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~ (1) The author's definition of nathedology (glven © AT
is g6 broad that it does not provide s strusture to o S
exposition. If the mcops of the essay was reduced-a ‘ o
_mttention foocused on aJﬁErfIBuI%;Iifsug or det of ) I
isgues greater (g’:ﬂgmuu‘:‘mm::é_ larity would pésults - -
& themg;§?91t1 A-stafids now rnuoh of-thH 'ggna:ion appears
. A1liptle and there are apparent . onzinuitiss which:
giu’prﬁﬁgbly the consegquence of the very broad ranging
gousslon. '

{2) The author seems to presums conslderable familiarity,

on the readar's part, with Maprisi litveraturs.—Gezcal con
the author's digcusslion about\le Astemologicsl. vlews{d ) | . -
would require more slaborste argument than tliet provided R
_on pages 10 and 11, It ia diffioult to draw out tihe o

- implications of Lenin'c aphoristic stataments~=~and cerialinly ...
'the_confidsdce with whioh this 1s done in the esgay raquires .
moré support then that provided in the text. The author .~ . *
g interesting and original things to say of Merx's ‘enalyat
9 12)=-~but again the account: is not .o..'
eveloped and as fully documented as such an-analysis
every right to be. x

i (3) The easay is a(review-esgay ‘rather than an attempt - ¢

" at analysis of any specifio philosophic izsues, . But the
author's judgments are so definitive and so negative L - 7
that a-more adequate treatment of each igsue seems rejuired., .
If Sartm's book is so bad aurely thers geems to be no: . .
weed of ov _zugggzﬂgzges to say it. But if_the Intention -
\s o show n Waab—specilic .instances it s bad. then the -
anthor might have y. aoncentrated on one or : -
two particular issues and fully developed the arguments.

) (4) The subject matter and the treatment accorded it R
oo j\ seenm aimed at a speocific audience rather than the broad &
© . w-~phllosophlcal community. A mors sultable vehicle for
"\ this essay, which has many interesting facets, might be
', Satenca and Soclety or Studies on the Left.




