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" of lsair's, I deubt thep?ll Rave anyone ®xeupt & professionel setioLsainist

- lecturs 1istad &s "Eegal'y Abasolutoss 4 MarxisteHmanist Viewt &nd I did

“egpesielly if azy actusl forces, human forces of revolution ars to ba lavitedl

ror A you ¢an sexd wme a copy whea it gats off pross, I'd graitly appreciate

Dear Paul,

Lt han just davned on mo that what appeared te me as just an
ablweviatad way of writing title of ny Lenin chopter may, in fact, have
been your "edite!" veraisa of Wy ovarleagthy but actuelly precics {and
American, not Ruselax)) version, so I bstter explain,

' "o Shook of Rocognitior ssd the Philosophic Anbivelancen
is the suthontic expression used 1in my book ia oder (1) to relate it to
Kelvillets pootte view that Tecogaitive, when it iz lenst epected, in a
dhock, an'dwmksacr to atw statas of soasciouemesr, (Parhapy wou heve ‘
Simund Wilooa's work of Aitwrerp oriticism, fhe Shock of Recogaition, and
perkeps Ea thers quotas Melville; I do wot have,in Akgoses, asy workc by
Melville, whouli you tairk £t mecessary to quots hin.) (2)The philosopbic
azbivalexze is selfwsrplanatory, sspacislly to.a pullogophic audience., But
i sctoaiiy thivk that the litarary sllusion is as ixportant iu this cage,
Al I vould act 1liks tc see the title olmngsd, Pleasst

if you ars &t the University instsad of elther in desoantation
or on vay %6 D.C, for a confrontetion with Nixon over the Keat asugacre, I
wonld 2180 1ike to make amcther sugger tion re the Uocembar ¢oafarernce om
Hezel aml Lenin. {Incidentaliy, the Hegel Soclety of lasrica ip likesins
planming its weating ln Dacowber, Though "iu principle” they agreod with me
thel the 200th anaiversary of Hegel should not go umralatsd Lo the 100tk

poutificating,) Iustecd of sither Leatin or Marx, I could give s paper
directly ou Hexel. I'n probably the caly Mirxist who ¢ver dared havi my

Rat nsen that viegsls to bo syxical. This cam bs seen from the title I
Z1ve it 1r my amw werk: "Eegells Abmolutis As New Beglnninzs", Who will
be giviag tha talk ox iegel? . What i ynur topic? If my papsr should - be on
Lezin ar Marx, thoa I would aiso wish to participate in discussion on Zegel. |-
.I 14ke Leainte suggzectlon to the editors of Undar the BRamer of Marxisa RS
that thoy constitute tiensolves aa a body of "iaterialint Frieads of the. .
‘Hégilisa Nalectic,” What do you think of that as & title of ono of the
secelons? Alwo, what ebon? "Dialectics of Liberation™ for smother scasion, .

Cr the other hamd, Af by "fuds! in your title on womon's liberatios, you xean
to- ‘laugh im & superior mamser zt that new ferce, thea you can expect zowe ‘
sherp critiolss from ms. I have been too bucy with philosophy {(whars pot
with revelutior) to heve asything much to zay on thas question, but I sure |
an glad the youth have spoken up on male chapviniem and bave rafused..to wmit
Zor ®“the day after tae revolution® for their specific Liberation. I- any
empa, if it is poacible to seud me a copy of that piens by thka TEIOS“staff,

it. . -
G, yei, do you iatemd to grapple wlso witk Lukacst T did diice your
plece in TEIOS, although I thought your presentiag it ss"the most crestivs
philgacphic work of Marxiss of thiz century™ must hava surely bean done R
without Lomia in nind, It 18 true thet Lukace did rot then know Loaints .
Pilosophic Hotebooks, but easays can navar _take the place of a book, not
sven uhien that book ia ocaly in form of notss., Whet o&n be seid is that in
its “usdergrowd existemce™ it did axercise a grestor Aeflueace than Lenin's
in ita hypostetived aditions. To this day. none has really faced that
lrack in lenin, much less restate 1% for our tga, If we face that prohlem .
in DPecember, it will be a truly histeric ocossion,

Fimally, I dom't seem to have thet issue of Telos which Jou said
you edited wvith ladionl America, o wms it vico vorga? I would veéry much
llke to; can you send me & copy? Thenks,
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Yours, ’
I/\ ‘.




