Nov. 3, 1967

Dear Frienda:

The attached chapter, Leecn Sroisky as & Theoreticlan, is from Part III,
entitled Alternatives, which will deal with Trotslylem on the one hand and, on
the other hand, Existentialism. In a word, it gives various anslyses by Marxiats
and non-Marxd.sts who try to £ill the void left by Lenin'as d=ath. If you will
remember, Fart II dealt with Hegel, Marx, and should bave eunded with Lenin. I
left it out because, in essense you already have this in the Chapter in Marxism
end Freedom, snd again in the pamphiet State Capitaliem end Marx's Humanism.

What I an trying to say is that I em trying to 4o ihe new chapiers First and leav-
- ing those that are done in one form or snother for a different stage.

What I will next attempt to do will be Part I, the objective world
sltuation. Meanwhile, each local will have to male -coples of the cheplter cn
Protskyism and set a discusolon date for it, Give yourselves approximately &
month, FPlease tepe the discussion and pend 1% to me, "This does not mean thet

_you have to walt for the discussion before you write to me yocur individusl .com-
ments. If there is one thing I sm not “absent" from; i% is the book, end it is
the one subject upon which I am alvays ready to comm.:nicata. )

Yours,

RAYA

I' should have also ancluded a.iesk —- & truly original.piece of philosophilc workt -
which eech of you can try to graprle with and thus "outguesa" me. The chapher on
Trotaly was to bave euded with a ssction which compared what, politically, Isnin
called Trotslky's sdministrative mentality, end what, it appeers Lo me, Hegel would
have called "intultional idesliem", or the thinrd athitude t6 objsetlvity. You
will find in THE IOGIC OF HEGEL. (Encyclopaedia of Phllosophical Sciences, or that
which is "populariy" referred to as the "Smaller Iogic" to distinguish it from the
SCIMCE OF LOGIC or the "Iarger Iuogic") that, besides the Introduction, it has 3
other chapters that do not appear in the larger work., Theae 5 (chapters 3, 4 and
5) are devoted to various attitudes to objectivity, of which the 3rd "Immediate
or Intuitive Knowledge" is the most difficult to comprehend and most relevant for
us since intuition here is not Just faith; it cemes after we have already gone
through both empiricism and the critical or Xantien rhilsophy which accept soclence
and philosophy and yet, instesd of the movepont of thought having ther go toward
dialectics or Hegelianism, it hes retrogressed to intultion, falth, separation of
thought from objects The point is both: how could it have gone backwards? and
how could he —— Kant and Jacobi, especially the latter —~ accapt both the one and
the other? If Hegel himself goncludes that he is "astonished" where Kant stopped
after he had gone so far, you can guess it is no easy matter to work out. But

it is a challenge. This book on the Logic is a great deal easier to read than
the Science and so go ahead and test yourselves, You will get no "soluticn" from
me, because, as I nentioned above, I go next Lo Fart I of PHILOSCPHY AND REVO-

IUTION.
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REYA TO MINE O THE FARXIAN CATECORTES
December 21, 1967
Dear ¥Milie:

Hegel remains correct even where it is such & "personal” matter as
getiing you to write theoretically--the stimulaticn of opposition works every
time. It is a shame, to0o; considering you dioplay such great talent in posing
the theoreticel questions, you should definitely have written before, By talent
I mean the fact that you could find your way out of the fog of lbre's absolute
sectarianism (or, to put it philosophically, the "fixed particuler"* which
paralyzes you abmsolutely from coneretizing the wmiversal of socialism; which
1s exactly what happened not only to Trotaly but to Iuxemburg, though for
dlfferent reasons), and succincetly rephrase it intc three gquestions. Singe all
three as well as the preliminary restatement of Marc's position revolve around
what "Subject" means not only philosophically but politically and even action~
wise, I will begin with that znd relate it to your first question about “oxactly
»hy the contradiction in capitalism resulis from 'the preponderance of constent
copital over varieble.!  What is the internal cause of capitalist crials?"

Tou must realize thet the veryeatagories of constant and veriable
capital-~tarx's originals--is related to Subject. By creating these terms as
. ageinst thoss used by bourgeoir economics~—fixed and circulating capitale—
lkeex was saying two things simultaneously: (1) It is not a technical (or what
you, Mike, call "internal! hecause, I suppose, that is what Marc called them)
problem; it is not & question as to vhether capital is "fixed" like means of
productinn, is the immovable property, or circulates like money. The real
suestion is does it, can it cede value, surplug value, unpaid hours of con-~
£zaled labor? (2) Vell, neither means of production nor rew mALeriels nor
money for that matter creates value; whatever went into the production of
either the means of production, raw materimls, etc., etc., is transferred,
trangferred but not incressed in value as, bit by bit, parts of ite velue is
put into the new comrodity. In & word, if a machine lamts 10 years, its
wear and tear has to be accounted For in the products, commodities produced
by 1%, but its own value has alremdybeen "fixed" by the process of production
which produced it. "So, in fact, all these erc constant in value; they are
constant, or, to opesk "vulgarly" cost vhatever labor was put into it. On the
"other hand, living labor (which | appears in capitalist-eyves as variable capitsl
recause it, too, belongs to the capitalist) that is the one and only commodity
&% 211 the millions that exchange daily that does undergo a CHANGE IN WAGNITUDE
because you, the capitalist, extract many wnpsid hours of labor, but it is not
a things Uit" is n living person, it produces all your values, including your
surplus values,

Not only that, Since that little commodity, labor power, that you buy
is buried under that great fetishism of commodities which "reifies" people, that
is %o say, transforms people into things, becomes both & “chemical! that dissclves
all the many particular, specific kinds of concrete labor into but one mass of
abetract labor, and yeit cannot be killed off, remains alive, is Subject, con-
tains within itself all the contradictions of your ayatem, and is the cne and
only that can resolve the contradictions by overfurming the very mode ¢f your
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production, here is what happons to YOU, Mr, Moneybags: (a) you think you re smart © -

by baving to depend less and less on that rebellious person,; those "refractory
hands", the variable capital, and (b) putting more into dead lehor, constant capital
those lovely machines that you think is the golden goose that lays all the golden
€588y but in faet this preponderance of conustant over variable capital resulis in
(e yeu have less and less of your precious profits, to spealk your lengusge in-
stead of the seientific one of values and surplus values. Ah yes, I can hear you
laugh sinee the mess of prorits are so much with mass production and greater
machines "the automaton" you worship so. But the truth is that the rate of pro-
fit has gone down all the time and it is the expectation of ever greater rates
that makes you invest, expand, etc. And, my dear stupld fellow, you cannot expand
that rate of profit if you keep using less and lese of living laboxr relative to
greater and greater investments 4in machines for you cannot suck surplus out of
your constent capital but enly out of variable capitel, you ean suck blocd (whit
you call profits and gold) out of living people, not dead.

How I will admit, 4t 48 cnly a. tendency to a decline in the rate of pro-
fit, and there are many countaracting tendencies, games you. play on the market,
home and abroad, but the greatnecs about economic laws, those little objective
factors in behavior, is their pergistence of appearsnce. So, if you'll stop
dismlssing these appearances as mere show; accidents, next time you'll kmow better,
you will note this about your own history: ' '

(1) Crises were born with capitelist production established as factory
production. RBefore 1825, your first general crises, no one had ever heard of
suffering from too much produstion: i+t was always searcity that got you into
‘trouble, but here you are suffering from what you cell "“overproducition', ;

- {11) These crises, though, don't come from the market, even though you
think they do because that’ s .where they appear; they come from production, -Zrom
produc ing ever mora c/v O/fv, 0CCOCCC/vvv. I'11 predict that the technologlcal
revolutions which malte a pachine obsoclete in ten Yyears are the actunl cause of
your crises and ycu'll have en ever ever bigger one every ten years or so.

‘ Hew, do you know, that in these years, Mike, no one paid any attention
to “echnological revolutions as having anything to do with crises, or the = -
"internal" causes of crises; it would be all the way ti11 1923 when suddenly
bourgecis economics saw something in Marx's analysis of crises and began to build
" their business cycles on them? But Marx wrote all that in 1867 (in fact it was
1857, 10 years before amctuml publication of cggital) and while the hourgeoinie
. paid no attention to him, the "Marxists" did and the £irst one who said Marx

was all wrong on the crises was Bemstein because no crises appeared on “Mthe
cay it was supposed to. Rosa Iuxemburg rose to the defense of Marx —— but in
fact she saw only "Subject', or rather saw Subject only as force that would
overthrow. capitalism, but not that comething we can learn from them "exactly
how" they mean to resolve these crises, In any case, in the first fight with
Bernstein, Rosa won not only because she posed revolution vs, reform, but,
simply, because the debate was still going strong when the crises came, and
bigger than ever, Vhere Rosa went thoroughly wrong was wot in that casy debate,
but the next time around, o to spealk, when the question posed was not the easy
one for revolutlonariss — revelution va, reform — but the event of World War I
- actually 2 years in advance, 1912, wken capitalism reached a still newer
stage of monopoly and finance, .
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0.K. She vas still a revolulicnary but two tpoientific” matiers she
did not understand: (1) did those little categories, ¢/v, really mean every-
thing; weren't they in fact just-"tecknical" for any means of preduction rnd
means of consumption that would characterize all systems of production; wers
they reelly necessary to Marx; didn't Engels after all edit Vélumes II and III,
meldng & mess of the mass of manusceripts Marx left; shouldlt we the Marxisis
of today look at "reality" (o, that word, Reality, whet a trap for how many
Marxistsl) and see that it is the underdeveloped countries, the non~capitaliatic
cnes that make it possible Ffor capitalism to continue to live. If we depended
enly on ¢/v, we'd have to wait till Doomsday, so it is really the reletionship
of capitalism to non-cepitalism. But being o revolutionary, and fearing that
that too might involve walting for the mood to tum green, she ran cuteide of
"aponomica” and eaild "But long before that hoppens, the revolutlonary
proletariat®, etc., etec. ' :

(2) The question is if she thought that it was a question of cepitelliem
vs. non-capitalism, then the Subject has moved ~- it is the underdeveloped
countries where the peasants are, and the peasant mass should be the revolution-
ary. Ah, no, she wouldn't bave that eltker, Indeed, vhen she first began the
fight apainst Lenin and self-determination of nations — long before the
Accumilation debate -- she was trying to prove to Lenin thaiPoland was really
more advenced than Rumsia, though Russia was the oppresser and FPoland the’
oppreased, and "therefore" one should't fight for national pelf-determination
vhich was "cheuvinistic" as against such great intemationalists as "Marxisis."
™n all cases, whether i1t was a question of markets or some stupldity of absorp-
tion of markets Yinto" the gystem, the resuit 1s the same. In Rosa'ls cage, all
1t ended in was dhai she 'was so utterly removed Trom her Polish masses that
the reactidnary "Socialists" (thei's what Pllsudski orginally was) were for
Poland fighting egainst Soviet Rusesia, (Do please

read azein the chapters both on Capital and on jppearance and Reality e
1losa Iuxemburg in Marxdem and FPreedom, ) . It will never hanpen. that you absorb
"9]1% tor the simple reason that there are not only workers vs. capitalisis
but intra-cepitelist and intra-imperislist rivalries and the "theory"
(I-:autsky‘a) of super-imperialism absorbing all, atc., etc., has long since
boen snswered by.Lenin. ALl we are interested in'is the reality which leais
to revolutions, not in the abstract, but in the concreipand for that you

need people, Subject, so let's return to that, this {ime, not in the relation-
ship to economic categories, but people — prolsetarians, pemsanis, oppressed

peoples, -

_ M¥arx “chose" the proleterint as the force of revolution, and he
rempains the central, but not the only force, He “ohose! him because he vas
both gource of all the capitalist's surplus value and the "subject" who would

trensform soclety since he was strategleally placed in that process of pro-
duction, and organized by it, united, cchesive, etc., ete. _

Then ceme some Narodnild from Russis — they had translated Capital
and tried to make him say it is really the "mir% whilch would produce "Speialism,
Marx wouldn't say so but he seid send me lots of material, let me see the data,
the facts and really I should learn Russian--which he did quite late in life ~
and f£ind out about these volces. The larcdniki gave the Marxists a lot of

+ 4292




-15-

trouble in Rugsin, then a Larxist (Z&aulitch) virote and asked Marx: What did
you really mean? We Jmow the Narodnikti are wrong beceuse Russia iem't escap-
ing capitalism; it's here too; but what did you really mean? Well, poor

Marx, he never had so much trouble writing e letter., He wrote 3 different
versions, sent the briefest and least telling, but pregnant enough with meaning.
It said: well, what I described in Capitsl was capitalism in GB, the mos%
advanced country, etc., e€tc., now in Rusele -~ no one in any cass "must"

follow a tendency —- well IF the mir can tie up with the proletariat; IF

Russia can tie in with advanced Europe; IF the Russiean Revolution can be the
signal, then it indeed could be the venguard.

How Marx mew how to limten to voices g._n_q how tkat became but the
beglining for him- to return to theory and work for the unliy of theory and
practice, You think he said that only ebout Russis? Reed the absolutely
 magnificent articles in the Tribune way dack in the 18505 {just published as
The American Journslism of Marx and B elg, New Americen Library, 56. EQ) and
'sea what he seys on -the Chinese KSVOLUTION (yes, he called it a revolution ),
not the monetrosity of our dzy but the monstrosity of 1653,. Morever, despite
all he had written of the idiocy of rurel life, he thought thooe peasants
could start a hew page of woxld revoluticn: "It would be a curious spectacle
that of China sending disorder into the Western world while the Western
powers,. by English, French and American war steamers, are conveying 'order’
to Shanghai, Narking, and the wouths of the Great Canal. Do these order-
mengering powers, which would attempt to support the wavering Manchu dynasty,
forget that the hatred against foreigners and their exclusion from the
Empire.,...?" Sound today-ish, whkat?

" ¥ow that doesn't mean that he was either an anarchist, or just a
utopisn, or like the guerrilla warfare types chose any old "Subject”", any one
that "dared end dared and dareéd gome more'? Nonsense, The Subject has to be
.objective as well as stbjective, 1t has'to be elemental as well as historical,
and above all, out of his self-development you have to be able, as &
theoreticlan, to mnke explicit what has only been implicit in his actions,
BUT YOU Cannot IECTURE DOHN ‘7O THEN WHETHER YOU ARE JUST & MARC OR AS GREAT
A REVOLUDTIONARY AS ROSA who, after all she sald of revolution and spontanei‘by,
. and proletariat, proletariat, and only proletariat, turmed around when they
actually vere building a new form of orgenlcation -- the Shop Steviards —- and
saild, Well, now, you cannot build duval unions, you must return to the unlcn
gtructure and fight from within, ete., ete.

I cannot go into the current world capitalist econcmy other than to
say its crises has nothing whatever to do with absorption or non-absorption
of non-capitalist world, its crises stem not from merkets but from Automatlon
and wars, and if there is amything Marc is more wrong on, it is %o say that
Just when capitalists have absorbzd all, it would have "no labor regervolix to
draw on for production": Holy ¢ats, if capitelism will have anything -- it is
millions and millions of woilrers out of production. 4nd, far from the natlonal
strugglas "only helping capitalism®, it has not given capitalium a momeni of
peace though it hed won the var, "eveu won the pemce" so far as Eurcpe and the
Marshell Elen was concerned, Who is keeping it in turmoil if it ian't all the
struggles for national liberation from Africa to Ietin America, Alglers to the
Middle Fast, Vietnam to Djibeutl?
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You must develop & method, intermalize the mothod I used in Marxism
and Freedom by studying (next year) all these new lectures on Fhiloscphy and
Revolution, for all any one car give another iz method. It isn't however eny-
thing that can be gotten either through blueprints, formulse, or sciemce, It
requires a lot of hard“iabor, patience, seriousness and suffering of the
negative" but nothing has ever been more needed if we want to overcome not
only capitalism but the regressions of revolutions. Hope this has helped
some,

Yours,
RAYA

* VFixed Particular" is a Hegelien phrace which means you get stuck in thg
form a certain wmiversal came on in historicelly. In the case of Trotsky it
was nationalized property that didn't let him return either to the universal of
sociallam or the concrete of self-activity, of Subject. In the case of Rosa -
Luxemburg it was the opposition to self-determination of peoples because
" rationalism" — the fixed particuler -- was Ybelow" internationalism, Marc

- went as fer as refusing to participate in the Resistance movement in France.
‘Where such "'fived particulars" aren't sheer escapism from actusl activity,
1% is nevertheless an absolutely paralyzing force, ‘ ’




CO\‘“ERII_EG ID0THR TEATACCOMPANILD ROUGH DRAFT OF PART I OF FHILOSOFHY
AND REVOTUTIUR < "ECQIOMIC REALITT AYD ‘TIE DIATECTII® OF LIBERADICNM

Dear Friends,

Here, finally, is part I. Or is 1t? The question mark refers,
however, only to the enumeration ard not to the content. It should,
besides the sections on the technologically underdeveloped and techno-
logleally developed countries, hove still a third section, ewpecially
devoted to China as to whether that is the alternative path. However,
I have written so ruch en China, and you are ss well acquainted with -
the analysis of it, that I deciced not to write & new section just now,

Instead, I am including a new part that will probably revert
back to the Vhy Hegel? Vhy How? part. I would like to explain why thio
so~called "missing link" has presently beewy written. Originally, I Lad
thought that, in view of the Pact that t}:ip Grundrisse is available ooy
in, German, whereas my book is directed » m2inly, to the American workexr
and student, that the sbbreviated. form in vhich I -referred to it iw the
Chapter on liarx ves sufficient. Two things changed my mind. One is the
fact that <br most cogent topic of our day -- the Third Vorld —- connes
" be fully understood if all the myths about what Marx s2id or did not sey
on the Peasmiiry, wiat he did er did not oey on "Oriental Despotism', '
and vhat ke said 2ad 644 not eny on tha "priority" of revelutions in
induatrialized couniclies as against “baclkward® ones, from Russia to
China, were cleared avay. Secondly, that section of the Grundrisse has
finally been publisacd under the title Pre-Capdtalist Economic Formeticns
which you can get from the Internstional Publishers for 51.95, and any-
one who doesn't have it, showld immediately rush 4o get it. It is i
soms of ke most beawtlful writing Harx evar pehned; #8 you can sec frop
"the Frontispiece whach accompanies this chapter. ’

" Pinally, we must also consider the sudden Tame that has come +to
Herbert karcuse with (ne Dimensional Man, or at least ay One Dimensional -
i3 understood by the so-called Hew LoTt. Anything at all that makes things
"easy® — from guerrila warfare to psychedelic ‘posters - is preferable
to some as a substitute for "the labor, the ratience; the seriousness,

‘the suffering of the negative," that is demanded by both Hegel und,
above all, by the urgency of the times, the need to resolve contra-
dictions rather than to compound them, and laying the foundations for a
totally new soclety, beginning, ending and never deviating from human
power, "in and for iteelf". : ‘

This will be the last part that you will be getting before the
convention itself, from now on I will rework, more or less alone. I
viould, hovever, like to get disoussion en this no later than Vay.

Yours,
Raya

March 19, 1968




RAYA 70 ATANW

May G, 1968

Dear Alan,

Because T was impresced with the seriousness of your critigue of
the rough draft of my work, "Economic Reality and the Dialectics of
Liberation", I hurried at once to acimovledge rece
its publication, although I had no time at the mom )
pointe you raised. ITow that I have & fres moment I wish 4o analvze
vhat you call the "uneanny structure" ang I call the self-movement of
the subject matter., I do 10t -mean to say that I have succeeded in giv-
ing precice expressior to the dislectic emerging from the subject under
discumsioh. Rather, what I am saying 1s that, unless a critic compares
resulls with aime,’ emitic and author are likely to talk different
languages. The peint- is to see that we do understand each other.

Your thesis secms to be tbat "in ite present form, the chapter
saems to offer litile that is vot Imown about the Third orld to aven
the most cursory. obuerver of the sitvation." Iay I ask: who, in dis-
cuseing the subject, holds that the tragedy of the Aifrican Revolutions
.15 due neither io neo-colonielism alone, nor to internal corruption
alone, and tkat, therefore, vhat is needed is to worl: out the reletion-
ship between the.compelling'ob;jectivo forces and ruling ideclogles or
the East and Viest, on the.one hand, and the mass quest for universality,
on the other hand? ' I Imow none but myself. : P .

" Wote, pleasc, that both tho objective forces and the ruling
.1deologies (used in the etrict Marxian senge of Falge consciousness)
are put to one pide, while the proletarian ("mass") - peasant atriving
is placed at the opposite pole. fThis means that on the side of philo-
sorhy and revolution stand the massea and orly the masses vhile a
question merk is placed over the leadership of thess,masses,_. as is clear
from my conotant ropetition of ths isolation of these leaders from the
hasses the day after the revolution, ‘ '

leader of revoluticn has faced that which firut appeared with the Rusosian
Revolution -- the division between loaders and masoes the day after the
revolution; the administrative mentality that then overcame even the
most theoretical of Bolshevilg (Like Bultharin)who were mll too eager to
once again make “objects" of these subjects of ravolution: Ythe magses, "
For yeers vie argued with Trotelylste, Stalinists -- and, yea, anarchists
and syndicalists on the question. ‘then it comes o the question of the
Third Torld we hava entirely new typee of revolutionaries and we vish

to poos that crucial question Ziot as 1f they must bear the brunt of

Thet hea beoh heppening cver eince the death of Lenin is that no
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the past, but, rather, on the besis of the new reality,

You dismiss the new reality -— isolation of the leaders from
the masses, the Very ones who made the revolution. You dismiss the
actuality as a "may have been." You say, "Amen®, to my analyels of
the compelling objective forcen, but vhat you do is the very opposite
for you indulge yourself in a lint of Yprobablea, ranging from plote
by CI4 agents to international errtels "gangingup’ on Ghana, This _
substitution of subjectivity for objeetivity reaches 1ts clinm: when
you tale official Soviet figures (used by me merely to show thet,
relatively even those show that Kr. Big -- the 5.U, — gets bigger
and bigger while the satellites vegetate, even as do the dcecolonized
around the former colonial power ) co arrive at some uvnfounded con-
clusions. fTo wit, that the Third World could show a comparable phe-
nomenal growth “even without a massive infusion of capital." This
flies not only in the Tace of reality but alse in thé face of such
non-comparables as a pre-revolutlonary Russia, occcupying one-sixth
of the world's space, some 200 million ‘people, and, though techno-
logienlly baclward 88 compared to Vestern Europe or the Us, still
one of the biggest empires on eartl, on the one hand, with such tiny
newly-decolonized states a3 Ghana or Guinea, on the other hand.

I em beleboring the obvious not in order to win a “debater's

s but in oxder to €9t you becic to the subject in dispute —
the relationship of ration 0 economic reality
as 1t appeared in For. that problen--

energizing principle’ -- the maes
quest for universality, the Third Verld fight Tor freedom, total
freedom, that is to say, one that refuses 1o subordinate the fight
ageinst class structure kithin a country to any "iwo camp theory! as
if the struggle betweon Eoot" and "Megth is the one that will liberate
the "iretched of the Zarth." ’

To get back to the point at lgsue, the task History lao get for
our age, our age and none other, permit me, dear flan, to ask you some
more "who's", I begon oy comments on your thesis by aslting who(except
Marxist-lumenists) roses the questions relating o the Third World in
a viay that, both objeetively and subjectively, takes its point of
departure and retum from wherc the maeces are -- vhat they do, what
they think, how they propose to solve the contradictions, ineluding
those between leaders and ronks, intellectuals and worlters? May I cdd:
(1) vno (except ug) holde that to plan or not to plan is zo longer the
pivotal question? (2) Uho (except us) holds that effluence notwlthe.
standing, not only do the poor countries get poorer and the rich richer,
but within tha technologically advanced countries the erises deepen
sinee even the good old capitalistic prineiple (=0 profoundly analyzed
by Marx es the 1ifeblood of capitalistic "progress") of new economic
growth made poooile on the basis of the desiruection of capital only
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lozds to: (u) unprecedented militarization; (b) chronic poverty* and
unemployment, (thousgh attenusted Zrom Depression days, it ie?Brmr'a. ic
that it peems impossible to sheke it off even at its most affluent
points; {c) planning even where denied, l.e., under privato capitelism,
{whether this be DeGaulle's Fronce or USA) on the one hand, and plan-
ning wherc admitted (both in "soeialist' countries and in the Third
Vorld) equally helplese to resolve the fundamental contradictions of
capltalism, private and ctate, since the law of value cannot be abro-
Eated except through a total reorganization of relations of production
at the point of production? ‘

You glossed cver asking these questionn, much lesy looking for
the answeras, by, on the one hand, gouing into semantles ratlier than
facing the reality of the human factor, and, on the other hand, by
asking your own "vwho': "o is this 'it' who has o totally different
concept of a human zocinl order?! Pinally, what is meant by the'strugrle
to breal from the povering law of value operative in the worléd market'?
This seems fto imply some sort of transcendence of objective reality!"

" 0.K, let's begin where you ere. The "ii%, the "dominating force

which governs elso the atill Fluid situation in the underdeveloped
- cowntries as agningt.the malaise in the devoloped countries" (P. 6, not

«_ 5y incidentally) is the human being, the mass force, the masses nob
only as physieal feree but "ag Reason” to uee Lenin's expression. You
Imew that all along, didn't you? But if you had admitted that, bad
grermar notwithstanding, you kmew all along that the human factor iz .
. the governing factor, is the social vision, i5 not only the future, but
Jhe present, then, firsi, you.could not have rated the Soviet Union
quite so high, quite oo @ifferent from the Us, and, second, the answer
tie your question about how to brealr the law of velue, would likewise be
obvious: T HULAN BEING.. And, in coneclusion, instead of putting an
exclamation point alongside the allegedly impoesible "transcendenco of
objective reality”, you would have snswered: But, of course, only when
human beings, the oppresssd huran beingo whe create all velues, trans-
form themcelves from tie sourco of value and surplus value into the
SUBJZCT WHICH the dav after the revolution would abolish, or begin
abolishing, the division botween Wotion and Reality, between Subject and -
Object, between Theory and Tractice, -between Philosophy and Revolution,
between Hentel and Manual Iabor, and reconstitute the wholeness of the
human being, thus putting an end 1o what Marx called "the pre-higtory!
of humanity so that (his and hers, but not its any more) true history
can first begin and the new human dimension unfold.

This la what is known, in Hegelian terminology, ae the second
negation. (The first is "mere" overthrow of capitalism which loocks so
hard belfore the revolution, but the day after, that vanishes as a pro-
blem, and the second negation is whot one must embark on.) In Marxisn
teorms, it means the ahrogation of the law of value, the beginning of a
new unity of mental and manual labor, of which very nearly nothing is
lmovn. Ilistorically, once the Paris Commune showed larx that the whole
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Tetishism of coumodities, o value, is ail in the form, the value-form
which not onmly hides the exploitation of man by mon, bui, sbove all, iz
the fentaetic Porm which is the reality of dead ldbor dominating livinz,
of transforming the living vorker into an appendege to a machine, of
making persons inte thinzs -~ once all that became crystal elear to
Farx, he summed up the heroism and achievements -- all the achievements
of the Parie Commame —- in the simple statement that the greatest thing
about the Commme was "its owm working existence," :

But there was no chemes +o concratize that abrogaticn of the

law of velue" other 4han stating  that "freely associated labor! vould
decide everything since (1) “the law of value is & law of the world
merket wherees the Commnme existed iy a single city, and (2) it lasted
only 2 monthe whereas that is a protracted end most difficult strusple )
fdl of 2ll sorts of laprcs and vhat Tenin called higtorieal deformatiors.
But Lenin did live to see a successful proletarion revelution in a
vhole nation whizh, at his death, had lasted aix years. He therefore
had.a greater historie experience and he conluded that (1) whereas
that abrogation of velue can begin on a nationsl level, it cammot fulrill
itsell wilegs 1t will be doné on an intermnational. level; (2) vhile -
vworking for the world revolution, the single revolution cannot rest gtill:
but mst prove itself in the lives, vonditions of vorlting of the most

- lowly paid, do the hoaviest work, and (3) so sdmplitying the affairs
of state thot ony worker can and does do then so that "all become buresnw
crats and therefore hone are. Iinally, and not by any means leest,
Lenin left a %ill in which he not only esked for the removal of Stalin,
nor only peinted to the administrative wentality of.Trotely, but zlso
said’ that the most beloved of all the Party and iis grestest 'théoreticmn,
Bultharin, Juet"didn't widerstand the dialectic,t .

_ (411 this e telten up in State-Capitalism and Marxist-Hemanisa,
and, as I pointed out at end of section 1 of Ch, 1, will become part

of this chapter on econcmic reality and dialeciies of liberation. Note
also, please, that the chapter 1s also to inclvde-an anslysis of Maoisa--
sec New Zolitice for my latest om that — for "transdendente of objective
reality" is not, is not Meoist voluntarism which. gllips over objective
reality whereas magses transfornm objective reality through contimuing
revolution), : _

.1 em ever so grateful for your eritique which forced me to
clarify my thoughts, but I cannot angver your guestions in their
entirety without writing a new chepter. However, I cammot let pass
the assertion that Murx's statement about man's "totality", vithin

the context I give it in the second section of ths chapter onGrundrisnp,¥#
- Me not a substantive conelusicn,M Tvio questions wers pingled out by
me 0 substantiate the question of "totelity", One referred to Mar:'s
coneept of himstory-- historical conditions, histordcal working out of
contradictions, history as Philosophy rather than "cconomics"s "Ang
'economics' 1z not referred to except as sconomlic structure, which, in
turn, involves the 'bd'rali'bx of relations, the conditions of production,
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with a distincilon made tetveen material transformation and philo-
sopbic cnes." Turther to concretize thiz statement about vhat "his-
torienl materinlism" meant to Marx, I bring in the guestien of today --
hov what Marx said on machine-iocm in the Grundrisse vas, on tie one
kand, (by the Stalinists) reduced to'scientism" and "working harder",
inereasing "labor productivity”™ by bending to the automation machine.
And, on the other hand, transoformed by Herbert larcuse as leading to
"One Dimensional Lan," adding: "The irony is that it isn't only the
proletarint thot thereby gets degraded, and not only the intellectual,
but puilosophy too." The origing) title of One-Dimensional Fan, when
it was delivered as a seriez of lectures in France et the end of the -
1950's and reproduced in Arguments was: From Cuntology to Technologzy.

In & word, Marcuse is saying thet tecimclogy has overwhelned thinking,
thereby denying the very soul of the dialectic, of development through
contradiction, that the more abysmal the degradation, the more intence
ig the quest for wiversality. . .

The whole point is that Automation, as the new siage of produciion;
has produced two opposite c¢lags reactions. On the one side stands not
only the capitslist but alse the intellectunl vho thinks that all the
productivity now comes from the machine, not man, that "scientiem” is
alusgless. On the other side stands the proletariat who not ordy shews
that Automation has not lightened labor, not only has created tho ever
lengthening line of the wmemployed sven though, for the moment, hidden
by miliinrization and actusl war, but, above 211, iends further %o
separate the mental fror the manusl powers. He therefore aske: what
¥ind of labor shouid man do? Wiy the division bejween mentsl and manual?
How to reconstitute the vholeness of man? We concluded that it was net
accidentcl that the "baclward worler", not the advenced, party-minded
intellectual, even when he is a larxist, raised the guesiion of Humanism,
‘made it the wrgent guestion of the day. To summarize not only the chapier,
flan, but the whole of the book I propose the frontispiece to be used
for reproducing liarx's statcment on totality from the Grundrise. And
kere it is egain: '"Then the narrow bourgeois form has been peeled
away, vhat is wealth if not the universulity of needs, capacities,
enjoyments, productive powers, ete,, of individuals, produced in universai
exchange? 'hat if not the full development of humen control over the
forces of so-called 'mature'? What, if not the absolute elaboration of
his creative dispositions, without any preconditions other than ante-
cedent historicel evolution which makeo the totality of the evolution — .
i,8., the evolution of all human powers as such, unmeasured by any
proviously established yardstick -~ an erd in itsclf? Vhat is this, 1L
not & ocituation wnere man does not reproduce himself in any determined
form, but produces nim totality? ‘here he does not seelk to remain
sometiing formed by the past, but is the absolutc movement of beconing?®
IT IS THIS "ABSOIUTE LOVEMTHT OF BECOMING!THAT MAKES MAW INTO A SHAPER
OF HICTORY, THOUGH NOT CUT OF THE WHOLE CLOTH; A TRANSCENDER OF
IOBJTCTIVE REALITY" AS THE GIVEN REALITY OF A CAPITALISTIC SOCIETY THLiT
FTEDS TC BE TOMM UP BY ITS ROOTS; THE PRESENT RECHEATCOR OF A NEW POSITIVE
MURONMTICAT CALT, 4 NIV HUMANIGK, I.E., HUMAN POVIR VHICH IS ITS OWN IND.

Raya




* It is not my ecconomics which is quesiicnable; it is existing
poverty in "commmist landu." lereuver, I quoted their own sourcen and
their ovm need t0 explain the lower standards of living as comparad %o
those under private capitalism by blaming it all on "fechnology."

¥+ The Grundrisse section in Ch. I, as I already explained to yon
and in the covering letter, wes put in out of context -- it belongs in
the chapier on ¥arx -- in order to roke sure that I do not ageln forget
to denl with it at length., These notes to myself, so to speak, argue
against lobsbavm's side remarks againect Hegel not becsuse I am subjective:
but becauge thir is one work of Marx's vhich cannot be "written offY cg
pelonging to the Yyoung" Larx, It is the mature larx, speaking in £d11
Hegelien terms, £llly tidenliatich, fully "eubjectlve", with rowvnlution
of one piece with that new humn dimension vhich comes from that “arvanluite
movement ot becoming"; in a word, to sideswipe at Heégel in an Introduciirr,
4o this work iz in truth, to attack Iarx himzelf, only shamefacedly,
a3 Hobsbavm should indeécd be.




Ostokar 13, 1968

Dear Fricnda:

Thie io ay first letter since the convention ussigned me to devote
full time to trying to complete the druft of PHILOSOPNY AND RLVOLUTION —
2nd draft for wmost chapiers u?d first for those chapters that have only here—
toiore been in my mind. Here' is Chapter 1, "Hegel's Absolutes as New
Boginnings". As you swe by its expansion to 40 pnges, it mey bscome necessary
to transform the scctions [each of the 3 sections is davoted to an outstanding
worlk of Hegel) into 3 chupters.

Boginaings sre alwoys vifficult ond none more so than the one thot
attempts for the Iirat time to decl with gll of Hegel's wajor writings [row a
" Marxist-Humaniet viewpoint. Insofar as specific works of Hggel zre concerned,
Marx left us his analysis only of tho FPhenomenology of Mind {plus, of course,
the one on Hegel's Philusophy of Right, which first simmalled Harx's break
witk the bourgeoisie. But this does not directly concern us here since I
have restricied myself to the strictly philosophic worie, not the philosophy
of the prlitical sphere Xike Philosophy of Right, or Philosophy of Religion,
like the Lectures on the suse topic)e. Though Karx expressed his desire o
write on the "rotional® in the Hegelian philosophy, he did not live long
snough.to complete, to his own satisfaction, gll his original discoveries,
much less to -demonstrate the dieleotical process by which he arrived at his
theories. That task he loft for future generations: it remains our tack.

Lenin did leava us his Notos on the Science of logic, butl, indig-—
pensable zs these are, they are only Notes, tHat 1o 1o say, they heve s cxyptic
air since they are not fully developed except in his own mind where they
remained to gulde him through the thrilling but sleo heart-hresking 6 years
of the Russisn Revoluticn. -Though Bukharin end Deborin.went on to publish
th.in at least in Russian, their intreduciions are wortlleas, full of meaning-
loss abstrectiona, since, by then, Stalin had won the power ptrugslo and none
wers brave enough to dare make them 'g_gncrete. Vot o eingle revolutionery
opponent of Stalinism, from Trotsky down, bothered with laying o philosophic
foundation for the struggle againet Steliniem; each was too busy leaping like’
a bolt out of the blue to political conclumions &s if these could sigaify

_total opposition without philosophy both as foundation and perspective for

nev revelutions. As a oconsequence, neither Trotskyism as stillbirth nor
Existentisli=zm's pretentions o Marxisn Humenims are acoidentel. That is to
say, Comunism, having given up its moorings in Marxian Hegolignisomy outeiderg—
those outeide tha revolutionary movement, movement end not merely "ths Party®—
tried £illing the vacuum.

Those oo young to hove lived through one phese of our development —
state-capitalism — must neveriheless sea that it 'is no amall matter that even
a correct economic analysis of the new stege of world capitaliem and e valiant
attempt to fece the philosophic chnllenge "stopped dead" {to use a Hegelian
expression of incompleted dinleotio of Kant) before Hegel's Absolutes and thers.
fore was overcoms by the new impulses emanating from the Afro-Aaian Ruvolutions.




Agning the tesk remains for us to complete even as the singling out of ihe
Humenisn of Marxism as the theoretic need of our age come from us at the very
moment when the movement from practice fulfilled the seme tack via actusl
rcvolutiony, both in FBurope and Africa ae well as ths black revolts in the U.B.

AB for the bourgeoisie, its theoreticiens have se little use for
Hegel's abstractions precisely because they see in them "the algebra of
revolution" that Hegel's Science of Logic, written in 1816-21, wasn't even
translated © into the English i1l 19291 The French, who think themselves
vastly supcrior culturally to the "Anglo~Saxons" didn*t tackle Hegel seriously
1till the poricd between the two world ware, cnd meinly through PLectures" and
WAbstracte¥ rather than in the original. Deepite the millions of words mhoub.
Hegel's works, there is barely a work existing which tackles the whole of hism
works. It did take & new tulrd world to arise, though thuse philoscphers are
absolutely unconscious of the impulses pulling at them, finally to bring about,
at the end of the 1950's, one good, i.e., comprehensive analysis: Hemel: A

". Re-Examination by J.N. Findlay. I still consider the very {inest work of

‘enalysis to be that of Karl Lowith's From Hepel to Nietgsche which is far
superior even to Merxist woxits, not to mentiocn the fact tnat his analysis pre~ -
ceded theirs without due acknowled.ecment. However, it also bhaa & superb
.analysis of ths Left Hogelians which thereby gives us e cbsnce to see them on
Hegol, while thoy worlked in collsborztion with Marx, and leter as they broks, up.

It is trus tha.t, fron a Marxist viewpoint, Herbert Marcuse's Reason
And Revolution is cutstanding. But since it is, as an intellectuel; thet he
debates with the other interpretations, the “"examples' are all about other
' ,Jh.\.losophies without eny exunples arising either from’ practice or from hisbory.
The result is thet even in the section on Harx, specifically on alienated labor .
whore he does a magnificent job proving there is no difference between the -
young end "mature Merx", he propounds a "thesis", a thesis of humanism he has
been denying ("modify...ng") sver eince. A

’ In a word, though I just have given you the biblioara.ptq""you asked
for at the.convention, it is, in fact, impossible to cite z bibliography that
would "back up" tha- chepter encleosaed for none buve done what we are abtempting
to do. Im truth, we must study it as the discoverers we in fact ars.

Youre,
_Raya

1) Au‘bually, it is not "here" since there is only- one copy per local and there-
fore only tho full NEB membars get it in N.Y., L4, Detwoit ond it is
up to comrades to work out with him or her how to make more copies for
the local.

2) See Critigue of tho Hepelian Dislectic sppendix to 1at sd. of Marxism and
Freedom; Critigue of Huiel's Puilosophy of Ri,ht was never fully
translated into mnglish but an importunt section of it is imoluded
botk in Bettowore's Harly Writings of Morw and the Loyd D. Epoton und
Kurt 4. Guddat's Doubleday Anchor Book.
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3} I should uavo smid published ratker than translcted. I+ was transleted pome
quarter of s scentury before it was publisbed, and it is as good a
demonstrution of the Amsrican roots of Hegelienism ne wes our proof
of the American roots of Merxism, and agzin it remains en unknown
chapter of American history. At the time of the (ivil Var thers wady
in S%. Louis, & Germen refugee, Srockmeyer, and a New Englander,

T.%. Harris who Brockmeyer taught to love Eegel and, in turn, he
translated Science of Logic. He slso started the first rhilosophic
Journal in thie country, "The Journal of Speculative Puiloscphy" and
that was Hegelian. Since Brockmeyer docided to run — and win— the
Lieutenant Governorship of St. Louis and Barrison hecame First U.5.
Comnicgioner of Education, the "“theoretical work went by the board.
By 1920's, hig beirs offered hie translation of Science of Logic to
Bzny publishers, none of whom accepted, mo England geis-credit For -
the firgt translution. (Ses fin. 53 in H&d). -

- 4) . Perbaps it would be best to list them me a whole:. EEGEL: Phenomenolog:v of

Mind, Seience of Lowlo, Lncycloprpdia of Philosophical Solences ,
' ispecifically, Fhilosophy of ind) and with it all the 4 Voir, of

Lectures on the distory of Prilosophy which is much easier to read
than the written works. ‘ : - ,
Marx: Critigus of the Remelian Dialectic, Critique of Hegel's Philosophy
of Right. \ .

Engein: FEULNEBACH, which was the standard we all lived.on instead of
studying either Hegel or Merx, and we are suffering ever since; wtill

1t is easier to read. )

Herbert Marcuse: Reason And. Revolution,

Kerl Lowith: From. Hegei %o Niezsohe.

JoN. Findley: Hogel: A Re~Examinetion. . .

Wialter Kauffuan: Hegel: A Reinterpretation — with much caution beoause
this overly conceited latost philosopher to tackle Hegel thinks it can

be done by reducing Hegel to bis size. ' S
N+ Lobkowicz: Theory and Practice: History of s Concept from Aristotle

to Marx, '




October 23, 1968

To the REB-IIEH
Dear Colleagues:

I've mde rome importent changes in the form of the book which I'd like

to discuss with you ao I'm sending the f£riends the new section on the Grundrisse,.

If you will now look at Part I, Vhy Hegel? ¥y Now? which is now complete, you will
see at once the new decision, It is 4o have each part of Philoraphy and Revolution
end on the current scene., 1In this case, the appearance of reality is via State-
Capitalism and Marxdst Humanism, which I have decidnd belongs here instead of, as I
originally concelved it, when I anslyze Beonomlc Reality and the Dialectics of Libera-
tion, Thus, Part I now contains the following: Chapier ) -- Hegel—— 40 pagss. '
Fow that a new section on the Grundrlssg has been added fo Chepler 2 — Marwm-- thet
chapter has grown to 54 pages. Chapter 5 —- Lenin—- will have, besides the 12 pages

sent last, State Capitelism and Marx's Humanism. As you see, thia works out logic~
ally as well since, 'bhough that pamphlet deals with the state-capitalism of our age,
it, in faet, revolves totelly around Ienin's conception of the proletariat as
subject". (I don't recall how many pages the pamphlet is, but I would guess that
Part 2§ as & whole, now nwsbers over 125 pages .and thus constitutes half of the whoie
book.

As T now conceive Part I1, Eccnomic Reality and the Dialectics of Ilberation,
that first chapter I sent out will be' very mach revised and expanded as well as go
back in time to the 1950's, though only briefly. For the neow, really new hers is toat
Chapter 2 would be Leon Trotaky and Mao as Theoreticians. Taradoxiczlly as that sounds
the two do belong together since not only chronologicelly did they remain after Lenin's
-death, btut, in fact, each was an pltermetive aleo to Stalin, It is true that Teon .
Troteky always thought of himself ae the link with Lenin and, while we have’ demolirhed
thet pretension, we 5t1ll ellowed him to appear as within the Marxdst movement,
while Mao wee excluded from it end trested, more or less, as & coniinuation of Stalin.
It just ien't true. -Of course, he didn't fight Stalin, and Trotsky died doing- so,

But lao was creating aomething quite indepandent of Stolin, Jamring Protsky against
¥ao means that his theory of permanent revolution will not only be dealt with theore-
“tleally, but as undergoing the test of objective reality by way of another's theory
who considered himself a Marxist, and who, in any cees, did answer withiu & move~
ment that was not in power, with a very different theory than either Lenin or Stalin,
Trotaley or the latecomer Castro. That I shouldn't have seen Trotsky end Meo as
facets of a single problem appears to me now to be a "loftover! of treating Trotsky
ag link with Lenin though we have long denied it, It was some sort of Trotskyite
hangover. In any cass, this brings us through World War IT, whkich was something that
Lenin eouldn't poselbly have imagined, and ends only when from practice comes the
Hungariaa Revolution and from theory Marxist-Humanism and wo appesar.

To work all this out will take some time -- o month at least, meybe more.
In any cass, I do not wish to bother now with Sartre who was thought of as alterna-
tive and probably will otill appear so for the new Prench situation mekes him very
importent still; though he is not of the Movement nelther is the New Left of the
Marxist movement. What ioc'a great deal more lmportant, and for the moment I remaln
stuclt, is this: How to bring in "blaak thought! 2




-0

I world like to call a "black conference" in Detroit at the beginning of
the new year, Though all of us will be present, the point is I want all white
membere (except me, ah!) to sit in back wvhile the black members nlus those they
invite talk up after I have presented the probtlem from the hook's viewpoint.
Yhat do you think?
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Cetober 25, 1668

COVERIITG IICTE FOR CHAPIER 2. SECTION 2 ¢ THEX GRUIIDRISSE
Denr Frionds:

Because to this day there has been no English translation of the Grumd-
risse which Marx had written in 1857-58, the difficulties of working cut 2 biblio-
graphy are tenfold. In essence, hewever, it illuminates the question of references
in a way that could not be echieved when I sent you Chapter I with its references.
For it makes it possible to elaborate on another quection, the more important one
of working out for ourselves our own unique contribuiions, and doing so collectlively.

As s0 much else that Marx had written; the Grundrisse has a totally new
meening for our epoch than it had for his. Take the question of the role of the
Orient in world civilization, the rols of underdeveloped countries in the revolu-
tions of our day, thz movement of history at transition pointe where the future
intersects the past end present boti. Ferx hod written the particular section on
other epochs of history as almost no more than an aside -to the question of the re~
lationship of money to ecapitel, or, more correctly, the transformation of moasy in-
to capital by way of exploitation of living labor. His anawer wzs that, since mnn
bacame free only ee wage laborer freed ‘from his "natural leboratory, the earth", ’
he was, in fact, a wage slave, robbed of all of his capacities, except jumt one,
that of laboring and it was necessary to sse vhat man was liice before the glor‘! 38
of capitallam made him "ireetlt,

Now it happens that,this is the one section of the Grundrigse, after a
century's delay, that has been translated and published in English under the title:
Pre~Capitelist Fconomie Formations, It ip introduced by & big~shot histoxrian,
an English Commmist {though T am not sure thet he admits to his Comruwism) who has
expanded himself to the tune of 65 pages of his own words, which is no more than
Marx's ovm text, He is also an anti-Hegelien snd since it is most ALLiowdt to
hold to that stence vwhén introducing something by Marx that is as totally Hegelian
as this is, he keeps stressing "the mystical in Hegel as against "the meterial" in
Marx, By the time, however, you reach the end of his introduction, you find as ~
glways with these Commmists, that whom he is really oppoaing is not Hegel, but
Marx, and that all of his adjectives of praise for Marx were only in order to wamm
the reader against "the automatic acceptance of all Marx's conciueiona,"

: What is important about this Introduct:!.on -— :1.1-. is by no means a vulgar
one, but quite elaborately done with lots and lo ..e._and lots of '"new" facts in the
century since Marx wrote it -- iz that the historian who doea not have confldence
that the masses can shape history without the "lemdership of the Vanguard FPariy" is
renlly lout no matter how honast and fmithful to the Marxisn precepts he might have
been. In a word, it takes & liarxist Humanist, plus the self-mobilized prolétariat
of our epoch to be able to read Marx in 2 way that would prepare him to mske his
ovm contribution.,

The reason I am streseing the word our, both in the epoch and ir the con-
tribution we make ias not due to any conceit either on our part or on the part of the
age in which we live, Rather i} is due 1o the foet that no one, not even a genius
as great as Marx, can be awarce of all the ramifications of his theory. Only prac-
tice can prove a theory; only human practice by the shapers of history can realize
the potentialitico of the unificd theory erd practice. Thus, there was no taird
worid on the historic stage when Marx wrote aboutthg Ordent. To the extent to
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which there verc noi rebellions in China, they were definitely not Yprolejarian
revolutlona®, and Afriea definitely wes not on the scene at all, The prophesy
of Marx at a later period, but a great deal earlier than 1917, that the revolu-
tion could first happen in backward Russiz, provided it stimulated a revolution
throughout Iurope, is, of course, ours to build on. But, there is no substitute
for the concrete just as T must add, there is no substitute for theory.

Or, take the question of Autemation. (FPlease note that we will be the
firgt ones o translate the quintespentinl sectlon on Machinery in tlze Crundrisse.
It will appear as an appendix to Philopophy and Revolution.)

There is surely, in this case, an excessive amownt of references in books,
in magasines, in the daily press. RBut who except us listen to what the workers sny
on the qvna'l:ion'? That in why he was wnhappy with the seetlon, bhrilliant
as that was, in the Grundrisr-e. He pmceeded afterward, Tirst, himself to take a
course in Machinery, (He vas very wnhappy with hiwself, vhom he called the great
dumbkopf whenever it came to doing anythivig practical). Then, he asked Engels to
write him vwhat was actually happening in the factory, which strata of workers were
replaced by the machine, which became "new labor"” and how was the resistanes of
the workers manifested, Thirdly, he studied the factory inspectors' Reports {the
famous 1ittle "Blue Books"). He was the only one who did, And he had immense con-
tacts with workers, both dn the intermstional and out of it. For the meat compre- -
hensive illustration of what concrete really means is to compare the beautiful,
but generalized, section on Machinery in the Grundrisse with thet which appeera in

f‘apital

Final'l.y, on the cuestion oi’ economi" categoriea tihat are truly p‘ailosophical,
no chapters are better, 1f I may say so, than the Tfour chapters (5, 6, 7, and 8 ) in
Marxism and Preedom, If you cen't reread all of them, do reread 7 and 8 ( Cne of
these days, these Chepters should be issued as a separate book,) Since the section
a‘ttached is actuslly part of Chapter II, which must be read as a whole, plus
adding to it the pamphlet State Capitalism and Mants Hu.mnism, your references
include very nearly all of the works of MarX. As you can see by my adding the
pamphlet here instend of inserting it, as I originally thought, with the paxt on
Economic Reality and the Dialectics of Liberatlon, I have decided that each part of
the book must end on a current note, Begin from now on to see the book as & whole. -
You now have the vhole of Pert I, so teke Chapter I on Hegel, Chapter II on Marx,
making the enclosed part as section 2, and moving up by one the previous sections
2,3 and 4; Chapter IIT on Tenin and Chapter IV will be the pamphlet. .

Yours,
RAYA




¥arch T, 1969

Deer Friends:

I &n rushing to complete Part III before I dcspart on the lecture tour.
I wish to tell you sbout & possible restructuring of the Zorm of the ook insofer
as Parts II end III are concerned.

As I wes working on Part IIT, T begen to feel that, insterd of "isolating"
the chapters, Leon Trotsky, Mao Tse~tung and Sartre in Part II, "Alternetives”,
they should form an integral part of Part III. These euthors of other "Sub Jects”
and othar roedes to revolution should, instead, become part of the "Econemic -
Reality end the Dialecties of Iiteration", and, thercfore, be placed alongside
the ecrresponding revolutions or fallures of revoluticns im our epoch.

‘Thus, the chapter on Trotsky could end Pert I, "Why Hegel? Wny Now"
since, though formally recognizing the reletionship of philosovhy to revolu-
tion, Trotaky got so stuck in "the fixed particular” that he failed to follow
the self-movement of both thought and prectice to the staze of develooment that
followed the death of Lanin, ' ’

At the obther extreme, Mao, as a true original mester of substitution, with
no orthodox Marzian theory to guide him, acted as if the guerrilla cen "take the
place of" social revolution. ' ‘ ’

If I do "merge" Pert II into Part IIT then it mey also be possible to
deel with Fidel’ Castro after all, since both of these theoreticilans of guerrilla
werfare would be analyzed at the very point when we discuss the African Revelusion
and the Dlack Revolution in America, It i8 impossible to make a decision now be-
caugse so much will depend upon the tour, especizlly the philesophie conference for
ourselves thet we will hold in each locelity, But I think you should know &y

train cf thought and that vow should read Pert ITX with that in miad. )

Pert IIT now consists of two chepters: "The Africen Revolutions and the
World Economy".and "New Passiosn.and New Forces". I am not very sure, under the
circumstences, how and if the chepter on Jean-Paul Sartre can fit into Part III,
though he, too, is bést seen, not so much in the period immedistely following
the conclusion of World Wer IT, but rather during the lest decade.

The main point is to view the book es o whole. Therefore, no matter how
roughly the draft has baen written - and the finel chspter is not cnly rough
but =z mere outline of whet it may become after the tour — we can discuss the
metter comprehensively when finelly I get to your particular lceality. Each of
you, I hope, will have reed the whole pefors I come,

Even if you have not discussed the whole ccllectvity, it is inmortant that
you read it individuamlly. No doubt I will elso give one public lecture on the
book.

Yours,

PAYA




December 7, 1968

Dear Friends:

Under separate cover, I am sending you Pert II -- THE INTERREGUM:
Void and Retrogression vs. Movement from Practice. In view of the fact that
it will be very easy to read, 8s controsted to Part I on Hegel, I hope you
vilt forgive the long title, especinlly if you realize that is may very well
be junked snd called merely MAlternstives', The "alternatives" to Marx and
Lenin from within the movement that calls itself Marxist are Trotsky and
Mso; and from outeide the movement, Jean-Paul Sartre. As you know, the
chapters on Trotsky end Sartre- had been written previcusly and, under the
circumstances, some repatition is unavoidable , but I still consider that
there is no substitute for seeing the.draft of .the book as ¢ whole., I.did
not, after all, combine Trotsky and Mao into ong chapter, first because
they are of different historic pericds; secondly, by relating each body
of thought to a specific historic period, it gave me the' apportunity to .
expand the parts dealing with the objective situation. - You will find, for
example, that the chapter on Maog, despite the fact that I have written so’ much
" on him over approximately a decade, is put in a ‘quite new context - ecause
he is "accepted" as a great revolutionary and talks so endlessly of revolu-
tion that it was very imporiant te develope Ffurther how that Thought
tilted into is opposite -- retrogression -- and to deal with that, net just
‘politically, but philosophicslly, s

-- Raya™

Here is the outline or "vable of contents!' for Part 11

The Interregmum? Void and Retrogression vs. Movement from Practice

Chapter T - On the Eve of World War II
. A, The Depression and the Theoretic Void

B, Leon Trotsky as Theoretician

Chapter II - The Postwar World
A.Marn's Bumanism vs, the "Thought of Mno.Tse-tung'
B.The Retrogressionism of Mo Tse-tung

Chapter TTT - Sartre's Search for a Method




Exccerpts from the REB Minutes of Dec. 15, 1968

Raya reported on Part IT, The Intcrregnum, callling attention to
the fact that this section may be called Alternetives, since, though it deals
with the whole period from the death of Lenin to the Post-War world, it con-
centrats cn the reflection of the problems in the theories of Leon Trotsky
and Mao Tge-tung from within the Marxlist movement, and Jean-Paul Sartre ocut-
side the movmement, all of whom based themselves on their own, as against
Lenin's views of the objective situation. Chapter T has two sections,
A, Even of World Wor II end B. Leon Trotsky as Theoreticisn. The very
first sentence.reads: *The Greot Depression.keptithe world In shambles,” and
the paragraph shows that with the Depression and the rise of Nazism, not in
some "backward" land, but in the very heart of "ecivilized" Europe that
"eivilization hod evidently reached the end of something." As against these
* developments, there was the great Spanish Revolution but even the revolu-
tionarties who were very much in .it made.no "special category™ of it and,
instend, based their thaorizs on the old categorles of nationalized property =
workers' state. Thus, Leon Trotsiky's theory helped disorient the whole
_generation, not only of Marxlsts but alsn all of the new forces that had
become disgusted with capitalism. This then (Leon Trotsky as Theoretician)
concludes the chapter and contrasts the theory of permanent revelution to
Lenin's theory on the colenizl and egrarian questiens.

Chapter T1, The Post-War World, iikewisz hes two perts -~ A, is
Marxigt Huminism vs., The Thought of Mao Tse-tung. What is.especially im-

portant in this section is that, for the first time, we not only showed the
Eost German revolt s a Workers? Revolt starting @ new page in history, but
we also trace the changes in philesophy. It is true that the intelilectuals
wére on the sidelines only then, but something new was occurring (the only
section in English from Ernst Bloch that people can read is included in
Socialist Humenism). The totally new philoscphic alditions, however, are
in the section B, Mao ag Retrogrgésionist. Although we ere including much
of what we said before and even re-producing a part on the "Cultural Revolu-
_ tion", the point is that herctofore I had been speaking cf trying to work
out Hegel's Third Attitude to Objectivity as if it applied to Trotsky.
Trotsky stood still, theoretically speaking, and there was some moving back-
wards in anything thet stands still, but he did not build a theory on it.
Quite the contrary with Mao., Beginning with 1958 and the failure of the
"People's Communes™, Mao began to develope the view that even if it "takes
a century", worlers must continue to build that statecapitalist monstrosity.
Beceuse he bad garbed it in so much revolutionary sounding verbiage, this
didn't become clear. Everyone should read, especially carefully, the last
three pages of this chapter. Althnugh the third chapter on Sartre will be
revorked somewhat, 1t is not necessary to have it in any other draft than
you have it now.

not be wrltten until after the Conference we are calling .Black/Red on
Jamuavy 12,
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Bovember 11, 1970

Dear Friends:

Bacause Chapter 2, "Marx's Transcendence of, and Return to, Hogel",
will, like tho other chapters of this final draft, not bo availabie

for eirculation but will have to be read a central place (office or orgami-
zer's home), I'm asking Olga to Please send this covering lettor out to cach
individual member, In that way we will be able to continue a dialogue on
this happy oceasicen which will f4nally make you see the completed Part I,
Vhy Homel? Vhy Fow! as a totality., Morsover, I beliove that this chapter,
aldong with Chapter 3 (the one on Lenin published, as wxperiment, in Telos)
wili meko it possibleo for you to roturn to that most difficult of all cnap~
tors, Chapter 1 on Hogel. (More cathat leier.)

You'll note sasily enough that beforo you read evon a sontence of

‘thls new chapter the throe quotaticns which precode the taxt sot *he whole

- thesis — inseparability of black dimensica from "o Idca” and of both from
iarx, The quotation from Fat Tuyner 1s, indeed, on tho ssmo level of
froedom as is the dialaectics of liboration, and it is oXeiting, indeed, that
the yeung Marx, oven before ho became a Marsizt and broko from bourgoois .
soclety, wes moving precisaly in that dircction by muwing a "psychological

- law" out of the transformation of the frocdom of mind into "practical enercy.”

What may not bo az oasily rocognizable aro the new olements in soms

‘of the ideas that have alwmys charactorized ws., Thus, section 1 on"the 1840's
48 ontitled "The Buth of K1 toryu i Ruterlallsm," Now, it is irue that,
throughout, in our orphasis on the Humanism of Marxism wo moant that,since

we havo never soparated the young from the old Mirx.  But to be able to ex-
press it that simply as birth of materlalism shows how far tho attacks of
Communists, Irotskylsts, Anarcho-Sirdicalists have lod to the clarification
not just of cur idees bui of what, procisely, liar:: was doing whan. . Also, .
you will note that; throughout, whethor in actual toxt or only in footnotss,
I keep bringing in tho today-necs of tho subjoet. For example, thors is no
more vulgar materialist than the Communist follew-traveling professor Donald
"Clark Hodges, who is working day in and day out to roduce Marx's theory of
allenated labor to ocenomist, lopalist, vulgarian phraseclogys "In tho manue
seripts of 1844, alienation involvos a specific economic transaction botwern
an alienor and-alienee." This, in 19661 By reforring to that date in 1844
- L'hopo I bring the problams of today into historie-philosephic probloms of
yostoryear, ' _ C :

On the other hand, tho transition point to Section 2 on the Grund-
risse, or Ecanomic ¥otebooks of 1857-8, brings tho chapter back te the rigors
of loglc with its simultaneous ceaseloss process of chango in the dialectic.
Thoro, therefore, I show nol merely that Marx, whon ho was supposed teo have.
bocome finally "scientific aconomist", had not at 211 doparted from the
Hegolian dislectic, On the contrary, it was precisely bocause ho remained.
dialoetlcdan that, in tho vory procuss of discussing noney, eapitai. wage
Jabor, ho asks: how did -tho worker fot to have nothing but his ability
to labor to scll just whan ho bocamo "froe",wnd thoroby ig off on pro-capi-
talist formations -- only to arrive at rovolution, tho revolt in China, the
T*aiping Rebollion, ‘

At tho sémo timo, it is the analysis of the Machine, and its
opposito, resistance of workors to 1t, that has given in our day of Auto-
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mation,birth to all tho nonsensical idoas of ono-dimensionality of man, Thus,
onoe again, I reach into today, taking up both Herbert Marcuse and tho wild
droams of Commmnists to somchow do away with revolts of workors, As for
tho psuedo-anarchists who are sc busy boing for "the act" ag to skip ovor
Philosophy altogsthor and muckrake (at this lato datsl) about that reaction«
ary Prussian philosophor, Hogol, thoy have yot to answoyr why, whon philosophy
and revelution do not wiite ~e as thoy do in Harx — do we have nothing but -
aborted rovolts, not to mention mindloss torrorism., In tho cases of both the
tochnologists (and that's all vhilosophors of one-dimensionality aral), and
man and woman of tha “pure ect" thero has resultod both tha throwing out of
the prolotariat as rovoluticnary foreco and substitution of thomsolves for it,
and the death of tho dialectic. For, as Mao should know, who triod it in
tho go~callod Cultural Rovolution, if you seo only one aspect (bo it subjec-
%ive or objective) roduce the inborn and objoctive contra-
diction to somothing maniputable, there is no forward movement,

Firally, section 3 on tho"Adventuras of the Fotishism of Commedities "-.
an interprotation -of whi ocifically Marxist-Fumanigt today as it was
uniquoly Marx:'s after ho witnossed ‘the groatost mass got of creativity of hiz
day, tho Paris Communoe, Weo arrivo at tho integrality not only of economics
and disloeties, but alsc of mags action and individual ganitf able to sot
that historie act of croation down in a way that wo can got g glimpse of the
Zuture = not becausc Marx was prophot, but bocause ho left us his historic
insighis as task for us to shapa for our day, .

Now than, I have two suggostions to make, one for a public act and
ono for curselves, Sineco I boliove that with this chaptoer you will be aklo
to grapple With thet f4rst chapter, to which you'll have to roturmn with oach
now part and only fully grasp In tho vory last part on occonomic reality and
dialeetics of 1iboration, lot mo say, and not only as axcuso, that beginnings
are always difficult for' thoy havo the "tomporament” of cutting from virgin
rock oven whon it is Mawx Yyou're recreating and not somothing eriginally us.
Still, hew many heve bothored with the actual works of Hopol, and frem the
point of tcday, and on the basis of & movemont from practice? In any caso,
if you follew the sutheadings rather than those "scary™ works of Hogel so
that Phonemenols of Mind tocomos “Exporiences of Corsciousness™ t Sedonea
of lopic is rond as "Attitudes to Cbjectivity"} and The Philosophy of Miqd R
as "A Moveaont from Practice”, wo'll ali be on the way to a comprehension that
will eroate a direction for the actions of today, . :

Chaptor 2, and call it sonething 1iko WHAT HAS MARX TO SAY T0'US TODAY?
And, though you nood to deal with it on a theorotieal plano, I boliove you
can mako it conercts,for thoory too must bo practicod.  Good luck, -

. Yours,
" RA¥A-

P.S. I supposc thoro 38 ne neod t0o say ‘hat the anding. of tho chaptor on
Lonin's Philosophic -Ambivalonco Will not bo the samo as in Tolos not moraly
baeause 1970 will bo pono by the timo tho book 4s finishod, but, more imow-
tantly. bocauso the chaptor mst load te Fart IT, uhioh is to doal with At~
ternatives -- Trotsky, Man, Sartro ~- agginst *ho ob oetive Laokground of
the 1930's rnd 1o80'p, I deeided, novortholoss, te add tho briof pesteeript
3o that you keop boforo your nind's oys tho historie poricds wo'ra covorirg
frem Kool 1o tho Marxis t-Lamanism of oup day -~ that s o say, {rem tho
French Ruvslution through the Russian to thoso of our day,
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December 14, 1970

Dezr Fricndst

Now thrt you are being sent Part Two* of Philosophy and Revelution
I cen continue the discussion on methodology begun when Part One was sent
out where I raisod the question of the changing dislectics in presentating
in book-form what had previouply been presented in individual chepters and
geparated parts. This appeuars clezrest, I believe, in the chapter on Yaoc.
Theugh thers is no difference in conclusions dravn, there is in the fomm
of presentotion.

This is no mers technicelity. As you know, in Heyel,form may he

mere show am contrested to conten%, out Torm is elao, and-ebove all, e
concrete universal. To spoak Marxisticelly, the Peris Commune form of the
state 18 a non-stote, a totally new set of human relations. So, though
nowhere yet on that level, nevertheless the fect thet, in the previous
form, politicel conclusions domincited the philosophic reagon for being of
"Maots Thought," whereas now the opposite is the dominant form of pre-—
sentation, we can watoh the sslf-development of ideas. Put in enother wdy,

- we do not disniss Mao's ideas because they deviate from Herx, but follow
them, their trensformation inio cpposite where, on ths one hend, they
conpel Mao himself in & direction wnenticipnted by him, and, on the other

" band, ses oppoeition to him emergo in Chinn itself. We muast not forget
that, whers before the sowcalled Cultural Revolut:.on, Mao had no New Lefi
to bother h.im, he has one row.

One of the basic reasons why even the mogt objective and erudite

of the analysts of Muo's Chinc and op onents of Ruassia long before Mao
did so for his own reasons, still coald not see eny serious elemsnis
of similarity between Stelin and Mao is dus %0 the fact that Mao did diffe:
from Stalin not only as one Big Power from anothar, bLut because of the
philosophic approach to the "mass line." Onc of the dset of these analysts,
shocked et the "exoesmes" of the sow-called Culturel Revolution, did think
it "irrational" discontinuity from thoughi. When I said it eppssred
irrational only becauss he did nut wish to acknowledge that Mac was
eccepting state-oapitulism as the next stags of world development, putiing
socialiem off to the Oree calends, I appeared to him "subjectivist."
The philosophic point at issue was that any one as "voluntarist" as Mao

. couldn't possibly slso be a "fatalist." That voluntarism and fatelimm
ere opposites is true, but, dieleotically, they are united in Mao's Thought,
that is to say; they zre the intellestual reflection which express the :
antagonisna of the ocapitalist order and its inability to resolve its pro—
blems. How cen it be otherwise when the only resolution to glasg oontra—
dictions is proletarisn revolution?

Do study the changes introduced in the writing of the chapter on
Mao, a5 compared to what I had written in the enalysis of the Cultural
Revolution "by iiself." The dialectics that will now emerxe mshould help
you in trying your hand at snalyzing current events. That is, after all,
the purposme of the book, thet "the labor, patience, sericusiess and sufioring
of the negntive" over tho historic periods end dialectic philoasphers. ficm
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the French Revolution and Hegel, through the 1848 and 1871 Revolutions ond
Marx to our day will uake each one of ue the type of revelutionary dia~
lectic philosopher that philosophy and revolution will finally unite

en masse.  Ma¢ who, as poet, though not as ruler, salways hes a word for it,
declered at the otart of the Culturel Revolution, "We are all eritics and
revolutionaries. China has 700 million oritics and revolutionaries.” All
he failed to add was that it was in the¢ very Humeniet Essays thet he was
ettacking that Marx first defired dialectics as Yeritical and revolutbicnary."
But then Sheng-wu-lien acted tuose characteristica out in o manner his—
tory will never forget who talks blurney and whe dboth telks e.nd. "malkes"
revolutions.

Yours,

Raya

¥ Actually, it i not complete since the last chapbter of Part Two, which
‘will need to be totally rewritten -—— Jean~Paul Sertre — I kad to put a-
mey for the time being. Tha resson is that I falt strongly thet Part
Three, or rather the lust chapier in it, "New Passiona and Kew Forces,"
should heve the collaboration of Allsn. He acoepted the challenge end is
flying here New Year's weckend. Therefore T wust gkip to that chapter.-

We will also try to teke adventasge of Allen's ne:mg in Detroit to have a .
discussion wita black revelutioneries intevemted in this work. It is not
to be & 'Rlack/‘?aé. type of philosophic confercnce where we were interested
in all voices. This tims wo must concantiate on those blacks who want 'to
deve‘.l.o ' not their ovm ideas, out thoss of Marxist—Htmenim.




