January 27, 1983

Dear Franklin:

Jim ghowed me the draft of your essay on the anti-nuke
movement; I asked for it because I do want to say something on the
goneral form for easay-articles.

As you no doudt have heard me say innumerable times, the
sinple word, concrets, sesms to ba ths hardest cne for me to project in
doth a truly Hegelian manner of being not only apecific, but univer-
sel, as well as fully integrated with what we call the four Ws, 1l.e.
the Yho, }hat, Yhere, Yhen (with the Jhy as the purpose of all the
We.)s in such a manner that there is no division between the immedimte
and the universal.

Conoretely, the first two parsgraphs of your thesis seem
both to be concrete and yet the one that you marked for possible
delation ia the very ons that should start the thesia, while the
other should be deleted here though we may wieh t¢ reinstate it at
the end of the article, Hers is why: Resgan, 1 need hardly say,
is not ouwr subject, whereas the polls, referenda, and direct actions
with 30,000 demonstrators ia de tely the center of what our
subjeot is. Indeed, that 2nd para. which I want you to put firaet
should alee ineclude 2 "whon™ it happened as well as an indiecation
that ¢ is by no means the last of the confrontations that the rulers
vill have %o contend with this year. : :

Your subject on p.3 == in faot, I would say all ths way
t0 ps § == ghould put aside, either for later, or for an entirely
different artiele; firast,because it is not on the anti~nuke movemont
and you suat slways have your auwdience in front of you and realise
how many of the “old ones"” would reject your giving them a lscthwre
on Marx'c 1844 Rasays, when something as urgent as the possidle nuolear
war is hanging over us like a Damocles sword., Both the sxpression
of Marx sbout sn "a priori 1lie” in his analysis of technology must
not be brought in befors the conerete of the day is disuussed, bdus
after. That is %o .ﬂ' dialsotics always r;guiru that the contra-
diction bs msuen as exiating right here and right now , and histerie
must protrude in such a sharp way that even when the historie is the
Civil War in the U.8. , it must have a direst connection with the
present oontradiotions both in economice and in soience. .

For example, directly after yowr last paragraph on p.2
which ends at top of p. 3 (which is very moving) is where you
should further develop the current events, and at langth, before
you ever touch MHarx. What are the debates within the anti-nuke
mvenent right now? Who is trying %o limit memdership in this mass
movemont to the single topic of anti-nuke rather than to ending.
iaperialist war? VYhat famous person «= u{. Daniel Ellsberg -~ is

a trip to Russia or soma atomic site in the middle of same
ocoean? And have there been any direct de¥ates at any specific anti-
nuke movement meatings on the direction of the movement? I would,

16974




l-2-

for example, have QHMEZNA jumped directly from the top of p. 3, whers
you mentlon Agent Orange, all the way to p. 10 in the psnultimate
paxa, where {ou talk about Dr. Plokering, and as the transition point
== a transition point is always quite pivotal) &s moving from one
period to another without displaying an unawareness of the move --
you would have eaid something like thiss long before the anti-Yietnam
War movement, long before Agent Orgage, long MEREMME after Nagasaki
showed ua how genooldal the A-bomb was, Dr. Williem Pickering had
already correctly warned us that it really didn't matter who pushed
the button since we were all just 30 minutes eway from destruction.
Furthermore, it is not sclence that hasg the answexr; it 1s a“new
unifying pricniple.” 1Indeed, the question that should have been
askeod even then is why was there a 40-year interval between Albert
Elnstein's thsory of relativity and the spliting of the atom. Wasn't
1t a fact that only when anmtual war was in the offing ., was the
government first interested in sclence/

Heving establighed that fact, it would be in place to men~
tion Marx as having said, way back in 1844 that to have one basis
for 1ife and another for science, is a priori a lie. Even then, I
definitely would not go into Marx's chapter on the machine and the
struggle for the working day. Instead, I would have returned to
the subject at hand, i.e. the anti-nuke movement, and used the pen-
ultinmate psra., on p. 11 , making sure, however, that "the Green
revelution” is not left as a revolutloghggly in agriculture but ia
uade to draw attention to the fact tha e Green movemsnt now ig
is o gheat to the West German government and pute fear in the heart

of Reagan ag well. )

Your es=ay is really a very good talk on what Nagxiste=

Humanism is, and should bs uged byyou for a discussion with ocontaots
who already show an interest i{n what Marxist-Humanisa is. But for
an ERsmay, in a Marxist-Humanist paper, it not only is altogether .
%00 long and &Lh repetitious of principlea we expound in a variety
of ways, but word =~ besides cencrete and universal -~ ig
the ward, n!;. ts the key word for mn article in the paper.
Therefore, i would say you should practice ocutting fully %50 percent
of the sent srticle and that 50 percent that is lefi should de

s diseussion of Marx and machinery and laber, butA current
antsi-nuke movement which, on the one hand, cannot bhe ssparated from
the econmmic criglis, and on the other and more important hand, cannot
sontinus withou$ a philowophyof revolution and a concspt of Marx's
Humaniem, What I originelly meant when I spoke about the relation-
ship of sclence to m in general and revolution in particular,
was %0 show that each time there has been a leap in ecience, thero
was astually a human revolution crying out for altogesther dtroront
human relationships. Thus, 1903 t0 1905, the theory of relativisy
oame &l the same time as the new stage of 20th o. revolution m_n
the Glsvegarded revolution in Afrioca, the Zulu rebellion. An
at the time of the unified field theory == 19507-~ we had moved %0 the
concept of world revolution, Thut is not what I'm azking for now,

Yours,

A\
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