Very Rough Notes Erom Raya'‘s cowmonts
on Marx and non-eapitalist nocieties ’
8t Detroit local. Jan. 13, 1983 (by Mike)

"Raya began by asking us to keep three words in mind. First, that absolutely nothing
and certdinly no revelution, is achieved without pagsion. Second, that Marx, after the
- defeat of the Paris Commune insisted that the need was to go lower and decper, Apalinst
the British skilled trade unions, he pointed to the Jews of the East End of London, to
the recent arrivals in the city like Irish pcasants, to the unskilled. Third, that
- Reason, revolutionary Reason, is what comes out of passion,

She wanted to take up these
words in relation to two periods in Marx and see the differences-- 1847 to 1857, from
the Communist Manifesto to the Grundrisse. And then from 1873- 1883, Marx's last .decade,
What is the difference between the two periods? Post-Marx Marxists have never worked
it out, How could RL think she was following Mx on the MNatlional Question? Marx had
praised self-determination for Poland, and RL says this is only because there was no
socialist movement then, so you had to be for national movement. Now (1895-1919) there

. 1s & socialist movement in Poland, so why should you have to go along with nationaljism?
We have to go back to what Marx meant by new forces of revolution,

It is immediately

tied up with what is Reason., In 1844 Mx points to the weavers' strike and gays that

. it is greater than the French Revol. because in burning the deeds they issued a direct

_challenge to private propoerty that even those of 1789 didn't. But the question is:
‘what is the meaning of this specific phenomena? That is where Marx goes in the CM 1847, -
But even in that great work we find that he says that the "6rient is vegetatlng in the
teeth of barbarism",

_ By the time the Taiping Rebellion breaks out (1850-53) the position

i _r ‘much different and he is for Asla and against Europe. The question is what aee-
¥ evolu 1o”;ry forces doing, and not only against what is, but what are they for? Here

3 ng Rebellion you had a Mbackward" country encouraging the "advanced" to - f

and Marx repeats the formulation in Capital. Raya pointed to two new points
ng'Rebellion that attracted Marx: 1) it was against their "own“ Manchu dYA

t waa early opposition to Europe carving up Asia,

T The "National nuestion
‘was followed by Marx into the 1860s in the establishiment of the WA on. -~

on support for Black America. The Polish freedom fighters of 1863 become “thi

of Production. They ‘had to deal with the fact that before they had repeated that all
history moved from slavery through feudalism to capitalism, Now Marx was saying that
in Asia there was no feudalism, but rather there was the Asiatic Mode of Production.’f
In‘the 1920s and 19303 when the question first came up after China 1927, ‘they tried.
to ‘avoid the whole queston and the debates became Trotsky vs. Stalin, Only in the 1950
did they finally have to discuss Marx's writings on it, and then they saw only AMP,
But we have to see how Marx returns to Hegel in two ways in the Grundrisse. Raya said
thnt ‘the ‘first 15 on the method of economics. Look at the last page of the ‘work,. where‘
"he deeidea to begin with the commodity, instead of what he has done for 900 pages. L€
isftha: the movemnt from Essence to Notion enters in right in the beginning. Rather than
o tinue ‘with the method he had worked out, of advancing from the abstract toe the con«;

ménklng is ln the “absolute movement of becoming”.
Now Raya moved to a ve:y diEfcrent
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~'of the domination of constant capital over variable, in the Historical Tendency of
“Capitalist Accumulation, "Marxists" are saying it's a universal law, applicable‘to
-all socieities.
o ‘ But now Marx returns to nom-capitalist lands in the last decade for
- . very different reasons than & the first time, He has seen all these new passions and
new forces, but seen them in a way that he never saw before, very differently than
1844 when he wrote on Man/Woman., Raya recounted how she said Simone deBeauvoir had done
something higher than Marcuse when she took up 1844 as Man/Woman. But what does she
do with it? It is only to return to existentialism, to say that only existence counts,
that the Other is the enemy Other (the Man), and then to stay with Sartre as the phil-
osaopher for our age. .
‘ So for Marx in 1844 he was saying that if you want to see how this
. society is really alienating, even for those calling themselves communists, you only
. have to.look at how you treat the one you love, But now it is something very different:
*.- 1) Firet it is woman as the source of ferment throughout history; 2) it is that woman
", . was freest in societles before capitalism like the Iroquois or ancient Ireland, yet ‘the
" “whole caste system came from within communism. The Iroquois women had the veto power
.over.-going to war. But they still could not make decisions or policy. {RD described how
after a veto the chiefs would £ind another war.to engage in, or whateeer policy they

ﬁanted)

.+ 1In the 18505 Marx had attacked the Asian village which produced all its own - ©
needa, saying that that was what prevented development and change, DeSpotism actually.
out of the common ownership of land and the centralizastion of control of water.
*“Yet when he’ returns to this and all.questions in the 1870s it is to’ Subject. He ‘gends
vé to Paris ‘to form the Committee for the Defense of the Commune, He: puts Mme
taLawto the GCrof ‘the IWA, He attacks the leadership of the IWA for wanting to réemai
b' ed on'the skilled workers only and points to new directions as "lower and deeper'

“the”Conmune o the Russian edition of the CM.
The new moments of the. 18505 fo

i were a profound universalization of the view of revolution. But the new m
ettt he | 1, 8t decade are seen as a concretization of what he had first projected 1
a8’ the "absolute mov ement of becoming”.
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Feb., 10, 1983

Dear Rayas : P
. e
I hardly know where to begin to write you this "Dear Raya"” that is not' the !“
one you are expectlng to read., A possible beginning. to that ome 1s attached, I
never had so much trouble trying to write something for N&L, and I'm not sure I
know why, so I hope you will have the time to help me figure it out by reading this
missive. You know, when I sit at my table with stacks of books and xeroxes of articles
around me, and scan through my two notebooks created on this subject, T suppose I
have a little sympathy for Engels who got overwhelmed by all the new "data" of the
anthropologists of his day, and couldn't put the "facts" to the kind of use Marx did.” . -,
Somehow, 1t ig very hard to find the right form, if form 1s the right category for e
the problem. T
‘ I began to think the problem first was just a question of never having ° .
written a "Dear Raya¥ ldtter for the paper. How do you write to RD, who has written lea'\“
RLWLKM about the book in a way that really sounds like it's written to you, and yet 5,r¥?
doesn't assume thet the readers have atready studied the book? So first I was caught V2 st
up in that shallow kind of form. But then it seemed to be another sort of problem:
do I really know what I want the"subject" to belg .~ ., Hegelian subject, but fust

ghethe\rl am concentrating on&i» what 1s in the EN vs. the view that~the Orjgin in-
orporates the EN; or{2) what have today's post-Marx Marxists, [Ghet in anthropelo Y.
3. women's '1iberat ion~qr_ history, etc, written about the EN (or declined to writg)1‘gj>
'5%: original contribution to Marxism today has been made on the EN 1in this book
7By D2 Well, I think the last is the point, but how to get there, and in a letter
‘addre; ‘to youl

S Maybe it would be a little more undevstandable if I tell you what -
‘I tave ‘in mind for the plece as a whole, at least the last outline I've tried to C
‘work ‘from,’ - ' . S
SR 'ﬁ-f<%;>1n the first part I wanted (it is attached) to set out the contradic- -
tdon of 10 full years of the EN and the #x new revolutions that made it so "prac- -
«tical" vs, the overwhelming silence until RLWLKN was published. Here would be in- .- 7 |
2luded such diverse tendencies as Leacock (the "orthodox"), Godelier (structuralism); ' -
nd . the WL theorists like Landes who have refused to comment on the EN, thoughtithey ..
1gcuss the subject matter of it and discuss Engels all the time. The only way =’ ‘

uch-diverse tendencles coutd be so united is to each be wedded to a Marx-Engels.

Adentity (vhich is really Engels.as anthropol@gist) for their own reasons-- diffeeent

ones each. But that i:,ﬁurn only becomes clear & within the context of its opposite,

namely ﬁour‘original cfitegory of PMM,... So at that point we have to leave behind
‘those w

o didn't writé and copcentrate on those who did and on theEN phemgelves.
ey e T o s RS B SIS P prengelvess o
o @ There are q@swa-points on the EN whére not onls do'gg’l”la show a very diff-

. erent Ttrail from Engels, but RD shows a very different 1980s view from all others

- who have written. I don't want to separate those two points, Rather I want to take .
them up. tuEvew together on the Man/Woman relationshipi on the "Third World" and .

~ the Asistic Mode of %roduction; and "of Tethod, dialectics. — L

i o8 frod On WL, there is Krader who
~._‘_ggﬂ:h:hggul}ﬁ%::ﬂ?sgggpt Pltéaiz introﬁ and wet never confronts ";mrld.h'iator'm'd:f::‘:}
er'.'.idition,"mat of the pgti’:ga ;guoghoﬂc?@r agﬁears, raos he misses, deapite all -

ey aant = r 0Ty T s n the on women in primitive .1 B
O e e LT e e s e T
Wk Lro . re algo . ~FleGhr-Lo ' .
writers,. see major differenc_:g Mx /FE, ;v LI, HSQME who does, unlike.

' and conéludés with a call for mita her thrust to gatting rid of " ¥

'”the_'fq_cc'g". Co-~operation between Ruasian and Us-tmw-n'“y
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: . When one moves to the question of the "Third World" and takes those who Ao
are sympathetic to the ideag that Marx's last decade was an impartant new dev- I
elopment on this question rather than a "slow death”, like &%;Eiﬁ, nevertheless ) /)
the presentation is cf a Marx who had to break with his own "EGropcentrist" past ,d
as it supposedly didn't measure up to elther new events or new theory (in this -
case Darwin's articulation of UPL!!), Fililmee How far off the rails to go after
such & great beginnings on "prinicipled new moments™. Byt what it focuses on is
the ;adtual re%ﬁtionShip between Mx 1850s’ and 1880s-- that is, es a concretization
of revolution in permanence. No one else but RD does this -- in fact whether they
dismissed Mx's labt decade or pralsed it as "break", none saw it as connected
to a continuing working out of"R in P". Central to that is the key point Mx makes
in the EN, which is most incompletely expressed by Krader-~ that of no unbridgeable
gulf betwean civilzed and primitive. Only when you wee this attitude can you also
see that Engels' view of the primitive commune is the forerunner of an uncritical
"Third Worldism”, and see instead its§ opposite in Marx's letters from Algeria
where Moslem resistance to all authority is stressed, but so is the need for a

y Tevolutionary movement.(The reference to the Arabjan Nights in letter to Lafargue
igjs most Intriguing, since previous refs. to it were while writing Grundrisse.--
. vs, Vitkin) Here I'm sure I'd never have time to develop what you quote on Mx
ofi Maine's < nonsense on Ireland and Irish women, but it is fascinating to follow
psince the interest in Irish landand women's Tights is exactly it the monEntl
Algfﬁﬁtigﬁa:ﬁgﬁxggigpti51ngéand his letters to FE—and Jenny—

- -

T relation to ect, pr)fully vs. 'Engels, exBept as FE'g
fferent than Mx's. T there™1s“no category created of Post-Marx

"i

g,..;'o;‘fg in. EVén though Krader S6es some of
ubj

S . Vs, PMM is the vidon of Marx's lsst decade as M-Hism was able to exprésé
-;itr‘In;ouhgr words, the quote from RD Egia .2 "How total, continuous, global must

:7=hef00hcept-of revolution be now?" 1s Wit only description of Mx in EN, but
N RD’.inRLwLKM. . bl P X 1in DNy 13} of

Dear Rdya, I just wrote this Youtline" up to

i o ) 0_glve you some_feel for the’
eas l've been working with, I can't get over the ﬂgiracleﬂ~o£lcompressioh that
ensbles you to present the EN ‘ stotsl and really present the key
- points ‘'of Marx in context of t I contrast 1t

if your agenda
in on Feb, 17,

Yours,
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‘Dear Raya:

{for.confining-my-Lobtbor
_Lo &le focus of your new book, Rosa Luxemburg, Women's Lib-

eration . and Marx's Philosophy of Revolutioni~ four treatment
of the manuscripts Marx created in the very last years of
his life {1880- 82) 3 call™the Ethnological
Notebooks)gut .aven s’r?ch -sg;‘mingly restricted toplc as
Marxts excerpts ang comméntary on new studies in anthro-
pology by Morgan,_ kqai , Phear, aliibbock and others can
neverthelegs of n/ a view of the whole of your work was sug-

gested. I realized that this Marx centenary year

n
- We have n::?n.ly come 100 years since the Notebooks were
o created, ma full decade since they were finally trans-

aribed and published in 19?2. Looking at the Ethnological

’}} Noteb 00_155 now, iﬂlﬂ%hmﬁed them in your book, thus

st ¢ iew both of moments in Marx!s la tp'/%
"offer R °° R gew ° O’L&I)/% D gt |

pnbiiaation-- an audience that included newly-radioalized
anthropologists who had seen Third World HKrevolutions flnst-
~hand, feminiat :ﬁiﬁi:i: and activists who were lssuing a
stream of works ontiquing aocial sclence, literature and
the_Eg{?; as well as Marx aoholars who for the first time
ogaid view the whole of Marx‘s work. And in the years since
then the upheavals in Southern Africa and Portugal, Iran

f‘" and Poland, Lebanon and Central America have repeatedly
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offered new challenges to revolutionary thought, often in
preclisely the areas Marx had probed in the hjo,t:_e_ggglg{a_-- on
the oppression and liberation of women; on the relation
of non-capitalist lands to technologically advanced coun-
tries; on the. peasantry and its forms of organizationmﬁ 'ﬂ#&’
%mtlﬁeemj.d Black ime):a;/ign fi;v?ﬁni u.f ,r'L::-I"i éfza£1&. 1@,{’

e to say that the prdtominant ,

attitude of the past decade toward those/lwtebooks has bee

17
tradictory nature of this\diversity itself revealing, Y%WJ- i :
when it can include: 1y an| Elean Aeacock who as the ed-"‘,_?’_'ky’ ”&% ]

: ntééﬂ -

itor of the current English edition of Engels!? Origin of

that of a diversity of voices united}?silence. The con- .;,-»'

V.
i

~the Family... "updates" and\defénds Engels and expounds

~-the long-accepted "Marxist® \vigw that Engels' work ".ncor-

.pofated' Marx's Notebooks; . '2 structurélist—Marxists" like

Maurice Godelier, who sharpl erticize Leacock's argument
:3n:mt:encli.;1gi%:;g::—5 in all soclefties the "top places in the
power hierarchy® have beey "occupied by men"; 3) such fem-
'.’mist writers as Joan des who cursorily dismiss the Note-
books and re-unite Marx's and els! positions in order
to ohafge them together with * image of society that
Eon that found in patriarchél

vergent views is there co ensus?tlwillrullﬂ disrcgard®
& Marx's last writingk? w

Yy slcye,
determi r 8 own pur-

3 " etio |
poses diprEserin. the myt \\r a8 Marx-EnglesAidentity -

15686, |
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; L
only beoame clear to me in 8as I considered it in the light

~Qpposite
:;iﬁﬂﬁﬁii;—- your own explosion of that myth in Rosa

Luxempurg, Women's Liberation and Marx's Philosophy of Rev-

;
/ That Marx and Engels left us two very different leg-

acles is nowyproved through a close examination of the gggr,myi;;w

nologlcal Notebooks in the context of Marx's body of work -y}jméfJ}“

in the years after the Paris Commune. Linking together as %

you do the "Unknown Ethnological Notebooks, the uread drafts V'[! ; |
St
of the letter to Zasulich, as well as the undigested 1882 1t 4 o
=
Preface to the Russian edition of the Communist Manifesgto" '

and contrasting it to what has been accepted ever since as .;%ngq

. AR _..;.;,f
~"Marxism®-- Engels' Origin of the Family, Anti-Duhri - Feyer-
txauhzg-qlears %He way for today!s revolutionary = . Hiy

%@gﬁ--hnlii-tuxﬂnﬁhxxhxxxhlszﬁxizcnnnfxxxhninannxnuxxx;mﬁ'_" L.
‘gﬁsggzzznzo timnkxy re-&gﬁhcover sHE%AnBxBRAERSCPhY of . 2yt
revolution in £¥k525k#%%and most concrete Sewwx expression.




Qs asked by Mikes Do I really know what I want theiiubject
o b%§;FB it EN Origint g it what post-Marx Marxist s
itten about the EN 5},11 declined to_do) s0? [{g

. i ¢ '
P S S SRR SR

have
g1 WL .and what they wrote about it or declined to write
¥ Pr what original contributlons to Marxism have been made)

\iiijffi:fi—ifﬁfffﬁfﬁi;<igﬁhe real question ig how ;21:‘3

The attached beginning of a draft tried to present the
contradiction of 10 full year s of EN and the new rev'ns' \|
ve. the overwhelmkng silence until RLWLKM,., _The s ciflc '
ne Fesoligs Eleynr- fpbifod)
persons to be considered: Leacock, Godeller, lLan
only way such different tendencies could be so united is the
each is wedded to the N/E identlty . '

Yery different trail from Engels. but shdﬁﬁxa
19805 view from all others W itten,"

Land League uprlsing. (Cf. last sentence of III) Is every
""4hHing a question of transition nd th elation o concrete;to‘
.ubiversal in the EN vs, Origin Il €Xeer :

S - VLRSIV SV
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%gfgmzngjﬁiﬁroﬁologx. “edited by Dell Hym¥es
Vintage Books, Random House, New York Jan, 1974 ==
opyright 1969, 1971,1972)

This is a quite important anthology. The best of all
by Stanley Diamond, which I'1ll summarize in a minutes.
But important also is the introduction by the editor;
article "This is the Time for Radical Anthropology" by
Kurt Wolff; “Bulture and Imperialism: Proposing a New
Dislectic,” by Mina Davis Caulfield (the only woman)
“CounterculSjure and Cultural Hegemonys Some Notes on
the Young Rebellion of hte 1960s8” by A. Norman Klein.

SD's article is under Section 63 THE ROOT
IS MAN: CRITICAI, TRADITIONS and the specific article is
mAntrhopology in Question”. What is especially interesting
is his eritique of Légi-strauss whom he holds to be the
" mést representative of what he calls *imperial civilization" .
‘since he holds that actually all the contemporary anthro- . =
.p8logists and anthropology itself is “the offstpring of
‘colonlalism.” And, indeed, the first sentence tells it
: ogys reified as the study of man, L& the
in crisis

e }ig‘ -guotes Levi-Strausc-

2 Now here is how SD articulates it in his
( ‘words (p. 427, and that is in the appendix in addition to
his critique in the text):@vi-strauss . so to
. gpeak, the focus of the @phenomenology; he had, it will
be recalled, substantially dismissed phenomenology 1n -

iIzL&Iss_ﬂzgnzngg." The point is he has been tracing
/%evi-Strausse from 1961 to 1971 and this statement I just ff
quoted was actually preceded by the letest contribution .-

hich, in turn. had disavowad what he d-written 1
A aa! |||!Il ’




-2-

"The Savage Mind, In a word, what KEXXIKXX I am now Boing

to quote ir
S

What T liked is the way SD articulates
academically what we would call Levi-Straugs®' concept
of the“bac dnegs of the masses,” "Levi-Strauss
eals himself as a gan of the unique theoretical
superiority of an immaculately asbstract and analytic
logical-deductive science of the ultimate forms of reality
which has reached its senith rn clvilization.
He brings in how Karl Marx gives the West st credit Sor
ﬁtechnological revolutions to how he hates them so much -
that he prefers the Irish peasants: " Marx anticlpated and
‘worked toward a revolution ,,.” "Even historical materialiam
" wasg, of cour;}g-nqt conceived as a contribution to academic
social sclence; it ~as supposed to sharpen its wits in
praxis and lose itself in revolutionary success.

I do completely disagree with making Marx
the completer of the tradition of Rousseau, but he hever
ca, Thus, on p. 421 ¢
"Relativism is the bad faith of the bonqhererﬁ"
ure enough to become a tourist,”

Es the *anthropologist of his time.",)
.t;‘:(Incidentally. though he hasn't made me like FEmore, he
 ¢Midoes quote a para. I do not recall that is quite excellent
'Iifon the Zulus who did greater things than the European
- Afmy. It's from the 1902 nmxmxumnmuxxmﬂxxx .

'7T”ed1tion of 0 of F. ppe. 117 to 7 )

] .
k‘“‘-‘jc_' .,
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March 11, 1983

Dear Raya:

In asking for a few papragraphs and some guotations from Godelier
and three others (American)anthropologists, and then specifying that
they must be formal academicians, bourgeois, the task is very difficult
indeed. The fact is that in the 10 years since the EN was published
very little comment at all by bourgeois anthropoclogists has been
made on the EN-- whether friendly or critical. It is some importance
to note that the American Anthropologist (the loftiest and oldest of
the anthropological journals) never reviewed the EN. Thls despite
the fact that they review some 200-300 works a year#, at least briefly.
Nor has any comment on the EN of any substantial nature appeared in
any article in AA since 1972. (They did review Krader's AMP in 1977
in an article by Michael H. Dove of stdaford, who offered virtuaily
no comment on the Marx Notebooks on Kovalevsky included.)

This does not mean that there is no discussion of Marx (or
Marxism) in anthropology today. For the first 90 or so years since
Marx, his name really was anathema in anthropology, except to a samll

group of mostly CP-oriented ones. Even the u%ggggglghsi_ilike‘égggﬁj
~ayay from anything on Marx. e best-known exception

Man Makes Himsgelf was cast in a Marxist
the main tradition was exemplified
Re History of Ethnological Theory was

Marvin Harris (Columbia Univ.) wrote
e e BRIse of Anthropolgical “fheory

This oft-quoted sentence

L n wWhich he s ["it would have been closer tc the truth had it
ok ‘been gtated that cultural anthropology diggloped entirely in reaction

opolgists to emphasize .

ijf to, instead of ipndependently of, Marxism* o
i was used by the< " of Ma ant -
thelir = break W he pqi?t Harrig. himself expressed the view that

Marx's method needed to be puri f what he termed the e

Fgggg; on Marx'sg back' if it was to be useful,-and he called his school
of anthropology [Tculturaly materialism®. It is an anti '

Y g-Interpreation of base/superstrusture
ight run_into followers of Harris at New School,
g€ B Wdaﬂlllﬂlmwho is_currently writing that Marxists
in ahthropology should concentrate on finfrastructire causality®y
None of these anthropolgists has written on the EN.
. - - -That appears to .
be the case-alge with the Fremch (stfucturalist-Marxists) of whom
odelier/ 1s clearly the best Tepresentative and most influential.
I.oan't fin reference by him to the EN, though 48 I haven't been
able to see all t in French. (nothing in English translation
_anyway.) However, you are fam r_with his 1981 article i

*Origins of Male Domination", where he.attacks Le&ado:
_,HQanLE‘Eg%gQmein pre-class socieft@§ies, andwparaphrases Marx:
might sgy that the dominant ideas In most soclelties are the ldeas of

the dominant sex, associated and mingled with those of #the dominant )
claas.-(f:;__mc&r[gwr%_—-\societies, a struggle is now under way to
abolish @ reélations of both ¢lgss and sex domination, without waiting

for one to disappear firf_@?ﬂ - g

. —f/

In ~golegtion of easays, P T
bhropology {Cambridge gyj, there is a long extraot froh:

rote to a Marx/Engels collection, 1 '
es{1970): Here it éfwéfgléd'"An attempt at a or
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*5{§f£1i b other to weg Fn forms of class societiea..."

_(\\&

(;;géﬂﬂiﬁépn from” claa
: ntral power,

. of produbtion.

rned with a eritique of Marx on "infrastructure d superstructure"

i1.e. that institutions are analyzed by function' ns ip, for ex-
ample, functions as Arélations of production) (as r says,
most pre-capitalist socieities) they"are"rncluded in ih rastructure,
y they function as ideology, they are superstructural. Bt I think
s one @a3say on Marx is much more interesting than thep bulk of
Godelier, ‘since he has to take up Marx's texts,. including some mention
last decade, 1 not the EN. The easay I'm referujgg

of wrlti 1n_hue
Q. is ppnggg_lz of Extracts follow;
"In 1880 analyses of the Rumsian :
creased since 1870), the for eut id
ap” and revealed to Marx in¢_ g §5
, all lef@d marx to elaborate a/n
ral communes and to incorporate a far more complex schéme '
the posmion and significaﬂce of the Hindu, Russian, Teutonic ete. :

‘\—-_.___
'Commune (which had Esaessmmi- j
!community reconsbituied-b
Jknowledge of Kovalevskx's
ooncept the

""" "Aglia bhecomes rejﬂulenated in this scheme and agricultur;f>
communities appear in a more dynamic 1ight...
gf:.,f«- n

.

\communities";f>

Godelg&? then sayB.’ I
1883-84 the discovery of Morgan 5 work changed this scheme of primi
tory again"! No Marx's abstract, much less EN, and there is no gepa
tion : 28 12 &is;mIn fact, AntiuDuhrigg is given
y tgeneralising the idea of fumctional power
g Tto oppressive power and by outlining two ways of .
arriving at the State-- one leading to despotic forms of the state, the

rana eraeEd

Godelier says that/

hgvolutiona sﬁheme" from 1845 to 18 4 (Origin) is distinguishe& by

Yeontinuity: {"On India and {ientu Marx 8 wealth of reflections is

such that to this day, he,> her with Main (!) may be regarded as the_
first to have drawn Asia into the forefront of historical consideration“::7
Godelier goes on to that Marx's "theoretical richness" is explalned

by the fact that he: Engels "were ready to receive with open arms

all discoverlies made by others®, He then goes into many page ng
how new data made many or Marx's or Engels' anthropclogy now :

He does olte Marx's answer to Mihailovsky against anthropologists who
want to say that Marx puts all primitive communism into one group, ar-
guing that "to call them (ancient Ghana ]

of primitive communism is to disregard esséntlal differences...”

There

Aslatic mode of product}on which calls it a
8s to.class—sociefties”, emphasizing @Y the

tes With collective posaeasion of the means

aing this .definition, he says, the AMqugg&ESggtagppli-
cation today. However, in his attempt to separate the

Mx and FE from the living, he says that the dead was Mx's 1dea£gg§5

the AMP represented 1,000 years of stagnation:; "Of course, in

the rggal community, the basis of'oriental despotism', appeared in a

new 11ght, dynamic, rejuvenated; biit the wéight and infjuence of previous
nﬁjuents outbalanced this new aspect which was not developed'.

418 also & discussion

Not sur- “
risingly he ends by sajng that we don't haye tod?rgue whether to asmkm 4,
eturn to Marx, since we have already gone /eyond him in sclentific tepms?

,%;/ 'fo return to the USA and its anthropologists, there has been one S
ena where disoussion of the is at least existent. That is in the o
"regpectable* jourmal Current ueh‘or the discussion, which

has been raistent nearly every yaar a 9?6 has been stimulated by
5§gg§r6v rs have_commented as nsﬂﬁy contro-

ding a
By Marxist eqppraisal of

Www Wbk .
1‘5692

, Polynesia, Aztecs) all elamples 7'

L e
D



the Matriarchate’(vel. 20: 341- 359). Fleuhr-Lobban does have a long
discussion of the EN as the main bagis for her Je Quning the concept
of the matr archate. She does pose qﬁanp diffeeences between Marx and
Engels(mostly from Krader), and does separate their redationship to
4gm Morgan; ["A reading of Marx's excerpts from Ancient Society in the
EN reveals th while Marx was generally more favorable to [organ's
Work than to that of Lubbock, Phear and Maine, he did not have the same
regard for Morgan as did Engels. The centrallity of private property

of "civilized" soclety in Morgan's scheme was for knggls a reason to
oclaimg® that Morgan independently discovered the materialist interpre-
“tation of hiﬁtgﬁy. llarx was more skeptical.® Also.erarx's perception
of the dialectlid in early human society focused on the contradictions
in the(ig;gfﬁﬁﬁ structure of the s and not _on the struggle between
matrirehal and patriarchal forces%ﬁy

T Howeve Fleuhr-Lobban ends up with
the quagmire of "facts", suggesting--th& cooperation between US and
Russian anthropolfgists on data may shed light on the origins of male
domination, since the Russians-have for some time viewed Woradw's work
eritically. (By the way, they didn't return the compliment, but attacked

In the debate which followed, which included CP'e
erationists, Godellier followers, and conservatives,
the point of view of feminist aocial science vs. (or independent of) o
Marx. There ig a whole shicool of anthropol@®glsts (she cites many of them)
who more or less reject Marx @@ (which is usually.-Engels) and then
go on to theorize from a 1970s WL pers Dalla Costa, Rowbotham)}

tween Marx and Engels, saying that he ot entirely free of the pre-
Judices of his age regarding women in aociety or their position @&n the
"original® familles of the humen past®. It is hard to believe that she
read@ the EN because she attacks the idea of unlimited women's freedom
in @ primitive communism as though that were Marx's idea, céntending
that women have been oppressed in all societies (vs. Leacock). She
charges that in German Ideology Marx and Engels posed a "natural div-
ision of labor, based on sexual differences and the ability of women %o
bear children. This image of soclety does not differ dramatically from
that found in patriarchal theory."

The most popular book.of this school
(widely used now) is [Rayma Rapp ReiT's/ Toward an Anthropology of Women.
(Monthly Review, 5 & volléction of essays with varying per-
spectives, in -examinatigg_gg_g?e Origin, but not a word

f*ifff:ff_,g- ‘Rayna'Rapp is now at New School) (as is Dismond).
= -~ You might

want to know somethi commentg of three others_as _the appﬂ“red
in the debates in{Current An ogy. One is/Peter 2HQOME e
of Manitoba-- Vitk 1901). His comments. :::!EJII?ETT?HT“E[IT

cent®r on Marx's disting ween *exploiﬁatign andfidivigion of laborﬂn B
Newcomer cifes as showing th&t "exploitation has a history, and - ‘ :
iz in no way an eternally necessary aspect of the humam condition.n
The EN show, he says, that primitive socliety was non-exploltative,
gince" aurplua-produot was not extracted withou needs or wishes of

the producers. (Current Anth. 16:607, 1975

.. Another who is prominent is(Mdrt olughia),
well-known pionsMarxist: Fried takes the same section on Theseus that u
Marx commentéd on in the EN, and uses it to show Morgan a "materialist'--:
il.,e on "proporty relations" as the key to class developmsnt. He dogp't

15693

f',gh‘

'/KQLIn this case Landes is the one, and s ée 8. serious differences: be--




page 4

th Morgan and Engels on the theory of the gens: "it is clear that
ngels "did not misrepresentMorgan,’ and we can readily understand the
or Marx's admiration". (Tlrreat Anth. 22:33, 1981). '
Lastly, I just want to note that most of
the comment on Marx by anthropologists even today is not of the type
cited above. The predominant opinion is expressed as a view that Marx
writings on anthropology were "fragments®; that he didn't know much;
that the field was new then and now they know so much more; and even
{a very important element) that Marx shared-racist exist,
‘tered views with most others of the day. §ild! 3 .

West_Germany) got a lot of support for his on_ M é&..-_ i
in 497 Denying anything but the highesg;es eem for Morglnh on Marx's

part and extifying him with Engels, Eharge that
Morgan's division\wf the world into savages; barbarians and civilized
bPeople was Marxy\glalso; "Has 1t ever occurred to any Marxist that these
categorg@bmre he ideology of European colonialism and imperialism?”
He cites 937 -attack on Marxism.

- T 77 Raya, I know that you wanted
more substantlive direct comments on the EN by those other than Krader,
Vitkin, Dimaond and Rodinson. There isn't much, frankly, so I hope that

~-what I've given you has been of some help. _ ¥-  '

Yours,

Mike /14Ad6e




Mike's letter to me of 3/11/83 on anthropology, beginning

yithAthe oldest journai,American Anthropology, which never even

. _ 2
bothered to review the EN, tho it did praise his pAsiatic M@de-of
mPr@ductioﬂ? ‘ . ,

.\//;;rvin Harris, Columbia U., 1968, extolled hi

a

s

‘‘materialism” IN OPPOSITION TO MARX's.
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 Here are some notes on The Savage Mind by Claude Levi-

Strauss 11962 But first it is necessary to say th: Levi-

uss—rs—quite influenced by the writings of Saussure, a
~ 19th century French structuralist(neo-Grammarian). Saussure
~movy. believes thd languagze precedes all human thought"rather than
4 & being secondary to it. It is the relation between units o

e + language that forms_ _t ht. To him, language only consists
o awf'Of é%%ﬁ? and gignifiers(conééntsy. It is the code sat up by
P institutions ¥hich gives everything a sign and = meaning(cnn-

_—y ept). Only the instituitons can create codes (this is called

——pe

the gqct of encoding); the role of The rest of the society is o :
to L e".)i.e, interpret sighs according to the code set . ‘
up from above, Most people are code users rather +RZm cqggﬂﬁhywu$”?;/7

!

" vaal ¢f |
f

1

1

creators, and the most they can do %6 créate “theiF Sreedon
- 18 To play around with grammatical structures, ,TWWMM
) For Levi-S ho comes from this backgroun
1 system, a code. It is not
p "practice"., There is
lutionary change. gt
_ on to the old original principles and Levi-
- Strauss calls this book The Savage Mind however, beczuse he
18 very excited -about-the—way primitive human beingd explain
the world by classifying all Dhénoména. —The—whole book thus
- consits of I-8)s research and experiences with differsnt :
- tribes and theri systems of classification. The prinmit§ mind, .
.~ takes natural phenomena to.create myths (a very important ‘
.+ category in this book). It divides categories into elements
... and then species, It creates one scheme which leads to other
. Bchemes -Thus,LS viesshuman history asg.the end process of
.jehe human mind creating conflicts, myths and yet more con-
lv flicts. For hin, it becomes quite acceni
'/ @8 an organism with different parts. .
. become acceptable.. In many instances does discern the

.~ divisions in-the primitive commune giving rise to greater
‘divisions ‘in later societies., For exa ple(fotemism)(feti-
- 8hizing one object) leading to the giste sy3tem. Or divi-

 .Bions between the chief and ranks or the-fadt—that_in Yo-
r he. verb for €o eat r is expressed in &
g varb: to win, 0 aguire (I'm bringing out these exam-~

»ples but LS doesn't emphasize them). However, such divisinans
&re.used to show the genius of the human mind in creating .
clagsifications. Moreover, IS doesp! - any differences f
.. between a seientific division (8. classif ying flowers intg S
. differant species) and a social dvision. : AN
- In- our. ‘s society, class conflicts are again tempora- o
"$ily overcome by the human mind constantly creating myths
in order to live through capitalism. These myths allow us
transcend the contradictiond. We over-value and under-
: -y larxism for example, is a -
th in .so far as it overvalues the proletariat., IS
ere doesn't see any revolutionary consciousness on the part
of the people, "Codes" are hot fundamentally changeg, sys-
tems. ‘are-not overthrown, they are just modified.




Fﬁjﬁy What is key to LS in the process of modifying codes ig’
ical reased» In a long argument with Sartre, he
that dialectical reason is nothing but analytical rea-
he more you attempt to discover dialectics in history,
he more facts you need. And these facts would in turn bring
about new facts until you realize that no conclusions can be
reached about ‘the movement of history until you go back
to” the biological, hormonal, chemical, physical origins of .
umzn actions. Thus, as opposed to Sartre who claims that.
you can restore all details to history and still maintain
a dialectical struecture, LS believes that in discovering de-
tails there is no dialectic. Only units of information and
classification are to be discovered.
Next, 1S attempts to prove that there is a fundamental
i etween history and systems of classgification.
k1 pawWETrless)to extract a scheme of interpre%ation
Ir long past"” because.a scheme would imply that
< . you censor so information and automatically present a
biased view.ﬁgggprcturalism which _only goes to the 8d in
order to discover more deta@ils is thus ah alternative to
“higtoricism which only discovers certain details., There are
therefore too many classifications and too many contradicting
- human desires which do not let us " any conclusions a ut’
*. . the trend of human history: " (1) reject the equivalence be-
' teeen the notion of history and the notion of humanity making
higtoricity the last refuge of a transcendental humanism ag
: if men could regain the illusion of liberty on the plane of
~f\ “the ‘we' merely by giving up t 'I's that are too obvi-
-(\'o g1y wanting”.  As ays: ‘e truly total history would

can itself out” it reaYizes that a historical fact or
M what Mréally” took place in that past is just a limited
“~ point of view, IS admits that there is a before and after
n history but the significance these two categorieg lies
in their reflecting each other. Z"In so f£gr as hiefory
pires to meaning, it is doomed t& Jelect".| That{limite
point of view is only a point of departu "his

te—anﬁi%igg_p;gxided-yeu—gei_nu$nof~i_“.
1th such an absolute diregard for oppressive social

igﬁf%gggélatﬁn3much legga theme of revolt in human history, it is

k -not surprising %o see that IS views civilization heading
toward a "magic equilibrium line"., Since all human mind and

g story is a proces of digitalization and classification,

W en.the-sysaim comes to a halt, it will do 8o "not because

. @I unforeseenjovstacles or jamming of its mechanism but because:
e 3t has compl
,T-ii.e%=gecause all has been digitalized and there is hothing -
- eft to do!
S For the time being and before everything in. the system
. is classified, LS wants ;to resfore some aspects Qf the pri-
7 ‘mitive Society as a soih%épn to the "conflict between cul-
- tures”.existing in the present world.
: - By restoring the g%gggg_mind, a more active ielation
. of classification can"be forged between cultures and nature,
- - This ;savage mind, far from being domesiicated like today's

human beings, wants to CIaiiify everything and create new
: 2 oy .

ed its course and wholly fulfilled its function" N




2. Some remaing of the savage mind can still be traced.in
:rt which attempts to analyze and synthesize at the same
ime.
‘3. Scientism is a parallel to thesavage mind because 1t
clasgifies and reclassgifies nature. .
Uliimakely LS vies our salvation in secience and ana1y81s.

But his method of thought is one whose consequences we are
facing in today's nuclear madness and inhuman sc;entlsm.
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THE MARXIST TRADITION AS A DIALECTICAL ANTHROPOLUGY

£2:nley Diamond

/ \
wrealisasignifeantiepisodt i
o 'rcsurr;_,_l_md ru..;h,::m-‘lu-
._.mon..md u.:onsml'tc e besinning

Nchaspect u! acadeimic soci ':uuuu: But
Ler odifficult nor particularly couragecns
0y the pretensions of academic social

Hete 15 more af issie herd than that,
2l L peevalual e ewholy tradition

nifo must speni: for myse

tow :‘..5', 1 2apress the common seise of the

ar whichMirex becamy the critical

s Y : ) .
e eighteenth century. in the paradig-

. . Py Y 2
_;': '-"t.ic-r.lnﬂ:m. work ol Rousscuu, / 2%

e g =
;rthe g_g;mt__su\u\hs!\ in bour-
\chutlon.ny LHI’O[JL. apd is truns-

S/Iuter WiLh tiie
! capitalism,* 'l'hc under-

.....1-..1land dIJILLIlLdl boti
2 to niethgd and praxis. Its @ is

- Rars usod processes wihich fn their nature
. containa consradiction, are the transfor-
ssereme Into Its opposite; and finully. as the
e process, the nepatipn ol the ncg.nllun.

. .-.- wise certainly. twe
5?[} [Imoh ol in lhe-

L

S.0, Ni.lleutln

s Brofedsor v Anthropology, Graduate
..ol fur Sueiv] Research, New York.

porary Western L'(i\"li?:

related aspects: lh;.LImlcu.m.li metho

deep ‘Ftorlml pul‘\]"‘t.g_l_‘-_}!'l"lm inate the need
ior. while conmbul:m. 149, lh.u um[

somcnmu plag_l.lrln its u..unt.cpv. Whl[l.
lerising its j ‘N '
h s hccn 50 quoled an

m:'ul.ed inthe I'L‘II},lU
vense] This sort ot

|u\g‘m;l ﬁ- 5T all
““oilicial and unofiivial arx i

more responsible for the crimes committéd
in_his name than Freud Tie exccssu' of

utstodlal p§v<.hmtr

perspective and purpose to ar

Marxism. then, must_be distinguishe:
eritical insirument fromthe ideological.
Margism which has betome a rutionalizatio
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-\\\- vor the exercise ol repressive political power.
If it is to regain its force us a revolutionary
synthesis, it must, morcover. thrust into areas
that have been declared-out-of- bou.Ld\ by
political und intellecti ety s
for example. no formulated Marxist psycho-
dynamics of uny consequence, although it is
Jatent in the tradition. And the closer one gels
to official Marxism. lhc shailower become
dthhbllL malghts o] osmblluy ol a critique
cf bu.u..m-.:ar‘-y for example, Is
v.apabh. of writing: “Communism . . . is com-
mitted to 2 world without economic L\]'Jlulld-
tion, without violence, without discrimination
- a world opening up before tie Savicts the
nfinite vistas of progress, of stience. of cullure,
of bread and freedom, of free development -
- g world that can do without siradows amed
- tragedies™ (italics added). One can only respond
to this sort of thing by paraphrasing Sartre. in
Ins conclusion to What Is Literature: The world
c.m do wnthout {shadows and trag,ulm) hm it
‘Jblly do mthout hum.m bcmf.'.s.

und -..Eu(—/m;{:g or dppn.
nd ndcanings ol prmuuvr
socicety .@ b
“ative critigtie of cmluatlon Agam. ;ln_g.uuqu‘.
mhc tradition. reaching back at least

“to the-cighteenth contury, and spccmcul'v
touched upon by both Marxgid Engels 7

(Hobsbawm Kradcr. and i luvc m'uh. e
Romt). ThisArTquy
“thie actua CXi‘%WCEY/

‘which, resonates-y 1 thel .‘- POV RO
: pnmmv ¢ commiunism — l@m ving
wth <

1as the ground for the col s
. M.qlll..lll cluss hOLlLIl\.S. Socialism,[asImpuls
and@. as hum.u finds its basiy
-, ip primitive existepee the futureis cons.
*ceived., in the well-known Tliythm of the e it
7] T -@T‘fh"dufum{fform on a_higher
y hat is the c.lslu closest exam-
'"mnt:m of the institutidns © primitive society
< An sich o deep historical and dialectic: il per-
s spectn' e is demanded of us, a thought which

mmx.c., 1-. ..L&%S!.ﬁ:ﬁ-ﬁ ﬁy. d@l‘m whapr i

’L A

SU;\F

also crossed Marxs mimd, 10wl aot Jato rest

content with urerely hypmt‘.uic:nl‘l.ﬁ'suwluul

reconstructions while considering the ethno-

logically accessible pr imitive socictics us

degenerate, exveplional, and. it follows,

exploitable {most intolerably  “for their

oW soad Y survivors from prehistoric agcd/
s nfortumitely. colonialism, imperialism.

and the related idea of & more or less automatic,

sell-justifyving progress have so clouded our

w{.\ that we ruzely undersl.md (uicstion
t

/

Qask of the datit. or 1'.1_)? 10W
the duta in terms of the historical contrast with
the stigmata of civilization - the “*elaborate”
division of labor. ¢expropriution of surplus
value and refuted neeans of exploitation,
urc.mcrauc comrula. class systems, the
Fopriation of the arlist and the-artisan by
thc ruling class-t siructliral isolatiod of the
ierson as un objestlol the state (id the con-
comitani grewth ol the* ‘masses’'), the sub-

stitution of legal codus for sociul morahty, .
the effort to-avoid. rather than celebrn ute; the %
1r1.i lnd comic mearings of evurydny l1fe, i

M"Fiﬁl—lra Tt
fully and as sublly as posatb!c Only then Lan
we put unfortunate notions such as that cx- .

pressed by Althusser in the p;.rspecuv they '
desegv More. :mpott.u]tly, i fullc.r undc -

spanding of RSV
'..—-—.'_ . . o
transtornuiio: o certain of 1ts & dspcctsf—‘}

Hoasnieanditions: would have tempered the
overi 1’\. Furopo-centrisim of the conventional
___..-—-—-—-

pdﬂlmli‘lb ol Tey oluuomrv clhange during s the ..
i Wy 1tur A oygmeuts'

Indu.

> Aluierss ‘Poriuguese and Sl,;;;_:#lllgt_sjmsmns mi‘ 4
7 F‘Eﬂut uv;‘dl‘urlilt e BTy by the o clﬁ i

apidly as pmmpundemc asto -
sacial and political phases these countnes will then
wrve to pass through before they likewise arrive ata soclnli
organization, we teday can only ud\.mce wthcr hite hy
e, 1 1hink. [ .
I

fareign nation .




Lo rest
4l
no-

sunatic.
ey
-ostions
srnlate
-1 with
. .ltz;"

GIR]

bery definition of tlu.hv:hzc
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\.éhruu[.]loul the Third World and the tremendous
Bingse experience hive already shatiered the
\lug:.!n.l that Euro-America’s preseut, or better.
past. is the necessary Tuture of most of the
- people of the world -- should they be fortunate
-enaugh to atlain to capitulisin out of their
“feudal™ history or, in so-called socialist terms.
to aitain to capitalism in order eventually to
y ‘dl\.‘ th it and their archaic lurltag-

Wimaj u@uulluml resources o1 the people
\‘-Iltﬁ-futurc is s0 casily theorjzed about have
been overlooked; and arfhiropology: even in
the Mareist tradition, Tias a cery; RRDSIBIiLy

£ lgstion except in
rossly relativistic perspective,

though there is no Marxist ethnology i

dl\mon ofmtt.llccma[ labor involved in the
[?acadcimc struc-
\...-wlu.thcr right, lLtT' or cumr. (1 havc al-
udv alluded to the i

: L Aentatively propose the
lClll()Wlllf, perspec ive on Marxism, which l,"

nnes the jnlieredfly anthropological ranje
“and.meaning of Thi ition, bitisgo} in

ded to exhaust qr:supplant the well-known
‘I'ascic‘ definitidn. arxism is thc dialectical

A

L,\J

of .wll and f.:thu. the disminishment of wht
Maurx, adopiing

withare \'oiulion.lry conscience, an
ropology it reflises to isvlazetheary

[rom pruumc(;nwthc notion ofthc

prn’ll\.g.cd position ol'the o
MUK, OF COLrse, wils §
of any particular dxsuphﬁ"’
academic. His lifelong purfiose was to con- .‘
cretize the vision of hman possibiliti S which
hg________________l_,LmZkvc loped a5 a young philosopher. This
involved a search for the basis of social
exploitation, the ruthless shearing off of mere
rationalization and fantasy about the human
conditioy, the ref 0 jcce * -
ticity oftu ttion_to-the problem of
civilization that was not grounded in institu- -
treatity. He was compelled to study the
r?/w)ol social plienomena in order to,_.
e pprcsswc rcallttc no matter how
masked, eva “resolved.”
dwl endeavof he called .
ugon the human past in order 1o understand SO
the present and develop a project for the _
bcgnn with u vISTOn and ¢ e_;ust /1
Belore his owaTh, with the wlnu!rm { notes p
1books :

"1 practitioner 3
professional

e el = = A
,f 1S scqucncc. s the G mrdms

“Tielps dispel the notidms 61 those wis ¢
In a schizoid split between the young and ¢ old
'__n,r_x_ki hat we are confronted withisa
Iwiar.\ whose later vears were devotpd

=10"the hard work of bringing his ‘hopes and

order of thei
totality™), j partmulart mes and places, with
. reference fo the.possibility and necessity of
olut o ‘  socHil chafjge, Marxism conceives
conmections as developing
sur fuce of the himun
actgrmine. Its&t::;wsc]
-pl social life into the
zorefront of consciousne 5,"50 as to reveal the
dynamlcs and the source§ of the exploitation

A= e
m& V

specul.xtlons duwn to earth. It is not uSeﬁll for

1ronologjcnt’; i
, and perspec:’ <.

dhstlc),’ 2

. ov;rla .
“tive” by, doub]mg back ~denyin
of chr6ficlogy ™~ then felerring to's
as representing the two sides of Mar\’s nature
the inlerior versus lhtzsuﬁﬁ?‘@f‘m
<Teflective human beingsTn eivilization reveal
this two-sidedness -- a vision of the possible
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translated into a pro tmmediate life of o particular time and place i

Marx realized this halu.. ally Zad onan mv broken: theory is diminished to
di_i_"jrccculunlcd scaley emerging as he did at :,pcullanon spu culution to semantics, seman-

Zritical moment in the conllict betweena ties may fnally descend 1o gramnur, sO that

libertarian intellectual tradition and the the meanings of the text uitimately dissolve

development of impertialist society: his in tire study of the text itselt

thought.and-his. Kl"ll ape, thus attained o Noy can \l.mmm b» IL(]LILL.LI. to an -.conomlw

versul dimensiot Mars u
ibeno more considered himself in- °to’T'—n ordcr 0 ldy b e Ihc illl]ddml.‘ll[dl

fallible than he considered history as essential- nature ol exploitation. pruuanh in modcrn
ly determined; he denied that he had worked Woestern civilizatioiny he di educe
out ““a historic-philosophical theory of the human existenee to T3eTics g oinic,
general path that wcry puopic is l.ntcd to much less ecological unp..: mvua Hc wor
tread.” Hi olitics) as an economist /A
t__;b_;m_nl’ f revolutiony ry clmngc his politics B[L-;C..LL___:ISC under ¢a
Iay in his underqtandmﬂ his understanding been rc(luccc,l,lconomic objects
flowiad from his vision, his experience in the on a scale, andina dqwll'w;arcce:/
worid, and his hard, grmdmg, endless, detailed dented. That is the distortion in the web of
_-work as philosopher, sociologist, historian, social relations. the inhibitios of the creation
cconox%psychologst critic, and political of culture. Thercfore it becime, and rémains, -

SR, ¥

s

‘}ﬁ’ig_t?" y

. uctivis all of these and, because all of necessary to explore every ramification of thiis
‘these, none of these (anticipating his holistic socmlly ssive cconomic d;turmmanon of
dcﬁmtlon of hununs: ina communist societyl ST Mars deployed economic analy

N '-‘—'-'
o he EIEW ].ll'L,L u:ough to rc.gcncr.ztc the tradition W s a posn vmn, dmcmlm.armn tht\i
,w]uch had r-cnemtnd lum. In his work, he

L _cho'sc TIVSelT s a margmal mat . ¥
: that the traditions which had {mpelled ~.m.1m.:p.mon of tln. specics Tom economic;
CThim were bcgmnmg to ghift into a reductive Bondage. the \ﬂtﬂwas (§l‘ its rcducuon

d ac.ldcnnc proh.ssaonul:sm. LCOI'I.U!“IC rc] ln.

dedlictive. hypothcncnl-proposltlonal
_ ultimately positivistic, sense. I necd not repea
major. mtellu:lual effort, in p'lrt on mmuwtm— that Ma‘ri wits a dialectician who denied tiy
e assages, thc f IW exister }@[ﬁ\w deter mInmg a umvusal

-lh.lt is histor

evzdcnt us when it scems to be missing

in:the-unsentimental, dense, and relentlessly S e
accurun. prose. What interests us is Marx's t '\:jrc fully, Marx ~|.m.~ in respunse 1Iu: Russi.m pupuli

P TNLK \Ilklmlo\skyﬁﬁ'h. has to teansform my sketch of the
nOt th"‘ Sl'ar‘:h for the :‘5" for © urigias of capltalism in Western Juzope into 8- hhto:ica!-
f‘v“tm’b out of L.XOIIC detailsy Qordusuitical philosophical theoty OF 3 URTYCrsI] MOvERent ncccsmll;

gGSIS. They result in pdralysm and, pcrh.lps imposed upon alf peoples. no matter what the historieal \
circumstance in which they are placed, and which wlﬂ cnd’ e

K e§ 1gn, they and to tl stibstitut] in 1he last resort, to an cconomic system in which thc  §r tly 1
cade““c debate for acuo apany piar tlc“""' ncreased jiroduetivity of sockl labor, witl make sssible the:

: Ctlon. Thq"d‘rif‘_:ﬂ_gbutwecn theory ‘lnd the harmontons developient of snan, L




'ﬂ_,‘y‘nl_‘ place is
dto

i, seman-
., s0 that

- dissolve

- economics
. analytic
~mental

i '"“c.
iis 'worked

s mndern e’
4 reduce !/'f*

1 ficonomist -
md in fact -

And certainly Marxism cannot be reducad
> the reflections of a salient revolutionary
T .non...ii\' on its discoveries, meanings,
~aplicavons. possibilities, Lenin's Marx was
=2t Stalin's Marx: Mao’s Mbrx s neither
Z..:'i:'.'s 1or Stalin's, nor even revognisably
Wostern™ in important respects, We even.
- ar that EngelpWVar (Engels - his lifelong
=d, wllaborator. supporter, and executor
‘ T hQs manuscripts) did rfop refieet the Mar
that Mais intended, or did not do so nearly
=« weil 2s this or that commentator. An
may very well be the cases the onton tan be
ndelinitely. For there is no essential
{0 ". N \I Ix cannot be reduced to the ess"nc;.
) 15 .\larx himself r;

P -O’l w hc- mlmcusurab y deepened our historical
' 2 of human possibilitics at a time when the
s in modern capitalism both at home and
$ im nrial hinterldnd was bc.c.oming widun

Roman prolelasians gid not bccumw
nore ghject cven than the
n States of the US

souther

:.'.‘.‘,':ew up asystem of p lon which was not
Yutaas based on slavery.” A ‘

LA i w3

e am mebeaeg ot

tradition cunnot syrvive

15704

He feft us an implicit and explicit sision of
hunanity, a refined and freitiul method of
soch unalysis, a catadogue o social insights,

a profound sense of history, the framework of
an anthropology. and a’revolutionary purpose.
That is the spirit in which this journal is
otfered. Anthropoiogy eannat exist detached
from the STEFRRL ltadlllaxl@tllg Murxist
dachment (rom
an anthropology that stubbomly insists on
searching out the needs, p()'wlbl]l[hb. and
revolutionury imperatives o7 the humun race.

NOTES

l Engels, Anti-Diihring 11935), pp. 153~

2 Engels, Letter to Kurl Kuutsky \November 12, 1863 }in -
Lewis 8, Feuer, ed.. Warx and Enzols: Basic W rumgs on-.
FPolitics and Pliflosophy. 2nd ed. tNew York i969), pp..
509.-510. .

3 Reply to Mikhaitovsky, in Bottomore and Rubel, Lds..

KNarl Marx: Scvlecred Writings in .surm(agr amd 5uc.|'al
Philasuphy {Lenden, 1963). p. 37,
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‘of :man iy man, His scientilic'(or realistic)-

a5 apposed. Lo Ulopisn—socialism  fictuded -
_the 'necessity  of polilical action based on:

class eanscivusness and cunflicl, insociety al’

Comts iv known’ Lo the Parisian worknle
as the prophet in politics of {Imperialism
[of personal dicta{orship}, ol Camniighs
rule in political economy, offhierarchyin
ull spheres of human aclion, even: iti-the
sphere of scicnm:@ as the author of a’
new mu-ch'i.-im with @ new Pope and new

saints in place of the old oney § Harrison
i 1971:14]. n{;f}, R

Nl e, )

. in 1877, Marx denied lhat he had worked

~ut Ta hstorical-philosophical theory of the
-eaeral path that every people is fated to

tread,” pomsg to the Russian populist
N. Ke had argued that

ke has to tmansform my sketch of the
origins of capitalism in Weslern Europe
sato g historieal philosophical theory of o
apivessal movement necessarily imposed
upon afl peoples, no matter what  the
historical circumstimee in which they are
piaced, and will lead in the last cesort, 1o
an economic system in which the greatly

gt AMarx did. not splieeribe Lo univer- ©
7% positivistic laws. In') he stated:. [, }

A reductionist, #nd’ “scientjf

inereased productivity of social Liboe will
mahe possible the harmonious develop
ment of pun, [ must protest, He || dis-
el pare-ansg 4
credits me [Botlomore: 1963:37 .

Pbns when Dismond supposes that sbstraet )
nuchistorical, reifying social science  will
dpapoear in o classless, communitarizg soci-
ety he is arcuine in a dinlectical, sather thaa
an aeademic mode. For the coputive cales

- paries and relaled organization of academic

satial seience are symptoms of alicnatiun, of
jeicticular * socinl  circumstances. HBul  the
cheptifiction of  the _sipucture of _thy
seadlemy wath That o cvilization itsell, and

. thus the effort to eternalize Tioth, s an ol

{tack; on the academy
. Xy 1y

it v g ST
N

; |, dnd feritici) iy
.. iy Swes find’, iU underslinduh.y
that ' Kaplan- [ails to-mention (J =

whom . Diamond characlerizes
the  academic anthropologi

| formalis,
HE™ reluti
Mdenivs the connectiophelween thegry::
praclice, and insisls7on the privilegod. pou.
Liofi o the Western Observer. For il is such

- defini seienge_thal is rejectéd T

arxist tradilion. This rejection s 10 retrem
?HF«TEEjeT:the—idﬁa!ism; hut quite the copn
trary.’ For the turning of man inlo an objert
is both an idealist and a mechanical material-
ist fallncy (Minverted Platonism," as Lukae
1971 alfirms), a fallaey  nowhere - more
evidenl that in the sector of anthropology
for which Kaplan speaks. Correlatively, we
note  thal the reviewer has overlooked
Dimond’s appreciation of Boas and his
achivvement, and of aspects of the work of
Lowie, Krovber, and Radin, -both in this
hook {Hymes 1972:122) and elzewhere, mn
1o menbion similare statements by Hymes amd
otheér contributurs, sinee they do not agiare
with his contention, that such prople hiave
heen “harshly maligried and dismissed ™

Kaplan thus demounstrites his lack of
amthropological  understanding of  anthro
pological teadi I separates lovie from
soviotogice. Tle fivg_thu dexts ol _the ol
noslogical theory the expense of aade-
sﬁftliﬁﬁ'(lﬁ.ﬁ’fun!rx@iif}‘lh_nulggii'"I'ﬁmxis.
Logically, this i on Cis entirely Tarhi-
trary: “eriterin of logie are not i dinect it
of God, bul arise oud of, and o only
inlelligible in the context of, wavs of liviog
or modes af social ife™ (Winch 196s:100;
Sociologically, it exhibits that Weslern sci-
eutifie ideology which has wways pretenden
to an ullimate objectivity, autonomsy. wed
superivrily. Erthnotogieally, i is inexewsabie.
Whit, after abl, is more anthropaological (han -
the recoynition that ® . ., histories ore mul
liple and .. .0that) all sciencings oceur in
the course of histories sind are themselves
histuries' ( Nelson 1974:17)? .
The limititions of Kaplan's sense of

‘history are Turther cvidenl in his treatiment
-of Woll's suggéstion that the construction of
 American industry o

LSS g F e e s Py 2y o WS LT T
Fiiire Jor Atk valienated R ktiar iy )
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T

yfi;evolutionist  theory.” Kaplan. calls -
atisomewhat mechanical sociology of
inowlediie:approach that lends to reduce all
“as toh't tionalizaticos,” and, moreaver, is
;ig||ly.se.éqti\‘t§-ul” its l-‘oaln:m\l" Ip. 831].
jle.stresses that the roots of cultural evolu-
ionary Lheory - lie mosl t.lins!cl.!:fr in t_he
ftings of - certain Frungll and” Scotiish
Enlightenment - “social  philesophers; that
parwin's thonghl was not isomorphic with

"\ goeial Darwinism; and that neither Morgan,

nat Tylor, nor Maine were Socin_l Darwinists,
Al trué, thowgh selectively m:sph\ccd_. To
vy that Secial Darwinism was a “duminant
“mode..of inlelleclual response” does not
ssert that it was the only mode, Elboration
means a :‘;'prcncem of working out carefully,
developing in greal delnil,” rather than
ngriginate.” Wlodern  evolutionary t.cary
quite ‘probuhly=rm its root. il.‘l the !‘..I’llh,hlcl‘l
ment, though it is misleading to shy this
without relerence to  capitalism \\:}Nth
gimulated that notable movement (see, idor

dlia, Gay 1962: ilghsbawm 1962: Hork-
heimer and  Adorno ;

962 L
Social Darwinisl and that A
ised him. Tt is cqually cerlnily
At in their praiseglicy Iso"\_\;:rl_gnod apnst
v biologizing materidlism which  saw ihe
grvmg Toree of human e mthe atruule
r  SUrvivi
changing_char ;
Ero_cg_s_s_LI{npi::ul. Vol
iz precisely what Soce :
why it Deczmi@ the  doniind m_.-(lu ot
Capitalism in the United States. The inlerest-
od readeir is veferred o thy guots TFoes
Hofstacier in Woll™s article {p 2335 o
Holstadiers book on Soeiel Hwreirisne n
American Though! {1956), and 1o Geubie's
authoritative acticle, *Racism andd e lden
of Progeess in the 191h Ceatwy™ (U!'ulwr
1975). The man expunenls of the Sovui
Darwinist mood in American Anthrapabosy
were Powell ind Brinton. )

Wolf, maveover, speaks of “m:vllnc_lu:_nl
moods™ amd “intellectusl responses™; @t s
Kaplan who suggests that Well deals \\'H!\
wtellectunt traditions, s “though e copni
tive component in those trdition s dide’t
exist™ (p. 5:33), Surely Kaplan is nol supgest
ing that idens kead a life of their owa. One,
may readily  concede  the 1-3i.-lm'|_|:r of a
copnitive logic. What isin fuestion, owever,

s ot the logienl working oul of o sel of .

ideas, but the suceessive replacement ol one
set of dominant ideas by another when

- many of the ditplaced ideas were, and still .

are, ‘useful and fruitful. What is arFuod,
oreover; in Wall’s paper—-and constitutes

the suclessive Jen | U aiaiiiletiin « IERSe 70

American _anthropology . dvoided _contiel;

o

_with certain problems,: notahly: the>com-.. ~

bined problem ‘of political power  dnd’.
economic cxpioitation. They are interest’
ing not oaly for whut they said, bt fur wh;!'_
they _did not say. The explanation of this
notable absence invites explanations in terms
of factots external to the ideas themselves,
This then brings us back expticitly io ihe
question of objectivity. We can only uprese
that rdality cxists, Yet if it is important to

distinguish  between men, as agents who

vansfora realiiy, and reality i, it s
egually  important to recopmize that the
opposition entazils a relation which presupt

‘poses thul Lhe experimenter is part of the

experiment. Theee are, indeed, various mean-
ings of the term “ohjectivity.™ Opc kil vt
objectivity eansists in the exaomination of
modes of cognition whici. men bring to bear
upon reality and strives to undo‘rsl:md the
social, cultura!, and psychological deter-
minants of thewr modes. A second Lype of
objectivity grants the intecrity oi r(tall:_\:_ of
the objeet, ond respects that integrity l'h'_»
A osthietie mode ol cotnison puts ™ naive
obseryvation, perceptusl  eonition hetore
abstract anafysis, et thees is o ihicd moan
ing of objectivity --amd this i< the :3:0(!;- nt
objectivity. Tivored by ke C B b
evor ol T g st wreesly crpeetioe 1w
awad suith e sl st o
COEI‘liliun p!‘:u‘lin'(l [N sochaHy .nl_aei ke
turally  eiertsinsie wwoup in relation to
sl amd eabolly determiaote oboeis
and somigrates Tor ahis o st of historically
discrs bt setenisets, thinking “thovghts
without  thinkers.™ TSN T Tt 1
philosapher Kiids, marcover, provee !‘ o
dismomier The objeels of their stedy ino
alsteagl _compune vihupdy s thin
aemimned the stalus of Lie VL

R R TR wioeh Im et e ey

e proeess of applying nosnersond et e
provedares and eanets te Pl assesnent o)
knowietae claims (. S270 What ane we 1o
s ot sthropsdepy alod takes nes e
l'l;ll!ﬂ G §1a reodes of o ition™
qgren the Lptoawietse choean
which wiites accounts of “eullue- :-!z:
ciracted from the vonteais of capitaiism anid
impurialim, rcksm ane ‘!un_ﬁunliuu. wir vl
revolution? Whiat are we oosay
cipline which goes to great Ivngt? U T
struct uneven sumples of geographicalty and
historically isolaled cnses in the name ol
stienee and tor the purpuases of matbemati:
cal eemparison, without once asking eues

sgghivetive” o superficend
/ “Objectivity,” Raplan weiles, 1efer- i
tl

oo
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Kaplan's drtvmenis-against thie
al” tradition®all ‘présuppose; the “in-
ally .ethnocentric

- AAs Horkhivimer: (1947:82), ochoing Marx,
states: 0 T el
By Gits identiflication, of cognition with
science, posilivism restricls intelligence to
functions hecessary to the organization of
material already patterned according: to
-the very commercial_culture which il’_l_l(,‘}-

ligené@ s called upon 1o Criticize.

. Positivism proceeds by insisting on such
socalled  transeultural  and  “objective™
eriteria as  ceunomy, efficieney, vlepance,
and “value-fren™ exphnation, Kaplan seems
to glory, as ' Mannheim wrote (19729:101 ),
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and his Jocial Security benefits start coming in. He's pa-
hat's a little patience?’ he says.

“Thirty-two years,” Magda says. And they leave it at

that, 0

ANTI-.SEMITISM AND IDENTITY
ewish State, 1 @&@
State of Jewishness

STANLEY DIAMOND

Leopards break into the temple and drink the sacrificial
chalices dry; this occurs repeatedly, again and again: finally,
it can be reckoned upon beforehand and becomes part of
‘the ceremony., ~Franz Kafka

f Jews have earned anything in their tormented

history it is the right to identify themselves, They have

been defined in s0 many ways by so many .others—

as heretics and as chosen, as devout and debased,
as killers and cowards, as passive and aggressive, as arch-
capitalists and architects of communism, as intellectuals and -
buffoons, as geniuses and brokers. But above all, they have:.
been defined as subverters of civil society (and that, at least, " -
is a beginning). T.S. Eliot thought that free-thinking Jews -
were necessary to a proper society,(bu), that their number
should be limited. no .

These peaple, who live everywhere; and are, in the last, : - . -

analysis, at home nowhere, nonetheless maintain a capacity
to recognize one another almost instantly. To non-fews, °
this must seem uncanny—all those different Ianguagaf.‘_bht_' g
always'a single language; all those apparently distinct cus-

“toms, and yet what seems to b unifying consciousness. It B
is thi this thiat lies behind .
Sartre’s statement that Jewish™sufféring is the worst of all

suffering. He was referring to the natuse of the suffering.
Obviously, the brutality of oppression is not confined to
Jews. But Sartre’s meaning, as I understand it and my own,"
3Lscatteringof Jews, thifack of a cultural -
center, the Absénge/of allies when allies are desperately
needed, the accumulating pressure on the dispeised few for -
2,000 years. Hence the incessant and’ curious ‘question—-
‘what is 8 Jew? Who am 17 The answer: a people withouta, -

culture @ TEXT 15 not a culture), without a society, haunted -

by archaic references, trying to live in abstrac;ions_ and, hav.

Stanley Diamond Is a poet, the editor of Dialectical An.-
thropology and Distinguished Professor of Anthropology
and the Humanities in the graduate faculties of .the New
School for Soclal Research. His most recent book of poems
is Toterp ndled version of this .
article
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