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Dear Raya. Thnayevskaya,

Firet of rll lzt me thank you very mich for your
Proxpt response. Your criticisung were reaily very Lelpful ang, though I
already have a publishor (in fact the gulleys of the book are sitting
in front of me}, I have taken pains to incorporate some of your suggestiona.
The wajority of your particular eriticigma, I
found to be excaplionally well talten. I kmow your work fairly well, and
I know that there must te some real difi'ersnces betwsen us; that is why
I eBpecielly appreciate your teking the cawve to emphagize pointe which
will improvs the manuseript. ‘
) SR ‘Before mentioring points of di agreement, let me
discuss for a moment the corrections whick I made.dj Tou are quite
" right in chastising me for eimply lasaving the Anti-Critique with the
" wonds "an ocemsicnal Pamphlet." Tais wes a toolish and avkvard way
-of. expressing what'I wented . to say.. I ohenged this and I agree with you thst
ia extroogrdinary piece should he given wore explicit credit then T gave it.
@1"!&'9 plane of ebetract theory always meant very little to Roea Luxemburg.
Vhat I meant wao Tkilosophizing for .ita own sake, indulging.in'philosophy -
2+ without eny relatien to practice --ie, bourgeois epigtemology, reified logic,
elc. I wanted tn show that Rosu's theories stemmed from practical socio~ ,
historiosl problems a0 that the conclusions which she drew -- ap well a3
the miethod whick she was w- were still able to transcend her own immediate
situation. Thuc, I had no qualms about changing the praragraph- to vhich you
. Objected. @ This bupiness about ochcosing friends ---arbitrary and often
@ty M —"wam & bit too loaded. I took your advice in changing that.

Your idea for dividing the letters into sectiong. Above the page, the
tes will be made visible which should help some. I sugpested some of the
dividions to the publsiher. I'm not cerfain, however, whether they will -
go for it since the wanuseript is already set. We'll see.

e There ars, however, a few points to which I woulg,
like %o take exception. The first is that you seem to argue that I downplay
Rose a8 & thedrist, This wog cerfainly not my intention; I congider
Luxemburg to be one of the very greatest theoriste in the Marxian
tradition and == with Xorach and the young Iukacs -- she was the major
theoretical infulence on my own _developmont. I tried to emphasize her
theorétical-achievement as much a8 possible in the space which T hagd,

Now, specific sentences may give ihe wrong idea -- and I have sought to
change those -- but I believe tha* this is more a matter of lapses in
-'Q‘/atyle than a dieagresment with you over Rosa's gtature as a theorist,
I think that I brought up all the major controveraies, and tried to show
the value of Qer inpights, as well as the i portance of her worldview for
tke prosent C_ie. the first and last sestions.
- ) In this regard, I also think that it is pretty obvious what
separates my interpretatien from thome of Nettl and Howard. Probably, of the
writings on Inxemburg's thought, I weuld bs most sympathetic to the positions

of Oskar Negt and the late Langertans. Nevertheless, although I don'} agree
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not aprreciaiing luvxemburg's theoretical stature hecause they arefmen. To
W my mind, the explanation tnvolves neither sextsmmo_)_aJa.c}. of . intutiive
- empathatio comprehensicn: ather it is quite simply Nettl's belief in
Lanin's superiority end Hodard's enchantment with. Gaqtoriad*s ard his
dinillusfonment witk the Marxiet tradition.
4PI.ant1y, ‘tnere is tne issue of "dialsctic;® tne first section of my easay is
» really in the way of an introduction regarding the path which the rest of the
pléca will feilow. I do believe -- after re-reading -- that the laset section,
in which the conclusione are drasvn,is immanantly related +o what precseded
it. Then toc, you are correct in pointing out that I did not discuss the

Novemben Revoluticn in the reciion on Prison. But I brought it up in the

prf.oeed_.ng section and bopefully it will stick in the reader's mind, Nonetheless,

1:poughi to meke thic & bit clearer.

How, I will be sending the proofs off over the week and hopefully it will be
-“5ppeaa:-ing in- the winter. {flaturaliy, I will send you a co;g:f Yet, perhaps I
Lealt agk you for another favor. Would ¥4 be. w willing to"write about two or

_ihves pentences endoraing ihe lettexs and the introduction for the back

snover 7 I would rerlly consider it a big fa.vov- and I would apprecia.te it

<if you seuld get buck to me on thie.

Fm...lly, I would he ve;}' interested, to learn what you ere worlu.ng on &ng --

if you're interested -~- I would be glad 4o send you other things that I have -

w:r:it‘ten. Let me 'I:henh. you once again for your time and wish you well., :

wj,th eitner Nettl or Howard, I think that it is a mistake to view Chzm a8

Best,
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Doaxy Steve Proanex;

Ivus glad to got your letter of August 27 and gee that you do
conaldor Rose Lixemburg & grost theorist. Unfortunately. (for you
and =11 meny plesse sote I'm not sayivs mele c!zauvinistsj that proves
not : ny point. Here is what I moans I'm sbsolutely poritive
thet, comsoionsiy, nesithor you nor Howaxd nor Nettl consider that you
have downpleyed Ross s e theoveticlan, tut elaply disaaveed with hex,
How, then, doen £t happen that 4t is Sapossible to rsad any of ths woris
on Roed Imvamhurg snd nob got that fesling diab she cortainiy 1oy &
azetyr, but that wemen &re o éuurageous that she 1g no dlfferent from
acme palits, bezimning with Jean of Axo, and thus copplataly nixa on
how yery diffevent and revoluiicnary and thaoretionl she roilly was?
50 doop it mele chanviniem that pateiaxchal soclety has us $mbusd with

it literally bafore we aze bom, thei te seem S0 be unconsolous of utt&a'

extya dlgs that wu heppen €0 come up with, It's not a question of Netil
who &d a vewy, very good job, or Dick Howard who is eo superficial that
h: ova thinka ;!-.a.t & Bagteriadis is a aupefier "theoreticton,” Nor &
1t a quoation of disagresing with Tuxem™urg’s thooiies; none more sharply
disagrees with her Adoumuiation o2 Copital than I, and X cerfainly have
not kept thin to myself but wrote throe vory detailed analyaen on that
book &lonse -And 4f 2% w31l eseuage you, I will say that the darintst
thonriats are oven more patriorshel towards hex, or should I have szid
mateinrehal?, having disregarded her totally aa she didn't writs on the
"Homan Quastion”, } : :

¥hat I do mean is that 4f you are serious--and I's sure JOU Ares—
about her es a-aulti~faceted revolutionary Personality, thon for heaven's
sakes don'd eliew the pavticular phrases that I critiatice to #ppeay, when
a1l you ueant to say was that she doesn't rhilesophize abatractly., So I
an giad that you agreed to change some of thoas phrases. I davesay my
full inferpretation of Luxemburg wiil takes a whole book, and it will take
fio anothor yoar minimm to be finishoed, Parhaps you can catch from the

' title whore I'a going, It’s to be called Rosa Luxenburg, Today's Women's

Iiberation Hovenent and Maxx's Philcaophy of Revolution. Yom, you can
send mo other works that you Bave written, providad you do not expect
fast answora as I x»eally cannot divert fyom work on the book.

I w1l leok forwsrd ¢o a copy of your work, and enclosed heresrith .
iz un endovsoment for the jJacket btlurd onm your bnok. I'm sorry I eculd
not just make it two or three mentences, and If your publinher insists on
shortening 1%, you mizht take out the sentence sbout women's Jiberation,
But I really felt that 4t would ald axtending the publlc for your book
if both that end ny posaible diaegresnents on some aspacta would bo in-
Oiud&iq '

Yot.xrs aincerel;:,
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