Capital but also

in preliminary form the 1844 Essays—toward a ful] fvision Z; cH;ﬁc::ss
to the dialectics of liberation for our age. .
by 1953 she had-memnea he ] etters on Hegel’s Absolutes

by 1953, she had penned her provocative
(Dunayevskaya 1989a).
The Early Years, 1954-57

From the beginning of the co

rrespondence Dunayevskaya had p¢
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Lue questio ’

reac?aed th: :;H;fgz bs Absolutes, writing to Marcuse in 1955: “We have

life when £, i iolutes that are not in heaven but concretely in

i the sa.me hat s dl? [can man be free?] “that bothers philosophers
_ Ordinary worker agks, With that letter, Dunayevskaya

o .
you somehow minimize the °

Hegelian diajecy;
¢ L
4 1953, €ctic to politica] ph

ine i . X
g 1n common with Schelling’s conception

olute as th ;
ab ¢ synthes i ity i :
Sorbed by the ‘One’ *(RD tol;I(I)\/rI ’i‘;g;lgy }gsvgnch all differences are

{1
: l'Your answer to my brief remarks
8ives a few more objections, and

hese Pfoblems.” Six months later,

. arxi, i

isagreement ay XIsm and Freedom, he writes
»Tour ideas gre g real oasis in the

' arxist thought (g
e s Marcyge (1 rcads( M to RD, Dec, 2, 1955). In the period

eedom, ingj, g and critj
] ding call: Yques the ¢y {

: )hge ]pa;l}l;;g ff" €Xpansion of the discil;tsigfl o and
New b, flind a Publisher; (3) Wwrites the Porgfthe Second
a~ i.,,h.sz,gslm&%gx_%ﬂsggj
L 1Y as July 9
i & i S X
Bamrr fipg levtyre tour Gf.tgnce Marism and Freedon i i

¢ book g Completeqd Du:;;s pj?thhEd and
; evskaya is back

arcus
}eedf) ,:;ndfgc Absolutes. Ope of them
s firgg elucidatog ) 19513. 10t exhaust the Marxist

Ou once told me that

BEEULINY g
g@mkm Elear thy,
C T, dinlecti;
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what I wrote in the first letters in 1953 on the Absolute Idea and what
appeared in Marxism and Freedom were miles apart and, in a sense,
it is. No public work, popular or unpopular, can contain the intricacies
of thought as they develop in their abstract form before they become
filled with more concrete content. And no doubt also part reason of
leaving it in its undeveloped state was finding none but ‘dumb workers’
agreeing while the theoreticians were shying away. But I do mean to
follow up the book with further development ...” (RD to HM, July

15, 1958).

The correspondence now breaks off for two years while Dunayevskaya
goes to Burope, but in August, 1960, Marcuse reopens the dialogue around
what was to become in 1964 his book One-Dimensional Man.
Dunayevskaya answers in detail on the state of the sociology of labor
in the U.S., giving a lengthy critical summary of current sociological
works (RD to HM, 8/16/60). Marcuse also critiques Denby’s Workers
Battle Automation as soon as it appears in the August-September, 1960
special issue of News and Letters (HM to RD, 8/24/60).

- In March 1960, Marcuse had penned his essay “A Note on the Dialectic”
as the Preface to a new edition of Reason and Revolution. In this 1'960
essay, Marcuse repudiated the working class as a revolutionary subjec.t,
trying to substitute for it what he saw as a “Great Refusal” of bourgeois
society in avant-garde culture and poetry (1960:x). On the other hanfi,
in the original 1941 text of Reason and Revolution, Marcuse had in
the section on Marx written as follows, brimming with a view f’f‘ the
future in the present even amid the horrors of Nazism and Stalinism:
“The revolution requires the maturity of many forces, but the grt_zatest
among them is the subjective force, namely the revolutionary class itself.
The realization of freedom requires the free rationality of those who
achieve it” (1960:319).

By 1960 he breaks with the magnificent vision Qf 'dia{ectical Rcasorll
he had presented in 1941, going so far as to revise it in his new'Pref:.ace.
“I believe that it is the idea of Reason itself which is'the undialectical
element in Hegel’s philosophy” (1960:xii). Years latcfr, in he’x: 1969 essay
“The Newness of Our Philosophic-Historical Cont.rlbut.lon, 'Dunayevs-
kaya (1986:4407-16) singled out this passage rep}ldiatlpg dialectical Rfre;lson
as a key one in Marcuse’s path toward one-d1mens1or}al thought. 1uso,
by 1960, Marcuse was not only abandoning.thc working class, but als
rhoving away from Hegel’s concept of dialectical Reason.

While Douglas Kellner certainly is aware of Marcuse.’s abantll\zmzsg;

f the working class, he seems to miss this key alteration by ’ar
o o ° alecti i ing that “Marcuse’s 1960
of his concept of dialectical philosophy arguing S h
i ic,’ how his own emphasis on the
reface ‘A Note on the Dialectic,” shows hi I )
P ; inking’ he ‘great refusal’is rooted in the Hegelian
‘power of negative thinking’ and the ‘gre
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vlalXi i ics®

Marcuiélif]otrll'lceelljéﬁ%{ dlalect1c§ (1984:141). 1t is Keliner’s own affinjtyt©

humanis; aen o0 1§—::1nd hls_ apparent non-affinity to Marcuse’ earlier

this iy o 8ellan Marxism—that may have allowed him to miss
; AA close study of the Dunayevskaya-Marcuse documents makes

movi

deepgginz‘z]z .from Hegel at the Very time when Dunayevskaya was

s Beginnijou,r’r;fey toward her 1970% concept of “Hegel’s Absolutes
ng, " first worked out in Philosophy and Revolution (1973).

Culmination and Break-UQ of the Dialogue, 1960-61

Still failin .
& o get a serjous fesponse from Marcuse on the Absolutes
k-

on Dec. 12, 1969,
* f una
Phenomcno]ogy.” These incs:llt:;’Skay a completes her “Notes on Hegel’s

Dunayevskaya’s Ty Worldsf’iz :Iritiqu;s ccl)f Castro at the very time when
umn had hit out at Castro’s tu
rntoward

Russia (Dyp
that she pub?i}:s;‘éfik?}};a 1960). So important to her were these 1960 Notes
2 substantia] ney ; “M in News and Letters on May 8, 1987, writi
henomenologyy why werio™ 204 entitling the whole: “Wher 1. o’
* W1y Now?” Sometime iy late 1960, she sendsyMa:fss:

an excerpt of an earl
Y draft : .
(Duna)’CVSkaya 1986:4817-26)0f material for Philosophy and Revolution

in the self-transcendence of materialism, or in the technological Aufhebung
of the reified technical apparatus.”

Marcuse continues: “But again, although I am trying hard, 1 canpot
see wWhy you need the Absolute Idea in order to demonstrate the Marxian
content of self-determination, of the Subject, etc. The very concept of
the Absolute Idea is altogether tied to and justifies the separation of
material and intellectual productivity at the pre-technological stage.
Certainly you can ‘translate’ also this part of Hegel—but why translate
if you can speak the original language?” (HM to RD, Dec. 22, 1960).
This is really the end of Marcuse’s grappling with the Marxist humanist
concept of Hegel’s Absolutes. o

Dunayevskaya answers him at great length in a letter dated Jan, 12,
1961, in the midst of her own notes on Hegel: “If I must further justify
myself, I would say that, frankly during the 1940’s, when I first became
enamored with the Absolute Idea, it was just out of loyalty to Marx and
Lenin; Hegel was still hardly more than gibberish, although by how the
music of his language got to me even if I couldn read the notes. But
once the new technological period of Automation got to the miners and
they started asking questions about the kind of labor, the return to the
carly Marx also meant the late Hegel. As I said, I do not agree with you
that the Absolute Idea relates to a pre-technological stage. So long as
classes still exist, the dialectic will, and Absolute Idea will forever show
new facets. What I do agree with is that once on the world scale, we
have reached the ultimate in technological development, then the_ responses
of the masses in the pre-technological underdeveloped economies are the
spur to seeing something new in the Absolute Idea. Be it backward Ireland
in 1916, or backward Russia in 1917, or backward Africa in 1960, somehow
that absolute negativity of Hegel comes into play.”

Marcuse does not answer her on this level. Instead he p.icks a fight
over how Dunayevskaya had called Isaac Deutscher a S.tali'mst. Marcuse
accuses her of being somehow in league with the capitalist system for
her sharp attacks on Deutscher, Castro, etc. (HM to RD, March 6, 1961).
Here is where the correspondence breaks off, as Dunayevskaya answers
him very sharply. In the June-July 1961 News & Letters, Dunayevsl;aya
publishes her critique of Marcuse’s Soviet Marxism (1958), entitled

“Intellectuals in the Age of State Capitalism.”

Aftermath and Divergence, 1961-79

Meanwhile, Dunayevskaya has (1) continued her notes on Hegel to
include both Hegel’s Larger and Smaller Logic, in 'J anuary and February
1961 and (2) begun her series of Political Letters in response to the Bay
of Pigs invasion by Kennedy. Thus the brggk with Marcu.se_ was over
(1) Hegel’s Absolutes, (2) Dunayevskaya’s critique of de-Stalinized
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stalini o
nists, and (3) differing concepts of the working class.

Dunaye :

PhiIOSogh;si:;fza Rc:‘:lt]mu.es her Hegel studies as she develops the book
become more publico uzion. The debates between the two thinkers now
Dimensional Man, an as in Dunayevskaya's critique of Marcuse’s One-
Conformism and "I‘ec}fl ricle Sl}’a emlt_lﬂd “Reason and Revolution versus
student journal, Th XOI%-Y’ published in the Fall 1964 issue of the
writes her “I-h, e Activist (Dunayevskaya 1986:1070-72). Marcuse

: ave read your review of my book which is probably the

most intelligent .
Jan. 12, 1965). one so far—as I expected it would be” (HM to RD

Years 1
Womenisatgl,;ei:zt?}:; beg(,;m to wo tk out her book, Rosa Luxemburg,
Dunayevskaya wrote i 3112 Marx’s Philosophy of Revolution (13 82),
McShane on the diffm 978 to the Scottish worker-revalutionary Harry
of Marcuse, even at ‘:;ences between her concept of dialectic and that
she stressed that thei e stage of the Reason and Revolution. In 1978
from Marcuse, we ‘fe::rgosffmlty hid the fact that “much as 1 learned

The dialo : . .

when Duhayg;\l;,kc:?mu?d intermittently until Marcuse’s death in 1979
Philosopher.” Theie W;Ote her moving tribute “Herbert Marcuse Marxisé
29 marks a sad da SOB W}fotef ‘The death of Herbert Marcusé on July
as well as old Marxi};ts’? Itge historic calendar of young revolutionaries
and Revolution durin \Sv 79:10). Referring to the publication of Reason
seminal work, Marc g World War 11, Dunayevskaya continued: “In that
established the revmus? established the Humanism of Marxism, and re-
for the American u‘:,tll-onarx d.lalecﬁc of Hegel-Marx, for the first time
felt for Marcuse WIfen t;:: . It is impossible to forget the indebtedness we
socicty was published._:lt ‘t:ireath of fresh air and vision of a truly classless
war” (1979:10-11). This is what 1 actively opposing that imperialist
correspondence a living di is what makes the Dunayevskaya-Marcuse

g dialogue on the dialectic for serious revolutionary

thinkers and activi
activists the
toward the future. world over, not as history, but as a reaching
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Reference Notes
t See also Dunayevskaya’s critique (1982:80-81) of Marcuse’s silence on
women’s liberation in this 1932 analysis of Marx’s 1844 Essays.
s book that he makes Marcuse as
as against other recent treatment

¢” philosophy. See also the early

1 1t is a particular merit of Kellne
Marxist thinker its central theme,

which stress either aesthetics or “pur :
(1968), centering around a

Marxist humanist analysis by Greeman »
critique of Marcuse’s concept of the modern woiking class as one-

dimensional.”
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A COMMENT ON THE
DUNAYEVSKAYA-MARCUSE DIALOGUE

Workers Bag
¢ Automaii .
Ing] 3lion. Detroit: News & Letters, 1969 ; Douglas Kellner

Denby, CIT
190 arles—

uded in Dypg
yevska .
Ya 1986:2843.295, University of Texas

gunayevskaya, Raya. '
60  “Tp Kevin Anderson’s Raya Dunayevskaya/Herbert Marcuse dialogue
article was fascinating, and some comments follow: '

1) Anderson claims that Marcuse abandons Hegel’s notion of dialectical
reason but does not really describe what he abandons and what he replaced
it with, If he is correct, he has spotted a fundamental shift in Marcuse’s
thought of which previous critics were unaware. Yet he does not really
document this alleged “shift” or really flesh out it implications.

My own view is that Marcuse presented different views of Hegelian
dialectics at different stages yet always considered himself a dialectician
and always saw Hegel as an important source of revolutionary dialectics.
Basically, he stressed different categories at different stages; certainly,
in the 1960 Preface to Reason and Revolution he presents dialectics in
terms of Hegel’s categories though there may be different emphasis from
early presentations. I think it is an exaggeration to say that Marcuse
abandons, or moves away from, “Hegel’s concept of dialectical Reason.”

It is true, however, that Marcuse explicitly rejects Hegel’s notion of
determinate negation in a 1966 lecture presented at the International Hegel
conference in Prague and claims that revolutionary forces are now only
to be found outside the system. He was sharply criticized for this notion
of external mediation, and returned in some 1970 works to a notion
of internal mediation, seeing revolutionary forces emerge from within
the system of contemporary capitalism (see Kellner 1984:291ff).

2) Marcuse’s major difference from Dunayevskaya concerning Hegelgan

e- . dialectics concerned the concept of the Absolute in Hegel. Marcuse, like
. of Herbert M , Karl Korsch and others, generally thought that this concept was a form

cluded ip Dunayeys arcuse’s Works, » of idealist mystification and tended to reject the term. Dunayevskaya,
aya 1986:4010-28, : of course, thought otherwise. To flesh out her difference from Marcuse

'/ and others on this issue, one might say more about why she thought
that the notion of Hegel’s “absolutes” (why the plural?) were productive

for revolutionary thought. .
Dunayevskaya’s “break

3) Finally, I think that Anderson’s notion of ’
Wit}z Marcl);sc” is somewhat exaggerated. Obviously, thc.‘.y_l;:n(ii tt(l:I:tl;
differences, and their sharp polemics in both letters and publishe ional
no doubt caused some distance and tension w{nch produceﬁ occ:ss1 ona
breaks in the correspondence. But as their l_at;r :lf?n ;itcl-,gte hey
Dunayevskaya’s positive tribute to Marcuse after his dea iv - e e
always had the utmost respect for each other and were a S tmosphere
profound bonds in the undialectical and counterrevolutionary

of the USA. ' ‘
I hope that these comments will help in clarifying ﬁ:dai;vgl&p;:cgu::
interesting study of the relationship between Dunayevskay
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irst, Kellner takes
ious one. First, K tion of
s eriti is a most serio Hegel’s no
e o o o, e s g s o
éS'SL]le tw é;lll rg;zo‘:](:’ after 1960. Here, 1 tlfl‘lnkihemselves’ such a}.]s il Ilje and
1alecty h for ime tha
. k well enoug L the very tim he
of which [ auoted) spea lution, written at \ olute Idea., In t
Rtace to Reason and g:ve?rguing over Hegel i{;ls)csm is critiqued by
Py Dunayevs}{ayal’wconcept of dialectical d ultimately absolves
phtace, e;en I;I: gli ‘S‘comprehends everyth}nft}?:r in OIle-DJmCI?SIOﬁf‘,{
Marcuse, becau v elops all this fu of Reason itse )
Sything” (1960:?:1) : xrlziiie:itei:;,n hlz.s become thirgrf;)cend Reason itself 1
Man; “The Wﬁb 'O OOdcs of thought seem to arde aIt’S Great R.efusa
alle “transcendlgfti?llltes what he terms avantggthe living revolut_lonar)t'
(1964:1'69)" e e ality for Marx’s concept o his view in the main text
o pitalist ratlmn iaty This was certainly not 1941, where his concept
subject, the pro ;tarojz'ztio” first published in a “;evolutionary class
o§ cllQ eiiSOtI_l ;H(Ii{ea::)/n inclu,ded the workers as
ialectic - :319).
;ossessing “free rationality” (1960:319)

hful New Le_ft

i TCuse saw tl_le yqut ritionlly i

Writing in the midst of t1%6e8f’u slfl? ermbrasg it .qutlrtgeutlﬁ‘;t ool i

Essay exam_lﬂe OIT e ggg)a As Kellner suggests, 1t]tls Mo o ift

ey leem?wn ; tel;_RcVO]miOH e Re"lf‘?t to theory, its “rev0_1t

defeat of 1968, in C(;Iun ing the Now Left’s hOStlfl Cya  heory, s “revol

his position again, cha eﬁg against the Reasgn 1(;72_11‘729). But even bere,

iy Reason_nt(:ttoa Zinst Reason per se” ( to. philosophy by the
SOCiEt}:’ 'and Sgic(lm;xotu poie the idea of a return

his critique

Movement,

not only
skaya alone, d
tive was articulated by Pmtl}?éivlﬁiﬁ Philo SOPI?;aﬁJ;r
ot %ersﬁ'echwpomt but especially hl g New Left’s rejection o o ek
during the lg. i ted togcthert. e lian dialec_tlcs-:
Revolutl:ou, ah fotrilgﬁc\;th its rejection of Ir{:gf of all objec‘t}orzls]e?s)
as a subject of r evtoh:;,1 masses is the commgg) As against the enEded
of confidence i 1 Hegelianism’ ” (1989:2 rote that “what s pen, o
idealistic, mystica Left, Dunayevskaya w t of the ‘realization o
activism” of 'the o teme’nt of Marx’s con;?())sophy and rcvolutxoin
for our age 1;,13; ri:St?he inseparabilit¥f Ofngelcan I think, be seen
1 tha y h is differe s
philosophy, innings of this o 1960-61.
(1989:291). Zﬁzyzfﬁﬁﬁcuﬁe correspondence in
the Dunayey

“somewhat
i he calls my “s -
int, his critique of whatn oyevekaya and Maf‘;l“ad
atner's secoqd pO}n "‘break” betwaen_ D‘.l w that “they always
e e n0t101cll ?wa;)uld agree with his vie
is well-founded, an

th t & other.”
€ utmost re ct for each
st Sp I



The third and most seri i

0 ious set of questions Kellner rais

Kgr:é)}rllcfel?;cct)f dthIeI Abs,olute in Hegel. He notes that bg:}feﬁ::g;reoung
Sooondly Jhe &: i ;gﬁ; sIAbsglul’;e as “a form of idealist mystiﬁcatic‘::ll ”

) used the term “Absolutes” i ,
o . in the pl
Diale%i?gi :x?h'k})xo!( again at Marx’s 1844 “Critique of tﬁeugtggf;;
e Pben’o o 101 1tsslf centers around Hegel’s Absolute Knowledge in
e “nowherg(; o‘tggr. Duna}yevskaya alone picked up this thread, writing
that nowhere }slan ei ;11%0;101 c?arlaécter of Hegel’s philosophic c;tegories
> in Absolute nowledge™ (1989:11 i

that “absolute negativity” was what Marx had gingled 0)1’1tail2dl SSrf Bestng

In .
especilallflry liS:lSBPﬁ'tIters and in her correspondence with Marcuse, but
developed her di osophy and I_Qevolution and after, Dunayevs’kaya
of Logic and thISCXZSIOn by looking at Absolute Idea in Hegel’s Science
Absolute Knowlzd solute Mind in the Philosophy of Mind as well as
dialectic. In her l9gse61-g7dfof:1swf{loinilendogy’ seeing each as a distinctive
called our attention to the error of lur(;rp?lfgv tl?c:)s:lio];:trlllgevs}(aya (198%)
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