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Dear HMt

N Sinde you once asked me why I “tranélgte" Hegol when
I know “the originel"({Marx) well enoughh I asaume you thought
thet since my wrltingn and gotlivity were politicel my veriteble
obeeeslon with Hegel's Absolute Ides was ..an obsession, I am
exsgegerating, of coursk, but 1t is only because I hope you'll
permit ma to wrlte in ihle informal way an outline of a chaptier
of my necw work (which I new lean to calling "Phillosophy and
Revelutlonjthat deals with ™Why Hegel? wWhy Kow?"

3

. The chepter 1s to have three sub-sectlonsy Marx's
Dabt to Hegell Lenin'a Ambivalensce toward Hegel and Shock of
Reengnitliont the philosophlcal problems of our gge, The first
sub-rectl. n wlll conneet with M&F but greatly expand why Marx
couldn’t "shake off" Hegel sa eawily as he shook off olrealoal
politiogl eoonogigoncoe he tranccended it, then hia"economice®
becsme, rot 8/PEY¥itidel economy, but Marxlsm, a philosophy of
human activity, Thile was true in every single respeat from the
‘theory of value and surplus value, through rent en & "derlvative"
rather than making the landlord claesas ag fundamentsl a one awm
the new capitallst e¢laea, to capltal accumulation and the'luw
of motlon" bringing about its "collapse,™ In gll these lsbor
. Wge seen as the 11v1ng.subgect bringlng all contradlctions to a’
hesd and making goclalism "lnevitable®; at no point were economic
lswe Iindependent of humen actlvity, Regerding. the Hegellisn
~dialecvtio, on the other hand, desplte ita reoreation in Marxiei,
or what you lauzhingly refer to as “subverslon®, that 13 to eey,
tpansformetion of dizlectic from “"a soremce—oT logtc” to "a
science" of revolution, his "attachment" to Hegel remalned, This
‘was not because Msrx begsn s5 a "Left Hegellan™, ner even becguse
‘the Hegellan dialectlo speaded him on hiec own voyage of diccovery
{ "thoroughzolng Naturallom or Humeniem), Indsed, when his trezk
Pirst cawe from Hegel, ho used classalcal pollitlcsl eocnomy
to counterpose rewlity to idesllsm", eapecially of the Proudhonie
variety, Yet the adieu to claselcel polltlcal economy wae
complete; the gdieu to Hegellanlem was not.

reke the very Tiret, and meoat thorough and prefound
atteck on Hegel'n Philosophy of Rlsghte-the very critigue whilch
led to nothing short of hls grertost discovery~-the materinsllist
conception of history--a lesvder man, a lesser Hegellan then Marx,
would at that point e finlahed with Hegel, Merx, on the
scntrary, progecded to the eritlcue of the FHENOMENSLOGY and
the ENCYCLOFAEDIA, snd when he broke off at the laet section on
"The Phllosophy of Mind" to stick with what he called “that d)amal
salence"--political economy--and engage in class siruggle sctiviti
revolutlions, Flrst Internetlonal, which took the rest of hls life,
he 3tlil hungered to return to a presentatlion of "the rationsl
form of the dlalectie,” Indeed, 2t every turning point, he
returned to "the dialectio," You recsll how happy he sounded, in
1858, in his letter to Enmgels when he explaired that he "accldon-
tally" caeme upon hils library of Hegels's worksg and there got
some "new developments" which Are helping him complete {ritlaue

of Pollitloal Xaoonomy {and of courge seo the results =l
through the Grundrisse). 4gain, in ¢861—63}when he Iirat regorke
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it a8 CAPITAL and makes the most oruclel deéclsion op the economio:
Pregentation--not merealy to bhresk with Rlogido on land rent but
to teke out from Volume I all thut would becowe Volume III and -
- thug-eliminate gall relations between lendlords and workers, -
leayifig. them "pure” with-éapltelisis alone, 4And yet agalm,in 1861
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when he reatructured CAPITAL %o inolude The Working Day snd soiuslly
break with tha very concept of theory. roth the move %o the profound
. agelyelp of yeifiocstion at the polnt of productiocn and the fetlshlem
of commoditles, agaln 1llumined by the real Parls Commune, were still
in the tightest wrerpings of Hegellanlsm,

Thig is exasily why Lenin wrots thsat it was Llopossible
to understand CAPITAL, "eapeolally its first chapter™ without the
whole of the SIIENCE OF LOGIC., 4And in thet Iirst chopter, when

.- you need Hegel wost 18 where Stalin, in 1943, decided to make his
theotretical bregk by asking thet that chapter be elimlneted in the
"tozohing" of MxxpaY CAPITAL, And, sgzein, the lest wrlting we hve
fyom the pen of Marx {Notes on Wagner and the enslyeis of the
eritiques of, his cwn economisg) the constant, repetition Lc to ¥the
Aislectioc,” = & word, ¥grx never forgot his indebiedness to Hegel

l bacaure 1t vwas not a debt 4o the paat, but & vitel, living present
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expredsing a8 well the pull of the future,

The neuw I wish tc bying in here wlll bring in a
Juatificstion for the abstractness cf Hegel eircaz there are polnts,
eristionl pointas, turning points, when the gbatract suddenly can
become the cong¢retely unlversal, OAPITAL 1s concrete, on emplric

" study, s phenomenclogicel as woll g8 logicrl-cconomic anelysis
which "exhausts itself™ in the one topic it is concerned withi
cepitalism, But LO3ZIC 44 "“Wwithout coneretlon of uense"; “eppliesa"
“t0 &1l golencee, fuctupl eludles, so that when 2 ecudden new gtage
"1g resched, aund the old categories won't do, there is alvays a
new zet of cetegoriec in LOGIC ea you move from Bsing to Efsenca to
Notlon, * That iz why Lenin, who long hefore he knew the whole of
the lLogle, krew the whole of Capitel, sand wrote most profounély of
" gll the threec volumes, nevertheless, Sunddenly, when the ground
Seve way before him mas the Second collapsed, found new “only" in.
10GIG, Thst ls tosay, that sbatract category "unity, 1dentity,
traneformatlon into opposite®, end such othera as "self-transcendence”
meant something 80 new to him &luc in the understanding of CAPITAL
and 1te latest stapge, lmperiallam, that he wam wlllling Lo ssy none,
including himself, hed underatand Capltal st all before that specifi:
moment of grasping the Doctrine of the Notlon in genersl, and the
breekdown of oppealtlon between objective and subjective that he
got from the Sylloslam in pertiecular, reree et .
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whet I em trying to ssy is Shet{the minute the wctual
cznnot be expreased ln old terms, evan whe ece toroe are Marxlan

ones, 1t Lia becavee & new stage of cognltion har nct kept up with
the new challenge from practioe which only phllosophy secns capuble
of 1lluminating--old, abstruse, abstract Hogellznliem made hbmln

see what the concrete termg in GCAPITAL d1ld not--thst monopoly ompits
wagd not only a “stege" of sentrallization of capltal, but »
"trensformation into oppoalte™ which demanded a totsl reorganization
and undermining of old categorlies, including that of labor,

Thls section that should load to the gecond sub-asstion
on Lenin's smblvalence to Hegel, both befors the shook of recognitio
in 1514 end, unfortunately, after that shocok, rt least publioly,

4. The duallty in Lenin®s phllosophlc heritage can noc longer e put
4 into e footnote, 28 I d4id in MARXISM AND FREEDOM, Thils anmtlivelence
has gllowed the Chinese a2 woll ss slan Comaunlsts to pervert
Marz's Humenism by quoting both Leniws slongelde of each other (!
o a8 1L they were one unchengeable Lenln who never experienced & shep
13899 brosk with his own philosophic pastii: Onde, howevaer, this is cleares
it is preclsely Lenln, the Lenin 01'19;§}§§, who ellows us to jump
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off from the 20ith rather than the 19th century precizely beozuse
hic most startling and mcat meaningful aphorismz were expreased
in “subjective ™ Logle and ke 1z 80 enthuelasetioc as he equstes
v (with literal equation sigus) subjeotivity with freedom, You'll
recall slso that Lenin's Notebooks siress that phlloscphy {logio, -
1813) expressed "the unlversnl movement of change" Liras, and =
only afterwards (1847) d41d Merx'express it in politiocs (The |
Qommunist Manifesto whereas natural golence (Origln of Spacies,
1859) oame stil)l lster, And while it remeains for our age %6 -
coneretize Lenin's rsatutement of Hegel's spprecliation of the
¢ Prectical Idea "precisely in ths theory of knowledye" for
" "Cognitlon not only reflecis the objective world, but crentem it",
1t 1c Lenin who put out the markers "The goniluuation of the
work of Hegel and Marx conelgt In worklng out dlalecticglly the
_history of human thouvght, sclence and technology,”

. It ia obvious to you, 1 am sure, thet I do not
take your positlion on technology., I am 8o Hegelign thet I etill
conslder thet subjlect absorbs object, and not objest subject whioh
then becomes its extenslon, My prreference of "ontclogy" to
"technology” Th the age of nutomatlon may be a2id to be due to the
avwe I feecl when cenfronted wlth the dislectic of human thought,
but this would nct be the whole truth since human thought 1z in-
- AeParadle from buman ectivity and both result from the overpowering
urge to freedom., Allow me; pleare, to exprese thle within the
renge of the types of cognition in the digleotlc ltaelfly

’ T In inquiring rexmEx cognltlion we face an |
objeotivh world without the subjectivity of the Notbn, In
synthetlc cognitlon, the oblestive world and sublectivity co=-
exlet (and-liXe the fragility of “peaceful co-existence®

‘which fears movement, 80 in this laylng of the objective world -
ard subjeotivity side by side, there can be no transcendense, )

* But now waetch, the ides of cognition and practical  Idas no
sooner unite, then we ars ready for the Plunge to freedom, Hegel

. begins at the tottom of prge 475 (SCIENCE OF-EOGIOFVOI. 1IN0
reviev aguin, not dirlectic "cognltion" but the Absolute Method,
the form of the Absclute Idea, tha ney stause af identity of

Sheo d practice that we heva resohed s3 we leave benlnd the
previous forpe of cegnltion, {(Den't forget, eliher that tWwo short
pages after we view "the objlective world whoae inner ground mrd
actuszl persiatence 1s Notlon", we reach"the turning polnt®™(p,47T)
und learn that the "Transcendence between Notlon &nd Reallty...
rests upon thls subjectlivity alcne,) . )

1t appesrs to me also that Hegel is right when he
feels 1t sbsolutely neceraary that the Method beglu with abstraot
universallty, sbrtrect self-ralation, the in-itgelfness of the
_Absolute, (pp,409-472), which leads, though “the conorete totality
“whleh,,.contelneg s such the beginning of the progress a2nd of
f$development". to differentlation within what I would ¢all the
. achieved revolution, I might ag well here gontliunue politlcally
gul, for I see Hegel 28 he finlthes with subjlective idealiem 0 be
R Qk/rlnlshing with prefornlem for whow the goal is always in the future,
o8V oand ahifting a1l hIT utthok on the Intultlonalists--Jecodl,

W Bchellliug, Flchte, especlally Jacobl whom hs caolla a "reacticuary®
{Fnoyclopsedie, par,76)--or the type of gbuetract revolutionism
for whom, once an. "end™, a revolution haa beda reached, there
18 no more negative developwent or medlatiow. 'All that, to them .
thet seems to.be:done: is.en organizstion of vwhat has been achlieved
and they 80 at this organlzatlon.in so total a way they cloke the
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spontancous revolutlon, and with 1t all further development, to deat:

Hegel, on the other hand. moves Trom the oversoming of the
opporition between Netlon and Reallty, resting on subjeetiviiy alone
to paeans about "permonel and free" ond “"self-llberctlon” . in the
Fhilesophy of Mind, whlchs 4o me, 1@ the now soolety and mal.the
roeturn to melaphyslos, I'm not eaying that Hegel may nob hxve
sonsciously ctriven to return tp metaphysics (he certuinly did
20 peradonally in his apolcgy for the Pruusien state) but nelther
thogse who have tricd to meke himp out a complete rsaotionsa 2R o
statist, nor thoso who have welcumed his glorificatlon of “reveasled
roliglod™® (“hrlstienity 1t general, Luthoranlem in pertiocular, ors

»

D8 chenakl e mgry Thomiat,to"delan™ if not veriiabie athelsm

can e€Xplaih away why his Absolute is always Ides and Mind and not
uet God, Very obviously, the idesl toward whlch humanity, the~
umgnity of the Freuch Revolution, was etriving towand, and the
2zal towprd vhich the phlloaopher Hegel who wished thought to be
xaxx go great v determinant ln the traneformatlon of reality, wsre
‘not 30 rar apart ss elther the ordingry bi sclentifiec mind wish to- B
pike out, For Wotlon %ag re o%gsion Ty polltics, not in thenarrowly |
politisel gense as “thUVOERALGEEAREEL"# would have ua belleve,
but in the senze of 1917: fres creaiive pover, . ‘
' {when Harx is in the merket he laugha at, and links,
"Liderty, Fquelity end Bentham] when ha 12 in proleteriaun politics,
it Le"thinking, bleeding Paris", @o flushed with exclitenent at
the "incubation of & new soclety", that it faila to see the
counter-revolution, eto,eto,} . .

j The greatness ol the "Absoluie Method", the Hersellan
digleetio, is Llts unlveraszls, and thelr dlstinctl.n from the -
generallizstions of sbetract understandling, so that eaoh universel..
Belng as much, Eesence as such, Notlon as such-«18 © ney estegory,
2 leap into individuaiity "purified of all that interferes with 1t
universellsn,” As Lenln put Lt in his Notebooks "The forming
of abatract notiona already include ooncclouznecs of law &0 that
the simplest forming of wmotlons (Judgments, syllogleme,etc,) slig-
niflice ever deeper knowdledge of objectlive world conmectlens, Hire
tne gipnificence of the liegelizn Logle,” Tho important point, it
seexs to me, le thet the now categorics arige at certain tuming
points In.hlstory when men have such overwhelming experlence that
they are sure also they have found “the truth,” wsc thet, sa
Lenin put 1t,"the consclouness of the law of the objective world
connecticne” become tranamuted into "new cstogorieca of thoyghts, ¢
knota, " Qtp/ﬂ werd, the Doctrine of Notlon La revoluilonary - Y
Politios, conteins the oategories of Freedom, overaomes the "
oppositlion between subject and object, theory and pragtice, notlgr
and reellty, reaches "the seoond nogaetlon®, not only "“in gegeral®-
g8 rovolution agelnet exieting Roclety, tut im partloular aa the
new spolety which hes 2km not merely the stigme ¢f the old from
which 1t came, bui ia too reedy to transform the universal into
a"fixed particular” {be that state property or plan or even govie
Ansterd of poving forvward to the abollitlon of the dlvision betwee

Imentnl and manual work, the nev human dlmenslon,

That ia why the(éég;mlﬂ in the Doctrine of the
Notlon 13 so corhmporary, so relevant to our day, When Hegel
Btrikes out egalnst traniforming the unliversal inte -a fixed
particular,.it-doesn’t really mather whether he haz in mind, in
one case,/poclaliemi and in the other statified property, we
gain an 1llUntration when he spesks of the unlversal needing to




ve porsitsd g. partioular, but 1f the pnrticular.iﬂ paa'teﬂ (1]
the universal, 1t becomes lsoclated or, to :e Marx'a exp“eqslon.
galns “tne Tixity of = popruler nrejudioe.

EZven the bourgeols philonopher, John 1ndlay
(whose book, despzlte ite barvs sgeinst Marxiota, I round fagoinate
ing)eee the revolutionary in Hcsel 24 he coricludes his praise .
of him' ¥as the philcsopher of 'absolute negotivity', the bellever
in pothing thait does noi nyring from the free, uncommitted, selfl-
commltting huwen epirit," (Hegely A _Re-Exazination, p.354, i

We certsinly cen no longer, as did Lenln, keep
, Lr" Philoaophle notevcoks prrivate, We llve in the age of
abaolutes, znd freedom ms the lrmermost dynamic of both life
&nd tnoubht damahdc t.e wnlty of phllosoihy end revolutlon,

Yours,

*The flnent pttack on oyy anlzetional vansuerd sts I hgve read

anyuners is in Hegel's "Philcaophy of Religion™,in kis attacks
.on the Chnnch-&wzet & totnlitarian, menolithle Dariy medleval
ustholiclsw was! ¥Whoever it was who azlé thaot he who turms his
‘beck on histery lc doommd Lo relive 1t pust have vur sge in nmind)

PeSe Plesse return tist chepter 5, or wrhstcver 1 csiled the
v dlalectics of lih&ratlon. I' acen to heve misplaced my
original c: py--or had I sent 1t to you npreviously too?
In auy case I need 1it, thoush whert that one concentrated
‘on /fricu, I am now all for the c\ntrnﬂictiora of Jepan snd the
drcar to get there,




