Marx's and Engels’ Studies Contrasted

Vhen Rosa Luxembure, Women's Liberation and Marx's Phil-

osophv_of Revolution is finally published, the following
chapier will appear in a different form. Tt will be

split into two parts, as part of two separate chapters.




I. Why A Century to Publish Marx?

ECAUSE MARX HAD DISCOVERED a new continent

of thought as well &s vevelution, sod hectuse hoth

concept and fact have ever heen rigorously tied lo-
gether in Marx's Marxism, his works carry a speciol
urgency for our age. More relevant than the coascless
question of private vs, collective (or slate properly that
colls itself Communisin) is Marx's articulation of Man/
Woman ns the fundamenizal relatlonship, at the very mo.
ment (1844) when he first laid the philosophic tounda-
tlen for whut became known as Hislorical Materinlism,
The new continent of thought Marx discovered soon is.
sued its indictment of the past—*The history of ajl
hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles"
-—and its call for a new world, new human relations, a
class-less society.

What has an imperativeness for today is the fact
that, ot the very end of his life (1880-1882)—alter the
French edition of his greatest theoretical work, Capital,
which was published after the defeal of the greales! rev-
olution he had witnessed, the Parls Communc—Marx
returned to the pivotal Man/Woman relationship, as, at
one and the seme time, he excerpted Lewis H. Morgan's
Ancleut Society,! and wrote to Vera Zasulitch about the
needed Russian Revolution,

It has taken nothing short of a series of revolutions
tn bring out the unpublished writings of Marx. 2 The
1844 Ecenoimnic-Philosophle Manuscripls were not pub-

lished until after the Russian Revoluifon, The 1857-58°

Grundrisse was not published until after the Chinese Rov-
olution. Unfortunately, Women's Liberationists of the
mid-1860s lo mid-1970s exereised no revolutinnary prod
to wrest Marx's notes on anthropology from the Archives,
much less dizlectically work out, on thel ground, all the
new from the onpeing Movement. Quite the contrary,
The Women's Liberation Movement, which had helped

create-a new inferest in Engels’ ‘The Origin of the Fam-

ily, Private Property and the State, only served to pro-
vide new.lnopholes for- Marxists, “orthodox" and so-
called ‘independent alike, to rush fn and- try to' have that
wc‘:m ke the ground the direction the anement wrld
take.

Though there had always been a Party, and, indeed,
an International (the Secand) that laid claim to the her-
itage of Marx, the truth is that it took the Russian Revo-
lution of November, 1917 to prod even Marxist scholary
to discover the now-famous 1844 Economic-Philosophic
Manuseripts. And once the early workers' state became
transformed into its opposite—a state-capitalist soclety—
these continued to gather dust until the 1956 Hungarian:
Revolution brought them onto the historic stage, -

To bring about a serious study of the next unpub-
lished work, the Grundrisse,? in the 18505, it took noth-
ing short of the Chinese Revolutlon of, 1849.. It tock still

another decade before even the single most discussed

chapter of that work—-*Forms Which Precede Capitalist
Productlion”—:vas published in English as Pre-Capltalist
Economic Formations, Because, however, the discussion
was focused mainly on feudalism, or rather, the transi-

tion from feudzlism {o capltalism, many Iacunae gaped

open as to its relatlonship to Engels’ The Origin of the
Famlily, with all Marxists, Erlc. Hobsbown f{ocluded,
claiming: “This was a work which Marx wanted 1o write,
and for which he had prepared voluminous notes, on
which Engels based himself so far as. possible.”4-Was ‘that
really so? .

In 1972, Marx's Notebooks, under the title, The Ethno-
Iogicai Notchooks of Kar] Marx (Van Gorcum, Assen,
1072), were finally transcribed by Lawrence Krader,
painstakingly foolnoted and with quite a profound, -
page Introduetion. It. is necessary to emphasize the
word, transcribed. It is not a translation. The Noie-

books were writtza by Marx in English but include

many phrases and full sentences in French, Germnn.

- ._-I.
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Not all have been brought out even nowl There Is no

dearth of scholars who are happy to jump at such an
excuse in order not to grapple serfously with that
which is avallable, cspecially on Capital. See Ernest
Mandel's Introduction to the Pelican edition of Yol. [
of Karl Marx's Capital, p. 20 and again p.. 224 And
. see my critique of Mandel, "Today's Epigoncs Who Try
to ‘Truncale Marx's Capital,” jn Marx's Capital and
Today's Global Crisis (News & Letiers, 1678).
The Grundrisse was not published In full in Engtlish
until 1873, when the Pelican Marx Library published
It in London,
Karl Marx, Pre-Capitalist Economic Formaticns, with
an Introdiction by Erie J. 1Tobsbawm (International
Publishers, 1865), p, 51, {tn, 2. There Is no indication
anywhere that Hobshawm had seen these “voluminous
noles, kwhhh dealt with Morgan, Phezr, Maine and
Lubboe

The year which finally saw the publication of Law-
rence Krader's transcription of Marx's Ethnologleel
Notehooks, 1972, was the yeor also when Elcanor Burke
Leatock wrote a new Introduction *updating” Engels'
work, She perpeluated the myth that The Orlgla of the
Family Is a product of Marx as well as Engels.5 In 1974,
Charnic Guetlel, in her pamphlel Marzlsim and Femin:
{sm, makez Lcacnck's Introducilon “mandatery reading
for any sericus Marxist.s

1072 is alzo the year thal saw the publicaiion of a
most serious independent work on the history of -
women's resistance from the 17th eentury 16 the present,
Women, Kesistance and Revolution, by Sheila Rowboth-
am, who likewise nol only acts as if Marx and Engels
were one, but singles out Hal Draper's “Marx and Engels
on Women's Libecation™ thusly: “This is a very useful
summary of what Marx and Engels wrote about
women./ While she s independent enough of Marx to
call Marx and Engels “a epuple of bourgeois men in the
lmh century."ﬂ she hir hut one criticism of Draper's

“summary™: “Il doesn't really point out prublems znd
inndequacies of what they wrote,”

Hal Draper, the author of ihe article Rowbotham
recommends, was then {1870) working on a bonk preten-
tiously ¢ enlitied Karl Marx's Theory of Revolutlon, It is
first now {197B) sceing the light of day, and still not in
tolo, Clearly, however, eight years back, Praper was so
very anxious to bring his views to bear on tho Women's
Liberation Movement, subjected to *Jess-than-knowledge-
able summaries that have secn the light. recently,” that
he chose that chapter for separate publication.!® Neither *
then, nor now, has he shown any knowledge of the
finally avajlable Etbnologicnl Notebooks of Karl Marx.

5 Frederick Engels, The Origin of the Femlly, Privale
Property and the State (International Publishers, New
York, 1812, 1875). In her 66-page Introduction, Lea.
cock wriles; “The bouk was wrillen after Marx's'

. death, but was drawn from Marx's 25 well as Engels’
own not.cs" {p. 7). Neither.the 1972 nof 1875 edition
‘has any reference to the Ethnological Notebooks, nor
does Leacock show iny awareness of.the fact. that

., Marx's notes un Morgan had been nvallable in Russia.

* since 1941
Chnrnie ‘Guettel, Marxist and Femln!m (The Won-
.en’s Press, Toronto, copyright.1974): “Leacock’s intro..
duction is the most valuable current study of Engels
available and mandatory reading for any serlous
Marxist” (p, 4, ftr. 8).

. As for Evelyn Reed's Woman's Evolntion —_ the pre-
ientious “product of over 20 years of research,” glorify.
ing a “matriarchal age” “comprisiig more lhan 99 per-
cent of human existence” — its emptiness of any
revolutionary soclalism is seen In the studied elimina-
tion of any and all reference to Marx, This is further
emphasized by the fact that none of Marx's works are
listed in the bibliography. Consider the fact that Evelyn
Recd's. subject is ‘‘woman's -evolution,” and., both
Morgan's and Engels' studies ‘do play an scknowl.
edged, important part in her analysis, but there is not
one word about the Ethnologicel Noiebooks ‘of Karl
Marz, Whether that is out of sheer ignorance or out
of studled omission, one must question .what is her
purpose. A little bit of dialectics, of courne, would
have gone a long way to soften her complaint that the

_ “wealth of data on the question of anthropology and
archeology has not been matched by an equivalent
expansion is theoretical insight” (p. xvi), Evelyn
Reed explains her methodology to be “evolutionary

- and materialist.” All one can say about that is that it
certainly isn’t revolutiomary or historieal,

Sheila Rowbotham, Women's Liberation and Revolu-
tion (Falling Wall' Prees, Bristol, . England, March
mz. expanded in 1978) p. 6. This is tha “sxtensive,

- deseripiive Dibliography” to" which Rowbotham refers
in Women, Resisiznce and Revolution,

Sheila Rowbotham, Women, Resistance and Revolu-
tion (Pantheon Press, New York, 1872).

Draper explaing kiz goal to hnve been “a’ full and
definitive treatment of Marx's political theory,: poli-
cies, and practice,” but since that was “unaiteinahle”,
since politics has come to have 2 narrow meaning.
and since there is & nced lo go “boyond the Indis
pensible ‘grand theory' . . . It is to bend the stick
the other way that thls work is titled Marl Marx's
Theory of - Revolution vather than Political ‘theory,
which might be interpreted too natrowly” (pp. 11, 12},

Mal Droper, Xarl Blarx’s Theory of llevoluﬂon
(Monthly Review Press, New York and London, eopy-
right 1877).

10Hal Drnpcr. "Mnrx and Engels on Women's Libera.
lon™ (International Sociallsm, July/Aupust:1970). Ml
pagination in the text {s to this article.
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The pretentious scholar who so heavily roots himsslf in
Engels' The Origin of the Family—not only in the chap-
ter on “Women's Liberation” but throughout hiy pro-
jocted shx-volume work—should surcly have known
about these Notebooks, and I'm not referring only to
1972, when they were finally trunseribed in their origi
nul English, but to the first mention of them in the early
19208 when FRyazanov ‘discovered them and had them
ynotographed.!! In 1841, the Marx-Engels Institute pub-
lished & Russian franstation.!2 And therein lics a tale.

T 1S TRUE THAT ENGELS did think he was carrying
out a “bequest” of Marx in writing The Ovigin of the
Family. 1t is also true that his enthusiasm in discov-

ering Marx’s Notebook a1 Morgan, which led him to get
his own copy of Morgan's Ancient Society, and which
inspired him to wrile the book, made him believe that
he was expreasing Marx's views in a coherent form
rather than the polyglot marginalia Marx was using for
himse'f alone »» ho was excerpling Morgan, But Engels
was nat Marx, as he, himself, was the first to admit, and
The Origin of the Family was his version, in which the
selecl quotations from Marx gave the impression that lie
was reproductng Mzrx's “Abstract” : :

Far {rom that being true, we now know that not
only is the “Abstract'—that is to say, Maix's sctual
Notebook on Morgan—148 pages Inng, but also that it is
not the whole of Marx’s Notebooks on anthropology, The
whole is 254 pages—und even that is not the whole.®
This is not the place to try 1o come te grips with this
greal mazs of materiil (although 1 do hope t2 return to

- the question at a Iatir date). Here I'm concerned only
with the way modera Marxists who are interested in
today's Women's Libiration Movement were influenced
by The Origin of the Family, without ever bothering to
find out what Marx had actually written, and then acting

“Tt fook nothing skort of a:series
of revolutions to bring ont the
uapiblshed witings of Mar.”

as xhauéh Marx and Engels:were ons ot ihe question.

For this purpase, it will be sufficiont to focus first on a
fairly . minor  matter—how  important evan "2 wmere
excerpt is in Marx's hands, through the way in which he
emphasized. certain words that were not emphasized in
Morgan. Here is one excerpt on women of the Iroquois:
© “Ihe. women allowed o express ilielr wishes
.and opliions. through 'an orator of their own
selection. Decliion given by the Cotncit Urs.
nimity was a fundameotal law, of its, action

. among the Iroquols. Military questions usually -
left o the action of the volunlary principle”13 .
Secondly, and this is the critical point, the Russitns

o

_took liberties when they, in 1041, did iransiate the Marx .

text on Morgan. Engels, naturzlly, cannot be blamed fer
this mis-transiation. Hor can the Russians. excuse them-
_selves on the basis that the inspiration for using the

. words “private” and “haliowed” came from Engels. Here '

is how Marx excerpicd a part of Morgan: .
“When field culture bewiesen hatte, dass d{ie) -

- property .
done befere ko dhewe of the Later Pesisd of .
Barbarksm, uebte elnen. grossen Kinfhw: smf -
(the) kwmas miod; reif new elements of char-

';cte;waeh...”(WNMp.-‘-

Here is how the Russian translation reads: |

“When field agricultuze had demonstrated that
- {(Centtumed on Page §) -

11Ryazanov's first brief account was published on Nov.
20, 1823 In Vesinik Sotsislistichestol Acsdemil, No, 6,
17Arkhiv Marksa y Engebs, Vol, 8, 1641 (Leningrad). .
13[n the edition of Anclent Soclety I wm using {the re.
production by Kerr, Chicugo, of the 1877 edilion) this
‘appears ¢n p. 118, Not enly iz tiiere no underlining in
Motgan, but in"Marx the' role of the women is not
limited by “even", nor is the word “decision™ limited
by a “but” as in Morgan: “Even the women were
aliowed to express their wishes .and opinions through
ar: orator of their own selection. But the declzion was
made by the council ., .* o
* Mars's notes” on’ Kovalevsky, which, the Russlans pub-
lished in 1858, werd reproduced by Lawrente Krader In
The Aslatie Mode' of Productlon, Van Goreum, 1915,
avellable from Humanities Press, e .

v,

-

the whale surface of the earth could be made the-
abject of property of separate tndlviduais and
the haad of the family became the natural center
of accumulation of wealth, mankind entered the
new hallowed path of private property. It was
alrendy fully done before the later peried of
barbarism came to an end Private properly
exervised a powerful Influence on the human
mind, awakening new clements of characler
™ (Arkhiv Murksa y Engelss, Vol. 0, P. 52.
Emphasis is min¢ to stress what was neither in
Morgan nor in Marx’s excerpl.)
(Here is the original Meorgan evcerat: “When fleld
agriculture had demonstrated that the whole surface of

the earth could be made the subject of properly owned
bycindividuais in scveralty, and it was found that the
head of the family, became the natural center of accum-
ulation, the new properly career of mankind was in-
augurated. 1t was fully done betpre the cluge of the
Later Poriod of barbarism. A. littte reflection must
convince any one af the powerful influence property
would now begin te excrcise upon the human mind,
and of the great awakening of new e“lcmcnts of rchnr-
acter It was calculated to produce . . R dase_state

Wow ihe Russians have veiy concrete, -
caplitalist class—Inlerests that . inspire them wtra.flsl:lle
“the career of praperty” as “private property and
repeat the word fwice, But why should indcpendent
arxists who are not statlst-Communists likewise narTow

. the subject t: coltegtive-vs. b.‘ivate‘prapcrty,"whén

Matx's point 1s thai the “propeity career”, e, accumula- ..
fion of a'ealth;ls thut ‘which “onfalns the sntagonisms of

the development of patriarchy_ind_ Inter class divisions?
1f we are to grapple with thit seriously, we must,

" first, appreciate the totality of Marx's philosophy of rev-

lution sufficiently to want to unearth what :Marx had
soard-??om wnder all the debsis of. what was attribuied t.o
him from the time of his death-in 1883 uitil the 187Cs,

. 1ally 50 0n women's liberation; and secnnd}y. maxin-
ﬁ{:i ll:ger an the pulse of today's Women's Liberation

Movement. It's in this context that we twrn to ont of the
rezent ugymmaries” .of what Murx was supposed to have
thought on the question, Hal Draper's “Marx and Engels’ .
on Women's Liberation.” . i




I1. Hal Draper Misconstrues

Hsi Draper no sooner opens his chapter on women's
liberation than he at once starts sniplng at today's
Women's Liberatlonists’ “social piychology and attitude
(like ‘male chauvinism')”, vontrasting it to the views of
“Marx and Engels" who, he claims, rooted the “Woman
Question” in the “primordial dlvision of labot" between
the sexes, and warning us that since that preceded
“capitallsm, or the state, or the division between town
anil country, or even private property . , . this division
of Inbor will be most resistant to uprooting” (p. 20, col.
2), )

To help us in this tortusus task, it would seem he
would at once plunge inte Marx's whole- new continent
of thought. No, Draper, instead, chouses to roll Marx's
views back to his "presocialist” days, This at once makes
it clear that the “Womin Question™ is not the only
theme of which Draper is oppressively aware; the other
apparition is Hegel, He blames Marx for casting his

views “in tymcally Hegellanddealist terms” (p, 21, col,

1), By no accident, what then manifests itse!f i3 that
these two preoccupatlens, in turn, lake second place to
the overwhelming drive to do necthing short of (rans-
ferming Inte opposite Marx's concepl of that most fun-

damental relationship of Man/Waman as messtre of just

how deep a revolution is needed to uproot this exploita-
tive alienating soclal order.

ENT ON THAT GOAL, Draper begins his task by

trying to reduce Marx's concept to-that of Fourier,-

{rothing at the mouth sbout the first “lucubrations
of this newtledged socialist, his *Paris manuscripts’,” He
is Lzlking about the epochal Humanist Essays of Marx,
holding that they are a product of the fact that Marx's
view that the Man/Woman relationship is 2 measure of
humanity's development is only due to the fact that
Marx “cnthusiastically” adopted Fourier's view.14
) So anxious is Draper to force Marx’s Promcthean
concept of the Man/Woman relationship into the Pro-
crustean attitude of Draper's view of Fourier that he
embarks on yet another bold leap downward to his
reductio ad absurdum thesis by skipping the years be-
tween 1844 and 1868, though he is still dealing with the
first scction. “Marx’s Early Views {1842.1846)". Obvious-
ly not all that confident that he has succeeded in ohfus-
cating the ycar before Marx broke with bourgeois society
‘(1842) with the year afler {1844}, as he presents the
years 1842 to 1046 as a single unit, Draper now decides
to devise a different scenario in jumping to 1868, First
he refers to Enigzels In Antl.Duhring (1878) as again pay-
ing “homage to Fourler".!S Then Draper divines that
Marx is also paying homage to_Fourier in 1888, Proof?
1t takes strange cars to hear’it in Marx's- Letter to
Kugelman (Dee, 12, 1888): *Greal progross was evident
in the last Congress of the Ameriean ‘Labour Union® in
that, among’other things, it treated workine women with
complete equalily . . . Anybady who knows anything of
history knows that great soelal changes are impessible
without the feminine ferment. Social progress can be
measured exuctly by the social position of the fair sox

" (the ugly ones included).” : - -

If you fajled to hear that “echo" of enthusiasm for
Fourler in Marx's 1868 letier, you are obviously not as
adepl -as Draper in “the exereise in excavation™ 6 To
hear it where it isn't, you need the presumptvonsness of
Draper’s divinations that Marx, “perhaps without think-

14Contrast Lhis to Simone de Beauvoit's The Second Sex,
where she shows that Fourfer “confused the emancipa-
tlon of women with the rehabilitation of the flesh, de-
manding for every indlvidual the right to vield to the
call ot passion and wishing to replace marriage with

love; he considered woman not as a person but only.

in her amorous function" (p. 103, Bantam Book edi-
tion). As total oppositz to Fourierism, the penullimate
paragraph of de Beauvoir's entire work is that very
- paragraph from Marx on the Man/Woman relationship,
15\What is especially telling about all these references to
Fourier and the homage paid Lo liim is that the bulk
of the guotations are from The Holy Famlly. This
happens to be the work where Marx and Engels
defended Flora Tristan's “Union Ouvrlere” as against
the bourgeols philistine, Eugene Sue, who attacked
her in his best-selling novel, The Mysleries of Paris.
There is not a single refcrence to that in Draper's
article, although onc would think that anysne writing
on Women's Liberation in 1870 would know that would
hold great interest for the movement, '

ing of the source” (p. 21, col. 2), nevertheless achleved
that “echo”, :

Pleass remember that Drzpar Is nut at this polnt
writing about “the lucabrations of the new fledged so-
ciallst.” No, the Murx e is talking about here iy the
Marx who, the year before, finally published his greatest -
theorctical waork, Capltal. Two decades have elapser’
since Marx had issued the worldchaking Commurist
Manifesto and plunged directly Into the 1848 Pcvoly-
tions. M is the Murx who Is the head of the First Inter.
naifonz] Working Men's Association, writing about  new
stage in working class devclopment In the U.S, following
Lhe Civil War and the struggle for the shortening of the
working day,

‘The establishment of the Nstlonal Labor Unjon with
its eall for the equality of women (Indeed, it was elect.
ing them to decision-making positions!?) is what In.
splred Marx's letter to Dr. Kugelman. Marx had devoted
no less then B0 pages of Capital to tha struggles for the
shartening of the working day, and the bulk of that
chapter ‘dealt with the oppresslon of women and
children.'® Now Marx sces something happening across
the acean on the subject and he ealls Dr. Kugelman's
altention to the women being invited to join the Firsl
Internaticnal, That letter does have another sentence
Draper chose to leave for later, Marx was strossing that
they had clected Madame Harriet Luw to the highest
rarking body, the Gencral Council, Wouldn't that have
bey 2 something to shout to the skies rbout, that in mid-
10th century Victorian England, Marx orgsnized the
First International Working Men’s Association which
had women not only as members but in decision-making
positions? . .

There' was an expression in that Ietter to Dr. Kugel-
man which showed that even a Marx hadn't fully escaped
the marks of the age, and thus, though he measured
“soclal progress” by the “special ‘posiilon of the fair’
sex", he nevertheless added the phrase, “(the ugly ones
included.)” But far from taking lssue with that phrase,
Draper lets it go as he returns hurpledly to the “early
years” once again, and then Is-off to the question—"The
Sexual Revolution of the Past” snd “Monogamy: and/or
Love: The Future of the Family”, which he roots in
Elilnggls' The Origin of the Family, Private Property and
the State, : T i

w E WILL FIRST NOW SEE the reason why Draper
had held that this work was not just Engels’ but’

Marx's — it “should be considered the joint work
of both men" (p. 23, col, 2)—and how, that’ jnaccuraty
has helped to disorlent the socinlist women's liberation
movement, e .

The question of sexual relations, forms. of mar-
tiage, the fimily, are.certainly pivotal, and even if one,
like Draper, wishes he could skip over the 1844 Eco-
nomle-Philosophic Manuscripts, especially s0 on the
question of that fundamental relationship of Man/
Woman, . there nevertheless has been plenty of other
evidence about Marx's disgust with bourgeois monogamy
and its double standard, all of which needed total up-
rocking in any new soclety. After all, the very next
year, 1845, there was the joint work of Marx and Engels,
The Gernuan Ideology, whick is recognized as the first
statement of Histojical Materialism; and which Draper

-quotes at length on these questions. And in that famous

year, there is Marx's Theses on Feuerbach that sgain
Draper quotes, even calling attention to the fact that
where Marx wrote that “the family" had to be ‘de.
sirgycdl In theory and in.nrastice”. Fnguls had edited ..

It to read that the family “nust be eritlcised in theory

16The phrase Draper uses here is v;vhat appesrs in his
Karl Marx's Theory of ‘tevolntion as the method that
will govern the wholr work, Sce pp. 20 to 23 of that

work. ; KR .

7Two of the best known were Kate Mullaney, president
of the Troy Collar Laundry Workers, who was ap-
pointed assistant sccretary and national organizer for
women, and Augusta Lewis, @ leader in the' typo.
graphiceal union, See Joyee MWaupin's Working Women
and Thelr Grganizations avd Labor Heroines, -both
published in 1974 by Uniorc'\YAGE, Berkeley, Cal.

'83ce. the reetlon on “The Working Day and the Break
with the Concept of Theory” in my Marxlsm and
Freedom (Rlute Press, London; avallible from News
& Letters, Dotroit). ’
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and revolutionized in practice.” Nor did one have to
search for heretofore unpublished duveuments, since the
most famous of all of Marx’s warks—the Communist
Manifesto—made no bones about the fact that it was
“self-evident” that with the “abolition of private prop.
erty” would come “the abolition of the family”.

What, then, could possibly have produced such
great new enthusiasm, four decades later, for Morgan's
Ancient Soclely, a5 analyzed by Engels in The Origin
of the Family? Surely it couldn't have been just the
question that not only had the monogamous family not
always been the form of marriage, but nelther could
it be considered'the highest form of iove,!9 For Engels,
it was a matter of finding, In Marx's posthumous papets,
Marx’s Notebooks on Morgan, Praper, Instead, chodses
to footnole that yeer, 1883, as the year in which Ksut-
sky had written some stupid articles on *loose™ mono-
gainy having always characterited markind's develop-
ment, and that this so incensed Engels thal he “wrote
and published his Origin of the Familly a year later”
(p. 25. col. 1}.

What was Draper doing in all these “sxeavaiions”
not o have found any of the letters that Engels wrote
on his discovery of Marx's notes on Morgan, or in Bern-
stein’s description in his My Years of Exiie of how
Engels had read to him from Marx’s Notebook &nd from
Engels’ own synopsis? 20 :

- Whether it's out of Draper's sheer ignorance.of
Marx's Notebooks (he refers only to an “Abstrast” that
Engels supposedly reproduced more or less in full),
or because the erudite Draper decided to invent new
categories of his own, one Lhing his footnole {0 Kaut-
sky does disclose Is the smug attitude of Draper on
Women's Liberatlon. He clings to Engels’ designation
about “the world historic defeat of the female sex”,
which, in turn, he is always relating, with great em-
phasis, to the “primordial division of labor between the
sexes” And, of course, both are deeply rooted in the
transition from matriarchy, or at least matrilinesl des-
cent, to potrlarchy. No ‘matter how hard Draper tries
to insinuate that the “world historic defeat of the fe.
male sex” Is a view that Marx shares with Engels, that is

no expression, of Marx's, What is true of both Marx..

and Engels is-that they were constantly driving at the
“etymology" of the word, family. Far from the word
bearing a reference to a married couple and their chil.
dren, it was the word for siaves, Famulus meant domes-
tic slave, familia referred 1o the total number of slaves
onc man owned. (See The Origin of the Family, p.
121} And Marx's stress is on the social and not only
the “sexual division of labor,”

Of course, Marx strongly opposed patriarchy, ealling
for the “abolition” of the patriarchal family. He held

that: “The modetn family contains in embryo not only -

slavery (servitus) but serfdom also, since from the
very beginning It is connected with agricultural service.
It contains within itself, in miniature, all the antagon.
Isms which jater develop on a wide seale within so-
clety and its state.* 2' And “all the antagenisms” extend-

ed from “rankst that Bozln In Coiwuunkd life and isad to

19Indeed, love, In Marx's eye, was not only a great sen-
sucus experience, bul a universal, since it is “love
which first really teaches man to believe in the ob-
jective world outside himself, which not only makes
man an object, but the object of man!” (The Holy
Family, p. 32).

204 list of the lotters as well as a quote from Bernstein's

work appears on pp. 388 to 380 of Ethknological Note- ]

books. |
21Qunted by Engels in The Origin of the Family, pp. 121-
122, Incidentally, and not so incidentally, Engels omit-
ted the sentence that preceded this parngraph, 1t
reads: “Fourier characterizes the Epoch of Civilization
by Monogamy and private Property in land." (Sec
Ethnological Notebooks, p, 120.} From the manner In
which Engels had worked the omitied single sentence
into an cnlire paragraph that he placed prominently
IJn a note at the very end of his work {p. 238) on hoaw
we find already in Fourler “the profound recognition
that in all socleties which are imperfeet and split into
anlagonisms, single families (les familles incoheren-
tes) are the cconomic unit”, Draper would have
learned a grest deal about the difference helwoen
Marx and Engels on the “accoptance” of Fourier,

the division between the chieftain and the masses, class
divisions In embryo, “In ministurs.”

It in not true, as Draper would have it, that Engela
devoted “one™ chapter {0 “Tho Family,” so entitled; in
truth, very nearly enethird of the bouk is devoted to
that subject, Engels appecss to have a unilnteral instesd
of n muoltilateral sititude o the questlon of the develop-
ment of Man/Woman, It is {rue It was great, in 1884, to
stress the manner in which woman has always baon
oppressed since her “world historie defeat,” how dif-
ferent it had been tn “matrarchal” . socicty, and how
soclallsm would be the reestablishment of primitive
communism on o higher scale. Or, as Engels italicized
Morgan's judgment as the very imol sentence of his
whole beok, “It will b a revival, In & higher form, of
the liberty, equality and freternity of the ancient gentes.”
But the fact is that Engels’ wriling there Is nelther very
dialectical nar comprehénsive when it gets fixed on the
Famlly,

A ARX, ON THE CONTRARY, showed that the ele-
"4°% ments of oppression in general, ond of woman In
parilcular, arose from within primitive commun-
ism, and pot only related to change from “matriarchy,”
but beginning with establishment of ranks — relation-
ship of chief to mass - and the cconomic jnterests that -
accompanied il Indeed, ir Volume III of Capital, as
Marx probad in his chapter, “Genesis of Capitalist
Ground Rent,” "the economlic conditions at the basis” of
class “individuality,” you can see the nciua) dialectical
foundation for his stress, in the Notebooks on antlro-
pology, on property as the materfal base for changing
soclal relations. He was nol using Morgan's phrase, “ca-
reer of property,” as if it were a synonym for historical
materialism, ’

Engels' uneritical acclaim of Morgan notwithstand-
ing, Morgan-had not “discovered afresh in America the
materialist conception of history discovered by Marx 40
years ago,''22

Marx emphasized Morgan's great contribution on the
theory of the gens and its carly cgalitadfan sociuty, but
he certainly didn't tie it, alone, to the precedence of
matriarchy over patriarchy as did Engels in the Preface
to the Fourth Edition, 1881, “This rediscovery of the
primitive matriarchal gens as the carlier stage of the
patriarchal gens of civilized peoples has the same im-
portance for anthropology 83 Darwin's theory of evelis-
tion has for biclogy and Matx's theory af surplus value
for potitical economy.” .. - . o

Marx didn't take issue with Morgan's tindings about

. th Irdquois society and especially singled out- the role

of women In it. But he did not stop there, In ealling
atlenlion to other socicties and other analyses, he
brought in, first, new fllumination to the writings of
Plutarch: . S
“The expression, by Plutarch, that ‘the lowly
and poor readily followed the bidding of
Theseus' and the statemant from Aristotle eited
“by him, that Theseus ‘was Inclined toward the .,
people’ appear, however, despite Morgan, to .
indicate that the chiefs of the gentes etc. already
* cntered into conflict of interest with the snass
of the geites, which Is inevitably connecled
with :the monogamous family through private
property in houses, lands, hords,”23 . ’
Then, Marx demonstrates that, long before the dis-
solution of the primitive commune, there emerged the
question of ranks within the cgalitarian commune, It was
the beginning of a transformation into opposite — gens
intv caste. That is te say, within the cgalitarian com-
munul form arose the elements of its opposile — caste,

- aristocracy, different material interests. Moreover, these

weren't successive stages, but co-extensive with the com-
munel ferm, Or as Marx put it when they began chang.
ing the names of the children to assure paternal rather
than maternal rights (a paragraph Engels did reproduce
in The Origin of the Family): “Innate casuistry! To
change things by changing their names! And to find
Ipopholes for violating tradition while maintzining tradi-

tinn, when divact Infepeat sypplind cudfisiont fopudoen

in a word, though Marx surely connecls the mon.
oganious family with privaie property, what ig pivotal to
him fs the antagonistic relationship beiween the. Chlef
and the masser, ' T

Marx's historic originality in internalizing.new data,
whether that be in anthropology or “purs” sclence, was a
never-ending . confrontatior with what-Marx cailed “his-
tory and its process” 24 That was concrete, "Faat was

22Engels’ Preface to the First Edition of The Origln of

. the Family. :

23I'm using Krader's translation In his article, “The
Works of Marx and Engels in Ethnology Compared,”
(internatinnal Review of Soclal History, Vol XVIII,
1973, Part 2, Van Goreum, Assen), This is really an
exlension of his magnilicent transeription and editing -

" of Marx’s Ethnological Nolebooks, and I am-greatly
Indebted to the seminal Introduction he wrote for it.

24Capltal, Vol. I, p. 406 [in. 2 (Kerr edition): “The weak
points In the abstract materialisin of nutural sclence,
a materialism that excludes history and its process,
are at once evident from the abstract and ideological
conceptions. of its whokesmen, whenever they venture
beyond the bounds of thelr own speclaliy.” Sce also .
Chapter 2, “A New Continent of Thought™, in my Phil- -
ovophy and Revolution (Delocorte, New York, 1073).




evorchtnging, And that ever<hanging concrete was in
exorably bound to the unlversal, because, precisely
beeause. thy delerminlng concrete was the everdevelop-
ing Subjest — scif-developing men and women,

The whole question of transitions is whet is ot slake
between Marx's and Engels' views, Marx is showing ihal
It is durlng the transilion period that you sce the duality,
the beginnings of anlagonisms, wherens Engels always
secins 1o have It onfy at the ond, as if cluss soclety came
in very nearly full blown after {ue communal form was
destroyed and private properly was cstablished. Mate.
over, where, to Marx, the dislectical developmeat from
one stage to another is related fo new revolutionary up.
surge, Engels sees It as a unllateral development,

In the 1850s, for example, what inspired Marx fo
return to the study of precapitalist formations and gave
new appreclation of anclent society and its craftsmen
was (he Taiping Revolution* It opened so many new
doors on "history snd Its process™ that “materdalistically™
a stage of production wasn't just a stage of production—
be it the Western or the Asiatic mode of production —
but a question of revolutionary relations, Whether that
concerned the communal form or the despotic form of
properly, the development of the individual to soclety
and to the state was crucial, It was no accident, on the
other hand, that Engels, who certainly agreed with
Marx's singling out the Asiatlc mode of production,
nevertheless happened to skip over the guestion of the
Oriental commune in his analysis of primitive commun-
ism in The Origin of the Family, -

Nal Deaper, on the other hand, not only continues
to nct as though Engels’ The Origin of the Family was
writien also by Marx, but as if he, Draper. is speaking
for them, as he reaches the last part of his chapter, en-
titled, "Problems of Women's Libetation,” Thus, in
returning to Man's Dec, 12, 1868 Letter to Kugelman,
this time citing that the First Inteinatioral had elected
“Madame Law to be a member of the General Counci),”

“Engels’ "wozld historic defeat
of the female sex’ is no expres-
sion of Marx's.”

Draper presents the fact with the same attitude that he -

has towards the statement of Engels that became such a
favorite of Clara Zetkin and the whole Social Democratic
women's movement: “In the family, he (man) is the
bourgeols; the wife represents the proletariat,” Drapet's
comment was that it was meant "as a strong metaphor,
of course” (p. 24, col. 2). '

0 WONDER THAT THE STRESS, as he goes to the
actual women's movement, is on Engels’ and Bebel's
role in encouraging the estublishment of women's

organizations with their own "autonomous 1eadership™

{p. 27, col, 1), rather than the women's autonomous
leadership itself. No wonder Clara Zetkin rates hardly
more than a couple of paragraphs, and whereas he does
say she was the head of the movement, whose organ,
Glelcheit, reached 'a circulation of 100,000, he acts as if
ail they discussed wus the "Woman Question.” Not a
word comes into it about the fact that women played
the greatest revolutionary role in opposing the First
World “War, .

Why should Eleanor Marx, wha is finully recognized
“ag a revolutionary organizer and agitator” as well as

“gxtraordinarily effective political activist™ be listed only

as “the ablest woman trade unjon organizer in the New
Vnlonism,” when, In fact, it wasn't only “as & woman”

that she was a great organizer, She was the one who.

took scriously Marx's urging, after the fall-of the Paris
Commune, that revolutionaries should go “lower and
deeper"25 into the proletsriat, away from.the skilled
toward the unskilled and the most exploited, not to
mentton the nowly arrived peasanis and the doubly ex-
ploited Jew of London's East End, Draper docs give her
credit for playing “an active role in the bullding of the
new-type Gas Workers' and General Laborers Union”
(p. 27, col. 1) and says she “co-authored a pamphlet for
England on The Waman Question.” But he doesn't single
this out as something signifiantly new both for her,
and the Movement, -

The most important and relevant for our age,
however, is not what Engels wrote In 1884, much lest
whether there was or wasn't a matriarchal stage, Nor
is it “"the woman question” as Babel saw it at the begin-
ning of the 20th century, though both men's wrilings
had a great Influence on the development of the socialist
women's movement, which was likewise way ahead of
the times, not just theorctically, but in the actual mass
organization of working wonien, What is cogent today

*It is not clear whether Engels knew Marx's Grundyisse,
but he did know the articles in The New York Tribune
on tite Taiping Revolution.

2511 took World War I before Lenin found that phrase of
Marx, mude to the 1871 Congress of the International
Working Moen's Associatlon, and first then mode a
calegory of it. See Chapter X, “The Collapse of the
Second  Internptionu! and the Break in Lenin's
Thought,” in Marxism and Freedom,
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is whether the ground laid helps or doesn't help today's
Women's Libetation Movement, Draper’s doesn't.

Thus, when he sterts with Lhe Paris Commaune,
which is certelnly a very high point of women's activitles
as revolutlonaries, us workers, as thinkers - Marx speaks
ot only of “bleeding,” but of “thinking Paris" — Draper
foruses on Marx pointing to the fact that the Commune .
made no distinction “between legitimate and so-called
illegitimate wives . . . with regard to the indemnity of

15 centimes”” Draper [inds ne need lo mention the

Women Incendlaries,26 aithough that work has s vast
amount of new material and aclual documents, contem-
porary to 1871, of the activities and writings of the
women revolutionaries, While Draper notes the fact that
Marx had followed up the concern with women fn the
Paris Commune by propesing a motion in the First In-
ternationa! that women's brarches be organized, there
is not a single mention of a single woman who actually
participated in the Paris Commune, ’

Even without knowing (or perhaps just not caring)
about Edith ‘Thomas' Womean Incendiaries, inere was ne
way of him not knowing the most famous woman revo-
lutionary, Louise Michel, and -about the young woman
Marx advited to go to Parls, Elizabeth Dmitrieva, to
organize a women's seclion of the Internationa). What
was necessary, to malke the women's participation in the
Paris Commune, as both force and reason, come aliva,
required more space than the single paragraph Draper
devoted to it. 'Let vs see what he does"when he finally
reaches the culmination of his subject with the thunder-
ous: “Soclal Revolution Comes First.” '

It focuses on counterrevolution, with the apex of
the whole — the very, very final sentence — narrowing
the question to the “division of labor between the sexes!:,
“But in the last analysis the historic forms of the di-
visions of labor between the sexes could be uprooted
for. good and all only by as profound sn upheaval as it.
had originally Laken to jmpose ‘the world-historic defeat
of the female 'sex’ of which Engels had written,”

The nonsense of talking about the “division of labor

between the sexes” as if that “primordial” state is the™ -

burning question of the day, when even for the primitive
slage It was part of the soctal division of labor, is not
only forgetting what was at stake, but what Is pivotul
and underlies all class socteties — the division between-
mental and mapual labor, There is not a whiff of that
Great Divide, and that Is of the essence for our age.

Is the totality of that “primordial” counter-revolu-

" tion the ground-for Women's Liberation today? And can .

we possibly disregard Draper's cynicism as he feels
compelled te add, parenthetically, of course, that the
totality of the change nceded in the Man/Woman rela.
tionship holds under “all” circumstonces: “(That would
be zo ever without the Pill.)"? Does he consider it mod
to keep stressing, when he refers to “the world-historic
defeat of the female sex,” that it “cannct be changed
basically simply by ideological (includinz psychiatrie}

" exhortation” {p. 24, col. 2)7 What idiocy, first to reduce

today’s fight for total liberation to the merely “ideologi--
cal,” and then further to reduce ideology to “psychi-
atrie exhortation*'! ’ .

Whether or not Draper, in his projected six-volume
work (of which this article is u chapter), inlends to
reath our age, or just limit himseif to presenting what
he considers to be tho views of “Marx and Engels”;
whether or not he considers that basis sufficient for the
Women's Liberation Movement “itself” to work out to-
day's problematic, the point is that his mis-interpretation

“of the views ef Marx, the lacunse that gape out from

his presentation of the present as well as the past, not
to mention his supercilicusneas (I not outright cynicism)
cannot possibly lay new foundations for what is rele-
vant and most urgent for our day,

(Conlinued on Page 8)

28Draper published, edited and wrote a Foreword fo &
whole book, Karl Msrx and Friedrich Engels: Writ-
Inge on the Parls Commune (Monthly Revlew Press,
1971), which likewisa falled to take into account any
of the materinl on what actually happened, uncovered
by this magniflcent book, Women Incendiatles, written
by Edith Thumas and published in France in 1983, and
in New Yaork In 1966, :
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Then and Now

III. Marx’s Notebooks

Marx died before he could write up his Notebooks
on anthropology cither os u soparate work, or as parf
of Vol, 1L of Capital. There is no way for us te know
what Marx intended to de with this Intensive study,
mitch less the concrete manner in which he would have
tiaiectically related the external tn the interns! factors
in the dissolution of the primitive commune. What is
clear, however, is that the deeline of the primitive
commune was not due Just to external factors, nor due
only to “the world historic defeat of the female sex.”
{That was Engels’ phrnse, not Marx's.) Just as there
was conquesl, even when the commune was at its height,

.and the beginning of slavery -when one tribe defeatod
another, so there wag the beginning of commodity ex- -

change belween the communes as well as emergence of
conflict within the commune, within the family, and not
only between the family and the gens, All these con-
flicts conlesced durlng the dissolution, which is why
Marx's Notebooks keep stressing the duality In primitive
communism.

Taks. for example, the question of the divislon of
lubor, Though, in 1845, In The German Ieology, he
valled nattention to the fact that the first division of

. Tabor was sexual, he now stresses the two-fold nature

in the division of labor: 1) physiological as well as inter.
tribal conflict; 2 the social division of Jabor based both
on exchange of surplus products between communities
and on the mode of labar, As the family dovelops as an
cconomic unlt, and gets separated out of the gens, the
fovus changes again to the different material interests
that are developing both internally and externally, in-
cluding development of technology and agriculiure,
Which was why, in the paragraph that Engels did quote
in The Origin of the Family, Marx emphasized that not

‘only slavery, but alse serfdom was latent in the family;

indeed, that all conflicts thal were developing in the
transition lo class society were present in the family
“in miniature.” ) )

Finally, what Marx called “the excrescence of the
state” in class-divided society~and he uses that In his

reference to u period during the dissolution of the cam-
-mune—is introduced into the question of Lransition from
* primitive communism 1o a political society, The point at

all times is to stress a differentation in the family, both

- when that is part of the gens or as they separate out of

the gens {o another soclety, at which point Marx again

differentiates between the family that is {n a society that
* already has a state and the family before the. state

emerged, The 'point at all times i3 to have a erjtical atti-
tude both-to biologism and uncritical evolutionism.

T WAS BY NO MEANS SIMPLE, unitary development,
and it cannot under any circumstances be attributed
to a single cause like patriarchy winning over matrl-
archy and establishing thereby nothing less than some
sort of “world historic defeat of the female sex.” Marx,
by taking as' the point uf departure, not the counter-
revolution, but new stages of revelution, was enabled to
see, even in the Asiatic mode of preduction, the great

* resistazice to Western imperial encronchments, contrast-

injf China ta India, where British linperiatisin won.
Throughout Marx's Notebooks, his attack on colon-
ialism, raclsm, as well as diserimination ‘against women,
Is relentless, as he refers to the British historlans, jur.
ists, antkropologists and lawyers as “blockheads” whao
delinitely didn't appreciate what discoveries were belng
made and therefore often skipped over whole historie
periods of humanity, Listen to the criticisms included in

" Marx's Notebooks on Maine: “Herr Maine als bloek.

headed Englishman geht nicht von gens aus, sondern von
Patriurch, der spacter Chief wird etc.”27 And a little
later: “Nach dem Anclent Irish Law women had some
power of dealing with their own properly without the
consent of their husbands, and this was one of the
institutions expressly declared by the English blockhead.
ed Judges to he illegal at the beginming of the 17tk
century."'28

As against Engels, who was 50 overwheimed with all
the new data on forms of marriage and the development
of a family, In and out of the gens, that It very nearly
subsumed the question of property, {.e. economles, Marx,
in assembling new data, never fails to criticlre the major
writers he Is excerpting, He does this, not just “peliti-
cally”, Le. calllng attention to the fact that they are
hourgeois writors, but calling attention to the fact that
their methed I8 empiric and nowhere is emplricism as

method as vacuous as when gathering new facts, What

Marx was dolng, Instead, was following the emplrle facts
ulalectically, relating them not only i other historic
facts, but tracing the dovelopment of each fact, Its pet-
ritaction and transformation Into opposite, caste, Which
is why he kept his eye on the differences in rank in the
gens, emergence of confllct within t, both in changing
material interests and in relatlons bLetween Chief and
ranks. And yot, Marx drew no such unbridgeable gult
between primitive and civilized as Engels had, As he
was Lo write to Zasulitch, in the year he was working
most Intensively on Morgan's Anclent Sockety, the pivo
tul point was that everything “depends on the histotical
cnvironment In wkich it cccurs.”

While there was no difference belween Marx and

27Eihnological Notehooks, p. 202: “Mr. Mafne, us a block-

headed Englishman, doesn’t proceed from gens, hat
~ vather from Patriarch, which lnter'becomes Chlef, ete.
BLbid., p. 323.

T

Engels on such a conclusion—Indecd, the expression
“Historical Mulerialism"” was Engels', nol Marx's—the
relationship of concrele to unlversal always romains,
with Engels, (n two totally separate compartments. Iut
differontly, *knowing™ Historical Moterlalism, and hav-
ing that alwaya at the back of ble mind, and recognizing
Marx oy “geniuz™ wheteas he and the others were "at
best, talented”, did not Impart 1o Engels’ writings sfter
Marx's death, the tetality of Marx's new continent of
thought. Engels’ The Origin of The Family, as his flrat
major work after the death of Marx, proves that fact
most glaringly todoy, because Women's Liberation is an
Idea. wicose time has come, and for that, The Origin of
the Famlily sheds little direction. .

As Marx, in the last years of his life was turning to
anthropology, I was nelther as the philesophle anthro-:
palogy which ran through his 1844 Essays, nor just as
the latest emplric data in the 1880s, Rather, whether it's
a quastion of the description of the equslity of women
during primitive communism. or the question of Mor-
gan’s theary of the gens, whal Alarx was focusing on
was the scll-devclopment of humanily from primitive
communism o the period in which he lived, though rev.
olutlonary praxis, That is what kept him enthralled as
he dug decp inte the latest in anthropology, in arche-
ology. In early history, technology and ugriculture,
crafismanship and primitive human relatinns. Truly, we
see here thal no greater empirfcist ever lived than the
great diaiectictan, Karl Marx. And Marx wasn't hurrying
te make enasy generalizations, such as Engels' on the fu-
tnre being just a “higher stage” than primitive commu-
nism, Nu, Marx envisioned a totally new man, totally
new womin, a tolally new iife form (apd by nc means
only for marriage): in a word, a totally new society.

"No greater empiricist ever
lived than the great dialectician, .
Farl Marx.”

Suddenly; Marx found it difficult to answér a sim-
ple question from Vera Zasulitsh on the future of the
Russian commune, In the manner in which it was de-
bated between the Narodniks and the Marxists—that is
to say, whether it could Jead to communism without
needing to go through capitalism and evidently without
a revolution! He wrote no less than four different ver-

. slons of his answer, the first. of which was fully ten

pages lang. From -that first draft.untfl,the very much
abbreviated one that he finally"sent, what Is.clear is
that. his precccupation is not “the commune™ but the

*“needed Russian' Revolution™: “In nrder ‘to save the

Russian commune a revolution is nzeded."2?

The second draft manifests also what he had de-
veloped with the Asiatic mede of production: “The
archale or primary formation of our globe contains a
number of stfata of different ages, one superimposed
on the other . , . (isolation) permits the emergence of
a central despotism abuve the communitles . . , 1 now
come 1o the erixof the question, We cannot overlook
the fact that the archaie type to which the Russian
commune Lelongs, conceals an internal dualisim."3o

g

The third draft, which in part was quoted above on

- the question of the -historical environment being -the

crucial point, was a conclusion Marx reached as he em-
phasized “the dualism within it {the commune) per-
mits of an alternative: either the property element in
it will overcome- the collective element, or the ofher

_ way.”

HIS IS ALWAYS THE KEY to the whole, We must

remember that just as, in 1844, Marx was projecting

not just the overthrow of the old but stressing that
a new soclety must change human relationships totally,
actually as well as philosaphically, so, once the 1848
Revolutions were defeated, Marx developed a new con-
copt—the ‘revolutlon in permenence” In a word, it
was in the 1850 Address to the Communist League that
Marx first projected both the deepening of the concrete
revolutlon as well as the world revolution, the inter-
relatedness of both,

As we saw, It was the Taiping Revolution In the
18303 which jed, at one and the same time, to his
probing of pre-capitatist torms of soclety, and socing
the Chinese Revoiution as "encoursging” the West Eu-.
ropean proletariat, which was quiescent at the moment,
to revolt, The Grundrlise, which' contained that most

2¥The 1070 edition of the three-volume Karl Ml’rx and

Frederick Engels: Selected Works (Progress Publish-
ers, Moscow) finally published the first draft of Marx's
roply, pp, 152.163, Pecullarly enough, the explanatory
note {fin, 113, p, 522) .refers to the fact that Marx
wag working cn tho third volume of Tapllal at this
time without referring to the fact that he was then
studying Murgan's Avcient Soclety, though Morx him-
self refers 1o [t, and they have to footnole the actual
title of Margan's book,

30Excerpts from the second and third draft (March 8,
1881} are included in Pre.Capitalist Economie Forma.
tlons, " All ‘four drofts are included in full in Arkhiv
Marksa ¥ Engelsa, Vol. L. They are ulse Included in
the Nussian Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vo,

- 19, Actually, Marx wrote oll the drafis in French,'’




“brilllant ‘chapter on-precapltalist formations, also’ con.
tained the projection of a totally new sociely whereln
man, wrote Marx, “doos nol seek to remain something

‘formed by the past, but fs fn the absolute ntovemont of
becoming.™. . S :

And here — - after the great “sclentific-economlic”
work, Capital {which, however, llkewise projected “hu.
man power is its own end”1), after the defost of the -
Paris Commune; and afler four full 'decadas from the -
start of Marx's discovery of a wholz new continent of
thought,: first arilculated in 1844-we sce -that Marx
returns to probe “the origln” of humanity, hot for pur-
poses of discovering “new" origins but for perceiving
new revolutionary forces, thelr reason, or as Marx celled
it in emphasizing a sentence of Movrgen, “powers of the
mind." How total, continuous, glabal must the concept
of revolutlon he.now? One culminating point In this
intensive study of primitive communism and in the
answer 1o Vera Zasulitch,32 can be seen In the Introduc-
tion Marx and Engels wrote for the Russian edition of the
Commurist Manifento, which, without changing a word In
the Manifesto itsel! 33, projected the Ides that Russia
could be the lirst to have a proletarian revolution:
“If the Russizn Revoiution becomes the signal for a
proletarian revolution in the Wesl, 5o that both com-
plement exch other, the present Russian common owner-
ship of land may serve as the starting for a communist
development.” - :

The Introduction wes dated January 1882. Marx
ceniinued his work In ethnological studies for theo rest
of the year. The Isst writer he excerpted—Lubbock—
was studied but four manths before his death, He did
not abate his .criticism of either the writers or thelr
reports. Thus, in excerpting Lubbock’s statement,
“Among many of the lower races relalionship through
females is the prevalent custom . . ." and noting that
Lubbock rtill continues to talk of “o man's heirs”, Marx
contemotuously noted “but then they are not the man's
heirs; these civilized asses .cannot frce themselves of
their own conventionalities.”4 . . .

How can anyone censider that what Engels was
writing In The Origin of the Family was the equivalent
of Marx's accumulated depth and breadth of thought and
revolutionary oxperience? The dialectic of sll the de-
velooments, subjective and objective, in-. Marx's day
(1843-1883) has.n great deal to tell us,.bul we will not
get it from Draper's “surnmation”-of what “Marx and °
Engels”: wrole:on “women's : liberation, :or _ ffom- the
Ssoclalist ,women jwiio" secept. that summation, ¥t -
- - 1 began-this:chapter by focusing ‘on the fact that;

. though Marx's discovery of a:new. continent of;thought '
signalled,.ns well; an' eboch of .reyolution; it neverthaless
took a-whole scries of revolutidns to bring out’his un-

. published works, . The faét:that the-mild-1850s"also- gnve
birth to a.néw Wemen's Liberation Moverhent, as ‘both
force and. reason,: makes it necessury’ to stitdy the final-
Iv- publisfied notebocks of Marx- onMorgan, Malne,
Phear and Lubbock 35, ‘As theoretic. prepacation far the
American Revolution, i;is of more than'pasting inter.
est that what preoccupled Marx In his last.years was a
study :by an American” anthropolojdst,- Morgan, center-
ing on the Iroquols:Confederacy.” Of course; esch gen- -
eration of Marxists. must ‘work <nut -its own problems.

" But Marx’s ‘philosophy :of revolution is oo total a- con-
_cept -that it cannot-be just heritage. Rather,:it is the .
type: of past-that is proof of the continuity. of : Marx's
philosophy for our. age:” We will continue - to . grapple
with it throughout this'projected: work, Rosa Luxewm.
Jbuorg, Today's Women's Liberatlon Movement and Mzrx's

Philosophy of Revolution.: .- " -~ .0 .. -

21 Capital, Vol. IIT, p. 834, One erudite-anthropologist,
who is certainly no Markist, Sir Raymiond Firth, also
focuses on the fact that Capital-is not so much an
reconomle work ‘as “a. dramatic - history- dexigned to
fnvolve its readers in the events described.” (See “The

. Sceplical ‘Anthropologist?- Secial -Anthropology” and
v Marylet Wiaws: on:. Boslate #: be - Bavmand' Bieth - In -

Marxist  Analyses "apd al

_Press, London, 1975} = . T
dHer latlar to Marx Is included in The Russlan Mensce
" to Europe, edited by Paul W. Blackstock’and Best F.

Hoselits (Free:Prezs, 1linols 1852), but theliberties

they -take by “trying -tocreate a''one-page . composite

~ of the-four drafts of Marx's answer leave:a great deal

to be desired. - T S L L
3In"that 1882 Iatroduction, signed By both Mavx and
. Engels, Marx saw no reason: for ' making any'changes;

although he was: then-intensively .studying.- itlve

- communiam, something they knew littla about in 1847

when the Manlfesto was first written, Engels; or- the
.other land, in the 1889° English editivn," felt called

upon o offer a demurrer to the epoch-making state:

ment: “All history.is 3 history of class struggles." He .

claimed "In a foolnote, that this meant all- “written”
history but that,-since the publleation of ‘Morgan's
- Anclent Soclety, much more had becn learned ‘about
primitive communism. To- this writer, Engels’ therchy
modified. the dlalectic steucture of Marx’s historle call

to revolutlon, ~ R

+ MEthrologleal Nolchooks, p, 3407 - - @ &

3Murx's Notebaoks include his studies of Lowls Henry

Morgan's, Anclent . Soclety, John 'Budd 'Phear's The

Aryan Village, Honry Sumner Maine's Leéfured on' the

Early Hidtory -of Instltutlons, “and’ John Lubbock's

The O:igin of. Civilization, :




