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Dear Fredy:

I greatly’ approziate your sorious {though non=philesophic) 1Z2-page cri~
tiquetimes of the rcush draft of Philesophy and “gvolution, which you brought me
- this evening. "As you know, I cannot take timecut of the 1imited frze time I have
- for the rewriting to comment comprekonsdiely on yeur editique, though I will taks
into most serious considerstion in the rewriting. I hope we can continue the
dialogue bsgun in the apirit of your first paragraph which stetes that you sre
not treatlng my bookwoutline ag something external te you, 'Yas a finished object,
but rather treating it ss a Puovement of becoming¥, from within, as a project.
vhich 1s also mine', and not in the spirit tn which your anti-leniniem zs brouzht
You on_the last pava :"You rosirict your search to 8 bureaucrs }ic world within ‘
which the only definable humanism is a ‘humanist imperiaiism.®” For in the latter
#pirit no dialogue is passible. ‘

The two-fold purpose of this very limited commentary is (1)to expanl
4 bit on what I mean by philosophy not only 28 both distinct Irom and related to
practictmmmge, but alno as distinct from and related to theory; and (2)%o asi: whather,
despite youwr hostility to Lonin, you would be willing to "Americanize (edit) my
fusalan-Garmin endless sentences once I'm finished with the rowrlting somewhere
late Spring or ssrly suxmer. ' :

v Now then the queation of philosophy 13 not the Uginple" question of
theery as "gulde' ¢o practice, Cialectical philosophy catchec the movenent of
history not, it is tive, as "eternal" laws, but & groar deal more comprshensively
than theory which is very specifically the suwmation of the "immodiate" pariod,

. the werking out of the tendencies and praxis for that pericd, The historie .
expanss of philosophy, on the othar hand, has seen the dialectic of revolution and
ceunter-revolution ropeat itsolf so often since the Great Fronch Revolution and = -
Induetriel R volution which has usherad in cur machine age thet it rousins true,” .
gace 3t hos basn bean concretizsd by Historical Materialism, until we have achioved 7
& classiess scclety. This A5 what Jean-Paul Sartro compreheided fully when he 1
decided his Existontislisk had only "tended Lhe garden" whon Marxisa becama 'frozen®
and now wished to Yreturn® to Marxism, This 3s why he choss only -3 moments in S
history from the L17th caentury to the 20th ~-Dogcartea-Locke, KanteHegel, Narxw.
2id this ie why he alcne (whet "friends® I chosel} ia not afraid to call himself
a metaphyaical writer, nor declare existentialism to be Yontological!, and set
-defly thet it is ebsirsct as sguinst the concretensss of exlstence or reality,

Wish I were quite as brave in declaring that without Hegel's Absolutos we camot
"cemprohend!” gotuality amd tho New Subject. This is what everyone who is serlous
(not in the Sartrean existentlalist meaning ¢f the word as if it were derdzatory,
but in the Hegelian<Marxian and actual common sense meaning of the word) about .
revolution is always ttriving to i, and the minunte potty=bourgeois intellectulas
(inclwding euch Marxists an Marcusey ot impatient, declare it to be, not the
prolstariat, but the intellsctusl,

0.k, Hegel is not just one of ths many Ysowrces" of Marxian
. theory from Ricardo to Roussecap, or from Proust (why did you bring him in?) to
Babeuf, TE Hegellan dixlectic remains the source of "all dislectic, us Marx
expressed/; gd meant his own. IWhen Marx transcended Hicarde, he found no nead
" to return" to him-<he relegated him to Vol.IV where he would deal with all
theorsticlans, but the bulk, tha heart, the soul of Capital would be Vol,.I,
whers production relations, inclwlir: tho actual class sirugzles Tor shortening
the working day, and the Fetishiom of Commodities, would present in a positive
Wiy nie own uniquely original philosophy of liberation. And in the working out
of thls Volume I, there was a_roturn to Hegel (although he had transcemled him
in his 1854 eritique with his Humanist atta ok on both idodliam and materialism)
in 1858 when he worked on tho Grumirisge but was disssatisfied with its form
and reread the Logle, amd in 1857-1872-5 when he reworked the Fotishiom of '
Commodities and the Accumulation of Z,pital and was so inspiret by the Paris Communa,
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If all this does not ccmo through in soctions 2 & % of Ch.2, then -
something is definltoly wrong, and it must be thoroughly rewnrkod.: Mt I must also
&8k you to ank yourself whethor only the Workers' Tounclils was the naw from the
Hungarian Revolutlon or olse Merx's lunanism and the Jialeatics of revolutiont
That the Hegelian dialaetien has hosn recoznized (and nst by a Marxist, but by
Hergen) as "algebra of ravolution®--is that not the stuff whieh enargos out of
revolutians? Or 1s tho fact that Stalin could naver stop fightisg the desd Heyal
and in 1943, in reversing himself on Marx's law of valus, hsked that the dizlectic
atructure of Capital not bo followsi, Bni Chaptar X ba cute~lces that mean nothing
that we have to confront as ceriously as movemont from practice?

Bnly technlcally when one "transcenla" one camot "return to', or,
as you put,"lt makes no sonse", The wholo point is that there are concrete
univeraals, amxd, though they are not “eternal® but Yenly" 1limitad te class
sooiety of the indusirisl age, these must he grasped, or theory will continue to
bo intdequute. They remain bot presuppositions and Jutp up as the now at esch
turning polnt in history, This 4s what otruck Lenln, inhat he found more "in commen!
with Hegel than wiith his soclalist, Marxiat, materialist, co<leaders of 2rcd Int.
You are right that tho chapter is "not sericus", if by that you mean incomplete, |
But what 1% says at the end of the abbreviated ch.is that that's wherse Stats-Canitels |
icm and Marxist-Humanism enters. In a word, in addition to rewriting, the psmphlet - A
which places the guestion of "Subject!, of the dispute with Bukharin, apd as 4t =
rasppears in our age, is part of this chapter, I alveys llke to test "theory" by
sukitting it both to the ‘mamsesV, those I can resch, amd "others®, thaoreticinds
1ike yoursalf nho.&re not the.closed group, is part of that warped chapter. However, )
you are right alsc that this boolt 111l concorn itsolf with the thoughkt of Jenin, y
firat and mout impertant, because I'r tracing. through relationship to Hegel An -
19th &20th o,&then asking vhy us?, and beecsuse tho Lenin of the Party was deglt
with in 3 chapters in M2&Fy therefore here it bocomos gomething that hag been
worked out, and T return %o the slitist Party that I so thoroughly detest and .
crejact in its Trotskylat=-Staliniot-Maoist form. Unfortunately, whan Trotaky rejected |
1t ==190ln~it vas both none-serions and untested in revolution; when ho eccepted it,. |
it was not as Lenin changed concepts, but in its 1903 form plus degeneration in
Stalin's hands, Thare 13 ambivalence of course, not only in thought, but in the
actions, but at all times Lenin tried not to hynostaiiro that whersss, ctc.ete.

Sartre chapter willl,of course, bo rewritten; I told you gome of the
reasons vhy it will be sofit in more positive Torm, and will not go inte thesa heare,
but you ame quite wrong to take "evon glorifies terror" out of context as if I
an always opposed to torror, instoad of pointing to the fact that it fsn"t
revolutionsry "torror® which Sartra glorilfles-—trausforms into a univeraal would
havebeen a mora corract phrass~=but Stalinist terror is mado as Lho Anevitable,
the inessapable, the foraver element of all revolutionsy that 1s Jartrsan mataphysica)
g Crizique de 1la Ralscn [lalectic is not oaly a motaphysical apology for !
Stalinism of our ers, but made into a veritable eternal "historical law" {rom
tine immemorial to...f all of man's history is rewritten toc £1t that concept.
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Part III is so unfinished that it perhaps showld not be given you at
all; T thought my titling it Moutlinav "protected! me, but I see it only aexposed
me to...let's leave this there., If you answor the question I posxmot asked R on
Pelopar.2, wo will know whether this cialogue has a chance of daveloping.

Yours,

¥tn.top.1)And not only Mercuse, but Iukacs, It is true that Lukacs accepted
the vanguard Party,(Rhich is why L seldom rofer to him, although his comprehension
of Hegel was far beycnd any in thé}i%'s—.unlass you knew Lenin's Philosophic
Notebooka vhich were unpublished and L'kace i not then know themeBut ho did
not make recantations and all that went with them until after Lenin's death, until
Stalin was in power, anl that is what I referred to. 1408 '
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