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1 wloh. t~ contlnue whh some of t.he ;>hilo~oph1o 
.\lrob.tema of the new book, T:ols tim<: I h&vc· an outllne o1' one of 
the p.,r•ta; The very f!tct thot l 3"Y "c;n~ of the" part£ rather t.h8.1l 
the fl:-ct ·p~J·t. ~h("·~.'f' tbe problem. !f lt \·:ere :for Ulil, 1 t would·~~ 
de1'1n1tely part one; 1'or th<> public, hot<cver, I cannot begin . 
·atrdgllt oft: with o.problam 1n ph1losophy; I muat lim;: the obJective 
wor:td first .ao all c"n &ee the obv 1ous before I begin say1IIg the 
not-ooo.r.l>vioua, .But th4t is not th<> only pr·.;:ble'll--where to put 
tb1a part. >rh1ch I 'abl'.ll call "Why li"t5"11 \thY Now?" The other, 
and graat~r problem, 1a th'lt phl.loaophy 1a "unprovable" except, ·· 
c:f oocraa, in l11'e; otherw1oe,. it rema.baa a task, a tRBk l~arxiHt-. 
Hunum1s.ta ·,oultl acoept; others will not, Th<lt 1a waey-, origl.nally,S..zi·: 

'47- 1 5tF.,.~(l!lilt originally. I r~aan way bo.::k l.o 1947 ~1ho:n we fil•st got · _. ··::·, 
AD 1nlU/l\l.n~ tho.t the problema of our a~.e are"in The Doctrine or . 

. the .P.otion ... whose oate!loriea relate to i'reedo:o or "aub.Jectivity"; ·· 
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and .t!ien. ag::.1n in l953 wher. I fil'~t br·oke down the Ab£olute Ide ... , 
'Acsolute' :i\'nowledge; Abaolut<= Mind ao "the new ~ocio>ty", by which 

tiu:o.· I had, no ooiliborator•a left at <lll,) we l.nt«nded tackling 
1n~.1rectly,· by QllOH1ng Whllt BukilDrin at eac~h c·rials. did was ulldiale 

o .,and. what Lenin dld was true di01lectics, !<ow t!1" problem ia · 
Bukharin but Trotsky,· and Trots:ry wa~ neither a~ serious a , . 

t.he"'""t 1o1an( ~o tllat we do. not have lengthy tbe~l!a on e<~ch probhm)• . 

.. ·~~~~~.!:~· ~~~· that. ta ·to aay, hs. dlld not tackle vary. same · 
in and therefore there are no parallels·, Atld . 
· !!lO£t -~ e.~surcdl:;--'be -dC~l t: .;;1 th;=-_n:;a;--th1.$- -~~--c;lG,-j;;E: c~: ;7,;•c 

I can de<ll not only politically, but ph1loaoph1 
·.w~un 'l''ro•t's.k••iam, despite the absolute barr~neu or any .expreadoc 
·~~!2Y!·expreas1on, on the dialectic, 

N0\'1~ " It haa 3 

l)Not becauae Harx woa " "Lel't Hegelian" as a student, but becAuse 
the Hegelian dhlectic speeded him on hla voyage or discov .. ry 
of a tot,>lly n.,,. philosophy ( "thoroughgo1ng Naturalism or Human! 
Marx !1fover !or3ot hifi indebteoneac to Hegel, Fro!JI the first to 

the last of his wr1t1ne:s, wn1ch~ecreate the dialectic, not o.a "a 
ac1ence of log1c 1

', but 11 sc1encP. • of revolution, Marx'e 1-torks ahow 
how 1t is impossible to "shake of1' 10 He13el, as he e .. any enough 
shock of!' claesicol polittcal eccnomy ':lnce he trnnscendacl it and 
hla "ecor~om1clil 11 tn every re3pect, from value and ourp'iua value 
through rent as it _appl1oc to hndlor·d clns tu occumulntion or 
oap!t&;l anti collap~e. of C'~plt"lism diacernt'Cl l.n ,.ta lew of motion, 
~as. not "tJew pol~tica.l economl'• but HQ.rxi~m, o. phllooophy of human 
aot1v1tJ•. ld_,. rai;•t1(.1n&h1.r> to 

· It wa• oth<rwhe •·l.th/P.oe;d, c1eov1te the ro.ct that hia 
bre•k came first from Hot,el, •nd for a while indeed, in hie struggles 
"i th uto!'1r.na, po.rt1cul:orly ?roudhon, he was hardly more than 
counterpooing ;>ali t1cal economy "" the "reol" "-ea1nat the "bourgeoh 
ideal tom" of philosophy. Thu•, hh very f1rst, a oct rnOQt thorouzb 
and profound attuclt on Hegel, the v-.ry on<' wr.1ch led to nobh1n 0; 
short of hi;; i!Noatest d i2cov ary--tbe me terhliot oonceptl"n of 
b1utory--wn•, h0\16Ver, b~ no occident, ill A Ct'lt1que or Hegel's 
f!!!lQbOiJh~ of i<ifht, t. leaser m•n, a l€ooer· P.e~;ellan than Marx 
woulcl have :finished at thot point. MArx, on tbe controry,procecded 
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at th•t point directly to Hegol 1 o rigorous knd non-political 
atrlotly J?hllo•oph1c ·works, PHENOMENOLOGY OF tUNC u.nd ENCYCLCl'AEI' 
DlA .OF l'H;[LOdOPHIC SCIENCES, breal:Lng off Juot ~· he got h1to 
th~ ls.•t ll~ct1on ~Th.e Philowo;:hy of ~:1nd," But, though 11 thot. 
d1smal ao1enoe"--pol1t1cal eccmcwy--ne•;er c:av<J h1m reat enough 
for the reet of hie life to be Rble to t.aol<le in conaistent 
1'orm, or ao· he put it, "r•aUonal form· of tte dio.lectic", he Jlept 
ilr&tUrning to Hegel ev~ry .t.ime h~ .au.Il.le tc a.. t).lrUit!S pol11t ln 
polltioal eoonomyt in J.853t when hr. writes-~· that his 
"a~Jol~entally" · tln<Jlr;g Hee~l' a 'fork Iii {!:Jve hlril aoin~ 11 nE-w deva.lop­
ment•" for hi~ Crit1qu~ of ?olitic•l 'Economy; then in 1861-2.., . 
whon he fiNt rr.>~or;co th2 at:r:-uot.ure of CAPITAL in ord•;irt:a·p3rt. 
company with RioRrdo on land ront Rna m~kc the mor,t crucial 
deolbioii' inoofat• aa "cc<'nomica" lo ooncerneif.;':"to take out 
what was t':l become Volume HI of CAPITAL and put. it aw Volume 
III, r-ather thnn ao a pnrt of Volume l, which would intervene 
between oapi tQl and before he came to ""Be labor u• 1f the . 
landlord olil.gw waa stiLl tho fund amr:n tnl claaa; and finally, after 
the er.ll.re reatruoturlng on baoi• of Tile WorkiEJLDa:£ in 1866, .. 
actu~tl publio.,tion in 1867, ~tnd nothill8 ahort of the p,ria Commune·. 
which so illuminates the "form" o~ value--the 1'et.1ollism of· 
oommoo1t1ell and peryert.ed relations of de&.d to living labor--he 

. ohoaea att•iotly Hegelian lo.nguag<3, 

l~•arouoe· makes me hugh, a~ one of the ouly, 11' not the only, Hegeliana 
Who do w.t~h :to .rem~in M~.rxiit•, trying to exouae themaelveo for not,. 
ae&ing all there WRII to Gee ill V.arx beo ... use the Grundt'iase., ·the . 
:f1rat forin. of .c:.?:tTAL ~<hioh ~larx d hoarded; ( o;~xcept for tho .2 ·chapter;' 
·thai\.: :.~·v·~~~.uitr .. ·ai~t t.·lqu.:r .. u; ··?o:U .. t.l.uv.l· · ·E"uu:dorox_)had not bet!n available to 
·them •. Firat, he Grundl'!iseG, whioh usea ,.ore He!!el1"n lansueg'e, h 

at1ll tn the "applicRtlon" not cre&.tive ~·Lae;e; is ot1ll without all 
he lecrn,;d from the !'Orkers 1 Olin atl'uggles which l~d hlr.1 to the 
br~ak with .bour(3eoio conception of theory, secondly, and. above all, 
--at least it ahould be above all from their point of vlew--the 

· atriot ua~ of foro not aa opposite to eaaence, bnt form-.~ "the uriiv'e!:'.oal 
which oombinell fo_rw and eoaence as the form of the future :md uderm1n'e• .· 
totally the form of tho past,and not only in actu•i rol&ticno of · 
production, but in thought --oocura, not in 1858, but lat in 1867, then 
in 1872. Thla 1s precisely why Lenin \'/rote thot, it wgs l.mpoijs\.ble to 
understG.Dd CI.E'lTAL "eapocially its first chspter" without the whole of 
Hegel'a Los!.£• It 1• that first ctw.pter ~<bar~ yal\ rJeed Hegel moot; 1t 
ia th11.t fi))s chapter which :ltalirr d~cided in 1943 •hou1d be thrown out 
aa any t'irot in 11 teu.ching"of Capltnl; lt 1D that first chapte::- with all 
th&.t 1o prevsraa ln s.ctuo.l relct1ons neverthel••• aasurnlng "th~ fixity 
o1' p iJOPul"r preJudice" in the hit<h<>st bourr,enis_J<h'l!!Bht, claasioal 
pol1tlca::. ec.onom3, >1hlch 1o exactly what pervert• phllosophy into 
nothing but an 11 ideolo,;;y", that La to •ay a 1!.!1!!!! coneoiousneao,) 

~·hercfore Id!:l!U91lftid to divide thia chapter of Marx's · 
Debt to Hetsol into uhat 11lllfme.,nt to l~arx at. oaoh ato.o~ stnoe the break 
from bcur.,eo1s society ~in 1844 , aa expreaae~:l in tllc Eaeays, and '"' 
our a:>e should hc1,> us S€'1!' t:ii'roiie;h the rAFl lz•t1on tJ:il'lt;j.)'iiio:%%f.'!Eeeb 
otherwiee, Marx's material.!,•t o'>nceetion of hlotoQ:_ >~ould h'lrdl:£ have 
been more th~n a species of determinist material tam, \ihich ia exactly 
what the second !llternatlond muce it out t.o be;-{2) 1857-8 when d lalectio 
was "applied" rQ\.her than recreated from class otruggles, ( 3)1863-73, 
from "turnlne; everything around" to the new in f<·tiohiam of oom!l'od it ies, 
not only,oa I ~;o to great ::;alna b M&F to show, as tllat which results 
from the .Po.r·is Cowmune, but as, in thou11,llt,it returno to the See;eU"n 
d ialect1c, L~t ua call it, in strict Hegel h.n l•.n::uage, "tt;e self­
developine subJect", and name it, w1tl1 Marx, thQ m!isaes or 'human 
power", the positive aumonhm beginning from its<>lf,cr "second 
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negation" for it 1o that SBCund, negation Which IWBWera not only the 
ul-tim~te which W\9 expre .. e-3 o.a 11>th:>t. hapf,lens after" e&oh ravolution, 
b-..tt the clD.ilj" cf our ...!.f!.l!, which will allow us totrarii.cend each negation 
Of the immOOl.ata, tht'OU,:h IJPity Of theOl",!l &Tld practit'e, -.--· 

·Finally, "t;e ruur~t deal al.:io w~t.h why! &.t Cdrt.~_tn ~o!.ntat 
the abatr&ot can hel!J mora thm1· the ooncret<>, C:A!'I'rAL 1o concrete atld 
th<:t-efore "rothaustg itaelf" in ttwt ,,ne topic, But. LO!ZIC is without 
"concretion" or senae'' and "aJ)plisa" to 211 "•ui<>noec" ao ·.:he!n a new 
atagl!! 1a re .. ohed, you need y~t llri'othcr ~SJ.'&at, all Lcn~n ,llho knew CAPITIIL 
very well long be.ro~ he read "the ,whole 11 of LOG!C, sa~< the minute 
"•alf-lllcvemeut~elf-ll.oi;!vlty", 'welfloltrp.nscetldance" ouddenly beg;m to 
mean &Qmethlng NEW to him, Wh•t I am tr.!ling to aay is t~t the minute . fba actual cannot be f:X>'ressed in old terms, 1t ia becautt<O a new stage 

, ll. cognition. hae not kept u;: with the new cl:nllenge frcm Practice, and 
.Ph1loso,ph,y th~n opena new :>.Velluea, IU!d only thAn can you alao see . 
the. "ol.d 

11 
but concrete term a in Ct.?I'£AL in a new >ts.y "-S monopoly capl. tu . ,; 

not ouly a~ R "atQ&e" of centr·aU~atlGn or Ollpltd·, but aa a "trens:f'orl!la-·; 
tier. into 'oppodte." '.!! 2 

!i · t.eri1il 'a · . -~· 
·''2JJuilb1Valence Clo iie<?;el ar;cl Stock of Reco..:;nlt1on ''' 

f·lli"l;;'.·''··.· ... · ... ,· '~;i_..: •· :>:.~~::;:: :: ~:;~·' ;, •r:' ::r: ::~::;~;;;c..:: e.''" • ·· I 
' · .. · .. ·.,!i_1M~t.d .:rrot11ky, and then TrohkyLiu;),from brinl!'lnt! those Not·o~a . . ·, 

· ·· · ~"• t._ci::th_~:t,ptiblio in 1948 wben I t'1r-st trsr.alated them and .Wall dl too wil11n8i' 
: · t<:> g1Voj.·'~hem to tbe :rrotskyiah, Th1s .. ia not a simple ,i>roblol2l nor a · "/f 

-

" · ·•raattonal.:·.on6."l it. to what h!l,s laid the foupdat!on for.·Trotskylam .. J·.· 

•· ta1lend1ng Com!IIUniam on the queotlon oi' ~larx '• 'Humnniem as aometb1ng 
·Mar.x",puaed th~ough," Abova that, 1t has 11llowed the Comniun1ata to 

. .-pervert them by quoting ~ Len lna ~lone:stda of e&ch other n~ 1f· thP.y were one and the Dame, · 

One,;, however, tlilA ts expreaaed clearly, t.hGn 1t h P!"co~aoly ' 
Lenin who allow a ua to Jump off fr·om the 20th .rather thQn 19th Qentury ; 
·preotaely beoauae ~ hto groQtsct aphorh:no were .e:<preea<?c'l, in 11Subjeative; 
Log1o" and had him identify uutjectlvity vlt!1 freedom, Al~o, we had 
not heretofore, paid great attention to Le!l.l.n.~.~ .. emphasls on th~ :f'aat 

· thRt P*iloooi'hy (Leete, 1813) e";>!".eaee<i" '"the univeraol mov~ment of 
Oharlge , and only aftGr tbo.t ( 1847) d ld Y.itrx expre&a it in the C.M., 
or 

11

aoctal.acienoe", where~;.Q n"tural ocicnoe (0l'l<S1n of Spec1e•,l8S9) 
came lut, •Alae hia atatement that 11Ths contJ.nuotton of the ••orlr of 
Hegel and Marx <lunaiat in >tor•k1ng out d1alect1oo.lly the hiatory of 
human thought, &olenoe ond technology." This dlows us to Jump off 
,ffff "Cognltlon not c.nly reflect. but ~''<P.teg" to our age o.nci how it 

be ablo to reatate Marx tom for 1 ts agG only t,h:cou,:h o. return also 
to Hegel, - , lr ~ d 

9 3)':/hy No~< th€n woulcl taka of~ !'X•om aomethl•l!:) L ~ ,•ree ?m~a 
the 1nn£r,r.ollt dyn;roic of lifo tu,lg illl&ncU 1tat~lr ~o t11c nur.faca w.ne. e 
all oan sse 1t.:' .'4Q Rot,Jal!t.Y, :1nd :;ttll thdt.,iJ.c·,jvfj l.t n.s Phtloaophy • 
.Perhapa the title of the new book could be PiiiLOolilPHY :,rm liUlMN 
.LIEE!i/,TION, 

Your a. 
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