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Deax r, Uregori
ST Binoe you suddenly (your lotter of 12/15/63) acouse me of mocspting;
or geesming to wooept "mudk of the hegelianim that Engels is lsrgely responsible foxv,
and/also stats that you haven't meen "any conviruing sccount® of whet you oall _
"sopiaticated® snd "conorote® materielima ®in the Mavxiat Ilteraturd™, you will fargiy
me iF I start out this letter with a ptatement of the siructuro of my MARXISK ANT
. FHEEDM .- _(I assums that, contrary e&f‘ wrgeols and Communist conspirasy of milence

sround wy ‘book, ydu will e no pnrt‘of 1t.) i

i . .
ot S . I2 you will consuld ‘eepocislly p.89,("He who glorifies 4heory and
‘geniun but fuils to reqopnize the limits of a Lhaorstical work, fails likewise to
‘ragognire the indispsneability of the taecoretiocian, All of ‘history is the History
of the mtruggls for éﬁi&?m. If, am a thearetioimn, one's sara are attined to the
new impulsgs from the workers, now Soategories® =ill be oreated, 8 now way of thinking
8 atep forward in philosophio cognition.") and pp.148-5:™iavy removed the question
of Wlue frow & dispute muong latsllastuals and truneformod it into & questien of the
struggle of the proletsrizt Lor & new socloty, The material ani the ideal are naver
too far partsesscThore WS no diffaresuce between Karz the Hegelien and ¥arx the revoe
lutionary, nor betwuen ilarx ke theoretician and Marx the practical organizar. He
finished CAPITAL azd twmed ic.the Parim Commire not merely as Sactivist! and _
‘weterinlist'but as ideslist.,” The firet quotation is from the impact of the objective
-situation on the structure of CAPITAL and the seccnd is the impaot of CAPITAL o, the
objeotive gitustion not only as scncerns Marx's times but through Luxsubwrg's'
ravision of Volume ITI, which she 4id uniex the guisn of fighting the alloged insdequa:
oy_of Engelst's editing, our owm: depression es well as tho state-capitalimm of the. ‘
» Golleotive Leaderchip unlex Kbrushohev, Ino. I esll attention to these ckzpters Yooaw
I'm the' only who kas dealt with the atruciure of Marxz's greatest thaoretical work both
iu its totality end its dinlectio atruoture which, of course, inoludes GAPITAL not
only a8 we imow it, thet is, as published by Fngels (Vol.IJ and III) and by Esutsky
(Vgl.I? or Theories of Burplus Valus) tut as thsy exist in manuscript form in German
and in Rumeion, . . . . . .

. . thlly it is your right to disagree with this interpretation, but
you cannod do so merely by stating that Marx differed from Ingels. He most certainly
did, but by being more, not less, Hegelian lhan Engels. I know sowe Hegnliune who :
geo this, Put reet their argument msinly cn the Grundrisss becawee it is 6o mich
easior: to prove Hegolianiem as & great desl mere than just “eoquetry® by vest quotati

. of Eegallan passages from thet work, I; on the other dand, believo thnt CAPITAL s
wore Hegelian in iis finished farm where the phraseclogy 15 less Eogelian tut ke

“ content, the dialectis, ‘the.movement, the re—intormnliration (such £s Marx sadd .
Iasmalle never graspsd and therefore could noi show eny txue dialectic grasp other
thap by sohool childish quotetions) of #x Hugelianism(which Marx oalled ™tus source
of all dialoctic™)is the young Marx, the Mature Marx, the non~Feuerbuchimn-bucause— -
truly-lumanipt(rathor than mercly anthropilogical)Marx. Far from ueing the Begelian
"lawa® of dinlectio as morely "daworiptive", the Marrian dinleotio im a peeroation,
and, therefcra, s transoandence. This ¢ranscendenss of the Hogelinn dialectic was
achieved by Marx not merely by standingHhgelm"right oide up®, giving Bis methodology
a materialist baes, vulgar or “sophisticatsd®, but by moking peterialimn as well
a8 naturelism, soientism ez well &s historicity kuman, :

That im why the same critique applied to Feusrbachi "The obisf
defeoct of all hitherto exinting matoriclisme-ithat of Feuerbach includede—is that
*hs objeot, reality, senmiousress, is conceived only in tha form of the obiect or
‘cont enplation, tut not aé human gensuous motivity, practics, not oubjuctively."

cannnt asee how, ‘after this thesia on Feuerbach, you con maintain thut Marx
reanined Feuerbachiamy and you'll forgive me if I accume you vEo seen to huve so
nuch animosity to Bnibls of baing Engelsian in attributing to Marx an awe of
Feuerbach. It was s mtage, s traneition point, in Marx'a development from young
Hegelian (which ho likewiso never was'in tmths to ths Marx we know. Your escay
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on Fousxbachin: {1fluence on Narx was exiting beoauss it divided Peurbeoh, and .
showed it was the young Peusrbuoh who influerovd the Joung Mary, tw you T,
oW TS t6 (ransforn Mars baok to.a Feurbashicn, yeu only revealing your m-(
ryroferense for *anthropological realim*, and, in your neutrality (?) on "pontioa% .
Azplications", ssoapirg from Ehe hunauiss of Marximn, o %

Iou'll noed ta fargive we also fus Eaying that you are geeing
oday ¢all thmmolvea"lini.n:‘.ntl",- but
4 ._Hoe oan you say that Isuin atimpted ¥g aynthesia
ef Hegel through the lcoking glses of Engels® ol msan, not ths lenin of $ke vlgar
-Mpterialiem cnd Bopiric-Oriticimn Wt the Lenin.of $ho Philasoriic Hstebooks .
vhen airly ‘writest ¢ corresthses of thin pide lom'?i&foﬂon,.mj GT the
contant of dirisctios must bLe testel by bintery of soienca, This sids of dislectics
35 3 rule Peceiven irtdequate attertion {84g.Piekbancv}esveeshe sane 19 tus of
Engnles But with bim it 4is Yin ths-intarests of popularisationsess®) . . -

o Yhy, mey I suk, is thare all this entagonisn o Engels? Imm't it
Teally & way to Gii et Morx? You w11l recall that in one of =y first letters to . )
you,I exid, Let's legvs Engels out of this. Ho is not Mare ard we vant to doal
with Mar= alomss I add thin mos caly for tho cuvisus fruth, bk becuuss- .
the Legalian Murzieis like Mexcuse hit out sgeinst Engsls beoruss they want to

keep Marx a3 & Shistorian®™ sather then & natural scientist which he naver oladmed to

bs, and, in dur;$hoss who Teally oppose Hegel (s8 you obviously do) try to make

out that Fugels was the Hegelian: Ergels, 8s he woll knew, ant eaid, wag "at mont

talented® whereas Marx wan o gendus, an originnl thinker, a founder of vhiloscphy enc

& movenent %o rezlize ity I am an anii-luxc=burgian from way back and it ‘began beom
" of her sttitude to Engelsts editing, not becsuse I disagrsed that Engels didnss do

the ‘dob Marz would kave dons, but bacause 1% was exy brave way of ‘oballonging

, 1ztion whioh I 4o not guarentes;)
.-An. Lo I reuember Joan Robincon got ms wadat the
‘nystical Hogelian language’ in Mavx's CAPITAL that sha t0ld me shw wished Marx
bad t0ld *&11" uig jdesa to Engels and had Engels, irstesd of. hinself, write iti

. botk .
: The truth is that ths diuleotic, mxidimer in Marx's hunds waf *ven
in Hegel's, dssues out of the empirdicel poiences and returns to tham, Agalo, it
Jou'll perait he, I'd like %o quoto frem ny work (p.28¢)%Philosophy springs Zrom
the ampirical Bclenass and sotual 1ife, but inforporetion of thess laws znd ganuralis
--%iomm dnto, rhilosophy, Hogel showed, *implien a campuleion of thought itmalf to '
yroceed to these conorsta truihs,? Hogel knew wheroof hs Spoka when he told the intel
lestuals of his day that 'the sense of bondege aprings frea inadility ¢o swmmount the
~antithoensie, and from docking at what 18 and what happens ag oontradiotory to what
cught to be and bhappen,t256,n - ' . .

‘ Thank you for returnihg the manusoripte, Did I tell you that
& paparback editicn of my wori, with a neaw charter, "The Challenge of Mag Teo~tungn,
is due off the press here and in Jepan at end of Fedruary?  Boosusme this is what
I was working on T am lats in reaponding %o yours of last monthy sorry,

Yours,

o ‘ /
R
/I.-':/ly ' _'l /ll_-" l’(’] ! F"-(%
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