:Dear Raya.

I have been trv1ng to trace the d1vergence between the‘Cerman text R
of para 76 of ‘the E cyc]oped«a@ and the Wallace translation. It has neen-;--f'-f*-'_’i
pu2211ng and frustrating. _et me tell you What "ve found. . - Q[é ',':"“':a

F1rst 1 examined all of Hege1 s texts ‘or ‘that paragrp h. Of course,

: 1t d1d not ex1st t all in this form in the 1817 e edition. It f1g;€‘appears
11 the 1827 ed1t1on, and -there is no 1nportant change between.the text
of paragruph 76 in-1827. and- 1830. The only change at a1l is that Hegel
removed ‘the last part of the Tast sentenceléﬁ of his foctnote to the para-
nraph (the' one,begjnn*hg_w1tn the quotation from Descartes ranc1p1

Ph11osogh1ca.

Zl,/gecond the text thau Wailace used for his translataon 15 the gygl,
~text, which was edltgd_py Leopold Vorn Henning. Th1s is the one wh1ch f1rct
breught in 1arge add1t1m: that is { “the "our‘ce
of Hallace s divergence either, since the Von Henning text of naragraph
76 does not d1ffer at-all from the 1830 ed1t1on By the way, his Zucatze
are. clearly marked (fdr examp]e there is one at- the nnd of parag"pah '

74) -and there 15 none. for para 76

: ~;)/47nlu,i 1e Lext in your uerman ed1t10n is e&irperre fly goou and
Cis nearU the moct current representatwe of the v.llole ﬂovem 'lt Gf
pub]1$h1ng critical ed1u1ons of Hegel's works that: eeqdn w*th Lasson”

'_w; at the turn of the 20th century. Kauffmgggﬂiggglosnd) has _a use:u] dlS-
' f};cuss1un of the textual prob]ems cf the: Encvc]oped1acL;f/— 5 cr h1s

I

$ _ & Zusatze ‘additions were “inserted: w1tnnur reqara to
_fthe year“of Pege]‘s formulating them, and cal!s into que;tlﬂn Waltace s.
) ed1t1ngﬂof ‘them. Hone of th1s, however, gets to the po1nt of Hallace! s'_
trans]at10n problems as such, and none of it d1rectly concerns the" S
att1tudes to obJect1v1tv Kau|mann does say, in the Preface (where he_
alco attacks F1nulay), that Waliace s tran:1at1on 15, in his op1n1on, _
“inadeqeate“, and elsewhere he calls it ! 'very free". Others, 1ﬂc1ud1ng*
Findiay, refenﬁ'to 1t as a "free" trans]at*on-— +h1s whether tney av
"fpra1s1nn or criticising it. : |
: ;fSo the hedrt of the prob1em is that Nal]ace has taxen tne Von Henn1ng
text! (wh1rh QiffE“s nat at all from e1ther Hegei 18?7 1830 text
insofar as para. 75 15 concerned), and trdas1ated .t in 2 way that "
made 1t_more ?acces;1ble“ (m; phrase) to readers.lsake that verv first




th.ce pmnts Hege] says Descartes and the modern foﬂowers have 1n co'nmon)_
‘ Hmone sentenm?}*d*fﬁcult “compTica

1] ace; % Loryse Sentences. wa¢j__gce uses the. word g ‘
tmce ere; in the fHegel text (or1gma1) Jac/o'm 'S name daes not appea

NOTE Th1s insertion of J%m S name by Wallace is not limi te o- .‘

| ';a1one. “Hallace. @adus it to the first sentencn of- @ And he "
.' "adds 1t to the penuitimate @ section of para 63-- the very sentenc
':"you were asng me about tne other day "Thé C r1st1an fmth compmses

Y
, BN

s added a]so to them third .-.entence 0

Paya I f'on't‘kncw chat any of these add1t.on§*Ehange tne mean"ng
That is, when Hegel uses a more “1m.1usw€"word Tike ”medern times;’
or "modern standpomt", ha c!eaﬂv is pomtmg to the Intmhomstt TR
‘But perhaps He gel chdn t want to tie it so t1ght1y to Jacobi’ that future
read/qs wouldn't see ‘the category in. another- appearance’ (2).

f.more ‘copcern to me is the rest of the paraqrggh @\701, ecpec1aHy

the. fact t% is _Q_gi_liec_tﬁjaim_’tle,tween_ﬂa@e 5 Use of_t\ﬁe/ .

' word!"reac onary’4 and the German text, at Teast as @'far as I can seel

‘ z‘;ns 1 saw, it isn't a ONF-fn-nnn +van'§at1 n anyway, tre thrus '
And Hegel Syn ly was saying that Jacoln s doctrine vias dJlreversior i
to- the Cartes1an s)foo] But the formu]atwn that Naliace presents as
reactwnary nn"ure of the schoel of Jacobi" is not there_m the texj‘.

flone -of tms, I don't tlnnk, hasm any d1rert baamng on
__the letter you wrote to KeTlev-. with its entirely new breakthr

- 1

ough-on-
phﬂosophy s d1aiect1c and _organization's dialectic. But it does seem

vrong that- wc have had no new translation of the smaller L Logic since
(\__f-—..—.._.w—"‘\.—-\_ p—
13.“;:., 1r Hall :aae was more concerned with "popu]amzatwn" than exactness.
I have enc]osed my xeroxes of all the editions with respeat te that
paragraph, as well as Kaufmann's comments. ‘You know, Rava, you SEE"I to
be a very rare bird mdeed in your interest in the thiree: attttudns @&
to. obJectzwty. It 1:, a most neg]ected subJect aven among Hage’l s\.ho!ars.




