71 Baymond dve.
Poughkeepsis, X.Y.

Apri} 13, 1957
Dear Professor Ferrater Mora:

Herewith my translation of your "El Intelectusl en el mundo oomtemporfnec.™
It goes by registered mail because this is my revised draft, henoe no other oopy
exists. It is typed page for page with the Spanish origimel, and the pagos sre
numbered accordingly. I d1d not have & fair oopy typed at this point, because I
thought that you would probably want to make some changes, and pcrl{ﬁe revisions
of your own; I can have it typed after that, so thet all the ohanges will be in=
ecrporsted in the igqr oopy together. You will find a couple of gueries from me
to you in the mergins. As soon as it is in final form, I shell be glad to write
to Philip Rehv about it. ’

May I make m suggestiont I take it that this was originally a lecture snd that
you have reworked it into an essay; I think the process of ldngutiqn should perhaps
be oarried still farther, for the purpose at which we are aiming,

In going over your comments on my Ortegs translation, I found that a few
things on which either you or I hed made notes were skipped in our k diseussicm.

I hope I mey still treuble you with them at this late date, I take the liberty of
enolosing the relevant pages (both Spanish and English) with s list of querles.

Thank you _for your 1ast letter (I was very glad to hear of Mr. lattimore's
reaction), and for the olipping from the "College Kews." The olipping, byf the way,
from some slip of memory or addrees bock, was directed to my old address ot ¥mix
KRorthampton. That should now be relegzated to limbo.

With bYest rlgm‘l.
Yours sinoerely,

Wolad R Tamm
Willard B, Trask -




b
Ortega =~ Man and People

] P, 41, Thers was a marginal motation of yours (™ ing") whick we skipped in
our digoussion, I agree that “cenostemtion™and "disconcatenation™ oonvey ne
meaning, However, I am not too sure what Ortegs meant. Do you think my present
penoilled version 1s acceptablet

b ! P. 68, ¥argiml notetion of you, which was a¥ipped in cur 4isoussien and whese

reference I do not understand. Pleass elucidate.

P, 238, Question of mine skipped in our discussicu. y ya on aae li@iﬂo-eto{.
I don't understand the comnection betwsen this and the previocus part =g of the
sentence, Or perhaps 1 don:t understand what 1t msans, Is 1t an ellipticsl

way of saying: "We don't meed any more svidence of ita being s mere rudiment

then merely to look at it as we have it today - a ooncrete ayt that hes ne
mosning"t .

P. 62, I querled the Spanish editor, asking if the "con" in line 2 from foot
should not be "oeme?, He snswera "Deba ccnserverse 'ocm algo!s™ If "eon" mast
stand, I don’t understand it. Will you please explain 1t to me?

P,208, On the cards on which you noted the things on which you would oomment,
there is & note on page 208, reading 'preel-in\t?zemcln-", which also get
ekipped. I take it this refers to my translation of’&enunehru" in 1line 2 from
foot, This combima tion “anunciarse amk y dﬂmmﬁc)" sccurs quite a number of
times, xizx slways in the same ¥ sort of context. I took it thet the former
xeant "give forebodings of their presence” snd the latter "actually make their

d et
presence kmem,” Am I take it that you tik "denunolarse™ is rather “demounce"

(s the English seuse)t

RS- T




