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r ioles :Ln this collection 1 with Engevathe. rost_serious is "The Or in .

¢ the Family” by W Wﬁf by Paula

' -Hemtea: s vhat contains a :eferenou o I veresion of this article havi.ng included

aonethlng on Evhlyn Reed erven tho%:z‘n y mean that B a.l was sinply & member \
of the ildelphis WA ot crears o third artic) "Engels RevisTted®| by
« Kazen Sad:a, which again is o veralon of the Kaxen Sa...kn Licle in Women and a.nd
Woept thot the ¥ and C predates this by 8 yeor and would probiibly not
" heve beed ‘as openly "scoialist®. Feoutin's articlo, whilch actually appeared in{11/71 }
in the Journal of Harriage and the FBmily. It stmesces the :E‘aot fi.rst ﬂza.t '
"cj’mtmr:r %7 to the bellefs of fome Teministe®, ... i.n\no heasn soclely, 40
'nan, as a eategory. have only the ole of insenination...mpresmob of

'mie axﬁ;hority. too, goee cont:ca:ry to the beliaxs of acme ﬂeainiats tha.t in

thé ’euala il '«" 'Lne wpmen ‘had nore
s, § glY ti.ma. ﬂea.c‘. of & houaohold, zmd looal
dicp 4 umua iy & w0 “Sne. further: eallsl\tcratt 'ﬁhat even in the -

- ,',I'r:‘oquois. Morgan refers %o the fact that {here was the absence of w.llty

oen the sexea...and that women (not men) were mablicly whi; ptmialmmt

ﬁ%ﬂm a.dmltery.. ¥ax lemiem, tribal chiefs, and gachmens(heads of the m.trilineal
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li.negge) were man. The reference is to Moxrgan's The a of the Ho-Da'IIo- -

ey
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\Pnuhﬁebster likewise axguss against E‘r.gels, though softly ut sh

stresses that while Engels criticized Baohogm@fm 's mystioa

yfxe praises him so bighly for raking & ploneering effort in the evolution of eeoia.l

that the critcism is lost in tzhe fdise, She lso brings out the fact that%
Afie matrilineal society , 1t wasn't the woman vwho exerciced the powary @t
"A woman'd {brothe exe:.:-ci.ees the power and avthority usually raserved for fathers
and husban patrilpneal society"(p.144) Paula Webster, who evidmmtly previously
discussed 8 women who write on anthropology, including Reed, here shows how 2 aer‘ous
wonen anthropologists, both Marxism had different views, with cock
holding that ® the transffrmation of their soclallly neceseary iabor into ;u:iva:be

aerice through the separation. of tne family from the ¢lan' ; and ¥athleen Gough
v 14421




‘~mmd sax' Ty with gra..tar or lmaar
say. the are 1t s
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to Dedouvoir and Shmith Pirostone
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(R thini/!.a m o less & dutenso of Figels than otherwise, Saqks alao,
rafaro. o Gaigh 1n the ot that ‘ghe f.ocaphd cough'a criticion of ona of
im; aurl..er: '_mpars . ‘where she- a.rgusﬂ(that all pra=capiialist aoeiatias

olﬁiod wo-.wn from :mbl..c la.'bor, and Gough hrought te her nttention tha.‘l_:-____hj.g
’éta.s :@so m ;no-uapﬁaliat ﬁ&ﬂn states. The big concluaion of Sacks i
; iet ing mlhgom “to the Iroq_uoia gm ‘a8 desc::ihad by Eﬂgela, or

Buobion: trigades of China during the a:‘&: Toap Forimrd.” Whatis
m 'n. s ﬂm!Jy work must beﬂomc mblic Work fox- woman to beeone trul? ;




