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Bureaucracy, as the focal point of this year's
international conference, gains a special significance
'because it takes place in the year of the Marx centenary
“when; for the first time, we have a -branscriptipnlof{mx's
~lagt: writings e E [+ ' ebos -
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(tva.nscribod and edited. with an. Introduction by Lawrence
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Krader. 1972). 3 This allows us to look at Marx 8 Ma.r:;?.am
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E’n’g’éla' viow of what he ca.llad »the world: hiltoric def_.ga't:

ot the remale aex" as he u-ti.oulated it in his W

!
.
:
N
By
‘.
¥
;

.‘ 3'
f

K "‘“’“"nu.,::x'u viaw. no'l: a.lone on 'bho "Womn Quut!.on“ehut

on "'primi.tivo commiinism, *

o
S e L S . .
‘ R e . . . - "":"‘.‘«\- : ‘rw'.-.

A ALPF L !
15 At e

TS me'thiw day, the’ dominance of that. or’rohobﬁ’s.
fmtuuo ‘view of Marx-and Engels as one®. (consuton}ly
porp-'lm.tod by the so-called aocislist states) has by no
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means been limited to Engelsianisms on women's liberation.

The aim of the Russian theoreticians, it would appear, has been
to putfhlinders on non-Marxist as well as-Marxist academics
regarding the last decade of Marx's life, when he experienced
new moments in his theoretic perception as he studlied new
‘empiric data of pre-capitalist socleties, in works by Morgan,
‘kovalevsky. Phear, Maine, Lubbock. In Marxt's excerpts and
comments on these works, as well as in his correspondence
during this period, it was clear that Marx was working out
new paths to revolutien, not, as some current sociological
éﬁﬁaiéﬁaiould have ug believe, by scutt%ing his own life's
‘”ﬁéﬁk?éf”éhﬁlyzing“dapitalism'a development in West Europe,
much less“abhrogating his ‘discovery of a whole new. continent
’5§"§hought and ravolution ‘which.he called a “new HMmanism._“-'

. .
I e T

Rﬁther. Marx was~round1ng-out-40~yearsao:fhis thought on

human'deVIlopment and its- struggles for fresdom, which he .
called "history and its procoss." “rovolution in pormanenco."3

RS

G 10 a. 0 What was new. in Marx's ?quej@qan_y}sion 1Ewhis
.?&ibffdobadi.Mnsathoﬁdiviraitygot yha ;vprephggging.wggé
Eﬁiﬁﬁ&hhﬁweminrhhd shaped. thoir‘histnry in pre-capitalist
huocietio-. the pluri-dimonnionnlity of human development

on a global scale. ﬁarx experienced a shock or rocegni-

* tion in his last decade as he studled the new ompir;o

| anthropologioal studies and saw poaitivo toaturol - bo it -
_ t“the Fale ‘of the Iroquoie. women or the sgriocultursl commune
'%hd“rasistance ta ospitl;ilt conqunlt -— which;bo:gsgg
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certain affinity to what he had articulated when he. first
broke with capiltalist society and called for "a human revo=

lution.”

The result was that in that decade, 1873-1883,

he, 2t one and the same time, introduced new additions to

i
his greatest theoretical work, Capital, and projected nothing
short of the possibility of a revolution occurring first in

a‘ﬁackiard country like Russia ahead of one in a country of
tﬁé“ficﬁﬁbldgically advanced West., Clearly, there was no
greater "empiricist" than the. revolutionary dialectician,

T“T”E) Ly !

Karl ﬁhrzl Harx 'aid not live 1ong anough to work out .in

o {(
ﬂrull those paths to revolution he ‘was projecting, but we.

can aea.in the correspondence he carried on at thaxa+ime-
8. rea

'The Historical»?endoncy of" Capit;ii:t ;ccumulation. Mgrx
storiec
1nsiutcd that it was a particuiar/study of caplitallst de-
"—’lﬁnx 1n West' EurOpe.r end. that, if Russia continued.on

th£%¢pafﬁ."shn will-lose tho finest chance sver offered

t

That latter was unmailod._ﬁut one of the four

. drafts he had written on the same subject to Vera Zasulitch,
" who had written to him in the name of the Plekhanov group
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which was moving to Marxism, was mailed. And the most im=
portant of all his written statements on this subject is

“the Preface to the Russian edition of the Communist Manifesto.

What the post-Marx Marxists have made of all this

can be challenged by‘our age, not because we are "smarter"

but because we now have Marx's Marxism as a totality. and.

because Ofe paturity of our age when a whole new Third World has
_emerged and Women's Liberation has moved from an idea whose

time hes come to a movement. The challenge to posi-Marx
Marxists to do the hard labor needed to work out Marx's new
goments in that last. decade is occasioned, not as a minor

"demand" tbr an explanation as to why the unforgivaahle 50-,
;ﬁyea¥_delay in publishing what -had been. found by Ryazanov-in: 

-:s*. 71  ;1s-the challenge .limited to what the post—Marx
"'f"”ua:-xs.sts*’did ‘not- do about- the, MMM _The 5
,'ﬁ.pointvis that ‘even- when - the- unwuhliahed works of. Hnrx. such“-i:

Y&8 the’ MMWW did come %o -

SR E
1ight*loon aftar:they were retrieved from. the vaults of

thi’Second Inmernational hy Ryazanov, under the 1mpulso or

) the Ruauian Revolution: -and even when they. dld craateim

1]; f””“i”ﬁh%hy intarnational debat;;Z:E;rtain limitations of. the

: hiitoric period in which . thosaeconmontaries on ths«pp:g_3 '

e

appcarod point up the graater maturity of our age.

‘\a ,.«I"

e ] ———




Dungyeveiinyvs

-5~

Take Herbert Marcuse's analysis of those Esaays.s
It was certainly one of the first, and a most profound
analysis "in general,” but he managed to skip over a
crucial page on the Man/Woman relationship. On the other
hand.,simdne de Beauvoir, who does not approach Marcuse's
Marxist erudition and is not a Marxist but an Existentialist,
singled out precisely that Man/Woman relationship from
Marx in her Ihé_ggggng_gg;: “The direct, natural, necessary
relation of human creatures is the relation of man to woman,”
she quotes on the very last page, and stresses its impore
‘*“tance by writing: "The case could not be better ‘stated.”

iy e s
Tyl ,l,

Unfnrtunately. what followa that aentenca and com-

\.T;J
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,mpletes her final paragraph runs counter to Marx's thrusta’

Sy

:  ;«ﬁ It 15 fbr Aman. to astahlieh the reign of 1iberty... it ia ne-

r-ﬂ' B Aoy 4

..cosaary. fbr one thing. that by and through their natural |

: &"g;otherhood. s In awword. de Beauvoir's high praise of
e .‘..oxwithstanding. the conclusion ahe draws ﬂrom the .
;,ﬁuessgywq;-uarx ag well as all her data over some 800 pagaa ;

v

rolgtionship as. 1ntegra1 to alienation. not only under ggp-

—"' N

italiam but. .als0. what ha called "vulgar communism. _“_Hii

bt

‘,‘Mnow Hunaniam" atrelsod: "We ahould espocially avoid ro-ca-

L HE e AhnE ) o WLl L -
. BADTE 307 Sl (bf\""gt\_

--tablilhing uociety-,as an abctrnction. oppoaed to the 1nd1-'

ety “s Y,,r
0

- vidual, The individual is the social entt Which is why
: 'he conoluded with the sentence, ommuniam as such is not the.ﬁ

f‘iﬂv,tlils tovgrasp the ‘Treason Marz singled out the Man/Woman
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Let us now rersad that sentence that de Beauvoir

quoted (except that I want to use a more precise translation):

"The infinite degradation in which men exists for himself is
expressed in this relation to the woman .... The direct, natural,
necessary relationship of man to man is the ;g;gjiggghig_g:

man to woman.® Women's Liberation had to develop from an

Idee whose time has come to an mectual Movement before elther

Simone de Beauvoir or Herbert Marcuse could see the need to

grapple with Marx's Promethean vision on Man/Women relation-
ships.

Farx's concept of the Man/Woman relationship afose

- with the vary birth of a2 new continent of thought and of revo-
| ﬂlﬁfidﬁ the moment hé broke from bourgeois society. Before that

'decade 0f the 18408 had ended, Marx had unfurled & new: bannsr

--.u r-'u

‘g'f'or revolution with the LMHE_MJ:&EQ' where he explained
'how‘fotél mult be the uprooting of caepitalism, the abolition
of ﬁéivaté prOpsrty. the' abolition of the atate, the bourgeois
_fhmily. 1ndeed. the whole "class culture.” This was follow-
ed 1mmed1ately by his becoming a participant in the 1848

LASE P‘;,;

Rcvolutions.' Far from retreating when those revolutions were

A ST l‘-,.-
doroated. Marx greetod ‘the new 18508, by calling for the “revo-
'lutioh 1n permanenco. " Ohce'# ain, in that decade, a&'he’
& ; . \pre=-capitalist .
naw cnmo to viow other/socte o8 and analyzed anew human

N SRR

dovolopmont. ho rurther doepened his concepts as well as aims
by conorotizing it ‘as the "abaolute movement of boeoming.
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The Grundrigpe is the mediation, on the one hand,

both to Narx's greatest theoretical work, Capital, and to

‘ his activity around and writings on the Paris Commune; and,
‘on the other hand, to the Ethnologicgl Notehooks. One can see,
imbedded in the latter, a trall to the 1980s. At least, that
‘is what I see; and 1t is for this reason that I chose as my
subject the relationship of Marx's philosophy to the dialectic
of women's liberation throughout the whole 40 years of his
theoretic developmént. My emphasis on the last decade of his
iife «= which unt@l now hag been considered hardly more than
"g glow death" -- is because it is precisely in that last decade

;that he experienced new moments, seeing new forces of revolu~
* tion and thought.in what we now call the Third World and the.

Women's Liberation Movement. The new return to and recreation

‘pg‘theyﬁegelian§dialectic as he developed the Grggg;tgae was. .
‘the.:methodology :that -determined all his .works. |[What never.

chéQgéiéwaBLhia-Qoncapt and practice of criticism of .all that
_na.ii#ts.mdetined;asAfoiigzgi);

'”': '(::;:égléﬁstcriticism of all that exista. ruthlass in the
aenuo that the critique 13 neither afraid of its own reaﬁlts
nor or conflicting with the powers that bve." Hhich 13 ox-

! aot;y why Narx never saparated criticism from rov&lution. and
luoh total uprooting of all that 1s, sparing no buroaucracioa
\lgifpsr in production or in education, that he countorposed

_.»%0_the 014 his concept of "reolution in permanence.”. .

And how very todey=-ish is his early attack on

bureaucracy in education:
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rBureaucracy counts in its own eyes as the final aim

of the state... The aims of the state are transformed
into the aims of the bureaux and the aims of the bureaux
into the aims‘or the state. Bureaucracy is a circle
from which no one can escape. Its hierarchy is a hier-
archy of knowledge. The apex entrusts the lower echelon
with ineight into the individual while the lowar‘echelon
legves insight into the universal to the apex, and so

each deceives the other.,”

Gﬂl uregucracy in /

4 - gnig sharp critique ofAeducation under capitalism,

b

like the singling out of the alienated Man/Woman relationship,
was but the beginning of his critique of what is an exploita=

‘tive, ‘sexist, racist, capitalist society. It remains most

‘-relbvantﬁrér-oﬁr nuclear age, whether our precccupation is

SR

that of the mhird World or the very survival of civilization:

~dg<we Have -known it. concentration on Marx's last decade .-

makes it necessary for me to greatly abbreviate the two decades
that rollowod the 18408, The ah'brévh tion will not, howaver,
be at the expense ‘of discussing one of Marx's greateat works.
t’ne !imsl::.m bocauae I will considor that work together

ad idmEee
with the zjhnglggiggl_ﬂgjghggxg of Mart': last doeado. Here,

;,-\“;. s ,'..:"

I mantion the g;nnggiggg only to point out that it was when

"'«f ~ v&- d\*!{

Har: wnl working on 1t, in 1857, that he concluded that thcro

| er. nore than throo porioda of human dovolopmont - sluvory.

‘rbudaliam ‘and oiﬁitalism. He saw & whole new ers of human'do-
velopment which he then called "Asiatic mode of production.”
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"Asiatic” did not mean only “Oriental.” He was talking shout
a primitive communal form of development in the West as well
as in the East, whether it was among the Celts or in Russia.
For anthropologists of our era to disregard Marx's sensitivity
+o that "Asiatic mode of production" in the 1850s beginning
with ihe Tgiping Revalution, and act as if he was totally
Euro=centered then, is on the level of their disregard of

his concept of the Man/Woman relationship in 1844,
1

11

Indeed, what I do wish %o single out from the 1850s
are two events, both of which relate precisely to women.
TThe $irgt was the - 1853-5b strike in Preston, England, where
1TiRE-less than 15,000 - were on strike agalnst the despotic

e oz

'_cq' itionssot iahor ,about which Marx wrote in great detail

for the New York gg;bgne’ The second was v e ga

to Lady Bulwer-Lytton. the author of a novel, hevglex. or_the
Man‘of Hepour, who, 1858, had dared not only to differ with
‘»tﬁdfﬁibWB‘ot_her consarvative.Aaristocratic-politician hughand, -
Li‘bﬁt¥¥o*wish'to-maka-her views public. Because she dared to.
f“ﬁiﬁﬁvé*thé"hubtings-and'attamptéd-to rent a lecture hall for
" harviews, her husband and son had her thrown into a lunatic
anylﬁml In his srticle, 'Imprisonment of Lady Bulwer-Lwtton.”
"Marx ‘dsPended hsr and attacked not only the Tory press for lts
iiiiidhi'but also "the Radical prese, which more or less re-.

coivus its inspirations from the Manchester School,.”

tion to the conditions of the women workar . 3:1 
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As for the articles on the Preston strike, Narx
went into detail about both the special exploitation women
were subjected to and the fact that even these monstrous
conditions did not limit women to fighting those exploitative
conditions of lebor but chazllenged the educational system.
Marx's Chartist activities and his studies, not only for
his books but .for agitational writings on behalf of labor,
were 'never written as if only male workers were involved.
Quite the contrary. And, in writing:s "The factory operatives
seem resolvad to taﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁhcation movement out of the hands of
‘the Manchester humbugs,"” NMarx hit out aga;nst child labor
and the extremities to which capitalists resorted. He

| _cited +the ' case of & little girl of nine years of age (who)

“fell ‘on the floor -asleep with exhaustion. during the 60 hours;

Marx never separated his.fheoretic.works‘f:om_h;s:

Higd4iinl ‘activities and it is the activities of the workers in
particular thet he followed most carsfully both in the "Hue
bodks" of the factory inspectors and what was actually happening
I%ﬂif*did’réach the press. * In April 1856, he summarized

' '‘the whole question of capitalism and its technology on the

““ arihive¥sary of the Chartists’ paper: "All of our inventions
aﬁﬁ*progress'aeem to result in endowing material forces with
intellectual life, and in stultifying human life 1n¢o 2 matoriul
force." '
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The battle of ldeas Narx was engeged in was B0 ins

from both class and all freedom struggles (what Marx called
»higtory and its process”) that he hailed John Brown's attack
on Harper's Ferry in 1860 as signalling not only the beginning
of the end of slavery, but of a whole new worid epoch., It is
impossible in this age to deny the facts. The Civil Var in the
U.S. did break out the following year; the intensification of
the class struggle in Great Britain reaching out for interna-
+ional labor solidarity affected the outcome of the Clvil WAr
in the US in a revolutionary wayy the 1863 uprising in Foland
azainst Tsarist Russia, followed by the intense class struggles
 4n France with its labour leaders coming to London,did culminate -

““in the ‘founding of thé First-ﬁorkingmen's Internafipnél Associap:m

e tion, with Marx as-‘its intellectusl leader.

" What ideologues do deny, and even some post=liarx Mar:istsé

| éﬁéﬁ%ﬁdn{tis’that“these objective events (and Marx's-activitias o
‘rolated to them) led Marx to break with the very concept of :
theory. wa otherwiae to account for the total restructuring

ot Wﬂ. a8 Capital? After all, Grupdpisse (and the |

"'corroapondence ‘around it) reveals ‘that Marx was 80 gled about

PR e —— 4 —— i sop——ta

' jiig pe-shcounter with Hegel's dialectic that he credited

. ‘44 with helping him work out the “method of presentation”
he ¢

of a1l those massive economic studies. Yet, as great

v
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when Marx decided to prevare rart of Grundrisse for Dublica-
tion in 1859 as Coptrjibution to the Critigue of Pollitical
Economy, he began it, not with loney or Value, but wrote

a whole new first chapter on the Commodity. It was, lindeed,
a great innovation, which would be retained as a new be-
ginning for all drafts and for the finally edited Cavital.
Nevertheless, that wasn't all that determined the content anﬁ
structure of Capital. What did determine the totality of the
‘restructuring was Marx's decision to put away both the

- @Gruhdrisse and the Critigue and start “gb _novo."

<

 His pe-crfation of the Hegelian dialectic in_the
* nistoric framework of the turbulent 1860s is what led to

This becones

claer not simnly Srom kie 1870 "confession,” but Ifrom the

actuality of what ig Capital: but here is his confessioni; -

<::;;;fidentia11y speaking, I in-
- 'fact began'Capital’ in just the reverse (sta{ting with third, .
" the 'historic part) of the order in which{ls presented to the
-public, except that the first volume, the one begun last, was
“inmediately prepared for publieation_while the two others B
~.. Temained in that primitive State characteristic‘or all research ,  '
“: at-the: outset." |
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liarx's battle of ideas with bourgeois theoreticians
had so expanded at the beginning of the 1B60s that the
manuseript numbered nearly 1,000 pages. This "History of
Theory" made up three books and we know it as Theorjes of
Surplus Value (Capital, Vol. IV). But what is most historic
and cruclial about these magnificent, profound studies ig that
Merx relegated them to the very and of his three volumes of
Savital. Instead of continuing with his critique of classical

political economy "on its own", what Marx did was to turn

to what the workers were doing and saying at the point of

production.

The first great innovation Marx introduced, as he was

- preparing the: first volume for the printer, was an addition
' %o’ the ‘very first chapter on “The Commodity" of the section,
- "Petishism of Commodities.” - To this day, none == either

" Marxist or non-Marxist -- question the foday-negs,as well as

"thé”uaithly Hérxian=unity of ‘theory and practice, that |

" characterizes Viarx's historical materialist view of human
déveiéﬁﬁéﬁ%fthrough'the'ages and the different types of

o sociaties. ‘How, then, can those critics still hold on to the

contention that Marx was totally "Euro-centered”; that this,
1ndaed. was so=called' "classical Marxigm"; that Marx. “the

- economist,” failed to grasp "the Aciatic mode of production”
77ieg totally different from what he allegedly made into a

'*"'uhiversal -- West: European.edonomic development?. Wouldn't
Y.4% be'more correct (even when these critics did not yet kno\.v‘ . ,' L

of the Grundrisge, much less the Ethnological Notebooks) to

4.
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take serious note of Marx's brief view

of pre-capitalist societieqf}n that first chapter of

| Canjtal. Marx not only specified the existence of
primitive communal forme "among Romans, Teutons and Celts,®
but held that{'more exhaustive study of Asiatic ... forms
of common property would show how,from the different

forms of primitive common property, different forms of its
dissolution have been developed." 7 Clearly, that is

exactly what Merx himself had embarked upon; and, still,

few study seriously his Ethnological Notebooks.

One great economisgt, Joseph Schumpeter, who was most
impressed with the profundity of Marx's eritique of classical
" poiitical economy, and didn't shy away from acknowledging
" thet economists owe much to Marx's analysis of the economic
“laws of capitalist development, was, nevertheless, =o anta-

- ‘gonistic fo~philosophy that he held it was impossible to
* ‘have a truly genuine ecohdmic'argument with him, because,
'"ab'phildéophgr. he was forever "transforming historic narra-
“4ive into historic reason." That lg the dialectic of lierx's
‘geeing, not merely the statistics he had amassed, but ‘the
'1ive ‘men and women reshaping history. Nowhere is this more
true thah?conéerning the so-called "Woman Question." Having
%ufnad‘dwﬁy“from further arguments with theoreticians to
' follow instead the happenings at the point of production
" and thelr political ramifications on the historic scene,
‘Marx came up with the second great innovation in Capital ~--

" nis chapter on "The Working-Day."

15759

PR




Dunayevskaya

«l5=

That chapter had never appeared in Marx's theorstical

works before -=- be it the Grundrjsse or Crijigue‘o: Political

Economy or ﬂ;g ory of Theory. Although, as a revolutionaxry
activist, Marx had alwaye been involved in the struggle

for the shortening of the working day, it was only when his
analysis covered it in such detail (76 pages, to be exact)
that Marx devoted that much space to women in the process
of production and arrived at very ney conclusions on new
forms of revolt. Where bourgeois +heoreticians held that
Marx, in detailing the onerous conditions of labor {and

. especially the degrading form of female labor), was writing
2 ho% theory but a "sob story,"” Marx, in digging into those
factory inspectors’ "blue books” which the ideclogues dig-
missed. .did more than single out the inhuman attitude to

) i-~-..;_,wo_n_:;ge:}__‘_xs';';,er_n he wrotes "In England women are still

'7;Mocc§sioﬁally used inetead of horses fbr hauling canal boat8es "

~Marx.now’ ‘eoncluded that the simple worker's question. Whaadoes

‘. * my-day begin and when does it end?, was a greater philosophy ot

freedom than was was the bourgeois Declaration of the Rights
of Man that Marx now designated as "the pompous catalogue

~c0f: the . '1nalienah1e-r1ghts of man.'"

. _P‘: Even were one opposed o Marx's deacription of the
“__capitalists' “were-wolf hunger" for ever greater amounts
”;ﬂfof unpald 1abor and lcoked only at the machine and at Marx's
K;;d0|cr1ption of that 1nstrumenta11ty as & "mechanical’ monator'
fwith its *demon power™ organized into a whole system %o _
" which, Marx said, "motion is communicated by the tranumlttlng
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mechanism from a central automaton..." == wouldn't the

' today~ness of it strike our age of robotiks? It certainly
struck the miners on General Strike against the first ap-
pearance of automation in 1950, They thought that
description was written, not by a mid=19th century man,
but by someone who must have been right there in the mines
with them and the continuous miner, which they called
"a man killer."

liarx didn't separate his neconomics in Carpital from
its social end political ramifications, and thus he saw one
7? and only "one positive feature" =- allowing women to go
’;ﬁ}"outaide of the domestic sphere.” However, he warned at
onca against factory labor "in its bmial capitalistic form"
which ie nothing other than a - “pegtiferous source of corrup-
B tion and ‘glavery.” But the collective labor of men and
h women. ‘under different historic conditions, "creates a new

“;’ economic foundation for & higher form of the famlly and of

T the relation tetween the sexes.”

Marx continued: "It is, of course, just as absurd %o
hold the Teutonic-Christian form of the fam_ly toc be absolute
a8, it would be to apply that character to the ancient Roman,
the ancient Greek. or the Eaetarn £OrmB,ess” Marx ends
_.by_pointing to the fact that other historic eonﬂitions where L
~both sexes work collectively could "become & souree ot

:ﬂ%hupgn_aevolopment.
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That, of course, is not what capitalism aims at
and therefore Marx intensifies his attack as he lashes out
also against the whole bureaucratic structure, not just

in the state, but in the factory. There the despotic plan

of capital has a form all its own: the hierarchic structure

ol over gsoc - » which he further concretiees.
aé requiring a whole army of foremen, managers and super-
intendents. 7This planned despotism, Marx points out, arises
out of the gntagonlstle relation of labor and capital
with its bureaucracy, which Marx likens to the military.
demanding “barrack discipline"” at the point of production.

That is why Marx calls the whole relationship of_suﬁject
+ ;1o object, machines toilivigg labor, "perverse." He

has .concretised what the early Marx had warned would be
‘i . the:result of the division between mental and manual labors

ivie MPo.have one basis for life and another for science is

oo opoopiord-a lie,”

L% Marx, the metivist philosopher of revolution, was
' period /

z:.completing Volume I of Capital in the same ~ [ when he was
- +most active in the First International: ' '

W (1) 1%°4s that organization that records, on-July 19,

1867, that Marx proposed to the General Council that at ite
‘{:'”f@ffheéﬁiﬁéﬁcdngreés 2 discussion be held on the,practical-_
"+ “vieys the Intefnetlonal could "fulfil its function of‘a comon

- Yigenter of action for the working classes, male and female,
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in their struggle tending to their complete emancipation
from the domination of capital.”

(2) On December 12, 1868 Larx wrote Kugelmann;
"Great progress was evident in the last Congress of the
American *Labor Union' in that, among other things, it
treated working women with complete egquelity ... Anybod&
who knows anything of history knows that great social
changes are impossible without the i?inine-ferment."

(3} Marx again called Dr, Kugelmann's attention
to the fact that, of course, the First International was not

only practicing equality where women were concerned, but had
Just elected Mme. Harriet Law into the Generzl Council.
‘-

Nerx*'s sensitivity to women Both as raVOlutionary

“force and reasoh held true in his individual relations as
" well ‘as organizational relations ~= and on an 1nternational
level. It took all ‘the way to the end of Wbrld War II hetbre'
women's revolutionary activities in the Resistance liovement
finally inspired one woman Marxist +to undertake a study of
‘women in.the Paris Commune. Edith Thomas' work, Women Ine
suungxigg is the first to give us a full view of women
in the greatest revolution of Marx's time -- the Paris Commune.
It 1m there we gern of Marx's role =- for it was he who had

: ..advised Blizabeth Dmitrieva to go to Parie before the oute

viibreak of the Civil Var -~ and it was she who organized the

~famed {pnion des Pemmas . : se-de Parip a gE !
aua_ﬂ;gggig the 1ndapondont women's section of the First
International. MNoreover, the relationship between larx and

Dmitrieva had developed aﬂiier when she was sending Marx .
material on Russian mgriculture, which was algo her preocpupﬁiéﬁ;g
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III

"The weak pointg in the ébstract materialism of
natural science, a materialism that excludes histor& and
its process," Marx wrote in Capjital (Vol.I, Pp. Loén), *
at once evident from the abstract and ideological conceptions
of its spokesmen, whenever they venture beyond the bounds
of their own svecialty.” 4s we can see from this, lerx's
Jturn, in his last decade, to the study of empiric anthro-
pology was made under no illusion that he would there find
other historic materialists who would be dialectically ana=-
iyiing the new findings on pre-capitalist socleties, a

..-question he had posed to himself as he was working on the

Q:nng;iggg and asked himselft:hat praceded capitalism. and
at

“5.ooncluded from his studies )’( Ruman development was an

“ablolute movement of becoming.” 7 Marx's ever-continuing
confrontation with "history and its procesa“.as much as ‘'his
Promethean vision,disclosed not only how diffarent were his
views from bourgeois theoreticlians but how his views on
anthropology differed from those of his very closest collabora-
tor, FrederickEngels,

with hindsight. it is not difficﬁlt 40 see that
Engels did not rigorously follow what Marx had asked him
to do == to make sure that all further editions and translae k- 
tions of Volume I of Capital followed the French edition.
Whether he was in any way responsible,with his ovur-emphuli- :
on the materialist aspects, the point is that it was not
only the Populist, Kikhailoveky, who tried to R
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attribute to Narx the making of "The Historical Tendency

of Capitalist Accumulation" into a universal for all humen
development., As we showed, Marx had written a very sharp
critique of Mikheilovsky's article. Post-hiarx Marxists,
however, continued to express similar views to Mikhailofsky'a

and to bvase themselves on Engels' editlons of Volume I of

Lapital.

mainly
whatZconcerns us here is the superficial (if not

“outright chauvmnist) attitude of post-Narx Marxists to the
1ast decade of Marx's 11fe. Especially shocking is the
‘{attitude of Ryazanov. who first discovered the Ethnological

‘"Ngtebgok and. without reading them. declared them %o be

- ..“k

“1nexcuseable nedantry " What was more damaging, however,
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to future generations of Marxists was the very first book

that Engels wrote after Narx's death, The Origin o e

Femilv, Private Provertv and the State, presenting it as

a "bequest" from Marx. 3But the simple truth tells a dif=-
ferent story. It is true that Marx had asked Engels to be
sure to read Apncient Socjetv, vhich had just come off the
rress end 1nterested him greatly. Ye have Engels®' word
for it, however, that he was too busy with ‘other matters

4o read it and got it only after Narx's death when he found

[}
\

sy - - Y -then . found in those unpublished menuecrii:te of Marx
L_:_je_‘i“.j;h_e‘;f ;he.ﬂ-m‘or much of what we now know as the

liarx's notes on 1t. It is not clear whether Engels had

'ci ' lotesbo ' except the notes on !horga.n and

perhaps Kove.leveky. Ny _ Because he- pre=-
sented. th!.}ﬁ“bequest" .f;rom l\‘iarx. we were all raised on

;1. . this concept.of women's liberation as if i't: were, indeed,
;& work of Engels and biarx.  Now that we finally have the

. Jranseription of the W ~= and also have

_Marz's commentaries on. Kove.levslqr and correspondence on

Maurer.:,ae well as the. m =~ it ahfulidn't be Aiffia-
cult to“d!.sentangle Marx's. v.{ewe on wome m those of
Engels. PR
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It is true that Engels was larx's closest collaborator,
whom he had entrusted to "make something out of" the nassive
material he had accumulated for Volumes II and III of
Capital, but did not live to edit, What MNerx had also
entrusted him with was to méke sure that the French edition
of Vﬁlume I, which is the only definitive edition Marx himself

8
edited, should be the one used for all other editions. What

is most relevant to us now is what exactly Engels had done
on that,since the most important changes Marx had intro~
duced there concerned the mccumulation of capital, They have

become crucial since the emergence of a Third World .

So little attention had been paid to that little word,
2'*364ca116d;“ as used for Part 7 ("The So=Called Primitive
Accunilation of Capital®),that Marx evidently felt that,in
order to stress both the concentration and centralization
“of capital ‘and ‘the dialectical development of Part VII ("The.
““Accumilation of Capital"), he should subordinate Part VIII
to that Part VII, thereby showing that the so-called primi~-
tive accumulation wasn't at all 1imited to the beginnings

of capital., The key to the ramifications of the concentre-
?;oﬁ“éﬁdjépniﬁalizatiqn of capital, and its extension to
what wo riow call imperialism, was one of the most signifi-
cant paragraphs in that French edition. Unfortunately,

that is precisely the peragraph Engele omitted as he edited
the English edition. It is the one which stresses the creation
of a world market when c#pitalism reaches its highest o
technological stage. It 1a'at that point, says Marx, that
capitalisn "successively annexed extensive areas of the

Now World, Asia and Australia."9
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It is necessary to keep in mind thet it wasn't only
a quantitative difference between what Engels quoted from
Marx's “Abstract” =- some few pages =- and the actual
excerpts and commentary that Marx had made.-which amounted
to some 98 pages. Far more important is the total disparity
in critical/uncritical attitudes to Morgan and the different
conclusions Marx and Engels drew from Morgan's work, Take

the question of a transition from one period to ancther.

" Lerx wee showing that ggg;ng a transition period, one sees

the duality emerging that reveals the beginning of antagon-
isms. whereaa Engels always seems to have antagonisms

only at the end, as if class society came in very nearly
full blown g;&g; the communal form was destroyed and private
property was established. Where Engels sees a unilinear
progression. Farx traces dialectical development from ‘one

"étége'to another.and relates it to revolutionary upsurges

Il

8o that ‘ecoriomic crises ars seen as “"epochs of

gocial revolution.”

!

"' Mhe point was that the element of oppression in
géﬁeiel and ‘of ‘women in perticular arose from within primitive

E5’bommuniem i{tself, and was not merely related to a’ change

“from 'matrinrchy .
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4 das)l more important in tracing
historic development and seeing other human relations
was that 1t allowed for seeing new pathe to revolution
end the multidimensionality of human development. For
example, &8s early as the g;gnggiggg ( but then, Engels
did not know the Grupdrisse), Marx called attentlon to
the "dignity" of the guild, commenting; "Here labor it=
gelf is still half the expression of artistic croation,
half its own reward., ILabor still belongs to a man,”

¥hat was crucial to Marx in seeing the great

freedom of the Iroquois women was %o show how great
Y

. wes the freedom the women had before

N

_.American oivilization destroyed the Indiann. indeed,

_f;rggqt.;;t.wgsvtrue throughout the world that "eivilised®

ﬁﬂypéf;ons took away the freedom of the women, as was rue

_ .. when British imperialism deprived the Irish
women of many of thelir freedoms when they conquersd
Ireland. Marx's hatred of capitalism as he studlied pre~

capitalist societies grew more intense, But, far from

. -1.0oncluding, as Engels 4id, that the move from "mother

.rient" signalled "ghe world historic dafeat of the femals
| pex" (Engels' emphasis), he showed that within the primitive

commune there had already amerged such distinetion in ranks
that, clearly, women's freedom thero was far f{rom being
total, Marx pointed to the fmct that while the women

wers allowed to express their opinion "through an orator
oththoir own selection, the decisions were made by the

Gouﬁcil- »
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Sccondly, and that is inseparable from the first,
wes the resistance of the women, the "feminlst ferment”
Narx saw in every revolution. Thus Marx criticized Morgan
on soms of his statements about ancient Greece and the

degraded status of women. WNarx held that the Greek
goddesses on Olympus were not just statues, but expressed
myths of past glories that may, in faéi. have reflected
a previous'sfage. and/or expressed a desire for a very
‘_'diffnreﬁy future.

. Marx acknowledged mOrgan 8 great contribution on the
L theory or the gens and its early egalitarian soclety,
.w'ﬁﬁt his attitude bore no resemblance whataver to Engola'
uncritical acclaim of Morgan, whor he credited with nothing
short of Qiscovering vafresh in America the materiallst
,ucqpceptioh:qf”hiatq:yHQigpové:gd byﬁﬁgrx 40 years ago.”
~§§§Q1§9m,¢opg§§gringiﬁo:gah a ye:ipé@;g historical material-
Jgsﬁygygggj:gjectgd_Morgan!s hiologﬁsm!énd evoiutiohiam; '

‘fﬁhﬁfiﬁagi was tracing was the fact that, long before
‘“ffgé:disggi%%;dﬁibf'thé'primiiiVe commune, there had already

) amerged the question of rank within the egalitarien’ communo..
He laughs 1renica11y at the whole question of how, in patri-

archy, they began changing the names of the childéren in order.




—f— Dunayevskaya

%o assure paternal instead of meternzl rights: "Innate
casuistry! To changé things by changing their names! And
to find loopholes for violating tradition while maintaining
tradition, when direct interest suppliied sufficient impulse.”
Eﬁgels.did quote that part‘from Narx, and also quoted a
section on the <fact that all clases antagonisms were
rresent "in miniature” in the family, i%self. But he was
so overwhelmed by.the question of private property that all
of the antagonisms within the commune seemed hidden to him
by his concentration on private property and the monogamous
family. Though Nerx surely did connect the monogamous
family with private property, what was pivo'bal for him

was the antagenistic ralationship hotween chlef and ranks.

Which is why Marx omphasized that the decline of
the primitiva commune was not due to external factors

g L

. 7
S e -,."w- ot

alone. nor to 3

e . the Russian commune ‘thers muat bo a Rulsian L 

,”-yrevolution.
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If I may oi'\rert for & moment, I'd like to cite
" ¢he fact that in my national lecture tourfon the Marx
" eentenary, I found the greatest interest 1n\t‘h?5ub5ect
when I addressed the Third World Women's Conference held
3n Upbans, I1linois from April 9 to 13. I was especially
impressed with the fact that there seemed t& be no sepaeration
in their minds betwsen the gquestion of Third World and
the ques‘cion of women's liberation. As impressive, also,
the audience
MWH lake City, where I found that e

woman anthropologist. Patricia Albers, had just co~edited

"""‘wm Beatrice Medicine The Hidden Helfs Studies of Plaing

_ mj.a.n_\igman (University Press of America).’ _
In her introductory agsay, Al‘ners po:l.nta out that: 'the .views_:j

ff;'of__ the Plains Indian women as "ché'l:tel, enslaved as beasts S
-of-burden" in which "the crea’bivity ‘and - struggle of theso |
*Women 157{gnored, “tell us more about the’ at‘bitudea of 't:he
%':Euro—Americans who ‘gtudied Plains Indians than.about: the

&*p r‘tual oond.itions “under which 't.hese paople lived,"”
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The ;ﬁtbtal roint, uc Marx, always wBs "the historical
environment in which it ocours." Instead of seeing human
development unilinearly, he pointed to tﬁe variety of
paths which led.trom the primitive commune to a different

world -- never, however, without 2 revolution, Thus,

when, in his last year, his trip to Alglers led him ‘to be=

come 80 exclted with the Arabs that he praised not only

their resistance to authority but eveh their "elegant and

graceful dress”, he ended his description of the experience:

"Nevertheless, they will go to the devil without a revo-
‘;iu?ionary movenent."” As Paul Lafargue reported the énd

of Marx's trip:s "Narx has come back with his head full of
-~ i-Africa ;and the. Arabs," 10 , o ,

The -new-moments . he was. experiencing as he intensified
his studies. of pre-capitalist society,.on women, on ‘the pri-_[77

J*mitive commune, on.the peaaantry. illuminate Marx's works

to the concept of women which he first expreased in ths 1@&& L
Mgnggg:ip:g nor, as ‘some anthropologists would have it._"

R

'” *“éim piy ‘& move from a philosonhic to an ampiric anthrOpology.

I

Rhthq:,ras a'févolutionary. Marx's hoatility o' capitaliam's o
'é%fbgiaiism was intensifying to mich a degree that his em- -
phggiq was on how deep must be its uprooting. = His latest -
studies enabled Marx to see the possibility of new. humah' '
rolationa. not as they might come through a mere 'updating'

of primitive communism'’s squality of the sexes, as among

tho-Iroquois. but as Marx sensed they would burst forth
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. from a new type of revolution,

The economist, Schumpetsr, was not the only one
who saw Marx turning historic nerrative into historic
‘reason. The great anthropologist, Sir Raymond Firth,
who is certalnly no Narxist, focuses on the fact that
fapitel is not so much an economic work as "a dramatic

- . history desigped to involve its readers in the events
. " 1

described.” I heartily agree with Professor Diamond's

editorial in the first issue of Mm_mm

'in 19751 "The Marxist tradition can be taken as an anthro-
'deologyrwhich was”ahorted by tHe'rise of academic soqial
;.scienceﬁ‘and 1nc1uding academic Marxists. and the é%ﬁlti!y-
.ing aivielon of’ 1Atellectual “lator involved in tna'vary'

4y

'definifyon,of B civilized academic atructure, whefher right. :

o A

Marx, of: course. wes not 1imit1ng his

--'11!1'.

‘ritiquefto*atuliifying division or intellactual 1aho

_l‘vhn :he nover undereatimated the oreativity or hard in-
‘g;telleotual_labor when ohce 'the intellectual related him~
7fself toﬁtha_lnbor movement,  What. post-darx Narxists havo

thilcd to do with his legacy and their near distegard or
is no reason for us not to do

e _*55;.-\‘;:-:,‘3,‘?: TR
» hard labisr equired 1n hearing Marx think._

e A4




Dunayevskaya

Marx's hisacric originality in internalizing
new data was certainly worlds apart from Engels*' being
_overwhelmed by it. And in each case he msaw economic
Crises es "epochs of social revolution", The Taiping
Revolution led him to an interest in pre-capitalist society.
'th only .did the Grundrisse, the impulse for which has
'always been attrihutad to the British economic crisis in
185?,\“‘ thet magnificent part on re-capitalist cccietiess
but Narx remembered the Teiping Revolution in Capital it~
sclf.

X In thc 18603. it ¥as not only the Civil. War-in the
,Unitcd Statca which onded slavery and -opened .new- dcors of

' K3 pYAN li.,.._-

_ Eﬁ?rg“ a da:v -f.:t'!le.‘ ?arac'comum. - Narx's ‘new. ctudies " \
frh391§2c>i§?03 until his death meant a retwrn to anthchclcgy.liktf
B "not,cs concept alonc. nor, as empiric. studica in and for
”"ﬁuzhcgggivgc. bu?ﬁcg a2 movement of "absolute. beconing?. thrcugh
gis ?niicgcphy or “rcvcluticn in permanence,* : c-

3‘:!1‘ PR

- RAII DUNAYEVSKAZA

(:T;ska \qéi%:)
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.- TOOTNOTES 1

.

1. Ina Jetter from bisarx to Engels in 1856,he commented

on the atiitude of the journalist who had written about
thems "What is so very strange is that he treats the two

of us as a singluler, ‘Narx.and Eprels sevg', etc.”

2. See Mikhail Vitkin, Yogtok v milogop}gico-mﬂg;;ghggkﬁ
er_gw (Miscows 1972). Those
. who do' not read Russian can get the essence of hils vi.ew in
several articles which have appeared in English, among which
ares ."The Problem of the Universality of Social Relations

- ;,.in Glassical Yarxisn®, W 20 (1979);

X
rt .\; o . -r(_.,

it

e L w_.u\u

(1)5‘ 1_981: and "Marx "Betw en Weat-and"
viet 23 (1982). 7

':"._

I“"-Ié‘-"': B ERREARLA T

L Ot ol : L
"revplution in parmanence" is not 'to ‘be' confused |

. u».‘,-m_ 4

wi'l:h Trotslqy'a theory of permanaht revolution. which 'had
_a.lwaya subordina.ted 'l:ha puagr_m'y _g_s: a.ny sort of va.ngua.rd

A e
v e

voluti na.ry rorce: indoed; no't even granti.ng 'l:hem a

kp.:

lﬁatorhlism" was trmnh'tod and 1nc1udod in
W (I.ondom New left Books, 1972).
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(footnotes continued)

.6, This articlc is included in Xarl Narx and Frededck Engels,
QQHM: Vol. 12, pp. 460-463.

7. Capital, Vcl.‘I.'p.89. ftn. 1, Kerr edition

1 8}‘ For a critical discussion see "The French Edition of

; ggpijgl 100 !aars After. peper presented by Kevin Anderson
Vtc the COnference cf the Eastern Sociological Society. ‘Phila-

:‘ij." |_,‘

delphia.. March 19. 1982. -

4e . [ X

'SQa Raymcndtrirth; "whe'éceptical Anthrcpologist?ﬁ

.,',’"lf‘“h
BL

(Lcndcci mgfaby*'
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