RTB MEETING OF KAY 15, 1984

Agenda, _inxo#th.byi?im;;II.SWL”Repqrt by Suzanne; III. Discussion-
on toth reportsi IV, Finance .Report by Peter Mallory and
D;squssionr'v. Ongolng Activities; VI. G&V

' : . :8poke .about one- element,
very involed and very complex, that concerned the kind of male chau-
“vinism equally applicable to men and women —- the relationship to
woman as founder and the relationship: of* founder to leadership, in
‘general, It revolved about the fact that whlle women naturally accept
“"woman as leader (in that they may be different from men), it is not -
true. they make the serious distinction that is needed, to recognize
iarxist<Humanism as body of ideas, between founder and leadership in
neral as well as membership. (She may develop this more fully for
he'iConvention itself.) . - A :




. May 17, 1984
o s

I decided to write to you without walting to find free
time Just: bofeyw the Convention, though I will keep my Al
meeting with you then, too. The peint now ig that it's not only
that the preparation for convention is as important as the oop-
vention itself but khat the direotion at the convention cannpt

-~ be gained only from me. Thus, the very fast that you had a.good
meeting when you listened to the WBAI tape with four non-membars,
that iou now also have Diane in Chlemgo and will have Susanns
visiting maks clear that we should not repeat “drawlng con~
clugions® o RS event like we did during that Houston WL
Confersnce, lhsoause whsn you do that, you only emphasize the
impotencs o ving influgpced eventes.

Hesre, for exampls, is one point I'd rather discussz before
than afters ¢he question of smelf-oriticism has never been grasped
in full when it’s after the event and concrete becomes a matter
of discussion rather than action,

I was glad, for example, to hear that you wers writing
something on the Bartky incident and I'm sorry that I so abbrevi-
ated my remarks in the minutes of the REB, because I do think that
what I tried to say is not only something against Bartky but some-
:hins. unfortunately, that applies to many of us, so let me say 1t

ere! ,

WI~MAL wase formally, established in 1972, but in fpot,. . -
if you.will ressmber, -- and you ars the one we wanted to wig s= "
we had actuslly begun in 1968-69 when the Weathermen had srisen
and there were so many movements from below that the striving ¥
new, new, new got the philosophy for the new totally buried, or
what is worse, is that we spoike in so many voices the movement
sounded 1ike ‘a tower of Babel. Bonnie, for example, was ¥0.1n%
on- oRp Jgome :hon-menbars that I had to ask Anne 0. WRi%E &
‘atatANaRt. of JMe. We Are and What Wo Btand For at that Confarense
‘wheTs :you warse not yet a moaber and brought in that MAnifests
of the Fourth International { or what was that oaslled?). Did any-
body bother to ask herself whether these new women's suppossd search -
for a new philesophy wasn't a very deep anti-Marxisa? Do.Jyou . .
remenber for example that Barbara at another conference issusd a -
violous attack on Frants Fanon because he had dared say that eince -
it was British imperialiss that was remov the veil from the women
the women mus$ 2ot follow that for they would risk being called
British stoogen? |

" %he Staliniet women, from their end, with Leacock as sheir
leader, -mtihinthat Engels was Marx and outside of a Low 1ittle
updates Engels’. was the bidle for all women today t0o. The
resson I keep going vack to such old stuff that has no effyct on
any of 'us now. ﬁ*.'duo to the fact that the abiding anti-Marxiss. . e
in all the®now” has not only persisted to this day, but Mhn:m L
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aven heon chsllenged on the fact that at best, theixr new ig
Bxistontisliism, Olga tried to show 2 years ago t0 ghow that
what gounded like & magnificent article exposing Sartre beoame
#vuck in "ifs owm® rhilosavhy of "Other®, since they too were
Exigtentialists and appeslad to Simone de Besuvoir to ge% thew
out of the alre, as if it was a qQuestion just of languags.

Do you think it is any different if any of our youth, in want
to talk against Structuralism nevertheless degin on that pround

What I'm drigin at is the guestion of our body of ideas.
The seriousness of its challenge %o all, all, all -~ and the
reason I say all, all, all is that it's not only all post=Marx
Harxists but non-Marxist scholars as well and those who have
discovered Marx's last decade but limit it to the pessantry
gdaro::;e him to a Populist. Here comes what I said in relationship
artkys

The question of male chauvinism/ a very, very subtle mals
chauviniem, and that not alone in man bdbut in woman who certainly
gonsider themselves supsrior since they do “accept™ woman as
ileader and in foot they sll ere -- is a question of not kmowing
that philosophy is not Ego or fHentralization or MK “Personality”
and that it must de proiootod nevertheless es unique, originsl,

source which ig Subject azx well. Without that, the projection
will get nowhere because it is a projection) it le not a
challenge; it cannot win sdherents,

What is worse when it asomes to women is the very thing
they are proud of -~ the greater ssnsitivity that women have when
oompared €0 men, whether that be on the qusation of"pure”emotion,
"pure* life relations, life ané death, -~ which they oconsider a
stumbling block to "objeetivity". "Therefore", it is the ran whe
. really. sees, sven when totally blind ¢o the question of what used
to be oalled "the woman's role.* The truth, howsver, is -= gnd
nowhere elearer than in Bartky -~ that it is they who have put the
greatest divide between life and thought. Somewhere a South African
great writer, Nphalels, in explaining :Ia\i he returned from lush
Amerisa to the South African ghetto , 4 that unless you oan
“foel himtory®, it is impossible to elther be a great writer or,
be part of higbory or anything but an exile, an escapist, (And
1t was he who underlined * * and repeated the expression
» history”, Ko wonder 1 BMX have felt such an affinity with

Placke before ever I saw a Black.)

Now then, on pro jection -- sorry, I alwn{u have a oritisal
suggestion to maks even when I think something is nearly perfect,

and wanted to begin by congratulating you on the beautiful re-
production of Elesnor Marx in Chisago. I trust -uﬂutl.on ie

not only conwtruotive but dialectical and needed for all projeetions
"I'm refery to the fact that, instead of thrusting the reader
directly a four-page analysis at one full sweep, I think i¢
would have been greatly enhancad if before starting and direotly after
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. Sgnerents; snd of all things not ready at ono
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presence -3~
Eleanor's piocture, threa ques {ons were posed, each on 8 geparate
1ine, such ass 1) The Chioago MEBE of Eleanor Marx and how this
42 Yahar and to Women'sa Liberation Today. . .
ceu Moy cimm.,

2) Kleanor Marx “Speaks AmerTican® and Fractises Maw
3) New Directlons for Us.

Let me return for a minute to the question of objeotivity

and feslings and the male chauviniem in women, but this time with
organization . It jen't only Bartky who 1s not a Merxi st-Humanish,
who saw “for the first time* what had bsen in RLWLKM for morse than
the books' publication since the very first chapter (not Chatpar 1

in RLWLKM, but what was printed as the firat draft chapter in Nal

on the E§§E%%Eﬁé§9l'¥§igh%%§‘ and the attack on Draper. It ig very
neaxly . ¢ things: One is the question of how long
that Prexis article has baen distributed and indeed foatured at youlkw
last pre-convention WL Conference. Did a single ons of you sither
discuss it seriously in relationship to how you would project 4t and

wrk out all the new, sither at the sonference or the whols yeasr

after?
fwo is the very unique way in whioh I transformed sn:gia

Rowbotham's "organizing idea” when she wrote it and meant it
I ‘attacked it and meant it as just one XK more forn of vanguaxrd
partyiem , only her type of Lenin's “professional ravolutionaries”

were women, women, womeh. What I did by using the very samé wo
erlined was to nake

Idea as the subject for organizing., I dou f ow
ceught anything in that, considered it a challenge, or connected
anigation, Had

__hut meking organizing small and Idea caps and und.
' t g single one of our woman

{4 with "revolution in permanence® as pround for org -
¢ projeotionists

st-Humanist body of idess, trus orl

of the Marzi als and net Just

masE shout out

I would have gonsidered then frea
%on

against men, apainst "being told ~ ead of
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is much in it that I have yet to understand. I feel it wou be wrong of me to wait
any longer to try and reply so these first few sentences,.afe to q ﬂologize for taking
50 long and to emphdsize how tentitive I am about the fest of the letter.

Let me-begin by talking of the Ma REB minutes where you talk of the
male ch uvia:.sm "equal v appl:.cable to men 'and 'women--the relationship to woman as
founder ang) the relatic ip of founder to leadersh:.p. .. (While women nafUFaliy
accept woman as leader,... it is not true they make the serious distinction that is
needed, to recognize Marxist-Humanism as body of ideas, between founder and leader-
ship in general as well as membership." In trying to figure out what that was all
about, I thought, it has to do with the fact that us M-Hist women didn'f work out
the questions posed by our founder, even (or especz_alm speci :.call_l.vx_”on et
women's liberation, e.g., Rosa Luxemburg 1905 Revolution/1907 break with Jogiches Pt
or why the first draft chapter was on the EN and the relation of that to chapter 12.
In your letter to me you bring in two more things that arn't only not working out
direct questions, but reflect an attitude (as dces not work:.ng out gquestions I think)

~¥hich.vop charactorize.as male chauvinism: the way thé Praxi¥ %¥TFarticle has never been ~~
taken up as well as your critique of Rowbotham and the new new articulation of how the ;
WLM "was searchi or a decentralized form of organization that would be founded
on an organizing Eea." :

: Because I do so recognize myself in this critique, I want to reject the

'tlab@@ of "male chauvinism" even if it's "very, very subtle." I keep thinking of -the
cz:if;ique wyoun've developed of Engels. Wasn't his attitude to Marx at least gimilar? ﬂ' )2 -

J '1;_1“ thinking, ‘but maybe this is too personal, is thati(where the male chauvinism i :\_

to ourselves. Pirhaps I can explain what ALl

by B x6dgle. I had great dlfficulty with
:i.t, first of all becausf’ it wagn't what ;_-_g;sp__g_gg_.y(which means it wasn't going to QZL &
do” it all” for -me, that "B-f"l— I would have to do is show it to women and they would ol :
~it and join) . That article is a tremendously difficult, compact presentation R
that covers an: incredable aqut of time; facts and mo‘pﬁents: where each paragraph--
Psometimes each sentence-~is a gummary. I didn't understand why you Wrote LE in that
Y putting it in’ the past tense because-I think I'm heginning to work out
}tha que tion.)_jSo doesn't the attitude come in both in relation to you and to my-—
self in not t:aking that. question of why this form, seriously; letting it drop for a ye 1) ?

n trying to get out of all this the paragraph in your letter that
“where .you define this "very, very subtle male chauvinism" that's in
G the women too as; 'msa question of not knowing that philesophy is not Ego or Centrali- :
: zation or 'Perscnality' and that it must be projected never the less as unique, ori- Y Lo B
) ginal, .the source which is Subject as well. Without that, the projection will get — _ <l
nowhere because it is not a projection; it is not a challenge; it cannot win Vadherents."\ L
I was struck with your repeated use of the wordf"progectlon." [In your I-H
letter to the "Revolutionary Sisters" that'“is also the word you use, set
off by ‘dashes: "? would like to propose that you take advantage of the 2
pre-convent:.on riocd to write out a sort of balance sgheet from which (i
a new congretization--I mean n jection-- arxist-Humanism for
the WLM can flow." I tRINE if we would at least try to work out the
questions you have posed along with developing a more serious attitude
to you as founder and to ourselves as Revolutionary sisters, that would




help our projection tremendously./

I like very much your suggestion for projection with the
Eleanor Marx article. (I want to give some credit to Eugene because
he did the lay-out and picked that beautiful blue paper, I accept the
opiticism because he showed it to me befom he ran it off so I certainly
had my chance for input.) I used those 3 questions to begin the talk
I gave at UIC on Eleanor Marx and they not only helped the audience
(small as it was) see the todayness of EM, but also helped me in de-
ciding what to add to the article for the talk. What always sort of
knocks me off my feet is when you talk of something in philoscophic terms,
as you talked of "projection" in your letter, and then you do it and
it comes out appearing so "simple"--like adding 3 questions so the
reader isn't thrust "directly into a four-page analysis at one full
sweep" and one that starts with IWD to boot. -

In your May 17 letter you state that “"the direction at the
convention cannot be gained only from me." I hope that my Dear Sisters
of May 17, that crossed with yours to me, is some of what you had in
mind. I have gotten several replies just recently to that letter.

Tommie reports she is writing a review of RIWL&MPR as do Susie and
Sheila. . Susie's is to go to Women's Review of Books and Sheila‘'s to
Women's International News Network. They also write of where they have
sent revies and Sheila gave review copies. to ?WO professggg_and_ihigia;;' L
.0 jght actually .come through-with.a.review in..a poli. sci. journal,. .
But what just struck me in reading over their letters is that WHere as
each'one mentions the Praxis article, saying they liked what I wrote

~ about it, none of them mentions reviewing that newest of our pamphlets

- {(ori' for:ithat metter any of our new pamphlets) . _ o

SR I am sorry that I won't be able to wr

./ .the WL _bulletin. I have yet to start writing my organizers repord, . i
What, I will try to do for the Convention is have a review of the Praxis
article (we really will have to begin calling that;something=else§‘andiu
at least:begin to try to work out some of the questions you have posed: .
to us:this year. ' . S

.
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pwejested nover the less as unique, origimal, fhs wourge whish is

"Ji{dt!.on'. In yowr letter ts the ‘Revolutionary Sistera® thas is -

X of

v  sas involved philoeophically in the form
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Deaxr Terry:

The thind nareseanh af wvour lattan 2 e 2
pressed ne that I was simply going to retype 1t and gend
28 "my® contribution to the ¥L dulletin., B en I degided that
would be & cop~out, too. S0 let me explain what I saw in it
firet by quot what 1 consider the key part of that paragreph
gnd pexrt of the next so that all can see what you say snd then 1
will explain what I think is of the sesence. You take issue with
g‘nwlon on "malechauvinisx™ but correctly state: * Vhere

sale chauvinism ocomes in is Woth in attitude to founder and to

oureslves, Porhmpa I can explain what I mean dy ta personally
about the Praxis article. I hed great difficulty with 1t, firgt

? all beopuse it wasn’t what I expected (which means it wasn't golrng

.40 1% all for me, that is, all I would have tc do 1g show 1t to
wonen and would live it and join). That erticle is s treamend-
ously ¢ifficult, compact presentation that covers an ingredible
ssioun’ eof time, fects end movements; whore eéach pvaragraph --
sonstines cach sentence -~ 1o a cummary, I didn’t understand why
you wrots 1t im that form. (I's putting it in the Enti-nu be~
cewse X think I'm beginning o work out that question.) *

You then quets ny definition of a"vory, very subtls
sxle dhouvinism™ ag 2 " *a quecgtion of not Xnowing that philseophy
is 0ot Byo or Centrslisation or Personality and that it must be

@

w6t ue weil, Wishows that, the ose0tien Will g6t sowhers Bacsuss. -
s mf = roaocmm. 1t is not a challenge) it eannet win ad~
%8.’ I wan strusk with your represated uscef the word °pro-

Lovantage of ke "r...o’ e antion period o wrive pur
of on wits o

shest from which a new coneretization - I mean
Xarxist-manisn for the WIE oan flow.® I

agt fxx to work out the questions you have

#ed along with doveloping a more serious attl to youas
ey 1o aurselves ss Revolutiomary Sisters, that would help
owr yrojection tremsendously.” -

' You have put your finger t on the spot when you .

ople wore and not only She .
A ’ﬁc'ﬂ. s if 1t vas neant”Lop" ﬁ“m
t fool it was 30, that onded the - Py

g
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' suwr outreash instead of trying ¥ .
e e taat 1.3 Yo, vets R
an R vary: subile®
ﬂ.:!mh'mlow wosen? Hore is the points | gﬂ !
| nover entered the Xarxist-iwmaniem women®s minds besause:
1ove” me. And they used that M!nfnmt to mebe'dnte. .
which I expresued, .
o

16345







