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Good 2venling,
t0 begin 1mmad1ately #ith both masses in motion
ty In order to stress thg ig
‘thought gng activity. Ang thnt single
gthod, that is, the dlalectical nethod
or in faet ~- and in both 18 whgt we'ra

4nd in order to stress that Tact, it 1s important to 8
. though Hegel was what he wpg <= 2 bourgeois philosgop?
Yhat ever lived .. he was pot as

him appear, 3 s O
-1£-you"follow~onl yoIn- L, every philosophic
category stands ¢ all of which €overs the

' « {In cther Wordés, so far ps Hegal ig

o. Wltan Greek philosophy, and through the
ch in the period in which he 1ived,) ,

P - : ‘ ' Now,because thig
single diulectical,process is nistorig 3 You to gee that .
_ .;itjisnit_aomething that Marx "added on" tgo 1d, but 15 in .ge el,. .
2 Iwant to begin with'a quotation which explains.=why, that ig, g document,» :

o ﬁegé;'a'statement.that no idea is Worth belng ocalleqd an idea unless it's an
" 1des of freedum: "Whep individuale and nations have ones got in theip k

~the concept or full-blown liberty, there is nothing like it in-2%3 upeeps
" trpllablé_strength. Juat because 1t 1s the very emsence of mind, and that -
--vag'its'very actuality, The Greeks and Romans, Plato and Aristotle, even i
the\Sto;cs, did not bave it seco If 10 be aware of the idea == to dhe avare, .
CAd.ed, that man are aware of freed ‘

18 a matter of speculation, sti13 i ' the actuality -

' v something which they have, as Zen, but which they are." And

Ppeaxs not in agn inconsequential essay, but directly 1n his highest

book, Ehdlosophy of Wing,

Practice, .
“its Fapifications for our day,
stete, in its origingl philosoph ’
Rumanism", We must grasp this fr
‘W1, or post WWII, or post Marx, » P03t Commung) --
and along with that we also have to get the origin ang Bpecificlity of

Hegelian dielectics, because agalin, 1t is no "aceigent? that Marxienm 14
ased on Hegelinap dlalectics, and that Marx considered thet the source of

all dialectics, his own inelnded,
- ; dnd for us, Marx's Humanism 1g on the
basgis of our day, which began in the '50's, with the upsurge for the fipgt

time ever fronm under totalitarian Communigm - the Easst German Revolution -
end this spraad all through the globe, Latin America, Africa, end so forth,

And the conerete specific form for our day of the Hegellan dialectic, ang

& 15 Absolute ag ew besinninegs, .
our original contribution, i Those thres Lttt
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* words -= g8 new begirnings - tell you that it's our day and no other
dayy and we will heve %o come through and understsnd this -- not only
beczusge it's our original theoretic contributicn, but becauvse this is the
reality of what happened in life, the momentous werld historie events of
the last two dercades. _ o - .
- M"Absolute as new beginnings"happened in 1ife, when
~the Hungerlan revolutionaries, and first the East Germans, brought Marx's
Eumankst essays from the dusty library shelves on to the historic stage
of new freadom, mnd they were also go 1n thought <= maybe not guite vhe
wey We are saying 1t, though you will see that it s not too far ramoved ==
“"Absolule as new besinnings" was clear to those who recognized this passion
- for freedom and operated as revolutlonaries. And I'm referring specifically
to Franz Fanon. ' -

' There were two stages in Franz Fanon's development that
- -oouncernus; and-these are -exactly-in-the -two-perdods we are concerned with, -—
the 1950's and the 1960's (snd our own contribution is of course in the
1970's,. even though we lived a great deal before then).
’ Now, scaething had

emerged. from Lelow,wlth all- these events ocourring througheut Esst Europe,
_and the beginnings of the new African revolutions, and in thought what.
~ occurred was thet Fronz Fenon, in Black Skins, wWhite Masiks,had challenged
Satre (even thouzh he himself considered himself an Existentlaliet) on

" two . grouwuds. ' '

. v -y One 1s the sectlon of BSWM where Fanon takes up "Hegel ond the
. HNegro:Question'. Now, you know that Hegel didn 't take up the Megro question
" w= . an@ that is exactly what Fapon said was wrong. What Hegel took up in
... the ‘Phenomensleogy of Mind ip the relationship of ladbor 4o the master.

o HeseIJSsgreat thaory of allenztion was that precisely because the slave
: was "tothing", and had to do everything the master said, had to do all the
v, labor-~ precisely through hisg lzbor, the slave got a mind of his own, an’
attitude to objectivity of hle own ~- a challenge to the person who was,
- teverything but who really hsd nothing. But Fanon sslid, nevertheless, these
.. two opposites were not as totally Absolute  as they would have buen had
‘1-He§§%iggggider the Black Dimension. Involved in this dialsctic of the

re p ol wustsY TO slave, as Hegel postulates 1t, was still the
essence of gome reolprocity --" somewhere on the way to a mind of your 0Wnly
you would bs able to force some recognition of yeurself, as man, as woman,
and not just as 'slave, from the master -~ BUT, says Fanon, begel didn't
consider the Bleck ~- 2nd 1t isn't the least bit true that the master is
interested in tke Black at 21l. The really Absolnte, where there 1s no
reciprocity, 1s this slave who in addifion to being a slave, in addition
to being the explolted labocr, is Black, and is not at 211 recognized by
.. the Other. Therefore, the dlelectic would have to be much sharper; and
gee ircertain transformation of reallity which was deeper, than that of
egeal.
" For examplet In my age =~ {(I'm telking es 1f I were Franz Fanon) =
there i3 Satre, and he is Left, and he 1ls a good friend, and he 1s trying
to estabiish a-new philosophy for our age, which he calls Existentialism.
But lovk what he does with those three major categorlies of sll of phllos-
orhy, Indivlidual, Particular, and Universal. Now: there 1s a movement from
the abstract Unlversal, through the Partlicular, suppusedly to the concrete,
the Individual,who weuld be absolutely free, and the only proof thal tha
~Unlversal was & reality and not Jjust a thought, But what does Satre tell
me in plack Orphens? He tells me that Black is only a Particular, a minor
term in-these three terms.

So then Fanon does two things in this particular
section{"The Fact of Blackness"). One is that he quotes the other West
Indian, Almé Césaire, in which he tries to show the difference of the
diglectic when it comes not from knowledge but from angulsh: "Thoge who
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‘nvcrt#d neither gunpovwder nor ‘the COﬂpass/ Those who never leerned to
cenuar stenm or electricity/ Those who never explered the sens of the
ekies/ But they know the farthest corners of the land of anguish." And he
goes on to explaln that thet Is what mekes them the revolutlonaries, sad
whot mgkes them strive for this philosophlc exprassion as one of revolution.
Whereupon he then quotes Satre,on Bleck being only a ninor, particular

icrr,and he says: "Sztre was remind ng we that my Blackn=zss wWas only a

minor term. In all truth, in all trutk T tell you, my shoulders slipped out
of the framework of the world my feet could no longer feel the touch of
the ground.®

liow after this very beautiful +thing, do you think Setre- chansed

his mind? 'We will see what he became ., but the point is the fact that at
nomentous nistoric moments what we call s peesiocn for philosephy is avtually
the pascion for freedom, which strives to acquire, to find, a philozophic :
expression that would not sepavate 1t from the transformation of reality.

T TImoTRien welgok globelly st something, -we-realize fhat 1t's no "aceident®
thet bere is '52, Franz Fanon writling this, and here is '53, the Bast German.
Revolutinn, and here is '$3, Hegel's Absolute Idea belng interpreted as

the unlty of theory end practice, the movement from practice to theory,

on the part of those who were dlscovering Marxist-Humanism.

a S0 what 1s the

dislectic but the movement of both ideas and of masses in motlon towards
the transformaiion of reelity? ind this is In contrast to the lack of .

2]l isethod, which is rezctlonery, and what iHegel called the third attitude
to oonctivitv B

o : We always speak -~ and it's easy, because it's so nice o
spesit of revoluvions,rizght? -- of how, under the impect of the French'
Rewvolution, Hegel had put to method the actual ametivity of masses in motion,~
the sens. culottes in France, and so forth, and ¢siled 1t the dlalectioc. .
But in thils period there waes not only revoluticn, but counter-revolution,
and we had not the millenium, but Hapoleon. So way do we only talk of .the
response to the Fremoh Revolutlon, the discovery and deveiopment of the
dizlectical method An Hegel, and not speak about what happened on the
questlion of counter-revolution, on the question of what Hegel himself :
called reactlonary moves? And as the philosophic expression of this teandency,
_this speciflcally ecncerns Jacobl. _ ‘
Now, 4in 1807, when he wrote the Phenom-

gaology of Mind, he had, so to speak, laughed at Jacobi, but he didn't
~zxc bhim very seriously, or decl with him at greaﬁ length. #e mentions
Jacobi in passing, as part of the culture of what's called the Beautiful
koul, wheXe the people had already galned minds of their own, and they

have civili&a‘lon, and they have the Enlightenment, and they have culture

~- gnd nobody's happy anyway.And instead of trying to find out where there .
was the 2ift between actuallty and phillosophy, the people began to say,

My sovl {the cultured ones) is beautiful, but these backward masses, they

do not understend. So 1t is in passing that Hegel talks ahout Jdacobi,

as yart of the Beautiful Soul, part of the Romantics he's denying, if

rou're really goling to transform reality.

By 1812, when he writes Sclence

of Logic,Hegel doesn't any longer just tslk of Jacobi as the Beautlful
Soul, ﬁause at that tiwe that also included Schelling, he was Just breaking
withB#8ne a1l the Romantics up to his time). How he does say, Perhaps you
have alrecdy forgotten Jacobi, he was just a minor philosopher, neverthe-
less it's important to recogn;ze what he represented. And there are two

novements in Science of Logies the historic and dizlectlical movenent of
the self-deteTmination of Lhe Idea, from Being to Essence to Lotion, and

there 1s the polemical mMovement ~= in other words, he no sooner says
something, llke the first two paragraphs on Belng and llothingness, than he
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in off for.twenty lons; paszes on cvery phllescopher who had/ sald something
cu unese two categ sorles that was gulite different. So that in the polemical
povemenk; youw already see that even though he s denying any importqnce, he
5 x-ODped.

. Nowt in the fianal year of his 1ife, 1831 =~ 1830 . wWas the last
thing we have from him, the final three syllogisms =- at this late polnt,
Jacobl gets an gntire sectlon, the Third Attitude to Objectivity. ¥What had
nepFrened in those 14 yeass that made Hegel change his mind? What prompted
Legel to devote an entire section to someone who wzs supposed to be so minor
12zt he nay have glready been forgotten?

Well, you not only didn't have the
millenium, you also had the first cepitelist crisis, 1825. This i3 quite
o revelation for c¢lassical political eccnomy, which was always suying thet
the reason for the crisis is feudalism, our little crises are just feundal
_bleml shes, as soon a5 we gel rid of feudallsm all will be happy. Eut now ==
it i8Rt auite so, snd »abel sees thet .the movement isn't zlways upward
znd onward -~ there is a retrogresslion. You ccme to a certain point,-and
instead of really txansforminb regiity, and gilving your life for 10, sud«-
. denly you begln to sa2y, It's really Faith, esnd go back. So thet idea, that
this late 1in life,after the Enlightenment, after the French Revolution,
you caan 84ill say, Not philosophy, tut Falth; God, let's go back to that
-- thet 1s the resctionary movement, And Hegel recognized this, znd in
+ 1914, in s much sharper way, Lenin recognized the same thing also, with
. %he breakdown of the Second Ianternetional -- Counter-revolution i1s within
. the .revolution, something is crazy, and we reslly have to transform all
* tkis® through revolutlonery wovement. So thet we heve to therefore. keep in -
nind that Iln this single dialectiec=zl process , that reveluticnary process,
the lack of. metnod, the lack of trying to see what you should actually do
-- suddenly you' re giving 4t back to Faith =- that is the reectionary
mcvement.
S0 &1l of these beautiful syntheses that are supposed to be
in Hegel -- the Absolute Knowledge of the Phenomenology of Mind as.the
unity of Science and ? istory,the Absolute Ides in 8cience of Lowic as.
the unity of Theory and Pr ctioe, and the Absolute"?ﬂnﬁ in Phllosophy of
Kind as the unity of the Dbjeclive . and the SvbjecHve -- and yet, what
nappens, if there is feallj also retrogression? what is going to be done
to stop it, to overcome Lt, to trenscend it? And thus even before narx
nad brought in a whole new continent of thought, and showed tkat it's
all diremptlions, and not syntneses at all, and spoke in clear language ==
instead of just "contradictions", he spoke of class struggles, and so
forth == st¢ll there was an element of this in thought, in Hegel, and
Hegel had recognized this by just seying, So-and-so thought so-and-sc, and-
hitting on Jacobl as the person and the attitude that is showm when the
revolutiomr has not been transzformed into 2 new soclety.

S50 we have, there~
fore, in this introductory presentation: ¢tlie masses in metion, the sell-
determination of the Idea, to hear itself speak, and how it develops; we
havs the single dilalectical process ¢f both of them. And let us see where
Wwe actually get when we ccme to jodayness, and try to recapture not only
Mevx, but also Hegel, =nd withia Hegel capture vhat was Jjust au element,
just implicit, not quite clear.=~ because this Absolute Idea as new
beginnings means we have sz2en something in Hegel that none others have
n, becauge the% didn't 1live 1n our age, snd each age brings out scms-

uhfnb new, In what the people from below ﬁave done, what hes happened
in the world historic events,

s
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! Naturslly we won't be oble to cover all of Hegel'e works! and we
- %111 be emphosizing the Thenomenelopy of Mind, the Science of Toglc, and
" the Philosophy of Mind -~ and all these with Marx's original contributions,
the Pumenlst essays and Qaplitsl. Ahd we will look at each one of ,our age
who has tried a new philesophy -- whether it's Satre, whether it s Lukacs,
whether Lt'e Adorno, whether it's Althugser -=- and. Althusser really goer .
bzokwardl Compared to him, Bernsteln was practically a revoiutionary, Al-
thusser wents to "drive Hegel back into the night", he really wants to do
mere than Just get rid of the "dialecticel scaffolding". ‘ ‘ :

‘ . Let us now then

gee what is involved in the movement of Hegel's works. ) .

‘ . ‘ You have the Phenom~
enolopy of ¥ind as different stages of consclousneset Conscicusness, Self-
Corsciousness, Reason. Then you go into Spirit, which 15 supposedly the
ey coclety, but you find out that Splirit too is in Self-Estrangement, and
culture really transforms inte opposlte the relationship of reslity to
thought,. 4nd when you therefore resrlise inte Absclute Knowledge, there is
something that 1s really abstract -- snd Hegel thought so too, but he wanted

~to come to a certaln conclusion, ' .

- ‘ o - Now, even though everyone, Marxists and

o non~tarxlsts,and people who don't belleve in anyithing Hezel wrote, recognize

© that the Phenomenology 1s Hegel's grentest work, nevertheless, the truth is,

. that according to s mechanlcal view of things, the work is very chaotic,

+ hegel originally thought he wes only writing on Consclousness, Self-Consclous~
ness, Reason, thet s oll.ne had outlined, he hed planned this as a iittle !
introduction to what he would write in Science of Logic, where he would

~ Write in actual svientific is. philosophic categories =~ but what happened

- is that ‘the Phenomenologzy stretched for 800 pages! The point, however, is

~%thatthe Thehomenology reflects both the movement in 1ife -~ in this case,

~ the French Revolution =- and Hegel's disgust with.his colleages, the phill-

- 0sopers, who were using sll of the seme o0ld categories. Hegel was 2aying:
‘For. Leaven s sake, look how the world has changed! We Germans just keep .
telring, but the French have really done evVerythings they've abolished the

- monarchy, they've abolished the republic =~- or ai least part-way =- they've
“gone Lhrough things and done it, sné what have we done except talk? And so
g% this polnt -~ loving the French and hating the Germans -- Hegel was even
welcoming mwapoleon, thinking, Well, at leas’t he'll get fid of feudalisa in
Germany =- {he changed his mind later on). So thet Hemel wasn't the least
bit'sac as Phenomenolozy of Hind went to press, and, as editor of a uaily
paper, he was also witnessing Napolesn ride into Germanye.

) ’ ’ Nowt there is
ucthing that so excites Existentislists as_Phenomenolozy of Mind;they have
tuilt thelr Existentiislism on it -- or at 1east so Lhey think. 4nd they've
trled to apply it, BUT: i1 is imposgible, it is wronz -- {in addition to
being'imposs clel) «= to try t0 apply Hegel. You have to seet 1f it is true
what he describes, that there is s dugl rhythn of revelution and counter-
revolution, that there is a dusl rhythm of thouglit and sctivity, if 1t emerges
{romlbﬁlgy -~ you have to work out tiie dilalectic for your age, you cgn t
‘apply’ im. '

7 Eut everyone has tried to apply it. Barcuse, for exsmple, has
written on ‘The Qonquest of tke Unkappy Consciousness": you get very unheppy
when feudalism Talls, and ﬂou can't find a new place for yourself in the
new scclety. And this is what he does, instead of followif what were the
ctzzes of the dialectle, which mzde Hezel go fﬂgm the reln%{onship of master
end servant, through the Unhappy Oonsciousness #And so Marcuse has s section
in Cne-Dimensional Han, (which actually shows nis one-~dimensional thought),

, ' fe, aud Gome matiicak G2
* exa%@fjfbwmw o Bt it ooy 15028
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word 1t's beautiful -- vou caza laugh your head off. It's about the iand
Loviurotlon, ané how tney have n big wap showing who would be overthrown, |
r“ﬂ “culd be destrnyod if there was an A-liomb, snd an H-Boﬂb, and so forth,
snl everyone's suppos ed to be sc..unhzppy, here we are in e goclety that ’
PUuLu Just destroy manicind altogether; and then after they get through with
hr‘*ecthre, they all sit down snd have coffee , in this %eautiful room,
nuy discuss neautlful thinbuo But is that ihe conquest of the Uahappy Con-.
ccicusness? That 1s cexrtolnly not what 11egel neant, nor can you see any
¢inlecticel developmant. Because if you're opposed Lo thot =- and vertainly
h:*"use was apposed to that -- you can anly get to the Great Refusal -- and
thzt '1s not ﬂegelian.
Take Marlequ ~Ponty, and he sald that the gfautent
work since the Phnnomeno‘ogx of iind is Capltali. But Capital 18 not the
spplicetion, so io speak, of the Phnenpmenclogy . Satre says that the feiish-
o 15a of comaodities, in Chepter 1 of G EItaL, ¥s the greatest thing, but 1t.
- —-dust-begins-.our-trevkble. Zach.one .~—_even kngels_=- ty trying to an 1y the
" reletionsiip of Hegel to Marxz, instead of seeing how each arose in.its time,
on the bssis of the dlalectie, end what you have to du 18 recreate the
dislectie for your age =~ sasid that Belng and Essence and Notion are equiv- .°
zlent to ihe seetions in Capitalt commodity and exchange value, %“he market
: (Beins), ‘the production. process, the actual exploitation (Essence); and :
T' thp overthrow, the objective-subjedtive movament(Notion). ‘
: The polnt however.
&s. hheu we will look st Chapter i, the% Karx bad Yo creste an entirely’
- nev continent of thought to develop all of those categories, plus cther
}'nater1°; that is very originnlly Harx and only Marx. Now the idea of trylng
: "apply" weens that gumpoeedly you.ars so unkappy with Just abstraet -
.'hpte orles thet you want to go immediately to the conecrete; in fact, how=-
ever, you haven's yet crasped the Hegel;an dialectic.

. Took at what Hegsl
"uoes after he.even reaches Absolute Knovwledge! Firsd of all there 1s the
olgotha of the Spirit -~ 80 much for synthesis! He says it's so beautiful
he makes yeu think you're wp in Hnaven. but it turns out that you've just
been orucified. So he says, Don't worry about teing crucified, this is
Just phenomenon, walt t1ll you get to the real science, in the Science of
Luni
Fow after 80C pages of the Phenomenolp of Mind, and Spirit 1n
Selr-Estrangement, and so forth, he begins Scipnce of Loglec with the
gu2stion, With what should one begin? as Af he 3 Just brought up this.
. queation.

He decldes to begin with the abstract, Being, whekher you think
¢f 1t as God, the human being -~ something quite abstract, and we won't
develop that. here.

But now 1et's 'look at a person who 1s a revolutionary,
vho isu't trying to "apply" Hegel, but is trying to fisure out, what is
nls age, whet is kappening: Lenin.

) Lenin resds the Science of Logle and
gets very excited ~-- Oh my heavens! That Prussian philosopher, everything
is seli-transcendence, self-activity, self-~development; what is this? This
is resl revoluiion. Ho gome we never saw it before, or at least I didn't
se¢ 1t before? But when/comes to the end of the very first sedtion , (in
otuer words, being has Quality, uantity, ﬂedsure)? he gets to Measure and
r eﬁa even more,exc*ted, now he writes not just 'self—development" but

Leaph LEACS] LEAFS!. So let's see for just a moment, what 45 the particular




_¥ou wculd reglly have & new guantity. The Measure will bring about such &

"world of EESence.

- . geing to pleces, the_world war has happened, and what the bell do my com- .. -
._x?pdes in the Second Internationsl do about it? That orizinsl diacussion with

" wé ' re seelng nuw! :So that when Y%enin is ready to see Measure as the threshold

"aee 1u, snd Leuin said l had no right not to see it. - gach

) bssence, yon can a?qin be very abtstract 1L you want to; you can tzke contra-

\’ Nt
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Thor: thut Ienin was so crazy cbout.
| (Incidentzlly, people are always

fiateking "Qualisy", saying the traneformation of Quantity into Quulliy.
wuelity is the firs t term, and that's, qou "re something, as agalnst Just
~oth1ng.-“uartity is the bigger thing, ause now you're a lot of people,
nd the wmovement is to MNeasure, you now have 5o many Quantities that 1t
hecermes'” the lisagure of men, the Heasure of.woman.)

. Okey. The particular
eeution that gct Lenin so excited iz where Hegel sayss "The gradualness
of s»ising is besed upon the ideas that that wnich arises 1s already,
srnkibly or otherwisc, actuaslly there, and 1s lmperceptible only on account
i 1ts smallness ... Unaeratandinw prefers to fancy identity and change to
be of that indifferent and external kind which applies to the quantitativae.”
In sther words, ilegel i3 maying, If you thinh that *rhdual ¢change is the
-same thing, so to speak, as a Revolutlion, you're crazy! It isn't true thet
you_cnly.walted two more doys, or-df you-had-1t000 people instead of 100,

-Revolution that you will be on the threshold of an entirely new world, the

So Lenin, when he writes, "Leaps! LEAPS' LEAPS ! here, is
~thinking of something very concrete: This world i8 crazy! It's 1914,it's -

exnatein, on Evolution or Revolution", was poppycock, compared to what .

‘or Issence and of the Revolution, he will bresk from within, and aot only
zinst’ something else, or think that it really was there and he didn' 1]

Now wher You get to "

dletion and strip it of both its. objectivity, and nd what darx said’ it was,
the"class struggle, and make It contradiction in the laolst spuse of == :
snything -= that you will decide what 1s contradicted with something else.
ind. when you get to the top of that book, you have the first appearance

of the Abgolute, but as Substance, in other words, 1t's God.  Sc you've seen
the actumlity, and you've Seen what was behind the pthomenal appearance, -

‘:fbut Hezel says, Well, if you think you've got there, you're wrong. It's as

Tigh as Spinoza got. Buf_s0 long as you don't see it deVelo?ing and emerging
frem Ateelf, and how 1t;3eve10ps and transforms ltself, you're not zoing
to wet there,
And now Lealn for the first tlme sald, The opposition ls not
appesrance and reality, because reality too must appear -« snd thls is the
reglity 1 face, this horrible world, with all nmy comrades capltulating. and
he gained & new appreciatlon for the ldeal as real, for the subjective and
not Jjust obJective, for a new relationship of theory and practige, for the
Doctrins of the Notion, which he decides is really the objective and sub-
jective way of overcoming the old and establishlng the new classless soclety.

Nows

just as Hegel said, 1f he had to put all his philosophy in one single sentence,

he would say that what distiagulshes him from all others, is that the search
for truth, the attempt to get to the Ultimate, 1s not Jjust Substance, that
is, a static thing, but Subjlect, self-creative and developlng; 80 #arx had
szid thet no matter whzt you do, there is only one thing that matters --
lebor! that has produced everything. It is Subject, and not only an actlvity

"tkut produces, ovut the ilsborer, 1t is golng to be the gravedigger of this
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TELY e And. thu"efore, we have to sce, how could we,revolutiunaries, use

“r=ois terns ~- connodlty ~=- 85 1f that's really it7-- Why don't we see

b it's a fetish? And harx had sormething to say on this, at the erd of

1 \tnr 1 of Capitel.

_ But first I want to break down this idea of ' application
wh\ Wis Engels wrong, or at least noi fully apprecistive cof all that Marx

) hod done in thkat chapter?

-
W

()" =

The first three
velue -~ you wear it, or you sleep 1n
Lut,if you think that that's it, you're:
won't be able to explezin to you in full
" get To productlon processes, but what is
%, ihgt crentes the two-fold characder. of commodities, use~value and
seurnge~value?It ‘lg the twe-~fold character of laber -- end thet is Bg impor-
Lgny, that 15 Ly originsl contribution, g0 I must immediately in secticn 2
of <his chapter talk about thig-

Okay. Take that Commodity chapter.

"e3 say every commcdity ls 2 uge
uC- =~ and an exchenge valus.
vyl hﬂ?? is saying, It's true I
2 nature of exploitation 1111 we

q

c—

C cf-rb I-"'q-'ﬂlr-".

t'lh .,

“roern)

Weli, dhat 15 this two-fold character of
la! cr that Harx 15 so proud of having discovered, that he insipted .15 hiws
corizinal con%tribution, whet he did and ,io one else did? Labor, tco, s a
,s»-Value ~- concrete, specifle -~ you're a tailor, or s miner, or whatever,
and you create gometidng that you, 're able to create, and whoever buys what
Ao oreste will- buy it becaase it's useful to him. But how do you crezte
veinue? How could all these different laborers Jjust produce conbealed labor?
Ton say- you never saw an ebstract laborer? The capltalist dids it's bis
frc.ogy clock thot pounds yow all =- no matter what your specific ability

15“-- into so much soeiamlly necessary labor time. Thet's whet makes this

: exchange of one thiny for unother possible, how much labor you put into this
udiba, and. how much labor you put into that. Nows 1su?t that fantastic that
ﬁudden*y become sn abstract laborer? So if it 1s the capitaliet, if it
;actcrv clorck that pounds you down, and makes of your congesled lshor, -
vulue--— could he have made of you a thing too? What are you selling? Your.
ehi‘itv .to lator: Can you tahe Your hands out of ycur body? Thney wouldn t.
berany good then, they woeuldn't be adble to create anything. The point is,
tnrt of all the milllons of commoditles that are exchanged, there is only
one that is alive, the living laborer, and when he or she gets 1nto the
‘Tmctory, and thet factery clock tells him what to produce —-- yes! he becomes
ncucing but ai’ appendage to a machine; that's what capitalism hagz done to
you. 593 the icapitalist has transformed you into that appendage to a umachine,
anc made you into abstract labor =- and gotten from you much more than you
“heve oeen paid for! because you definitely are producing mere than he pays
.Jou, you re.going to produce as long as he tells you.

How, incidentally. Hegel
tekes up 2,500 years?! In Ghapter 1 of Capital, on commoditles and the
verious forms of exchange value, ¥arx takes up 6000 years! He takes up every
ﬂoc*etj that has ever existed, and what has been 1ts measure ~- what did they

exchange, aand how much labor went inte 1t? And he brings it up teo this final C

rachine age, where the machine makes 1t so easy for you to be "abstract
lacor"

Anc Marx contrasts Aristotle, the greates t thinker of anclent zocisty,
to sn ordinary worker, who, 80 to speak, knows "othing', Marx says, Look
at this Aristotle; he kept asking gquestions: How in the heck can a table
Zet exchenged for a dress, get exchanged for a book -~ what is the common
denozinator? And Harx says, Because thls was a slave soc*ety ~= gnd the .
free laborer didn't produce enything -- Aristotle couldn't think of the fact

Cthet whet makes them all exchangesble is lgbor. So “beoause you the laborer

are producling -- even though you don't have all of Aristotle's great know-
ledge -~ look how gqulekly you know the answer to those questlons. Aud now
the capitalist, withh ihe machine, alsc knovs.

And then at the end of this
he brings in the fetishism of commodities., He asks the simple
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l%itle questiont How in ithe heck hias everything got g commodity form? What
Le thniy Tetieh? Look! that teble is mode of wood, it s made as a table -~
but it hecomes a commodity to be exchanged-- suddenly it's a measure, suddenly”
i1t's neowetning else ~-~ this has more grotesque ideas then anything! Awd Marx -
nven has g footaote, whare he contrusts the difference between the wood end
the table when 1t becomes a commodity and gels erchanged.for something else =-
1o ihe Chinese Revolutlon, the Teiping Rebellion. :
: . ' He sayst Look at that. After
the 1548 revolutions, we in &Zurope lost, and so now we re doing nothing, this
~3e the cuicscent '50's ~= but whet did the Chinecze, who we think sre "bar- -
berfsns”, do? The Taiping Xebellion. It'o to encourage us not to be so dumb
iu the '60's, and to mctually do something. _ ,
‘ So we see that he Lrings in, first,
Bzing ~- the commodity m2 use-value and ewchange-value; then we have Essence «-
production, labor; and now we come to_ktha Doctrine of the Notion -- all 4n._ __ .
one caaplert this first chepter on the "Feiishlsm of Commodlties'. And in
‘ Botion he.says, What ig the stupid form? I know what capltalism is, I inow
.. 4t's exploitation, so why do I nuse the form? And it turms out, that even when
'" he finished the chapter, he didn't answer that single question ~- What is the
7 fe{ish? == as simply as he did after the Paris Commune, saying, It's in the
' form iiself,” In other worde, he was saying, Until you're free laborers, until
‘ you have a non-~state like the Paris Oommune, until you make your own decisions-.:
‘gxd  say, 50.much I earn, and so much I do,such-and-such should be our labkor, . -
and ‘no divislon 'between mental and menual labor and so Jo6rth —-~ until then,
‘hecouldn't answer that questlon, What makes it o fetish? And sftar the Parls -
‘Comnune he-could gnswer, The commodity form itself, the specificlty of the

Gapitelist sysiem ~- and it will be like this until we can ' rip this systen upai
TS ‘ . . : o : 8o ..

‘were we have this tremendous Chapter 1 of Capitel. And 1t is not an "“applicaw
- rtion'ief Hegel; Marx had found = whole new continent of thought. And in Linding:
el - this new continent of:thought, Marx found not only that labor 1s the source
" of -2ll value, but that it is the Subject which will be-the gravedigser of
. mocliety =~ and with labor as Subject, there will be a new classless soclety,
sheres Humanism is 1ts own end and 1ts own form. And thus what Marx had said .
in 1844 as a young man, "just belng enthuslastic", he is now saying at the

end of Chapter 1.

L Okay. Let's look at what Satre, Lukscs, and the 6thers did;
how they falled to recreste the dislectic for thelr age. ' :
Let g first take

- Lukacs. Lukace had made a qulte great contribution in 1919, in "What 1s Ortho-
dox Marxism?", by stating that 1t is just fontastlc to disregard the origins
in Hegel, to digmiss Hegel as 2 mystic and all that sort of thing. Harx
couldn 't have been without .Hegel; and the dlalectlc means deVelopmenF through
‘contradiction, not only a2t first negation -- that is, when you say no. and
overtkrow what is -- but on through second uegativity, the establishment of
something new. )

Eowever! Intellectuals are very funny, they get so in love with
thelr own thougnt that they meenwhile forget all about the mass movement. And
now tt.e Second Internationsl has been destroyed, and you've sho?n that any
‘xind of reformism that tries to pass as revolutionary but doesn't have the
diniectic method is wrong, and you've shown the connection between economics

end shulecties =~ beautiful! But what does Lukacs do now? Well, Harx ?alked

ebsut the reification of lebor =- the fetishism of commoditles, and the fact

that you becopme an/appendage to a machine -~ and now Lukacs wqqtg to show t?at
1t's not only reification of lobor, but reificestlon of thought. <o he doesn’t

Wonht 0 use Marx's idez of false ideolocy -- what ¥arx says, that the capltallst
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:. false ldeology becuttse he crnanot sce through these things, this is
po Spiltlé st111 in Self-Tstrongement, (and incidentally, those two last . . .
vers tyephs, the foctnotes, in Chopter 1, 1= the Spirit in Self-Estrongement)
-~ 2nd iukacs develops the reification of thought *o such an extent, es if
thet 18 ¢ important as reification of laboxr, Fut how could that change
‘the world? In thal case, what will you do7 Belong to the Third Internationsl
~luetead of the Second, in other words a poditicnl answer? What is 1t that
~gou're arguing with? HOW WILL THAT QHANGE THE LIFE OF THE YORKER? ' o
Well, Lukacs .

doeer 't bother with that. And the tragedy 1s, not only did he capitulate to
St-linism, but for that one moment in his 1ife when he broke from Stalinism
-- in '56, in the Hungarisn Revolutlion =~ what he $alked ahout was Demo~ '
eratic Soclalism, and not a change ln the zctual conditions of labor, And
when he comes to his greatest work, Social Ontolo (we don t have it yet,
but some of the zectlons were published in Telos), he comes back %o the fact
thut once you cupposedly have a workers' state, you don't have to worry
snymore gbout the soclally necessary lsbor time, That is, you have to pro=—"
duce, and 1t's okay, and once again you have absoclutely no right, or no
+form of intercourse, or lastltutlions or anything to count on. B
g } How. Satre comes
~ to Poland and attacks the "frozen Marxism" of Lukacs. He's mad at Lukacs,
{choses the wrong day to be mad et him, incidentally), because Lukacs had -
atiecked Exicstentislism, and tried to rate Satre's Existentialism as 1f if's
.0 different than Heldigger's. So here he comes to Esstern Europe, that has
Juzt mede revoiutions ageinst Russian totelitarianism! and he says, “that
frosen Harrism ... " ané so forth. He smys, I, Satre, have brought in the.
~hunsh element,. and showed the grestness of the Individual, the FExistential
wand not ‘the Essentinl; and mow this has to te recorquered by Marxism. And -
.. -how does he reconguer i1t? I¥ is in the fetighism of commodities, he gays =~
and he mekes more mistakes here then you could wave g stick at. (Read my
chapter on Satre In Philosophy. and Revolution; I can t go!into it all gere.)
e oo . ‘ . . You see
~everybody comes back to the fact that the workers sre "backward", and they,
the intellectuals, sre so greet. And Satre comes back t0 a new ecategory
vhat 1s even yorse than the "backwardness of the workers" -- the “practico-
inert"; You're 1l reslly dumb, and you beiter do what the Party tells you,
or what the State tells you, and so forth.

- . Now how doez it heppen that they

" all. return to thet one 1iitle things where is lsbor? and, where i1s the
leborer? and,what ls my role as the intellectual? I will quote from the

exd of “the Satre chepter in P&R: " One would have thought that Satre, who
returned to a work of philosophic rigor after he had become, or at least :
-wes ln the process of bedoming, an edherent of Marx s Historlecal Materlallsm,
would at least In theory attempt to end the bifurcation between subject and
object, would concretize his project of 'going beyond' as the 3ubject ap-
propriating objectivity, not vice versa., Instead, having latd 2 foundation

for a metaphyslc of Stallnisu, Satre seems totally unconscious of the fact
that his amethodology is at the opposite pole, not from Communism, but from

the Marxism of ¥arx. Despite 211 rhetoric about praxis, Satre's methedology
does nct emsnate from prexis. Far from being any 'algebra of revolution',
Sztrean nmethodology is the abstraction which reduces history to illustrations
57id 3Nalogy es.e The antl-Stallnist, anti-capltalist, reveolutionery petty--
bour@eois intellectual, himself the victim of the abasolute division Letween
mentzl and manuel labor, the climax of centurles of divislon between phil-
ozephers and workers, seemed always ready to hand over the role of workers'
self-emancipation tc 'the Party', even though its 'philosophy’ azmousted to
ordering the workers te wor®r hard and hsrder «... The philosophy of existence

15033




A A e s rmtot

1\ R

_ ?:jlé_‘to merge' with Marzism becousa it has remalned Subjectivity without
# Subject, demire for revolution without the 'new forces, new passions'
for vevolution ..t : : :

. : Now, 1t's these new forcea egnd new passions for revolu-
tien thet mekes us return to Hegel's Absolute Idea as new beginnings. Even
thoush we aven't; now, ps active as we were, say, in the '60's, what 1a so
grznt in our age is that we hisve reached a stage where we are trying to work
out o new relationship of theory and practice, a new relatlionshlp of phlloso-
.phy 2nd revolution. ) ; -
. . i what are the new beginnings? For over twenty years now
‘we heve stressed the four forces of revolutlion -- workers, Blacks, youth,
end women -- and not Jjust as Force, but as Reasson of revolution, but now,
o8 eroinst stressing s humen force as Reason, ve want to strass Resson as a
force ‘for revolutiocn. You cannet subdivide, or divide in any way, the theory
" ond the prectice, ond ssy ii's only.in the practiceé; there hus to te a few-- -
palty.of the two. -So the "rew begliuniug' wmeons, What has happened in our
. 1lif=ztime? We want to take up, therefore, what happened in the lsst two decades,
. gnd see at which stage I was, 5o to speonk, forced fo rethink. :

ATt N BN N PR T W ) Il i L W W

R _ L \ We have taken
*up Phenciienolozy of Hind and Science of Iogie; now we re going to go into
" Philosopnv 0: kind , out I want 4o flret say one concerete thing as to how
I happened %o -go. to those abstractions.

G T S : o " Lenin finished his work on tie S&ignce .
L 6f Lowgic, anéd he wes very happy that in the first helf of the lust ‘paragrspn, .-
‘negel .red 3sld, We now go te Nature. Lenin says, Nature is Practlce, and, v
Hoorah! Hegel 1s stretehing s hand to Historical Materialism, he was a pre-
ccursor of Historical Materlalism. Mow, that Ls true, but we have to look al
where benin stopped; in other words, what was in the last helf parasr;ph?o '
o L : ' . ; . Okaye "~
¥ow, in 753, I was reresding this for different purposes =-- and, you know,
'S5 was g lcvel¥ time for me, righ%? Stalin died. Wnat could make me happler
than that? 50 I'm in heaven, and thinking, Well, that muet be & new stage
.of samething or other, what will the masses do now? and all that sort of
thing. So I come to where Lenin stopped; he says the last half pazrasgraph is
unimportant, afier Hegel stretches-his hand to Nature. 1 read the last hslf
\ varagraph, end I write a letier about it; this is what I sayd "But, uy dear
b Vadinir Ilyitch, 1t is not true; the end of that page is lmporitant; we of
1933, we who have lived three decades after you and tried to absorb all you
have left us, we cen tell you that. Llsten to the very next sentence from
fiegz1ls 'But this determination 1s not a perfected becoming or a transition ...'
{(Ir other words, Hegel is saying Hasturc 1s not a transition.) Remember how -
treneition wes, everything to you in the days of Monopoly, the eve of sorclallsm.
Well, Hegel hss passed beyond transition, he says this last determination '
'the pure ldea, in which the determinatecess or reality ol the Notion is 1t-
eglf raised to the level of Notlon, is an gbsolvte liberation, having no
furtier immediate determination which is not equally poslted and equally
%oticvn. Consequently ithere 1s no transition in this freedom e..s The trangi-
tion Lere therefore must rather be taken to mean that the Idea freely rel-
ezses iiself in absolute self-sctivity.® Where Lenin stressed tne objectlvity,
we zdd the emphasis, '‘personal and free'. {In other words, a quotation from
the next sentence of Hegel.) Where Lenln had next erphasized materialism,
we stress the transcendence of the opposiilon between Notion and Reality.
ind where Lenin stopped a paragreph short of the end of the Logie, we proceed
to showrAdgel's anticipation of Volumes 2 and 3 of the neyelopedia of the
thilesophicel Sclences wos similar to Marx's anticipation in the General

15034




e
ST o v o

“Law of'oapiuaiist Accunulation in Volume 2 of Capitals. {Those of yoﬁ‘who

know Canital° In the last chapter, on the General Law of QOapltalist Accumu-
¢ation, he g gives you very nearly everyihing in Volumes 2 and 3, right there,
becsuse he ventures to show that these new passions and new forces for the
reconstruction of a new soclety wlll be human power as its own end.) We
concluded that what Hegel ia showing in the movement from Logic %o Hature
to tind waz thisp the movement 4s from logical principle or theoxy, to
liature, or practice, and from pracuice not alone to theory, but to the

ney scciety which is 1ts essence." Now, that was written in '53, and I

then sald, I ®ust go to Philosophy of Mind. (In other words, after the
Soience of Loglc, after Hegel finished the Doctrine of the Notion, he had
-the Zneyclopedia of the Fhilosophicsl Sclences, where he had first the Lo ic,
then the Philosophy of‘haturo. then the Phllosophx of Mind.)

Now, 1n the
1ast year of his iife, Hegmel decided that something wausn't kosher, ending
with Paragraph 574%: S0 he said: We have three s;llogisms' LoglcaNature-
Hind 1o the first, Okay =- that ssunds like he's merely repeauing the

titles of his books, doesn't 1%+? That's whet they are, the Logle, the
Thilosophy of ¥oture, and the Phi‘o__p of Mind BUT, what 1s more impor-
tant,. anu SDows the aewW here, 18 tn: 7t aturs 18 the medisztion, the middle
‘term; Lt’s therefore not Logic that's the most important, 1%t Nature,
because mediation, dislecticslly, is. both obJective and subjective. ﬁhture
‘turnq to Mind, and 1t looks bacé at Logic, but disregards it, because it's
now turninc to. something elee.

- 80 I read thig and Say Well! Hegel is not
only st*etching a hand to Nature, which is practice fand I'm willing to
-mccept thdt from Lonin, and think it's-great), but this syllogism shows
.thet there 13 e povement from prantice -- that's whet I was trylng to point
éut in 'S3 -- that is itself a form of theory. What 1s it thet the Bast
‘Germvns. the Hungarians -- the whole of Eagt Europe -~ hed been. ‘showing? -
They not only took Marx's Humanism i#rom the archives aﬂd put that on the .
“histeric ctage, but they made something new with Worker's Counclls and
decentrel;zatio& of the Stzté, and so forth. So thls syllogism is showlng
thet so far as Pepel was concerned, Nature is the central thing, and thera
15 o .moyement {rom practice wkich 13 148elf a form of theory.

But 1% simply
tsn't true that Hegel stops at this point, as we gee 1mmediate1y when we
get to the second syllogism. The second syllogism is MNature =- Mind becomes
the central thing, the medisilon ~- Loglc. (And that shows he's not just
mcntloning his booke, because now he's turning around thelr order.) Okay;

hat 1s important sbout maoking 1t that wayf

Now, I'1l tell you something
fzntas*ic. Hone of the Marxists had bothered with these three cztezories
in the Philosophz of Mind -- beceuse w? already had a new continent of
thought, Farzism, right? Bo there didn't seem to be mny use to go beek
o abstractlion, when Marx wam 80 great in explainlng exactly what the
abstrectionc mean. But there is one advantage to an abstractiont: if you
meet 2 nev epoch and a new crisls, g new transformatlion 1nto oppocite ==
12 1t's too conorete, 1t Just deesn't hold anymora. {You've now met Siule
inism and not just the Second International; you're now maeeting something
else, and not just whatcver it was before.) So therefore the absraction
makes 1t essler to try and see what 1s new in your age, what does your
age think ebout,

Now, the schola*s also didn't pey any attention to these
three s{llogisms. I was quite shocked to find out that 1t wes only in the
mid t60*s that one of the finest, Maurer, takes these up, And here's what
he's trying to do with that second sylloglsm: He says, Well, actually it
shows that this it the syllogism for the gggggggggigsx_gi_gigi (you see,
that becomes Nature), and after all, Phenomenology of Mind isn't just
phenomena, but a whele philosophy of history, it takes in 2,500 years of
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Liztorys Now: there's only one trouble in trjihg te nppropriate this
zeoaond syllngiem for the Phenomenology of Minds Why did KHegel make this
great work of hls so inconscquential by the time he wrote the Encyclopedis
nI the Philosophical Sclences? Ke only glves i one single sectlon =- and
under psychology; nf all places Consciousness, Self-Consclolusness=="Reason

culy get two paragraphs! Hegel would have * falled ' anyone who dared to
suy tha+ that second sylloglsm was rea‘ly the Phenonenolqnx of Mind. .
“But let's
1look et what Hegel did before this. He took all the attitudes to objeetivity:
in other words, your thought, your relationship to the world, your trying
%0 say =« Gee, I'm a Subject, this is an object, why in the hell is there
all this fighting between us, or why don't I- conquer 1t? I'm smarter than -
tiese thlngs, And the first attitude to objectivity is Faith -~ everything
that wag pre-~fantlan or pre-empirlcal.Then the second attitude to objectivity
. is when you reach the Industrial Revolution in England, and the revolutionary
“,_“_.phiIOﬁopny of. Xant, his introdnction of dialectics. Now, if you were bel-
1ev*ny enly in synthesis, your third attitude should be your dielectic, right?
-au;.Tne thidrd attitude to objectivity 1s the z etrorression, once you have
met & new crisis within that great big new beautiful civiiized world of the
;pdustriel Revolution azd the French Revolutlon and the Eantien dialecticé

o
Joa see, Hagel is not wanting %o give to Mind -- g5 great as it is, and as
the mediation -~ what Maurer now is saying. IJn other words, Hegel is now
seying that by itself, as gredt as Mind 1S -~ and it certalnly is great =-
5*'5 like ordering. somebody suddenly to walk on nhis head. S¢ what is the
_use of- trying to tell you to wslk on your head? It isn't going to help, unleas
At 15 united with something -~ and what is it golng %o be united with? If ‘he it
s%ag going. to. follow through by constzntly turning the three cetegories a- :
..ound “then Loglc would now become the medistion. And he spent all that time-¢
on tha Science of Logic! but now he wants to throw Llogic out sliogether! .
.1lnat wes Just, 80 t0 speak, the extra part, for you to know the categories
whnich would help: you explain reslity: now you really have to do something!’
< 8a he +hrows all of it out, and he says, Well, it's reanlly the Self-Thinking
5 Iden Tehe- sel;-determinatlon of the Idea, ir whleh it alone 1s, is to near
- 1tqelf speak.

K

Now, 4f we liston to what the Idea s, and we know that there
is no difference between Idea and freedom, thern it will be equally the
nature. of ths fact, and the nature of cogaiiion itself, and that is the
form of gettiag to the transformation of reality, what Harx called the
reslizatlon of philosophy, the realization of freedom. That's why Marw

. stuck so much to the dlalectic. We're not going to throw philosophy out,

-vWe have Yo Zealldge it; that iz, instead of an ldea of freedom, it has to
become the Teaiity. And this reality meons thet when the self-thinking Idea
gndé the se]f-mnvement of masses unite, then and only then, will we have
g new way to transform reslity, a new phllosophy, a new society.r .

e mus
begln, however, with Absolute Ides as new bgg;nnings, end I want to end
with that in the fcllowing way.

These three little words —-- as new beglnningzs
-~ let's ge through all of these Marxists that I was speaklng zbout before,’
and see why they didn t get there
Lu.acs tried to say, Well, since we
don t believe in Absolutes, let's seewhat negel meani; he meant the unity
¢! theory and practice; so then the key is totglity. Okay. Totality is very
much superiovr to erpiriciem, it's very much supericr to taking only cone
single question; totnlity means ycu look at the world as a whole, you look
at the relationship between the Third World and the First Werld and the
aeﬂond World, you loo& gt the relationship of various ideas. Bup -~ it
sn't good enoughe. It's just totallity as the opposite of single ideas,
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ct%ans -~ you know, o otrike instend of a revolution. That's Great,
sh't going to sive you any now ideas. We're 1living in a world thet
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en the gounter-revolutlon wvithin the revolution, has seen the tipns-
ton ¢f the Iirst workers' state intc 1ts opposite, a stzte ‘capitalist
¥, hos seeq the wew thet wns brought with Mao, become 1ts opposite =~
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» pbstract ldenllsu,{ss, just the Chairman's Thought, and so forth),
bstract meterinlism, is yulzsar, and can only help the bourpgeoisie, it
cannoet possibly help the revolution or a new soclety. So, 1t is not that
totality. . :
What did Saire ssy? The fiotallzatlon -~ he wants to meke everything
totalization. Okay; wast did it bring him <o, this totalization? It meant
rou are Just z serlel ~- just a number, llke waiting for a bus at a bus .
siztion, and you're 1 end you're 10, and so forth -- but you will get nowhere,
because there' 3 no fdiffersnce between Lhe two. So someone has to c¢ome in
from the gutslide -- the ferty -~ to order you about -- and the Parity is -
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—-liotier thpn tne. Stcte, oF something. So it .isn't_totalization. . .ceem o L
, . What dild jAdorno

gay? Fow, Adorio wag the greatest of the dialecticians -- so to speak, “pure
dielectiva". And he made a real mess of it! You know, I was never looking ‘
forward . to auything so grestly as his Hegatlve Dlalectics. I was dumb enough
<o think that that meont dialeetdes of negativitys begel says there sre iwo
-nésatibns'“nnd'thé second negation 1s the really woslitive, and Marx says
tHst that's the nes soelety; I thought that's what he would talk about, Noa
. Ae.istaiking. about negative dislectics because the fetlshigm is . not Just

- the compodity; he makes 1t now the fetishism of the goncept. Conceptual
fatishims you've got o throw 4t cut. What are you going tec do next?.

to thz Hegel Society of imerlca, and there were quite s few Adorno-ites and

Praaktfurt Sclhiool people, snd they were trying to prove some of the better

parts of Adorno. So 1 sald, T'll quot= you the good parts of. Adorno. (from

sspects of the Fegelian Dislectic)s "Subject-object cannot be dismissed as

- mere eftravagance of logical absolutism ... in seeing tarcugh the latier as

mere subjectivity, we have slready passed beycnd the speculative ldeallsm «ee

copnition, if it 1s genuine, and more than simple dunlicetion of the subjec~

$ive == {in other words, the photocopy theory of reality) -- must be the

- gubiect's obJectivity." In other words, you havs to belleve, because you're
living in this world and you want to trensform it, thet your subjectlvity

s reglly a reflection of this ob;ectivity thaot you went to overcore and :

destroy, the other werld. You don't think the-oth?r world is something oppos-

ite, except opposite to you in the sense of, that's what you have to trans-

form; but ithis represents somebody's subjectivity, the subjectivity of the

cepitalist, Okey, good, that he said thet? Why then, I add, the vulgar red-

uction of sbsolute negativity? Therein 1s the real tragedy of Adorno {(and

the Frankfurt.Schoel): ths inescapable one-dimensionality of thought once

vou ‘give up' subjJect; once you do not listen to the volces from below ==

ansd they certalnly were lotd and clear snd demanding in thai decade of the

mid-1950's to the mid-1960's; once you return. to the lvory tower and:re-.

duce to your purpose what all this means, "the purpose {this is Adorno) of

discussing key concepts of philosophic diseclplines and centrally intervening

in tnose disciplines ..."(iftat does that wmean? You're going to just see-

tust you decategorize all of these categories, znd instead of hevini phlloso-

ony ssparate, and suciology separate, and econciles separate, you'll make

them all into one?) Irrestibly came the next step, the substitiution of a

veminneat critique not zlone for "absolute nezativity", but for what is a

lot more important, abscluts, "permenent revolution".

' Kow, thereforei vhether

it's tne totaliiy es Lukxaes saw 1t, the totalization_ as Satre exglained 1tﬁbgge

i the
conceptual fetishism inat Adorno developed -- we really have to egiy‘ ) b
lute ;ot only as & totality, btut as s _new heginning on the bagis o{ what comes
frcr the movement frow below, as well as from the Idea, and 1t's thet unlty

i T reelize tie Td Repallty.
wnich will finally I't,.;}l.s.dg the Jdea of Freegom as its Rpallty 1503"7

I talked
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