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IThe - athnological Notebooks of k&,&ere &4lao reviewed by
. Cyril Lev:.tt in Catalyst £12, 1578, which in fact did
N ,
,not appear. until March 1979, and ig a sort of continuation
In fact it was from a krader éﬁina“
at the Institute of Ethnolqgov at the Freef Univerdsity,
i aerlin, surmer semester(1973./ He & notes that the
’Ti;/.notebooks of KM were st the Instit +e.£ns.See%a1 Hisptry
' in& Amgterdan

o

notes occ pying 93 mansuscr;p B s: Phear. mdlne

and 8 respec+1vely: Marx complet

R 1T T U O,

4"Page 88 CL finally begins Uith, uhe debato

L contrast:_ng 18414- togz pital, and the EN do show (ﬁot;h
} oontinuitv Qdaéégnontlnulty with the early aorks:! 'In

Can 1mportant sensz he had come full

devnlopment with the study of 3h
¢ Tk Gonngipadealis) T A udes B ™
and ended ‘his theoretical c eer rsed in the
o S
-study of emplrlcal\anthropology.. Then the author makes
e LA R il S Sl

his own diVlbiOﬂS by saying that since we have dealt with

the young and the mature, let's now deald§ g*th the elderly.
lie at§ least makes claar without any peradventure of a doubt

that the "elderly" XM gives further and finsl pro#®f of Khi's

T A YA P A T P o 5 S S s e ]

e

use of the dialeetic, in support 9f which he quotes KN
» Showing that
here the dlalecﬁial passage fro gens ta_EEEEE“harkenswxffﬁx"

1( B e .- Vo Y
'black t‘n ALl --é,lthough hel}-.a:i.;:a ROGWLISUEE - L.llt'!;"l{l'; the| A, AR

imvortance. It can no longer be seriously
ub ed that Wi remained a dialectical thinker, éven in the
very last writings,? (F.R])
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Wh& is interbting bout the nfaxt paragraph is that
obvioule ki had stuﬁﬁed philopophicaﬂ. and empirical

!

'/ an'thropologJ in 'th?}(i kos oY h.e ‘di‘l the IBMJ- MSes -

o A————
\ T

;‘;,w and that that (::-;g.l.y by considerin? man

: l / he opposed not only the Left Hegeliana
Ji" J

- / P fhe Social Contract thorists, the phil chers of natural ;aw.
{‘

J

I'Ob.u‘a.b Jn 18
erman' translat:.on of Du C’Glte'a—;nieu etiahe‘gb D?ﬂl

T

which mu5u have made Krader very - happy because ‘D
iy f" wab +he head of the school Krader was chairman w irfGermany )

; (rd:) vidently tbe point’ that he brings out dn p'.,_ag..
abou't the' di"‘ferenﬂ:u sources X studied which incl..,'ier

the Journals’ of Merchants and Traveliei's "to ‘-he Or...em\ was
“"‘-—-,,___/'—"\...-.----
the very one that Hal Draper uses to play down’ KM s new

developme'nt on the "Orient .""articles_in the Iributie, But _
there 16 no doubt tht all these {plus)the theorists and so
nfg  forth,did become part of ",‘"_is theory of the Asiati.:,mqge

Qproducﬁ on. )
-~
=

D, 90 contrasts the views of Morgan cn the family

and the systemé';-c!'."cons%’nguini-{:y to M Marx's (EN p, 112)
M(: which led naturally tc stress on the economic factors in
history and thus the remtionship of base to superstructure,
nf"a' @ﬁoﬂﬂ - "'Pd'int::Lhng to double @t mediation: o:nri via tools and technologyi
g—n,-»\ "111’( " and @ via social relations;@ class divided society the

ocial totality remains pemsims only a potentiality to be |
ealized)for society is divided within itself. To take ¢@ 145'}‘1
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’ .
;scelety as a whole is{otake up an abstraction. This is the

1;_ starting-po*rt of Marx‘s cri"'ique of Hegelian social thecry.
| If the 1r'l.ablmm;lon of "l:he ;io-t:ebuws establishes rc‘”aing elsp.

i i
3. b confipng < once and -for allithememnceq!m the theoreticgh %/
! ‘u’m‘-ﬂ_ [

wor ‘{s of Marx and I-..np'e s."
: z."tj Engils’ de'&t only with Morgan ‘ardnot with the M o
“had, r‘overnd, and it's that Morgan book which ﬁ |

1 readily-a\ra.ilable we can co:rpar.. fThe Origins’

4':‘1'}1&' Orlgin of the l’amilv. g 9ls "'ﬂith the Ma.rx

ngels had a much h*gner Opinion of Moraan than

» : e
did y'arx. _iui-lve certainly didn‘t eeraae him ‘a8 a fellow
v‘).,. "

: 1ator1ua1.-material:.st" as did Engels. Indeed Marx cast

' \qusstioning v
ma'ter..aliam. s

i* luorgan'n statement about "earlieat ider-'s""at which p’.u.n‘t '

KR put an exclamation point before cor... lzu:: with 'rh'ﬂ ph.!‘:SE!

e LR P et it et e

(KM Ps 12?)

Engels 2S5 Morran[reconswuct% the whole

from the pt. KM explicitly criticized ‘thls in the Grundrisse

and in Capitals E_ the- anatomy D'P yn is ﬁe key to the .

a*:atol:rmy of ‘the ane."_’] the is av:. ‘once a I‘B]ﬂCh.’LuI’l oi the
oL --____,__..._....
speculative. methoc‘.taad support/for svstematlg emp:.rical

(, -4 s

analys:.s.l"l . v T ‘,ju’ : ’Z;

H-th.)mu is less willing to generalize on the baddis
of liorgan Taan Engels is. This is esg cially true wherse
Engels speaks of the Athenian modpi whereas Marx?&i‘c]!tnot
play spsuch a g typicel role, h';t it was merely a s

"sort of military democracy‘ [ékM p. 2073 LK p. 149-150)

rr—tt

e

have to look up the fact that he says that

the evelution of the state in Engels and Marx dififer on the
question of commodity. form appearing in prim¥tive society.
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“I' doutt this, bgcause the exchange betdeen village c.ommunn,
was certainly not in the commodit y form, even though it is
true that KM held that economics plays a determining wle
_ not only in capiﬁﬁ@iist soc1ety. and anyone who said & otherwise

.KM rejected, . The one thmg CL Bays -.hat is r-orr-ect is that

L : 'there s*dﬂ bv sm’a. whereas ¥ of course has 'thc'n c]ash
—-"""'-"'“'-_. R

-&a@gnm out...med a n-t-t-

Ay

Sl wf s
) a‘fd I" N .,ngrels conea ived a, ’11nna‘.l. nrogress of oeveloPmunt

w:.th 1xed s'tageb ard substages. ‘and considered the developm s‘ ‘t_”

oi‘ the iemzl@y fr.) matr%archy to patr;.archydealinp

with exceptlonal nature of the W Roman pattern.

- In that KM certainly agreed more with Morsan than with Envels. :

e e T Ty
rﬁ"?m—*ﬂﬁ—ﬁ"mﬁﬂﬁﬁ"ﬁ L

Whereas both KM and Engels accepted Morgan's view
that Semdk the matrlilineal society was first and tha..a t}z’e
existence of patrilineal om REwsHTk Greece and RomeAamonast
the antient Hebrews did @ contradict Morgan, as against
Maine who insisted that the original form was the_ ﬁaj_c__:g;x:'_ifha]

L . fami]:_\z' ;flint—th?}?@;quuestlon was the question o
‘ their role, .s.nd there was no doubt thii T g cOT on

< Tharve 61 mythology s}l "But the condition of the Go' enses
[s]

on Olym shows 2 rem#nisce C ""an earlier, freer, and more / l

influencizl positlon of women. The tvraq,ica.l Jurno, the God?ess .~
" \of wisdom, springs out-of the head of Zeus endcsacfonipsr gic rgfa ra/

In this—coatpast between mythoﬂ.ogy and realrty. it i.s clear

_that Marx considers, mythology a remg,mscence of past gﬁ reality,.

“talten up as hypostdtization. o
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Nex t ¢1L calls attenticih to aL 3

that XN 1n'troduced .'m'to worgan by pvlling ©
(j’ placing it affer,
pat‘*' fh S0 that thare is no lapse between what

»’Q T
& said nf th u."ld what is g2id of the s*afe&, / ’---

i.e. the d;sc.mm.mai property is Sbvemmend ,.mmediatelgk‘y

after govermmemt, go that the part on the family (3)

is not per.n:.t'ted to intervene. "DPhis ordering bespeaks

‘ mui?ry s rejection of Morezn' L‘!ﬂ ! a’ 93)

» o

Cb he moet interes tirg and . crtt.ucal perte of. the
‘jnotes concarn the other ‘bg,ks, Thear, Maine and Lubbock,

’.and *n thoae the whole. quest:l.on of Or:l.ental society. the

'\ 'cvpe of. 'nm..c eoia wrl ter, from w":ich Marx go*t some good

\
_)facts for his poafj:})ﬂ.,-—arrd‘cer/afﬁl'r posed t}wir

{ ethnobx

—
//word male chauv&mcm.:but ‘that clearly is what he criti
/ ...-'-.A-"'
when he sharply attacks their position on women. He ev

showed that the utopian way il for betterment-jpgEy wWas

jitgelf a position of/\é@}nterest which lay in the
Y

e e—

maintenance of the sys? e:r;.. Rig sharptest riticism therefore

is~egainst I Maine, even"defending“ Ba bfen B teaching of
Hu‘tter Yncht:—'éaying TMr. Maine Qg a block"headed Eﬂgishman

doeg not start with the gens, but with the Fatriarchf® who
later beceme Chlef ‘M’ i gilliness, The smme goes
for <tne u}.deg,-‘}’i‘arm sf -the gersh-—?'hm Petriarch--e.g£. Morgan\b__
Ir¥quois (with the gens in -female de;cent) {(EN p. 292
&-fq/ 7 .‘,;’_r / ‘, el G oaedan b :‘/:/‘:4;! !L"'c/’f{ H‘ l’
i ot

‘.\:"—'-—. }«'«Lﬂ(
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And to prove kis. point of §h$ bour]i%is ethnocentric prejuﬁﬁdhue~
whick colored sverything, ayss \"The entire false presen-
tation af Maine' s,‘ﬁh considérs the private fumily as the
basis...' ]Pe quotes Mainer) 'It is part of the gﬁ éétﬂde
Iaﬂﬁgﬂlne expression -for th:gens and tribe relationssdim)

f‘ belonging to the_ropresentative of the pur blood and the

: - joint famlly..kfﬁé'thlnc is“jvsffihe oppositek \For Maine,
“he cannot xnock the English private family out of his head, ,/F) :
this. entirﬂdnatural function of the Cbiefffaf the gens;: (J coad
natural preeisely tecausge he 1g its Chiel (and theorptically ?x
alwaya elﬁcted) appears as ‘artificdal' and nedrnadminxstratlve
authority while {he arbitrariness of the mcdern pategj}amilias
is 1tﬁel¢ arflflcial. 28 the private family is itself, from the Ay

' — } /-"—“'
. ; The impartant thing to me, ﬂ;E\Eeemed‘KF's vreaf\
',mﬁhasfh on te fact the British, in occupying Ireland and

_”j./%upposeuly taachlng them c;vilization. had moved backzard On
"_K::zaziln _of womanw eliminating the Irisn laws “which had rivng,/ e
it .——-/ ’
L consiﬂeraﬁle fres de‘),_ e B
/The last of the books bJaLubbocE,Narx again criticlzes
t nocentﬁio treatement of pr ixiVe marriage. matripr-
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‘The most exclting passege to me occurs in t
"’{&ere he describes 4@ a section of Lubbock on the aborigines

of Australia, whic"gggls with a Reverend trying to teach

V4i£; religion to thclgggé}gin 8, 50 when Lubbock writes that &
® the reverend found it very difficult"fo make the
Australian understand, "Marx writes in pargenthekis, "should
read make him helieve" in his existence wgthout a body.™
Mar» also makes a parenthetical remark in in relationship to

:‘\f the aborigine, calling him Ydhe intelligent black,

remarking that the one Lutbdck cails the gent is
"the fleric Lanﬂqh ailly friend," and having called the
cleric 5111y and the aborigine the intelligent black,
i7i concludes, ‘iIndeed the savage who worships ang animal or a

+res. would see no absurdity in worhshping a man (Be if the
civilized Englishman did not ‘*worhip' the Gueen or Mr, Gladston
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