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He aloo % corrﬂctly calls attention to the fact that
Enwels had paid more attention to‘g—nshin in prim&tive society.
_,...__a—\

|a§ against | productlon add clabs strunfure\uba+ came later, and

hngels definitelv copcerned hlmuelf 1i6Te with reproducticn, i.e.
gexual; not only in thegarly work but in the late —where in
’Origin Engels says on matrlarchy that the first clags/antagonism
wag between men and women. e

'Mﬁlrﬁ pays altodibther too duch atiertion to Chernle
_Guettel (especially p. 96) and takes full advantage of Firestone
having listed Bfvel as a "precurcor of MNarx and nngels. His
absolutely worst znalysis and factual misstatement-~and nlease
note ‘thic a scholar of first rank--ig saying tha+ Marx and Engels

:;did nothing to practice equality for women. iHe ssems totally

ignorant not only of Merx'e activity, 1nc1ud1n0 that in the Faris

;Cqmmune. but Marx's writing of women and seeing that one as ear ~Lly:
: as‘18603 s Vladame Law.}bedamc & leader of the highest bodJcﬂlfLL.bﬁh”““ﬁ
,yo much for scholarship! Another point I-d4wf find 1t hard to

3under3tand on (b, 102)15 +that he ralses Nargarew Fuller to the pofnit
Vot crediting her with "participating" in the 1848 revolutions
,(Anne says she did participate); nevertheless she zouldn't possibly
be on a higher level than the Serman mass mcvemont. '

- Jacqueline W’bn "Kollontai and the History of
Women's Oppression” is translated from French in 2%%; # #110,

- Jul-Aug. 1978. The onlyf2)hew things are 1) the nptiblishad

writings of Kollontai; 2) the fact that H§35$7definitely relates
her leadership in ‘e %orkers' Opposition as sipnifying the end to
any rgqle on the Wodhn gJuestion, ¥ because e in fact, philsophically,
Kollontai did not deviate from the orthodox position of women and

" it therefore didn't enter into her Workers' Opposition platfornm.

The new was a series of lactiures that Kollontal gave
at the Sverdlov University betwesn April & 1G;ET—T§§TTvon the eve
of the jrd Conprqu—s?riFE—LI. or “Womkntg LEVOr ® in the Evoluiion
of the Zconomy. She did call attention %o the #&=% gquestion of

the family and traditional sexuality, and it was putlished in 1922,
She also took issue with Engels on what she called, "cne sided

theory of Matriarchy" and instead showed the way ir which the
specific oppression of women takes root in primitive sociaty.

14791 H “When they attribute the final loss of women's rights

o the forms of marriage, it is not the marriage formi but ahove e
211l women's sconomic role ihat broayth them to a position of




dependence in the nomadic tribes of herdsmen.”

She is obviously a Trotskyist whe is @0 anxious to bréna
in HMandel l:hat what .she chooses to quote Trom 1970 is: “The
ultimate source of bureaucratization Mgklies in the social divisicn
of" .Labor--that is tq/éay in the workers' lack of knowledge, skills,
initiative, culture and social activity.” Talking about the
bvackwardness of the proletarlat!

The only thing werthwhile in P Comrade and lover,
RL. 8 letters-to LJ, by M Eizbieta Et4inger (1977)e is one
unsubstan ated fact about the MRk reference to the 1863 insurrec-
16n as "‘.I.’hn Women's War", which she- couldn't- subs+aﬁﬁate +to
rZS'_—ula except as & statement she heard frorr. her grannfa-ther.
"u.in literature. contrasting W women:characters like .
Hadane’ Bovary in France and Anna Kazgﬁ‘ina in Kussia tc the fact -
A ’in ‘Polish literature it was. working*women._-ror examnlelm

"Tho mﬁ SED ﬂie ‘ri""ivarsaw erupted after women lahoreres \
‘land prostitutes had been ordered by the Czariei.police to und-srﬁp
identical -hygienic '-hec!-"ups- ol Thus, the ”great prota, anist of
‘the famous novel by |Ej4za-9rmfﬁf:o'?52 published in £8?3.)”paid

wi.th her life for being useless in the labor market.

'*'*******#***********1\}*****#*4}****
The most comprehensive on WL in Russia in the
period 1860-1930 is The WIN in Russia: F .sm, Nihilism, and
Bolshevism, 186Qp:23Q, by Richard Stiﬁés. 7%He also has ma an
flussia)  But all of them are fantastic in the
sensge that they btop in @bﬁﬁ the very beginning of Staliniam,
concentratlng on Zhenotdéiﬁ Bolshevism and Russian Women, 1917-
119303 it's in fact “this 40 page articde that had been expanded
into a 44 pagze book. He is however quite good on Kollontai
(and credits hrupskaya with the flrst pamphlet on women workers,
written in @;ggy They nll base themselves on Babel, whefidd
Krupskaya, CZ, or Kollentai, He is also good in showing that
e Kollontai.rwhoww the first to organize working women in

906 /was ¢ a—-w;:.shﬂ:vi‘c, ;he Bolzhev;ks Ladg\done abgolutely
nothing unt:.l lg1 .and it was definitely after there was such

mass activity from arlcw among wome -Purt) ore, aven <then

when they f:.nal y anpeared with a pumph».et. The Working Woman,
it was so quickly squar'hed by Czarisn that nothing again appeared
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jhe,Bolshovik women 8 mthonu has no claim to revolutionary
laure;s on ‘the- occassion of the reb. 1917 revolutxon, for the
°asimp1e ‘reason that it had oeased to exist.xthe obotniyégroup
: ‘-,_ravin'f been arrested 1n 1914. and the women' ég Day was observed
';n zqoucceading years by 9 procaamationa ard flash meetings...
“An employee of" tne Petrograd ﬁipa E&cto*y, Nelan;ya Savchenko,
‘ecalts how hnr group of wor*ers and & few medleal 3+udent5f-

di tributed tFn 1915 women’s Day proclamation...

“Women'é Day and they set up tne cry.to the pevsky' he aloo
gives Trotsk% cred*tcgggog scrlbing the role: the womnn aid. p]ays
'They €0 uaihan the’ ﬁﬁi:&ﬁﬁ.: mora boldly than the men._take
hold of the 1"if].es. beselge. almost command: Hut down your -

bayoﬁféts-njoin usy "IT Vol. 1; p. 109,
"************ﬁ‘ﬂ"?*‘k****i‘****ﬂ'*ﬂ'ﬂ'*

-.RL:_"Thé‘Element'of'spon{anéity plays such a prominent
role in the Nass Strike in Russia, not because the Russian

~ proletariat is 'unschooled,’ but ‘cecauss wevolutlons zmm allow
no one to play schOOlmaster to tbem. ‘

RL on organization: "The working classs demﬁads the right’

to mahes its mistakes and learn in the dialectic of hxstory.

Let us speak plainly. Historically, the errors committed- by a
truly revelutionary movament are infinitely more fruitful than.
the infallibility of the clpaveres+ Gentral Ccmmittee.” (Nettl

is right when he says ,rat the debate on organlzation should

not be seen as a eollision betweﬁn 2 -fundamental 1y 1rreconcilable
concepts of crganization or even of revolution.' Dy 28?)
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Ut he ia of:t' the \dbeam dus; fo. differences 1n the": o%x.itive o
appraiaal,of clasa conauiouaneas%; 1t in: not clgaa cona ciuusness"
and if cOgnitive ‘means’ philosophic.it certainly Len't ‘that- -

a "W“ere ‘she "ig conneptualfis when- she fig hts

Bernst ”nfuhnnnnuux ahd ahouts at Barnstein: "What do you know

iy 'out' ﬁ Mass Strike? thhing.g Far from, the organization ;
{maklng-MaBs Strikes possible, «or anization 1tsel£ comes. inxo -
oxistehce through masy” action. When will you finallv learp from

R ssia : n?’ T the niasses were- driven into revolu-
-ﬂf tion; hot a trace of union orsanization...strong organi"&tiors

are Hbrn durlng struggle. in the very pioceass' of clarifying the
claas struggle., In - contrast to -all "that small-mindedness...'
(Protokols. 1905) ' -

. RL to Jogiches: "The fear that I make too much play of,

‘our contradietion of Marx ‘seems groundless. The' whole thing

should ‘be taken as a triumphant vindicat;on of Marxism...
‘Our clear 'reviaion' will impress our yourigsters all the- MOTeE.a s,
2.5, At worat. any . impresslon ¢f direct disagreement with . Marx
could be altered with 3 litt¢e retouchi ' (May ?..1905)_

P 323 of Nettl quotes RL as saying: “Theoretical trans~
“formation of the Mass Strike into the next stage is armed uprising,*’




