Critzquﬂ of Mao Pse- tunQ by - =.B. (Fews and. Letters Jan 1”62),

baing more Tactual and cautilorary than analgtical.

v

.a. THis is o highly tricky point.Mao's OHPOHithn to IlLl—san wos

_ba'ed on tne Tact that *here was virtuully no urban prols tarlau

b

proper < nor nad tnpre ever bﬂ*n much iy qlmos* nor-~industrialised

'”Chinu.- and th?t guerilla wavisre in mountalns with'ar laast,

nomznal d0ﬁ1nance of paa*antrv wag only- noa"1blc road fo suuesess,

Also Comintern contrel was strong in ihe cities and there is strong,
':through étronglv dl%nutbu {(Wittfogel) evidence that Mao was not

~happy under umintern dlractior he {uomznbang alliance had not been

0y 07 and onlwtern.
1—5 n was not (ﬁastrqug}'unleﬂs you mean in soms tecnriual
’/e uqs diﬁmissnd and sent to- Voecow rutu“ne {with Redﬁ
rmy 1n Nanchur;a ard_became aesnior party offleia;i; '

____,_.....—-——“‘“-—-—..—-—- -...——-—-—" o om——=
;he Kiang51 Soviet was ‘never Vllgulﬁated" It pafced into Lhe

Ju*chin Repub11c.Lheru was a purge wa*nly of diss1dent army and

-part -men ‘who apparently uhcugnt mho tco modex ate:ebout'?Ou were

pfqbaﬁly killed.This st111 did not put Meo in.nksolute power.Phe

:]félllof Ii Ji~san was in {act caused by the Comintern who decided

o make 1§,;hef§a§56§3§§>ena the so-called "veturned students"

under the direction of Comintern zgent Puvel I'if continued to

dominate” the Party.

b. Again,what offﬁeﬁ ntq?,hnd vag there o working class if by this
yiou mean vrhen nzoletﬂrl b .0t Lrazined union leaders =te were
killed by Chisng Tei-shek in 1927.And coald theﬁparfﬁ‘have nossibly
held topether urder Chiang's intense police opefﬁﬁinn$°

c. ﬂﬁqoau%n now there wre ecities and workers to he ured.,

T ..\

d. Ch'en -un.-lu.

S -

This is a dengerous ctstament I you mean Mao has completely
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abaorbed Confuv*ar tenpts of claas strueture and paternallﬂt central

control then there are admittedly par;llel" buL tharas are also immense

ﬂivergencieé If vou mezr he has dbaorbed phl’@qopth’l rpmiqps thaf
p—— T T

1av be all rigit,fo thef yin-yaoy thevry is raully-&eveloamenf qnd
e S S

‘cﬂnstant regeneration thi‘ough GloUurate but complempntdry fbrces,fgip

e

opp951tes lt seams move howaver as iT jou jusb uue Gonfucian in the

'eense that most Westerners us¢ it,i.e. to mesn Chircsejard in this

f-ca se Turther difficulties arise for it is certain that cther Chinese

intnllactuals and communiuis end revo ubionarie wefe equaliy tied

hei; natloﬂ' “traditions.

qtlr ans of thln are: not ouallni ate.

”his I thinkLiSLunfair.They werse ‘aenulnalj exciteu bv tht thev
11rst tlme On .

t Fnr ‘a tiwn I even bad you thinking thul thers was rpal
;é#olutionary fervour in Yéhan,snd though we have both modified our
‘bbinionsﬂI £t111 think this period mus$ have brousnt o

+

liberatlon to milllonp.even if it wsas only temporary.




Korgen Ave nue. Past HEaven,Conn.

“.\ .

 5ﬁéér:Raya,thankﬁ-for neﬁdfﬁr me this oo fast,.] vdelayed renlyving
‘bécﬁuseﬂl had thought thas I ﬁl(lt Lry o vp;pr eritijue, but energy
‘-131190 o;f and I du=f enc10de 2 Tew fdeogl Lorv renieris that will
plob&bly.tell you more zhout my ttate of minrd thanlhelp jnu with

your work.This is a verribly aifficult subject sand you handla it with

the con;idencﬁ your interpretation.whish is =ore sorsistent than any
other T 1now of as an analysie of tlhe sate capitalist devélobmenﬁa
'nheant in whut Drcdﬁ and unmlniﬁfratlop and 2imost every re elge”

r_ist‘on calling marxlsm-Lenirism,gives to you.

',am pu~zled hy the oversll reswit, :whichk leads you to see ﬂao

I3

‘-‘Lmes an a Snalin_l_s.i; :me-}j_c:,qlg_“md. _umnm.cal, and ﬂoes not

or develonmont 0r retrogression in nis 1houg?t or kis pevsond‘

nd up with morollthinjhnterprctauion - thls

not_moant in a derog31ury sense - which in Taet is not wnlike *hu

of Wltllogel,uhe Wittfogel of the polenice in Jhing Juarterly againét

zscwartz(rather Lhan the W. of Or;ﬂnt 1 Dnmnot i), vhare he seos those *

whb“suggést‘é d;viamt“hrait in Chinese Communiscm or,]ef's_use the
.fwordfﬁaniam.ﬁs virtu.l traitors in thet

Kﬁ*'agaihst a monoiithic anti-"hriss bloue.dy ¢

'impute any intellactusl or neviorel coiveidonos astwoorn Fou oona W,

2dmire vou muchk for thut,but wuner o cerbain similority ir

manner

\"h(‘-.*i . are s darldy oganliftica i LE i the dintellec u‘.w.l

- sy
-.,\-h‘.\.' J -“
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Februury 9,1962
I
~DesT Jongthan: ‘

Tue oharucterisiic element of your oritigue .of the sapjlement on Nao
. bringe us all over again to what is “pubjoctive" and what is "objeotivel Bourgeois
acadenioians thinlc that by relying only on the objeotive, the Marxisi: ig blind to .
tha question of will, personslity, the accidsntal, the "human" and therofore never
reaily tells tho wholé etory. Hegel, who was no UYnrxict not oniy because ke lived
befere Maxrx tut beuaues he wan a “happy" bourgeois who lived in hie philosoplde
towme of ideas, saw through eny suech ouporficizl mnniysiz. Without Baving any
resourse to Pihs ynderlying esunomios®, and truly belleving in the idesl in ite
purest thought cange, he nevertislena BL'.II‘ through 1t all sven ss he, saw through kis
owm individusl happiucds to tke negativiiy and imperfections and even borios of the
actuzl beesues the Whwls wos we porvaiing a osncept in both history; sotuality and
themght thet he abolished division botween objsctive and sudbjective not by
Yereping” it as if it ware some chalk on Ao blackboard but by "abnorbtng" both
into an Aveolute whar-e ths unifjing eleamont predummatad over the :'ﬁ.saident onae

Take, Aor examplo, the gueation of will. ‘.'Ioth.i.ng appeurs 10 he more
: mh:jsc‘tive thon & menis will. It is, philosepiically, whot divided Kant from Hegmsl -
and the latter #Bne never had wore fur than when he hummered swey agsinst Eantis |
 Poughta® «-dif only wero as it Mought" 40 ba, we notonly would be erssing oenturies
- of nintary of wiat is, but could mudstitute the morel of men of good wiil. thanging -
it all, bending it to “the genersl wL1LY and we'd bo living bappily svor BELIT e
o:uept that there would be ne movement, no farwa*d mwsnent of hsmanity. ‘

This, hovevsr, didn't mean thot Hegel thoreby throw “will" ovorboaré

Qnita the contraryl He-showed t2s contwadioiion within 1%, which didnit oono from -

< the. moral Vought", tut from self-developmoent, duvelopdent thmugh oontmd:l.ction,eto. 0%

ha’ 'iv-o ‘most: :I.mportant historic ledps in this, said llegely:ie whon will recognisés. /i
 necesaity snd doecn't allow hinvelf to be capricious: “tha -want. of freedoa ~springs:y
 fyom, clingsng tanagiously t¢ un antithepis, and from locking at what is, and uh.:r...

happens, a& contradictory to what ought to ba ‘and %o _happele...s man is the S A

arohitest of his own fortunte...If men remanbeved, on 'the contraq.thnt mn.t Lo p e

%0 than was an ovolution of themnelves.....50 long.as & man 18 otha‘z'wiﬂef"nah.éé 0

that ek Ia 1o {roe, his harmony of souJ., and pesce’of mind will not e ‘disturbed

by disagreesvlc events,. It i5 their view of necessity, 4hexefore,” wh.iuh 48" at tho

“roob.of the sontent and discontent of mem, and which in tha.t way tlef.emmed t‘mir

“destiny itaels.” (mopxlopedm, par,148) : ,

XL that wero so «—and it isn't with Mao ——thenthe will Tod
gurifiod of all that interferes with its universaliem” (Philosophy of Mind, .par.) . -
" would £ind no oontradiction between itsclf and freedom for all.. But whun diacussion:

is "exoterio® and hance "the only method available in-dealing with the external -
aprréhensior of notione as mero racta,-DOby whioh notions are peﬂerted into their -

opposite,t (par.573)

Deur Jonu.tao.s, ¥ou seem to think that this contradiotion betweon-
freedom for all and Treodom only for llao snd tyranny for all must be modified -
acoording to whoether Xao did scmething really out of "vulition" or thore was .
"inororahle compulsion as 1f the "inerorable compulsion” wmen't the very one that
produced the will such as it woe in life with its inevitable results—Iigoicm, .

If T may, I'd like to say thet you are too subjective aleo
in your concept of Stnliniam just beoause the debatbés in the scademic worle
have in front of them Mao or Stalin or whatevor the personzlity snd being or
not being e "Stalinist" then depends on whethor one follow that person called
Stnlin, But Stalin was a nome, only e name, for sh objective world Eirlanomenon 3
that of state-capitalism. That, and tlat alone explains, how ocould disragard
every rule in tho book of Stalin as the hfussiun phanomenon, and atill %o &

"Stalinist"=—but I novor czll him thet because he thon 1s & Mroist and yet that
full ptate-cepitalist phenomenon., Please reread the pectivj on the "Defent of
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-+Dear Jonathans

- : The chareocteristio elsment of your oritique of the suppleweut on Mao-
brings us all over again to what ip "subjective™ and what is "ovjootive? Bourgeols
ucsdemiolans thinlke thet by relying only on the objeotive, the Marxist is blimd to
- the gquestiun of aill, perecnality, the scoldentsl; the "human' and thorsfore never .

ea3lly talls tine whola siorye Hegsl, who was no Harxist not only beosues Bo lived
betere Marx but because hs was & Thuppy" bourgeois who lived in his philosorhic
- towar of ideas, saw through any such superfiocial analysis, Witbout having eny
ragourss $0 “the ynderlying sgoonocmios™, and truly bollsving in the ideal in its .
‘parest thouzht sanee, he nevertheless ouw through it all even as he saw through his
o 5m1vidm1 bappiness to the negubivity snd imparfections and even horTos of the
acturl begelise the Whole wus 50 porwadlng & comvapt in both birtory, aotwaiity and
thought that be adoliched division between objective and subjective not by ‘
*orasing® it as if it were some chalk on & Ldmokboard Wui by "absorbing" both
into ap Ahsolute where thz unifying alemeni vredominated over the disnident one.

Yake, Por example, the question of will. Ncthing appears o be mors
w‘b;}eotiva than & wan's will, It ia, philosophicelly, want divided Xent fron Hegel .
and tho latter kMites never had mors fuh than when he hammered nwey againat Kant's'

Soughte" ~—=if only were as it "ought" to W, we notonly would de erasing centuries <.

of history of vhai is, tut oowld substitute, the morel of men of guod will changing
‘1% all, bonding it to "tha general will® and we'd Do living happily ever after = . |
smept that thora wau.ul be no aovemant, fomrd mvemant of hmsnity. i .

"h.':.a. however, didnit mesn bhx.t Hogol thmhy threw "v:!.ll" ovorboard ".

,Qni%u tin oohtﬁra:-yl He mhowed the contradivtion within 1%, uhich didn't come i':mm ;

The two most 1mportaagt historic leaps in tials, maid Hegel, is whon will recognizes.
nesessity and doesn’t allow himseif to be-Gapricicus: Hthe’ want of freedoa .springs.
frod olinging tensoisusly to en antithesis, and from looking ot what is,. and’ what -"j_;
happons, as contradictory to whut ought to be BAd 10 BSEDORscsss moA i tha - A
architect of his own fortunte...If men remsubered, on ithe contrary,vhat what ha.ppeua
%o them was an evolution of thomodlvas....ifo long &6 e nan is otherwise: ‘Gonacious
thet sk he is free, his harmony of soul, and pesce of mind will not be dipturbed: 'ﬁf '
by disugresable events. It is their’ view of necessity, therofore, wbiok 18 at the
., Took of the content and discontent of. men, and which in thet way detrminel their
deu'tmy iteolf." (Baoyolopedin, par,248)

_If thet werc so —and it isn't with Mpo ——thenthe will . 4

nurifiac‘. of all that interferec with its uniVersaliss™ (Fhilosophy of Mind, par.): by

would find no ccniradiction betwoen itself end freedom for: &ll, But when discussion’) }

iz "exoteric" and henoe "the only method available in doaling with the external B
approhension of notione us more facteyBOby shioch nbtions are perverted into their

opposito." (P&r 573)

Daux Jonathen, you gsen to think that this contradiction bet'm :
freadom for 2ll and fresdom only for Uao and tyranny for all must be modified
according to whoiher dao @34 something reslly out of "velition™ or there wap e
"inoxwrable ccmpulsion® as if the ™inexorable compulsion™ wasn't the very one that
productd the will such &8 it wos in life with itg inevitudble resulip—Meoiam.

the moral "ought®, but froum self-develomment, development through oontrad.ction,eto.g ‘ -
1!
51

. If T uay s I'd like to eay taat you are too subjlective aleo
in your concept of’ Stalininm Just becaume tho devatés in the academic world
have in front of thom Mnc or Stolin or whatever the peraonality and being or
not baing e "Stalinist" then depends on whethor one follow that person czlled
S¢elin. But Stalin was n name, only & name, for ai abjective world phemomenon
that of state—capitelism. That, and that alono srplains, how Mao oould dlsrcgard
avery rule in tke bhook of £tnlin as ths Rusuvian phenomenon, and atill be &
© "8telinist"—but I nevor ocall him thet bocause he then is e daoiwst and yot that
full stato-capitalist phenomenon. Ploape reread tho scotiuvj on the "Defeat of
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_ Hevolution" whera 1 speak of the fooi “tbat guerrilla way, not pausant revolution,
was the elemont mude into a new theory, and later whoie I apapk of {bs roasomnr .
Hao?s only ariginal and "feeling" piecs of writing—the Hunan Report
f!.‘t was that-
*-d—-ﬂ-‘“_'-’/l ) :
d1id not become the great divide batnaan Maoisa and Stnlinian as , in World War I,
self-davelopment did becomo the divide betwsen established Marxiem, and Lminim.

c There 18 no rsason to be s aelr-conaoious oithor on the question of
whetber what you oall “monolithio 1ntsrp1 -atation™ beging to sound as if it wars
Wittfogel, Only when one dieregards the truthe~-end millions in forced lubor is
disxiased becsuse it is mupposed %o be "order” ac sgainst the ansyohy before und
thorefore scmebow Mdeserring® of mmx a whitewssh of <acian as againat State
Department persocution and mizikterpretation=-the whola truth, that one has any

need for ghoidy self-defence. No one on earth, froz o ittTogel to the Sohwuts wing -
of the controversy~both fully State Department—, nor from a Mrs. Wright to an
outright Commurist (shether Stalinist, Mpoist, Khruschevito, or ‘l‘ita.ist) would
poeaibly wish to ageociate witk my integrel) interpretstion. Ani, while I.wouldn't
lnad en ecadanic or n State Dapartment or Stalinist shoir, I would, I hope malke b
the yomgz hmwesist student wish to start on new, totally new foundations. ‘Apd thn;t
was Ry only disappointmont® in your oritique, that it mwies did noi take its: = -7
point of departure from the anslynis in the supplement, tut on the ‘uuais of what .
your points of departure had besn PrOvAGUELY.

) Now us to the oororete, factusl points: () I Xmow I4 Li-sanwes

: not physioally destrcyed, end roturned to the fold latery I thought thas my qmta:iol
from Snow which reforrsd to "rebels” and not to individusls mede that cloax. 'But .
“obvicualy it 4354r:'t and I'11 make sure to expand thut point so it is olsar mhoem - j
next 1 oxpand it for book. {b)At that point the nhysical divoroe from the oty 15
dealt with niot as if it oould havs bsen evoided in face of Chkiang m-shok'a : ;
trimpiunt ommter-revolution, but only s a matter of fuct. - The sharp division bet :

_woen 4 genuine Marxist and a Maoiat there is that & Marxist would have told the :
truth, ae Lenin waid 1% vhen he had Yo reirsat to the NEP, insiead of making the
d.efaat into the basis oftheory, as both Stalin did with “aooinlian in one country"
and ilmo witk "the peasant Army." (c)Beoauss of the above iho present citios and
workers sre wlet Hou say oxaotly "to be used™, not to becoms the basie of fall
frasdam, (d)Sorry abou the wrong spelling on Chlen Tu-haiu. There is quite s
differcrice in Englich trenslstion in the 1920'a (where I took it, I believe} mid .
the more knowledgeable preseet. (e)I canrot oee how that could have been misunder= ;
atood as meaning anything but what I quote Confucianimm to mean in Mao "omplementa.:.':
in plzoe of "gontradiotory” in the view of opposites., (fland (g) Sorry te see
that you wers more anxious to defend the liberal writera and thelr geaumine
enthmeiamn during Yensn than the new that I am ctressing over and over again
in dealing with the economic compulmicns of state-capitalimu, the typically Mamolst
“'bhought reform”, the famine end tyranny that now exist. Of course, there is the

site —end not only in whei X8 the 100 flowers campaigns ravezled (the reawl

rmlution of 1925=27 forme no part of this particle since I begin with Muo and

Hao begina with the end, the dafeat of 1925-7, up through thke proseni"comsunes")
but what is sure to come in the future. That is why I'm showing the indicationa for.
the futura, not merely the future of my bock ca I say in article, but future of
actual developmonts in China and tka world. Therefora what I really would gleatly
appreciate from you is comment on that very last ssction, "Subjectivity"”, and tell
me, shove all, how it is, would, or msy effect your own study of Chinm.

Yours, -
i 'L/

#oxcept that I was shocked heyond belisf by your flippant "emacks of HUACY. Dear,
dear Jopathan, don't full into the "popular frontist" attitude of so worrying
about a oriticiam of what is, though that be tha opposite(but t the same

as OPU is of HUA})of what academisians, bourgeois or otherwise, eay that you do not

oarry a thought out to its logieal conclusion. That is the esmencu of ,t ¥ AM{‘ .




-2-

Rwolution" waere I sposk of ths faot that guerrills war, not pessant ravoluti.on,

was the slement made intc a new theory, end iater whare I speak of the ressons
ilao'2 only originnl and "feslmg" piece of wr*tine—the Huaan Roporte-

dt was tha.t\

e womereett - '

414 not become the great divide tetwaen lao:l.m and Stnlinim RE , ia World W#ar I,

aalf-develr.msnt did baccme the divide between established Narxiss, and Leninima,

There 4a pvo reaaon to be po mclf-oontoiour eithor on ithe question of
whather what you onl)l "monolithio intetpretntion” begina to round ax 1f it were
Wistfogel, Only.whan ons diesvezerde the truthe-—-end millions in forded laber is
dizaivzed beosuse it is eupposed %o he “order® as against the avarahy bofora and
therefore somohow “desarving” of mex & whitemagh of 4dooinom as againet State
Department persecution ané misisterpretatiop~—ihs whole truth, that cne has any
nead for shoddy self—dafence. XNo ona on earth, from Wittfogsl to the Bobwats wing
of the sontroversy—both fully State Department~-, nor from = Mre. Wright to an
outright Commmist {whether Stalinist, Msoist, Xhruschevite, or Titoiat) would
pousidbly wieh to azscelats with my intogral interpurotailon, And, while 7 wouldnts
land an aocademic or a Stete Department or Staljniu- cbair, I wouid, I hope,maks . =~
the young mumenist student wish tc start on new, sotally new fmmdatim. Imd tha¥ i
was =y G ‘"nl;cr d:l.aappo...n'hnun in your orltigus, that ..t wiw 618 nov teks itaT - Ul
point of departure from the analysie in the supplemant, tut on the 'bas:la oi‘ what
;vmn- points ni‘ depariure had been previesasly.

' How au to the concrete, factuzl pointss (a) I know 14 :.d.-sanm
not. p!m!ioally daatroyed, Wnk returned to the fold latery I thought that my. qmtatim

' from Snow which reforred to "rebels® and not to individuale made that olear. But -
obviously it didn't and I'1l make surs to expand that point mo it is oloar shem .
“next I axpand it for bock. (b)At thet point ths phyeical divorce from tho ity n
dealt with rnot as if it ooculd b.ve been avoided in focs of Chiang Kai-phek's. [
t#iumpbant sountsr-revolution. but only & a matier of fuct, The sharp division bﬁt

- ween & genuine Marxinst sad s Maclat there iz that a Marxist would have told the
truth, as Lenin eaid 4t when he had to retrcat to the NEP, instéad cf making ithe-
d.efaat into the basis oftheory, cs both Stalin did with "soei.nlian in one con.ntry"'.
and Meo with "the peasant Ammy," (o)Bscause of {ho above the present oities and
workers ars what you ey exnotly "to ba used", not to beoome the basis of full
freedom. (d)Sorry about the wrong epelling on CL'an Tu-hsiu. There is quite & :
difference in Mglish trenslation in the 1920's (where I took it, I believel mdd |
the more knowledgeable presemt. (e)I cennot see how that could have been misunder—
" stood as myaning anything but what I quote Confucianimn to mean in Hao "oouplementar
in place of "oontradiotory” in the view of opposites, (£)and (g) Sorry to see ‘.
thet yeu were morre anxious to defend the libera] writors apd thelr gemuine -
enttmpiamn during Yenan than the new that I am stresaing over and over agin .
in dealing with tho econowic compulpions of otate-capitalimm, the typically Mmcist |
"thought refomm™, the famine and tyranny tbat now exist. Of oourse, there im the

site —and not only in whet ¥8& the 100 flowers campaigne revealed (tbe real

revolution of 1925=27 faruns no part of this particle since I baZin with Mao and

Mao begine with the end, the defeat of 1925-7, up through the precentMcommunue™)
but what is sure to come in the futura. That i why 1'm shewing the indications for
the future, not merely the future of my beok as I say in article, but future of
actunl devalopments in China and tte world. Thorefore what I really would greatly -
appresiate from you is comment on that very last sestiion, "Subjectivity', and tell
ms, above mll, how it is, would, or may affect your own stuly of Chinn..

Yours, .-
,"i !/(_/

#axsept that I was shocked beyond belief by your flippant "emacke of HUAC", Dear,

densr Jomathan, don't fall into the "popular frontist" attitude of so worrying

about = eritjcism of what is, though that be the oppoaitaglmt truly the same

a8 GPU i of Hmb)of what ecademicions, bourgeoio or othorwise, say that you do not

carry o thought out to its logical conolunion. That is the escencu of th t'f/f‘(' e

( g
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* Revolution® wham 1 speak of tha faot that guo:rillu. war, not peacant revolution,
was the eleament made into & new theory, end later whems I speak cf the reasons
whmmw only ors.ginal and "feeling”" piecs of uriting—-the Hunan Reporte—

' (ﬁ was that- o

— e

did not become the great divide between Meoism end Sialiniem ae y in World War I,

sslf-devolopmont did become the divide betwsan esiablisbod Harxim, and Lmin:l..

Thers 1s no reason to be so salf—conscious either on the question of
shother what you oall "mcnolithio interpretation™ bugine to scund as if it were
Wittlogel., Only when one disregerds the truthe—and millicne in forced labor is
dismissed because 1t is smpposed %o be "erder® as sgainot tha anarchy before and
thorefora scmohox “deserving®™ of mmx a whitsimsh of <4aciem 28 ngaingt State.
Degartment pervocution and mistdterprstation—-the whole truth, that one hes any
need for shoddy s2lfi--defonce. Ko one on enwrith, fick Wistfogel to the Schwalz wing
of the oontrovergy--botk fully Stete lspartaont——, nor from a Mrs. Wright to an
outright Commundist {wbetaer Stalinist, Maciet, Xuruschevite, or Titoist) would
poseioly wish to associate with my iniegral intermretation. And, while I wouldn'y
lard an acndeais or & State Department or Staliniet chair, I would, I bopo,make
the youmg humanist studens wish 1o start on now, tolally new foundations. And thnt
wap my only disappointmont® in your oritigue, that it wmeee did not take ita-
point of departurs irom the analysis in the supplement, but on the basie 01’ whst

. your pointﬂ ot dapnrture had baan previeaslys - . ,

. Now as %o ‘the concrete, faotual po:l.n..ss (8) I lmow i4 ld-panwas
m:lmll.v dentroyod, hnd returncd to the fold latery:'l thought that my quotatio
ﬁ-an Snow which feforred to "rsbels" and not to individurle oade that cleaw. But .
obvicasly 1% didn't and I'1l maoke sure to expand that point Ao it 'As clszr when
‘next I expand it for book. (b)At that point the physical divorece i'rom the oity. is
 dealt with not &8 1£.2t oould have besn avoided in fase of Chiang Kxd-shek's
triumphant countor-revoluticn, but only as a matter of fact., The mharp division bet-
ween a genuine Narxist snd a Maoist there is that a Marxist would have t0ld the
truth, as Lemin @aid it when he had to Totreat to the NEP, instend of hiaking the
defeat into the basis oftheory, as both Staiin did with "aooialiaa in one gountry"
end Mo with "the pemsant Ammy," (o)Because of the above the present cities and.
workars arg what wou sy oxnetly "to be uoed", not to bocome the bamis of full
freedc:u, - (d)Borry about the wrong spelling on Ch¥en Tu~hsiu. There is quite a
differsnce in Engliish translation in the 1920's (where I took it, I believef mild )
the more knowledgnable presents (e)I canuot see how that could have been misunder-
‘stood as meaning anything but what I quote Confuoianien to mear in Mao “oomplamantar
in place of "soniradictory® in the view of oppositea. (f)and (g) Sorry to see
that you were more anxious to defend the liberal writers and thelr zemiine
entlunlasn during Yenan than the new that I am stressing over and over agrin
in dealing with the eoonomic complsions of otats~capitalism, the typloally Maoist
"thmxght reform", the fanine and tyranmny that now exist. Of course, there is the
gite -—and not only in whet 88 the 100 flowers sempajgns vevenled (the real
revolut on of 1925=27 forms no pert of this particlse since I begin with Mau and
Kao begine with the end, the defest of 1925~7, up through the present®commmes™)
but what is sure to oome in the future. That is why I'n showing the indieations fur
the future, not morely the fubure of my book as I say in article, tut future of
motual developments in China and thks world, Therefore what I really would greatly
appreciats from you im comment on that very last section, "Subjectivity', and tell
me, above 2ll, how it ic, would, or may effgct your own study of China,

Yours, -
S A

#%excapt that I was shockad beyond bellef by your flippant “amacks of HUAC". Dear,
dear Jomathan, don't fall into the "popular frontist" attitude of so worrying
sbout a criticiom of what is, though that be tho opposite{but truly the same

as GPU is of NUAD)of what acudemicians, bourgeois or othorwise, Say that .vou do not
onrry & thought out to its logical oonoluuion. That ic the easencu of {{Ml .




