February 9,1962

Dear J’ona.tham

a The ohsrsoteriatic elament of your oritique of tha supplement on Mao -
brings us all over egain to what is Poubjective" and what ic "ghiective? BHourgeole
aocsdemiciand think: that by relying only on tho objective, the Marxist is Plipd to
the question of will, personslity, the accidental, the Fhuman® and therefore never -
really tells the whole story, Hugel, whe was no Marxist not only beczuse Fe lived
‘before Murx but because he was 8 “happy" hourgeois who lived in his philosophio
towar of ideas, szw through any such superfisial analysis. Without baving any
resourse to "the mmderlying economics”, and truly belleving in the ideal in its
purest thought sense, he neverthelesw saw through it all even as he esaw through hie’
own individual happiness to the negetivity and imperfections and even hoxrroas of the -
actual bevause tho Wncle was so pervading & concapt in both history, actunlity and
hought” that Do abolinhed division Letween objecvive and subjeotive not by

%oraaing" it as if 3t wers mrcme chalk on a bidackboard but by ®aboorbing® both
intc an A'b:quut'a where the unifying element predominsted over’ the dissident ono. .

Take, for erample, the guestion of will. .Fothing eppears to be more
subjeutive than a man's will. It is, vhilosophically, what divided Fant from Hegel -.
and the latter AWEms never had more fun than when he hammersd away ageinst Xant's -
nsughte" —if only were as ii "ought™ to be, ws notonly would be eracing centuries | K
- of history of vhat is, but sould substitute the morai of mew of gvod will changing .
it all, bending it %o "the generel will" and we'd be living happily ever after =—— . .
‘exoept that there would te nn movement, no forward movement of humenity.,

)
This, however, 4idn't mean that Hagel thereby threw "will" overboardy,
Quite the ocontraryl He showed the contradiction within it, which didn't coms from ..i
."the moral "ought", tut from self-development, davelopment through contradiotion,etody’
fhe two most important historic leaps in this, said Hogol, is whon will reccgniszan '
‘neceasity dnd dceon't allow himeslf to be capriclous: "the want of fraedom springs.
from clinging tendolously to an antithesis, and from looking at what ie, and whai
kappens, as contradictory to whet ought to be.and Yo happen..... man is the "
architect of his om fortunte...If men remembered, on the ccntrary,shat what bappensd
to then was an evelution of themaelves.....Sc long as 2 man is otherwise consoioua
‘thn$ whxk he 'is free, his hamony of soul, and psace of mind will not be ddaturbed
by disagreeable events. It is thoir view of neosessity, theérefore, whioh ig at the
root of the content and dimoontent of men, and which in that way detorminesd thelir
destiny itself." (Encyclopedis, par.148) _
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_If tbhat wers so —and it isnlt with Hac =—thenthe will :
nqurified of a1l that interferes with its universalism" (Philosophy of Mind, D&T.) .
would f£ind no contradiction betweon itself and fresdom for all. But when dlacussion .
ja Wexotsric® and hence “the only method available in dealing with the external ‘
apprebension of notions as mere Tanisyl0by which notions are pexverted. into thelr
opposite.” (par.573)

Dear Jonathan, you seem to think that this contradiction behween
fresdom for all and freedom only for Mac end tyranny for all must be modified
accordirg to whether Meo did something reslly out of ™volition" or there was
"inexprable compuleion” as if the Tinexorable compulsion™ wasn't the very one that
produced the will suck as it was in life with its inevitable results—Meocism.

If I may, I'd like to cay that you are too subjective also
in your concept of Stalinism just because ihe debates in the ecademic world
havs in front of them Mao or Stalin or whatever the personality and being or
not being a "Stalinict™ then depends on whether one lollow that person called
Stalin. But Stelin was a name, only a name, for ah cbjective world phenomenon
that of state—capitalism. That, and tla% alone explainas, how Mao could dipregard
every rule in the beok of Stalin as the Russian phenomenon, and still be a
“Stalinist"—but I never call kim that because he then is a Mroist and yet that
full state-capitalist phencmenon. Pleause reread the soctiv] on the "Defeat of



-

S R.volution" where I tpank of the fact that guorrilla war, not pessant revelution,
£ £ was, tha alement made into a new theory, and lator whore I speak of the reasons
: ‘ why¥ Mao's only original and "feeling" plecms of writing—the Huna.n Report—

did not Yeocome the gi'sat divide betwoon Meoien and Btalinies me , in World War I,
Bali-devolopmont did become the divide betwson established harxiﬂn, and Leninisae

. There ia no reason to be so self—conscious oither on the question of’
whether shat ynu call “monolithio interpretation™ begine to pound as if it wurs
Witifogel. Only when one disvegsrds tks truthe--ond millions in forced labor is
g : disnimeed because it is supposed ¥o be "order" xs ageinet the anarchy before and

s ‘ therefore somohow "doserving® of sxwx & whitewseh of 4eoisn us againet Sieta

: Departzeont percecution and misikterpratation~—the wxhole trutk, that one has any -
noed Zor sheddy self-2efenas. ‘No one on earth, from Wittfogel to the Schwatz wing
of the controversy—both fully Stete Dapariment=-—, nor from a Mrs, Wright to an
outright Communist (whether Etalinist, Mmoist, Khruschavite, or Titoist) would
poesibly wish to msscoiefis with my integral interpretation. And, vhile I wouldn't
land an xcademic or a State Dopurtment or Stalinist cheir, X would, I hops,moke:
ths young humaniet student wish to siexrs on new, lotally new foundations. And I:ha.t
was my only dizeppointmont® in your eritiqus, that it y did not teke 148 . |
puint of depariture from the anulysis in the supplemsnt, but on tha baais o!‘ what

L your pointe of d.eparture bad Veea prov*msly.

e -~ How 28 to the conorets, factual pointm (2) I know L4 Id.-sag‘wns
not vhysically destroysd, hud returmed to the fold latery I thought that my quotat:te
from-Snow whiok referred to “rebe_ls" and not to individuals meds that oleux. But
“cbvieusly it didn't and I'11 make sure to ezpand. that point so it is clear whem- ;
next I expand it for book. ('b)At {hat point the phyaical divorce from the: eivy i .
- deslt with not as 1f it could bave been avoidad in face of Chiang Eni-shek's i
-~ triwphant counter—revolution, hut. only &a & watter of fsot. The sharp division ol
woen & gemuine Marxist and & Maoist there is that & Murxist would have told ths e
trutk, as Lenin asid it when he bad to Tetreat to the EEP, insiead of mcking the ‘
:defent into the basis ofthecwy, as both Stalin 2id with "socialism in one country® ;
and Mo with "the peasant Army." {c¢)Because of +ho above the present cities and” . '
workers sr'e what gou say exaotly “ito be used™, not to become the basis of rull
fresdom. (d)Sorry ebout the wroug speiling on Chisn Tu~haiu. There i quite \
difference in Englieh translation in the 1920's (where I took it, I ’believel nld
the more kmowledgeable presemt, [(e)I cannct see how thet could have boen misunder—
stood as meaning anything but what I quote Gonfuocianism to mean in Mao "complementuw'g
JB _ in place of "sontradiotory" in tho view of opposites. (f)and (g) Sorry to ses
K - that you were more anxicus to defend the liberal writers and their genuine _
| enthusiam during Yunan than the paw that I am stremsing over and over again
' in dealing with the economic compulsions of state-capitalism, the typically Maoist
“thought refora™, the famine and tyranny thet now exist, Of course, there is the
site —and not only in Yhot 288 the 100 flowers campaigns revealed (the real
revolution of 1925-27 forms no part of this particle since I beiin with Mao and
. . Mao begins with the end, the dsfeut of 1925~7, up through the present"oomunea")
el but what is sure to come in ithe future. That is why I'mi showing the indiocations for
i : the future, not merely the future of my book as I say in article, but future of

j g actual developments in China apnd the world., Therefore waet I really would greatly
. appreciate from you is comment on that very last mestion, "Subjeetivity™, and tell
e - me, sbove all, bow it is, would, or may affect your own study of China.

e - Yours, _,f(,)
vl / L/b/ﬁ./

e *except that I was shooked beyond boliel b} your flippant “mmacks of HUAC". Dear,
TR dear Jeasthan, don't fall into the "popular frontisi® attitude of so worrying
L 1281() about & criticism of what ims, thoughk that be tho opposite{but truly the same

as O0FU is of HUA(!)OI‘ what aoademiciuns, bourgeois or otherwise, say that you do not
carry & thought out to ite logioul omclus:l.on. That 1o the 28msenocy of Hh d/d«&(ﬂ'("




