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ami Marx ; m :ml l-‘reet!om s

X On ; the surfﬁcc, any conce.-n for “the 150th amni-
' sary of . Hegd's death seems” irrelevant angd fotally -
. ahstract ina; mriod of; Reaganomlcs when'‘the decp
recession” at home secms on’ the verge of tha Depression
abyss' ‘and,” abroad, SO Impermllsm is, at one and the
 same_ tme,’ propplog tpa. genocldal: war by . the :El
_Salvador nco-fasclst-regime agsinst its own' peeple, and,
‘in'Wast Europe, trying to intrcduce nuciear misslles In
“a compemi\e drive with the other nuclear tilas, Russia.,
A careful éxamination, however, of the totality: of the-
crlm — econamic,. political military, ideclogieal — that'
- seems to spell out.“Apacalypse, Now!”, reven's 2 thecretic
“vold on the Left that e very nezrly as abyrmal:as that .
among the capitalist. ideclogues. ‘Thisz makes imperative
. the worklng vut:of - _tolally new relationship between'
- the’ oppozilion movnment {rom bclnw — practice—and
phﬂcsophv ami revelution, B
.+ The one thlm we learned i'ron thc turbulent 15605
<15 this: without . _philasophy af ‘revelution,- nearrevalu:.
tlond"abort.” It is' a-fect that,” because those. noar-revoius
“'tions-had ‘endéd. s0 disasirously, the' New Left finally
;. ended - their | Cohni-Berdit-ike. rlulusmn ‘that - theory can .
o be ;:icked up"'en vouta AC new, deeper Yook into
Marx's plgilosoph.v of revnlutinn was begun.:. .
L, Thus, Y1979, vikleh was® the | zooth annlversary o[
- Hegol's birth'and 100th of Lenin's, saw 2 revival of both
", Marx ‘and Hegel studles with conferences of ‘each criss--
crossing.! The flood of new studies, new cditions, new
translations that have folioweod thut Hegeljahre (vesr of
Hege!) ‘extended Into a’full decade; It is still growing. -
Along ‘with the.Hegel siudies; new. studles of Marxlen
. dialectles’ were published-~though' newhere s compre.-
. hemi,e and :erious as.the Hegei studies, ..

: BUSSLI\S'S,..’ HOSTILITY . TD 3::INDEi’EN1)ENT

e reuun for the” gap in serious-
nes be;ween the:two types-of. studies: {s .due .to: the
*.Russian hostllity 'fo_the clalm .of independent Marxists.
L about the live and: ‘so-to-spesk : :cortinulng “relatlonship
;- of the' Marxian. to the Hegellan dialectic.: After all, be-
*. ginning in the mid-1650s and continuing Lo thiz day, the
!-:a.sl Eurcpean wurkerx have revolted agsinst. Russian

‘1" For a. falrly r.omprrh:nslvc mmtnuhon nf a dﬁ:udt u' Hegel -
- shudies gee James Schmidt in o threa orlicle study, the fuar two .
of which have olreody in Telos, Vhnter, 19B0-EL, -

been publi
ond |Summer, 1931, ontited “Recent Meqel Litgrature, Ports |
ond 11" i

+ fthe . Secorwd lnrﬂnenunql andd the Rieak §n Lenin's

lolahtarlanism_  Further?”
“more, thess. revolts were

aceompanied - ideologic:

7 ally by a challenge to the’
© Communist. perversion of
- Mark's Marxism to force §

to fit into the proctustean

- _bed - of - "Russian - state
 eapltolist Ideclogy, In or

der to” separate - Marxs
concept of * revolution
‘trom ; the actual “revolu.

.tions - ngainst - their™ tyr--"
“anny, these " stata-capital--

ist’ Ideol calling th lves Communist attributed
Mzrx's 'Humanism to some -idealist’ left-over ‘{rem - the.
“mystical” Hegelinn “negation’ of the. negalion." That,” .
too, couldn't stop.the” molutionaries m East Eumpe

. from translating  the' Hegel!.un

molutiun in’ perm.unenee
Once ‘those  revolts -from’ be!uw placed !ﬁ

inanism on the historic stage of. thelr age, there wns no:

way -to keep hidden that - relstionship:-z2- the. ﬂegeiinn-

revelu:lon in phllwophy to- Marx’s ph!lmph ‘of rew—

!ntioxl. G - . :
‘Not all the hlame for not devel oping thfs relaﬁo

Sahip of the Megolizn dlalectizs'io the Marxian 's‘uawchm‘ k
" of liberatién, however, cain be blamed.on the “Russizns?,/ -

‘The truth is that the heirs of Marx. 50 designatcd by .

.Engels who had- ‘entrusted . Mare's: unpublished .- works

(and _his own)-to. the” German : - Social : Democraey, had
chtembed them, christened their own mechankeal ‘materi-.

" atism -as " “Marxism'™—an’ heirloom: towards  which one
“needs to bow, but- not actualize a5 the transfon'na..lon of

re'ilily by revolution. - i
It tack. nothing short nl’ 1he oulhreak of Wurld War :

'I and with it, the ‘collapse of the E‘_;econd Internaticnal, ;

“with the German - Socia}” Democracy at its head as the .
" main betrayer af the proletarint, before a single revolu.
- tionary Marxist <

Lenin -~ felt a compulsion to probe
into Mars's origine In Hegel.2 It was first then that Lenin -
" grasped the need to study the Hepelian dialectic not
atone 35 “‘source’ .of the. Marxlan . dialectic, bul to be-
probed *in and for - itsell” Lenin’s emphasis-on™ “the’
dlaleciie proper, as o philosophie science'd separated Him'
from all olher post-Marx Marxists.' It need hardly. be

. -stressed that the greatest practical revelutionary in the-
- midst of ihe Imperialist war ‘was not studymg Hegel for

scholarly reasons.+

va “develoned  This la full, ; Ses “The collcps', of "

Marnism and Freedem, pp. 187-178) and “The Shocl acoq ;
iticn ond . the Phllctopht: Mub{mlmcn nf Lemn m Phihnphr -
nd | nouhliu Lo . R "

gt 3 —

3 denin, Cbllnm Worlnt. Vol ll. a. 2"
4 Ibid, p, 180.




: -No.:ap Loain expressed it,- “without. having thor-.
- oughly studied snd underztood the whole of the Science

of Lagie-. -0 It.is impossibie completely .to understand .

- Capital, especially the first chapter.” And Lenin con-’
L eheded . that “none. of . the Marxists ‘understood - Marx!1”.
"~ And that too was not merely a ‘fuestion of scholarship,
Had - they understood .the. core; of the dialectic .= the
- “(ransformuntion intoc opposite,” “the .unity and struggle

© vy ol oprosites™ — they would kave understood the imper-

w ehvil wart

" ativeness of his slopgan “Turn’ the i_x?perialist‘-war into .

L “Unfertunstely, Lenln had ro’ followers on the ques--
- 7.tior of Hegellan dialectic, though the followers, Stalinist
- and ‘deStaiinized, ‘and . Trotskylst, nevar sicpped.- heing

"tha ‘moat: orthedox” elitists In. following Sim. on the van.

o guard- party.But then vanguardism- has “noiuiig. what-"

©..ever-1o do’either with-dialectics -or -with: reveluticnary.
. spontaneism, ln my new work,; Bosa Lexemburg, Wort..
- en's: Liberation and Mars’s Philosaphy 'sf Revalotion, I
“v'go - into deiail- on” the’ whole - question ol post-Marx

Marxisie: AN that concerns us here, however, n-this

.150th year since Hegel's death is; how, In' the lost décade

' lectic and his' indebtedness to it -

o of Mprx's lfe, he chung tenaciously. to ;hei_?{egelian dl{-

. Specifically, what we wish Bere to call attention fo ..

iz the fact that Marx, even after ho published his great.

- st -throretic work, Capltal,” Vel 1, dido't depart from

-kid fndzbtedness to:Regel, though he had discovered -

whole new . contlnent of thougkt and of revelution that,
- the ' surfade, ‘seems’ to | have nothing - whatever . do.’
seemingly

with' “idealism.” Marx wes working. oa '
purely? materislictis Veolume' SE: of: Caplial. In ' para- .
‘graph that Engels had left qut of Marx's manusetipts for
Valume I here is what Maxx wrote: “In 5 revisw of the

. first volume- of Capital, Mr. Duhring notes” that, In my -
-zealous deyctionito the schemu of the Hegelian logle, X

even - discovered.the Hegelian forms of the syllogism in
he” process’ of clreulation. Sl e e
< "My relationship with Hegol is quite simple, I am &
disciple “of Hegel. 2rd the presumpiuous  prattling of
., those epigones who helleve they. have buried this great-
-/ thioker appesr frankly ridicsious to me. Nevertheless, Y
... took: the liberty’ of ‘adopting a critieal attitude toward
.- my maester, to rid.hiz dialectie of its ‘mysticlsm aad in
-1 this.way to meks it undergo a deep transformation, ete S
i Contrast this to the empty methodolozy of Roman
“Resdolsky . who, siter kis forced identifieation” of the

1857-58 Grundrizse with the 185671875 Capltal, concludea
- that one “nro longer has to bjie inte the sour apple and
‘*thoroughly study the whole of Hegel's Logic® in order
- to understand Marx’s Caplisl — one can arrive &t the
<. same end, dircetly, by studying the Rough' Draft” (e,
o of  Capital), which' is Rosdolsky's title for the Grund-
Corlsses o R L
HEGEL'S DIALECTIC: SOURCE. OF. ALL

. DIALECYIC . -~ - - . . -
- . Nagurally, Marx's refercnce to' Hegel as “masier”
. was not mednt in any schoolbay sense. Even when the
"~ young: Marx "had considered- himself a Left. Hegelian
and . belonged to the Doctors' Club of the Young Hegel.
+ inns, he was neither kmtative nor arbitrary in his attitude
- Ao Hegel. Rather,’as we saw from the time he worked

‘en his doctoral thesls, hieo- - e

K 5 _Qiaa!cd by Rubel mi;—rl Marx Deuvres: Iem;;?- V;l;:ll. p. 528
’ 'élli. itns;ol;hy. The M:‘ﬁiﬂ' ot ‘!‘.ll';'l ch;lv-r.'p 70

rwas approaching the  ~
threshold of his new con-
tinent - of . thought -~ and N
‘revalution. while : seeing "’
.revaiution lodged; in' the
.Hegeliin dialectic. This is

" why '-ihe - mature : Marx"

- kept repeating -that’ Heg-

- el's .dialectic “'wes - the
. source “of all dialectic™
Instead - of - using [ th
dialectic as. if it were:a

"...i7tool to be “applied,” Marx:-.,

- ‘recrsated it~ on’ tha objective-suhjective .f:asls it

ed jout ‘of the production’ relations. of labo

ind

~ " capital, “with laber: g’ the  “grave-digger,” Clesrly,’ tha s
unifying- whole of Marx’s, world, view was the new Suk- "~
c-iject—ike prolelatiat., The' ides’ of history ~weE. not: cnly -

-85 past but'as that which iive worklng mes and women |

achieve in . transforming reality.:liere and. =

.. forming themzelves, as wall, In the process of revolution”
_-inte new,: allrounded. individuels of 'n ‘classless’ soclety.

.-He weuld: not-let’ the Duhrings’ treat Hegel as 2
_dog™; he wanted to’éon{ront thein: i

7 long, “srducus,: 2,500 year!
*. that Hegel had dlalectivall
. of ‘the new 'developments in their. e

The revolutiohs “Marx' participated” in i hig

-and- those Marxist revolutionaries-who have. sver: gince

 followed, are proof enough of how far distant is Marg's .
;new contigent of thought and of revolution from Hegel's .

- bourgeois world  and’ ifz ideatism The - fact, “however,

. Is that the Hegelian' dialectic, rooted in higlory and the. 3

" Power of-negativity, remalned 'with. Marx. and- galned -
.. ever new creativity, whether it.was'in ihe 1844 Humanist =

Essays, or the outright ‘revoluticns ‘uf 1848, ur even as™’
Marx returned: to.the Hegelian® dislectic ‘In; the 1HEGs .
and - 1870s_after: he :worked out:the ssonomie laws>of "2

- capitatism, discerning the law of wnotion" of capitaliszn

to its collapse. while its ahsolute opposite’ — the “new -,

. -passions and new forces™—warked fc reconstruct soclety -

on totally new,:humsn _beginnings, " like “the ! Parix :.

.- Commune -

That is the signilicancs of tlie 1870 ‘footnote In the

- manuscripts for Volume IIof Capital’ on” which Marx .
© worked in 187078 but had to.leave unpublished. ' That

volume has become the one smost debated to this day. Is.
it too much Lo expect the post-Marx Marxists. of our era,
-in this, the 150th year sinee Hegel's: death, to reereate
the Hegelian dialectic in the manner of Marx? After all,
it is not’ the death of Hegel we are celebrating, but his
- philosophy.- - And it is a fact.that the  year ‘before his<:
“death (1830), Hegel was still zdding three' final syllo-
gisms 1o his Philosophy. of Mind, It is.thesé that peint .-
to the fact that, not just the “inethod,” but the “system”
itself, is a process, an incessant becoming “which: the
‘revolutionary materialist and founder of a wholq new
continent of thought and of revolution —— Karl Maix ~
judped to be.the socialist goal: “'the ahsniul_c_mm‘emeut'_-_

. of becoming”? -

T Elewiera | howve developed - this statéement of  Marx from the )
Grundriste (1857), in the coatext of the struggles of the 1BT0s.

- See tigetiglly €.l of Fhilesophy and Reveclution, and my - paper,
HAbsolute Idea Ay New BReginning’, 1o.the Hegel Society of
Americ, . inghuded in. Art and. Logic In Hasal’s Philogzeshy  (Ho-

manines Prasi).




