!.-[ 1844 px ezsays end theGrundrise. Rubol's edition Yeliminates materials which L G!f ~(.rl _&‘,

“the nu*..an Tor Vols. II &u .I.I vwhich Marx left behind "with other texts which Basi, \ﬁ o

" Engéels rather _reproducing it as Marx wrote it, but also is acting as
. if Marx's ¢ ‘%{g‘nnital never changed from the 1850'e on. Mora on that
.later. -

September 20, 1981
. Daor Raya:

For once I w wag glad not to be in the mass activity since your letter

arrived Saturday, and rather than being in Washington, I was able tc go immediately

to give you a repert on what Rubel did with Capit¥al, Volumes II and III.

But first let me mention what I noticed a few waeks ago, yet snether book which

¢itea you' Bober's Earl Marx's Inxterjretation of History, a recentk Norton

paper . On P. 207 he cites your translation of Marx'e Notes on Wagner

in the articles, I don't remember any mora, since I saw this iz a bogokatore

end stodd there end reed it rather than buying :.t or reading it later in library.

If 7ovu can't find thers!} I'll be huppy of covrse to xerox here and send, or

got a copy of the book itsalf for you. B e ;
Pxahk Rubel in this second volume hes il fEnsive 117 M&@m

pz-oreded by a 120-page preface. The-Preface notes that this volwme(IS720_pagesP

is devoted only to works axx did putlish during his lifetime. It mclude S

not oply Wig!versiuns of Vois, II e.nd III of Ganital, but the 18ibx wanuscript H‘U""’Tj

plus materiul from the Grupdrisse und the 1360°s nates whiéh led to Capital. (t.

a

/

In the Preface MR he acciiSes Engela of doing 'too and too ¥ Jittle
the saime tlme...'' with Capital zfter Marx's deaths 1 Eng¥els included too mny

~\texts which simply. r isd alrendy pub]:.ahed paterzale in his versions of " ‘i .
ole. IX and ITI. (\2..4ls0 erred in fiot publishing the wiOle--~here he mentioms, ) iy '~/ '

were. elready used in t cr;tz e of 1859 Tand Voluiie 1. He also sowetimes
adds ‘offier materials\to re SRRk I-:ngela' pelections of waterials from

to-us more imporiaht for tha w:deratanding of the 'Econom:l.ca""‘f‘ ‘He does not LY B
always Tell us wlien he iz -dolng” thig;to—warps the readers (AlL guotes so
g’{ar from pe i) As you can Swe, he is not only w trying to outdo

+ Then {Ygivea the 1857 liet flarx  wade in hia letter mentioning 6 olumas
of Capital. He goes through alot of arguzpnt to umx conclude that any c‘g
that this later changed to 4 volumes ix, "this is to deny the evidence"(xiiik)
Then he ends Lis e by returning to what Lusien Goldmann sighooddas

’ridiculed him for, {Harx's Yethica! wme am more impStiani—tesn his Mscience'.(xv) )

ff He '6108c8 by thanking many reople for ha’ ping with editm?mw———"’
. of vhich I x& recognized the names of Yean Kelaquais and Paui Mattick. §

- In tho much longer Imiammwx Introguetion(li? 8} it is all wrong from 8

the first word. Section I is entitled 'De 15 Ph oscphie a L'Becnomie Politique!, x
where he claiuws that Capital is both political economy and 'a moral condemation z
a mwmby gesture of refusall tcward capitalism.(xvii) Then he gives a pead f’ Xxtl ?
ricio of Hegel and Marx's break with Hagel, kk 1843-Gh, For example: :
'rrﬁ%ﬁwm in & way the oatological proof of the reason of :
state'". We can even see this ssee how he puts the''Critique of the Hegelian

Dinlectic! last in his selection of the i#i 1844 manuscripts. Another way ok
of downplaying Hegel rather than slander is to consider him as one of "many" {
_eePixym influences, for example: 'Like Hegel, he(Proudhon) had & constant E
influence, whether of atirsetion or repulazon."(LIx). He also notes that when

Maioe: Marx calls nis methed dialecticsl, ag in The Poverty of Fhilosopbhy, 'he Z‘- 7
is careful to present it as the 'exact opposite’ of Hegel's,''(LXXLIZ). -

#wx Now he moves to his other main attack on the Marxist dialectic: K\‘./ S
"\ Legend-~the Change in the Plan of the 'Bconomics'',, Says the idea of (p. lﬁgll{), , b :
4 volumes(not 6) is wrong, and that it was k- irst lused by Mautaky in “eL42 3
%9 1897, although he does not realyly blame Kautaky. Then he criticizes

Groseman's view that 1863-wag a\turm.ng point. X Then he gets into how
Harx supposedly felt Fessure to write 'gros volumes' inatead of 'brechures’.
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‘Says confusion arose bacause Capital tk Volume I is really the onume i
zhgng;s :;e::tigzad in ¥588x I858(Feb. 22) etter t éLsmue utt list of c/b
ooks, bu t Vol. I a8 we lnow it is/pimply [a'combinat f Baoks
I and II. Ho implies that the reason is that the{ Germans @"yoa volume?\w
i, which is what ke gives as im his reason why Vol.'I is long and as to why
""" "4n Vol. I of Rubel's Oevres, he wmwex_ he put soms-parts of the longher? T
‘chapters as appendices instead of the way Marx wrote if)
point is not referred to- ﬁf%%tr §58.  Ho cites a Xk letter to (.’/
Kugelman of Oct. 13, w 1866 to prove that Capital I is
/ ' simply the old ylan of 6 with books 1 and 2 gombined intc Vol. I. (CXV)
. He claims that the yRdad® pecjod from |l to his death was work cn
Vols, iI and III of Capitel., The Jﬁzz,._,lel. 0 Sckoti which you mmf quote
in new bock, Rubel understands to mean Bomething Jike Stalin's idea of
teaching in historical xmkwworend rather k than dinlectical order: "He
intends to edit Capital jn the inverse order, the historical part preceding
Books III, II-...a.z:'.d £ine)ly Book IM(CXX)
" Eim last section in his ik introductios he cells "Engels, Edite
nCapital'"(CXNI) He asks why Engals did not include texts from \184#-45.
his version of Yols. II end 2II: "Iz origiuality of/=tyld and c
worke ars often superior to the manuscripts frem thé lasu\\period"(mﬂcv) e
continues: "...Epgels mreferrad to re-sdit cand publikh the works of Marx
. over spending all his time and efforts only on the rough drafts and manuscripts
‘of . ‘Capital?. Need to follow Engels by geing to themoek original manuseripis
%ga %y’uhwh is what he did, ALl this 117-page {tErofuctiod 38 dated
k 57-2968, without any mention of contemporsry events. '
1 did no* rezd every word of thnis introduotion, but rather scanned

:i.t, taking notee here ond thero)

SEegFIGREIRID

He alcok®d hae ahort Jrefaces to each of the main sectiona of the bocok.
#& and you can see hQgx both thess and what he includes from the table
de8 matieres(coatents) which I have xeroxed.-- :{ did not xerox any of his
/ longz introduction, howover., He gives pages 1'? 558 to extracts from the

Grundrisse , which he aud Malaquais t Blated, el m1 "p. '
de Critigue de L'Fconomie Politique". jf i ‘i-)l ., l
The next big section is 'Hateria pour l'E omie ol:.tiqu 1861~ [

uhich campr:.aea 5 565~49 Here he !includes both previous unnublmhed

matorial - from Theories of Surﬁitm Value in the section
from 1861-1863. Ruhel claimes that in 1863-65, Harx swemx '"sesms to have
dited & first version of Vol. I' aince the original manusceript for thia M
eare the title Erstes Buch, as ypublished in Archiv Marksa i Engelsa Vol. II( s

gcow, 1933, ppe. ’3-_2335. fe laments that the originsl manuscripts fori
Ythe poriod 1861-1865 ard fx@ in Amsterdam, Ared they in Moscow, be mmders?
ntly, since they #v% us a more complete edition of Theories of 32 SV

Berlin, ifik 1956-1952))_ I ha.ve xeroxed the short #adt Preface to this

saction for you.
Now we come to Capital, Vol. II. In h:.s short prefa.ce(sol-ﬂ)ll-), Rubel

tells us: '"Whatever the muwht merits of Engels' edition...one is obliged to recognize
that, in his zeal to eahance Harx's reputation, ke committed the serious error

P\/ of presenting Vol. II as a finishad work when in fact, only the form(but not

1 e text--Kovin?} had been reviced. He repeated this error nine years later

// X/ in publishing Vol. III." Rsawiwewx (pp. 501-502) Therefore-fmise Rubel

will give "a new edition from a choice of materials.and we can only speak of
a choﬁe ~=for Volumes II and III"(502). This is based on having Kad the @

privilege of studying the original manuserints of Vols. IT and ITI of Capital
for several years'(in Amsterdam) {(502).




For "Chaptere I-}l’ & by Ergelr, we have situted the shorien of
another manysecript,i@ven though\this J is from ap earlisr wrk-'WW
(‘dhan you.go X to theWt the beginning of this text, all you get .
o reference to the Notebook® number s in Ameterdsmm, so you can't, really s
B ita origin unless you go to fmadmx Amsterdam yoursell!) . ey
In addition: Crour most audacious s otep was to have dzced, ii; trying f’;@;
o give a groater feeling of ccherence, to abridge the text by el:.:nmatl:‘.ng !
potitions*(redites)(502). He hopes this will heip im% make Vol. II
more popular and 1ift it out of the obscurity it has been subject to since
RL's debates with others over Accumulation earlier. Says hc is sorry
no one -~--Moscow or Amsterdem---has issued .ﬂm:mn: Marx's wannscripts
onCapital as a whole. I Lave xcroxed not orly this short dm. Radmwex 2-page
Preface for you, but also you'll see there(50%-504), Ruhel's list £ of
vhat chonges he has made from Engels xmxiama version of Vol, II. Ris :
iable of conteptma gives & more detuwilied 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 exanple’ Pe..
‘uhiuh I slao xeroved. This was called to my ettention in 4.9 -
" iagtz(Besapcon) book, and has the follewing beautiful yum
|Fagei, wal

Toh 18 not by xf any Teann 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

ridicuvlous tog me. Nevertheless, I_tool-the-liberty
‘of adopting & akx oritical attitude imest toward iufgy’. to rid his
dialsctic of ‘its wyyskieidxy mysticiem and in this way o make i

tion, stess 81'8 footnote maKss Sure 1o tell us that

ed Hegel hic "master". As you can
ble of coatents, he has reducsd Vol. II to 358 pages.

(.&s I told you cn the phone, I sm- hampured by& fect that I have
not resd Vul. II or III xx of Capitel, T am'sad to say. I hope to remedy
this soon, especially Vol. II, which I nead to know for Lenin and .
you' new book. But I will of course bs happy to translate or summarize

from Rubel's’ aghm rersion that you might wont) _
[T21 Y] ~.,
/H For 1.‘ IL Rubel gives us mly@ 8. 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 ¢amly 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 materimls for Volume I117(868)

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

in that Marx s 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 seems to favor wnerever possible Luxemburgist econcmiecs, at
least judging by the numerous footnotes to lLer work. g_e;m.l am-way over

e doh. . X skegty zozoxe tor you o esmaple (p- WATEE S oo
e,
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. . Also'mercxad of course is Rubel's ovn list of what changes he has made’
- from Epgels.edition of Vol. ITI, mmmmiadipc(pp. 869.-877). "I would
be happy to resd further either in Capital according to Rubel or
Engels'c gk editions of Vels, IT and TIL. I might also try to hunt dewn
auy critiques of Rubsl dcne at the time this book appeared, or sinca.
‘I did note one reference to the Oevres in Dialectical Anthropolozy(1379)
but it was not uvailable to me easily. There is almso at laast ome -
. "book X in® French of Rubel's essuys on Marx, While you yoursclf would
no doubt want to critique R Rubel either in the new book or a colum,
or intro to MgF~-=-~in sense his whole work is wypmx-opposed to the way
you have seen Merx's x Capital in rolationship both to Hegel and >
" to changes in objective stens--—~I would alse be interested in perhape
writing ap essay article on this, ™ T T
25 you knov, I had been wadex vorkiug on memk something on Krader
and the Agiatic mode of mroduction ve. Marx, but had lately been thinking
I might warkieooex dotailed exinx critique of Ex Mehring'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 end approach of 1983
anniversary. Dom There m,"@;:’enw.ly. in German, & West German

.-aditicn of Msrx's notebocks ox\Mathematicxs,’ 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
.. ontly &g Poland, but as Marx's Collectad Works in Englieh. Mike Stewia¥e
- Brown'e young new left professor who-is £0 'non-sectarian! that he
both subssrives to NeL and has fxiamimciridanboocfrign 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 ¥aklorx International Publishers. . Apparently
. ation of eoms of Marx's writings
_ 1 L, ‘ B Mike claims this was from a conversatdon
with ono of the editers of Internatusional Publishers. N

Bagt,

daio




September 28, 1981

Dezr Kevini

- Thank you very much for your most informative Sept. 20
letter, regarding Rubel's so=called Vol. II of Marx. T say "sow
called” vecause it certainly ian®t Marx, I+ manages Yo sc absolutsly
sonfuse gnd parvert Marx®as Vsl, II of Capitel, that it's an abso-
lutely perfect way ol making sura the resder would not understand what
Marx was writing, nor aven know what is the difference bRtween Marx
in 1844 gnd ¥arx in 1879, Rubel’s pretense that that will. prove
Ma¥x: nevEr changed hic poiegition is intended to show that Marx undsr-
went no developmsnt from what Rubel reduces him to and imposes

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 1,970 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) ¥hen you get down to the regulsr pagination. it's atill
s fact that you do not get to Vol. II, to 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 it len®t all thai difforent from Engels; I checked
carefuliy with Vol, II itmelf, and not just with what he lists us
Engelis® Vol, II. (Incldodeﬁy my copy of Vol, II liste all of the
manuseripts, alcngside each chapier as Engels had explalned in his
Prefoce »= pnd I didn”t have. to go to Amaterdam to find out that -
Marx had worked on it as late as 1878, I do not now recall whether
my gorrespondence with CIR and Grace has a letter concBrning these
datedy ] in 1955%46, when I was doing my first outline
of*Marxism snd 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 surrlus

value within-Vol.ﬁrr——Ruﬁif dares to Zamper with and Feintroduce
T VoIl 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 kinsd of {amper-
ing with Marx. certainly doesn't undsretand a single whiff
of what dialectic means, what form means, why Marx dld 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 of it, and to this day has not
avan gttempted to grapple with the Ethnoloficgl Ngtsboo%g: indeed,
here it ip 1981 eand he is stili busy explpining that 1968, which
ie the publication date of his Vol. II and the last date of the
ezsays that 0%Malley reproducss, and evidently also Bonglovanni,

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

60 ant1=Hefelien and eohnxious to make it appear that Marx bscame
a sociologist and not a philosopher, I can just gee what he will

do_with the philcascphic volume which will just be coming out in
1982, You can see, in fact, how Proudhonist he remasine , at the

level of Poverty of Philosophy. .

5) The whela noneense of Rubel's sticking to the number six as
the humber of volumes for C » far from actually showing what
Marx left wnifinisghed -- what Merx intsnded to write on the world
werke% ond on the state ~- , shows that he even mistakes “thapter 6"
ag if that proves that Marx "seems to have edited the first version
of volume I*way back in 1863-1865, In fact WK that chapier 6,
which was publisaed in the Archives of Marx, Vol, II (VII) is
what I translated way back in the sarly 19%0s, and SRMH provas
ths exact opposite -« that is to say, that Marx, Marx not Engéls,
changed that structure, dascided that , instead of ending simply
with thet"chapter 6" , he wculd include very nearly all four :
volunes of Capital in.that femous final chapter of Vel. I, "Accumu-
lation of Capital™, 1867-1875, .

. {Interestingly enough, - Mandel uses
* the WilPy same exctss, of not havinz the manuscripis 1861 = 63,
| which are supposedly only in Moscow Dut you sent me the French

. etdition ! ce of thet is thet Marx was alive and
kicking, an alr, dscided to change the structura,
I} deeided to have the fight for the working day, decided that the

ti civil war in the 7,5, followed as it was by the struggle for the
\lieight-hour day, belonged in history and not-only the theories of
'Fsurplua value telonged in "history®, which tha intellectuals could

easily read when they got to Book 4.) g

6)}To rapeat so that we know exactly what pages we must deal
with, just as up to pa Ru onksyed with 18“#1_£gzg;§¥€¥§
Philo and~&s8¢tions of the Orundrisee, all of which he trie
to impose on Capitals and just a3 pp 33% to 498 dealt with the
1861=55 manuscripts, which Marx himself had put aside§ and just
as pagei501 to 504 are again Rubel's own preface, we flnally reach
505 only tc find that far from being longer than what Engels pub-
lighed, are both shorter and MMEME¥ mesningless insofar as
structure is concerned, And for Vol. III you say he gives us 609
pages and we know that Marx gave us nearly 1000, and for Rubal <o
return to the Theories of Surplus Value and give that fantaastic mis-
interpretation of that letter to Schott, simply pRcves all over
again that he understands as little of Vol, III as he does of Volumes
I and IX, (If, however, you can find a copy of Rubel®’s Vol. II,

please buy it for me,)
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Whet does interest me Very much ig the feotnote on
1s evidently something Engela left out, ‘and
t ag late gg 1878 (is that the date of +iat moag, ?)
Yo hinmsels ag 4 *disciple or Hegel®, and "the
ing of thoge epigones who bolieve they have
S appear Lrankly ridiculous 2o MBpeea
be very orscise on whe ftn. was written ty Marx,
¥aturally, that 883y Rubel, would try 4o "laet timew
or revher the “only time” thet Mary ra
"master* - but thats ey too wasy to.

ef Rubel whon
that somewhers I read
rery well bo thag. thropology *upabal, iow g
. Yyory wa 4] : scvie 88 a8 review o
" both of them, 1979 1s certal v Fublished his RN,
‘Do lqok-.it Up and MK trengla that issue of DA

encourage vou to write Bh sasay
® ‘tine heing, I seem 10 prafer an ey
“of Marx, becauss ¢o this day, Mehring hag
in Marxint circlee, whereas Rubel {5 cor-
[ groeut euspicion, Always consider what is best
your pertisular sthiie the degree, The i
- Yyour professor haa__resarding the 1 :
publication of g volume of Marxty-
not surprise me, I am well acquainted with all of ¥
Poland,  And gt this moment I am as worried about th
Church as gbout the CP in Poland,

I4 77/ e 5964/ L/
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Qctober 8,
2PM

Dear Kevins

. - This is in the nature of a postecript to the lettar

I just wrote to you, at which point I took.for granted that in
the next letter you would reply most concretely orn some questlons
I poged last week about that magnificant footnote by Marx that
Rubel does show on page 528 ol hie Marx's Economics, Vol IT.
Howaver, 1t now seems that I may want a footnote in my new Intro=-
duction for P&R, and in that case, I need both a little more than
you quoted, and you, Iln turn, should really be acqualnged with more
on the question of jnti-Duhring, 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 questicn
I also want to add that the end of that fitn. has a "8% What is the
. f4tn. to that? Is that something Rubel added? tI imagine it is
~and that it is where he took.exception to Marx snd tried to have
1t zay that it is the only time ever Marx used the word, "master” ,
in relatlon to Hegel, I have to know precisely, so pleasas be
very precise in that tranelation as well.

E The more important point is the whole relaticnship of
_Marx and Engels on the question of Anti-Duhring, There is &
magnificent essany by Terrel Carver of the University of Bristoh,
entitled "Mar, Engels and Dialectics” which appeared in Political
Studiesg, V. 28, n, 3, Sept. 1980. Have you read it? You should
study it moat carefully, Here is what 1s Iimportant for us. Whereas
the correspondence between Marx and Engels on Profl Duhiing begilns
in Jan. 1868 over Duhring's review of Capital, of which Marx is
‘most eritical, but ends with i1"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
‘£ay that @@ the reproductiori of the shortmned version of Antl-~
Duhring (So 1sWl, Scientific and Utecplen ) , the FPrench sdition
by Lafargs, contaihs a brief Preface by larx, but what this seys
is that Engels' writing represents "in a certain sense, an intro-
duction to. sclentific socialism.” (The reference is to MEW, V. 19,
ps 185, Do please look that up and tell me whether i% is long or

short, I have nevar seen it.)

The really exsiting part, therefbre.'ia back to that ftn.
whic Blcft out, which Rubel does pro en p. 528, and

espaoiail§ 1Mfortant in that 1s both the(data of that meg, =-- and
“when you realige that Epgels did not pub 0l. II until 1885,
when - Anti-Du is what we have ell been raised on, it really is....

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

anewer rather than waiting to answer by letter,

Ay

Cphl

Yours,
R ‘i"—. /
?




Cctober 15, 1981

Deaf Raya:'

I tnought it would be & good idea to give you a written version of
vhat I gave yéu over the phone from the Rubel adition of Vol. IL. Eis
footnote on page 528 reads, in my trapsiation of the part you wanted:
"In a review of the first vo ;uge of Capital, Mr. Duhring notes that, in

. my zealous devotion to the sckema of Hepal:mn loglc, I even discovered
‘_____-_._ﬂ__._ tie HageL.an forms of the svllogiem in the process o.; c:l.rculation. de
T At that ‘point in the text, @k you lmow,l?!lbel “has his own footnote,
which s I read over the phona to. you. Xt ims a footnote te
footnota: lliThe 7irst sentence of this footuote represents pagé
ot mnuscript,;ﬁ.('mis is-the eentence you were not intere

:ltacl.a 06§60 __nj.ua_nnla---xeﬂ-n)-..' oined tc. 4% . 10 bt manuacr:.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
y) 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:."underutandmgs 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
- AT tHe pEges 6f Vol. IL up to Mwbich you did not get already,
50 you can gee a DAt oXagLIy wha is doing. Now that the Lead
is’ finished-~~the hardest by far, I 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 Le done immediately, unless
you state specifically the contrary, so a3 to avoid the delay I caused
" you 'this time, for which I.am very sorry.
By the way, I suggested to Anne that we try to contac Octavio “a_B
vwhile she ig inMexico, since he is certainly a big name plus dces 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 going to try and f£ind his address now.

‘g’ A"fﬁ Best,

4&-44-‘%::%4 wff% /r.?), jdw—- a o»;v;\r;@»?

R T e
b’fb\)nmm éjﬁﬁ‘ I W}% //g
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