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Dser snny Bracky

Somahow 1 expscted to hear from you when Bessie Gopol and
vary dolmes told me of the meeting with you and that you had
roesd zgiggggnhxrggg_ggvoIu;;on at a moment when you wara thinkine
of the Integraiity of feminiem with Marxiesm. Perhaps the enciosed
Tw eBiumn wili achleve that dinlogua. Wwhan I wrote it as, mera. or

lousy & revisw ¢ a bourgeclc profemsor's “hietory 92f the Chineus
Revolution mpinly from the point of view of Comrade Chlang Ch*lng",

I had not expected the renction of our comrades who wanted it lesued
28 & geparats pamphlet on "Sexism, Politles and Revolution." Then

I falt they were right, ospeciamlly if added to 1t, was & reprint

of "Allenation and Revoilution®, uy interview with a refugse iyom.
Poking Unlversity In Mang Kong, (1t's part of the chapter on

Heo Toe-twig Thought in PR, BO you have -that too.)

I hud bean iuprassed with your aditorshlp of Spare Rib
bafore 1 zot en in=parson report of vou, and then tod thought
that if neither the faministn whe are buuying only with exposing
naile cheuvinien, nor those concernad withproletarian yevolution,
evar work cut thie question that is so central for uprooting
capltalirm--masess, cespecially women in this caes, aB Reason
as wsll as force, then we will really fail our historic lresponaib-

. ilities, not for “histocry* as past but for history-in-the-making.
- It ie thisx which hes esnt me on meny European &nd African and

Japanees trips to got co-suthers for P4R before it became ous
author plus collectivity of Narxist<Humanists, but not a

enliectivity that would have emsrged from the movement €fon
practice that was iteelf a form of theory. ~ :

You too muet have thought snd worked at these demanding
ag we face this sexist, exploitative, racist reslity. Have you
thought theit 1t might, in one way, worked out 88 we relatef .
Rosa Luxemburg in the period she lived and the women thecrists
of our day that is not (ig not) limited {o the question of womeh’s’
"role* but procesds to the theory of social revolution for our
day, very, very much balated? In any case, the resson I was and
am anxious to strrt 2 dialopue with you is that my present work
on Rosa Luxemburg turned my eves to England and very sharp difference
with Sheila Rowbothem who had sritten a 300 pape work on women and
Revolution without once mentioning Rosa Luxemburg! Supposedly, it

wvan because Rosz had never writien directly on the “"Woman Quastion®,  ?¢

which, besides not beins completely ¥®actual, saye sumething of
theoraticlans of cur day if Rosn’s being woman is likewige totally
disregarded once you talk of "gensral questions." In truth. of
course, Shellas has as elitist an attitude to women ae any of

her leader-male chauvinist cowrades (if she still is & member of
IS)and therefore, it seems to me, she couldn't posslbly “compete"
on"theory"witih her colleagues unless she simply once again willingly
wronpined coopad in only the women's movement where she still feels
sufficient Kinship with Communiste 28 ¢$o ccllaborate with CF lepader,
again on the “"wWoman Question.* What do you think?

I'm looking forward to commentary from you both on the
enclosed article and on matters in greneral, either those raised
in this note, or any that you wish to raise. )

Comradely yours,




