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Dear MN:
_ Talking out loud alone ia certainly no substituts for a
dialogue,but the rapt that you are in MHass. and I in Kiohk. s
poralt$inz me the J1llusion that smome one i¢ in liaténing, In any
cane I feel impelled once agein to raturn to Nikolald rin's
e ,ﬁtnﬂ&qg}_ﬂggprlallg;a' uﬁy phrasz fthat Bukharin tireated soolsty
as "Yead ®atter” sdunded slanderous and #o X gurned to his chapier
(IV} oz ®Bonlaty”® and thers (f.as} »oadi *We -gnoountier not cnli
simple bodles, which at onoe lmpress ua as copatituting dnita {(for
ex., & shee% o’ paper, £ cow, John Smith}, but slso mest with cox-
pound units, intricate guanilties.? :

. . Imeradible it sounde whan 2 rovgluttonarw Marxist
spoeaks in one gnd the game breath offa ehee} of papsr' amAd

ah belng jas a Sun¥t®, but it is the aclual, srvevistible
wlflmnte from bne * ever quite undarsteba the  dlalectis® (%o
use lsnin's plrase), £f sosiely ban be turfed into such an
ahstraction, it shouldn't surprise us that golence tvo 1s made into
an abstr&ution urider whioh husan acotivity is subuumed. Hepgel had
the Mght word for that method: "For thiu 1rdason doterminien itaelf
sufiere fiom an Jndeteruinateneas which forges it to go on to
infinity; at gny point 1t may halt and reat estisfied, because the
ObJeet to which it hug passed over ia rounddé in 1tasir as 2 forinnl,
totality and is indiffsrent touigjﬁrmination_by another.* (“haptar
on“Mschanism®; Sclencs of Loglg:¥p.362) - _ ;

——

: : In place of self-nntivit Buighrln, as all good
deterninists, ;looka for u§§§%325225§§i2911~ 3. "lawa".of development,
uniformity, Indead, hls Hostility to spif~deisrmination'is so absod | §
lute thet he:concelves of 2 forme of uniférmity, talsology and
causality, and ceusallty, Tor Bukharin, s ohe event, tausge, belng
rollowed by another avent, elfect.His thinking 1s conflned wlthin
intellectual planning or what Hegel would calli “aself-determination
applied only externally* (Ibid,p,391) -

Having defined zcience as objective oontent in and
ror iteelf, MB ocan clazslfy'bourgecis"science andfprolatarien® -
sclence accoording to the abatract universel of usefulness or what
would noawadays be called ®*nsutrality,” His gholse of "proletarian® .
sclence is therefore quantitative -~it 1am more "far-eighted", :
Even as today ‘s Scviet &0 well as American goleybely,Bukhorinies. .

; keepa using ostegorica of a lower order, partigularly Vi
matioratical dategories which preclude gelf-movement and transfor- |
mation into oppoaite for he seemg not vory oﬁmrealv0115unre-or the
faot that speciflo sontents have gpeclfioc forms of movement, and

fman'es self-gotivity cannot be subgumed under golence, whebhsr that
18 "naar gighted" or "far atghted.” Nat only far &istar® bhut
coxpletely unapproachable with Bukharin's categories o%ends the
young Marx: "To have one beels for 2ife and another for eclance 1s

8 priord a lie,*

I ne~d not tell you that, in contraet to Bukharin's
mechanical materialism {which characterizes prresnt-day science),

dialectice sees the gublecst —and- 1tsalf doter tess ‘
vwhich has approprinted obJeotivity:"Consequently, the act¥vlity of the'
end 18 not girac 8d againet itenlf, for the purpose of abporbing -
and asaimilating & given determination: it aims rather at positing
its own determilation, and by transcending the determinationa of
the external world, at giving 1tself reality in the form of
external actunlity.” (Logic, II, p.461)




13816

-szalnet me, is shoar abandonment of the real world for that of ;

"patohad the Tirset rovolt from behind the Iron Curtaln starled =x¥sk

{ of Rueslan Communism on Marx's humsn

-2

The faat that present-day soiantists and soclologists can-
not ghine Bukharin's sghees only further -¢mphasizes the fact that
once you identlfy men and -things you fzll into the trap of the
fundsmental allenution of philosopbers in slase xmamrkt society
from ths anoient Graek Alohetomy 0of form and speiron, phthoacphers -
&d elaves to 1ts culmination under amutomstad onpﬂ:ailqm where,
as you put it, ontology has'besn Uransformed into teonnology, ¢

: Lagt you oonpldor ny centrary slbirsss on subjeotivity as
"pure® fdealism, will you permit ms to sum up what it 1s I have
been doing since 1983 when I hecars so precdcupled with the Ahsolute
Iden? Thoxz capencs of those May letters was that there 1s & i
movement Lfrom practica to theory &s well ap'from theory %0 pruactice, ;
The reagon that 1t etlrrod up such a fuuse 1i the secfarisn movements: .
ig that heretofore is $hat this statement of faot was qada*asnival- 1
ent' to inatincl: wprkeys, of course, had thé *Hght inetinstd and .
Marxiex, Yof courde," had correctly generalirzed this instinct into
a revolutionary theory= but...wi thout Harxiat theory the avolutilona=
ry practice would get "nowhere." &bove all] 1% wase giressed, ogly
Marx oould have soen thle where Hogel's ideg of practice was for :
the theory of. knowladge “only.* Thersfore, jto deduco this movament |
from praotice rrom Hegel's Philogopiy of ul ren ths argument !

ivory towers, & return from the world of actlon to that of tzlk of
*philoeopheze’, Tne “phlilosophere™; on theln parti wers g8 llttle
inslined to bé4nd thoir ears to the esarth and listen for any new

impaleses for Lheory.2xmm A chor{ month after my lettorse were dis-

so that both “the man on the setrset and the prhilogopher, not to
gpoak of the vanguardlets, kad to cimnge the qussation: Can man
gain freedom from out of fotalitarian ptranglehold to Wiil ha?

From 1963 to 1856 (Hungarian Revolution} we wore

confronted, oun the theoraticel frent, by the audden attmoke .

{et writings which turned out
to bhave been naed by "revisionist" Marxiate as the banner under
which they fought Communism net only in Weatern Europe but in farv
awsy Afpica where, on the practlical front, the mcet signiflecant
revolutions of our epoch were unfolding, Ag ny ideas on the
Abgolute Idea got worked up in MARXISH AND FREEDOH they were oculte
general., It was clear I was qalk;:g gingexrly gg&.beoaune_l found
myselt cuteldef any'recognized” movement but becalse I was dealing
moré wit'h Mark’s age thsn ours, More than a 100 years divids our
age from the pariod when the founder of Marxlemiirst stood Hegel
right elde up and very noarly dismiessed Hegel's oomgulsi&n to go
rrom the Absoalute Iden in the Logle to Hature as "boredom, the
yearning for a content,® on the part of "the abeatract thinker who,
made clever by experlence and enlightened beyond ite truth, Nss
declded under many Talse and etlll abstrect .conditiona, to sbgrdon
himgelf and tc substltute his othernese, the particular, the - :
determined, for hls gelf-contained being, his nothingness, his
universality and his indeterminatensas.® (Critique of theHegelian
Cislectlo} Nevertheless the young Marx cannot stop there ang does
Tollow Hegel Trom Nature to Mind, breeking off, howaver,if very
ghort ordar,t

*Curiously my letter on Philosophy of Mind began with per, 385,
without my Kaving been aware that Marx hsd broken hie M33 orf at
par, 384, :
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Fpom then on the Morxlan dlglectic im ths oreative Gtelectioc
of the rotusl bistoris movement and not only that of .thought, The
continugtion therefore resides in the threc volwues ol JAFXTAL,
the 'First Internationsal, the Civil War in France and the Uritiqus

~of the Gotha Program, A rich encugh heritege not to get mmmified
but tha objJective world hnrs 1te own way of magnetlsling eo to spesk -
‘a aingle polnt in thought, : E

Only with tho collzpse of that world does Lenin feel the
~compulsicn %o return to the Hegellian origins of Marxlsm rigtfhut
the Russian Revolutloninas a world %o remake and no time for abstraoct
disonsesiona on the Abegolute Idea. (Lukacw limits Hegellmndex to
the single flald of congelousness ag prganization, or the party ae
the prolsterigt's "knowing®. In any case tiw period betwoen 1923
and 1955 1e a period of standstill in theory sc that the movexnent
from praciice ¥inde no Aheory to match At eyeh e2 the naw stapgs in
progquction ficfis only Xr the workers battling sufoxation any new
poliits of depukrture for theory asg for prast.Ice. -

Now.itbose vho stop with “knowing"; whether thag‘oai'e
‘neatral partisane of a technology sane clasi nature or t ht .
embodimsnt, or Commuriet adhererd to partinost, (be &t fdeallaticall;
a la lukaes or cynically a la Kadar), seil 6o grasp thaf both in
Hegel and in Marz the question of il - rxndzitawifekntn

p cognition 1g not an ebstract questicn bui a concrste, dlalectical-
empirical one of the how thought molds experionce or gives action
its direoction, Ir the Whole governs the Parts even when the

whole 13 not yet faot, then curely,vhethesr Hegel know 1t or notl.

—the pull of ths future on the pregent also tagged at hlseyntem
wlth such oveyrwhelming force that he could 3 g‘t..enonpa . dvery
tower or no i¥ory tower, any more than pers capitulatlion
to the Prusslan State could compe) his philosophy %o e¢top thers
to genuflect inatead of rising out of it and evern out of religion
into the pbsolute orthe new snciety he as person sould not emhisage.

- SomeRMbrs D. H, Lawrence says of the relstionship of
artlat to the work of art: Artlata are ths biggest liars and are
not to be taken at rece value, But that art, if it iz really
grect art, ia trath apnd wlll reveal both soclety and the &islon
of the mrtlat he bhuriez in hils explsnstory lles, It i1s even
truer of philoso hers in general and Hegei in partioular,
ag ogjectﬁy_i%y_a sorbed 1le not for the philoscphers, but ror t o
maocses 8 i 8 ThéT who are writing the new page of hietory whioh;-
ig at thp sama|time a néw astuge in coguition, Even ”s every previou |
grest otep in philosuophio cognitlon wee made only whon a naw leap .
to freedom beoame posslble, 8o presently the new strugglee for
Yreedom tho yorid over will certainly shake the intellecfuals out
of the stupors so thet they too can create freely a new "ocategory,"
While I may not De waiting bresthlessly for theee ideologiets, I am
for the “developing subject! thatv ls the ¥negstive factor,* You
can't really mean that you are "giving up" the masses, cep you?

Yeurs, ,~—
g
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