@
-DIAL;..CTICS AND THE A N P {re bcth Lukacs® Gri‘tique of

}La-renr-o Kf‘ader a- Aﬂ_s Li!chthaim g &;gr_x_g_ﬁj_g_ﬁzs
'“E'tanur I.aacock'a Intro. to FE's Q_of Family )

Thie outline of notaa which iam mainly on AMP actually shaws

' that mnb.bgon or pro, were canaidering ‘dialectice as relatzd
' a

Cots am: differences betwean KM and FE. All .the‘g_z'ea'ter. therg-

"Trore, == and indeed bacauae fLukace has nothing to say on

AHP_ and speaks strict!.y on diaa.ectics as method and as -

torca whan it grina the massea.

tho very critical ke ‘y_‘&uestion ?ct Just on Anti-Duhring
oArmn f D
but m how that z\decislvply {neLluén nced the later li:?e o:E'

the theory."” In fact, let me repeat the whole m

paragraphs




“{pe3s Lukacs: What is Orthodox Marxism?) _ ~ .
S P C

L.
To he clear about the function of theory is elso to

etk e e

‘_.underetand its own tagisa, i e d1a1ee:ica1 method, Thisz polint
.;e ebeolutely crucial, and becuuse it has heen_overleokeg‘mﬁéh
confusion hes been introduced into diseussions of dialactics.
.Engele%ergumente in ‘the pnti-Lubring decisively lnfluenced the
Iafer'life of the theory.' w¥;=h RIS However we regerd'them.
whather wa grant them claeeical status or whethar wa criticise
agree that thie aepect ie nowhere treated 1n them. Thet 13

. to eay, he contrasts the ways in which concepte are fbrmed ‘

.feéﬂﬁzaleetiee ee opnoeed to 'metaphyeice i he etrﬂasee the fact

'”that in dlelectice the defminite contours erlggpceﬁts (and the

“; ebjecte they represent) are d;esolved.' Dialect;ce. he erguae.

efie a continuous proceee of traneition from one definition 3

'"finte the ether. In coneeqvence one-eided and rigid caueality '

?fmuet be repleced by interaction. he doee not even mentien
”the moef vital interaction. namely, thef dialectical gelggion
$k’pgjug_gﬁgg§i§ et and object in the hister;cel Egeceeg./let aldlne
give it the prominence it deservee. Yeg&?ithout thle faotor '
dielectice ceases to be r evolutionary.]tggﬁite attempts (illueory
in the las% ERalveie) to retain *fluid* concepts.' For it
implies a failure to recognise that in all metaphysics the
objeet remains untouched ard unaltered so that thought;remaine
contemplative and fails to hecome practicalj while(ng the
dielectieel method the central problem is 3o _change regiiﬁiZ}f.k
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- .All the ﬁore remarkable is 1% ﬁm"t ‘thare ig not a word
i.n that period whken none -=- and this time nona includes
ravolu\.ionaries and GL himself -- c‘xallergad either anything
":"Lin FE‘a Q;j.sj,_ng or knaw of the EN or tried to separa‘!:e 1.
‘from. FE. In'a werd, that solutely key question of dialectics ,
e the '%gﬂigg_r_a_l_@_on between gubdect gnd ebject in

_ ,:"; anuuﬂ is exactly. what came to life ina -
- g vary differen't nistorical epoch, oﬁ&s. ;n life, and this time
; l::._rela‘ting both to WL and AMP, clin‘:éced in the se':a.{'/acion of
Har from Engelu For that matter GL in the very next W

paragrapn doea mention KM w and FE as one. - NeVarthelesa.,

1

! pr_oisely-, psrhaps because the critique ia on "nure" cd.alactica
l_butrae*ly stated and yet so r-nmprahensive as to include
'the ver:,r heart and soul of M ;;Quhring. ita cenﬁral 3 chapte_
on' di.alectias. ahd the fact tha% it® not thet pa.k‘l. in vmica

FR solicited I{M'a colla‘aoration when he. avked’ Marx for

' a con’bribution +o ,&gti-gth ripng on political econnﬁ;./ What
I'm trying to say 13 that when it came to strict dialeotica
GL knew Hegal most profoundly, saw the revolutionary mtura

' ‘of the Malectic in Hegel himgelf. NO OTHER SSWAEX !MRKIST

CAUGHT IT. ANYWHE‘%E NEARLY THAT COGENTLY AND PROFOUM)LY. as _‘
witneas Korsch in that very same period raising the rew:-lv- |

“tionary nature of di_;glectics without a word of criticism of"‘-"’":’"
FE's pnti-Duhring. ‘)-bince our age has nothing to compare to
either of them, and that after they do know both EN and
the rovelations of KM and FE not being one, and the whol.e'
question of the Thrld World, it will be imperative to use

that para. from GL even though he has nothing to say on AMP,
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. Now_AMP in and for iteself. None have dore as much on
-7 " as Lawrence Krader .
f;'\;-_.AMP/-- and “that not only in m what his own studies are,
"‘buu in takmg a whole deca —for the t;gnghrip;;gg of Ha::::-;‘s‘
"AIIV!E) DRAW ANY CONGLUSION

'I‘HA.‘.l‘ IN ANY \'MY MA'I‘CHES HIq FAC'I'S.

On,e“:re?ature characterizes all these failures -- and that
'_'-g':".il.é"th&f not a single man haa any conception whatsver of WL
de tha one woman who know'- the present WILM, Leacouk. is

worao'than a.'ll of tham hecauae she comm.nes thei.r male chau—"%-.

{d alc-:ctical manner. So how iet un limit OMBBIVGB to tha

Here is what ‘BL uays (pp. 49-50):

/ 1: has been puzzling to scholara that Engels made no Y
/mention of the *Asian' or ‘Oriental’ mode of producti.on... ‘
‘;FE rafsrs ‘to this form of mrelations in )p ti—-DgE Ng though

Ty unfortunstel y not in 0 8." R
/ %

S

.. Here is what IK, ,who acte as if it is mentioned-in .
Q_:;g!t,.gg m&n-aima that whereas in the 1853 articles on‘ AMP
and in 1857-8 Anti-Dahring, the expression of AMP ie ths same,
in Opigin he has totall.y shifted his ground: ... the
contrast betwéen these positions and thoese concerning the
Orient in his later book, the Ursprung der Familig,“




-5-

“33 Again on“@. ?,. ftn. 82 X says1“The question of the
éhronéiogy of the davelopmont of the fhmily from matriarchy
o p:triarchy was an important one in Engels' Qa;ggg_giwgga

Ehmilxn but not in An&i..nhzans f ’ Lan”

. This Itn. alago 1nc1udes a reterenoe %0 himselr. pp.(§/—§5

or hﬁa Intro. %o thue EN, where Engels addsd 3 ftn. te M;;;:e
expraeaiun in Capital, which sayen “Bubsequent very gearching
atudiea of the primitive condition of men led the author

“of aili!ﬁl 15 the conclusion that i¥ was not the famiiy that )
orzginalxy deva; ed into the tribe but that, onthe cortrary. e

_’_'e triba wan’ the ﬂruz*tive and apontaneously develaped :

v'brn of human uesociation. on the badie of blood relationahip.
;knd that aut of ths 2ivst inoipient looaening of the. trihal'g"
bond:. tha muﬁg ggms of the fhmxly were aftarwarda daveloped

mhis ‘2tn, by FE wag dated Nov, 7, 1883.

_ LK than goas 1nto 2 full tablea on words used by
Enge1s based on Morgan and those based on Marx, saying (p. ?8):
[i]ﬁarx‘s strictures vpon Morgan were generally passed over
by Engels; alone Engols determined that Morgan went too far |
in regarding &roup marriage and tha punaluan family au g
necessary utage before thepairing family in the light of

later evidencglf’ﬁhgela was also diapoaed

'} A
,toward ‘Bacho¥en and Maine than“wae Marx.-L It is clear
\ =

that there is a big difference even in the short period
between(§; 7’1883 and 1884}when he writes hig own Prigin,

and I are 1ot one, ®mithough on p, 80 he says:”Enhe 8

overcome the objectiona to the utopianism and
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- ¥alaclogy of Morgan. nor did he overcome Korgan's topiam

and talraoloaf within s Qr_gj,,n_g‘;__hg_mux 1["" GE'D’ }4/
' q‘ xf ',’,

nooan NLTLS rfg 4 ,
G ‘Wg\!-'ai,:m}limuﬁ;‘-j:)»b'(n»'"‘g?f y W

oA
,laading to any conclusio’nj ' f"ln developing the:se poaitions -

ke earl ier fsemulations which had been posited by Engels
':I.r.‘ regard to the origin' of pri}lra:e property, the atate,
tias

L"thn_ag:-icultural village comm ntal deapntism ”“ ‘,
- //'@‘ i
5

WERE PU"‘ ASIIIE o (my emphaai.s) IP. 280:& gels made no )

"an m on tha subjec'b ‘of the community a.nd *ha !tgt_,' o
' kol Ty o

'*i‘***i*t*ﬁH*Q#ifﬂﬁl&*ﬁ#ﬁ***l*ﬂ*h****!*li*ﬂ**ﬁm&' g*i*##
| ﬁ'aot{fl“l

R ceorge idi:heim, on the other hand. O who has ro l.umK
:_' for -FE hut on the occasion of AMP treats them very naarly
.‘,as "one, even though he makes it clear that FE is very much

- lower- 'bhan KM, @ has written very nearly the beat analysis
of tho Grundrisse at a time when Lt wag ‘fina\railable in Erglich
‘tranalation and tnis pra.iaa relates to the section in it

on pre-capita.]ist formations; €y above all, @ 3) seas how

“_ZMuh mors hostile to capitalisi Marx becase in the -

18608 8o that rather than becoming softer on capitaliem
he saw "genuine virtue in village life at the same time his

hostiiify to capitalism had deeper@. This is worth stressing
as a qualification to the familiar statement that by the

18608 he loat some of his early revolutionary ardor,*” He

now valued the village community as a bulwark agalnat thie

TR
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iintegration) gnddefinitely dislikes the Qrigin =nd its
-ovef-dstimatien of primitive.communism. sudden19 chooeing
only that over-estimatioﬂ to eriticize.

.—-—'—""_""—’H-.
/7"‘ \ : ,
L 101.;1m.£6’:) “In passing it may be observed that Marx's

et ey,
sketeh of 1845-6" supplias a. very realiztic hint at the

- emergence of slavery rhom within the tribal organization.
Gompsra thia with Engels' account of how aﬁd why "the 01d.
claaaleas gentile scciety with ita simpla mo“al grandeur'

;auocumbg to 'civilized' prnsaure from outside. _'

. and cred&s him also wifh antiaipating 'a gocd deal of whﬂt ‘
_ Weber ha& to say. about orientel scciety.¥ '

s

‘_“ 'fi:Z;EEE;/fGL shovs corractly how Marx visws ”Oriental aociety

(is) historically closer to man's primitive originag, having X
conzervad some elements of primitive communism °IN THE \

MIDST OF ORIENThL DESKITISM' ... The forcible_disruption

capital completes the process by rendering it truly giobal,”
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_'_-@'Lich'ﬁheim contihues on Marx®s philosophic con-
3 __"'*.ons as. 'thsy always re.l.ata %o "the unfolding of tan's
dormant powers” and thus m aeoking new starting po:l.r'ts .
.i,e.k new potentialities of’ growth and human _da ‘_';.‘.ngg_'xt;

‘-"_'_—
An Hegel‘a terminoiogy. it renresents( ; a nsw principle',..

but ﬂ exactly how does it relate Lo the mora atrictl;g
thaoreticnl concept formulax_.ad by iarx and Engels (eof,

.n.nti-Duhring p.165. .;9" editions E?Ihere the ancient




