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"Quite an origﬂnhl"‘ I oees fer‘uriginll'-‘chlﬁctors in fietien,

& gratoful. Mor will, ont seeting with cne, kesp the amivarsery of

that daY.eas 7heir rarity mcy still the more appear Zrom *his, that,
vh..lo charactars, nnﬂy uﬂ.nglnhr. inply but amgu:br (ﬁu s¢ to
‘_-po‘ak. origine) ones, truly 60, ixply originsl instincts. In short,
a dub emouption of £ what s to bs bald for this sort of personage in
"".ieticn wauld mkc him nlmut as much of a predigy there, 83 In ml hiztory
4 -s in'ugiﬂ . & molutimi&ing pnilosuphnr, or t.he founder of a

itm rali.gion.." ‘I'ha mgim.l ohlmctsr is liko 8 revolving m-ummd

ugbt mﬂng iy from stelf all rowd it = everything 13 1it ty 4%,
'-”"uorythﬂng utlrts np tordteess hhuﬂ .r Llows upen the ndoquato umeeptdm

or suuh ;) cb.u‘c.-r. an of.foct. i.n 5.1'.3 my. ak.‘m 1'4: t.hat uh_ichrin Gmosis
attanda v %o tagtoming of th:lrlga. f‘ R e L

Eomn an'ﬂlo 'I'ha Cmfﬂ.dmeu Man
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Iﬁsert for p. 172 efter "Plekhanov ~os nili»’

.

. The smphasis that Lenin put on "dialectic prover, us
B philosnphic suian*a* Separated him from all other post-uart
ﬁazxistn. 70t only up to the Ruseian Revalution but also after

the conquest of power.. When he wrete to the editovy of ‘the proe=

Jecﬁed new journal, Undep_the Fannep of Marxiom, asking them to

ronaidar thomaelves the “Naterialist Friends of the Hage;ian
Dislackic,” he streaasd that they nhould let Hogsl speak for hime

ﬂQIfo quoting his writings extonsivalv. ‘What wae most wanifest of
what he kad gained from ¢he 1914-15 Hegel studiee was that the
Hcgalinn dialectia ‘needs to be, studied "in and for itmelfut He.
artiaulatsd this moat daringly ,n tha 191553éaay.\'0n b#alecﬁics“s
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"...clerical obacuz*antism (» philosophical idealiam}, of course,
has m}._gm rocta. it is mt groundless; it is a
nﬁgghlg_:;gggg undoubtedly, but a sterile flowsr that grows

vn tha_liv;ng troe of living, fnr'eile. genuine, poverful,
omhipotantp objective, absolute Ihuman knowledgze, _ @

What atands out in his ibatract of Hegel's Sn Jence of

- :m is the leng'th o:t time hs spant in the Dac'tr!.no of Notion,"

'__i_espsaially an its laat chap‘tar reached the turning voint of

f,ahaelu'ae negativity in the Absolute Method. Again, he atoppad 0
._:"qm te Hegela |
N "In thc uhmluta method ﬁho Notion REeqexveq Ltsels in 1'63
othcrn«ss, and tho wniversal in its purticulari.sation. in the
J’udgauent and in raality...." Then Lenin concludeds This extracvt
13 not at all bad A8 a-kind of summwing up of Alalectics,” @ O
Th- regson” Ragml.an dialactics was ao alive to Lenin was not due sni
entiroly to the mrofundity of hia study. Rathor.it wiesg . the
ehdecti‘n world aituation =« the capitalist r:r:lsia that bhrought
" about the simulta.ncitv of World War I and the codlapse or asta-
m Marxism = which led the revolutionary matcr.!.alist.
lanin, to aingle out the Abaoslute Method of the !.dshﬂ.g:ggh}’{:‘éal.
With abzolute negativity, Lenin worked out & political transforma-
tlon into opposites “Turn the imperialist war into eivil war.”

e nin, Collegted Works, 381363
@Lﬂnin- Mlmm. 381231




Inuart for p. 188, before final parasgraph

One of the very few post-Marx Harxists who had early
grasped the factlthat #urxz had recroated the Hogellan dialectie
evel tefore he open!y broke with bourgeois mciety ukhail
I....rshitz. In The fm 020 phy of Avt of Karl gg::z; a traces
%Msgegesiﬁagringezegla.n:;ctoral theslis on Epicuruz to Cauital,
concluding that Harx's "rer:leetions upo;hancient world show the
»h.‘i.n*.orical analogiea pemoating the works of 18-:-1-2 remainad
wlth the mature Mm ves N0 never ranourcad thisg 1nher11:ance. 19.89)

Bouauao ha rei’uaed to sapax'ata out a" “thaory (%4 aesthetics' frcm
‘he tota.lity or um'u philasaophy of himry. holding tight te its.
'Mtegrality in Marx‘te wor]d view. Lirshitz introduces Mprx*'s
, dodlnant concopt af » Revoluti.on in Permamrz“(?#tjtto into
hle analyais of Marx's 1841-2 doctoral dissertation and early
articles on.freedom of the preas. -
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for p. 183 - ftn to insert

19. The relevance.of this book for today is two-fold. 'First and
foremnst, of courss, 1s the Hogelian dialectic that ma:.-x davelopod
| Throughout hia lifs. 'Sscond, is the contrast between Lifshitz
laukacai in their relationsiip %o Stal:ln, This book was written
in 1933 when Stalin had total mmx power; but thers ig not

a alr.gln raference t¢ Stalin, as "philosopher” or othereise, 0On
*he other hand, Lukacu® Zhg. Young iHeral {Canbridge, Maast HID
Press. 19?6) wam pubushad after Stalin’a death; and yat it manie
. _zgsw .80 great e Imw%owing <o S'hs.lin that Iukece iinks Stalin

; l-' mﬂ Im:ln "8 "philuaophers of the sze of :unporial.tmg"‘ thersby .
a:reat;l.ng tom con.fusion not Just on.ths ralat;onah.tp ot Lenin
to Staldn,. but on the Aleotric tresk of Lentnlem with his omn

pm.losophio past, m his Wmm.




Above all, the fetishism of cormoditias, the dislectie of t“mr-ifvinr
(d’.'mrljch) the livinp SLbjact. the laberer, tmnsfarrnimp him inte tut an
appendap'e of a mach...na. 5o revolted Marx thet once again, 1.n Volume 11,

)\p%cclarod his indabtedness to the Heul*m dlalectiz. In a footnots
{whick #npols hed lefi out, in his reorganization of the ranuscripts for

‘Volume IT ) Mar: wrote:

In & review of the first volume of Capital, Mr, Duhring notes
that, in my zealous Elqvot'ioﬁ to the echema of Hegolian lonie,

I sven discovered the dseelian forms of the syllogism in' the

" precess of c-irculntion. My relatiunship with Negel is very simpla.

Tama Aisciplo of Hepel, and the presu-npfuous chattering of
opirzmes who think they have h.u-iad this great t.h:nka- lp'-.\ur

frankly rids iculous to re., bwarthalees. I have ‘uksn the libersy

of adopting towsrds my mester.a critiual attitude, disuncun-ber-

ing his dislsctic of its wsticism and thus putting it throuph
a profound change, ete. 24 : @

We must not forget that Marx wrote this after Volume T had already
been publishod. Centrest this to the empty methedalopy of Roman Rosdolskv whe
eoncluded, after his forced identification of the Sruidrisse end Cavital,
that one "no lencer has to hite into tim scur apple and *thorouphly stucy
the whole of Hepsl's Loric' gn order to undersiand Marx's Capital =- ene
can arrive at the same ond, directly, hy studying the Rouch Dn!‘t."\‘?ﬁ/ @

* It is fantastic how the latest editions of his letters have
tried to "clean up" Marx's expression, "Sohelage",as if 1%
meant KMXYXXXX "businesa", IXHXYNX I prefer the Dona Torr
tranelation,




Naturallv, m Marx's rei‘erence to Hegel asg

St e s
*master” kmeant'f any Bchoolboy sense. Even when the young Marx

el
had coneidered himself a left HegelianA belorged to the Doctors:*

Club of the Young Hegelians, he was neither immitative nor arbi-
trary in his attitude ‘to Hegel. Rather, as we gaw ﬁ-om' the time
Al et kem,
he warked on Kis doctoral thesis , he was approaching the threshold_
of m his‘hﬁ"éontinent of thought and revolution ﬁz-'te
4? L AL AN
atf-ﬁg revolutionflodged in the Hegelian dimlectic. This is

"why the mature Marx kept repeatipg that Hegel's d:.alectic was

the source. "of all dialectic,” A hns‘_tead of using the dimlectic

as Lf—it-were a tool fo be "applied”, Marx recreated it on the
z ¢ Aebctansaty Fha
objective~subjective bfeis a-e-iﬂ emerged out of the production

relations of labor and capital, with labor as the ”grave—diggef".

Cleaxly,; the unifying whole of Marx's - world view was the new
Pracx! G 77“-"——

Subject =« the proletariat. Tke idea of/)ﬂ/strry?not only a%pgst

~ but as that which live working men and women achieve in trans-
'3

forming raality. here gnd ncﬁ’:&m— transforming themselveg as M-;

eV Moy o O
jag-th procese of revolm:iun inte new, all-rounded individuals

. : sihe
of a ¢lesslass society. : m ”e would not let; Duhrmga

RO : . *t:reat Hegel as a ~dead dog® he
Io-l l"r‘-rl‘

ed W them m ‘the i’act that the long, arduous.

2,500-year trek of human development that Hegel had dlalectically
traced was, indeed the basis of the new developments ;(mtheir day.

The question of fetishism-recappears in v-rolume 3. after Marx
has enalyzed t.hu. concrete that concerns capltalist -- prafit-,,‘ rent, intarast and
prices, Ih Aufetter to Engels %730 Apzjil 1868, Marx dismisses
8ll these phencmenz in &K volume 3+ " ... we have, in conclusion,
the clnsg girueele, into which the movament of the whole Scheisce
is resolved.”\* The necessity for this is further strensed as
¥orx returns once more to describe Just how, under capitalienm,

humgn relations are reifiea, turned inte thinge:

2k See "The Philosophy of Mind: A Movement from Practice?" in

Ebdlosochy and Bsyolution, pp. 33-46, for an analyais of what

our ags could see at the point where uarx' "Critique sf the

Hegelian Bislectic" ended wﬂﬂo a aentercn from the Fhilosophy
@MQM 382 ), "’ZLW o~ = 77'*‘4“:5/‘5{

Mesfrerne dZ,@m 9 Re (i oleaty, 12




As agalinat the firs+: discovary of Marx's 1844 Humaniet
Roeays by Ryagarcv in the 1820, their redipcovery in our age had
‘ ramifications undreamed of Yy any of the post-tlarx Marxist. Thie

X8 was 8¢ because the rediscovery followed the 1950s movement from
prastico that was itaelf a form of theory and that challonged thd

- movemant from theory for a totally new relationship ef mractice

ts theory., Onco the slogan"Bread and Freedom" imsued from that

' ﬂrst rovolt from under totalltariaon state-ecapitallst tyranny calllng
1tue1f 'Ccmmmls‘! ~= in East Gormany on 17 June 1953 == what Marx

7 ‘had called "vulga_. communim" :nsmxmz could no longér be con=
éidﬁred'mroly Shetorial, from which hie “new Humanism® disti ngu.*.ebad
itself. onl:,r thcorotjcally. Tha reveltn that erupted in East: Europo
"m the 19503/&:1:! that continue to this day/le*’t not an iota of
'-_c‘oubt that, In fagt and - in theory. o the masses wers rebelling
agalnat exigting Cozmuniom, seei.ng 1% aa the Mpu'ialist state~capie

33%&1113‘& tyramty ihat it is. The rebellious men and women therahy
nede it clear thaet Marx's designation of hie vhilosophy a= "a new
HUMKNI NN TXRATHRUX Humanisu® elither meant classlesz, totally

new hunan relstions in lifa and in philosophy, Qr it meant rfothine.

14992
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The decisive determinant in uarx'a thaught vee "revolution

in permanenco.” Our sge sow th.iu concert ina totally new way !ﬂhlnx
whet the 1949 Chiness Revolution led to the republication of the
Srundetgng i.;hich included both the phonomenal section on "Pre-
Capitalist Economic Formations® and e new world consapt of the
"Aslatie mnde of production.” Above all, IHK Marx‘s 1857-58 work
wae péarmentad through and through with SMKY® his new Humanliem now

' 'spo;led'out 2€ "the susolute movement of buecoming.”

L AT AL | P e,

i % bt —— e Y

A8 agalnst the doha.toa around the "Aslatic mode of
mdnc ion" that Zollowad tha :teteatcd 192527 Chiness Revolution
and wm hemaa dn by the mcﬂona.l. dabates botwean 'irotsk.v and
S'l:alln; the debateu in the 1950c and 1960= rastad on the new
ground. dsvelopud by Harx in the W__g. At the mo t:hne. the
" succesisful 1549 chlnem nationnl. rewmlution and the Afro-Asian, middle
East and latin Aserican revolutions zﬂhé as.gnj.ﬁ.ad the riss of
-a new Third world, disclosed a totally gnew dizansion in ph%losoph,v.
Frantz Fanon articulated it the moet profoundlywhen he sald that

the "natives' challengs to the colonisl world” wag not " a treatise
on the universal but the untidy affirmation of an originsl ldea
propounded ms an abaolute.,* X¥ Nor did the intermational diuension
ascape him: “This new humanity,” he wrote, “eanrot do otherwise
than define s naw humaniam botn for itself and for others ....
National consciousness, which is not nationalism, 1a the only thing
that will give us an internatinnal dimension.”

The fact that a new light could be cast on today’s
colonial revolutlions by a work Marx wrote IBX one hundred years

and
ago,== that thie was the mature Marx who could be ssen adhering

14993




'aggramivcly to Hugslain dialesticai langunge -~ made it imposmsible
for post-Marx Marxiste and nonedarxists alike tc dismiss Marx's
rootedness in the Hagélian diniectic as a mere matter of style.

what confronted pevolutionaries and msrious scholars ZXXEE was the

nssd to re-sxamine Hegsl "in end for hbaml:. This beocanu
‘ativious in 1970 when 2 multitude of contaror.cas on the XRAX ong
nundredih annlverzsry of Ienin's birth and the 2I two hundradta
ol h'oztl"x ketp crissecrumsing. Since then there hng boen 8O
great a flood of Hegel studies, new oritical sditions and translae
-Biona of Hagel's works, =nd ‘Hegel confarenceé that the 197C |
Wﬂ. wag clearly but the etext of 2 whola decada of suah
":—sturiias.-

In the early 197Cs '
W. stin gthax nanuscrip‘bs that kad nevar
bofors uon the light of day ~= v' £
m__.waro trangoribed, The fact that,by then.Womm's mbumt&on
. hat. devolopod fron an Idea whose time haa come $0 a Movement ME

pod us daf othcr forces of rovoluti.on g Reamon, BSINXENEANX
mmw ¥het was new in these 1ast writings from Mm'l

pen is that,on the one hand,Marx was returning to hia firet di.l-
covery of a how continent of thought when he gingled out the Kan/
Woman relationship as the noat revealing of all relationships; ad
and, on the other hand, he wag developing mo new a concept of
"rewluﬂ_.on in pommnu“ that, in 1882, he wme peojeating momething
ae startling as the pousiblility of ravolution coming in backwerd
lands ahesd of the advanced asuntriss.
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Without such & vision of naw revolutions, a new .tndi
vidual. a naw universal. a new mcioty, new human relations, we
would be forced to tullsnd one or anothesr :rom of reformis Just
whsn the age of nuclanr Titang - t.he Unlted Statas and Rusuin =
threaten the very survival of civilizetion as we have knowm it,

The myriad crires 4in our age have shown, over and over again,
i‘mm Ihxam'.a %o China, from Cubz to Iran, from Africa to Pol Pot*yn
'Cambod.la. that without a philosophy of rsvolution mmﬁm
-mxmm; aetlvisn spends itsals in nmers ant'-lmporialim and

: antiwcapitalim. without sver revealing what §t ig IQL‘. ‘Wa

_ ha?a bsen mado 0 #ee anuw that, Juet ag the movement from

. prac'tiue disclosed .8 break in tha Abeolu..e 1daa st rﬂquinad both -
a new rsln'b:lonuhip of rractice t-) thaory. end a. new unity of

- practice and sheory, so that new unlty is but a YWeeinnine Absolute’ 2
Idea az New Baginning Clearly, a.long with the actual atrugp;lns
for the selz’-detemination of nations: we fiaed what Hegel callad
"selr-deftmination in whieh alone 4ha Idea is, 1z to hear 1tgels
spealc, "

I dentt %ﬁ"ﬁ: are?ﬂgmarter' that we can see so much
nmore¢ than other Peat-Narx ¥orzists, Rathor. it la becauvse of
the maturdity of owr age. It 12 true that other past-Marx Marxigts
have rested on s trucated Morxiemy 1t is equally true that no

other generation could have seer the problematic of our age, much

lesa molve our prodlems, Oniy live human belnga can recreate the
revolutionary dialectic foraver anaw,

Eslwcﬂ. wa ?f-iﬂs Sog _




23. '.’.'hig: is not the plﬁée to dovo%o‘p ;:he Latin American vevolutions,
alsewi:

ZNXE T have written on themy
m 3es m;y fe8aay, "The Unfinighed Latin Amemican Rovolutions,*

- inoluded in'the bilingusl pamphlet Lakin smoxics's Revolutions,
&Mm which HASMIRNNS ineludes aleo "The Pea.aa.nt

Dimnnion in Latin Americau Ita Teat of the Relation of !’heory to

Organiution. hy mike Flugs *Latin Amarica.s Revolution and
Thcory.. by Bugene Walksr: and "El Salvador in Ravelution,” by

“i'nm 'sm.




