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Letter from Roya on Nicolaus :E‘orward to the Gruna‘iqgo

Doar Friends, Ju].y 1, 19?3

G%HQELE.SE. has- ﬁm.lly bean tranglated into Englishand published in -
full, OIga, of cowrss, has sent away to Pelican Press to find out tihether
wo could get. a reduction from $4.95 price,)

‘Unfortunatley, this editlon 1s burdened by so :t‘a.nta.stic a foreword by
1¢s. translator, Hartin Nicolaus, thet we must &ll over again divert from
Maxx to his interpreters. You, of couree, have the chapter on-the Grundydgce
in Philogophy and Revolution and since you will soor hava the whole of Masx's
work, you. could skip over the 60 pp. foreword. However, the foreword has a
significance hecause 1t is by the youth who, in giving us a rigorous trans-
lation and having the advantage of being or knowing Gresk, translated also
gil those paussages that are alweys left to tazntalire, and who, being New

left, glves us an indication of all hat will befall us in the battle of ideas.

‘By atating that hile foreword 13 "fantastic” I do not mean 1% de;:a.rts in
‘auy- fundamerntal way fron éstablished Marxism, which, with reformism,  began
deranding ths removal of the “Hegelian dislectic’ scaffolding" of Marx's
worka. -And 17 certainly do not mean that “"orthodoxy" rested with Stalin who
“thraw ot “thenegaiion of thé negation" from the "dixlectic laws", wuch
less with Mao who pexverted contradiction from the elemental class struggle
to. Mprinelpal” and "subordinate" forcver changing places in "bloc of -four
« ;olasses. - (The:latter two, especially lino, get. ed to.the. skies,. so
that we Tead thal On flontyadiction and Un Pragtice Y at one-apd the same
-timg .strictly othodox,in the Marxist.sense and highly original,’/ p.43, fin,
39.) .1 mean that:tne. pull;of pragustism,.state-capitalism, and”the admiri-
stra.tiva mentality that characterizes our age are so overwhelming -that 311
" the years put into thq translation,the recognition that. "The Crundxisse-
/cha.llengea and puts to.the test. every serious interpretetion of Marx yet

” conceived,” (p.?) and the subjective wish to be revolutionary, are still no

ahield from the 'cbiective pull of ,state-~capitalist age once your eara are
not olose . 3 the mund. so that you see all the olanental forces. from_prag-
tice un}.ti_ng with the self-detemination of the philosophJ of livteratlon.

. F.rcm the very. firat ‘paga, Tlrat, pa.ragraph, Nicolaus announces that the
1857-8 Notebooks (that did not see publication in Marx's time; were kept
from public eye till Yorld War II when they were first published in the

© .original German only in Moscow; didn't really reach fxont center stage

%gtﬁ after Chinese Revolution and Kopean War in 1953;)and were disregarded
We

€r decadec before they re?fh Anglo-Saxon world) "display the
ke.v elements in Maxx's development and overthrow ' 'bf tha Hegelian phlloso-

" (p+7, my emphasis.) With this as his ground, how cow.d the transla-
tor possi.bly leazn anything from the 893 pages?

(Add to this false beginning also tke firat footnote on that same page
which shows the heavy d dence on Hosdolsky's work which Nikolaus himself
later (p.23, ftn.i’é)‘a}du;lﬁgis\mﬁ’ﬂﬁrraonomm ‘and results in "the
virtual exclusion of the question of method (and of Hegel) ‘from the debates
of this epoch" and, of course, in Rosdolsky himself. In that fooinots 1,
Nienlaus.also quotes Rosdolsky as stat "that only three or four coples
of -the 1939-41 edition ever reached 'the western world.'" I myself, however,
knew of more than that meny coplee in New York alone, While 1t certainly
was no "mass" circulaticn, the truth was that so great was the hunger for -
thilosophy, for larx's orlginal philosothy, so great the disgust with what
the Conununists made of 1t plus Trotskylsts' disregard of it, that passages
would be 'translated snd pessed around in small eircles of revolutionary
Marxists long before the current dissenters in Russia made Sajpizdat, the
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popular aalf-puhlication, & nnivirsal,

The next 15 pages of his Foreword Nicolsus devotes to backgreund plus
3 i‘aw Mges in trying to summerize the first chapter of Marx's On HMoney and
1nio the first section On Canitsl., All is devoted to the translator's view
of "the structurc of the argument" (p,23) only to concludes "All that follows
in the remaining 400 pp. of the Grundrisso is ‘nuil'b on the basic alements
~here outlined."”

Having thus cavallerly virtually dismissed one-half of the book (%
wlll later return in bits and pleces}, he is off on his owm. It 1s here,
then, thut we have to search for his method end aim and originallity of con-
tribution, Quoting Marx on the difference beiween & method of presentation
and & method of inqulry, which Nicolaus translates as "method of working",
NiColaus concludes that this is the unique feature of the Grundrisse, . Dir~
ectly after this he once agaln quotes Marx, this time Marx's letter to En-
gels (1-16-1858) on the fact that Marx did indeed find Hegel's Logic of
great service. "in the nethod of working.” Unfortumately, Nicolaus has no
conprehénaion whatever, ¢ither of this sentence or the the one he quotes -
from Lenin that it was "impossible completely to understand Marx's Capifal,
especially Gha.pter 1, without havine; thoroughly studied the’ whola of Hagel &
chic.';' ; :

- Far from ba.sing hi:rsalf on eithor, Nicolaus is on his way to construct
somathing ‘altogether different. [First, he brings in a character from Brsch-[:'
dramas who ‘states- that, though Hegol could.have been."one of ‘the sreatest -
‘hUmorists amongz philosophiers, like Socrates...he sold himself to the state,”
Nicolaus concludeas "That is to say, Hegel's philosophy was at once dia.'lecti—.
cal, subversive, as was Socrates’, and ldealist, mystical 1llke' ‘s prissts."
{p.27) ‘8o satisfied is he with. that red herring of old, tiat he relterates,
"it:left Hegel towards ths and & philosophex-pope bestowing tenedictions, as
popes:must, on the temporal emporer,” As for the dialectle, he returns us

the origin of the worde in “Greek, dia, meaning spiit.in two, opposed, /&-
-‘%shins: a.ncl 'logos', Teason; hence, 'to reason by aplitting in two, A

But - just As We are about to think he is finally, more oxr less, on the
right track (tnat is, though 1t is in Greece and times of Socrates wather -
than in : the French Revolution and Napoleon), he de-
velops & ( elf-motion, but jumps ‘at onece to L zriff

unique Hegelia.nis;_,_['
mecharics, and not story’s self-movement, that Hogel took the word
.~"moment.” While thls flies in the face of Marx's critique of the dialectic
" as rooted in higtory, self-development, the self-making of labor, Nicolaus
stresses how "profoundly contrary to Hegel's method” is Harx's. (Nicolaus
here limits himself to the concreteloss of Marx's concept of time aspecially
on the question of production, which 1s, ol course, crucial, but we will
see later that what he leaves out, in twrn, is ithe whole of Marxisms SUBJECT,
self-development, masges as reason and not just as labor timo,)

At the moment Nicolaus was altogelher too busy denying Hegel: "The
ldealist slde of his phllosophy was that he dsnisd the reality of what the
senses perceivo,” (£,27) Not a word about the fact that sov gxeat was Hegel's
discovery, according to Marx~-the second negativiiy, the creativity, and so
rooted in the revolutionary periode--that Hegel had to "throw a mystical vell"
over that reality, It is of course at reallity where Marx did transcend
Hepel=--and so did the historic period of 1848 as against 1789--but, again,
it was the Subject, the proletariat, that made the Greal Divids between
Hegel the bourgeols philosopher and Marx who had discovered a new continent
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. of thowsht that was not mexely materialism yg. idealiem but the unilty of
“the two iIn “the new Husanism", and that carried through into Vol. IIT of
- Capital as "Human power 1s ite own end." S '
-, ~ So pracccupled is Nicolaus with contrasting materialiem to idealism. -
+ . (thoigh he himeelf will later (p.34) noed to adnlt that-1f it were only a
queation of “standing Hegel right eide up" then that "was accomplished in
the early 1840's by both Feuerbach and Marx..." {my emphaais) that he for-
gets the irue uniqueness of Marx mnd repeats outworn revisionisms about
"Hogelian language” to {oll us that "Before Cepital found its wey into '
print Marx discarded most of this lexicon s baggage which had servedi for
it journey but outlasted its day," (pp.32-3) Then what did that "sexw -
‘vice" thet Hogel rendered Marx echisve? Nlicolaus's answexr is indeed the
most petty-bourgeois intellectualistic idealism yet heard: "The uvsefulness
of Hegel lay in providing guide-lines for what to do in order to gresp &
moving developing totality with the mind." (p.33) '
¢ . Now Af .1t 4s nothing less than "guide-lines" thst Hagel trovided and
if he also provided "a grip on the entire realm of:the "independent cbjec-
tive Mind' which Hegel had sent floating into the heavens...", what ex-
actly-was neg in:Marx's discovery? Where was that proletariat Marx held
.on to as the SubjJect for trensformation of socicty, the shaper of history,
“the mass that 1e a-product of history tut also “makes” 1t? Nicolaus ezn't
seem £0 get further ihan: “stending right side up" and‘“femoving mystical
sholl'fron'zationd¥ cope™, -~ - AR
.+ .Ha doeg @et to two.othexr philosophic concaepis:’ where to begin? and -
-ileddatlon, " Lid, at.ong polnt I even thought he tould get to.a genuine di-
:vlde,. when he pointed to the difference.between starting with the abstract
Being and Nothing in Hegel, and the conorete Commodity--wnich Maxsc dldn't
reach 1111 the.very last page of the Grundrisse (p.881) but which then be-
‘came-the beginning both of Critigue of Political Economy built on Grundrisss,
-and Capiial, . But he was altogether too eager to stick at the "everthrow of
-the Hagellan aystem”: "This is the.critique of Hegel's dialentic nethoed, .
therefors a critique of hls theoxry of contradiction, hence & critique of -
the fundamenial processes of the Hegelian concept, of Hegel's baslc grasp
of movement.” (p.34

. The result was self-paralysls, blirdness to that crucial Ch. t of
Capital, which (1) Lenin called attention to as requiring the whole of”
loglc but which Nleolaus reduces to zero stating "it would be a misread-
ing of Lenin's intent toarnue that...This is & project for a long term in
~prison." (pp.60-1) = (2) He never once questions himself as to that constant
reappasrance of Ch, 1 at each revolutionary period and counter-revelution-
aries demanding it be thrown ont of the teaching of Capital, as Stalin did -

- dn 1943, Moreover, and above all, (3) whet exactly 1s Ch, 1, and its 1873-5
rewriting by Marx nifigelf of finol section "Fetishism of Commodities® and
vhy did Marx ask readers of the Cerman editlon which did not have that
easential part to pleasa read the Frenck edition following the Paris Commune?
Nothing, nothing whatever, is greater proof of the recreatlon of the dia-
lectic on the basis of this elemental outpouring snd the self-development
of Marx's Bexriff of Commodity. In "nothing vhatever" I include all the
great dialectical development in Crundrisge, even its Hagelian-Marxian "ab-
solute movement of becoming.” For the most mature, most crsative genlus
learned frum the Parlslan masses that that pervexse form, a commodity, fic va-
lue-form of a product of labor, can never be stripped of lts fetisghizm . ex-
cept by. "freely essoolated labor." So his boginning, as against Hegel's .
in Science of Logic, was not only concrete, tangible as against abatxact
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20,
universal of .‘Being, ut 1t vas also the not-concrete, not-tangible bourgeois
Tetish which reduced labor itself 1tself to the commodity, labor-power. And
this was not only production exploitstion vs. market equality, but that Ab-
golute, -tha emci{ic&llx capitalistio gtame of pmoduction. whoge Notlon had
. 1o be split:into iwos bourgeois reification vs. freely associated labor show~ -
. ing 1t is 211 reiations of production tha.t must te uprooted and recreated
on a.ltogether other foundations, .

Ha.ving "overthrown Hegollan philosophy™ he goes into Hediation, a centrael
category surely but not an Absclute, and furthermorc leng since cloansed by
tarx of its "idea.lism" once he stated "immediate identities leave immediate
dualities intact." Nicolaus quotes that statement on p.39 only as prelimi-
nary to first zolng in on his own. By no accident, therefore, on the very

 next page (M0, fin.36) though he wishes to criticize Althusser’s "Over-de-
termination” concept, he ends by saying thet Althusser is "ambiguous,” - If
anything czi be sald sbout Althusser, despite his deliberately obfuacating
his-attack not only on Hegel but Marx shose affinity to Hngel he calle noth~
ing ahort of "abreaction."

. No, dea:r Hicola.us, all you.t' m:aa.se of Laiin's Philosophie Ho'teboo};_
nea.ns ‘nothing, 7othing at all, once you conglsm anyone wno Wishes to study
Logie to fully comprehend fapital to “a Ilfo term in prison” and think, now
that you have presented’ (and how presentedi) Grundrisse.which Lenin hadn't
knan about, no furnthor need is there for Hegel. Is thexe any for Capital .
or _Mg;lggg- vhen you assure us that, in place of awaiting a long term in
prison, "mesnwhile much can be galred from Wages, Pricos, angd, fit and
On' Contradiotion” (pi61), having already (p.43, ftn.39) assured us that’

Hao § essays are "at:dne and the same’ +.Lm strictly ortliodox in the Marxist
senge and highly sriginal." 1In thelr- rversity, they suxely are "highly.
original" for a Merxist, but shouldn't you ack yourselfs how did:it happen
. you went back to 1937 when, in fact, the Chinese Revolution is what brought
“ontothe historle stage "Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations"” {vou more pre-
oleely do translate it as "Forms which precede capitalist prsduction, (Con-
earming the proceas which precedes the forma.t;on of capital relation or of
original scoumulation. )

; Lot ne expa.nd on this, Nicolaus stopped before he -cca.chcd ‘that crucial
section (pp.471-514) of the Grundrissc which he barely mentious anywhers as
1f what-he called "the structure of the argument" could possibly have been
made on what preccdod 1t, Oleexly, the section was neither rersly econcmy
nor even "mersly” historiec, that is to say, history as past ingtead of as.
present and futurn, The dialectic in that historic period had all the ele-
ments ‘of & new role for peasantry, & new role for so-called "Oriental des-
potism”, a more comprehenslve view of becoming. For all those reascns, it
‘1s only when an actual revolution occurred in China and that country actually
was the fivet to translate the section on pre-capltalist formations, that
all eatablished Communist regimes were compelled to grvanple with what Marx
had wrltten in 1857-8. Insofar as the question of "backwardness" is concerned,
Marx reitexsted that in altogether new form In the vexy last year of his life,
1882-3. Put in a different way, he now said that "backward" Russia might,
ahead of the "advancod" countries, have a sccial vevolution. He showed the
same. type of attitude in his relationship to ths "Automaton". Nicolaus does
mention that section morc often than the one on Oriontal sociuty, But again,
hls hostility to Hagel--and belng stuck in the mud of our age's administra-
tive mentality--limited his perception of that section as 1T it were only
aneinst the "New Left's" view that englnecrs will, with automation, invent
mechines who will replace the proletariat, etc. ete. In actuality it is

the multidimensionslity that llarx was analyzing. He saw the limitations
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. of both the Hegelian dislectlc sana Subject and his own economics, great
as:it was, sans tho mespeg in motion. In the 1850's thle is what nadas

ilm ‘discard all, start anew, and include both the Oivil War and the Paris
Jommune, = Both the struggle for shortsning the working day and tho new

Black Dimension releasing labor led to the regtructuring of Grundxrisse as
The new in the CGrundrisse even now is not nercly "method of working",
great as that is, I% A5 the continulty of the affinity of ‘the Marxian and
Hegelian dileotic, From the moment of bpeak with bourzeois soclat 1843,
all the way through Grundrisse and total bresk with vulgax meterialists (not
norely as utopians or Proudhonists but as Lassalleans) to Capital and the
Pirat International, Marx's self-development is in no sense & break f=om
“"%a young Marx that discovored a new continent of thought. Any who queation, .
:o illcolaus does, whether "it 4s any longer necessary to read Hegel's Lagic
ia oxder to completely wnderstand Capltal” when Grundrisse is flnally avall-
able; and then claim that Grundrisse is just to ces & mind at work, are in-
desd tho worst kind of petty-bourgeois "idealists”, They aro completely
deed. to the whole of tho pest 2 decades when fro- lsiow, from the East
German Rsvolt 12 1953 on to Paris and Peking, 1938, zs well s from "above" .
(se1f-dstarnination of Idea finally catching up with self~determination of
netions) "new passtong and new forcas" have arissi: This movement suxely
‘has passed by progeny of the Stalins, Maos, not ‘to. mention the Trotsiyists
".end all who thought they cen catch theory "en route." The task for us,

however, has Just begun. T '
o C Tours,
Raya
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