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Dear Dave:

As I told you when I heard your presentation on Luxemburg
at the Detroit local, I wanted to suggest = form for that preeenta-
tion, bacause without a philosophic content, all the facts do not
have the impact they should. Furthermore, I believe that your
attitude to the audlence is likewise very important, when once
you have a philosophic framework for your sttitude =- which means
that the subjecktive type of "biting at others” gets reduced to
a minimum and the aspect of not being subjective is an absolute
necessity for getting to the root of problems. But this is the
firat chance I've had to drop this letter.

You were right to begin with the present objective situation
because the objective grounding actuelly reveals slsc the
of a subject, even when that subject, as with RI, refers to a very
different period. But your transition points were quite loose,
which means a loss of audience attention, in the sense thrt, when
you present something very cruciaml and original in the tople.
that gets lost, not alone for the audience, but for yourself, Here
is what I mean:

e ‘Something as original and great as Luxemburg's flash of
: gqg;ua in relationship to sensing imperialism at the end of the }
19th century is not only a transition Eoint from what youhaya .~
i“ﬁﬁqﬁlpraased on the objective situation of today but the original- -
ty ‘0 RL herself and the w aness of g polnt in higkepy’

. _ _ QAQUONRO 8%
iteelf gets lost in your presentation. ty hat whan:
. you:went on to use the sxprosion "flash of genius” in relationship

to. RL's conception of Woman -~ when in fect you were tglkghgf‘ﬁéﬁt;
coureonception, - not hers, of Woman as Revolutlonary Force an R
"Reason? Didn't you realize that the quention Fugone asked ahout .

o wacn A

| your:use of that expression waes net mo much for lnfommation as to

: ' ‘quedtion whether you were presenting a poasition other than ours.

. that because you had to deny this in your summation, that it:to

. on-the hissoric uniqueness of RL? And finally, didn't you .-'fd,j&lk_
something away from Luxemburg? In a word, ¥orm (with afqi¥§i§1?F)'
- 4a;MB both content and the universal, and Luxemburg certagnii :
- achlteved doth with her flash of genius on imperialism, and it is
therafore up to you to make sure that the audience knows that. .

When you do talk of her viewe on Women's Liveration, and
you do show that the faminist dimension gae certainly something
she was for but not fully conscious of it as Force end Reason, .
you agaln detract from it 1f you insist on telling stories out. of .
context about her dritigue of Zetkin as indulging in "old women's ~
business”. Firat of all, she burst out with that when she vas N
furious with Zetkin for being absent from the Congress floor when. . "7
ahe was needed in the fight against the Ratbrmililiysiedandxy;“' Coel
your -job is to show how those kinds of remarkse E7used by A

ody who 1= opgosod to :L gndtizh:rying to ;provn' tha: Rgh::\.q;;m

. the respec ecause),
"ggfna '&f!y°R232‘on1y323 much %!he tonﬁaiﬂ.tfg Just no 'tOﬁﬁE. o
‘iHVOIVId in minor matters, and that is a very minor matter. t
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is new is to point out transition points that lead to turning
$oints in history and it is the newness that Marxist-Humanisn
atrives to single out in all cases.

Taks for example, your reading in its entirety the remarks
Luxenburg made when she urged the Women's Congress not to move
%0 Brusesels but to stay with Zetkin., Whet was very important
in that statement gets lost when the whole is read, because
details and easssnoce get mixed up. If instead of raadinf. you
report that RL's point was tremendous because, with her insistence
it they "follow"™ Zetkin, she actually produced a blow against
the Second International's attempt to hide their opposition to
the autonomy of the WL, under the excuse that their only interest
wes being geographically close %o their center.

on the ons hand, you were great in tresenting Zetkin as
an indepsndent revolutionary as woll ae the editorof
at the very moment in history when men as well ag women -~
== could express their anti-militarisn and
41 against the Second Int:;nattgnal;s getrayal&xn
gnd gﬁgighagig slona, On the other hand , you detrac &)
revolutionary aspects of 7e%tkin by telling her background in
such great detall and aimply saying in relationship to
that the GSD sccused it of being “too theoretical”. I believe.
_that the story of Zetkin ghould begin when ehe is alresdy a -
‘sooialist and there should be more said about the relatlorship
“‘of ‘Suxemburg’s -influence on Zetkin theoretically. At the same. ,
4ime, I should not have left the analysis of : as . i
© *tae theoretical”. Instead, I would say what was considered as "too
theors¥ionl” may not be t we consider philosophy,; but the
-!n]flgjin”qotion "HE readers of %, have given: ,
. 3%°1%s place §n history -- despite the fao after Luxemburg's
" ‘demth she dld not rema the independent she had besn buk even=- .
4ually oapitulated to Stalin. IR

L Therefore, you return to Luxemburg,and with our 1n¥0rngt— @
tetion of Luxemburg GEENMSNNNE you snd with a quotation from: - . =
. And.for that I would propose the one from RL on p. 75 L

_jdﬁﬂ?iﬁg,idltzléhtennunon p. 76s "Sha comes allive every tine we
are in. a deep new orisis... but history has original ways of
11lumiriating the thought of its time.” '

“““mme form in which you rresent your document thorefore
~ would have four parte: I. Objective Situationy II. The Transiw .
. tion Point from RL tolwbdai'l Objaotive Crisis would be RL's -
mper

”tlnlh'éf;i:nlua' on alien, both at the point of 1899 and
as it continued throughout her 1ife olimaxed in opprosition to

X3 1 fhe Cruoial Position in Anti=-Imperialism and in.the
Autonomy of WL as expressed by Zatkin both in Gleichheit and
sgeinet Reformism, culminating in the deep friendship with RL

not only ss fhtendship but as theorstlocal influence. Finally, ]
in IV. The Conclusion should include the return to RL as well as -
thO'rclutionshlp to the Marxist-Humanist analysis in RLWLEM. - -

Yoursa,

Y




