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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. 83, 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.
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Patricia Altenbernd J ohnson’s i
discussion to Hegel and feminism,

Dunayevskaya’s work to a feminist
article, which follows

nteresting contribution moves the
where she affirms the importance of
reading of Hegel. Andrew Kliman’s

The final article, appropriately, is by Peter Hudis, a secretary to

Dunayevskaya during her last years, who has written an original article
on Dunayevskaya’s new vantage poi

draws to a close, burdened do
Dunayevskaya aptly called “Rea
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EXCERPTS FROM TH 0
DUNAYEVSKAYA-MARCUSE CORRESPONDENCE, 1954

i ions
Editor’s Note: Published below for the first time any]v)vll::: :1;(; i:l;:t ond
from the extensive correspondence between Ra)’:ll th Dyunayevskaya
Herbert Marcuse. In 1986, a year before her etao f, Vel XL of
deposited her correspondence with Marcuse' a}s Vl‘)/ar  State University
The Raya Dunayevskaya CoLIection_ e 39)’91375 microfilm). Al
Archives of Labor and Urban Affairs, pp. 9883' 1 ;inted pages, and
of the letters would comprise well over one hl{n Ire upblished B The
therefore only a very brief selection fr?m this is P1954 o 1965, when
bulk of the correspondence occurred durllng the yearsdom finst published
Dunayevskaya was completing her Marxism and Fl;’ ee nin,g her work on
in 1958 with a critical preface by Mafcuse, and etgl:nse works centered
Philosophy and Revolution (1973). Since both of z e was taken
on Hegelian-Marxian dialectics, much of the correspver the relation of
with this issue, particularly with a coptroversy ov s, related
n. I’s Absolute Idea to Marxist dialectics. Other dlscus§1h d,as e
f(I)eI%;a:cuse’soprojected book on industrial societ.y, laterdp:ll?:lf; oiiology of
Dimensional Man (1964), focused on auto.matlon air:aws e madern
work. These exchanges revealed s-harply different ;:;m-e sooradie, but i
working class. After 1964, their dialogue becax,ned . Danayevekaya’s
continued until 1978, one year before Marcuse's dea Ler” appeared in
memorial article “Herbert Marcuse: Marxist Phll?zgpe Newsletter (Vol.
the International Society for the Sociology of Knozlvdedgby the editor, as
5:2, 1979). Numbered explanatory notes yere at e b a Tow
were occasional clarifications in brackets. Exceprections were made in
obvious typographical errors, no changes or cor
the texts which have been excerpted below.

December 7, 1954

Dear Herbert Marcuse:

i rson, you are of course f'flmlhar
S e yo doRiZ;oinzgdyﬁt;;uefoi. I \Z'as S0 impressgg ;J\;;thfr(t)ﬁ
to me for your it was published that I then got your at rv s o
Miager Sobi Flmeand intended to write you. I intended a'lsoP_cztSburgh. :
but SChaplrfhen living in Washington, D.C. and T in t10 o
lf)lut eyzvuhezciixt I come east, there will be an opportunity
op .

in person. ) ava. You might

Now let me introduce myself. I am Béaya 3;2: }i]xivtsllﬂ(e }éoviet Union™

. 6 hin con , 1

have read my translation of Tca(1:944g issue of the American Economic
3

that appeared in the Septetrlnlze}r, O e %A New Revision ' ¢ Marxian
1 i i that i W s
Review. The introduction
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Egonomics,” aused sufficient stir to h

! Times at the time and to prolong th
year at which time I came back

Reaffirmation of Marxism,” in Septém

it the front page of the New York
¢ debate in the AER for a whole
With a rejoinder, “Revision or

ber, 1945, issue of the AER. _
Then I turned to

Notet phﬂosophy and translated Lenin’s Philosophic

Otebooks. However, as you know, they are strictly notebooks and need
an xntroduct.xon, a lengthy one. When I got down to work on that I
}’:’)érimecti ?othmg less than the work on Marx on which I had been working
X .n(; €ss than a dec'ade to serve as that “introduction.” T also wished
0 inc udg gther material from Marx’s Archives, including “Chapter 6,”
Or the origina] Jast chapter for Capital which T had translated for my
OWn benefit intq E

nglish. You can sense how elaborate ‘the project
became. | | . o ‘
Sincerely yours,
Raya Dunayevskaya
, : April 14, 1955
Dear Raya Dunayevskaya:

i olitics: T think you somehow
min L
to Plor?i]t?cea;h;heneganon Which the application of the Hegelian dialectic
nomena resu
With you, ang Presupposes. I woy

With best wishes & Breetings,

Yours, Herbert Marcuse
2 et b

Dear Herbeyy Marcuyge. May 3, 1955

- - You see
applicatipn of

; Schelling’s
ldentity in which all

It of put a period in
f the Idea aq Nature, pointing out that

|
E

; far as 1915
; jalism. That was as o
ng a hand to materia i erything into
o~ WaShStITtC t::/:; fgar enough: for his transformation Ojfe:;xe );mperialist
pou rea‘(iu:-was no abstraction but the transformation
1ts opposi
ar into a civil war. new. we should
X But this s 1955, and if 4 decades does not mefa nesz)llutioﬁ but Lenin
111 start at leas,t not with Lenin on the cve ?1 Ifenin labored to find
aftor uest of power. 1922-3 shows how har that cveryone “t0 a
after cm:t]hing which would make his Upwersal—— o 2 with the notion
gllzns"o rILIlln production and the state—a reafhtﬁ. HZ rctz;mmust te checked by
. 1 k of the P as
i eded is that “the worl f the party
:lﬁat \21:13;;;;1 emasses * No small thing for the creator o
e non- . ]
the knowing of the proletariat! . nor the party checked
30 years later when neither the state withered atwa.yt tate. we must 560
itself 3;:out on the contrary, turned into the One'p?r yThe w’ithering away
llfe the ’oint today is the liberation from the p%‘rfyl.ling off” of the Idea
. fa’:he stite (Doesn’t Hegel’s phrase about the thi party not in power
o ind you of this?) is no overnight job ‘and d hence a much more
ge;génreglam the knowing of the proletarl?}; ’?I];ut in that contradiction
. : ; “falling off. - t of
i thering away or fa_ s can leas
Comp%?xg;:: ’nllt(L:Vv;inent t%)ward liberation an.d.tpeoret:;is‘:en philosophy
dﬁesllé; themselves to be enslaved by any dmslllort‘stranslation” in mind,
a dal litics. In truth, only when you do have t eletariat as the Notion,
and Pgslit th.e proletariat, the freely assoclate%Przl phras;s it? “The self-
ana p : is it that €8 5 k” .
the Idea at all. How . lat itself speak.” . .
zafcl yo?n};:ifn in which alone the idea is is to hear
eterm
Yours,
Raya Dunayevskaya

December 2, 1955

Dear Raya Dunayevskaya:

i ()1
: long silence: (
1 apologize for my : ; r ition, 1
routep (2) I was so busy w1t1;;:§02n:111 correspondence. Ixrl liftilrtslov:ith
: to a : ou
Froud book? thal . hi(lt in Cambridge and pleeci ;&cﬁng—your notes
was most of the tine I have read—at least as aﬁfsa e you to g0 ahc?d
great delay. Ho_we\ISr, tell you that I must en§0}1; ti o desert of Marxist
A Sholulg hkt?on° Your ideas are a real 0asis 1
with the elaboration.

ints of
] ith you—poin
. to discuss Wi esent
thought—there are many things ! h'?:eclariﬁcation, but [ am at pr

. able to
ints which requi it and also un
disagrecment a0 P e New York of even wait until my schedsie and
just unable to con:C down. We will have to wal
. nts :
write my comme

program is a little easier. . . -

ddress en
id not have your &
c\lJIS:ih of the publication of my

Cordially,
Herbert Marcuse
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Xcerpts from Marcuse s 1958 Preface to Marxism & Freedons:

. .'F,::ulure to elucidate the
alism hag marred much

» dialectical materialism was minimized ag

a disturbing “met .
) aphysical rest” ; : mizec
& technical method, or schem in Marxian theory, or formalized into

While the aut i
: hor of the Preface agrees 1n all essentials with the

theorét cal in .
disagrees Wit;frggetatlgn of the Marxian oeuvre in these first parts, he
me decisive parts of the analysis of post-Marxian

15 of the contemporary position, structure
o lg classe's. Mar)f s concept of the proletariat

itself (an sich)” did not designate a merely
s the wage earners engaged in the material

anc}‘consciousness ofthe laborin
as revolutionary class
Occupational group, ie

Cele;ngnts:(l) the specific societal mode of
of “free capitalism, (2) the existential and

estern counterpart of ]
- . Soviet
nly with the ideology but also

with the corresponding reality. One of my problems .W111 .bet.tlllle
transformation of the laboring class under the impact of I:a'qonahza 1oré
automation and particularly, the higher stapdard_- of living. 1 arli‘l Such
you will know what I mean if I refer to the discussion among the Fren

i et’ ticles. It is
iologists i ments and especially Serge Mallet’s article
stian ot 3 chang 4 affirmative attitude of

question of a changing—that is to say—a more
the laborer not only towards the system as a whole but even to the

organization of work in the more highly'moden}ized plapt_s. Mallet’s f%elg
study of French workers in the Caltex establishment in France poin

up sharply the rise of a highly cooperative att
in the establishment.

itude and of a vested interest

Now, what I should like to ask you is fi'rst, your own cc‘onzt)(r;f;
evaluation as far as the situation in this country 18 co.ncerne.:d, and se ! thc,
if it isn’t asking too much—reference to American literature 0

tion runs counter
robl o and contra. I know that your own evaluatior
B e theri f the worker with the factory

to the thesis of reconciliatory integration of the : A
but 1 would also like to know whether there is any sensible argumen

for the other side. . . .

Sincerely, -
M

August 16, 1960

Dear HM: . »
... Your letter of the 8th came at an ausl?icious time smc':clthe nslp;filca;
issue of NEWS & LETTERS, which will be 1s§ued as a spe:clit1 pa csrs’ and’
WORKERS BATTLE AUTOMATION, has just come off ltc :spsr e
should be of value to you both because you will see the wcc;rhic s sfandard
for themselves on the conditions of labor and the allcz.lgﬁt . ugconsidere d
of living. 1 know, from the time I last spoke to youi}\;h?lleyit '« truc that
these views as being the result of myymﬂl;’etl}l;e;vriterls . £ this pamphlet
Charles Denby* and some (by no means all) o ciake if you

. jous mi
are Marxist Humanists, you wc?uld make ;1 se:llid ® of represent the
considered their views so exceptional that they

; ent of the
American proletariat. They represent a Very lmport::;:-,ls?orgl———and the
American workers and in all basic industru:s-.—a.uto(,)n the, o ot what
conditions they describe are what they expen(«ier;icl:e o e o attention
some sociologists see in a “field study.” I woulﬂ ke . contrary 10 the
ol especiaily el “w'hitChbg ?Zdicz;lts who thin’k they must halvc
ol ooy of Commat ot L0 s ool
; u:i;e TZ?;;jxo whom you may recall I quoch ;lhat kind of labor
F&%EDOM bec,exﬁse she has raised the

question ; ork
ession that W

in the true Marxist sense, and who then used the expr

in
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would have to b ' ‘
- be totally diff “
work to get mo Yy different, “somethi '
: ne ‘ » 0] ng completel i
:1ed up with er”}’ to buy food anq things. It will hgve tc;v bzezv(;;zmlt el
.bhe' editor insists ¢ cts Automation altogether wﬁ:rtdy
_ ;' a House of Terror gng managed the factory it would‘eas
ol workers’ contro] works along the more traditi s
oL of production, shorter workday, et onal channels
i S ,ete. . ..
en‘ the Amgncan literature o
paying attention ¢
sch‘ool of “social p
all “head shrinking

~ Now't
Stopped ’
.Into the
rightly c

o sociolog'is:; th; subject: I have long since
svcha 8 h'w 0 have rather degenerated
2o 08y~ which the workers in the factory

my list cannot be exhaustive but I can

that has shown that they are not rebels without a cause but with one.
hey are is search of a total

1 know you do not accept my view that t

philosophy and are not getting themselves ready for the dustbin of history.
But it is a fact that not only among the proletariat and the million that
were striking just when Khrushchev was visiting and Eisenhower wanted
to show him American superiority in industry, not industry at a standstill,
it is a fact that in just the few months that Negro college youth began
sitting in the whole question of freedom and youth “coming up to the
level of the West European” has been moved from the stage of the future

to that of the present. . ..

Yours,
Raya

August 24, 1960

gsa sife 1tf;;r 1\;irtue:s of capitalism are sort
ell and his strung-out arti

: ticles

ology-by which they mean, of course,

Dear R.D.:
It was wonderful to get from you such quick and good help. I read
at once the issue of NEWS AND LETTERS. Don’t misunderstand me:

There are all sor
I agree with practically everything that is said there, and yet, somehow,

Drucker) ts of shouti
, the end of . ing on The End of .
olit . of Industrial ) . .
poolftl}hauser Now ngne :13:11 man The Politics of Mass Soaiety]\];fa!\iv(iﬁ?ter there is something essentially wrong here. (1) What 1s attacked, is NOT
0 ical man, eyep as his thin;(n‘ that the end of the economic ix};d 1‘am automation, but pre—automation, semi-automation, non—automatl‘on-
1n » industrial, Automation as the explosive achievement of advanced industrial society

too

e is happy. }i's o élrell(s l;een taken over by the electronic
s ol attem Danie] Bell' Wor ar'ldnltthg respect the ambivalence

e Nuatio s DIsc . i
n of the clagg struggle has nzséiillfsl o ose daim

¥ “the eless occurre
050 TV Isl::: hung‘f‘:r the candied carrot.” lf-Ic:J‘\j»';r
from s l?:i occupational mobility” and
croase s onel_y Man to “Individualism
: Omatization in work—but for

is the practically complete elimination of precisely that mode of labor
which is depicted in these articles. And this genuine automation is held
back by the capitalists as well as by the workers—with very good reasons
(on the part of the capitalists: decline in the rate of profit; need for
sweeping government controls, etc.; on the part of the worl'cers:
technological unemployment). (2) It follows that arrested, restrlc.ted
automation saves the capitalist system, while consummated automation

would inevitably explode it: Marx, Grundrisse der Kritik der politischen
really tell her about

rain, i
t » 18 happy or content with

itself.”s A, lea

mption
that igsy St Bell has one and not for the
but of : from the so-called “hy, IiOOd catch phrase that th: acl; ¢ of work Oekonomie p. 592-593. (3) re Angela T.: you should ]
W, sociology,” . anrelations” projects are escriptions all that humanization of labor, its connection with life, etc,—that this
. not of human, is possible only through complete automation, because such humanizatifn
d the realm

arx to the realm of freedom beyon .
he entire realm of socially necessary lal?or in
de-humanization of the latter is the

is correctly relegated by M
of necessity, i.e., beyond t
the material production. Total

prerequisite.
But all this has to be discussed orally.
winter. And again, my great gratitude! . . .

I hope we can do so in the

TR T N T

. ’ Cordially,
r Herbert
g
9
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Dear HM: November 22, 1960

... Lest yo i
idoalism, wiill ;Ozonzlrdef my contrary stress on subjectivity as “pure”
since 1933 who ﬁecmlt me to sum up what it is I have been doing
esserice of thoms p ame so preoccupied with the Absolute Idea? The
ay letterss was that there is a movement from practice

lan movements is that heretofore . . . this
had thy “ight ety equlvaler.lt to instinet: workers, of course
generalized this 1o ct” and Marxism, “of course,” had correctljj

; Inct into g revolutionary theory, but without

all, it was stressed, only l\/Iler;ary plrc;:l (ﬁice oo (s mowhere.” Above
k , could have seen this where Hegel’s i
gel'’s idea

to bend their cars to the earth and lis

A short month
. after my | .
behind the Irop Curtajny etiers were dispatched the first revelt from

the philosopher, not to

question: Can ma .
. n
to will he? gain freedom from out of totalitarian stranglehold

Compulsion 1 de up and ver
oredom, the 20 {rom the Absolute Ideay nearly dIS'mISSCd Hegel’s
) Yearnmgfc,racomem in the Logic to Nature as

" an:i :nl ‘the part of “the abstract thinker
: nlightened beyond its truth, has

i . .
el;{gcne?.s, hl_s universality and his
gelian Dlalectic). Nevertheless the

10

young Marx cannot stop there and does follow Hegel from Nature to
Mind, breaking off, however, in very short order.* o

From then on the Marxian dialectic is the creative dialectic of the
actual historic movement and not only that of thought. The continuation
therefore resides in the three volumes of CAPITAL, the First International,
the Civil War in France and the Critique of the Gotha Program. A rich
enough heritage not to get mummified, but the objective world has its
own way of magnetizing so to speak a single point in thought.

Only with the collapse of that world does Lenin feel the compulsion
to return to the Hegelian origins of Marxism but the Russian Revolution
has a world to remake and no time for abstract discussion on the Absolute
Idea. Lukdcs limits Hegelianism to the single field of consciousness as
organization, or the party as the proletariat’s “knowing.” In any case
the period between 1923 and 1953 is a period of standstill in theory
so that the movement from practice finds no theory to match it even
as the new stage in production finds only in the workers battling
automation any new points of departure for theory as for practice.

Now those who stop with “knowing,” whether they are neutral partisa_ns
of a technology sans class nature or thought embodiment, or Communist
adherents to partinost (be it idealistically a la Lukdcs or cynically a la
Kadar), fail to grasp that both in Hegel and in Marx the qug:stio.n‘ of
cognition is not an abstract question but a concrete, dialectical—eplplr.;cal
one of the how thought molds experience or gives action its direction.
If the Whole governs the Parts even when the whole is not yet fact,
then surely, whether Hegel knew it or not, the pull of the future on

the present also tugged at his “system” with such overwhelming force
that he could not escape, ivory tower oI no ivory tower, any more than
d compel his philosophy

personal capitulation to the Prussian State coul : L /
to stop there to genuflect instead of rising out of it and even out o
religion into the absolute or the new society he as person could{not

envisage.

Somewhere D.H. Lawrence say
work of art: Artists are the biggest liars and are .
value. But that art, if it is really great art, is truth and will reveal_ both
society and the vision of the artist he buries in his e?cplanatory_ hc's.’It
is even truer of philosophers in general and Hegelin particular. Subjectivity
as objectivity absorbed is not for the philosopher.s, but for. the: mass}fs
and it is they who are writing the new page of history \.Nthh is at the
same time a new stage in cognition. Even as every previous great step
in philosophic cognition was made only when a new leap tohfreed;;;?’
became possible, so presently the new struggles for freedom t 1(: wme
over will certainly shake the intellectuals out .of the stupors so that o y
too can create freely a new “category.” While I may 'not beb ‘a“t,ﬁingﬁ
breathlessly for these ideologists, I am for the “developing subjec

11
- —m—rSs———cTEE

s of the relationship of artist to the
not to be taken at face



is the “negative factor,”
the masses, can you?

You can’t really mean that you are “giving up”

Yours,
Raya
*Curiously my letter on Phi

losophy of Mind began with par. 385, without
my having been aware tha

t Marx had broken his MSS off at par, 384.

December 22, 1960
Dear RD:

I do not want the year let go without thanking you for your letters.
I read them several t;

mes, but I am unable to discuss them in writing—
there is just too much to say.

To me, the most important passages are those in which you str'ess
the need for a reformulation of the relation between theory and practice,
and the notion of the new subject. This is indeed the key, and I fully
agree with your statement that the solution lies in the link between the
first and second negation. Perhaps I would say: in the self-
of material

transcendence
Sm, or in the technological Aufhebung of the re
apparatus,

ified technical

But again, although I am tr
the Absol

ying hard, I cannot see why you need
olute Idea in order to

say what you want to say. Surely you
do not need it in order to de

monstrate the Marxian content of self-
determination, of the Subject, etc. The very concept of the Absolute Idea
15 altogether tied to ang justifies the separa

tion 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?

Please don’t mind m

100 much absorbed b

y all too brief and inadequate reaction. I am still
hope there wi]

Y these and other problems. But one day soon I
1 be more,

With the very best wishes for the new year,

Yours,

HM
—_

Januvary 12, 1961
Dear HM:

-+« dealing with your question as tq why I “need the Absolute Idea.
+ - Why transiate if you can speak the
with you whep

original language?” 1 disagree
you say that “The VeIy concept of the Absolute Idea

12
M—-—_.,

oy e
4

i
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i ial and intellectual
. iustifies the separation o’x:’materla e
, altoge'fhf:f e t(':hznd;;les—ttl:chﬁolo gical stage. bItOh\:lt:sI dr; o cgh
Pmd“cuv}ty o that impelled Hegel to 'the A ; e e s Fronch
teCh“‘)lOglcal_ Stag'e re-technological era, 1t wa§t e st that B eedom,
o hed. 10 alI)Jrought about the millenmpmp:};somte L D e
RCVOlu;iODt_ha: nw(\)/;ich impelled him towards tth:,he e ling promacrliat
Self-Liberation— » towards . o
vt sscluts noe SYS: erxl;,hiilc\sguld reconstruct soq;ty,hl::;fgr s
st absﬂ“iﬁ negau;,l;ystopped short with that wotr1 a.ve e the
just “give_ ug w‘;c?le?hc Prussian State, he :sceli{:;d Itlc:) D Mar;g,
State a6 the rtunist in him, O e
Statz as the Absolute ar(lidft:(l)inolt)lfg petty bourgeois 111;'3311::;2;1 bt
Mo e wom 3 50 rofound a critique of the P. 1; ::t Phy O emess
that the. knov}' 1_33’ oo I::e: tion of history was borr_l.her ;t ol ke o
that the materialist cotlllerp o ot sonidnt. stop ™ o s
to Hegel the philosop ; (’F o2me) of the Spisit, but pr cscaed on 0
T s wg, when consider that he had brokex;sx i o Fichte,
ohi Whyl;? Whgglffc;er?oy?l‘sle whatsoever for the empty
philosophy an »

Schelling, Jacobi?. . .

ing the
ankly during
further justify myself, would say that, fr
If T must fur

Idea, it was
ith the Absolute than
. enamored with 1] hardly more
s, Wtil'eln ; 1£1;S':0blsfl(:;n;eand Lenin; Hegel was still b
just out of loya

t to me even
i is language g0 ‘od of
the music of his loeical perio
globerion, althoudg }thzynxgct):s, But once the new technolog
if I couldn’t rea 10t€S.

: t
: stions abou
d asking questl late
i d they starte t also the
] the miners an mean
Automation got to

ly Marx dea relates
i turn of the ear o ute Ide | :
1 ¢ e : eagrée with you that the %b:xist, the dialectic
Hogol, e et I'dol r;ct)age So long as classes tS;Zt I do agree with ls1
to a pre-tcchnolqglcfa ever show new facets: Wltimate 0 e hnologica
will, and A.L will lgrscalc SROY e reached the u '
that once on the wor >

cal
. e-technologi
es in the pr hing new
se of the masses 1I the somethi
hen the respons eeing
development, t

to s ard Russia
jes are the spur 0 6, or backw .
under-developed ecorll;)ﬂil: backward Ireland in 19t1hat absolute. negativity
in the Absolute Idea. i ,Zfrica in 1960, somehow
in 1917, or backwar o : . But even
f Hegel comes into play. - - , he 1917 Revolut1on-24 e
° ' 11 for the practice o‘f‘t ens after,” 1917‘ad’e5 must
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will certainly help us a lot in that book as he goes on to describe freedom,

not as a “have,” but as an “is”. .

Yours,
Raya

and that jg wh
y the world
Self-develo : . rid must be o :
A ping s ur country, i,
the insistence gth;ltbizt:ti1 Back then to that ﬁnaﬁ ;:;;the country of the
L ave not just reached a new trgaI:spf of tie Al,
iiion, that this

January 12, 1965

Dear R.D:
Tilankg for. your letter, In the meantime I have read your review of
my book® which is probably the most intelligent one so far—as 1 expected

it would be,

the form of j
of its determ;
space and tim ernlinateness also j
e which i § utterly free— i
1s absolutely for itself and witlf:zt extglfnahty ’
subjectivity,”

You see ] am not afraid e;

or of the idealj afraid either of the « » -
_for the epziﬁsr:pf;:e Absolute Idea, Tlf:ie.?iscigf cgelian Philosophy,
is not a system of philo séruggle for freedom, and hr'rlmth()d'Ofcognition
being labor Yo um-ts phy, l?ut the cogniting ofarI: 1cl:§oph1c cognition
the transcendence of t{] Of, object and subject theoy ooject, our “object”
e first negation will cc;rne tor}rle:ﬁ(zje p:aoitficte and
itself in our

th of February unfortunately is

As to your prospective visit, the 12
hursday

:;t a University .holiday, but I shall certainly reserve time T
ternoon or evening. It will be good seeing you.

Best regards and au revoir,
HM

(o) d
n g
Ja

and which
¢ s the logica) i
¢ L
., ‘ransition if you transform his Science of L
of Logie
Dear HM

How are you? Do you know whether you'll

21 or 22? My lecture tour this year calls for m

those two days, and I thought I would like to talk with you. . . .
me on a study of Rosa

d contaj I. As you know, I have been working for some ti : :
ntrar ain. Volume I¥, as we Know. i - uxemburg and today’s WLM.? I've been concentrating on the period
Ys 1t is that fantastic, pure, j W, 18 far from r 1910-14, which is when Rosa broke with Kautsky, heightened her agitation
you pleas;. onei’ isolated “single r not 011_13’ on the general strike, but the opposition to imperialism, not
s only Marx thought only “in general,” but most specifically the SD’s [Social Democracy’s]
f failure to carry on a campaign during the Morocco crisis, and writing
she

{

have any free time April
y speaking in San Diego

entering th;
S Sphere of
extend the b of Accumulati
ook to i - 10n. When .

tha.t preceded, by t;anIUde the notion, not ag ::l‘zrdefxded, however, to

Which forms a Notiop ost? 2 Hegelian phrase once 4 Z. Summation” of all
L2 ¢ g

1tself,” he also include d aﬁ :zl;t t,he pure Notion

icipation of what

her greatest theoretical work, Accumulation of Capital. In all these,

was way ahead of all other internationa
$ to face the wh the same time, I was most anxious to ge
Speculation and ole concrete person, from those who knew Rosa or participa
to develon | even though society really ; _Cheatmg, but . of the letters I did receive were quite illuminating.
: Op the ch &0 Volume 111 st ally is if we rever d 3 to get i
‘ Opped before he had a ch se ’ get your reaction. .
: ance
Yours,
Raya

1 leaders, including Lenin. At
¢ a feel of the times and the
ted in Spartakus. A few
I was most anxious

develo ious i
-veloped countreg ; aclous imperjalj ivi
165 it conquered,? Apg aﬁiﬁlﬁvﬁlg oL those under-
’ » he tells us also th
at he

’ mggel'y de.structive of the old F

otion perfect’in “1.n this sense only, He s {2

_ g “its self—liberation’ in gflis ?f
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 Stond :
0d right-side up. And Hegel
15




REFERENCE NOTES:
.
! This refers to Dunayevskaya’s 1953

Published in The Philosophic Moment
News & Letters, 19589),

2 This refers t

108 0 Marcuse’s Erog and Civilization (Boston: Beacon Press,
5).

4 Author of Indignant Heayrys

_ - A Black Worker? Journal (Detrojt: Wayne
State Umversity Press, 1989

5 An apparent reference to Riesman’s
Yale University Press, 1950).

6 See footnote ope,

The Lonely Crowd (New Haven:

rati
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“Letters on Hegel’s Absolutes,”
of Marxist-H, umanism (Chicago:

987
IN MEMORIAM: RAYA DUNAYEVSKAYA, 1910 to 1

Douglas Kellner
University of Texas

ition
kaya, the traditio
Raya Dunayevs ist
: n June 9, 1987, of ‘ . ists and activists.
e t'ht': gleliilagism has iost one of its major t he:rlsctg fevolutionary
of Marxlsk‘ a’s life and work spans the entire histo feﬂecfed so deeply
Du’n?yzsinaihe twentieth century. Few thinkers h?z:ionary history from
SO((:ila\’Nlrsitten so insightfully on the trajectory oflfe: c;Vriter and activist has
- haps no othe mics
’ our own. And per R : and dyna
MaiX_; (‘::g ;2 significantly to illuminating the trajectory
contribu , istory.
of contemporary revolutionary theory and history

.. kaya’y book
wn generation of New Left activists I?mgn;zl;vfntrzductions
i m and Freedom (1958) served as one Ef s emphasis on the
’JLM aﬁggian revolutionary thepry. DunaerSx aan insistence on the
0 lutionary humanism of the young Mar hical oots of Markism
re\;ﬁi?n:ity of the Hegelian.revolutionag’ phllclis(ilps and provided what I
co 1a influenced us, ) d
’s writings deeply in n ist thought a
th.rougho.u;lt M;S r};ne of the best introductions to Mﬁr:nd comtributions
i cfo tho nelrost illuminating interpretations of the wor
one of the
of Karl Marx.

. iod
] olution (1973) theorized the peni(:h
P Ph'ﬂc(l) S\?\ffr}l,darll’if/{oelrltionary str}lggles gztnt;en%:; “;nd
of the upsurge Oi T,hllrl and that was continuing in thte1 v:ed A
other v RFVO utlotruggles of the time. Her stud}cs sho b . ot
betw reVOlutlonalFyls tionary struggles and rcvolutlonz'ir.yli g Tor
e r'evzuim‘ ortant theoretical and_ poht;calt1 e e
thus also provldeolutioiary theory and pracucc' b};r; ooy
oaportanee of rov lutionary theory for the revolution -
o o other theoretical mentors o

. . " h
Dunayevskaya’s connection with two h Fromm—sheds light on the

Eric . : ence,
e e e atonion, o mToes
multifaceted natu'red oout a voluminous corresPPnd"'thesc Eurgpean
Dunayevsl_caya carn}/?arcuse and Fromm, She peICClV: le in the United
decades with bth Germany as two of the only pef %egel and Marx,
exiles from fasclst d¢ a high level of l(no'wlc’,dge ? she could develop
States who possessethem as individuals with wh'omHer extremely rich
and thus Percfﬁzzfetical and political relatxc:(r)llsllti;zilr-l fascinating insi%'htz

roductive ! romm .. Hegelia

into her own Zﬁrlilg%dlelsi:hlt on her efforts to relate Heg
Marxism, and she

itical problcmS- .
tical and politica es with
i to current theore ' ical exchang
philosophy a often engaged in sharp polemi
While Dunayevskay 7



laborin cl .
particulgarlyasihé1 nﬁi.er the impact of rationalization, automation and
Marcuse 011 Au lglllgr standard' of living.” Dunayevskaya answerec;
Summarizing receﬁ.t , 1960, w1t1? 2 five-page single-spaced letter
work by Marxist-Humanists on the problem and

describing in deta;
etail a wealth . :
of positions, of other literature on the topic from a variety

Dunayevskaya

Raya D

\a Unayevs i

polition experichekiiy:ﬁ?:?bmed tremendoug intellect, learning

er contrmpun evoted to revolutionary theoy ivi

revolutiongry Ma:Xi::eHenorn}ous and provide ZL livin};alﬁir?::'vmm.

and tradicia, will live- umanism. While she wij| be missed her gifieas

and future g5 o move utionary struggles of the present
N €ra into a new age of revolution
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A PRELIMINARY EXPLORATION OF THE
DUNAYEVSKAYA-MARCUSE DIALOGUE, 1954-79

Kevin Anderson
Northern Illinois University

A real 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
1973).t Douglas Kellner, Marcuse’s most serious intellectual biographer,
demonstrates in detail “how the (1844) Manuscripts ‘iberated’ him from
Heidegger and turned him closer to Marx” (1984:77).2 After Marcuse
fled Nazi Germany, he authored Reason and Revolution (1941) in Engl%sh,
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
ecretary and as author of ground-

to Marcuse mainly as Trotsky’s Russian S .
italist society. Where Marcuse’s

breaking studies of Russia as a state cap! AN ® and
Reason and Revolution moved from philosophy t0 social theory™ 21

then to modern sociology. Dunayevskaya’s theoretical wor_k was gfnng
in the opposite direction: from economic studies of Russian totalitar-
ianism—which from the beginning took up not only Capital but ali,o
in preliminary form the 1844 Essays—toward 2 full vision of H;%e S
Absolutes as the pathway to the dialectics of liberation for o}lr age. l t“:;
by 1953, she had penned her provocative «] etters on Hegel’s Absolute

{(Dunayevskaya 1989a).

The Early Years, 1954-57
From the beginning of the correspondence Duna
21

yevskaya had pf




ile %uestion of Hegel’s Absolutes, writing to Marcuse in 1955: “We have
ached the age of absolutes that are not in heaven byt concretely in

-h'fe when the question” [cap
Is the same that the ordj

s on Hegel's Absolutes,

to HM, May s, 1955),

<Sert of Marxig ur ideas are a real oasis in the
1?56-57 " 15t thoughy (HM +to RD, Dec, 2 1955). In the period
£eedom, jnep din
Intemational- & e discussijo t
(2) helps her find 4 Publisher; (3) writes thenP(;gfatz Second
New D '
WDfﬂertnmg%Qstgg
g carly a4 July 1958, once

B fin ooy e dorm | i
R : 111 published and
EWEBLING severy) | ‘ 00k is “ompleted, py i

ke chop. tha tﬂng letters 1\ hayevskaya is back

’ , N Absolut
L T dinlect;, aﬁr reedom diq o °s: One of them

Marxism and Freg

t exhaust the Marxist
You once told me that

22

phenomena presupposes” (HM to RD, April

man be free?] “that bothers philosophers
nary worker asks,” With that letter, Dunayevskaya
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t
what I wrote in the first letters in 1953 on th.e Absohite ;gce;nar;ds;lli,
appeared in Marxism and Freedom were miles apar a tl,le & sense,
it is. No public work, popular or unpopular, can cont?ln ho Inicacies
of thought as they develop in their abstract form b;: ort:alrt Zeason e
filled with more concrete content. Anq no doubt :;1) s?‘gumb cason of
leaving it in its undeveloped state was fmd.mg none ]l31ut b workers
agreeing while the theoreticians were shying away,., RD 1o HM Tuly
follow up the book with further development . ..” ( R

15, 1958).

The correspondence now breaks off for two years whlltz1 _Dllénzlilie:rscl)c;rslfg

goes to Europe, but in Augusti ;zjo,lﬁdarggzekreg]e;gll}; GZ ; ognal o
as to become in is - ‘

gﬁi:y:vskaya answers in detail on the state of the 5001g:o§gCi%€ ;z}:}z
in the U.S., giving a lengthy critical summary 'of cuge L soons oeleal
works (RD to HM, 8/16/60). Marcuse glso critiques Senteymber oo
Battle Automation as soon as it appears in the Auglg(s)t— ep s
special issue of News and Letters (HM to RD, 8/24/60).

- In March 1960, Marcuse had penned his essay “A Note on tl}i ?ﬁ?;eﬁgo
as the Preface to a new edition of R.eason and Revolultuzirgnary o biect,
essay, Marcuse repudiated the working cla:‘s‘s as a revfo ual” R Dot
trying to substitute for it what he saw as a Grea.tt R% 1]113 e iher T
society in avant-garde culture and poetry (1960.x).. e
in the original 1941 text of Reason and R'CVOI'UUOH"th o o the
the section on Marx written as follows, brimming wi B i
future in the present even amid th; horrors of Naz1smbut he. sroates
“The revolution requires the maturity of many for;:ets., ey olac isel.
among them is the subjective force, namely the revo ull'(t) e
The realization of freedom requires the free rationality
achieve it” (1960:319). | ' . .
By 1960 he breaks with the magnificent vision f’f 'dlﬁlizcx‘;fglPRreface:
he had presented in 1941, going so far as to revise Lt in s e etical
“I believe that it is the idea of Reasor}. itself wh1ct 1sin 09 essay
lement in Hegel’s philosophy” (1960:x11).. Years la er, in her Dunayers
‘e‘ iy f Our Philosophic-Historical Cont.rlbut.lon, etraAl
are NCWI'I:Z(S)7016) singled out this passage repudiatlpg dlalectlce;1 !
VA i -Marcuse’s path toward one-dimensmr}al thloug b'u . alsx;
by E;E;(;g ?\:Ilzrglllse was not only abandoning'thc WOIklII;lg class,
rbnyoving ,away from Hegel’s concept of dialectical Reason.

i i tera
of the working class, he seems Fo miss this kiez atlh(:;t «Marouse’s 1960
of his concept of dialectical phllOSﬁth ﬁgg‘;l higs own cmphasis on the
¢ Dialectic,” shows - I Hegelian
preface ? N::fv: &;:I:ing’ and the ‘great refusal’is rooted in the Heg
“‘power ofneg
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Marxi i ics”
Marf:(tlzzz icr:lotn}f:lljg 6%{ d1alect1c§ (1984:141). It is Keliner’s own affinityt©
humanict ot po Ig—and hls_ apparent non-affinity to Marcuse’s earlieT
s ahip and gelian Marxism—that may have allowed him to miSS
Machse;s alteosi study of.the Dungyevskaya-Marcuse documents makes
moviog as 1;a lon of his own dialectic quite apparent. Marcuse was
deopenina t ej; from Hegel at the very time when Dunayevskaya was
o romg k :]OU}"n?y toward her 1970% concept of “Hegel’s Absolutes
ginning,” first worked out in Philosophy and Revolution (1973)-

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

Oc?uﬁsaygzléa};i cont.mues to write Marcuse on Hegel’s Absolutes, O12
African, Revoiuti gnwntes on the Absoh'ate. Idea and the Hungarian and
he skipped ou hs, and also on the limits of Lenin and Hegel, where

er the last paragraph of Hegel’s Science of Logic in his

Philosophical Notebooks:

'“Bu.t the materialist i
historic revelation that,
stretched his hand to m

n Len.ln so overwhelmed him at this point of
you will recall, he wanted to stop where ‘Hegel
WS 50 in the Sy az:na'hsm’ as he ‘ended’ with Nature. Since that
paragraph 1o go o 1 er Logic, but }}ere was another very important
i precisely o thl‘l fe SC{CH?C. of Logic, the dividing point for our epoch
thought and struls lree, individual, total liberation who show, both in
me in any caor | oggr es(,i what they are aiming [at] and thus compelling
Idea, Absopns v e(ia and reread that Absolute Knowledge, Absolute
deopens Ths lettm as eaqh developing struggle on the world scene
0 Africe.” wn er ends with the statement that she is “dying to go
" ere Dunayevskaya does actually go in 1962.

Still failj .
on De;llllgg tlc;éggt aDsenous response from Marcuse on the Absolutes
Phenomenology,” 1 unayevskaya completes her “Notes Hegel’s
nology.” These include ¢ on Hege's

Dunayevskays s« ritiques of Castro at the very tim.

Russia (Dl:l};; ZVS'};‘:O “{;)rlds”co.lumn had hit out at Castro’s 3t,urn fozlzl:g
that she publispay tiim iGI?)Z'VSO important to her were these 1960 Notes
a substantial new ntrodin: ¢ws and Letters on May 8, 1987, writing

ion and entitling the whole: “Why Hegel’s

Phenomenology? Whs

an excerpt ot?é;); XE; 1d\Irtlfv‘:?”fS ooty o late 1960, she sends Marcuse
fs) ' .

(Dunayevskaya 1986:4817-26), material for Philosophy and Revolution

o ,n?;s tvv.hlch he writes a handwritten
need fon ;,refo Important passages are those
. and the uope ;mulanon of the relation between
Ry of the new Subject. This is indeed
your statement that the solution lies in

ation. Perhaps I would say:’

In which you stress the
theory and practice

A

N
'«n@'“‘ﬁ:
&£ f 2.

in the self-transcendence of materialism, or in the technological Aufhebung

of the reified technical apparatus.”

although I am trying hard, I cannot

Marcuse continues: “But again, :
o demonstrate the Marxian

see why you need the Absolute Idea in order t
content of self-determination, of the Subject, etc. The very concfspt of
the Absolute Idea is altogether tied to and justifies the seplaranon 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. S

at great length in a letter dated Jan, 1.2,
notes on Hegel: “If I must further justify
e 1940’s, when I first became
t out of loyalty to Marx and
ish, although by how the

Dunayevskaya answers him
1961, in the midst of her own ‘
myself, 1 would say that, frankly during th
enamored with the Absolute Idea, it was jus

Lenin; Hegel was still hardly more than gibber
music of his language got to me even if I couldn’t 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
early Marx also meant the late Hegel. As 1 said, I do not agree with you
that the Absolute Idea relates to & 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 prc-technologicé_;l' undérdeveloped 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 picks a fight

over how Dunayevskaya had called Isaac Deutscher a S.tali'nist. 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 & Lc{ters, Dunayevsl;e;yg
publishes her critique of Marcuse’s Soviet Marxism (1958), entitle

“Intellectuals in the Age of State Capitalism.”

Aftermath and Divergence, 1961-79

Meanwhile, Dunayevskaya has 1) contin.ueé her notes on Higel to
include both Hegel’s Larger and Smaller Logic, 1n J anuary and Fehruszy
1961 and (2) begun her series of Political Letters in response to the c);
of Pigs invasion by Kennedy. Thus the brggk with Mamll.se_ w:s ov
(1) Hegel’s Absolutes, (2) Dunayevskaya's critique of de-Stalinize

25
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writes her; “I. ,
er: “I have read your review of my book which is probably the

most intelligent :
Jan. 12, 19g3), . C ‘785 I expected it would be” (HM to RD,

Years
Womenklaz%ci:;;f began fo W’ork out her book, Rosa Luxemburg,
Dunayevskaya wrote ; a’l’d Marx’s Philosophy of Revolution (1982),
McShane on ghe diffm 978 to the Scottish worker-revolutionary Harry
of Marcuse, eyey of :;ences between her concept of dialectic and that
she Stressed,that thei ¢ stage.o.f the Reason and Revolution. In 1978
from Marcuse, we \:Vre:: 1y affinity hid the fact that “much as I learned
Philosophically» (Dunatye'»?scl)cta}?zi1 11),98(:51:163315; rent planets “politcally,” but

The dial ; . Lo
when Dunac;,g;zk?mm“?d \ntermittently until Marcuse’s death in 1979
Philosopher. The}r, : W}: ote her moving tribute “Herbert Marcuse, Marxist
29 marks a sad da Soe “I;rotef Tl_le death of Herbert Marcuse on July
as well as old Marxi}s’tsnn 1t ¢ historic calendar of young revolutionaries
and Revolution duri (1979:10). Referring to the publication of Reason

i "8 World War 11 Dunayevskaya continued: “In that

T¢ actively opposing that imperialist
makgs the Dunayevskaya-Marcuse
the dialectic for serious revolutionary
€T, not as history, but as a reaching

[
[
|

[

e ]
F

|

]

Reference Notes
1 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.

2 It is a particular merit of Kellner’s book that he makes Marcuse as
Marxist thinker its central theme, as against other recent treatment
which stress either aesthetics or “pure” philosophy. See also the early
Marxist humanist analysis by Greeman (1968), centering around a
critique of Marcuse’s concept of the modern woiking class as “one-

dimensional.“
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A COMMENT ON THE
DUNAYEVSKAYA-MARCUSE DIALOGUE

Douglas Kellner
University of Texas

Kevin Anderson’s Raya Dunayevskaya/Herbert M
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; certa}mly,
in the 1960 Preface to Reason and Revolution he presents dialectics 10
terms of Hegel’s categories though there may be different emphasis from
early presentations. I think it is an exaggeration to say that Marcus’e’
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 oply
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 1984:2911f).

2) Marcuse’s major difference from Dunayevskaya concerning I—Iegeh.lacn
dialectics concerned the concept of the Absolute In Hegel. Marcuse,f like
Karl Korsch and others, generally thought that this concept was akorm
of idealist mystification and tended to reject the term. Dunay;:{/s ayaé
of course, thought otherwise. To flesh out her difference from harcu}slt
and others on this issue, one might say more about why she tdo:gvc
that the notion of Hegel’s “absolutes” (why the plural?) were proct

for revolutionary thought.

3) Finally, I think that Anderson’s
with Marcuse” is somewhat exaggerat
differences, and their sharp polemics in D
no doubt caused some distance and tensi

breaks in the correspondence. l:;t as Tffg
D kava’s positive tribute to Marcuse
e the 1 ach other a

alwavs had the utmost respect for € ¢
prof gund bonds in the undialectical and counterrevolutio
of the USA. . ‘o an

1 hope that these comments will help in clarlfylxc}gsﬁggad:g’sli’f;;‘fuse.
interesting study of the relationship between Dunay

arcuse dialogue

notion of Dunayevskaya’s “break
ed. Obviously, they _had their
both letters and published texts
on which produced occasion
later exchanges and
his death indicate, they
nd were aware of their
nary atmosphere
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RESPONSE TO KELLNER ON THE
DUNAYEVSKAYA-MARCUSE DIALOGUE

Kevin Andersont
Northern Illinois University

Douglas Kellner’s critique is a most serious one. First, Kellner takes

issue with my conclusion that “Marcuse abandons Hegel’s notion of
dialectical reason” after 1960. Here, I think, Marcuse’s own texts (some
of which I quoted) speak well enough for themselves, such as his 1960
Preface to Reason and Revolution, written at the very time that he and
Raya Dunayevskaya were arguing over Hegel’s Absolute Idea. In the

Preface, even Hegel’s concept of dialectical Reason is critiqued by

Marcuse, because it “comprehends everything and ultimately absqlves
further in One-Dimensional

everything” (1960:xii). He develops all this 1 -
Man: “The web of domination has become the web of Reason 1§self,”
while “transcending modes of thought seem to transcend Reason itself

(1964:169). He substitutes what he terms avant-garde art’s Great Rpfusal
of capitalist rationality for Marx’s concept of the living revolut_;onary
subject, the proletariat. This was certainly pot his view in the main text
of Reason and Revolution, first published in 1941, where his concep’t,
of dialectical Reason included the workers as a «reyolutionary class

possessing “free rationality” (1960:319).

Writing in the midst of 1968, Marcuse saw the yquthful New Left
as an example of the Great Refusal, embracing it .qu1te uncritically 1
Essay on Liberation (1969). As Keliner suggests, it is true that after the

defeat of 1968, in Counter-Revolution and Revolt, Marcuse'di‘c‘l shift
his position again, challenging the New Left’s hostility to theory, its “revolt
against Reason—not only against the Reason of capitalism, bourgeo:s
society and so on, but against Reason per se” (1972:129). But evel here,
his critique did not pose the idea of a return to philosophy by the

Movement.

That perspective was articulated by Dunayevskaya alone, not onlzif
during the high point, but especially in their 1973 I?hzlpsophy an
Revolution, which connected together the New Left’s rejection Of“l abor
as a subject of revolution with its rejection of Hegelian dialectics: Lack
of confidence in the masses is the comimon root of all ob.lec‘t‘“”ils1 to
idealistic, mystical Hegelianism’ ” (1989:289). As against the “en dCS;
activism” of the New Left, Dunayevskaya wrote that v‘vhat'w nee ef
for our age is a restatement of Marx’s conce':pt of the reahzatioil.m(:”
philosophy, that is, the inseparability of philosophy and TI;’VO :e]l‘l i
(1989:291). The beginnings of this difference can, I think, be s
the Dunayevskaya-Marcuse correspondence in 1960-61.
itique of what he calls my
between Dunayevskaya 2

. : “somewhat
Kellner’s second point, his crit nds Narcuse
exaggerated” notion of a “break’ \
is well-founded, and I would agre¢ wi

the utmost respect for each other.”
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The thi i i
rd and most serious set of questions Kellner raises centers around
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Kgr:é)}ilcr?;cct)fdthfei Abfolute in Hegel. He notes that both Marcuse and
Sasch _]h e . egel’s Absolute as “a form of idealist mystiﬁcation”
oo nee}c:i’s foa? s 1::vhy ['used the term “Absolutes” in the plural H;e
Dilaseds whic(})xoits :I%aé:n ;t Marx’sd 1?144 “Critique of the He:gelian
s s € rs around Hegels Absolute K i
chtI?%?»\?}I:;igqjof}{. Puna}yevskaya alone picked up this th;:::.gli;vjrgitt!ilin
mote sy tllian ei I?liobncl c?arlgcter 1of Hegel’s philosophic ca:tegoriei

> In Absolute Knowledge” (1989:11 i

that “absolute negativity” was what Marx had s(ingled 0)1’1t ?rridl Ss‘&ggestmg

In her 1953 letters and

especially in Philosop in her correspondence with Marcuse, but

hy and Revoluti

d : ) ; ion and after, Du

O;Vzlooggzda;lgrt%scxss1on by looking at Absolute Idea in Hegg?’gegzé?]};i

Absolute Know1:d bsolute Mind in the Philosophy of Mind as well as

dialectic. In her l9g8661§7d:of2swf{1 OﬂilllCHO]Ogy,bseeing cach as a distinctive
. - or her new book D

called our attention to the error of lumping these tog;ggevskaya (1988)

32

E)

- ‘“‘v"ﬁ;‘__my

E.——s‘,.,._\‘s\'_..\ sk «Qﬂ‘dgj ot

J

"W

w‘i——v—. s dw _\j‘wﬁmh‘ﬁmb‘ . a—

PSR L
I3

2/

¥

i

¥

References

Dunayevskaya, Raya—
1988 Supplement to the Raya Dunayevskaya Collection, Detroit: Wayne
State University Archives of Labor and Urban Affairs (microfilm).

1989 Philosophy and Revolution: From Hegel to Sartre and from Marx
to Mao. New York: Columbia University Press. Original edition

1973.

Marcuse, Herbert—

1960 Reason and Revolution: Hegel and the Rise of Social Theory.
Boston: Beacon Press. Original edition 1941.

1964 One-Dimensional Man: Studies in the Ideology of Advance
Industria) Civilization. Boston: Beacon Press.

1969 An Essay on Liberation. Boston: Beacon Press.

1972 Counter-Revolution and Revolt. Boston: Beacon Press.

33






