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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

The REB has voted to reiosue "The Nevmess of Our
: ' , & Juze 1969
Phidlosophy and. Revolukion, althoﬁgh;;tha particular
HembeT to WHOW 1t Was addressed has dropped out
| 6f the organization, Far from diminishing i%s re-
1¢ $he fact is that thé. polemicel mature of ..

1 e T Y . . Loow, .“

"< the. 8 not .dopend onthe ‘person's name., .
_Now that Philosophy and Revolution has moved from: .
“the d:a".‘ft.‘a-liéée' ‘the nevness of our .
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Dear Richard:\

Now that your return from Europe, ‘and my hinting you that there
were serious erroxrs in your 12-pager ("Some Notes on DialecticY) have both
receded into the past, we can let the Hegelian principl ‘"Brror is/a /)
dxnaananﬁ.truth" .- direct our confrontation with error. ; -

‘ Let me confess at cnce that I am not et all -sure that I understand
what it is ou‘werE“trying to do in your talk to the New York Philosophy and

QL §1Revolution study -groupi You stated that the sessions of the class were La.
.\'—-'————b et

Jb),

e a_"two-way road“ between author end the class members who were to become
Sinc2, however, your talk conveyed neither what

&9‘1 had conceive- and taped) as the tntroductory lecture, and since (outside

of a reproduction of the contents page) you made no textual references to
the book, the draft of Philosonh and Revolutinn became, it seems to me,
. no .more than, as you put it, "a"du - Eb for our own theoretical

_-self development.” . But can the new ever be fully interhalized if it is

" conceived as no moxe than "a jumping-off point?"l

. , - .V,J; .
S e v 4 . PR -
[ '

It seemed to- me.that another que !'ngle protruded to{éssen

~revolution.” :"Along witt’ thigstress on .
lation and- rearticulations of’the phrase,
. ou ever calling attention” to the fact
A a-weug? -oféti " prepayarion for. revolution." " The omission‘of ‘
wdrd s theoretic,' ould. not help but. ‘divert from the need. of® a philosOPhic
tudy. The‘proof .{g.in. the ‘predilection for phrases ‘like 2 ugh - .
osophy.!.. Indeed,. you state that: “under Hegel we will actue ly be*deal-a

lthe 1mpéﬁt -of the philosogﬁlﬂiégsrney of discover hen. you. satd:M Let me.

5V, strensfﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁff;soph

j‘étng‘w;th;therroblems crested by the Great' French: Revolution%", But “this

uthor has not~done.- Marxism and Freedgm dld thet."lii

o - o
L e e i 5...!,1

Gl aee ., P
P ey Hhat dist nguishes Philosoghg and Revoiution fxom'Ma rxism ghd A
Freedgg instead of dealing, primarily, w th*r&i%%féions, and, .-
o 'bemoaning the

'gsecondarily,"with the underlying philosophtesi¢ pstead

"1n£e11ectual gloth.that has accunuisted- in the TEVO utionary- movement‘since

Lénin's death that-one. decides to wait for others to come-with-uson’th

3Q;journey of :discovery.of Hegelian philosophy, we ‘here’ “take the luﬁse oyr.
deep;.deép. into ."ebsolute negativity"s g
_ L ,mwent that deeg.. (More on. that lacer.) ; B

X bstraet of Hegel's SCIENCE OF LG(IQLis ~'ia far from bel

‘mation, of Hegel's major “@orks == homenology of

Qr;' n in any caae, Philgaoghg ard Revolution, though dependenc ‘on Lénln's
:e,:aprgdun____

date_af lLenin's work,. oy is 1t a mere popularization , or a. ‘aum-
Mind, Science:of Logie

'Philosophy of Mind -- though it needs to be noted, also, that,our'ngw:yOtk
1s the first Marxist work that grapples with all three fundamental works: -

"of Hegel. (Outside of his Philosophy of Right, which, by betng an "appli-

cation" of his fundamentel philosophic thoses, 1s, tu ma, not strictly

At

.{,‘
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philosophic~-and which in any case was alresdy analyzed by Marx, his

very first grappling with Hegellan philosophy when still o Left Hegelisan
and which led directly to his discovery, historical materialism--all other
works of Hegel were lectures-ofiesrly drafts that had not been rechisked_b
by him before publicat{onéaﬂ~1f§nther, Philosophy and Revolution i“50 he

a red erpretation of Hegpliarfldtalectics, so totally belonging to cu¥ #ge,
and.go linked’to the revotutinns-to-be, that none but Marxist-Humanists,
- Bpec 8lly ug,could have written it,

"\_____“___.-_,,____.-——‘
_ So much for tntroductory remarks, except to add that you, Dick,
are by no means the only one that hasn't ceaught 211 the new. But you alone
are so<gYEr_ Serf<es 8 to let the cat (thot all others merely peered
at) out of the ag. The references, therefore, are to your formulations,
although in fact, I ém addressing 21l study groups. I will limit myself
to the philosophic section of your 12-pager -- pages 6 to 8 -- singling out
the two most serious errors, (Frankly, I believe it would be best for you
to eliminate those three pages since even where the argument is cogent,
it is so intertwined with that which i1s not, that they cannot lead to any-
thing but confusion.)

.+ :. Now then, to the\two s
'of_Lenin;géﬁaMrcuse on DialeTtics. They-stem, it appears-to me, from your
too great desire at popularizaticn;;abbreviat1on, impatience to redch a
conclusion, one that is easily explainable by "examples", begin with
,Lqugpse.;uyou‘recommend.hia,"A Note On Dialectie",' the B
, Reasdnwand.Revolution,fghichwwas-firét*ﬁubrished in' YgZ) You make dis- .,
tion-betyee theﬁfQO'editlons:as:Lf&gll“the-politicbl changes in: Marcuse
r; those--two decades;has:not-affectedﬂhish"deftnitfbnsﬂ“bf”the[alalgpticf
T YOu:-seem to be concerned with ig-thac,-'in one case, the participants in
:» Study. group would- have to. read fully half:bftthefbbbk';o"homp:éﬁéna‘ﬂggel,T'"*
ll?-by;rgaﬁing;the-newxEreEsce, they'can'grhsp=theﬂHegeIihnlﬁiélgctlb in o o
EbgesmwfYour»preopcupatiohnwith brevity dulled your heﬁyipivity‘fﬁ'@hefe
ersubtle. changes in the.*definitions" of thE'dialectic’wefeblgadihg;fa11
ough Mercuse: himself; ‘ peradventiire’ of ‘doubt, -
jthat his.dielectics dif. 6L - ol from Makx's: .
"Those s6¢181 groups s d §95ces<o§, R
egat, s edefeatod led)with the. establ ighe Ssystem."(p.xiv) .
T 2=L;g:;i'g;if?“f7555‘Q,.q R N
o uh;»m-zuthteiﬂplease}(ifayoubthoughh that/ this was ~only" his polities
;5gﬁfﬂﬁéw9V€?¥9“3:knows;we disagree:with Marcuse's .politics) that this isn'e
1:dust, a.question .of "Pdlitjcs".;ZMqrcupgjis+making sure that his readers
. nderstand. that—hteTy, hﬂTWUBf:cﬁé7ﬁrdletariat1asva‘revolutionary“force
1 - gL Tom iy axy!: and. its concept .of "che forces of negation"
- TTTrAsyTof tourse, thede gill be reinterpreted by him. _In a-word s -
. making this statement after he had made a(iE!iZEEértli "innovation”
et selimax.of . many nuances he had introduced wlchqut'ESEEEﬂfRE‘EB‘EETI“Ehe
"'.4ggggﬁﬂerqcthat the Marcuse of 19607 is rot the Marcuse of 1941 on this very




AN ZNAN

‘ I cannot here gn into detail as to how many times ¢ Marcuse of
1960 has written the exact oEPosit?_gg,ghet—ehe—ﬂefihse of ag written
on the relationship of-philosophy (Hegel) tq_fzggigéitggggzg_gﬂg:x}{ on -
thg;Z’ﬁ3:]EEﬁﬁﬂiil}gg_nﬁ_thg_ﬂeggligggg%electic_fnr arx's. concept of revolu-
ti -« not thet it was ever separ rom history or elass stfhggie, Bue
neither was it separnte from dialectical development. For our purposes,
it will suffice to single out the crucial violation of the very beautiful,
profounql_and_integ:ated title:Reason and Revolution., WNow, however, Marcuse
throws us this curve™ ' ‘
v-ﬂ-—-‘"' .

”“"' “I beltgve that it is the ldea-of” REEEBn itself whi
(ij-the undinlectical (sic!) eld_eg;,in-ﬁeggl'e philosophy."
——

pivotai question of the dialectic.

Marcuse, who is 8 very erudite "specialist" on the dialectic
knows very well how perverse auch a conclusion will sound to dialectlans
in. general, and to Marxists in particular. Therefore, he turns to "reality",
- . evidently in the hope that the shock of confrontation with the concrete
world_would make the: reader forget not only the anachronisms involved in
.elting, concgntration: camps, gas chrinbers and nuclear ‘preparedness in a dis-
. cusslion of the age:of Hegel, but else the’ philosophic concept of Reason in
. Hegel.and-in Marx.: In any case, whatever be the reason for his turning to
:-M"reality’- at:that. moment, he'writes: "It may even be justifiable, 1ogica11y‘
“eanwell as. historically, to definé”Regson in'terms which ‘includeslavery,
the ‘Inquisition, child labor, concentration camps, gas chambers and nuclear
preparedneas.? (p.xil)

'4..); [P - ;._ -, B T ' H T

s
Gl3 O e Paz e do nio Coe

jro i A51~~Mercuse'e ahock treatment, I'm sorry to say, Dick* succeeded!

you disregard not only his view that this is "th :

Hegel's Philosophy" "but’ also whzt I am sure you know - very well -- the ob-
fective compulsioniwhich causés barcuse’s: political devistions; nis incom-
prehension of the objective world _that is to say, his failure to see that

B tionary proletarietrthat fights thisi
you ryourself Falls
ST TN BT £ I I B
cif g o i Frédédom” then appears as this continuou negation ‘of the world
1uunt11 ;all<alienations ‘are ‘overcome, i.el, until ‘the world is 80 transformed
that it no longer exists independently of the individual," (p.8)

pelxet e TuorSinee the world will-rot* disappear, ‘not éven when a11 alienations
zhave been eliminated; ‘dince tlie: lndivldual, to echieve univergality‘in a
~inew-sociéty, has ‘nged>of (that objective '‘being ~< the worid’é-‘ may I, humbly
aﬁ'-tellwyoufthet you"never would have ‘cémmi tted ‘such a -serious’ ‘error had’ you
:-adhered to:the text -of -Philogophy and Revolution," retained youf’aensitivity
.it0:it8 -logic, 'm0 that yourat -least realized that it 'was not accidental that:
;g:‘Iwneyer .rafer to the\1960 Msrcuse favovably? ) - . '
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And, please, please, be not so preoccupied with brevity that
you "automatically” choose brief summations over the comprehensive ones.
Take Lenin's 5-pager, "On Dialectic." It is an excellent pilece for a
brief sunmation (especially if one talks to himself as Lenin did there),
.provided you have absorbed the whole. (Did you know that Marx categorically
-forbad the publication of his absolutely magnificent lectura, WYage-Labor
and Capital until after the publication of Capital?. In the subject we're
discussing, Lenin's "definition" of dielectics, all you have to do is com-
pare the single summation of the dlalectic with the 16-point definition
and you will understand at once why brevity will not do when something very
new has to be explained.)

Incidentally, may I ask why you posed nnly two variants -~ 200
pages vs, § 7 Whot about the 27k very brief pages that appear as the
Appendix to the first edition of Marxism.and Freedom? Those 27% "loose"
pages contain nearly the whole of Lenin's #bstract, and, though it does
omit Hegel, cites the paginction in Hegel that Lenin is comment ing upon
so that readers who wigh to grapole with Hegel as well as with Lenin, can
do so.  Moreover, this Abstract has been tried out on workers even before
the publication of Marxism and Frzedom as they were mimeogranhed by us,

. Precisely in order to try them out on workers and students, so that by the
- time M&F was published with this Abstract, workers and students actually
_~begaw to-use some philosophic categories to analyze conditions of labor end
gles -Why- doyou show so little regard. for somé-o@:gg;;&ﬁ ‘
A T e

oIty

oo -

s

! e , R :
7 O.K.. we will follow your procedure and limit curselves to the
g$3pggg;,&og;;gghg;a;o;whacg:hqt=11mitationrcompe11ed you:to write when you

L ”u?ﬁggrgvgtfq;”ggforéediidgnt;;yybetweenothe;Ind!vidualaane::hernive;half

R T e L R s £ S LY L T LS B S B st

oo g .. 7o 'Lhe only way we can know the individual,” you write on p.7;
\5;5;5 Epgougp_thefug;versg;,‘the,cetegory, the mental.idea." . ..o
P A S L L R S Claso- L et I

ir e e c.;You can't possibly. mean.thet. the individual doesn't:exist unless -

7 néan ﬁtter—abbt?éstéph:i§3;;,were,wholly.dependen;-upbn-?thepuniversal",
and could enly serve to Justify the Existentialist claim that their philoso- _
; Py, 8lone. recognizes the uniqueness of -the.individual; his "irreducibility", -

s .. 80d that, as against "today's Marxists!, Existentialism-alone can "reconquer

‘man into Marxism.f.

cucisiporis §f-L)M 8UTe you, know that the individual is the very soul of Marxism;
. that fron.1843 vhen Marx. first broke with bourgeois society; Mary nwver
oo BtoPped reiteration.that "the. individual As-the social. entity';-that; iin
'"';t;agqgng‘tq;h{q.iggQ;,aaaigst,Qﬂpitaldam,-xhe‘fight against :vulgay cosminism,
. .+ M8TX oppoged the counterposition not only .of :the "state .against the-indivi-
G dH{lg;kﬂE»frpedqm¢pq,somégbafﬁﬂbf ebstraction, a "universal"; or, as the
' Communist Manifesto put it; F'The freedom of. the .individual-is-the condition
for the freadom of all," Far from rhe universal “proving" the truth of
the individual, the reverse was the cese.

.I;@évenh,@eqﬁal‘idéé.qf?hi@,thsufo::¥knowledgeﬂ€about;him; thaty.too; would = .
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o Just as Marx never departed from his "new Humanism" concepts
40 years later as he lay dying after he spelied out man's "quest for uni-

‘verselity" in concreteness, transcending Existentislism's wordy rhetoric,
80 Lenin ngver stops stressing that, just as such simnle statements as

- "John is a man" reveals the "identity" (2) of the individual and the
universal, so dialectics as a theory of knowledge, "absolute human know-
ledge", is the process of the development of everyman. Insofar as the re-
lationship of the individual to the universal is concerned, Hegel himself
had phrased it most beautifully: “the individual is free of all thet inter-
feres with its universalism, i.e. freadom.” '

Knowing all this, as L'm sure you do, how could you have written
‘80 sloppily and in the section on Lenin at that? I repeat, it's all due
to your impatience to get to the end, your desire '"to know before you know. (3},
a fear of being a mere follower es if originallty for Marxists starts
tiere instéad of With o restatement for the specific ege, Even Existential-
isitme béen forced to récognize that "independence" (when the problems
sed by Maerx have not yet. .been-resolved and will not until a8 new soclety

oes arise) can mean anything but_a return to oré-Marxism., Therein, pre-
isely, is the genlus ©f Marx, the superiority and “indispensabilit of

‘ialéctical‘philosophy. _ _ Vﬁ4ﬁ}

E _ Now then, for érror to occome a dynamic of truth, what is needed
© “{s'a confrontation, what Hegel called "the suffering of the’negative't, and .
. Lenin 'a“ghedding of over self-confidence. The case'Lenin was refexring to -~ .. [
““Trotaky -=<"came from the type of genius which, in militery terms, saved .
the young workers' state, but would endanger it if exténded t& relations in
~the trade union and politicel fields. Fortunately, we face no such sexrious ' -

Y509 noblems, ‘or dangers. It may even sound fartastic to look at such historic
~"1-34d philosophic developments for illumination on such small matters as L
_"probléms of a study group in Pnjlogphy snd Revoluition. Neverthéless, dialec-

Ui g4 ‘methiodology must become our daily practice, and the problem under discus- -

" “"gion J-"how tg have presented the pewness of our contribution without tak-

- 'ing & shortcut through abbreviations and "definitions" of ‘others on dialectic,

“"“ddescall for historic confrontstions rather than pregenting-the’new:at the ...~

“‘tatlend: "DunayevekKayz is suggesting that 'Absolutes as new beginnings' is -
"l i 'ghe one ‘to Yook at‘for-our time." Period, End, ‘The time has been spent .

:""on thHe abbreviations which ted to ‘errors, and now there is nothing to do ™ . .~
- 'but say “if we don't begim, who will?" -(p.-12). -~ - 0 -

That, Dick, ig where you should have begun. Let's dive ianto the o -
confrontation: by answering, vhat, specifically, philosophicelly, marks off | / 5"3'4-
' Gii¥ age (£rom) that. of Lenin., ‘By the time of the collapse of the Second In- L
'*’Efﬁ%torgal',"'l_.ehin; was sufficiently disgugted with "materialists" to stand %

. ip ‘awe’ of Widéalist" dialectics and write: "Cognition not only reflacts the :
“#'Wo¥1d; ‘but creatés 4t."  Yet this isn't whot he developed. That task is ours.

. "."':ﬂiis"iihs,' "as ‘you'well know, tranaformetion into opposite. To us, who' have

vt dved ‘Ehrough “Stalinism to spesk of transformation .intof opposite, could only

i ‘gvoke Fhe' Bnswers "So what else 1a new?” What was fewiwas that the death
“'ogStalin 11fted an incubus from the minds of workers and ‘intelledtusls,

v




but first of all and most seriousty,’ rom workers. And precisely%use
workers were girding for actual r olutionary stru ' revolutionary in-
tellectuals po langer feared the —Wﬁéﬁl but..begin_seeing
, it’.,_.Ltls_tead,@s‘EﬁeL"—”—?-’et‘e cone versdl. That is to say, the new in the '
R O 1 "Zﬂbsolute as a"unity of theory and Ppractice was that it was being disclosed
_ ‘/ 28 a movement from practice that was on its way both to theory and a rew
’ "

. soclety,

T . ey .
f; This is what I discovered in Hegel's Absolutes in’@%ﬁ, a few
: weeks before the first revott from under totalitarianism in erlin on

June 17th, which had PUC an end not only to the myth of Stalinismt's invin.
cibility but to the capitalist democracy's myth of "brainwashing".
wag the historic breakthrough to that which séparates one era -- Lenin's --
7 and another -- ourz%t proved to be the point of division e
> state-capitalist tén ¢y which I ¢o-founded and which had been ing” et .
/the,task of trying to bresk down that "last chapter" in Hegel, recogni
L was task for our age, but collansing ag it was being concretize

]

D . I&s_'f'i'rst coneretization was Marxism and Free.dém. Phi

" Revolution ‘begins where M&F left off by having si‘ngled out Marxist-Humanism
8s the philosophy of our ége, and the American roots, with black as a new
dimension, the parallel of the Hungarien Revolution. Philosophy and
Revolution/be ins. whare M&F left off’ and what we are al1] developing-as.our

_~theoretic prepa ration._mwmq%qmwrthe Sstrictly
" philogophic’ pfdl:@lgmqA._l_h,‘_é_,cqmpr‘,‘ehensivéneq,sl never dttempted before, and,
o3 20,508 other hand, WEccnomic Reolity and the Dislectics of Liberatjon®
5. PRESTing in. g0 Verled, ‘contradictory forms es to fail to measurs up to the
hallenges of theera, ("7 - T T T Cee

SR Nt e g e s . LT e, [ " S
veni 1o, You told 'me “thar some ‘Buropean comrades 2gree, more or less, with
“that pa : ' !

‘that

Yo ted {2 P ES P I ; ;L L B
‘|'~‘::.- P :rt three, but ask: why the circuitous roed to get to those conclu-

. 8lona? " Yhat's so néw about the rich getting richer and the poor poorer?
mpiric s dlway§ produced just such blindr onerete -- con-

féte in the Hggej Lisn sénse-of - ;,lje/uhcr d “riot ‘in the ordinary sense of

- --‘a‘.":'{g:-.t"i';ﬁg!bj:\é!i . Thus, to, this-day;  scholars Mpro that Lenin's

~.o Imperialism was "not ‘an original we but—rerety @R update of what the

Aiberal economist .. Hobson, .had done a decade before Lenin. "All" Lenin was

osed.to bave done wis © have grafted “a priovitpo -1cal™x ;

ective economic statt ticg," { With such type of. "objectivity",
ncluding Fevolutionariés, become magters at faghioning blindegs

‘to shield agninst all philosophic Ffoundation other then bite size, as well

. 'ag' Against the process of working out revolutjonafy-theory. .. ..
- . ; ', A .- T - - __.“__‘__,__.-—-—-' . .

NI, Theresultiathnt "fa&)té“,' ;l‘!elrf'm'in suspended in mid-air,. Ehér

p;;.,,,':;;,’"f'ﬁ;}ﬁ,btié_cft‘{i"-r 1.e. the forces . of revolution,remsin either unidentified or
i g}jg;lgaly identified, and we. end up with still one other defeat -~ or the fan-
vin i SABMABOTIA Of An academic 1ike Marcuse who now excludes the proletariat,
‘,_;_,,“_,btg!'-,_i,'yelrcpqlq ‘the lumpen as, the "ravolutionary force", apoints a "hiologica
o1 ABOMIATIEY along with the youth, indeed.-invegts a wh&"ﬁmh-
L, Eion for '§§qﬂiﬁli,ﬂm'_"m?jvfthfan" netin | creative_force of tha_youig.
: radicals ‘gea 'in Cuba, in the guerrm't-?zj?:u the Thlnese cultural Tevplu-
o™ (An Egsay of b 8FALton) T T

A
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. Or we are confronted with the opposite side of this eclecticism,
‘dogmatism, which refuses to recognize enything that doesn’t bow to "the
vanguard Party”, whether or ndt that did anything revolutionary. In this
bowing to the "Party" there is no difference, as we saw all over agein

in France in Spring, 1968, between the Stalinists who played a counter-
revolutionary role, and the Trotskyists who fought the Stelinists.

——y t [ —
’ﬁndftﬁg/spposite”oﬁ-:his -= the glorifjcation of spontangity--~
thit hag purged itself not just of elitism{ Hut of philosophy & la Daniel
ohn-Bendit, who thinks he cen nick up theory “en route" «- only to end in
"plagiarizing” (his word, not mine) the rabid, discredited, nrofessional
-anti-Leninist , Chaulieu. (See Obsolete Communism.) R

k“‘-+~——"‘7“_fﬁ place, then, of a1l these who_indulge in what Hegel hss pro-
foundly analyzed as&ﬁthﬁ\g;iégrar_,cAprJggmgf_gzgphetic utterance” what
~ we say is needed is some rﬁ“%atience, sericusness #nd suffering of
the negative" which is what Philosnohy and Revolution invites its co-authors
to do. I trust, therefore, that you will allow me to conclude with a
btief summation of that most difficult first chapter which, as all new be-

S inningafzfif;;een'so troublesome not juat to you, but to the whole organi-
Sruten Burso The. thr€e forms—of  the Absolute _in Hegel -- Absolute Knowledge as
. therunity o@WsM PHENOMENOLOGY ' OF- MIND;

e nrthe: Abselute .ﬁea;aa@yeﬁﬁm&& .and practice 13_1‘:'[\}_5(;13“63—95

.. 'LOGIC; and Absolute NTnd as théwunity of tha Lndividusl and wiversal
in PHILOSOPHY OF MIND -- are approached as ne cause our 8ge

.. intofvabsdlotes” sees something in themathet*HegeI”jubt?éuéﬁsé& at end yet, as
_+ o ingeniusj/icaughts in' theair of the epoch -of the French.Revolution,” ~This,
thoughanreligious men; the ends the"PHENOMENOLOGY' by a '%Golg :Abgolute
=i Spirit",dthat is to say,/-to use & contemporary éxpression”  dedtl,
© . ieBbilosophy: whigh hss:been elévated above’ religion-has ‘reache
" howgver;/whenit ‘unites with HIStor T When the remepBTATCE O
riidiséloges Ma new world”-imbedded in the present, an ~#therefo
i thro“God his own Infinitide," R e
R T R e S - PN R )
: o Marx, who hit out sharply against any "Absolute", nevertheiess
~ stressed that Hegel, heving grasped alienation a8s_process labor as_self- "X/
¢ ibecoming ; vactually createéd the dialectic not only as method but as a Titiqye -;

[N

e e

D

“which, howevef, is’enveloped-in "mystical form"and therefs

: orical meterialfsm to disclose, Whet we did that wais ‘new;and. eoutd "
ily‘been seen_in Our’era, was to grasp the division in the problems L
.with befo¥e and -after)the Revoiution, in Hegel's case,” the Eyengh

Lot

2dlﬁuion;-infour:caae,'t'g Russign Revolution, " i -

' e WL o FECR RN AR . o, . -t v "; ) .
/e i o What' we had ‘singled: out £s new in the Absolute Idea tn SCIENCE oF
/LOGIC: wea' the manner :in-which the second negativity becomes “the turning
» point-of the movement: of the Notion ... for the transcendence of "the ‘bpposi-
~tion between Notion and Reality, and that unity which is the truth, ‘résts

opon subjectivity alone." With the birth of a new, third world, the ques-

. tion that had to be solved was: is the new subject of revol fon to b .

found only in_the African-Asian-Letin Amarican ravalutionqiié}' y including L
“in "subjectivity” not only force of revolution, but algo thedry in histoszﬂg“;, ‘

———rm o —
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whereby
tontinuity, /ue retain both the proletariat:in technologically advanced

lands, as well asg the Marxist-Humenism they brought anew unto the historic
stege. . -

- . When Lenin finished reading the Science of Logic, he ended his
analysis by stressing that Hegel, in having the logical idea turn to
Nature, was stretching "a hand to materislism”, and that therefore, the
remaining paragraph was unimportant. Back in 1953, when I First broke
through on the Absolute Ldea, I at once took issue with that, inststing that
we who had suffered through Stalinism couldn't so dismiss that last para-
graph in which Hegel heaps praige on freedom, upon the Idea "that freely
releases itself", "hecomes utterly free" so that the Yexternality " of its
release in Nature is but a step in its return to the "Philosophy of Spirit®
where it will first "perfect its liberation™, In a word, we are again

uch more concrete for our age than for Lenin was Lenin's

-on the question of cognition “creating the world."

Moreover, Lenin didn't follow Hegel into the Phjlosoph of Mind,
Marx, who did, left the analysis unfinighed as he pursued his thoroughly’

- original discovery of Higtorical Materialism, it did, of course, reappear
48 he split the Absolute into two in Cabitel. But where it concerned
"direct" contact with Hegel 25 the latter was tracing a process, a philo-

- Bophic process, Marx- happened to have broken off after he reached paragraph

; »384, though I didn't know this in the exhilaration over Stalin's death,

- when I;choqe‘to-begin my anslysis of the Phjlosophy of Mind with paragraph

i ;;‘3.85."r=

: ﬁg‘r;dz s J;,'.l“t;ge;.wh_olle{pz_:in;_is:t:hai:_-ee:;.:h_--age has,aatask,wand:the’drive;~the
,-8elf-moyement,, from practice end.from theor ,¢3udden1y.makesrone:seeapojnts,
-EEJ;iﬁg§t¢§1;ygiggg;onq-fpr_thg;tgsksh;hatgcqnf:ontﬁthat‘epoch,reven‘frquso -
gﬁ~§§§@1981¥gclo§ed§n'?on;ological,sys;ém";aa‘Hégglis.u:The‘trunh.is}that‘it
#1:0-W88 8t that point. that Hegel .had reasched the unity.of the- Individual-and
1:s,the Universal in.a way that it,seemedvno.problem,atpallgto,dgpartvfrom
o gcHegel whg,qqgﬁ:;hekphilqsophér'dslyardstick»ﬁor,@gqsuring"tﬁé‘development
. mankind,vwhere the true Subject is the mass in motion. - .But. without this
nternal dialectic $t would have been impossible to work out the concrete
V.universal, . b . L

. el r R o .
TN FE RS : : - Dy cii fr

a v BEoceten s et ) T 4 . Con e ‘,:‘.
:NQ§Qf@IIy;'th1§‘caﬂnqt be acﬁievadﬁ}n théﬂght alone, ;;Naturally
" Actions alone.can reconstruct society on new.bgginningg,_ppn'end the
" nggéhigtprx,qf.manind“,;yatqrally Marx's concept -of Eraxisz--.che:activity_,
ﬂququn,,mental,gndamanuat -= and not Hegel's "Absolutes™, contains the o
-answer, ;. But .evéryoné from Marxists Lo anarchists never -tire of speaking
of praxis without ever, .at least not since 1917, achieving a gocial revolu--
tion, So 2 ngw b ginning, a,nau\gp{sﬁ of-departure, a ne unity of’ _
Y ElthEESQEhY.ﬂﬁﬁffaiéfﬁglon must be worked ou y.and it is th s We invite all
«7E0. WD U8 achieve: 86 That freedom finally: becomes reelity. - Now that we
in-ruBR€, LY to eye, let's begin again wikh a view to finishing the book this

EReny ¥yt

L yesryy .
SEOT T L e, . : : -
- Yours,
RATA
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FOOTNOTES:

(1) 1 am using Lerin's own title, Abstract of Hegel’s Sclence of Logic,
in order to stress that I am dealing with this, and only this, work because
it is this, and only this, which discloses the break in Lenin's own philo-
sophic development, What the Stalinists call Philosophic Notebooks (Vol.38
of Lenin's Collected Works) contains, besides this Abstract, a typical :
- hodge podge of anything philosophical Lenin wrote, except, of course, the

. overly touted and whole book by itself, Materialiam and Empirio-Criticism.
Neither the latter nor Vol. 38 makes it possible to see how Lenin changed.
To this day there hag been no work, or a good-sized article, thst has graopled
with Lenin's philosophic break., Trotskyists, as well as Stalnists, are all
too anxious to take undue advantage of the fact that Lenin made "only notes
for himself" as he read Hegel, and "therefore" there has been no break in
Lenin. ‘Academics play the same game.

(2) Your formulations on the ategory,(iﬁéﬁg&gy, are impreciseu First,
insofar as the relationshin of opposites are concerned, there is, of course,
not only identity of opposites, and unity of opposites, and transformation
into .opposite, But alse.strugsie-of oppo s. Each has a distinct meaning
and none .is. Thigher" than the other; the specificity of. the stage of develop-
-mént, of crisis, determines identity's "height”. But, secondly, and.in this
case,: more-importantly, the category, as category, -- that -is to-.say, when

-.mqit.1s_not;related;tofthe-very.high.stages;of:opppé{tes . 1agof;a:rath§r_low_
..calibre. Thus, in.the Doctrine of Essence, .the three governing-.cetegories -

are ldentity, Difference, Contradiction, with Identity as the lowest and -
Contradiction as the highest. In a word, you shouldn't have defined identity
‘abstractly, but only in relationship to whatever was the issue in question.
I cannot go into it any further here.

(3) "To know before you know" is the phrase Marx used against political
economy when It asked to know the conclusion before knowing the process by
_which one arrived at the conclusion. To this day, not only bourgeois
ideologists, but many radicels, expect the conclusion to be stated -- in the

intiffgffigﬂi—""‘h"“ T T
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\“f?i\Johnsan'made it impossible to publish the original letters (May 12 and

May 20, 1953) on the Absolute Idea not only by himself refusing to discuss
,them and stopping Ria Stone from continuing with her complimentary letters
on them that she had written when she wes away from him, but also because
he had singled out for attention, not the revolutionary forces striving to
e born, but the gounter-revolutjonary phenomena ~-- the Ahebs, Hitlers,
talins, It happens that at the moment he happened to be leaving the
ountry andpreferred not to reveal his political i{dentity, and to keep -
s literary image kosher. Soon thereafter the glass enemy chose to open
amgttack on the Tendency whereupon he chose, from his safe English haven,

e

We did, however, once we were free and able to establish NEWS & LE”TLR

1ish the first English transletion of Lenin's Philosophic Notebooks (The-
bstract. that is,of Hegel's Science of Logic) as well &s the Letters on

[
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the Absolute Idea. It turned out to be our very first "best gsellex",

Perhaps we should try to reproduce those letters since they are out of

print and they do have a historic value, though we have developed a great
" deal more contrately with Philosophy and Revolution.

I should alsa add thre C.L.R. James is busy rewriting history,

is signing, as an individual, documents written, signed and published

as "Johnson-Forest". I just saw an advertisement by the "Facing Reality"

group dbout a "forthcoming® publicetion: State-Capitalism and World Revolu-

tion "by C.L.R.James". This is the second ‘tine he hag tampered with the

authorship of that historic 1950 document original anded in to the SWP

by our temdency. The firgt tampering occg:rg_@;iv@uhqn it su 1y

appeared in England with a new preface and(a list f signatories, a
-/’:;Egle;ongmgxceptJJQ&L_Johnson—himsetﬁ;"had-anythiﬂg to do either—in-crest- =~
- % the tendency or even agreeing with it, For example, Chaulieu was a

bureaucratic collectivist, not o state-capitalist theoret icisn., The others,

too, 'soon "disappeared®, ‘ ' ' '

‘ - We are taking steps to preserve historic authenticity, The
- f¥ieénds should use ‘this knowledge, and the footnote in the Afro-Asian pam-
-~ phlet:on the 'quastion:of Johnson's apologia for Nkrumah, should they sud-
BT rdenly be:confronted with other disguises’of what 'was once a state-ceplitalist
U nwiveendency bit hss, after thé split, disintegrated-into nationalism, non-

el v iMEPRkiSm] “and now'claima to be-Marxist, "grouped around author:C.L.R, James";, . . .

“ag‘Martin!Glaberman:last defined 1t in the:Guardiar, - B
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