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The - athnological Notebooks of k&,&ere also reviewed by
. Cyril Levxtt in Catalyst #lz, 13?8. which in fact did
- ot , : ‘
,not appear. until Marcr 1979, and ig g sort of continuation
ﬁ of Krader himself, In fact.lt was from a Krader ghinar
at the Institute of Ethnologoy at the Freef§ Univerdsity,

. .terlin, surmer semester(1973./ He & notes that the

Q;?/.notebooks of KM were gt the Instit +e.£ns.See%a1 Hisptry

x’ in& Amgterdam in manuscripis B B 146 46 and_ 5 the Norgan

RS

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

and 8 respec+1vely: Marx complet
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Marx*
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L contrastlng 1844 %o pital, and the Eu do show oh i)
rontinuitv Q“aéégﬁontlnulty with the early work

wan important sense he had cnme full

D
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devnlopment with the study of gh
O W Goagipdgriio vy g Liudes frems 4,
and ended his theoretical c eer rsed in the
o S
-study of emplrlcal\anthropology.. Then the author makes
gt (e Al

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" X gives further and finsl pro#®f of Khi's

e

use of the dialeetic, in support 9f which he quotes KN
» Showing that

here the dlalecﬁial passage fro £ens to_EEEEE_harkenswxrfﬁx_

(‘ p e e — o VA
'black t‘n Al --é,lthough hel}-.a:i.;:a RIOWisdge - L.llt'!;"l{l'; the| A, SR

imvortance. It can no longer be seriocusly
ub ed that Ki remained a dialectical thi nker, &ven in the
very last writings,” (po §9)
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Whi is interbeting bout the i wfaxt paragraph is that
obviousl_,r KM had stuﬁﬁed philoponhicafl and empirical -
/ an'thropologJ in 'th?éi kog re! he @i ‘l the 184L ws.,

- e “ I“-—--—""‘,
T 4 5 gociall being
Jy" and hat t}:.;a't .e:/rxy by considerirg man allbel FA

Ji"lJ o
- / o fhe Social Contract thorists, the phil chers of natural law,

o T
AN

J

road- it Jn 18

erman' translat:.on of Du C’Glte'a—;nieu etiahe‘gb D?ﬂl

T

which mu5u have made Krader very § happy because P :
X, f" wab +he head of the school Krader was chairman w irfGermany )

(rd:) vidently tlne point’ that he brings out on

about ‘the' differenté soucces KN atudied which incl.xler_

the Journals of Merchants ‘and Travellers to *he Or.-.em\ was
--.._.______/-—-. — i e “"""'—“‘*-.__________

the very one that Hal Draper uses to play down KM s new

developme'nt on the Orient .""articles_in the Iribute, But
there is no doubt tht all these ‘ the theorists and 20
M(,  forth,did become part of ",‘"_is theory of the Asiati-:,mqgg
Qprodncﬁ cn.) '
.\‘:; D. 90 contrasts the views of Norgan on the family

and the systemé';-c!'."cans%’nguini-{:y to M Marx's (EN p, 112)
M(: which led naturally to stress on the economic factors in

history and thus the remtionship of base to superstructure,
nf"a' @ﬁoﬂﬂ " ~ Pointing to double gt mediation: o:nri via tools and technologyi
ﬁd\,l-l-\ T and @9 via social relations;@g’ class divided society the
“gocial totality remains pemechms only a potentiality to be

ealized)for society is divided within itself., To take ¢@ 145'}‘1

a:
/ he opposed not only the Left Hegelians]hu -150\ took ,isstie with
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soriety as a whole ia{otake up an abstre.ct:.on. This is the
1; starting-po*rt of Marx‘s crii ique of Hegelian soclal thecry.
If the rublication of "I:ha ;Jo‘tebuofs establishes rc+hiny eltso.

‘,‘. R m"""’"'"_""--.\ )
H‘ conflrme< ome and for all)themerences!in the theoreticd //
) -_f...‘,_‘ [

wor ‘{s of Marx and E.r-pe s."
: z."tj Engikls de'&t only with Morgan ‘ardnot with the 4&&. o
“had, r‘overnd. and it's that Morgan book which ﬁ |

"‘l'he Orlgin of the l’amilv. g 9ls "'ﬂith the Ma.rx
%&1 readily-avc;ilable we can co:rpar.. fThe Origins’ 7

ngels had a much h*gner Opinion of Moraan than

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

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

' : ‘.gusstioning o

ma'ter..alism. E

ﬂ* Iuorgan statement about "earlieat ideps"‘at ﬁhich pfa&nt

"KM put an exclahation point bei‘ore cor... 1_;1._-__-; with 'I'ho phrase

e T LT m—— .

(KM DPe 127)

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 am ‘once a I‘B]ﬂCh.’LuI’l oi the
T --____,__..._....
speculative. methoc‘.taad support/for svstematlg emp:.rical
:, -1, .

.‘l . K / . F
analysis. i AL U "’1’ Z;

H-th.)mu is less willing to generalize on the baddis

of liorgan Taan Engels is. This is es cially true wherse
Engels speaks of the Athenian modpi whereas Marx?&i‘c]!tnot
plﬂ’ apsuch a @ typicel role, h’;t it was merely a g
'sort oi‘,mi.litary democracy* Le¥ p. 2071 LK p. 149-150)

e e

. have to look up the fazct that he says that
%?7‘\ the evelution of the state in Engels and Marx dififer on the 0.
question of commodity form appearing in primd¥tive society. 145 -
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I dout* this, because the exchange betteen village c.om.mune.
ﬁas certainly not in the commodity form, even though it ié
true that KM held that economics plays a determining "“ulE
. not only in capiﬁldist soc:lety. and anyvone who said &ouherwise

Jﬂ\’! rejected, . The one thlng CL says that is correct is that

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

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

Ay

,‘. (I U) nb sy L
) a‘fd I" N .,ngrels conca ived a, ’11nna‘.l. nrogress of oeveloPmunt

w:.th 1xed s'tageb arrd substages. ‘and considered the developm s' t

oi‘ the iamll'&y fr/g matr'sarchy to patmarchydealinp |

with exceptlonnl nature of the W Roman pattern.

In that ] certalnly agreed more with Morsan than with Enaels.

--—'-'—'-"__'—'
rrwm__ﬁwﬁ'“m"rww‘"h O B OB % #

Whereas both KM and Engels accepted Morgsn's view
that Semdk the matrlilineal society was first and tha..a t}z’e
+  existence of patrilineal om REwsHTk Greece and RomeAamonast
r‘"\\i the antient Hebrews did @ contradict Morgan, as a_ga* nst
- " Maine who insisted that the original . was_the né.fgriarcha]

B -joint B fami]:y';fﬁut—ﬂfﬁ'éf;quuestlon was the ques‘tion )
‘ their role, .md there was no doubt thii T g cOT on

< Thave oF mythology s}l "But the condition of the Go' enses
[s]

on Olym shows 2 rem#nisce C ""an earlier, freer, and more / -
influencizl positlon of women. The tvraq,ica.l Jurno, the God?ess ey
" \of wisdom, springs out-of the head of Zeus endcsacfooipsr gic r(.{n w/
In this—centrastbetween mythdélogy and realrty. it is clear
_that larx considers; mythology a rem@mscence of past rea.lity..
“talen up as hypostdtization. -
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Nex t C'L calls attentio{h to aL _ggal--vin'form

- that ¥ in'troduced into lforgan by pulling ©
placing it aftar.
neziobngrby par¥ 4, su that there is no lapse between what

e sald of e 2nd what is s&id of the s"’afe;} /\
i.e. the d;scuusmmof property is Sdvegmpeed ,‘mmediatelyk
after governmeht, so that the part on the family (3)

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

! mul?ry s rejection of Morezn' rsﬂ ‘ ; a? g3)

» o

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

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

'\\ 'cvpe ot bm.c eoia wri ter. from w":ich riar.»: go*t some good
)facts for his po;ii/t;,m.,,——and“cer';a.ln posed 'trwi.r

ethnoh em, caillng them

.

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

showed that the utopian waymll 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 Ynch'ﬁ:—'éaying TMr. Maine Qg a block"headed Eﬂgishmaﬁ
doeg not start with the gens, but with the Fatriarchf® who
later become Chlefl ‘M’ . Silliness, The smme goes
for the oldegTorm of ~the geps{--“{hm Patriarch--e.g. Morgan\‘é_.
Ir¥quois (with the gens in female de,lcent) (EN p. 292
p’/\/ ;’,; Ao BERFELEA f,,,f_/.g:-! [J’LIS? {H‘l’ Sy
e P s }ﬂw“'/ 14574
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whiech colored everything, BAy 81 "The entire false presen-
'L‘ation af Naine? s.“ﬁ consmers the privane family as the
basis...® [He quotes Mainen 'Tt is part of the gﬁ éétﬂde
Iaﬁggﬁine expression for the gens and tribe relationmwim)
belonging to the representdtive of the pur blood and the

- joint famlly..'fhé thlnc is“jvstffhe oppositek \For Maine,

“he cannot xnock’;gz-:;ETIsh private femily out of kis head, ,/f)

And %o prove bis point of §hp bourgeois ethnocentric preju*id.ices ‘

[ P ok

this entirﬂdnaturaL function of the Cbiefffaf the gens;: (~#<:;_f
{/

natural precisely tecause he is its Chief (and theorptica;ly
alwaya elﬁcted) appears as ‘artificaal' and nedrnadminxstratzve

authority while the arbitrariness of the mcdern pategj}amilias

is 1tﬁel¢ arflflcial. ag the private family is itself, from the

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

. § /%upposeu1y taachlng them c;vilization. had moved backzard On
"_K::ze;i?n _of women, eliminating the Irish laws “wnich had rivng,/
AR considerabie fresdom )= e " -

 /The last of the books bJ:LuhbocE,Narx again critic;zes
t nocentﬂic treatement of pr ix&Ve marriage, matripr-

iy
‘The most exclting passege to me occurs in t
"’{&ere he describes 4 a section of Lubbock on the aborigines
of Australia, whic"ggggs with a Reverend trying to teach
V4i£; religion to thc[EE?%}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,
remarkang 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,
i7 concludes, ‘iIndeed the savage who worships ang@ animal or a
+res. would see no absurdity in worhshping a man (e if the
civillzed Englishman did not 'worhip' the Gueen or Mr, Gladston
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