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April 4, 1982

Dear Xevim .
. This is a sox?t of p.s. to my letter yesterday; though
$hic has nothing %o do with yeur thesis, the point is thet I have
been 3o annoyad at the way intellectuels treat Lenin'a Notehooks
und go ah over Lulkeces who knows a groat deal more of Hegel in
an acedemic way %hat they not onky miss 2 vary icportant -
pointes 1)that his Biutcry snd Cls {and that, insofar
as I am concerned in " wWhat ie Orthodox Marximm®, not in the overly ,
pralsed "Relfication”) bLecama so important because® of the Liming,i.e..
Lukpes got his Ilrpsiretion from an actual revolution, 1917, and i
his philowophy as rc-satablishing dialactic and as T i

das well ap in Merx led to his docoming a what he waan't,
e polnter oif directicnz to those who aﬁ' capltulatae %o
Steliniem; and (2}he ns uvnderstood lenin's ; _HQI?RQJS.E.
oet just boci;‘we he cap. nted to Stelintem roliticaiiy wund mixzed
up Stalin with Lonin_nlug sinking also to Engela thn% he had
cricigedd in 1919 but net in 19308, 19408, 195Ca,ete. Lecauge
inherent i him nag "piwe™ intallectunl was Yelng ashemed of some
"aiotakes” Lenin nnde cn "pure™ Hegelisnism 80 that ewen wha he did
admeire =-Lifehitz who was erudiie in more than "econocwi
wer incapable of woriting out dizlectios ng 5 20U
ag lator as active subject but slso pys plac g "

' Ko, above all, they don't even know how to make a truly original

noew point about this,"their owh” historic point =0 that Hegel
remains ag hidden from them ar is unSialinized, unLuckecsite Harx's _ -

- Taks Lukacs'e "pure” dialectics whers he is =0 very profound . !
cn thoss literary works s+ and the nistoric perlod :
out of which Lpkaxy emergedd and broke with all other philosophers

‘=~=THE YOURG HEGEL, Btudies in the Relations betwaen Dialectics and

Economice. First and foremost it is epheolutely fantastic to
gingle out Alienation as the predominant, the core, the heart and ,
soul of FRENNKENOIOGY OF MIND, se much so that ona, he devote a whole -
sepatste, last chaptsr to it. It olmply ian"t true elther for .
Hegel or for Murx. Yes, Allenation was cantral 1n Hegel _

- qmgfqgmmn in a word, rather early in the work. Yes,
Merz msingled 1t out as central in choewing Hegel frcx the risrd
Bejecting what is, and déddenizine contrs one_in evervthins

ARX STOPPED,

& not whore we storped ae we argued with everyone from Existentialiex
toJdhnsonisn and singled out Humaniem, JQUITE THE CONTRARY. After i
all those “rilliant, profound, historic, firstednees of Merx's ;
singling out of Allenation, Marx btreaxs katkxx with Feuerbach,
returns to Hegel®s "negation of tlie neghtlien™ and hita out not
only against xemmmxxx capitalism but Axmixaz”communiem“which is
only "humanism pediated by the transcendence of private property”
wherens what is needed is the 2nd negetivity for “Only by the
tranacendence of this mediation mk...does there ariue
Humaniem, beginning from itself.” (my tr.1958 ed.of N&F.pp.319-320)
AND THAT MARX WAS FOREVER CONCRETIZING S0 THAT in Vol,IXI of
CAPITAL IT REAPPEARS AS "HUMAN FOWER &S ITS OWN ITS OWR END,Y

If, on the other hand, you continue with Lukacsa's THE
YOUNG HEGEL and finally reach the“Synoptic view of the structuew

of PHENOMENOIOGY™ und keep expecting from "Subjective 3Spirit* and
Obj.Spirlt which are quite excellet, that you will get to what
Lukacs nromlses “Absolute Spirit”, he TURNS QUT AND RUNS BACK TO

15334




- D

feligion which is easy enough for a4 Left to rofute but not only
dogan't presont anytalng ralsvent, much less new and erigingl but
BVen retrogresecs as to grasplng the full implications of the
"Golgotha of Abmolute Spirit™ but 1st {beginning p.%16) not
dringing in the Gogolgotha then ss that, instead or llegel's
subordinstion of Art to religion halng the last word, Thilomophy .
is subordinmted €0 that even when hs finally gets to the
- Golgothn of Absciute Spirit, 1t is not on Religlon & not the
saphasia tamrax on that, but rather vren ha 1s at last chapter

£ hes done with Ahzolute ¥, owledge, having congributed nothing %o
digeing it out, & is on Adienation, he quotes those poetic 2 iines
on Goé and kis Infinitude(p.s46) as 1f thet wers dll Hegek had to =ay.

. Lukecs needs 1o be reminded thad the whole FHENGEENOIAGY

waz concidersd both "Introduction® gnd while it is Hegel's most
creative, 1t is phenonenon, oxperience, and A.K. only %o “introduce”
you to 0 ; le0f It Zhil,of Kk -
Actually when Hogel concliudes that - e geif=annulment
of history™ he is exercising rvre reductioniem both on PHEMDNANOLOGY .
- and ALYENATION. No wender he stope with Engeln-ns the = authority (p.Ss§
whose high point getting eve body stuck on ex: ctly what u .
- singles out",..what Eugels c ied the contrrndiftion between methed
_and eystan” so none needing any -diving,

O.k.let's stick more with Mikacs's reauctionismthhat

'laét ch, From the very beginning I dlasgrea, though that may ba
translator's rather than hie choice of defining gnggngggn '
&8 “Externalisation”; estrangement would have btesn a domne ght-

betterr, and gince Lukecs says that both u and pdung
(Alienntion) are same, why stick g5 much g to the le
expiaration of alienation, which Lukacs is do ng by suddenly going
into definitions of words, It only leade him further to his greatest
exrror, definiag fetishiism too {p«540) as mere allenation., It ax
ceriainly isn*t true® it im as if ideology, false consciourness, was
=ade tho equivelent of Marx's philesophy of revolution., Fetighism
is after all what the enpitaliste mede out of that cormodi ty~Lora

in order to hide both that it ig spgeifically capitslietic, and only
capitnlistic, and not, a 1z Stalin,{end Lukaes by hies last work on
Soc Jthat the commodity-form existed before cepitalism
and will oxlst efter,incl.”zccialiem. ), 8nd _bacause thet reification
of labor is what Marx insisted on what the trareformation of labor
intc appen@nge of machine "actually production relations are at
point of production.” Enuf)

YOUTB.

Incidentally:. you should both mention ore of the laksut aufvoys
of Hegel literature (whigh evidently ha haan't yet finished) by
Janes Schimlidt, TELOS, #46 &§48,5inter,1980-B1 & Summer 1981,

4Alse both in order not &0 lcok ams If I ar the only one you rafsr %o
and arsuse more intersst. in Archives; rfer,by name, to the J~way
corraspondec,RD,CLRJ, Grace Les¢ on A.I. &give Vol.#. God knows
they tried hard to break through on AIb&tthat they couldn't dooes
roint to (l)%m whet the problem of the aze of Marxlsts trying to

recapture Karx's Marxism, and (2) going beyond Tukacs.
Encl.is Olga’s letter to Wartofsky in Left Academy, 15335




