' RAYA DUNAYEVSKAYA

-évauérbﬁ.u.sozog
July 3, 1986
Touis Dupre:

Suddenly I vemerbered when we first met at Yale Unlver31uy, where I
.talked on Philosophy and _Revolution. We continued the dialogue afier the
“formal talk. I believe it sat the ground for my . papex on "Hegel's Absolute'
¥dea as New Beginning", which was accepted for' the 1974 Hegel Soclety of .’
Amerlca conference. Don't you think that in a way we. have had a contlnulng |
‘dialogue since? At any rate, I consider you a Very good friend. T hope you’
ragree. Or do you think that the sharpneue of my critique of Hegel scholars
who are non-Marxists goes beyond their critique of Marxism? I seem always

_to get friends -- Marxist as well as non-Marxist-- who considsr me crs.endly

encrmy rather than a friend. That friendly enemy “éla“‘OﬁShlp cortlnued, for
- example, with Herbert Marcuse for three long decades, and we still never

A

'even though w2 do not have the same interpretation sither.

agreed, specifically on the Absolutes. That's where I want to appeal-to You, -

along with the battle I'm currently having with myself on the Ahsolutes
. {and I've had this battlg ever since 1953, when I rlrst"deflned“ the abso-

lute as the new society) , I am now changing my attitude to Lenin-- spec1- :_:”e

- f£ically on Chapter 2 of Section Three of the Science of Logic, “The Idea
of Cognition". The debate I'm having with myself centers on the different
ways Hegel writes on the Idea of Cognition in the Science of Leogic (here-'

after referred to as Science), and the way it is expressed in his Encyclo-

. madsa. . 'efnal"...e“ 'rn.-nm)' AnE__Aac -l e =
mmones -

‘Idea as ‘it does with the Idea of Cognition, turnlng,magnlflcent and most
. profound chapter of the Science into: paragrapig 236-244, and that w244 in
the smaller Logic was the one Lenin preferred to the final paragraph of
. the Absolute Idea in the Science, has had me "debating” Lenin ever since
1953, That'year may Seem far away, but its essence, without the polemics,

wag actually given 1n my paper at the 1274 Hegel SGCletY of America con-
- ference.

_ * I don't’ ﬂnow ‘whether Yale University has the microfilm edition that Wayh,
. State University Archives of Labor and Urban Affairs made of my archives,:

~ '(the Raya Dunayevskaya Collection, 12 vols.), so I am enc1031ng an excerpt
"from my May 20 1953 ‘letter on Absolute Mind.

** All +he references to Tenin are to his Abstract of Hegel's Science. of N
Logie, as incluided in Vol. 38 of his.Collected Works, pp. 87-238. COncretely
7fthe subject under ‘dispute here is on the Doctrine of the Notion, Section -
ﬂTh: e, Chape. 2 and 3. ‘"The Idea of Fognltlon" and the “Absolute Idea",

Ha.ﬁ.ag&ay;;a ALdLsd, with focus on idJJﬂdJD. fhe fack 7

that the smaller Logic does the same type of abbre$} tion with the Absolute




- Whether or not Lenln had a ;lght to "mls read" *he dlfference ln Hegel 8
'twc ‘articulations 'in the Science and in the smaller Logic, isn't it true .
that- Hegel, by creating the sun-sectlon.;g, "yolition®, which does not ap-f-

~ pear in the Science, left open the dsor for a future generatlon of Marxis*e

. to become so enthralled with Ch. 2, "The Idea of Cognition"-- which ended =

with the pronouncement that Practice was highexr than Theory---that they . ;

- saw’ an identity of the two versions? These Marxists weren't Kantians nnlmeviﬁg
that all contradlctlona will be sclved by actlons of "men of goed wxll“'

There is no reason, I think, fbr'introducing a2 new sub-heading which"
lets Marxists think that now that practice is “higher" than theory, and. : .
that "will", not as willfullness, but as actn.ona 1s their provmnre, they
do not need- to study Hegel further. . ’

f - OO
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Please'bnar with me as I ¢go through Lenin's interpretation ofithat .
chapter with focus on this sub~section, sc that we know precisely witat is "
at. issue. Indeed, when I began talking to mgself in 1953, objecting %o’ Lewln 8 -

dismissal of the last half of the final paragraph of the Absolute Idea in

‘the Science as "unimportant", prefering 4244 of the smaller Logl c-— "go - h;'
‘forth freely as Nature"-- I explained that Lenin could have said that be-
cause he hadn't suffered through Stalinism. I was happy that there was one
Marxist revolutionary who had dug into Hegel's Absolute Idea.,

Ncw then, when Lenin seemed to have complefed his Abstract, and writes‘

= doesn't resllvie
p.23..a;, ha dossn't: IEaLLY end.

he fact that he ended his study of the

Legic~- and he means it. Clearly, it wasn't'
only the last half of a paragraph of the Absclute Idea in the Science that
Lenin dismissed. The truth is that Lenin had begun ssxiously to consult tha ..
smaller Logic at the section on the Idea, which begins in the smalley Logic
with ¢213. When Lenin completed Chap. 2, "The Idea of Cognition", he didn‘t
‘really go to Chap. 3, "The Absolute Idea", but first proceeded for sevan
‘pages with his own "translation" (interpretation). This is on pp. 212-219
of vol. 38 of his Collected Works.

Lenin there divided each page intc two. One side, he called "Practice
" in the Theory of Knowledge"; on the other side, he wrote: "Alias, Man's
_consciousness not only reflects the objective world, but creates it". I was
8o enamoured with his "Hegelianism" that I never stopped repeating it.
Presently, however, I'm paying a great deal more attention to what he did
““im that division of the page into two, with these "translations". Thus, L
~ 1) "Notion=Man": 2) "Otherness which is in itself= Nature independent of man"; .
.3) “"Absolute” Idea= oLJETIVE"Rruth”. When Lenin reaches the final section
 of Ch. 2, "The Idea of the Good", he writes, “end of Ch. 2, Transition to
“Ch.’3, .'The Absclute Idea'". But I consider that he is still only on the .
o threshold of the Absolute Idea. Indeed, all that follows p. 219 in his
"¢ Noteés shows that to be true, and explalns why Lenin proceeded on his cwn
:'éfter uhe end of his Notes on the Absolute Idea, and returned to the smaller

‘._-—*. o .




- . Thus when Lenin writes that he had reached the end of the Absolute .
~Idea and quotes 9244 as the true end, because it is “cbjective", he pro- .
-~ ceeds to the smaller Logic and reaches §244, to which he had already re-
- ferred. - c ' - ) o » '
. Although he continued his commentaries as he was reading and qudting™
' Absolute Idea from the Science, it was not either Absolute Tdea or Absolute:
. Method that his 16-point definition of the dialectic ends on: "15) the -
struggle of content with form and conversely. The throwing off of the fcrm,
- the transformation of the content.. N

!qualityrand vice—versa.'(ls and 16 are examples of 9)." No wonder the pre-:. . -

iy "the -

ceeding point 14 referred to absolute nejativity as if it were on
. apparent return to the old (negation of the negation)."

‘Outside of Marx himself, the whole qﬁestion pf the négation of the e
negation was ignored by all "orthodox Marxists". Or worse, it was made into

16} the transition of ¢uantity into =~

-a vulgar materlalism, as with Stalin, who denied that it was a fundamaptal .

.. law of dialectics. Here, specifically, we sse the case of Lenin, vho had =~ . ..
. gone back to Hegel, and had stressed that it was imposzible to understand.
‘Capital, especially its First chapter, without reading the whole of the =
Seience, and yet the whole point that Hegel was developing on unresolved .
contradiction, of “two worlds in opposition, one a realm of subjectivity
in the pure regions of transparent thought, the other a realm of cbjectiv-

ity in the element of an externally manifold actualit
...realm of darkness®, (Miller translation

i y that is an undisclosed .

; » did not faze Lenin be-
~'eanee -he felt that the obijackive, the Practic idea, is that resoiution.
Nor was he fazed by the fact that Hegel had said that "the complete elab-
oration of the unresolved contradivtion between the absolute end and the

limitation of this actuality that insupe:

in detail in the Phenomenology of Mind". (The referencs is to p. €11£f. of
‘the Phencmenology, Baillie translation.) : B

In the original German the above sentence rzads: "Die vollstandige -
Ausbildung des unaufgelBsten Widerspruchs, jenes absoluten Zwecks, dem - -
die Schranke dieser Wirklichkeit uniiberwindlich gegenubersteht, ist in dex
'Pﬁgnomenologie des Geistes (2 aufl., S. 453ff,)". '

- - Hothing, in fact, led Lenin back tc the Idea of Theory and away from L
 Gependence on the Practical Idea, not even when Hegel writes: "The practical
i Idea still lacks the moment of the Theoretical Idea... For the practical '
" IGea, on the contrary, this actwality, which at the same time confronts it -
a8 an insvperable limitation, ranks as somethingintrinsically worthless
. that must first receivedts true determination and sole worth through the end
~of the good. Hence it is only the will itself that stands in the way of the
-attainment of its goal, for it separates
reality for the will does not receive the form of a true being; the idea
of the good therefore finds its integration only in the Idea of the true."
(p.. 821, Miller translation). |

rablv opposes it has been considered . .~

its=1f from cognition, and external -



In _(_-}erman th:.s sentence reads- "Der n“‘akt:.schen Idee dagegen qilt
ru:.ese_wiric.u.cnxe:.t, die ihr zugle:.ch ‘als unu".berw;ndl:.che Schranke gegen—-‘_
ubersteht, als das an und fur such N:I.Chtlge, das erst seine wthharte '
:Bestmmmng und einzigen Wext durch die Zwecke das Gutsen erhalten solle.
" Der Wille steht daher der Erreichung seines Ziels nur selbs* “im Wege
dadurch. dass er sich vom dem Erkennen trennt und die ausserl:.che W::.rk-
lichke*t £dr-ihn ni cht die Form das warhaft Sei ienden erhalt-.--..:.e 1dee -
des Guten 'kann daher 1hre Erganzang allein in &er Idee des Wahren f:.nden. =

‘I cannot blame Hegel for what “orthodox Marx:.sts“ have done to 'his_.f---
cChiC, but 1 St:l.l..L want to knew a non—Maa.x:Lst; Hegelmn s vn.ewpo:.nt
n the difference of ‘the two ax ticulations on the Idea of Cognition. and .-

the Absolute Idea in the Sciénce and in the smalle* I:OSIJ.C. What is your
- v:v.ew" - '

To fully follow out th:.s questlon we need, in one respect, anothe:: .

Journey back in time-~ to 1953 when, in the parting from Lenin on the -
 vanguard party, I had delved into the three final 's.yllogis'ns of the

Philosophy of Mind. You may remember that in my paper to the Hegel Soc iet_‘;--'-
‘of America in 1974, where I critique Adorno's Negative Dlale._a:.cs-— _which
7 called "one-dimensionaiity of thought"-- I said that he had subsi::.tuted
"a permanent critique not alone for absclute negativity, but also for’
‘permanent revolution' itself.® I had become so enamoured with Hegel‘

- three final syllegisms that I was searcnlng all over the "West" for m.a-"
1ogue on them,

_ ‘___y. in the 1970=, after Rez.'lhart Kilemens Maurer had publighéd his
Hegel und das Ende der Geschichte, which took up those final syllogisms,-
I tried to get hin
Maurer was: anxious to establish the fact, however, that he was not ealy -
.s-ue—narx.a.st. nut not wholly "Hegelian®., In any case, he clearly was not

nterested in any dialogue with me, and he told a young colleague Of mine
who went to see him that "I am not married to Hegel”. But as. I made clear -
at ’the 1974 HSA conference, I do not think it mmortdnt whether someone
_has written a serious new study of thoses three final syllogisms because:
" of a new stage of scholarship, or because the "movement of freedom surged
up from below and was followed by new cognition studies".

‘The point-is that as late as the late 1970s, A.V. Miller wrote me
_calling my attention to the fact that he had not corrected an error in
Wallace s translation of ﬂ575 of Philosophy of Mind. He pointed out that
: Wallace had translated sie as if it were sich, whereas in fact it should

have read “sunders" not’ :|.tse1f, but them. I'hat:, however, was not my prob-
;_lem.' The sundering was what was cruca.al to me; the fact that Nature turns
‘out. £o be the mediation was certainly no problem to any "materialist";

Vthe ‘form of the transition wh:.ch was deparl:mg from the course of necessz,ty
v.as the excitmg part. :

posae' the structure of t:he a.nq[cloped:.a merely ‘Factuallv-—- Log:Lc-NaLure-
'Mmd" It ‘should have been obv:.ous (but obviocusly was not:) that J.t is not

involved, his sharp critique of Marcuse not:w:.thsi.andlng.r 'i:“



ﬁzogiokbut;ﬂatu;e which‘is the me&iation;o

'Pa?égrabh 576 was the real leap. as the syl;oglsm was the standpcint
of Mind ditself. In the early 1950s I had never stopped ouotlng ‘the end -
of that paragraph- “philosophy appears as Suujectlve cognition, of whioh
liberty, iz the aim, and which is itself the way to produce it." It Jus- .
tified my happiness at Hegel‘s magnlflcent critique of the concept of

ne in the Hindu religion which he called both “featureless unzty of -

'abstrac* thought," and its extreme opposite, "long-winded weary story of
ite particular detail.” (4573). In the following $574 we face Hegsl's™,
counter-position of what I. eonsider his most profound historic concppt

== and by history I mean not only past, or even hlstory-ln—the-maklng,
'the present, but as :future-- “SELF-THINKING IDEA".

My "labor, patlence, and suffering of the negative" those 33 years
hasn't exactly earned me applause either from the post-Marx Marxists, or-
from the Hegelians, who are busy calling to my attention that the.final® = .

. 8yllogism (9577) speaks about the “eternal Idea”, ‘eternally settlng it- 0
-8elf ‘to work, engenders and enjoys itseélf as absolute Ming,"
regarding what is just a phrase in that sentence: "it is the na: ture of

the fact, which causes the movement and development, yet this same nove-
ment is equally the actlon of COgnltlon.

fairly dis—"

It is hexe that 1° m in need of your conmentary both on Abso‘ute R
““Ideain the Science of Logic and on Absolute Mind in the Philosophy of . o
. Mind. The "eternal idea" to me is not eternality, but ceaseless motxon,"

" "the movement itself. Far from me"subverting"Hegel, it is Hegel who
made Absolute Method the “self—thlnking Idea". George Armstrong Kelly
‘in hisg book, Hegel's Retreat from Eleusis™, said that. “for the comple
11nkdge of culture, politics and philosophy, within the matris of the {(
. 'Abgolute Idea', Mme. Dunayevskaya proposes to substitute an unchalhuu
' dialectic which she baptizes 'Absolute Method', a mthod that 'becomes
irresistible... because our hunger for theory arises from the totality
of the present glcbal crlsls'"

The "eternal Idba" in Philosophy of Mind not only re-lnforced my
view of Abzolute Method in Science of Logic, but now that I am digding
into another subject for my new work on "Dialectics .of O= ganlzatlon"

~ which will take sharp issue with Lenin, both on the Tdea of Cognition

- and on the Absolute Ides, I consider that Marx's concent of “revolution
oL in permanence“ is the "eternal Idea".

kg, sdbmitted'my reply to Kelly, and used it in the In
.°1982. edition of Philosophy and Revelution. I offe

“ . answer,” nut be let my answer stand. '
“Indeed, wdithen lunched and ‘continue

' to correspond




. Departmentof Rehgious Snudies.
RO Box 2160 Yale Station "
New Haven, Connecticut 06520-2i50 .-
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September 15, 1986 .-

Ms. ;_'Ray'a. Dpnag_revg[caya

Evanston, IL 60202
Dear 'Raya: '

I have finally found the time to study the texts te.ghich you refer in your
~long letter as well as your interpretation OF Thefl, L&t me preface my own:
reflections by,admitting that you know the Logic far more thovoughly than.1
dq.d S0 what I present here is my conclusions +!louid be read with a-critical

et
sz s
-

1. T must confess that I had never paid much attention to the discrepapcy

between the end of the minor and of the major Logic, Yet [ still do_ o o
. * se2 any conflict between the two. The"Idea of Cognition" does indeed Tack /.
~ wthe sectTon on the will of the minor Logic. And i Hege! does state ﬁ’?-,;-

. that the practical will overcomes the one-sidedness of the theoreticai. L

- IThis Tife wh%ch has returned to itself from the bias and finitude of
n

- cegrition...”) But he does not claim that the Absolute Idea’ consists in =~ 0
~-the achievemént of the practical will; merely that it leads to the Absolute

Idea. At least that is how I interpret 4236y "The Idea, as unity of the -
subjective and objective Idea..." and ""[UnTjTthis urity is the Absolute and

all truth". Hence neither Lpaic supports Lenin's interpretation.

——

2. Yo; own interpretation of the Absclute Spirit is a more compiex issuei/.
I do dop think, though some interpreters do, that the Absolute Spirit can

be so Feadily identified with the Absolute Idea as I thouaht you were wiliing

o0 do. Be that as it may, I certainly agree that the "eterral Idea" is % _

"ceaseless motion, the movement itself®. “Buf’I no Tonger follow you when

WX 'call the eternal Idea "revolution in permanence" *—Your sccial interpretation

%« is, in my opinien, not supported by Hegel's text.  The entipe concept of social 8

v Mrevolution belongs tc the practical order which itself isabso]ute. I /
gz‘tr“.. - suspect that the real answer to your questions Ties in the Philosophy of Right. .
oo Ao In it Hegel clearly explaing -the full practical significance of the Jaea (the - _
S\ @ State is the Ideq)—;as@fas the)’_liﬁitatwﬁcﬁ the practical order tc the -~ .. i
;_-K'__i, Objective Spirit. “A11 MarxistT tend t§ ring one into the other. But to do, / M g

ﬁ\so,_requiresa@gg_’g..m of what Hegel places within the Absolute Spirit to a jY/<-

: mere "ideoiogy” '-- -as Marx openly agmitted. At that point, however . inter-"
/4. -pretation becomes transformation. / = . - )




& iF6“5?11;t5°§er935605;t~W¢U1ﬂ have éfffiCU?ty accepting ‘the bbﬁtﬁusioh5§f 
;;uavfyOUEkletter4nL§577‘asibeing]an entrance into "the new society”. I.wsuld:
"= wrather-read it-as an entrance into phitosophy. . .. " -

" Sorry you had to'wait so leng for. an answer -- and one that is $6 inadequate .-
“ - t6-the complexity of your questions, Yet I have had an incredibly busy period -
<. /.behind me and am at this point involved in the teaching of four courses as .

- well as fgeling totally overworked. =~ o L e

7

With kind regards,

Louis-Dupré




. RAYA DUNAYEVSKAYA -, -+ .

|EVANSTON, iL 60262
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‘Feb. 16, 1987

‘Dear LD: .
‘Thought 1t might interest you that I've turned over uy “Theory/

Practice” columm in N&L to your eritical review of Roge Luxemburg, -
Women's Iiberation and Marx's Philosophy of Revolution, (which actuaily
"looked in on" moe:i of my writings), because I wanted to give your
views & uew readerghip which, if not fully proletarfan, is definitely
nen-acadente, 111 follow any comments that arrive and turn them over
,to you,

My next question may sesm Lo have no relevance to your review.

I have never mentioned. to you before that I have been following your

" struggles with the Absolute. The. reference you make in your review to
Chapter 3 of your Marx's Social Critique of Culture  mada me wecsil coc

et Bt Bn e WP RERS

-of your other writings -- "Hegel's Absclute Spirit: A Religious Justi-
,ficaticn\sf,Seculaz_calzure"lin'R:vue~£ari“ﬁnivéru*rnfd‘Ottaws}”vcl. 54,
no, 4, Oct-Dec, 1982, I believe that my attrietion to your writings.
has always been that, though you view the "trenscéndent dimension" in
Hegel differently than I would, you nevertheless feel it needed for
the eecular age-- and theologians should collaborate in that effort,

Ag you put 1t: "God constitutes the transcendent factor in the creative

48 et

Inhevent in this is my other great preoccupation: why does Hagel,
in the Logic version of the Enczlope@ig, summerize all the myriad at-
titudes to objectivity through the centuries into just three attitudes?
I can't hide the fact that I'm emamored with that early section
of the Encyclopedia outline of Logic, because it was written after He
- had slready“&evéldﬁéa'nb§3fﬁté“Knowledgg; Absolute Idea, Absolute Meth
In & werd, by no accident, History makes fts presence felt not only
before, but after the Absclutes have been dialectically worked out both
in Phenomerology and in the Science of Lopic, as well as in enticipaion
that he 13 finally reedy to trece the dialectic flow in the Philosophy
of Nature and the Philosophy of Mind. Indeed, that, to me, is what ’
made possible the very form of compression of those innumerable polem-
ical observations on other philosophers and philosophies into just three
. attitudes to objectivity. : : '

2l
N

_

LML o

2.7 Though an atheist, I've mever gone in’ for joining a "society" of
. atheists; to me that is only one more form of godliness without God.
. ‘Put differently, mv passion for Hepel's category of the Third Attitude
“to Objectivity was not merely due to the fact that it wag directed against
those who place faith above philcsophy, the Intuitionalists, Rather, ,
* the attraction for me continues to be the Dislectic, Far from expressing
- ‘a’sequence of nevec-ending progression, the Hegelian dialectic lats e
“petrogression appear as translucent as progreasion, and indeed, makes
- it very nearly inevitable if onc aver tries to escape -regression by
- mere: faith, L
,ﬂgff Here‘again,~history enters, this time to let Hegel crezte varying
views of Intuitionalism, depending on which historic period'is at issue, ' .
Intuitionalism 1s “progressive” in the period of Descartes because then .




h hcame regfesaive in the pe. 1od of .sar.ahi. o

As’ early as Paragraph 63 Hegel had 1aab=d out againet Jacobi.'
faith in contrast to Faith: "Ihe two things ere rndicany distinet,
Firstly, the Chriatie.v faith comprisea init an authority of the Church,
bt the faith of Jacobi's philosophy has nc. other guthority than.that -
“of personal ravelaticn." As we sse, Hegel has new equated nganization
to Principle, Doctrine: "And gecondly, the Chriseian faith is a copious
body ‘of .objective t:-'\.tl"., s system of krowledge: and doc;rine' wvhile the
‘acope. of the philosophic faith is so utteriy indefinite, .that, while .
‘1t has room for falth of the Christian, it equally admits belief in
thn u:wirr!ty of the Dalai Lama, the ox, or the monkey...?

Hegel proceeds (Para., 75) MAnd to show that in point of fact thexe
15 a knowledge which advances nzither by unmixed-immediacy nor unmized

mediati.on, we can poht to the example of the Legic and the whole of
philogophy " '

_ In & word, dear LD we re back at the Dia:.ectf.c, and it 8 mly AN
after that (Para. 76} that Hegel usesz the word “reactionary™* in rela- “ 7

Honr_zhip to the whole Intuitionsl. echeel, that i3 to the hiats..ic par=

"‘iod of "The Recent German Philosophy": "Philoscphy of course tolevates. .

no mare assertiona or conceits, and checks t:he ftee play of argummta»
: tive sne-sm.“ (para. 77).

Freedom snd Revolutmn (the lat;ter word 1 bonowed ftom Hegel'
ve.ry £irst sentence on "Recent German Fhilasophy' in. the .‘:‘.*_“.’.‘2‘”_}.’_‘."_5 o
Philosogh-g) %1l hew cut a new path, In this I see the dialectic flow
in the "Third Attitude to Objectivity" from a cdtique of the one-sidedness
-of the Intuitionalists to organizational responsibility for tha

"self-determination of the Idee"-- as "I" would call i{t, thus comniiting S
the E’ﬁe.t theft of. HPQEI'R nriqinn‘l cntnun?‘}- T¢ ia thie aama. “na'l#..

R bd o

determination of the Idea" with which I see Marx*shbuting down dete:_
minists and vulgar materialists-- those pogt-Marx Merwista, beginning

. with Engelc-~ as-he develope "revolution in permenence".

Despite your rejection of my interpretation of “revolution in
permanence’, may I hope to hear your comments on "Third Attitude to-

Objectivity"? Why has academia mads co few serious commentariés on
. this section of the Logi..?

Yours, _

b7

x ':'.'he Germn original has no such word, and in general that 1892 Walla..e
tranzlation ia altogether too locse. X cannot for the life of me undez-
“siand why 'a 1975 Buglish publication would still use that translation.
~X'm i in cotrrespondence with AV, HMiller on this subject,.i'm wondering |
whether Findhy vas the one whu auggested still uaing Wallace.

o People may dio, but ideaa don t. I l'eep up comnicatiun with a m.mber o
of peopla, and none more 8o then Hagei and Harx.
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markably perceptlve and 1nte111g9nt Your readars ebvlously
ﬁaké ¢deas serlously. They See thelr practlcal 1mpact-- perhapq

bet er than academlc peop1n do. I had never balleved Marx's
word tnat phllosaphy would provide - the

. actlon of tne “proletar;at"

- Your readers are. obviously not

"proletarians" “but if tbey are "workers", Marx is still“riéhé;




