Feb, 2, 1961

: ,-;Intta'm-mke 50 :luch more eana‘o to ms afier rareading
the ¥ amral uss that I'm not too disaoureged ot geiting bogged
down in’jthel "Hutes® wnide I'm sure raqulm guzst. MICH JICH more

: t 'm ‘exclted was that X thmght X hsui "ina.'lly ur:der-
@ af the nev emphasis on "subjectivity.” I kept re-
. t '4n the distmasion afisr your fipst lescture of the
o Wiagwivrou had rai” that we had to stop belng afrald nf tha
T derd, X wy Tirat trouble was simply nok underat.a.ndin§ .
‘Bagpld sy %ﬁd .and geiting it confused with the paycholegist's tern, !
7 In-ctho o uhnn Hegsl swahka of subjestivity, he means as mhted!a
TH TR "*_eaf. Te ne this 18 objective subiestivity(i2 there im - i
- michasthing). Bubjevitvity meaming human beings -actively doing
g 325 The subjootivity wilch we think ‘of:-as "bad” 18 the
~AndiidilaT who begine.with himself and Geterings .éve:ything else
frea “ansrow vantage point. The subjbotivity which ia the
"obJeativa” ‘& ind {to ma) iz the human being heginning with ths:
“mordd and fiding his unicque &nd precicus rolafionship both o 1t
- and’ tu,hi_uanlf Lrom. that. both broad and .deap vantaga point.

1r %@"1; true, then it makes a big diffamee whether you

undnratend?niversal, Partioular and Individuel ¥ es beginning with ” ]
the Unu’eysal and ending with the individual -~ or whetihsr you begin: . -
upeideidown with the Inilvifmmi and try to dewive your Universal &)

frow ‘thEt, T The existeutialists zsem t 0 me t0 de precissly this N
1attor ¢ They are "subiscilve” in-this "bad” sense -- ani arrogan$ly.
. 89, ~But thom are those whe are "subjectivs” 'in the opposite degree

froa. ta«a “‘much faise huaility, Stari—.iuﬁr, with t.homae Ives,. or what =~ "
thoy f.h.tfrk t‘hoy are,they ses valy their "limitaticne” -~ instead of ~ ||
starting with the woria they ware hem into, ard sseing what are -
tha:lr maponaibilitiea.

Tkﬂ.s 15 _the organizatimal 1mportanoa I think of getting rid

n:l' ths 5u'b., sctive Sub) aotivity and gra.sping the chjective Hegelian
m:bjactivity.

Hhst puzzlad fo:- a 1mg tias waes Forur statement that Lonin,
even tho'ugh ke eaw “mms es Reason” as 'far baok aa 1905, and
led 1317, cwid not mse (1., davo" op) thie ssctio:: in Hagal % ich
strezsed-the mbjective, Lanin'a "tg a mm® -seemsd at Tirast 4o
me to be the ultimate in grasping "self-developing” Subjeect. After
ivar::.dins and Jumping fram cms lette:- to another X wonder if this
s 1t:

Hhan I.enin spoke of "to a man" he meant every man must
take hig part in managing production and managing the state as well.
But he still kept the Philosophic Notebogks to himseelf. Today it
1s not only insufflelent, but the masses will not allow thesmselves
to be limited te evan that, grand as_ it is zez & visien and still
unattalined anywhere a8 1t :l.s. Hux *hils Loopsld Senghor cannot
shine Lenin's shoes I 1fmagine in many, many, many ways -- Senghor
Just because he is in Africa in 1960 must snesk to his politloal -
party sbout philosophy, in 2 way Lenin in 191X or 1917 might speak
only tn himselr. : 1‘3833 ,
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A3 Y7gee 1% 'thls was 86111 & ‘Aort of division batween theory
~ahd:practice. It was unified in Jenin, hut not in the Russian
rasBesas . . .

S But-'singe the Ferewsrd te¢ the Phllosophlio Hotebooks, written

. in ¥oveuber 1955, just sbut sald all that("where Lsnin, in 1615,

csuld keop his philesophio disccverdez in private notsbiols, wo

" souid mot do 8o ip-the 19350's ., Qur =g has 532 mitumd Lhal we

" "must begin with the werkrrs thenselves particlpating in theworking

© out-of .Uhs-philesophie, that 1s to say, tdatal outlosk, *) what 1a

_ . nevw. 1y .the way you are siying it new? What 18 noew in your etatement
- that "the findividual, the 'persmal snd fiee' oguld not arise aa
aonorste unt il after 1917 4id wot bring a new world scolal order.”
(your lstter to HM Oct, 16}, : '

-

o cuT fesl that what is5.new ia vour emphasie sn the wurd "sould net
‘arize as amerete®, In‘nther words, as 9arly as 1953 aud your

- lettera .to Hausar ysu had this stopring point ef Lsain‘’s. I enuld
hardlv belisve that date whsn I read thocejletters again! But 1%
wan  just theoretlcal. It wasn't until even way after the fipst TW
en African Fevnlution 2 years ez that you mew tast Huaanizm had
been ‘ralaed cenoretely . a2 a f-at, in buih Hungary and in Afries,
So-that the .differsnes by uow, 1960-51, 1e that whersas you eould
write in that Foroword to the Hotebusks in 1955 "That 18 the -
‘reasun the recent ceries o¢f lsctures have been undertaken before
the -writing of the bovk,.," and that §' I% 18 hight %ime te abslish
the division between the 'thecreticel.leadsrs® and the '"rank aprd

T11e* a8 well as botween 'the inside' and "the ocutside'” your
asnmareteness then wag in yoelatiem t5 the writing uf the busk and.
to osur organizatien, Bui nsw ths comretensas snwleopes ithis whole
world, and is not theory, but faest, .

A 5 2 T v

* . 'If quy of this malm sense pe far, 1t may be that I even got
a glimger of light from that section in your letter to HM of Cat, 16
o triplicity and quadeiplisity, alithough I must say I certainly
sytpathized with lenin when he safldi, "The distinotinsn is not clear
to me," - In 1357 XNESX¥X you save a lecture to Datruoit lseal on
the Hegel clmpter of M&F and in W. Ve, I trangapcibed the tapes of
it, I reread 4t last night and found you spent 2 good deal of time ;
on X the faot that you felt the Phenomenslagy superlisr to the Solence 3
of Logls bscauee 1n Phenomonology he had fpur divieiona and in Seiencs
of Logic had only thesie antithoasis andl ayntnesis, {I don't Bhink you
atlll feel this way, but what interestsd me was ytur emphasie on how
important the 4th was.) * What I wmder right now is whether what
is involved in the fact that Lénlun dld not aee the distinction is
that he cold not see that the workers making the revolutium was not
the same thing a3 the workers successfuily eanatruating the new
soclety, And that the absslute (the new sonlety) was HOT just the
warkere malking the revolution mure zonerate, Wut workers themselves
becoming something quite new -- not only “4o 5 man" but essch man
a unity of theory and practice; And that it was the feilure here
that accounted for the subeequent failure of 1917 te bring a new
world soclel order, Thus it was important that Lenin thought Hegel
ended extending his hand to Yature {practice, materialism), end
dild not aes the lmportance that after that Hegel cortinusd and went

back to Mind again, -
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' 'I'hp ‘éet rasult of all t.hi;a "wmdering" tn umy part, however,
‘was what -1t meanys tv us ergenlzati mally, et thie stegs when we
ares all supposed t0 be amaantrating in building the vrganizatiom ~--

. membapreilp~wise, I hope that is not degrading the level of ths

disenssion, I don’t think it is. Beeavnas I suddenliy sea this
nex book a8 & “recruiting’veapon in s way I did HOT gese MAF, What
I mean iz thisd ithe wtole emphasie on “"esubjectivity" tc me places
a2n equal ewphasis o ths importanne ¢f the reapsnsibility of each
individual in the world {o tzke his stand, 4o Piil his own shoes,
ete, Yau say tnat you will not ae In MEF biast out oonly againat

' Ruseia, tut ruat strike out &t all the int 8lligenteia, with naming

of namas,(in your letter to Sml of Ont. 17). In thal same letter
one of the miat exelting pamgranhs tc me was the one wimre you
shoved how we must orejeot ourselves inte all fiolda, including
saienns, "bsaause the unity of man's struggles Tor fresdom and the
"unified fi0ld theory” arnd the leaving of thila sarth for suter
space wifurls a truly divine benoning of man -- provided he does
nat aymihilate himself in a nuelear holoeaust,”

. To mo that put it more sharply thsn.ever before, Certainly
more sherply than in MAF vhere the theoretleian was che llenged
to meet Iin theory ths practine and movement to theory oo the part
-of the “"freedom fighters" everywhere. I rather feel that the

‘nev -book will spell out that "challenge" muoh more eonerstely to
-the intellentuals. Even munh mare organizatisnslly.

{("hat. L2 the sense I m2an "recruiter" %3 have. We exmected the
world to read M&F and bang on our daors to join us, without.itoo mueh
further wark on our partas. I don't think we will be lulled inte any
gat-rich-guick dreama like that again, ).

It 18 not just the axciting vision of the "divine hecoming of
wan” {whatever that meana tc others, to me it means such new dimenslons
t2 eack and every human being that wo won't reocoxnize him 2t all)
but ths faet that 1t 48 not sutomatic ~~ that 1t won't just come --
in fact if it doémn't oome what WILL aowme is our nouplets annihilation,
There's whare the"enormity o~ the respomsihility"comes in for me.

That 1a why I see this mew book as belng not only the counter-
part to M for the underdsveloped countries, but the logleal, ,
necessary developnment of MEF which had im embryonle form -~ from
the quotes in the frontlsplece to-the warning of “arx that the
individual I8 the social entity" -to the ehauter on ILenin and his
"to g man't to the last line “The totallty.of the nrisls demands,
and will ereate, a tofal solutlon. It can be nrtn'ng short o°
a New Humaniasn” -~ every element that you oan now develop not
alone fromw the.ory but fiom life itself,

I hope something of this makes a 1llt*le sense -~ herause I
wag execited at the ldea that somethl ng had =unk in. And floored
at the idea of how mueh more thers ls to read, re~read and re-read
agaln, It 18 hard to sven couprehend how mueh reading and rereading
on 7aur part wont inte the letters which have summarized all this
and traislated the works and made Hegel "easler to understand." !!
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