Octoker 1, 19

Dear Bess snd Rugene:

: o 1 wich to contlnue with some of the Philosophioe
-broblems of the new book, Tals time I have an ocutllne of one of
the parta, - The very fact that I 3¢y "one of the" parts rather hhen
the Tlrst part sheus the problew, If Lt were for us, 1t would 28~
definltely part one; for the publie, however, I cannot begln
straight off with e prohlem in philosophy; I must dhv the objective
world rirst go all can see the obvious before I begin saylng the
pot~wo=cbvious, But that is not the only problep~-where to put
ttds part vwhich I shall ¢all “Why Hewei? Why Now?" The other,
and greater problem, 1s that philosophy is "unprovable" except,
cf oowres, in life; otherwlse, 1i remabms a task, a task Merxigt~ .
Huranlate would accept; others will not. That i3 why, originally,in’
147=150e-2xR{ B Originally T mean way beek ia 1947 when We first got Ce
An IDRYINng that the problems of our age ars®in The Ductrine of
‘the Fotion'whose caiegories relate tc freedom or "gubjectivity";
and then. agsin in 1953 when I Tirst Lroke down the Abselute Idea,
~AbSoiute’ Enowliedge, Absolutz Mind &3 "the new soclety”, by which - _
time I'hed no collaborators Left at all,) we intended tackling ok
indirectly, by showing what Buknarln at each crisls. dld was undialec:
.7 t1¢ and whet Lenin did waz true dielectics, Now the problem is I
not: Bukharln but TrolsKy, end Trotsiy was neither as serious a . . i-
“"theoretlolan(ro that we do not have lengthy thesks on eash Problsm):
“rpor a’Bolabevik, that 1s to may, he ddd noi tackle very. dame =
~wproblemd ‘a8 4id -Lenin and therefore there are no parallels, And .-
vet:Mrotakyiem will most.sesuredly be dcalt:w thowe;-ths protlew =
- _Is:to“n&thgw,I,can deal not only politically, but phllosophically;
" iwith:Trotekylem, desplite the abeolute barre¢nsss of any expression,
" merlous-expression, on the dialectlao, : R o

L Now then the cutlins of the part, ™ihy Hegel? why °
- Now2" 1t has 3 subsectlons: I)Marx's Daht to Hegel, - .. .
2)Lenin's (8hoc
Ambilvalence toward Hege
3) The Task Refore Ue

1)Not bscause Marx was a "Lert llegelian" as a student, but because
the Hegellan dlslectlc specded him on his voysge of dimcovery .
of & tof:1lly naw philosophy ("thoroughgolng Naturalism or Humanism")]
Marx never forgot his indebtedness to Hegel, Frop the first to
the lest of hle writings, whichirecreate the diaslectle, not pe "a
gclence of logle”, but "solence™ of revolutlon, Marx's works whow
how 1t ls imposslble tv "shake off" Hegel, as he essily envugh
shock oft clamslcal political economy onee he transcended it and
his "eccromlcs" in every reapect, from value and aurpiua value
through rent as it sppllzs to lindlord class to sccumulation of
capltsl and collapse of capitelism dismcerned lp Yte lsv of motliom,
wed, not o new pollitical economy, but Merxism, o philloeophy of human
activity. . Lis reistionship te
' It wak otherwicse with/Hogel, desulte the feoct that his
bresk cape Tlrst from Hogel, #nd Tor a while indeed, in his struggleas
with utoplans, partlculsrly Proudhon, he was hardly more than :
counterposing volitical economy as the "real" agalnast the "bourgeols
ldealtiam" of plillosophy. Thus, hls very flraf, and most thorough
and profound atiuck on Hegel, the very one whleh led to nchhing
ahort of hls greatest dlecovery~~the meterieliict conceptinm of
Lkistory--wns, hovever, bty no sccident, vie A critique of Hegel's
12;8()0 Fhiiosophy of kipht, 4 leaser man, & ledser Fegellan than Marx
* would have Ilnished st thet polnt, Marx, on the contrary,procecded
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‘ Debt to Hegel lnto whst the/dean
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2t thst point directly to Hegel's rigorous und non-politicel
strletiy philosophlc works, PHEKOMENCLOCY OF MIND and ENCYCLOPAE
DIA OF PHILCSOPHIC SCIENCES, breaklng off Junt af he got 1nto
the last mection "The Philosophy of Mind," But, though "that
dlamsl aclence"--political ecenCmy=-neuer £ave him rest enough
Tor the rezt of hie 1ife to be able to tackle in congistent
form, or ws -he put it, "ratlonal form of thke dialecilc", he jept
goeturning to Hegel ever; time ke cawe te a: turnieg polat in
polltical economy 1 in 1853 ¢ when he writes Herel that his
fencldentally” flnding Hegel's works gave hin @ome "new develiop-
mente" for ala Critlque of folitlcsl Econcay; then in 1861- .
whon he first reworka thz gtructure of CAPITAL in order Lo pars
gompany With Rlecerdo on laud ront ané make the most cruclal
decluion ineofar as "cconowlca" ie concernede--to take out
what was 1o become Volume JII of CAPITAL and put 1t aw Volume
IXI, rather than as & part of Velume 1, which would Llntervene
between ocapliel and before he cawe to wage labor us if the
landlord clasw was still the fundamental class; and flnally,after
the brire restructuring on basla of Tue Woritlng Day in 1866,
astual publleatlon io 1867, and nothing ghort of the Parls commune
which eo llluminates the "form" of value--the fetlshism of
" commodlities and perverted relations of dead to living lahor-nhe
‘choaes striotly Hegellan language.

€¢lnrouﬂe makes me laugh, a& cne of the ovuly, if not the only, Hegellans
who @80 wish to rémaln Marxisfts, trying to excuse themielves for not
‘seelng all there wea to see 1lu Marx becsuse the grundrisse, the : .
first form of CAPITAL which Marx discarded,(~xcept Tor the 2 chaptera
CLE L Uecuwe gritigue- ol -foililoel nuuuomy_)had nol been avullable to
‘them,. Firet, the Grundrlsse, which usea more Hegellan language,-
still 1n the *appllcation" not crestive stage: ig otill without
he iecrned from the workers' own strugeles whleh led nim to the
break with bourgeols conceptien ol Lnezory, BSecondly, and.mbove
- wegt least it should be atove all Ifrow their polint of view--the

“etrioct use of form not as opposlte to essence, but formas "the unlveraal'
“which conmbines form and ezsence aa the form of the futurs  gnd uﬂerm;ues

totally the form of tho past,and not cnly in actuel roleticne of
productlon, but in thought --occurs, not In 1858, but lat in 18667, then
in 1872, Thle is precisely why Lenln wrote thet 1t was impossible to
understand JAFITAL "especlally 1ts first chspter"” without the whole of
Hegei's Loglec, It 1s that filret chopter where you need Hepel most) 1t
18 thet Tirsl chapter which 2talin declded in 194% should bs thrown out
a# any tiret in"temchlng"of Capltel; it 1a that flret chapter with all
that 1w preverse in sctucl rel-tions neverthelesa agsumlng "the fixity
of a popular prejudlce" in the hiphest bourgecls thoupht, classloel
political eccnomy, which la exactly what perverts phllogophy into
nothing but an "ideology", that 12 to zay a fulse coneclouzaness,)

Therefore 1 u;}ggggea to divide this chapter of Marx's

to Marx at ocach stsge asince the break
from bourgecls aoolety4§1n 1844 , aa expressed lo the hsaaya, and s
our age should help us see through the reallizatlon LEEE7HEAZ ¥ beah
otherwice, Marx's 's materjaliat oonceptlon of historx_wouid herdly have

been wWOre tnen a species ol determinist materiallem, which 1s exactly
what the Second Internstional mste Lt out to be, (2)1357~-8 when dlalectio }
wes "applled" raiher than recreated from classs atruggles, (3)1863-73,
from "turning everything around" to the new in fetisnlsm of comrodlties,
not only,as I go to great salne Ln M&F to show, a3 that whlch results
from the Paris Cowmune, but asa, ln thouzht,it returnc to the Hegellan
dialectic, Let us call it, In strioct Hecellan lenruage, "the self-
developing subject", end ngme it, with Marx, the masaes or "hucsn

power", the posltive Humonism beginning from itself,cr “aecond
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"negation" for it 12 that Becond negation which answers not only the

ultinete which we expressed ug "what happens after" esoh revolution,

" but tre dally of our 8ge, whlch will allow us. to Lranacend ¢ach negation

‘0f the tonedista, ithrough unity sf theory and practice,

© Flerally, we must deal &lso with why, at aertain pointg,
the abstraiat oan help more than: the sonerete, . GAPITAL 1o conerete and
therefore "exhgusts 1Laelf" 1n thst spe topie, But LOGIC is Wwithout
"conoretion¥ of genge" and "appliss” to 211 Pgolepceg" 80 When & new
stagme 1a reached, you nced yet afiother #8pest, an Lenln ,who kney CAPITaAL

cyery well long belore he resd "the whole"of [0GIC, saw the minute

"lelf-movemaut“. "self—actlvlty", "sslfPtrenscendence® suddenly began to
Lean something NEW to hilm, Whet I apm trylng to say le that the minute
?hs astusi cannot be €xpressed in old terme, it ig because gz pew atage

r

a 9.¢ozuiiion. hes not kept up with the new ckallenge frnp ractice, and

S0phy then opena new avenues, and cnly than can you also gee

the. "old" but concrete terms in QAPITAL In s NEW Way 58 monopoly.capital,ﬁ

not. ouly aa & "stege" of sentrallziatlon of eaplisl,” but as & "transforma-

tion into oppoulte. ®

riln's . . _
bivalence bo Hegul and sShoek of Eecoznition
fﬂJTbéfduality ir Lenin's heritsze czn no lenzer be out into a°

pqﬁnqteiﬁanﬁlt:wassin M&F, It 1s tnuis duzlity that has'!&uﬁqﬂqq;
OWed- Troteky, and then Trotekylen, from bringing those XNobtebooka.

L0 8ive thém to the Irotakyista, - : 19t @ simple problea nop g

““tdutiéhdl?onéﬁl i3 %8 what hss lald the foundation for Trotakylam

- tallending Gowmunism on' the question of Marx"s ‘Humanlum zg sowething
'Marx”pessed through," Above that, 1t has allowed tho Communlsts to
“pervert ‘thep by quoting both Lenlng elongside of ezch other as i they °

-

were one gnd the same,

not heretofore, pald great attention to Lenin's emphasis on the faot

~that philosopn (Loglic, 1813) expresazed "the unlverssl movement of
change™, gng only after thect (1847) 414 wmarx express 1t in the Q,M.,

-~ or "nocial‘nclence", wheress natural sclence (origin of Snecler,1859)

Same laet,%slec his statement that "phe contlinu~tion of the work of
Hegel und Marx consist in working out dlalecttoally the history of
human thcufht, kclence ang technology." rthis @llows us to Jump off
ﬁfff "GognItion not only refleste bCt nrepteg” ® our age and how.it

- - be able to reatate Marxlam for its agze only throuzh & return alsoe

egel, ) "

bo Heg 3)Why Now then would thke of Ifrom something 1ilke Freedom as
the innermost dynawlc of 1ife uus pusned itaelf tn the asurface where
all oan sce it, =29 antuality, and still thab brave Lt aa phtloaophy,
Perhaps the titiec of the new book could be PSILQ@OPHI_%QD HUMAN
LIBERA@EQ:. e e

Youra,

¥ i however, thHis is expressed clesrly, then 1t 1g Precigely °
Lenin who allows us to Jump off from the 20th raether tnan 19th fentury
‘Preclagely because 8ll hl2 greateot apherlans were 2xpresaed In “subjestive'
Logie" and had nin ldentify gutjectivity with freedomw, 4Ya0, we kad {

“to7the publie 1n 1948 when T firet translated them and was ell'tob‘wt;ilﬁéf.




