November 14, 1980
" Pear Dave:

~ Much as I hate to ask you to do this (you were sb-
solutely right when you said I would hate to read 1t), I

do nesd RL's piece on "Lassalle and the Revoluslon, tpp.420-421)
ev I, 2né haif, March 1904, T am very interested in the yesrs
1503~1604 since that was the period when & good deal oY new

Trom Merx was publishad, which she veviewed, rot very profcundly.
(Nettle suys she actually coliaborated with Mehring in sortkng
out theue early worke,) Since it slsc contained the late
worke, Thecries of Surpius Value, which Teally was omn the eve

of tha 190% Ravoluticn, what revelution is RL talking about
regariing Iassalls 7 18457 :
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o ' _ Rare is . the prollem, Davsi flot & single Marxist has
eny appreciation or even interest in Hegel; they all are
© pusy. preving Marx was not an "idealiat" and they raduce materi-
alism to ocopomics in very rauch the narrowest uonse. So on
thiy one’band it 1z ne surprise that llegel is discounted, Bu%
- why in 231 hell should Marx's position on lassalie be not only
-d4Acounted but actually fought to the death, so to spnak, and
Lere was Lassalle, the true "unmatariaelized” Hegellan? :
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- Imremburg was not on the szene in 1891 at the btirth
of the GSL, but ehe must have known something about the fact.
trat it took the GSD evern before it was born noua 16 yeans
to publish Marx's Critigue of the Gothe Prcgram and then did
£t only afier Eagels threatened to publisk 1t elsewheras, and
as if that were not enough, 1t was introduced by saying that
they —- the Heue Zeit -- did not share XMt's view , that KM
‘and Lassalle were aqually their predecessovrs, etc., ete,
Obviously they are thinking of only thing and that is crgani~
sation, . And it seems to me on that peint that RL's spontaneity
would find a great deal more affinity to Marx then fo Lassalle,
In any case, the important questlon about the relationship to
the publiication of Marx's heritago, assseen in YP¥GEY "Stagna-
tion and Propgress in Marxism® (I have that, so don't bother ¢
translating that one) is quite ambivalent., What I was trying
to break down was what was Jappening on the oblective scene
in 190%-)904. As for 1505, that would also be ambivalent on
the relationship of theory to revolution. In any case, by the
time Koutsky got throuvgh translating the final volume , it was
1910 and by that time RL was totally separating from KK; did
that affect Marx teo?
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Wis the article on Karl Marx (3/14/1903) Band I, 2nd
half, pp. 369~377, in any way rclated either to the article
on stagnation of Marxism or to all the new of the young Marx
she was reviewins in Fovember 19027 Incidentally, the 2903
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‘article on stagpation and the cne on Kari Marx are in the
very same issue of Yorwarte.. Ia it possible to ook up that
isgue &nd 563 ¥ t was 5o specinl abou} it? Wau it reBled
"0 the : which wouid first come in HMay, ~oX weo
s "coincidence™? They Wersz always s8¢ apccupied with
what Luxeshurg callo  “worng capper amall coin of makeanift
deily slsgane end p3lutionf..." thas the only impulae to all
. 4hat writing was simply %the fact that, in the case of slagna-
‘4ion 8 muweyent person h2d so acovsad them and Georgé Be
. Shav was‘aniggsrihglat”them? T honestly don't think that 1
! wint you to trauslate in toto the B pages of the article on
‘Marx, What I want you. 'to do 48 yead the article, cee whethor
jﬁhore;is*aay-r@threnea,to the pevsst materiel that had Juat
' been yeviewed, and ‘if ac, that?s ths paragraph I would want
transiated. o ’ . :

L j‘-Ebv'kha#'I?m.iﬂ“PaﬁtII'af the took, it becomes ever
. hapder. to See.in &n Vhingvexceptﬂpolitids,:revulﬁtionary o
.ipeliticag;hut;polit_ca.nevarthelasa. & profound relntioxship .
-nf RLI8~ onltural view" with Maxxz's philssophy, whan: 1t is
- atrietly philesophice .When do you thirk you can have. those

two watters for me? Thanks, S T
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