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JULY 1&, LYGYH
Dear Gahrieliu.

Fllar had sent me your review of my RL4LEM which impressed me
considerably by its digging deep into the dialectic of the"Party" that
would be unseparnted from the dianlectics of revelution, and 1 should
add, from the dialecetics of thought, 1 have been presccupied with
that question ever since my break from Tootskyism whioch showed that

1t waan*'t only Lenin's elltist party but thoss who had fought Lenin's
cencept way back when and were revolutionsries of the first order like
liosa Luxemburg and lLeon Trotsky onded up with loyalty to the party.

Did you know that when I originally plammed the book on Luxemburg I

had thought that 1910 would he the climax since that 1ls when 1 eould
prove that Luxemburg was ahaead of Lenin in benaing the deep opportunisa
of Kaptsky and ®ealing ae if the,Second International wore already m
"ats corpse” s she doscribsﬂthat nagnificent feel for the Memibimns
trying to eacapke the Germsn military invasion. That was the first
genoeide, I evén got more excited when I read her personal letters

and Kautsky and habgl's corrsspondence to ses how sikxewx

disgusting wog the zaxisa In thoe Intermmtionsl. Lut in faet the

more I relasted the very deep division hbnomxss®f between herself as

a revolution feeling for the oppressed mnd herself as a party women
tolling Roland-Holat that she has no right to lesve the party, no
revolutionary has, the mora I concluded that without the 1g§g1 dinlec~
tie in Marx’s philosophy of revolution and concept of a new humanism,
the more youx will fall in some trap of how the “only imperativa™ ia
actionmumdtxamixthmugit rather than thought. And of 211 things I had.

to see that Lenin indeed degpite the party concept wam c¢losmar. to Mnnx
and the Hegellan dislsctics as Marx transformed it.

Coming to our age it wasn't only the Last Cerman workers who 11tt¢d
an inoubus from all our heads with the tearing down of Stalém's simtue.
Everything opened for me six weoks dgfors the actunl event se I k!llk
broke through on the Absolute Ide that East Gerwman Ravult
appeared to mo that it would makse overything roanl for evarybody. Thers
wun no to literally nothing in the whole wide world that cofiid
posaibly st1ll exist in the old forms and surely not mnong revolus
tionarles. Eoll I am sure I don't have to dotall you how many sborted
revolutions we have lived through gince then. And all the 1l
"Alternatives” have been a retreat to pre-HMarxism, if not tula-
tion to the Weat. VWhat I am trying 0 say is that thera absclutely is
not substitute for working out for our mge what it was that Hayx. was

doing in his lagt decade and what we must do in relating Harx'e con=
‘eapt of the Permgnent Revolution in 1843-44, in 1850, in the

1875, and for us to have the whole new rd
Yor ‘.

Prosently what I am engaged in when I spesk of the dlalcctics ot
the party is to review what has been written whether by bourgeois :
soolal-dsmocratiss,anarchlsts and what has happened since my .
on the one hand, expeciaslly its last chapter, nnd on the cther
the new book I am waltine for which takes up that hore the Women®s
Liberationists, like shila Howhafham, who thought that all that is
needsttuxiidnx ia to mummd abanden the"male chauvinists” (and all #x
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_would anwer all questions. And 21l questlons didn't inelude anything

‘not only abandoning the "monocufisal approach,."And say "It iz esaentirl

. in full Marx's

- a8 that is, nor loyalty to"concludions® Lis the an to philosophy.

_Jmow vou gan't speak for the next generation; you do have to leave

organize
to her includes Marx) and/wmimx independently. That "organizing idea®

of philosophy or ideas in the Hegellan-lMarxian sense.

Some of the booke I am trying to cover from the old pericd ineludem
one by Michele who was the first to focus on bureaucracy ondy in
order to have no Sother problem on the guestion of bureaucry in orgena-
zatlon, Molyneaux from the International Socialists in Great
Aritain, For a very short period I thought that the El Manifesto
group in Italy wokld bring out something new, Sometime I will have to
find out what the intellectuals do with all their eridition.
Rossana Rossanda, the leader of this group, I remember impxmmx =o
impressing Jean Paul Sartre that he claimed that if there was an
E]l Manifeste group in France he would have joined it., And I don't know
how many others felt it was something really new on elass and paxrty.
Well read the Involved, convoluted artifla that is inefluded in ﬁggihlinx_
texr 1970 and see whether you can find anyth%ng exoepg one y

more book on the need for the "vanguard party” with but one
differonce from the CF, and that ls "I" am the real vanguard.

What is it vou have heen reading! You are very good when you
come down to discussing my final chapter and see that I am definately

to understand that it is baslically an absence of creative dlalectics
which prevent the Left today to percelve the ravolutionsry forces
where they emerge. At the same time, there 1s lack of theory and
ereative dirlectics émwdiwewe in these masgs movemente as well,”
I was. sorry howbver that ycu then brought it to the Indian scene only.
I would rather carry on a discussion with you on what I wamll the.
dialectics of the party which 1s & great deal more than not just
being moncausal, or what concerns only one country. What is at
ateke is the whole queation of philosophy is not only that it
19 the missing 1link in theory but that 1t Xx has never aven been L
attempted since Marx himgelf did so in the C;;t%gge gg Iﬁg Gg;gg R
Erogram. Marx and only Marx, Marx and not Engels, and what is TR
of the essence there ls that fmr from kmwing the only difference between -
HMarx and Engels being on the man/woman relationship, and it suppossedly .
couldn't have been on the organization question, and certainly not S
on the Gotha Program ware Engels did most of the writing, acsepting
j on the conerete union betgﬁeﬁ &gnallnuns
and Eigenhchists, Not only that,he was mo loyal/cH TRAT question
that he threatened the Social Demooracy if they dared not published
the Qgggi%gg as they were organizing the new party fiftean years
after that other union. So what am I maying? I am saying skkkax
nelther the question of workers' form of organization, as importan:

Of course organiration 1s needed. GiVing up the concept of the
ird party to lead does not mean you would not organisze to

v
prd%eot the dialectios of revolution, much legs new humsn relations.
What it does memn is the way you projeét philosophy and orgenizetion:

as Ingeparable if you really want new iiuman relations. Angd you

that question open., What the heock did the Soclal Demgoracy do when
they finally published Marx? OCutslde of getting Engeles to remove
quite a bit that was "too sgharply siatelt™ they publiBhed it as
*gontribution to the discussion" and of course there were many other
mgontributions”, They made God damn sire that no one discussed Marx.
And I am sorry to nay nobody did. Do you wish to collaborate on this?
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Review Article

. Raya Dunayevskaya: Rosa

Luzxemburg—Women’s Liberation

~ and Marx’s Philosophy of
Revolution*

In her book on Rosa Luxemburg, women's liberation and
Marx’s theory of revolution, we have apother attempt by
Raya Dunayevskaya to work out Marxism as ‘new Human-
ism™. Ske had done this carlierin her books Marxism and
Rerolution (first publisbed in 1958 and revised" in 1964, 1971
and 1982} and Philosophy and Revoiution—~from Hegei 10 Sartre
and from Marx to Mao {pablished 1973, republished with a
acw introdaction io 1982),

"__";th_ this book is different from her carlier ones in that it is
7 written ffom 2 pronounced feminist perspective. It is differ~
ent from most other feminist writings in that it tries to trace
insights into the women's question in Marx’s and Luxemburg's
life and writings which went so far unnoticed ‘while at the
sane time, Dugav ie3 to incorporate the perspectives

Dusavevskaya trics to incorporate the perspecti
of the women’s movement in ker overall theory of revolution.
Shm:l\:ﬁte this Book by the publication
of The Ethnological Notebooks of Karl Marx, iranscription of
the last weitings from his pen. which opened up a view of the
women'’s question quite different from whar Eogels evolved
in Origin of the Family. She theoretically links this vision up
with the concept of permanent revolution aud the whole

estion of transition to socialism from pre-capitalist society
hich Marx developed in the first draft letter to Vaa

J New Jersey : Humanities Press,. Sussex : Harvester Press 1981,




ness and ¢ihe Party”p Th
ard of the feminist

M"}!’_X}'SIS_A_&I:Id non-Marxists _

women’s
CPIOR a3 com prehensive

In  the figer part of 'the book, Du -
of ik » Punayevskaya depijct
Luxemburg as Theoretician, as-. as lu:c:‘na}tit;n'lat;::ts

Luxemburg ent 1898 after under-
- After onj .

puablished Reform of Revolurio (189;) :z:ch :::::;:ne :::

clas.sic an.sgver to revisionism and gave her a Very stron

Position in the Germap party, It is ébaracteristic to I.uxemf

b.urg's approach that ghe did not allow herself g be

pigeonholed and cogfined by the wg, mMan question™ of by

any other single jssye H

Iy goal that characterised
78" (p. 3)

Jaonary 15, 1918 through the
Jogiches paid for the attempt 1o

n v

- of Luxemburg's and Liebkpechps ‘murder, with his'own life,

| -fb/r

D:.:uaymkaya's book is difficalt 10 read and more difficalt
to review since it is very densely written and presu |

bt

'vW of Marx’s agd Luxemburg’s wrisip

‘i:-fﬁpinl . qdéﬁtfui;s ralsed fl‘i:y"- -
in 2 What js the  relationship. of
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Y:t, what comes across even to the lay reader is the dialectics
of Luxemburg being discriminated against as a2 woman in the
party, supparting Clara Zetkin in ber gigantic task of organi-
sing working class women and asserting herself as one of the
leadiag theoreticians of the time.

Luxemburg sneaked back into Poland during the 1905
revolution despitc being dissuaced by frieads pointing out to
ber the dangers which sbe as a womas would face. The
experiencas there inspired ber to write one of her mast impor-

tzat pamphiers_Mass Strike, the Party and the Trade Unions

which became paih Oreaking for the whyle ‘discussion on
spontaneity. She wrote it iz exile in Finland after g pericd
ina Polisk jail, Tbe perspective expiessed in this pamphier
was also foreefully brought out in her crucial ceniribution 1o
he Congress of all the tendencies of the Russiar Marxist
movement held in April 1907 in Lendon. The Congress in
fact focusﬁ’cd on the aature of revolution. It deepened the
great divide between Mensheviks and Bolsheviks, but up to
this day tke micutes of this Congress have not been translated
into English. Luxemburg, whose speech at the Congress is
translared in the appecdix. made 2 crucial impact ip expres-

sing the class caaracter of the Russian revoluticn 3 *The

Russian proletaniat. in its actions, must show that between
1348 and 1907, o the more than half century of capitalist
development, and from the poiot of this develorment taken
as a whole, we ars nort at the Beginning bur at the end of this
development. It must show that the Russian Revolution is
oot just the last zctin a series of bourgeois revolotions of the
oigeteznth century, but rather ige foreruoner of a new series
of future proletarian revoluticss in which the conscicus prole-
tariat and its vangoard, the Social Democracy, are destined
for the historic roie of Ieader.” (p. 9).

Commeats Dupayevskaya: -Sg sharpiy did Luxemburg
sxpress the class camre of the revolution, thar what emerged
the relationship not only of the prolerariar to the pea-
try, but of the Russian Revoiution 1o th¢ international
revolution. One conld see, as weil, the gefm of furare revolu-
tion within tbe present revolution. Whar bad been clear

¢
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Luxemburg carticatured her as “reclining on clouds---lost in
day dreams . like Raphael’s Madona™, awidiog the issue
raised by her of who were the l""'riug forces in” the
revolution—the  proletariat  apd the//peasantry or the
bourgeoisie, by ridiceling her as a woma,in_'. He was cut to size
for this by Lenin {p. 12). L

In the same year 1907 Luxemburg, the only female mem-
ber of the International Sccialist Bu_re;m. addressed 1he
{ ocialist Women’s Conference in Stuttgart and
urged the women to keep their center i Stuttgart. She also
emphasised the importance of baving a voice of their own in
the journal Glejchkeir (Equalityy. P

Ever since 1905, Luxemburg focq#s?d Ol mass organjsa.
tion and general strike under Marxist l_feadersbip as a menps
of struggle expressing the unity of economics and politics,

This finally led to her*break

It was a time of mass strike and Luxzemburg supported
this wave not only by her writing but also by taking two
meaths off from the Party School; where she taught and going
oa an agitational tour, Ahead of iq’imnc else, includin
Luxemburg senzed the opporruni}ém of the
Democracy and finally broke with kautsky.

g Lenin,
German Soeja)-

" Another important point of sharp controversy was Luxem-
burg’s critique of the “Morocco incident”, the-sailing of the
irman guaboat ‘Papther' into Moroeco in July 1511, She

ihat '_P-Ié'k'ﬁ_-a;hOV- in- lm ;i;alemic: agaianst.

'L:bzml‘luu' ) Fuy)
castigated the absence of consistent criticism of the incident
by the party by publishing a *‘private’ letter from party . s‘our.
ces together with her own strong anti-imper'!list crmqn?.
Again, the controversy which arose was foll of =~ male-chauyvi.
nist attacks against Luxcmburg the tope of which she systcn}-
atically ignored in the same way as she ignored anti-semi-
tismin the partty. Dunayevskaya quotes Ietlers between
Victor Adler and August Bebet in which Luxemburg is called
a“poisonous bitch™ while Bebel retorts: “With all the

. wretched female's squirts of poison I wouldn't bave the party

without her™ (letter of August 1910, quoted p. 27,
Dunaycvskayé comments: “Violent male chauvipism
permeatcd the whole party, including both August Bzbel, ths
author of Woman and Socialism—who had created a myth
absut himself as a veritable feminist—aod Karl Kautsky, the
main theoretician of the whole International. Thus, after
Luxemburg's break with Kautsky in 19}1, when Zetkin also
supported Luxemburg’s position, and as they faced an appro.
aching Party Congress in 1913 Kautsky warned Bebel : ‘the
two females and their followers are planning an anack on all
central positions,” MNonc of this cbanged the standing of that
tundamental text of the socizlist women's movement Woman
and Socialism, which had gone through innumsrable editions.*
(p 27) Luxemburg's consistent pushing for a msss line in the
party and her uncompromisingly anti-imperialist tiard brocughe
her a certain amount of isolation which she used to write ber
most comprehensive theoretical work @ Accumulation of
Capital (A Contribution to an Explanation of Impericlism) which
she started to develop in 1911 and published in 19131' She
considered this work as a further dc\-‘elupm'g_nﬁt“gf‘ what Marx
had leit unfinished in Cupiral, Vol. II, :u'lq;ﬂli_:_.:_;_z;f_@jz:.i entitied
the work : Volume I of Accumulation of Capital or What the

Epigones ffave Made of Ii. An Anti-Critigue, What Luxcm: L
burg proposes in this book is a critique of Marx's theory of *
expanded reproduction in Vol. 2 of .Capfml. Marx's argu- i
ment was largely directed against Adam Smith _who had '"!_r,‘ o
negh@i the component of constant capital in the social ~ '/

production and was dealing only with variable capital and
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‘finally” dissolved ltself m!o wages. Hc nlsm argued against
the underconsumptionist understand ng that coni\a&cd capital
accumulation was impossible becauje ‘of the lmposs:blhly of
‘realizing ’ surplus value, i.e. of seilipg. ! :
Marx divides social productio mto/ two departments:’
pmducnon of means of productw andzproducnon of means
of consumption, Surplus value i emi:odled in both. The
underconsumptionist theory does'not/ hold water because in
capitalist society means of pmdur.;tmn forms the larger
departroent. Summarised in D nayévskaya‘s words : “Mar=z
establishes that the - total social- Product cannot be ‘zither’ the
means of producticn * or the m:m!:s of consumption ; there
isu preponderance of means of rpruducuon over means of
consumption { symbolically 'expresscd as mpfmc ), Not only
is this so but must be 'so, . Iti is uor. ‘people’ who realise the

greater part of surplus valqc ; it is realised through the **

constant expansion of constant capital. The promise of
simple reproduction—a society composed solely of workers
and capitalists—remains the’! premise of expanded repro-

duction.” (p. 36) . !

Luxemburg's main line of argument went against Marx's
assumption of a closed capitalist society meaning 1) a society
composed solely of workers and capitalists and 2) ‘the rule
of capitalism in the entire world’. She held apainst tbis that
cxpanded reproduction had never tzsken place in a closed
society, but rather through distribution te, and expropriation
of, ‘naon-capitalist strata and non-capitalist societies.’

Luxemburg maiatains that these “non-oapitalist surround.
ings” are essential for the realisation of capital. E. £., she
states: “The most important thiog isthat value can be
realized neither by workers nor by capitalists bur only by social
strata who themselves do not produce capnalmically" She
neglects the class character. expressed in Marx’s department
of mzaans of production and department of means of <onspmp-
tion. She says: “Accumulation is not only an inner relation
betwecn two branches of prodncuon. Iti is ﬁrsr of al! a relanon
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between capitalist and non-capitalist surroundings”. ( both
quotations on p. 38 ). Marx bad emphasised how decisive it
was to determine the use-value of commodities in order to
understand the economic order bzcause iron is not consumed
by people but by steel while sugar is pet consumed by
machines but by people. Luxemburg leaves this determination
of the use-value out of consideration.

Dunayevskaya criticiscs Luxemburg by pointing cut that
she eliminates the fundamentai Marzian distinction of meaps
of production and means of consumption as being indicative
of a class relationship and thus drifts from the production
process to circulation, exchange and consumption.

This criticism of Dunayevskays is somewhat questiondbie,
Luxemburg’s theory does not oaly pertain to the sphere of
consamption, it is valid aiso for the sphere of production =
Firstly, non-capitalist strata are essential in the process of
original accumulation of capital through violence and plunder.
Secondly, non-capitalist strata are also essential through theijr
involvement in subsistence production which goes a long way
in makiog capitalist exploitation possible. This is true for
subsistence producers in the First World and also for women j in

the First Waorld as well as io the Third World. Andre Gundu- o

Fr_ank has therefore "used I.uexmbnrgs argument
to illuminate  the relationship  between  centre
and peripbery aod C\lgqgl_i_a Cw Werlhop  has  used
Luxemburg’s argument to highlight the role of woman as
subsistence producers. The.arguinent goes that capitalism

- reproduces these strata which' are essential for what has been

called “ongoing original accumulation”. I myself think it s
more accurate to taik of “‘continuous formal subsumption” of
non-capitalist labour under capital ( i. e., the “'real” snbsump-
tion need not take p]ace atall)

Dunayevskaya is right when she points out that capuahsm
was developing much more capitalistically (i. e. through
expansion of machmotacture ) 2nd between capitalist countries
{¢. g U.S.and Britain) than through “third groups” or
between capitalist and _}non-capltahst countries, But sbe does




notexplore the' validity of. Luxemburg!sthesis for the expla-
- nation of the crippled. forta of ‘capjtilism prevailing in the
Countries of ‘the’ periphery--and piso for the continued exis-
tenc of women as a reserve army 4f capital, :
There is also an incisivé difference between Luxemburg
and Marx io characterising the general contradiction of
capitalism, Luxemburg sees it in the contradiction between
production and consumption and between production and
the market, while Marx sees the innermost source of crisis in
the process of production itself. He characterisezs as the
general contradiction of capitalism “(1) the depradation of
the worker to an appendage of a machine, (2) the constap:
growth of the unemployed army, (3) capitalism’s own down-
fall because of its. inability to give greater employment 1o
labour. Since Iabour power is the supreme commodity of
capitalis¢ production, the only source of its value and surplus
value, capitalism’s inability to reproducs it dooms capitalism
itself.”  {p. 45) {While Marx sees three major facts of capital-
ist production which lead toirs collapse, namely : 1) dec-
!ine in the rate of profit, 2) deepening crisis and 3) grow-
ing unemployed army, Luxemburg holds that ac:urmuiation
is impossible without an extra capitalist force. However, she
- did not see this extra-capitalist force as a revolutionasy mass
but postulated, in ¢6ntradiction with her own theory that the
proietariat alone w:o'u!d overthrow capitalism. Whilc I agree
with Dunayevskaya/ that Luexmburg’s emphasis on an out-
side force is carriqﬁ':to an untenable extreme, the question aij
the same remains: What is the relationship betwesn the
proletariat as a revolutionary subject on the one hand and
on the other hend, the marginalised masses in the conntries
of the periphery, jwomen and othe'r_subsistence producers in
the counteies of geriphery and centre on the other. Asfaras
the macginal mgss is\ concerned, the problem is today even
discassed in Voprosy filosofi. (Problems of Phila.rophy)
———, :
Khoros} in his book Population Its Past, Present and

V.}V
. Future —_Iirogre:is_Publishers' Moscow 1984, p, 46, ) refers to

[ .
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to V V:Krylov's article ‘‘Characteristic Features of Socio-

- Economic Processes in Developing Societies, Voprosy filosoff,

No,- 9, 1976, p. 105 while pointing ont that ‘*bourgeois

" development in the world's periphery (is) accompanied not

by cartailment but by expansion of traditicnel sectors, that
are becoming *sediment reservoirs’ of capitalism, for late
capitalism can no longer function without recreating, support-
ingand conserving traditional structures that grow ioto
gigantic hotbeds of backwardness and destitution.” It s=ems
that Luxemburg's thesis is up to a point vindicated by recent
developments. :

Oanc of the reasons why Luxemburg could aot see the
colonial masses as revolutionary subjects was. her extreme
stand on the nationality question. She deemed national
gell-determination to be ‘*bourgecis”. This stapd was
sharpened by her profound despair at the betrayal of the
German Socizl Democratic Party at the outbreak of World
War [. In her pampbiet The Crisis of the Social Democracy
published under the pseudonym Junius, she argues: *“So
long as capitalist states exist, i. ¢., so long as imperialistic
world policies determine and regulate the inper and the outer
life of a nation, there can be no  *national seif-determination’
either in war or in peace.” (quoted p. 55).

While Luxemburg found herself in sbarp cootradiction
with Lerin on the patiooality question, ber position on spon-
taneity of the masses was in some ways closer to Lenin’s
position on pacty and mass organisation than it is often held
to be. Luxemburg did acknowledge the need for centralism
and counspiratorial work underan autocratic regime. What
she decidedly rejected was the need for “factoty discipline”
which Lenic extolled as an educational remedy for the
prolstaxiat as well as for the iatelligentsit. However,
Dunayevskaya points out that Luxemburg’s pamphlet on the

- 19035 revolution, The Mass Strike, the Party, and the Trode

- Unions was directed not against Lenin but against the German
Social Democracy. Nevertheless, she did not agres  with the
vanguard theory. Her effort to spell out an entirely new

" concept of democracy has remained an unfinished task.




et

" The Marxist I_{':Iefie_*g ‘.

%_hnnquk_ay_a_ -emphasites against’ both, Lenin and
-Luxemburg, the need to root spontancily in a consistent philo-
sophy of human liberation. * Ske says : “Clearly, there was
too much organisational Lasaileanism in Luxembui-g as- there

- wagin Lenin,) Neither her eritique of Lenin’s position, nor-
E the development of her concept of spontaneity in Mass Strike,

in 1506, had. prepared her for the break with -Karl Kautky
in 1910-11,
philosophy of revoiution that was as one  with their concept
f organisation.” (p. 61). Bven when she broke _with
Kautsky she did vot leave the party. She joined the USPD
of the centrists whea they broke with the SPD in 1917 sioce
that was a *‘mass movement”. Even when Spartakus, the
former Gruppe Internationale, became a fully organised
tendency, she broke' with the USPD only at the actual out-
break of the German Revolution.

She emphasised that real life creates organisation as ap
outgrowth of ongoing struggle. What she did not anticipafe

espite sensing Kautsky’s opportunism, was counter-revolu-
" tion from within. Luxemburg was shattered when the war

broke out and the Second International collspsed. Lenin
reacted by issuing the siogan : “Turn 1he imperialist war into
civil war” ; and by re-examining his old philosophic ground
by tarning to Marx’s arigins in Hegel, Lenin criticised Luxem-
burg for her mechanistic auti-nationalism and cailed it “balf
way dialectic”. Yet, the task of relating dialectics to the
organisational question has remained unfinished as Dunayev-
skayas points out :Eironically enough, altheugh Rosa Luxem-
burg and Lenin were opposites in attitnde to philosophy, they
were alike in failing to relate organisation to philosophy.

Whereas Luxemburg paid very little arteation to philosophy -

in geaeral, Lenin’s profoud attention to philosophy, in-1914

‘became an attitude that would, when it affected politics and

theory, last until bis dying day. But it was never worked out
by him in relationship to the pany’t;‘i Even though it were
the women who had initiated the toppling of the tsarist regime
by insisting on celebrating Toternational Women’s Day bya

mm strike, this did not lead to a. rethinking of the women’s

What was missing in both at that time was a .
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question. Lenln, despite, bis cooflict with the partyin 1917,
pever rewrote What Is To Be Done.:,-

The Second Interational collapsed with the vote of the
German Social Democrats in-the Reichstag. {parliamest) to
support war credits to the Kaiser on 4th i_’mgnst 1914. A
statement of opposition was signed by Karl Llebh_.lecht, Franz
Mehring, Rosa Luxemburg and Clara Zetkm ROSI. Luxem-
burg was legally prosecuted for her anti-war efforts sioce 19!?,
was again sentenced in February 1914 and arn_zsud in
February 1915 when she was about to lcave witl} Zctkin f?r a
planning meeting to organise the first inlernaufmal anfx-w?r
conference. The magazine of the women's wiog, Gleicheit,.
had become the major publication of the radicai Leit afid the
most important anti-war journal. In August 1915, Zetkin, too
was arrested. It was from prison that Lux.embm_'g wmu‘: her
great anti-war pamphlet uader the pen-nar?e Junius. This was
not only an ardent anti-war pamphlet but it ol?ened up a mew
path to revolution, \Though Luxemburg lost snghl here .of the
national anti-imperialist wars, she drove bome the point that

the age of revolution bhad grrivecr.j

. {During the whole process of the revaiution, Lmtc:.nburg
beid on to her concept of democracy. She wrrotc in l_:cr
pamphlet on the Russian Revalution: *Yes, dlcl?torship!
But this dictatorship consists in the manuner of applying demo-
cracy, not in its elimination”  { quoted p. 72 )

At the end of October 1918, the mqtinyin the naval hafe
of Kiel in the North of Germany un_:t_le coz_m of t-he Bialnc
Sea precipitated the collagse of the :mpcnal_reg:me. The
Kaiser fled aftet repeated strike waves merged into a g-eneral
strike. Rosa Luxemburg was freed by the revolutionary
magses from the prison in Bresiau. On 1Ith Novembe_r, Rote

. Fahne { Red Flag), the publicatiqp of the Spartakus, muefi a
-special supplement with a 14 point programme demagd!ng
immediate peace and all power to the councils of workers and

soldiers.. - ‘ !
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Rote Fahne untiringly criticised the petty bourgeois ‘illusion
of the social democrats expiessed in their ‘call for a . national
assembly. Among the demands of the Spartakus speiled  ont
in a later pamphlet was ‘the climination of -parliement and
election of workers councils, abolition of class discrimination
. and-complete cquality of sexes, expropriation of property,
takeover of public transport aod maximum: 6-hour workday,
Luxemburg was all the time involved -in organisational
activity, strikes, demonstrations, writing and publishing.
There were only two and a half months left before ‘she  was
murdered. The only alternatives she saw were €ither barbarism

or socialism. In December 19!8 the Fourding Conference

of the Communist Party of Germany was held which stressed
especially the 1872 edition of the Communist Manifesto, *in
which Marx had called attention to the fact that what the
Paris Commune showed was that the ‘working class cannot
imply fay hold of the ready-made state machinery and wield
it for its own purposes but must smash it 1" {quoted p. 74).

The Spartakists with their workers’ and soidiers’ councils
surrouaded the Reich's chancellory and held the government
captive until Sth January, but the connter revolution, armed
to the teeth, finally prevailed, Luzembenrg’s testament, on
the day before her murder, rings ont through history : ‘Order
reigas in Berlin* You stupid lackeys 1 Your ‘order’ is built
onsand. Tomorrow the revolution will rear its head once
again, and to your horror, will proclaim, with trumpets
blazing : was, Iom,Iwill bey (quotedp. 5. 7

In the second part of the book Dunayevskaya develops the

perspective of “The Women’s Liberation Movement as
Revolutionary Force and Reason™ and tries to see Luxem-
burg's life in the light of this perspective. She draws the lipes
out from ihe Women’s Rights Convention at Seneca Falls,
N. Y. in 1848, via the contribution of revolutionary Eunropean
. women iike Flora Tristan to the November Revolution of
1917. She sharply works out the Black dimeasion out. of .
which the women's movement in the U. S. first. emerged, the
contributlon of the freed slave women like: Sojourner Truth
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whosa very name expressed her programme. Sheaiso draws

-out the line to the struggles of African women, the Igbo

women who waged the “~Women’s War™ in Nigeria agaiost
the British and- their own collabarationist chiefs. Yes, these
indeed were Luxemburg's sisters. Despite her systematic
deafness to male chauvinism, she spontancously expressed
herself in very feminist terms "in her persopal correspondence.
In a letter to Mathilde Wurm, commenting on the compromise
with the war-effort, written from prison in 1916, she sees her-
self as the Amazon queen Penthesilen of the Greek myth who,
in the drama version of Hienrich von Kleist, kills Achilles,
Not only that. her whele vision of life is captured in those few
lines ; “I'm telling you that as soon as I can stick my nose
out agein [ wili hunt and harry your society of frogs with
trumpet blasts, whip crackings, and "blood hounds—like
Penthesilea | wanted to say; but by God, you peoplcareno
Achilles. Have youbhad enough of a New Year's greeting
now? Then see to it that you stay hAwnan__ Being' human
means joyfully throwing your wholelife ‘on the scales of
destiny’ when need be, but all the way rejoicing in every sunny
day and every beautiful cloud. Ach,I know of no (ormula

. . to write you of being human...” (quoted p. 83 ).

‘l"'l"hough Luxemburg did not take up the women’s question
inLi;er theoretical work. she collaborated in the agtonomous
socialist women’s movement which Zetkin beaded aad frequently
wrote for Gleicheit { Equality ), the journal of the movement,
Dunayevskya also convincingly . shows how in Luxemborg's
personal life, the break with Jogiches in 1907 led her towards
great theorerical and organisational independence and depth
of insight.] One of the highlights of the women’s
movement was the first celebration of [nternational
Womea's Day in Macch [911 which Zethin had proposed 1o
the Second International. The same year, the first Internation.
al Women's Suffrage Conference took place and tens of
thousands of women demonstrated throughout Germany.

Luxemburg wrote to Luise Kautsky : ““Are you coming to
the women's conference? Justimagine, I have bscome =
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‘feminist! 1 received a credential for this conference and must
therefore go to Jena” (quoted p. 95). She saw the. stroggle
for womea's suffrage as an integral part of the revolutionsry

- struggle of the proletariat,  Women’s activitics in - the Social
Democratic Party was drastically curtailed when the war

. broke out.and Gleicheir became the mouthpiece of anti-war
resiscance. Even after Luxemburg's and Zetkin's arrest in
1915 the opposition went on lhrbughout optil the November

- 1918-January 1919 Revolution whichk opened the gates of
prison for Luxemburg.

The defeat of the revolution set an end to the women’s
movement as well.  In the Soviet Union, the women’s . move-
ment, which bad among other things triggered off the February
revolution, was suffocated by Stalinism. )

Iﬁunayevskaya shows clearly how the new women's move-
ment in the mid-60s emerged from within the left, how the
womea within the Left started rebelling against male-chauvi-
nism among Leftist men,Y “Where, therefore, racism and

sexism-had both been laid totaily at the feer of the exploitative

class regime, this time accusations of sexism were pointed ‘ag

the Black males—indeed, atits most left wing, the Studeat
Noun-Vicleat Co-ordinating Commitiee (SNCC), during its
organising of southern Blacks.” (p. 99). Further radical femi-
nist voices came out of -the SDS {Students fora Democratic
Society). Without Dunayevskaya’s going into it, we can
recall that the women’s movement in Europe likewise emerged
from the left'students’ revolt in the sixtics, where the women’s
movement crred was when it moved away from the vanguard
organizations and from the Black Movement and class
aoalysis. Dunayevskaya's. main critique of the Women's
Movement is the narrowing down. of revolutionary perspective.
In ber own words : ““Ta this writer, despite all the new depth
and scope and global dimension of the new Women®s Libera-
tion Movement today, the most serious errors of - not only
. bourgeois but of socialist feminists are that 1bey, at ope apd
the same time, have disregarded Rosa Luxemburg asa
rcvolutiona_ry and as a femipist, and above all, bave heiped
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those men who heve tried to redmce Marx to 2 single disci-
pline, be that a5 economist, philosopher, anthropologist, or
‘political strategis’. The truih is, however, ttat Maix, at all
times-~in theory as in practice, and in practice asin theory—
was a revolutionary™ (p. 104). :

EEunayevskaya uses the third part of ber bock in osder to
work out the dialectical principic in Marx &nd the unity of
thought on the women's question from the 1844 mapuscripts
up to his last writings’ *Ethnological Note-Books'. She bereby
tries to integrate subjectivity ig objectivity, freedom in
necessity and the revolutionary perspective  of women’s
movemeat and other mass movements ia revolutionary
perspective of the class strugple: '

The 1844 manuscripts were not publiched in Lenin's time
aod only came to light eight years after Luxemburg's death,
Lenin bad made his own discovery of Hegelian dialectics nnder
the impact of the outbreak of the first world war and insisted
that Cepital, vol. I could not be understood withour Hegel's
Science of Logic. @uuaycvsknya tries to show that, starting
from Ebpgels, all post-Marx Marxists bad an insuffcient
grasp of dialectics, seeing it merely asa method of thoughe
and not as a dialectic of liberation. Punayevskaya insists on
the profound integrative force of historical diajeciics *Tkese
is but one dialectical conceptual framework. ap indivisible
whole which does not divide economies and politics frem
Subject ; masses in motion—a living, feeling, thinking, acting
whole. Therefore, in Marx’s new contineat of thought,
history was not just ‘economic periods’ but masses making
history. Because a single dialectical course detemibes the
objective and subjective forces, the dialectic of Marx’s philoso-
Pby of revolution allawed Marx’s theory of history to trans-
form histeric narrative into historic Reascn®” ( p, 119 ) 0|

Dunayevskaya insists that while Marx’s work hasto be
seen as one from the 1844 manuscripts fo the Ethnological
Notebooks, it is important to understand the profound
differences in outlock between Marx apd Engels. She drawn -




tw 6 early writiogs: and the last manu-

$: “The first decade “after his bresk with
bourgeois socicty saw not only the concretizaticn of Maix's
Promethean vision in the Critique .of the Hegellan Didlectic
and the Communist Manifesto but the projection of the revolu-
tion ia permanence’. !

The last seven_years of Marx’s life saw not only most
profound articulation of the organisation question in (ke
Critigue of the Gotha Prograimme and the French editiop of
Capital, which had foreseen our state capitalist age and desp-

ened the significance of the fetishism of commodities, but.

the Ethnological Notebooks. Only recently trapscribed, these
Notebooks teveal, at one and the same lime, the actoal ground
that led to the first projection of the possibility of revolution
coming first in underdeveloped countrics like Russia, a
reconnection and deepening of what was projected in the
- Grundrisse on the Asiatic mode of praduction, & return to that
most fundamental reiationship of Man/Woman which had
first been projected in the 1844 Essays.” ( p. 121)

Asin her earlier writings, Dunayevskaya quotes Marx’s
famous statement on freedom from the ‘Debates on Freedem
of the Press’ in Rheinische Zeitiung, 12 May 1842 : “Freedom
is so much the essence of man that even its opponents- realise
it. No man fights freedom, he fights at most the freedom

of others. Every kind of freedom has therefore ajways-

existed, oniy at one time as a special privilege, at another
time as a-universal right” ( p. 124 ).

It was shortly after this debate that Marx bhad to leave
Rheinische Zeitung, but not to join what he considered vulgar
communism, nor to remain part of the Left Hegelians. He
spelled out the direction in the [Introducrion to the Critigue of
" Hegel's Philosophy of Right : “As philosophy finds its material
weapon in the proletariat, so the proletariat finds its spiritnal
weapons in philosophy and once the lightening of thought bas
struck deeply into this naive soil of the people, the emascipa-
tion of Germans into men (sic) will be accomplished™
(quated p. 125)%. Tas decisive ' coatribution ‘in Marx's
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analysis is that his analysis of alienated labour goes much
further than the economic structure and class relations but
comprises human relations as a whole. One of the crystaili-
sing events for Marx's thinking was the uprisivg of the
Silesian weavers. Even if the social revolution were to occar
only in one factory district, Marx recognised that *jt Iepresents
man's protest against a dehumanised life, because it starts our
from the point of view of a separate real individual, because the
community, ageinst the separation of whichk from himself the
individual reacts, is man's true community, iuman pature”
( quoted p. 128 ). '

In his tenth Thesis on Feuerbach Marx made clear that
“The standpoinst of the old materialism is ‘civil® scciety; the
standpoint of the new is fuman soeicty, or society, or socialis.
ed humanity’” (quoted p. 129 ),

In the 1844 manusctipt Marx bad worked out that homan
aliesation is first of all expressed in the man/womsn relation.
ship : “The infinite degradation iv which human being exists -
for himself is expressed in this relatien to the woman as the
spoils and handmaiden of commonal lust. For the secret
relationship of buman being to human being finds its ungmai-
guous, definitive, open obvious expression in the direcr ngrural
relationship between the sexes. The direct. natural necessary
relationship of human being to  human being
is the relarionship of man to woman. Frem the char-
acter of this relation it fellows to what degree Euman- being as
a species has become fiuman.'3 Marx’s ruthless critique of
all that exists found its first comprehensive systematic expressi. -
on in Communist Manifesto writtea for the Communist League
in 1847. Soon after it was published the revolutionary ferment
burst into action in 1848 all over Europe.

Ttis not possible to reproduce here Dunayevskaya’s whole
aua"ﬁ' sis of Marx’s work. She works out'a number of aspects
of special relevance for the analysis of the problcmatic of the
Third World and the modern mass movements Jike, e. g., the
chapter on pre-capitalist formations in- Grundrisse.Dunayev.
skaya seesin €upital the Great Divide from Hegel because
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‘economics nor pl:ulosobhy bnt ‘the: lmma.n bemg, the. masses.
Because dead labout { capml )dommatu ‘over- lmng labour,
aud the labourer is the © ‘grave diggerof mpxtaham all haman
cmtence is iovolved” (p. 143 %

It is obvious that we are still miles apart frem what Marx
really envisaged. No socialist society has as yet been able to
really strive to overcome commodity production and thus a
system which produces, as Marx expressesit in his chapter
‘the Fetish Character of Commodities’, “material relations
between persons and social relation between things”. Tte
‘erfwoman question in prese &Y society expresses itself
precisely in these termns.  The strupgle for wemen's likeration
cannot be carried on in isolation from the’ ann-capnahs:
stroggle”’.

The one throughgoing question in Dunayevskaya’s book
which is crucial for the integration of women's struggle ang
cleas straggle, bot which arites first of all from the analysis of
the 1905 and 1917 revolutions,. is the question of the reiaticn-
sbip of party and mass spontaneity which it expressed in the
overridisg comcept of permanent revolution. It would ke
reductionist to ascribe this pre-occupation  with permanent
revolution only to her Trotskyite backgrourd. Her contribu.
tion on the contrary comsists of establishing permanent
revolution as a general Masxist concept by developing it frem
the writings of Marx, Lenin, Luxemburg and making the
specificity and limitation of Trotsky’s contribution diseerni-
ble. | For Danayevskaya the organisatiupal question g
inextricably intertwined with the philosophy of revoluticn.
She shows convincingly the contradiction in uxemburg her-
self : her emphasis on mass spen'aneity @tr ioatility to
leave the pasty even at the point of toral d:sagrcemcnll her
close work with Jogiches politicaily but the break-up of theit
intimacy under the impact of the mass upsurge of the 1905
revolution, in a situation in which JYogiches contisued to
represent  principles of secrecy and avantguardism while
Lixambacg started to uaderstand masses in motion as histori

. ,yhaﬁ’n;ver sufficed to tehlly live down What Js-Fo-Be- Dome—+—-. ’

ok

- and Revelution in 1917.
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r_cal ‘Reason. She wrote to Emmanuel and Mathilde Worm on
18 July 19063 *The.revoiution is magniﬁm_n. All elseis
bilge” { quoted p. 7), Dunayevskaya criticises sharply
Lasalle’s influence on the organisational question and the
whole tendency in the Social Demacratic. Party to make the

" organisational question a fetish. She emphasises against this

the importance of Marx's 1875 Critique af the Gotha Program
as a cririque of Lasalle’s principles and also Marx’s The
Civil War in Frarice 23 a crucial analysis of masses in motion
during  the Paris- Commune. Both, the Critigueand

Civil War in Franee W:re of decisive mﬂumce for Lenin’s Srate

‘The probieim is that all (Liese anilyse: yscs\’;

The overriding question is bow to incorporate within the ad
Mceds of orgamsauon the ovcrr:dmg ‘goals of the ciasslcss
society and to speil out the concrste steps of how to get there,

how tq Y 0yércoms the enslaving subordination of theindivi-
labour and also the mmhau between

dual to division of
physical labour, — - — .
Thc crucial contribution of Marx’s Critigue of the Gorha
Program is that it deals with the inseparable relationship of
philosophy to organisation itself, Dunayevskaya traces 1he
developmeat of the concept of permanent revolution in Marx
from 1843 onwards, developing further during the events of
1848/49 and being made fully explicit first in the Address to
the Commanist League, 1850, The Critique of the Gotha
Program can bz read in the light of the full philosophical
implications of this concept. [t was the historical events in
between which helped to develop the concept of permanent
revolution and the philosophy of total human liberation to the
fuil. -“The establishment of 1he First International, on the one
band, and the finai structuring of Capira/ on the other hand,
in the 1860s reveaied, at onc and the same time, not oniy the

break with the concept of theory as a debate with theoreticians, -
" and the development of the concept of theory asa history of

class struggles, but a concept also of a new revolutionary force
—Black.» The culmination of ail these theories and activi.
ties was, of course, the historical appeasance of the Paris

» ¢ Dunayevskaya here refers to the emancipation struggle of the
black population in the US.
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" Commune of 1871, and there, too, we saw-along ‘with the

great ﬂisct:.iqy'of & historic form for: working eut the econo-
Imic cmancipation of the prolétariat—~a new force: of revolu-

tion, women” { p. -161-)._ g

In an afterword ta the chapter on Marx’s theory of perma-
nment revolution, Dunayevskaya works out a critique of Trot-
sky's theory of permanent revolution, the shortcomings of.
which she sees in the fact that though Trotsky in 1905 had
clearly anticipated that backward Rusia, involved in a bour-
geois revolutien, would reach for socislism in an “anbroken
chain®, he did nothing in those twelve years between 1905 and
1917 to develop this point. He saw the.peasantry as conser-
vative, the proletariat as backward and, as Lepino criticised,
reduced his own ‘‘philosophy of history” to “the stroggle
for influence over the politically immature proletariat”
( p.169 ). Trotsky failed to understand ILenin's position on
the peasantry as introduced in  his “Theses on tke Naticnal
and Colonial Question,”” presented at the Second Congress
of the-Communist International. In Dunayevskaya’s worcs:
Trotsky’s reference to that thesis is limited to Bis fight with
Stalin—internationalism vs. natiopalism~~and not the pivotal
point of the revolutionary live farce of the peasantry, of the
national question, and of the perspective that, since
world revolutions have not come by way of Berlin,
‘then perhaps’ it oan come by way of Peking. Thatnew point

of depsrture wes not graspsd, much less developed by
Trotsky* ( p. 171). -

\ In the final chapter, Dunayevskaya draws out the lines
frem Marx's late writings to the 1980s. She points
oul once again our bistoric advantage of tavirg acccssto
Marx’s writings in entire{_yjand tkus of teing able to grasp
the 1otality of bis revolutionaty 1t ecry, !
the way Marx's postbumous wosks bave teen publisked.
Among oiher problems, she perceives sharp differences
between Ecgel's The Origin ¢f the Fomily and Maix’s netetc oks
“whether these relate 1o primitive ccmmuniem, the Man/
Woman relatiouship, or, for that matter, the attitude to

Eke severely crit'cises
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Darwin” ( p, 179 ). Dinayevskaya sees a decisive methodolo-
gical difference between Marx and Engels in the way how they
deal with periods of transition in the historical process : Marx
was showing that it is during the trapsition. period that you see
the duality emerging to-reveal the beginnings of antagonisms,
whereas Engels always seen s to have antagonisms only at tbe
-end, as if class society came in very nearly full blewa: ofter the
communat form was destroyed and private properiy was
established. Moreover Yor Marx the diulectical development
Jfront one siage to anoiher is related 10 new revolutionary upsur-
ges, whereas Engels sees it as a unilaieral progression” {p. 180).

. Marx showed that the elements of oppression; including
oppression of woman, arose from within primitive communism
—with the establishment of ranks—relatiopsbip of chief 1o
mass—and the ecopomic interesis which went withit. In
Dunayevskava's words : Marx demonstrated that leng befere
the dissolution of the primitive ccrmmune, there emerged the
question of ranks within the egalitarian cocmmupe. 1t was the
beginoing of a transformation into opposite— gens into caste.
‘That is to say, within the egalitarian communzl form arecse
the slements of its opposite—caste, aristocracy, and different
material interests. Morever, these were not successive stages,
but co-exisrence with the communa! form' (p, i81). While it
is unclear what Marx intended to do with Lis extensive anthro-
pological notes, one thirg is clear, namely that “‘the deciine
of the primitive ccmmune was net due just to external factors
aor duc only to ‘the world historic difeat of the female sex.’
That was Engels’ phrase, not Marx's™ (p. 183)./ In other
words, Durayevekayva sbacdons the monccausal afpresch o f
{inklog the women's question primarily to the property-concept
and raises the question of how society even during primitive
communism was organised, This way of approaching the

problem needs to be developed l'unher) jt finds support also

in what Magrx wrote in the beginalng of German Idecfogy on
sexual division of labour and division of labour beiween head
and band. Recent anthropological data sugport the aitempt
for such a multi-causal analysis of the women’s question and
by aoalysing it that way, it links up with the overall organisa-




tional question and underying. phlldsbbhy of the working
class movement in a much more creative. ‘way, becauseit: does
raise the qnunon of division of lsbour and ‘relationship - tet-
ween head aad hand, vanguard and masses, stylcs of funtion-
ing, direct’ d_emocracy, ‘flow of information, relattonsh:pof
rationality and intuition, reason and spontaneityin an oversil
way. '

The point, in other words, is not justto overcome mono-
causal explanationa like “‘property” or *‘the ‘'world historic
defeat of the female sex", “patriarchy” overthrowing ‘‘matri-
archy’*font blish a dialectical method which does not
take er-revolution as its stamnmges of
me_fomg The uncri-
t reception of Engels has often led to ap idealisation.
of the past ( “’matriarchy” under primitive communism)
linked up with the promise of an idealised future (equality™
after the revolution} while at the same time the women’s
movement could be denounced as = bourgaois deviation
abstractiog people’s minds frem the priorities of the class
struggle, “*dividing the werkipg class™; etc.{ I1is essential to
understand that it is basically an absence of creative diaiectics
which-prevent the Left today to perceive the revolutionary

forces where they emerge, At the s_aﬁn_:sw:k of
theoTy eative dialectics_in_These wass movements as_>)
well, ‘Dunayevskaya characterises the siiuation as follows:

“Marx was not hurrying to make easy generalisations, such
as Bagels' chacacterization of the future being justa ‘higher
stage’ of primitive communism. No. Maix envisioped a
totally new man, a totally new woman, a rotaily new life form
( and by no means only for marriage)—ins a word, a totally
new society. Thatis why it is so relevant to today’s Women's
Liberation Movement and why we still have so much to learn
from Marx’s concept of Man/Wonan, not only in the abstract
1844 articulation, but in the .empiric 1880 formulation wh
it was integrated with the need for total uprooting of capi-
talism and creatioa of a classlu: society™ (p. 186).

(‘L—__Dunayevskaya illustrates Marx's unrelenting creativity by
_ his draft letter 0 Vera Zasulich (1881) and his, u:troducuon to
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the Russian edition of the Communist Manifesto (1882) in both
of which he anticipated that Russia could be the first to have
a proletarian revolution ahead of the’ West, This links up
with today’s problem of Third World revolutions.~--

These are the threads we have to pick up if we waat to facs -
our awn task, practically as well as theoretically. In Dunayey-
skayn’s words : ““The pointis that—whether it vwas becauze
Engels' name, after the death of Marx, had become sacresanct,
or because Engels® views reflected their own later views--not a
single one of the post-Marx Marxists, beginniag withk Engels
and continuing with Luxemburg, Zetkin, Lenin and Trorsky,
ail the way into our age with Mao, worked on ths groond
Marx had laid out, either an pre-capitalist societies or on the
question of Women’s Liberation. That is the ground that our
age has dug out, especially since the mid-1970s.” Thatisn’t -
because we are ‘smarter’ than any of these greatrevolu-
tionaries. It is because, we who have been struggling under
the whip of the many cownter-revolutions, do have one
advantage—the maturity of our age” (p. 150).

Dunayevskaya quotes the myriads of crises in our age “from

ussia to China, from Cuba to Iran, from Afriea to Pot’s
Cambodia, that without a philosophy of revolution, activism
speads itsell in mere anti-imperialism and anti-capitaiism,
withont ever revealing what it is for” (p. 194).—

Tndeed, the tasks are outlined, the threads are there to be
picked up. The difficulty coasists in the fact that the philoso-
phy of revolution and the New Humaoizm cannot be speiled
out in the abstract, but have to be developed in correspon-
dence to day-to-day actions, witbout ~cur quest for Notien
being bogged down and swallowed up by blind activism, Io
the Indian situation, there are three areas in which alot of
work needs to be donet -

1. The organisational question { party-mass orgapisation,
vanguardism-spontaneity, bureancratism-msss action ) hasto
be raised in the Jight of the quest for an underlying philosopby
of revolution and with a critical apalysis of the lack of dialee-
tics in today’s Left.




“the . my anti-cap:ulist perspecuve mto thue mass
mo'mu. . : -
3. | More debate and aullyns is also. needed on the ques.
tion of the character of present day 'l'hlrd World remlutmnl.
The question of sacialist revolution -gets" casily dcﬁened by
pointiog to the need for "compleuon" of bourgeois democratic
revolation, - in. pombllny to nationalise ali mdusmcs ete,
while the movement itself - gets stuck in- parhamentansm and
unimaginative ad-hoc activism. The question what a socialist
perspective means—apart from chaoge of prop:r:y relations—
ia terms of reorganisation of production p;ocessc: priorities
of what is produced. direct 'democracy in decision making,
etc, has to be worked out in the light of an  overali analysis of
the existing and the vision of a new, radically aew society.

: NOTES
1. Ses my summazry of the argument in my article: *The
Unfinished Task of a Marxist Conceptualisation of the
- Womz=a's Qaestion’, The Marxist Review, Voi, XVI, Nos 9 & 10,
April 1983, :
2. It has to b= soted that the translation used here by

Daosyevskaya is misicading sioce Marx in the German
original does not talk of the emancipation of Germans into
“men” but into humans ( Memhen )

.. Quoted by Duonayevskaya p-40f. in her ‘own transla-
ﬁon. Thave altered her translation by using buman being-
whetehiamnmtheword Mench” because this term is nos

'jgdequtely rondered by the term. “mdn™ | since it very clearly
- .ndvmhont duenmmmoncompmu men and women and
,,dou not. as the Eoglish, stats "l:llln” as the nonn and. ,

. ugomn uthedevumon. .




