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Lear Richard:

: We crossed in the mail, with you explaining
Humanities Press to me and I already on another planet,
by which I mean I have woved far away from a difference
of view between 3imon and me, and gone back to Marx,

o I asaume Dlga has sent you the chapier of
Part II of "Luxemburg bookY so ycuaknow thet this work is
mora total still (if that isn't guilding the 1illy) on
Marx, Let me explain, Not unly is my work,insofer as Luxemburg
is concerned, more comprshensive ahd, 1f I may say 8o, more
profound then any wrliten -~well, let me back nff a little before
I frinish the "not only" with the "bui also,”" Nettl's is wore
comprenensive tut even he failed to see Loth the WL aspect;
(indeed, he even failed to note in that comprebensive bidliog,,
‘that she has given gome: spaeehes &thua reccomend his readers

~ th search for more, etc.) and the rhilosophic lag as he himself

was probably e Kentian and dialectic seems to have been hardly
"woers than. a word, In any cese, of the modern 2 books on RL

they are NOT mors than introductory essays to a yery selected -
part of her writingas:. That is why sven the German who has written
. severs) books -"about RL" wes irery interested in mine and the'. "
Frenchman who has. axpendad nik;olf to ‘the, point of 900. pp.;,very:
- mueh i1imitdd himself to "Jourmaul THZRE ARE NO WOMEN, except .
a8 very limited "prefacers" 3. th&c only in France, - Bat you. think-
.these"experts” would reccomend me? Then you know little of the -
mnifing that goas on, even if you do krow, I'm sure, of the
Moacow Framp-Up Trials,*

: how comes the "but also" it is another "not only
@zt 46 the"RL book" also WL, and in hor time and ours, BGT ALoO i/
IT IS THE ONLY ONE ON MARX'S PHYLOS 30PIY OF REVOLUTION. (gyiloagy 1
and Revolution I maturally think was great; but please nota
the differsnce between "of revolution® and Yand revolution,

-That is to say I was relating Marx's concept of revolution to
"a}l" philosopkies, be it Hegel, Sartre, Map, etcy now I am
econcentrating on Marx,) In a word, whether Marxists were dividing
the young and Maturse Marx, or seeing they are one; whether they
were argulng on the basle of the divect bLreak with the oourgeoisie-
in 1843 or wishinp to start only with Capitsl, the point was

* none knew Marx's Fthonological NOtebooFB, i.e,, the return of

Marx's to his very first tut now famous 1844 Humanlot Eesays, &,

Y@ti on basis of Morgan's Ancient Soeiety "just published”,

askaing all over ggaah: where ig humaaity going? (Incidentally,

Humanitises, I'm glad to say, brought Krader's 4ranscription of
Marx's Notsbooks out,) And answering it, not either on bais of
1844, or 1880 BUT BY FROJECTING THAT THE REVOTLUTION IN RUSSIA
MAY COME IN ADVANCE OF THE ADVANCED LANDS, So, I return to ‘

Marx before he broke with the bourgeoisie, and show that in his

doctoral thesis he was already a revolutionary, and extending it

to the totality that 18 Marx contra Engels a3 well,

Ah, well, when sveryone from women to

Luxemburgites to the monopolistu of "marxism" sharpen their knivea;

surely Simon will have company, lots of it ‘Yourﬂ
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*Incidentally I recelved "fron the underground" a
greetings on LuXenburg frow the one expert in the world from
her homeland! 15264




