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Jan.B, 1983

Dear GAK:
Unless you consider "miracleg" as omen for possible worst

ough ¥ou do have the fatience
-1 not only totally d sagree
ing experienced the abandonment for rower of
8peech. TInstead,be a Marxist-Kumanist for a little while and "reject
totally" any belief in illness, Please fight, even violently if need
be, any disabilities befalling you. I 8imply will not forgive God for
any intrusion into your eloquent domain, '

_ Whilw it is true that there is some resemblance between
Protestanism and Humanism~-Marxism is always ready to hail rrotegts—-
and a certain admiration for Luther's brave stan d, I'm Sure you alsoknow.
that Marx, at the same time, attributed the betrayal of the pessant ‘
revolutions by Luther as the reason for Germany's backwardness, I
surely shocked the HSA when T offered to talk on Hegel's Philosophy
of Religion on the ground that I considered his attack on CatﬁoIfc¥sm
as the attack on the elitist monolithic party, and also considered
St, Paul as the Stalin of the church who needed
driving of the money-changers from the tenple,fa esu
1like, showed that, whereas Jesus as first "Communist" was always | :
ready to talk to all and’ anywhere, St. Paul insisted on themples. Ah,
well, we'll never agree on‘religion,so let's make sure that is not '
the topic of our conmversation when we finally get to meet in March, - =

o Thenk you very much for trying to s .Shat my Luxemburg i
book is reviewed by your colleague Nancy Ha%&%%bd£3 but you needn't .
rert with your copy, or rather give her your copy and I will send<§
you a cloth copy, duly inseribed by a non-believer, and at the
same time include a pamphlet by me on 1974-%mu economic erisis
80 you can why I so violently disagree with Luxembut, not for =
updating Marx, but for failing to inwardize Marx's Hegelian dialectic = .
of abzsolute negativity as "revelution in permanence" so that it waa
insufficient, (remained only a "t-way dialectic")merely to be eloguent
and oppose suffering, instead of also recognising the new force of
revolution as Reason,

: If youhgde reached the last two chapters of Rosa Luxim?ggg,
" Yomen's Liberatio d Marx's Philosophy of Revolution WHAY 1.

=

| 1n2

.

call Marx's new moments in the last deoa ¢ of his life as most oreative, .
¥ou will see that, far from consldering the climax of his greatest R
heoretical work, "The Accumulation of Capital" a universal, he held
i% only as characteristic of the West whereas the "East" could find
other gaths to revolution and Russia could have its ahsad of the West -
=—-and that in 1882! No, I'm not a "fundamentalist"; most of my - -
friends have "slandered" me--and that includes Troteky--as a "1ittle

anarchist] which I never was,

___ Finally, re Nettl, not only did I not consder him 2 bougeais -
lackey and did credit him with tyhe most acholarly, gomprehensive work.
on Luxemburg, but I mervelled how so ugconeclgue of being a male @
chauvinist and so "in love" with Tuxem urg, could entitle one of
‘his chapters "The Lost Years" Just because she broke with Jogiches "
when in fact he proves how very creative and original were hép works

"afteE the break, So ingrained is that in the thousands if not millibqét

of years rales dominated our world that even one so 1ndep§ﬁﬁ"ﬂ4{34f§rﬁ‘t
. i e v




an individual as Nettl can think that her lifé eriled with the bresk
with Jogichoa and that he alt;hxfxlttl:x:ttxxx can think of nothing
more original than a possible triangle on which topic Résa would
have just been a mid-Victorial--after all that most unique life she
led, Wouldn't it havs been more Productive to try to prode into
that fact that, though she was practically 'male" in o{posing

a totally autonomous Women's Liberation Movement and not herse}f
confronting herself, she suddenly--and that in the midst of
anti-wor New Year's "love letter®™ to Mathilde suddenly plunging
into mythologia and calling upon Pentheselia?

- { Inoidentally, in
trying to trace down which editiog of that myth of Pentheseiia
ggxguhrr"uscd-and whether it was as I"head the Greek story
defeating her, the rewritten sddry by a German
playwright in the 19th centyrdy (or was it on eve of W W I?)
XD Pentheselia won and, though shs loved him totally, atg him)
Gorg onougg - what? Everyone who had known Luxemburg 4y person
told we t {,‘holng a quite erudite womwan, she would have known
both versions~=or had her own 1ntar?ratations as she announced that.
the betraying Social Democrats didn't deserve eithexr the name of
Achilles ox Pentheselia,)

you before your next work, '
- Aperica, appears

DO TAKE CARE OF YOURSELP,
“Yours
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Jan, 2“. 198’*

Dear GAKy ..~ [,) /
Jiﬁc‘ibf/fvl&w’t Hhtecsly

You have t‘. I hope, admit Bhat
I cartuimt p:_salbly be called a "nationali ﬁa ﬂia'} T all on the
ayertien.al lapguager, thut oy use of spbRLaRtERTad ke oo
appreciaition of a non-believer's review of what I would call call
"a trilogy of revolution®" and he would designate as "Actes of the
Aprstles.” Perhaps m§ confession on when, how long it took me before
“falling in love® and working out an approach which resulted in
such a review, so here goee:

The yeer was 1969, the year of pudblication of your y
The thing that kert nmgging at me was:
why, in such rrofoundly thought out and beautifully styled work on the
SSUrees of Hegellan thought, did the author devete more tine ©
Rousseau than to Hegel? I mroceed to try to find in others what I
couldn®t see in my comprsheneion of who is George Armstrong Kelly.
I found it in Prof.White's review of your work where he discerned
existentialist style. I theh proceeded to f£ind out how Prof.White.
oame to his eonclusion that e non-existential work wan so existential -
. in gtyle. He then turned out to be at UCLA and in my naxt lsstudeti
%owr we talked of more than either Hegel or Kelly and I oongidered me
a Left syapathiser, except scon thereafter academis meant all ‘to him.

, __ Whereupon I decided on still another direction to find
out how our mutual love for Hegel could kesp us so far apnrt as I
guarsed ‘wis true in your section on "Recongiliation” which, to ne, -
aleo. had'its conwtradiontion, esp. on p. 2 s where 1t singled R
Ky very -favorite paramgraph in Hogel—-pnr. ==and reforred in a footnote.
hmmﬁgl of all 3 final ayllogisas in Reinhart Klemens Maurer: '
- Sinse 1% happensd that a friend of mine was going to il < L
& asked him fto look up Prof.NMaurer and tell him I was then rking
-out.thoss for Fhilomophv and Revolution, zoing to pre.. Prof. Mavu
wae aost surperiged that I sought A out sinoe in his work he had
_.-shaply eritiqued Marcuse's « (Belie ukk:
" ke oqually hostile to.:z inte on o gel’s Abmolutes and
-closer to each other, In any case I never care whethar ah ,
anthor pralses or attacks an Idea, but only whedh he/she is as serious.
in his grappling with that Ideas wi.n his oritique of 1%t; Marcuse =
very nearly came to blows each time we mat and he decided nevartheless
% Preface ny only because it was the heighS of
NeCarthylimm eh, when adde aomdenia‘’s non-recognition of me
and Rusela meking an unperson of me, nade it “obligatory™ forMimets.)

- Think of my "luok® when on the @oehe, historic and not just
W“ one, out oame your fejxent from Elsugla and its critique,d
of/Ws as o s serious! :

# 48 open .a But may I add one final thought sines you
80 parsistently keep attrbitulng Hegel's ADsolute Method o me? .

/-}’lmL(f a4 m
Goblpeile o Qpifﬂc, Chones ;—{)

117129




Jan.24, 1984
lear GAK: /
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|- Lligd Ehfoeb

i Lt LNt You have té&, I hope, admit khat

I cagi:ot pga;ibly be called a "natiomsu11§i'!:é'dl ﬁzaﬁg ﬁf all on the
question,pf lapeugmes, that my use of thp/Rogdill,Pinpke, ae
appreciaition of a non-~believer's review of what I would call call

va trilogy of revolution” and he would designate as "Acts of the
Aprstles.” Perhape my confeselon on when, how long it took me before

»$alling in love” and working out an approach which resulted in
such a review, so here goes:

The year was 1969, the year of publication'or your
Q ory, The thing that kept nagging at me wass
why, in such profoundly thought out and beautifully styled work on the
sources of Hegelian thought, did the author devote more time t
Rousceal Shan 4o Hegsl? I proceed to try te find in others whet I
couldn't see in my comprehension of who is George Armatrong Kelly.
I found it in Prof.White's review of your work where he dlscerned
existentialist style. I theh procesded ¥o find out how Prof.White
‘came to his conclusion that a non-existentiml work was so existential
in style. He then turned out to be at UCLA and in my next lecture .
. tour we talked of more than elther Hegel or Kelly and I oqnatdo:;od'
a lLeft sympathizer, except soon thereafter academiz meant all -to him.’
Whereupon I decided on still another direction to find
out how our mutual love for Hegel could keep us so far apart as I
guessed was true in your ssction on »Reconsiliation” which, to me,.
also had its conatradiontion, esp. on p. whers 1t singled |
ny very favorite paragraph in Hegel--per.577/--and raferred in a footnote
to an analysis of all 3 final syllogisms in Reinhart Klemens Maurer.
Since it then happened that a friend of mine was going to Germmy,
I ssked him to look up Prof.Maurer and tell him I was then working
‘out those for - v s going to prey3 FProf. Naurer
was most surprised that I sought him out sincs in hie work _he had

. _shaply.oritiqued Marcuse's . (BelievEYoukk

- ‘are_egually hostile to my intepramtion of Hegeli‘s Abpolutes amd

closer to each other, mk In any case 1 never care whether ah

suthor praises or attacks an Idea, but only wheth he/she is as serious
in his grappling with that fdeeaw with his oritique of ity Marcuse
very nesrly came to blows each time we met and he deolded nevertheiens
%o Preface my only because it was the height of
NoCarthyiem which, when adde academia's non-recognition of me

and Russia making an unperson of me, made it “obligatory” forrhmets.)

Think of my "luck” when on the scehe, historic and not Juit
acagdenic one, out cems your Retreat from Eleupis and its critiqus,d

cZ/Mis ae open as serliousl
But may I add ons final thought sinoe you
so persistently keep attrbituing Hegel's Absolute Methad to me?
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Feb, 17, 1984

but I did

appreciate the thought that led you to send me "Right In Her Sowl*;

it would have plemsad me if Mind, not "soul”, had oozed out of Anna
Ioulse Strong whom I had fought long before 1937 when I was with

Trotoky, and she had added har name to the slanderous attacke on th: brave
John Dewsy Commission of Inquiry. No, you cannot "gat thers" throwgh the
"S0¢ial Gospel®; you cannot "get there” if you really aim for new human
rolations short of the Hegelian-Karxian Dinlsctics of Liberation as

insanamahla fmom aotivisz,

‘ The author of the book, your friend Tracy B. Strong
I do consider my friend but he is a very different person than the
“heroine” of his work, but befors we ever becams "friends™ it took
vory nesrly two decade and after a quite long--1 mean desp-~contradic-

- tory beginmnings. He ' t 6 & advi
#hestadent aogauine st Gheriin Collese, The Antiviete Prbw mme . i

o — e

~ of my addreases from the one on John Brown to the many conflioting

| on apontaneity Aad. “the SeofoThinKing Tieer as acaiNes srobetoroimiien
 OR.‘spoti Ity *the Seof- ‘ Idea” as againet s =gapitaliss
_and Idader Kaxiaum when, to my surprise, I resd a most uneritioal =
lavdatory artiole on Mad's China. I rushed off a very shrap eritique, - -
‘Ahe ‘essence of whioh wis that the innocent youth might as well have =~ -
torn-out a_pags from that'Meo apologist, Anna Louise Strong. The
- Aotivist than informed me that of course my article is appearing, RNy
dut did I know that the author, Tracy B. Strong, was hi great nephew. -
.~ 1. was very mad that they had not informed me because, though She oo T
objestivity of the oritique, would have been as sharp, I definitely ' =~ .
wolld have skipped some of the adjectives if I had known the famlly S
- relationahip. It had alrsady been dons, o0 that was shat. o

D Skip 20 years. It is the Marx centenary snd = . .
. I am govering the land with lectures wherever I could get in. Thirk
of my warprise when I receve a most wara invitation from Tracy Stropg =
w0 is now a professor at UC San Diegzo to leoture there on the topls. = -
.18 was one of the best moeting he had organised: some 200 eame eut -~ . :
ot Just to hear me but to engage in musk lively and sulsiefaeed - -
dissussion. ¥e both laughed at owr previcus inecommunication encomtiter;
Af Tiremember right, he even referred to it in his introduotion. M " - .
%014 =e that I was correct on the Chinece reality, but he is finishsg
u.m of his great-aunt. No greater love hasSecsces L R 5
.. You are wrong to think that I would prefer such desoriptive
nexyative instead of dialectical desp thought-diving. I love yowr ' .
‘wrks . begause I learn a lot from them and where they uﬂwm S
fron' my. views they ctimulate, challenge me to "seriousness, suffering,
mtience and ‘labor of the negative,” s0 if you ever get to send'me .
analher book, sond me yours! o

. o
- . N Ak s Al aendel AV -
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12 April 1984

Milaya i otlichnaya Raya D.,

Thank you so much for your note of La
which for some peculiar reason {contradictionsg pf
capitalist postal service?) reached me only la
Under communism, it seems, they read your mail; here

Y} they simply don't deliver it.

Your stories about the Strongs are amusing.
I can imagine what that secularized Puritan radicalism
at Oberlin must have been like-~and rather inceetuous.éﬂ/,
too. The Social Gospel repels me, persona s 1o
so much because of what it does or did to its votaries,
but because of what it has losts No Hegelian Erinnerung
there. But I have - always been exceedingly fond of
. Tracy. So many of us went out from Harvard to teach

--rm&‘}q;g political theory at that time that we feel rather like
a Yraternity/(I mus¥ insist on the word ashamedly; the
only woman of stature, Judith Shklar, preceded uas.

Your enclosures have very few specks of dust on

them, considering when they were written: I found

¥ then very keen and contemporary. Of course you are
right: whatever classic stature Sartre achieves (and
I think he will) will not be as a Marxisf, but as a
peculiar (rather un-French) kind of teleological mora-
list. And that is as it should be: if only his style
hadn't been ruined by social science!!

You are more than kind to say you prefer my non-
apocalyptic Christian-Stoic dialectics to pallid linear
radicalism, Perhaps by the time this arrives, so will
have a copy of my book PO S AND RELIGIQUS CONSCIOU =¥,
gESS IN AMERICA, which I asked the publisgher orid you

o Luther and Zwingli are having important
anniversaries, as well as Marx--how would you like fo
do something for a Zwinglifest?). The enclosed bro-
chure shows you what one of my projects has been for
the past few months: despite an unbelievable storm the
meeting went well. I am now paying the bills, and looking
forward to Easter in my nook on Cape Cod. Be good,

va—
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