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With the appn.acn o£ the ccntcnzx‘y of Man: ] deaﬂ: o

(March 18£3), -“specialists” are publishing thelr summa-

- tions of the 64 years of Marx's life 25 well as the world

. impact “Marxism still malutzins ' 100 ‘years after hiz

- death, Two such wor!r.s in English are al-eady off - ll-e
. press::

1} m.gu: an Hari M n,l edamd uv Jmeuh o‘yanm,'

'consisu of five ‘essays Ly Maximilien Ruobel, editor of
_the volomes of Marx issued by the presug[ous ¥rench

' Biblintheque - de”1a° Fleiade.- Rubel's edition of Marx's '
‘works (o ‘which- we'll ‘return) - atterapts  to rival the:

" dgfficial” Russian < East. German projected 100 -velume
‘coltected . works, Most. of Rubsel’z m:ys appeared’ orig-

- inally of in\mducr.ions lo the u‘lree vu.umes that havc

‘thus- far appeared.

2) Marziam iz M:rxs Pey.? is Vo!ume Iof 'x‘he His- -

r.arf ot ltmllm, eGited by - the Enpglish - historian, Eric
" Y. Hobsbawm, It consists of elght essays by jnternational
schoiars plus three essays and a Preface by Hobsbawm,
> whose. contributions rahpe from’ “Marx, Engels and Pre-
-Marxian 'Séeiallsm™ (Chapler 12, through “Marx, Engels

and’ Po!IUts"-(Chapter 8}, to & final Chapter 11 on “The,

E‘ortureg ol AMarx's . and -Engels’ : Writings.™ . ° -
«Marx . arid Engels are bere presented, it ‘not as
ldenlical twins, surely ‘ss equal cofounders of Marxlsm
U-=an, attitude ' characteristic’ of - tslabll:hed Marxism,
whether of the pc:lad of the Second or of the Third
* Internailonal, Hobsbawm is in the tradition of that same
 supetficlal altllude although on this centenary of Marx's
.death, . when _we fmally do have substantially all of
. Marx's works, }t I¢ surely time -to put an end to this
“trsditlon.” Isn't it time to focus on the fact that Marx's
heirs kept the voluminous wrilings .that'had not been
published In Marx's lifelime in_that. same ‘unpublished
staie until fhe Russian Revelution uncarthed them? And

that “zoon_ thereilter -— ie.; in Stelln's - time —- thelr -

pubﬂﬂuomwn once. agalna sarrested”?.Isn't-it- time to

end “the myth " that- Mark and Engels are very nearly

“opa" and, instead,” let us hear Marx, himsel, as he

ccnl.imluuﬂy dweluped his Ideas for 40 Inng crenlh'e
yoars?

THE STBAN’GE AFF[NITY BETWI:.EN

RUBP.L AND HOBSBAWM :

“What is necded here Is to sec how auch oppﬂsltcs

as Hobsbawm and Rubel, who hold to politlcally apposite
“conclusions, nevertheless display an equelly superficial
.attitude to Marx's own dizcoveries. How does it happen
" that neither’ Hobsbawm (who treats Marx and Engels
. us cqunl co-i’ounders) nor Rubel ‘(who maintains that

. Rukel o Hod u.-., enited and trangtntad by .Ic =ph Q'Malicy and

Math AMlgoy S Lnlversily Wb,
2. 'l’tu Mistery o Htullnv,‘ malume I’.-mh-d bv En: 1 Hahihawm,

Indinna University Pwu ond Horvester Prevs (Loaduni, 3OAT,

. nut only are lhey not “gne”. but that Engels ‘alene is -

"the . “founder ‘'of Marxism”  and thst, . had * Engels not

* jnvented “the-.legend’ of Marxism,” there would’ be no.
. Marxism}. allow Marx to. speak for: himself? © S

lgnoripg that  Marx's” Jifc, " activities - nnd-_wriﬁngs
Ladd up-te 2’ ‘dislectical yet ‘rigerous. body ‘of - thought -

" thet coastitate “Mmism. Raubel proceeds-on- his merry

way 1o almimtc his own vicw. on Ethizs to Marx, while.

" Hobsbawm, - “whe' holds 2o the “scientific - “attitede” af

_ Marx (le., “Emnom!l:s" and ‘zome’ hictery), concludes
that ‘ Marxism aéds. up to meihod - aleme, not deeply -

" roted in Hegellan dislectics, Therein, indedd, i.:es thelr ~

siramgze "affinily: both are anti- He-elian:.

. "Philosophec’”, . by - Istvan” Mesraros,. Rubel's,
essays. don't have' that singie redeeming. feature, jhe :
question Is why Rubel’s ‘zditor, Professor (*Malley,2 whao ~.
knuws both” Hegel and Marx's ‘*addietion™ to Hegel, '
glosses over all the coniradictory statemeénts inRubel?
In his present Introduction; he declares: “Ruobel is one -
of the world's foremost autherities . on U Marx”- p. vii}).
7. It is true that Rubel; as editor of the mdependent
Frerlch ‘collection of: Marx’s wrihngs has brought out’;
some . heretofore unpublished works  which included -
needed _corrections_ to’ tt:osc Enge!s published 4 It was -

;. Hobsbawm does include_ one essay’ on phi!osophy -- B
S MMarx, ;

espec;ally Ereat- to sep the re-establishment in toto of -
the genume French edition of - Marx's Volume: I of
Capital — that is, the one Marx himself checked. edited,
“and- expanded. Uniortumtely though noi. one-sided in

the ‘manner - of the Stalinist version, Rubel's is just as -

one-sided In its visiun of Marx, and a’ great deal more-

" arbitrary in the selections ha has made than the liberties
: Engels allowed 'himseli.” Thus, _Rubel's. Volume 1Y of

Capital, while ‘it ‘does include. some  sections and. para- -
_graphs Engels leit out, takes impermissible  Itberties -

* with_ what ‘Rubel_chooses to single out. And; he-léaves

. out a great deal more than Engels did.5 - - :
Evidently, the fact that. Maximilien ‘Rubel - is'“an
mdcpendert Marxist” (independent, that iz, -of : Marx)

carrics. enough “atteaction :fof  Prol,- 0'Malley that ‘not

only does he. not critlcize Rubel's substitution”of a’ self-
“¢reated ethical Humanism for- Marxs Humanism as the
dialeetics of revolution, but he goes to some length to
praise Rubel's “Ethics” as if that were Marx’s Marxism.
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.'The unfértunate résult is seen in the very sequence of

" the five essays, which arc not presented In the order in

. " collecticn of 11 essays plus Preface save his hook from .
" Jthe myths about Marx? Hardly, First, Istvan Meszaros,
- does not'deal with .that subject at atl. It Is true that — -
. in,‘amon-polemical way, concentratitg on Marx alune

- economy - proceeded ‘to {ill
" which allows them to act as if they are the rovolutionary
reallsts and true heirs of Marx, In trutk, they ave the

" which they were. written, but begin (and in a funda-
.mental Sense end with the zame view) with "Thc ‘uhrx
Legend or Engels,” Fourder of Marxzsm ' '
’I‘HE SINGLE-ARTICLE ON PHILOSOPHY
Does the uingle article on philosophy in Fobshbawm's

c-and refusing to lmit himself to the young Marx as
"phl!osopher —< Meszaros mzkes clear that “Mavx never
5topped stressmg the gigantic charscter of: Hegel’s cehi-

evements, brought lo-realization at an lmmensely im. -
portant juncture’ of historical develrpmen!. in the afier- .

~math;of the French,revolution: in response tothe: most
“gomplex and’ dynan!c tnterplay  of social fotves — in--
ciudmg the cmergence of Ia!mr_ 5 2 hegemonlc mw
'ment. —-in, world history " 7 -

T I‘uﬂhemare in showing that ﬂae mtm'e Marx. l..'l.c
" the “youag ' ‘Karx. rooted  hiz dixleciic In the Wegelian
dialectic, Meszaros opposes the.one-sidedsens of . inter. :
pretations ‘which claim  that. Marx meved away . from
Hegelian idealism as §7 i.hat m_xnt a shm i’mm phﬂ

-_ esopl:}' to “science® .

In sharp contrast to I.hc pmgmntnsm and lh aeneml
sclcnt:shc orientation that pervades the mst of the Hobs. -
bawm collection, Meszaros writes: . - | the speculative
verbinl supersession of philosaphy. by ".‘l'beonr, *Theoret-
.ical Practice, by the . so-called ‘rigorvus scientific con-
cept of experimcntal reasoning,’ and the like, can only:
Iead to a conscrvatwe rejection of the unity of theory

.and: practice. and {o the: sceptical - dismiczal of Marxs

-ya!ucs ag. unreallzable’ dreams”. (m109).

1 In documenting his insistence that'the young Marx s,
“attitudeé  to philosaphy "{that ane  “cannot : supersede
phunsophy will'our. realizing’ ity “characiterized 'the ma.
ture’ Marx as ‘well,” Mesziros makcs a powerful eritique
of - Lukzcs’: view: that. there s an. “identical ‘Subject-
Obmct * no: onlv m R 1, in Marx, Meszaros

1‘\at_ it ‘was p‘ec:sely AArs cntique o!‘ that . 4

“Sehieet-Object™ which “helped. Marx 'to reconstitute the .

: i dectic on a’ :adaca!lv differont footing.” “In Marx,”
t s stresses, “the movement is open-ended and its funda-

~miental lntent is subversive, not reconciliatery.” “Quite-

" unlike Hegel," Meszaros con:ludes Marx concentrales on

"“the_ unity of ‘the. Iden) ‘end the  mmaierial; _mcdiated

lhmugh the dialectic of heory and praxls". .
The one weaktiess of the Meszarns cnnh—!butiou.
this ‘wrlter, iz that it centers arcund philosophy only
“in general,” rather than delving into tha dialectics of
revolution. The “historians™ ‘and - theorists of politieal

ones — as; their, editor, Eric' J. Hobsbawm, proves all
over‘azain by .not taldnz fssue with post-Marx Murxists
. who pfactite. the imost vulgar reductionism not alone

ot diajeetics to “ﬂeﬂbﬁlly" hut of -evoluuan to alatist’

clas:-collaboratinnlsm.

AH!&?OP!CAL HISTOBY

-~ Because he Iy the editor.as v.en as ihe a.uumr of
three essays plus the Preface, it is Hebsbawm who gives
his stamp 1o the enure work, and It is In .the [inal

. chapter that he attempts-to summarize the whole Mare
Zjegacy and its relevatice for our age. The very title of
7 that sur-matlon,

“The Fortunes of Marx's and Engels”

the loophoele thus croated

Writings,” lells the ahistoric, emply . rhétoric of. thiz .

. neted English historian; Thus, the revolution of 1917,

" who “became the first head of that Institete.

in - which . Prof. Hobsbawm certainly . believes, -is. men-
ticned .somewhere, but is not seen as. the ground - for :
“the toial change in attitude toward Marx's works, which
had remained until then entombed 'in the Second Inter.
‘hational's vaults, Instead, he- begins with Ryzzanov, the |
scholar entrusted to head: the Marx-Engels Institute. .
" TAlong . with - this . disregard ‘of the-historie,® revolu.’
snary, motivation: for: creating the’ Institute, 15 the' dla-
rtgard ‘of the. phllesophic transformation  of mo:less:a-
person ‘than' the leader 'of 1917, Lenin, who  was: the
.only. ene. to break with his philosophic past’ ‘and tura .
directly - to. Hegel, not: for’ any - schc...suc rhacea i bot

TR, e

_heeanse of the compulsion thal arese from’ the ontl:mk

- of World War ['and the Szcond Internaticuzi’s !nemynl.

- It .was this actuzl - historic compulsion :to .erapple
‘with Marx's origing in.the. Hegelian dialectic. which con-
" Aloued safter the revolutionary conquest of power. In the,
early. 19203 lenin urged the editors-of Under the Bin.
ner of Maraisn to-call. themselver-a “Society of: the"
Maleriallst Friends of He;,elian Dialectics,”, and to make.
“sure “{o print excerpts from Hegel's- principal’ worke.”
© And, of course, it was Lenin, who_inspired t.he establf.sh
ment of 2 Marx -Engels iustitute,

While it was the  famous sgholar-edilnr Ry:mm“-
It was
Lenin, not R}aranov. who hid 1sid the:ground for a.

: serious, sludy of Marx, for the publication of :all his °

v rn!f g Russiun ond Gtrmon Mewpver gao of horeport, but nor
- Inef

works; and for never forgeiting that the Marwian dia-
: lectic is rooted in ihe: Hegelian dialectic’ Thers is: no-
doubt that, both In eruditien and in seriousness of ex-’
cavating mary unktiown works .of Marx, Ryxsanov had .
A 'name .none could equaliBut there.is also: no dueubt
that, Ryazaney: displayed the. ustal irtel‘ectual ArTOEANLE .
¢ .mot only: to: Lerin: but t to: Marx, ‘asican b zeen. in his
almude to Marx's werk during the tast decade of Marx's*
litc < and fo.the Ethnological holcbooks in partieniar,
.which - he ‘dared--to . characterize as “theer’ pedintry”
 without ever having read them.s$ It was this a*titude that
contributed to 1heir remalning, unpuhllshed untili our‘
own age. .

There can ba little’ doubt today nbout Stalin’s out- .
-right revisionism of Marxism,’and the total trznsforpas-.
ticn into- oppasite of the. first’ workers' “state -into &

- state-capitalist socicty, That, however, iz not the reason =

behind Ryazanov's presumptuous - attitude ' to - the 'last -
writings of Marx. The rcmoval of ernnv from his -
post in 1931 was part of the Stalin retrogressionism. But:
it was Ryazanov.who, when he unearthed’ Mnrxs 'inst =
writings in 1923, sét the attitude to that Iegaw. i .
. THE MYTH OF MARX AND ENGELS -
AS . ONF, AND ‘ANTL.DUBRING' = LA
At is nut just Ryazsmov..whom Hobsbawm u'eats 50
uncnucnlly. What {5 far more serious is that ho has not -
a- single word of criticism: of any "“official” post-Marx
. Marxist,” ‘and : that Engels is treated. very: ‘neatly s in- -
d:stlnguishab!e from Marx, himself. It is true, ot couxse, o
oL (Conunued-ou page 10) =

6.1 deal with Rygeanov's: 1923 Rrwl ) ull |h¢ new wrlllnq; he -

had dacovered, in my forlheeming ook, -The repart - s avolable
Tuding the reterence o “icoy pedanmy’ "o guated in The.
Ethnologica! Hetwbooks of ol Mais v rin cdn:or

l.nmant.
<ruder. 500 esppoollv vr,aEﬁf_:lﬂ'. HE .




it . Volum 1 3 fBut. far from suismium-’ ‘& pla 1y

thal w hcut ‘r'.‘ngel: we wou]d nigt. hav: hnd es 1 - he'simply dsked Marx to wnte af plece ‘noton Duhrmﬂ's
philosopky, “hi ! N
di ithoiitJacknowledzing ;Marx's . - RN
Ncnnlnbuuon it was mado inln -Chapter 10, Outwof

vquesuon lhal Marx was-a-; - Critleal: “ls‘ﬂ!'.)'- ‘ ;
3 vere,” at’ hcst.: only’ talented. : ’

" ‘Bnigels himself, agmilted thst.; l\ow.!.hat we:do hase’ the

YLr: Sw‘pagec,'of"m:lns Eﬂmnla;kar Notebooks (95

galiat ibe:

"'iat' ‘the. nrgency, ond. re.evénce for; our’ ge. wiel
€ Third | ‘Worldnhss emerged. ;

-fundamcn
‘polemical™, divide; ‘he szarches ot HOF; 'its meaning,- I:ut:.--
8 o how .10} ‘escxpe takir; ~pesiuun. The - iselation - or.
1 g :pnblhh wd Fscge!-rdup" on m‘m irm_n lhcnxlm_dan Eevilation m_
fter Msrxs .deeth, which’ ’Engd} chimed w!a:s rastbes
*ofi Marz, - but el Engelst fameous ¥ Ant -Duhring, - Fat o
ublished diring, Marx's: lifetimg -when no ey firet. S i mg‘fﬁ'".ﬂ“
.represcnted.‘both. Marx and\: ! e habin: R PR L ity
Enge}s. ltwas cnly inthe _editions puhhshed after Marx 5. . e Mo
»deéathihat 'Engels suddenty: claimedi.tha : ;
‘sented: both . of - tham, Thia:’ unfurtuz:atel became -the
--.g"ound o[_l-:ngcls' “]luarx.lsm which® uas act.'eptcd b,' all
‘post: Max‘x-'Mmlst: a ' sich.” Here!

R ~>Which“was" sup-,
i : : posed to” center "ot “Blarxismi’ in- Marx's® D-ay " The ‘ques-:
“The. actusl facts”abdnt; AWl Dalring “béginin 1958 1on is: Where,(theri: Is Marx?:Wo:dan't see hlm: What -
"when; Mar; aﬂer'readmg'buhnngs review! of ‘Capital,” we ére_plven sre today's intérpratations by a-selec
Ilcd Engels’. aﬂentlnn to -that’ prcfessnr mest crlticatly .‘7‘Uho deal‘with; some’ aspects”af M?n:s‘ml:.tldimeamonall
I (Lettérof 20a = 1BBE)S - bt 26l no ; response’ from - ‘new’ conlinent: ofsthought and-of revotuﬂnn.)i‘a:'r, fmm.;
‘Engela® It Wi ot bntil 1875-76; when Duliring's works - expanding: the  expression; ' polyeentric: Marxizm, " Hobs.
£ot 2 fallowing. in the: socialist: movement' and Wilhelm . . !’;’w'f‘, h’i“fed it'as a"way to-take: ;backhis’oiie admis
Lichknoecht appealed to Engels to. answer: Duhkring, that: -slon :lr:ctel:ie ig::;ntm‘;:ﬁ f&g‘:g;lttuf;arﬂ.s“ wh
E H R
nge!s tumed t°. L3 re:'iew 9f sll, 4°f l)uhring‘s wrilings ; ; atso’claiming:” “bul. thiz: statement” lmpl[es ‘no’ jndgement~
- p -abou: __th relativ t bu!i:m

,"pulcmlral" is harglydistinguishable; from- exp nging' .
-history-as itils being made): lllstonans have ever-heen”
more adept : at “vewriling 'than -at ~wrtiing history. 'For
that we must relum to Marx; nnd let“him spea

' him.r.ﬁlf
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