.\+h¢ years 1910 und 1911 ware the transltlon point

g&h&i The reason the question has tc\be asked is 'hhat it/is

" act

/
q.ly thoee yeax;{ix especia]..ny the Morocco inci.uen\t\_ w{ﬁ.ch

sends } upon herg\cn%‘@ theorsiical wo-k. whereas ehe claims

;thaf 11: 8 just ecoéw. :8 &nd the schoel and her n t hei{:g able
to answer - c\ert /n questions whzch gent her towqr{is this
"scientiﬁc'-/qurk. ﬁLScienuific" or oterwige, it is just im-
/;aossib"e to er\ter that stage without f‘irst grappling with Marx's

'.-tpl'-iloaophy of revolution. not only as it arose as_a process,

' ;-181&8-1&9. which did ‘become the. gmund far 'the Great DlVide ‘ba'b.veen

,zannhevzlam and‘ ’-'Iolshev{sm 1'90%-190;, but alzo as the r'onclusion -

‘Which -“‘W wig not citod by ,Me'ashev ks, Bclshevi
) T — it _._;..___‘ -f"‘_ /JIZ fJ("/' M h’).i VA,&._ fﬂ,%’f‘( e fe
.or . Tro*sky\)- or Luxemhurg.} thuug it was in tha%ﬁddresn wher
. N [l J Pt LﬂU
,Mar.z deve10ped ‘the ".:heor;y‘ of Permanent ‘Reve lution, 'Mfis‘
19 - .
_be_comrs.uﬁpap,.gally _j.mpoytant n Abecause it is the concept
of the pemanent revolution , rooted this time./i e 188;.). in
'the_,apthropological research he was doing, which Marx uses
:Ln the 1881 Pi'eface_he wrote for the Russian edition of the’
,Communist Manifesto, B ‘
-~ Tl It's in that Preface where he yredicts the possibllity of
Pevolutim in Russif, And it's on %he basis of those studies
'l{hat Marx wirote to Zasulitch, and now RJHENMIKX 100 years laters
when we have the EN, we can see the question (role?) of women
D - N
the very subject RL tried to evaie, that reappears, In a word,
'\§ha't appears unconnexted is sc only because the Notébooks were

unknown and not because the JAMIRMX whole questlon of Women's

14751




Thersfore, we will noh turn

'to WL. not only as g: appeared in what we may call & tv'unca-t.ed
1)

“férm in 1910\4-314. Burf-at a_um,m \ga_andAFag

;) ii\w
~h1§.vs the advantage of htndsi Hﬁw F_Jwe are trying ©
J\
aacond gueas what would have bean. but xbeﬂausq}?ﬂ&w

w}{),h is why we a.rf entisl iﬁg the nex" chapter, "Return to the
"Source and Forward to the Futu:'e"




}<y o Eﬁgé D Nov. 1911, RL wrote Konstantin Zetkin: " I .
wgnf/to flnd tne cause of imba“1a1ism. IT'm following up tha
.;economic aspects of this concept...it will Pe e strictly scienti-'
fic exnlanation of imperiaiism apd ite contradictions, " tpaumnn-
tﬂﬂi&lﬂﬂlﬁ"ﬂﬁ!ﬂga the contradictions that manifested themselves
were not Just in imperlalism and not Just in the ”economic asnec*a“
but in the fact that she §§ﬂ41ways returning toﬂﬁﬂ!ﬁﬂﬁﬂiﬂ
nﬁﬁ!ﬂiz'"causality and at the same time, 1t iz certainly not

';velopment both objectlvely and subjectively was not what she

| 'considered to be “the truly original contt;ibution by herself.
' 5That which was truly original when you consider the totality._

the intbnsity; and the genuine relationship of the political)'

qcpnomiifsociailand gocialist goal of a new gociety ~ =
ﬂlﬁl!ﬁllﬂﬁ Causality was always RL's methodology, but causality
aven when 1t ig directly inter-related with effect is not the

totality in the Marxﬁgh cense, both of second negativity and
Subject of philosgophy and revelution.




