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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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