Februsry 25, 1983

PERBONAL

Dear Peter:

Fisrt of all, I want to tsll you that there has hever
been at any time in our whole existence -~ and that detes back to
the JFT period as well, or for that matter, to the totel reorganite~
tion needed by VIL in April 1917 =~ a complejtion of a hew book (be
it M&PF, P&R, or RILWLKM, 7 (]

) whioh has not produced,an the one a grea )
fo and on the other the abmlute opposite of falling off of
unborl. To put it sinply but dialectically, pracisely because a
new moment has been discoversd objevtively and presented mudbjeotively,
the ERIUMRNRMKX articulation of that new moment has made so sharp a
division Setween what was and what is that the shock to thon who are
..not foxr 1%, is such that thay in fuen raveal their X"
the striotly Nerxist-Humanist pertod, the most urlous s was 1969.
when, on the one hand, we had all the great 60s activista inslsting

L that the 68 was otill alive and with this supposed laftigm , they

then procaded to try to sabotage the preparation for real theoretical
development -~ P&R, and counterposed to it how much more important

it was to participate in a Mahwah plekét line in New Jersey, than

to come to listen to ae on a first draft of PAR. Diock G. did indeed
oonsider that, as an intelleotual who on huhgwn came to M&F and now
was patto of tho gz-ut 68 rﬂmlt at co!.u-hla. I’.lil oould hcturo on

n *“the woman question.”
ulln?t al.gghdlo b nkdto'v

pon nger be aske

losophy ."!mo-don.lmh ‘0¢ cowrse, nd
less, while the M-Hisz is, lndud. bowad to,
: -Olthono orossés hinself when orossing’ tou a oh

- what remains abstract, whigle what is

- believe in, what they have both dvmnus ghtn
¢ "Mo:oro" rouiru 'r{ux for o.otlvi.ty. i thie wouan quosuon.
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alone in both the "national question” and the *"WQ® (and, incidentally,
did you know that the only time ghe was for “the national question*
was when she declared she was for divorce?). I'm sure I don*t have
to. g0 into how wrong she was, _m§ the reason I'm oiting RL here is
that our fcopln. at rirst didn't like RL at sll, and then went to
the oprosite exirems (that ie, after the Jogihhe break-up, which
they wrongly interpret). I then"had trouble * with getting
ghuonoph,v recognized, without which dialectic not only would the

¢ parts of the book not be seoen as one unit, but no individual
part would be sdan as more than a half-way dialsotio. No one,
on the other hand, hae pleased me more, in her grasp of it, than
Neda, both because she related WQ and NQ, m_amﬂ“ngn_.

Unfortunately, I do not have 100 percent belief in har
as an sexgeption, and the reason, of all things, is that the othar
pergon whee I thought aven mors important bYecause she was young,
gheila, sudenly considered the colimn as "foreign®". You may not
have seen =~ O rather, all the why you t0 ds
present in 15l meeting I had with her, but that far baok , I had
gt;: %1 whiff of Tudeh-ism coming all the way from good old popular

NEiMA,

Tsadkar is the one person I do think EKXIEIEX is a full
Narxist-Humsnist and you may not kaow how that, in saull s, both
helped me meke the decision and suddonly entertein doubts shaut
the others. You know how very improssed I was with his plece on
Shout, SRl was WORGEFiog why failev:(ihe Gecreimn cemtader whe

was eV, por e . '
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x Wi [ what ths book opened %o Was
100 nlcllyu- what Zadsh has said in support
word, when I was rirst working out the Stalin dh:g:r

on the National Question, and how Jutely
Gsorgian delegation, and what had led Lenin,
» $9 ek for Stalin's remeval. I belleve
of that chapter untii the Iranian Revelutien.
Neda was interewted {in faey, Lfound
singled oud 4o talk
o3 af the Nusiin
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hope to mest with Neda Do she
I‘I.lolp?.bllt I justs feel that mm
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Hwiriedly yours, }//(/
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