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' ' Silnoe you once asked me why I “"translate" Hegol when
I know “the original®(Marx) well enough I sasume you thought
that since my wr1t1n§n and aotlvity were pslitical my veritsble
obsemsslon wlth Hegel's Absolute lder was ..on obeegsion, I am
exsgeeratiug, of courske, but 1t 15 only because I hope you'll
permlt me to write in ihle informal way an outline of a chuaptiei
of my new work (which I new lean to calling "Philozophy and
Revolutlionjthet deals with "Wwhy Hegel? wWhy Kow?"

| _

. The chepter 1s to have thres sub-sectlonss Marx's

Dbt to Hegel} Leonln's Amblvalenoce toward Hegei and Shock of
Recngnitlont the philosephlcal problems of our age, The first
subwgectl.n wlll conneet with M&F but greatly expand sthy Marx
eouldn’t "shake off" Hegel ag eawily s he shook off olaesioal
politiosl eoonog§:oncoe he trangcended 4it, then his"economica®
beceme, rot a/PE¥iticel aconomy, but Merxlam, & philosophy of
human activity, Thle was truc in every eingle respeat from the
+theory of value ond surplus value, through rent zs g "derivative"
rather than waking the landlord class se fundamentsl = one aw

the new crplislist claea, to capltal accumulation and tha"lmw

of motlon" bringing about its "collapse,™ In all thess lsbor
.Wge Beon as the 11v1ng‘cubgect bringlng all contradictions to a
head and making soclalism "inevitable™; at no point were economic
lgwe independent of human actlivity, Regerdlng the Hegelismn
-dlalectia, on the other hand, deaplte its recreation in Marxism,
or what you lauzhingly refer to asm “subversionY, that ig to eay,
teeneformation of dialectic from “a :ETEHUE'Ef logic" to "a
science" of revolutlon, his "attschment" to Hegel remmined. This
was not because Marx began &5 & "Left Hegeliazn™, ner even beceuse
‘the Hegellan dlalectlc speeded him on hisc own voyage of diccovery
{ “thoroughzolng Naturallsm or Humasnisn®), Indeed, when his troesk
Lir&t cawe from Hegel, he used clessloal politlesl eoonomy

to counterpose rewlity to "idesliem", especlizlly of the Proudhonin
variety, Yet the adleu to classcicel pollitical economy wae
complete; the gdleu to Hegellaniem was not,

Take the very firat, and moat thorough and profound
attack on Hegel's Philosophy of Rlghte-tne very critigue whlech
led to nothing short of his grestost discovery--the materinlliast
conception of history--a lesder man, & lesser Hegelian then karx,
would at that point e finlahed with Hegel, Merx, on the
cocntrary, proceeded to the eritligue of the PHENOMENGLOGY and
the ENCYCLOPAEDIA, and when he broke off at the leet seotlon on
"The Philosophy of Mind" to stick with mhat he called “that &1 smsal
solence"--politicel economy--and engage in class wbtruggle cotivit)
revolutions, First Internctional, whleh took the rast of his 1ife,
he atlil hungered to return to a presentation of "the rationml
form of the dialectic," Indeed, at every turning point, he
returned to "the dialectic," You recall how happy he sounded, in
1858, in his letter to Engels when he explaired that he "accldon.
tally" ceme upon hls library of Hegels's works and there got
some "new dovelepments" which Are helping him couplete fritiaue
of Polltical Faonomy {and of aourge se6g the results all
through the gGrundriese), 4Agaln, 1rzpi861-63)when he firet reqorie
i{ 28 CAPITAL and makes the most orudlsl decision op the economic:
Presentatlon~-not marely to brosk with Riocardo on land rent but
to teke out from Volume I all that would become Volume ILI and .

thusielliminate all relations between lendlords and workers, . -
leavinig. them “"pure™ with-dapltalists alone, and yet agaln,in 186
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when he reatructured CAPITAL to include Ths Working Dey am astually
break with the very concept of Ltheory. totk the move %o the profound
_anelyeis of yeifiostion at the point of production and the fatishlem

of comwoditles, asaln_lllnmlned by the real Parle Commune, were still
in the tightest wrerpings of HegellanlAm,

This i6 exastly why Lenin wrots that it was jmpossible
to underatand CAPITAL, "aapeolally its firot chapter® without the
whole  of the SOIENGE OF LOGIC, _And in thet first chepter, when

. you need Hesel most %a where stalin, 1n 1943, decided to make bis
theoretical bresk by asking that that chapter ve eliminated in .the

"t ozohing” of ¥xxaT CAPITAL, And, mgaln, the last writing we hve
5ol wagner and the goalysiz ol the
eritiques of, tant repetition ic to ¥the
alaiectic,” |In & B t his indebtednese to Hegel
bacause 1t was 0O t a vital, living prasent
expressing as well the pull of the future,

The new I wlsh 1o brring in hedre will bring in &
guatificatlon for the gbetractneas cf Hegel mirca there are polinte,
oritlionl points, turning points, when the abatract guddanly can
becoms the concretely universal, OCAPITAL 1@ concrete, an eopiric
study, & rhenomeno oll as logicel—~cconomlc anelysis
«hlch "exhauste ltaal. \ c it is concerned withg
cups tallism, vyt thout concreatlon of wense"; "opplies®
+0 &ll sclencegk, dles, 80 that wheh & eudfien new stege

" 4g pesched, snd. 4 do, there is always a
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Notlon, That 13 why Lenln, who long before he knew the whole of
the Logle, knew the whole of Sepitel, and wrote most pnprounély of
gll the threc volumes, neverthelees, sunddenly, when the ground
gave way before nim =8 the Second collaopsed, found new "anly" in .
10G1¢, Thet 18 tosay, that ebatract category funity, ldentity,

new set of cetegories in LO pove from Being to Es#encd to

trangformation into opposite", snd such othera as ngelf-transcendence

meant something 80 new to him alsec in the understandling of CAPITAL
and 1ts latest stage, tpperialiam, that he was willling Lo BRY none,
Tncluding nimgself, hed understand capital at all before that specifle
moment of grasplug the poctrine of the Notlon in general, and the
breskdown of oppesition hetween objective and subjective that he

got from the sylloglsm in particular, ‘

o,

whet I em trying to say is shet{the minyte the sctusl

csnnot be expressed ln old terms, even whe ece torme are Marxlan
ones, it is beoauee & ney stege of cognlition hae nct kept up with
the new challenge from practioe which only phllonoggy gecns capPable
of 11luminating--~old, sabstruse, sbstract Hogellanlsm made bhbmin

gea what the concrete terzs 1n CAPITAL d1d not--that monopoly capits
wag not only & gtgge" of centralization of capital, but »
nyygnaformat lon into opposite"” which demanded o totsl reorganization
and undermining of old categorles, including that of labor.

This section thet ghould load to the gecond sub~-socstion
on Lenin's zablvalence to Hegel, both befors the shook of recognitio
in 1914 and, unfortunately, after thoet shock, r% 1eadt publicly.

/, The duallty iu Lenin’s philosophle heritage can no longer be put

into a footnote, ad T did in MARXISM AND FREEDOM, This amblvelence
hes sllowed the Chinese ad woll a8 Rgpnlnn comaunists to pervert
Merx‘s Humenism by quoting both Lenius glongeide of each othor 4}
ag if they were one unchengeable Lenln ¥ho never oxperienced & shap
bresk with hig own philosophia pasd iy Ondey howevar, this ia clearec
1t i@ precisely Lenln, the Lenin of }9;§§§5. who ellows us to jump
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off from the 20ih rather than the 19th century preclgely beozuge
hic most startling and mcat mcaningful aphorisma were expreased
tn “Subjeative " Loglo and he 13 g0 enthuelastic us he eguetesn
o {with litoral equation glgna) subjectivity with Lreedom, You'll
reoall aleo that Lenin's Notebooks sireas that phlloscphy (Loglo,’
1812) exprossed *the unlversal movement of ohange" firet, and -
only afterwards {1847) 414 Merx express it in politics (The ;
compurlst Manifesto] whereas natural soience (Origin of spsolesn,
1859) came stlll later, And while it remains for our ags te
comeretize Lenin'e restutement of Yegel's sppreciation of the
.4 Prectical Idea “"precisely in the theory of knovWledpe" for :
- "Cognltion not only refl.ects the oblectlve world, but creates 1",
it is Lenin who put out the markers "The gontinuatlion of the
work of Hegel and Marx gconelst 1n working out dlalecticelly the
_history of human thovght, science and technology."

) 14 4a obvious to you, 1 am BUre, thet 1 4o not

take your positlon on techwology. I em 85O Hegellian that I etill
conslder thet subject absorbs object, and not objest sublect whiaoh
then becomes its extenalon,. My prefavence of "ontclogy" to
nyechnology” In the age of automation may be ssid to be due to the
awe 1 foel when confrented with the diglectic of hunan thought,
put this would nct be the whole truth since humsn thought 1s in-

. peosrgble from hhman activity and dboth result from the overpowering
urge to fresdom, Allow me, pleare, to expread this within Lhs
renge of the types of cognitlon in the diglectlic 1tgelf:

’ " In inquiring’ rEcEEX cognition we face &n .
objeotivh world without the subjectivity of the Notbn, 1In
synthatle cognlitlon, the objective world and subjectivity co=
~ exist (and-llke the fragility of "pesceful go-existence"
¢ which fesrs movemeny, 80 ipn this laylng of the objective world
and subjectivity sids by gide, there can be no transcendense, )
{ put now watch, the idea of cognition nzgfghs—pr:cticnl’tann no
sooner unite, then we are ready for the~piunge to froeedom, Hegel .
_begins at the btottom of prge 475 (SGIENCE“OF*EGGIOTVGIIII)to :
reviev agein, not diglectlic "ecognltion" but the Absoluta Method,
the form of the Absclute fden, the nev gtawe af identity of
Aheory apnd prectice that we heve remched am wWe ieave behind the
previous forms of ccgnltiony {pon't forget, aither that two ahort
pages after we view "the objective world whose inner ground and
actusl persiatence 18 Notion", we reachthe turning polnt"(p, 47T}
and learn thaf the nprgnscendence between Notlon gnd Realltys..
rests upon thls gubjectivity alone,) .

1t appesrs to me aleo that Hegel is right whan he
feels 1t sbsolutely neceraary that the Method beglu with abstract
universality, abstract gelf-ralation, the in-itselfness of the
_Absolute, (pp.469-472), which leads, though "ihe conorete totallty
: vhich,,,ccnteing ap such the beginning of the progress and of
ftdevelopment". to Alfferentiation within what I would cell the
. ashleved revolution, I might ag well here continue politlcally
-“t_ z for 1 see Hegel ga_,he_,r,lniahen with subjective idealliem 10 be
R ﬁ;,rininhins with xeforalss for whom the goal is always in the future,
v Yoend ghifting oll hid wtthck on the lntgitlonAIXnta-:Jaoobl,
+%_ sgchelling, Flchtse, aspeclally Jacobl whom he’ calld a "ragoticanry®
{ fnoyclopsedie, par,T76)--ox ths type of gbetract revolutioniasm
for whom, onde an:"ead", a revolution has bean reached, there
{g no more negative-development or modlation, "All that, to them ,
thet seems torbe:done: is:.en organizetion of what hss been achleved
end they go atl ph;g'orsnnlzation;;nfno total & way they clhoke the
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spontancous revolutlon, and with 1t all further development, to deat:

_ Hegel, on the other hand; movea Ifrom the overcoming of the
oppogition between Notlon and Reallty, resting on subjectiviiy alone
to paeans about "personel and free" ond “self-llberastlon”.in the
+, Ehileosgophy of Mim, whlohs to me, 1@ the now sooclety ond not the
- return to meiaphysles, I'm not eaylng that Hegel may not hxve
consciously etriven e return tp metaphysics (he certuinly did
©o personally in hls apolegy for the Pruusien etatc) but nelther
those who have tricd to merke himm out a complete rsagtlonary as a
statist, nor thomso who have welcumed his glorifioatlon of “revecled
religion™ (“nrlstienity 1n general, Lutheranlem in pertioculur, or
08 (Bochenakl ¢ Igry Thomiat,to"delzn® if not veriiabie atheinms.
can e€Xplaih away why his Absolute is always Ides and Mind and not
uet God, very obviously, the ideal toward whlch humanity, the
umgnity of the Freuch Revolution, was etriving towand, and the
2zal towprd vhich the phlloaopher Hegel who wished thought to be
xaxe g0 great g deterwinant In the traneformatlon of reslity, were
‘'not 30 rax apart as elther the ordinery ob sclentific mind wigh to- 8
pkke out, For Wotlon %g re o%gsion Ty polltics, not in thenarrowly i
politisel gense as “LhUyOEALGHEEAREEL"# would have ua belleve,
but in the senze of 1917: fres creaiive pover, . ‘
' {when Harx 1s in the merket he laughs at, and links,
"Liderty, Fquelity end Bentham] when ha 12 in proleteriaun politics,
it Le"thinking, bleoding Paris", o flushed wlth =xcitenent at
the "incubation of & new soclety", that it faila to see the
counter-revolution, eto,eto,} . .

' The grentness of the "Absolute Methcd"™, the Hercellan
digleccetio, 1s lts univeraxls, end thelr dlstinctl.un from the _
generallizations of sbatract understandling, o that esdh universel..
Belng a8 much, Zesence s such, Notion as such--1@ 2 nev cstegory,
2 leop Into ihdividusilty "puriflied of all that interferes vwith 1t
universcllisn,™ 4As Lepin put 11t in his Notebooks "The forming
of abatract notions already include oonsclousnces of law so that
the simplest forming of wmotlons (Judgments, syllogleme,etc,) sig~
niflice ever deeper knodledge of objectlive world conmectlens, Hire
tne sipnificence of the liegelizn Logle," The important point, it
seers to me, le thet the now categorics arige at certain tuming
polints In .hlstory when men have such overwhalming experlence that
they are sure also they have found “the truth,” wsc thet, sa
Lenin put 1t,"the comsciouness of the law of the objective world
connecticne” become tranamuted into "new cstogoriecs of thoyghts, ¢
knota, " Qtp/ﬂ werd, tho Doctrine of Notlon La revoluilonary - ‘
Politios, conteins the oategories of Freedom, oversomes the "
opposition between subject and object, theory and pragtice, notlgt
and reallty, reaches "the soocond negation®, not only "in gegeral’ -
g8 rovolution agelnet exieting Roclety, tut im partloular aa the
new spolety which hec 2km not merely the stigme ¢f the old from
which 1t came, buit ias too reedy to transform the universal into
a"fixed particular"” {be that state property or plan or even govle
Ansterd of poving forvward to the gtolitlon of the division betwee

Imentnl and manual work, the nev human dlmenslon,

That iz why the(éég;mlﬂ in the Doctrine of the
Notlon i3 so cophmporary, 8o relevant to our day, When Hegel
strikes out sgalnst transforming the unlversal inte -a fixed
particular, it-doesn?t really mattier whether he har in mind, in
one case, poclaliemi and in the other statified property, we
gain an 1llUntration when he spesks of the unlversal needing to




ve positsd s. pertloular, dbut Lf the porticular is postted as
the univeraal, it becones laclated or, to ee Marx's exp"oqslon.
- galns “the fixity of a populer nrejudlce.

Even the bourgeonis phllonopher, John indlu
(whose bonk, desplie Lite Dzrbe apgalinst Marxlote, I round raauinnt-
ing)see the revolutionary 1in licgel 24 he concludes hie praige
of him ¥ag the philosopher of 'absolute negativity', the bellever
in pothing that does noi nyring froz the free, uncommitted, solfl~
commltting huwen epirit," (Hegely A _Re-Exazination, p.354, ’

We certsinly cen no longer, as did Lenln, keep
, Lr" Philoaophle notevcoks prrivate, e llve in the age of
abaolutes, nd freedom as the lrmermost dynamic of both life
&nd tnoubht damahdc t2e unlty of phllosoihy end revolutlon,

Yours,

*The flnent pttack on ory anlzetional vansuerd sts I hgve read

anyuners is in Hegel's “Philcaophy of Religion™,in kis attacks
.on the Chnnch-&wzet & totnlitarian, menolithle Dariy medleval

- estholiclsw was! ¥Whoever it was who 8zl¢ thot he who turns his
tbeck on history lc doomed Lo relive 1t pust have wwr ege in nmind!

P.S. FPlesse return tist chepter 5y or wonstcover 1 ¢siled the
n dlalectice of libﬁratlon. I acem to heve migplacsed my
originel c¢: pye-or had I sent 1t to you nreviously too?
In ony case I need it, though whert thet one concentrated
“on tiries, 1 an now all for the c\ntraﬁictlora of Jepan snd the
drcar to get there,




