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Dear Reya Thwmayevskaya,

First of rll l2% me thank you very much for your
prompt response. Your criticisus were really very Lelpful and, though I
already have a pu'tliaher {in fact the gulleym of ihwe book are gitting
in frent of me}, I have taken pains to incorporate some of your suggestions,
The wajority of your particular criticigms, I
found to be excepticmally well taiten. I kmow your work f2irly well, and
I know that thexe muet te some real) difi'ersnces between us; that is why
I especielly appreciails your teking the care 1:0 emphasize points which
wi"l improve the manuseript.
‘Before mentioning points of dipagreement, let me
disouss fcr a moment the corrections whick XY made.{1) You are quite
" righ% in chastising me for eimply laaving the Anti-Critique with the
" wonds "an occesgicnal pamphlet.® Tais was a foolish and awkward way
. of expreszing what'I wented.to sey. I chrnged this and I agree with you that
ia extréo.cdinary pioce sphould be given more explicit credit than I gave it.
@u"mha plane of abetract theory alwaya meant very little to Rosa Luxembuvg.™
V¥hat I meant was nhiloaoph:.z.ing for ita own sake, indulging in philosophy '
without any relation to practice --ie. bourgeois epistemology, reified logic,
etc. T wanted to show that Hosa's theoriez stemmel from practical cocio~
historical problems and that the conclueions which she drew -- as well as
the method which she was -- were still abie 1o transcend her own immediate
situation, Thuo, I had no qualms about changing the paragraph- to which you
ob:jected. @ This business about chooming friends ---arbitrary and often
thy " --"was & bit too loaded. I took your advice in changing that,
@ Your idesa for dividing the letters into mecticons. Above the page, the
tes will Le made visible which should help some. I suggested some of 'the
dividions to the publeiher. I'm not cextain, however, whether they will-
&o for it since the menuscript is already set. We'll see.-
JThere are, however, a fow points to which I would
like %o ta.ke except:.on. The first is that you seem to argue thet I downplay
Rosa as & thec¥ist, This was certsinly not my intention; I consider
tuxemburg to be one of the very greatest theoriste in the Marxian
tradition and -~ with XKorsch and the young Iukacs -- she was the major
theoretical in.ﬁilence on my own _developmont, I tried to emphasize her
theorétical-achievement as much a8 possible in the space which I had.
Now, specific sentences may give the wrong ides -- and I have sought to
change those -~ but I believe that this is more a matter of lapses in
ﬁ/style than a dieagresment with you over Rosa's gtature as a theorist.
I think that I brought up all the major controversies, and tried to show
the value of Jer innights, as well as the importance of her worldview for
the praaen‘b C‘Le. the first and last sections.
In this regard, I alsc think that it is pretty obvious what
gseparates my interpretation from those of Nettl and Howard. Probably, of the
writings on Luxembung's thought, I would bs most sympathetic to the positions

of Osker Negt and the late Langertans. Nevertheless, although I don't agree
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not apprecieiing lvxemburg's theoretical steture hecause they arsfuen.) To
ooy mind, the explamation involves neither saxismtno;la_lacL of intuitive
. gmpathatio comprehensicn: mathar it'is quite simply Nettl's belief in
Lanin'ys sapeviority and Howsrd's enchantment with Gaqtoriad4s ard his
dinillusfonment witk the Marxiet tradition.
ljplnntly, ‘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 dravn,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

prgoeed“ng section and bopefully it will stick in the reader's mind, Nonetheless,

1:poughi to meke thic & bit clearer.

Yow;: I will be sending the proofs off over the week and hopefully it will be
-”5ppearing in- the winter. {flaturaliy, I will send you a coyy Yet, perhaps I
Lealt agk you for another favor. Wounld ¥4 be.w willing to"write about two or

_ihves pentences endoraing ihe lettexs and the introduction for the back

soover 7 I would rerlly consider it a big favo" and I would appreciate it

<if you seuld get buck to me on thie.

- Finelly, I would he vely interested. to learn what you are work;ng on gnd --

if you'zre interested -~- I would be glad to send you other things that I have

written. Let me thanh you once again for vour tims and wish you well. :

with eitaer Nhttl or Howard, I think that it is a mistake to vieug:%gm a8

Best,
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Septenber 9, 1978

Doax Stava Byomnex,

Iwas glad to got your letter of August 27 and sgee that you do

consider Rost Taxsmburvg & grost theorist. Unfortunately. (for you
&nd <)l peng pleass sots I'm not sayiyix nnle cha.uvinia‘tsj that proves
not disproves ny point. Here is what I moan:t I'm sbsolutely positive
thet, consciougly, nsithor you nor Howaxd nor Nettl consider that you
‘huve downplesed Ross os e theswsticlan, tub elaply disngreed with hex. -
Hew, then, dnea Lt happen that it is ispossible to rsad any of the works

on Rogn Inuaninne =nd npt pob that fesling that she certainily wes a
mrtyr. bt that wonen &re s cuuragaous that ghe fa no 41fferent from
acme oaluts; bezimming with Jeun of Axo, and thus completaly niss on
how rexy diffevent and revolutlenary and thooretiesl she zoilly was?
80 doop ia male chauvinian that patriarchal mctety has us imbuad with
it 1iteradly befoe we aze bora, thei tre seom to bo unconselous of Little
oxtra dgs that % happen %o come up with, If.'a not & question of Halil
uho A4 & very, very good jJob, or Dick Howard #ho is £o superfiolal that
tio evan thinks that a Basteriadie is & supsrior "theoveticden,” Nor &i
1t a guoation of dissgresing with Luxem™irg’s theoriesp none more sharply
digagrees with her Acoum u‘l.n,t, on of Capital than I, and I ceriainmly haye’
not kept thin to nyself tut wrote throe vory detalled unalyses on that
ook alonse -And if 4% will assuage youe I will ssy that tho dambntst

' thoorists ave even more patrimmshal towards ner, or should I have said

mateiarchal?, having dims&‘rdzd ho:: totally sa she didn't m:!.te on the
"Homan Quostion".

 ¥What I do nean is thet 1 you ave so:r!.ous-—end I'r gure you Are=
about har as a anlti~faceted revolutlonary personality, then for heaven's
sakesg don't sliow the particular phrasea that I oriticise to appear, when
all you neant to say was that ‘she doesn't philesophize abatmectly. So T
am giad that you agresd to change eoms of thoas phrases. I davesay my
full interpretation of Luxemburg will take a whole book, and it will take
_ mo anoihorm mintnun to be fintshed. Perbapa yuu can catech from the

title whore I'a going, It's to bs called Rosa Luxemburg, Today's Wonen's
TAteratinn Hovenent and Marx's Fhilcsophy of Ravolution. Yem, yout can
gend mo othor works that you Fave written, provided you do not expect
fast angwora ag I xeally cannot divert from work on the book,

I w41l look forward ¢o a copy of your work, and encloced herewith .
1 an endovsement for the jacket blurb oa your book. I'm sorzy I could
not just make it two or three smentences, and 1f your publisher insints on
shortening 1%, you mizht take out the sentence about women's liberation.
But I really felt that it would «dd extending the pudlic for your book
i£ both that and ny possible diasgreenenis on some aspects would bo in-
cludad.

Yours aincaml;:.
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