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‘Dear IM: '

Talking out loud slone is aertainly no substituts ror s
dialogue,but the faot that you are in Mass. and I in Miok, s
poraltting ms the illusion that mome one 1s in listenine, In any
cane I feel impelled once again to return to Nikolal rin's

irﬂﬂﬂggﬁxquliﬂggprlallc # My phrase thal Pukharin treated scolsty
a

e&d Satier” adunded elanderous and wo |X furned to his chapier
(IV) on *EBoolsty” and there (p.B4) roed: “We -Sncounier not cnli
simple bodtus, which at once impress ua as constituting unita (ropr
eX,, & sheet of papsr, » cow, John Ssith), but slso mest with com-
pound units, intricate qaantitiea.’ .

, - Imoradible it sounde whon 2 rovolutionzary Marxist
speaks in one snd the game breath of¥a eheed of papsr? asAd

a-h being |ms a *un¥t®, but it is the actual, Arrecistible
witiznte from bne * ever quite undsrstoba the dlalectis® (%o
use Leuin's plrase), P eociely ban be turfisd into such an
ahstragtion, it shouldn't surprise us that golence toc is made into
an abstrastion under whioh human activity id subuumed. Hegel had
the rigit word for that method: "For thiu yvdason daterminlen Staelf
sufiera Iyom an indeteruinetensss which forges it to go on to
infinity; at any point i1t xay halt and rest getisried, because the
Object to which At hug passed over ia rounddé in iteelf as 8 romma),
totality and is indiffsrent toufgtﬁrmination by another.® (“haptar

on'Mechaniam®; Solengs of Logi¢,p.352) :

——

: : In place of gelf-antivis Buﬁﬂ;rin, ag all good
deterninists, (looka for néﬁj%i:ﬁ::!Eiiégxih $. "lawa".of development,
uniformity,  Indead, hls Hostility to seif-determination is so absod | |
lute thet he conceives of 2 forms of uniformity, teleology and
causality, and causallty, Tor Bukharin, ia ohe event, oause, belng
followed by another event, effest,.His thinking 1s confined within
intellectual planning or what Hegel would cali *aelf-determination
applied only externally* (Ibid,p.391) -

Having derined science as objective content in ana
for itsels, NB ocan oclaasify'"bourgeois"science and'proletarien’ -
sclence acsording to the abstiact universel of usefulness or what
would noawadays be ocalled ®nsutrality.® His choige of "proletariant .
aclence is therefore quantitative -~it is more “far-sighted", :
Even as .today ‘s Scviet So well as American sclaybely, Bukhorinis. '

; keepa uslng ostegoricas of a lowor order, partisularly A
Eatieratical dategories which preclude self-movement and trangfor- |
mation into opposite for he seems not very o resively syare .of the
faoi that specific oontents have specific rognt ot movsment, and \

 man's self-eqtivity cannot be subsumed under solence, whebhsr that

is "near sighted" or "fdr sighted.” Kot only far Gistart but
complefely unapproachable with Bukharinis categories otends the
young Harx: "To have one bewis for kife and another for scisnce is

a priori a lie,® ;
I ne~d not tell you that, in contrset to Bukharin's

( machanical materialism {(which characterizes prreant-dey science),

dialeotica saes the gublecs ap_an in-and~-for 1tself determinstess :
which has appronriated o§jpEtivit?:'COnsequenbly, the act¥vity of the'
end 1e not dirscted against iteelf, for the purpose of abporbing

and assimilating = given determination: it aimg rather at poslting
i1ts own determination, and by transcending the determinations of

the external world, at giving iteelf reality in the form of

external actunlity.” (Logie, II, pn.461)
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egainet me, 1s sheor abandontent of the veal world for thet of

"patohed the £4rst rovolt from behind the Iron Curtaln starfed m¥e-

| of Russlan Communism on Marx's humsn

The faot that prasent-day socisntists ang Boclologiats can-
not shine Bukharin's shees only further -¢mphasizes the fact that
chee you identlsy men and things you £all into the trap of the
fundamental allenution of philoeopbers in slase ERARX society
from tha ancient Orsek dlohotomy of form and spoiron, phidoscphers -
&nd elaves to its culmination under automstod onpﬂ;ailqm where,
as you put 1t, ontology has'bsen trancformed into tecnnology, ;.

- Leat you conasider my ccntrary siress on_subjaotivity asm
"pure® fdealism, wil) you permit ms to susm up what it la I have
been doing since 1985 when I Yacams mo praoocugied with the Absolute |
Iden? Thexx sopences of those May letters wae that there i1p & :
movement from practicea to theory as well an'from theory %o practice, . ;
The reagon that 1t gtirred up such a fuss 13 the sectarian aovements: .
1s that heretoffore is that this statement of fact was qada*esaivsl- i
ent! to Anstingl; ;prkava, of courss, had th *$ight instinst® aps ;.
Marxtem, "of courde,® had corrsctiy generalized this instinet into
a revolutionary theory‘ but...without Marxiat theory the ravolutiongs |
ry practice would get "nowhasre," &Sbove all) 1% was siress2d, ogly
Karx ooculd have soen thls where Hogel's ides of practice was for !
the theory of. knowladge “only.* Thersfbr:iito dedueo this movanent

Trom practice from Hegel's Fnilosophy of Mind, ren ths argument

ivory towers, a return from the world of agtlon to that of telk or
*pbllioeophkeze®, Tne ‘philosophers®. on theiwm partg wers g8 littloe
inolined to béfnd their ears to the earth and 1isfen Tor any new

impglees for theory.fxme A short month aftsr oy lottere were dia-

80 that both “the man on the stxset and the philoaopher, not ‘to
speak of the vanguardiats, kad %o olmnge the questlon: Can man
galn freedom from out of Eotalitarinn atranglehold to Wiil ha?

From 1953 to 19566 (Hungarian Revolutlon) we wore

confronted, on the theoratical front by the audden attmcks .

ist writings which turned out
to bave been used by "revisionist® Marxiate as the bamer under
which they fought Communism not only in Weatern Europe but in rgr
awsy Africas where, on ths practical front, the moet significant
revolutions of our_epoch were unfolding. Aas my ideas on the
Abgolube Idea got worked up in MARXISM AND REEDOM they were oulte
general., It was olear I wag qalk;:g gingerly pot because I found
nyselt vuteldef any'recognized” movement but ‘becauge I was dealing
moré with Mark's age than ours. Mors than a 100 years divide ocur
age froh the pariod when the founder of Marxietmfirst stood Hegel
right elde up and very nearly dismlesed Hegel's compulsién to go
from the Absolute Idea in the Logle to Bature as "boredom, the
Yearning for a content,® on the part of "ths abstract thinker who,
made clever by experience and enlightened beyond 1ts truth, Has
decided under many false and etill abstract .oonditiona, to abpridon
himgelf and tc substitute his othernees, the partioular, the - o
determined, for his self-conteined being, his nothingnese, his
universality and hie indeterminstensea, ¥ (Critique of theHegslian
Tiasleetlo) Nevertheless the young Marx cannot stop there and does
Tollow Hegel from Nature to Mind, breeking ofr, hovaver,iti vory
ahort order.®

*Curlously my letter on Fhilosophy of Mind began with per, 385,
without my Kaving been aware that Marx had broken hie M83 off at
par, 384, .
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From then on the Merxlan dlaleoctic ia the oreative dtalectto
of the metual bistoris movement and not only that of..thought, The .
-continuation therefore residea in the three voluues or VAZITAL,
the ‘Firgt Internationsl, the Givii War in France and the Oritiqus -
of ths Gotha Pocgram, A pich enough heritege not to get mmmifiaed
but tha ebjective world has 1te own way of magnetising eo to speai -
a a8inzle point 4in thought, : o

Only with the colln the

lon to return [ 0 oebd '
the Ruesian Revolutionhas n world %o remake and no time for abstraot §
dlsouselons on $he Absolute Idea, {(Lukacm Iimita Hegelianfen to
the single f1ald or consclousness as grganiration, or %he periy ae
the prelaterdiat's *» In any cage tie pariod between 1923
and 1955 1s8 a peri 111 in thecry eo that the movement
from practice ¥inde no eory to matoh it eyen am the new gtaps in
production {infis only Ln the workers battld B aufomation any nex
polhts of depufprture fo theory as for prastfge, .

Now . thoee who stop with “knowing"; whether thﬂioam
neutral partisane of a techhology sans clag nature or ¢ :fht .
embodimant, or Communigt adherertd to riindet, (bz it Lde 1stloall;
& iz Lukaes or cynically a lia Esdar), fe1l to grasp thay both in
Hegel and in Marz the question of LhwEkSTrzam _ ‘

)} cognition 1e not an ebstract questicn but a corcrate, dlalectical-
empirical one thought molds experionce or &2 g
en the

Yet fact, then g el Hegel know 1t or notl.

—the pull of the futurs on the progent also tagged at hig”eyatem

with such QVWQ};!@BG Torge that he oould not. .escape . dvery
tover or no i¥ory tover, any more than pers oapitulation

to the Prusslon Btate oould compel. hias philosophy %o stop there

to genuriect inatemd of rising out of it and’ even out of religion
into the gbsolute orthe new society he ap peraon sould not emtiuage,

- SomeRihre D, H. Lawrence says of the relstionship or

artiast to the vork or art: Artists are the blggest liars and ars
not to be taken at iece value, But that art, 1f it ia really
greet art, ia trath gnd will reveal both soclely and the &ision
of' the artil‘a; he guries in bis explanetory Ites. It 4g even vi
truer of nhiiosophers in eneral and Hegel in artioular, éﬂ,h}eﬁ_t._l

/ ae oQJectEvit _agaorbed 15 ot for the ghilosoghgra, but ror t o
masees 8pd 1 8 ThéT who are writing the new page of history whioh; ¢
1o at thp sama|timg a néw atuge in copuition; Even ms every previa}u:
grect ot : nitlon war made only whan a navw leap | |
Lo freeddn beonme g » 80 presently the new strugples fop
Treedom the yorid  over will certainly shake. the intellec&uals out
of the stuporg so thet they too can greate frecly a new "oategory, "
While I nmay net be walblng bresthlesasly ror these ideologiete, I an
for the "developing subject® that im the *ne ative factor,® Yo,
can't really mean %hat Fou are "giving up" the masses, ol you?

Yeurs, -
y

_f."
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