. February 7, 1961

Dear 61@5:

- - You're on the right road. Your letter of the second bredks

. through on the central point, philosophically, for theé new book «~ the

~ ‘question of subjectivity in the pbiloscphic mense, eapecially in the
Marxist sense, of that hes absorbed objectivity. Again, I cannot over—
ostimato the importance of sseing .the new book es a reocruiting weapon,
and I hcpe that dveryone studies very carefully the parts I gquoted at
the REB Disoussion. ' ’ o

. On the other hand, do not hurry to concretize, in too immediate

& souse the Universal, Farticular and Individusl. I am uging the worg,
Jmzediate, in the Hegelian sense of sonathing that is suparficial,

- For example, what you say sbout those categories as applicable to the

" existentialists is correct, but is neither new nor deserves to be sxpressed
Ap those’ profound Hegelian categories. It is not true that we begin, with
the Bmivigmad Individual and try to"derive" a Universal from it. For one
thing, Individuel does not mean an individusl. Yt means the conoretization
‘of the Universal, its highest form, in the sense in which Marx said that the
individual was the social entity and the individual froedom the only proof
of universal freedom. And yet, Individual, ae concrete, does not mean the
conorete every-day lind offacts, but rather whet we would call the self-
deoveloping subjeot. At thh sams time, a Universal dces not always mean
sonsthing great like a new soclety or socialism. It very often means the
firot, the sbetract and, therefore, non-meaningful first stage of develop-
‘mentfhat oan be diverted, perverted, corrupted. Just as abstraction slvays
playe into the hands of the enemy, €0, philosophicelly, all sorts of psople
“can hide themselves ugder the Universal by reading in the Absolute "Jike a

shot out of & pistol® into it.

. At the REB I gave exanples of Y, I in relationship to money
as the universil medium of exchange and commodity as the conerate unit of
wanlth, which bid less the dusl ehsracter of labor than di2 dees glittering
money; but nevertheless, containe the whole fettishism which Marx so master-
fully exposes, as the ideology of capitaliam. And I contragied whet to the
- labor which Marx .considers the essential, not only.in its, degraded stage under
capitalimm, but that which could make it the unity of mental and manual and
give the human being that new dimension which only 2 classless society can
create the conditions for. I could give a million more "examples", but that’
iz not really my purpose here, hecause it ip not examplesz, right or wIong ones,
" that are important here, but only the carc with which one muaot approsch a
cafegory, any philosophic category., and aspecially mo those analyzed by Hegal
Tor the very highest ptags of his TLogic, the Doctrine of the Notion.

Johnny once fold me that he tckes down dafinitions I give of
Hegelian cetegeriea ons w.ek, end the next week I give an entirsly 3ifferent
set of definitions, and the following waelk I tell them to disregard them all,
A1) T can sey is, first, just read over the hell, the literal hell, Hegel
cives the whole concept of definitions in Volume 1TX of the Secience of logie,
Pages 436 to 460, and yet, hold tight to the fact that all this devastating
criticime comes Just a few pages short of the elimax of the work on the
Absolute Idea. In a word, he is opposed to the method of definitions becanse
nothing G@fw, in thought, or in action, can be femced ints a definition, and
Yot definitionc are one of the stages, or .jore correctly, procescen of zetting

ralt

to know a category, so that one can dispense with "mowing" and let the self-
development of the iden itself*talke over'.
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. This 15 one reason why I heve stopped writing cn the Phenomsnology,

\of Mind. It is not as you suppose that st one time I theught that ohe"Supsrior”
¢ the Iogie. There is in fact no such description of eftiher work, although Warx:
‘Jand in faot isven bourgeois philosophers have admizted that the . Phencmeroleogy as
{ the first spontaneons (if one can use aich a phrzee to deseribe such thought-

out work as the Phenomenology} work and, therefore, iresher than “he gystamaticed
logic. ' -No, they renlly deal with differsnt fislds, and becauss the Phenonenology
deals with phenomena and can a0 easmily therefore be abused, ss indaed the
oxiatentialists have done, I felt that for the time being we had better stick

%o’ objective categories befors going in to social typos in which those categories
becogie "embodied". In a word, Just as Marx thought that unless you begin

with production relatione before you bother your head about profite, ybu would
“not underastand sither the one or the other, go the Phenomenology only appears
eesier to understand, but is in fact much wore difficult, and can only be

r, understood fully sfter one has mnetered the Logic. .

T " You are hovaring‘arou:.:d a difference between laazdership and masses
- ingofar as unity of theory and prectice is concarned, but that is not really
of the emsence.: -

e On Page 3, I was very struck by your parnzraph about the difference
between M/F and the new work, Howevar, the differonce is not"quantative™,
or as you put it, a queastion of “more*sharply". It iz a question of entirely
different population sirata. I am through with setting out challenges for
"' "theoreticians"; I am interested in the workers and in ourselves. So I will
sel out neither much more nor much less, concretely the challenge to the
intellectuals, the challenge and the offer will be to the worker. You are
absolutely right, however, that the organization is all-important. What,
after all, is the science of Logic? It is an organization of thought. It
has remained"deadttecause the organization that undertosk to suppesedly to
live by it wis the University or the Theologioal Seminary, and those organizations
do not live by a revolutionary organization of thought, and the dialectic is
revelutionary #heough and through, no matter what, wpositivistic conclusions
Hegel himself tries to folst upon it. Because it ia revolutionary through and
. through, the disleotic: demands an organization of people for its realization
that are Marxists~Humanists through and through. X . -

There may be other points that you would rather have had me oowmment
on than the ones I chose. Please continue to write about any and all of them
and do not feel that somewhere you will "go wrong". Among other thinga, that
profound dialeotician, Hegel, said."Error is a dynamic of iruth’.

Yours,

RAE




