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Dear Ms. Dunayevskaya,

I have just been reading ycur bbok Rosa Luxemburg,
Women's Liberation, and Marx's Philosophy of Revolution and have '
fouddifit extremely interesting.

I called Humanities Press and got your address from .
them, ' o

You are familiar with my work because you mention
my book in your bibllography..........The Tragic Deception: Marx Contra

- Thls year I sponsored a Marx symposium at UMBC
. for. the.100th anniversay of his death.......a conference you might have
heard ‘about.

. Next year, 1983-84, I have a Fulbright Fellowship
and will be in Germany writing a biography of Engels. I will finish it
in the summer of 1984 and it will be published, I have already signed a ¢o

s with Allen and Unwin of London.

The reason that I am writing all this is because I
‘ agree completely with your thesiisof the differences between Marx and Engel
- I7also agree that the Hegelian influence formed the methodologifal
ckround for Das Kapital.The theme of my biography of Engels,\The Keeper
the Ke aa{ Is to trace to differences in depth. I will attempt to
e biographies of Mehring (Marx) and Gustav Mayer (Engels)

'd to- uphold the Lassallean jnfluence inside the SPD. You are corre.t
"is too much that Engels did know of Marx to make Engels the RS
irrefutable interpretfir of Marx. The Das Kapital is the crucial dooument
and Bngels did not khow. the Grundisseé or the pre-Grundrisse~ or Marx'
original plans for Kapital-{ see Rubel) and so could not offer . .
‘a’definitive interpretation of Kapital=- or a definitive oollation of
Vblumes 2 and 3.
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o ' I am writing these ideas to you because I wish to
. establdfsh contact with you. In particular, I want to know

o if you would be willing to read chapters of my Engels biography

‘ )&a/as they are written and comment on them? Your knowledge of the
sources is impressive and I am certain that your reading of my
manuscript would be a help to me.

Sincerely,

Mrvman,

Norman Levine
Professor of History




July 11, 1983

Prof. Norman Levine

Departement of History

University of Maryland Baltimore Cmmty
Catonaville, Naryland 21228

Dear Prof, levine:

Thank you for yours of July 6. Yes, I would be
glad to read the chapters of your blography of Engels and
commant on them, We are both interested in revealing the
ditferonces hetween Marx and Engels. The dlifference beiween
us is style, which is not a subject I generally comment on,
and I certal cannot get prizes for my style, but in
this case I k it is especially important to sound mors
objective than you do. Precisely because Engels was the ~ conscious -
- ¢lomeet collaborator Merx had, and because he was no m: /oo
- miminterpreter, it is, I think, very important to reveal™ Lo

“the pull of beth objective circumstances and u aomidorab!ly B
:_-'_.l.nf-rior lnhllnnt o Mare's. _ o

. May. I, glva you just a few indications o:r what I
our blorgraphy would have to contand with. The
rot ¢ the: :!'ac‘k that, where Engels is most guilty is in
. his:Qeigin which Re: ‘presented as a baquest of Nerx «- which -
(. 49 nln,:___,-;md mnmr we ¢an see that in detail now that
~the Rib -. sxio g0oks of Marx have been pubdlished.
Ted - "wan also impressed with lawrence Keader's
rmmducﬁien. I !b!.t hers was someone who really 4B under—
. ,.amd Ahe desp gulf between Marx and Engels, and while ‘he: ...
o AT éommnd with the question of Women's Liliération,
L wese w mllke on the att!.tude t0 pre-capitelint:
-'tocl.otr ‘and. on dlaleotlu. At first our correspondends was
‘quite friendly; .and I felt sure that he would agree with np
;.;or};@%quo ‘of Engels. My shock came when he euid not to édount
- ng thoue who draw a sharp line betwsen Marx and -

' | Thers is one other person who hu done s magnificent
> o:pou of Engeis in relationship to « I by any
~-chanoe you haven*t read it, you shou n -referring %o |

T Tarsell Oarver's "Narx, ¢l and Dialootiol' in

» ”10 28, no. 3 ( 0)., His bOOk. ;

- ; I.. alsc quite odo but he is & pragha '
P $ muny of the differences botween Merx and lugoln .
L ‘_'thnt he. pointe to are sald, with a seoret noe for

‘ 1s* 1e. I rememder Prof, Joan Robinson ¥elling me

- Shat she wished Marx had told A1l his ideas to Engels mnd

had Engsle write them in his very nearly Anglo-Saxon style




-2-

instead of constantly forcing Hegel on her, In a word, the
praguatists are foraver fighting the Hegelian dialectlc as 1§ 4
it were a living person truly "oppressing" thenm.

Yor that matter, I think you would find, 1f you
valuable one book putlished in English
: Marx g Fngels. I refer
) 8" pp. 325334,
gee whether
some © n Hegel.
He had & hard time convinoing Engels, who kept emphasizing
that no-cne was interssted, but who finally did show him some
of the manusoripts. that Engels told him Merx
*had not displayed any one-s ence for ths materialist
systems, buf had dweld particularly on the d{alectids...”
nevertheless
This type of preference for materislism is/quite
obvious in those that very much oppose Engels. I'm referring
to Maximilisn Rubel, who did & muoh inferior reconstruction
of Vol. 2 of 4al, BSo I thought that i# I turned to an -
entirely differen ple == the attitude of Marx to Darwin —-
T would f£ind that Rubel wou 1y different
iews were. To ny surprise,

Al Fuk

4.8
A. YO

ll!!!ggz:Rﬁbil‘fiﬁdhtadiai'iho-nély truth - =ndaneﬁ;!§ﬁ§!ilﬁéﬁﬁLfi- 1;;§
that the story comes from gscondary sources) the story that

Marx had wanted to dedionte Vol, 2 to Darwin and. e refused.
The tmue story is too long to go into here, but please resd
a moet interesting and revealing study, "NMerx ané Darwin; a
Literary Deteotive Story,” by Margaret A. Fay, in

Reyiew, March 1980.

wi:ethcr you
) . Bl N bl 3 O .
AB youw TKnow, 4 still suiter _

‘made an “unperson’, both in Russia and in ¢the U.S, == desplte
the fact ‘that Wayne State University has made availabls on
miorofilm 7000 pagee of my documents from 1941 to today

Phuy +titised it "The Raya Dunayevskaya Colleotion”) , and

hat Humenities Preeshas brought out my three ma jor works

for the Marx centenary (I'm enclosing their brochurel.

)

I have just returned from a national lecture tour:

around the Marx centenary and the guhnﬁzuon of my lentest -

book, during which I made no lees :
- oities, I'm awRre of many other centenary events thn.? were

held, but, frankly, none were, {n my opinion, on Hark &
Marxism; they wers on post=Marx Marxism.

Yours,

han 46 talks in 20 different




RUHR-UNIVERSITAT

Abtellung tiir Geachichtewlssenschaft
Prof. Dr. J8rn Rlasn
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Postfach 102148, 4830 Boghum 1

Dear Raya Dunavevsikaya,

i

N

BOCHUM

Unlivarsitiitastrale 150
4630 Bochum 1

Geblude QA, 5, 08/52
Talefon (0234) 7O0-4691
Telex OB25860

I have ruceived the aewspaper, "Nzws and
4 a
whic

Letters" you sent to me and 1

As you can see From the stationzry that I am using, I am in Sermany,

1 have been here since Seplember since I am_ the happy recipient of a |
~ Fulbright Senlor Research Fellowship which has allowed me ta '
= /further my research on Engels, Il you writs tu me in the foreseeable

" futureCas I hope you. will) plesse write Lo me at the following

_address:

Prof, Morman Levine

¢/o Lehrstuhl Profe. Dr. Jbrn Risen
Abt. Fiir Geschichtswissenschalt
Ruhr=Universitat Bochum

k630 Saochum

Fedaeral Republic of Germiny.

S I have seen Terrell Carver's book but I
have not read ite Although I have read your review with interest
I.do not think that I can comnent on it since I have not read.
Carver himselfe However, I du know him purscnally....having megt
_him about ten years ago when we flrst talked aboub the differences
" pmetween Marx and Engals.....an idea I First developed in my book::
The.Tragic Deception: Marx Contra Engels(1975). IFf you look at

Caryer's bibliography in his Marx and Lngels hook vyou mill'aegcif'

.., earlier book mentlonads

Enclosed you will

Find an announcement
the Dilaledtic ! I hope

{iuf*aaneu book of mine....Disloguo Within
;can’.get a copy of it a review 1t in your
- the-differences between Marx and Cngels.

paper, 1t too also- discusse

. On one point, however, I can say that I.do
"agree with Carver. The argument that Engels Umrisge 1ig afp:gqgrsq

-of Marx's 1844 Parls Manuscripts T think ls wronge...Caay

he first te make this argument . Thers lg
igm an £ atus- of Philosoph

made this argument, A careful reading of

o
- Georgegq:

I would argue, that Engels had nobt jettlooned '
"slasaical political economy. There is nobthlng in the Umri

geven suggests fhe labor theory of value,

Indded, Engels defings

value 4n Lhat book in terms of competitlon and costs of production
The Umrisge is RlcardiaNesessit Ls nobt o critigue of economic . ..4

k yuu For bringing it Lo my attention,

B T TR




RUHR-UNIVERSITAT BOCHUM

Abtellung flir Geschichtawlissanschaft
Prof. Dr, J&rn Rlisen

L]
Ruhr-Univeraitiit Boohum, Lehratuhl Neuers Geschichte I3 Universitlitestrais 150
Postfach 102148, 4830 Bachum 1
) 4830 Bochum 1

Gebitude GA, 6. OG/B2
Telefon (0234) 700-4681
Telex OB25860

categories but & moral atlack on the soclal consequences of -
classlical economics. M2 does not critlcally rajedt the categories of
classical econimcs, but morally condenp tha .

o At any rate, the biography I am writing on Engels
u,shnuld clear all) this ups. It will be & big work.e....probably. extend
into- tuu vulu@es. I did nuL shart nub uibh aUCh a large prnject--

into it already 1t seems wisn to du the job as best I can regardl‘

he graater effort I must makes My biography will be out I hpp

% Let me hear From vou. If you should read my bqpk I

wnuld appreciate your cumments. You can write to me here gu.t% B
Cth July, AFter that I think it best to write to me-at:

Ba;ﬁlmnre addresss.l......bhe University of Maryland Jaltimore
Cpuﬁty. e

Dest regards,

A rmges,

fNozman Levine

2 g R ST I R TR
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Wlthln the
DlALECT.C

Norman Levine

The development of dialectical thought has, perhaps not surprisingly.
been anything but a smooth and simple process. In this
comprehensive new book, Professor Levine studies the development
path from Hegel to Mao, via Marx, Engels and Lenin. He pays
particular attention to the dxfferences which existed between Marx
--and Engels. ‘

Closé scrutiny reveals two inct strancls a@‘ctwisl-praxis tradition
~associgted with Marx; and a'posnmst—determlmst tradition. The
‘ recognition of these is vital to an understanding of both the history and

the prospects of Marxist movements. This analysis which conceives

“of Marxism as praxns ‘method and guide to action, is.able to define a
Marxism which is indigenous to the West as distinct from the
‘decadent’, posntlvist Soviet Marxism.

An 1mportant feature of DIALOGUE WITHIN THE DIALECTIC is its
@attempt to unravel the work that Engels performed in collating Q&ﬁnaf
- volumie I, somethmg\_vhmh no book has undertaken before. Based on

tensive original research, the author shows that Engels considerabl

. altered the structure of these volumes and raises the possibility that,
S 8 resu

Jfa sult of Engel's ediforlal changes, they do not now express the
origmal intent of Marx.

 This book will be essential readmg for anyone with an interest in the
history or philosophy of Marxism, whether as historians,
philosophers political scientists, economists or sociologists.

Conrents
ntroduction; Dialogue | he Dialectic; Thefes ruclionlof the
Dialectic; The Hegelian Foundations of Marx's ard the

“ , Reconstruction of Das Kapital; Hagahanized Leninism; The Dialectic and
"the Yenan Way.
.February1884:. -~ . . 416pp

0048090127 - . . . - Hardba k£2500 l - |
o B | 15843

AR, g




May 8, 1984

Dear Norman Levine:
Yes, I would like to read and review your

Rialo gue
W. Flease do have a review copy sent to mey
e prioce ls certainly fantastic.

Orlgtmny ny attitude to Engels, which was never
friendly,(but had to be obedient sinocs the movement treated Marx
and Engelo as one), was prompted by my disagreemsnt with his
. I don't think I ever forgave him the

s, "wor storic defeat of thi female sex", to describe
the move from matrilineml to patrilineal soclety. As I grew
out of mny teen .f. years and began teaching I very much
distrusted the difference in Volume I that Engels introduced
when he did not striotly follow Marx's French edition. Indeed,
1 csonsider the 1ish translation of a horror. ¥hen
I first worked out the state-capitalis sory in 1941 I very
nearly blamed all the post-Marx Marxists® errors on that
sransiation. Naturally, I'a interested in what you do with
‘Volumes II and III, bus the proven case omn only be made for
Yolume Is not that it ian't most cssantial to carry through the

eritigie when you consider that sll those debates on Volume II

haven's stopped to this day.

' WALl you, in your biography of Engels, be dealing
with the ' the. ) 17 Engels had quite a few
conpliments regar "that and persisted for 15 long years to

" 4ry t0.get the German Sooisl Demooracy to publish 1%. - n
foet it wasn't as Marx had written it and the differences were
not as minor as Bngels led you to think. '

Have you r

ac,

- -under the Lurepaverisg tities 4 :
must be available at Ruhr-Universitat Bochum. -
4¢ does net have the new Introduotion I wrote fo
. Humanities Press edition, which may have speoial interost for
-~ you because I snewer Ceorge Armstrong xpug!- oritique that
mk .t'“.‘- ui.t{a mlntqmoutlon of Hegel's “"Absolute Idea me
W, L] J '

£ thet Intredustion for

you ‘New Humaniem

the Disleoti in Prizitive and Nodern

_‘Societise” as it was printed in Praxis Internstional, Jan.: 1988, . .ol

Aftor Bochus how will you look =t Baltimore?

. . Yours,

* N i
i e . '
! 4 N
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5 Sept 1984

Dear Raya Dunayevskayas,

I have returned tn the 'nfted States from my
Fulbright year in "ermany, have started to teach again and can be reached
at the above address.

Did you ever reczive a copy of my book
Dielogue Within the Nialedtic? If so, I would be pleased to have your
comments on it,

I am beginning to frrmulate a plan for a possible
v documentary on American Radicala. This is really {ust in the thinling
stage since I have not yet put anything down nu paper, but at a not too
distent time in the future I plan to make a proposal to a PBS station: probably .
the one outside of Washington D.C. I am thinking of dofng a’documentary ?

;Eon &mer!ceu Radicels 1i%e yourself, I.F. Stone, Hsl Nraper and Angels avisuftcfs

This 8 fust a preliminary sounding out, Would ynu be-j‘l
interested In working with such a project? Could you £i11 me i{n on your L
., contacts with the Trotskyite movement in the 17.5.7 I have ‘nformation
. that WGBH in Detroit does alot of serious documentary subjects, Is this true?

I am iust returning to work sgain and picking up the .
threads of my life here. I am sorry for the briefness of this letter but I am prensed
~for time right now, There are other projects I am involved with
tenin-----which I would like to communicate with you abont
for another time.

Best wishes,

ﬂwm

Norman Levine

EREDRPS T SL ALY o




September 15, 1984

Dear Nomn Levine:

As you ¢ from above I am no longer a Detroltsr. No
. I did not rea copy of your book and would want to resd end Com=
ment on + You many be interssted in
. the pamphlet I em sending you under separate cover which I co=-
;authorsd on the coal miners General Strike of 1949-50 to which '
~I penined the letters on the dislectic way back then when 1 tmnu- =
ted Lenin's Philowophic' Notebooks. ) o

AN "—.-‘uumunur,v you are tmnkmg about on mricm
1cals sounds a big 1ike the Tamiment yrojest about the oral,,
fctory ‘oz »51d Radieals. I told them they would collect: i
i1-10% oz‘ 1liem and why should they be intereatsd in oral
“4ntellectuils who can very easily speak for' thesss
u wz-u-. indesd I wasn't interssted in scoh persol
gl_, hey. do have my archives for over 4S yoars. : But::
nHalkted 'that I never epesk of mygel? and they are very
-’Fln -$hit unwritten page of ameriacan history. ‘whers .1
.m!.nant AR’ tho West Virginia coalfields. They £ 1
88 10t ‘only in getting at leapt that part of the’ aﬁry
: s!.vlng ne . tho humlu for ‘the pnnphlat I've sent. you.

But. min I'n interested in ltarxist-mmnnl.u mt an_ M iy~ -
-;-_(ly yoar as Trotsky's ssorstary is well documented sings 1t
1ial period of the Noscow FPrame-up. Trials, 1937=38;
! nlﬂlng a celhotlon of ¢asays on Women's Liberation; ver:
43 rgar .period. ‘Humanities $o. p:l. X to have it oeme. iﬂ the
. ‘,,,gnmwas then I will maybe be: nkinsanatlonal ,
I but don't know whether Baltimore is on my schedule. I tde" mt‘-'
k,r’difuhout mm 1n Domit I orun rocorded on WDE'!'. o .

Hmicdly.




October 17, 1984

Dear Norman Levine:

A brief note. Since your footnote on my writings
regarding Lenin's philosophic stand mentions as "an . ‘
early attempt” my Philo 4 Revo ion, 1973 edition,
I am gend you under separate cover my

s whioh hes now undergone four editions (ac=
y 8ix printings) since i1t first appeared in 1958,
- That Tirst edition included the first translation in
" English of Lanin's o _Noteb which supported
‘my chapter on "The Collapse o e Seoond International
and the Break in Lenin's Thought®. That edition les mt
the first time I had translated the Notebooks, and held
~that: Lenin was the first post-Marx Marxist to retwrn to
 the:Hegelian dinlectic as the miesing 1ink to Marx's
philosophy of revolution. As the “Raya Dunsayeveskaya
1leat {whioh is on deposit at Wayne State University .
L abor. ry.and Urban Affeire) showe, I _
tiated = enteneive philosophic
35-4% -4 1945-50 (pp.3%52 %6 173% of
“yesrs to get theos Notebooks
| to convince elther universi-
9’ Trotaskylets to pudlish it, theugh
ing. I had to include-$%t as an

By own. werk ‘befors I could % L3 published, (1t

t"q,p ‘a m imeoed pamphlet in 1955, put out by me,
‘Both of my Appendiges (not only Lenin's Note-
t al firet Engliegh translation of Marx's
: had to be ssorificed to make room
“The --clh:_u.e_nﬁ -of Mao Tass-~tung" when
: ent to press in 1964. On that
bviously, we are at oppowite poles. But
I am not arguing interpretations; just
rman, -just the faots.
Yours, f

y;




- UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND BALTIMORE COUNTY
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25 Ocgober 1984

Dear Raya,

= _Just a note to let you know that I have received your book and T thank you-
for it. I also note the corrections you made in relation to my book and I thank you
for those too. You were honest and that is the highest compliment.

Best regards,

Norman Levine




 Dialogue Within the
Dialectic

Norman Levine -
University of Maryland Baltimore County

182 Theattempt to associate Lenin and Hegel is relatively recent, and is dependent upon the,
!+ Irecognition that the Philosophical Notebooks tepresent Lenin's mature philosophy, In
*' " English an early attempt to forge the Lenin-Hegel connection was manifest in Raya.

- Dunayevskays's Philosophy and Revolution (Mew York: Dell, 1973), But Dunaycvikaya
__ goestoo far. She makes Lenin into a thorough Hegelian which amounts to an extreme’
sttement unsupported by the facus, .




