April 18,1984,

uvear Prof.hDunayevskaya,

Exeuse me for not replying to your letter of March the 5th earlier,
which is due to my being away {rom Relgrade during Marei.

I regreél that we have met only for short in New York, because I really
enjoyed your works and wished to meet you. I read with great interest your
Marxism and Freedom, which I referred to in my book Stalinism and Socialism.
(The book was published in 1952 in Belgrade in 3erbo~Croation. If you read my
language I would like to hear your comments - I would send the topy to you-).

I do not know whether I'1ll come again to the USA soon, but if I do,
I'll certainly try to meet you.

Yi fully agree with your remarks to the Draft of the Encyclopedia of
jocialism,. partlcularly those "concerning a need to clearly dis-
4azxﬂs_th ory from a variety of Harxismé](As a matter oF fact, ‘Itve
g myself whether the very term “Marxism" is any longer of use, or '
one should speak in terms of Marx's tradition). It is very important when the
concept of socialism is in question., Jor according to my opinion, Marx' = '
idea of sooialism differs more than i¥ is recognized, from $oth Engels' and
“Lenin's, not to speak of Stalin's conception of a "totalitarian socialism"l]

- * Although I dontt think it is justified to limit the conception of .

- ﬁsoclalism to Marx! s idea alone, I am quite convinced that a revival of: his -

'_goriginal Adea, very often known from second-hand sources (elther from En:ela'
or Lenin's interpretation, or what is worse, from a Stalinist dtstortion)

ight help humanizing our contemporary vision of a new soclety.
' “That's what I have tr’ed to demonstrate in my book when confronting

g~ja Stalinist ideOIOgy with Marx's emancipatory theory, and the latter with ’
--zstaliniam as a practice realized in the USSR,

P losely connected with the abovementioned comment is your demand
. that a more clear differentiation should be made in regards to Bolsheviam

- . and Stalinism. Moreover, I agree that Bolshevism itself is to be differanti-

ﬁated for there is no identity mark between leninism, Trockism, Buhariniamq

" - and the conception of the VWorkers' Oppoeition, on_the one hand, and betweon

' each taken separately and Stalinism, on the othe:;]Reduclng of all these ten

' " dences to merely a "struggle to power" (as L.Kolakowski did) is, to my .mind,

j’ a ‘great miatake, losing sight of the potential the early twenties s5till of-
_Qiforad. Unlike Stalin's period which closed up all the perspective of socia-

've also read with pleasure your contrlbution to Hews and Letters
,on Marx's philosophy of revolution vs.non-Marxist scholar-careerist in -
3Harxiam'" )

‘Hoping we'll be in touch,
Kind regards,

A~
Zaga Golubovié

_P.B; If you want I'll send you a copy of my book?

'1693. \
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liny 1, 1984

Deoar Zsgai

It was great to get yowr letter andynatarally,
I was glad to hear that you agreed with the thruat of my
Wtﬂy on the Draft of the Encyclopedia of Contanporary
It is of the osmgence, I belleve, for Marxists
of our age not only to reformulate Karx for our age but to
take the measure of all post-Marx Marxists. The reason I
80 stress the difference betwsen Hoxrx's Rarxisn and all
others’, beginning with Zngels, is rrecieely due to the fact
that in this cage we sre not dealing with any betrayer;
wh're doaling with Marx's closest colladorator; and on the
topics most wrgent for owr age -- both Yomen'g Liberation
and the Third World.

i 1 gavs you.ly o 'U""“." xR
R Aolivy, AL _SRERGE R8T R 2 : LYy AP :

- GNCLOSINg ‘s derox of the last ten s on # new mozents
and the 19808* view of it, as I sse 1t. I also thought
ﬁl&{w Aight ds interested in seseing the collentiwe monnon
in wieh I ot only wrote the work dut d1én’t consider it
endsd juat bscause it was in print, Therefors, 1 encloss
aleo the sdditions I made ¢o the dook after it was in print
88 I eadarked on a vary extensive tour on the Marx Centenary.,

Though I do not know Serbo~Croatisn I would vory
auch appreciats getting youwr book, BRe
- You must know that Russians are oconce o think
- that it entitles them not only to know 1l Siavie languages
_But to know "langusges' in general. So do send me your book.
" RO the ¥ of a continuing _
o make gure that we ses each ‘
I consider it a real adventure to have
o It ) m'mwmumtthwoll-mmbmm._,
for: the struggle for idens of frosdoss these are the real '
- oonrades that btreak down all national Ydoundsries,
i wag 'the first to Break away from Stalin’s totalitari
and, not aatter how I wanted that to be & world breakaway,
-3 Namxist-iumanist breakaway, I hriled it se eigniZying the
be, of the end of Stalinie.

Yours warmly,

flass]
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January 14,1985,

Dear Irofessor Dunayevskaya,

Thank you very much for your letter end New Year®s gre~
etings, which I've passed to A1l our friends, Let me send you
our regards with best wishes.

I have been very busy since we have met in New York wor-
‘King on my project on "real socialism" and preparing a book.
That is the remson why I could not have fbund time yet for res-
ding your latest book, but I hope to do it soon.

However, T've read your article in R T,
commenting Dupfé's hook. vaant to expressﬁé;gégggegygﬁggk of
your comments, which I found .very; important, in particular when
touching the point of @arx—EnEEIE“?EIEtiﬁhs and refuting an eco-
nomic determinism attributed to llarx., It is my experience from
the USA too, that it is nefessary to repeat it again and sgain

that a great differente exists between @gxxlﬂ_!!iﬁigﬁi_é%é_Eggae,
,Qi_En%%igi‘and if a blind deterministic “approach and & simlyfied !
conception is derived from Marxism, it is from Engels’ sources,
not from lMarx’s. I°ve had an impression that even many students

of ism still rely upon.sscond-hand sources.end. interpreta-
tions than 8 igindl works of Marx. Which is why; -they Pl
still insist on certain misinterpretations, long ago revealed by |

the intelligent critics of Marx, and published in English. i

'::/// For this reason I find it very important to insist on cle=
| N

ring up what is marx from what it is not - however, not on the -
purpose of dogmatically defending every word he wrote, but for:
‘the sake of liberating Marx’s thought of the prejudices, 5o as -

- to save the “"rational seeds" which may be developed and incor=

_porated into a modern critical reflection to social reality.
Unfortunately, there are not many persons fighting this kind .o
battles within Marxism, but rather, an intensified dichotomiza-

“tion takes place, between those who dogmatically stick to the . =

' Belected but empty phrases proclaimed as a Marxist Weltanshau- =™
ggg, and ex-Marxists who became the sharpest critics not only -

Marx’s theory but of communism as well, when establishing a -1 -

direct 1link between Marx’s vision and the practices of the "real |

. socialism", Thereby, a critical analysis of these practices is ! -
. very significant in_order that the existing reality and the hid-

den/suppressed posifbilities be distinguished, and & more modern
conception of socialism suggested. P

Hoping to remain in touch,
friegdly yours,

Zaga Golubovié
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June 5, 1985

Dear Zagsa:

I Just this minute had the opportunity of reading Praxig
Tor October 1984, I absolutely loved your oritical review,
"why *'Dietatorship Over Needs®' is not Socialism®, beginning with
its very title, through to its conclusion:"thls controversy has
enabled the manipulation of human needs through their homogeniza~
tion, which has had a fatal effect on the doctrine when it implies
thet it is a 'proscription of free individuslity.’ Being character~
ized by a 'coercive need imposition,' which stands 'contra the
individual and his need dynamic,' the Soviet-type system cannot
be taken unertiecally as socialist, unless basic socialist values
are left out,”

it

Frankly, I have always thought that/wasn't only Lukacs hime
self who openly caplitulated to Stalin(and who was always not Just.
ambilvalent about Stalinism) but the whole Frankfurt School, Com

~they used their erudition in glibness, and to be all things to'all
men in the field of moademia. Your name must be uritouchabla, .
for which I'm very glad, since yowr critique was published in the

very firat issue in which Ferene Feher became co-editor with Mar. -
kovie, Congratulations, -

- I'm rather confused about what is happening to the Yugo- u
slav Encyolopedia. I was surprised at the last communication from
O them, I enclose a oopy of my letter to Zoran Vidakovie, whioh -
Ea shows my ennoyan~3 at the fact that there is no mention of the K

As you maw, from my enclosed letter to Zoran Vidakovic of May 23,
- 1985, I mention that you are the only one who had commented on i¢t,

but I had assumed that my letter from you was "“personal" and not
“an offieial response from the Encyclopedia Executive.

~I'm sorry that I still have to be so brief, but the faot
that: the Director of my publishing firm had died has delayed the

national Women's Day, March 8 of this year; and I am thus still
press (hopefully in July) I w send you a copy.

Hurrledly yours,

West did nothing to free them from that ambivalence; on the contrary

commentary I had gent them in March 1984 which I ecalled "Gommantari}f‘*
. on Draft Projeot for the Encyclopedia of Contemporary Socialism,” -

publiocation of my new book which was supposed to be out for Intér§f f_
busy in the final proofreading. As soon as it finally gets off the -
1 ' PR




