San. M Jan. 4 |19?0 ’ midnight

{ greatly appracziate your sorious {though non=philosophic) 12apage crie

tiquotizpey of the rcugh draft of Philesophy and “gvolution, which you broucht ne

- this evening. As you know, I cannot take timecut of the limited free time I have

. for the rewriting to comment comprahcnsiiely on yeur ciitlque, though I will teke
into most serious considerstion in the rewriting. I hobe we can continue the
dialogue bsgun in the apirit of your first paragraph which states that you are
not treating wv book-outline as something external to you, "as a finished object,
but rather troating it as a Fuovement of becoming¥, from within, as a project
vhich iz algo mine", and not in the spirit tn which your anti-leninigm gs hrought
you on the Jagt paga :"You rosirict your search to a bm'oaucra}}ic world within ‘
which the oniy definable humanism is a ‘humanist imperilaiism.®” For in the latter
spirit no dilalogue is possible.

The two=-fold purposs of this very limited commentary is (1)to expand
& bit on what I mean By philesophy not only 28 both distinct from and related to
practicdbemmg, but also as distinct from and related to theorys and (2)%o ask whether,
dettpite your hostility to lonin, you would be willing to "Americanize" (edit) my
russian-Gernin ewlless sentences once I'm finished with the rowrit.lng somewhore
lats S:ur‘i.ngr or ssrly summer.

v How then the question of philosophy is nat the "gimple® questlon of
theery as Ygulde! to practice., TCinlectical phitosophy catchec-the movement of
history not,.it is tiue, as Meternalh lawz, but & grear deal more cnmprohensivm
than thaory which is very specifically the sumation of the "immodiate" pariod,’

- the werking out of the tendencies and praxis for that period, The historic CE
axpanss of phllomophy, on the other hand, has seen the dlalectic of revolution amd-

counter=revolution rapeat itself so often alnce the Grest French Revelution amd -
Induetrisl R volution which has usherad in owr machine age thet it remcins true,
once 4 hes baan bean concretized by Historicol Materiaiism, until we bave achieved %
a clasai ess soclety. This 1s whgt Jean-Faul sartre comprehanded fully when he
decided 'his Existentlalist had only "tended 4he garden whon Marxism bscama "fruzen" i
and now wished to Yreturn" to Marxism. This is why he chose only -3 moments in
history from the L7th century to the 20ih --Doscartes-locke, Kant.Hepel, Marxe-

#id this is why he alcne (whot Wfriends” I chosel) ia not afraid to call himzelf

a metaphysical writer, nor declare axistentialism to be “ontological®, and set

.defiy thet it is sbstract as cguinst the concretoness of exlstence or rsality,

Wish I were quite as brave in declaring that without Hegel's Absolutes we caniot
"oemprehand' actuality and the New Subject. This ig what everyone who is serious
(not in the Sartrean existentlalist meaning cf the word as if it were derfgatory,

but in the Hegalian-Marxian and ectual common sense meaning of the word) about
revolution is always tiriving to i‘ind. arrd the minnte petty-bourgeols intelleciulas
(including such Msrxists as Marcusey zet impatient, declare it to be, ant the
prolstariat, but the intellectual,

0.k, Hegel im nmot just one of the many “sowrces" of Marxian
_theory from Ricardo to Nousseay, or from Proust (why did you brinz him in?) to
Babeuf, Hegelian diulectic remains the source of "all dislectic!, s Marx
axpressed/] meant his own. ithen Murx transcended Hicarde, he found no need
" to return" to himeshe relegated him to Vol,IV where he would deal with all
theorsticians, but the bulk, the heart, the soul of \agi‘.-.al would be Val.I,
vhera predustion relations, inclwlirpy the actual class struggles for shortenlng
the working day, and the Fetishlsm of Commodities. would present in a positive
wy nis own uniquely original phllosophy of liberation, And in the working out
of this Volume I, there was &_raturn to Hegel (although he had transcemled hin
in his 1844 critique with his Humanist atta ck on both idedlism and materialism)
in 1856 when he worked on tho Grumirisse but was disssatlisfled with its form
and reread the Logic, amd in 1857-1872.5 when he revworked the Fotishion of
Commodities and the Accumulation of C,pital and was so inspired by the Paris Lomnmnu.




-l

If all this does not ccmo through in soatlons 3 & 4 of Ch.2, then -
“something is definitoly wrong, and it must be thoroughly rewnsrkod,. Tt I muuxt also
&8k you .to ank yourgell whethor only the wWorkers'! Tounclls was the new from the
Hungarian Revelutlon or olse Marx's lunanism and the Jialectics of revolutlon?
That the Hezelizn rdialactien has hesn recoznized (and not by a Marxist, bub by
" Hergen) as "algebra of revolution"-—-is that not the siuff whlch emerges out of
revoluticis? Or is tho fact that Stalin could navor stop fightisg the desd Hsyel
and in 1943, in reversing himself on Marx's lay of value, hsked tha® the dialectic
strucivre of fapital not be follownd, bnd Chapter 1 be cute=ices that mean rothing
that we have to ~onfront as serlously as movemont from practice?

Pnly technically when one "tranccew!s" one camot "refurn to'f, or,

as you put,'lt makes no sonse”, The whole polint Js that there are concrete
univeraals, wrd, though they are not "eternal® but "enly" limited te class

sooiety of the indusirial age, these must be grasped, or theory will continue to

be insdequete., They remain bok presuppositions end jump up as the now at each
turning point ln history. This 4s what struck Lonln, that he founxi more "in commen"
with Hegel than wiih his soclalist, Marxist, materlalist, cou-leaders of 2nd Int. T
You ars right that the chapter is "not serious", if by that you mean incemplete, J
But what 1t says at the end of the abbreviated ch.is that that's where Siate-Canital~
icm and Marxist-Humanism enters, In a word, in additlion to »ewriting. the psmphlet - i
which places the gnostion of "Subject®, of the diapute with Bukharin, apd .as it %
raappearg in our age, ia part of this chapter. I always like to iast fitheory" by i
submitting it both to the “masses", those I can reach, amd totherst, theoreticinds '
1ike yoursalf who &re not the .closed group, is part of that warpad cbaptar. However,:
you are right also that this book will concorn itsolf with the thought of Lenin, ;
firat and mout impertant, beecause I'W tracing.through relationship to Hegel An
I9th &20th o,&then agklng why us?, and becnuse tho Lenin of the Party was degli
with in 3 chaptoers in M&Fy therefore here it bocomos something that haeg been

worked out, and I return to the eliilist Party that I so thoroughly detest and

-rejoct in its h-otskyist-&mlinist-&moi it ferm, Unfortunately, whan Troteky rejected

1t ==1904s-it was both none-serions and untested in revolutiion; whun he acoepted it,.
it wvaz not as Tenin chanzed concepta, but in itas 1903 form plus degeneration in
Stalin's hands., There 1z ambivalenre of course, not only in thought, but in the
aotlons, but at all times lenin tried not to hynodtaiise that wheras, cte.ete.

Sartre chapter will,of course, bo rawritt.en; I told you same of the
reasons why it will be seofit in morse positive form, ami willl not go into theso here,
but you ame quite wrong to take “evon glorifies terror! out of contecxt as if X
am always opposed to torror, instead of pointing to the faet that it ien"t
revolutionsry "torror” which Sartra glorifles-transforms into a universal would
havebeen a more corroct phrass-=but Stalinist terror is mado as ths ineviiable,
the irescapable, the forever element of all revolutionsy that i 3artrsan matnpmicul
Hig Critique de la [{aiscn Dlelectic is not only a motephysical apology for
Stalinism of our ere, but made into & veritable eternal 'historical law! [rom
tino immemorisl to...{ all of man's history is rewritten to flt that concept.

M

Part IIT is so unfinished that it perhaps showld not be given you at
all; T thought my titling it "outline" “protected" me, bui I see it only exposed
me to...let's leaves this there, If you answer tho question I yosxwol asked
Pel,par.2, wo will know whother this dialogue has a chance of developinz.

Yours,

¥¥tn.top.1)And rot only Marcuse, but Lukacn, It is trne that Lukacs accepted
the vanguard Party,(%hich is why %dom rofer to him, although his comprehension
of Hegel was far beyend any in tha?i 0's~eunless you knew Lenin's Philosophie
Notebooks which were unpublished ard L'kacs 34 not then know themdeBut ho did
not make recantations and all that weat with them until after Lenin's death, until
Stalin was in power, an! that is what I referred to, 14081

R AL




