" May 16, 1966

Dear F¥s

. Y»ﬁu may eomaider the Intrusion into your thihking on your new work as
a it fayefotohad, buz I trust oot irrelovent, Socehow, ever since you montionod
dwsloplng the idesy of Maxry's umanium in the psysho.analytic flald, I have felt
. (and T crust not galy bezavee 1 do not know payohos2nalysis) that certain historicale
.philceophicsl analyssa by Marx and Hehal wovid cewve ant only to {lluminite the
Zield; buc sctually co inspire spening new cvenuas. Tho work of Marx that I was
thinking sbeut in this rolationship $a onc that 1s hordly evet menzioned and hse not
ot t!mlmdg E-uvm-. a geod Belection of quotations dees zppear in Lowith's
¥0hds. I am roferring to Marx'e doctoyal thisis ou the diffowence
1) Demsiovivue and Eplecrus, :mmmmm Marx!s nrofound insights
:hmn ‘Feléte mot criy to the twe philosophies, inmt to those turning pofnts.In hiszory
‘whsre & great philosophy having "pexiahed”, the epipone srise becsuce they have been
unnbh to €xatlish altcgether new bepjinn!nga and g0 tsc cln!p evway (interpret) at
. “the 188% gveat pallcsophy.  I'm gorey to sav I don't Whm vork of Mery, but I
‘_iu& surd thoe §f you ‘don't have it, the quotations you wlll £ind in Lowith vul
lumlnr.* ‘yu lui’ﬂclcm.ly £o want tn yead it In Felstlonahin to your apeific work
‘w-.u;h@ ‘then ‘a8 puct of Marx's develojment.' I'm eure also thst you will sot be
(37 p'aﬂ: dhtrl:ed from this pleasent tesk by the fast thnt Communiste, Zratskysisw,
and bk’ at'hu' oid radicals hold this thesis to hawa besn tthe buurgeois Harxm.

S Hw the ssction ln !iegat's Fhenomenliogoy of Mind which 1 consider ine
d&lﬁcnnblc o any sezioun onaiysie of peopla in posmr and.those who hungar to gat
 thare 13 upaltled "Spivit in SelfoCatnngemant =« The Disedpling of Cultwre®, The
'¥Uzhappy Consciousnaes® is much mozn famous than the WSpirit in Self-Estrangemen:" =
o ‘but dn fact’ this "highon gtage of alianation is tha most Intervcsting for the analysis
’ ‘o£ clumlctarz 1iks Mac Tmautung ¢r Fidel Caatro, for :hat matter, What I%n txying to
- gay ia, that whereas the "Unhappy Conscliousnana" comcs at & time wher the world is going
. to pleces and tha indiyidual cannot £ind his place In scelsty, eitker with tha old or.
" the new, tha"Spirit in Sdlf«Esivangemant” comes st & tima when the peryson has gotten
poswex and should be most bappy, but, bat, but <= Just ligten co Hegel himsclft

, * Spiric in this csse, thersfiore, constructs not morely one world, but
a8 twoefold workd, divided ond ralfeopposad,” {p.510) "The noble type of concglousness,
than, £inds itsalf in the fudgment velrted to the statgepover ... This type of mind is
thu horolsm of service ... The rasult of this action, binding Lhe essentin® yaality and’
a61f indiasolubly together is to produce o two-fold actunlity = o self thot {2 tzuly
actualised and ¢ statespowar vhese sutkority 19 aceapted as true,” {F,526=7) “Such a
cype is tho houghty vassai * (p.528) "This cstrangement, howdver, tekeg place in
lunguage «.¢ Speech, hosever, hides eho fn fta puritys !t alone expresses T, I itsclf.”
i2,529-30) iThis typa of spirituz] !f{fe lg zhe absolute and universal inversion
of raality and thought their entire estrungemen: ono from ths othar" (p,.341).

For « man as exudite as Hogel to have =his mevelless athtack on"culture”
is one more of thos paradouas which show the diality 1n deael as man, as a Prussian,
and Hegel, the ganfus, who could szep across class and hi;tnric bharvioryg «» and with
very gcod humor at that,

-
-

Yours, / -

P.Se I don't know whethor the leotter above could pess ns a gongratulntory note for your
gatting che Guggcnhelm grant, but 1 -rss,‘diverred from aending veguler congratulazfons by
the fact that, an expected, I did not oot it o1 euy orber foundation to sponsor wmy “aube
vorlive" m:udy and thus I must do i aAnd uorh snd serounpe for pennies at the same time.
‘nyways I know you'll understend.




