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Doar Mikailo Markovic:

Thank you very much far your letter of the 2nd amd commentary
of my chapter on Hegel which I Just received. I hope it will start a sontinuing
dirlor.m betwaen us, Back in 1955 when I notsd your egsay in the international
syupoaium on Socialist Hrmanism I was so onamored with your statement that one
of the main reoasons for the fallure to devalop the dialectic by Marxists being
due to the faot thet they possd the question defensively and not from the point
of view "of its pell=developmont® that I wrote you to Yugoslavia, Vhen I received
no acknowladgment I dropped the attempt as I um alwaye very careful when writing
to comrades in Eest Rurope. As soon as I heard from Fredy Perman that you were
here and that he kndw you I again attsmptod to reach you, and &s soon as he has
completed makling arrangsments for us to meet in person I hope we will {inally
havs gotten into direct contact,

I had thought he would deliver to you rot only the chapter on
Hegel but the ones on Marx and lenin since they are part "Why Hegel? Wmyrowph
and I enclose them herewith., The other tws parts to the draft of the book,
Philogephy and Revolutien  deol with YAlternatives”: Troteky, Moe, Sartre; amd
"Raonomic Roality and the Dialactics of Libaration': The Africen Revolutions
ard the Yorld Eeonomy, and New P'sslons and New Forces wihich will teke vp the
new forcas of revelution, incluiing black revelution dnd youth revolts Ln this
country., Raturally I would be most happy o get your views oa the whole. I do
not belleve %here is a more urgent problem for Marxist-Humanists than to work - }
out, & new reletionship beiwesn theory and practice, and to de 5o not on & national
but on an internationsl plane, My dream originally had bean to collaborate
with a Pollsh or Czechoslovak theoretician but I neod hnrdly tell you what hn.ppened
there in 1952 to crush that dream,

. . Now %o your concrete commentary, which, of course, I shall take
inte most serious consideration in the rewriting of the dreft which I am row
involved in with the aim of finishing it in this, the 100th annivermary of
Lenin's birth and 200th of Hegel's, I feel that Marxists have alwsys been on
the defsnsive bocauss Hepel was o conssrvative Prussisn bourgeols philosopher.
¥arx couldn't have fully developed Historical Materialism without first breaking.
totally tho clooed system of Hegel's Abgmolutes. But once he did so, and worked
out his own dialactice from the praxis of the proletariat, he-did find he had
to return to Hegel's dislectic which he openly stated (and not orly as a young
man but dirgetly in Zapital) was 'the source of all dialectic.” Aml dialectic,
I noed hardly tell you, was not only method bub eritique of exisiing society
even in Hegel’s hands, which is why Marx inslsted that Hezel had thrown over
a mystical veil over actual historic relations, and pointed to the sections
on Unhappy Conadousness, Noble aml Base Consclousness, ete, as contalning the
critique of Meivil society." (Incidentally, Unhappy Consclousness, Stoicism
and Secepticism ara separate areaci all three sre forms of"Fresdom of Self-
Constiausness®, but whereas Unhappy was critique of medieval religion as wsll as
almost any consclousness thet can find no home edther in old or nowly-arisen
soclety that did not coma cut as originally concelved, Stoic &5 specifically
for "freedom" Min sgo-of bondage'l, and Seepticism can lead either to actual
Aeason if it rids itself of "Eso® or rever: to cynicism.)

What Marx, after rejecting Absolutae, did wes to split it into
"'zoharal sbaolute law" of capitalist exploitation, on the one hand, aml "new
passicaa end new forces! on the other, that I am trying to say is that even
thouch we all mugt start from Marx, cn! learn from lLenin, no one can answer the
problems of our age but those who live in it, and the abaoiute hes special
significance for us bacause P ggggi:r-rwolutlon has bean found within the
revolution, and has causel tha?go the revolutiondry movement since the
rise of Stalinism. When I pointed to the rediscevery of Marx's Humanism by
Eeistentialists I was pointing to non-Marxists.(I happened to have translated
them evidently at the time you had, and I certalnly want to refer to your book
in the new book.)
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With the death of Stalin and new movement from practica signalied by the Easf
German Revelt in 1953, the chaldenge, it coomed to o, was not only for the
right of national Ardeperdence (and wo were all very busy hailing Yugoslavia®s
bredk from Stalin in 1643) but now theory, In any cese, it heppened that ny
first lettors on the Atmclute Idea in which, for the Lirst time, I saw, not tha
closed system Hegel was consciously aiming for, but the movement from practice
to which Hegel was driven to and was totally wunconscious about, 7T am rafarring
to the.struoture of the E-zagaloga«iia ~=not only from Loglc to Naturs but from
Nature to Mind, were datel & weeks in advance of the June 17, 1953 Revolt,
The structurs of Marxisz and Frecderm (which I am zailing under separzte rover) ,
is wholly based on the movament from practice~actual revolutions froam 1776,1780,
1@848,1871, 1917, 1937,8tc.~-arxi the theoriox that followad, but also called
for a new viaw of the dialectic of thought whiah does not appasr quits me
© separats from the disloctic of ectual class siruggles as appears, baturally
Hyghtealon, msant fresdom of thought, espozially for philosophwra, tut he was
not totally deaf to actual socisl revolutiona, as 15 clear not only from his

young witings, but directly in Phllosaphy of Mird,

. The guestion that you raise in relationship (o the dialectical
pregresslon in Hepsl of cach stage Rn the development as "a more complete truth
than the praceding orie,” No doubt I should devolop that mere, but, frankly,

I am concerned more with the new, and what I actuslly wanted to desl with,

but haven't wade up my mind on that yat, is that $tmisn't only the ever higher
stago, but that thero might also be retrogression, es Hagsl shows in the .
Third Atiituds to Objectivity(Jacobi and Intuitionalism in geraral) which seems
to come dfter Bmpiricism and the Hantlan Critique which "should" lead to Hegel,
but suddenly we ere confronted,instsad, with Schellinz, Fichte, Jacobi, Wt

I am saylng is that in our ago when counter~revolutions seen to follow every
revelution we must confront the questien, the reality what happens after
the revolution, inatead of belng sc sure that the next stags 1s *higher.!

O, yes, gou ars right, action in Hegel, is, again, 1limited to
thought, and if T have not made it clear that activity means activity of thought
ard that cannot possibly change matorial thing and uprooting of caplitalist
soclety, I muet do 5o without waiting till the reader reaches “Part III.m
Somo of the problems you raised reparding the critique of Hegol needed you -
will, of course, find in the-chapters I snclose when I deal with Harx's
Critique, Lenin's ete, Again, you are right that the Lenin quotation on cavsality
doos not supperi my theais on absolute negativity, but what could have been
moreidealistic" than that Lenin who was sc 1:1 relationship between objectiva
and subjective in Materialiom and Empirio-Chiticism, shoutlng so jubilantly
to himself  in the Abstract of Hegelfs Science of Logic" "Cognition not only
reflects the world, but creatas ity

All of this and a great deal more I do hope to have a chance to
discuas in person. I look forward very much to meeting you aml your wife,
and not merely for "Hogel" or the book, but just as comrades, As soon as

- Fredy will work out the.details % hope you will slso consider my home your
home during your stay in the US, :
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