Maxch 2, 1979

I Mikhail Vitking

, Now £hat T have read yours works now that we have reached tis menth of Y¥avch
and In Aprll you hops to have moro frea time, rahapa we can get down to the
vary exusial pardod in Farx®s 1ifs whare we would have to face the faol, the total.

inpaot of the fact that Mgels was no Maxx.

X'n sure that, though you always talk of Marx "and Engels", you aus preofound-

ly avaxe of the fast that 3t Just Len®t trwe. This iz uo simple mattes of refusing
. to aredit.Engels elther with all him great accomplishments or with trying to dise

assoclate him fxom Harg, in ths vilgax vay in which elthex bourgsols acndoncip ox

Fresch intellsgtual arvogance (be it Gedalier, who too superficially speaka avcout -

“wiet 1s llving and what is dead in Marx"; o Saztro, the exlistantinliat, who 1ikes

ewpty, sweeping generalizaticns such es "ths greatest eoxwr in Harx's life waa

ing Engels) h=ve dena it., Bythar, thls 1ls & confrontation with Kaxx and what
Be hap to say to us today, :
= 7 1 certainly 1ike, and leaxned considemably Sxem, your book, +

Zhe very ‘title 1a hoth philosophically and historically on a very diffcrent leval
Than woxks 1lke Kreder't™Aniatio Nods of Produstion™, And you certainly didn't spave
Engals Just for tho sake of epaxing him by keoping letters in which hs chowed that
¥are“had told him about Horgan, but. thet he wes “ioo. tusy” at ths tima ‘o pay-attene
$lon, “fudn public view, ind I do 1ot belleve that you LEidk. that 2t's only-& mattex
of ‘thé Asietio mede of produgtion, Ryen if 4t ware for mo other reason then Horgan's
worls had nothing to do with the Aslatio moda of produntion. - ¥o.ave back withia
Anexdoa; with the txuly native smericzns, from & vexy differnut hlstoric peried,
and this origin of soolety, with Ats greoter equaliiy not only for women tut for

" humanity, bringc such pesans of jomlsefyom. Eugels an i muke uu think that we had
Pacideally nothing mors to do but to 844 tachaclogy to prinitive commmien and we
would haye~the new moolety. Uhat certalniy susn't Marx's view, Indecd,:in his..
lettar to gamullich, much as ho Twnises Norgan's discovaies and: ihinks itle's eort

ptfr'ac@,o;l‘i;hel goss way out of hls way to stress that the stvdy was “goveranaute
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_ 8o what was 187 ¥hat hit Maxx eo anw? ¥bat wes the daloatie?  How 434 1t
relats to0 his vexy flvst humanlst writings when he 1ikewlaa dsalt with not cnly the
fundamental ¥an/Woman xelatio nebip, but the fiva senses and . just how siuplid private
proparty made us act? Was 1t really junt the difference betwean rrivate mad collectl
propexty?  That's impoagible, In the veuy first wxlkings, he alrveady rejected the
Sdea that Just a subetifnticn of colloctive for private prop A mnke the, dif-
ference. Ti's in those ecxly writings that he insists that () endance
Yof this mediation™ (i.e. communali property -xd) which is nev £08 & nedeesary
presupposition, doss there arlse positive hmianism, boginning from itself,“

And ths “from 1tself"” 1g, of courss, Lhe self-developjment 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 oanly the
Aslatic nodo of rroduction, but the"absolute movement of becoming™,

The key everyshere is second 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
Bolerice of Logle'? And while I did pee g xaference to the oI Congreassis, why didn't
I feel that you paid the greatest attemtlon to tho Seoond. (O Congress whare Lanin
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*The Orient in the Fhilosophic-Hisotric Conception of Marx and Engels (xd wrote this in
by hand in Russian)
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£iret posed the questlon: If not via Bexlin, perhaps vin Peking? Those two woxks of
Lenin my not seem to bs melated, Certainly there s nothing in Lis Pnilomophio

N tebooks whish relates to enything conoxete othor than his refereunce to Cyuital,

ARd, even mcre cewtain is At that in thal year, 2914, the las © thing he Would have
theught of would have been that we in Bunala are alrendy sancesafui, and eines the :
Russian Revolution didn't get extendsd to Germany, Yot’s try the Orlent, FRevarthsleas,
anything os gecisive as a break in ene's wicle method of thinkdng « and Lanin cex-
tainly brcke with his own vulgar materlalism a5 expressed in Matorinliam and nngo-
_c_r_ig‘ici.m‘- aignified almo the specifics, and the spesifios 8 years oI k
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tmiltoneity of ths collapse of the Seoond Intaxnational, the cutbweak of
War, &nd no hed Marxism anywhere, And 1t'e all very sleexr in the many datatss
on maticanl self-determinstion, when he now insists ihat self-dstecpination imm't
Just a “rinoiple* bub both tha baadilus for proletaxicy revoiution, and the agtual
leap &.ead, And Ai's that question of natlonald selfedoteritination which ha lusists
romains & txuth that the Russian Commmisis must Likewlse follcw, In those
pitilosophio Notebooks, therefora, what mredeminatos 1s this apprecliation for avecalled
1dealimm, this continuity of rovolution , not only for tha galning of vower tub
sftervaxd, oto. oteo. ]

In your work, what I Sslt was eritical(that you, however, left vexy doa.
TAberetely unanswered) wers pp. 104 « 105, Ou page 100, where you spesk of the
lotter to Zasulitoh and you quote Maxx as saylng thatl evarything depsnds cn the
hintorio means, I wrotes™ Yes, tuttis Great Divide is not colfoctie vs. private
propertys the Great Divide is meintionshly of wewolution and hinstory, and in ¢his
case warld yevolution, not jJust Russia ut Europe, not, just Europe but Asizsg the
Elobe." And oz p. 104, whers you spsek about the worklng out of the conoepd
being left Ancompleted by Harx, and that the important tank remained to Engals,

T wroter"And that's exsctly what was wmongs Engels wes no Baxe,” Frankly, I -
don't belisve that Marx left that work for Engels. He died just four monihe afier
he completed his Notebooke, and it's a task of this genexatlon, with tha advantage
of nearly a century of hindaight, plus the whole queation of notling ehont of WHII .
and dsgolonigatlion, on the ona ; and on the other hand, a revolutionary movemont
£ron Below, whather that stavted in Vorimta in 1953, Hungary 1956, Afrles 1960, -
Followsd by the Elaok Ravolution in tho U,S,.as well as o new foros of revoluilon ==
the Women's Libereilon "Hovemnt, that had better stant digaing for itwelf.

May £ alsc nok you whai you ihink about the fagh thab the new rrafaos {1881)
45 the Ruesisa.édition of the Comminist Manifesto, whioh posad the quesilon of
8 pomsibly revolution in Ruesia and did not ehangs anything else in the ;
Hanifecto, was changed by & footuote in Tufime editicnn by F¥ngels to read that
this meant "written®™ history had been a history of olass mtxugglee, Faxy had
already read all thase works and more that, Inpgels got to read aftex Harx's death.
¥arx had already wrltien about this to Zasulltch; nad already asked Mgels to
study it, and had made no much conolusion that history wasn't all history of

olass struggles,

No, ny dear Mikhail, St just ima't true that Epgele elthexr carvied ocut
that “legaoy”, and it vould indeed by fantastlo 1f ie tegap elther Jusi acadmmically
or, what is worse, actually acting as £ Marx's new oontinent of thougat is Just a
M egacy” instead of a compeliing need for us to dg rfp.att h ‘.F-o ba c}o}: fox our owm
. L

i
generation. ¥ ¥

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




