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"Intfoduetlon

In an ear 1er paner on 'Class formrtlon, class strug-
ﬂles, clasu‘oon801ousness in ualre"l x had ﬁttenpted to give
an overv1ew of sairian hlstory from pre—colonlal times

'to today; ~ The - present paper attempts to go beyond
by focus1hg the dlscu381on on the nrbblems that hlqto—
rlans aro faced w1th when they try to reconstruct. pren
colonlal hlstory. The obgect of thls paper, therefore
10 not S0 much to nrov1de an 1nterpretﬁtlon of wre-colonlal
”.Central Afrlcan hlstory as to 1dentlfy sone of tho ma jor
”’a%Jxlcultles. Thls proceoure was necessltated by %

AN

vaflety of reabons. :

In snlte of the number of monogrﬂbhs producea, thorr
is tlll as yet no satlsfactoy tewt on pre-colonial.
Central African hlotory. Purthermore, the available

aterlal suffers from serlous defieiencies. lost of the
studles thtt3§%§§ been produced from an implicit and/or

Vpllclt Dourg601s probleNﬂtlc. Because these are the only

vailable texts to the stu@ents, it has been necessary

_to congtantly criticize the conceptuql framework :adonted
in the above works, Given the conditions under which
'Tleld" research has to b@ carrled out it is going to be
sometlme before satlsfacbory texts are produced on the
;ba81s of data collected on the ba81s of a dialectical
,materlﬁjlst problematlc. _ Thus WQlle crltlclslng the exig-
tlng texts, theA“arx1%t hlstorlan is still forced to re—
_1y on data contalned in those very texts that ho/she is
crltlclzlng, hence raking, the crltlcal step even. more
cruclal




_froﬁ”henlﬁié‘flré%L hégter 1n the Development of Capi-

-2-

In many histories of African social formations the-
re is a tendency to reduce the pre-colonial period to
communalism, or an era during which antagonisms and
contradictions°were limited. The pre-colonlal period
thnds to be seen’ or romanticized as a period during

which various societies live in almost total harmony.3

ok 'z%_t’tf‘ ori"of“’%i'éﬁiéofﬁ%ﬁigi T

e,

talism in’ Rusgiae uhatever the reasons for. resortlng

to the- concept of- 'narnral economy' it should oe Tem
jected on the- ‘grounds that there could ‘never be such

‘.. & thing as 'natural® economy' The fact that Lenln used
"natural economy‘ is no ligence to use ift, nor is it

a proof ‘of its scientific validity.- Unless one chooses

“to use geﬁ&nﬂgxwrltlngs as a catechlsm or a reponltory

of the final truth. A re3@ctlon of the concept of

“thatural economy' does not nean the reaectlon of

Lenin's demonstration against the Narodniks of the

“éxistence of’ capltallsm.ln Russia,

This brief introduction is meant to serve as a re=
minéer that in readcting against bourgeois hlstorles,
Larxist hlstorlans may often find themselves reprodu-

. eing the very problematlc against which they are strupg-

gllng. Tn a sense the earlier naper-'“las €8,..in Zaire"
by its very title illustrates the failure to establish

& Marxist problematic separate and independent from a

non-“arxlst one. Since one. of.'the tenets of bourgeOl
pre-golonlal histories was that there were no class
ih,pre-cqlpnlal h;story,<1t was thought that the task

- of a IMarxist historian would be to prove thqt\there
. were ¢lagses, or classes ln formatlon. Et.woulﬁﬂubv1ouslw

be $hortsighted to reduce the task of a materlalist
history of pre-colonial Africa to the obgectlve of
denonstrating the existence of class relations.
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. Non-lMarxist approaches

As productions -0fpre-calonial histories—-began-to
develop in the late fifties and especially early siXe
ties, the most often discussed problems were those of
collection of sources.5 Various ways had to Be found
in order to overcome the paucity of written material,
Thus, for a long time, and to a certain extent still
today, J. Vansina's Oral Tradition was the standard
text for young historians ready to begin their
work on new areas,

While Vansina continues to be the object of di=
thyrambic reviews (especially, but not exclusively)
from his students, his work has also come under very
sharp and well deserved criticisms.Fognﬁx%gQ&Sr
going through J.C, liller's and Claudine Vidal's
review of Vansina's The Tio Kingdom is bound to

wonder whether the reviewers read the same book.6

Their assessments are so widely divergent.

Cl, Vidal's critique revolves around one major
point, namely that the practice of marrying history
and anthropology vroduces unsatisfactory ethnography
as well as unsatisfying history. Could it be that
this is the reason for creating the new field of ethno=-
history. In fact, it may not be entirely correct
to speak of 'marrying anthropology and history! for
the basis from which many anthropologists overated
during colonial rvle reanired +the vwecognition
as well as non-recognition of history. This paradox
was concretized through the notion of 'ethnogravhic
present' ., ¥fhkondtihiiddvice 11 was possible for ane
thropologists to carry out research and write
accounts which completely ignored the historical
conditions under which those investigated populations
were living. Anthropologists claimed that it was posSe—
sible to describe village life, social customs, reli-



-

gious rituals as if they had beben undisturbed by
the arrivals of the colonizers;7

Aside from the notion of ethnographic present, there
is a more serious problem; and one,%ﬁh@ﬁi&h Cl. Vvidal
nay not have sufficiently stressed: the constant in-
trusion of anthropological problematics in the produc-
tion of most pre-colonial histories. The extent to
which this problematic has penetrated pre-colonial
‘histories can be seen by the way in which it has
even stampé&ﬂﬁarx%st scholarship,

This is not to say that all the work of anthropo-
logists must be rejected., Quite the contrary. It is
being argued that when trying to use the results of anthro-
pological research, historians must renenber the con-
ditions which surrounded and determined the collection
of the data., Admittedly, this is not always possible
to do. Uowever, it should be possible, in most instan-
ces, to determine the purpose for which any particular
material has been assembled 8

Anthropological scholarship has not developed
in a vacuum; it developed according to a certain dynaw-
mic which was in part linked, indeed generated bytgg-
lorization of most of the continent by Zuropean foria-
tions., Anthropology also developed an internal logic
which, on the surface, ray aprear divorced from the
above mentioned process, It is in part this internal
logic that may have accounted for the intensive
concerns among anthropologists for the study of kin-
ship structures, It will be shown later that this
is not entirely correct for the apnearance of kinship
structures among the so=called 'primitive' societies
as their dominant characteristics can historically
be accovnted for,

From the early days of anthropology, the mark of
a good anthropologist was whether he was capable of
producing a theoretical work, A great deal of this

heoretical work had as its object the study of kinship
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systems, Vhile a ¥arge body of literature has been
devoted to a thourough denunciation of the ¢clonial
and neo=~colonial functions of academic anthropology,
very little effort has gone into a critical examination
of the scientific foundations upon which anthropolo-
gy has been built.9 It is very rare to find a member
of the profession questioning the very basis and
object of the theoretical exercises of the discipline,
It is true that the work of E,R. ILeach, among
others (and especially anong the Anglo=-Saxons), has
greatly contributed to shaking the establishuent's
complacent prejudices and assumptions., ILeach's initiae
tive incited one of his fellow enthusiastéc icono-
clasts to argue that "there is no such #hing as kinship,
and it follows that there can be no such thing as
kinship theory," 10
But even this critical exercise is fraught with
serious problems, Essentially, Leach and some of his
colleagues were simply sug esting that the terminology

night be outdated, In saying that anthropologists
should go back to the beginning, Leach argued that
"first and foremost we are discussing a list of words, so
it might well be to consider what sort of words they
are before we lose sight of the original evidence in
a welter of algebra."ll For him, the Way in which kinship
studies were being carried out could only bring
"marginal rewards? To overcome these diminishing
returns he sugrested "to concentrate our attention on
the way that the linguistic performance of the indie-
vidval (with respect to kinship terminology) varies
as he noves fror one social situation to another.
This, in turn, will require us to pay more attention
totggychological as distinct from the sociological
significance of narticular wrds."lz
One would have thought that after having produced
his Political Svystems of Pighland Burma, Leach would
have been theoretically more sensitive to the histo-~
rical determinations of kinship categories and systems,
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From the quotations above it does not seem to have occure
- red -to Leach that one of the most fundamental departures
would have been to question whether the anthropologist
attachnent to the study‘offkinship was not an infatuae
tion with the study of what one could‘metaphorically
call an archaelogical aspeot or mode of expressing

a parﬁiqularvform;of gsocial relation, Archaelogical,
not in the sense that it is completely dead, but tha

it is no longer a moving force, It is obvlous, nowadays
that kinship relations are still determining certain
aspects of life, but those relations while individually
determinant are no longer socially as determining

...as8 they were/g¥8§i£§e¥o¥e¥ﬁe production and reproduction
of the social and material conditions of existence,

‘Marxist anthropology and pre-=colonial history

After what has been said above about the relationship
between history and anthropology it might seem surpris-
sing that the greatest stimulus for reconstructing a
materialist pre-colonial history has actually come from
Marxist anthropologists.lBZ_Nonéﬂarxists will probably
react by saying»that»the,distinction should not neces-
sarily go to Marxist anthropologists, and they might
advance Cl, Lévi—Strausdgggkthe shining example of
how best to combine historical materialism with anthro-
pology. Although a discussion of ILévi-Straussian Mar=
xism mlght carry us too far away from our present con-
features espec1ally in view of the influénce that
his work has had on a Marxist like (for example) li, Go=
delier, The clearest statement,qgn,be found in
the heavily autobiographical Trisfes Troniques:
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~ Reading Marx was for me:all the more enthralling
in that I was making my first contact, by
‘way''of that great thinker, with the 0hllOSO~
phloal ‘eurrent: that runs ‘from Kant £0 '
Hegel, ..A whole world was opened to me,
by excitement has never cooled: and rorely do
I tackle a-problem in sociology or ethiio-
logy without having &t#st set my mind 'in,
motion by reperusal of a page or two from
the 18 Brumaire of Touis Bonaparte or the
Critique of Political DLconomy, .ether larx
accurately foretold this or That historical
‘vdevelopment is not the point., liarx followed
-Rousseau in saylng -—and gaying once and,for
%11, ag far as I can see-— that social science
is no more bgsed upon events than phy51cs
~is” based upon sense-perceptions, Our ob;ect
48 to construct.a model, exanite i DLOPEL=—
£I§§“and THEe way in WHLCH L% Peacts o Jabo—
A . ratory tests, and then apply jour observations
Lo toothe interpretation of empirical happeningss
these may turn out very diftierently from
what we had eknected (erzphasis added)
At a different level of reality, larxisn
secmed to me to proceed in the same way as
-geology and psycho-analy31s (in the sense in
““w1lch its foundetr understood-it). ALl FThree
showed that understanding consists in the re-
duction of one type . of reality to another;
- that true reality is never the most obvvous
of realities, and that ‘#8: nature is already
apprarent in the care which it takes to evade
our detection., In all these cases the DPro=-

- blem is the same: the ‘relation, that is to
58y, between reason and sense~perceplkilon; and
he goal we are looking for is also. the sa-
ne: a sort of super-yationalism (empha31s in
the text) in which sense—percentlons will
Pe integrated into reasonlng and Jot lose

A " S

none of their properties,

There are two key words in this passage: rodel and super-

raulonﬂllsm, ‘both of which weére to lead later to the

elabormtlon of Stmrctural Anthropology, via F. de Saus-—

sure's Jourse in General Linguistics. TFor Lévi—Stréuss
Marxism was an accessory tool which could be used

to unveil tne hidden structures whlch are charaoterls—
tic of all’ manklnd'

,_In suggestlng Man as the obaect of ny stuc1cs,
anthropology dispelled all my doubts: for the
differences and chenges which we ethnographers
deal in are those which matter to all nane
kind, as opnosed to those which are exclusi-
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would not exist if we chose to live oute
side it. Anthropology set at rest, what is

_.more, the—anxious and destructive curiosity

v =T 0f which I hawve-swpitten-abovet. I was Sualofe ..

teed, that is to say, a more or less inex=
haustible supply of matter for reflection,
in the diversity of human manners, custons,
and institutions, My life and my character
were reconciled,id

Presuradly the super-~rationality was Lévi-Stramss's
medium through which he aimed at producing an anthropolc:yi#:
gical science which would be above the subjectivity
of scholars, hence his sugrestion that value judgments
(e.g. racism) in social sciences could be avoided
through the use of mathematical 1anguage.16

In a sense it could be said that the lMarxist method
is structuralist hecause it operates on the basis of
analyzing structures. ILévieStrauss also has argued that
all societies develop around structures which are not
visible (e.g. marriage as exchange of women), but which
must be investigated in order to understand the process
of change in those societies, However, Lévi-Strauss's
structuralism offers no method of how to go about
discovering the so=called structures., It is simply as-
serted that structures can be uncovered through inves-
tigative work. lore and more research is thus seen as
the tey to0 success, It is assumed that the multiplication
of data will finally produce a pattern., The structures
themselves are not seen as the result of historical
processes, but rather as discoverable through
sheer accumnlation of data, Every new researcher
can provide his/her own structural explanation of
observable and non-observable data. This fundamental
subjuctivism and the claims of cbjectivity (through’
mathenatical or computer treotment of data) may account
for the popularity of structuralism among lMarxists
and non~liarxists., For the former, the work of Althus-—
ser, especially Reading Capital, may have helped to

give structuralism greater academic respectability
than it deserves., As was pointed out by a constructive
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critic of Althusser: "While deepening the theory, one
shiould not loose sight of the reasons for which it was
eStablished."17; The extreme formalization --Hindess

and Hirst theoretical rigour-é of Marxism by Althusser
certainly reVitalized'it, but it has élso opened the
way to theoreticism, which in the end, may overwhelm

he positive aspects of his intervention, Ironically,
while Althusser himself has moved away from his earlier
formalism}Shis‘followers' (see many of the contributions
in Zeconomy and Society) have pushed formalism to vy

higher levels,

The affinity between the theoretical rigour of
formalist Narxism {(e.g. Hindess and Hirst in their
Pre-Capitalist liodes of Production) and Lévi-Strauss's

structuralism is much closer than the former would like
'to'aduit; and in spite of their attack against the latter.
While WH are correct in their denunciation of the anthro-
pological problematic which has dominated kinship stu=-
dies, they failed to identify what distinguishes |

an anthropological problematic from a dialectical e
terialist one. In fact, it could be argued that there

is no fundamental distinction between IH and Lévi-Strauss.
The latter sees kinship as the appropriate concept br
dealing with primitive societies while the concept of
mode of »roduction would be mcre appropriate for class
societies: On their part, HH suggest that

Kinship social relations are ideological
social relations which mey or may not cor=
-respond to the structure of certain genecaw~
logical relations between individual hwnan
animals, Under conditions of the primitive
comiunist mode of production a network of
kinship relations is a condition of existence
of the complex redistribution variant of the
mechanism of extraction of surplus labour,
Since this nmechanism requires the dominance
of the ideological level in the social
formation we may speak loosely of the do=
minance of kinship relations in some, but
not all, primitive communist social forma=-
tions."19

Por HH, it seems to be the ideological dominance thrat
determines or not the douinance of kinship relations,
This position secms to be very similar to M, Godelier's,
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' Ba81cally the gquestion of the apprOprlateness or
not of kinship relations to Dre-capltellst relations
.of production 1is posed.in the following terms:
do kinship relations describe the actual concrete
material relations of production or do these kimship
- relations mystify, misrepresent the concrete reality?
: M, Godelier answered this guestion by asserting

-ithat kinship relations actually function as if they

were. relations of productioh,;politicalHrelatipns
and ideological sturcture, In other words, kinship
relations represent at the same time the infrastructure
and the superstructure.zo Such a nosition, as pointed
out by E. Terray, reproduces the classical anthropologi-
cal interpretation of kinShipvsystems. Kinship systems
- are plurifunctionalgl They are plurifunctional because
they are dominant, and they are dominant because they
are plurifunctional. Such tautologieal circling
is made possible because of the empiricist practice
of classical anthropology.

In an excellent critique of this position Alain
Marie has pointed out that it is not enough to say
that kinship relations function as relations of »roduce-
tion, one still has to explain why. Does 'function as!
mean ‘equivalent to!? . If the problem is to prove
that kinship relations function as production relations
then one should explain why these economic relations
take the form (se réalise) of kinship relationsel®
Admlttedly, Godelier was trying to avoid vulgar
economlsm, but in dnine 2o ho meoved conpletely out
of -a Marxist problematlc which stipulates that it
is the material conditions and relations that

determine all social relauions., rinally, to say
that kinship is dominant is not the same as saying that
is deternining, . | |

" By posing the question in tae'above terms, it
becomes 1mned1ately apparent that the questlon of
klnshlp relatlons (thelr domlnance as dlstlnbulsaed
'from taelr determanacy) should be examlned from a hlS-
torlcﬂl nerspectlve. The historical con01tlons under



which kinship relations emerged as specific forms
of organizing social formations ought to be spe=
cified and not universalized, Kinship relations
ought to be treated as the sumface appearance of
specific social relations, From this perspective
Hindess and Hirst would Be correct in saying that
now and then kinship relations could be actual
relations of production, but they failed to analyse
the historical conditions of this determination.
Anthropologists, however, through their
practice have elevated kinship relations to
a permanently determining feature of all pre~capita-
list social formations, And it is in part through
this practice that there emerged a picture of pre-
colonial Africa as'an amorphous mass of unchanging
reallty. Not on1y wao pre~colonial Africa described
1n that way, but it was even assumed that this pre-folo-
nial world remained uachanged during colonial rule.
When going in the fleld, avthropologlsts were en- -
couraged to select groups of people 11v1ng as far away
as possible from 'modern! 01v1llzatlon. If this -
were not possible, the notion of'ethnograﬁhlc present!
could always be used for- protendlng that' the tra=-
.dl%lonal world was st1i11l untouched by modernlty. 22
Whereas the ahistoric assumptions and presumptions
of the so-called ethographic present have been -easily
idehtified with regard to what was happening during
colonial rule, the same canunot be said with regard
to the pre-colonial period. There are very few histo-
ries of pre-colonial rule which integrate the
‘onslaught of Atlantic slavery on the warious social
“formations which sufferedgfro@ it%? Atlantic slawery
is most often treated as a sepafate process, but very
little is said about how it;intensiﬂed*the'cOmmoditizan

“.ftion process,'how it undermined the intérnal dynmamics

“ of productionﬁand‘reproduction processes even of

Vithose 0001dl formations whlch were not directly confron-
“ted with Atlantic Slaverys 4 Atlantlc Slavery resulted
in trans formatlons of social and economic - relations
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the extension and intensity of which has not been

fully ascessed, And one may very well ask whether

it was not this destructive phase which may have accountod
for the anthropologists focus on kinship relations,

To say that anthropologists have singled out kin—
ship as the focus of their studies érrbneouS1y is not
sufficient. One still has to explain why kinship
was éingled out., Could it be that material conditions
were such that in‘certain cases kinship relations
had again become determingng, Kinship relations
may have acted as the last refuge, the last kind of
social relations into which.members‘bf the social
formations could retredt to protect themselves
and their closest relatives,

Slavery and later colonialism had the effect of
completely destroying the political and economic
.- bases of many Afrlcan social formations to such
'ér extent that the surviving social 1n»é§%ﬁ%§6§s7y8teqs)
were those that had survived through' centuries, bubt -
which had lost their determinacy after-they had —
been superseded by slavery and, in some areas, by
feudalisn, This historical and materialist analysis
of why kinship may have appeared as the dominant fea-
ture of African social formations could also help
understand H. Morgan's Ancient Stciety so-called
errors in a different light. We shall turn to him
in a mo@ént, but the manner in which he has been

criticized (as a way for apologizing for Engls!
_Subsequent errors) reveals also the cornerstone

of classical anthropologys empiricism,

| This has already been mentioned earlier with re—
gard to plurifunctionality. Because anthrop01ogica1'
data are often highly descriptive,”it’is assumed that
~all materialist historians need is to simply in- |
terpret the data in their own framework, Such empi-
ricism may have counterproductive effccts on a ma=
terialist analysis if it is not realized that the
descriptions offer a view of society which may al-
readf%@g%n fetishized by the informamts themselves,
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Thus, when rightsﬂare'desoribed, say between
people and nature’' or between people and people,
they.do not describe ‘real relations, Most of the
property relations described in anthropologiosl monow
graphs. often refer to juridical or legal relations
and not to real relations. This lack of discernment
between legal and real relations has been one of the
greatest obstacles in the way toward a materialist
understanding of pre~capitalist property relationsﬁﬁ%:
Suspecting this diffieculty, P. Ph, Rey has wondered
whether "the particular importance given to real kin

relations in the 'primitive! societies by anthropolom
gists is not a mystificationt?? Unfortunately, Rey
did not pursue this line of inquiry, possibly because
it might have led to a réjection of the concept of
lineage mode of production, The mystification could
be further increased if one relies on specific forms
of kinship organization to construct modes of proe
duction and reproduction, But Rey does not see it
that way since for him descent lines are as historicale
1y important as the kin relations themselves, If kin
relatioﬁg/ggﬁiaaﬁe mystifying a fortiori the Varioﬁs
forms they can take, be they matrihineal, patrilineal,

bi=lineal, This was one of the:errors attributed
to Morgan when he attempted to offer an evolutionary
view of society which placed matrilineal and.phﬁiﬁa&
lineal societies in a chronological sequence.

. Morgan's error was attributed to a lack of data,

which is of course the most convincing way a science
based on empiricism can explain its errors, It would
be wrong to see in the various forms of descent

the representation of various stages of histdy.

One of the reasons why such interpretations die

hard may have to do with the apparent coincidence
that exists between certain forms of descent and

modes of paying bridewealth.26

There are obviously
historical as well as conjunctural causes for the va=-
riations in systems of descent, but they should not

necessarily constitute the basis upon which one re-
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constructs pre=ca pltull t meﬁéﬁ“bﬁ rpreduction,
For example, the Luba and bh@ Lunda of centrelk
é%lre are reunectlvely patrlllneal and matrllgnkal,
_Jand yet 1t w111 be argued that the expansion of..
" these two 0001 1 form%tlons was carried out e who
through extraction of surplus labour and surplus pro=
duct from slwveu and/or infeodated social formations,
o One of the most lucid attempts made to unravel

. the relﬁtlonshlp between kinship relations and relations
' of productlon is M. Bloch's study of ;two social formam
tlons ln Madagaucar._7i .The following can only be
an abbrov1ated %ccount of the most salient features.
of that study. M, . Bloeh, like Godelier in a way, .
wanted to e@tablleh whether or not Llnshlp relations
could be treated as relatlono of rroduction. -In.more
general terms he wanted to establish whether or not,
klnshlp relations were 31mp1y an ideological represen-
tation (i.e. superstructure) of relations of - ‘production
(1nfrastructure) o : 4

He proceded by examlnlng the concrete materlal
condltlons of existence of each group, -and. what kind
of socia l polltlcal and egonomic relations ‘emerged as
) result of those conditions. From the property re-
“1atlonu that existed, Bloch was able to establish @
whether these reflected actual relations of production,
Fox . gxample, in the case of the Merina, he showed that
bhe relations that seemed to dominate were described
as relations between land and people, This, he argued,
could'not be the case for land (rice fields in terraces)
itself was not just any kind of land, but was already
the result of definite transformations through labaur,
In other words the relationship between land and people
wag in fact a relgtlonshlp between people (those who,
had tnansformednthe land through their.labour) and
people (real owners of land). _ e

This point cannot be overstressed in view of the
way in which land has been treated in anthropological
11térature. Cl. Melltassoux haevalready drawvn attention
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"+te the importance of distinguishiig between land

as object of labour and land as means of production
(subject of labour). As an object of labour, land is
directly used without any transformation, a situwation
which prevails under primitive communism, As an object
of labour land is not transformed, no labour is invese
ted inm it in order to transform it, When land has be-
come agméondirefiproddction (or subject of labour), it
‘means that it has been transformed, and is in fact
useless unless it is actually continuwously transformed,
Therefore, to simply talk about availability of land
without gpeeidiying the conditions under which it
exists (i.e. whether or not it has been transformed
through labour and to what extent) is to fetishize

land and the relations that are structured around it,
Thus in all the Africgﬁ?fgg&QQE%ﬁs where it is
argued that iand*dwnenhip is vested in the ancestors
or the linéage heads or clan éders, one is confronted
with actual or potential distortion of real relations
of production, With the risk of overstating the case,
it could be said that such distoritons occur in almost
all if not all pre-colonial centralized formations, In
these formations kinship relations are an ideological
misrepresentationvof the social reality.
' Bloch's contrasting case was that of the Zafimae
niry who, according to M. Bloch, desfribe their
relations of production thrbugh their kinship relations.
The swidden cultivation practiced by the Zafimaniry
has meant that the onX¥y way more land could come under
cultivation will be through recruitment of hore labour,
As a result of this necessity (as long as uncultivated
land rem%inéd‘available), the Zafinmaniry have maintained
an open kinship system which facilitates recrultment of
more members into the lineage, clan, village, The Merlna,
on the contrary are very well known for their Highly strae
tified society which maintains a rigid distinction
between 'insiders!(owners of the'land) and 'outsiders!
(often referred to as slaves),



=16=

By.emphasizing labour ag the crucial element. in
production relations,\ond reproducing this emphasis
in the, orga mization of their kinship system, the Zafi-

":Hman;ry did not misrepresent the concrete reollty.
By operatwng around Fhe question of labour, Bloch-

. offers a better underotdndlng of the-relations of
exploltotlon and domination in pre-=colonial social fore
matlonq Spe01flca11y it also opens.-the yay: for a
,bettor understondlng of the exploitation and subjugation
- of women.

< s
Wk E . o,
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_Pre-capltallst 5001a1 formatlons and the woman questlon

LG

The pﬁrposeqof'this,section is wvery limited: %o
_iéstablish what may have been the historical conditions
‘which accounted for ,the subjugation of women,

| - F, Engels! The Origin of the Family, -Private Property,

and the State is often used.as a starting point for

analysing the above question. Insofar as Engels! analysis
is rooted in an'evOlutionary anthropological problema-
itio, many of Ingels! critics who did not begin with

such a recognition were bound to reproduce this pro-
blematic of a derivation of it. DMore seriously: even
with such a recognition, it has hot always been possible
for critics of Ingels to rid themselve; of evolutiona-

ry schemas, 8o much so that it has even been suggested
that the study of non-human. prlmates :might help under-
stand the sources and origins of male~female behaviour

patterns among humans.28

How to overcome this anthroplogi-
cal problematic has been discussed above, but may be
worth repeating again., As the discussions of Morgan's

Ancient Society (on which Fngels'! The Origin... is based)

have shown, there can not be a blanket dismissal of
organ s work, 29 _
The oftén repeated assertions that the weakness
of Engels comes from his having had 'wrong' or insufficimt
anthropologlcal data completely misse . the most important
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point mamely why did kinship relations appear to many
of the 19th century observers as the most characteris-
tic features of the societies under observation,
Having failed to pose the question of the historical
conditions under which their observations were being
conducted, anthropologists then universalized their
findings, Although Morgan did establish the existen-
ce of different stages, the subsequent practice of an=
thropology has been to ignore those different histori-
cal epochs, but instead to challenge Morgan's fin-
dings by adding new ethnographic data which were gathered
in a similar fashion. Despite Godelier's critique

of Morgan, there is no reason why it cannot be argued
thatif women are oppressed today, it could be because
this oppression coincided once in their history with

exploitative reiations.go

This may be a very simplis—
tic way of posing the problem, but it comes to ming
through looking at the position of blacks in European
and American social formations. The oppression of
blacks in these formations has been determined by their
history, a history which is closely linked with Atlantic
slavery. All blacks who were shipped from the continent
were shipped as slaves, that is to say as a class, In
the history of blacks in the USA, there was at one

point congruence between the colour of their skin and
their belonging to a specific class, Which is not

to say that they became slaves because they were

blacks, The continent became a target for slave

traders because of the particular level of development
the continent had reached as a whole in relation to

the level reached in the European formations,

Taking the history of blacks in the USA as an
analogy (emﬁricism?), could 1t be argued then that
women may have been historically in a similar position;
that is to say to be socially the targets of entire so-
cial formations, and in the process, because of their
specific function (reproducers), because of the specific
needs they were fulfilling (provided additional labour),
become an oppressed as well as an exploited class,

This exploitation of women as the sources of additional
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""" TT—abour was_crucial-for—the—transition- from primitive

| communism to slavery. If there ever was a lineage mode

of production,—the only period during which it could

_have. been determinant was during that transitory stage
from primitive communalism to slavery. Once the subjuga-
tion of women had been accomplished, it could be repro-—
duced without necessarily resorting to exploitative
relations. Parté of this process will be examined
when looking at the relationships between pygmies and
villagers, or, in technical terms, between hunters and

o i e i 0 Bt g B

gatherers and sedentary agriculturalists, With the de=
velopment of more efficient means of acquiring extra
labour (various forms of slavery and feudalism),

the position of women will ho:longer be the economical=-
1y determining relations for the reproduction

of social and material conditions of existence. This
statement should be qualified by pointing out that

the relationship between various pre-—capitalist modes
of production is of a different nature to that which
exists betweenapre-capitalist mode of production and-a
capitalist mode of production. In the former case

the subjugation of women, once instituted, ves more cru-
cial to the reproduction of subsequent pre=capitalist
modes of production than in the latter case,

Pre-colonial history and State formation

As in the previous sections, it has prowed diffi-
cult to deal with the process of pre-=colonial state
format;on without first identifying the most common
errors that are found in the literature on the subject,
Along with the anthropological problematic already
mentioned in the general introduction, there are
a number of theoretical and ideological presuppositihons
which characterige the manner in which historians
have written on gtate formation.31
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It is unfair to single out one author or a single
work of one author to illustrate a case, but when the
work 1tself is based on a review of previous work with
the explicit aim of contributing novel interpretations,
then such a work should be the focus for serious critiw-
cal ass essment, J.C, Miller's ambitious and extremely
well researched Kings and KlnsmenB%allo in this cate-
gory. 1t will be the point of departure for our ana=

lysis of the process of state formation in Central
Afrlca.

By ch0081ng the above title, Miller seems %o
suggest that the history of the Mbundu pre-colonial
states constantly vacillated between kirngship and kine-
éhip. The two determining forces of pee-colonial
Mbundu state are identified as kingship and kinship,
Having aireqdy explained in the general introduction
why kinghip cannot be secn as . - permanently deter-
mlnlng0001a1 and Uroductlon rélations, not much more
can be added here,

Miller's theoretical and methodological point
of departure is M, Fortes and E.E. Evans-Pritchard's
introduction %o Afrlcan Political Systems. Although
he disagreés with thelr gimplistic dlotlnCthn be=
tween stateless and state SOCletles, his own frae-
WOTk.lu very much derived from that simplistic dicho=
tomys

As a historical study of non-literate Afri-
cans, however, it (Kings and Kinsmen)
necessarily borrows eclectically, and hope=
fully wisely 38'we11, from the ethnographer's
conceptual tool=kit in order to explain the
thought and behaviour of Mbundu state-
builders,32

The admission shows ndt only the way in which
anthropological conceptlons have determined the way
in which historical questions are posed but also

~how concepts 11ke state building are introduced without
establlohlng their theoretlcwl status and/or their

hlstorlcal appllcablllty. Worses the- process of state

formdtion is seen as thc result of enternrlslng pub3e0+

stu'l:e--bullders.33
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Miller does state that there is a distinction be=-
tween the'concezns of anthropologists (and po]itical
°01entlsts preuumably) and that of historians., While
the former tend to analyze structures and systems in

~a static framework, the latter points out that struc-

~tures and systems change, and it would therefore be
'"hlst011caljy wrong to divide pre-colonial social for=-
mations between state and stateless societies as if
there were nd‘félationship between the two, as if

one social formabion could not historically change from
one to the other and vice-versa, But why should the
history of pre-colonial formatioﬁé’bg perceived or
apprehended through relationships’dg%erminEd by kin-
~ship léyalties and those determined.by kirgship demands?
Should one assume that this is the only yossible wéy
in’ whlch the hlstory of pre=colonial Mbundu social for-
matlons can be percelved° One suspects that Miller
would argue that 1t was the evidence given and not
Forteq and Dvans—Prltchard who guided his analysis,
But, in part the problem with Fortés and Evans-Pritchard
was that they also derlved their analysis from the en-—
pirical evidence. Thls then raises the question of the
kind of emplrlcal ev1dence used to reconstruct pre-
colonlal history.-: To what extent is the empiriecal evie
dence glven et itself already the result of 1deal and/
or ideological transformations? By itself the empiri-
cal evidénce éannot proVide the answer., For example,
it is not because a worker in a capitelist firm says
that he/she is not exploited that that particular firm
is not capitalist and therefore does not extract sur-
plus—Vélue from its workers, IExploitation, i.e. extrac-
tion of surplus-~value is a concrete and objective rea=-
1ity of the caltalist mode of production whether or not
the subjects living this reality acknOwledge it or not.
- tion, and how‘to proceed w1th.theena1y51s of.thg,data.
Social and political institutions are not sui -generis.

They are the product of social relations,” and they
cannot be given the status of a material reality
without pointing out that they are the product of
social and historical transformations. Herein lies
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the probleme, Miller did not seem to know how to relate
empirical evidence to a theoretical framework, This
uncertainty comes out very clearly in the follwing

passaget

The basic question, for comparative purposes,
might be phrased: how have the institutions
resembling the conventional notion of a'sta-
te! been formed in the context of strongly au-
tonomous descent groups in the case of the Mbundu
of AngoIa? This formulationsis intended to
postpone the need for a precise a priori de-
finition of 'state! since the entire study re=—
presents in one sense a search for an empiri-
cal identification of Mbundu 'political struc-—
tures! based on their historical experience,34§

The relationship between empirical evidence is not
clarified in part because Miller himself suggests that
“the empirieal evidence does not always support theore-
tical definitions, But it is obviously cleat that
Miller implicitly accepts the notion that state-like
institutions or structures are distinctly and pre-
eminentiy the domain of political relations., Thus,
it is more or less assumed that the greater the number
of peopie'iiving together the?mOre likely they are
to develop social~rélations which do not derive
from mations bétWeen kinsmen, On other occasions it
will be a question of unrelated people coming together
which produces the necessity to develop new systems
of relationshipss

The sssumption which lies beneath all theexpla~
nations I have offered is that people tended to
create institutions in response to felt needs,
specifically that the desirability of contact
between unrelated members of different lineages
forced the Mbundu to find ways of structuring
relationships between non-kinsmen. These rela-
tions, by definition (emphasis added), were poli-
tical, and the varlety of state institutions
alreadg noted emerged in response to this
need,?

Why these new relations would be political by de-
finition is not really explained. Presumably, their

political nature deriéesvfrom their organizing re-
- lations which could not be taken care of through kinship
relations, Should one then assume that any social re-
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~lations which are not explainable through the kinship

system belongs to. the roulm of polltlcs. This can

_be regected on emplrlcal groundo alone° cases
of clan fusion have been documented for muny area

in central Africa. Unrelated people can ea311y re-
late to each ‘other on the basds of existing kinship:

. éystems. Of course if one attributes a determining
- role to kinship relations (or to individuals), then

it becomes understa ndﬂble why the fact of relatedness
or unrclatedness could be percelved as -a necesalry
source of antagonisms ' '

As these unrelated 1nd1v1duals congremted about
the salt pans or" ‘iron diggings, the etiguette
provided by Uurely kinship links would not have
- sufficed to regulgte their contacts with one
another which, we ngg USSume, would not alwuyo
‘have been fr1end1y.3 : S

In his CO“Clud‘ng Chapter, the author eventually
opts for empiricism: e _—

Mbundu history shows that, whatever the struce
tural tendencies prompting people to create po-
litical structures, non-structural (i.e. non
‘political? =J.D.) historical circumstances de-
termined which of the nyriad cross-cutting inge
tintions grew to sufficient size and lasted

long enough to be termed 'states Bf(emphasis added)

The  author then clasifled the 'sorts of historical
circumstances! which accounted for the rise of the
various Mbundu states, Ironically, in listing the
nine various weys which could lead to the rise of states,
Miller falls back into an a~historical trcatment of

historical processes,. This can be seen by the way in
which he related agricultural production to state fore-
mations | o

no sedentary state tould appear without agricultural

techniquesg (emphasis. added? capable of producing

a surplus to support the agrlculturally jaXe)elH

productive specialists in magic, war, and arbitro-
tion who ran the state machinery,38

But then he goes on to say that this is not always the
cases " '

The history of the Imbangala showed only that
states may exist without agricultural base what-
soever if they wmove continually, seeking new
areas to plunder as theg devastate the regions
where they have passed., :
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“This reasoning does-not disprove -the.agricultural sur-
pius argument, ' As Marx once pointed out, i even in
cases of plunder, there has to:be something from which
to plunder. What the above argument says is that the
surplus did not originate from the Imbangala themselves,
A similar process occurré&d among the Lozi, where the
wkingdom was reproduced on plundering oulying areas.4o
The same can be said for another factor advanced
by Miller to explain the rise of states: slavery.
Slaves in pre~colonial Angola tended to come from
two sourcesg: through settling debts between clans or li-
neages and through raiding for resolving pmblems of
shortage of labour. In the latter case, the practice
developed of raiding neighbouring and weaker social
groups, This system of acquiring slaves was further
intensified with the onset of Atlantic slavery., So much
so that it could be argued that sinoerslavescdid nofu.:.
come from within the social formation, slavery did not
constitute one of the basis upon which states were built.
Miller's funéamental error in listing all the fae-
tors lies in his a=historical treatment of the evidehce
in the sense that the factors themselves are nkt seen
as the results of previous historical processes, It
was precisely because of this particular treatment of
empdrical data that many historians of the trade and po-
litics school were misled into treating trade as the
basis of centra&ived;kingdoms. Indeed, Miller does
identify such akt bs a 'trading s 4l
In a way, this

LRy
A pie At .

M-or is not surp;&gipg for it is
one which runs throughout lMiller's book, It is related
to the one mentioned earlier regarding the strict di-
chotomy between the political and non-political sphéres.
From a historical point of view it ought to be clear
that such a sharp distinction cannot exist. While

it is possible to identify such distinct spheres, his=-
torically one cannot exist without the other, Even when
soedalled pblitica1.relations are domihant, they are
dominant on the basis of non=political relations.

e
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Likewise with the various ways in which states appear
to have come about, A 'trading state! assuming there
ever was such a thing, could not have come about

as a result of trade alone, | _

History cannot be reduced to processes which take
place when-certain characteristics are satisfied, and
yet this is how Miller tries to explain the process' of
state formation, Take for example his first illustra=
tive example: control over a scarce but véluable
resource, No doubt one could document a number of states
and a number of kings who controlled access to valuable
resources. This is not contended, What is contended is
the direct relationship between tscarce and valuable
vyespurce and state formation!., After all, what a scarce
‘and valuable resource is must be hiéforically,'that;
is to say socially determined, Miller gave the .

Yexample of salt pans. From our dlstance it nﬂy seem
obvious why salt was valuable,- but hls muy not have
}been necessarily so at all times,

The ¥aluableness of commodities is determined by
social relutlons which are themselves the result of
hlstorlcal dqgelopments.n The value of slaves in pre-
colonial formqtlons (i.e: exchange value) was different
in those tlmev preceding the ofslaught of Atlantlc
slavery and in the years when it reigned supreme.
Tikewise with other commodities whose value changed
from useévalues to exchange-values: e.g. rubber and
ivory. Therefore control of access to these commoditica
cannot alone account for the rise of states.. At best
they may help explain procegses of reproductlon qr con~
solidation of states, but they cannot be trbated as
dlpcrete gauues in the way: 1n which Mlller percelves
them~ B .

The economic value of these natural resources
stimulated Just the sort of social circums-
- tances in which- p0¢1t10a1 institutions might
appear and led to the eventual emergence, of
states, A rare but necessary source such as
iron er salt presumably attracted unrelated
persons from-a large area in search of* the:f
desired commodity. As these” unrelated ine
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dividuals congrogeted about the salt pans or

- iron diggings, the etiquette provided by purew
1y kinship links would not have sufficed to re-
gulate their contacts with one another which, we

- may assume, would not always have been friendly.42

Salt pans and iran diggings, and not the relations
developed around their production, are treated as univer—
sally valuable and hence capable, in and by themselves,
of tattracting unreldted_peySbhs from a large area in
search of the desired gb@mo&i%y'.

Anti=hamitic

" In his introduction, Miller also sought to bury
once and for all the hamitic theory., Quite correctly,
heflinks:the'hamitic theories of explanation of state
formations with the diffusionist school which, in' its
racist overtones, could not conceive of barbaric. or
non~civilized peoples being able to produce sophistie
cated artistic,'cultural or social and political
‘achievements, Correctly too, Miller points out that
while "H8st objectionable aspects of the hamitic theowvy
have been discarded, the central premise —-that eute
siders brought statecraft to Sub-Saharan Africaéé
was retained, He goes on to document how historians in
the early 1970s still continue to explain the process
of state formation by attributing this performance to
tinvading forcest 44 '

, However, lMiller himself does not seem to be able
to shake off completely from a diffusionist problematic;
In his concluding chapter he seems to hesitate between
complete rejection of the theory and partial. acceptance,
Thus on the one hand one readss

Neither simple migration nor diffusion hypothe-
- ses make much sense4gf state~formation in the
case of the Mbundu.,™ '

and on the other hand:

Diffusion hypotheses, while closer to historical
fact in some ways, must be applied very careful-
1y, since the experience of the Mbundu shows that
the simple availability of an idea diffused from
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the outside did not gu%rantee its implementation
or long:-term success. 46 ... :

‘Thus as was the case of his attempt to reject the
anthropological problematic and eventually operating
within it, Milleér's rejection of the diffusionist
school is not a rejectiOn, but a refinement:

In actual fact, the appropriation by local ame
bitious and clever men of someone else's g0od
ldea seoms a far moremiddely explanation of
most early Mbundu states., It was thus the
idea or the institution which travelled in
most cases, while the basic population of the
Mbundu region has_remained relatively stable
for a long time,7!(emphasis added) _

The idealism of the diffusionist theorists ishfébféaﬁ;
ced, but this time the idealist nature of the ftheory
is compounded by attributing idealist motives to 'lo=
cal ambitious clever ment!, Thus before the state ever
éxisted such Mocalambitious and clever men' fabrica-
ted state institutions in their headss

Thus diffusion did not explain state#formation
but merely provided the opportunity for local
innovators to change an outside idea into a

form which they could use to create new states,48

‘The notion that state formation could be brought about
by a single individual is not only idealist, but is
also derived from the arsenal of ideological conceptions
of the capitalist state, an issue which will be discuse
sed in a moment, More seriously, it violates and con-
tradicts Miller's position that the existence of indi-
viduals in linecage societies is completely dominated
and determined by allegiance to his/her kins.,

Miller's adherence to diffusionist explanations
is somewhat puzzling in view of his awareness of how
diffusionist interpretations intrude into oral data,
It is rare to find social formations which do not.
have some sort of standard 'genesis' type of myth
which traces their arrival from somewhere outside the
place they are cutrtently iiving. Unfortunately, lMiller's
analysis of this kind of data reinforces the conception
of the state as an institution which is totally dis-
tinct from all others, Indeed the supreme authority
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who embodies this institution =—-the kinge— is seen

as an outsider., While avoiding one ideological trap
of the social formation under examination, Miller fell
into another oné; Put this time resulting from his

own ideological understanding of the capitalist state.

“Ideologx

Most often than not historians realize that
when they are dealing with history and historical sources
they are dealiﬁ@ Qﬁ%ﬁ)ideological discourses, In his
book on Oral Tradition, J. Vansina explains in detalil
how ideologies of ruling clans, ruling lineages will
shaﬁe}the transmissions of aal testimonies, Amazingly,
Vansina has very little time for analyzing the ways in
which the historian's ideology will shape ho he dposes
to interpret the data he has collected, ILike many other
historians he points out the technical, cultural and
psycholoéicaI difficultiés to be overcome by Western
historians, but beyond that there is no analysis or e-
ven a warning of how the ideology of the researcher will
transfom the data haﬁﬂgs collected.
, The way inVWhich Miller cdnceptualizes the state or
one of its manifestations in the form of kingship is
clearly tainted with the way in which ideologues of the
capitalist social formations describe the state., For
thése, the state is seen as an institution above socie-
ty}as an instiution which treats equally all members of
the society. Kings are outsiders. They are said to be
outsiders because of the process through which they have
to go prior to assuming their position, The rituals
in question stressed the fact that the king was no
longer part of the lineages: ‘

Mbundu kings were themselves outsiders, removed
from their descent groups and kinsmen through
initiation ceremonies which placed them in

a non lineage limbo where they acted as theo-
retically neutral arbiters in disputig which’
divided competing groups of kinsmen,%”




And further down:

Political hlstory among the Mbundu was to a
large extent the history of t!'outsiders!, the
kings, in thelr attempts to extend their au=
thority over the relations between strangers. 0

And then the evidence on which this conception of the
state is based:

And the Mbundu® traditions' unaniméus attribue-
tion of state-founding to such toutsider! huh=
ters and congquerors as Ngola Inene and Cibinda
Jlunga provides metaphorical confirmation tha;
the Mbundu themselves saw things in this way, 1
And yet, in another essay, Miller has shown very
clearly that the,apparent distinction between the -world

of llneages and that of outs1ders was not aé sharp as

he was attemptlng to make 1t here52 In that essay,

"Miller showed how the 1nst1tutlon of Kinguri (king

among the Imbangala). came about, how the Kinguri

was the creation of the most important clans., The
ritual was an 1mportant step toward establishing the
legitimacy of the king over 'outsider! clans, With the
inéreased destruction brought about by Atlantic slavery,
klnshlp reldtlonu, social relatlons and relations of
productlon were lncrea51ng1y commoditized., Whereas
originally the strength of the Kinguri depended on the
strength of the most important clans that had elected
him, he began to develop his own independnt social

and economic base by bulldlng a strong army which could
then go and raid for more and more slaves to stmgthen
his army as well as swell the ranks of those who were-
respon81ble for feedlng the court. The Kinguri saw his
power increase even LULL_WLth the Fortuguese intro-

“duction of monopolistic practices.

As long as this system was maintained, as long as
monopolistic tendencies existed on either side, it
was difficult for lineage or élan heads to restrain
the power of the Kinguri., They had created an ins=
titution over which theylthought they were going to
maintain control, but the increased commoditization
of relations of production led to a more and more ine
dependent Kinguri. Soon, however, the lineages realized
that they did not have to comply with the monoply ime



posed on them by the Portuguese (with the help of the
Kinguri), Adventurers on the one hand and lineage

.. and clan heads on the other realized that they could

- aoqulre some of the commodities that.the Ylngurl

was able to amass if they simply refused to send
the slaves they were suppoued to send annually to the
Kingurit's court., o | ‘ "

CONCLUSION

There is one-problem which seems to resurface
constantly, namely how to account for the transitory.
stages in pre—coloﬁial African formations, For example
in.order to understand the transition ftom hunting and

_gathering social formations to slave formations, one
must break away from the ethnographic .practices of
focusing the histories of trives., The various forms

of skre and feudal formations which emerged during the

- pre-colonial period cannot be understood unless they
are studied in conjunction with social formations which
reproducdithemselves on different economic bases,.

It will also be necess sary to move away from
the study of so-called important tribes. In order
to understand the expansion of the Tube and Lunda em=
pire for example, it will be necessary to uhderstand

CIOTE. nr901sely how the smaller groups reproduced +them-
selves, From a technical point of view, the understanding
~of sedntary agriculturalists will not be poscible

"“unless one uaderstandslt as dialectically and histori-

",oally springing from hunting and gathering social :

formations, Fascination with the victorious empires
of the pre-oolonial period has actually prevented his-
torians from understanding the role played by |

less prominent, less visible; but nevertheless crucial
soclal forces, groups or olasses 1n the emorgence of
“those empires., :

X
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The literature on this has grown to anunﬂgeable pro—

.,'portions; For refecrences see Merriam's review . v
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soy (Thonks to Ed Ferguson) by B. Magubane, "The Po-
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Marrlage", in R. Needham (Ed.) Rethinking Kinship and
arrlage, Tavrstock'Publloatlons, y Do

QlI‘E R, Leach “More about ' Mama,? and.Tapa", in R. Needham,

12. Ibié., D 77.

13
A good number of works by French anthropologists has
been translated. ©See the recent Relatlons of Productlon
edited by Seddon.,  See also F. Puuillo -
polggie Economlque,ﬂhgnnmh 1976.

14 C1. 6Lev1-Strauss, Trlstes Troplques, Atheneum, 1970
p. 61,

16 On Mathematics and: anthropology see Ph, Rlchard and R,
- Jaulin (Ed.) Anthropologie et Calcul, Union Générale
d'Editions, 1971. gn Marxism and S%ructuralism, there
is a very large body of literature, but most of the
critical literature in French has not.been translated.
"See V, Teduc (Ed,) Structuralisme et Marxisme, Union
Générale d'Editions, 1970. Levi=Strauss himself
later made heavy use of mathematical and computer
. formulas in. the series of myths: Mythologiques: 1Le
Cru et le Cuit, Plon, 19643 Mythologiques: Miel aux
Cendres Plon, 1966 Mythologiques: L'orlg;ne des manle-
res de table, Plon, 1968, , :

17 . o SRR TR :
The critical literature on Althusser has become volu=-
inminous, Aside from the recent work of J¢ Ranciére (an
early collaborator) one should note the Trdskist collective
Contre Althusser, Union Générale d'Editions, 1974 and
also H., Lefebvre's cutting "Lew Paradoxes d'Althusser
ou le nouvel éléatisme" (L'Homme et 1la Société, 1969, 13)
which focuses specifically on Althusser's structuralism,

18.

See his recent Ce qul ne peut plus durcr dans le parti
communlste, M%spero,‘1978. . ?

19 B. Hlndess and P.Q. Hirst, Pre-Capltallst“PodeS”Of Produc—

tion, Routledge & Kegan Paul 1975, pp. 13=T4.

20 M, Godeller (Ed ) Sur les 8001etes Pre-Capltallstes,_

in his prefa&b, p. 139,

21 B, Terroy, Le Narx1sme devant les sociétés Yprimitives?!,
Maspéro, 1969, p. 139. .
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This section relies heavily on Alain Marie's "Rapports

lignagéres" in F. Puuillon (£d.), Op, Cit., -especially
pp. 86-101,

See lNotes and Queries on Anthropology, Sixth Edition revic-d.

and rewritten by a committee of the Royal Anthropolo-~
gical Institution of &reat 3Britain and Ireland, Routledge
& Kegan Paul, 1%/, particularly chapter I,

One of the few exceptions being Cl, Meillassoux (Ed.),

~w.hilisedavage en Afrique Pré-coloniale, Maspéro, 1975, and

the non—harxis?é%sg%géygeﬂtq, Miller, "Slaves, slavers
and Social Change in Nineteenth Century Kasanje" in

Fo=W. Heimer (Ed.) Social Change in Angola, 9-29,

24

Exemplified by Ph, Curtin's Economic Change in Pre=Co-

lonial Africa (University of Wieonsin Press, 1975) where
slavery is reduced to a question of trading commodities.,
See review article J, Depelchin, "Neology and Quantifie

cation in African History™, forthcoming African Review

25

(n.d., n.n.)..

4

- P. Ph, Rey, Colonialisme, Néo-colonialisme et transition

f.au'capitalisme, Maspéro, 1971, p. 207.
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~listed in footnote 2,

On these correlations see J, Vansina, Introduction a
1'Ethnographie du Congo, DBditions Universitaires du

~.. . Congo, 1966,
. .

M, Bloch, "Property and the End of Affinity", in-M. Bloch
(Bd,) Marxist Analysed -im: Social Anthropology, Malaby
Press, 1975

Reyter

Note the different positions on lorgan's evolutionary
schemas Dby M. Godelier, Horizon, teajets Marxistes en
anthropologie, Maspéro, 1573, pp, 174-182; B. Terray,
an- Op,_ Cit, and R. Makarius! introduction to the
French translation of Ancien Society: La Société
Archaique, Editions Anthropos, 1971,

This position 1s in opposition to Godelier's, 'and closer
to B, Makarius. See note above.

The works on which this is based are the same 2s those
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mutatis mutandis to S. Feierman's The Shambaa. Kingdom,
University of Wisconsin Press, 197%. Both DooKS

are similar in that they aim at establishlng new points
of departure at the theoretlcal 1eve1

Je Cé Mlller, Kings and &1nsmen, Qxford Unlver51ty Press,
197 ’ p.

ThlS is remlnlscent of the state-building jargon : -
developed by political scientists im ediately following
independence of many African countries,

J.C, Miller, Op, Cit,, p. 3.
Ibid., p. 271.
Ibid,, p. 272,
Ibid., p. 271.
Ibid., p. 275.
Ibid., p. 275,

See M, Mainga, Bulozi under the Iuyana Kings, especially
chapters 2 ané 5,; aypd M, Gluckman, Kconomy of the
Central Barotse Plain, Rhodes LlVlngstone Instltﬁ%e
Paper n® 7, 1941,

See, among others, S. Lemelle's review of A, Roberts'
A Hlstor of the Bemba (unpublished), and W, Rodney's
Teview R. Gray and D, Birmingham zEd ) Pre-~colonial
Afrlcan Trade, 0,U.,i., 1970 in Transafrican Journal of

History, vol, 2, 1,

J.C. Miller, pp‘ 271—2.
Ibid.’ p. 70

Ibid" p. 9.

Ibid., p. 280.
Ibid.’ po 2810

Ibid., pp. 280~1.
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