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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 onge
you have a philosophic framework for your sttitude =- which means
that the subjeokive type of "hiting at others” gets reduced to
a minimum and the aspect of not being subjective is an absolute
necegaity for getting to the root of problems. But this is the
first chance I've had to drop this letter.

You woro_rlfht to begin with the present objective situation
because the objective grounding actuelly reveals slsc the

of a subject, even when that subject, as with RIL, 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 crucial and original in the toniec.

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 Eolnt from what you haye
inﬁﬁquprqased on the objective situatio

1y 0f RL hersslf and the .w - of
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~ itmelf gets lost in your presentation. 1't you ieesl thatiwhen: i
. you:went on to use the sxprosion "flash of genius” in rulatlggggiﬁ;A'“"'

to. RL's conception of Woman -~ when in fmot you were talking about’
coureonception, - not here, of Woman as Revolutlonary Force an :

"Reason? Didn't you realize that the queastion Zugone gukpd_gyggji,. 5

your:use of that expression was net =0 much for Infeasaticn-as to

‘ - ‘question whether you were presenting a position other than ours.

. on the hisgoric uniqueness of RL? And finally, didn't you fesl

something away from Luxemburg? In a word, Yorm (with a:q§?; 8
. 4s;M8 toth content and the universal, and Luxsmburg ccpta;nai
' ved doth with her flash of genius on imperialism, and it is

“thiiitbre up to you to make sure that the audience knows that,

When you do talk of her views on Women's Liberation, and
you do show that the faminist dimension gase certainly something
she was for but not fully conscious of it as Force snd Reason,

you mgain detract from it if you insist on telling stories out.of .-

aontext about her dritlgue of Zetkin as indulging in “old women's
business”. Firat of all, she burst out with that when she vas

furious with Zetkin for being absent from the Congress floor when . . -

ahe was needed in the fight agalnst the Reformi ¢ondly,
your -job is to show how those kinds of remarkse 'il"ﬁi:d by“‘

ody who is opposed to WL and 1smtry1ng to :prov.' tha; RL_ 7
{ou na rafly RBve Sn1y"as mugh $me B0 tath, 13 justne ‘to'gat

involved in minor matters, and that is a very minor matter. at:

n of today buttthoorﬁ.!anul-
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is new is to point out transition points that lead to turning
pointe in history and it is the newness that Marxist-Humanism
atrives to single out in all cases.

Take for example, your reading in ita entirety the remarks
Luxenburg made when ghe urged the Women's Congress not to move
to Brussels but to stay with Zetkin, Wwhet was very important
in that statement gete lost when the whole im read, because
detalls and esssnce get mixed up. If instead of reading, you
report that RL's point was tremendous because, with her fnslutence
that they "follow" Zetkin, she actually produced a blow against
the Second International's attempt ¢to hide thelr oppomition to
the autonomy of the WL, under the excuse that thelr only interest
was being geographically closge to their center.

On the ons hand, you weres great in presenting Zetkin as

an independent revolutionary as well as the editorof
at the very moment in history when men as well as women «~~ gt
W == ¢ould expresg their snti-militarism and
4.1 st the Second International's betrayal in W
qu@mﬁ_ﬁ alone. On the other hand , you detrao )
revolutionary aspects of Zetkin by telling her background in
such great detail and simply saying in relationship to ﬁégﬁm
that the GSD sccused it of being “too theoretical"”. I bslieve
that the story of Zetkin should begin when she ls alresdy a
woolalist and thers should be more sald about the relationship .
Cof ‘Buxemburg’s influence on Zetkin theoretically. At the same =
tine, I should not have left the analysis of mmmut'-gg L
T *tee ?%:9::.31_031'- ":Ilix"::'i:o».d‘.b I wou‘.ldizay wll:ﬁ wa;h;on; g“thd as "too -
theore¥lioal™ may no we consider philosophy,; bu e
-F]P,[a,ingotiun —EBB readers of s have given: _
- . .3871%s place in history =~ despite the fac efter Iuxemburg's

. death-she dld not remain the independent she had besn buk even~- = ..

~ 4ually capitulated to Stalin. SRIRPSI

“7 . Therefors, you return to Luxemburg,and with our interprse -
tation of Luxemburg GEEENNRNNE you end with a quotation from: - o ..
RI¥LKM, 4And.for that I would propose the one from RL onp. 75 = - =
ang the last”sentenceson p. 76s "She comes alive every time we =
‘are in'a deep new orisis... but history has original ways of
11luniriating the thought of its time,” ‘ :

The form in whioh youn present your document thorefore.

. would have four parte: I, Objective Situations; II. The Transi=
. tlon Pednt from RL to Today's Objective Crisis would be RL's
"7lash ¢f genius” on imperialism, Both at the point of 1899 and
as 4% continued throughout her 1ife olimaxed in opposition to
WWX; ‘III. The Crucial Position in Anti-Imperialism and im the
Autonomy of Wl as expressed by Zetkin both in Gleichheit and
ageingt Reformism, culminating in the deep friendship with RL
- not only me fitendship but as theoretiocal influence, 1y _

in IV. The Conclusion should include the return to RL as well as
the relationship to the Marxist-Humanist analysis in RLWLEM. -

Yours,




