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' Dunayevikays
PHY 'AND REVOLUTION
any aotiHegelians who consider themselves
iave surfaced to attack Philosophy and Revolu-
1eltitonlypmpertoavetheﬂoortaa6er-
- revolutionary Marxist of the Gld Left whose indi-
vidual ‘view objectively sums up the others,
T — Raya Dunayevskaya
L]

. kH L ] L
esr Raya:
"1 do not believe in “Hegel Now”. I think it can only
‘ ‘more confusion, Sure, 1 am for studying Hegel
10w as’] was in the *205 when “Lenin's Notes" appeared.
But not “much more than for studying Spinoza, Herder,
ote. I'om afraid it is, again, & smuggling away froim
" Marx. It is the same, cxactly the same, a3 whenthe great
- intellectuals started to go back fo the “Young Marx”. 1
“enjoy, and will agree with, every word of the “Young
~Marx”, but I do not need the “Young Marx” (he really
.meant what he said about the “nagging mice™) since 1
have a much better (concrete) one from the year 1852
= Engels hit it right when, at Marx's funeral, after
summarizing the great theoretical, philogog'2+al and sci-
‘éntific achievements, he said: “For Marx was before alt
else ‘2 revolutionist.” You, Raya, are the one who, right-
fully, spesks 20 much about theory and practice—where
‘was: Hegel's practice? Hegel ran away. He was first &
“(practice) and then took refuge in the univers-
ot his feet") started to
to accept the editorship

) DO without having to see your
that you know your Hegel better than Lagsalle did.
Mmtbmmhmnemm;made;
: . Tha egel to go to Bismark. Walking
East Germany, I saw plenty of

and nowhere is Hegel taught as

Leipdg. Everywhere at the

rd “people” (Volk),

PAGE

Why Hegel? Why Now?——a crilique_-"‘ ;.

Marx is, yot know from his letter to Weydemeyer from
1852, the decinve year, by the way.) .
Lenin was right that one should study Hegel to be

better able to understand Marx, but one does not need

Hegel to understand Marx, Lenin spoke to revolation-

aries who fell for Kautsky, etc—like be, himself, did,

before he had studied Hegel. You, however, speak,

through the Dell company, to people who at best are on

their way to becoming revolutionary. One can be a revo-

lutionary without Hegel! .
L] L] ’

WHY HEGEL NOW? Why not Feuerbach Now?
After all, Feuerbach was just azs important as Hegel,
Feuerbach, and not Hegel, was the first in the whole
history of Philosophy who introduced consciously the
jdea of “WE" instead of the “I". (For Hegel even the
people” were still “I".)

If you give today's intellectuals only Hegel (or at
best Marx via Hegel), they will never understand the
proletariat and Marx's and Engel's discovery from the
“Heoly Family” on. More importent than Marxism as a
whale is the development of the dhoughts of Marx and
Engels, and if you wish, the development from Hegel,
but from wany, many others than Hegel, They leamned
much, much more from Fourier than from the whole of
Hegel. Why go back to Hegel who still, contrary to the
French apd English thinkers, bothered with theclogy,
no matter what his God really existed of? Today's intel-
lectuals will never, and that was Lukac’s mistake, un-
derstand the prolelariat from studying Hegel. The task
isnolonlytouuderstandthedhlecuco!chsulmule
and thereby discover our Freedom and Humanlsm, but
the role of the proletariat. That, and that alome, the
young people have to be taught, and that one can get
only from Marx and Engels and Lenin and Luxemburg
and from Trotsky and 3Mao {1 for onc cag s3y such things
since I never, never agreed with anything typically
Trotsky) — and never from Hegel. Any one of the prole.
tarian revolutionaries is worth more than the whole
of Hegel,
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ISN'T IT TYPICAL that the official intellectuals
in the West as well as in the East fall for “Alienation"?
Sure, a good word, very Hegelisn and Marxian, but
ihere is & very, very good reasen why Harx since 1882
did mot use this word any more except In conneotion with
labor in the production process, Every liberal you can
Impress with the slogan “Alienation”, but he will st be
a liberal, Indeed, the best way to become and feel 2
liberal is the outery against “Alienation”, because the
best way to reduce (not abolish) “Alienation” is to make
the feliow “Interested”—if the horse could only be in-

L:rl:::ed in the beauty of its harness, it would pull much

One can accept every word in Hegel, and siill ‘not
be a revolutionary. Kautsky, ete., tried to do R with
Marx. 1t did not work, The Parteivorstand hsd:to-cut
out sentences from Marx and Engels, “explain’ and
in the end to say openly that Marx and Engels; aftéf
all, were humans and made mistakes-—or were- valld
for a certaln time only. . . . The Russians il
Marxism-Leninism (too bad Stalinism was lalea
it will come back), but the introduction of “values” ete..
inte “socialist economy”, as you bad shown, clashed
too much with Marx's Fetish character of commodities. .
Don't tell me that Hegel understood the real meanisg
of Napoleon on the white horse. I do not think bé
but even if he did, the whole of Hegel :
to the few pages of section 4 in the
Kapkal. Again, what does one need
today?

Concrete Humanism starts with Marx,
else! Up tlll Marx it was the great dfeam! Gefs
it was an ahstraction; also for Hegel though he.wmn-
doubtedly went after the experience of 1
jution further then all Humanists (
him. . . . Just as Spinoza staried Philosophy :
rightfully said), and thereby started ¢he end of Theology

—so the end of Philosophy started with Marx. Why
go back? S
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; is ‘sad, indeed, that so abysmal is the theoretic
void ‘which has persisted in the revolutionary movement

er since the death of Lenin in 1924 that the moment
there is mention of Hegelian diatectics—the ground that

ade possible Marx's discovery of a whole new conti-
nent of thought, Historical Materialism, which, in turn,
made ‘necessary a return to that self-movement which
Marx had-declared to be “the source of all dialectic”~
t that moment even an independent Marxist like you
hauls-out the three old, very old, red herrings: 1.}
Hegd 's 1. istitution of “theology”, 2.) Hegel's failure to
understand * 4e real meaning of Napoleon on the white
horse™, after which comes the clincher, 3) “where
was Hegel's practice?"'—as if that ever were the reason
) ‘continued grappling with the Hegelian dialectic
thraughout his life as a proletarian revolutionary.

- You, however. go about your merry way, violating
-philosophy and lnstury, not only by imputing the

reason for Lassalle’s “going to Bismarck™ to Hegel's
h;lc. but bringing your clincher up to date as well
as “personalizing” it by further dragging in me and Mao,
-writing ' that Hegel's “horror” at Marat and Babeuf
‘{s 30 hat the same as yours against Mao.”
PLACE FOR PSEUDO POINTS
ere 17 as Interested as you in scoring totally
irrelevant, - pseudo-points, I could end the discussion
j_rlght -bere by simply showing my “horror™— and this
one .rul and is of today—at your gratuitously supply-
revolutionary red coating to that state-capitalist
-guler continuing to mouth Marxist phrases while rolling
‘the red carpet for every leader from Nixon to Arafat
after be had turned his Army loose against the Chinese
pruleuu'ht whont he called “economists™ for daring to

,B, is the German revolutionary who wrote the cri-
ue “Why Hegel? Why Now?'* that appeared in N&L,
gust:Seplember, 1974.

ask for better conditions of labor, and against the Sheng
Wu-lien**, the youth rebels who took him at his word
that "it was right’ to rebel” and worked to develop
communes in the manner of the Paris Commune, the
form of workers' rule that Marx recognized as the
“dictatorship of the proletariat”,

It is high time, instead, seriously to get down to
working out the inner connection between Marx's theory
of revolution and Hegelian dialectics,

1t is high time, instead of counterposing endlessiy
Feuerbach’s materialismm as “the superior” of Hegel's
idealism, that we understood fully why Marx, despile the
faet that Feuerhach helped the Young Hegelions {Marx
included) “complete™ the break with Hegel's idealism,
crecited iHegel. not Feuerbach, with developing “the
active side™ of self-dzveloping “Subjeet™:

“The chief defect of all hitherto existing materi-
alism {(that of Feuerbach included) is that the thing,
reatity, sensuousness, is conceived only in the form
of the object . . . not subjectively. Hence, in con-
iradistinetion to materizlism, the active side was
developed abstractly by idealism . . ."

Of course, neither Feuerbach's materialism, nor
Hegelian idealism, uaderstood proletarian praxis, “revo-
lutionary”, “practical-critical activity.”” That was Marx's

—*Sheng Wu-lien is the acronym for the 20 organi-
zations comprising the Hunan Provincial Prolelarian
Revolutionary Great Alliance Committee which issued
thelr Manifesto “Whither China?" asking that the “Cul-
tural Revolution™ not remain *a revolution of dismissing
officials, nor a movement of draggmg gut people, nor
purely cultural revolution, but ‘a revolution in which one
class overthiows another”.” Calling the Maolst leadership
“the ‘Red’ capitalist class”, the manifesto concluded “Let
the new bureaucralic bourgeoisie tremble before the true
socizlist revolutizi that shakes the world! What the
proletariat can lose in this rtevolution is only their
chains, what they gain will be the whole world.” {See
the ‘manifesto quoted in Chapter 5 **The Thought of

Mao Tse-tung” in Philosophy and Revolulion, pages 176
to 182},

and only Marx's, original coutribni'im;—ad

continent of thought whick not cnly united idealis

materialism, but spelled out the role of
as both revolutionary force apd.2s. Re
human, practicing of absolute negativity.
when Marx left Feuerbach, it was for

sorry fo say, that even Engels didn’t understand;

less the post-Marx-Engels generation’
Feuerbach).

MARX RETURNS TO HEGEL

declaring that, because Hegelian dialectics
speculative cxpression for the movement of.
“snmmation"—2 500 years of it—we can see
cendence' an chjective movement. ‘I'nere{o

{Continued on Paze N




see niot abolition of capitalist privete property by
communiogf but “the second negativity”: “Only by the
transcendence of this mediation , . , does there arise
positive humanism beginning from itself.wri > Concrete
You're absolutely right when you write: “Con

Humanism starts with Marx, with nobody. elsel” But thpt
doesn't explain why Marx himself, after his own dis-
covery and the actual class struggles which marked
the true “non-speculatively”-expressed history of man-
kind's development; after the 1848 revolution followed
by his theory of permanent revolution; afier the develop-
ment of all his economle theories of value and surplus-
value and collapse of capitalism “reverting”, in that
genius’s magnificent work, the Grundrisse, to such l-l'sxe-
lian langusge as “absolute movement of becoming™ to
deseribe the prolefarian’s *Aufheben™; and, finally, in
the second edition of his greatest theoretical work,
Capital, published after the Paris Commune, when the
greatest civil war in his lifetime showed “freely asso-
clated men” finally stripping “fetishism off of commodi-
ties”, Marx first thea mr::li:uc:ymfm cleu‘lhnme ‘::-

oitative capital/labor onship assumes fan-
ﬂsﬁc form” of an exchange relltionsh:p:betwee?. things
(commodities) because that is “what it realiy is” at the
point of production—reification of labor, This phenome-
non become Moton, however, far from Gansforming us
all into “one-dimensional men”, first concretizes “the
quest for universality” as the proletariat taking destiny
into its own hands. so that the greatest achievement
of the PlﬂsCommune.asheleﬂsusjn:l'heCl:ﬂWn
in Franee, is simply, “its own working existence.

HEGEL CRUCIAL TO MARX AND LEN[Ntience
1 can hear you grinding your teeth in impal
at my repeating such *. 5" of Marxism. No doubt you
helieve that your refererce to 1852 as “the decisive year
has already (and more cogently and surely more briefly)
dealt with the problematic of our age since in that
fetter to Weydemeyer Marx had developed from class
struggle through the dictatorship of the .proleurin to
a classless society. Why then do you persist in (1) sep-
arating philosophy from eccnomics so that even when
we agree on a point, such as the still-not-surpassed grea_t-
ness of Marx’s “Fetishism of Commodities”, you say it
in order “to prove the need to dispense with: Hegel? (2)
continue further to degrade Hegel to one of many philo-
sophers—*"Spinoza, Herder, etc.” {1 love espetially the
“ate.” which shows just how inteflectualistic 2 revolu.
tionary ean become once he begins allowing for “cul-
turet™; allhough you know very well thal, whatever a_thii
and utopian socialists and “matlerialisis

Marx “learned from”, one and only one—Hegel—he not
only “came from”, but said the task of the’ proletariat
was “to realize™ his philosophy, ie., freedom: And (3)
claim that the reason for Lenin{ studying Hegel, in the
midst of the holocaust of World War I1,'was because he
“spoke to revolutionaries who fell for Kautsky, ete.-like
e, himself, did before he had studied Hegel.”

Now supposing that was irue—it wasn't, as he fought
those politically, not “philosophically”, and for those -
The Renegade Kauisky sufficed—but supposing it was"
true, how could that possibly explain how .Lenin-in his
Wil summed up a lifetime in the revolutionacy ‘move- -
ment, leaving as a legacy what to lock for to extend the -
Russian Revolution to a world scale? How éould what
you say show why Lenin who had initiated: the Great: -
Divide within revolutionary Marxism, philosophically
as well as in acluality—and, remember, I-am not talk- .
ing of Stalin or. Trotsky or Zinoviev-Kanjenev, but of
Bukharin who, Lenin says, “is not only a most- viloable
and major thearist of the Party (Bolshevik, pat, “Kaditsky,
ete."—rd); he is also rightly considered thé favorite of
the whole Party"—draw the considered conéluzions:.

“But his Lheoretical views can be ‘classified as
fully Marxist only with great reserve,. forihere is
something scholastic about him {he has never made
a study of dislecties, and, 1 think, never fully-under-
stood it)."” SR

No, my dear P B, what you say is far from any
truth about the Hegelian dialectic. Whare you-single
out Hegel's Logic as that which is supposed to. have led
Loassalls to Bismarck, Leninm writes: “It iS5 -imgossible
fully to grasp Marx's Capilal, and especially its first
coapter, if you have not studied through' and under-
stood the whole of Hegel's Logic.”” Where you make jta
malter of “studying” only, and that of Hegel “not much
more than for studying Spinoza, Herder, etc.” Lenir
made it a question of break with Plekhanov who “fal.
lowed"™ Spinoza, and above all with himself, as a theoretic
preparation for proletarian revolution, breaking with co
Bolsheviks who did not understand either *self.deter
mination of the Idea”, or the “sclf-determination of
nations” as “the dialectic of history!™ And where you
stress “the end of philosophy started with Marx,” bolk
Marx and Lenin considered it was first mecessary “i
realize” it—AND THAT, IT IS TRUE, COULD NOT BE
DONE BY HEGEL BUT BY PROLETARIAN REVOLU.
TIONARIES WHO, HOWEVER, UNDERSTOOD “SELF
DEVELOPING SUBJECT" AND PRACTICED IT.

That's what I am trying to do In carrying cut phile
sophy as action, Having so heatedly rushed ‘ta criti
cize “Why Hegel? Why Now?" (Part I, of Philosophy
and Revolution) by just the title, may I now ask yo
to read the book, especially Part 17 ) Ray:
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" Generally, News & Letters reproduces eriticisms of
any of our writings under the title, “As Others See i
In tha present case, I felt it important to reproduce it
in: my own column because, as agfinst Howard Parsons’
scurrilous. attack on Philosophy and Revolution, in Phil-
ssophy and Phenomenelogical Research (June, 1975},
the sharp criticism of my work by the scholar, George
. Armstrong Kelly, in his own work, Hegel's Retreat From

- Eleusis, will, T believe, stlmulate & serlous discussion on
-~ {he chapter “Why Hegel* Why Now?"

" ‘?‘mm Begel's Retreat From Eleusls, by George Arm-
‘strong Kelly, Princeton University Press, 1078 (pp. 23%
242): |

An arresting chapter of a new book by the un-
orthodox revolutionary Marxist Raya Dunayevskayi

" is entitled “Why Hegel? Why Now?"” These ques-
tions are broadly answered in the following man-
ner: “No matter what Hegel’s own inientions . . .
how could he have stopped the ceaseless motion of
the dislectic just because his pen reached the end
of his Eucyclopacdia of Phiiosophical Selence?”
{p. 8)* This writer, who finds even Mao's “cultural
revolution” deficient in the full utilization of Hegel,
opls decisively against the interpretation of Hegel

~ that 1 have been exploring. For the complex lineage
. of culture, politics and philosophy within the matrix

of “absolute Idea,” Mme. Dunayevskaya proposes 1o

. substitute an unchained dialectic. which she bap-

- tizes “Absolule Msthod” a method that “becomes
= irresistible . . . because our hunger for theory
- “arises from the totality of the present global crisis.”

N 'w'lor footnote 33 we have inserted text pagi-
. nation references to Philosaphy and Revoluiion

Philosophy and Revolution: critique vs. a

(p.T} To the question I have raised aboul the con-
temporancity of Hegel, she answers with 2 resound-
ing affirmative: “What makes Hegel a contempor-
ary is what made him so alive to Marx: the cogency
of the dialectie of negativity for 3 period of prole-
tarian revolution, as well as for the ‘birth-time’ of
history in which Hegel lived.” (p.T) According to
Dunayevskaya, “Hegel moved from ‘culture’ to
'science’, ie. the unity of history and its philo-

sophic comprehension.” (p. 286) It remained, then, -

only for Marx to demonstrate that action itself, sur-
passing - thought, must .be called on to reconstruct
society and “realize” philosophy. However, Hegel
felt his philosophy te be supremely valid precisely
because it preserved and clarified culture in the
memory, not because it had supplanted it.32 Hegel
told us not so much what we lack as what we have
_so tortuously acquired: how it constitules us, not
our latitude in rejecting it or luening it to other
purposes. Thus, when cur author concludes “that
Hegel's tendencies in the summation of the past
give us a glimpse of the future, espectally when
materialistically understood in a Marxist-Humanist.
not vulgar economist. manner” (p.287), we recog-
nize the partial aspect of Hegel she is appropriat-
ing, and we discern her strategic position in the
intramural Marxist debate, bul we find her judg-
ment of the links between philosophy, history.
politics, and culture alien to Hegel's intent . . .

To quote Dunayevskaya once mere: “The (He-
gelian) dialectic disclosed that the counter-revolu-
tion is within the revolution. It is the greatest chal-
tenge man has ever had to face.” (p. 247} . ..

(33)CE. Hegel to Niethammer, 28 Oct., 1808, Briefe,
1.p.253: “Every day 1 am more convinced that theo-
retica! work brings more to pass in the world than
practical work. Once the realm af thought is revo-
lutionized reality can scarcely hold out.”

Cerlain strains of Marxism play with:it (the
Hegelian vision of the spirit's progress.and. in
history as facilitated by polities), invert :it; ol
compose it i ways that are frequently’ more
found than other solutions to the riddle of history
in our times. ‘If they are more profound, it is be-
cause they are more convinced that man
meaning and history a destiny. To say that thel
own contradictions betray them is not to disho
their effort. : .

PROFESSOR KELLY, I FEEL SURE, knows that
~Absolute Method® Is not an expression of mine, but of
Hegels, ‘There is no doubt whatscever that he is more
adept than 1 with knowing the direct references to that
expression, whether that be the two pages (pp. 83940}
an Ahzplute Method in Miller's translation of Science
of Logic, or Johnson and Struthers’ translation (Vol. II,
pp. 481:2), Or for that matter, the reference in the origi-
nal German to “absolute Methode™ {p. 567, 1069 edi:
lion}. Therefore, he must have meant to say that “an
unchained dialectic™ is not something that Hegel would:
have considered his second negativity {which he called
Absolute Method) to be. It nevertheless remains a fact
that absolute negativity is not something I “baptised”
as Absolute Method, but Hegel did; and that. Marx's
singling out “negativity as the moving and ' creatk
principle” was precisely because of his profound com-




prehension not only of economics and politics, hut_ cul-
ture and philosophy—and revolution. And it is again at
the period of world crisis, this time World War I, that
Lenin singles out that section as “not at all bad as a
kind 6f summing up of diatectics® (Collected Works,
Vol. 38, p. 231).

Where Professur Kelly stresses Hegel's statement
that “Once the realm of thought is revolutionized, reality
can scarcely hold out”, may 1 eall attention to Hegel's
statement on his praise of the Idea because of ils rela-
tionship to reality, “the pivot on which the impending
world revolution turned . . . " (Phitosophy of Righi, b,
10). In a word, whal we are disagreelng on is today, and
our attitude to philosophy and revolution, when in the
contemporary world it becomes philosophy of revolu-
tion.

IN CONTRAST TO THAT scholurly discussion, and
with full appreciation of the deep difference between a
Marxist and an academic scholar, consider the following
deceilful as well as obscene attack on my work by
Howard Parsons in Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research, which passed for a review of Philosophy and
Revolution: “This is philosophical idealism—a real aid
and comfort to the counter-revolutionaries sitting on
their mounting piles of nuclear bombs.”

This is not the only time that that scholarly (sic!)
journal created space for a Stalinoid type of professor
to pose as “independent”. A decade back, when, after a
whole century’s delay in finding and translating Marx's
Humanist Essays, these were finally published with seri-
ous commentary in the U.S., another such type of “in-
deperndent” — this time Maoist-tinged — Prof. Donald
Clark Hodges, vulgarized Marx's Humanist Essavs: “In

the manuscripts of 1844, alienation involves a specific
economic transaction between the alienor and alienee.”
(Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, Dec., 1966).
Not only had the editor of the journal published this
uncritically, but refused to publish my critique, which
held that, more intolerable cven than Hodges' pontifi-
cal ahout Marx's “alleged (sicl) hurmmanism”, was the
journal's allowing Prof. Hodges to initiate ideological
MeCarthyism, creating an amalgam with his eclaim that
every U.S, scholar who, according to him, was engaged
in “a salvage operation from Marx's own wastebaskets,”
thereby creating “a humanistic image congenial to the
academic community,” was in {act “closely allied to the
corresponding economic and political development with-
in the Soviet Union."

What Philosophy and FPhenomenological Research
has been doing, by giving free rein to people like Prof.
Hodges to attack Marx's Humanism, and now te Howard
Parsons to attack Philosophy and Revolution, while ex-
cluding not only my rebuttal but also that of other
scholars who came lo the defense of Marx, was to close
‘off any objective discussion, It is for this reason that I
repeat what I wrote in my critique on Jan. 22, 1967: “At
the risk of being considered 'soft’ on the philosophical
community, [ dare conclude that it would have been
far better for freedom of thought, for academia and ail
others, if Prof, Hodges hadn't become so ‘increasingly
irritated’ at alf interpretations of Marx other than his
own as to be ready to create instant amalgams!"

“(“Instant Vulgar Malerialism vs. Marx’s Humanism®,
N&L, Oct. 1967.) ’




