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September 20, 1981
- Dear Raya:

For once I w was glad not to be in the maes activit

arrived Suturday, and rather than being in Washingion, I was able to go immediately
. to give you a report on what Rubel did with Capit¥al, Volumes II and III,

But first let me mention what I noticed a fow waeks ago, yet another book which

cites you: Bober's Karl Marx's Inxter wetation ot Histo + 8 recentX Norten

paper ». Co p. 287 he citas your tramslation of Mapz's Noted on Wagmer

in the articles. I don't remember any mors, since I maw this 3a o bookstore
and Btodd there end resd it rather than buying it or reading it later in library,
IZ yon can't #ins thera! I'1] be bapyy of covrse to Xerox here and send, or
got 8 copy of the book itsolf for y

ou.
Bxmh Rubel in thie sacond volume has 3iig

rraceded by a 10-page preface. The-Preface not L.
is devoted only to works farx did o putlish during his 1ifetime. Tt includeg. -7
not orly higlversions of Vois, II 2nd XII of Canital, but the 1844y za.nuacripgg}- . @
Plus material from the Grundrisse und the 18607s notes which led to Ca;gtal.(t PRI,
In the Preface & he ®CCUSes Enguls of doing ‘ton Jaidh and too Ty Jittie & —

. the. saime tiwe.. " with Caxni %\ iy Eng¥els included too
texts which 8imply . r Lid alrerds rublished raterTale ip his versions of

‘Ol IT end ITT. (\2..d1s0 erred infi0t_publishing the Wiiolew~-hers he

of “OF) BR essays and theGrundrisss. Rubel's edition Malimin
were elready used in the Criticue of 1859
adds otfier materiale ({5 re '

"“the nd¥as Tor Vols, II an
to us more important for tha

Y since your letter

E% 117 page inty
B8 that this voluwge(T

. b
RN ‘?'f‘f
montions, /). i -
_ oipinates materials wnich - Ciy,l]L
)_{and: Voluiie I'. He also sosetimes [

oY Wkgk Engels' selections of waterials from o
1l which Marx left behind "with .other Yexte vhich sage: yE

or understaqding of the 'Econonics"™ " He does not LY ke
aliwyaTell us when he iz-dolng” - 5 Teader, 3 )
_x he is not only Soysierv trying to outdo

ar from pe i1} As you can Sue,

g it as Marx wrote it, b\th also is acting as
if Marxt's ¢ _ Of Capital never chenged from the 1 50'e on. More on that
later, y}’ﬁ%«ﬁf%z— G A
‘ Then He gives the 18597 list fBarx made in hi
of Capital. He goes through alot

that this later changed to 4
Tken he ends Lis jihy

a letter mentioning 6 }olumea‘
of arguzent to wx conclude that any c¢laim
volumes %x, "this is to deny the evidence"(;ciiit)

P TR iinadi

1 £t his Mscieuce".(xv) P,
<7 Be' ¢1086a" By thanking many Feople for helping with editing and tFansya

gy

- of vhich I = recognized the names of Yean lalaquais and Pau, Mattick,

~_ In tho much longer Exiocwpyx Tetroduction(117 8) it is all wrong from
=ection I is entitlag "De 1a PhIlcdophie a L'Bccnomie Politique",

y and "a moral condemnation

‘ capitalism.(xvii) = Then he gives & real f Xxtl
vicious summary of Hegel and Marx's break with Hagel, i 1843-4%, For example;
"For Hegel, the mo

manuseripts. Another way

nsider him as one of "mapy't

- influences, for example: "Like Hegel, he(Proudhan) had a constant

" influence, whether of atiraction or repulsion.”(LIX). mHe 8lso notes that when
Medoe: Marx calls nis met

thod dialact_icul, a5 in The Poverty of Fhiloso + "he
is careful to present it &8 the 'examct opposite’ .

#wx Now he moves to his other main attack on the Mardast dialectic:
"A Legend--the Change in the Plan of the 'Economi

used by Kautaky in Vi1 (2 . Ny
although he dous not _realyly blame Kautsly. Then he criticnzes /
Groseman's view that 1863-wag a‘turning point. % Then he gets into how &
supposedly felt ;?ressur

o

st

v

ed to write 'gros volumes' instead of 'brochures'. \?}M ..'.

0 r ‘._‘
.
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‘Says confusion arose bacauss gggital Wk Volume I is really the snamg i Nooa h -
thing as mentioned in $¥lx 1958(Feb. 22) ietter ,t?éLasa.'L‘le witk list of R/u \/ -
AN

R

6 books, but that Vol. I ag we know it is impl [ﬂ ombinati bt Books

I and JI. He implies that the reason is that t{e Goermans u@"groa volumes"' :
. ¢ vhich is what ke gives us ky hie reascn why Vol. I is long and as to why
" in Vol. 1 of Rubel's Oevres, he wmex he yut sems-—parts of the longher”

chapters as appendices metead of the way wrote itl This 1atterf"'7{-l‘]‘

point is not referred to-ayXtnitly Hers. He cites & Xk letter t» &) ]

Kugelman of QOct. 13, Agfertexmeax 1866 to prove that Capital I is "\((\\P

: ; simply. the old plaa of 6 with books 1 and 2 gombined Intc Vol. I. (cxv)

¥ 'J'f/"_/’ v

e claims that the mE® period from[l to hia death was worl cn
Vols, II ard 11T of Capltel. The 1822.1et ckott which you sm$ quote
in new bock, Rubel wnderstands to mean something like Stalin's idea of
teaching in historical mkmmommy rather X than dialectical order: "He
intends to edit‘,cagigg}- in the inverse order, the historical rart preceding
Books ITI, II...and finally Book I"(CXX) ' )
© Eis last section in his i

et b ek £ SIS TS T

his version of. Vols. II and MIT: "Ia originality of/.étyle{ ut;
- works ars often superior to the manuscripts frem the last\pericd"(CXXY) dJe
continues: "vesEngely preforred to ra-edit snd lublivh the works of Marx
. over spanding all his time and efforts only on the rough drafts and manuscripte
- .of Capital¥., Need to follow Engels by geing to thewnk original manuscripts
- insAgaf y'¥iich is what he did. ALl this 117-pege IHETOTaeLIoE S5 dated
- . May & 572968, without any mention of contemporary events. : _ '
crmeRmbner P T did not reed every word of tnis introdustion, but rather scanned
it, taking notee here snd thero) .

. SEEEFIEREIEI : .
.He alzuw hae short .prefaces to each of the mein sectiome of the book.
& and you can see hoghx both thees and what he includes from the table
des matieres(contents) which I have xeroxed.. --J.did not xerox any of his
! long introduction, hewover. He gives pages 175-%58  to extracts from the
Grundrisse , which he and Halaquais t slated; which

)
. entitlos "Prineipes \(_,
de Critigue de L'Economie Politique.Ppev M k- /7}3;){%@% 10 +
The next big section is "Materiagx pour 1'Ecohomie olitiqugs, 1861-1865 1&‘ ;
.. which comprises pp+ 365 98y Here he linoludes both previous unpublisghaed /}1%/ A/V'“lmw‘ ‘
iky material - “from Theories of Surplus Value in the section e ' [ o
AL tron 1861-1865, Rubel claine that Tn 105505 B v il soc have ]QM WS‘ -
dited & first version of Vol. I aince the original manuecript for this .24/ ?'!’5-‘3 A
eare the title Erstes Buch, as published in Archiv Marksa i Engelsa Vol. II(\\g v — g

' Muscow, 1933, pp. L-260) s=fo laments that the original manuscripts fors Qe

\;hie period 1861-1865 ardfnof) in Ameterdam. Ared they in Moscow, be wonders? ’D/ O .
ntly, since they y#v€ us a more comrlete edition of Theories of 82 SV ' - /

¢ / Berlin, X8 1956-1962))_. I have xeroxed the.short Raf Preface to Inig 4

section for you. O 77 im . : g L—

Now we come to Capital, Vol. II. " In his short rreface(501-504) , Rubel —

{47 tells us: "Whatever the mumkk merits of Engels' edition...one is obliged to recognize

/{\/ that, in his zeal to enhance Marx's reputation, ie committed tha serious error ;

4P

¥)

\ 7 of preseating Vol. IT as a finished work when in fact, only the form(but not
8 i Sf,( o text--Kovin?)} bhad been revised. He repeated this error nine years later
] in publishing Vol. IIT." Tisaneiwewc (pp. 501-502) Therefore.Wmil Rubal

: will give "a new edition from a choice of materials.and we can only speak of
i a cho:i‘.:e --for Volumes II and III"(502), This is based on having Kad "the mef

rrivilege of studying the original manuecripts of Vols. IT and IIZ of Capital
for several years'"(in Amsterdam) (502).




For "Chaptere I-}l’ & by Ergelr, we have situted the shorien of
another manyscript,i@ven though\this J is from ap earlisr wrk.'WW
(Hhan you. go J& to the Wt the beg.mning of this text, all you get \
e reference to the Motebooks number ix in Ameterdsm, so you can't rea:l.ly 4
# itm origin unlens you go to Zmkimx Amstordam yourself!) : AT
In addition:"Owr most audaciouss step was to have deced, iu trying || AL’
o give a greater feeling of ccherence, to abridge the text by elm:matl:.ng ! Y
petitions'(reditas)(502). He hopes this will heip 3m% make Vol. 11 i A/U'gﬂ
more porular and 1ift it out of the obscurity it has been subject to since
HL's debates with others over Accumulation earlier. Says hc is eorry
o ons ---Hoscow or Amsterdam--~-hag issued ﬁm:m Marx's wannscripts
onCapital as a whole. I Lave xzcroxed not omly this short im Radiwwx 2.page
Preface for you, but also you'll see there(507-504), Ruhel's list £ of
vhat chonges he has made from Engels xmxkama version of Vol, II. BRis :
iable of conteptma gives & more detuiied pe picture of his version, although '
net compared to Engels. sc you may want o look at botk together, .. ——.
I£'s not all for the worse, I don't think. See for example’ Pe..
‘uhiuh I slao xeroxed. This wag called to my attention in {9 -
" iagtz(Besapcon) book, and has the follewing beautiful ywm
|Fagei, wal

Toh 18 not by xf any zeans Rubal's empaas..s. Marx

5_ After referringk to Duhr:
iV aa a T t“e m presumptuons pr
those epigonare who believe they've buried this great thiukex s

ridiculous tog me. Nevertheless, I_tool-the-liberty
‘of adopting & akx oritical attitude imst toward iufgy’. to rid his
di.alsctic of ‘its wyyrkieidxy mysticiem and in this way o make i

tion, stess el'a footnote maKed Sure 0 tell us that

ed Regel hic "master". As you can
] ble of coatents, hé has reducsd Vol. II to 358 pages.

‘ “{As I told you on the phone, I sm hn.mpured byd8 fact that I have
not resd Vol. II or III mr of Capital, T am asad te say. I hope to remedy
this soon, espacially Vol. II, which T nead to know for Lenin and .
ym.r new book. But X will of course be happy to translate or summarize

from Rubel's' :gm version that you might wont) _
L1212 -
t/}f For V 1.. IIL) Rubel gives us only@ e. His short preface
states: "..,of the Tour volunes of Ca Capital, it is undoubtedly the third
whose elaboration was the longest, but without Marx having ever succeeded
in glving it a definixtive form." (867} He goes on ik to cite tho various
writings since 1844 on the subject matter of Vol. III.

He coatinues: "At the end of March, 1865, Marx had signed a contract with
the publisher...agreeing to give him~the entire work, otherwiee called
the four books of Capital, in two volumes forthe end of the month of May
of that same year. The first of these volumes ¥ was to contain Volumes
T, IX and IITI of Capital; the second was gk reservad for the Bistory of Theory.!
(867-868)

Marx was delayed and ¢mly published Vel. I in 1867. "After this
publication, Marx worked especially cn Volume II, but did not stop up to
his death his work of bringing %together new materisls for Volume I117(868)

AB in ey Volume II, Rubal tries in this edition to have the samz
W, ‘'clarity and conciseness' "Marx wouwld have wanted(868), as for m example

in that Marx som would have wented to have cut many "didactic examples'.

He alse cleime to have caught some'soriocus errors in deciphering(handwriting

reading--Kevin?), not notiged in the preceding editions" which he has

caught and corrected. c L]

He also ssems to favor wnerever possible Luxemburgist econcmics, at
least judging by the numercus footnotes to lier work. 'Egz:e,l -am- way over

my depth, but I simply xeroxed for you one example @ 1769-13?3;§L(.'fI
— r
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. . Also'mercxad of course is Rubel's ovn list of what changes he has made’
- from Enigels.edition of Vol. ITI, wemmeiaddpc(pp. 86%..873). U1 would
be happy to resd further eithor in Capital according tc Rubel or
Engels's gk editions of Vels, II and IIL. I migat also try to hunt dewn
.any erifiques of Rubel dcne at the time this book appeared, or sinca.
I did note ome reference to the Ogvres in Dialectical Anthropolozy(1979) -
but it was not available to me easily. UThere is slso at least one -
. "book X in¥ French of Rubel's essays on Marx. While you yourself would
no doubt want o critique i Rubel either in the new book or s colum,
or intro to MgF-—--in senss his whole work is wpppxopposed to the way
~ you have seen Merx's ® Capital in relationship both to Hegel and ‘>
" to changes in objective stens~-~-I would also be interested in perhaps
writing ep essuy article on this., ™ T T
~——2F you knov, I had been WM vorkiug on memk something on Krader
and the Agiatic mode of mroduction ve. Marx, but had lately been thinking
I might warkimooex dotailed exinx critique of Ex Mebring's biogrephy.
But perhaps a critiquo of Rk Bubal would be more topical and more helpful -
%o us at this moment in develojment of new bock and approach of 1983
anniversary. Dom There m,'@i&nw&y. in German, & West German

.-aditicn of Msrx's notebocks ox\hathematicxs,’ I think you are righi that
© this. is shat theStalinists migh come out with for 1983, )
' In 1981 inthe U.S.A., aswi hodver, their problem is Polangd, not
. onily ag Poland, but as Marx's Collectsd Works in English. Mike S
> Brown'a young new left professor who-is £o 'non-ssctarian that he
both sebssribes te N&L and has Fxiamimcpridanboocfrign friends in the CP,
' itold our Marx seminar that Poland has held up Vol. 15 of Marx's Collectdd &
“Works' for € monthe or more at ¥awkerx International Publishers. . Arparently
panelation of soms of Marx's weitings
_ 1 L, ‘ B Mike claims this was from a conversatdon
with ono of the editers of Internatwsional Publishers. N

Begt,

fion




September 28, 1981

Dear Kevini

- Thank you very much for your most informative Sevnt., 20
letter, ragarding Rubsl's so=called Vol. II of Marx. T say "sow
called” bvecause it certainly isn't Marx. It manages 4o so sbaoluts’y
sonfuse gnd parvert Marx's V2l. II of Cspitel, that it's an ebso-~
lutely perfect way ol making sura the reader would not understand what
Marx was writing, nor aven know what is the difference bBRtween Marx
in 1844 end Marx in 1879. Rubel®s pretense that that will prowe
Marx nevir chmnged hic poisition is intended to show that Marx under-
went no developmunt from what Rubel reduces him to and ifumposes

upon him =~ ®sihics”. To write as if 1844 ie ths first draft of

tal is WASARNEIact to undarstand why it was that Marx“"wasted®

Canlital .
30 years of hie life writing Capital,

. Now lst'e get down to the cancrete proof of all this,
and thus +o & that 1,%70 pages that Rubel hes truly wasted:

1§ As you saw, 117 pages ars his stupid Introducticn, which
were precedzd by 10 pages of Preface. (Incidentelly, he himself
aummed up %is whole thing »- 10 poges of the first essay in.

a Parhaps we can discount this since these pages, enumerated
by roman numerala, are not included in the 1,570 pages. _ »

: '2) W¥hen you get down to the regulsr pagination. it's atill
s fact that you do not get %o Vol. II, teo gage 499 or really p. 593
-

{since 499 « 503 ia afa n Rubel's analysis wWhen: you gat to p. 503
and 504, you £ind 1% Ien*t all that different from Engelsy I checked
. carefuliy with Vol, II itmelf, and not just with what he lists as
-Engels® Vol, IIX, (Incidedé%y my copy of Vol. II liste all of the
manuscripts, slongside each chapier as Engels had explalned in his
Prefoce == pnd I didn’t have. to go to Amsterdam. to find out that -
Marx had worked on it as late as 1878, I .do not now recall whother
ny -gorrespondence with CILR and Grace has a letter concArning these
datedy ] in 1945»46, when I was doing my first outline
of"Marxism and State Capitalism®.) .

3) The real point is that what Engels correctly did net ine
clude, because Marx had deliberstely, moet dimlectically and profound-
. 1y éxcluded, i.e. the whole form of dealing with theoriss of surplus -

value within-Vol.ﬁrr——RuEET dares to tamper with and Feintroduce
1A Vor—Il:— In a word, he is not revising Engels, but Mapx. He
is making me L;5§E%£g:55 by now, who did not do that kind of {amper-
ing with Marx. certainly doesn't undsretand a single whiff
of what dialectic means, what form means, why Marx did what he did,

voth in Vol. I and Yol, II, and why it is that the debates in the
.. pogt=Marxist world on Vol. II had nothing whatsver to do witn what
‘R ia dolng, butconcentrated on ths essence w- Part IiI', *The

Repraduction and Circulation of the Afgrega%e Social Capital, Es-

pecially its Final Chapter, Accumulation and Reproduction on an

Enlarged Scale.” .
4) I will not bother with Vol, III, because there is no doubt
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that Rubel understands not a word oy it, and to this day has not
evan attempted to grapple with the Ethnolo leal Notsbooks: indeed,
here it ip 1981 and he is stil;: busy explnfning that'iQ%g. which -
ie the publicatlon date of his Vol, II and the last date of thas
efsays ihat 0*Malley reproducss, and svidently also Bonglovanni,

is 1972, Clearly, he haen't grown any, Considering that he is

80 antizHegelizn and eoanxious to make it appear that Marx becanme
a8 soclioclogist =nd not a rhilosopher, I can Just see what he will
do with the philcsephic volume which will Just be coming out in
1982, You can see, in fact, how Proudhonist he remsins s &t the

level o5f Poverty of Fhilosophy.

~ 5) The whela noneense of Rubel's stlicking to the number sirx as
the number of volumes for Cppitsl, far from actually showing what
Marx left unfinished =« what Marx intended to write on the world
narks% and on the state -- , ghows that ho even mistakes "chapter 6"
as 1f thet proves that Marx "seems to have edited the first version
of volume I*way back in 18631865, In Tact YK that chapter &,
which wae published in the Archives of Marx, Vol, II (VII) is
what I translazed way back in the early 19%0s, and WRMI{ proves

ths exaot opposite ~w that is to eay, that Marx, Merx not Engela,
changed that structure, decided that , instead of ending simply
with thet"chapter 6" , he would include very nearly all four :
volunee of Capital in. that femous final chapter of Vol, I, "Accumu-

s T e L e g A

lation of Capital®, 1867-187s, .
. (Interestingly enough, - Mandel uses
the Wiy samo exolgs, of not having the manuscripte 1861 = 63,
which are supposedly only in Moscow Dut you ment me the Franch

{0

., edition ce of thet ims thet Marx was alive and

i kicking, an elgy decided to change the gtructura,

i} decided to have the Zignt for the working day, decided that the

11Civil War 4n the U,S. followed as it wae by the struggle for the

{ieight-hour day, telonged in history and not-only She theoriss o

‘isurplus value telonged in "history®, which tha intellectuals eould
easlly read when they get to Book 4,) g

6)To rapeat so that we know exactly what pages we must deal
with, just as up to ma Ru onkeyed with 18id, Pove
Philogophv and™&astions of the Grundriscs, all of which he irie
to impowe on Capitals and juet a3 pp 33§'to 498 dealt with the
1861=55 manuscripts, which Marx himself had put aside and just
as page3501 to 504 are again Rubel®s own preface, we flnally reach
505 only tc find that far from being longer than what Engels pub-
lished, are both shorter and MMMME¥ meeningless insofar as
structure is concerned, And for Vol. III you say he gives us 609
pages and wo know that Marx gave us nearly 1000, and for Rubal %o
return to the Theories of Surplus Value and give that fantastic mig-
interpretation of that letter to Schott, simply pRoves all over
agaln that he underatande as little of Vol, III ag he does of Volumes
I and IX, (If, however, you can find a copy of Rubel’s Vol, 11,

please buy it for me,)
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oo What doee interegt me Very much ig the feotnote on
rage 528, which ig evidently Something Engels lest out, ‘and
Bzch showe that as 1nte a8 1878 (is that the date of tiat mog,?)
had reforred to hinsels ag 4 "disciple of Hegel”™, and "the
‘prsaumptuaus-pratﬂing of thoge épigones who balieve they have
. SI' appear frankly ri 8 0 meg,,."

) 'y orscise on whe t ftn. was written ty Marx,
¥aturally, that a83y Rubel, would try 4o "laet timew
or revher the “only time” thet Mary ra
"mastor® . but thaty ey tso wasy to.

ef Rubel whon
that somewhers I read
4 , -hag- : t Rubel, and it may
. Yory: well be that sctie thropolicgy ‘heg & review of
" both of them, 1979 {8 certaf Fublished hig BN,
‘Do leok. it Up and MK trengla that issue of DA

: ; -~ I dontt encourage vou to write Bh sasay
.article on thig, ® ‘tice heing, I seem to prafor an s3say -
on lehring's blography of Marx, becauss %o thig day, Mehring hag
' 8ger nams in Marxint circles, whereas Rubel 1is core
with greut euspiolon, Always consider what 18 best
- to gt the- The 1

n of & volume o

not surprise me, I am well acqu
Poland,” And pt this moment I anm
Church as about the CP in Poland,

L/SQ frrc o ﬂw’%‘«/)@"“‘f T v
T i Mx;‘?//?f?"/:%rfﬁ/»f’/ | ‘_ | |
' H/“" /e cwg‘;’/ Sonuess Mo

gon




QOctober 8, 1981
2FM

Dear Kevins

- - Thig is in the nature of a postseript to the letter
I just wrote to you, at which point I took. for granted that in
the next letter you would reply most concretely on some questions
I poned last vweek about that magnificant footnote by Marx that
Rubel does show on page 528 of his Marx's Econemies, Vol II.
However, it now seems thet I may want a footnote in my new Intro-
duction for P4R, and in thnt case, I need bYoth & little more than
you quoted, and you, ln turn, should really be acqualnfed with more
on the question of jnti-Dukring, in sofar as Engels' claim is
eoncerned that Mary had read the whole manuscript and ppproved’
enthusiastically. Now then:

_ On that p. 528 in the ftn, please back up and instead
of just beginning with Mar:i saying he's a dsciple of Hegel, begin
with "Dang un compte....”™ I had asked you the precise manuscript
that Rubel wae reproducing since, insofar as I am checking it agalinst
_Engels', that mss. is ona of the last Marx would have done -- 1878,
and that naturally would make it even more important. To that question
T alse want to add that the end of that ftn., has a "8 What is the
. f%n, to that? Is that something Rubal added? tI imagine it is
~and that it is where he took. exception to Marx snd tried to have
1t 3ay that it is the only time ever Marx used the word, "master” ,
in relatlon to Hegel, I have to know precisely, so pleass be
very precise in that tranelation as well.

- The more important point is the whole relaticnship of

_Marx and Engels on the question of Anti-Duhring. There is &

- magnificent essay by Terrel Carver of the University of Bristoh,
entitled "Mar,- Engels and Dialectics" which appeared in Folitical
Studies, V. 28, n, 3, Sept. 1980, Have you read it? You should
study it moat carefully, Here is what is Important for us. Whereas
the correspondence between Marx and Engele on Profl Duhring beglns
in Jan. 1868 over Duhring's review of Capital, of which Marx is

‘most eritical, but ends with i"Bu%t, never mind, I must be gratefful
since he is the first professional who had spoken at all about the
book.” In the period 1871-75, Prof, Duhring published three works
and Engels gets into a rage when he finds that he has quite a
"£51lowing” in the Party and Lelibknecht asks Engels to anawer the
article which just praised Duhring. (May 16, 1876) It is first
in 1877 (March 5) that there is mslso a letter, this time by
Marx, which has a quite sharp critique on Duhring, “Duhringiana™,
but on the whole Marx is not interested. In fact, the correspondence
on that subject ends, Engels, however, goes all out iln writing
Anti-Duhping; he asks Marx's advice only on the Political Economy,
not sn the philosophy. In the first edition, 1878, he never mend
tions that Marx wrote anything for it, It is only after Marx's
death that he is suddenly made practically to be co-auther, and even
then, we do not get the whole of what Marx wrote since Engels
acknowledges that he shortened it sharply. Terrell Carver makes
out quite a case about the fact that Marx and Engels are two very
different people on dialectics.
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- Rubel, however, in his Marx Without Myth, p. 318, does

"eay that @ the reproduction of the shortmned version of Ap_}i_-—-_ .
Duhring (So 1sil. Scientific and Utcpian ) , the French edition
by Lafarga, contaihs a brief Preface by liarx, bui what this says
i thet Engels' writing repressnts "in a certaln sense, an intro-
duction to sclentific socialism.” (The reference is to MEW, V. 19,
p. 185, Do please look that up and tell me whether 1% is long ov
short, I have nevsr seen 1t.) , ‘ _

The really exsiting part, therefbre.'ia back to that ftn.
whic gleft out, which Rubel does yro cn p. 528, and

, espaoiail§ 1Mfortant in that 1s both the{data /of that mes. =+ and
“when you realige that Engels did not pub 0l. II until 1885,

when Anti-Duhrinz is what we have ell been raised on, it really 18u4.e

© . 'Pleage do this at once X XETEIEANOHET IR
b L1 PO e TIide s LTy and ¢all me ag soon as you have the

anewer rather than waitingz to answer by letter,

Yours,

)
A Arr
2 - C




Cctober 15, 1981

Deaf Raya:'

I tnought it would be a good idea to give you a written version of
what I gave yéu over the phone from the Rubel edition of Vol. II. Eis
d otnote on page 528 reads, in my translation of the part you wanted:
"In a review of the first wvo Jv.:ie of Cepital, Mr. Duhring notes that, in
. my realous devotion to the sckgma of Hepalmn logic, I even discovered
t_____'_.{;,__._ the Hagel...an forms of the Bvllogiem in the’ process o... c:.rculation. _By
T A% that ‘point in the text, @R you know,Rnbel “fas his own footnote,
which is I read over the phona to.you. It is a footnote to
footnote: [liThe firet sentence of this footuote represents pagé
of mannscript,;}{.(ﬂhis is-the centence you were not intere

:ltad.s o6 §eg __aj.na_nnla'-a—xeﬂn-)...' oined te. At . 10 be muuscr:.pt
' U(gemaining ‘uripublished £6.this day i&_@g_!‘.ha...ﬂLL

Where HW Tmaster!. The term is absent from his
& reinticnship to Hegel, for example, from his
1868 to Kugelmad) snd from the 1873 postface to
p T the critique by Duhring, which appeared in
' 1868 in a Gorman monthly, see the same letter to Kugelman." In his
Prefgce to the second edition of Vol. II, Engels gives date of manuscript II
as 1 ?O. "
. Even though you probably have all this already from the phone call,
I thought it would be & good idea to get it on paper from me, to make .
. sure there were no m:."understendmgs as T ao 1ongar trust oral conversations °
:Ii‘cr getting precise wo
Enclosed is fleo’ a :cerox of ‘I'.he footno =] in I‘ren..h plus a Xerox of
- calIthe pages of Vol. 1L up to Mwbich you did not get already,
50 you can gee a Dt oXasrIy wha is doing. Now that the Lead
is finished-~-the hardest by far.1 have ever worked op---I can return
to look up some critiques of Rubel for you next week. In the future
1111 assume that any reguest you make must e dope immediately, unless
you state specifically the contrary, so as to avoid the delay I caused
" you this time, for which I.am very sorry.

By the way, T suggested to Anne that we try to contac Ociavio Da_B
while she’ is inMexico, Bince he is certainly a big name plus does remgeber
you. When I saw him here at a speech he gave a couple years ago, I gave
him the Spanish edition of P&R, and he said t'ah, Rayar Dunayevskaya' or
some such thing. She's go::.ng to try and f£ind his address now.

‘g’ A"fﬁ Best,
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