January 30, 1981

To RZB-LEB (copy to all locals, and to WL)

Dear Colleaguess

. , . One more new-moment haz arisen in relationship to .the
»RL: book". ihere, previously, I had insisted that WL was not.a
geparate part, but only a chapter ( and I did so. in order to stress
that the book is & totality, rather than three different parts)
I have now decided that the totality is best seen when there is a
separate pavt,  Here is what I means What was Chapter 6, "vomen's
Liberation, Then and MNow", ~is not only =« macter oi "Then and Now"--
i,2. different historic periods -- but also and above all, so totally
different a concept. that it transforms the whole question of vtiming."
‘Maturally,” the different hiztoric periods are important; but that can
epsily’ be seeh=by»expanding-the_section."Yesterday, Today and Tomor-
row,® Indeed, that historic gsection will also. be expandad, insofar
f;asfthe-Blackrdimension;is concerned; to include Africa as. well as
the U, 8. .But:wa’ cannot limit the:concept of ‘omen’'s Liveration to a
- contrast of different historic periods, important as that subject 1is.
- Rather, Marx's concept of tho. Man/Woman relationshkip, which we quote
' g0 often, instead of being ntaken for granted"” must first be worked
'zvqgtﬁfppiﬂ“l'pgrioﬁs.,.. ‘ :

ol tov e must roll the historic elock back, not just: to questions.
.« -of "thé women'sg movement, but back to the post-Marx Marxists, beginning
.with-Engels himself. - T now see that Engels' *philosophy", when it
“comes -to . Women's Liberation, is only 2 form of “biologism". Otherwise,

“he couldn't possibly have come. up with that fantastic phrase aboul
the world historic defeat of the female gex", with which to explain -
‘the change from matrilineal to, patrilineal society. Contrast that
_to Marx's. concept of a totally new human being, man and woman, ‘and

@o total an uprcoting of capitalist relations that the dialectic it-
galf totally changes from an Hegelian self-development of thought

to = revolutionary (harxist) self-development of humanity. o

: Clearly. the rew Part II that I am now proposing will not
be just a eritique of modern women's liberationist theorists but a
critique of all post-harx Marxists, beginning with Engels’ Origin of
the Family. It may be an exaggeration to say that Engels had moved
away from harx's philosophy of revolution, .but it is a fact that if
-.wou do not have as profound a concept of it as did Marxsit affecis
your whole interpretation of humanity’s development, and you have

thereby already rarrowed the battle for the uprooting of the oldésthe
_ereatizn of a totally new society, “1f just the change from matri-
lineal to patrilineal society. was the great determinant in humanj.-
ty's development, what happened to the whole history of womankind
since that time? Have we or have we not been in all revolutions and
rreated the subject of women's liberation? Isn't it a fact that in-
stead of digging into history, actual developing history, and tracing
all ihe new developments, Engels concentrated so totally on"primitive
communism" that it began to look as if all one needed to achieve
liberation was modern technology? In any case, the residue of this
view, accepted by the socialist women, even including the kLarxists,
Clara Zetkin and Rosa Luxemburg, remains in the movement to this day.
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-written more profoundly than Lar ise on the"Critique of the Hegellan

e e e e o T A 8

- of Yoman and certsinly doesn't want to ieave it as man's task. Yet

. ag if the total oppogition ‘to elitism consists just of lecentralization.

- & mere tonstruct of a new Superwoman: in place of a Superman?. And with
it, endowing that force with a Supertheory? - Taen

. THE WOMEN'S LIBERATION HOVEMEMN? AS REVOLUTIONARY FORCZ ANMD AS REASON.

- thesection I called "LuXemburg's Activity -in +the liomer's lovement",
- :That .is %o say, the . chapter wills begih, not with Luxemburg's birth as

"and by-16 to read Norgan's Ancient Society..

2

~

© Now let's go to our time, In this case, I mean the period
since the Humanist Essays of iiarx were published, first in the lave
1920s. in German and in post-uwII in Frennh, Ue have two such absolute-
ly opposite personalities and philosaphies as Herbert karcuse, & HaTa-
ist scholar, and Simone de Beauvoir, the Fxistentialist : No one has

Dialectic", and, indeed, the other essays. And yet he did not at all
see what Marx was saying on the lMan/Woman relationship. .Simone de
Beauvdir, on the other hand, 'singled out that section, #xalted it, tut
ended by twisting it to mean hardly more than the Existential *Qther",
%hat united these two cpposites was that in each case it wes lefd as
man's task, .- ' IR S

Now go over to Sheila Rowbotham,.WhO'eictO'ilé.-tlie primacy

she designates Yocmen's Liberati¢n "as an organizing idea" as if all
WIM's task today consists of is to write its own What Is To Be Done? ;

What then happens to'the new himan relation ? Doesn't that become

The new Part II I'm proposing will probably be entitled:

Having two chapters instend of one fcr this Part II will affect also ‘”~\}”

a revoluticnaryy bui-with ah historid, -"geographic" background of where
she ‘was born,Polend , which is now iri-the Headlines again. . ’

T D Luxemburg's birthplace was wheré women were.
responsible Tor one of tiie first 'mass strikes, long-before she was horn.
It was directed against the horvible, ‘malé-chauvinistic edict ‘that
women who worked in ‘the factory must:undergo the same sexual examina- "
tion as prostitutes. .o wonder that that type of patriarchal .attitude
caused Luxemburg, -during ner teens, to join the revolutionary- movement

.\ ~ Finally, when it comes to0 the modern pericd,- I do.not know
how much of the latest news I will:include, For examnhle, before the
Convention, I was .excited enough about the new women dissidents in
Russia to.want t¢ include them in Perspectives; whereupon 'I found out,
before the actual opening of the Convention,about what Mamonova called,
correctly, the "Chrigtianization® of that movement, Fresently, I.have
roted that liamonova,in her call for an International Feminist Union,
did-net include .socialism and concehtrated on opposition to "totalitari-
an" ‘male chauvinism as if "democracy" was not as guilty.

. "L o The more T
think of the disregard of Luxemburg by the whole movement, ineluding
Socialet Feminists, the more I realize that, once you leave out revo-
lution as the only way to uproot the cld society, you are not only re-
ducing iicmen's Liberation 4o "a nev sensibility” but leaving the whole
of humanity right within the.capitalist framework.

. C Yours, RAYA

F.S. Please change the titles of what will nowbe Chapter 5 to "Spon-
taneity, Organization and Dialectics of Revolution", and what will now
be Chapter to "Var, Frison, Revolutions." VWhat was Part II on karx
now becomes Fart III, And I am now calling the last chapter in that
Fart III "The Philosopher of Permanent Reyvolution Relates Theory 1o

Organization,"” 14334
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Dear Collenguas:
o One more ﬁE;’;:hhnt_hns erigsn-in relationship to the
"RL bock". Whava, proviously, I had insisted that WL was not &
separate pact, but only a chapter ( and I dic 80. in order to stress
that ths bock 4 » zotality, rather than three differant parta) ,
I have now decided that the totality is best seen when there is a
separate part. Here is what I mesn: What was Chapter
Liberetion, Tha not only a matter of *
1,8, difTere letoric periadé -« dut also and above

_ differant afcon that it transforms tha Whole question of “tinfrg;=
Neturally, e different historie pericds are innortant:; but that can
easlly de acen by expanding the section,“Yester
row,* rd2ed, that historic section will also
ag the dimension is concerned, to include ﬂ“@

o UeSq/ But we cannot 1imit the concept of Wodsn's Liberation to o

CONWwEet of different historic perlods, important as that subject is, .//,n
Rather, Marx's concept of the Kan“Woman relationship, which we quote .
80 often, instead uf being "taken for granted” must first be worked . it
out for nll periods, : : . aﬁ,‘L((”
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gy, oW must roll the historic clock back, not just to ‘question|
:0f the woren's movement, but back to the_pogf—har:llarxiuta. gogigning
* *ah B4 "

g

. with Engels himeelf., I now see that Engale®.
%~ tomee to Women'se Liberation, is only a rorm of b gin
- he couldn®t possibly Lave come up-with that ferths¥iepiTanc
: . %he world historic defeat of the female mex”, with which to explain
“the change from metrilineal <o patrilineal socliety. Contrast that
"~ %o Marx's concept of a totally hew human being, man and women, and
80 tokal an uprooting of capitalimt relations that the dimlectic it
salf totelly changes from an Hegelian self-development of thought
to a rewlutionary {Marxist).self-davelopment of humanity.

, Clearly, the new Part II that I am now propoeing will not
be just a critique of modern women's liberationist theoricts dut a
criZique of all post-Karx Harxists, beginning with Engelat
mil¥. It may be an sxaggeration to say that Engels had neved

avay {rci ¥arx's philosophy of revolution, but it is a fact that ir
you do not have as mrofound a concept of it as did Marx,it affecte
your whole interpretation of hunmanity*s development, ané you hava -
theroby already narrowscd the battle for the uprooting of ths old.the
ersation of a totelly new soclety. If fust the change from matri- -
‘l1ineal to patrilineal societ y was the grent determinant in humani-
ty°e development, what happsned to the whole history of womankind
since that time? MNave we or have we not been in all revolutions and
created the subject of women's liberation? Isn*t 1t & fact that in-
stead of digging into history, actual developing history, and tracing
#11 the new develcpments, Engels concentrated mo totally on"primitive
communism® that it began to look nm if =11 ona needed tu mchieve
liberation was modern technology? In any omee, the residue of this
visw, accepted by the smocinlist women, even including the bMarxists,
Clara Zetkin and Kosa Luxemburg, remains in the movement %o thie day,
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¥ince the liumanist Egseys of Marx were published, first in shs late .
15204 in Gerean and ir post-WW1J in Prench, we have two.such absclute-—"v”
ly oppoalte personmalitiss and philosophiss as Farbdert Marcupe, o Nnrx-
dai gcholar, and Bimonn de Beauvoir, the Existentiallistses= Mo one . has
wriiten sor? profoundipg than Kareuse ¢n the"Criticue of %he Hogoiian
" Dimlectic”, and, indesd, the other essays. And yet he 4id not at a1
“0 what Marx was saying on the Man/Woman reiationshin., Simone de
Beauvolr, on the other hand, eingled out that paction, axalted 1t, but
onded twisting 1t to mean hardly more than the Existantial "0Other".
What united thess two opposites was that in emch case 1t wag left as

Ban's tesk,

Now go over to Sheils Rowbotham, who extolls the primac
of ¥oman and certalnly docsn’t want to leave it as man'g task. = Yet
she designates Women®s Li%erntion "as an organizing idea™ as if all
WiM's tumk today coneists of, in to writs $ts own W’?
as if the total opposition t0 elitiam consists Juet o con
What then heppans to the mew humun relation 2 Dosen't that tecome
A mere construct of a new Superwomsn in vlace of & Superman? ind with
it, endowing that force with 2 Supertheorys . ,

o The nsw Part II I'm proposing will probably be entitled:
THE WOXEN®S LIBERATION MOVEMENT AS REVOLUTIONARY FORCE AND AS REASON,
Having two chaptem instesl of one for thls Part IX, will mpffect also
the mectlon I called "Luxemburg's Activity in the Women's Movement”,
et !.1; ':2 8ay, thaé':h.;.;:;ar wﬁltgefin. not witﬁil.ux;zbtrg'a gir;h :s
a revolutionacy ; &n storic, "geographic” bBackground of where

. she was born J%ﬁ‘ywhich is now in :the headlinee sgain, =

‘ of\—_gte—mwrﬁksmm_ luxemburg®s blrthplece was whers the=MeRy /50,

- fiprmt-Genera) o-of -women-taci-placs, long before she was born," @t g
~:I% was directed agalnst the horridle, male-chauvinistic edict that - Howps
‘women who worked in the factory must undergc the seme saxusl examinae® i
tion as prostiiutes. No wonder that that type of patriarchal atiitude wl.-
causod Luxemburg, during her teens, to join the revolntionary movement Z

and by 16 to read Morgan's gncient Soclety. e

ot} (({H\/r?

Finally, when it comes to the modorn period, I do not know [
* how much of the latest naws I will include. For example, vefore the
Cormvention, I was sxcited enough about the new woman dissidents in
Ruselae to want to include them in Ferspectlves: whersupon I found out,
before the mctual opening of the Convention,nbout what Kamonova called,
correctly, the “Christimnization® of that movement. Fresently, I have
noted that Xamonova,in her call for an International Feminiet Union,
did not include socialism and concentrated on opposition to "totalitarie
an” pcle chauvinism as if “democracy” was not as gullty.
. The more I
think of the dimregard of Luxenmburg by the whole movement, including
Socialat Feminiuts, the more I realize that, once you leave out revo-
lution as the only way to uproot the 0ld scclety, you.are not only ve-
ducing wWomen's Liberution to ™a new sensibility™ but leaving the whole
of humanity right within the capitalist framework.

: Yours, RAYA

PaS. Please change the titles of what will ndkbe Chapter § tv “Spon-
tanelty, Organization and Diplectics of Revolution“, and what will now
be Chapter & to "War, Priaon, Revolutions.” What was Pert II on Marx
now becomes Part III, And I am now celling the lest chapter in that
Part III "The Fhiloscpher of FPermanent Revolution Relstes Theory to
Orgunization,”
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February 12, 1981

Dear Raya,

Each rereadihg of your Dear Colleagues Letter of Jan. 30th has given me new
insight into the book, into wcmen's liberation and into Fngels, that T wanted to
test them with you.

Forbost to me 1s that your creation of a new it of Women's Liberation is
a5 fundamental as both the origlnal shange of two years ago where you sald it must
be a book not on Rosa Luxemburg, but orn Luxembuzrg and Marx's philosophy of revolution,
and the change which in the end flownd out of that, that there would be a full
sec-ion on Marx's Philosophy of Revolution, So Luxemburg was riveced, tested by,
that philesophy. Now I believe you have worked out methodologically how to do
that with Women's Liberation. $= By no means do I mean to Say,well WL will be
happy bed¥dse you have created a whole part on them, In fact the 'may even attack
. more when they.See what you have created. No I/Iﬂﬁaabjactively you have created
the ground for WL io take it$ meausro as sevolutionaerys “Akd it is by no weans
only WL that is measured as #olutionaries here, it is a very very new way to
measure all the “post-jarx Marzlst§¥ including Engels.

I s

I really believe you have: found the proper ground for a c¢ritique on Engels, I

."'know that you had not liked his Blalectics of Nature, but had refused to Exi

' join 'those who wanted to criticize Engels on this level, I think I now understand

.why. Even i1f Bngels was completely wrong on nature, and much of what he said

" gertainly wps not correct, it would have been absolutely diversionary from the

.real task at hand t6 join that critique. What was at lssue was not concepts of
“nature, or even origins of the family and private property. WiooasctiisaRm
MERXXxX Yes, no doubt Marx would have a very different concept of nature and science
etc, thew Enigels, ~ Bt 'What was at issue was the"revolutionary self-development

of humanity", that was’the core of Marx, and it is only there where you have cifsen

ake your stard. Anything else if diversionary. So now when you are developing

‘a critique of Engels, though again T know that is still not the main burdex, but} '
when it .ls done 1k is done precisely on the fact that “the world historic defeat’

“i~!gf the female sex" is a violation.of precisely thatc revoliticnary..self-devélopment

"Gf hwmanity at its core,-that is in negating several thousandx years of >
sthe fight of women. : .

~ Thus the "then" in "then and now" is on one level @ﬁ",the first post Marx
Marxists moved away from Marx's philesophy of revolution precisely; on the question
of Man/Woman relations., The timing there'is'what was their atti'&ﬁ(e to the Marxism
of Matx. R

And now 1 believe T have a very different understanding of, nowr,a!nd the problems of
my critique of your now in the first draft o;-w:l;apte: gix. 1 believe I wamkmdxichmx

Sl

T gy was misslgtne-hhtﬁif of 1973-1980," {But. I think I fekl into the trap of

. ~jpwanting 1973-B9 {"in itself" -~ that is trace/IT; tell us what it means, critique it,
~% which just becom

“a type of popularization, Now I see that 1973-80 would be
handled very very different wmmmzxaaredx -- this "now""measured” against the
"then" riot Of thie earlier women's ‘movement,but against Matx's concept of man/woman.
. @ love very much the concept of tracing how the first two generations of
post Marx Marxists took up Marx's man-woman, that is took up the revolutionary
self-development of humanity through man/woman, and then the "now" beginring
- with Marguif, to De Beauvoir to RoWwbotham against locking hmw at how they grappled
with man/woman as particular of the self-development of humanity. T believe you
/have found the way of critiqueing today's women's movement in such a way as to

. /" creats a very revolutionary ground for them to develop if they will labor through
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' what you are doing. 3 ' .

At the riﬂk of sounding a liti:le abstract I wanted to pose some of this to

i
!

you philosophicall.\r .What you call 25 new sensibili ey ‘of WL which leaves all Aot i

‘within the capical:'.st framework, s t. cf"spirit in self-estrangement the disc:.pline o
of culture“, Eut we live in the sge where ‘only zbsolute -idea is genuine freedom;
Wemen's ELiberation is—mh—certa.inly a new beyinning. But the ¥wpmmx journey to
be absolute-TdEa as new beginning }sn t alone the human subject as actlon, but %he .
H'umaw"ﬁjec«:—as —aetion’ WREEYVILR “he history of all of humanity, and that
As' “what Marx's ph:u.osob’ W_Iu?;on represents., Mo I don't quite mean that
~'becanse then it sounds as if it is history as dead knowledge. The living history
"of humangk as subjeects of revolutlon has to be grasped by today's subjection of
revelution, and can only be done so philosophically, Well I still don't think
I've formulated it corractly, but I'll stop here. ‘ ' .
. new

'But I do thiak that thefyround for putting for Marx's philosghy, and the new
testing ground for today's WL movement as weli as a¥: the test of all revolutionaries,
is t'crund within vour formulations in the Jan., 30th letter

14338




