February 9,1962

Dearx ;’onatha.m

- The ohsracteriatic element cf your oritique of tha supplement on Mao -
bringa us all over again to what is "subJestive" and what ic "objective! Bourgeoie
academiciand ihink that by relying only on the objeotive, the Marxist is biipd to
the questicn of will, parsonality, The mccidental, the “human™ and therefore never -:
. Terlly tells the whole story, Hugel, whe was no Marxist net only becsuse ke lived
P ‘bsfore Marz but because he was & "happy" bourgeoia who lived in his phdlosophio

R towar of idess, saw through any such superfisial sralysis. Without baving any
resourse to "the mnderlying sconomics”, and truly beliioving in the ideal in its
pucest thought sense, he nevertheleaw paw through it all even as he saw threugh his’
own individua) happiness to the negativity and imperfections and even horrom of the
actual bsvauss the Whole wao so pervading a voncapt in both hisiory, actuality and
4hougint™ that he abolinhed division bLatween objecuive and subjeotive not by
Yarasing® it as if 1t wera ncme ohalk on a baeckboard but by "a.‘buar‘bins" both
intc an Abzsolute where the unifying element predominsted over the dissident ono. .

Taka, for erample, the guesticn of will. .Fothing appears to bs more
subjoctive than a man's will., It ie, nhilosophically, what divided Kant from Hegsel -
and tho latter A%EMe never had more fun than when he hammered away ageinat Xant's
“sughtp® —if only wera as ii Hought™ to be, we notonly would be eracing conturies

- of history of vhat 18, but sould substitute the morail of mem of guod will chauging .
it all, Bending 1t to "the generel will" and wa'd be livieg happily ever after =-— .
‘exoept that there woulﬂ te ne movament, no forward movement of bumenity. ' T
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This, however, didn't mean that Hegel ihereby threw "willw ovarboar(_’l
Quite the contraryl He showed the contradiciion within it, vhich didn't come frew ..
-"the moral Yought", tut from self-development, davelopment through contra.diotion,eto
The ‘two mont important hiotoric leaps in this, said Hegol, is whon will reoognimn
nacesnity snd doeon't allow himeslf to be cmpriciouss "the want of fraedom spr:l.nga
from clinging tenholously te an antithesis, and from looking at what is, and what
bappens, as contradictory to whet ought to be.and to happen..... man is the "
arohiteot of his own fortunte...If men remembered, on the ocontrary,dhat what happen
to thea was an evelution of thompelves.....So long as 2 man 18 otherwise conscimus
“thu4 whkak he is free, his hamony of meul, and peace of mind will not be disturbed
by disagreeable events. If 1a thoir view of neoessity, therefore, whiohk is st the
root of the content and dismoontent of men, And which in that way detezrmined theix
destiny itself.® (E'lcyolopadia, paT.148) .
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I that wers 80 —-and 1%t isn't with Hao —thenthe will :
"purified of all that interferes with. its universaliem” (Fhilcsophy of Kind, par.)
would find no contradiction between itself and freedom for all. But when diamsion
is "exotoric" and hence ¥the only method available in dealing with the external
apprebension of notions as mere Ifauctsg®0by which notions are pexrverted into their
opposite,” (par.573)
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Dear Jonathan, you seem to think that this contradiction beiween
fresdom for all and freedom only for Mao snd tyranny for all must be modified
according to whether Mao did something reslly out of "™wvolition" or there wae
"inexorable compuleion” as if the "inexorabvle compulsion™ wasn't the very one that
produced the will such as it wae in 1ife wilh its inevitable results—Maocism,

If X may, I'd like to say that you are too subjective also
in your concept of Stalinism just beocause ithe debates in the scademic world
have in front of them Mao or 8talin or whatever the personality and being or
not being a "Stalinist" then depends on whether one follow that person called
S : fitalin. But Stalin was a name, only a name, for ah objective world phenomenon ,
U ‘ - 3bat or siste-capitaliem. That, and tkat alone explaine, how Maco could disregard
- ‘ . 8 every ruls in the beolc of Stalin a2p ths Russian phenomenon, and etill be a
vy “S8talinist"—but I never call him thut because he then 1s a Mrolat and yet that
e full suate-oapitalist phencmenon. Pleuse reread the sgctivj on the "Defeat of
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R.volution" where I tpank of the fact that guorrilla war, not pessant revelution,

@ e

“cbviously it didu't and I'1l maks sure to expand that point so it is clear when

~ dealt with not as if it could have been avoidad in face of Chiang Eni-shek's
- triwmphant counter—revolution, hut. only 2a & matter of faot. The sharp division 'bai

- I

was, tha element made into a new theory, and lutor whore I speak of the reasons
" Mao's only original and "faeling” pleom of writing—tha Huna.n Report—

did not bscoue the gi-sa.t divide hatwosn lla.oiﬁn and Bstalinier ae , in ¥orld War I,
peli-Gevelopment did bacome the divide beiwsen established Kerxiem, and Leninism.

. Tnere is no resson to be #o self-oconsoious aither on the question of’
whathor shat you cell “monolithlo interpretation™ baginy to sound as if it wure
Witifogel. Only when one disvegards the truthe--und millions in forced lasbor im
dimeimoed beocause it is supposed Yo be "order™ as ageinet the anarchy pefore and
therafore somohow "doserving” of xwx a whiteweeh of 4soisn au againet Sicta
Departzont percecution and misikterpratation~—the wxhole trutk, that one has any -
noeld Zor sheddy self-2efenas. No one on earth, from Wittfogsl to the Schwatz wing
of the controversy—both fully Stete Depariment=-—, nor from a Mrs, Wright to an
outright Communist (whether Etalinist, Mmoist, Khruschavite, or Titoist) would
poesibly wish to asscoiefis with my integral interpretation. And, vhile I woulu.n't
land an ascademic or e Btate Depuriment or Stalinist chair, X would, I hopa,mnka
ths young humaniet student wish to siexrs on new, lotally new foundations. And that
was my only dizeppointmont® in your eritiqus, that it » did not teke 1t8 .- |
puint of depariture from the anulysis in the supplemsnt, but on tha baais o!‘ what
your pointe of d.eparture bad Leea prov* msly. '

“ e . low &8 to the conorets, factusl pointar (2) T know Ld- Id.-sag‘wns o
not vhysically destroysd, huf returmed to the fold latery I thought that my quota.tio
from-Snow which referred to "rebels™ and not to individuals mede that oleur, - But B

next I expand it for book. (D)At ihat point the phyaical divorce from the: city io

ween & genuine Morxist and & Macist there is that & Marxist would have told ths el
trutk, as Lenin asid it when he bad to retreat to the EEP, insiend of moking the ‘
.defeat into the basin oftheory, as both Stalin 2id with "socialism in one country" J
and Nao with "the peasant Army." (c)Because of tho above tie present cities and
workers asre what gou say exmoily "to be used®, not to becoms the bapis of :mn
freedom. (d)Sorry sbout the wroug spelling on Oh'en Tu~hsiu. There is quite
difference in Englieh translation in the 1920's (wherse I took it, I ’believel nld
the more kmowledgeable presemt. [(e)I cannct see how thet could have boen mismmder—
etood a3 meaning anything but what I quote Gonfuolanism to mean in Mao "complementm'g
in place of "sontradioctory" in tho view of opposites. (f)and (g) Sorry to ses
that you were more anxicvus to defend the liberal writere and their genuine _
enthusiaem during Yunan than the paw that I am stremsing over and over again
in dealing with the economic compulsions of state-capitalism, the typically Maoist
“thought refora™, the famine and tyranny thet now exist, Of course, there is the
site —and not only in Yhet 388 the 100 flowers campaigns revealed (the real
revolution of 1925-27 forms no part of this particle since I beiin with Mao and
Mao begine with the snd, the dafest of 19257, up through the present®communes™)
but what is sure to come in ithe future. That is why I'mi showing the indiocations for
the future, not merely the future of my book aa I say in article, but future of
aotual developments in China and the world, Therefore whst I really would grestly
appreciate from you is comment on that very last sestion, "Subjeotivity™, and tell
me, above all, how it is, would, or mey affect your own study of China.

Tours, 4()
sz/A/
*except that I wms shooked beyond bolief b¥ your fliippant "amacks of HUAC", Dear,
dear Jonathan, don't fall into the "popular frontisi®™ attitude of so worrying
about a criticism of what is, though that be tho opposite(but truly the same
as OPU is of HUA@)OI‘ what aoademiciuns, bourgeois or otherwise, say that you do not
carry & thought out to ite logionl omclus:l.on. That 1o the ©80eNcy of *h, d/d«&(‘a-("

e

nas,




