( o
No..16,1964

Deox Deiers ) o

I'n ever sc grateful o you. for your letter of the 12¢th, andmore for

your commerts than for the trenslution from the Gyu because it gives op
a view not alone of your thoushte which zng irpariant emcugh, but of she whele -
miliow of Geruan arxes. I do not bugrudge Rosa Dixenburg bar greatnsss sl s
revolutionary, and the eriginality of zuny elemsnts of her thought, * Dui you oannos
bo aerious if you think Hegel meant little to bor. Ghegey not bave liked big as
vell g8 the others who ware full of prasme of him, bt dfa nathing seriown pith
ths sourge of a theorys ibe proletazdiat, Bus cos letter, maong others, viapds
out in my mind beomuse ot tust & » oty yeurs ago—-I1 atidd hnd not rejected
Iznin's Mcterialina und Bnpirio—criticisw, ard here &he ame writing to Loutnme
Kautsly ebout tne BASUGSTIPU Wainh evidantly bhad junt basn Teceivad, to the effact
thot 4t 18 2osal sophemoris etuff, wi sinca,no doubt, lenin meent well, it is beat
nt to ineult him, I wigh ghe bad fglen him sorioualy enough to write the Boat

critioiem, %Yhun we renily b would havae soasthing to zo on philosophically,

. And it gurely ion't trus thut Lossalle "knew" Hogel ms well as darx;
ha knaw the terainology, that ie ail, arx gaid it 1y when he suid he was
trying “to applyn Xogel like g 80hoolnoy, end, in the Jrogens, uad ahogen a :
bourgeoin, instead of u proietarian hero, to dramatize, One cannot *apply" Hegelj;
one must rearsate him on materlalist, humanist materialistio bugis a la inrx,

) ‘ Hy "obeenaion® with Eogel resppears at each oriticel turning point
in bistory whon the concrate dororiptions of Marx on capitulism have exhaunted
thorgelvos——11ike the deseriptio Warely of cancentration and centrelisation of
Sapital had ermausted 4t8017 ut the time of tha appoarance of imperialism ang
tollapas of Sacond, which sont Lenin to Hegel, Thin tims it ian
that iz befuddled by Autoustion; and the nare restatement of
rate of profis. cunnot atop ovory ; ;

«ko ounnet grasp, to ba "taken in® by the fuot t instead of mun, ave

atill the mwoducers of velus and surpliet vilua, i Lenin, what helped
him restate both hig problems was the "1ittlen Hegelian law of tranaformation into

oppositn, mnity of oppositen, ident¥y of oppopises  beonuss it weunt he oould deal
both with ocapital am lsbor, aristooracy of labor, In our age it ia the unity

of theary ond meetica, or the mutBubjectgn relutionsuip 1o oujeotivity, or the

second nepution—the redlm

cannot help here,

fortune of living

his thaq;lt_xtaintlm

eonvince yet ona

new book,

'

Narcuce umd erntonde rothing of eccromics —or the prolatariat, But
o 38 excollent in portraying the whols of the contradiction of ths :l.ntellectw.@
"mantingn revolution, but baing an ivory tower 80 ieolated from the factory that
he goss faor "language, including tiri of po-celled "Soviet larximm." The yarts ,
rom the Grundrisse thot be quoted was to skow tunt Auteoction is not doing everything
now, ic not abolishing value produotion tlwt is, heosuse, ander oupitaliom, it can
only be “"partini, arronted MMis caphinln) If ne Wd confidence in the proleturiat
and nouo otler aboil; g value production, Pe wouldntt constantly have to run to
the Ornd rigge {nategd of CAPITAL whish ig =13 tae ¢lunr en Vorhing Jay, on "neation
of nesution" um prolatarict negating, on Letishim of comneditios never havirg heen
fully ssan aven by Unvx until afbor the Cocrrane: revoaling tho form, not only the
fotishisvic fomn of conmoditine Liding dead lnberts dominaticn of living 2abor, but
833 the froe, Sportaneour, form of tke Pepip Communz dociding everytting for itself,
Ldare of thut when I pes you next, .
{ .
Sorry I disturbed 80, but thunk you very, very muck, 1 3 9 06
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