Octoker 1, 19

Dear Bess snd Rugéne:

S S 1 wich to contlpue with some of the 2hilogophie
-broblems of the new book, Tals time I have an cutlline of one of
the parta, -The very fact that I aey "“one of the" parts rather then
the Tirst pert shevs the problem, If 1t were for us, 1t would 28~
definltely part one; for the publie, however, I cannot begin |
straight off with e problem in philosophy; I must shv the objective
world rirst go all can gee the obvious before I begin saylng the
rot~wo=cbvious, But that 1s not the only prebles--where to put
trds part, whlch I shall éall "Why Hewsl? Why Now?" The other,
and greater problem, 1s that philoasophy is "unprovable" except,
cf ocowee, In life; otherwlse, 1t remahme s tagk, a task Marxliat~ .
Huranlate would accept; others will not. That i3 why, originally,in’

147=150e-2xR{ B Originally I mean way beek ia 1947 when We first got T
An IDRYINng that the problems of our age ars®in The Doctrine of
‘the Fotion'whose caiegories relate tc freedom or "gubjectivity";
and then. agsin in 13953 when I Tirst broke down the Abselute Idem, . .
~AbSoiute’ Bnowledge, Absolutz Mind &3 "the new soclety”, by whioh g
time I'hed no collaborators Left at all,) we intended tackling B
indirectly, by showing what Baknarln at each crisls. dld was undlalec:

o7 %1¢ and whet Lenin did waz true dilectics, Now the problem iw R
not Bukharin but Troisky, eznd Trotsiy wak neither a3 serious a . . 1-

‘

~“theoretlolan{so that we do not have lengthy thesbs on eath problsm).
“‘vper. a“Bolsbevik, that 1s to say, he ddd noi tackle very. same = .
~wproblemd ‘a8 4id -Lenin and therefore there are no parallels, And -
vetiTrotakylem will most assuredly be doslt withsmwe; bhs prolles =
- _Is:to“n&thgw,I,can deal not only politically, but phllosophically;
- “with:Trotskyiem, despite the absolute barrensss of any expresslon,.
" merious expression, on the dlialectls, . : SO

. Now then the sutline of the part, "why Hegel? Why
Now2" 1t hag 3 subsections: L)Marx's Dabg to Hegel, .. . —. -
2)Lenin'e (8hod
Anbivalence toward Hege
3) The Task Before Us

1)Not bscause Harx was a "Lert llegelian" as a student, but because
the Hegellan dlslectic specded him on his voysge of dimcovery .
of & tof:1lly naw philosophy ("thoroughgolng Naturalism or Humanlsm")]
Marx never forgot his indebtedness to Hegel, Frop the first to
the lest of hle writings, whichlrecreate the diaslectlic, not ps "a
#clence of logle”, but “solence™ of revolutlon, Marx's works show
how 1t ls imposslble te "shake off" Hegel, as he essily envugh
shock oft clamsical political economy onee he tronscended it and
his "eccromlcs" in every reapect, from value and aurpiua value
through rent as it spplizs to lindlord clawss to sccumulation of
capltsl and collapse of capitelism dimcerned lp Yte lsv of motlion,
wed, not o nmew pollitieal economy, but Merxism, o phllcoophy of human
activity. . Lie reistionship to
' It wak otherwice with/Hogel, desulte the feoct that his
bresk cape Tlrst from Hegel, #nd Tor a while indeed, in his struggles
with utoplans, partlcularly Proudhon, he was hardly more than -
counterposing volitical economy as the "real" agalnat the "bourgeols
ldealtam" of plillosophy. Thus, hls very flrat, and woot thorough
and profound attuck on Hegel, tne very one whlch led to nchhing
short ol his greatest dlecovery--the meterlelist conceptinn of
Listory--was, hovever, by no sccident, via 4 critique of Hegel's
1258{)0 Ehilosophy of ®ipht, £ leaser men, & ledscr Fegellsn than Marx
* would have Ilnished st thet polnt, Marx, on the contrary,procecded
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‘ Debt to Hegel lnto whst thé/dean
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2t thst point directly to Hegel's rigorous und non-politicel
strletiy philosophlc works, PHEKOMENCLOCY OF MIND and ENCYCLCPAE®
DIA OF PHILCSOPHIC SCIENCES, breaklng off Junt ag he got 1uto
the Last section ™The Philowozhy of ¥ind," But, though "that
dlemg)l sclence"--political eccncmy--never gave him rest enough
for the rezt of his 1ife to be able to tackle in conzlstent
fore, or ws he put it, "retional form of tke dislectlc", he Bept
g$oeturning to Hegel everj time e came tc a: burning poiut in
polltical econouy ! in 1853 ¢ when he writes Hepel that his
"eocldentally"” findlug Hegel's works gave him @ome “"new deveiop-
mente" for ala Critique of roliticzl Econcmy; then in 1861- _
when he Tirat reworxs the structure of CAPITAL in order to part
company, With Rleerdo on land ront and make the most eruelal
declsion insofar as "cconomlca" is concerped--to tuke out
what was 1o become Volume JTII of CAPITAL and put it aw Yolume
IXI, rather than aus & part of Velume 1, which would Llntervene
between ocapliel and before he cawe to wage labor us if the
landlord clasw was Btill the fundamental class; and flnally,after
the brire restructuring on basla of The Woritlug Day in 1866,
astual publleatlon io 1867, and nothing ghort of the Parls COmmune
which eo llluminates the "form" of value--the fetlshism of
" commodlities and perverted relations of dead to living lahor-»he
‘choaes striotly Hegellan language.

€¢lnrouﬂe makes me laugh, a& cne of the uvuly, if not the only, Hegellans
~who @0 wish to rémaln Merxisfts, trying to excuse themielves for not,
‘seelng all there wea Lo see 1lu Marx becsuse the grundrisse, the .
flrnt form of CAPITAL which Marx discarded,(e~xcept for the 2 chapters:
CLE L Uecuwe Gritigue- of -foililoel nuuuomy_)had nol been avullable to.
‘them,: First, the Grundrisee, which usea more Hegellsn lenguege, is L
st1l1l 1n the “"appllcation” not crestive mtage: ig otill without all
he iegrned from the workers' own siruggles whiech led nim to the
break with bourgeols conception of Lnsory, BSecondly, and.above all,
- wwgt least it should be above all from thelr point of view--the

"atrict use of form not as opposlie to essence, bnty form as "the universal':
"which coubinea forw and sssence a8 the fore of the future and uﬂerm;nea

totally the form of the past,and not cnly in actusl rolztlcene of
productlon, but in thought --occurs, not in 1858, but lat in 1867, then
in 1872, Thle is precisely why Lenln wrote thet 1t was lmpossible to
understand JAFITAL "especlally 1ts first chspter"” without the whole of
Hegei's Loglc, It 1s that firet chopter where you need Hepel most) 1t
1% thet Tirst chapter which 3talin declded in 194% should bs thrown out
a# any tiret in"teauchlilng"ol Capltel; it 1a that flret chapter with all
thet i# preverse in sectual relr-tions neverthelesa assuming "the fixity
of a popular prejudlce" in the hiphest bourgecls thoupht, classloel
political eccnomy, which la exactly what perverts phllogophy into
nothing but an "ideology", that 12 to zay a fulse coneclouaness,)

Therefore 1 u;}ggggea to divide this chapter of Marx's

to Marx at ocach stsge asince the bresk
from bourgecls aoolety4§ln 1844 , aa expressed lo the ¥aeaya, and us
our age should help ua gee fhrou0h the reslizatlion tE&Y Hﬂam,ﬁ?saab
otherwice, Marx's 's materjaliat oonceptlon of hlstory would hardly have
been wWOre tnen a species of determinist materiallem, which 1s exactly
what the Second Internetional mece 1t out to be, {2)1357-8 when dlalectio §
wes "applled" raiher than recreated from classs atruggles, (3)1863-73,
from "turning everything arocund" to the new in fetisnlsm of comrodities,
not only,as I g0 bo great salne Ly M&F to show, a2 that whleh results
from the Paris Couwmune, but a8, 1n thousht,it returnc to the Hegellan
diaslectic, Let us call it, In strict Hecellan lensuage, “th salf-
developing subject", end nawme it, with Marx, the masaes or "humsn

power", the posltive Humonism beginning from itself,cr “aecond




- negation" for it 18 that second negation which answers not only the
ultinsete which we expressed as "what hapnens arter" esoh ravolution,
" but the dally of Qur _gge, which will allow us to Lranacend each negation
©of the twmediiits, ihroush unlty of theory ang Practice, T - :
© Fleally, we muct degl 2160 with why, at certolin pointa,
the abetrsat gan help more than- the donerete, CAPITAL ig concrete gnd
therefore "eaxhpustg 1i8elf" in thst sne tople, But LogIc ig without
"conoretion¥ of sepze® and "“appllsg” to ;1] "solences" 20 when o new
Btage 1a reached, you nced yet another LEpsot, an Lenin,who knew CAPITAL
- wery well long belore he regd "the whole"of LOGIC, ®wew the minute
"selfemovement s Bell-pobivity", "uelf3trenscendence® suddenly begun to
mean gomeihing NEW to bim. Whaet I an trylng to say le that the winute
- hibe woturi cannot be € terme, 1t 13 becsupe 2 new atage
rtu,cognitlon.haa not k newWw ckallenge from ractice, ang
sophy then opens new avenues, and cnly thean can Jou glfao gee g
the. "old" but concrete terms In QAPITAL In s NEW Way 58 monopcly .capitel |«
ool ouly as g "stuge" of zentrallzatlon of replizl, but as o "transforma..
tion into oppoulte. ® : : e

L6

riln's . .
bivalence bo Hegul and sShoek of Recozinlition

- The Quelity in Lenin's heritese can neo lenzer be sut into &
ootnote, 'ag- it was-in M&F, It 1s tnuis duzlity that has'!uanﬁﬂqn;' :
allowed Trotasky, end then Trotekylan, from bringing those Notobouka. oy

= ;g;tpgﬁpﬁblig'in 1548 when I riret translated them and. was 21l {00 willlng
. "tc“giidgﬁhéﬁ,toftbe Irotekyists, - . 9 & Bimple problem nor o ° oy
- *“tdutiéhdlbonéﬁ; i3 %8 what hes lald the foundation for Trotalylan
‘“Z@:tqilendins Coumunism on the question of Marx"s Humanlem zg souething
S Marx®pegsed through," Above that, 1t hag wllowed the Gommunists to
. <“pervert them by quoting both Lenins 2longside of each cther ag 1T they °
were one end the oame, ’ .

- Lenin who allows us to Jump off from the 20th rather then 19th 2entury -
‘Preclaely besauge 8ll hlz greateot aphorlams were 2xpresaed In “subjestive'
Logie" and had nin ldentify subjectivity with freedomw, 4Ya0, we kad g
not heretofore, pald Breat attention to Lenin's. esphasis oan the faos '
~that philosopn (Logic, 1B13) exuressed "the universal movement of
_ Ghange™, gnd only after thet (1847) 414 wmarx express 1t in the Q,M.,
- or "goclal Bclence”, wheress naturgl tcience (Origin of Snecler,1859)
came laat.‘alao hls statement that "Phe contlinu~tion of the work of
Hegel und Marx consist in working out dlalecttoally the history of
human"thcufht, Eclence angd technology." fThig allows us to Jump off
ﬁfff gognitlon not only reflests bt freptes” 1o our age ang how. it
- be abl: to restate Marxlsm for its age only throush & return also

tb Hegel,

- Oﬁca, however, thls s expressed clesrly, then 1t lz precisely -

3)Why Now then would thke of & Lrom nomethlng Llke Freedpm a8
the innerwost dynawic of 1life s pugaed ltself to the asurface wnere
all oan sce it, 29 antuality, and still thab brave Lt aa phtloaophy,
Perhaps the titiec of the new book could be PSILQ@OPHI_%QD HUMAN
LIBERA@IQ:. e e

Youra,




