January 19, 1964
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Deax ir, -uzgegorl‘

Sinoe you .suddenly (yaur lotter of 12/16/63) acouse me of mosspting;
or mming to wooept "muok 6f the hegelimnism that Engels is lerzely Tesponsidble fonv,
and/also stats that you hovean'i meen "any convineing socsuni® ef whet you call
aopisticated™ snd Yeonorote® materielima "in the Maxxist lileraturd™,. you will Jargiy
me AP T stayt out this letter with & giatement of the siruature of my MARXISK AND
. FHEEDOM . (I asgume that, contrary t&% urgeols and Ocmmnist conspiracy of milence

muMmyhook, ybuwﬂ.lhonopurtofit-)

RO -, It you uu consul ‘espocislly p.89, ("He who sluriﬁu Ahenry and
aoniu!l 'bnt feile to recopnize the limits of & ‘haoretical work, fails likewise to
recagnire the indis anus'bt.it of the theoratiohn. All of himtory 1e the history
of the Btruggls far If, o8 a thsawetioisn, one's eara are atfimed to the
row impulses from the -urkm, now Ycategerien’ will be oreated, a now way of thinking
a otep forward in philesophio cognition.") and pp.l43-Si"Marx reuoved tho question
of alue from 8 dispute smong intsllastuals and trunaformod it into a question of the
stzuggle oL the proleterizt for a new moclotys The material and the ideal axe never
too Tar pari,.esaThere was no diffaresuce botwsen Karx the Hegelien and ¥arx the Ievge-
lutionary, nor betwsen ilarx 4he thooretlcisn and ¥arx the practiocal organizer. Ee
Linisked CAPYTAL and 4urned to.ths Parim Commire not merely aft ®activist! and
‘materinlistitut as jdealint.® The first quotation is from the impact of the objeviive
-situation on the setiuctire of CAPITAL and the seacnd is the impact of CAPITAL on,tae
objestive situstion not only as ocncerns Marx's times but through Lursutkhog's

rovision of Volume III, which she J1d under the guisa of Tighting the allogcd. insdeque- o

oy of Ecgels's editing, ocur own deprezsion &8 well as tho state-capitalim of the.
Gollaot:l.ve Lypdorship unler Khrushohev, Incs I csll nt¢tention to these okzpters bocaw
I'm tha only who has dealt with the atructurs of Mgrx's greatest theoretical work both
ia fis totality and its dislectic struoture which, of course, inoludes CAPITAL not
‘only a8 we Imow it, thet is, as publishod by Fngels (Vol,II end IZI) snd by Fautsky
(Vgl.I? or Theories of Smlua Volua) but a8 they exist 1n ma.nusoript form ip Gerzan
and in Runaiano

lﬂtmlly it s your right “to d:l.sn.@:-ea with thie interpretation, btut
you connot do s0 merely by stating that Marx differed from Ingels. He most certainly
di3, but by being more, not less, Hegelian than Engels. I know eoms Hegsliune wko -
geo this, but reet thelr argument msinly cn the Grundrisse becawwe it 1s so mich
easier- to prove Hegelirnime as & great desl mare than Just Mooquetry® by vest quotati
cof Hpga.ian ‘pagsagon fxom that workes I; on the other Eand, beliave that CAPITAL im
wore Hegelian in iis finished form where the phraseclogy 18 leas Hegelian tut the
\ content, the dislectis, the.movement, the re-internalirsation (such cs Marx sndd .
lassslle never grasned and therefore could noi show eny txue dialectic grasp other
thap by sohool ohiidish quotetiona) of #x Hogelianism(which Marx called "tus source
of all dialectio")is the young ¥arx, the Mature Hary, the non~Feusrbuchbisn-bucause-
truly-iumapiot(rather than merely anthropdlogical)Marz. Far from using the Hegelian
"lawa¥ of dinrlectic as morely "deworiptive”, the Marrzian disleotio im a vmoreation,
andl, therefcre, s transomndence. This: ra.nscendenaa of the Hogelimn dialectic was
achisved by Hn.rx not merely vy standingihkel'right side up¥, giving his methodology
a materiziint base, vulgar or "eophistiestesd", hut by mking ma.terianm as well
&8 naturnlism, sclentiem sz well &g hiatorin!.ty human,

That is xhy tha same critiquo epplied to Feusrbach: "The obief
defsot of all hitherto axinting matoriplismesthat of Feuerbach included-—is that
*ha objsot, reality, sensuousress, 18 conoeived only in ths form of the object or
cont enplation, tut not as human gensuous aotivity, practice, not subjectively."

I oannnt See now, after tlis thenid om Feuer ch, you cuon maintain that Harx
remnined Feuerbachiang and you¥ll forgive me if X aocuse you wiio sesn to huve go
much animosity to Engbls of being Eugelsian in atiributing to Marx an awe of
Feuorbach, It wus & misge, & transition point, in Marx's development from young
Hegalian {which ho 1ikewiso never wag'in truth to ths Marx we know, Your essay
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on Paussbachin mfluencn on darx was exniting becauns it dividod Paurbach u:d.
sbhowad 3t was the young Feusrbaol who intluenovd the young Marx. t W .
now vy to transform Mark back to a Fsurbushion, ycu are only xevéaling your -(
~preference for *anthropological realimm®, and, in your neutrality (?) on "pontioa%
h:puontions", spoapirg fma Eha hmmim eof .‘urﬂu. .
° Tou'll nesd ta forgive we alse fus aying that you are seeing I-min
th.m:gh the eayss of those vhe today call thauselverlininista™, but that is very,
very fav froam vhat lsnin was, Eowmmu:thtlﬂnnttnptod'n syothenia
of Hogel through the icoking glsss of Engels™ nnd monn, not ths leanin of 4ke wulgar
- Mztorialiem cnd Bopiric-Criticims, tut the lenin.of tho Philosophic Notebooks .
whan sarly ‘witost | Gorresinass of thin pide Icon“ﬁ&?o%ﬁn,:d! ot the
contant of diejeotios wust bo tested by uistory of sciencs, This side of dislectins
as 3 rile fecelves iredequate attention (o.gaP.sa!zham).."um sxe . ie txue of
mgols But with hinm it 1s 1in the intarests of pchlarlmtionuu')'l' oo

Yy, zey I suk, i there g1l this nntngon:!m ‘o mgn-'r Im't 1t
ruuyl.wto it et Mexx? Tou will recall that du one of my fivet letters to
you, X eaid, Let's lezvs Engels out of this. Hs is not karx apd we vant to doal
':tith Har= alonss I sndd thin net cnly for the ouvicus tiuth, but becsuss both .
the Lagalisn Marxmiets like Merouse hit out aguninst Engols becausa they sané o .
keep Harx 2w & Fhisterian®™ rather then & patural poleantisl which he Haver olaimad to
be, and, in turu hose who Deally oppose Hegel (w8 you chviocusly do) iry to make
out that Eugwls was the Hegelian: Irgels, ss ‘he woll kncw, and eaid, was "at mont
talented” wheTess Maix was a gendus, an origimnl thinksr, a founder of philomcphy &
. a movenent o realire ite I enm an mnti=luxc=iurgisn from vay baok and it began beca
of her nttitude to Engels'a editing, not becsuse I disagrsed that Engels didnst do
the ‘Joh Marx would have dons, but bacsuse it wae not a very brave way of ‘oballenging
Murzo. (Woom I find my serids of articlus on hor "Accumilation of Capiial” momeNhsro
I*11 send 4t to yous I may heve the Iialian translation whioch I 40 not guareniess)
-An.for good old Anglo-Sason capiricigts, I renember Joan Robincon got mc madat the
"nwut.teﬂ Hopelian lapguege® in Mgnx's CAPITAL that sbe t0ld me shwy wishod Marx
2old "lll" hia idean to Engels and had Engele, ingtesd of himself, write iti
. Yotk
The truth i that ths diunlectic, mxidmer in Marxts bands uH! ovn
in Hegel's, issues cut of the empiricel meiences and returud to thems Agalon, if
you'll perait te, I'd like to quote frew my work (p.28F)"Philosophy springs Zrom
the ampiricel sclenass end sotunl life, dut inforporetion cf thess laws znd ganiralis
- -%ions 4nto, philovoply, Hegel slowod, *implien & coampulsion of thought itmalf to
progesd to these conocx'sts truihs.' Hegel knew whexoof hs mpoka when bs told the intel
destuals of his dey that Ythe mense of bondege nprings frea inebility ¢o mumoumt the
antithenis, and frem looking at what is and what happons apg eontmdio‘bory to what
mght 10 be and beppen.t256,%

y

Thank you for retwrning the manusoriptn. Did I tell you that
& paparback edition of ay work, with & naew chapter, "The Challenge of Mso Tee~tung”,
is due off the press here and in Jspan at end of February? ~ Boosume this is what
I was wookihg on I ao lats in reapording to yours of last month) sorry,

Yours,

o - } /
.
/'.'.-f P ' ‘ [,, ((, P F_-.(-'/fl,
H/ J
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