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November 14, 1980
Tear Deve:

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

do nesd RL's plece on "Lassalle and the Revolution”, tpp.420-421)
eV I, 2rnd haif, Harch 1904, I am very interested in the yeors
1903~1904 since that was the period when a good deal ot new

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

of tha 190% Ravolution, what revelution is RL talking about
regariing Iassalls 7 18457 :

Hare is.the prohlam;'bavgz ot & 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,: Bui -
- why in a1l hell skould Marx's position on Jasanlle be not only

" didcounted but actimlly fought to the death, so tc speak, and

Liere was Lassalle, the true "unmaiarialized" Hegelian?

- Imxemburg was not on the ezeme in 1691 at the tipth
of the GSL, but eha must have krown something aboul the fact.
that it took the GSD even vefore it was Lorn soms 16 years
to publish Marx's Critigue of the Gothe Prcgram and then did
it only afier Eagels threatened to publish it elsavhere, and
as if that were not emough, 1t was introduced by saying that
they -~ the Feue Zeit -- did not share XM's view , that KM ™

‘and Lassalle were agually their predecessors, etc., ete.

Obviously they are thinking of only thing and that is crgani~
sation, . And it seem3 to me on that point 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¥EEYT "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 RI was totally separating from KK; did
that affect Marx toc?

Wis the article on Karl Marx (3/14/1903) Band I, 2nd
half, pp. 369~377, 1in any way rclated either to the article
on stagnation of Marxism or to all the new of the young Marx
gshe was reviewins in Fovember 19027 Incidentally, the 2903
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‘article on gtsgnetion and the cne on Karl Marx are in the -
very same¢ issue of Yorwarts,. Is it possible to look up that |
isgue &nd 663 vhat was #o specinl sbout 1t? Was 1t relbbed
“to the virth of M_arxr,' which wouid first come in May, or wid
1¢ purs "coincidence™? They Wers slways 80 zrenccup‘.".ed with
what Luxeshurg callo fworn, cspper small coin of makeahift
¢eily slisgane ond 3lutions,..." thas the only impulae to all
that writing was simply %he fact that, in the case of stagna-
- 4ion 8 murrent parson hxd so acoused them and Geargé Be
Shaw was spigoering &t thew? I homestly don't think that I
! wsnt you to treuslate in toto the B pages of the article on
‘Marx, What I want you to do 48 yead the article, cee whethor
“there is -any reference ‘to the pevsst materiel that had Just
' been yeviewed, and ‘if so, that?s the paragraph I would want
- transiated. o ’ o :
cps - Row thay I'm in PextII of the Yook, i1t besomes ever
;. bapder. to see.in an thing. exceps pelitics,- revoluticnary
--,,,gp;:%{.ca»g-;but;polit .c8 .nevertheless, & M Found relutioxship-
L - »8’-‘.'.
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cmatirel view® with Marz's philssophy, whan 1t de . :

twa:

Ui

- s{riotly philegophic, -When do you thirk you can have. those

o watters for met Thanks,’




