Maxch 2, 1979

I Mikhail Vitking

, Now thai I have read your woritp now that we have reachsd the month of Maxch
and In April you hops to have moro frea tlme, rachaps we can get down to the
very ocrusial perdod 1n Marx®s 1ifs whars we would have to fmce the faot, the total.

impact of the fhot that Engels was no Marx,

I'm puxe that, though you always talk of Marx "and Bageln", you axe pevfound-

ly avave of the fast that 3t Just Llan®t txue. This is uo simple mattexr of vefusing
- to credit .Engels either with a1l Lis great acconplialments o with txying to dise

aszociate him from Maxx, in ths vulgar way in which dthmboums_oumdmcip or

Fresch intalleotual arvogansa (he it Gedalier, who too superfieially speaka avout -

B Th. ] ‘,.{s living and what is dead in Mare'p o Saztre, the exlstontiaiiat, who 1ikes

enpty, swsepling generalizations such es “tho greatest error in Harx's life was

newting Engels) have done it, Bythae, thls ls & confrontation with Bexx and what

he hap to pay to us today. :

= 7 1 certainly 1ike, and leaxned considemably Sxem, your book, #

Zhe very 4itle 1a hoth philosophically snd historically om & very diffcrent leval
Than woxks 1lke Kreder't"iniatic Nods of Produstion™, And you cartainly didn't spare
Engals Just for tho sake of sparing him by keoping letters in which hs chowed that
¥are“had told him atout Hovgan; but. that he wes Yioo.tusy” at ths tima 4o ray-atteme
tlon, ‘Cvdm publie view, And I do vot believe that you bEiaR that 2t's only-e mattar
of thé Asietic mede of produgtion, RByem if 4t ware for ao othar reason then Horgan's
worls had nothing to do with ths Aslatic noda of mroduntion, . ¥s.ave back mithia
Anexdoa; with the txuly native Amexriozns, from & vexy differnut historic peried,

~ and -$hds origin of soclety, with. ils greoter equallty not only fox women tut for-
humanity, trings such pasans of jralsefyon.Mgels ac to auke us think that we had
pruciically nothing mors to do hut to sdd techaclogy to peinitive comsunlen and we
would haye-the new moolety. That sertainiy susn't Earx's view, Indeed,-in his .
letter 4o Zamulitch, much as ho minisaes Norgan's discovecies and ihinks. it'e s eort
,pg-'aogp;l.';:_he'. goes way out of his way o streas that ths stvdy was "governnaute

_ 8o what was 157 ¥hat hit Mark eo anow? ¥bhat xas the dlalagtie? . How 438 1%
relats to hls vexy fluvst humanist writdngs when he ldkevlse dsadt with not only the
fundamental Man/Woman relatio nehip, but the f£iva senses and just how stupid privete
rroparty made us act? Was 1t zeally junt the difference betwean rrivate nad collectl
propexty?  That's impoagible, In the veuy first wxltings, he already rejected the
3dea thst Just'a subetifnticn o colloctive for private prop 4 moke the, dif-
forence. It’s dn those eaxly writdngs that he insists that & endance
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Yof this mediation™ (i.e. comminai property -xd) which is nev 008 & nedeesary
presupposition, doss there arise positive hmianism, boginning from itself,“

And ths “from 1tself" 1g, of courss, the self-developsment of lator, You Imow that -
even in the Grundrisse,(where the pre-capitalist fomms, espsciadly Asiatic mode of
production, 1s central)} sc fax as X wes ooncerned I singled out, not only the
Aslatic nodo of rroduction, but the"absolute movement of becoming™,

The key everyshere is sscond negativity. So may I ask you two questions?
Why is 3t that I have seen no reference in your work to Lenin's "Abstravt of Begel's
Solerice of Loglo“? And while I 4id pee a xafersnce to the T Congreassis, why didn't
I feel that you paid the greatest attemtlon to tho Seoond. (T Congress whare Lenin
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*The Orient in the Fhilosophic~Hisotric Conception of Marx and Engels (rd wrote this in
by hand in Russian)
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firet pomed the quastion: If not via Berlin, perhaps vis Peking® ‘Those twe vorks of
Lenin pay not seem to be related, (ertainly thexs in nothing in his PRilomophio
N_tebocks which relates to enything smoxete othor than his reference to %
Afld, even more certain s At that in that year, 1914, the las © thing he ve
theught of wodd have been that we in Eypala are already suncesaful, aud sines the :
Russian Revolution didn't get extendsd to Germany, lot's try the Orlemnt, Feverthsleas,
anything &s gecisive ns a broak in cne's wicle methed of thinkirg - and Lanin cexw
tainly broke with his owm vulgaxr materlalism as exprossed in Maberinliem and mgo-
Celtioiam == zignified also the specifies, and the specifios 8 years or *

Was the s'multaneity of the collapse of the Sevoscnd IDttevpational, the outhesalk of

waw, and no ehed Faxxism anywhere., And it's adl very cleexr in the pany detatss
on ratloanl self~determination, when he now insists that acif=datecmination isn’t

Just & "prinoiple® bub Loth tha basiilus for proletarlcn revoiution, &nd the astual
leap £uad, And 1t's that question of nationsl selfwdotempination which hs Insiats
rooaing & txuth that the Rysslan Commmisis mish likewise foliéw, In thoss
Fhilosophio Rotebocks, therefors, what mredcminatos is this approcletion for soecalled
1dealism, this continuiiy of »ovolution , not only for the grining of vower tub
aftervaxd, aoto, ete, i

In your work, what I £s3t was critical(that you, howover, left very des
1iberetely wnanswered) wars pp. 104 « 105, Ou page 100, where you spesk of the
lotter to Zusulitch and you quote Maxx as naylng that everything depands on the
historio means, I wrotes™ Yes, tutiiis Great Divide is not coRfoctide vs, privets
propertyy the Great Divide is medationahly of revolution and hiutory, and i this
o2se world yevolution, not Just Russia “ut Europs, not Sust Eurcpe but Asis) the
globe,” "And on p, 10%, whers you spsak about the working out of the congept
being left incompletsd by Marx, and tha’ the important task remained to Engeln,

I wroterAnd that's exnotly what was ieong, Iogels wes no Naxx.” TFronkly, I
don't belleve that Marx left that work for Engels. He dled just four monthe afber
ha cozmpleted his Notebooks, and it's a task of this generatlon, with tha sdvantage
of nearly a cemtwxy of hindsight, plua the whols question of nothing short of WRIX
an degolonigation, tm the ane y and on the othar hand, a revolutionary movement
fron below, whather that staxted in Vorimta in 1953, Hungary 1956, Afrlea 1960, -
Tollowed by the Blaok Ravolution in the U,8,.as well as n new foros of yevolution =
the Women's Liberetion wnoveunant, that had betlter ataxt digging for 1iuels,

May I alsc ack you whai you ihink about the fact thab the new rrafmoa (1881)
to the Rusaian.édition of the Oommunist Munifesto, whioh posad the ouestivn of
& pomaibly wevolution in Russia and 4id not changa anything else in the Corzmmist
Manifesto, was changed by a footnote in Tutiwe editionn by Fngels to read that
this meant "“wxdtten™ history had been a history of olass strugglee. kexg had
already read all these works and more thak, Engels got to read =fber Marx's death.
Harx had already written about this 4o Zasulltoh; had alreedy asked Mgels to
study it, and had made no ouch conolusion that history wasn't all history of

olass strugzlea,

No, my deaxr Mikhail, it Just lsn't true that Fpgele elthex coxrrled out
that “legacy”, and 1t would indeed by fantastlio if we tegan either just academieally
or, what is worse, actually acting as £ Marx's new continent of thought is just a
"logacy™ instoad of a compelling need for us to dg, what ,.fo be dohq fox cur own
gensration, e ‘-P'a( haﬁ L "

How are you? Can you f£ind time now? Uuder sepsrate cover I am seading you
ny very first (1942-46) writings on the nature of the Russian economy.




