. dune 1, 1987

o Go;ng over your “Why Hege s Phenomenology7 Why wa?" helped me to

;see some phlloSOphlcal deveIOpments - both w1th1n and out31de Earxlst-Humanism -

-v:

fln new ways. "‘ Altﬁough I have’ stuuled the 1960 notes on Ph many ttmes betcre,_.

tf,thls tlme they stand’ better as a wnole for ne, where prev1ousla had ooxed

;more at 1nd1v1dua1 parts, _.e. to get an answer tv a spec1f1c problemat;c,-

”-or compare what you had sa1d to another wrlter on a spec1flc sectlon._ The;

1987 publlcatlon of the 1960 notes w1th its new 1ntroduct10n shows the '

.-. B

Weep of h'g alfs Phenomenology for Marxlst—ﬂumanlsm, or at 1east oeglns f

to do 80, It also shows some sﬁarp dlfferencee w1th other commentators

~on Phenomenology Marcuse, Lukacs. anbollre wos phal . Norman.. .

o g [EEARE T
— AV biiesda

It -is actually Marciige®s rendlng of Phenomenclo g in Reason and Revo1ut10n

which now seems almost vulgar. Marcuse actually beglnS‘hls ulsou551on_of g

,Phenoﬁenoiogy ‘thusly:

_ degel saw that ‘the result of the rrencLRevotutlon was not the rnnleatlcn,,~
‘of freedom, but the establishment of a rew despotiem....

The process of .
emancipating. the individual necessarily results in terror and destructlon

as long as it is carried out by individuals against the state, and not by
- the state itself. The state alome can provide emanc1patlon, though 1t
cannot provide Egrfect truth and Qertect freedom. (1)
£Utiis is’ Hegel on tbe srate even in 1807(nof 1820) fo; Marcuse I think

Jit says more about Marcuse s own descent later 1nto Soviet Manlsm than 1t

'f_ does about Hegel's Phnnomenology

For even'ﬁhe.non-revolutlomry and rellglcus Hegel,_s_cho\an@i » Who sural

ﬂbe;ieves in some . sort of state, does nonetheless see the followlng statement

from the

: 3,..that there 13 not Idea of the- stdte because the state is something
-qmechanical -as little as there is an Idea of a nachlne. Only the

young Hegel as an 1mportant part of the ground ;or the Pnenomenologv

oogect of freeoom is called Ioea. We must thereforn go beyond the Stat e'
For-every state must’ .treat free men as mechanical cogs, and it should not

do 80j " tkerefore it should cease. (Quote d in Histo and Truth in He; el's
Phenomenolozv..n‘ 173, mmha nri-rahurm o =

-"--—'.(: -




"“One can say ‘t' 18t
”f‘ﬂin

/ K'In addl tlon, M..rcum' dls cussion of ‘Eu

, B ‘\v ,/—w-—————.“ -
Lonoet even bo herlog\glth Rea501 and %plrlt and then,maklng the-gratultous(and:

unproven) remar'k that:

"At the end of the road, pure thouont agam seems

B .' to swallw up llvmg freedom,"(lZO), a xeference to Abso ute Knowledge, to

whlch he 'unps all the way from Unhappy (.o-zsclousneesness.

et o ke A
e e
—

‘encugh, but worst of all 1s ‘his very sup e_Fim'e1 di

e

"Crltuq“& .. of the Heoellal Dialectic” in tne last r=hagte:: on "

T T e

vhere he toc often reduces it to naterz.al:_s@ versus 1r’eal*sm,

ﬁthe Absolute altogether. Ano that book, mth 1ts PXpllCll‘. referen\.es to '
‘_,__—._.._-—'—-.._______, L
R

Stalin on dialectics,

whlle avmdmg :
“— o __._-"-"'__" —a

he d1d allow to be reprmted mthout any new .,.ntroduct:l.on

of it back - even though he did. write that infamous 1967 :mtroductlon

PR
-—

and - lass uua\.J.UUbnESS, taking 1" back. &s. darris told _1_1_13_ that

r—""—-‘

he and his research colleagues on the young ‘Hegel have actually found numerous

T ——

Qtué\t errors_in Jukacs' datlng of Hegel's pre-1807 mltines, callmg WWJ\Q, & L

___‘___“" e

to be on the Phenomenology :

‘us mterpretdtlons inte question. Harris' next book is

Actually the non—tvlarxist H§op'olit;\ omes onc be’.tter_ than 5:&’!:&‘-5;:0_!' Marease l
_the Absolute, as do some of rhc newer Hegel scholars. But, nene of them have

‘a concret:tzatmn of Hegel s dialectic for today in another elem‘_rlt",', just as .

“!arx oncretlzed Hegel's Phenomenology for the ploletanat in 1844. That

. new element is what you as hleve in the post-ﬂs‘Il worid in the aftermat'l of

tne Rues1an, Chmese and Th.lrli World revolut:.ons. You reformulate Hegel'

dialectlc, recreate 1t actually, in the “new’ element" of revolutlons either

ang of the net-lr movements from

"~_ soured or transformed mto their oppo:ute,
practice. ' o

_in :1843 discovered the ptoletariat {2) in 184:‘ ""-"“em Parisw




. In a vrer:],'r _different

s x :
1957nd

_into Hegel nfﬁﬁ‘\letters to Narcuse and notes on. Hegel

5 :of Sp:rltual I-Iork of Art “ate. s you refer parenthetlcal 1y in *‘he 1960notes

§ to a U& oage stetemem T t:ook—up a few day., ago w‘llch "wUuld be (_onsidered
o - A kS . “"'—"--.. ——-—""'— ——
"*:m_'-\* ;H :
\: 35— part of thlS sumatmn. Do we have that stlll'?)

a‘i\q -

Readmg your 1960 notes on Phenomenolugy now makec' them seem mo;e

.!

related=ilan z-.\mr"DOtn to- the® conéept ¢f state canltalism of the 19403 and

after, and to the booklet on the Afro-Asian RPVOIUt].OI'lS, first: wr1tten in

’7"“-\ . :
1959 and then expanded in ﬁanwteL_the notes on Hegel : The admlmstratlve

s e ———

mentah;y jou oul.lmed 1n 1959 in 11fe Wasg crltmued nhllosovhmllv in: thp

anyone. _ ;nat 15 wnat can maKe

these notes not 'just for Hegel schelars, but al so for revolutlonarles, espec1a11v

Thn.d World revolutlonar:_es in places llke Grenada, nfrlc'a, Indla, the ?nih.ppmes -

KX L]

enywhere wnere m 11fe they have seen 1n place of revolr appears arrogance,

Thls is because, for you, Hegnl's critique in Phenomenology is not

only agamﬂt all states(contra Marcuse, ete.), but even a cri thue as well
of would-be states hldmg as beautlfu] souls, etc., in the heads and the ' _
part:.eo of dhe. revolutlonary leaders' "the hemtthrob for the welfarn of manklnd

"*i)pc.sses therefore 1nl:o the rage of frantic sel;.-r'oncelt... Isn t that what

f,KFancn qae'? _Brt:. Fe on w o-:e._rom.sm




f"."cpposed_ to bureaucratlc "Russmn ruodels" : yet qc-t up.

"'(‘LR James certalnly “helped" in seemg thl., new element.. Here Hegel’s crlthue

@,ﬂf‘ of Rousseau and Jaccbl whcb you present in the no..es on Ehg. is more to
Ay --—~/ ——— T

e point than Hegel's critique of Kant, versus what in PER . you. smgled oul.

N;,..-.

V as. uurd Attltude. Your 1960 notes capture the varletles of the new

ad.mmlstratlve mentalltles in all of their fullrieus not only polltlcally, '

buc as- an ahen pnllosqphy to Hegel and Md:x. - You begln to of’fer. a

crlthue of a mental which may not even have a _State yet buL only a

ﬁ——v

party or leade..shs.p of a movement, and whlc:h nay. 'mt even. koo itg -

:l
Frmmm iy . ..._...._

chalectic moves it. toward a single party state ro thls, you off.er not

_ only crltmue, but a full-blooded bumanlst alternatlve brour'ded in Hegel

Y/
and in Marx. “ R
| .«\“e\ & Ai‘*

All of thlS tdke., yo;ibeyond {arx in fact w"aere as you wrote in Phi‘].f_)sgh,_v;j-l-;'-,L'Ji,--‘:,,-,

and Revclution: _

(For Marx) "The 'negat;l.on of the negation" allows in but the faintest
glimmer of the new, “new passions and new forces" for the reconstruction I
of seciety, but no blueprmts of the future there. We approach Fh%,

-=proleterian revslution: &nd “there siop.{93)

The pest-WWII age compelll's a somewhat different vantage point than that eof

Capital, as seen in the second half of Marxisp and Freedom.

I also roted your r:Lch dlscussmn ) éhe "idea.e{ the*ooﬁ)“ both-at the
" level of "Absolute Freedom and Terror", and later mde; :kb;SIute Knowledge
.wh'en you gd inte."action s, and "doiqg somethlng, is always. the only proof
there is o; the thcught ar-d therefore srands m i:he center of a11 Hegelian

phiiosphy. _ But th;s seems today a b1t one-s:.ded and seem.; 3]3 stands 1n

x.ontrast t:o yotrstatament in 1987 in the a"tlcle for the Yugoslav encyclopedia-

The self-development of 1deas cannot take secon_gi _place to the °elf-br1ngj:ggﬁ
forth-oL-1iberty; because both” the movement from ‘practice that is itself
-3 form élt‘\eory, and the development of tbeory as philoscphy, are more than




Just. say*ng phllosophy is: ahtlon, There is surely oné: thlno on Whlch
we ‘should not try.to improve on Marx ~\and that is. trylng to ave'a"
fblueprlnt for the future.aZ?) ;

198? artlcle po11ts to nuere Harxlsu—numanlsm has developed 8inc 11960

In your later dlscu531on of Hegel s Phenomenology in- Ph110°0|‘v and

’-._ v — ._,_.-.-l—v-

*33Ravoluulod(1973) the stxess seems less on Lhe varlous forms of allenated

_-conqc10Lsness and administrative mentalities than on- *he notlon "all of

L

.World hlstory was to Hegel a hlstory in the ! progrnss of the consciousness

*_'of freedom' “(11) Follow1ng closely Marx!'s 1844 eri itique of ?u& 1en0102y

)

. here the focus is on "absabﬂh& mnihnﬂ " You oo onclude: The ‘ultlmate'

turns out to be not the Absolute, which has Just suffered 1ts Go;gotha but ”:':
.a-'—"‘_‘u . < : EAEE T
/"new be 1 1n va new 01nt of de arture."(lB)

ThlS type of empha31s can be seen ag wel] in jour 1987° 1ntgoduct10rv to ~:

'the Hegel notes, where your focus is very much on today on where to begln

L On new beginn in gs." One:

gets ¢ L tne marxxst—Humanlot d SCLSSlGn

“of negei 8" Phenomnnology is an ong01ng one. That Hegﬂl's Phenomenolngy is

an- ant1c1pat10n of the coming not only of Mso, but also of Reagaq. I tulnk
VthlS is very obJectlve when aven a- 1ourna115t and New York oollt;co Jike

/A&Ekander Cockburn jotes almos ot ‘Hegel's 5 “henomenology

)."

on Iattery as part of a crlthue cf the Dress's fawnlng on Reagan,(Natlon,]

;»;«’\v NI
fS/BO/BZ/) Thls contrasts to Marcuse's statement in the 19503(1etter to RD,
kaﬁﬂ

o

4/14/55)

I stlll cannot’ get along Wlth the direct translat101 of 1deh115tic
philosophy into politics: I think you somehow minimize the "negation”

:which-the appllcatlon of the HEgellan dlalectlc to polltlc :1 phenomena
presupposes. '

:": .

'jBut if even Cockburn is today quothng a passage from Hegel dlrectly, it is.all

thﬂlmorn reason for Marx1st-Human1 sts to spec1fy what is oux unigue contribution.'

One thing I‘have not workeu out 1s how you can wrlte in 1987, "t he_




“is =mt:hln 't‘ﬁe revolntlon."(')B .) Tn 987 you areraﬂparatmg the d

of ;_hought from that of act:l.on/nlstory in what appears to- be a new way. l" The, :

@

w o bos Lol :
stress in 1987 is equally on th h@‘tgougﬁ??mx{g out - of the |

French Revolauon, that that 11m1t was Hegel's problematlc. qo too dn -

your. 1960 notes on Phg. and other writings on Hegel, your stress is on the
11m1ts of thought arlslng out. of the post-WlI movaments iro'n Dractlce.

as you recollect—recall in your essay for the Yugoslavs:. {"The amblvale:;g _

in the theoretmal developme.nt.s pers J.sted though they’ reacned for a tol'alv
p J.“1.OSOphy "/D But now you seem Lo be stressmg tna;.'for Hﬂgel s age ‘
too, the point of departure was tne 1ack of new baglmungq in phll%ophy

_ aft_:er th_e _French Revolution. . But the thinkers Hegel critic_ize;d - Kant +

_.f__R,usseaA Fichte, Schellin

h 7= ware . all o

It seems to e very new to draw a parallel on th1 aspe'ct’be'twéén' Hegelj's'

permd and our- own. Prev;ously our stress has been mors on phll'?sophlca1

o {‘\f/ voxd or "lack of phllosophy" rathe:.; than limits of the phllasupny skhat .
: /\N/ . B \:'X\

was (.reated
_I;ike I{egel's then, our postwar age "did not produce to_i".all_'y' new begiﬁﬁi_ngs
| in.philsophy.” Hence the necessity of creating Marxist-Fumanism. I like -
.tﬁat-not_:.icn better.,' bg_c;ause. after.all, Maﬁcuse, Hyppolir.e',. CIR, Gramsc;i'(ﬁi)‘t
j-iﬁb.iiéhé.d-ﬁhtil pﬁstﬁar 'périod) ‘Lukacs, Sartre, etc. were all trying to
B create a philos%hy of 11befa1,10n to free us from fascism, c:alp1 talism and
- for’ some of the..., also malmlam. 19603 m.tn their

,,/,,.-*-"""’ T __...---— o - ' e
ai'ructuralia @\stenuahsm ar‘d Marruspanq d1d not r*omp etoly "lauk ph11050ph My :

hﬁ'gwhat type of phlluophy was 1t" 3‘ \1\?}%&’?\ Gg/;; \Gg "J

_ Again in yow: 1987 mtroducf‘ion, you write on "daxkness fore the dam',"

':_..w R ST

'aeming-'to mggest that somethmg n..w, something beyond rhn postwar world




Reagans.sm as a world phenomenox.. Responding t:o t:h:l.s w.ll requ:.re 'a self‘ devempmen

'of thought, includmg M thought.

kkhkdn

1 meant to say abo'ié, perhapn on page 5 that 1nit1a11y J' had some resev'vations

o .-u‘l-.

empt ;ais you placed on- aplnunoz Absolute Knowledge) in the

i

'major subd:uuslon - Solrz.t - I.S the cornerstone of the entne work Wes..nhal

-and Baillie show the connection at thlS stage te Ahqo tute .‘:p.urit. Hestphalm-'._

writes:

At the beginning of th:.s longest chapter of the Phenomenology ve are tolo.

that the goal and result of this historical progression is. 'tha; the Q’_,j"
‘% actual self—consc1ousness of absolute Spirlt will, come for ".'(Ba.dlléﬂl;ﬁI)\

That would be 1ot minor result, for if the selt--consc10une==s of absolute

Spirit is not Absolute Knowledge, it's hard to say what would be."(Westphal, 155)

Yours,

Y

Y
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will be very, very brief -- 2 po*nt only

1) Ybur 6/1 commentary on bpeciel Supplement on’ Phenomenology
1s very good and some day I hope to discusq',indeed we. need to.
ao 80 betnre~Part i1 of my 1987 intro next -

) Re going to NY those weeks and in generaL the delay
terary agent" role for P&R & MAF, it seems 'to me. it
needs help., Could you glve some suggestions of Dublishprs,
others should approach ~- Olga, Mike, E ugene --

glad and without delay --
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