July 1, 1977
Dear 4nny Frackk

Semahuw 1 expscted to hear from you when Bessie Gogol and
bary Holmes told me of the neeting with you and that you had
reosd Eg*;gggghxrggg_ggvoluggon at a morent when you ware thinking
of the integrality of feminism with Marxien. Perhaps the ancloged
IW cPiumn wili achieve that dinlogua. When I wrote it as, mora. or
logsy & »eview ¢f a bourgeolic professor's “"hietory 9% the Chinese
‘Revolution mainly from the point of view of Comrade Chlang Ch*ing",
I had not expected the rerction of our comradss whe wanted it issued
&3 & geparats pamphlet on "Sexism, Politice and Revolutien."” Then
1 falt they were right, especially if added to it, wanm & reprint
ef "Allenation and Revoiuvtion®, uwy irterview with a refugee from .
Poking Unlversity in YMong Xong., (it's paxrt of the chapter on
Hao Toe-twig Thought in PER, 89 you have that too.)

I hud besn iupressed with your aditorship of Spare Rib
bafore 1 got en ip-person report of vou, and then 100 thought
that if neither the fsninistn who are busying only with exrosing
nele chauvinien, nor thoge concernad withproletarian ysvolution,
evar work cut thim guestion that S8 mo central for uprooting
capltalism--masses, cspecially women in thiwg caps, a8 Reason
88 wall ag force, than we will really feil our historic responsib-
. ilities, not for “history" as past but for history~in~the-making.
- It 1e thie whizh hss e=nt me on meny European and African and
Japanesg trips to got co-suthors for P&R before it bacame one
author plug collectivity of ¥arxist-Humuaniste, but not a -
colleetivity- that would have emsrgad fror the movement @fom.
rractice that war itself a form of theory. .

You too must have thought snd worked ut these demanding
as we face this sexist, exploitative, racist reality. Have you
thought thet it might, in one way, worked out ne we relates .
Rose Luxemburg in the period she iived and the women theorists
of our cday that is not (is not) limited o the question of womeb®s
"role” but procesds to the thesory of social revolution for our
day, very, very much balated? In any ease, the reason I was and
am anxious to start 2 dialopue with you is that my nresent work ;
on Rosa Luxemburg turned my eyes to England and very sharp difforence
with Sheils Rowbotham who had written a 300 pare work on women and =
Revolution without once mentioning Rosa Luxemburg! Supposedly, it .
wag bhecause Ros2 had never writien direc+ly on the "Woman GQuestion®,
which, besides not being completely ¥actual, says sumething of ’
theoraticians of ocur day if Rosa‘s belng woman is likewige totally
disregarded once you talk of "general questions." In truth, of
course, Shella hes as elitist an attitude to women ang any of
her leader-male chauvinist comrades (if she still is @ member of
-18)and therefore, it seems to me, she couldn®t poseibly “compete"
on"theory"with her colleafues unless she simply once again willingly
xvemained cooped in only the women's movement where ghe still feels
sufficlent kinehip with Communiste 28 to ccllaborate with C¥ leader,
again on the "Woman Quastion.," Wwhat do you think?

I'm looking forward to commentary from you both on the
enclosed article and on matters in genersl, either those raiged
in this note, or any thet you wish to raize, )
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{omradely yours,
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