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: becane ixpossidle, (30 you like
sess, Js it rossicle fur you

it oz the Oanzdian aide that

) : ‘it theny and wien he, tuen, wan
Bebel to read it and get interested in th: quostion, ‘explained in his usmal .
superfiolal way that he waa then i on semgthing elsa. To mo it is very,
very faportant we slough off Merx's rejuest Heze in o pan,
- his olozest coilaborator, who that at sort, he is talented, but
Maxrx is » ganius, Maving 30 fragsent
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aconcadist than horetodcra; a
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philoacphy. I is 6ot Hawx*s. (And inoidenteliiy, it isn®t very == ==
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What, therefors, I was trying to do wua, first, the facta themselves, In
thisg, though lawrence Krader is not fully a Heexis® and hes ceztainly, to ge,
gone & bit cff the odge on Asiatio mode of mwoduction, he 4id a megnificent
Job in venaaribing Marx®s Bthnclogical Notebooks. Seoondly, I trisd to show
(I assume you have zy oritiqus of Evgels, in Jaa, 1979 issuo of News & Lettern)
how modern"Har=ists”,(in this oaso, ono Hal Ixaper who's bnsy renning ths most
superficial, volwminous hunk ~= so fax, three books and there's throe more to
g0 == on what he oalls Karl v o eyl } arxe atill using Engels’

Origin of the Family as if it were pemmed by Marx elf,




‘and disorienting the women's Jibexationiste who have to work ocut a philesophy
of iibametion for our day. .

Thivdly, ~ that, wmfortusataly, will not be rendy to bs dhown . for enother
yoar ~= I am relating foss Luxembwng, & great revoluticnary, belng sapdcislly
B0 gToat on the 1905 Ravolution nevertheless falling to extend hex revolutionary
theories to ths gqusstion o wopen's libemmtion., I do zot believe that it is-
posaidle 4o do 80 unleas cne dooa fully undexwiand the totality, and totality
28 _new beginning, for one's own ags of Harx's philosophy cf revelutlon.

8o what exsotly are you dolug dsfending Engolz? I relaticaship to
what sapect of Marx®c theoxy? If it is Aslatic mode of production == and
you aze mich 2oxe expart in that thar I - then how can that be luft in its
19th oentury varsicu? ' - : '

I was swrxisel, for example, fhat you pay so 1little attention to Lexin‘s
W. First, let no stiesa ths facd that ihe Collucted Vorks
of I ci, Yolxms 32, finelly repzotuced Lenin®e “Abgtxwmol of Hezel's
‘8oience of Ioglot™, 4id a0 in order to dalibmmtsly omfuee tho lmsua of
Lanin’y tweak with hds own philosophic past by i ndlwding anything and every-
thing Lenin had written on philveophy. The txuth iz that unless cne {akes &

» 1t means nothing exoopt for aczdemia’z parpoass. Whea
for s wrote what I considzy & vulgwrly matexdalistio work, -
.8 2 -riticisn, be was doing It for skriowly politloal
: ana .0 , g peliavars®, When, howsver, i9M4 cane and-tha
whele H%comd Interuatl ocollapaed, he found ‘it not ondy ths Machista
e ala"thonder, Xurl Xauteky, hed batonyed and: ths i, ¢ ot hava baen
very biind on Esutsky and supsrficial in the underetanding o dialadtise uot -
to bave ted & waiff of thia. Bo vhen all the world was golng to pleces, Lenin
oonld think of nothing more cerlous to'do, or &% leset as sarlous as wiriting -
politicdl theses, than to go to the Bimme Litwary and 1ved Heiol's %o
mig. (May I pleuss sok you, if you have not done so alresdy, G . 1
- DPeIO7=1TE, 0L | Aom, )
. »afexrred to Vol, you
meeciation of dixlectios in so totnally
wers wll of his writings from 1934 to .
roeding of Begel, dut he could think of acthing moxe gardioue 4o leava as hiz
logauy that Tosfament, which not only troke with Htalin, zot only criticiszed
Trokeky, tut sald of that most baloved of Bolshevik lecdern and ons of its
grestest theoreticians, Bukhezin, that he "did not fik¥y understand the dia=
lectis and oculdn't iherefore be fallpdcalied a Maxxist,"

Nor ay dear Mikhall, dm?t you think it is tluac to take Lenin saciously
on philssophy ani not eniy politics? And lma’t it ilme we took the founder
of ali of us, inolmding Lenin, saricusly encugh to stuCy him not as au econo-
aist or s & philosspher or as histordan, bul in his teiality as having
originglly discoverad a vwhols new oontinent of thought which he oailed a
Pnow Rumaniem"?
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