: i dune 1,1978 -

Dear Dr. McGovern:

_ Thank yei for allowing me to read two chapters on Marxism
from your projerg;d worik on MﬁR@ISM AND CRISTIANITY: A REAPFPRALSAL,
Forgive me, ho#ver, for rnot writing, comprehensively and hurriedly;
I did not regxsize that you are to begones June lith when I will not
be hers as Ileave for Canada tomerrow. _

: W rsmarks will center around a single topic--meihodology,
dinlectirs~~whether that be sn as simple a matter as separating
primary from secondary cources, or on ag basic a fundamental as
not sefarating matter from soul. (I do not, of course, mean it in =
relipous way.) In my view method is not just tool, and essence
ig pot Just the opposite of apperance--Essence tnat must avpear--

“bosh are integral ‘to the Ahsolute (azain not in the "ortiwedox" view)
.which is a unity of theory and practice, a totality, tut not asa
frig'mere summation, but totality as new bseinning, )

' Now then, to Marx, I assume much of what I say may have
beon dealt with in a chapter I did not cee, but in any case what
is new, (and therefore precious} ic that you consider the American
agpect ¥a central to your thesis, so how does it happen that my
work, MARXISM AND FREEDCM, whose central task was to bring out the -
ViAmerican roots of Warxism as well as i%g humanist world ramifieatisns |
L& not only not mentioned, but nowhere seems to enter your thought . :
d yet 1t remains the only work that, to this day. a8 distinzuimed
v from,or in addition to ite day of writing,1957,, Tirst tra sibs e
UoMarxlet desp rooes in the Aooliffniet movemen* orcught ‘¥ cantM Iy ™
. to. the restructuring of Marx's CAPITAL, and then made it ever more = ™. -
: nerete and reglonal- for our day znd place, as Detrolt automdtion?. v
lease, understand me, this has nothing whatever to do wiith Ego; if
it were that, I would just have let it wrankle me and say 'not & . o
direct word. No, I say it so openly, because it is not egop it is
_ related to one of yowr main thesis, gnd it-is that if Subject is
’ ~7aparate from Histoxry, and the dialectlic is only a matter of |
'~ r‘dialogue, that it is abeolutely inescapable tha® one ‘does not "skin"
history=-in-the-meking. (In any case, 7 both include my latest ../
A pamphlet which reproduces those 3 historizgghapters on.the o
/

restructure of Marx®s GCAPITAMMon Civil wer®n the U,9¥, Paris Commune,
jarx's break with theory aaﬁaﬁaﬁgygaois cOneept of debating ideas !
with other theasoreticlans, an zLﬁws‘directly to relations of productiq&
and ligtenin listeningilisy_ning to that movement from practice. 1
“Algos my critﬁgue ofrAmerican young version of "Critical® Marximmgﬁqf ;
.and RD 1941-#8 Archives on HNarxist Humanism in America I deposited
with Labor Archives of Wayne State University.) o

8till, on Marx, I should mention that whereas 1057-8
wag 8till the lst appearance in America of Marx's Humanist
Eseays and Lenin's Philosophic Notsbooks, as Avpendices to
Marxiem and Freedom, I actually first translated them in 1947
but had to produce them as mimeographed Bulletin since I could
gat no publisher to be interested. I will m=y one aunong meny
great attributes of Christian liumanists that hoth the head of
Religious Studies at Yale ULnriversity--Dupre--in the 1970s recognizd
that my dialectics was very different Irom and invited me to addrss
the Hegel Socliety of America, and way, way back in 1947 from that
game university hought the original 1947 mimeographad Humanist
Egsays. And when I worked with some worker-priests in Paris
in 1947 there was that same appreciation of Marx's zenuine
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R . Aﬂd bafnie I go over %o lenin, may I mention that your

bibliography should separate primary irom Eecondary works and whel

you do quote Marx, I cannot see why credit Tucke¥} or whoever linste
.-of merely noting that the Marx statement was quoted bnr suth and

such & source?

. I.was glad. to note in your covering letter that you intend
0 introducesome changes in your Lenin chapter. sinée central
not juet to me, but tc what I ecall the Creat Divide in Narxiem,is
Lenin’'s Philosophic Notcbooks, may I suggest that you do not
‘handls i% only . "in pamsing“, but show the great changes the
dislectical principle of transformation into opposite meunt as
it pffected all his works efter reading Hegel's Science of Iogic,
first Imgeriillam so that it wasn't only capitalism that got
trenaformed into opposite, frum competitive to monopoly, but the
proletariat,~-aristocracy of labor, o betrayal of leadership,etc.s
.. 2ndly, in Stgte and Revolution as both messes fron below--~"non~
~\ party messeg"--, What I am trying to say is that the reader must
L | feal, that no matter what your viewe and criticisms of Lenin are,
PR sometring ‘happened to Lenin that changes the vulgar materialist-
T l_a ‘1dealist to the "all power to the Soviets" rather than the eliaist
‘ U} ‘vanguard party-ist of What Is To Ze Done? _ o

S I naturally take exception to your calling Stalin try
(2 "d‘qqntic"s%arxig- th&%f D@ ML e Ut -G hobl 15 Wik as W o
F1;~tha ruth,” perversion and transiormation of Marxiem and the whole “f
1 ! ‘workers® state into a state-canitalist society. There is something |
’ ij‘missing when one discusses theory séparate from practlice. It
\\, isn't that one has illusions-~I am positive you have not =z gingle " .-
11lusion about that tyrant Staline-it'is that fethodologleal t
, concapt which does not take duality so inherent in every single
= unityas critical, refusos to see only the dinlectic as methodology.
LJ_, etc. that where there should be diremption~-and there is dirempt on |
in Stalin's "degmatism" even before he ever became wha’ he wae in :
, povSr~-£5e8s aynthesis, -FPerhaps I am wrong, but if I am, why 1is
J it that, in theory, you skip over where Stalin directly laid ;
hande on Marx's CAPIlAL, in 1943, and broke lts dielectic structursa .-
as well as revised the basic law of capitalism--law of value and
gurplus value--and suddenly declared law of value -operative ‘in
Rusgia? -After all that debate lasted a whole year in as American
and bourgeois a journal as AMERICAN ICONOMIC HEVIDW--one of the
few times that journal ever bothered with Narxism? .

- Please forgive the scribbles on your folder; I'm so
used to do that as I read I forgot, 1t wasnit mine. One thing
I did love in your thegis--and I do hope you develop it more in
your revised version--is the original thought on p.52:"One
could also characterize Critical Liarxfsm hy ite use of sources.”
it te surely not a matter of just sources vut vhilosophy, so why
lower your original thought to recommending trat bth rate secondary
source "Phe Unknown Dimension"; posh those youths don't have
an original thought ir their heads tho they know all "scurces"
excent when their philosophy is no opposite to another source
that suddenly their erudition disappears, Sometime I would like
to have an hour with you and that work and show you all they skip.

Fest ¢f luck with your work and finding a publisher.

, -
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Yours sincerel . T
Yo e g,

Py




