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MA: In several past interviews, you have always re-
sponded very willingly. However, the range of your work
is such that the interview form not only demands great
forbearance on your part but also, I think, suggests that
your interrogator must be to some degree naive, preten-
tious, or obtuse. So, the first question I would like to put
to you is: What do you think about this kind of exercise?
I can focus the point more sharply by adding subsidiary
queries: Are you not irritated by apparently being re-
quested to supply “potted ideas”? Are you not being
called upon, as it were, to be your own first critic, your
own best-authorized reader, so as to spare the people to
whom your works are addressed the arduous but funda-
mental task of engaging directly with your work even if,
in so doing, they are in danger of not understanding, or of
definitely misunderstanding?

CL-S: Believe me, I decline far more interviews than I
accept! And when I do accept, it is with the feeling that
people have been asking me the same questions for the
Jast 40 years and that I always give the same answers—
or rather, through weariness, reply less and less ade-
quately to hackneyed questions that no longer corre-
spond to the present state of my thinking.

[ may add that the interview form is not something to
which I am naturally suited; I suffer from I'esprit de
'escalier. In talking, my first response—in writing, my
first draft—is never satisfactory. Behind every published
text there have been three, four, sometimes even five
revisions. And when I am sent the text of a recorded
interview, I usually tear it up and start afresh. The basic
weakness of the interview form is that it lures you into
restating very badly something you took great pains to
express a little better in writing.

This being so, you may say, why not just refuse? There
are constraining circumstances. An author has a respon=
sibility to his publisher, who has taken a risk. One can-
not systematically avoid the pressure exerted by the
publicity manager. One may be charmed by the person-
ality of a female interviewer. Ambiguous motives also
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come into play. From my academic seniors I learned the
rather cynical maxim that if one has an idea that seems
neither very sound nor very convincing, one can always
turn it into an article for a Festschrift. Similarly, in an
interview, one can hazard rather rash statements or €x-
press new, untested ideas that one doesn't intend to fol-
low up for the time being. I might never have written
about painting if  hadn’t been made to think about it by
questions that Georges Charbonnier put to me nearly 30
years ago. More recently, I was persuaded to supply a
certain amount of biographical information to satisfy
the curiosity of Didier Eribon, although I have never
been tempted to write my memoirs, nor indeed think
myself capable of doing so. Rightly or wrongly, I have
pleasant memories of two long interviews with Ray-
mond Bellour, during the years when the volumes of
Mythologiques [1964—71] were appearing. He prompted
me to clarify certain of my leading ideas and to explain
my method of working more clearly, I think, than 1 had
ever done before.

Such occasions are infrequent, and, on the whole, I
share your reservations—especially when some daily or
weekly paper asks for an interview in connection with a
recently published book as an easy way of getting the
author himself to give an account of it instead of en-
trusting the task to a competent critic, on the fallacious
grounds that no such person exists. The publicity
granted one by the press is a substitute for the mental
effort it shirks. This is a sign, and a major one, of the
decline of the critical spirit.

On the whole, and all things considered, the interview
is a detestable genre, to which the intellectual poverty of
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the age obliges one to submit more often than one would
like.

MA: My second question is a restatement of the first in
another form. You yourself have said how remote you
feel from your books once they have been published. Is it
not rather embarrassing for you to be faced with ques-
tions relating very specifically to lines of argument to
which—while not wishing, in any sense, to disown
them—you may rightly think you have nothing more to
add? Here again, I can introduce alternative formula-
tions: Do you consider that all your work can be seen in
the same light and from the same point of view (does it
form a “whole,” in the sense in which it has been said
that the Revolution forms a “whole’’?), or rather that it
includes different “periods” (in the sense in which the
term is used of painters) and even divergent theoretical
tendencies!?

CL-S: As soon as a book has been written, it becomes
foreign to me, and I feel awkward about being expected
to make it seem present when it already belongs to the
past. Not that I am convinced of having made definitive
statements to which there is nothing to add; far from it!
But the things I ought to add, the corrections I should
make or the errors I should rectify, are not present to
mind at the particular moment. They will materialize
only in another book. And even supposing that I have
already started on that book at the time of the interview,
the points are still not clear to me, because my first
rough draft will require several rewritings. It follows
that the interview takes place either too early or too late.
The only suitable time would be coincidental with the
book itself, and in that case, why paraphrase? People
might say, “Summarize it, bring out the essential
points,” but that is precisely the difficulty.

You are right to ask the question about the “whole.”
In what you call my oeuvre (a term I prefer to avoid, as
being pretentious if used by myself), there are two dis-
tinct periods, the first devoted to marriage rules and kin-
ship systems and then, from 1950 onwards—but not ex-
cluding frequent returns to my early interests— a very
much longer period when 1 was concerned with myths
and religious concepts.

No doubt, in my first books I was guilty of some rash
formulations. There are things that I would not write
today, or that I would put forward more cautiously. But,
that having been granted, it seems to me that I have
always been concerned with the same problems and
have always endeavoured to solve them in the same
way. In the case of both marriage rules and mythical
concepts, I tried to discover a principle of intelligibility
behind an apparently chaotic jumble of arbitrary and ir-
rational practices and beliefs—or, if not chaotic, only to
be explained, in either case, according to a separate pro-
cedure. From Structures élémentaires [1949] to Mytholo-
giques there is no shift in theoretical approach.

Consequently, to summarize the spirit of this book or
that would be to go on repeating the same thing. Their
interest, if they have any, depends on the specificity and

concrete diversity of the material analysed, and that
does not lend itself to summary.

MA: I have heard a colleague say, about the volume of
conversations with Didier Eribon [1988a], that “it is a
very good book for students.” I would say that it is very
useful for the educated, non-specialist public, the 20th-
century “common reader,” at the same time as for spe-
cialists well acquainted with issues that the book, of
necessity, mentions only in passing. However, as far as
students are concerned—at any rate, students of ethnol-
ogy or, more generally, the social sciences—their first
priority should be to read the actual works so as to ac-
(quire a better appreciation of the scope and importance
of these issues.

CL-S: I don’t know if the conversations are of any interest
to the educated public, as you call it, but I agree with you
in thinking that they can hardly be of much use to stu-
dents. I share the anti-biographical approach expressed
by Proust in Contre Sainte-Beuve; what matters is the
work, not the author who happened to write it; I would
say rather that it writes itself through him. The individ-
ual person is no more than a means of transmission and
survives in the work only as a residue.

Why did I agree to do the talks? For two reasons. First,
I felt a debt of gratitude towards Eribon for having en-
abled me to hear Georges Dumézil’s voice from beyond
the grave, in the volume of conversations published by
Gallimard [Dumézil 1987]. This was the last occasion on
which the great scholar, to whom I owe a lot, was able
to express his ideas. My second reason had to do with
curiosity. What questions would I be asked, what as-
pects of my life and work would interest a young writer
who might have been my son, or even my grandson? It
was amusing, | confess, to discover how many of the
events in which I had been involved or had witnessed
had already taken on a legendary colouring for someone
of a later generation. And so I made it a rule not to evade
any of the questions, even if they did not accord with the
angle of vision from which I myself would have looked
at the past.

If I had had a greater liking for autobiography or had
given more extensive answers (they were constantly
held in check by my fear of being self-indulgent or of
magnifying the tiny events of my existence), the conver-
sations might have developed into a modest contribu-
tion to the intellectual history of the present century.

MA: It is not my ambition (in any case, the intention
would no doubt be meaningless) to get you to make any
original comment on your work. At the same time, I
know that the ethnologists of my generation (and many
other people too, but I restrict myself to ethnologists) all
define themselves in relation to your work, whatever
tendency they may belong to. Is there, in this sense, a
“Lévi-Strauss generation,” and what have you to say
about it in general?

CL-S: For the reasons I have already given, I am probably
the person least fit to comment on my work. As regards
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the rest of your question, I am rather at a loss to reply. In
what is sometimes referred to as my influence, the dif-
ferences seem to me more striking than the resem-
blances. It would appear that Foucault in various inter-
views said he had been influenced by me, but also, he
added, by Lacan. I sense immediately that there must
be some misunderstanding. Very likely the generation
which came after mine was prepared to accept some
of my ideas, but never, I think, exclusively. I certainly
did not found a school, and I think that is just as
well.

MA: On the philosophical level, you frequently quote
Kant and Marx as points of reference. How do you recon-
cile these two influences, from the theoretical and meth-
odological points of view!?

CL-S: I mentioned the two great names as biographical
landmarks, but this should not lead to a misconception;
it is a good 40 years since I last looked into Kant or Marx.
However,—and this was all I meant—I was deeply
marked by reading them as an adolescent. You ask what
I think they have in common. I would say, with hind-
sight, that both made me understand that reality exists
in two modalities, between which we have to establish a
hierarchy. I have no wish, of course, to see an analogy
between Kant’s contrasting of the world of the noume-
non with the world of appearances and Marx’s opposi-
tion of infrastructures and superstructures; this would
be absurd, especially since Kant maintains that the
noumenon is beyond our ken, whereas for Marx it is
precisely the world of infrastructures that has to be
studied in order to explain superstructures. But whether
one says, like Marx, that the obstacle to knowledge is
the fact that the consciousness is not honest with itself
or, like Kant, that our mode of apprehension of inacces-
sible reality is conditioned by our mental constraints, in
both cases what is being referred to, and given primary
importance, is the mediatory function of the mind. In
Kant’s view, this mediation occurs through the a priori
forms of sense experience, the categories of the under-
standing, and schematism, all of which are common to
mankind in general. According to Marx, the world of
superstructures depends rather on particular constraints,
such as occur at a certain historical moment, in a given
culture or society. Each culture and society has its forms
of sensibility, its categories, its schemas; or, to put it
more accurately, each—in accordance with its environ-
ment and its history—directs and modulates the way
the human mind functions, always and everywhere.

As Mauss taught us, the essential task of anthropology
is to draw up the most extensive possible catalogue of
categories.” As for Marx, he rarely asked himself how, in
each concrete case, the relationship between infrastruc-
tures and superstructures is established. A famous pas-
sage in the preface to the Critique of Political Economy
raises the issue in connection with Greek art, without
providing any answer. So, between Kant and Marx, there
remains an area still to be explained; there is room, if
you like, for a critique of ethnological reason.

Centre for Policy Studies

Dharampal Archives CPS-ER-09

Volume 31, Number 1, February 1990 | 87

MA: Is the double determinism that you recognize (that
of the brain and that of the infrastructure) compatible
with the definition of history as pure contingency? If so,
is it incompatible with the definition of the human sub-
ject as being free?

CL-S: Your question implies an objection that would be
valid if I claimed that these two determinisms covered
the whole of human experience. My interest is in excep-
tional cases, in those rare instances where we are able to
see a number of mechanisms at work, study their opera-
tion, and break them down into their component parts.

In a saturated solution, certain areas crystallize more
or less quickly. Others fail to crystallize. Various factors
are responsible: local temperatures, degrees of concen-
tration, the presence or absence of impurities or of a
precipitating agent. . . . In addition, no “set” is a closed
entity, even though we may try to think of it as such.
Each is under the influence of other sets, which are not
of the same order of magnitude and whose repercussions
on the scale of the set under consideration are aleatory.
The tentative crystallizations of order occurring among
the sets are constantly disturbed by what you call—and I
call—the contingency of history. The important thing,
from my point of view, is that certain of these tentative
crystallizations of order are no sooner destroyed than
they tend to reconstitute themselves in the same, or
different, forms in the same place or nearby and, it must
be said, with equally uncertain prospects.

As for the liberty of the human subject, forgive me,
but I don’t know the meaning of the expression and have
always supposed that it disappeared from the vocabulary
of philosophy after Spinoza’s time. At the “molecular”
level—if I may call it so—at which I study phenomena,
there is no subject. I have been amply criticised for this!
For my part, I don’t deny others the right to choose a
level of observation at which the subject becomes a real-
ity again. It is up to them to raise the question of free-
dom, if they are so minded.

MA: You have always refused to engage in debate about
the relationship between ethnology and psychoanalysis.
It is fairly obvious, of course, that the unconscious struc-
tures referred to in Structures élémentaires or Mytholo-
giques are not the same as those with which the
psychoanalyst is concerned. However, in your “In-
troduction 2 l'oeuvre de Marcel Mauss” [1950], you
wrote: “strictly speaking, it is the person of sound mind,
as we say, who is alienated, since he agrees to exist in a
world definable only by the relationship of the Self to the
Other.” In saying this, were you not initiating, however
momentarily, a parallel between the two disciplines, and
so hinting at the possibility of a ““theory of practice’?

CL-S: The sentence you quote was part of a lengthy dis-
cussion in which I was arguing against the idea—still
quite widespread at the time—that the personality of
the shaman and the phenomena of trance and possession
were to be seen as psychopathological. I was saying that
we cannot apply to cultures different from ours the crite-
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ria we ourselves use to distinguish between the normal
and the abnormal. Whatever organic factors may be at
the root of mental illnesses, each society has a different
understanding of these illnesses, draws their boundaries
differently, modulates their respective frequencies, and
influences both their form and their content.

For this to amount to the rudiments of a “theory of
practice,” one would have to conclude from it that men-
tal illnesses could be abolished by changing society or—
and here I am only slightly satirizing the tenets of
a once-modish “New Psychiatry’’—that there would
be no mad people if only the so-called sound of mind
were willing to seek treatment. This is an absurdity.
Changing society would redraw the map of mental ill-
nesses; it would not cause them to disappear.

My point was that, in every society, a variable percent-
age of individuals inevitably fall outside the system.
Each society expresses its nature and reveals its contra-
dictions by the forms of behaviour it considers sane and
those it declares to be pathological. This way of looking
at things, which is more widely accepted now than it
was 40 years ago, does not point to any particular
method of treatment.

MA: Taking a stand in direct opposition to Murdock'’s
approach, you have said that generalisation is the basis
of comparison. But did you not move on from Structures
élémentaires to Mythologiques or La voie des masques
[1979] by setting cultural limits to the structuralist
method? Do you not now consider the concept of cul-
tural constants valid only (or at least operative only)
within certain clearly defined cultural and geographical
areas? Is it out of the question to revive Sir James Fra-
zer's universalist ambition?

CL-S: By “generalisation’” I mean the preliminary proce-
dure which consists in reducing empirical differences, in
detecting what apparently disparate phenomena have in
common and so can legitimately be compared. Let me
give an example: I showed in a recent article [1988] that
customs as different in appearance as circumcision and
the wearing of penis-sheaths, which in the 1950 edition
of Notes and Queries on Anthropology—the anthropol-
ogist’s bible for three-quarters of a century—were dealt
with under two different headings (“Personal Care,” in
the one case, and ““Clothing,” in the other), are similar in
that they significantly modify the penis, the first by the
removal of a natural part, the second by the addition of a
cultural part, with the result that both parts can be
defined as a ““foreskin.” On the formal level, this proce-
dure is identical with that used in Les structures, which
enabled me to understand the diversity of marriage rules
as different modalities of a single phenomenon, the
exchange of women, or, 30 years later in La voie des
masques, to see objectively dissimilar masks as the suc-
cessive states of a single transformation. This generalis-
ing intuition is an act of the intellect. Whatever the tem-
poral or territorial distribution of the data under
consideration, neither their form nor their nature is af-
fected by changes of scale. It follows that generalisation

should not be confused with comparison. Only the latter
is more or less ambitious according to the cultural limits
it chooses or that are assigned to it.

In Les structures, I felt able to make large-scale com-
parisons because marriage rules and kinship systems had
already been studied for a century. The task of general-
isation had already been performed by my predecessors,
who had evolved a generally accepted vocabulary for the
description of these phenomena. On the basis of their
achievements, I was able to move on to the next stage:
comparison.

It was the opposite in the case of the myths. Fanciful
comparisons had been made between superficial appear-
ances, so that I had to delve down to a deeper level at
which comparisons would have a meaning. And, in or-
der not to risk relapsing into the vagaries of comparative
mythology as it was still being practised at the beginning
of this century, I had to set up a kind of protective bar-
rier, formed by a common historical past and a spatial
continuity that gave an objective basis to the work of.
generalisation.

Dumeézil told me (and he said the same thing to other
people, who reported back to me) that it was Mytholo-
giques which prompted him to write the three volumes
of Mythe et épopée [Dumézil 1968—73]. But it was from
Dumézil’s previous work that I myself had learned,
when I was planning to write Mythologiques, that it
would be wise to copy him in keeping to a geographical
area definable in terms of a common past. .

As to whether or not it is conceivable that Frazer’s
ambition will one day be revived, I have no idea. As a
preliminary condition, all the mythological systems in
the world would have to be subjected to the process first
of generalisation, then of comparison, that I initiated in
the case of North and South America. I suspect, how-
ever, that as the aim widens, generalisation will reach
ever deeper levels, to the point that, in the end, it will be
apparent that the deepest do not belong to anthropology.

MA: On the subject of kinship problems, you have been
given credit for having replaced the lineal problematics
instituted by the English Africanists with a more com-
prehensive problematics of alliance. But now other spe-
cialists have come along who try to “deconstruct’” al-
liance theories by suggesting that there is no necessary
connection, or at least no real link of complementarity,
between forms of filiation, kinship terminologies, and
forms of marriage alliances. The attempt to link them
is said to result from the illusion of primitivism, as
criticised by Adam Kuper in his latest book, The Inven-
tion of Primitive Society [1989]. What do you think
about this “return to Square One’’?

CL-S: Two criticisms have been levelled at me in connec-
tion with kinship problems, and if they were valid they
would prove me to have been remarkably inconsistent.
In the first place, Les structures élémentaires de la pa-
renté has been attacked on the grounds that it presents
filiation as being exclusively unilinear, which is quite
untrue. Even in that early work, I warned against any
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such error. Forgive me for quoting my own words, but
they are to the point: “My schema of interpretation im-
plies neither the existence of stable institutions nor the
establishment of any particular rule of filiation or resi-
dence” [1967:154). As I emphasized in the conclusion:
“The marriage of cross-cousins can exist independently
of any unilateral theory of filiation” [p. 506]. The con-
cept of exchange, on which my whole theory was based,
requires only that the society think of itself as consisting
of what I might call ad hoc units, formed for a shorter or
a longer time, as units qualified to make exchanges ac-
cording to criteria of filiation, residence, interest, spiri-
tual or physical heredity, or any other criterion what-
soever. I added that it was not necessary “to postulate
any precise type of institution” [p. 154].

I have said this again and again in all my books, in the
two volumes of Anthropologie structurale [1958), in Le
regard éloigné 1983], La voie des masques, and Paroles
données [1984)], but the people who make this type of
criticism blandly ignore everything I have written since
Les structures, as if I had stopped thinking in 1949. And
yet, during the 22 years I spent at the Collége de France, I
devoted lecture courses to marriage rules and kinship
systems with special emphasis on cognatic societies.

Other critics, or sometimes the same ones, have
charged me with ignoring filiation in favour of alliance.
Actually, the “return to Square One,” to use your ex-
pression, involves something more serious, which I see as
a regression to empiricism and an abandonment of
theoretical reflection. As I am not afraid to admit, the
primary and principal value of the alliance theory is pre-
cisely that it is a theory—in other words, an explanatory
system, worked out on the basis of a hypothesis, and one
which copes not only with the initial problem it set out
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to solve but also with others relating to apparently dif-
ferent aspects of social life that, as is eventually realized,
can be dealt with by means of the same interpretation.
The value of a theory is that it unifies, and solves by the
same means, more problems than had previously been
brought under the same heading; however, its value is
always provisional, since each theory is eventually re-
placed by another, representing a comparable improve-
ment in relation to it as it did in relation to its predeces-
Sors.

I don’t underestimate the value or the interest of the
work done by the enthusiasts for filiation. Their essen-
tially empirical approach has led them to describe and
analyse kinship terminologies in extreme detail. Their
findings will have to be taken into account by any future
theorist. For instance, from now on it will hardly be
possible to deal with the Australian systems without
making use of Scheffler’s Australian Kin Classification
[1978] or with the so-called Crow-Omaha systems with-
out reference to Two Crows Denies It by R. H. Barnes
[1984]. But do these books contain anything more than
empirical descriptions? Do they increase our under-
standing of how these particular societies function?

As for the primitivistic illusion under which the theo-
reticians of kinship and marriage are supposed to labour,
the reproach amuses me, since, during the last six years
of my teaching and in numerous articles, I have ex-
humed the concept of the house from the past of our
own societies as a means of interpreting customs that
had long puzzled specialists in American, Oceanic, and
African anthropology. I thus showed that modes of so-
cial life and types of organisation that are well docu-
mented in our own history can throw light on those of
different societies. In respect of kinship and marriage,
the distance between the so-called complex societies
and those wrongly dubbed primitive or archaic is, then,
much less than might appear. Such is the conclusion to
be drawn from the most recent research in this area. Far
from setting up “ethnographic’” societies- as separate
worlds, the study of peasant traditions or of the marriage
customs of noble or royal families establishes all sorts of
interconnections between those societies and ours that
no one would have suspected only 20 years ago.

MA: Is an ethnology of the modern world possible? I
believe that, here again, the question can be broken
down according to whether we are thinking of the object
of study or the method. Is the globalisation of culture, in
the sense of a tendency towards uniformity, inevitable?
If so, will anthropology be restricted to working from
documents, or will it have something to say about the
new social forms? How do you envisage its future?

CL-S: To imagine the future of ethnology would be to
imagine the future of civilisation. I am too convinced
of the contingent nature of history to go in for this kind
of speculation, which could only consist of hazardous
guesswork.

Let us restrict ourselves to the present. There are a
number of things in the modern world that we an-
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thropologists are not best qualified to study; they belong
primarily to other disciplines, such as history, sociology,
demography, economic science, political science, and
social psychology. We can only make a contribution.

But, in this confused mass of phenomena stretching

' beyond our scope, there may survive, or come into being,
limited areas where ethnological research feels able to
operate because it finds there conditions which corre-
spond to its needs: relative continuity in time, conti-
guity within a space, and direct communication be-
tween people. The site may be a country village, a
district within a town, or even the point of intersection
of two or three streets in a metropolis of thousands or
millions of inhabitants; these are all places where spatial
proximity gives rise to habits or encourages their con-
tinuance. :

My first field of ethnological enquiry was the town of
Sio Paulo, at a time when, as a young teacher, I was
influenced by the urban sociology of the Chicago school.
I have also read and reread the nine volumes of The New
Survey of London Life and Labour, an inexhaustible
source of instruction and suggestions for ethnologists.
And I am proud of the fact that, in 1949, under the aegis
of Lucien Febvre, I initiated what I think was the first
study of a French village conducted in an ethnological
spirit; it eventually resulted in a book by Lucien Bernot
and René Blancard, Nouville: Un village frangais [1953).

But above all, let us focus our attention on the hun-
dreds of inadequately studied societies in which tradi-
tional modes of life and forms of thought still survive,
even though they may now have to be looked for in
restricted areas of social life or collective activities. Just
over 30 years ago, R. Gordon Wasson, who had no eth-
nological, or indeed any scientific, training—he was a
banker—invented an entirely new branch of our disci-
pline, ethnomycology, with sensational results. Other
doors are waiting to be opened, other locks to be forced.
What is lacking is imagination; there is no lack of mate-
rial.
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The prehistory of the remote islands of the Pacific dis-
plays two very general patterns—one relating to colo-
nisation and the other to the later diversification of is-
land populations—that have predictive value for local
situations. Colonisation began rapidly, and its advance
was directed to the &urvival of voyagers. The rate of ex-
ploration, usually thought to have slowed, in fact in-
creased, and the only perceptible variations conformed
to changing natural circumstances. Many of the human
patterns of the remote Pacific described at the time of
European contact were due not simply to the diversifica-
tion which occurred with colonisation but also to the
circumstances of post-settlement history. In particular,
changes in voyaging frequency systematically affected
island prehistories.

Remote Oceania has been distinguished from Near
Oceania (consisting of New Guinea and its nearer
Melanesian neighbours) because east of the Solomons
the islands become generally smaller, much further
apart, and increasingly impoverished in natural re-
sources (Pawley and Green 1973). The boundary be-
tween the two marks a major physical discontinuity,
and it was a cultural one too in the sense that Pleis-
tocene settlers probably could not cross it. Most Pacific
archaeologists agree that the first people to reach the
remote Pacific carried a culture called Lapita (Allen
1984, Bellwood 1978, Green 1979, Kirch 1988), which
evidently arose somewhere in a voyaging corridor in-
cluding Near Oceania and extending back to mainland
Southeast Asia that was characterised by chains of inter-
visible islands and monsoonal reversals of wind and cur-

rent within a sheltered equatorial zone between the

northern and southern belts of tropical summer cyclones
(Irwin 1989). These were ideal nursery conditions for the
development of maritime technology until people had
learned how to deep-sea sail and survive.

The spread of Lapita culture, some 3,500 years ago,
across the western Pacific from the Bismarck Archipel-
ago to western Polynesia was, given that sampling and
dating are imprecise, archaeologically almost instanta-
neous. There is, however, considerable debate over the

1. © 1990 by The Wenner-Gren Foundation for Anthropological
Research. All rights reserved oo11-3204/90/3101-0005%1.00.
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Indian sociology and the cultural other

R.S. Khare

Background

Indian sociology,' as discussed in the pages of Contributions, original and
new series, raises some unavoidable issues about its own identity as it
tackles Western approaches and perspectives on India. The issues of the
West's cultural other variously influence the content, form, history and
development of Indian sociology.’ In the context of major researches
conducted since the mid-1950s, Indian sociology, I shall argue, must still
more fully investigate the burden of its Western ancestry. Such an exami-
nation requires developing more interest in the sociology of knowledge in
India, with attention to the roles of Indian cultural logic and reasoning.
The whole issue, I argue, demands a closer study of the West as India’s
‘cultural other’ from different Indian cultural vantage points, illustrating
Indian sociology’s approach to the universal and the relative. 1

Our discussion of the subject will be informed by cultural critiques of
anthropological representation on the one hand, and issues in criticald

R.S. Khare is Professor of Anthropology, University of Virginia, 303 Brooks Hall, Char-
lottesville, VA 22903, USA.

' By ‘Indian sociology' I refer mostly to distinct developments discussed in Contributions.
the original and new series, since the mid-1950s. | prefer the term ‘Indian sociology’ over
‘sociology of India’ since it helps me underscore the original emphasis that Dumont and
Pocock (1957, 1960) envisioned for their project. Historically, | distinguish between ‘Indian
sociology” that develops from within, reflecting the changing Indian intellectual temper. and
that which reflects the colonial and/or Western value assumptions.

Meenakshi Thapan’s (1988) excellent paper was an encouragement to me in writing mine.
She made my task easier by pointing out a central issue of Indian sociology: its limited ability,
so far, to deal with the cultural other within India, and outside. | also thank Professor
T.N.Madan for making editorial comments on the paper. As always. he was incisive and
thought-provoking. :

! Widely different forces produce socio-cultural otherness within a socicty and one could |
examine them from different theoretical positions. I confine myself (as do the scholars | ;
review) to India’s cultural discourses from within and their analyses. One could obviously |

|
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take other positions to view India's internal strains.
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philosophy and hermeneutics, on the other.” We will purposely take a
critical view of modern Western epistemology and its universalist claims,
especially when it adopts a rigid position against other civilisations and
their rigorous, time-tested epistemologies. Similarly, we suggest that
Indian sociology must move beyond its conundrums of status quo—e.g.,
where the modern, universal West must confront traditionel, localised
India (for early formulations in Contributions, see Dumont 1966; Dumont
and Pocock 1957, 1960: Madan 1966).

Indian sociology needs to launch a sustained critical discourse on itself,
and on Western thought (for an initial formulation of such a position, see
Uberoi 1968, 1978). However, such an exercise demands a better reading
of India’s own cultural past, and a critical understanding of others’
accounts of India over time. Such exercises will also help Indian sociology
discover the crucial roles the Indic (i.e., Hindu, Buddhist and Jain) systems
of knowledge and interpretation play in constituting Indian reality.

Etymologically, the word ‘other’, related in Old High German to andar,
and in Sanskrit to antara (Websters Dictionary 1985: 835), refers to rela-
tionships of plurality, addition, diversity, opposition, exclusion, and the
temporally former. Our usage draws on all these meanings by context,
rather than subscribing to a simple opposition between inside and outside.
But an India-West sociological comparison must confront a basi¢ issue:
Can the social sciences lay claim to genuinely universal truths? Is a ‘truly
universal social science’ not mostly about dominating alternative systems
of knowledge and their truth values? Is it not often the case that rationalists,
relativists, and orientalists end by pointing fingers at each other’s *blind
spots’? More useful for Indian sociology may therefore be a study of
changing historical conditions and relationships between the dominant
Western and the subdued non-Western epistemologies. It may focus on the
role played by the educated Indian’s ambivalent handling of the colonial
past and its mechanisms of cultural control via the antagonistic politic-
isation of caste, language, region and religion. As an ‘insider-outsider’, and

often a jumble of the colonial-nationalist-traditionalist temper, the modern
Indian intellectual carries his own blind spots. Retrospectively, Dumont
and Pocock may have insufficiently recognised the continuing influence of
colonial thinking on Indian studies.* Indian sociology must therefore much

* The literature on the subject is vast and varied in Western philosophy, with some recent
notable additions. For a wide-ranging and conventional discussion of the issue of ‘other
minds" in philosophy. especially for reflecting Wittgenstein's influence, see Wisdom (1956).
For an anthropological analysis of the issue, see Fabian (1983); Marcus and Fischer (1986);
Whitten (1988). For a critique of traditional Western positions on value, taste, judgement,
and justification, see Barbara Smith (1988). She develops an ‘alternative framework’ by
criticising such recent thinkers as Derrida, Habermas, Northrop Frye, and Richard Rorty.

* This has been so despite the best Western liberal tradition (and its intentions) thzt Louis
Dumont and David Pocock may have represented. Recent studies alert us to the lingerin

1983).
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more carefully reconstruct India’s many—familiar and alien—faces from

within.* . . . B
But this requires viewing India neither selectively, nor in ways t 'at stifle
Indian sociology. It also means discovering how India develops its ‘science

of appropriate distinctions’. Such studies can neither be ‘reactionary’, nor

automatically opposed to all that is non-Hindu, Wcstcm._modem. apd

universal. Similarly, ‘indigenous’ thought has to be neither archaic,

parochial, underdeveloped, or incomprehensible. Such labels are ofte_n red

herrings employed to maintain the unique supremacy of Western intel-
lectual tradition, and to deny the possibility of multiple centres of equally

thentic knowledge.* :

auWithin the prev:iling Western epistemic paradigm, India or any other
major non-Western literate tradition can only become a traditional other
(as in Dumont’s India-West oppositional schemes; see Dumom‘ 19??:
1980); or a significant other (e.g., in Marriott's plural cultgral or ‘ethno

social sciences ‘of other lands’, providing ‘an expanded, multicultural set of
sciences’ to evolve ‘that “universal significance and valu.e"‘ ": see Marriott
1989: 3: also Marriott and Inden 1977). However, such initiatives help us
review the development of Indian sociology for the instructive ma.rkefs it
provides on India’s otherness to the West in the pages of Contributions
(e.g., Ahmad 1972; Bailey 1959; Dumont and Pocock 1957, 196(?; Iacr.
1987; Kantowsky 1969; Madan 1966, 1981; Sabcm.ra! 1983; Uberoi 1968‘2
Venugopal 1986). Though not restricted to ic ongz_nal _Dumont—_Poeoc

theoretical programme, the overall emphasis in Conn'fbuuqns remained on
the socio-cultural distinctness of India in Western soc&ologlcal. terms. With
the review and criticism of Dumont’s esscntialist-compar.atwlst cultural
view of India, Marriott’s ‘monistic’ approach, especially since the 1970s,
evolved more rigorous standards for studying India from within.’

* My argument underscores the necessity of not reducing Indi.n's multiple cultural faces
over time and region. for the sake of a simple theory 0:; a ‘s_ystcm . However, such attempts
ot overlook the internal devices of cultural unity. _
Sh::;dptl:opol;al emphasises the role of indigenous forms of .cf‘!mml reasoning and _worll.:;
views', especially of the three long-standing major Indic tradﬂrom—Hmdu. Bm'idlus; an
Jain. These major players have long been involved in what Gllth:! Ryle (19’54‘ l—! ). :‘n
another context, called the ‘litigation between [alternative] th_cones or bodw_s of ideas’.
shaping both the common sense and common knowledge of lrfdu—a‘md the. !_nduan.

* However, toward the end of this century, the West’s umvc-mltst position encounters
difficulty when a protesting knowledge system (e.g., Islami'c or.Chmuc) disputes the .::;malef
epistemic supremacy and authority of the West, and proclaims itself to be a scparate or 0
ideological and cultural universalism. .
‘dﬁoln Contributions during the 1970s and 1980s (as in othc.r major ioumgl_s). Marﬁo‘tt s
ethnosociology could only receive insufficient intensive analysis and comparative cvgluat:or:
(though it was frequently alluded to). This difference should be analysed as an issue o

bives CPS. E[\dj;ﬁiplinary intellectual history, putting a requisite distance between the living personalities
cnives = =

and our attitudes toward them. Looked at this way, ethnosociology has epjoyed f’“'.y a limited
general appeal and influence. Contributions also, accordingly, devoted its special issues first
to evaluating Dumont’s and Srinivas’ work.
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Let us now consider some general approaches to studying the cultural
other.

The other: Essential or non-essential

We face a crucial question: Is the cultural other ultimately dissoluble by an
epistemological universalism that modern man and his scholarship produce?
Or must it remain a subject of only contextual interpretations? (For a
recent but inconclusive round of philosophic discussions, see Larson and
Deutsch 1988; for a review and a continuing debate, see Rorty 1989a,
1989b; Taylor 1989.) The Western philosopher’s position on such questions
remains rather unhelpful. He is either a rigid rational universalist or a
relativist. On the other side, Indic philosophical discourses (e.g., the
Brahmanic, Buddhist and Jain) differ. Indian sociology therefore might do
best to deal with the issue in terms of the ‘lived culture’, where cultural
ideals, social contexts and historical forces must contend with the cultural
other.

However, learned Indic texts remain a part of such inquiry. We cannot
deal with the Hindu's otherness without grappling with different notions of
self, soul and the universal soul (Potter 1965).* For example, the vedantic
Hindu treats all forms of otherness (a sign of plurality) as a manifestation
of illusion (mdya or prakrti). For him, only self (the absolute atman) exists:
his ideal is the total dissolution of alienating self (the ground of ‘I-ness’ and
‘I"). Some of his philosophical ways of expressing such an essentialist
position are: ‘parts are unreal’, ‘effects pre-exist in cause’, and ‘difference
is non-grasping of similarity’. At the opposite end stand the sceptics
(Carvaka) and Buddhists who see the other as an irreducible part of
reality. Here the whole becomes unreal; effects do not pre-exist in cause;
and similarity is non-grasping of difference. This non-essentialist position
disputes the all-encompassing ideal and its reality.

However, such a story of Indic philosophies remains incomplete until we

Though undoubtedly Marriott’s approach is far more refined, accurate, and rigorous in
cultural terms than Dumont's, his style of presentation remains inaccessible. His ‘Hindu
science’ and Western formal scientific method continue to be a misfit within cthnosociology.
Marriott’s formalism (i.c., his transactional jargon, ‘scientific” logic of parsimony, set theory,
and multidimensional gcometric representations) fetters him in approaching the multifarious
(vividha) being and becoming of the Hindu world. The Hindu for him essentially becomes a
transactional—porous—'body’, with no room for a soul or a feeling self (or just a jivdtaman).
The fecliﬂs-faj!hguidcd-musetic-inmitivc-cgpericntial world of the Hindu can only be
transactional (hence ‘fluid’) within such an ethnosociology.

* Potter (1965) presents what major Indic philosophies, in.profile, have to say on such
major issues as parts and the whole, causation. and the notions of ‘freedom’ or liberation.
However, the anthropologist must suitably adapt such information for his use. Thus. for

tre for Policy Skhigieple . the otherness issue may relate 1o a host of classical conceptions of self, soul and” harampa

universal soul. from the upanishadic penod: see Hume (1985: 23-32).
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include those with ‘middle positions’ (Jains, Mimamsikas), where both self
and the other remain real and distinct. Everything is found to be both same
and different, and equal and unequal under a philosophy (anékdntavada)
which strives to avoid taking either of the two extreme positions. Others
colour self (as self colours others) moment to moment, but moment is
denied any essentialism of its own. Both self and the other could thus be
viewed from endless standpoints, with differing messages and meanings.

For sociological purposes, we may distinguish four general values or
‘faces’ of otherness: (a) the rational other (pursued by modern scientific
universalism), (b) the critical other (evaluating the modern), (c) the
contextually relativised (and transforming) other, and (d) the unique other
(usually discovered via the history of a specific human culture and civil-
isation). We will briefly consider below each of these ‘faces’ in a schematic
form, to help us better interpret Indian sociology’s treatment of the
cultural other—so far.’

The rational, scientific approach reduces all forms of cultural otherness
to such scientific universals as causality, impartiality, symmetry and
reflexivity (Hollis 1982: 68). The other (or any non-other universal) cannot
have an independent or irreducible ‘essence and existence’ outside such a
rationality. The cultural other can produce only particular and conditional
knowledge. It is fully ‘explained’ and best represented by modem canons of
logic and rationality (see Hollis and Lukes 1982).

The second ‘face’ of the other appears when such a conquest of modern
reason encounters critiism from both within and without the West, yielding
not only to ‘post-modern’ and ‘post-structural’ critiques, but also to
debates on the effectiveness of modern reason in today’s world (e.g.,
Clifford 1988; Maclatyre 1981; Overing 1985; Said 1978, 1983). Not merely
a secondary, verifying example within this discourse, the other launches a
critical evaluation of modern universals and their limitations and failures.
However, this position of the cultural other still has to discover ways to
avoid regression into the simple relativism of earlier decades (see Hatch
1983), and it must make sense of its own diversifying critical debates (e.g.,
Smith 1988).

The third face of the other appears when self, the other, and its otherness
are discovered to be without any ultimate essence." The ‘particular other’

* We should at this point consider how Indian sociology in the pages of Contributions has
(consciously or unconsciously) employed different models and meanings of the West's other
as its own. However, we presently lack a suitable background study, Meanwhile, as we have
already remarked (see note 7), the Western other very often eaters via sociology’s formu-
lations, even if the adopted view is emic. A.K. Saran, for example, had very early remarked
that Dumont's ‘Indian sociology’ remains alien to India (see Dumont 1966).

" Whatever flecting cognition of these is admitted, it is simply to yield to ever-dissolving
momentary perceptions. In this context, the Buddhist philosophic ‘deconstruction’ of self or

rchives CPSHEReQ9 (andimavada) is most radical. But even such a position cannot deny the everyday

struggle with otherness (for the monastic lives of Buddhist monks see Carrithers 1983).
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and the ‘particular universal’ can coexist here but only as conditional
products of a multi-sided and ever-changing human cultural reality.
(Compare this with the preceding summary of the Jain and the Mimamsa
schools of Indic philosophies.) Since the claim to an absolute, single
universal is given up as either untenable or impractical, any approach or
methodology that still hopes to reach the unconditional universal is
subjected to criticism. Some dispute the very possibility of knowing the
other."

The fourth face asserts that all cultural otherness is in some sense unique
(and irreducible). It is integral to people’s cultural and moral perceptions of
themselves. Though not beyond translation, it can only be incompletely
translated, generalised and appropriated by another culture (Overing
1985: 1-28; Parkin 1985). India, China and the West are thus culturally
distinct from each other. However, when deeply probed, they may disclose
a long-standing ground for pursuing convergent (but independently-reached)
similarities in reasoning and confirming reliable knowledge (Staal 1988:
Introduction).

An anthropological account is likely to pursue, by context, all the four
values of the other. In addition, it develops a distinct interpretation of
otherness as a part of post-modern knowledge, usually in two phases. In
the first phase, the anthropologist uses the other culture simply as a
sounding board for viewing and re-viewing his own culture, usually with an
uncritical acceptance of modern epistemology. The second phase criticises
modern epistemology in order to open it to the existence of major alter-
native epistemologies. Though rare, such an attempt may still aspire for
some kind of universalisation, often by intertwining emic and etic
epistemologies. Marriott’s ‘construction’ of ethnosociology perhaps
exemplifies such an effort.

Four approaches and their characteristics

Let us now discuss the other in the context of some major developmental
phases of Indian sociology—pre-Dumontian structural-functional approach,
Dumontian ‘structural sociology of India’, Marriott’s ‘ethnosociological’
approach, and the recent critical and interpretive explanations of aspects of
Indian society and civilisation. These phases implicate the four general
values of otherness as they render India to be the West's cultural-other (or
vice-versa).

'" Comparatively, some in Western philosophy have long debated the problem of knowing
about the thoughts, feelings and dispositions of ‘other minds'. For philosophers investigating

tre for Policy S/hsr minds is not altogether the same as knowing about other knowledge by analogbarampal

translation or other tropes (see Wisdom 1956).
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Structural-functional approach

As the 19th century Indian cultural renaissance culminated in Independence,
many prominent West-educated Indians (of whom Mahatma Gandhi and
Jawaharlal Nehru were later examples) increasingly viewed India in terms
of its own cultural history, disputing or dismissing the coloniser’s otherness
that the British introduced in their accounts (for psycho-historical studies
of such 19th century conflicts among observers of India, see Chatterjee
1989; Nandy 1980, 1983). Most British writers recorded facts as they saw
them, often for administrative and political goals of the Raj. Out of such
general pools of data developed the ‘empirical’ social science field studies
of India, especially after the Second World War. They fostered among the
researchers a West-inspired ‘scientific’ intellectual temper, within which
anthropologists and sociologists (Indian and foreign) viewed Indian society
as an ‘object’ of study. These researchers mostly mapped, catalogued,
classified and evaluated India’s basic cultural units (i.e.. villages, castes
and tribes) with a studied political purpose. Succeeding them appeared
numerous ‘village studies’ and caste and kinship accounts based on field-
work, providing a ‘scientific’ basis for discovering India's ‘social reality’.
Objectivity here translated as a sort of aloofness (even for those Indian
social scientists who studied their own villages or caste groups)."

Within this phase of logico-empirical research, India showed two distinct
values, first as the ‘cultural other’ (evident most and best to a foreign
scholar), and second as the sdientifically produced ‘objective other’
(subscribed to by both Western and Indian scholars). Objectivity was
considered both a necessary and sufficient condition to reach scientific
truth, the analyst's ultimate quest.

During this phase, as the anthropologist collected maximum field data
on the chosen subject, he consistently tried to remain aloof from the
subject, projecting himself as subtly superior and enigmatic. He rarely felt
the need to share his own field experience with his ‘subjects’. much less to
accord their judgments a serious place within his scientific explanations.
His informants were almost always passive ‘producers of facts’ rather than
truth-knowing participants. The major analytic reasoning sought, discovered
and established in such an approach, rested on the investigator’s notions of
‘scientific’ observations and social science theory. People’s own voice and
reasoning remained indirect and muted even within careful field reports
(e.g., Marriott 1955).

However, some of the best attempts, over time, tried to break away
from such constraints. M.N.Srinivas' work, for example, successively

'* For recent reviews. see Singh (1983) and Srinivas and Panini (1973). However, Yogendra

s CPS—SE%.M term ‘Indian sociology’ refers to all that has been studied sociologically in India in

recenf times from various theoretical positions.
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expanded the range and connotation of sociological description and
characterisation in India as it dealt with changing caste groups and villages
on the ohe hand, and as it suggestively depicted the fullness of Indian
village life and its cultural sensibilities, on the other (Srinivas 1964, 1976).
Adopting the precarious (insider-yet-outsider) stance of a social anthro-
pologist, Snnivas perhaps best exemplified a carefully crafted ‘sociological’
approach suitable tc a newly independent non-Western nation—his own.

Structural sociology of India

With the rise of structuralism, such Western categories as subject and
object, ideology and practice, inside and outside, parts and the whole, and
the individual and the collective, acquired centre stage, and they yielded,
in turn, a West-complementing India. The proposal for pursuing a distinct
‘Indian sociology’ thus starts, as is well-known, with Louis Dumont’s
programme of studying such binary (logical) oppositions as high and low,
purity and pollution, status and power, and hierarchy and holism (formulated
after certain classical Hindu notions; see Dumont 1980, especially Post-
face).

The significance of Dumont’s research scheme on India must, however,
still be thoroughly investigated for its overall theoretical grounding in
certain modern Western social philosophies."” First, it remained very close
to the 19th century British-and-Brahman-pundit resurrected ‘India’.
Despite his initial announcements to establish a genuine ‘Indian sociology’,
his ‘ideological' approach severely limited his ability to embrace the
diversifying, vociferous India of the 20th ceatury. Second, Dumont's
sociology instead chose to deal with one social quality (hierarchy) of the
Hindu world and its cultural consequences. Third, it kept a glaring distance
from the long-recognised and rigorously-worked studies of Indic cultural

- logic, epistemology and reasoning, available in texts, and often reflected

within everyday life. While Marriott’s work (1976a, 1989) has dealt with the
second issue, the first and third points still need careful study and critique

- (for another discussion of some of the repercussions of the original

Dumontian proposal, see Thapan 1988).
Ideologically contrasted to the historical, egalitarian and modern West,

" Dumont's rescarch programme on India should be examined in terms of Dumont's
reading of the modern ideologies of France, England and Germany. His view of India remains
firmly grounded in the Cartesian ‘ideology’ of the modern West (with occasional critiques of
its deformities during the world wars). In this way (while excluding the internal critiques and
failures of post-war modern Western thought), he characterised India only as the West's
perfect other—a society without the modern Western individual and a genuine politico-
cconomic history. lronically, however, this India (retrieved from a mixture of selective
cthnography and Indological texts) appeared before the West oniy o reflect ihe West's own
colonial archaism.

Dharampal Apchives CPS-ER-09
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India provides a perfect counterfoil for Dumont to demarcate the West’s

own cultural boundaries, and a better self-definition, especially after the

trauma of the Second World War. Dumont’s study of India remained
Europe-centred in many ways, and to depict India as the West's ‘total’
other (in the Maussian sense), he freely equated the Indian caste system
with the Hindu world, and the latter with India (for observations on India
as the non-European other, and the role of the ‘anthropological community’
within it, see Dumont 1977, 1986; and for a review Khare 1989).

In such a ‘structural’ view, Dumont found India without true history,
gcnuine secular power, real economic motive, and the enduring moral
individual. At the level of ideology, Dumont could not detain himself 10
deal with complicating alternative Indic models of parts and the whole
_(e.g.. for a summary see Potter 1965: 103: see also Khare 1983, 1986). He
implicitly assumed a confirmation of Durkheimian ‘holism® within the
vedantic view of ‘the one over many’, in order to contrast it with modern
European individualism. We thus entirely miss in Dumont's work any
attention to Indic (or even Brahmanic philosophic and epistemological)
‘logics’ to explicate the issues of the universal and the particular, or the self
and the other.

Dumont’s India, as some have commented, may have barely moved
beyond the orientalist's notion of the ‘dependent other’ (see Appadurai
1986 for a reappraisal of Dumont’s approach; for crisis in anthropological
representation, see Marcus and Fischer 1986). However, Dumont’s
approach has had a rather persistent and diverse influence on the succeeding
sociological studies of India. For example, anthropologists focused on
‘traditional’ India for its major (West-contrasting) cultural principles and
categories. Since Dumont has himself selected and critically evaluated a
whole crop of such studies in his revised and complete version of Homo
hierarchicus, the reader is best referred to this book for his ‘Preface to the
complete English edition’, ‘Postface’, and the corresponding citations in
‘notes’. Such Dumont-inspired contributions displaced earlier village and
social change studies of the 1950s. The latter were found weak in ‘theory’.
The ‘new’ approach also rendered historically-situated India spurious
tfccausc history simply stood outside the ‘structural’ ideology of the tradi-
tional Indian caste system. Correspondingly, the Dumontian field worker
concerned himself with discovering hidden category oppositions and their
significance within social conditions. Ironically, such a scholar, though
studying India from within, remained preoccupied with verifying his
structural theory, and again remained elusive and distant to the informant.
-Hc rendered India’s villages sociologically secondary, and India’s modernity
ideologically spurious (see, for example, Srinivas 1976, for disputing
Dumont’s position on the Indian village, and Khare 1989, for a study of
modern India’s ‘otherness’ to the West).
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Ethnosociology

This leads us to another major attempt to study India from within. It is
McKim Marriott’s ‘ethnosociology’ that grew out of another series of
attempts, a counter-theory of sorts, spelled out over 30 vears. With his
carly preference for ‘interactional’ over ‘attributional’ theories, Marriott
(compare 1959 and 1989) claimed to provide an ‘alternative’ approach to
study and understand Indiz. Though this ‘transactional’ approach is worthy
of a detailed comparative 2:ziysis (for its roots perhaps lie in an American
sociology of formalism and pragmatism, recast as a ‘Chicago anthropology’
of India), we will confine ourselves to Marriott’s general strategies for a
study of India from within (and for a tacit commentary in this approach on
India’s otherness to the Went).

Marriott’s ‘ethnosociological' approach incorporates some radical
epistemological points of departure. After proposing an interactionist
explanation of castes in India (see Marriott 1959), Marriott reveals,
through a series of exercises (1968, 1976b, 1987, 1989), his preference for,
and a dependence on, certain formal ‘sociological’ tools. techniques, and
three-dimensional representations of transactions. Essentially, his research
proceeds in two phases. Up to 1968, as he scored the ‘field-collected’ caste
ranking transactions on matrices, he illustrated his case-specific, logico-
empirical analysis of village life (whether changing or non-changing) in
north India. During this early phase, Marriott approached India, the non-
Western other, for a ‘scientific’ (field and comparative) study. Despite his
keen observations of the local scene, his overall approach emphasised
certain etic distinctions (Marriott 1955). Though his field visits remained
rare, Marriott proved himself to be a keen and sensitive field worker
(Marriott 1966). Reflecting cultural empathy and alienation, he keenly
described the festival of Holi for its internal cultural content as well as its
otherness. (Besides, to an Indian observer also appear in the same account
the pragmatic sensibilities of a midwestern American coping with unfamiliar
rituals of celebration.)

Such an allusion to an ‘early Marriott’ of the 1950s and the 1960s is
necessary to recognise the shifts he makes during the 1970s and the 1980s
to construct an ‘ethnosociology’ of India. His review of Homo hierarchicus
(Marriott 1969) perhaps marked the transition, for within a few years he,
with help from Inden, launched his ‘monistic’ approach to articulate ‘flovss’
within the ‘Hindu world" (and worldview) to reach ‘analytical sociological
models, comparable to the theoretical generalised social systems of Max
Weber or Talcott Parsons . . ." (Marriott and Inden 1977: 229).

In Marriott's terms, such a departure argued that it ‘would not be a bad
objective for [Western social scientists] to make themselves—thc knowers—
somewhat like those South Asian objects that they would make known’
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direction: ‘social science ideas . . . can be developed from the realities
known to Indidn people’. Indian ethnosociology offers social scientists ‘a
second lens’, ‘a conscious alternative' to see through Western presup-
positions and blind spots. Marriott and his close followers do so by pursuing
their own distinct ‘substance-flow’ based view of the Hindu universe. This
way they seem to be pursuing their own foibles—a formal, substantivist
approach for rendering the Hindu's world concrete and systematic (and
therefore ‘real’) in respectable Western scientific terms.

Crucial to his ‘construction’ of ethnosociology, and directly relevant to
our discussion of the cultural other, Marriott (1989: 1-6) provides us with
some of his general assumptions and viewpoints:

(a) ‘All social sciences develop from thought about what is known to
particular cultures and are thus “cultural® or “ethno-" social
sciences in their origins’ (p. 1).

(b) Western social science, though widely recognised, remains an
example of ‘ethnosocial sciences of only one limited . . . type’, and
we need ‘to expand the world repertory of social sciences’ by
‘working with a culturally related, but non-European people’s
thought about their own realities’ (p. 1).

(¢) The social s¢ientist should be fully aware about the implicit assump-
tions of ‘the traditional categories of sociological questioning’. He
should therefore not risk ‘imposing an alien ontology and alien
epistemology’ on other people’s thought and realities (p. 2).

(d) The ‘precipitates of Western social, intellectual. and particularly
academic history’ rarely fit ‘Indian definitions of reality’ (p- 2).

(e) Yet Indian (or Hindu) notions and institutions are not ‘impregnable’
to Western style analysis. ‘Indian joinings’ of what the West would
dichotomise ‘often point to alternative, especially transactional
concepts of integrative value' (p. 3, emphasis added).

() ‘None yet appears to have attempted what is proposed here—following
the Parsons and Shils method all the way to constructing an alter-
native general theoretical system for the social sciences of a non-
Western civilisation, using that civilisation’s own categories’ (p. 5).

(g) Such an attempt requires ‘metaconceptual categories and descriptive

' Physical bodies, matenal transfers, concrete spaces, food, blood, humours.
alchemy, and mechanical ‘flows’ by heating and cooling (or other similar devices)
constitute the main domains of analysis for Marriott's cthnosociology and its followers
(e.g., Mines 1989; Moore 1989; Moreno and Marriott 1989).

For some reviews of Marmiott’s work, see Good (1982: 36) and Daniel (1984: 53). One of
the central disputes concerns equating the Western social scientist with his object of
study, and dealing with the necessity of according India an independent—and equal—
cpistemic voice vis-A-vis the West. Proposing such an epistemic goal from the West

N S dAIIR BYY. Tiis et recE Rt sat et (1989: 1-2) continue in the salﬂ{zémmpa' e CPSEE?E% exemplary. Indian sociology can only approve such an initiative, but only after

examining some of its underiying ambiguitics and assumptions. See note 7.
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terms’ that ‘remain congruent with the indigenously cognised fea-
tures’ on the one hand, and ‘facilitate comparison’ with Western
social science, on the other. ‘Some shifting of Indian meanings in a
Western direction’ is also undoubtedly involved but Marriott hopes
such ‘compromises’ are ‘equitable (p. 6).

(h) ‘Together with the ethnosciences of other lands . ..', Marriott
hopes, ‘[Indian ethnosocial sciences] may provide better bases for
the future claim of an expanded, multicultural set of sciences to
have that “unmiversal significance and value”, which Weber . . .
prematurely reserved for rational social thought in the West' (p. 3).

(1) Thus developed Indian ethnosocial sciences may, in his view,
eventually ‘take their place beside the Western ethnosocial sciences’

(p. 3).

Positioning himself distinctly apart from Dumont’s firmly Europe-centred
epistemology of the cultural other, Marriott views India's otherness in
terms of Hindu culture’s distinct principles and categories of transactions
and the resulting knowledge of reality. Though India is more than the
constructions of the Hindu world, we still need to know how (and how far)
‘congruent’ are his ‘Indian ethnosocial sciences’ to all that constitutes and
moves the Hindu universe.” Is the Hindu universe limited only to trans-
actions? The issue of congruency acquires added significance when his own
analytic assumptions rest on Western science (i.e., his formal notions of
consistency, simplicity and parsimony in ‘transactions’ and ‘materiality’),
while assuming compliance from Hindu conceptions of knowledge and
reality. Does Marriott also, in the final analysis; work only with selected
aspects of the Hindu universe? Does he also overlook the possibility that
representational and interpretive devices of ‘mathematical analogues’ and
‘three-dimensional graphing’ could limit and distort Hindu conceptions
(and expressions) of reality? As a test of Marriott’s reading of the Hindu
world, on the other hand, one might ask indigenous Hindu scholars
(pundits and $dstris) to comment on Marriott’s schemes. Some might find
Marriott intriguing—even appealing, while others may dispute him."

" Marriott's gencral conception of the cultural other is difficult to decipher because
of his silence on the subject. Though he carefully selects and employs other appropriate
works—descriptive and theoretical—o produce his ‘verifying evidence', such a procedure
does not give us the required larger picture. We do not know how he approaches India’s
positions on knowledge vis-a-vis those that are Western. His view of ‘science’ also
demands that we know how he approaches debates between foundationalist and anti-
foundationalist theories ‘of knowledge within Western philosophies (e.g., Rorty 1989b;
Taylor 1989).

ALmi
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How do we make sense of some crucial achievements and failures of
Marriott’s ethnosociology? Among its achievements, particularly from the
point of view of post-colonial social science in India, are (a) its bold and
uniquely culture-sensitive approach to the cultural otherness of India, and
(b) its readiness to make Indic epistemology a congruent and potentially
‘equal’ partner in reaching reliable and rigorcus systems of knowledge. He
is unsparing of ‘the imperial style of Western ethnosocial science’, and of a
host of inapplicable Western concepts and distinctions. He finds ‘processual
relativism’ of the Hindu ethnosocia! sciences ‘the most ecumenical of
urges’ (p. 33). He also hints toward a universalistic social science that, as a
climax of a ‘multicultural’ set of ethnosocial sciences, rises above the ‘fears
of parochialism and relativism'.

Marriott’s ethnosociological approach encourages culturally ‘accurate’
ethnographies (see Marriott 1989, for his latest careful selection and
interpretation of appropriate works)."” Under Marriott’s influence, if an
ethnographer increasingly tends to become a textual and contextual
exegete of aspects of learned Hindu thought, it is to discover flows (and
‘fluidarity’) of diverse substance-codes in diverse domains of transactions.
So encumbered, a young ethnographer unfortunately might have far less
time (or inclination) to learn from the field."

Failures of ethnosociology. on the other hand, as already indicated,
accumulate from one’s predisposition toward one grand theory for explaining
Hindu India or India as a whole (such inspiration usually originating in the
West). Knowing India from up close makes such attempts increasingly less
satisfactory. Ethnosociolegy is no exception in this regard. Though forging
wide links, it still conveys to me that we can manage only aspects of the
large picture. Confined to transactional domains, it lacks direct and sufficient
capability to deal fully with the Hindu's sensual and suprasensual reality,
especially when concerned with self, moral order, knowledge. experience,
unconditional liberation, and the Absolute Reality (jivdtmana, dharma, sat

peck into a scholar’s mind and his uhderstanding of the Hindu world. One of my scholar-
informants. in review, found Marriott’s work to be similar to that of a university
cducated Sdstri. However. when it came to reflecting the experience of the diverse Hindu
unmiverse and its /ived sensibilitics, several of my informants found Marriott remote (in Hindi,
vey basey kam par parhé adhika hain).

"" Given a careful citation of the studies of students, colleagues and ‘others’. Marriolt has
developed a way of doing a sort of ‘field work' via other people’s ethnographies. By
representing and synthesising these, he produces a kind of ‘metacthnography” of his own 1o
support his theoretical formulations. °

" This may be particularly true of young ethnographers from outside India coming to
produce a study of or on India. Oriented to ulablishiﬁg or disputing a prevalent theoretical
cxplanation, such scholars may rarely approach the field for unencumbered learning. While

)

'* I discussed in Lucknow in 1988, though unsystematically, some of Marriott's (1976a)

vy

formulations with a few appropriate scholars of learned Hindu texts and daily practice they theorisc, local scholars often devote themselves to intricate details. Unfortunately,

" « . . - o . |

tre for Poli Sm‘éggpecial[y drtwy o0y surh Gelds: ) clamicel philfophy’ Aysrvods aed “'ml"ﬂ)dmmpal Ar }/}ives CPS—Z?)%‘@J over time, both tendencics. ustil coordinated. would yield unsatisfactory results for www.cpsindia,org
v ey discussed several contexts that interest Marriott. This way my informants tried to 3 ndian sociology. - .
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jrana, anubava, moksa, and the Brahman).” Such considerations funda-
mentally determine the Hindu's conception of being, karma. birth (yoni),
and body (deha), and determine the admissibility of otherness, including of
what Marriott is after—a verification of the transactional nature of the
Hindu's ‘seen’ material and social world. As an approach, Marriott's
ethnosociology has already attracted some comments and criticisms from
philosophers (see, for example, several contributions in O’Flaherty 1980,
especially by Potter and Larson) and anthropologists, some of whom find
Marriott's approach as ultimately ‘an anachronism’ for Western social
science (e.g., Daniel 1984: 54; see also Good 1982; Trautman 1980).

For the Indian insider, ethnosociology remains silent on what Hindu
culture and epistemology most vociferously assert—'The explanation of
the seen is in the unseen' (see Satprakashananda 1965: 193, and his
discussion of the place of ‘suprasensual knowledge' within the Hindu
notions of self, the worldly, and the otherworldly). As a philosopher has
observed, Marriott continues to emphasise transactions over transcendence
(or dharma over moksa or pravritti over nivritti: see Potter 1980), often
producing the problem of indefensible distinctions and lop-sided emphases
in descriptions as well as in theoretical formulations.

Overall, ethnosociology represents one of the major Western approaches
of the 20th century for understanding India (or analogously other such
non-Western cultures) from within. It renders India’s cultural otherness
negotiable. Marriott’s scheme is perhaps the first bold attempt to explore
an alternative to an exclusively Europe-centred epistemology and world-
view. ™

For the 20th century, therefore, Dumont and Marriott, separately and
together, conclude another chapter in the Western approach to India and
its cultural distance. Though both claim theoretical differences between
them (in terms of Western sociological assumptions), both study the
cultural uniqueness of India (especially the Hindu culture and its world-
view) from within. Both concern themselves with the learned and popular
cultures of India, and both seek a single, internally-consistent theoretical
explanation of the diverse Indian social reality by applying the well-known

" Marriott is however not silent on the liberation issue any longer. His Table 2 (1989: 14—
I5) summarises the larger picture of a ‘processual Hindu social science’, and it includes
reference to the Hindu's philosophic ‘constants’, where his transactional and mathematical
analogues score "empty set’ and ‘nonrelationality’. Are they conceived the same way by the
ordinary and the learned (jidni) Hindu? Though we lack appropriate ethnographies on
dharma and moksa, such subjects as jiva, dtman, parmdtman, mdyd, bhakti and sddhana
dircctly constitute ‘the realities known to Indian people’. These are nor ethnographically
empty: they only need to be studied as people account for them. They constitute the Hindu's
active, indispensable voice.,

™ By implication, the same approach must mean new challenges to better understand

cr exphication of what ‘an Indian way of thinking is (sce Ramanujan 1989).

Iy epistemology and how its reasoning patterns work within society. It also means aD/mmmpaéff
Bi

£
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‘scientific’ criteria of simplicity, economy and parsimony. Allho_ugh bolt!
scholars tried to view India beyond the coloniser's hf:gcmorflc ‘_olher
(characterised by one-sided reportage on and cpis;cnuc domination of
India), only Marriott could develop a much more rigorous a_nd compre-
hensive conceptual apparatus to address some of lndlg‘s dfsu'nct cyllural
insights. However, once we focus on India's evcr-dwerSIf)q.ng historv,
social situations and culture, Marriott's ethnosociological exercise tc.nds to
close in on itself by holding rigid views on ‘substance‘_. ‘joinings’, and
‘fluidity’. Instead, to succeed ethnosociology needs to invite openness,
criticism and ingenuity {paruta) of a whole range of scholars, whether

Indianists or not.
Critical cultural studies and interpretations

Though Dumont and Marriott recognise the necessity of i(‘jentifyir.ig Hindu
India from within, both strangely shy away from the dominant Hlndu way
of dissolving the other—by the ideal of Universal Self (which dissolves all
alterity; for the crucial upanishadic conception of the Brahm‘an. see Hume
1985: 32-52). We miss learning from them that Hindu i.ndna has its own
way of dealing with socio-cultural distance and alicnation, 'and thal‘ |Es
direct conception and expression are fundamema} to Hindu India’s
predominant self-identity. Instead, Hindu India is sociologised by Dumu?m
in terms of Durkheimian holism, and by Marriott (1989: ) for gonstrucu_ng
‘a general theoretical system’ a la Parsons and Shils. Indian somologg',v gains
most when it critically appraises both. and starts its own cultural critiques
of ongoing researches. _
Thus, in fact, it appears that the next phase is of careful cultural inter-
pretation and criticism. It is increasingly characterised by (a) a general
dispersal of the Dumont-style ‘total’ ideological contrast of India to tlhc
West; (b) a preference for alternative interpretive approaches to deal with
India's regional and ethnic diversity; and (c) an effort to develop wlhal may
be called ‘reciprocal sociology" between India and the West. This phase
strengthens studies conducted from India of the Wcsl. as much as those
from the West. Similarly, instead of constructing a single grand thcory
(whether monistic or dualistic) to explain India or the West, now sc?vcral
investigators may prefer to conduct their analyses qfl su_bslamwe issues
(e.g.. foods, gifting, sacrifice, and principles of 'equlhbnum and appro-
priateness) to develop a generally shared perspective on the Iarge:r picture.
They may seldom feel the necessity to commit lhemsc:lvcs for life to any
single grand theoretical explanation.” Within such a picture, most Indian

¥ For theme-based conceptual analyses, see Daniel 1984; Dirks 1987: Khare 1976: Madan
1987; Parry 1985; Rahcja 1988; Zimmerman 1987. Though most of these gencrally uphold the

rehives CP‘%@ﬁ'ngicwing India from within, they rarely investigate the Eurocentred epistemology of

social sciences
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anthropologists and sociologists concern themselves with Indian cultural
diversity and particularity.?

Though less frequently represented, the semantic or semiotic anthro-
pology of the 1980s also focuses on meanings and interpretations of crucial
textual kpoyledge and everyday practice. For example, one may consider
‘the semiotics pf Indian identity’ with the help of Peircean semiotics
because 1t provides an unexpected access to the inwardness of Indians and
of An_'lencans alike’ (Singer 1984: 160). If the Indian other thus becomes
less d:sfanl to a Western anthropologist, it allows a South Asian colleague
to cxpht_:atg the ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ of the Tamil's world by explicating
the semiotics of ‘substance’, ‘experience’ and ‘equilibrium’ (Daniel 1984).
Even more rarely, we encounter a ‘semiological’ study of India's view of
the Wc_zg. and of the West’s internal otherness (Uberoi 1968, 1984). As
chro_l Juggles the West’s frames of familiarity and distance vis a vis those
of India, he provides us with a valuable and scarce comparative commentary
on the West's management of its own identity crisis. Some innovative
if}:(cmsl hfror(r; India’s political scientists are equally noteworthy, especially

n they do not remain pri ! i i i
il mhemess-npnsoners of the West's conflict theories and their

Accordingly, the anthropologist’s recent interpretive  and critical
approaches have increased reflexivity in their discourses, rendering the
axis bctwct_:n self and the other as full of multiple ‘voices’, changing
vantage points, and competing epistemologies—people's own vis A vis
lhosc of anthropologists (e.g., Babb 1987; Carrithers 1983; Madan 1987)
Similarly, as learned texts are interpreted as the locus of aulhnrilativé

Papers published in Contributions (new series) since 1967 gene imi i
ranging thrprclivc tendencies. It may be hard to find, for cglamrpal::l? : l;?::::: an::n:):::i:n
among Ir!dlan sociologists and anthropologists working in India. If T.N. Madan has stayed
closely with Dumont's work on India for over three decades, he studied, in my view w);;l
Dumont had emphasised as well as ignored (e.g., ‘non-renunciation’. S;:c Madan 19.87) 1
adop.;tcd a more critical (but constructive) stance toward both major—Dumont’s and M!-
nott s—approaches to comprehend India’s learned and popular cultures (e for th:.:
Bra.hm?n's and the Untouchable's ideals and practices on food, kinship rituals‘gla;nd alt
"a:"‘:vfd:c;l?i“‘ sce Khare 1976, 1983, 1984), ' . 5

_With Independence. Indian social scientists increasingly stud cultur Istori
par?lcu[ar‘races of India. Even those aware of the lndi.l-\\'esslly idculzgical d?::ﬁ::?tchr::::;":
India ro‘r its ground-level regional, historical and religious differences (Thapan 1988) ’

¥ Rajni Kothari provides us with a valuable perspective on the cultural otherness tha.t India
and ot!?cr non-Western countries face from the West. Kothari's work depicts such otherness
as cn_.taal to evolving a non-Western ‘alternative’ to modern political philosophy as well as
practice. He raises the issue of India’s own version of modemity (see Khare 1988). He argues
for a coherent evolution of Indian political culture. especially i the wake of accelerated sgcial
;hangc and cthnic strife (Kothari 1970, 1976, 1986; for a review of Kothari's work sce
hamham‘ l?&:ﬁ: 229-46). Localised anthropological accounts of dominant ‘ideology” las a
cgemonic discourse between the Hindus and ‘antagonistic others® similarly need careful

conceptual handling, i :
B o Poliy S ’(’édé"s {E‘ ormmnl 9;;8) , Too much emphasis on local conflicts tends to obscure the larger pictus®harampa
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knowledge against people's social experience and its communication, they
generate an anthropological critique of hermeneutics. Ideological texts
sometimes become ‘live’ discourses, where words constitute a protest for
challenging the entrenched equations of social and epistemic dominance
(Das 1982, 1986; Khare 1984).

Such an interpretive phase allows the anthropologist to address the
contradictory, the chaotic, the emotional, and the mysterious within the
informant’s world. It is feasible because the investigator is not after the
construction of a grand theory and is willing to test his own reasoning and
conception against that of the people. He opens himself to the messages
other people’s epistemologies and ontologies provide (for a comparative
discussion. see Ardener 1985; Evens 1979; Overing 1985, especially the
Introduction; Parkin 1982; Rorty 1980; Salmond 1985). As a consequence
of such initiatives a self-conscious investigator emerges, who watches the
politics of epistemologies within his studies of other people's identity and
otherness (Crapanzano 1980; Rabinow 1977). Ethnography becomes
doubly reflexive. It concerns the anthropologist's intellectual world as
much as it does the informant’s, with a continuous construction of. and
commentary on, the nature of the cultural other. A crisis of representation
usually reflects a crisis in our assumptions about our own identity and
difference (Fabian 1983; Whitten 1988).

Whether ethnosociological, symbolic or hermeneutical, an explanation
of India's self-identity (and what it considers ‘others’) must ultimately
reside in India’s own cultural reasoning and historical experience. Equally
important is the recognition of scholarship that proves that the two—classical
Indian and Western—systems of logic and epistemology are in fact inde-
pendently standing—and authentic—with comparable and congruent
structures of significance (for a careful discussion of this issue, see Staal
1988: 1-56). As the Indian systems of logic and epistemology thus receive
more attention by themselves (e.g., Matilal 1971, 1977, 1985) and in
comparison to the European counterparts, we will not only have a genuine
basis for congruency between the two systems, but we can also employ it
toward the development of more rigorous universalistic formulations. At
present, the otherness issues are usually defined, studied and decided by
certain basic distinctions produced by Western epistemoiogies alone
(whether it is called power, class, ethnicity, alienation, or nation). Most
often, therefore, we still know India primarily through a West-manufactured
lens, or by our sporadic reactions to it. We require a systematic study of
how India has, over the centuries, formulated its approaches to the other.*

* India, like the West, has produced, over time, several schemes to deal with (a) the
distinct other—the outsider and the stranger (yavana, dasyu. etc.), (b) the similar other

attachment. =
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; Future prospects

The preceding four approaches of Indian sociology, pursued since the
1950s, reflect a definite—but still limited—progress in dealing with th
prg})lcm of the cultural other and otherness within India, and bc(wcc:
:n ia gnld lt_le West. Though some attempts now show a greater sensitivity
oward ndia as a centre of reflexive cultural knowledge, the basic issue
requiring our attention is a careful study of the West's (conscious and
un;onscmus) alienation from, and processes of domination of, India (or
cf)l er ;on-W_csthn cultures). Indian sociology must examinc' the issue
dr'?:l oth directions—to discover how contemporary India pursues its
ifferent values of otherness from within, and how it confronts as well as
?sj?:lst:'e;@m modern_ily. A similar exercise is necessary when, within
Budd.his(e Jail:c;ﬁdw;::)|51§lom;::redhwith t:le non-Hindu other (Islamic,
_  Ja . The other here refers to all those i
sn?:::l,u:ehly?s. ‘his.lorical and philosophic differences whgsslfcc';(::;g;;l):
rescarc}: ndian’s life. Indian sociology cannot afford to neglect such
ral?zsg;l; 'll*u; suslau_‘ned wqu toward its creation and rationale, a long-
discgip]inc |;a ofdlndlar} sociology, especially as a prospering comparative
R [;3 epends on |tsvresearch of the cultural other. Such a sociology
Ly O nurture dec‘p intellectual roots and perspectives developed by
ndian l?unkcrs over time. As we have argued, at the heart of such
‘pur::n !tes‘ India’s own dual cultural ‘grammar’ of otherness, one when i:
t(;g IO:!E:::;. and. xhevslher whel:rf it faces the outside world, especially of
e g]ues uc::)cmg est. India's recent social history provides us with
avpa about s.uch a dual grammar of otherness. (For a historical
. beysls of some—internal and external—social forces in India. see
c:n br:::lfl‘)ig‘;) HowevFr, this focus does not mean that Indian soci;;logy
L -a rbed or mward-lool_ung. Instead, it must become ‘reciprocal
i gy, lnvestlga.l:ng 'Wcstem ideas and explanations by non-Western
ndian anq non-Indian) intellectual locations, commentaries and criticisms
W:t.hm I‘ndm. issues of cultural unity and diversity must engage the sa ‘
sogologlst. He must attend to both as a part of the lived cEllEre &
i ut :f:jord.cr to do Ehls: Indian sociology requires a rigorous analysis of
own identity, including its otherness to India. We need a critical evaluatio
tl:::dtit;e zrfﬁr hisu:n'[c)al forces which produced such Western approaches t:
as those of Dumont and Marriott, and i imi
rccep\t‘l(vny within India. If Indian sociology itselfolia;ht‘:::f zn;:;:ll:cth:)nfl:;g
g?::t]ud ianr ftc;,r;cs. it must be prepared to change with historical changes
i iga : sc.n;aw afoot in Et.lropc a.nd across East and West). Such a
pesi i sociology may bc increasingly independent to debate and
Be for Poliy Lyal arious evolving positions of the West-based ‘universal’ (and thus,,
arampal

%

y !
[

' Indian sociology and the cultural other! 19>

also of the West's rationality and relativism; se¢ Hollis and Lukes 1982).
Recent appropriate exercises from India (Uberoi 1968, 1984) may have to
be evaluated in terms of the hegemonistic nature of knowledge and
representation on the one hand. and in relation to changing internal
constraints on Western social science research, on the other.?

Internally, Indian sociology needs to enlarge its domain of interest and
inquiry, bringing into focus long-existing springs of local and regional
scholarship and knowledge. It requires that there be no unexamined
dependence on (or automatic acceptance of) Western viewpoints. This
would allow for a more open comparison and evaluation of those authentic
studies that widely diverged in assumptions and outlook from those
favoured in the West.® To underscore the point of a larger intellectual
landscape, I have purposely treated the works of Dumont and Marriott
together, without dwelling on their West-located internal theoretical
rivalry. We need to place Western works in the larger historical and
intellectual picture of India. The general point for Indian sociologists is to
translate also various forms of that otherness that Western and Indian
scholars produce between them as they pursue their favourite intellectual
predispositions.

Though started in the 1950s as a particular Western approach to view
Hindu India and its cultural ideology. Indian sociology, as recorded in the
pages of Contributions since 1967. has already been undergoing a slow but
definite diversification (and even dispersal) in approach, content and
perspective. It currently seems to entertain contributions exemplifying in
some ways all the four approaches to the cultural other discussed in this
paper. Such a diversity is bound to increase with time, raising the necessity
of fostering periodic critical reviews of major analytic approaches and their
intellectual assumptions. The continuing role of the ‘colonial mentality’ is
perhaps one such issue which Indian sociology can neither easily dismiss
nor fully disown. The ‘colonial mind’ itself was perhaps neither all-knowing
nor internally homogeneous. Nor was it equally successful all over India. If
recent Indian scholarship wants to study the entire colonial encounter to
control its cultural role in contemporary India, it has to make a long-term
study of transforming faces of hegemonic knowledge. The exercises of
Dumont and Marriott are instructive in this context—as well-researched

* Gimultaneously. the Western inteliectual temper might also be changing toward a
generally neoconservative, Eurocentred culture, accompanied by declining employment in
the so-called ‘area studies’. Such a change has already promoted the idea of doing ‘anthro-
pology at home’.

* For example, we should juxtapose the studies of A.K.Saran (1963) and Marriott to
examine their comparative assumptions about the Hindu's cognitive categories and cultural
sensibilities (sce also Madan 1987; 161ff). In a similar step. both these attempts could be
studied against the appropriate insights and observations of A.K.Coomaraswamy on Indic
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explanations of India’s identity and otherness. Though Marriott gets much
nearer to India than Dumont, they still share more than they differ.”

For Indian sociology. there is stiil much cultural otherness from near and
afar that remains to be translated and understood in Indian terms. Some of
the enduring issues that so arise for Indian sociology to investigate are:
India’s own changing discourses on universalism and parochialism; implicit
forms of cultural reasoning within such discourses: ‘live’ interrelationships
between learned thought, regional variations. and local life-experiences;
and multiple ‘fundamental’ grounds of truth validation and the consequent
moral relativism. India-rooted Incian sociology, in such a complex
endeavour, may have to undertake a more critical evaluation of its own
sources of identity, both indigenous (desi) and foreign (videsi).
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Social science inside out

L.A. Babb

I find it easiest to visualise this world by imagining myself floating
somewhere near its centre—drifting in the middle of a metaphor.

The whole is without boundaries, an unpartitioned plenum. Above is
heavy, salutary wetness and a realm of beings who, from their commanding
altitude, shed flowing residues on those below. Underneath is submissive
dryness; the denizens of this region are blotterish and easily stained by the
moisture falling from above. Ahead is a hot, molten zone; here valences
have a feverish energy—outer crusts soften, boundaries dissolve, entities
seek each other, open into each other, and merge. Behind is a region of icy
unmutuality—here are adamantine crusts, unyielding boundaries, black
hole-like isolations. On the right is bright symmetry and stability—a region
of immutable design. To the left is dark and windy chaos—hurrying clouds
and fleeting shapes in jarring patterns.

The beings of this world are intelligent, and they must—as best they
can—calculate ways of dealing with the surrounding cosmos and each
other. Depending on the means at their disposal, and on the ever-changing
eddies, backflows and deviations in the surrounding flux, each being must
act, and, in acting, assume a position relative tc the others: always (and at
once) more or less up or down, in front of or behind, right or left. Those
who rise shed stains on those below as they assert superiority by draining
residues away. Those below, more drained upon than draining, humbly
absorb the rains and drizzles from above. Those who drift toward the heat
ahead are, more than others, open beings who mingle freely with other
beings and entities, always creating themselves anew through intimate

exchanges. They are the others whose substances they share. Others (not
o many) back into frigid isolations: self-hoarders and self-definers. they
give little ‘of themselves and take little of the selves of others. Friends of
consistency and order gravitate rightward; satisfied with themselves and
the world, they seek to abide in inner and outer harmony. Others, to the
left, are blown about in inner and outer confusion, at war with themselves

Professor L.A. Babb is at the Department of Anthropology and Sociology. Amherst College,
Amherst, MA 01002, USA.
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or others. Some seek this condition, a hopeful throwing of the dice in
pursuit of new combinations and unities.

This is surely a possible world. Whether it (or something like it) is an
actual world, a world conceptually and perceptually dwelt in by Hindus, is
one of the most interesting questions yet raised in the anthropology of
India.

Social science the Hindu way

Unlike its practitioners, I have not lived with Hindu ethnosocial science on
intimate terms, and I must frankly confess that 1 have had to struggle with
its novelty. There are echoes here of ideas encountered before, but the
overall formulation seems strange indeed. How does one begin to sort this
out? One good way is to try to find points of connection between ethno-
sociology and some similar but more familiar theoretical vision. In my own
ruminations Peter Winch came quickly to mind.

For Winch, as for ethnosociologists, the central issue is what our ‘idea’
(as he puts it) of a social science ought to be. Readers may recall that
Winch insists that *social relations are expressions of ideas about reality’
(1958: 23), which carries the necessary implication that in order to under-
stand social relationships one must understand the ideas about reality they
embody. Put slightly differently. to understand conduct requires seeing it
from the inside out—'gettingthe point’ of things actors do by participating
in their own shared understandings of the meaning of what they say and
do. This cannot be done by means of ‘models’ imposed on a given social
reality by outside observers, because conduct gets the sense that it has from
models already possessed by actors themselves.

Of course many others have taken this general view—though not
necessarily from Winch's Wittgensteinian starting point—but Winch has a
special claim on the attention of anthropologists because he traces its
implications for cross-cultural studies with exceptional clarity. He does so
in his celebrated critique (1970) of Evans-Pritchard’s study of witchcraft
among the Azande.

Evans-Pritchard’s crucial error, according to Winch, is that he defines
his problem as that of explaining how the Azande can consider witches real
despite the fact that witches do not exist. In putting matters this way,
Winch says, Evans-Pritchard has imposed an egregious distortion on
Zande reality: in effect he makes it seem as if the Azande do believe in the
same witches that many Westerners do not believe in. The basic mistake is
that of privileging ideas about reality shared within one community (the
community of Western scientists, rationalists, and their fellow travellers)

Celpre for Policy Studiei representative of an ‘independent reality” against which the beliefs 2feem

actions of members of other communities can be measured. The result is
not onl ; ande look a little silly. but also to ‘miss the point’
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about the meaning of Zande divination in its rich local context. To get the
point about witchcraft-related behaviour among the Azande. one must
understand its meaning against the background of Zande reality, not
Western reality,

I take this to also be the view of Marriott and his colleagues. although
the context is different. When conventional social-scientific ideas are
applied to Indian materials they smuggle in visions of reality alien to India.
So-called social science is a creation of the West, and as such represents a
theoretical elaboration upon ideas about personhood and social relations
embodied in *“Western’ forms of social life. These theories might or might
not shed light on behaviour in Western societies, but if they do, it is only
because they carry with them ideas about reality shared in the West.
Theories of this sort masquerade as ‘scientific’ under the mistaken assump-
tion that they traffic in realities that are independent of the thoughts and
perceptions of Western (or any) social actors, and this pretense may even
be innocuous, so long as Western social theory is applied only to Western
societies. If, however, such theories are imposed on South Asian societies
(or other non-Western societies), serious distortions are sure to arise—
distortions on the order of asserting that the Azande believe in the same
witches that the modern West does not. This will throw a veil over Indian
life. preventing us from ever truly ‘getting the point'.

The aim of the ethnosociological project is in this sense Winchian: the
object is to interpret conduct in South Asia from the actors’ point of view,
taking into account ‘their realities’. :

But there is a lot more, and it takes us very far indeed from Winch. At
issue is theory. Were one to press forward with Winch's notion of how
Zande witchcraft ought to be understood (Winch does so only incompletely in
his critique of Evans-Pritchard). then presumably one would generate
some ‘theory’ of why the Azande do the things they do. But as far as |
know, Winch has never systematically examined the relationship between
‘theorising’ and people like the Azande, those who are theorised about.
Would the result be a Zande theory? Not exactly, although it would
incorporate Zande views of the world. Would it be Winch's theory?
Probably, although much within it would be Zande. Marriott and his
colleagues are suggesting that the Winchian programme should be pushed
to an entirely new level, the indigenisation of theory itself. Hindu ethno-
social science is not just a theory about how South Asian social life is
informed by South Asian realities; it is a theoretical system about such
things done in the manner of South Asian theorising.

Now this is incontestably a good idea. It makes every kind of sense to
insist that Indians speak for their own society and to grant a central role to
Indian theories about things that Indians say and do. If one intends to be

ehives CPS-BRO9Usly Winchian, then it is in this direction that one must surely sooner

or later go.
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There is. however, one rather formidable impediment, and this gives rise

to ethnosociology’s central oddity. In India there has been theorising of
many kinds, but as yet no theorising in this particular direction, which
means that no Indian social theory actually exists—or not. in any case. at
the level of abstraction seen in Marriott’s essay. It will therefore have to be
devised. which is precisely what has been done—not, we note with interest,
in Madras, but in Chicago, Illinois. Hindu ethnosocial science is held to be
(i( I have understood matters rightly) the sort of theoretical system that
Hindus would devise were they to theorise on a rough analogy with
Parsonian theorising but on the basis of realities known to them. It exists in
a strange limbo. Even though we have seen Marriott derive it before our
very eyes, it is not exactly ‘his’. It is held, rather. to be Hindu; but neither
is it quite ‘theirs’.
‘ This rather startling feature of ethnosociology is related to a curious
ur!plication. One might have thought that the first and most decisive test of
Hindu ethnosocial science would be the sceptic's obvious challenge,
namely. ‘But do Hindus really think like that?" But this question turns out
not quite to apply to the casc, or at least not in any simple sense. It is
pr‘obable that until the recent advent of Hindu ethnosocial science no
Hindu has ever thought like ‘that’. Indeed, one could go even further and
say that few Indians will ever think like that, simply because few ordinary
men and women give much thought to social theory. The Parsonian system
may be good sociology or bad, but to most Americans it will always be
simply incomprehensible. The validity of the Hindu ethnotheoretical
system cannot rest on whether or not it ‘seems right’ to Hindus or anyone
else. Its real test has to be the insight that it yields and its consistency with
Fhe data. and this would be true even if it had been devised in Madras
instead of Chicago.

But there is even more. It turns out that this theory is not, as one might
put it. a ‘mere’ theory. This is because even in the absence of Hindu
_lheorists (as yet), the theory itself is held to be a reality of Indian civil-
isation. Fragments of it are present in Hindu theories of other kinds. But
most important of all, even if it has not (until recently) been distilled into
the formal sentences and diagrams of the theorist, the theory has all along
been implicit in the things that Hindus say and do. and this is because the

vision of reality it carries is precisely the vision of reality that Hindu social
relations express. Even if it is not fully or explicitly cognised. it is enacted,
for it—the theory—simply expresses in a certain explicit and systematic
way the principles that supply things said and done in Hindu India with
their most comprehensive meaning.

One may therefore say that ethnosociology can exhibit either of two
faces, depending on the frame of reference. It is a way of knowing conduct.
It is also what most needs to be known about that same conduct. The
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abstraction in a process that is like coming to know one’s own mind. In the
end the theorist's ‘knowing’ and what he or she secks to know fuse
together This is a style of sociology that might well be called advaita. It is
also strikingly original.

Cubes

I think it is unfortunate (though probably unavoidable) that cubes are
visually so prominent a feature of Hindu social science as outlined in the
Special Issue of Contributions (23, 1, 1989). Strange geometries leap out
from the page. creating—I fear—the impression that ethnosociology is
arcane in ways that it is really not. The cubes, of course, are just a
convenient way of representing the essential thing. The essential thing is a
number. That number is ‘at least three’.

It is claimed that Hindus tend to explain events or processes as the
product of af Teast three independent variables acting in concert. This is
said to be a tendency particularly visi in-intellectually systematised
domains—in certain Indian ‘theories’, although these are not to be
confused with ethnosogial science itself. Classical Hindu biological theory,
for example. posits the existence of three ‘humours’. That they may be
seen as independent variables is suggested by the fact that the body's
functioning is believed to be governed by all three humours at once as they
vary in relative quantity in the body. The cube is simply a convenient way
of representing a domain in which three such variables operate by utilising
the familiar (to readers of such publications as Contributions) Cartesian
coordinate system. The simultaneous operation of three independent
variables is graphed on three axes at right angles to each other, thus
defining a three-dimensional property-space. Marriott graphs four
domains in this fashion: the ‘humours’ (dosas), ‘elements’ (mahabhutas),
‘strands’ (gunas) and ‘human aims’ purusdrthas).

The cubes are said to be ‘geometric metaphors and mnemonics’ for the
property-spaces in question (p. 9),' and presumably this means that we
should allow some latitude in the way Indic concepts are related to the
axes. This reader, however, was left somewhat confused. Some of the
variables seem to be of the usual ‘more or less' kind; in the body, for
example, there can be more or less ‘bile’ (a humour), and this can be
represented on an axis. But other variables are represented as axes joining
qualities or processes with their contraries or opposites: for example,
‘advantage’ (artha) and ‘disadvantage’ (anarrha). | am not sure this makes
much sense unless we are prepared to say that ‘disadvantage’ really means
‘less advantage’ (or vice versa). This may be reasonable, and 1 shall

! Page references given without a date are 1o the Special Issue (Toward an ethnosociology
vchives CPSBR=@9a) of Contributions to Indian sociology 23, 1 1989. :
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‘variable’—which need not be numerically metrical—probably qualifies as
a limiting notion in roughly this sense. :

One of the nYost interesting proposals regarding cultural differences and
similarities in the way the world is analysed comes from Robin Horton.
Horton's candidate for cross-cultural common ground is what he calls
‘primary theory’ (1982: 228-38). Primary theory, lu_e says, lS much the same
in every culture: it posits a world of middle-sized DbjthlS. push-pull
causation, up and down, fore and aft. and so on. | recognise that elhng-
sociologists will probably find these ideas uncongenial a.nd that therc. is
plenty of room for argument about the specifics of Horton s PrOposal. Snl!.
unless we are comfortable with complete conceptual relativism, Horton's
basic idez is compelling. Contrasting with primary theory is what Horton

concede the point, but it needs more discussion than it receives, Further-
more, Marriott asks that we envision all six sides of such cubes as ‘open to
movements between their internal and external spaces’ (p. 11). But a
Cartesian coordinate system has to have an origin (the point at which the
axes intersect) at which the value of each variable is zero. This means that
unless the cube in question is offset from each of the axes of the coordinate
system defining it, three of its faces (those intersecting the origin) have to
be impenetrable, because it makes no sense to say that bile, or whatever, is
present in a quantity less than zero. It would be better, perhaps, to say that
the various qualities and processes in question may be graphed into a
three-dimensional coordinate system, and that the immediate region of the
planes defined by the axes tends not to be occupied, which means that each

b h i i : : i | thought moves beyond ordinary

quality or process is always present in some quantity greater than zero. ; calls '_s:ccondary theory’. Atd this I::i:riis ::,d gmcesgcs pomyed Sl

Is anything actually gained by rearranging Indian concepts in this A experience to a realm of hi ”fn enm = ain})n wn.y i R,
fashion? The answer seems to be that such a rearrangement is inescapable, surpass the imits of primary theory P g

itdoesTris im their secondary theories that cultures differ in the way they
explain the world, Tn some Culres, for example: illness. is a{mbuted to
microscopic forms of life, in others to disturbed social relationships, etc. Of
great interest is the fact that the hidden processes and entities postulated
by secondary theories are conceived on the basis of a!'lalogles drawr: frmjn
the familiar world of primary theory. An example is understanding air
pressure by visualising molecules of air as rushing billiard balls careening
into each other and the walls of their container. ‘

The simple. unadorned idea that the characteristics of a thing dcpgnd on :
the nature and quantity of its ingredients probably belo:?gs to primary-
theoretical discourse. Here, it would seem. is the root-notion of variable:
the idea that how much of something—anything—makes a diffcr_cncc. l.3ul
the idea that a mixture of three invisible ‘strands’ (the gunas) in varying
proportions accounts for the characteristics of (say) persons—an idea that
draws from primary-theoretical insights—seems to bg!o_ng to the rc_alm of
Horton’s secondary theory. And so would theories utilising such notions as
the ‘elements’, *humours’ and ‘human aims'. It is here, presumably. that
what is really Hindu about Hindu thoughtways comes to thc_forc: ?hc
nature of the variables postulated. the particular effects of their varying
permutations, and the boundaries of the domains in which they operate.

and that it is not really a rearrangement in any case. What has to be
accepted is that at least three independent variables operate in these
domains.* To return momentarily to physiology, the three humours do not
appear to lend themselves to Systematic representation on either one or
two dimensions. That is. it seems impossible to show that the humours
represent some single ‘quality’ in greater or lesser intensity, nor does it
] appear plausible that any single humour is a compromise between, or
amalgam of. any two others. If this much is granted, then representing the
humours as independent variables is simply a way of describing. using a
particular formal idiom, the way Hindus actually conceive the humours to
function in the economy of the body. Whether this actually holds true for
all of the domains in question is an investigable.question and has to be
pursued one domain at a time.

It might be objected, however, that the use of this idiom itself—the
language of ‘variables'—sneaks an alien (and thus culturally distorting)
concept into the Indian materials. 1 think not, but the point is non-frivolous
and raises an interesting issue.

Unless one takes the view that cross-cultural communication is impossible
(which is plainly false and probably the first step on the road to complete
solipsism), one must assume the existence of some kind of conceptual
common ground between cultures. Winch sees this clearly, and in order to
avoid a complete retreat into relativism (a difficulty inherent to his
Wittgensteinianism) he proposes the idea of ‘limiting notions'—his candi-
dates are death, birth, and sexual relations—as transcultural constants
(1970: 107-11)." It seems reasonable to me to suppose that the idea of
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The constituent cube

Were one to continue to use Horton's formulation as a fra_mc of reference,
then Hindu ethnosocial science—as outlined in the Special lssue—w.t)ulc!
: seem to be a strange and very interesting sort of beast: a form of :l:mary
| | -
s 3 tioned by Horton,
. f ari: ate i ins i & | theory, a theory of secondary theories. Thmfgh unmen ‘ :
dcha\r‘:‘[‘:h;;c::iul:lﬂ three variables operate in all or most domains is a separate and b I this category is an implicit possibility within his scheme. A ‘e”’ar); lljeorg'_s aicon . W
l noie 4 ' Tehat ip wi : i ationshi
. I should note that these particular limiting notions are offered in the context of Q/}ammlerchwes CPS: QI%nshlp with secondary theory would be roughly akin to the re p

ntre for Policy Stydies i n o1 cthical relativism, not conceptual relativism. ; between secondary theory and primary theory. It would postulate a higher
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Put somewhat differently, this is a three-dimensional landscape in which
the possibilities of Hindu thought and life. are distributed. It is also_a
landscape in which the actualities of Hindu life are distributed in a certain
) way. In contrast to the ‘West’, for example, mixing is not only regarded as
a perfectly feasible way for persons to constitute themselves and get along
i in the world, but in fact is generally preferred to the isolationist self-
> reflexivity (unmixingness) of individualism. In its fullest meaning,
? unmarking—which involves not only the marking or ‘staining’ of inferiors,
: but the neutralisation (thus ‘unmarking’) of the stain-exuding marker’s
self—is an empty conceptual space in the West, either ignored or un-
recognised altogether. In India, however, it is exploited to the full. ‘As th.e
only reliable, directional force', Marriott remarks, ‘unmarking-marking is
g what seems to Hindus to give continuity and relative stability to social
L relations’ (p. 19). And in contrast with the Western presumption that it is
' normal for persons to be consistent in their relations with each other, the
Hindu world posits the possibility and necessity of inconsistent, non-
transitive (unmatched) relations under certain circumstances.

At the heart of this remarkable vision of the Hindu world are the three
general independent variables, and the convincingness of the scheme
obviously depends, in part, on the convincingness of the operations by
means of which these variables were derived. The congruencies postulated
between the strands, humours and elements seem generally plausible to
me; I am somewhat less certain about the extension of the scheme to the
‘aims of life’ (purusdrthas).

In Marriott’s analysis, artha (glossed as ‘advantage’), adharma
(‘incoherence’; the contrary of dharma), and kama {‘altachmcn!’Hll
belonging to the sphere of the purugdrthas—are linked, respectively, with
sattva (‘goodness’), tamas (‘darkness’), and rajas (‘passion’) from the
sphere of the gunas (‘strands’). The adhdrma-tamas and kdma-rajas linkaggs
secem logical, although Manu’s formulation (in which artha is linked with
rajas and kama with tapas) makes sense too, and ‘Manu’, after all, is an
expert. Somewhat troubling is the conjunction artha-sattva, which is an
important ingredient in the derivation of the variable unmarking/marking.
While it is true that artha is a good in the sense that it is certainly pursued
by many, and while it is also true that material prosperity is often seen as a
sign of a life well led, the connection between sattva and artha still seems a
bit loose in the materials presented. Indeed, in Moreno and Marriott
(Special Issue, p. 154), sattva seems to be linked with matching rather than
unmarking (which is the locus of artha). Marriott’s criterion for demons-
trating such associations is that of ‘felt’ resemblances, but in this in§ta'noc
he relies to a significant extent on rajas-kdma and tamas-adharma associations
in the Bhagavad Gita, leaving sattva to be linked with artha by a process of
elimination. While this may be a reasonable procedure, I think it would have
Woyelpful to buttress the argument with more discussion of supporting www.cpsindia.org

orderliness hinted at, but naccessible to, secondary theory. It would posit
connections hidden at the secondary level but referable back to processes
known to secondary theory. In a sense it would be even ‘more Indian’ than
secondary theories, being twice removed from primary theory, which is the
realm in which the thoughtways of different cultures rest on common
ground.

Without attempting to reduplicate the derivation of the scheme in
extenso, it may be useful to remind ourselves of the basic idea. Certain :
domains or spheres of experience are said to be understood by Hindus to 5
be governed by the convergent influences of at least three independent §
variables, and the domains in which these triads operate can be repre-
sented as three-dimensional property-spaces. Now there is, Marriott
suggests, a single deeper structure underlying the several structures seen in
the distinct domains. This deeper structure can be discovered by abstracting
general meanings common to the variables operating in the various
domains, and, on the basis of these general meanings, the separate cubes
can be merged into a single master cube that graphs a single, general,
three-dimensional property-space. 4

The question of which variables from the various domains match with ;
each other is settled on the basis of resemblances ‘felt’ (p. 12) in Hindu
culture, and this is determined by tracing connections evident in texts and
ethnography. For example, ‘passion’ (one of the gunas or ‘strands’) is
related to ‘fire’ (an elemept) through the shared notion of heat. The
Bhagavad Gita, in turn, links passion with ‘attachment’ (kdma, one of the
‘aims of life’); and in Ayurvedic theory ‘fire’ (the element) is associated
with ‘bile’ (a humour). Thus a series is derived—fire, bile, passion,
attachment—uniting the spheres or domains of elements, humours, strands,
and aims of life. The general shared meaning of ‘intersecting, opening,
expanding’ is abstracted from these, and this meaning is given the shorthand
tag, ‘mixing’. Mixing has its natural contrary in ‘closing, condensing'—that
is, ‘unmixing'—and mixing and unmixing (the latter abstracting the shared
meaning of what might be called unfire, unbile, unpassion and unattach- |
ment) together define the axis of the general independent variable mixing/ |
unmixing, which Marriott summarises as simply ‘mixing’. '

The same operation performed on the remaining two series completes
the set of three general independent variables: mixing (mixing/unmixing),
unmarking (unmarking/marking), and unmatching (unmatching/matching).
The master cube thus produced, which Marriott calls the ‘constituent §
cube’, is said to represent a ‘general semantic property-space in which i |

Hindus conceptually and perceptually dwell’ and in which ‘other realities
of the civilisation—processes, actions, institutions, issues, etc.—should
readily find places to function meaningfully . . .’ (pp. 22-23).¢

tre for Policy S(u:iz’fs‘" simplicity | am lcaving the dependent variable (grosscning/subtilising) and the constan{?barampal Archives et nography than we find in the somewhat compressed text on page 13. J

consciousness) out of consideration. ]
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Extending understanding

The purpose of a theory is to enhance our understanding of things
observed, and this should be as true of ‘ethno’ theories as any others. What
kind of understanding, we may wish to ask, does Hindu ethnoscience
promote? How does it go about the business of explaining things?
There seem to be two senses in which Hindu ethnoscience may be said to
extend understanding of Indian life. To begin with, additional data may be
‘mapped into’ the scheme. Marriott suggests that if he has the general
Hindu property-space right, then aspects of culture not utilised in the
derivation of the scheme ‘should readily find places to function meaning-
fully’ within it (p. 23). In other words, property-spaces derived for
domains other than the strands, elements, and so on, should turn out to be
congruent with the general property-space. Showing this for an y particular
domain would extend our understanding of that domain by demonstrating
how it exemplifies a deeper structure. It might also enable us to perceive
distinctions and relationships inherent to that domain that would otherwise
not be seen. In addition, the scheme also hypothesises that groups will be
generally cgnsistent in the way their activities in various spheres or
domains map into the constituent cube (p. 28). A group, therefore, in
whose makeup ‘darkness’ and ‘passion’ predominate in the relative
absence of ‘goodness’, should be a group whose entire range of activities
will emphasise unmatching, mixing and marking. Specific features of a
group’s way of life could then be ‘explained’ as correlative with the group's
general location within the constituent cube.

The papers that follow Marriott’s opening statement in the Special Issue
are offered as illustrations of how Hindu ethnosociology enhances under-
standing of Hindu life in diverse spheres or domains. The type of expla-
natory value illustrated is mostly, but not entirely, of the ‘mapping into’
sort.

The contributions of Ramanujan, Dirks, Raheja, and Wadley and Derr
are not actually attempts to apply Hindu ethnoscience. Although these fine
studies are certainly attentive to Indian realities, they pursue their own
separate agendas without explicit use of the constituent cube. In general,
however, these studies do produce insights that can, as Marriott urges in
his own essay, be brought into a relationship with the more general
scheme. Dirks and Raheja, moreover. raise formidable objections to
Dumont’s unidimensional purity-impurity-based model of Hindu hierarchy,
and there seems little doubt that a multidimensional model will better
accommodate the multiplicity of transactional strategies actually employed
by castes in their relations with each other.

THe essays by Mines, Moore, and Moreno and Marriott are much more
self-conscious than the above in their use of Hindu ethnosociological
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categories. Purity and pollution are concepts less perfectly understood thﬁ%ammpéi;l
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one might guess from their prominence in a_nthmpoio_gicnl account:l of
Indian life. Mines’ suggestion that death and birth pollution can be under-
stood as unmatchings (an echo of van Gennep) is a l?clpful step away fr_om
the familiar and ethnographically simplistic organic model of impurity.
Moreno and Marriott’s analysis of Tamil ritual illustrates the ability of
ethnosociological ideas (with the emphasis on cthnosqaology) to rt?veal
thematic ordering in a very diverse array of dc:t'y-wo:_'shlppcr lr_ansactlon?.
Ethnography is squeezed to the last cthno@olog:cal drop in M_oqrc s
contribution, a closely argued paper in whlch‘s‘hc_lraccs associations
between the spatial distribution of domestic a('::iwues in the Kcra:la hm:)ssz:
and properties of the constituent cube. This paper, o_ne_of the m s
interesting in the collection, is a testament to one of lhe} principal virtues o:
a genuinely interesting theoretical proposal: its capacity to f:orppel :s tlo
notice the apparently ordinary (and appsllrcntly |‘.mpr_ob.lcrr?auc).m entire Z
fresh ways. The analysis strikes me as impressive in its intelligence almf
intensity, but also just a bit Procrustean (see, for instance, the reversa o!.I
the Foundation Man, pp. 181-82). With its clear emphasis on the searc
for correlations between the constituent cube and patterns of human
activity, this study is exemplary of thcalimd of work needed to gauge the
xplanato! wer of Hindu ethnosocial science. ‘ .
; g[:-eakinrgy gp;'lerally. these highly diverse essays do not oonstnutehpro?‘f
of the theory, nor is this the intention. They do demonstrate t atht e
ethnosociological approach generates ideas that can propel researc ers;
into novel and fruitful lines of inquiry. They also show lh_at the genera
outlook embodied by this approach can support a common discourse that 1s
both intellectually stimulating and accommodative of qmcmpl and ;;:;rrl;:-
times sharply divergent individual approaches. That is as it shou : h_.
Certainly they demonstrate, too, that research and lhmkmg done wit {;n
the ethnosociological ambit can enlarge our understanding of Hindu
nd institutions.
cu}l)l::sa::thnosociology help us understand everything we ought to ?ndf:r-
stand? Probably not altogether. This brings us back to the matter of ‘doing
it the Hindu way’; the issue is whether an 'l;lltil;'lo' sociology can generate a
ly satisfactory account of a way of life. _ ‘
m?:lpll':‘;:d to the qzstion of the kinds of ghoices actors mrght makc‘ in
seeking to get along in the Hindu world, Marriott remarks thatits se%klr}g
“advantage” (artha) may be preferable when one has the means to obtain
it, but submitting to disadvantage may bclprcferablc wh_cn one does
not . . ." (p. 13). But is there not a major mge-hcre? It is, of course,
necessary to understand how advantage and _d:sadvantagc are culturally
defined and expressed in interaction, and this_ is where amlllys.ls in the style
of ethnosociology is important. But the question of how differential access

! ini i tter of great
‘means’ of gaining advantage comes about is a2 ma
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in a society. This may be an area in which ethnosociological approaches do
not work as well.

I suspect that the question of how persons or groups achieve the means
of seeking advantage (however it might be culturally defined) must
inevitably draw us away from the world of cultural definitions to the world
of soil, weather, topography, demography, technology, and historically
actualised patterns of domination of some groups and persons by others.
This is a world that is not necessarily well understood by those who live in
it, and therefore a complete account of a way of life would seem to depend
on the assumption that there are at least some relevant forces or factors
that do not enter (or do not enter directly) the world in which actors
‘conceptually and perceptually dwell.” (On this point, see also Dirks in the
Special Issue, pp. 59-77.) Winch’s cautions notwithstanding, the view that
social analysis must posit the existence of some realities independent of
realities known to social actors seems well-founded. Whether these are
true ‘independent realities'—that is, independent of any actors—is less
casily decided. These points have been made many times before, and of
course do not invalidate the position that in order to fully understand a
form of social life one must know how actors perceive themselves and their
world.

Is ethnosociology vulnerable to the charge of unfalsifiability? No,
because it does in fact predict correlations that observation might or might
not confirm. In practise, however, it may prove very difficult to oper-
ationalise ethnosociological concepts rigorously. Moore’s shift to ‘dialectips’
when ‘correspondences’ between behaviour and the cube do not work dut
seems illustrative of the problem (pp- 192-99). Moreover, the possibility of
alternative Indian ethnosociologies hinted at by Marriott (p. 32) could
greatly complicate the issue of falsifiability. In any case, ethnosociology is
not likely to stand or fall on anything resembling a single decisive experi-
ment. In the end what will matter most is how well the theory, treated as a
unifying view of Hindu culture, generates a tradition of fruitful scholarship
that will necessarily interact with data in very complex ways. | think the
auguries are good.

The question of falsifiability, however, does raise a related issue. |
suspect that it will strike many readers that it is hard to imagine any process
or event—whether occurring in the Hindu world or not—that is not
mappable into the constituent cube. There is a strange kind of doubleness
to the independent variables. On the one hand, they were derived by
abstraction from clusters of Hindu ideas. In this sense they seem quint-
essentially Hindu. But then we are told that these selfsame independent
variables correspond to ‘fundamental relational properties of mathematics
and symbolic logic' (p. 17). It is as if we have been transported by a leap of

intellection from what is ostensibly the deepest inwardness of Hindup;mmmp
tre for Policy Stwidiare to a world of what look suspiciously like conceptual universals, ¥
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Seen from this standpoint, the general variables seem more like ‘limiting
notions’ than ideas that are somehow unique insights of Hindu culture.

Could it be, one wonders, that the independent variables are ideas of
physical process so elementary (not, of course, in their mathematical
formalisations) as to be necessary if the world is to be present in thought at
all? And if, after all, they are implicit in Hindu life and thought (needing
the theorist, that is, to clothe them in explicit language), is it not possibl.c
that they are similarly implicit elsewhere? What then might be concluded is
not that Hindus are distinctive in their possession of, say, the variable
mixing/unmixing, but that they have—in contrast to other civilisations—
seen in this universal possibility a plausible element in a conception of
personhood. Other peoples—Americans or anybody—may have used it in
different ways or in different departments of life and thought. The ‘deep
comparisons’ alluded to by Marriott (p. 33) would then emerge as one of
the most interesting of the possibilities opened up by this remarkable
theoretical vision.

What should we ask of a theoretical proposal? Not, I think, that all of its
theoretic or empirical implications be realised in one breath—not at the
moment (which may be a fairly long moment) of birth. In the very nature
of the case, a theoretical proposal is not a completed thing. It is, rather, a
new way of looking at the familiar, and in this sense a bundle of possibilities.
What will actually be seen looking at the world freshly is always a tale
mostly told later on. The routines of scholarship will work cumulatively
and self-adjustingly; mid-course corrections are a distinct possibility. But
at the outset the issue seems to be this: Is the proposal not merely new but
genuinely interesting? Does it jar us loose from unexamined habits of
mind? Come what may, it is difficult to imagine an attentive reader of these
essays ever looking at Indian social life in quite the same way again.
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§ Deconstructing McKim Marriott’s
ethnosociology : An outcaste’s critique

Michael Moffatt

.
In 1977, anthropologist McKim Marriott and historian Ronald Inden, both
at the University of Chicago, published an interesting short essay entitled

4 ‘Toward an ethnosociology of South Asian caste systems’. Together with
four other publications, to which Chicago anthropologist Ralph Nicholas
also contributed, it seemed to presage a new interpretation of South Asian

2 culture, an equally global and comprehensive alternative to the struc-

turalist theory of Louis Dumont which had emerged about a decade earlier

£ (see Inden and Nicholas 1977: Marriott 1976a, 1976b; Marriott and Inden

1974, 1977). A book illustrating the application of this new approach to
caste was promised. But Nicholas and Inden soon drifted away, and
& between 1977 and 1989 very little ethnosociology' appeared in print. Yet
i the perspective lived on under Marriott’s aegis at the University of
Chicago. By the mid-1980s, one insider could refer to it as ‘Chicago jati
anthropology' (Daniel 1984: 55).

In 1983, interested in how Marriott’s approach was developing, and
: sharing with other colleagues outside Chicago the frustration of being
P unable to read and evaluate it in standard published sources—in books and
journal articles—I decided to conduct an expedition to it: to talk to and
listen to and argue with members of the ethnosociological caste, especially
with its pundit, and to attempt to develop an edited published collection
of some ethnosociology-in-progress.

Dr. Michael Moffatt teaches at the Department of Anthropology, Rutgers University, New
Brunswick, NJ 08903, USA.

' Marriott and Inden defined ‘ethnosociology” the first time they used it as ‘cultural
analysis . . , using concepts . . . understood and accepted by all sorts of South Asians in
discussing their own social systems' (Marriott and Inden 1977: 227). That is. following
comveations in Amencan cognitive anthropology, it meant ‘the natives’ sociological notions
and ideas’, with the added implication that Indic sociological conceptions were at least as
sophisticated as Western ones, and more appropriate for South Asia than imported European
concepts. Marriott has. however, defined the term at greater length more recently (Marriott
1989: 3-6).
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As the project developed, however, Marriott eventually joined in, and
later I dropped out due to disagreements about who exercised editorial
control.” The present paper is what is left of my original summary and
critique of ethnosociology, based on my own research into ethnosociology
in the carly and mid-1980s’, and including more recent remarks on ethno-
sociology as it has finally been published in 1989 (see Contributions 1989).

Retrospective portions of this paper seem worth preserving on the
grounds that Marriott's new paper, his first significant publication in 12
vears, may be better comprehended and evaluated when one has a sense of
the stages through which Marriott's thinking developed during the years in
which he published virtually nothing. Despite his negative judgement of an
earlier version of this critique, moreover, Marriott has made a number of
rhetorical and explanatory changes between the last two drafts of his
theory (between Marriott 1983 and Marriott 1989). some of which can be
read as responses to this critique (see footnotes below). Earlier versions of
the present half-silenced critique, in other words. are part of the history of
the current version of Marriott's ethnosociological paradigm.

Anti-Dumontian roots

The four programmatic papers on ethnosociology which Marriott jointly of
individually authored in the 1970s came as a surprise to those who knew his
work. For in them, without abandoning certain aspects of his oldet
behaviourism, formalism, and detailed. empirical methods. Marriott

 In 1983 and 1984, | initiated the project with pancls on ‘Ethnosociology and related
approaches to Indian culture” at the mectings of the American Anthropological Association
and at the Conference on South Asia in Madison, Wisconsin Marriott was discussant in both
paneis—and at the latter, the Social Science Research Council also supported a day-long
workshop on cthnosociology. Susan Wadley joined me as joint editor of the proposed volume
n 1986. Marriott asked to be included as a third joint editor in 1988,

In December 1988, however. Marriott wrole me that my evolving summary and cntigue,
which he had seen in earlier drafts, ‘cannot be included” in the collection which has now been
published in a Special Issue of Contributions 1o Indian sociology (23, 1, 1989). Though his
judgement struck me as inappropriate, I withdrew my paper for fear | might further delay the
already much-postponed preparation of papers by Marriott and his closest collaborators if |
insisted on my right to my own critical voice. (More recently, Marriott has also unhappily
succeeded in insisting that Susan Wadley withdraw from shared editorial credit in the second
published version of this collection.)

' Retrospective parts of this critique are based on the published papers and unpublished
working papers cited, on listening to several of Marriott’s formal presentations and on two
long conversations and a number of shorter chats with Marriott between 1983 and 1985, and
on correspondence with Marriott from 1983 to 1988, All the working papers | am citing here
were in wide circulation in the ethnosociological in-group for vears. none of them has *do not
ate’ or equivalent prohibitions written into it in received form. and one other such working

vtre for Policy Segpwer by Marriott ("Terminating Indian impurity’. 1982) has already been cited by Rahe | Dhurampal Are

print (see Raheja 1988 46, 275)
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suddenly proposed the feasibility of constructing a global model of Hindu
society which focused on Indian ‘thinking’ and on Indian “cultural assump-
tions’.

The immediate source of Marriott’s new mentalism and holism was
David Schneider. via Ralph Nicholas and Ronald Inden. In his analysis of
American kinship. Schneider had argued that a certain type of ‘cultural
account’. aimed at uncovering deep, shared, implicit categories, could be
done at a separate level of analysis from that involved in social or historical
or political or economic explanations (Schneider 1968). Inden and Nicholas
applied the same hermetic perspective to their analysis of Bengali kinship
(published in 1977). and Marriott soon joined them in applying a similar
deep-categorical treatment to broader aspects of South Asian culture.*

An equally important source of Marriott's shift between the late-1960s
and early-1970s was, in my opinion, the challenge presented by Louis
Dumont’s equally grand theory of Indian civilisation, one which also
centred, as ethnosociology would do. on Indian culture. Marriott has
protested that there were many other influential culturalists in anthropology
who influenced him besides Dumont—Boas, Malinowski. Benedict,
Margaret Mead. Whorf, and Levi-Strauss: at Chicago, McQuown, Red-
field, Geertz, Schneider, and Friedrich among others. Perhaps so. But why
did these influences sink in so suddenly for Marriott between 1970 and
1972 in particular? And why has he continued to de-emphasise hierarchy
and purity and pollution so vigorously if the Dumontian view was not
crucial to him as a rival paradigm?

What, in any case. did Marriott think of Dumont in the late-1960s and
carly-1970s? His very negative review (1969) of Dumont’s Homo hierar-
chicus is interesting to read in retrospect. Marriott politely praised Dumont’s
ambitious theory for asking new questions about South Asian culture
which were ‘immensely worth asking', but then criticised almost every
particular of his structuralist interpretation—Dumont’s sources. his ‘intel-
lectualism’, his distinction between status and power, his privileging of
purity and pollution, and, particularly devastatingly, his interpretation of
the principles of rank in local Indian caste hierarchies.

Marriott was equally unhappy with what he saw as the theoretical
indeterminacy of Homo hierarchicus, with its ‘proposed dialectic of
opposite, complementary, partial models at different levels'. which ‘leaves
explanation of any actual data in an indeterminate state’ (Marriott 1969:

* Steve Barnett had actually first applied Schneider's approach to Indian ethnography in a
dissertation written under Marriott's supervision in 1969 and 1970 (Barnett 1970), but his ~
work was not cited in the first drafts of the early ethnosociological working papers—on the
grounds. Marriott later argued. that Barnett had not also included monism in his pioneering
efforts. Two decades later. it is ironic to note that Barnett was originally thrown out of the

pives CPSeBRuB91ological garden for his non-monism, whereas in the 1980s Marnott himself decided

that monism may not be the key ethnosociological proposition after all (see later)
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1173). Marriott considered the cumbersome logic of Dumont’s ‘encom-
passment’ particularly incomprehensible. What sense did it make to embed
a relationship of contradiction within a relationship of inclusion? Marriott
asked at the time. and has continued to ask.

More intriguingly, probably projecting the change he was about to make
in his own thinking., Marriott detected a subtle interpretative shift in
Dumont. The earlier Dumont of Contributions to Indian sociology had
been ‘on the fringe of South Asianist thought” due to ‘certain bold asser-
tions’. Marriott claimed, while at the same time pursuing an ‘all-encom-
passing, monistic intellectualism’ by arguing for the unity of India, the
inseparability of ideology and behaviour., etc. The newer Dumont of Homo
hierarchicus. on the other hand, was advancing into ‘a more complicated,
confusing universe of discourse . . . more thickly populated by other
scholars’—while concomitantly becoming disappointingly more ‘dualistic’.

What was wrong with the new Dumont’s dualisms? Behind them lay *a
Platonic metaphysics’ and other forms of European social scientific
ethnocentricity. Marriott asserted. which made nonsense of Dumont’s
claim to take a non-Western view of India. Dumont was really using India
to illustrate his readings of Hegel, Marx and Durkheim. But despite his
suggestion that the carlier Dumont had been less influential due to his
monism, Marriott himself had jumped into such a position within a few
years.

Monism, substance, fluidity and the cube

Rhetorically, monism was at the heart of ethnosociology in its first formu-
lations. It was Marriott's initial characterisation of perhaps rhe funda-
mental property of Indic folk culture viewed in purely South Asian terms.
It was his replacement for all those irrelevant Western ethaocentric
dualisms in Homo hierarchicus—an all-purpose weapon against virtually
all other Western scholarly approaches to the analysis of Indian society. in
fact. If South Asian thought was fundamentally monistic. then materialistic
or positivistic approaches misrepresented it. for South Asian thought
presupposed the co-substantiality of the material and the ideational.
Symbolic anthropology was also inappropriate, conversely. for Indian
thought was fundamentally ‘ethnometonymic’ rather than ‘ethnometaphoric’
(my terms, not Marriott’s), seeing sign and signified as inherently linked
rather than as standing in representative,, partially arbitrary relationship to
one another. Likewise the irrelevancy of cognitive anthropology (there was
no thought/action dichotomy). Etcetera.

Analytically. however, monism tells us what Indic thought is not: it does
not tell us what it is. Accordingly. in his unpublished working papers in the

B Doy sadate 1970s and early 1980s and in his oral presentations. Marriott tried Rbarampal A
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rough out what some of this positive content might be. He did so in an
often allusive, highly condensed language, however, with a minimum of
exemplification or ethnographic detail.

As Marriott first stated the possible fundamental presuppositions of
Indic thought as he understood them in 1976, all the elements of South
Asian cultural reality were ‘substances’ or ‘substance-codes'. Indic thought
was highly particulate. And Indic thought was fundamentally transactional;
its basic processes were flow and transformation, processes more amenable
to fluid or gaseous metaphors than to mechanical, social structural models
more commonly employed until recently by Western social scientists when
looking at India.

The unity of ‘substance’ was in one ~ense a simple logical entailment of
monism; philosophically, monism means that there is just (or ultimately
just) one thing. Dumont's early structuralism, Marriott had suggested
without elaboration in his 1969 review, had had the same implication. If,
following Dumont, everything in the world of caste was relationally
defined—ultimately by its relation to what Dumont simply called ‘the
whole’—then that relational whole was the only real ‘thing’ in the Indic
world (my understanding of Marriott's point, not his own explanation).

To say, as Marriott did, that this Indic substance was also highly parti-
culate was to say that it was minutely divisible down to subpersonal
particles. In Dumont’s theory, South Asian actors' identities were always
defined by their structurally varying relations with other actors: the
sannyasi aside, Indian thought never quite got down to the level of the
individual for Dumont. For Marriott, on the other hand, the Western
individual did not exist in traditional Indian culture because the stuff of
Indic thought invaded and subdivided the actor—it reached down far
beyond anything so simply and abstractly imagined as a whole bounded
person. ‘Actors are evidently seen as unique composites of flowing prior
causes, understood as component substances and qualities' (Marriott
1975a: 1). Marriott's monistic South Asian substances included ‘coded’
bodily substances, food and territorial substances, and subtler ‘things’
conventionally seen by other analysts as immaterial or ideational—'perceived
words, ideas, appearances, and so forth’ (Marriott 1976a: 111).

Flow and other non-solid metaphors were and continue to be the images
Marriott has employed to link up subpersonal coded-particles and other
South Asian substances; process has been to Marriott's monism what
structure was to Dumont’s holism. And since 1969, Marriott has simul-
taneously criticised most of the specifics of Dumont’s structuralist image of
India and suggested a still-evolving set of processual replacements.

Dumont’s status and power were not the necessary ‘encompassed’
contradictory dichotomy which explained workings of the middle levels of
local caste hierarchies; four different transactional strategies operating

pehives CPS\iR#¢h a homogeneously defined cultural universe would generate the same
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phenomena (Marriott 1976a).’ Purity and pollution coexisted with many
other indigenods interpersonal values (with power-as-Sakti, for instance, or
with auspiciousness), so it was ethnographically incorrect to privilege
them; and Dumont’s treatment of purity and pollution was oddly substan-
tialist given his own structuralis assumptions, and inaccurate. (Later these
particular criticisms were reduced. but purity-impurity was then discovered
not to be conceptually primitive—see below).

In his working paper on the ‘open person’ written in 1979, Marriott
suggested that there were three very general ‘implicit Hindu cultural
formulations’ for the ‘processes in flowing substance’. The first was ‘trans-
formation’, which had to do with one-way flow, typieally upward and
downward; higher beings were ‘more transformative’, less ‘marked’ (in the
linguistic sense), subtler. more discriminating, and lower beings were the
opposite. If this sounded like Brahmans and Untouchables in Dumont’s
scheme, however—like purity and impurity—it was not, Marriott insisted,
for theoretical reasons that will be reviewed below.

Marriott's second initial process, ‘complementation’, had to do with two-
way reciprocal transactions. with being ‘open’ or ‘closed’ to interactions.
This was the dimension of maximal-givers versus minimal-givers by which
Marriott sorted out the alleged confusion in the middle of Indian caste
hierarchies, conrra’ Dumont. The Indian gunas were first brought into
Marriott’s scheme at this point. Open beings were likely to have the guna
rajas (‘passion’) and to be ‘hot’; closed beings were apparently the
Opposite.

Marriott's third process-type, ‘articulation’, originally had to do with
‘compatible’ conjunctions with the substance of some other being, or with
internal compatibilities or incompatibilities. The disarticulate was the
impure, Marriott suggested in this first trial formulation, but also some-
thing perhaps in a state of positive change (Marriott 1979).

In a working paper written four years later, * “Hindu social science” and
its developing implications’ (1983), Marriott renamed, expanded and
reordered this same triad. He also formalised and mathematised it, and
centred more and more of his analytic efforts on it from then on. He did
this to an unfortunate degree, however, and—given the many weaknesses
of the model, I will argue below—to the ultimate detriment of other

’ Marriott's methodologically impressive analyses of local Indian caste hierarchics in the
1960s (see Marriott 1968) had failed to indicate the ‘confusion in the middle' which more

of the totalising scoring of caste transactions which he had also demonstrated, middle-rankin
castes had more room to manocuvre between ‘maximizing' and ‘minimizing’ approaches
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potentially' interesting or insightful aspects of his ethnosociological
thinking. ‘

Complementation became ‘mixing’ and was now menllongd first. It was
still paired with the guna rajas; it was also now associated with other Indic
essences—with fire, kdma and bile; and it was now said to be analogous: to
the mathematical property ‘nonreflexivity’ (roughly, not bcing ina r_clatlon
to one’s self). Transformation became ‘marking'; it was paired with th_c
guna sattva (‘truth’, ‘goodness’) and with water, artha and phlegm; and |t'
was now said to be analogous to the mathematical property ‘nonsymmetry
(because it was a one-way rather than a reciprocal relationship). And
articulation, in a slightly confusing lexical inversion, became .‘unn}a!ch_lng
(emphasis added), paired with the guna ramas (darkness), with air, \:v:nd.
adharma, and said to be analogous to the mathematical property ‘non-
transitivity’ (roughly, three or more elements not being in a mut.ually
consistent relationship with one another; in a nomransit_ivc system, if A
for example, is higher than B and B is higher than C, A is not necessarily
higher than C). _ _

Marriott then mapped these in a three-dimensional space, first drawing
what he called ‘the constituent cube’ in order to make the point that they
were logically independent. Left to right along the base‘of'lhe cube ran
‘unmixing-mixing', front to rear ran 'matching-unmatch;ng . and top to
bottom ran ‘unmarking-marking’. Different three-dimensional shapes and
diagrams, also coloured to represent similar mixes of the gunas, were then
drawn inside these cubes to demonstrate how the three fundamental
‘presuppositions’ or ‘metaconcepts’ of Indic thought might ‘a::counl for' a
wide range of Indian ‘embodiments’ (different ethnographic or ‘u:xlual
analyses as redrawn by Marriott) ‘from the molecule to the cosmos’. Very
little explanation of the exact relation between the diagrams and the data
in the sources was provided. .

Marriott’s cubic drawing of Marvin Davis' account of a Bengal.t school-
teacher’s analysis of the ranked life-forms (Davis 1983), for |nsta.mcc.
showed ‘Brahma’ in the top right of the cube two-thirds back (mixed,
unmarked, unmatched), ‘deities’ a little lower, further forward but far left
(unmixed, more marked, more matched), ‘humans’ back under Brahma
but further forward (mixed. medium-marked, matched), ‘demons’ directly
under humans (mixed, more marked, equally matched); and, at the
bottom, ‘plants’ (left rear: unmixed. marked. unmatched), 'ohj'ccts’ (left
middle: unmixed, marked, more matched), and ‘animals’ (right rear:
mixed, marked, unmatched). _

If this drawing was difficult to interpret, Marriott’s images of Fraqcns
Zimmerman on the rasas (Zimmerman 1980) and of ‘family hydraulics'
according to various sources were, among others, entirely inscrutable, to

yehives CPS#8-09yes at any rate (Marriott 1983: diagrams 4, 13 and 16). Very few

South Asia specialists at several sessions where [ heard this paper presented
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seemed able to read or replicate these diagrams except Marriott. Though
his new publication of 1989 contains the same basic cubes and further
developments of the same mixing-marking-unma:ching scheme, Marriott
has, for the moment, dropped the complicated internal diagrams, though
he hints they may return in the future with the help of ‘matrices and
computer programmes for multidimensional scaling and graphing’ (Marriott
1989: 27).

Toward a critique

Despite the imponderables of the cube, Marriott's ethnosociology had
been an often impressive creative and synthetic effort by the middle of the
1980s, a vision which could be more convincing when Marriott presented it
himself than in second-hand renderings of its most general formulations, as
here—a set of creative assertions which a diverse group of students and
colleagues have found useful in various ways (see, for instance, Daniel
1984, Dirks 1987, Kemper 1977, Pugh 1983, Raheja 1989, Shweder and
Bourne 1982, and Trawick 1988).

The knowledge of India on which Marriott's ethnosociology was built,
the cultural insights which gave it much of its persuasive force, were often
difficult to fault. The apparent systematicity of Marriott's thinking was
remarkable, the way in which each new theoretical statement seemed to
build on earlier statements at a higher level of formalisation or generality
There were other strands in ethnosociology on which Marriott had written
very little even in the form of working papers but where his influence had
also been felt, in work on karma, the person and cross-cultural psychology
And games had played a more important role in Marriott’s thinking and
communicating than this summary has indicated: the evolving simulation
game samsara (Marriott 1987), games as a pervasive theoretical model.

The new imagery accompanying Marriott’s new ethnosociology could
also be seductive. Marriott's India did not have a static, ‘ascriptive’ ‘social
structure’ divided up by boxes and boundaries, nor was it an other worldly,
life-denying culture. It was fluid, open, always essentially changing and
life-affirming. Nor did Indian society prohibit social mobility. It was full of
it, Marriott asserted: mobility without reference to caste, individual
mobility between castes, and collective caste mobility (Marriott 1975b).
The essence of India was not even caste any longer; caste was an artificially
constricted Western notion of something actually much more general,
‘natural history as understood by South Asians’ (ibid.: 5). Nor was religion
the essence of India—religion understood as ‘the spiritual’, at any rate. For
given monism, what Westerners understood as the spiritual or the super-
natural was always ineluctably materialistic and natural as well.

The question nevertheless had to be asked, were Marriott’s elhnosocicb/mm
ol sasgical characterisations of South Asian culture true? The following were
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some problems with ethnosociological thinking and its relation to Ind‘ic
cultural reality, as [ was able to understand both of them from a certain
distance after the first decade of the development of ethnosociology, as of
the mid-1980s. _

The first has been alluded to above: the abstractness of many of ic
terms employed, the difficulty anyone but Marriott had in undcrstan@mg
what some of the general propositions meant, and how they might or might
not apply to any given ethnographic fact. The indeterminacy Marriott had
complained about in Dumont’s structural theory seemed to l-_:avc come
back to haunt him in his similarly high theoretical mode. Also, if Marriott
found it easy to dismiss the vocabularies of other Western theorists on the
grounds that the terms they used never exactly translated Indian cgtlural
realities, he required, on the other hand, considerable suspension of
disbelief when it came to his own theoretical language.®

Another difficulty seemed to be linked to the intrinsic problems invo!ved
in characterising any monism in any analytic language. Either you got it or
you did not. As other critics noted. it was difficult to know where to go
after monism had been accepted as the master principle. Why go any_whcrc.
in fact, if ultimately ‘all was one'? Perhaps similarly bothered himself,
Marriott began to suggest in the early 1980s that he did not want to _bc
taken too seriously on monism, that monism had only been a compromise
in the interests of communication, a way of highlighting a difference in
emphasis in Indian thought, a means of stressing its gcncrally_ ‘qon-
disjunctive’ properties compared to Western thought—and from th1s‘ume
on, he referred his vision of the most authentic Indic thought increasingly
to the putatively dualistic Indian philosophical school of Samkhya. _

So much earlier ethnosociology was logically predicted on monism.
however, that this more recent reticence secems disingenuous. Marriott has
also continued to make many of his older monistic arguments without
identifying them as such.” And Samkhya, his new touchstone, may be more
monistic than it seems. For, according to Gerald Larson’s recent expert
commentary, its dualism is ‘eccentric’ by Western standards. Samkhya is
fundamentally monistic except for its high-level distinction between

* In his recent paper, for instance, Marriott says that ethnosociology is or w.ill be 11
generalising ‘science’ based on ‘Indian cultural realities’. one which develops ‘rigorous
methods of ‘description, analysis, and explanation’ and ‘deductive strategies that can generate
hypotheses for empirical tests’. But though he also suggests he is discardipg lh: baqgavgc. 13[
most previous Western anthropological approaches to South Asia for being ‘imperialistic’,
cthnocentric or ‘parochial’ to Western thought, Marriott indicates no cmban'nssment. abcufl
(or Indic roots for) his own obvious strong Western positivism—{or the concepts of ‘rigour .
‘description’, ‘analysis’, ‘explanation’. ‘deduction’, ‘empirical testing', or *[social] science
itself (see Marriott 1989: 1-6). )

" For example, ‘since antiequivalence relations are understood by Hindus to inhere also in

chives CPSHER:09, they may appropriately be called “substances” as well as “processes” ' (Marriott 1989:

I8; see also 2-3, 7-8)

www.cpsindi

78



Ce

224/ MicHAEL MOFFATT

‘consciousness’ and ‘materiality’, Larson suggests: it is so monistic at other
levels that vedanta, which developed later, was able to incorporate most of
its ontology (see Larson 1987: 74-83).

When he was still defending monism. Marriott often made rhetorical
appeal to what he characterised as the prevalence of monism in contem-
porary Western natural science. The monism of Western science, however—
at least in anything but its retired-scientist-as-amateur-philosopher ver-
sions—is in fact ‘physicalism’, historically produced by stripping away the
mental properties of all phenomena, including mind itself, and regarding
them as epiphenomenal. Western scientific monism. in other words, is
Cartesian dualism minus one of its halves. not Indian monism. in which the
mental and the physical are somehow fused or co-present. Western scien-
tific monism is a highly reductionist monism.

The most sophisticated culture theory in anthropology, on the other
hand, suggests that a basic feature of culture is its monism in something
closer to the Indic sense of the term, in an unreduced sense. Culture
properly understood combines conventionally thing-like properties (it is
‘out there' between people; it constitutes even the most apparently material,
infrastructural levels of reality) and other, perhaps uniquely mentalist,
even literary, properties. Yet, in a kind of double irony, the models
beneath Marriott’s Indian culture often appeared to be very physical: pure
mathematical logical relationships; interactions; transactions; flow;
plumbing (Moreno and Marriott 1981); heat-exchange (Moreno and
Marriott 1989). The effect is often more reductionist than the claim that
ethnosociology 1s about culture seems to promise.*

The mathematics in Marriott’s ethnosociology as of the mid-1980s was
disconcerting for similar reasons. Most contemporary culture theorists
work with a linguistically-derived tool-kit of symbol, sign, metaphor,
metonym, etc., whose meanings have been fairly well established by long-
standing dialogues in rhetoric, literary theory, linguistics and anthropology.
But Marriott’s ‘cultural’ models often made half-bridged jumps to a highly
abstract language of mathematics or symbolic logic whose meaning and
implications seemed opaque at best.

Thus, though one-of Marriott’s basic ethnosociological impulses seemed
to be radically relativistic, in his continuing reliance on mathematical

* The coda to Marriott’s recent paper can be read as a reply to these questions about
mathematics and physical models in his theory (Marriott 1989: 33-34), as can the following
non sequitur: ‘Since vedic Hindus see their socicty as based directly upon understandings of
nature (Dumont 1961: 36-37), the metaconcepts and terms applied here are largely drawn
from the natural sciences’ (Marriott 1989: 6). (In his classic paper on caste and race, Dumont
argues that traditional South Asians consider hierarchy ‘natural’. or that they do not. more
precisely, make the Western category distinction between the natural and the social. But why
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models of some kind he also seemed to be moving in the opposite direc-
tion, toward the search for a universal, cultureless form of truth to which
all these Indic particularities could finally be attached. In other words,
Marriott had not changed as much in his most fundamental theoretical
tendencies as he appeared to have done in other ways in the early 1970s.
Just as Indian ideas about pollution and caste could ultimately be reduced
to a mathematical analysis of dyadic transactional behaviours during
Marriott’s pre-ethnosociological days, for instance, so too Indian mentalities
were now to be ultimately rooted in reflexivity, symmetry and transitivity.

Similarly, read against some recent proposals that ethnographic know-
ledge become more dialogic, that it share out more authority with the
peoples-in-other-cultures whose point of view cross-cultural anthropology
is supposed to represent or deliver (see Clifford 1983 and Geertz 1973
among many others), Marriott's ethnosociology as of the mid-1980s was
very univocal. There was really only one voice in it, Marriott's own, saying
what it was that South Asians thought or did not think. For someone who
had once been a careful ethnographic empiricist, moreover, Marriott
seemed to have grown more cavalier about whether the natives themselves
explicitly recognised or articulated the Indic conceptions they were said to
hold by Marriott.*

Though ethnosociology might have opened up new vistas on South Asian
culture, it also seemed that it might blind ethnographers to matters of valug
in other theoretical frameworks. Does the fact that there is perhaps a great
deal of processual imagery in Indian thought really mean that there is no
important interest in thing-like ‘structures’, for instance? Why are physical.
spatial boundaries so important in south Indian villages if flow is so valued?
As for caste boundaries, would a naive Western reader, presented only
with Marriott’s fluid images of India in the mid-1980s, have been in a
position to predict that most Indians do not in fact ‘flow’ out of the castes
they are born into, nor do their children or their grandchildren?

* See, for instance, the way in which ethnosociological loyalist Melinda Moore disregards
the significance of the absence of any real local meanings for what she analyses (discussed
later), or consider such ethnographically unsupported pure asscrtions as “Tamil equivalents of
[the] variables [mapped by Marriott's cube] are known and currently used [in the region being
analysed] . . . . In practice, attention may be directed to only one variable at a time or to one
concept, leaving its metonymy with other concepts within that set implicit. Yet the classical
triads and their equivalents remain universally available . . . (Moreno and Marriott 1989:
150).

Also, related to this point, Marriott has. relatively little to say about why it is that South
Asians have never been able to come up with the triadic model contained in ‘the cube' if it is
really so fundamental to their thought. True, the most fundamental principles in many
workaday cultures often remain tacit or unconscious to the natives (cf. Marriott 1989: 2, 7.
But Marriott's India is not just any workaday culture. It is a sophisticated literate tradition

I CPS:‘?’Q@“' philosophical and even ‘scientific’ power and capacity for abstract thought. So

imagined, it seems particularly odd that South Asian thinkers should never have noticed the
cube or something closely equivalent to it on their own.

—
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Marriott also seemed to be attempting to read purity and pollution
entirely out of Indic reality in his ongoing critique of these Dumontian
master-principles. By the mid-1980s, his counter-Dumontian argument had
become even more elaborate. If one accepted the principles behind the
constituent cube, then purity and impurity—even if they might be impor-
tant native categories and distinctions—were not conceptually primitive.
Purity, he now argued, was most parsimoniously analysed as ‘unmarked’,
‘unmixed’ and ‘matched’; pollution was the opposite (Marriott 1983)."

For mixing, marking and matching to be conceptually primitive, how-
ever, Marriott had to show that they were independent dimensions. But it
was not at all clear that they were. Marriott had shown in his transactional
analyses that what he now called marking and mixing could be somewhat
independent of one another, that castes in the middle of hierarchies had
some latitude about making many exchanges (maximising) or few exchanges
(minimising) without altering their overall caste ranks. In Marriott's
subsequent cube-building, a caste's asymmetric decision had to do with
purity and impurity (or with unmarking or marking), but its symmetric
decision about unmixing or mixing did not.

But why not? Middle-ranking castes can be either very mixey or not so
mixey because—in terms of a simple image of the flow of negatively-valued
substances (impurities, inauspicious things, etc.)—the sum of these castes’
superiorising prestations and of their inferiorising acceptances comes out
the same in either case. But ‘marking’ is still culturally fundamental in the
calculation of this result; the result is worked out against the same set of
background assumptions used to establish or affirm caste inequalities
through asymmetric transactions. Mixey castes get and give lots of
markings; unmixey castes do not.

When it came to ‘unmatching’ or ‘disarticulation’, a problem of definition
was added to the problem of independence. This dimension is a parti-
cularly good example of the indeterminacy of many of Marriott’s ethno-
sociological terms. Sometimes disarticulation seems to mean ‘internally
disarticulated’ or heterogeneous; sometimes it seems to mean ‘disarticulated
with something else’ or inconsistent; and sometimes it seems to mean
‘typically in a disarticulated setting’.

And against what standard is ‘disarticulation’ judged? Is not the ‘arti-
culated’ also likely to be the pure? When does ‘purity/impurity’ not scale
with ‘articulated'/disasticulated’? Orally, Marriott would only answer in
the language of the cube, giving ‘violence’ or tamas as an instance of the
disarticulated but also of the unmarked (rather than the marked). Whether
or not violence was disarticulated, however, why was it unmarked? Because it
was ‘inclusive’, Marriott answered; it could overwhelm anything else.

** Marriott is apparently making an even more deconstructive argument in 1989—that ther
tre for Policy Studesmany different kinds of impurity, each mapped by different combinations of the cuti
variables (sce Marriott 1989: 30).
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Well, may be. But would anyone but Marriott have scen violence as
logically inclusive? Could Marriott have trained a disinterested evaluator
to come up with the same judgments of unmarked/marked or articulated/
disarticulated as he himself made?

Even more basically, Marriott never really justified the cultural cor-
relations behind the cubic variables: he really only asserted them. Nor did
he justify the details of his further mathematical mappings. Why were
‘reflexivity’, ‘symmetry’ and ‘transitivity’ the best or most adequate formal
terms for what he seemed to be trying to model? Can something not be
disarticulated or ‘messy’, for instance, without being intransitive in a strict
logical sense?

Even if the mathematical terms were appropriate, why these particular
links between them and the cubic variables? Why not link ‘mixing’ with
‘symmetry’ rather than with ‘nonreflexivity’, since mixing is by definition a
symmetric operation? Why not, conversely, associate ‘marking’ or ranking
with ‘nonrefléxivity', since any given element cannot take this particular
relationship to itself (something cannot mark itself or rank above itself)?

One last problem with the cube as of the mid-1980s indicated as much as
anything the degree to which Marriott's theory was set up contra
Dumont—the cube and the theory continued to dehierarchise traditional

5

Indian culture to what can only be called an unrecognisable degree.
Unmarking and disarticulation, whether or not they scale together, both
seem relevant to rank or to other cultural evaluations in South Asia.
Likewise for mixing, as argued above. Furthermore, even if to be
‘exchangey’ is to be powerful and full of energy in traditional Indian
culture, as Marriott argued, is not action, fakti, the female principle,
ultimately subordinated to essence or being, ifvaran, the male principle?
So my second-hand knowledge of higher Hinduism suggests (see also
Wadley 1977).

At a higher level of the model, Marriott’s ‘Hindu social science’ also
suggested no hierarchical relation whatever between his three fundamental
presuppositions. Yet modelled as they were in part on the gunas, a highly
ordered set, why did the analysis not incorporate the ordering ‘unmarked’
over ‘mixed’ over ‘unmatched’ (the analytic terms paired with the ordered
set saftva, rajas and tamas in the gunas)? The same principles were listed in
their appropriate Hindu order in Marriott's first version of the scheme
(Marriott 1979).

Marriott replied that the three principles are in fact lined up with many
other Indic terms besides the gunas in his master scheme, with the elements
(mahabhatas), the aims (purusdrthas), the humours (dosas), and with time
(kala) among others. Since there was no invariant order tc all these
presumably correlated terms, no one South Asian set of values took
hives crsTERgdence. Marriott then fell back for his order on the abstract mathe-

matical property of the respective ‘numerosity’ of reflexivity, symmetry
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and transitivity, paired respectively with unmixing, unmarking and
matching. Reflexivity is about one element being or not being in a relation
with itself; symmetry requires two elements; transitivity requires three.

But by now. in a theory that was supposed to be about ‘how Indians
think’, we seem to be a particularly long way from any Indic principles or
values. And what is it we know when we know all these things may be lined
up, depending on how the key presuppositions are interpreted, and may in
turn correlate with something in Western mathematical theory?

Published at last!

In his recent ‘Constructing an Indian ethnosociology’ (Marriott 1989),
Marriott makes only a few substantive changes in what has been outlined in
the preceding pages, in the cube and other aspects of his general theory,"
explaining and justifying ethnosociology with a wealth of detail he has
never written down before, and attempting to defend it against possible
objections, many of which have been raised above. Some aspects of his
densely written new article might be valuable or illuminating without all of
it being valid, of course. But the crux of his argument—the sabject to
which Marriott devotes the most pages, the contribution on which he
evidently wants to be taken most seriously—remains the cube and the
processes of mixing, unmarking and unmatching.

Marriott can be disarmingly frank about specifying the drawbacks of the
cube as he describes it, though once he has stated them he tends to proceed
as if he had laid them to rest. Hindu conventions would not draw such a
model rectilinearily, Marriott admits. The right angles ‘should be altered
by evidence that the variables are not wholly independent’. The sides
‘should be altered by evidence that the variable scales are not commen-
surate’ (1989: 9). The orientation of things matched up by the cube does
not always correspond to native intuitions of common meaning (ibid.: 16).

Marriott’s claim that three dimensions are necessary because ‘three
appears to be the irreducible number of properties or components with
which Hindus will comfortably think about human affairs’ (1989: 8) is
contradicted by a great deal of ethnographic and textual evidence, some of
it cited in his paper as well as elsewhere in the same collection." Conversely,

"' Consistent with his increasing reliance on Sarnkhya, for instance. Marriott invents two
new variables, * “grossening and subltilising™ *, ‘following the ancient ideas of sdrikhya . . . of
a devolving, increasingly marked . . . series of elements running from a relatively “subtle™
(sa2ksma) or ethereal and inclusive source to a sink of “gross™ (sthiila) materiality’; and ‘one
nonelement and antiaim . . . “consciousness” (puruga)’ (1989: 21, 22). However. these new
dimensions do not play the central analytic role played by the older cubic variables in the rest
of the paper.

" Larson also suggests that while triadic categorisations are common in Samkhya, so too
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if Hindu thought really is as multidimensional and multiperspectival as
Marriott believes, three dimensions are actually a rather impoverished
number of parameters for modelling it, not much of an improvement over
wo,

Marriott devotes many pages to what he refers to as the: ‘textual and
ethnographic evidences' that the ‘felt resemblances’ between the different
Indic categories associated together under any one of his cubic variables
really exist in South Asian thought. He variously characterises these
resemblances as ‘compatibilities’, ‘homologies’, ‘mutualities’, ‘partial
identities’, ‘partial congruences’, ‘metonymies’ and ‘family resemblances’,
however (ibid.: 7, 16). What could be the conditions for disproving cor-
relations which are so loosely characterised?

The proof, in any case, should be in the pudding, and since Marriott is an
anthropologist rather than a textual Indologist, the pudding should be the
cthnographic validity or usefulness of his model. What more do we know
about the anthropological grounding of ethnosociology, and of the cube in
particular, on the basis of the recent published collection?

Though Marriott implies that all the remaining papers in the collection
(Contributions 1989) are consistent with or support his ethnosociological
paradigm, the five anthropologists, two historians and one linguist can in
fact be divided, as T.N. Madan also notes in the Editorial, into two groups
(ibid.: iv). Wadley and Derr (1989), Raheja (1989), Dirks (1989) and
Ramanujan (1989) may take occasional ideas from Marriott's ethnosacio-
logy, and may in turn influence him in ways, but none of them uses all of
his theory, least of all the cube. Marriott (1989), Moreno and Marriott
(1989), Moore (1989) and Mines (1989), on the other hand, write papers
which form a remarkably seamless whole.

There are no significant expressed differences of scholarly opinion
among these four anthropologists. Their arguments are identical and
mutually reinforcing at their respective levels. Even the writing styles,
vocabularies, rhetorical methods and apparent habits of thought are
surprisingly uniform across the four papers, which are generally more
reminiscent of earlier articles by Marriott than of earlier drafts of single-
authored articles by the students involved.” It is difficult not to read all
four of these papers as the products of one single mastermind.

It would require angther paper almost as long as this one to evaluate in
detail the ethnographic evidence provided by those who accept the whole
paradigm, as well as to look at one particular fellow traveller, Raheja,
whose analysis Marriott cites as particular proof of the validity of mixing,

' Like Marriott 1966 and Marriott 1968 but unlike Moore 1984, for instance, Moore 1989 is
written as a crisp little epic of discovery. in which the first-person-singular anthropologist
apparently cracks a tough cthnographic puzzie by maving through vividly described stages of
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marking and unmatching." Instead, let me bring lhlS.Cnth:F Lo;ic:zctg
commenting on the one ethnographically rooted article whic s
its intention from the beginning as furnishing an almost concrete ;x m;; :
of the cube—Melinda Moore’s treatment of the cultural construction o
itional Kerala house. ]
(ra'gradilional high caste houses, Moore noticed or was told in two )rcta_rs"(::
field research in Kerala, are ideally four-sided, and t{entre on open a nunal
used for festivals, ‘temporary worship’ and the swearing of solemn PC'S:)cm
contracts. Houses should face east, and they are pcsl built onl ea; o
slopes. the people agree, so the gods anqlhumanfs in them can (:grs i
more easily to the east. Puja rooms for deities and important anccl:s 4 o
located in western interior rooms so their sacred beings can o;) i
through the houses, and so they can be approached from the east by
ily worshippers. , _
fanizlill};hcns ar[:pin northeast corners, with family .dimng rooms ju?t to (hc;
west. Outside to the northeast are tanks for dall}i bathu_lg and dtreetsh:r
sacred basil’; to the north, the women lypicall_y grind grain and do oh :
food preparations. Large reception rooms are in southe_asl‘co;r_le::, h\: u:s
formal meals and snacks are given to lllz,uests. gu;:s:; I::«, ;:::eexi:riom E
rtained on verandas normally attache
:::ne)n;sd northern exteriors (for women), with.mles about how fa;' :}?:ii
should remain from inner parts of houses according to the lowness o
cash::esr.lstruating women stay in seclusion rooms in northfwcs.tl c;:,:::::s
which also serve for childbirth. Outside to 't!1c nqnhu:est are fami ‘3:.“ e
and compounds for pounding and parboiling rice (.thought lto 1c o
creatures’) and for butchering animals. Newly married coup esoa;m%le "
their own private sleeping rooms in snulh\_msl corners, upstairs. ons il
the southwest are cattlesheds. Older married women anq men tend to tg
with members of their own sex, women in the inner lfarill:l: sd(:z::g rooms
n in the more open reception rooms to . !

mi)?\(:g;;g?;al is strongly marked, the northeast to so:nhwcs_l ‘lmc, ;:;i Et
is sometimes left open by small holes through walis ‘to facilitate .

* Bnefly, however, Raheja gives us an admirably p(c.cisc clhm:fgra;{hic mu:l::;:‘i:
cultural dimension of auspiciousness and in:uspiciou.rtness in one Indian vlllage—buk el
dimension, in my opinion, which is pccssariyeas md.-.pcm:::lt ;L casle r\:’ngshe pumd
impurity as Raheja suggests. (Brahmins on onc hand rbers, _ mb“l o
llTn‘:uuc{mablcs on the other might accept inauspicious substances lotrI :i'.:ii'll:rci:e iy
hicrarchically linked reasons, and Brahmin sub-castes who accept suc gs

reported to rank below Brahmins who do not.)
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some people say. Cremation agrounds are to the south, which is also the
worst direction for houses to face, and the orientation everyone avoids
when paying respect to daily household ‘worship lamps’ (Moore 1989:
passim).

What do Moore's informants say about the reasons for these spatial
orientations and dispositions? Not much. ‘I could elicit from them only
fragmentary explanations’, Moore admits, ‘[such as] “the interior spaces
are safer” * (1989: 170).

Some anthropologists might have left it at this. Many routinised things
that people do in many cultures have no discursive logic: the people just
say they should do them, and do them. and anthropologists either report
that fact or turn their attention to more rationalised aspects of particular
cultures.

Other anthropologists might suspect that, with probing or careful
listening to what people say while building houses or while orienting
themselves to these spatial patterns, more general Indic cultural expla-
nations and models might emerge. A perhaps insurmountable problem for
Moore, however, is that these houses have not been built in 50 years, so
local people might haye forgotten just what interests the anthropologist
most. If local meanings were more accessible, however, they would
probably resemble some simple, but actually rather multidimensional,,
cultural notions recorded elsewhere in village India.

Such as: east and north are auspicious directions; south is very inauspicious;
west has mixed values; différent diagonals have no meanings or different
meanings according to context. Pure or purifying things tend to g0 in
auspicious places. Hence gods originate in the east and north. and typically
look in those directions. ‘Interior spaces are safer'—hence women and
gods, whose purity needs protecting, stay inside households: men are
intermediate; and impure, inauspicious, low or dangerous things are kept
out (the latrine, strangers, the killing ground, the cremation ground).

Menstruating women, on the other hand, must be secluded somewhere.
Northeast would be inappropriate; south would be dangerous; northwest is
not a bad solution, especially since it is interior compared to the reception
hall in the southeast; southwest might have worked almost as well. Married

sex might also have been located elsewhere, as it is in Daniel's Tamil
village (admitted by Moore, 1989: 177). And some dispositions might be
matters of simple convenience. If kitchens are northeast, food preparation
areas ought to be near them. Etcetera.

But Moore is interested in grander explanations, and she writes of her
interpretative journey in passages whose convolutions leave ultimate

. : bélieve § j .
Whatever she might think of my interpmtaf:ou. bo:cm frlahel:i :vezl::ocm: :?:'o : mmbe 3 R authority al ; elcgamly B
terial has demonstrated the conceptual uldc'pcn ence of mar ki ' maos!
::;;:::m e iUk a::ﬂif:‘i::c::?dtf; i:u::l::;u;n:”my::ﬁ Seeing my interest . . . [local people] referred me to Malayalam-
: ; 5 e 3 | int ‘
matching [= inauspiciousness]. For despite ample oppo ik, | . - bu'ldmg ey i readmgs 4 me 1o Malayaam.
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from the observed architectural and bcf.'a"“’“ml c“dcr:ﬁz‘t& Z‘:s::l
layers of ritul, astral myth, and geometric fo.rmulaf:ozfn e
n;;tion produce a structure much like the ‘constitu e
Marnott constructs from the Hindu elements, hum‘::rhi; ‘wilh under-
aims . . .. [a model which] presents [household] Irc(sil_c :n.ivcrw] s
standings about the possibilities of act.mn in [the In !1939- [?b SO0,
may not have been available to them in other ways ( LAY

Where does such a model reside? What South Asian pcrs?n :‘r Zchr?;nsi lar:;
its knowers, either of the model or of the evidence fro
2

COEII:::I';;S g)f the analysis which follows is often similarly opaq?e;FM::‘ady:tI;)nr:
building manuals show the houses’ layouts in the. form (;is b(;Ck‘ et
Man’, (vastu purusa), a fallen antigod or asura, Iym; olndircc“ons' i
northeast, ‘pressed into a square oriented to the car_dma Lmse de.mo“s
forty-five gods drawn in a grid on top of him and elghht g0 e
around him. The people do not know much' about t csFt.Cs 45 i
Moore tells us, and correlations between their charzllctcrtl)r;;iech i
they are located are not impressive. Moore neverthe e;s " sub.scqum“y
mythic fact that Foundation Man fell from heaven and \:'n g
overlaid by gods (as well as the fact that the cclntral alm: i o
open to the sky) implies that the Kerala house mco;[;ora ¢
vertical layering of the Indic cosmos (1989: '178, 1 h).‘ e s il

Mg g specula(ties mac: ;:::d hzlz:':lsl:;?‘:: wltl:crc the kitchen is

id to deman - i

;(:tl-::lzycﬁ;ilst:c)ic'ja;id ‘the Man's genitals are a prom'mt.snt;;;lu]?l;)fél:;
southwest corner where the most faw_ourcd bedroomh[ls(]jci :des. o i.f e
M 3:‘3 Lnaiprl:)'p?afttcg ill)'rll:clfr(::‘s?d: covers “:rhal Moore

an is lying face up, on his back, his le : i
hMere regyargs as the relatively lfnur; so(;uhca::z,‘i P\;:::el gt:;itsi :l;eugc:onh-

i ight side, on the other and, corre: S, HOIh:
:I:;ll?tf\r:h:rgeh:mmen are secluded during birth and mc;str:z::zgn(ﬁl:ﬁ:
182). So much for the possible cultural relevance of Fou
g Il. For Moore now discovers that what have served a;di?ct
ingn;nzhsa c;lltural authorities so far, the Malayalam-language bu\:rlr(;:g

A 7 , hich her people directed her, are actual!y all of thf:r.n ; "g

mbi)nuliatl;t:ow‘:y the Man is lying. The mythic resean[:hhof;an]s;:r::sf; “lc a
K i ‘leaves no doubt that [the Man fee
Krazrmh‘f(::n:h:c(:::r:'h(alg‘;b:lel;Z), which would ma?cc his. lcft_ and right
:?j:s :1‘:trlh up better, Moore decides. If this new orientation is correct,

5 S e
located in the northeast, the most auspicious direction

s ——
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however, then earlier correlations no longer apply: the back of the Man’s
head now matches up with the kitchen, and his anus and buttocks with the
room for married sex. Moore does not notice.

Moore proceeds to the ‘up-down’ dimension, declaring she was surprised

temples and households, and from the local preference for eastern slopes,
she decides that the apparently horizontal actually has a vertical aspect as
well, positing a ‘universal and underlying cline . . . running from south-
west to northeast’ (1989 187).

Now that she has three dimensions, Moore segues to the cube and to

Mixing and unmixing ‘clearly’ correspond to the east-west dimension,
Moore declares, because ‘the house opens its doors and expands largely to
the east’. Unmarking and marking correspond to the vertical dimension ‘as
understood in Kerala'—i.e., to the literally vertical (the layering of
Foundation Man and other gods), and to the vertical as she has just
projected it along the ‘horizontal southwest-northeast diagonal. And
matching and unmatching correspond to the south-north dimension: the
north is ‘messy’ with cooking, eating, menstruation, childbirth and other
functions associated with women, while the south is characterised by ‘the
forces of unity': matchmaking, marriages, worship, formal meetings, etc.
(1989: 192-94).

These mappings are at least as arbitrary as Marriott’s applications of his
older ethnosociological abstractions, however. On the mixing dimension,
for instance (east-west), the reception room, where outsiders are most
likely to be in the house, is as much in the south as’it is in the east. Women
also apparently mix with other women on the northern veranda. More-

selves—for this is one point on which they seem to have their own
opinion—so that the gods can look to the east, the direction most appropriate

h h d. e h g P . ﬂ ZA C}] S C]%‘-E%—ﬂ9 txmg. M(J()r dml[s but 'I ts ‘di 1 =
ntre for 1°0 tud ler pU‘SSlbllll)’ is that t a c a it fi s ‘dia CCUCZIIE . I
t’f P llt:yS ies A simp c nc ﬂl ighest part of the h‘)df 15 aPPIUPIBMﬁm 4 ve: m

198): on ‘dialectics’ versus ‘correspondences’. see later.
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to them. The fact that the gods are located .in western rooms lsttg::
epiphenomenal on the evidence of local exegesis; it does ﬂgf 5'-‘3?::[‘ ot
the west is less ‘marked’ or more pure in loca_l un@crstan mESh S
cast. What sense does it make, similarly, to identify thc_n_ort ca:s .ang
virtually all other accounts of Indic culture a locus of aus[;:c;z:snc
purity, as the most marked or impure corner of the house 0}"';"; P

Moore deals with this last difficulty througp a deus ex fﬂﬂ;\: Sy
tion she introduces toward the end of her article to ex?lainh c.:owl t:_z:ns
into the cube. Some elements or activities ‘correspnnd_ to t c'ltrh?::cubic:
she suddenly proposes; they are ‘congruent’ or 'hal:u!omogs. \leations e
variables. Others, however, are in appropnat(::llg:8 ;lallé:;:t:;z)r

ube, ‘seen as opposing the constituents’ : 191=92). _

lht;;:g:s of ‘dialectiEsRoand ‘unresolved paradpxcs‘ worse than those ::lt:::f;
Marriott comgplained about in Dumont back in 19_69! If MoEre can“;rith e
any given item’s location on the gro}lnds that it either matches :h;:: e
dialectically opposes its cubic constituents, then by definition Aot
almost anything almost anywhere in the cube. And so she proccclmmvc
for the northeast corner, which receives what she refcrs_ to a; af o
dialectic movement' from southwest to northe‘asl. ‘the triumph o ?ves::r;
in which the ‘most impure corner of the house’ (the nonhca{»t)l;:;_l )
‘infusion . . . of goodness from above [from the southwcst_l ( >

Moore concludes, among other things, that. her :.:ubtc' ana mbmd
‘greater precision’ than Dumiont’s previous ‘one-dlfncnsmn;l tht:or':);ub‘iou5
on purity and pollution (1989: 196). But a cgnclpsaon baschgn sotin -
and culturally unsupported a line of reasoning is not worth investing

intellectual effort in. \ -

rur:::lr i}n:;is is the best that an extremely cl_osc associate of Mam_ott s_c::il:
do with the cube, then—whatever one thlnks' of other, more f;m‘:glsthe
aspects of Marriott's ethnosociology, of monism, substance, ?c(.hno-
person, etc.—the same has to be reluctantly opnclfldeq,‘o'n presen o
graphic and theoretical evidence at any rate, in this critic’s upml:n auc;;
rate, of much of the predominantly da‘la—dltvxtanl. abstract mathem
modelling of Marriott’s recent ethnosociological years.
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India through Hindu categories*
A Samkhya response

Gerald James Larson

Let me begin my response by quoting two passages from McKim Marriott's
lead essay entitled ‘Constructing an Indian ethnosociology’, one passage
having to do with the methodology of his entire project and the other
having to do with the basic sources utilised in building his theoretical
framework. First, then, the passage on method;

Constructing a theoretical social science for a culture requires somewhat
more than providing a meaningful cultural account: it requires building
from the culture’s natural categories a general system of concepts that
can be formally defined in relation to each other: it requires developing
words and measures that can be used rigorously for description, analysis
and explanation within that culture; and it especially requires devel-
oping deductive strategies that can generate hypotheses for empirical
tests in order that the science may criticise itself and grow. It requires
.doing all this in terms that will be analytically powerful enough to define
all the major parameters of living in that culture without violating the
culture’s ontology, its presuppaositions. or its epistemology (Marriott
1989: 4).

Second, towards the conclusion of his essay he refers to the overall model
that he has developed as follows:

The model outlined below is undoubtedly biassed in the direction of its
sources, which are mostly Hindu, more north Indian than southern,
more learned than popular, more of sarkhya-yoga than of any other
darsana, more dyurvedic than astrological, more orthodox than devo-
tional, more high caste than low, and more male than female (Marriott
1989: 32).

Professor Gerald J. Larson teaches at the Department of Religion. University of California,
Santa Barbara.

* This is the title of the book edition of Contributions to Indian sociology (23, 1, 1989)

published in 1990 by Sage. - Ed.
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I highlight these two Passages because they clearly distinguish the two
levels on whichAMarriott is working. On one level, Marriott's effort is an
ambitious attempt to construct an explanatory and testable ethno-‘science’,
utilising categories from South Asian thought, an ethno-‘science’ that can
stand as an alternative to another ethno-‘science’, usually referred to as
Western social science. On this level the thrust of Marriott’s work is to use
Indian categories (and/or Indian cognitive structures) in order to illuminate
problems within the social sciences in general. On another level, Marriott’s
effort is an attempt to rework and reinterpret South Asian categories of
thought (cognitive structures) in a more systematic, or as Marriott himself
puts it, a more ‘analytically .powerful’ manner than has heretofore been
achieved. On this second level, the thrust of Marriott’s work is to use the
generalisations of the social sciences to illuminate South Asian social
reality.

Any assessment of Marriott’s work has to keep both levels continuously
in mind, for it is impossible to understand what Marriott is doing without
an appreciation for this internal dialectic unfolding in his intellectual
programme. Marriott’s critique of the social sciences is unintelligible apart
from his interpretation of the Indian cognitive framework. By the same
token, Marriott’s interpretation of the Indian cognitive framework is
unintelligible apart -from some fundamental logical and mathematical
generalisations derived from Western theoretical traditions.

My own work is in Indian philosophy, and specifically with traditions of
Samkhya and Yoga—indeed, Marriott uses much of my work in his current
theorising—and so I shall for the most part focus my comments on the
Samkhya (or, perhaps better, Indological) side of Marriott’s analysis, but
as I have just indicated, it is not possible to isolate the Samkhya (or
Indological) level from the other, genera] social scientific level, if one is to
do justice to Marriott’s overall undertaking. Thus, in what follows, I shall,
first, comment on the general programmatic structure of Marriott’s work,
and then turn to the more specific Indological issues of Samkhya and Yoga.
Let me stress at this point that although I am critical of some of Marriott's
formulations, I very much appreciate what he is attempting to do and
consider it to be important. It is, in my view, a refreshing attempt to bring
together Indology and social science, ‘text’ and ‘context’, and Western
‘equivalence relations’ with Indic ‘antiequivalence relations’, in a manner
that is sophisticated, intellectually elegant and provocative.

The ethno-‘science’ construct

Oddly enough, to understand Marriott’s basic theoretical or ‘scientific’
framework, the place to begin is not with the Western social sciences but,
rather, with traditions of mathematics, Boolean algebra and set ll'm:orb,mmm]m/4
pive for Policy Stufiffe foundation of Marriott's theoretical framework is the general concept
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of ‘equivalence relation’, available in any standard dictionary of mathe-
matics. One can show at a glance what an ‘equivalence relation’ is by
simply quoting one of these dictionary renderings. I shall use Dictionary of
Mathematics by T.A. and W. Millington, as follows:

Equivalence Relation. A relation between elements of a set which
satisfies three conditions:

(a) reflexive, aRa;

(b) symmetric, aRb. then bRa;

(c) transitive, aRb, bRe, then aRe,
where a, b, c are members of the set and R means in the given relation to
(Millington and Millington 1966: 84-85).

In terms of set theory, these three conditions can be related to ‘intersection’
= rcf]exmty), ‘inclusion’ (=symmetry) and ‘union’ (=transitivity),
v'vherem the terms ‘intersection’ and ‘union’ can be defined as follows:

both A and B'; and *union (sum) of A and B—the smallest set containing
all elements in either A or B’ (Ibid.: 213). Moreover, these three conditions
| are also isomorphic with the (Boolean) algebra of logic which treats
mathematically the validity of propositions involving phrase connectives
such as ‘and’, (conjunction), ‘or’ (disjunction), ‘not’, ‘if, then’, and ‘if and
only if, then’, and so forth. Such ‘equivalence relations’ are at the core of
Western thought and social reality. Says Marriott:

Equivalence relations have tended to be assumed in recent Western
popular thought and social science as essential to the organisation of
human personality and society. Thus, persons and many other entities
. are postulated as being normally self-reflexive (‘individuals’, having
| identity with and being sufficient to themselves), and as symmetrical

| (equal) and transitive (consistent) in their relations with each other.

‘Individuals’ are indivisible, integrated, self-developing units, not

f normally subject to disjunction or reconstitution. Given such units,
J interpersonal influences, inequalities, and changes have to be brought in

as external factors or pathologies. Other Western examples of equi-
valence thinking are a Euclidean plane and solid geometry, an Aristotelian
syllogistic logic, and notions of legislation as fixed and uniformly
applicable to all (Marriott 1989: 17).

What emerges, then, is something like the following set of correlations:

(I) Reflexive (identical)-intersective — Individuality
rchives CPS-ERBY) Symmetric (interactive)-inclusive — Equality

|

(IIT) Transitive (distributive)-unitive — Consistency
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These represent (as a set) ‘. . . the equivalence-based ideas of discrete,
static and uniform entities’ characteristic of ‘conventional Western social
science’ (ibid: 34).

Hindu cognitive structures, in contrast, together with their correlative
social implications, represent an interesting ‘revision’ or reordering of
‘equivalence relations', according to Marriott, not in the sense of denying
the very possibility of equivalence relations but, rather, in the sense of
suggesting that equivalence relations are the exception rather than the rule
in ordinary thought and social reality. Marriott’s point here with respect to
the social sciences is not unlike Prigogine’s point with respect to the hard
sciences when Prigogine argues that ‘equilibrium’ is a marginal notion in
the most advanced theoretical science. The normal situation is one of ‘open
systems far from equilibrium’, with ‘equilibrium’ only at the margins
(Marriott 1989: 33). Marriott introduces the expression ‘antiequivalence
relations’ as a way of characterising what is unique about the Hindu
perspective, and he then defines ‘antiequivalence relations’ as follows:

Antiequivalence relations are necessarily variable, since while they deny
perfect reflexivity, symmetry and transitivity, they do not postulate the
dichotomous opposites of these—absolute irreflexivity, asymmetry and
intransitivity. Instead, they assert that various imperfect and inconstant
intermediate states are to be expected, and thus that processes and
intermediate states, rather than any fixed or polarised structures, are
basic. Yet, since antiequivalence relations are understood by Hindus ta
inhere also in matter, they may appropriately be called ‘substances’ as
well as ‘processes’ (ibid.: 18).

In other woras, antiequivalence relations are neither the antitheses nor the
contraries of equivalence relations. If they were, of course, they could not
be ‘anti’-equivalence relations. They could only be negations within the set
of equivalence relations. To the contrary, antiequivalence relations and/or
anticquivalence rules must represent a different dimension of relations or
rules. Here it is useful to bring in a parallel with rules in linguistics, the
difference between ‘context-free’ and ‘context-sensitive’ rules (Marriott
1989: 33; Ramanujan 1989: 47). Marriott's dichotomy of ‘equivalence
relations’ versus ‘antiequivalence relations’ is roughly comparable to
‘context-free’ rules versus ‘context-specific’ rules in the study of languages.
In any case, what emerges with respect to Hindu cognitive structures to the
extent that they are ‘antiequivalence relations’ is something like the
following set of correlations:

(I) Non-reflexive (not necessarily identical) —
composite — realm of the personal —
continuum of mixing-unmixing — Dividuality

R R Ne a
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(II) Non-symmetrical (not necessarily equal) -
irregular — realm of the interpersonal -
continuum of unmarking-marking — Hierarchy

(I1T) Non-transitive (not necessarily consistent) —
mixing (chaotic) — realm of society/cosmos —
continuum of unmatching-matching — Disorder

This, then, is the generalised framework in which Marriott proposes to
pursue his ethnosociology of South Asia, although there is one additional
formal component by way of visually exhibiting the manner in which
antiequivalence relations interact with one another, namely, mathematical
graphing of three independent variables in the form of interp-etive ‘cubes’.
The width of the cube represents the unmixing-mixing continuum of
Dividuality, with movement from left to right indicating more and more
mixing. The height of the cube represents the unmarking-marking continuum
of Hierarchy, with movement from top (higher, unmarked) to bottom
(lower, marked) indicating decreasing interpersonal status. Finally, the
depth of the cube represents the unmatching-matching continuum of
Disorder, with movement from front (ordered, dharma) to back (disordered,
adharma) as increasing social and/or cosmic decay as. for example, in the
yuga theory. The left-top-front of the cube exhibits, therefore, the rare but
nevertheless possible point of reflexive, symmetrical and transitive
‘equivalence’ that is essentially ‘context-free’. The remainder of the posi-
tions within the cube represent departures theretrom, with the fullest
manifestation of non-reflexive, non-symmetrical and non-transitive (or
dividual, hierarchical and disordered) antiequivalence relations at the
right-bottom-back of the cubic visualisation as the symbolic point of utter
‘context-specificity’. Or, putting the matter another way, the left-top-front
of the cube is the point of ‘purity’, whereas the right-bottom-back of the
cube is the point of utter ‘impurity’ (Marriott 1989: 25).

Before moving on to the Samkhya or Indological dimension of Marriott's
work, let me offer just one query to this attempt by Marriott to formulate a
non-Western theoretical framework of antiequivalence relations and/or
rules. My query is simple: Is Marriott's theoretical framework really non-
Western in any meaningful sense? Or is it simply a reworking of an
essentially Western framework? One could take, for example, Marriott's
three conditionals for equivalence, namely, reflexivity, symmetry and
transitivity, and discuss them in terms of traditional Western logic. That is
to say, one could frame the discussion in terms of the principle of identity,
the principle of contradiction and the principle of the excluded middle.
Moreover, one could take the ‘purity’ point in Marriott's three-dimen-
sional cube as the position of what Kant called the analytic a priori (the

Dharampal Archives CPS-ER®@SIm of pure thought or pure tautology, depending on one's philosophical

tastes) and the ‘impurity’ point in the three-dimensional cube as the position
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but, rather, in the sense of what one might call an ‘ethnophilosophy’, that
is to say, a set of axioms with which Indian philosophising prmds. .

First, then, the Samkhya critique of Marriott's Indic ethnosociological
framework. Marriott begins by calling attention to the various ‘laycrst of
systematic reflection in South Asia in terms of dhatus or dosas (medical
theorising), purusdrthas (lawbooks, epics), varnas and dsramas (law'books.
epics, purdnas), mahdabhitas (Samkhya phi!osophy),. gunas (s:imkhya)
sense capacities, ‘sheaths’, ‘tastes’, ‘sentiments’, ‘fcchr_rg-slalw : anc! S0
4 forth (Marriott 1989: 6). He finally simplifies these various schemes into
four core sets, namely, the five gross elements (mahdbh.ﬂras) of ;_)h_:l&
sophical substance, the three substantive elements in mCdlf.‘.al lhcm‘-lsmg,
namely, vdta, pitta and kapha (or, ‘wind’, ‘bile’, and ‘phlegm rcspc_xnvcly),
the three constituent ‘strands’ or processes of Samkhya philosophy
(namely, sattva, rajas and tamas), and the four ends of Iifc‘ (plum.sdrrhas!.
namely, dharma, artha, kama and moksa (‘cohcre_nc:_: ., ‘advantage’,
‘attachment’ and ‘release’ in Marriott's idiom). It is 1mp0rt3m:,_ says
Marriott, to understand the common properties of these_various lists if one
is to build an ethnosociology. As Marriott puts the matter:

of what Kant called the ‘synthetic a posteriori” (or, in other words, the
empirical realm of immediacy, the realm of sheer data). The former would
be the ‘context-free’ realm of pure thought, or, in other words. the goal of
empiricism in all of its varieties. In other words, the goal of rationalism in
all of its varieties. The latter would be the ‘context-specific’ realm of the
messy data of everyday life, or, the goal of empiricism in all of its varieties.
In other words, what appears to be a move away from the ‘equivalence
relations’ of traditional Western thought and social practice in the direction
of a set of ‘antiequivalence relations’ characteristic of Indic cognitive
structures, is really. finally, only a move from an analytic a priori perspective
of pure thought to a synthetic a posteriori perspective of empiricism.

I mention this query at this point for an important reason, for if it is the
case that Marriott’s theoretical framework is a simple reworking of the
Western framework, then much further work needs to be done in working
out the possibility for an Indic ethnosociology. Why? Since Indian philo-
sophy does not accept (and does not know) the distinction between a priori
and a posteriori or analytic and synthetic judgments. In other words, if
Marriott’s theorising about Indic categories entails the distinction between

S sy

a priori and a posteriori and/or analytic and synthetic judgments (as, alas, it ' An explicit analysis of the common propcrtics: if any, of these 1ayc::s is
does, I suspect, in its present formulation), then it must be concluded that thus an urgent task, preliminary to constructing a general theoretical
his attempt to construct an authentic Indic ethnosociology has thus far g | system for the Indian social sciences (ibid.: 7).

failed. This in no sense means that Marriott’s effort is wrong-headed or
misconstrued. It only means that the theoretical side of his general frame-
work has not yet been sufficiently developed. But let me turn now to the
Indological side itself for further clarification.

Among these lists that he has isolated (namely, mahdbhiitas, dhatus anc!!or
dogsas, gunas and purugdrthés), he notes at least three common propertics:
first, a tendency to mix up, or perhaps better, not to separate the natural
from the moral; second, a tendency to think in terms of processes ?.l'ld
relations; and third, that the number ‘three appears to be the irreducible
number of properties or components with which Hindus will cor_nfonably
think about human affairs’ (ibid. 1990: 8). He reduces the five gross

i ly, ether
ite di ott’ i clements to three by suggesting that the first and the fifth, namely,
e i i e Bl i and earth, provide fargely directional indications (ether, upwards; earth,

of classical Samkhya philosophy (Larson 1979, 1987). whereas Marriott ; : lements: wind, fire and water. He
makes use of bits of systematic thinking from a great variety of Indic do:nwai;i]s),f;i?v::l%sll::?;fl:“g:f%?ﬂfm) “; three (dharma, artha and
contexts, both traditional and modern and/or textual and contextual P o : cial notion and that the four ends
(Marriott 1989: 6). In other words, my focus is much narrower than k‘ff’l’_‘f“) by Po;!;ltlﬂtiobu‘: ::Elsxgj’aa:;ip?. Because the notion of ‘process’
Marriott’s. Nevertheless, since Marriott has extensively utilised Samkhya - f elatr.e ;c isyfundamemal in the Hindu scheme, the three strands or
philosophy and has acknowledged its relevance for understanding indigenous A JRe ;eloo fundamental in Marriott’s tripartite construction of a Hindu
Indic conceptual structures, it is reasonable enough, I think, to appraise _. Er:::mfol?:y and he then proceeds to merge the various triads or sets of
Marriotts construction of the Indic conceptual framework from the g , three, utilising the three gunas as the fundamental relational notion or
|

The Samkhya and/or Indological construct

I'should make it clear at the outset that my use of Indological materials will

perspective of classical Samkhya philosophy. Moreover, I want to do this be he point of contact with
J : : e : t . Moreover, the three gunas also become the poin .
for two basic reasons. First, I think that the classical Samkhya perspective ::;eig? ;yer, tripartite network of antiequivalence relations, and the full Indic

pr.o'wdes an interesting mdlgcr!ous critique of Marriott’s construcxm{l. a ethnosociological framework then begins to emerge as follows:
critique that suggests that Marriott has misconstrued some of the relations e

5 within his ethnosociological framework. Second, 1 want to suggest that the Dharampal Archives CPS-
e for Policy Spease. o Samkhya perspective might itself serve as a vehicle for putting
together a classical Indic axiomatic, not in the sense of an cthnosociology
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Y




Ce

244/ GerALD JAMES LARSON

(I1) Nou-.;;ymme!rx‘caf (not necessarily equal): realm of interpersonal
! ;p —- qph{al- sattva — artha — unmarking/marking — Hierarchy
‘on-transifive (not necessarily consistent): social/cosmic vayu —
vata — tamas — adharma - unmatching/matching - Disorder

By way of framing a classical Sarmkhya criti ue of thi i
scf)rts of ob‘servations appear to be penirlent. (;Inc wggéstf::rour:;t:g:'litt::(:
::vcsug“g/;s‘»lun‘g lthat Marriott has moved too quickly to a tripartite perspec-
: c. rhile it is true enougl? tha_: the number three or a tripartite analysis is
a crucial interpretive device in classical Samkhya as well as in other
m:}ellcctual and popular traditions, there are other important interpretive
xafn;ia:ra?q wellll. Anot.hef observation would be along the lines of suggesting
e rott has not quite grasped the manner in which the three gunas or

ituent processes relate to the other items which he wishes to correlate

namely, rf:ahdbh&ra.r. dhatus and/or dogas, and purugarthas. :
haie%:rg:?ngdl}:: mat:cf_ of r.noving too guickly to a tripartite perspective, [
e e predilection in classical Samkhya not simply for triads
(Lag fa, an .so forth) but for dyads and pentads as well. I have collected

rson 1987: 86-88) a great variety of these dyads, triads and pentads and
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capacities (buddhindriyas), the five action capacities (karmendriyas), the
five ‘breaths’ (prdnas), the five ‘sources of action' (karma-yonis), and so
forth. These cannot be reduced or reworked into triads and represent
probably a fundamental numerical analytic framework. at least in classical
Samkhya and probably in many other intellectual and popular environ-
ments as well. The point in all of this is to suggest that in trying to
formulate an interpretation of indigenous conceptual structures, it is
probably simplistic to focus solely on triads or the number three. Dyads
and pentads are equally important, and when one begins to combine
dyadic, triadic and pentadic structures of analysis (as, for example, in
classical Sarhkhya philosophising), a much more sophisticated indigenous
conceptual framework begins to emerge.

In addition to moving too quickly to a tripartite perspective, it must also
be said from the perspective of classical Samkhya that Marriott’s appli-
cation of triguna or sartva, rajas and tamas is not correct. Marriott wishes to
correlate sartva with ap and kapha, rajas with tejas and pirtta, and tamas
with vdyu and vdra. From the perspective of classical Samkhya, however,
all of the correlated items, namely, ap, kapha, tejas, pitta, vayu and vdta
are all tamasa, that is to say, one or another form of the guna tamas. They

have suggested that i At
analysis.g%y dyadicaalf;la;:i]sc?l;::mkhya ﬂ;akcs use of all three modes of ;ﬁ are gross (sthila) constituents, and even if they are conceived or con-
such garden-variety dyads as kd:n no}l(:_m Y the obvious purusa-prakrti but £ ceptualised in terms of their subtle presuppositions, they would still be
(manifest-unmanifest), bhoga-q, a:;a— arya (cause-effect), vyakta-avyakta % tamasa, for the guna, tamas, has reference to any determinate form,
most telling, sizksma-sthila fmbfl,:- 8¢ (e:dpcr,'e"ccf“ﬂcm)- and perhaps % whether gross or subtle (that is, whether mahdabhita or tanmadtra). A J
use of dyadic analysis in hi gross), Marriott himself makes extensive : simple chart of the Sarmkhya conceptual scheme will show at a glance how
logy with his rnixyif-lg unn;six?nwgn CE:::F:I;’of he S'i;‘llth Asian ethnosocio- i | the three gunas operate in the system:
s : 2 Xing, atching-matching, and unmarking- .
::al_'kmg and his dyadically interpreted cubes. When Marriott comme:g '3 (1) purusa (2) prakrti
o ' 2 (consciousness) (nature: sattva, rajas, tamas
inki : 315 ® i ilibri
;I;hlr:k;]ng about constituted things in dualities is often condemned. At e
8)as three terms are always present, always combined (Marriott 1989; % ] (3) buddhi (intellect or will)
o | ]
2 4) ah a
and when he comments, further, in a footnote: P 1(/3 ?ra‘;:zn:ml:dsg?a
{[lt)i?l;l)ul?:; rfht;t ?:a(:?tcm d“al_iSﬁC ?[mcmmﬁsm' rather than indigenous ;‘ ahamkara aharnkara
: . : 0 reconceiving Hindu tri i : : %
by a third term (ibid.: 8), & Biacs s dicholonties mediated (sattva-mode) (tamas-mode)
?:ri; :;?"g g b_olh counts. There is clear evidence in classical Samkhya (5) mind
Sarhlfh :‘-‘tzmtllysss..Mou:ovcr, there iscl;qr evidence for a tendency in the Sense Action Subtle Gross
dyads r{lcdia,:csdobn :hil_swn-for reconceiving triadic analyses in terms of Capacities Capacities Elements Elements
tendency to constf-utttl::dt:g:jr'l’ e cual important being, of course, the (6) hearing (11) speaking  (16) sound (21) space
. often sattva and tamas medi :f gunas as two mediated by a third, most (7) feeling (12) grasping  (17) touch (22) wind
treﬁrPolzzype%%aic Mol g la!tc bly rajas (as in the structure of egoity). By Dharampal Archives CPS-ER-9 seeing (13) walking (18) form —> (23) fire www.cpsindia.
no . P f
Marriott focuses, but the five sc:::::l th? five gross eltfmenls, upon which % (9) tasting (14) generating  (19) taste (24) water
¢ elements (tanmatras), the five sense & (10) smelling (15) excreting (20) smell (25) earth
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The guna, sattva, rather than referring to such forms as ap (water) and
kapha (phlegm), either subtle or gross, refers, rather, to such processes as
the five sense capacities, the five action capacities, mind, egoity in some of
its functions, and most importantly, the reflective discernment
(adhyavasdya) characteristic of the buddhi or intellect. In other words,
sartva has to do with the process of thinking, the subjective side of experience,
or what might be called the intelligising process within prakri. The guna,
tamas, on the other hand, refers to all phases of formulation, whether
subtle or gross, and has to do with the process of reification or objec-
tivation, the objective side of experience, or what might be called the
objectivating process within prakrri. Finally, the guna, rajas, as the chart
indicates, refers to both the sartva-side (subjective) and the tamas-side
(objective), serving, in other words, as a mediating function (see
Samkhyakarika XXV in Larson 1979: 264). The guna, rajas, is the energy
or action (karman) within prakrti that is essential for all intellectual activity
as well as for all objective formulation, whether subtle or gross. The three
gunas, in other words, must be construed together as censtituting prakrti
(nature or materiality). It is not that the gunas are qualities or attributes of
prakrti. According to Samkhya philosophy, they are prakrii. Moreover,
according to the above chart, they manifest themselves in experience
primarily on the level of egoity (ahamkdra), with ordinary ‘subjectivity’
showing itself when ahariikdra is in its sartva-mode and ordinary ‘objectivity’
showing itself when aharikdra is in its tamas-mode, and both modes
depending on aharhkadra in its rajas-mode. Furthermore, it is crucial to note
that these guna-transactions have nothing whatever to do with purusa or
consciousness. That is to say, the guna-transactions are all only modalities
of prakrti (nature or materiality). In other words, according to Sarmkhya
philosophy. ordinary ‘subjectivity’ and ordinary ‘objectivity’ are both
encompassed within prakrei or materiality.

A useful parallel to the Samkhya formulation of satrva, rajas, tamas may
be found in Yogasitra 1. 41 (H. Aranya 1983: 88), in which a distinction is
made between the grahitr (the ‘subject’ of experience), the grahya (the
‘object’ of experience) and the grahana (the ‘grasping’ or process of
experience itself). The grahitr or ‘subject’ is the sartva-mode: the grahya,
whether subtle or gross, is the famas-mode; and the grahana or appre-
hending is the mediating rajas-mode. All three, however, are modes of
citta or mind-stuff, that is to say, all three are manifestations of the material
functioning of prakrti and have nothing whatever to do with pure con-
sciousness (purusa).

Finally, in terms of what might be called the ‘cosmology’ of the three
gunas, actording to Samkhya philosophy, the Sarmkhyakarika (verses 53
and 54, Larson 1979: 271-72) informs us that the divine (iirdhva) realm is
predominantly sattva; the middle (madhya) or human realm is predominantly

e for Policy Staflies, and the lower (muala or root level) or animal and plant realm iPharampa
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predominantly tamas. The expression ‘predominantly’ (vifdla) is impor-
tant, for it is not the case that there are clear separations between the
sattva-realm, the rajas-realm and the tamas-realm. The three gunas must
always be construed together, recognising that in some instances thinking
and intelligising will be dominant (namely, in the divine realm), in other
instances willing and/or determinate formulation will be dominant
(namely, in the human and animal realms, respectively). All sentient
creatures, however, can transact and/or move (samsdra) through the
various levels. There is no hard and fast distinction between the divine and
human or between the human and non-human. There is. rather, a hierarchy
of life in which all sentient creatures participate ‘from Brahma down to a
blade of grass' (... brahmadistambaparyantah, Samkhyakarika 54,
Larson 1979: 272).

If one were. to ask about the possible ‘ethnosociological implications of
this classical Sarmkhya perspective, perhaps the best place to look is the
Manavadharmasastra, XX1. 35-50. In the passage Manu links up sdtrvika
with the realm of divinity (devatva), rdjasa with the realm of humanity
(manugyarva), and tamasa with the realm of ‘animality’ (dryaktva (XII. 38).
Perhaps more to the point, Manu then correlates the realm of dharma with
sattva; the realm of artha with rajas; and the realm of kdma with ramas
(XI1. 38), presumably because dharma is the realm of intelligible order
(sattva), artha is the arena of activity in the sarisdric world for maintaining
order (rajas), and kdma is the sphere of physical interaction in which
determinate formulation and embodiment occur (tamas). Manu then goes
on (XII. 41-50) to describe the tripartite hierarchy of life (or what he calls
the gauniki gati or ‘guna-destinies’, XII. 41) of sentient creatures. He Iists
three levels (sattva, rajas, tamas) with three sub-levels within each (high
sattva, middle sattva, low sattva, and so forth), or, in other words, nine
levels of sentient life, with Brahma at the highest and ‘plants’ or a blade of
grass at the lowest. The passage illustrates beautifully Marriott's point
about the ‘fluidarity’ of the Hindu world (Marriott 1989: 3).

Oddly enough, however, Marriott, while calling attention to this passage
from Manu, nevertheless rejects it (1989: 13), and here is where I think
Marriott goes seriously off the track in his attempt to develop an ethno-
sociology for South Asia. Marriott gives the impression that Manu is
somtewhat aberrant in his interpretation of the gunas and in his linkage of
the gunas with the purusdrthas. But, as I have suggested, quite to the
contrary, Manu appears to be very close to a precise classical Sarhkl}ya
interpretation of a cosmology-cum-ethnosociology. If anyone, it is Marriott
who is aberrant in his linkages. In any case, with respect to the Manu
passage, this is what Marriott says:

Manu (at 12.38) differs from these alignments and seems to be unique

L Archives CPS-ER-ghong the classical authors of dharmasastra in linking (i) “coherence”
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(dharma) . with *“goodness” (sattva), (ii) “advantage” (artha) with
“passion” (rajas) and (iii) “attachment” (kdma) with “darkness”
(ramas). Manu’s linkages would result from simply placing the lists of
aims and strands side by side, each in its conventional order. and
reciting them together.

-+ - . Manu’s alignments in this verse are no doubt congenial to some
others who are situated as he is. but they conflict with more widespread
understandings. They have been influential . . . . but would confound
development of a more generalisable and realistic sociology (Marriott
1989: 13 fn. 10).

The crucial passage in the above, in my view, is the very last line: *. . .
would confound development of a more generalisable and realistic socio-
logy." In terms of what? In terms, I am inclined to think, that would
‘confound’ a definition of ‘antiequivalence relations' a la Non-reflexivity,
Non-symmclricalily and Non-transitivity. In other words, my critique of
Marriott at this point from the perspective of Samkhya philosophy is that at
a crucial point he forces the South Asian evidence to fit a generalised
construct derived from a non-South Asian environment, whereas in fact he
needs to do just the reverse. The task, in my view, is to take the indigenous
theoretical constructs in South Asian environments in order to re-construct
the generalisations of Western sociology. Instead, what Marriott does is to
take a set of generalisations from Western thought (namely, the set known
as ‘equivalence relations’ reworked as ‘antiequivalence relations’) and to
massage the South Asian data to fit the essentially Western tripartite
scheme. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that his correlations look odd
and, in fact, confound the South Asian analytic schemes.

But my response to Marriott is already overly long. Let me quickly move
on to make an alternative suggestion by way of suggesting how to highlight
some of the unique features of South Asian cognitive structures. Instead of
‘ethnosociology' I find myself wondering if it might not be helpful to back
up and ask about what might be called an ‘ethnophilosophy’. In other
words, instead of remaining on the level of social theory and/or social-
anthropological theory, there could be merit in looking at the philosophical
axioms that operate in our theorising. In terms of Western social science,
for example, it is clear enough that the great early theoreticians were
Marx, Durkheim and Weber. Marx, of course, is unintelligible without
Feuerbach and Hegel. Durkheim is clearly neo-Kantian in his orientation,
and Weber's work is clearly dependent on verstehen-theory (Dilthey, etal.)
and traditions of 19th-century historicism. All three, in other words, are
heavily dependent on the axioms of modern philosophy since Descartes.

One interesting way to approach pre-modern cognitive structures in

-
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absent in traditional Indian philosophy, and these absent separations tend
to highlight some of the unique features of traditional Indian philosophising. |
would quickly mention five such absent separations in order to illustrate
what | mean:

In traditional Indian philosophy there tends to be an ‘absence’ of a
‘separation’

(1) between ‘mind’ and ‘body’;

(2) between ‘reason’ and ‘experience’:

(3) between ‘formal logic' and ‘material logic';

(4) between the ‘divine’ and ‘human’: and

(5) between "birth’ and ‘rebirth’.

I think that a good case can be made for each of these absences in
traditional Indian philosophy. This is not to say that Indian philosophy
does not distinguish or cannot distinguish between these various notions. It
is only to say that traditional Indian thought does not find such separations
useful in the task of identifying important philosophical issues.

Now, it is not my purpose to expound in this context precisely what |
mean by these absences. It is only to suggest that if such ‘absences’ are
even partly the case. then, issues in ontology, epistemology, logic, theo-
logy and social anthropology are framed in radically different ways in
traditional South Asian thought. and one of the key intellectual tasks of the
future is to develop a sophisticated comparative philosophy able to deal
with issues like this. We need. in other words, not only further reflection
about ‘ethnosociology’ but further work in ‘ethnophilosophy’ as well.

Marriott is to be commended for making all of us aware of the limitations
of our respective methodologies and our specialised subject-areas. He
invites us to a much broader dialogue in which we look critically at the
presuppositions of our various approaches and open ourselves to traditions
and perspectives other than our own. In this sense his invitation to develop
‘at least one non-Western social science’ is welcome indeed!
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Marriott’s ‘Constructing an Indian ethnosociology' (1989: 1-39) is a chal-
lenging and provocative paper. It is a welcome addition to the Indian
sociology being developed by Western social scientists from Louis Dumont
onwards. Indian social scientists are always at the receiving end, whether it
is Parsonian general theory, Marxian dialectical materialism, or Dumontian
structuralism.

| In this short paper I would like to express my appreciation of Marriott's
i enterprise and at the same time indicate what I consider to be its very
| serious shortcomings. Let me first present very briefly what I think are the
key ideas of Marriott’s thesis. At the very outset he challenges rightly the
claims to ‘universal significance and value' made on behalf of Western
social sciences. Marriott maintains that all social sciences are cultural or
‘ethno’ sciences because they ‘develop from thought about what is known
to particular cultures’, and so far they are ‘of only one limited, Western
type’. Western social sciences cannot therefore deal with the questions to
which Indian social institutions are the answers. Besides, terms such as
‘individual’ and ‘class’ rarely fit Indian definitions of reality. Marriott
hopes that ‘by working with a culturally related, but non-European people's
thought about their own realities’, the ethno sciences of other lands ‘may
provide better bases for the future claim of an expanded multicultural set
of sciences’ to universality (pp. 1-3).'

Marriott outlines his methodology for the development of an ethno-
sociology on the basis of the ideas of Talcott Parsons and Louis Dumont.
He however cautions, again rightly, that while one's analysis should be
analytically powerful enough to define all the major parameters of the
culture under study, this should be done without violating the culture's
ontology and epistemology (p. 4).

Without going through all-the steps that Marriott takes towards devel-
oping an Indian ethnosociology, let me pinpoint the most crucial ones. He
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adopts a truncated Samkhya Yoga perspective (p. 32) to provide himself
with the theory of triguna or the three strands of sattwa, rajah and tamah.
He uses this theory for an explicit analysis of the ‘common properties’, if
any, of cognitive ‘layers’ as a preliminary step for ‘constructing a general
theoretical system for the Indian social sciences' (p. 7). These ‘layers’
include the three strands (gunas) of Samkhya Yoga, the three humours
(dogas) of Ayurveda, the three plus one ends of the purugdartha scheme,
and the four classes of the varga order. Marriott presents them in the form
of cubes as geometric metaphors and mnemonics for Indian spaces within
which everything must be rated along at least three dimensions (p. 9). This
leads him to identify three ‘fundamental relational properties of mathe-
matics and symbolic logic—reflexivity, symmetry and transitivity’ and to
establish partial links with ‘the operations of set-theory—intersection.
inclusion and union’ (p- 17).

Marriott then returns to his old concern with the identification of rela-
tions, ‘dividuals’, and transactions, which has its roots in Western culture
and the Western academic orientation to sociology or social anthropology
as a social science. For example, he contrasts the ‘equivalence relations’ in
Western thought with what he calls the Hindu postulation of ‘antiequivalence
relations’ (p. 17). In doing so, he leans on the Western concepts of ‘person’
and ‘individual’.

I

I appreciate Marriott's continuing search for a paradigm which may
illuminate the distinctiveness of Indian social phenomena. For some time
he leaned on vedanta darsana (see Marriott 1976) but. probably finding it
unsuitable, he has now turned to Samkhya Yoga. After the publication of a
volume of essays on karma (sce O'Flaherty 1980), I was expecting such a
major turn in Marriott's thinking. I also appreciate his bold stand on the
nature of Western social sciences and their limitations in comprehending
non-Western social phenomena and his mild criticism of the Western social
sciences to be universal. I can also understand his unhappiness with
Dumont’s hierarchical perspective to uncover social relations in India in
structural terms. However, his efforts at the construction of an Indian
cthnosociology remain Western despite the Indian icing of Samkhya Yoga.

I concede that academics are (and should be) free to construct theoretical
frameworks according to individual preferences. I also know that Marriott
will find enough evidence to support his contentions just as Dumont found
enough material to support his hierarchical perspective. However, there is
a limitation on such freedom and Marriott himself acknowledges the same:
the paradigm must not violate k.. culture’s ontology, its presuppositions,
or its epistemology (p. 4).

n
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argue that Marriott’s ethnosociology is rooted in Western categories of
thought and the incorporation of a few peripheral ideas of Samkhya ‘rtoga.
cannot make it Indian. In the second part I have highlighted the serious
problem of the misinterpretation of Indian concepts and texts found not
only in Marriott’s work but in the writings of other scholars as 'well.

It is unfortunate that Marriott has overlooked totally the Indian theory
of ‘man’ in his concern with the study of relations. Any concern with the
study of relations among ‘men’ in a-particular society must be preceded b.y
an understanding of the concept or theory of ‘man’ in the relevant trach.-
ton. The Indian theory of ‘man’ is rooted in the notion of ‘purusa’.
Marriott is aware of D.P. Mukerji's seminal address on the subject (see
Mukerji 1958), for he refers to it on page 4 of his article. He however
misses the significance of Mukerji's emphasis on the significance of the
concept of ‘purusa’ in Indian thought in contrast to the Western concept of
‘individual’. Marriott's own notion of ‘dividual’ does not rectify the situation.
Itis rather strange that he brushes the Samkhya emphasis‘on the phframy
of ‘purusa’ (purusa bahulya) under the carpet in its English rendering as
‘consciousness' (p. 22), and tears it away from the triguna theory.

Marriott borrows only a part of the triguna theory from the S:‘lmkl?ya
darsana, which aims at ‘dtyantike dukhanivri’ (final and ultimate warding
off of sorrow) of man (purusa) through the replacement of th.e goal of
bhoga (experience) by that of apvarga (discarding of bhoga). (lncrdcr‘ltally.
itis only later in the development of the Indian tradition that the notion of
apvarga was replaced by the idea of moksa). It is in this context tha't ic
theory of triguna is presented in the Samkhya darsana, fqr explaln!ng
‘prakrii” (materiality, according to Gerald Larson) and its vikrti or (j'hangmg
manifestations. But if you take away the puruga, it loses all meaning. For
lack of space, I cannot go further into the Indian theory of ‘man’ here: I
have attempted to explain it elsewhere (see Sharma 1986a. 1986b. 198Ra,
1988b, 1989). _

On the basis of my personal efforts to understand the relevant Sanskrit
texts and their underlying meaning, I am convinced that one has to
abandon thinking in terms of Western categories of thought in order to
arrive at the threshold of an understanding of the Indian tradition. For
behind every theory there is a philosophy, a perspective, a vision or drsti.
If, in place of the total perspective, we take up bits and pieccsj. of a
particular theory (say, Samkhya) and graft them on Western catcgorles: or
their derivatives or negations (e.g.. ‘individual’ or ‘dividual’, ‘structure’ or
fluidarity’), I am afraid we may end up with an impotent theoretical
perspective, losing the vitality and vision of both.

Samkhya darsana is the oldest of India's philosophical traditions. It has
influenced. by itself or in conjunction with Yoga, other darfanas. It has
iﬂ:\;i(r)gd not only Hindu theology but also the Indian sciences such as
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science theory, it should indeed flow from the cosmology of Samkhya—no
less. If one sacrifices the cosmic context for ‘man’ postulated by it at the
altar of Western scientism, one cannot claim that such playing around with
the original and holistic perspectives does not violate the culture's ontology,
presuppositions, and epistemology—the excellent criterion laid down by
Marriott.

I

This leads me to the second problem 1 have with Marriott's paper. This is
the problem arising from the construction of the meaning of Sanskrit terms
devoid of context. From the many such wrong meanings that | have
recently encountered I will mention here only a few to illustrate my point.
Marriott translates sarrwa (which he misspells sattva), rajah and tamah as
goodness, passion and darkness (- 7), and dharma, artha and kima as
coherence, advantage and attachment (p- 11). All these meanings are
misleading and inappropriate. Larson (whom Marriott recognises as an
authority) and Bhattacharya (1987: 154) have translated sarrwa, rajah and
tamah as intelligibility, activity and inertia, respectively, and this is certainly
more accurate.

None of the definitions of dharma in Sanskrit texts can be made to yield
the connotation of coherence as suggested by Marriott. Besides, dharma
and adharma are not static categories which may be fitted into Marriott’s
cubes. Dharma can be sattwika, rajas or tamas, and dharma for one person,
at a particular moment of time, may be adharma for another, or for the
same person at another moment. In the context of purusartha, artha may at
best be translated as a worldly or material goal, the core of which is dhana
(money). Kama may lead to attachment. One may be attached to dharma
even, but kdma itself means desire, epitomised by the desire for sexual
gratification.

The problem of misleading translation becomes dangerously contagious
when scholars like Marriott feel the need to quote authorities. Let me give
a few examples. On Page 3 he quotes Karl Potter 1o say that ‘actors are
products of actions'. It should be the other way around, i.e. . action (kriya)
must be seen as a product of the actor (karta), for the actor is independent
of action. This is what the notion of ‘independent actor’ (swatantrah karta)
denotes. In case Potter insists on actors being the products of their actions,
then such products can only be called bhokia, i.e., a person experiencing
the consequences of Previous actions (kdrma).

On page 8, Marriott quotes Ronald Inden to say that dhdtu and dharma
have been formed from the root ‘dhr’. 1 would like to ask a simple
question: If the word dharu has been formed from the root ‘dhr’, where has
the letter 7, or its derivative ra, gone? Actually, as any one who knows
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which also means dhdrana [upholding)’ and posana (nourishing). The root
‘dhr’ also means dhdrana. . ‘ AR
On page 19. Marriott translates firtha as spatial crossings. Etymologically,
the word means going across any mass of water—river, pool, or oc¢;an—-by
swimming and not spatial crossing. Figuratively, it means any action tha|:
helps one to go across ‘the ocean of sins’. There are three kinds _of suc
tirthas: mobile (Brahmanas), immobile (places of punya or merit), and
mental (acquisition of virtues such as truthfuiness, control of the senses,
ivi dadna or gifts, etc).
gwf::agrr(:zttaquotesg\feena I)L)as on page 18 to elaborate the nature _()f lh‘c
three gunas as three kinds of movement. Let me quote Larson again: his
translation of Samkhya Karika numbers 12 and 13 which define the nature
and mutual relationships of the three gunas (see Larson and Bhattacharya

1987: 154):

[Karika 12]: The constituents or constituent processes (guna) are
experienced as agreeable (priti), disagreeable (aa_‘pnr:). and. oppressive
(visada). Moreover, these constituents have_ as thcfr purpose 'lllummau_on
(prakasa), activity (pravrtti) and restriction (niyama). Finally, with
respect tq_the operation of the constitu_ents, they_ mutually and succes-
sively dominate, support, activate and interact with one another.

[Karika 13]: The intelligibility constituent (sa:rwa)‘ ?s light-\?eight_
(laghu) and illuminating (prakasaka) . . . . '_T'hc activity constituent
(rajas) is stimulating (upastambhaka) and moving (cafa) . . . the inertia
constituent (tamas) is heavy (guru) and enveloping (varanaka) . e
These three, though different in operation and make-up. nevertheless
function together for the purpose of illumination.

Veena Das, it appears, is nowadays accepted as an nulhuﬁty on Sanskrit
and lately on triguna theory also. In one of her papers W.thh I‘ .ha?pcn to
have seen (Das 1985), she uses the words sarrvika (sic), ra;a{:ka. and
tamasika. Marriott also uses the word rajasika (p. 30). Whilc‘sdnwrka is the
correct adjective formed from sanwa, rajasika and r.émas:ka cannot be
formed from rajah or rajas and tamah or tamas, respectively, by any !-moyvn
rule of Sanskrit grammar. The adjectives are rdjas and tamas. ll. is high
time that ethnosociologists realise that a familiarity with words without a
knowledge of grammar is perilous for anyone who hopes to use Sanskrit
properly. Or does a bow to ethnosociology abs:olvc one {rom_ adherence to
the rules of grammar? I may here add in passing that Dz}s. in the paper |
have cited, mishandles other Sanskrit words too, produc;‘ng blzarlje trans-
lations, and besides, applies uncritical'y Dumont’s notion of hierarchy

I is of th
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defend eclecticism by avoiding situations of disagreement, brushing them
under the carpet as it were.

For my second example I turn to the purugdrthas. While many texts have
classified and interpreted dharma, artha and kdma according to the three
gunas (sattwa, rajah and tamah, respectively) though they are all conceived
as the products of rajah, the Mahabharata goes a step further and classifies
even moksa as sdttwika, rdjas and tamas. The mutual relationship among
the three purugdrthas of dharma, artha and kama can neither be explained
in terms of Dumont's notion of linear hierarchy nor that of Charles
Malamoud’s concept of revolving hierarchy. If one wants to understand it
in terms of Indian tradition one has to fall back on the triguna theory. It
explains their ‘mutuality, successive domination, support, activation, and
interaction’ like the relationship among the three gunas.

My humble suggestion is that social anthropologists and sociologists
interested in developing a social science theory which is sensitive to if not
rooted in Indian tradition should devote more time to the study of the
Indian discourse(s). The proper level for comparison is the discourse and
not individual texts. Marriott's ‘inevitable compromises' (p. 6) between
Indian cosmological discourses and the Western discourse limited to
society and the individual will also not illumine because the proper approach
to discourse analysis and comparison is holistic. It is rather unfortunate
that Marriott begins on a promising note, seeking to develop an ‘Indian
ethno-social science’, which would offer ‘a second lens’, but ends up with
‘some [in my view, considerable] shifting of Indian meanings in a Western '
direction’ (p. 6). He thus ends up doing the very same thing for which he
criticises Dumont.

{(encompassing and encompassed) to the triguna theory (ibid.: 188). The
translation of Samkhya Karika numbers 12 and 13, quoted above, should
dispel all such misconceptions.

Diane Mines, another contributor to the ethnosociology number of
Contributions, cites Veena Das for elaborating the meaning of the word
sataka (Mines 1989: 103). She asserts that it implies ‘connection through
the female genitals’. The etymology of the word siraka is suayate prastyate
asm‘:'n. i.e., in which birth takes place. Birth does not take place in the
vagina but from it. and these are precisely the kind of fine distinctions that
Sanskrit requires us to make. Besides, in the above etymology the word used
for ‘in which’ is asmin which is in masculine gender, while the word for
vagina, yoni, is in feminine gender. Further, the ctymology alone leaves the
statement incomplete as it does not explain ‘in which' precisely as to
whether time or a group (parivira, kufumba, etc.) is the referent. There
are many other mistranslations of Sanskrit words in the papers in the
ethnosociology number of Contributions but I trust I do not have to
mention them all. I do however hope that the main point I wanted to make
is clear and that Contributions will not become a forum for the mutilation
of Sanskrit and for the obfuscation of the concepts of Indian metaphysics
and a vehicle for the spread of misinformation. In this connection. I cannot
help recalling the Sanskrit adage that a blind man attached to another blind
man falls at every step (andhasyeva andhalagnasya vinipatah pade pade). 1
am afraid that if the present tendency is not checked the sociology of India
itself will fall.

Finally, a word about the study of Sanskrit texts. The reference to such
texts to elucidate particular usages has been a well-established practice and
nobody would object to it. The trouble started when Dumont insisted in
the mid-1950s that the sociology of India would lie at the confluence of

sncmlogy (fieldwork data) and Indology (textual knowledge). Sociologists REFERENCES

and social anthropologists are . by and large, neither equipped linguistically

nor have enough time to study and understan th i i 1

i e b ool | 2 2 d the Indian dlscourste n Das, VEENA. 1985. Paradigms of body symbolism, /n Richard Burghart and Audrey Cantlic,
‘. lded the values thgt Dumont wants to make the basis of eds., Indian religion. London: Curzon Press.

our studies. Individual scholars pick up ideas selectively from various LArsoN, GERALD and R.S. BHATTACHARYA. 1987. Samkhya: A dualist tradition in Indian

philosophy. Vol. IV of Encyclopedia of Indian philosophies. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.
Mines, Diane Paur. 1989. Hindu periods of death ‘impurity’. Contributions to Indian
sociology (n.s.) 23, 1: pp. 103-30.

discqurscs and texts. Such a Silonccha vrtti (‘livelihood based on only
picking fallen grain on the road’) does not serve the cause of genuine

scholarship. I assu i i ; :
but imporfant rcquTri: :r:l:lhnosocmlogy 1 not exempt from such simple MaRRIOTT, McKiM 1976. Hindu transactions: Diversity without dualism. /n Bruce Kapferer.,
Leat me giv - h ) ) _ ¢d., Transactions and meaning: Direciions in the anthropology of exchange, pp. 109—42.
give two examples of how texts may not readily mix. While the Philadelphia: Institute for the Study of Human Issues.
Bhagavad Gita (5: 18) propounds the thesis of equal treatment of all a8 ——. 1989. Constructing an Indian ethnosociology. Contributions to Indian sociology (n.s.)
((j{?;na bhdlva), the Manusmrti and all the dharmasastra texts emphasise ‘% v 2, l‘;'?’l’;‘sa B e i New Do ety BibtRtin
ifferential treat t i imi e 3 ukerst, D.P. . Diversities. New i: People's ishing House.
ailvises ihat kam:‘ﬁ: d'f‘cco:id“’i'g to varna. Similarly, the Bhagavad Gita O'FLAHERTY, WENDY D, ed. 1980. Karma and rebirth in Indian classical traditions. Berkeley:
iscarded but the purusdrtha scheme includes it as a Yniversity of California Press.

www.cpsindidire

legitimate end of life Basing themselves on di i - ;
. ifferent texts protagonists of ; K.N Revi icle based on T.N. Madan, ed., W life: King, house-
. i 2 2 s ‘ hives CIS4 .N. 1986a. Review article on T.N. Madan, ed., Way of life: King, house
tre for Policy Spgiasite views could carry on a fruitless argument. And it will not do toDhﬂmmpﬂMﬂ gy

holder, renouncer. The eastern anthropologist 39, 1: 67-86.




-

Since World War II, a new situation has come about.
‘There are today some 2,352,(:00,000 people in underdevel-
oped nations.* About 773,000,000, or 4, of them have al-
ready, through revolution, passed out of the sphere of
Western imperialism into the new socialist states of China,
Mongolia, North Korea, North Vietnam, and Cuba. How-
ever arduous and conflictful their conditions, they are now
beyond the domination of the capitalist powers and are
off on tracks of their own. Because of the Cold War (and,
in the case of Vietnam, the hot war), American anthropol-
ogists are unable to study these societies directly and have
made few comparisons of their political economies or
community structures with those of underdeveloped
nations with capitalist or with “mixed™ economies. When
American studies of socialist societies are made, the built-in
assumption that “‘communism,” especially revolutionary
-communism, is bad and unviable commonly produces dis-
tortions of both theory and fact.* Granting the difliculties
of obtaining reliable information, I believe that more
objective studies could be made if greater attention were
paid to the work of the few Western social scientists who

" have lived in these countries, for example, Lattimore
(1962), Robinson and Adler (1958), Robinson (1964),
Myrdal (1965), and Crook and Crook (1959, 1966). In
addition to primary sources from the socialist nations
there are also, of course, the writings of Western jour-
nalists and other specialists who have lived or travelled in
the new socialist countries since their revolutions. Examples
are Dumont (1965, 1967), Gelder and Gelder (1964),
Greene (1961, 1964, 1966), Snow (1962), Hinton (1966),

" Han Suyin (1965, 1966, 1967), Strong (1962, 1964),
Burchett (1963, 1965, 1966), Taylor (1966), and many
-others. Most of these writers are favorable to the newer
socialisms, and most tend to be neglected or scoffed at in
the United States. Yet American social scientists think
nothing of using travellers’ reports to cke out their know-
ledge of non-Western societies of the 15th to 18th cen-
turies, biased or mission-oriented though some of them
may have been. Certainly such studies are not discarded
-on the grounds that their authors happened to like the
societies they visited. There is no reason why anthropol-
‘ogists cannot apply similar criteria of objectivity to modern
writers who admire China or other socialist countries
today.

There remain about 1,579,000,000 people, or 679, of the
total, in non-Western nations with capitalist or with
“mixed’ economies. Of those, 49,000,000, or 29, of the
total, are still in more or less classical colonial societics
such as South Africa, Mozambique, or Angola, ruled by
small white elites drawn from the “‘mother country” or
-else now severed from it as separate settler populations.
About another 511,000,000, or 229, of the total, live in
what may be regarded as satellite or client states, states

31 use the term “underdeveloped™ to refer to societies which have, or
have recently had, particular features of economic structure produced
as a result of several decades or centuries of overt or covert domination
by Western industrial capitalist nations. I have included in this cat-
egory all the nations and the remaining colonies of Latin America,
Africa, and Asia, with the exception of Japan. These and later figures
are derived from United Nations totals of 1961, as provided in the
World Almanac of 1967. For some of the more general characteristics of
underdeveloped economies see Myrdal (1956), especially Chapters
11-13, Baran (1957), and Frank (1966, 1967a).

4There are, of course, notable exceptions to this statement, among
them, for example, Schurman (1966).
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which have indigenous governments, but are so con-
strained by Western military or economic aid and by
private investments that they have little autonomy. Most
of their governments are opposed to social reforms and
would probably collapse if Western aid were withdrawn.
The largest of these states, with populations of over
5,000,000, are Columbia, Argentina, Peru, Brazil, Ecuador,
Chile, Venczuela, the Philippines, South Vietnam, South
Korea, Thailand, Taiwan, Malaysia, the Congo, Nigeria,
Iran, Southern Arabia, Cameroon, and Turkey. The list
is very tentative, for modern neo-imperialism varies in
intensity. Some might include Mexico and Pakistan
bringing the total to 657,000,000, or 289, of the under-
developed world. About 318,000,000, of these people of
149, of the total, live in nations beholden to the United
States, either in Latin America, the traditional preserve
of U.S. capital, or else in a fringe around China, where
the United States has established satellite regimes in an
effort to stave off the spread of revolutionary socialism. If
we include Pakistan and Mexico, U.S. client states amount
to about 209, of the total.

The remaining 873,000,000, or 379, of the total, live in
nations that are usually considered in the West to be
relatively independent, under governments containing
popular nationalist leaders. Most of these leaders con-
ducted nationalist struggles against European colonialism
a decade or two ago, and some fought wars of liberation.
(By contrast, the governments of most of the client states
were either installed by, or arose after, military coups at
least partly inspired from the West.) Most of the inde-
pendent “Third World™ nations regard themselves as
politically neutral and as in some sense socialist or aspiring
to become socialist. Because the appeal cf their govern-
ments is of a multi-class character, Pctrﬂ\’orsley (1964)
calls them “populist.” The economies DI these nations
have both a public sector, with'an emphasis on national
planning, and a large private sector dominated by foreign
capital. The largest of these states, with populations over
5,000,000, are India, Burma, Cambodia, Ceylon, Indo-
nesia, Afghanistan, Nepal, Syria, Iraq, Yemen, the
United Arab Republic, Algeria, Morocco, Kenya, Tan-
zania, Sudan, Ethiopia, Uganda, and Ghana,

During the 1950’s, many liberal social scientists and
others hoped that these neutral nations would form a
strong Third World that could act independently of either
the Western industrial or the Communist powers. |
suggest that in the 1960's this hope has dimmed, and is
now almost extinguished, chiefly because of the expansion
of American capital and military power, the refusal of
European nations to relinquish their own economic strong-
holds, and the failure of many new governments to im-
prove the living conditions of their people. In the past
15 years, at least 227,000,000 people in 16 nations, or 10%
of the underdeveloped world, | have, after a longer or
shorter period of relative independence, moved into, or
moved back into, a client relationship, usually with the
United States. These nations are Guatemala, Honduras,
the Dominican Republic, Guyana, Venezuela, Brazil,
Argentina, Bolivia, Ecuador, Trinidad and Tobago,
South Vietnam, Thailand, Laos, the Congo, Togo, and,
Gabon. In most of these countries the shift in orientation
followed a military coup. A further 674,000,000 in India,
Indonesia, Afghanistan, C(:)'Idn, Kenya, and Ghana,
which I have classified as “independent,” have recently
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:;.wggd into much closer dependence on the United States,
so that their future as independent nations is now un-
certain. Together with the U.S. client states and colonial
dependencies, this brings to 1,140,000,000, or 489, of the
total, the number of peaple whase governments’ policies
are very heavily influenced by the United States. We
must also remember that U.S, capital and military power
now exert a strong influence on the colonies and client
states of European powers (119 of the total), as well as
on most of the remaining 8%, of “‘neutral” states. In these
circumstances, U.S. power can truly be said to be en-
trenched with more or less firmness throughout the under-
developed world outside of the socialist states.

Countering this rc-irnpbsition of Western power, armed
revolutionary movements now exist in at lcast 20 coun-
tries with a total population of 266,000,000. These coun-
iries are Guatemala, Peru, Venezuela, Ecuador, Paraguay,
Brazil, Honduras, Bolivia, Columbia, Angola, Mozam-
bique, the Congo, Cameroon, Portuguese Guinea, Yemen,
Southern Arabia, the Philippines, Thailand, Laos, and
South Viemam. About 501,000,000 people live in seven
other countries where unarmed revolutionary movements
or parties have cunsidf.;rablc support, namely India,
Rhodesia, Southwest Africa, South Alfrica, Nicaragua, the
Dominican Republic, and Panama. In more than 4 of the
underdeveloped world,  therefore, socialist revolution
against both native clites and Western dominance is a
considered ibility, while in another } it has already
been acconﬁcd. Even in the remaining relatively stable
colonial, client, lor neutral states, a majority of the people
are getting poorer, and a small minority of rich are getting
richer. Populations are increasing, discontent is wide-
spread, and revolutionary struggles are quite possible with-
in a decade or two. Whereas in the 1950°s it looked to some
of us as though much of the non-Western world might
gain genutne political and economic independence of the
West by peaceful means, this is no longer the case. Wes-
tern dominance is continuing under new guises, even ex-
panding and hardening. At the same time, revolution now
begins to appear as the route by which underdeveloped
societics may hope to gain freedom from Western controls.

In this revolutionary and proto-revolutionary world,
anthropologists are beginning to be in difficulties. From the
beginning, we have inhabited a triple environment, in-
volving obligations first to the peoples we studied, second
to our colleagues and our science; and third to the powers
who employed us in universities or who funded our re-
scarch. In many cases we seem now to be in danger of
being torn apart by the conflicts between the first and
third set of obligations, while the second set of loyalties,
t our subject as an objective and humane endeavour,
are being severely tested and jeopardized. On the one hand,
part of the non-Western world is in revolt, especially against
the United States government as the strongest and most
counter-revolutionary of the Western powers. The war in
Vietnam has, of course, exacerbated the non-Western sense
of outrage, although the actual governments of most of
these nations are so dependent on the United States that
they soften their criticisms. On the other hand, anthropol-

| ogists are becoming increasingly subject to restrictions, un-

ethical temptations, and political controls from the United

| States government and its subordinate agencies, as Beals’s

(1967) report on problems of anthropological research and
cthics amply shows. The question tends to become: what
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does an anthropologist do who is dependent on a counter-
revolutionary government in an increasingly revolutionary
world ? To complicate matters, into the arena has stepped a
fourth and most vociferous public, namely students, who.
once imbibed knowledge peaceably, but who are now, be-
cause of their own crises, asking awkward questions about
ethics, commitments, and goals. :

There is little wonder that with all these demands many
anthropologists bury themselves in their specialties or, if
they must go abroad, seck out the remotest, least unstable
tribe or village they can find. As Peter Worsley (1966) has.
recently pointed out, however, in a paper called “The End
of Anthropology?”” we shall eventually have to choose
either to remain, or become, specialists who confine them-
selves to the cultures of small-scale pre-industrial societies,,
or else, bringing to bear all our knowledge of cultural
evolution and of primitive social institutions, embark fully
on the study of modern societies, including modern revolu-
tions. If we take the former path, as our subject matter-
disappears, we sh.]l bécome historians and retreat from the-
substantial work we have already done in contemporary
societies. If we take the Jatter path—which is the one some
of us must inevitably follow—we shall have to admit that
our subject matter is increasingly the same as that of
political scientists, economists, and sociologists. The only
way that we can not admit this is by confining ourselves.
to studies of small segments of modern society; but as the
scale of these societies widens, such studies are less and less.
Justifiable theoretically or methodologically except within
a framework of understanding of what is happening to the
larger system. Anthropologists have, moreover, some right
to demand of themselves that they do study the larger
system as a totality, for they have 50 years of experience:
of analysing the interconnectedness of political, economic,
and religious institutions within smaller-scale systems..
While they must necessarily depend for much of their data
on the other social sciences, anthropologists do have some-
historical claim to play a synthesizing role.

Unfortunately, we have I think a serious drawback in our-
own history which makes it very difficult for us to approach
modern society as a single, interdependent world social
system. This is that although we have worked for over
100 years in conquered societies, and although for at least
50 of them we have emphasized the interconnectedness
of parts of social systems, we have virtually failed to study
Western imperialism as a social system, or even adequately
to explore the eficets of imperialism on the societies we
studied. Of late a few pioneer works have appeared which
attempt this task, notably Worsley’s (1964) book, The
Third World. Wallerstein’s (1966) collection, Social Change :
The Colonial Situation, draws together useful extracts by
social scientists and nationalist leaders over the past 20 .
years. Wolf’s study of Mexico (1959), Steward’s and others”
of Puerto Rico (1956), Epstein’s of politics in the Zambian
copper-belt (1958), and a number of others also move in
this general direction; but it is remarkable how few
anthropologists have studied imperialism, especially its
cconomic system.

It is true, of course, that anthropologists have made
numerous studies of modern social change in pre-industrial
societies, especially in local communities, They have, how-
ever, usually handled them through very general concepts:
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“‘culture contact,” “acculturation,’” “social change,” “mod-
ernization,” “urbanization,” “Westernization,” or “the
folk-urban continuum.” Force, suffering, and exploitation
tend to disappear in these accounts of structural processes,
and the units of study are usually so small that it is hard to
see the forest for the trees. These approaches, in the main,
have produced factual accounts and limited hypotheses
about the impact of industrial cultures on pre-industrial
ones in local communities, but have done little 1o aid
understanding of the world distribution of power under
imperialism or of its total system of economic relationships.
Until recently there also has been, of course, a bias in the
types of non-Western social units chosen for study, with
primitive communities least touched by modern changes
being preferred over the mines, cash-crop olantations,
white settlements, bureaucracies, urban concentrations,
and nationalist movements that have played such prom-
inent roles in colonial societies.

Why have anthropologists not studied world impe-
rialism as a unitary phenomenon? To begin to answer

“this question would take another article. I will merely

suggest some possible lines of enquiry, namely: (1) the very
process of specialization within anthropology and between
anthropology and related disciplines, especially political
science, sociology, and economics; (2) the tradition of
individual fieldwork in small-scale societies, which at first
produced a rich harvest of ethnography, but later placed
constraints on our methods and theories; (3) our un-

_willingness to offend, by choosing controversial subjects,

the governments that funded us; and (4) the bureaucratic,
counter-revolutionary setting in which anthropologists
have increasingly worked in their universities, which may
have contributed to a sense of impotence and to the
-development of machine-like models.

It may be objected that I have ignored the large volume
of post-war American writing in applied anthropology
and in economic and political anthropology concerned
with development. This work certainly exists, and some
of it is fruitful. T would argue, however, that much of it
springs from erroneous or doubtful assumptions and
theories that are being increasingly challenged by social
scientists in the new nations themselves. Among these
assumptions are (1) that economic backwardness can be
explained in terms of values and psychological charac-
teristics of the native population; (2) that it is desirable
to avoid rapid, disruptive changes: (3) that the anthropol-
ogist cannot take value-positions that oppose official
policies; (4) that causation is always multiple; (5) that

" the local community is a suitable unit for development pro-

grams; (6) that the main process by which development
-occurs is diffusion from an industrial centre; and (7) that
revolution is never the only practicable means toward

~economic advance.” In general, applied and economic

anthropology stemming from North America has assumed
an international capitalist economy in its framework. The
harsh fact seems to be, however, that in most countrics
of the underdeveloped world where private enterprise pre-
dominates, the living conditions of the majority arc dcter-
iorating and “‘take-off”’ is not occurring. If this is true, it
will not be surprising if the intellectuals of these countries

5 For these and other criticisms, see Bonfil Batalla (1966), Onwuachi
and Wolfe (1966), Stavenhagen (1966-67), and Frank (19675).
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reject the metropolitan nations’ applied social science and
seck remedics elsewhere. :

There are of course already a large number of studies,
indeed a whole literature, on Western imperialism, most
although not all by writers influenced by Marx. In addition
to the classic treatments by Hobson (1954), Lenin (1939),
and Luxemburg (1951), Moon (1925), Townsend (1940),
Williams (1944), Steinberg (1951), Baran (1957), and the
anthropologist Mukherjee (1958) have provided outstand-
ing examples of such work. More recent studies include,
of course, Baran and Sweezy (1966), Nkrumah (1966).
Dumont (1965, 1967), Fanon (1963, 1965), and Frank
(1967a). Such books tend in America to be either ignored
or reviewed cursorily and then dismissed. They rarely
appear in standard anthropological bibliographies. I can
only say that this American rejection of Marxist and other
“rebel™ literature, especially since the McCarthy period.
strikes me as tragic. The refusal to take seriously and ©
defend as intellectually respectable the theories and chak

lenges of these writers has to a considerable extent deadened

controversy in our subject, as well as ruining the careers of
particular individuals, It is heartening that in recent years
the publications of Monthly Review Prgss, International
Publishers, Studies on the Left, and mhcrﬁ-wing journals
have become a kind of underground literature for many
graduate students and younger faculty in the social sciences.
Both orthodox social science and these Marxist-influenced
studies suffer, however, from the lack of open confrontation
and argument between their proponents, There are of
course political reasons for this state of affairs, stemming
from our dependence on the powers, but it is unfoftunat¢
that we have allowed ourselves to become so subservient,
to the detriment of our right of free enquiry and free
speculation. s

I should like to suggest that some anthropologists who are
interested in these matters could begin a work of synthess
focusing on some of the contradictions between the asser-
tions and theories of these non-American or Un-American
writers and those of orthodox American social scientists,
and choosing research problems that would throw light on
these contradictions. For example:

1) We might examine Frank’s (1967¢) argyment, from
United Nations figures, that per capita food production
in non-Communist Asia, Africa, and Latin America has
declined in many cases to below pre-war levels since 1960,
whereasit hasrisen above pre-war levelsin China and Cuba,
in contrast to the common assumption in the United States
that capitalist agricultural production in underdeveloped
countries is poor, but socialist production is even poorer.

2) We might develop a set of research problems around
comparisons of the structure and efficiency of socialist
and capitalist forcign aid. One might, for example, com-
pare the scope and results of American cconomic and
military aid to the Dominican Republic with those of
Russian aid to Cuba. Although Americans cannot g0
freely to Cuba, it is conceivable that a European and an
American, co-ordinating their research problems, might do
such comparative work. In countries such as India, the
UAR, or Algeria, comparable socialist and capitalist aid
projects might be studied within the same locality.

3) We might undertake comparative studies of types of
modern inter-societal political and economic dominance
which would help us to define and refine such concepts as
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impériaii:,m, neo-colonialism, etc. How, for example, does
Russian power over one or another of the East European
countries compare with that of the United States over
certain Latin American or Southeast Asian countries with
respect to such variables as military coercion, the disposal
of the subordinate society’s economic surplus, and the
relations between political elites? How does Chinese con-
wol over Tibet compare, historically, structurally, and
functionally, with Indian control over Kashmir, Hyder-
abad, or the Naga Hills, and what have been the eflects of
these controls on the class structures, economic produc-
tivity, and local political institutions of these regions?-

4) We might compare rm}olulionary and proto-revolu-
tionary movements for what they can teach us about social
change. In spite of obvious difficulties, it is possible to study
some revolutions after they have occurred, or to study
revolts in their early stages or after they have been sup-
pressed (for a rare example of such a study, see Barnett and
Njama 1966). There are, moreover, Westerners who live
and travel with revolutionary movements; why are anthro-
pologists seldom or never among them ? We need to know,
for example, whether there is a common set of circum-
stances wnder which left-wing and nationalist revolutions
have occurred or have been attempted in recent years in
Cuba, Algeria, Indo-China, Malaysia, the Philippines,
Indonesia, Kenya, and Zanzibar. Are there any rec-
ognizable shifts in ideology or organization between these
earlier revolts and the guerrilla movements now taking
shape in Guatemala, Venezuela, Columbia, Angola,
Mozambique, Laos; Thailand, Cameroon, Yemen, or

e - e ——

Gough: NEW PROPOSALS FOR ANTHROPOLOGISTS

1

Southern Arabia? What are the types of peasantry and
urban workers most likely to be involved in these revolu-
tions ? Are there typologies of leadership and organization ?
Why have some revolutions failed and others succeeded ?
How did it happen, for example, that some 1,000,000
Communists and their families and supporters were killed
in 1966 in Indonesia with almost no indigenous resistance,
and how does this affect the self-assessment and prospects
of, say, the Left Communist Party in India?

I may be accused of asking for Project Camelot, but I
am not. I am asking that we should do these studies in
our way, as we would study a cargo cult orkula ring, without
the built-in biases of tainted financing, without the assump-
tion that counter-revolution, and not revolution, is the
best answer, and with the ultimate economic and spiritual
welfare of our informants and of the international commun-
ity, rather than the short run military or industrial profits
of the Western nations, before us. I would also ask that
these studies be attempted by individuals or self-selected
teams, rather than as part of the grand artifice of some
externally stimulated master plan. Perhaps what 1 am
asking is not possible any more in America. I am con-

cerned that it may not be, that Americans are already

too compromised, too constrained by their own imperial
government. If that is so, the question really is how anthro-
pologists can ggt back their freedom of enquiry and of
action, and I suggest that, individually and collectively,
we should place this first on the list.

Comments
a ‘|
by OLGA AKHMANOVA Y7 "
Moscow, USS.R. 15 v 68
The articles by Kathleen Gough, Gerald

D. Berreman, and Gutorm Gjessing are
all that could be desired: ' profound

‘scholarship, clarity, brilliance, force, con-

viction! They cannot fail to bring it home
tw all anthropologists that the modern,
.:hn*ng world and its destinies are their
immediate  concern. One wonders if
CA's voice is loud enough 1o be heard by
these responsible for the present state of
afTairs.

by Rarei Bears <7

Los Angeles, Calif., U.S.4. 27 v 68
Berreman, Gjessing, and Gough have
belatedly  joined the Women’s Anthro-
pology Society of Washington, who, in
1885, called for study of their contemporary
society—asking “What state, what town,
what household is destitute of the choicest
materials for our work?”—and urged
attention to social problems in order to
“chant in ngble unison, ‘I count nothing
that affects humanity foreign 1o myself.’
That this was not empty rhetoric was
demonstrated by the Society's co-operat-
ing in 1886 in perhaps the first housing
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survey in the United States and then
organizing and partially financing a pro-
Jeet which built 808 low-cost housing units
in Washington (Helm 1966).

Concern with contemporary society
later was submerged as the very few
anthropologists concentrated on “‘urgent
anthropological research,” the discovery
and recording of the enormous variety of
vanishing human cultures. After 1900,
social action was . largely confined to
combating racist doctrines in the United
States. A related movement was the re-
examination and rejection of 19th-century
cultural evolutionism, both as a justifica-
tion of colonialism and as the foundation
for “scientific history.” The modern
micro-evolutionism of Steward and others
in the United States is dedicated to secking
recurrent uni-directional cultural pro-
cesses within relatively short time spans
and has little if any relation to 19th-
century evolutionism. To attribute Leslie
White’s neo-evolutionary *culturology”
to the influence of United States post-
World War 11 global strategy is absurd.
Not only do White’s basic ideas antedate
the war, but Opler (1961, 1962) has
traced the remarkable parallelism in ideas
and language between the writings of
White and those of Marx, Engels,
Plekhanov, Bukharin, Lenin, Stalin, and

other Marxist theorists on the foundations

of historical materialism. Far from belong-
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ing to history, 19th-century evolutionism
lives on in “scientific history” and markedly
influences the work of anthropologists in
the Communist countries. (For a human-
ist’s analysis of the inhumane consequences
of “scientific history,” see Camus 1956:
188-252.)

Perhaps one reason more specific social
action programs were less popular among
U.S. anthropologists after 1900 was the
catastrophic effects of anthropological
intervention in behalf of the American

Indian. Alice Fletcher, acting in behalf of

what the Omaha tribe believed was the
best way of protecting their homes and
lands and using the best anthropological
arguments of the day, played an important

role in the adoption by the Uni‘ed States

Congress of the Dawes Severalty Act of
1887 (Helm 1966). It quickly became
apparent that this probably was the single
most damaging act of legislation for the
American Indian ever adopted. With
reason, many United States anthro-
pologists came to doubt whether their
knowledge of culture and society was
adequate to proposing major anthropolo-
gical solutions to social issues, although
a great many were individually concerned
with problems of social justice. It is true
that social scientists have vastly improved
their ability to make meaningful assertions
about social issues and the consequences of
policy decisions. Many have been doing so

407

www.cpsindia.org




SR R R K

T

6% 5 R T

for a long time, but unfortunately policy-
makers have not always listened—partly,
perhaps, because there are still some pretty
important gaps in our basic knowledge of
human behavior and the cultural and social
contexts in which it occurs, and our reputa-
tion for predictive reliability still is poor.
All three of the authors are concerned
with the not wholly original discovery that
man, including the social scientist, is a
creature of his culture and its value system
and hence science is never wholly objective.
Rather than accepting this as a limitation
against which we must constantly struggle,
they would end the dilemma by surrender-
ing wholly to an ideology which implicitly
—and pretty explicitly in Gough's case,
with her simplistic analysis of the world
situation—is the systematic dialectic of one
side of the Cold War, with all its weary
clichés. T prefer to struggle with an im-
perfect objectivity rather than to surrender
what little I have in a total commitment to
an unanalyzed set of ideological premises.
Similar questions arise concerning the
call for relevance in our research. Insofar
as I understand the authors, they consider
relevance in terms either of the needs of
the emerging nations or of an ideological
system. These certainly should have weight,
but I am not sure the definitions of rele-
vance by the bureaucracy or politicians

" of a developing nation are much more

satisfactory than those of their counter-
parts in the United States. Further, in a
discipline such as anthropology, still far
from developing an adequate theoretical
structure, one aspect of relevance is what
research will contribute to the maturing
of the discipline. As the Committee on
Science and the Promotion of Human
Welfare of the American AssBciation for
the Advancement of Science (1965) has
pointed out, when science succumbs to
social pressures or comes to be regarded
only as a means of satisfying immediate
social demands, there is a loss of knowledge
which is against the long-range interests of
society itself, Gjessing quotes Tolstoy’s
criticism of historians who answer questions
no one has asked. He might have added
Tolstoy’s remark (quoted in Helm 1966) :

But there are laws directing events. , , .
The discovery of these laws is only possible
when we have quite abandoned the attempt to
find the cause in the will of one man.

I still think that among our duties is to
seek out and refine such “laws” and their
application.

The articles contain numerous errors or
misleading statements. 1 mention only a
few. According to the Editor of the New
York Times, to whom I wrote protesting the
Braestrud article, the quotation with
which Berreman heads his article was
intended to be a joke. In a way I am sorry
this is the case, for the idea might be worth
trying. Berreman also implies that the
resolution passed at the American Anthro-
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pological Association meeting in Pitts-
burgh in November, 1966 condemned the
U.S. role in the war in Vietnam. This is
simply not true. The amended motion
passed condemned genocide and certain
kinds of warfare “by anyone anywhere"
and asked “that all governments put an
end to their use at once and proceed as
rapidly as possible to a peaceful settle-
ment of the war in Vietnam.” The United
States was not named specifically, and,
in the opinion of many who voted for
it, the resolution applied equally to North
Vietnam as well as to many other
countries.

Gough states that she left the United
States  because the “proper goals of
intellectual work have been undermined”
through the use of students’ academic
grades by draft boards under the Selective
Service System. In fact, this effort was
resisted by universities and was abandoned
by Sclective Service authorities in 1967,
No responsible university in the United
States releases information about student
grades except at the request of the student,

The three authors all are in favor of
anthropologists figuratively mounting the
barricades in behalf of causes in which they
believe. I agree that people should be
active in support of what they believe.
As one who has suffered a number of un-
pleasant events as a result of supporting
unpopular positions, I could hardly believe
otherwise. T am not, however, under the
illusion that being an anthropologist
has always been relevant. More specific-
ally, I insist on the right to chose my own
barricades, and I reject the totalitarian
effort to commit all anthropologists to
political positions through their profes-
sional organizations. Despite Gough'’s
criticisms, anthropologists in the United
States still have a great deal of freedom of
choice about their research. In a significant
part of the world they have little,

by P. M. BuTLEr ¥+

Surrey, England. 23 v 68
Not being a social anthropologist and only
very marginally an anthropologist at all,
any comments I make must be merely
those of an interested observer. The
problems raised by the articles are in
principle similar to those faced by
scientists in many other fields: What is the
function of the anthropologist in his
own society, and what can he do if he
disapproves of this function? Although
social anthropologists mostly study cultures
other than their own, they cannot help
being members of their own society,
predominantly Western and capitalist, and
this is bound to colour their ideas, as
Gjessing emphasizes. Nevertheless, the
social anthropologist is in a better position
than most members of his society to reach
an understanding of other cultures, and
the increasing intercultural contact of a
shrinking world creates an increasing
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need for such understanding. That moclern
industrialized socicties (whether capitalist
or communist) should use anthropologic:
knowledge to increase their domination
of other socicties is probably inevitable,
and it is very doubtful whether the
anthropologist as such ean do anything t
prevent this process. Even a study of
revolution, as proposed by Gough, could
be used for counter-revolutionary pur-
poses. This does not mean that studies of
such an important element of human social
behaviour should not be made, but how
knowledge is used must depend upon the
political and economic power groupings
to which the knowledge is available.
When it comes to understanding his own
society, including the determination of its
external policies and his own role in rela-
tion to these, the anthropologist is not very
well equipped; he tends to leave the field
to the sociologist and economist. Perhaps

» more co-operation between social anthro-

pology and these disciplines is called for;
perhaps encouragement should be given
to members of other cultures to carry out
anthropological studies in North America
and’ Europe. Until a more objective view
of “Western” culture is available, it will be
impossible for anthropologists reared in
that culture to correct their own bias when
studying other cultures,

by Danier. Cazis vy

México, D.F., Mexico, 20 v 68
CURRENT ANTHROPOLOGY has at last
satisfied the need for an open and extended
discussion of a theme that seems to many
of us, expecially those of us whose major
interest is in “underdeveloped®—super-
exploited—countries, to have been floating
around since the beginnings of anthrapo-
logy as a discipline. These papers point
up our great need for a permanent tribu-
nal by which “irresponsibility” may be
condemned, suspicious research and appli-
cations unmasked, and the principles of
our scientific and humane responsihility
established. Very little can be added to the
papers by way of comment, for they sl
forth admirably the essentials of this most
important theme. Perhaps for this reason,
what follows will be (after the example of
Berreman) passionate, trying to be at the
same time, reasonable.

Problems of responsibility have faced
the Mexican anthropologist from the very
beginning of his education. The principles
which guide the work among Indians
of the Mexican government (Instituto
Nacional Indigenista | 1965:11-13)—an
accepted prototype for such work in all of
Latin America—are based on the same
goals that Gijessing lists for efficient
colonial administration and the introduc-
tion of middle-class values (Mexican in
this case, but Western'in any case). This
situation is contradictory to the fundamen-
tal truth, now forgotten (Swadesh 1940
251-53), that:
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There a¥e interests which seek to foster discord
andd digstility among human groups in order
to prevent themn from uniting against gommon
dangers. These forces have taken advantage
of cerain erroneous concepts and certain
vague ideas about race and culturel. . . To
counteract hese ideas, the schools .. . must
wach the o the scienufic facts, in order
that no well-jn
4 o confusion fostered with pseudo-science
', encmics of humanity . . . The Whites
i learn 1w appreciate the Indians, and the
lav v must come to have confidence in the
former. This condition of mutual respect
can be achicved by making both groups
understand their common problems’ and by
counteracting the prejudices of the past.

Ihis congradiction will not surprise any
Latin American or anyone who is familiar
with this part of the world. If anthropology
s the daughter of Western imperialism—a
sonclusion accepted by the three authors
and certainly by any anthropologist who
nows anything at all about the history of
nis science —the national anthropology of
ountries like Mexico and Peru is an
expression of the fact that in reality the
mentality (and the interests) of the ruling
bourgeosies in relation to the Indian
groups is the same 4s that of imperialists in
relation to their subject peoples (not to
mention that the national anthropologics
and up being allied with, and overlapping
with, the imperialist anthropologies). The
term “internal colonialism” used by some
af our social scientists (e.g., Gonzalez
Casanova 1963) to refer to this situation, is
adequate up to that point, although it is
unfortunate for the understanding of the
wtal system of which our countries are a
part in that, among other things, it
implies a dualism and even a pluralism
which do not exist (Frank 1966, 19674, b).
The anthropologist in our countries sees
himself as affected, also, when he notices
that, as the doors 10 research are closing
w the few anthropologists that these
countries produce, they are being opened
indiscriminately to foreign institutions
whose rescarch: results, if they are not
frankly questionable, at least leave much
o be desired. One wonders to what
extent their presence serves the interests
of the LAS. government—its need for
information on little-known regions and
peoples, especially those in which future
uprisings might occur, and its desire to
propagate Western values of consumption.
I shall not discuss this problem further
here (but see Cazés 19664, b, 1968).
Swadesh (1940:21) has said:

"irm‘c 1s not for the satisfaction of the indivi-
ual scientist nor for the diversion of intellec-
wals. If society [society, not governments) sup-
ports us, it is for the benefit of society, As long
us there are social problems in the world, those
stientists who are capable of solving them
cnnot but face this responsibility ., . Nor is
scicnee for achieving personal glory. We have
no right to devise now doctrines or dress up
ol theories in new verbiage in order to lend
luster 1o our names . . . i
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Further, he has said—with reference to
linguistics, but surely applicable to the
rest of science (1966:9)—

... it is an urgent necessity to present these
concepts to the general public . . . Specialized
terms, technical symbols, and the other forms
that professionals value are not of great impor-

tance and at times even impede communica-
tion . . ,

These statements, along with those of
Frank (19676) on the need for an inte-
grated and coherent view of all problems
within the total social systems of which
they are part, synthesize what the com-
mitted social scientist (“*committed” in
the sense of Berreman, citing Wolf; for
it goes without saying that there is no such
thing as an uncommitted social scientist)
can demand of himself.

Some committed social scientists, both
theoretical and practical, have (as Gough
mentions) pointed out paths little traveled
by those of us who have been educated
under the North American school (whose
maxim has been “look at the trees: the
woods don’t matter much, or looking at
them may be dangerous”). I am talking
about theories and courses of action for the
holistic solution of broad social problems,
theories and courses of action that have
undeniably produced results even though
the discussion of them is proscribed in our
Western  democratic  publications. It is
absurd, to say the least, to deny®hat the
analysis of Russian society by Lenin, that
of Chinese society by Mao Tse-tung (the
results of which have recently been exam-
ined objectively and critically by Snow
[1962] and Karol [1967]), and that of the
problem of nationalities i1 the U.S.S.R. by
Stalin, and the action based on these
theories, have validity and have brought
well-being and development to the socicties
to which they were applied. In these three
cases, the social commitment of the authors
was translated immediately into direct,
revolutionary political - action, the only
thing that seems to offer the possibility of
change in a society exploited by the
democratic West. (Finland, for example,
separated itself from the U.S.S.R. partly
on the basis of theoretical principles which
proved, in the end, not very different from
those which have failed to bring liberation
in the West.) The work of these thinkers
and activists, whether we like it or not
increasingly influential in the world, may
be open to criticism and discussion; but
the action of the committed social analyst
is manifest in indisputable facts and also,
though at times not clearly expressed, in
the theories of Ernesto (Che) Guevara
(1967) and Regis Debrey (1968). These
latter theories, like those of Fanon (1963,
19654, b), have yet to withstand the ulti-
mate test of their validity; but in the last
analysis, the social scientist who carefully
examines the present situation of the
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societies he has traditionally studied can
only end by arguing that a theory” of
development like that of W. W. Rostow
(cited by Frank 19676), supported bty
guns, defoliation bombs, bacteriological
weapons and other genocide, can only be
combated with an anti-imperialist theory
that the armed benefactors can under-
stand, one based on the right that Fray
Bartolomé de las Casas (1966) ascribed to
the peoples conquered by Spain in the 16th
century:

. . . they have earned the right to make war on
us and to wipe us off the face of the earth, and

this right will remain theirs until the Day of
Judgment.

Development, under Rostowian philan-
thropy, is in fact (as Frank [19675] has
masterfully shown) the development of the
philanthropists themselves at the great
expense of those whom it pretends to
benefit. To fight it—and it is being
fought, though precariously—is to make
anthropological theory cease to be conser-
vative and to provide a place for the anth-
ropologist anywhere in the world; it is to
bring about the scientific revolution that
Gjessing demands; and, finally, it is to
place in the hands of the.“non-White”
peoples among whom the anthropologist
has worked the instruments of the self-
determination that the message we have
hitherto brought them (“middle-class
Western or Westernized values are the
highest achievement of mankind”) has
never permitted. As a result, the world
will no longer be made up of, as Satre has
put it (Fanon 1963), a few men and a
multitude of natives.

Certain aspects of our mestizo Latin
American culture make us suspicious in
the extreme. To many of us, the an
protest of the ALA.A. (Beals et al. 1967)
seems a bit naive in that the situation with
which it deals, no secret to anyone who
has been facing the social problems of
underdeveloped countries, seems to come
as a surprise to our North American
colleagues. The most astonishing thing
about it is that this same Beals, together
with Hoijer (1953), in listing some of the
fields of anthropological activity in the
U.S., expounded point by point that
which was later to scandalize him. We can
be thankful, nevertheless, that reason and
passion have caught up with him, even
though so late.

Gough's proposals for the future are
unquestionably magnificent. It is obvious,
and she herself implies it, that in order to
realize them it would be necessary to have
an anthropological “Switzerland”, sntirely
neutral—more neutral than the actual
Switzerland—whose citizens had free
access to the whole world and could
freely investigate all the phenomena that
exist in it, constrained only by a metho-
dology that made them integrate each
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social fact into the total system and by a
code of ethics that kept them committed
always. It is also clear, however, that this
type of body of anthropologists would be
very dangerous and that its commitment
would soon require that it be subject to
such philanthropic action as has been
carried out in Guatemala, in the Bay of
Pigs, and in Santo Domingo, and is today
being carried out, with the help of some
social scientists, in Vietnam.

The argument that science is not
committed but the scientist is can be
dealt with in other terms: Science has a
commitment—that which Gough, like
Swadesh, has pointed out, namely parti-
cipation in the solution of social pro-
blems, amounting to a quest for well-being
and for the possibilities of individual
development for all of the members of
human society—and it is the task of the
honest scientist to seek this commitment
in his own fi.ld and to act upon it.

Sol Tax (cited in INI 1965) wrote some
time ago that what anthropologists want
to do is awaken hope. Nothing is more
difficult in the world as these three authors
have described it; for it is undeniable that
the hope of those groups which our action
as committed scientists is designed to
benefit is based on the possibility of freeing
themselves from those chains that are all
they have to lose. Besides, not all of us are
capable of doing what Debray, a social
scientist, has done; the opportunity does
not always present itself, nor would it
always be appropriate. For those of us who,
for one reason or another, must remain
idle in our studies or in the field—the
idleness ever more insupportable as it
becomes ever more apparent that we
ought to be committed—there is only one
way out. Ideally, we would pursuc it
within universites that are autonomous
enough, that are not involved in military
or repressive projects, and that offer
enough freedom for research and teaching,
rather than in private or governmental
institutions, national or foreign—even
though this means the reduction of our
income. This is, however, not always
possible, and so the responsibility of the
social scientist must be to continue con-
fronting the problem individually and to
seck to make his professional societies
more effective in this regard. The way out
consists in investigating those problems
which permit us to define most clearly the
hopes and the needs of the modern world
(and for 2,352,000,000 of its members
these neceds, as Gough has indicated,
continue to be the most basic ones) and
that allow us to construct a profound
critique, rational and passionate, of those
institutions and dominant social forms that
impede the immediate satisfaction of these
hopes and needs.

We will not always be able to make our
critique public, especially since many of
us are already potentially definable as

-
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“undesirables™; but in this also must our
fight consist. CURRENT ANTHROPOLOGY,
which has brought the matter into inter-
national discussion (thanks to the initiative
of Frank), may be—if the political climate
remains favorable to it—the forum for
further discussion on the scientific level.
Popular books and even the news media
constitute other means, in many cases
more effective, for reaching the general
public, who in general have come to the
same conclusions as we have but would
like to hear them from “authorities”
abandoning their sterile Ivory Towers.
Only this, in these times, can make
anthropology relevant again, can bring it
back to life, can allow it to fulfil its scientific
and humane commitments,

by Erik CoHEN Yy
Jerusalem, Israel. 20 v 68

Looking from a vantage point which does
not lack problems of its own, namely
Israel, and being well-acquainted with the
intricacies facing applied sociology and
anthropology, I am baffled by the black-
white approach of these papers. Are the
waters really so muddied that so much re-
iteration (as in Gjessing’s paper) of basic
moral postulates is necessary? Are the
issues really so crystal-clear that mere
commitment to mankind on the part of
the anthropologist, or anybody else, can
provide a way out of the immensely com-
plex moral and political dilemmas facing
the contemporary world? Somewhat un-
willingly I must confess that I was not very
much enlightened by these papers, though
I agree with their ethical standpoint of
humanism andgfecl a strong sympathy
toward the moral integrity which they
CEXPress.

To begin with, there is some termino-
logical confusion in Gjessing’s and Berre-
man's papers. “Value-freedom” (Wertfrei-
heit) is a term coined by Weber to cleanse
statements of social fact from cvaluative
admixtures; it was never meant to imply
that the statement of the problem, or the
findings of research, arc irrelevant to
values, much less that the scientist, as a
human being, should be morally un-
committed. Indeed, for Weber, value-
freedom goes with  value-relevance
(Wertbezogenheit), and Weber himself was a
decply committed man. This standpoint
was later distorted in the ideology of the
American sociologists, as Gouldner (1964)
has pointed out, and the very instrument
which should have served the realization
of deeply felt values—namely, effective
social analysis—was thereby blunted.
There is nothing wrong with “value-
frecedom” in rescarch. The important
point is that our research should be value-
relevant.

This does not in itsell mean, however,
that social scientists are, by the very nature
of their subject matter, namely man,

W
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commilLd to an ethics of humaaism and
to such values as “service of mankind.”
Humanism in itself is not a prerequisite for
the scientific study of humanity and does
not follow as an ethical conclusion from
such study. The very strength of every
moral position derives from its uncon-
nectedness with any state of things in
nature. If humanism were an implication
of our scientific findings on_man, it would
lose its moral relevance, A finding, for
example, that men are unequal in their
natural gifts does not deny the moral \'ail{ﬁ
of the equality of men, though it mig
influence the ways in which this value is
realized. Therefore no amount of docu-
mentation that races are in general equally
endowed by nature should in any way
strengthen our belief in the equality of
men. If it were to do this it would actually
debase the very values of humanism.

Though T mysell accept, on purely
ethical grounds, a commitment to human-
ism, I fail to sce any connection between
anthropology and, indeed, science as such
and any type of moral commitment.
Morally, the scientists are not better off
than any other kind of people, and their
mastery of facts does not necessarily lead
them to deeper moral insight. Therefore,
most of the statements made in the papers
by Berreman and Gjessing have very little
to do with the fact that we are scientists
but rather derive from the moral commit-
ment of man as an ethical being.

Thus, there is nothing exceptional about
the moral position of the social scientist.
He does differ from other people, however,
in his ability 10 see the implications and
costs of ethical decisions. Whereas many
cthical precepts are often stated in highly
abstract’ and vague terms, the social
scientist, by following out the way in
which these precepts impinge  upon
society, can discover how they work:
what the real (apart from the imagined)
consequences of an ethical or political
decision are: what values have to be
foregone in order that another may be
fully realized; what is the least costly way
to put some highly cherished value into
practice, These, to my mind, are highly
relevant problems of “applied ethics," and
the study of them is one of the chiel
professional responsibilities of the social
scientist. These three papers do not really
attempt to tackle them.

Since the social scientist is not by His
training endowed with the right to decide,
which social goals should, amd which
should not, be served, he cannot reasonably
restrict | himself to goals which agree
absolutely with his own moral position.
This does not necessarily mean, however,
that he has to take the ideological stance
of “value-freedom™ and serve the powers-
that-be, but rather that he must define the
“range” of acceptable goals which, though
none may exactly represent his personal

moral commitment, still excludes those
' i
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oals ‘which scem to him clearly wrong.
uch'a position cannot be defined a
riori; it is a matter of moral decnrmn in
ach concrete situation, .
Another complication stems from the
enerality of science. Its findings can be
ut to different kinds of immediate and
wre indirect use. The scientist who
estroyed  his  meteorological findings
ccause specialists on gas warfare became
erested in them might have prevented
ie discovery at a later stage of means of
efense against gas attacks made by an
nemy whose scientists were less scrupu-
ws. The only moral maxim for research
ceceptable 1o me is; research which
nplics immoral ways or means of investi-
ation is in iwelf immoral. The social
mplications of the findings of rescarch are
) far-reaching that 1 cannot really sce
ow a sound judgment as 1o their| moral
gnificance can be made in the abstract;
ich issues can only be decided concretely,
y weighing the pros and cons of short-
nd long-range implications.

To conclude, let me illustrate fr&m my
wn experience doing applied sociology
nd anthropology in Isracl. Gough, in her
aper, touches upon the complex problem
[ sponsor-rescarcher relationship under
anditions in which the sponsor and the
eople studied belong to different societies.
. similar problem arises in any study of
amigrants or minorities who at least
utially belong to cultures different from
e majority culture of veteran settlers,
his is the situation of the Oriental
nmigrants and the Arald minority in
wrael, |

The Isracli government and other public
stitutions sponsor a variety of social
udies. Though 1 do not consider myself a
ionist, 1 agreed to study problems con-
scted with the absorption of immigrants;
ich problems are within my “range of
ceptable goals.” In the conclusions and
commendations of my studies, however,
felt free to point out the “social | costs”
[u palicy of absorption, costs which the
wnsors had not been aware of, or con-
:srned about, before. Through this kind
[suggestion, the work of sociologists and
ther professionals can be a subtle political
icchanism which serves in the long run to
roaden the approach of the sponsoring
stitutions and modify their goals—in
s case, for example, perhaps c}ausing
wm to become better acquainted with
ie folklore and original traditions of the
arious groups of immigrants and thus be
iore careful not to destroy them by an
discriminate policy of mass absorption.

In Israel, as in other countries, use is
imetimes made of social research for the
irtherance of vested political interests.
or example, by quoting selectively critical
search reports,  sponsoring  institutions
¢ prone to assert that their policy has
cen shown successful by scicmiE: in-
sstigations. So as not to be used for party-
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political purposes, I decided of late to
withdraw from directly sponsored studies
and secure funds which would enable me
to conduct studies independent of policy-
making institutions. Such a decision has
its drawbacks, however; for if all social
scientists were to do this it would deprive
the policy-maker of professional advice
and thus actually increase the “social costs”
of his policy,

Because most of the funds in Israel are
dominated by institutions interested in
Jewish problems; there has been until
recently very little interest in the problems
of the Israeli Arabs. I would have refused
to do studies on Arabs which were intended
to further Jewish national geals at the
expense of the Arab minority; this would
be outside the “‘range of acceptable goals.”
I did, however, agree after the recent war,
o carry out a government-sponsored
Sudy in the occupied territory, my reason
being that such a study might help to
facilitate the administration of these
territories and, particularly, to supply
information which would enable Jews to
better understand Arab society and thus
serve mutual rapprochement in the long
run.

I have cited these examples at some
length because 1 think they represent
common cthical dilemmas in applied
rescarch; the difficulty in these cases is
how to decide when a committed social
scientist is really “serving humanity,”

by RoserT CRESSWELL
Paris, France. 22 v 68

To open this brief comment on the three
articles concerning social responsibility
of anthropologists by Kathleen Gough,
Gerald Berreman, and Gutorm Gjessing,
I quite agree with the specific theme of the
articles that anthropology must become
relevant to the changing world and
anthropologists involved in this world,
but I feel that one aspect of the problem
has not been sufficiently stressed: the
value, for society, of the conclusions of the
committed social scientist.

I would agree with Gough that anthro-
pology should become problem-oriented —
one might almost add, as part of the process
of becoming a full-fledged science. I
might, perhaps, hesitate about placing
students in a separate category; I write
this from Paris in the midst of the crisis
provoked by students assuming in full their
social responsibilities. The equally arbit-
rary division between pure and applied
research should also be abolished, for it is
not only scientifically untenable (even
problem-oriented research can have theo-
retical implications), but also throws up a
smoke-screen around the problem of the
social responsibility of social scientists. It is
casy to eschew commitment by arguing
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that “pure” research is the focal point pf
any science; and, since many anthropolo-
gists unconsciously seek foreign lands and
simple peoples because they are unable or
unwilling to adapt to their own societies:
and cultures, relegating “applied” research
to the status of some kind of minor
technical spin-off is a convenient stairwa

to the Ivory Tower. .

Gjessing’s article seems to me particul-
arly timely as to the relevance of anthro-
pology and the relationship between the
degree of relevance and social responsi-
bility. I would like to point out, however,
that even if the subject matter of anthro-
pological research should become largely
irrelevant to the modern world, the basic
method of this research—inductive field-
work—would remain relevant. * This
characteristic of anthropology makes
sociology and anthropology complement-
ary and indispensable to each other, as I
have suggested elsewhere (Cresswell 1967).
Gjessing raises another aspect of this
complementarity in speaking of the
oscillation between  the  hypothetical-
deductive and the empirical-inductive.

In an idealized and very simplified
summary of scientific process, one moves
from the collection of facts to their analysis,
and then to the interpretation of the
analyses. At this point two possibilities are
offered: The scientist moves on to the
formulation of hypotheses and then back
to the field or the laboratory experiment
to verify the predictions implicit in his
hypotheses. The planner, or the politician

(or the business man), chooses a course of
action. The choice is, of course, governed

by the set of values operative in the socicty
in which the choice is made.

Now, as far as an action such as the
Vietnamese war is concerned, there would
seem to be no problem. The anthropologist
whois also American (such as myself) has a
double duty with reference to American
involvement in this war: first, as a citizen,
to protest against the atrocious obliteration
of another country by his own government,
and sccondly, as an anthropologist, to
point out that the fundamental values
and goals of his culture are being subverted
by the means used to attain them, and this
on the basis of a false analysis of the nature
of present-day revolutionary or socialistic
movements,

When, however, the commitment pre-
cedes research, or when it is a question of
research clarifying the factors involved in a
decision to be made affecting a segment of
society, the social scientist finds himself
in the uncomfortable position of being able
to influence the object of his research by

the goals he has set up. A physicist can

fulfil his sense of social responsibility by
speaking out, for instance, against the use
that politicians and the military make of
the atom bomb he has made possible,
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without affecting the laws describing the
behavior of atoms and molecules. A
social scientist, by taking part, as he must,
in tie decisions of the society of which he is
a member, has probably only a negligible
effect on facts, but can have a considerable
influence on the analysis of those facts;
and it can be argued that were he not
committed, he might construct a more
complete structural analysis. It could also
be said that such a social scientist is setting
himself up as prosecutor and judge, and of
using his value judgment of a course of
action—which is his prerogative as a
citizen—to determine the scientific argu-
ments he will use to persuade his fellow
«citizens—which is not.

There does not seem to be a ready
answer to this problem. Perhaps the social
responsibility of the social scientist is to
point out, as clearly as he is able, and after
having made as explicit as possible his own
psychological and philosophical profile,
the different choices of action open to the
society in which ‘he lives, the probable
«effects of the possible decisions, and the
relative integration of each course of action
‘with the set of fundamental sociocultural

. values.

by ANDRE GUNDER FRANK Y7 '
Montreal, Canada. 24 v 68

‘Che Guevara, upon being asked what, as a
writer, one could do for the Revolution,
answered that he used to be a doctor.
The issue is not whether medicine, or
anthropology, is less useful or relevant
than other fields of human endeavor. The
issue is the responsibility of the anthro-
pologist. His responsibility is to use
anthropology only as far as it is sufficient,
while doing whatever is necessary to
replace the nearly world-wide violent,
exploitative, racist, alienative capitalist
«lass system which embraces most anthro-
pologists and the people they study.
Appeals to truth (Berreman) and for a
humanistic approach (Gjessing) are in-
sufficient liberal critiques of the liberal
support which most anthropologists give
and the benefits they derive from the
system they serve. Anthropologists, more
than anybody, can be expected to know
that values, mythology, science, and other
facets of culture are intimately related to
the structure of the society—even il
many anthropologists like to observe this
fact only among other peoples. Berreman
and Gjessing, who devote most of their
<ssays to negating the possibility of doing
value-free anthropology, would therefore
seem to be beating an anthropologically
dead horse.

Suggestions that anthropologists aban-
don the integrity of their discipline (Gjes-
sing) to overcome the limitations of
specialization and individual fieldwork
(Gough), though perhaps necessary, are
also far from sufficient. Gjessing goes on to
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claim that economists, political scientists,
and sociologists have largely replaced
anthropologists and that American anthro-
pology is now closer to reality than its
European counterpart. Insofar as this is
true, however, it does not mean that
Gjessing's proposal to do interdisciplinary
work in their footsteps offers any solution;
for these liberal social “scientists” and
their  techniques now simply serve
American imperialism better and more
efficiently than the perhaps more out-
moded children of an earlier imperialism
(Gough and Gjessing). Thus, in his
introduction to the Social Science Research
Council-sponsored Social Science Research
on Latin  America, the anthropologist
Charles Wagley (1964:3) observes that
in the United States for the last three
decades

Latin America has also been neglected by our
scholars who in the end must provide the basic
data for academic and public consumption.
As much as Africa, Latin America has been in
many ways a “‘dark continent.” This situation
is now changing. There is a new public
interest in Latin America stimulated by a
realization of its importance to our own
national interests,. The National Defense
Education Act supports the study of Spanish
and Portuguese and of Latin American society.
The Alliance for Progress has . . . dramatized
the importance of the region to us. Private
foundations have supported research on the
study of Latin America. . ..

The same can surely be observed in the
sudden spurt of African studies in the
United States, which must be traced less
to the Africans’ increasing ““independence”

from Europe than to their growing
dependence, sponsored by American

imperialism, on the United States. The
participation of anthropology, not to speak
of applied anthropology, in this transfer
of the “white man’s burden” across the
Atlantic is evident, and its scientific and
political results are predictable.

Project Camelot was not an isolated
event, and the widespread hue and cry
against direct Defense Department em-
ployment of social scientists rather misses
the point that virtually the whole of the
“frec”” world’s social science is in effect one
huge imperialist Camelot project. whoever
pays for it. Politically naive, though not so
innocent, liberal social scientists may not be
aware of why their research is financed and
how their results are used: but, as William
Domhoff (1967) shows in his Who Rules
America?, the uses and abuses of social
science and scientists are well known
to the bourgeois upper-class trustees
of the suitably named Carnegie,
Rockefeller, and Ford foundations,
et al., and of the major American
universities (who liberally exchange their
presidents [Rusk], deans [Bundy], and
finances with each other and the U.S.
Department of State). No less uninterested
in a “lree”-worldwide Camelot project
is the Panel of the Defense Science Board

e
of the National Acadcrr':y of Sciences of the
United States, which cogently observes
(Defense 1967:33, 38, 40-43, 52):

In recent years the Department of Defenst
(DoD) has been confronted with many prob-
lems which require support from the behavioral
and social sciences, . . . The Armed Forces are
no longer engaged solely in_ warfare. Their
missions now include pacification, assistanct,
“the battle of ideas,” ete. All of these missions
requirc an understanding of the urban and
rural populations with which our military
personnel come in contact—in the new
“peacefare’ activities or in combat. For many
countries throughout the world, we need more
knowledge about their beliefs, values, and
motivations; their political, religious, and
cconomic organizations; and the impact of
various changes or innovations upon their
socio-cultural - patterns . . . [Innovating in]
conventional social science methoddfogy . . .
is onc of the happy cases in which there is
substantial overlap in ‘the interests of both
DoD and the academic community producing
the research. . .. [We] believe that DoD has
been singularly successful in enlisting the
interest and services of an eminent group of
behavioral scientists in most of the arcas
relevant to it....On the other hand, the
DoD) could probably make improvements by
assuming more responsibility for stating it
needs in terms which are meaningful to the
investigator rather than the military. To ask
people 1o do research in “counter-insurgency,”
“guerrilla warfare,” ete., not only produces a
less than enthusiastic reaction but also pro-
vides no basis for insight into the ways in which
they might contribute. . .. The behavioral
science community” must be made to accept
responsibility for recruiting of DoD) research
managers. . . . The following items are ele-
ments that merit consideration as factors in
research  strategy for | military " agencies.
Priority Ordered Research Undertakings |

methods, theories and training in the social

and behavioral sciences in foreign countries.
.2....programs that train foreign social
scientists . . . 3. . . . social science research 1o
be conducted by independent indigenous
scientists . . . 4. . . . Social science tasks to be
conducted by major U.S. graduate studies
centers in foreign arens . . . 7. . . . studies based
in the U.S. that exploit data collected by
overscas investigators supported by non-
defense agencies. The development of data,
resources and analytical methods should be
pressed so that data collected for special
purposes can be utilized for many additional
purposes . .. 8. ... Collaborate with ather
programs in the U.S. and abroad that will
provide continuing access of Department of
Defense  personnel | to | the academic and
intellectual resources of the free world . ..

Similarly aware are the nearly 500 intel-
lectuals from 70 countries who unani-
mously proclaimed in the “Appeal of
Havana'' (Proceedings of The Cultural Congress

1968) tt.I all intellectuals of the world:l

...We recognize l.ha.li.’I this enterprise of
domination assumes the most diverse forms
from the, most brutal to the most insidious,
and that it operates at all levels! political
military, economic, racial, ideological and |
cultural; and we also recognize that lhui
undertaking is carried on with enormou

-1 CURRENT ANTHROPOLOGY
| ]

'

e

Centre for Policy Studies

Dharampal Archives CPS-ER-09

www.cpsindia.org

o




'
inancial” resources and with the help of
sopaganda agencies disguised as fultural
nstitutions, .
Imperialism secks, by the most varied
echniques of indoctrination, to ensure social
conformity and  political passivity, At the
simne time, a systematic effort is made to
mabilize technicians, men of science and
mtellectuals generally in the service of capital-
stic and neocolgnialist interests and purposes.
Thus, talents and skills which could and
hould contribute 10 the task of progress and

iberation become, instead, instruments for.

he comunercialization of values, the degrada-
wmn of culture and the maintenance of the
apitalist economic and social order,

It s the fundamental interest and the
mperative duty of intellectuals to resist this
igeression and to take up, without delay, the
‘hallenge thus posed to them. What is required
f them is support for the struggles for
wtional liberation, social emancipation and
-ultural decolonisation for all the people of
Asiit, Africa and Latin America, and for the
aruggle agninst imperialism waged in its very
centre by an ever greater number of black and
~hite citizens of the United States; and to
nter the political struggle against conserva-
dve, rotrograde and  racist forces, to de-
uystify the latter’s ideologies and to attack
he structure upon which these rest and the
nterests they serve. L.,

This commitment must begin with an un-
qualified rejection of the policy of cultural
subjection of the United States, and this
implies the refusal of all invitations, scholar-
ships, employment, and participation in
programmes of cultural work and research,
where their acceptance could entail collabora-
ion with this policy.

West European and North American
uthropologists can best fulfil this responsi-
oility by working in their own socicties.
First, their work abroad serves the interests
sfimperialism rather than theinterestsof the
‘olonialized peoples. According to Gjes-
sing (quoting Myrdal), not autonomous
teorientation, but mighty political changes
redirect scientific work; and contemporary
political changes are not redirccting
metropolitan - anthropologists or  other
scientists 10 work in the interest of the
clonized people, except insofar as they
bring these scientists to work toward the
destruction of imperialism in the metro-
polis and thereby toward the liberation of
the people everywhere. A second reason for
working at home is that, on the other
hand, the imperialist metropolis, is wit-
nessing mighty political changes which
can direct some anthropologists into res-
ponsible work at home—as participants in
the liberation movement there.

For those North American anthro-
pologists and others who would take this
responsibility seriously, Barbara and Alan
Haber (1967:95-96) have summarized its
implications:

I. The movement must be seen as a utility—
which helps us define what we do and without
which our work loses political relevance . . .
Il our personal aspirations or professional
work precludes our doing things that are safe
or respectable, then we are kidding ourselves
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about our politics. 2. High status and respect
and rewards in the professional establishment
are foreclosed. We must expect job instability,
the likelihood of getting fired periodically,
the danger of increasing difficulty in finding
jobs. 3. A radical cannot see his loyalty as
being to the profession, or institution in which
he works. Our loyalty is to our political com-
rades and to the political aims for which we
arc organizing . .. Obviously this presents a
moral difficulty because others will assume we
have traditional loyalties . . . We are not intel-
lectuals above it all who say the truth to
whomever will listen or asks: we are partisans.
. . . 4. Radicals cannot accept without reserva-
tion the code of ethics and responsibility of
their professions. Ethics are not abstract ideals.
They are sanctifications of certain types of
social relations, purposes and loyalties (which
is no news to anthropologists so long as the
reference is to other peoples’ cthics rather than
their own). Conventional ethics entrap us into
support of things which we do not support
politically and into loyalties which conflict
with our own values and politics. . . .

North American and West European
anthropologists who recognize these facts
about their society and who are prepared
to accept the concomitant responsibility
can and must draw on their special skills
to serve the movement in two ways:

1) By analyzing the shoddiness of the
emperor’s social scientific clothes, these
anthropologists should, like Gough, expose
imperialism in its ideological nakedness
and denounce those of their colleagues
who continue to enjoy the physical com-
forts that their pseudo-scientific suit affords
them. Among other thing this involves
showing, contrary to Gjessing, that the
theoretical and political limitation of Firth
and his followers is not that their theory of
social organization only deals with
changes generated inside rather than out-
side the social structure; it means showing,
like Gough, that the real limitation of im-
perialist-fathered anthropological theory
and theorists is that they arbitrarily define
villages or tribes as social systems and
invent theoretical categories like “‘folk”
to hide the naked truth of economic
exploitation and cultural alienation of
“‘my" people by the real determinant social
system, which is imperialism; and, further,
that their theory is, naively or intention-
ally, restricted to analyzing social change
in, but not of, the imperialist and capitalist

- system. If, as some anthropologists would

have it, the social—including economic
and political—structure really determines
culture and ideology, then the socially
responsible anthropologist can go on to
analyze why most of his colleagues prefer
studying change in their own society to
promoting change of it.

2) They should pursue the research and
develop the theory required and requested
by the liberation movement at home. If
their fieldwork techniques are any good,
then let them use them in community
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studies to analyze the social structure of
their own society for a political movement
that promotes the necessary social change
of that society. This task offers a host of
rescarch problems not only in “the other
America” but also in the bourgeois
anthropologist’s own America and Europe.
The politically committed and active
anthropologist, like the guerrilla doctor
who treats his wounded comrades, can also
draw on his expertise to help the liberation
movement at home by doing specific social
research jobs for his comrades, rather
than for publication. The anthropologist
becomes a real partisan—an intellectual
revolutionary rather than a revolutionary
intellectual. Many metropolitan anthro-
pologists, disregarding mighty political
changes. will of course not redirect their
work, but will persist with their fieldwork
abroad. They might suitably take a cue
from de Tocqueville, who 130 years ago
observed that the true nature of the
metropolis is best seen from the perspective
of its colonies.

Anthropologists from the economically,
politically, and culturally colonized—and
therefore underdeveloped—countries must
also work at home for the same reasons.
They may be assured that as long as
imperialism persists, metropolitan social
science, including anthropology, will never
analyze their societies or the imperialist
system for them. Still less will it develop
the (underdeveloped countries’) problem-
oriented anthropology Gjessing asks for.
If world view is at all derived from social
structure, then only the formerly or still
colonialized peoples of the underdeveloped
world and the internally colonialized
Afro-Americans are likely to find the
necessary perspective. For those who would
truly seek that perspective, the way has
been pointed out by the apostle and
practicing anthropologist of the damned
of the earth, Frantz Fanon (1966: 122-23) :

Now, precisely, it would seem that the historical
vocation of an authentic national middle-class
[mistranslation of “‘bourgeoisie” from the
French original] in an under-developed
country is to repudiate its own nature in so far
as it is bourgeois, that is to say that in so far
as it is the tool of capitalism, and to make itself

the willing slave of that revolutionary capital

which is the people. In an under-developed
country an authentic national middle-class
[bourgeoisic] ought to consider as its bounden
duty to betray the calling fate has marked out
for it, and to put itsell to school with the people:
in other words to put at the people’s disposal
the intellectual and technical capital that it has
snatched when going through the colonial
universities. But unhappily we shall see that
very often the national middle-class [bourge-

oisic] does not follow this heroic, positive,

fruitful and just path; rather, it disappears
with its soul set at peace into the shocking
ways—shocking because anti-national—of a
traditional bourgeoisie, of a bourgeoisic which
is stupidly, contemptibly, cynically bourgeois.
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In Asia, Africa, and Latin America
responsible anthropologists must be moved
by the mighty political changes in these
continents; they must become conscious
of the responsibility of the intellectual as
defined in the Appeal of Havana; and they
must fortify themselves by the moral com-
mitments demanded by Haber and Fanon.
Then, rather than metropolitan anthro-
pologists, however responsible or com-
mited they may be, it is the anthropologists
and others from the underdeveloped
countries who will be most likely to build
the theoretical framework asked for by
Gjessing, in which change and stability
are complementary factors. Among other
research problems, this involves analyzing
how class structure and indeed culture
and personality in Asia, Africa, Latin
America, and also North America are
formed and deformed by the world
capitalist colonial, neo-colonial, and
internal-colonial structure. These same
anthropologists from the underdeveloped
rather than from the developed countries
must also become partisans and activists
in the liberation movements of their own
countries and begin to work on the many
facets of a “research project devoted to the
problem of how poorly armed guerrillas
might more effectively resist a brutal and
devastating military technology” (men-
tioned by Berreman, citing Chomsky).
This in turn invelves, among other things,
studying how the colonial and class
structure and their contemporary trans-
formation generates not only counter-
insurgency but insurgency as well, and
thanks to what grievances which sectors
of the population can at particular times
and places be politically and militarily
mobilized in the long war to destroy the
violent, exploitative, racist, and alienating
capitalist system and in the liberated areas
to build a truly free and humane society.

This endeavour requires more than the
simple study of anthropological medicine,
It calls for the practice of that medicine,
following the example of Che Guevara
and thousands like him, also including
some anthropologists, in Vietnam and
elsewhere. Then the counter-insurgency
formula of ten anthropologists for each
guerrilla (cited by Berreman) will surely
have to yield to a victorious popular in-
surgency formula of 10,000 guerrillas with
each anthropologist worthy of the name,

by Joun Gurick+y
Chapel Hill, N.C., U.S.A. 20 v 68

I agree with Gjessing and Gough that
anthropology is in danger of becoming
irrelevant to mankind’s struggles to
understand and cope with its major,
largely sell-imposed, problems, such as
war, overpopulation, social oppression,
and environmental ruination.

Gjessing says that the way to counteract
this danger is for anthropology to be more

responsible to society. This sounds good
in the abstract, but what does it really
mean? Consider those anthropologists,
mentioned by Berreman, who are working
professionally for the United States
government for the primary purpose of
facilitating the militaristic policies of the
United States in Southecast Asia. They
could quite logically claim that they are
being professionally responsible to society;
yet to Berreman, and to a large number
of American colleagues including myself,
they are “Establishment” anthropologists,
and the use of this label is intensely pejora-
tive. I doubt, however, that an equally
large number of anthropologists would
want to apply the label also to Benedict,
Kluckhohn, and the many others whose
professional work facilitated American
militarism in World War II (it was this
type of work to which Kluckhohn was
referring when he used to protest—perhaps
too much—that anthropology was not
“aloof and preoccupied”); though the
situations are structurally the same.
Such involvements must come to terms,
professionally, with political goals and the
values surrounding them. So troublesome
can this coming to terms become that
many, of course, want to keep anthro-
pology purely academic and therefore
“irrclevant.”” On the other hand, I
question whether the type of involvement
that Berreman advocates can be considered
“professional.” There is nothing *‘anthro-
pological’’ about the American Anthropo-
logical Association’s resolution against
genocide; and Chomsky’s eloquent con-
demnation of American actions in Vietnam
is an expression of his feelings of outrage,
not the result of any application of
linguistics to the problem. In both these
cases, the profession remains “irrelevant,”
even though the anthropologist as a person
is involved.

Gjessing says that anthropology can
become responsible to society by teaching
everyone the basic precepts of culture.
Good idea, but we cannot teach these
precepts until we understand what they
are. Ironically, despite all the theorizing
on the subject, the lack of a clear definition
of the precepts of culture is itself a barrier
to the discipline’s increasing its “rele-
vance.” For example, the “people of
poverty” in the United States are variously
said to (1) need and want to be helped to
participate fully in “middle-class culture,”
not having any distinct culture of theirown
(Liebow 1967:223); (2) have a distinct
subculture with its own positive values
combined with “‘substandard™ traits (Lewis
1966:xIv-1ii); and (3) have a culture of
their own, which is antithetical to that of
the middle class and should ncither be
denigrated nor interfered with. There is
here a direct contradiction between items
I and 3 on the very structure of culture
itself, and therefore there would be direct
contradiction in the policies which a
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“relevant”? anthropology would recom-
mend. The hatred of middle-class culture
often made explicit by those who hold the

third view is, in turn, in direct contradic-

tion to the precept of cultural relativity,
which, in effect, grants to every culture
the right to be accepted dispassionately
as somebody’s way of life rather than being
dismissed in stereotypic terms. In this
case, intense emotional bias violates the
precept among anthropologists themselves.
Another culture which appears to be
hated by many American intellectuals,
including anthropologists, is that of the
Arabs; many of the liberals who denounce
the American dropping of napalm on
Vietnamese villagers are not in the least
concerned about its being dropped on
Arab villagers by Israel. In thig case,
political bias violates the pricept. The
amnesty of cultural relativism cannot be
made “relevant” to others by professional
anthropologists as long as it is so incon-
sistently conceived by anthropologists
themselves.

The current fad of ethology, with its
suggestions that cultural choices may be
relatively less important than mechanistic
imprints, is further evidence of anthro-
pology’s still-inadequate conceptualization
of human nature and of the prematurity
of any serious efforts to make the precepts
of culture relevant to public policy.
Particularly serious, as far as the interests
of Berreman and Gough are concerned, is
the prevailing tendency for many anthro-
pologists and other behavioral scientists 0
make dogmatic assertions about innate
human aggressiveness and innate male
and female traits, with appasently’ no
regard for the fact that their evidence is
culture-bound and inconclusive.

I think that Berreman, Gijessing, and
Gough would all encourage, as I would,
the involvement of anthropologists as
individuals in the non-academic problems
of our time. I also think, however, that none
of them is clear on the important distinc-
tion which exists between that sort of
involvement and the making relevant of
the principles of anthropology as a disci-
pline; and it is the latter, only, which can
be thought of as “responsible anthro-
mlow.'ii |

|
by T. KAWABATAYY
1 okyo, Japan. 22 v 68

These articles seem to me to reflect a
conscientious approach to the anthro-
pologist’s work. The views the authors
express with reference to  their own
countries are equally relevant to Japan.
Japanese newspapers and magazines take
up the problem of the war fn Vietnam
almost every day; but the writers are
almost all journalists and politicians, not
anthropologists, Of the problem of Oki-
nawa, a matter ol primary cencern for us,
the same is true; research on Okinawa is
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being carried out by Japanese folklorists
and ethnologists, but for some unknown
reason they do not often join in the plea for
the return of Okinawa. Some of our young
folklorists complain that their research is
of very little service to the people of the
impoverished agricultural villages they
study. 1 believe that this complaint, like
the views\presented above, is also a voice
of conscience. |

v

by Leo S, Ku;.-;:‘_‘{ |
Leningrad, U.S.S.R. 15 v 68

I have read the articles of Berreman and
Gjessing, brilliant and noble in spirit, with
great sympathy and interest. {Gough’s
article did not reach me in time for com-
ment.) The problem of the social
responsibility of the social scientist is here
raised  straightforwardly, courageously,
and at a good time. “Many of the proposi-
tions would, I think, be supported by every
Soviet scientist and by every Marxist,
Both articles expound the thesis that a
neutral science is an illusion, cultivated
because of its advantages for the ruling
drcles of capitalist society. This thesis
arises from the very essence of Marx’s
teachings, was repeatedly stated by Marx
and Engels in general terms, and was
applied specifically to science by Lenin
in his discussion of the party affiliation
(party spirit) of science. It would not have
been so delayed a discovery in America if
scientists there had understood Marxism
carlier and more profoundly. Of course,
better late than never; but I doubt that
it is better to learn from the bitter and
dangerous errors of one’s own socicty than
from the generalized experience of the
whole of mankind. Both Berreman and
Gjessing insist on the necessity for the
social scientists to take a clear and active
social position. Berreman quotes Wine-
rout: “It is not enough to understand the
‘world; one must seck to change ir.”
He might also haye quoted Marx (1948:
385) first-hand : “*Philosophers have merely
explained the world in different ways, but
the main point is to change it.”!

Both Berreman and Gjessing believe
that the obligation of the social scientist is
to contributs to changing the world for the
benefit of mankind: 1o fight for the victory
of hunfanity, to defend the oppressed, to
condemn and deny the oppressor. 1 share
with them this belief, but I feel that
the means by which they would achijeve
these ends are disputable. Berreman
thinks the main way is through the con-
stant effort of social scientists to discover
and disseminate the truth. In this rule he
follows Mills (19644:611), who said of the
social scientist: “his politics, in the first
instance, are the politics of truth.” To say

! «Filosofy lish® razlichnym obrazom
ob”yasnyali-mir, no delo zaklyuchaetsya v
tom, chtoby izmenit'yego.» I
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this, however, is to oversimplify the
question—to return to the old idea of the
neutral, disinterested, above-class position
of the scientist. Truth is one only as long as
one deals merely with the simple statement
of the facts. As soon as one turns to values
and to the utilization of the facts, the single
truth disappears; each social class has its
own truth. The social scientist must look
at the evidence from the point of view of a
certain social group (class), that is, he
must take a certain social position, choose
certain politics. The crucial question is:
which social group will he place his science
in the service of—that which fights for the
benefit of the whole of mankind, or that
which pursues only its own ends? In this
sense (but only in this one), one may
conclude, not that truth is the social
scientist’s politics, but rather that polities
are the social scientist’s truth.

Berreman himself comes close to this
notion with his suggestion that the leaders
of the society must lend an attentive ear
to the voice of scientific truth and scientists
must have the right 10 control the utiliza-
tion of their results. It is obvious that the
nature of the scientists’ control would
be determined by the scientists’ political
convictions. Teller and Oppenheimer
would be very different controllers, as
would the anthropologist in Thailand
cited by Berreman in the epigraph and
Berreman himself,

Another side of the problem is over-
looked by Berreman: the scientific truth is
not always casy to discover, 2nd since the
views of scientists are in many respects
formed by their social position, they must
often quite differently perceive the same
evidence, not to speak of values, Mean-
while, to insist on and disseminate the
truth, one must be convinced that it and
it alone is the truth; but what is the proof
of this? Precisely this aspect of the problem
is minutely discussed by Gjessing. He
presents the idea of self-searching with
the intention of neutralizing one's un-
conscious preconceived ideas. He assumes
that when one knows what social forces
have formed his attitude, he knows eo ipso
what part of the attitude constitutes pre-
conceived ideas and so can be watchful
for them in examining the evidence. Here,
however, one risks throwing out an idea
that, although conformable to social
interests, has indeed arisen from facts and is
their adequate reflection, Furthermore,
the methodological elements of this general
attitude must certainly hamper and prevent
proper perception. To follow Gjessing's
recipe would foster melancholic indecision,
diffidence, and a disastrous skepticism. To
continue Russell's animal behavior meta-
phor, in addition to the fussy animal
studied by the Americans and the profound
animal studied by the Germans, we might
observe an animal shifting from one foot
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to the other, unable to decide which .
way to move—would this be the animal
studied by the Norwegians?

It seems to me that one must expose the
social bases, not only of one’s own scientific
position, but of all the concepts and theories
in this branch of social science. The main
goal of this should be not to know one’s
own weak points (and why merely the
weak ones aud not both the weak and
the strong?), but rather to make our choice
easier by pointing out the most progressive
scientific  position, the most fruitful
methodological conception, and the most
correet theory. The Marxists believe that
the most progressive scientific position * .
(that of the class which is most interested
in a realistic view), that the most fruitful
methodological conception is dialectical
materialism; and that the most correct
theory is that of the sequence of socio-
economic forms, socialism, and the social
revolution. Lenin (1958:419) wrote of the
superiority of Marxist materialism to
bourgeois objectivism as follows:

- . . the materialist, on the one hand, is more
consistent than the objectivist and conducts =
his own objectivism more deeply, more '

perfectly. He does not confine himself to the ¢ §
statement of the necessity of a process, but

clarifies exactly which socioeconomi i 8!
is that gives content to the process, exactly . |

which class determines the necessity . . . On
the other hand, materialism includes, so to
speak, a party spirit, and it places upon us
the obligation to stand up frankly and openly A8
for the point of view of a certain social group W

in every appraisal of an event.?

S T M i bt

"

What, then, is the social basis of the A
objectivity of science ? It is the position of a
social group that is not afraid of a realistic
estimation of the state of affairs and can
therefore support objectively in science.
Its truth is the truth. The concern for strict
adherence to the rules of research is a -
consequence and an indicator of such a
position. Elaborating a system of such
rules and sticking to it is a guarantee of the
successful overcoming of preconceived
ideas, one’s own and those of others,
conscious and unconscious. Proof based
on facts and demonstrated in action is the
criterion of truth,

Although narrowness in
natural in

theme is
the passionate defense of

* «Matyerialist, s odnoy storony, posle-
dovatyeln’eye ob"yektivista i glubzhe, polnyeye *
provodit svoy ob“ycktivizm. On nye ogran- )
ichivayetsya ukazaniyem na nyeobkhodimost’
processa, a vyyasnyayet, kakaya imyenno
obshyestuyenno-ckonomicheskaya formaciya
dayot sodyerzhaniye etomu processu, kakoy
imyenno klass opryedyelyayet etu nyeobkhod-
imost’ . . . § drugoy storony, matyerializm
vklyuchayet v syebya, tak skazat’, partiynost’,
obyazyvaya pri vsyakoy ocenkye sobytiya pry-
amo i otkryto stanovitsya na tochk, zryeniya
opryedye-lyonnoy obshyestuyennoy Eruppy.»
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: " an idea, it has led in these articles to a
_ certain one-sidedness of treatment. One

gets the impression that social factors
alone thave determined the history of
social science; this is, of couwrse, not the
case. Mortillet’s and Montelius’ evolu-
tionist theories and the rest of 19th-century
evolutionism did have a social base in the
optimistic perception of the world of the
bourgeois class, which had recently come
to power. (I cannot accept Gjessing’s
linking of evolutionism with colonialism.)
These ideas also had a general gnosiologic
base in the feeling that the whole world
was changing, a feeling related to the
great acceleration of the tempo of develop-
ment in the period of the Industrial
Revolution. The evolutionist theories in
archaeology were also based, however, on
the accumulation of scientific evidence—
and the theories built on this evidence

‘—the study of sites and their stratigraphy,

the discovery of the Palacolithic, the cre-
ation of the “three ages” system, ete. Thus
they were grounded in the whole previous
and on-going development of the science,

The anti-evolutionism of Breuil, Ober-
meier, ef al. arose with the general fear

.among the bourgeoisic of the major

capitalist countries of the proletarian

~ revolutions and their consequent adoption

of a conservative position. Since such
questions affect religious dogma, one would
expect a particularly active counter-
offensive from the camp of the Catholic

- ideology—and, indeed, studies taking the

anti-evolutionist viewpoint flourished pre-
cisely in the main Catholic countries:

,France, Spain, and Austria. Here again,

this flourishing required previous prepara-
tion: the detailed classification of flint

implements by Mortillet; the discovery of

the cave art; and the intensive field research
which yielded assemblages that did not fit
into the evolutionist scheme. Italy, al-
though a Catholic country, lacked such a
factual base and has remained marginal
to the anti-evolutionist camp.
Diffusionism is treated by Daniel (1962:

‘82) as an ‘‘extraordinary intellectual

error’’; but the social basis for it can readily
be found in the analogies usually made by
the diffusionists in illustrating their con-
ception of the dissemination of culture:
Britons in Fiji (Rivers 1913:478-79),
Britons in Egypt (Smith 1913:540-41).
Indeed, it is probably not accidental that
such a conception should arise and reach
its highest development precisely in
Britain, the greatest colonial empire. We
must remember also, however, the great
cxcavations conducted by the British
archacologists in many parts of the world,
their participation in the discoveries of the
most ancient civilizations—the factual
base without which it would have been
impossible to build diffusionist schemes.
On the other hand, while the Swedes and
the Americans have also conducted
excavations in remote lands, and the
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Germans and French have participated
in the discovery of the most ancient
civilizations, none of them was led to an
intensive elaboration of diffusionism,
because among them the particular social
stimuli were absent or relatively weak.

The whole of the rationalist migration-
ism of Kossinna et al. was directed toward
the discovery of prehistoric ethnic bound-
aries which might justify the Indo-
Germans' recent territorial claims. Its
relation to Geopolitik is evident. It is highly
significant that such a conception should
arise precisely in the intermediate period
between old-fashioned capitalism and
imperialism and precisely in Germany, a
large imperialist country which had
arrived too late on the scene to get its
share of territory and had therefore
bern especially aggressive, Once again, die
Siedlungsarchaologie required a background :
the idea that culture is an emanation of a
Volksgeist; research on the human races;
and Montelius' typological method (for
discovering genetic ties). Die Siedlungs-
archdologie in turn produced the carto-
graphic method, which was later to be of
use to the ecologist school of Crawford,
Fox, and Clark in Britain and to the
““geographic-archacological® in
West Germany. .

The skepticism now spreading more and
more widely in archaeology (Daniel,
Piggott, Wahle, de Lact, Leroi-Gourhan,
the American taxonomists, ef al.) is
associated with the denial by the bourgeois
ideologists of our times that there are laws
of history which may be exposed and
studied (this being an epoch in which
these laws work against the bourgeoisie).
In considering the general unconscious
preconceived ideas of some Western
intellectuals (including social scientists)—
i.e., the ideas of Gjessing's first level of
human motivations—we must understand
first of all the following: they cannot
reconcile themselves to the fact that such
odious laws are the truth! It is striking
that this conception should be developed
especially intensively in those countries
(U.S.A., Britain, West Germany, Belgium,
and, to some extent, France) whose ruling
circles most strongly resist the powers of
socialism. Archacological skepticism, like
cultural relativism in ethnography (ethnol-

school

ogy, cultural anthropology), is only a part-

and a reflection of the tendency of all
Western social science toward agnosticism
and indeterminism. It has found a serious
philosophical basis in positivism and the
teachings of Rickert. We must also accept,
however, the gnosiologic grounds of this
new attitude—the enormous complexity
of the subject that has become apparent
in the past decades and the cnormous
acceleration in the rates of increase of our
knowledge, making the results already
achieved soon out of date and shaking our
faith in new results. This trend, in its turn,
has engendered among social scientists

special hopes for the methods of natural
science and stimulated the development
of these methods (at the expense of
humanitarian ones); it has raised the
question of the criteria of proof, and this
has become a stimulus to the application
of statistics. The claboration of these
methods is important not only for those
who argue that historical laws cannot be
demonstrated, but also for those who
believe the opposite. It is one more step
up the long stairway of cognitior and it
will serve as a base for the next step.
Of course, this 1s no excuse for hyper-
skepticism (which, in my opinion, generally
hampers the development of science). My
point is that there are regularitics, logic,
and reason in the history of social science,
that this history is not simply a reflection of
the social and political changesin society.

I have not mentioned in this sequence
the Marxist theory of archaeology, largely
because I have not intended to give herea
full history of archacology, Furthermore,
the Marxist archacologists do not deny
their views to be socially determined.
This is, so to speak, too clear a case. The
statements of the classics of Marxism on
the philosophical and scientific fore-
runners and sources of Marxism are well
known, as also are the genetic ties of
Marxist archacology and 19th-century
evolutionism and the intention of Marxist
archaeologists to assimilate and to take
into account in their conception all the
achievements of modern archacology.

Of course, 1 agree completely with
Gjessing  when he holds that social
anthropologists should approach the prob-
lems of the “rising nations of the non-
Woestern world” with a view to satisfying
the requirements and interests of these
nations themselves. I am worried, however,
about the implication that we should
reduce the aims of social anthropology to
such narrowly pragmatic ones. Does this
not turn out to be the same as Malinowski's
functionalis
pragmatism, merely diverted from the
British colonial administration to the
local national interests? Of course, it
would be much better than to have the
““ten anthropologists” continue the job of
the “ten troops’’; but I think that to limit
thus the aims of our science would benefit

neither the science nor the rising nations. |

General theoretical research is impertant}
we need to know the laws of social life,
the lessons of social history, This need was
aptly expressed by an African, Dr
Hastings Banda, who in 1963 asked that
Stonehenge be moved to Nyasaland so that
the Africans could see that the Britons also
had once been savages. As to the pragmatic
formula used as an epigraph by Berreman,
I think that the course of history ‘will soon

bring us to another solution of the problem: |

one leader will be forced to withdraw from
the other’s land both the troops and the
anthropologists. This will be to the benefit
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of: all—the leader, the guerrillas, both
countries, all the other countries, the
troops, and the anthropologists—and to
the normal development of social science
as well. .

by Davin Lz\’mzﬁ-
Lincoin, Nebraska, U.S.A. 9 v 68

These three papers demonstrate that the
relationship between the social sciences
and society is beset by a host of complex
ethical, practical, and scientific dilemmas.
The sincerity and passion of the pa is
abvious, however, and much of what they
contain is unarguable: I endorse Kathleen
Gough's recommendation for international
studies-of revolutionary movements done
... without built-in biases..."”; Gjes-
sing’s emphasis on a “‘conscious commit-
ment 1o . ., serve humanity . . . with the
increased sensitivity to unconscious socio-
cultural bias that this commitment may
produce . . .”; and Berreman’s view that
“scientists are people...they cannot
escape values in the choices they make nor
in the effects of their acts.”” Nevertheless,
the papers raise issues which require
further consideration; the authors seem
10 have reached certain conclusions which
remain open to debate.

One issue, for example, is raised by
Nadel's suggestion (quoted favorably by
Gjessing) that *. . . some form of psycho-
logical testing seems imperative . . . for all
prospective fieldworkers . ... It is not
cear whether Gjessing fully endorses this
recommendation, but he dees write that
“it would be a significant step forward
simply to state cleaily one’s own socio-
political position—the extent to which
one’s general attitude toward the problems
of life conforms to, or deviates from, the
values of one’s own civilization.” I have
discussed elsewhere (Levine 1968) the vital
importance of specifying in advance the
purpose of a psychological examination.
What purpose does Nadel (or Gjessing)
think would be served by these psycho-
logical tests ? There is the implication that,
done voluntarily, they would assist the
anthropologist in learning what his own
“preconceived ideas” about a' scientific
problem might be. Current research sug-
gests that psychological tests are still a long
way [rbm being able to make a significant
contribution to such a goal, despite claims
to the contrary. Such a use of psychological
tests, though probably a waste of time,
presents no cthical problem,

Is it possible, though, that Gjessing is
suggesting that psychological tests be used
to determine whether a prospective field-
worker be permitted to carry out his
research? Such a recommendation runs
directly counter to any notion of scientific
freedom and borders on dictatorship under
the guise of benevolent despotism. Gjessing
might be suggesting that psychological test
results, or a clear statement of “one’s own
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sociopolitical position,” should precede or
accompany an anthropologist’s publica-
tion of his research findings so that oth~r
scientists could take the researcher’s bias
into account. Fortunately, adherence to
principles of scientific method make such a
distasteful, and potentially dangerous,
invasion of privacy unnecessary.

This specific issue of psvchological
testing 1s only one of several difficult ones
raised by these papers, but it reflects, I
believe, an essential fallacy in the extreme
position implicit in these papers, namely
that scientists are somehow ‘“‘special.”
Even if one agrees that the anthropologist
shares with society the responsibility for
the manner in which his research findings
are understood and implemented by
socicty, one might hesitate to take the
further step and conclude that scientists
necessarily have a greater responsibility
to serve society than any other group of
citizens. If an experienced businessman,
for example, has a demonstrated talent for
dealing with complex labor-management
disputes, does he not have the responsibility
to use this ability when society needs it ?

It seems important to remember that
scholars tend to become specialists and
that a specialist in one area has no claim
to expertise in another area. Further,
science is a never-ending process; data
and explanations which seem correct
today may prove deficient tomorrow. Even
when it is absolutely clear that a scientist
knows more than anyone else about a
specific problem, considerable care should
be taken not to allow him to assume too
large a share of the responsibility for
social planning and decision-making; for
when a person, or group of people,
accepts an inordinate share of social
responsibility, he, or they, may lay claim
to special powers or privileges and, by
scarcely perceptible stages, alter a demo-
cratic form of government. B. F. Skinner in
Walden Two and George Orwell in 1984
present contrasting fictional illustrations of|
and attitudes toward, such a development.

One need not go to fiction, however, for
examples of potential danger. Psychiatrists
are one group of professionals who have
been finding themselves increasingly in
difficult ethical situations because of their
presumed expertise. Courtroom battles in
which two psychiatrists give contradictory
testimony have long been widely publi-
cized; potentially even more dangerous
is the psychiatrist’s role in national and
international affairs, The case of Ezra
Pound, for example, has been well
described by T. Szasz (1963). More
recently, according to a document signed
by 99 Soviet mathematicians, Alexander
Yesenin-Vulpin, a Soviet scientist who was
active in the protests against the Sinyavsky-
Daniel trials, has been taken *forcibly,
without preliminary examination and
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without the consent of his relatives, and
confined in psychiatric Hospital No. 5. ..”
(New York Times, March 12, 1968). At
about the same time, in the U.S.A,,
former Defense Secretary McNamara
“confirmed that a psychiatric examination
was given to a Navy Officer who discussed
the 1964 Gulf of Tonkin incidents with
Sen. J. William Fulbright.” Although
Mr. McNamara said the examination “‘can
in no sense be viewed as an act of intimida-
tion or reprisal” against the officer, he
also said that disclosure of the report’s
details “would undoubtedly be harmful to
the officer”™ (International Herald Tribune,
Feb. 28. 1968). These incidents illustrate
the complicated pattern of pressures at
work on a scientist who tries to fulfil his
social responsibility,

Space permits only one final illustration
of the need for caution when scientists
become involved in social planning. During
the late 1950’s the New York City Board of
Education was ready to start using in
all kindergarten classrooms the Glueck
prediction tables for identifying potential
juvenile delinquents. With the best of
intentions, a research team had recom-

mended the use of these tables without

realizing that their apparent utility was a
function of extreme base rates and that
they would not only have been unsuccess-
ful in identifying juvenile delinquents with
greater than chance accuracy, but would
probably have had unfortunate conse-
quences for the large number of children

prematurely labelled as “potential delin-

quents” (SPSSI Newsletter 1960).

If one believes that a representative
democracy, based on the principle of *‘one
man, one vote,” is the least dangerous form
of government, then one must consider the
scientist to be no different from any citizen
in his ethical commitment to truth rather
than lies, to knowledge rather than ig-
norance, to concern rather than apathy. His
responsibilitics are no less and no greater;
his privileges are no greater and no less.!

by 1. M. Lewisyy
London, England. 10 v 68

I disagree with Gjessing’s diagnosis that

social anthropology is “today in grave

danger of becoming irrelevant.” This,
indeed, is the exact opposite of what
Kathleen Gough's gloomy assessment of
the strategic importance ascribed to
anthropological research in the United
States would suggest. Whatever may be
thought of the uses to which our findings
may be put by interested parties, it seems
to me self-evident that, in the present

! These comments were written while the
author was Visiting Scientist at the Clinical
Psychiatry Research Unit, Graylingwell Hos-
pital, Chichester, Sussex, England under the
auspices of MH grant NIMH 10993-01.
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.~ context of Third World politics, they could

scarcely be more relevant. Just as the
contemporary situation of social change in
the newly independent states provides an
unparalleled opportunity for testing the
validity of our analyses (cf. Lewis 1968:
xx-xi), so these countries, if they are to be
understood in depth, require the kind of
elucidation which so far our subject seems
most apt to provide. It is natural that in
this particular context social anthro-
pology should often have acquired a
conservative reputation, both because of its
historical connexion with colonialism and
—more significantly, I believe—because of
its traditional concern with particularistic
communities. This is not to say, however,
* that it has lost its importance. The prob-
lems facing the leaders of the new states in
building up a viable cultural nationalism
can only be appreciated in the light of the
special character of the particularistic
divisions which they have to overcome.
Moreover, if the syndrome of tribalism is
to be effectively eradicated it is important
to diagnose it properly and understand its
* implications. Not only political, but also
cconomic, development throughout the
Third World requires that detailed
understanding of its local social implica-
tions which social anthropologists are
particularly qualified to supply. The

- record of failures, precisely because such

knowledge has been lacking, is staggering
(cf. Lawrence 1966).

Fortunately, however, the nced for
anthropological support is increasingly
recognized by the economists, political

_scientists, and historians with whom we are
now sharing the field. Here the point is, as
Forde (1967:403) has recently put it, that

. the anthropologist is viewing social change
in contemporary Africa . . . as 2 movement in
which the “present” still encapsulates deeply
held values generated in the “past” and is
infused with partial and often discrepant
aspirations for the future,

As Gough remarks, pace Peter Worsley,
our distinctive contribution is precisely
our concern for a holistic analysis which
sees social phenomena as interconnected
within a total field of action. We must, of
course, jettison the old siatus-quo-
maintenance assumptions of Ruadcliffe-
Brown; but these have worn pretty thin
by now in any case, and such of them as
linger on have not prevented the develop-
ment of a growing body of studies of the
kind which Gjessing says are not being
done. Many examples could be quoted
here; obvious ones for me are Ardener
1968; Bailey 1960; Bradbury 1968;
Bujra 1968; Cohen 1965; Fallers 1964;
Lewis 1961, 1965, 1967; Lloyd 1966, 1967;
and Van den Berghe 1964.

Moreover, it is far from true to suggest
that the discoveries which stem directly
from the Radcliffe-Brown tradition are
now all obsolete and without interest or

!
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application. It is from this tradition that
we derive such important insights as our
understanding of the sociology of mystical
affliction; of politics in uncentralised
societies; of lineage structure; of marriage
stability; of “rebellions” and “‘revolu-
tions’’; of “cross-cutting ties’; and many
others. By the same token, while much
current kinship controversy, or symbolic
analysis in the manner of Lévi-Strauss,

~may at the moment seem a highly esoteric,

not to say cabalistic, game, the possibility
that new ideas and insights of wide rele-
vance may in the course of time be
discovered here cannot be rejected out of
hand. Social anthropology has never been
merelyan aid to enlightened colonial admini-
stration, nor should be viewed now as merely
an aid to development in new states. When
anthropology ceases to have anything
of wider interest to say, it deserves to die.
On the question of the moral commit-
ment of the anthropologist to the com-
munities in which he works, it seems to me
that the three contributors tend to over-
simplify the issues involved. Ideally, of
course, an anthropologist owes a strong
loyalty to those amongst whom he has
worked and upon whom he depends for a
living. In practice, however, the extent to
which he feels and acts upon such obliga-
tions varies greatly with the kind of
personal relations he enjoyed in the field.
The (changing) political circumstances of
the community concerned are also highly
significant. Here Gijessing’s reference to
the anthropologist’s duty to side with the
“oppressed” rather than the “oppressor”
may have more poignancy than he
realises for many who work in the con-
temporary Third World; for commitment
to the interests and aspirations of particular
communities may be at complete odds with
such other wider issues as economic
development, national integration, inter-
state relations, or, for that matter, Pan-
African unification. On the other side of
the board, Gough's ready classifications
of the regimes of new states do not seem
particularly helpful either. The world is
not simply divided into “good" revolu-

tionary and “bad” counter-revolutionary

regimes; there are revolutions and revolu-
tions, and who is to decide, and by what
means, when the "“real,” “true,”” “good”
revolution has at last occurred? What is
posed here is a moral question, which
anthropologists are not necessarily better
placed to judge than others, and which
different anthropologists will in any case
answer differently according not only to
the facts of the situation but also to their
own ideological convictions.

by Trnomas McCoRKLEYY
Long Beach, Calif., U.S.A. 29 v 68
It should never have been neccessary to

write these papers; but it was necessary,

and their publication here is a good thing.

i LS

From my experience in teaching and
visiting in various North American social
science departments, large and small,
over the past dozen years, the following
pattern emerges: For many years, anthro-
po]ogists,:| like other academics, walked,
rode bicycles, or drove 10-year-old
automobiles. They wore shirts with turned
cuffs and collars. They scraped for a few
dollars to support their fieldwork. At
some point, there began to flow into the
coffers of some institutions and the hands
of some individuals what appeared 10
social and behavioral scientists (although
it would not impress other social groups 50)
as “big” moncy, and what appeared to
university administrators as “‘easy’’ moncy.
Some anthropologists joined the “gold
rush” and thereby became involved, both
in the sacred “academic’ . sifuations
and the secular “applied” oncs, in
activities which, if only rarely intentionally
dishonorable, were at least very different
from those for which graduate school
had prepared them. Other anthropologists
cither fled from the new money or refused
to recognize its existence. These latter
anthropologists, roughly those whom our
authors assign to the ivory tower, include
both “conservators,” who feel that *some
of us have got to maintain the values and
the integrity of our profession,” and
“dichotomizers,”” who argue that *'thost
who work in applied situations are no
longer like us; they have stopped being
trained observers and recorders of human
behavior; they are trying to change people,
and they are not scientists.” T feel that
both these views can be reconciled with
the need for application of anthropological
knowledge in the process of teaching.

Ideally, teaching presents combinations
of facts and ideas that can enlarge the
student’s view of the universe—change his
mind. Il you teach anthropology, you are
an applied anthropologist. Published
anthropological materials may be mis-
applied by others. One social scientist
working in an “applied” situation recently
said in private that those he attempts 10
work with cannot even absorb census data,
let alone his, more sophisticated, offsprings,
and so he now invests most of his imagina-
tion in work that may serve the admini-
strators of the next century. It scems
unlikely, in any case, that even the most
successfully applied social scientist actually
brings about more change than does the
ordinary teacher.

There are some frontiers and some open
questions. Can we produce better thinkers
and actors by providing, say, elementary
genetics in kindergarten and the ABC'
of cultural difference in the first grade?
Such things are being done: certain
primary teachers in the United States, at
least, have for years been informing
Gentile children about the festival of
Hanukkah. Would it, on the other hand.
be better to allow traditional prejudices to
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, be absorbed and internalized and then
provide facts and ideas that allow the
individual o re-think, and retain or
discard, clements of his own sub-sub-
cultural tradition? This, too, has already
been done with multitudes of readers and
Students.

In addition to teaching, strictly defined,
the teacher of anthropology in the year
1968 can regularly address himself to some
vital fieldwork situations without even
stepping off his own campus by, for exam-
ple, asking himsell such questions as,
*Who are all these students? What is it
that they are doing here ? What ought 1 to
observe and record as significant? And
(following the Swiss social psychologist,
Bavelas) what might a boy about my age
and size do now that would be a good

1]

thing ?

by BRucE MACLACHLANY? |
Carbondale, 1ll,, U.5.4. 23 v 68

A theme common to the articles by Berre-
man, Gjessing, and Gough is rejection of
Wertfresheit. Most of the objections which
they state, or to which they allude, appear
aimed at perversions or misuses of the
concept, rather than at the concept itself,
In the space allotted 1 cannot answer
specific objections or persuade anyone who
is not already persuaded. I shall simply
offer a timely reaffirmation of, and per-
sonal rationale for, value-free scholarship,

Two of my heroes, Max Weber (1949)
and Robert Redfield (1963), exemplify
the ideal. Neither absented himselfl from
the forum or violated the academy,

The essential point of Wertfreiheit is that
in principle there cannot be an immediate
relationship  between  inquiry in  the
academy and advocacy in the forum.
There must be a mediating agency—in
the context of individual action, the total
personality  of  the individual, which
transforms activities of one role into
acuvities of the other in a manner both
idiosyncratic and not unrelated to other
roles which the individual also happens to
play. The bundles of ideals, expectations,
and sanctions remain distinct, because any
particular role is one pole of a relationship
with an alter with his rightful expectations.
Wheat distinguishes scholarship from other
approaches to knowledge or understanding
as well as from partisanship, is the nature
of the rhetoric appropriate to cach and,

- more particularly, the ways in which one

prepares to enter into each kind of rhetoric.
In an academic discipline, the rules as to
how ene attempts to persuade others and
oneself (in a formal sense) of the validity of
one’s findings run counter, at crucial
points, to the rules of forensic advocacy.
A good scholar continually questions his
assumptions and premises, being especially
skeptical of those propositions which his
own commitments make self-evident.
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This kind of questioning could make an
ineffectual advocate. There is a tension
between the contingent, skeptical, self-
critical attitude of value-free scholarship
and the gnostic certitude and manipula-
tions conducive to successful passionate
advocacy. A partisan deals in answers,
not bona fide questions. Surely a “‘science”
full of answers and solutions, empty of
doubts, is dead. As Redfield (1963:196)
has said,

To every partisan the social scientist appears
an encmy, . .. To partisans on both sides he
appears unsympathetic and dangerous.

Obviously, there must be advocates.
Men with convictions and men with
relevant special knowledge should—gua
citizen, not qua scholar—appear in the
forum in its terms. Academics in the forum
should not expect special deference or
influence simply because they are
“experts”—this is quackery. At the same
time, if our solutions to our great problems
are to be “cultured” (in almost any sense
of the word) rather than brutish, there
must also be scholars. One individual can
play both roles; but the transition between
them is accompanied by tension.

I see three possible ways of dealing with
the tension: (1) One can deny it by acting
the scholar role in inappropriate contexts,
At worst, this is the Ivory-Tower evasion of
the individual scholar's responsibilities qua
citizen—an evasion which is often mis-
represented as Werlfreiheit. (2) One can
deny it by acting the partisan role in in-
appropriate contexts. At worst, this leads
to polarization of groups and attitudes,
rigidly bounded ideologics, and perhaps
ultimately the destruction of scholarship
in the name of humanity. Some advocate
this destruction; I am culture-bound
enough to find it paradoxical. (3) One can
explicitly accept the tension; use Wertfrei-
heit as ideal, standard, and method; strive
to be sensitive to contexts and, where
necessary, to translate the demands
created by one’s participation in one
sphere of action into behavior appropriate
to the other. At worst, this results in
frustration and ineffectuality in both
spheres; but it is by academic discipline
that one can be “free” of the values of one
sphere while operating in the other, In
this sense the other resolutions are “un-
free,” the first implicitly, the second
explicitly., In my judgment the value-free
course is preferable, when one compares
the optimum and the worst consequences
of each for the profession and the larger
society with the consequences of the others.
The value-free course may be harder on
the individual than either indifferentism
or partisanship.

This is not a hasty judgment arising
out of a new-found concern with profes-
sional ethics. A decade ago as a graduate
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student I publicly referred to the likely
consequences of direct and indirect
involvement by anthropologists in intelli-
gence work (MacLachlan 1957), External
events forced the American Anthro-
pological Association to act on this
problem in the form of the Beals report
(1967). In the same paper I observed
the tendency of politicians in academic
robes to present in the forum their
personal convictions, or the value judg-
ments of a professional guild, as the
validated conclusions of a scholarly
discipline. I expressed the fear that by such
patent misrepresentations the advocates
would ultimately both weaken the very
worthy causes they sought to advance and
also discredit their profession and their
discipline. Regrettably, I appear to have
been right on both issues.

by F. C. MapIGANYY
Cagayan de Oro, Philippines. 13 v 68

I sympathize with Berreman’s view that
anthropologists ought to contribute to
the solution of the great problems of our
times. To withdraw into the security of
picayune projects while the world crashes
down about our ears is, if not cowardly, at
least irresponsible. Further, 1 agree
wholcheartedly that an anthropologist or
other social scientist who with good reason
believes that the organization that has
funded his research intends, or is likely,
to put his findings to immoral use must
refuse to work further upon this project.

I further fully concur that teachers must . -

strive to inculcate into their students a
sense of honesty and of moral responsibility
for their actions. In addition, no doubt a
person’s values must influence his choice
of a field of science as well as his choice of
research problems within that field.

It seems to me, however, that Berreman
throws out the baby with the bath. What
kind of discipline would result if his thesis
were to be widely accepted in social
science? Mix Weber once told his Roman
Catholic students that they must either
train themselves to counterbalance their
religious values in analyzing and inter-
preting research data, so as to neutralize
their biasing effect, or leave the field of
science to others,

Can a scientist trust his ability to accept
or reject a hypothesis in accordance with
objective truth if he does not endeavor to
lean heavily against his own admitted or
suspected biases ? In statistical analysis, itis
common to “load the scales” against
what we suspect our values favor, by
setting a low or high level of rejection in
opposition to our known or suspected bias.
If personal values are to be allowed to
bias our interpretation of data, would it
not be cheaper and more honest to skip
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the research pretence altogether and apply

our values directly to the problem under

discussion ? ' :

G. K. Chesterton once said that while
an open mind is a virtué in that it prevents
prejudgment of the facts before enough
of them are in, the whole point of it is
. eventually to close it upon the truth.

It is not enough, however, to teach our

students a sense of moral responsibility
and of commitment to humane values.
We must equip them to distinguish
between what they know is true (or false)
and right (or wrong), and what they
believe (or would like to be able to prove) is true

(or false) and right (or wrong).

Berreman apparently docs not dis-
tinguish between a scientist’s role as a
citizen and a scientist’s role as a scientist.
As a citizen, he certainly has a right to
attempt to convince his students and others
of the properness and betterness of his
views and values; but it scems to me that
he does not confine himsell to this. The
thrust of his appeal is that anthropologists
as anthropologists (as scientists) should
attempt to present their values and beliefs
to students and others as facts which they
know to be true on the basis of scientific
evidence, Not to distinguish beliefs and
values from the facts or observations of

. science is to prostitute science, as it results
in clothing a personal conviction in the
aura of scientific discovery.,

. Berreman presents (it appears, as a
scientist) the proposition that American
participation in the Vietnamese war is
immoral and genocidal; but the proof he
‘offers is rhetorical (using loaded words,
stereotypes, and strongly worded asser-
tions) rather than scientific. Nor does he
mention the Vietcong onslaughts upon the
Vietnamese civilian population. Ap-
parently he expects his scientific confréres
to accept his viewpoint upon the war on
the basis of his own and others’ authority
rather than upon a reasoned and unbiased
presentation of evidence.

Gijessing feels deeply the consefvative
bias in modern anthropology and the

" danger of the preconceived ideas and
hypotheses at the level of the implicit and
unconscious. As one outside the circle of
professional anthropologists (I am a
sociologist), I would not have thought of
anthropologists as especially sinners among
social scientists upon this score. Although
I do not question Gjessing’s professional
Jjudgment on the point, my own impression
is that anthropologists, compared with
other social scientists do fairly well.

I heartily concur with the suggestion
that social scientists (not just anthro-
pologists) need to be schooled to be alert
for signs of, to reflect upon, and to attempt
to counter their unconscious biases and
motivations. Anthropologists, with their
concern for cultural conditioning, might
well lead other social scientists to an
increased sensitivity in' this area. I

(o onh
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particularly applaud the emphasis on our
need for a much more adequate theory of
change, including both self-generated and
extrancously generated change (perhaps
after the fashion of Gerhard Lenski's

. Power and Privilege [1966]). Indced, a

treatment of the political crises of the
Congo without mention of Tshombe's
alliance with the Umdon Miniére or of the
international financial interests involved

“does point up the inadequacy of traditional

social science approaches in our times. I
feel too that a rapprochement with the
humanities will pay great dividends to
those who make the investment.

Gough'’s article reads more like a piece
of political propaganda than a serious
attempt at a scholarly contribution. It is
thus hard to take her thesis very seriously.

It is certainly controversial to maintain
that anthropology was sired by Western
imperialism (with its connotation of
imperialistic instrumentality and imperial-
istic strategems) rather than in Western
countries which at that time were
imperialistic (without any necessary con-
neetion with foreseen’ imperialistic utility).
Statistical science and many public health
technologies were conceived in imperial-
istic nations, but no one (to the best of my
knowledge) has yet hinted that they were
created to further imperialistic purposes.

It is certainly true, as Gough maintains,
that a large segment of the developing
world has passed from the sphere of
“Western imperialism" into the sphere of
the new socialist states. It is also true that
Western social scientists should make all
endcavors to comprehend as fully as
possible the ethos and way of life of these
newly formed national communities. It is
hard to take secriously, however, her
suggestion that we accept uncritically as
sources of such knowledge the works of
writers like Owen Lattimore and Edgar
Snow.

by Tromas MALONEYYY?
Ripon, Wis.,, US.A. 27 v 68

These papers bring up a whole range of
problems: the purposes of anthropology
and of scientific endeavor in gencral; a
definition of objectivity; the place of
morality and values in research; and the
role of students of man in the present world.
To one such as myself, who has been both
a chemical enginecer and a Unitarian
minister. before becoming an anthro-
pologist, it is especially encouraging to see
colleagues facing problems engineers and
physical scientists have avoided and es-
pousing values of universal humanism
that have always scemed to me implicit in
anthropology. )

The fiction of ethical neutrality is being
exposed. This is uncomfortable to some
social scientists, who perhaps have salved
their consciences about their inaction
toward, or even complicity in human
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exploitation by invoking such neutrality.
There has always been a minority of
anthropologists who do not try to fracture
their lives, who are open in combining
their ethics and beliefs with their pro-*
fessional work; and there have always been
those who, without deceiving self or others,
have been handmaidens of exploitive, even
dcstructiv# forces. Perhaps we can at least
say we have fewer scholars deliberately and
proudly working in humanly destructive
fields than my former colleagues in
engineering. We find it much more
difficult to compartmentalize our lives, to

dehumanize our work, to be well-paid

“working stiffs.”” These three articles and a
great deal of ferment within the profession
of anthropology in the United States
demonstrates the impossibility of keeping
the issue of involvement submerged be-
neath a professional posture of objectivity
and neutrality.

In our fieldwork we find ourselves
identifying with our subjects of rescarch.
Our graduate training in part gives us this
ability along with an objectivity that does
not deny our own and our subjects'
humanity. For many of us it has been
impossible even to avoid identification and
sympathy with one faction or cause or
viewpoint within the community we
study, We take this into account in our
ethnographic results. My own work in
the American Southwest among both
Indians and Hispano-Americans has taught
e that, try as I may, 1 cannot be an
anthropologist without “getting involved."”
Our work is the better, the richer, the
truer, even, for such truly participant
observation. The “hit-and-run’ ethno-
grapher who treats his subjects as objects
to be squeezed for information, who cares
little for the fate of those informants except
as they advance his fame, is no model for
anthropo “Our" people are not
equivalents of white rats in a laboratory,
to be used for “the advancement of
science” and then forgotten. 4

Anthropologists have much to say to
people. It is not just in the classroom or the
muscum that our knowledge, our per-
spective on humanity, should be presented.
Our discipline is unique in its capacity
to show the people of the world that
“Westernization,” moral, economic, or
politico-military imperialism are things
to be questioned, criticized, modified, and
even resisted; that man can control his
fate. At least in the United States, much
of the important work of rapid and often
humanly destructive change has been
taken up by political scientists and
cconomists instead of by us. This seems
particularly true of African problems.
With a few exceptions, such as Fred Burke
in Tanzania, these other scholars are
clearly on the side of some modern verfon
of imperialism, *'big power"” domination.

We can be effective helpers to people
who want the physical, material advan-
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tagts of modern lindustrial life but who
want to control their own political and
socigl affairs. We can’t remain neutral,
cultural middlemen, and still retain either
our full humanity or our full professional
standing. As men of science, fully both
human and scientific, we have a choice.
We are involved, as men and as anthro-
pologists, and will not be let alone in a
neutral corner, an ivory tower. There is
nothing incompatible in being partisans,
making value judgments, and remaining
good objective students of man. If we
choose to remain silent on moral and
political issues, then others will make the
value judgments, using us and our science
for their own purposcs,

by 0110 voN MERINGTZ
Pittsburgh, Pa. !.-’.S,.{ 27 v 68

In lhclr argument for * rrvnalumg social
anthropology, Berreman and Gjessing
cogently present ways of “exorcising the
Minotaur of value-free social science
apd “scientific unaccountability,” and
:gcy reiterate the need for anthropology
as @ humanistic science to become more
“pwb]rm-onrmrd" and attuned to the
pressing issues of the conditionof man in
the developing and established nations of
the world. Gjessing urges greater use of a
“holistic approach,” drawing on results
of other disciplines. Berreman asks that we
rededicate ourselves to being “entirely
frec” to follow our intellect in posing
relevant questions. Both enjoin the anthro-
pologist to speak the truth and expose
common falsehoods about present-day
reality. Neither is explicit enough, how-
ever, about the necessary prior commit-
ment to embrace the personal and
cconomic sacrifices demanded of the
anthropologist who insists on remaining
an independent participant-observer of
“Fstablishment intellectualism.’" All of the
social sciences are now suffering from an
insufficiency of individual scholars willing
to make these sacrifices. Still, it is hearten-
ing to know that there are a number of
scientists who, having accepted the con-
scquences  of such existential daring,
have never ceased doing |small-scale
studies to answer questions that nobody
has asktd them.

What none of the authors makes
sufficiently clear is that the humanistic
involvement in the scientific study of
pressing sociocultural problems of man
makes it urgent not to compromise one'’s
judgment and effectiveness as a scientist
by choosing too easily the road of direct
activism or changc-agcnusm The essential
scientific obligation is to illuminate for
public inspection and redress the function-
ing (or “malfunctioning”) of |a particular
social order, The most abiding scientific
support of change and betterment of the
human condition can only come from
calm and unsparingly critical teaching of

Vol. 9+ No. 5+ December 1968

Centre for Policy Studies

Berreman, Gjessing, and Gough: SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITIES SYMPOSIUM

every new generation of students and
elders.

Gough’s essay illustrates’ the human
difficulty of effecting a workable distine-
tion between activism and doing socially
relevant research. She speaks as an
ideologue, not as a scientist, in her one-
sided® exegesis on the “Third World,”
“U.8, imperialism,” and “client states.”
When she presents her “new proposals”
on relevant problem areas for anthro-
pological research, she can again be taken
seriously as an involved and potentially
objective student of man and his ways.
There is reason to expect that if such
needed studies were to be undertaken she

would count herself among those who

would insist that Marxism is no more
“value-free” than capitalism. Considering
Gough's views regarding revolution as
sometimes ‘‘the only practicable means
toward ecconomic advance,” it is only
regrettable that she chose to leave the
U.S.A. at a time when the “Black Revolu-
tion” and *“White counter-insurgency'” are
locked in fateful struggle.

“Time present and time past are both
perhaps present in time future, and time
future contained in time past” (Eliot 1949).
The ability to perceive time past can on
occasion be man’s most useful gift.
Human events can be taken out of their
immediate context of years and compared
side by side, and antecedents, if they are
relevant, can provide impetus to the future.
Working within this frame of reference,
the anthropologist aims to present the
reality of man and his works at several
depths; his work is an unfolding of how
the individual goes about shaping himself
within and apart from the matrix of
his culture and of why the man-made social
order and the remolded natural order are
changing the quality of his condition as
man and organism. In the end, we as
anthropologists will, in J. R. Oppen-
heimer’s words (1964), “be guided not by
what it would be practically helpful to
learn, but by what it is possible to learn.”

by R. MUKHERJEEYY
Calcutta, India. 15 v 68

The publication of these three excellent
articles in CURRENT ANTHROPOLOGY marks
a new stage of maturity in our discipline.
Previously, those who voiced such thoughts
were ostracized by their colleagues for
propagating ‘“‘non-scientific” or *‘un-
scientific” views. It is gratifying, therefore,
that the articles have found a world-wide
forum for discussion. I shall comment on
three points implicit in these articles.

1) While anthropology should not
contribute to any manceuvre to obstruct
the development and well-being of all
people in the world, as Berreman has
stressed particularly, this attitude should

c‘
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not persuade us (a) to renounce the
knowledge gained from information col-
lected with that purpose in view, or ()

to deprecate the theories and schools of

thought which may support, directly or
indirectly, the non-progressive trends in
world society. To do so is neither to
promote the development of social sciences
nor to fulfil the social responsibility of
social scientists. For example, under
colunial rule, facts about the “primitive’’
way of life of the Indian villagers (col-
lated by Mayo [1927] and evaluated by
Churchill [Rai 1928:255]) were collected
in order to justify the policy that “any
quickening of general political judgement
... is bound to come very slowly indeed”
(Indian Statutory Commission 1930:15).
Most of the social scientists of the 1930's
and 1940's rejected
brought out the counter-facts, no less
relevant, of colonial exploitation and the
consequent poverty and distress of the
rural folk. The unqualified rejection of the

*former set of facts, however, did not

help us to appreciate the dynamics of rural
society and to plan measures, on that basis,
to remove the social evils; and the
unilateral stress on so-called social facts
of the 1950’ was equally inadequate to
these purposes (Mukherjee 1957:ix-x;
1965: 167-84). Again, while we may find
it necessary to castigate Malinowski for
his deductions on the colonial problem of
Africa, an analysis of colonial Africa
may usefully employ the
function approach (Mukherjee 1956:39-
40, 267-70).

2) Gjessing and Gough, particularly, -

imply that (@) anthropological studies
should take the form of problem-oriented

diagnostic investigations on an empirical «

base; (b) these investigations must take

into consideration the entire social organ-

ism and, thus, form a component of
interdisciplinary research in the social

sciences; and (c) in this field of knowledge, -

anthropological research should be con-
ducted in its own way. These premises are
surely necessary to develop fruitful anthro-
pological research, but, in order to be
effective, they require. clarification as to
the concepts, principles, and methodology

of empirical social research and as to

exactly how anthropological research
differs, in this context, from, say, sociolo-

gical research. For this purpose, we may
oegin with Gjessing’s proposal to “build -

up a theoretical framework in which
change and stability are complementary
factors”; for social research must be
concerned with these two phenomena,

We may conceive of a social space whichis -
infinite but enumerable in its properties of

change and stability; for knowledge can
form, ultimately, an asymptote with
reality. The space, then, will be pro-
gressively (but never finally) enumerated
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with ' reference to its three principal

- dimensions of variation in the place, time,

and object of change and stability.
For the enumeration of this space, we
should proceed with the null hypothesis that
the space is in 2 state of static equilibrium.
This hypothesis will, obviously, be refuted;
but the alternate hypotheses which will be
formulated in light of the nature of the
refutation of the null hypothesis will bring
the contour and content of the social space
into focus, without a subjective or any
other manner of false emphasis on its
highlights and shadows. In the course of
this research, the role of anthropology
vis-a-vis the other disciplines in the social
sciences will be automatically determined
in reference to the problems encountered,
the requirement for a particular approach

" to execute a specific task, and so on.

3) Gough has stressed the “synthesizing
role” of anthropology. This may be
exemplified by the study of “tradition" in
a society. In reference to variations in
change and stability, the flowering of facts
should be brought to account compre-
hensively : economic, sociological, political,
and psychological analyses deal, essentially,
with the petals; historical analysis deals
with the stem; and the root can be
accounted for, in most instances, only by
the study of tradition (Mukerji 1961:26).

' Tradition may play a decisive role in

change and stability; in contemporary

‘India, it lies submerged in the social

organism, holding the people in status quo,
acting as a shock-absorber and as a brake

' against any attempt at social transforma-

tion, and requiring of any course of social
mobilization compromise, adjustment, and
co-existence with the other behaviour
patterns (Mukerji 1961:20-31; Mukherjee
1965: 185-213; 1968:39-40).

To be sure, as Gjessing has mentioned,
“it is difficult to understand it [tradition]
empirically.” Nevertheless, it is not an
impossible task; and it is a task which may
require, particularly, the anthropological
approach. With reference to Indian
society, for example, it can be formulated
as follows: To date, when tradition
figures in social research on India, it is
mostly limited to “the organized and
unorganized superstructure  operating
through rituals, achar [manners], kriva
[customs] which consolidate collective
behaviour and give it style” (Mukerji
1961:29). Tradition, however, goes much
deeper in society. It is expressed through
the principle of anubhava, or personal
experience of the people, which takes a
collective character and eventually forms
“social symbols” (Mukerji 1961:28-30).
The complementary principles of sruti and
smriti, generally beyond the comprehén-
sion of the people, provide the dialectical
exegesis to traditional behaviour. Thus
Indian tradition can be examined em-
pirically, for diagnostic purposes, in
terms of the relationship of the “high"”

Centre for Policy Studies

traditions (sruti and smriti) and the “low”
tradition (anubhava) to those social charac-
teristics which have been ascertained,
empirically, to promote or retard social
change or to remain neutral in that
context,

by ETHEL NurGEYY
Hamilton, Canada. 23 v 68

At one time, I was certain that anthro-
pology would replace history, which is
nationalistic or ethnocentric; that it would
attract and influence sociologists and
psychologists, who have intcrests similar
to the anthropologists but who are
culture-bound; and that anthropologists
in general, with bicultural or tricultural
perspective, would light the path for
benighted fellow practitioners. It has not
been so. Some of the reasons are spelled out
in these three essays. Each author has
stated points relevant to the place of
anthropologists in the modern world.
From Gjessing’s essay I restate and
emphasize the following:

The need for anthropologists and other
social scientists to become aware of
cultural or idiosyncratic assumptions is
crucial. In these days of introspection and
increased self-awareness, it is perhaps a
commonplace that unconscious motiva-
tions exist and greatly influence all
“scientific” and professional work. None-
theless, despite an increased AWATCNess, we
are far from making the most of this knowl-
edge and its implications. On the positive
side, individual or group differences in
unconscious motivation may be explored
systematically as a means to enrich re-
search. One reason for the excellence of the
investigation into primate social behavior
by the Japan Monkey Center is that
Japanese colleagues do not perceive the
universe as so arbitrarily divided into
man and animal as do Western colleagues.
The assumption of the similarity between
men and animals has as a correlate an
emphasis on culture-like characteristics
among the non-human primates, This,
in turn, has led to the documentation of
surprising kinds and variability of learned
behavior among the Macaca fuscata (Frisch
1963). Capitalizing on the variability of
unconscious motivation is one approach.

Another part of the task is to develop
techniques for routine recognition and
listing of unconscious motivations, a
check-list of propensities and tendencies
toward destructive behavior, ego-deflating
aggression, constructive suggestion, or
emotional support. Perhaps what we need
is to establish a board of psychiatric review.
We could delegate this responsibility, or we
could train anthropologists in psychiatry
so that we may do the policing in our own
field. Whatever the division of authority
to examine and judge, the need for
examination and judgment is clear,

I suggest that we make a psychiatric
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cxamination as mandatory as a medical
examination before appointment to a
faculty or an institute is granted. It will
deplete our ranks, but it will make way for
the healthy—literally and legally, for,
the sane. Nadel said in 1951 that some
procedure for filtering students who were
to be allowed to undertake fieldwork was
imperative; it is now 1968, and we are no
nearer achieving the imperative for field-
work, or for anything else. Hasten the day!
The need for selection and clegrance is
clear, especially in view of the unfortunate
fact that, all too often, it is the unreason-
able, neurotic, destructive, and sell-
protective individuals who are in positions
of trust and responsibility; these very
qualities aid aspirants, and impel them,
to attain power.

Gjessing suggests that self-searching is a
useful discipline for scientists and that the
study of enculturation processes may
lead to insight into harbored cultural
assumptions. Further, he says that simply
to state clearly one’s sociopolitical position
—*the extent to which one's general
attitude toward the problems of life
conforms to, or deviates from, the values
of one's own civilization" would be a
significant step forward. 1 differ with
him, not as to the goal, but rather as
to what is possible and practical. Can a
“sociopolitical position™ or the **values" of
a civilization be stated clearly? One can
pledge allegiance to a candidate, a side,
an issue, an ideal, but it scems to me that
in the larger sense one's whole life is a
sociopolitical position (and an accepting
and rejecting of values) and as such is a
detailed, enormously complex, and ever
subtly changing circumstance. It may be
that our furtherance lies not in macro-
scopic analysis, as Gjessing suggests, but
in more personal and familiar kinds of self-
knowledge, and in the investigation of
smaller units, preferably dyads. Let us
start with statements about feelings
toward ‘nfanls. children, adolescens,
adults, mature and old people. Especially
important, for all of the stages of life we
need to know an individual's reaction to
both sexes. Such sclf-examination and’
clear statement can bé the catalyst for
enormous change in self and professional
work. In the last analysis, our problem is
not one of opposing sociopolitical systems
but of the frailty of man—in our own and
in the opposing sociopolitical systems.
What we are depends on our personal
relations, not on abstruse doctrines.
“People are the walls of our room, not
philosophies™ (Golding 1959:226).

Gjessing ends with the clear statement
that the social sciences should serve
humanity—no more, no less. The state-
ment is simple, but the implications are
not. Margaret Mead (1964:323-24) has
pointed to a danger more devastating
than the irrelevance or disappearance of
anthropology :
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l\.‘\'; have come full circle, Our human situa-
tion no longer permits us to make armed
dichatomies between those who are good and
those who are evil, those who are right and
those who are wrong. The first blow dealt 10
the enemy’s children will sign the death
warrant of our own, The processes of evolution
have kept us one species, and now the technical
advances of cultural evolution, having power
to destroy us, have made it necessary for us, at
last, to make the invention that will protect
every member of the human species, . . .

by SorLe H. Posl;isx'f'i?
JFamaica, N.T., U.S.A. 17 v 68

It is difficult 1o discuss these articles in a
brief compass. Each is welcome, important,
and refreshing. Their publication repre-
sents  the authors' ‘willingness—shared,
fortunately, by a growing minority of
"American scholars and scientists—to run
the risk of official disfavor; for one may
wondgr whether the powers-that-be in
American universities, professional societ-
ies, private foundations, and government
agencies will care to bestow their smiles
{and funds) on scholars and scientists who
are overtly hostile toward the several
manifestations of “‘corporate liberalism"
and aggressive imperialism.

It is especially difficult, and yet pain-
fully necessary, to discuss these problems
in an international journal. Citizens of
the modern nation-state, whether scientists

| or animists, are so heavily manipulated
| and indoctrinated—despite  the myth
of *value-free orientation’'-——that any

criticism of the political apparatus (and -

the class structure which the State repre-
sents and reflects) is taken as a kind of
treason (or, at best, ingratitude) toward the
national mother, Be that as it may, intel-
lectual and moral judgments need not be
kept within the *family circle’” when the
national mother abandons herself to
sadistic or meretricious behavior which
constitutes a threat 1o herself and others.
History honors Socrates, not Meletus.
Alcibiades was passionate, courageous,

* and ambitious; but the damage he in-
ficted on Athens is incalculable. Marcus
Aurelius tried to be both a good Roman
and a human being, with a signal lack of
success. Our contemporary Pharisees pay
wken allegiance to dissent but beat down
the drsst'nl.crs; they pray for “peace’” but
piously dispense death at home and
abroad.

To the best of my knowledge, no public
figure has attempted to explain the why
and how of the U.S. involvement in Viet-
nam. It is indeed ra‘her ironic that some
of the a¥chitects of the U.S. intervention
in Southeast Asia are now troubled by the
fatlures of imperialism, and not by its
propriety or morality. What 1 have
clsewhere described as a “tutelary war”
(Posinsky 1966), or a war of example, will
be repeated in Europe, Africa, or Latin
America in the near future. As in the
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disastrous Vietnamese adventure, reasons
and explanations will be available on
demand. The time is long past when our
leaders can say, with Admiral Halsey
(in his New Year’s message to the fleet,
January 1, 1945), “Keep the bastards
dying!!” Instead, we kill in the name of
peace, freedom, or the American way of
life. Patriotism, unlike chauvinism or
jingoism, is not to be despised. Indeed, as
Montesquieu noted, we must speak the
truth always, even of la malrie or patrie—
every citizen may be duty-bound to die
for his country; no one is obliged lo lie for il.

I have read these articles with great
interest and gratitude. I can only hope
that those of us who are on the wrong side
of fifty will prove worthy of our students
and younger colleagues. For them, the
risks are inordinately heavy; but so are the
potential gains. We must not, I pray,
abandon them to the tender mercies of
Lyndon B. Johnson, Lewis B. Hershey, or
Grayson (L. B.) Kirk.

by Cara E. RicHARDSY?
Lexington, Ky., U.S.4. 20 v 68

Trying to comment on three such provoca-
tive articles in 500 words is like trying to
convince a Protestant fundamentalist in
five minutes that evolution is true. My
remarks will therefore be confined chietly
to Berreman’s article, with a shorter
comment on Gough's.

It was both pleasant and depressing to
read Berreman's plea that anthropologists
do something most applied anthropologists
have been doing for years. Those of us
who, like Berreman, trained at Cornell
while Allan Holmberg was alive generally
accept the responsibility of taking stands
as a matter of course. I can only applaud
the encouragement Berreman offers to
others in the profession to do the same.
Apparently, however, Berreman thinks
that the argument for individual involve-
ment applies with equal strength to
professional organizations, and with this
I disagree.

Regardless of the internal organization
of a professional society, to outsiders it
represents all of its accredited members,
not just some of them. Unless an organiza-
tion was specifically organized to promote
a political candidate, platform, position,
or party, in taking a stand on a contro-
versial political issue it betrays those
members who either do not agree with
the stand, or who regard such action as
inappropriate for a professional organiza-
tion regardless of how they feel about the
particular position taken. Berreman must
realize that although there may be general
agreement among anthropologists regard-
ing certain goals, there is considerable
dissension regarding the means for attain-
ing those goals. Unless he would argue
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that the A.AA. should accept only
members with the “‘correct’” viewpoint
(i.e., his}, Berreman must also realize that
if the organization takes a stand on a
controversial issue without complete con-
sensus (not just a majority vote) on both
political position and the appropriateness
of the action, it is disregarding its responsi-
bilities to the total membership.

Furthermore, a scientific association
engaging in political action risks losing
public confidence in its scientific object-
ivity. If such an organization takes a
political position, the rest of the U.S.
citizenry will necessarily begin to regard it
as a political group rather than as a pro-
fessional society and will tend to judge its
utteraznces from the viewpoint of their own
political biases. A biased man may accept
or at leust consider ideas from a source he
regards as objective (or trying to be objec-
tive) that he would reject from a source
with a known bias other than his own. If
the A.A.A. becomes categorized in the
mind of the general public as a political
action group, even statements of fact made
with full consensus of all members will be
regarded with suspicion. This would do
tremendous harm to the profession and
would actually impede our usefulness
in the very area that Berreman and others
are concerned about.

There is no space to comment ade-
quately on the Gough article. To correct
all the factual distortions alone would take
more than 500 words. Unless one notes

such quulifiers as “until recently” and - . = R
*“‘this work [of applied anthropologists] = -

certainly exists,”” one gets the impression
that North American anthropologists have
completely :efused to study modern
problems such as “mine town, cash-crop
plantations, urban concentrations,” etc.—
to which anthropologists such as Powder-
maker (1939, 1950, 1962), Warner (1941,
1942, 1945, 1947), Mintz (1960), and
Lewis (1959, 1961, 1964, 1966), among
many others, should certainly take excep-
tion—and that interest in primitive
socicties has been due to North American

reluctance to leave the Ivory Tower, which
reveals a pathetic ignorance of the stated
purposes of earlier anthropologists in the |
U.S., to say nothing of current develop-
ments. Gough conveys her impression
by failing to mention any work which does
not meet with her approval, and by dis-
missing any that a reader might know or
hear of with her statement that such work
“springs from erroneous or doubtful
assumptions and theories that are being
increasingly challenged by social scientists
in the new nations themselves.” Gough
then lists assumptions she regards as
erroneous or doubtful. Some of these (her
numbers 3 and 6) are certainly not bases
for the work of applied anthropologists
I know, and others (numbers 7 and 2) are
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so loaded with absolutes such’as “never”
and “only” or double-barreled concepts
(equating rapid with disruptive change,
for example) that they are unacceptable as
stated to most anthropologists. This type
of slanted, semi-true-semi-false, inaccurate
writing is more appropriate to an advertis-
ing agency or a propaganda publication
than to a professional journal.

by Worrcanc Ruporenyly
Berlin (West), Germany. 26 1v 68

Since space is limited, I shall restrict my
remarks to just one point which, to my
mind, is fundamental. This point is
relevant more to Berreman's and Gjessing's
_ articles than to Gough’s, and so I will be
saying little about the latter beyond
adding one more proposal to her list of
new topics for anthropological study:
an analysis of the present “student
revolution” as a millenarian movement.
As to the articles of Berreman and Gjes-
sing, I would like to say at the outset that
they were a disappointment to me; I am
~unable .to find the kind of analytical
- treatment which is appropriate to the
issues dealt with. This deficiency cannot,
in my opinion, be compensated for by
~ the pathos which these authors sometimes
indulge in. The opinions they express,
moreover, are embellished by a host of
quotations and citations virtually all of
them taken from one side of the bar and
simply ignoring -the most distinguished
proponents of possibly significant counter-
arguments. If this be the method proposed
for a new kind of anthropology, I cannot
but view the future of our science with
considerable misgiving.

The fundamental issue alluded to above
is: What are the possible, desirable or
feasible forms of social responsibility for
(social) science? The question is by no
means a new one. It has been dealt with
thoroughly ever since the '40's (at the
latest): cf. the “Statement on Human
Rights” (Executive Board 1947) and the
subsequent controversy (Steward 1948;
Barnett 1948; Bennett 1949); Embree's
(1950) article and the comments on it by
Fischer (1951), Henry (1951), and Haring
(1951); Williams® (1947) article and
Heyer's (1948) reply to it; Gregg and
Williams® (1948) article and Kroeber's
(1949) response. Nevertheless, I shall here

* try to contribute some additional remarks.

I quite agree with the contention that a
so-called value-free science is not possible;
nor do I know of any colleague who has
ever made an explicit statement to the
contrary. Where science gqua science
is concerned, however, there is only one
unconditional and all-pervading value:
truth, limited only by the capabilities of
human nature. In this sense, science is
equivalent to, as Benjamin (1965:15) puts
it, “the pursuit of truth.”” In none of the
foregoing articles is this point given due

424

emphasis. Instead, the authors stress “the
role colonialism, imperialism, national
characteristics, for example, have played
in the rise of anthropological science. I do
not deny that this is in some measure valid,
but it is grossly, and misleadingly, over-
stated by the authors. Even if there are, or
have been, situations in which anthro-
pologists—knowingly or unknowingly—
prostituted  themselves to, say, wun-
scrupulous colonial administrators, this
has in principle nothing to do with the
character of anthropology as a science. And
are there not countless anthropological
works in which no traces of a “*colonialistic
attitude” or the like can be detected—
among the work of Boas or Krocber, for
example, or among that of Bogoraz or
Jochelson, themselves exiles of their
colonialistic government? Are there any
national idiosyncracies to be found in the
work of the latter pair and Boas, working
together on the Jessup Expedition ? Do the
Chukchee display any Russian, or the
Kwakiutl American (or German), traits
as a result of the nationality of their
observers? If not, then [ can see no purpose
in quoting (for instance) Bertrand Russell
about animals showing the national
character of their observers. Does Gjessing
really mean that, say, Kochler's experi-
ments with chimpanzees arc without
genuine scientific value, or that there has
been no genuine scientific progress in
animal psychology?

The authors confuse two analytically
separable aspects of [concrete) science
which I have called the genetic-historical
(i.e., the extent to which it is the product
of historical “accidents’) and the generic-
functional (i.e., its intrinsic characteristics
as to purpose and method (Rudolph
1968:117-32). The first, important as it
may be at times, is in principle ephemeral
(asis “colonialism”, etc.) for anthropology.
Only the second is significant. Science
being “the pursuit of truth,” the generic-
functional aspect of science is “common
sense thinking, after it has been subjected to
certain refinements and controls” (Benja-
min 1965:6). Needless tosay, the *‘common
sense’” referred to is not relative to culture,
nationality, social class, and the like, as are
the traditional systems of values, attitudes,
and precepts which, within the context
of their respective cultures, are called
“common sense.” The “common sense”
meant by Benjamin is that universal

system of thought necessary for human -

existence. As Malinowski (1955:17-18)
puts it:

No art or craft however primitive could have
been invented or maintained, no organized
form of hunting, fishing, tilling, or search for
food could be carried out without the careful
observation of natural process and a firm
belief in its regularity, without the power of
reasoning and without confidence in the

power of reason; that is, without the rudiments
of science.

'_
Science, then, is nothinlg more than a

development based upon these rudiments,
retaining as the enly criterion of truth (i.c..

reliability) empirical (direct or -indirect)

verifiability.

This being so, it seems that the best way
we can fulfil our social responsibility as
scientists is to reinforce the generic-
functional nature of our science by defend-
ing it against (scientifically detrimental]
genctic-historical influences. To the extent
that this is the intention of the atthors in
question, I believe that every anthro-
pologist should back them without reserva-
tion. This means, however, that the
answer to Berreman's question, **How can
1 be involved responsibly [in the affairs of
men] 2" is: By “‘the pursuit of truth’" in the
strict semse just mentioned, makipg no
distinction between “higher,” or “holistic,”

and “lower," or “particular,” truths and
the like. 1 have the impression that the |
authors believe in the validity of such
distinctions. Such a position can only result
in a compromised science, leading o
compromised truths which, in the long run,
would be a greater threat to science itself
and the affairs of men than the (allegedly)
“value-free scientist’’ in his ominous Ivory
Tower.

by HENNING Si vunn{.‘('
Bergen, Norway. 24 v 68

The Vietham war, conflicts and revolutions
in countries where anthropologists habitu-
ally work, and finally, the growth of
cconomit colonialism produce a state of
affairs which compels social scientists 1o
ask questions about intellectual responsi-
bility and scientific integrity.

Gough, Berreman, and Gjessing expose
some important problems. Their state-
ments about the present situation and the
proposals concerning the future are same-
times “obvious and argumentative™ (para-
phrasing Gough), but thatis not disturbing.
1 am dissatisfied, however, with their
general | characterization of present-day
social anthropology. If we take Gough's
list of erroncous assumptions as representa-
tive for her treatment I fail to see how
these points in any way characterize
theoretical anthropology and therefore
question their explanatory value in applied
anthropology. Furthermore, the formula-
tions af these so-called assumptions are s
simplified that it is easy to reject them all,
as Gough does, except for point 4, “tha
causation is multiple.,”” This point may
in spite of its priniitive appearance, cove

or represent a more complete statement o

a generative theory of anthropology. 1l tha

is the case, I am not willing to label it &
“erroneous assumption.”

Gjessing's description of anthropolog
1968 is spectacular in its insistence upo
themes and problems which at best can b
characterized as marginal. Indeed, itis m
impression that the portion of his essa
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‘dealing with what he calls the “delusion
af the Ivory Tower” is a kind of Don
Quixote performance. Instead of fearing
that “anthropology is today in grave
danger of becoming irrelevant,” [ suspect
that Gjessing’s view of anthropology is
approaching this point. '

While Gjessing is contemplating the fate
of anthropology, Berreman concentrates
on the fate of anthropologists if they ignore
contemporary world events, that is, if
they insist that “public issues are beyond
the interest or competence of those who
study and teach about man.” In principle
I agree, and I am inclined to think that
Berreman’s presentation of the dilemmas
and pressures likely to face anthropologists
is adequate and informative. Given such a
situation I would, like Berreman, choose
to act as a human being and as a social
scientist, making sure that any contribu-
tion derived from my professional work
would not be misused. In order to achieve
such control ever exclusive information,
political (i.e., corporate) action on the
part of anthropologists seems inevitable:
Anthropologists as a professional group
may find it appropriate to establish a
board of supervisors or council whose
primary function would be to examine
pilot projects to which anthropologists
are, or ought to be, attached. The main
point is that anthropologists be permitted
to take part in the decision-making.

Responsibility is the headword and the
main theme for these three articles, and

" the authors do bring facts and present
arguments which illuminate the issue, They
do not, however, offer any detailed
discussion of the applicability and short-
comings of the theoretical social anthro-
pology as a universe of discourse in present
world affairs. To speak of responsibility
is somewhat pretentious if we do not state
exactly why anthropology is relevant; this,
and not Gjessing's assumption that anthro-
pology is in danger of becoming irrelevant
(i.e., why bother atall?), must be the point
of departure. We may criticize anthro-
pologists as persons and professionals, and

Replies
by GeraLp D. BERREMANYY

I agree with Mukherjee that publication
of these articles by a professional journal is
significant in these days of world crisis—
crisis which social scientists have too often
greeted with scientism rather than with
sociological imagination. Such publication
was not easily accomplished; it required
persistent effort on the part of the authors.
I am somewhat surprised and, from the
point of view of responding in print,
gratified, that the comments are as mild
as they are. Responses to the oral presenta-
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we may discuss particular anthropological
analyses in their own terms, but it is futile
to revolutionize anthropology in order to
make it fit transcendental ends. The pro-
fession for which we should feel responsi-
bility is present-day anthropology, not any
historical phase of the discipline or any
future development.

by PETER SKALNIKYY

Prague, Czechoslovakia. 24 v 68
This step taken by CURRENT ANTHRO-
POLOGY in the direction of a true emancipa-
tion of the social sciences ought to receive
a great deal of attention and may perhaps
even lead to resolute international action.
The three articles show clearly that the
social sciences are in real danger of being
relegated to a position of servant to anti-
scientific elements. Not only is anthro-
pological data being used to further the
war and espionage purposes of the various
governments (in particular that of the
United States), but it is being neglected in
the pursuit of practical and social programs
by these governments. Up until this year,
the scientific data accepted by the leading
group of the state in Czechoslovakia for
presentation to the general public was for
the most part biased and oversimplified. A
similar situation has long existed in a
number of other countries as well. Many
social scientists still uncritically uphold
state policies and force their scientific
achievements into the framework of ready-
made theories like dogmatic Marxism and
Stalinism. Thus anthropology and the
other social sciences are not answering the
questions that society—whether this be the
common people or the political systei —
is asking them.

This appeal to social scientists, and
anthropologists in particular, to make our
science more influential in the affairs of
the world is the more welcome in that it
comes from the United States. American
anthropologists, perhaps the most directly
involved in the dilemma of the uses of

tions of the papers by Gough and myself
were considerably sharper and of two
types: vehemently critical and enthusiastic-
ally supportive, with the latter pre-
dominating (at least as reported to us).
My reply will focus on the comments of
Klejn and Rudolph, but first I want to
agree with Levine that social scientists
should not be regarded as a special kind
of people with unique responsibilities to
serve society beyond those inherent in
their roles as scientists and teachers.
Elsewhere, with reference to ethics and
responsibility in research, I have made
the point that the social scientist, “like
any other person, is a creature of the
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anthropology, are by this token the best
able to express the dangers we face.
Though the intensity with which we feel
this dilemma may vary from one country
to another, the difference between the
scope of anthropology in the past and what
is demanded of it today is gradually
coming to be recognized everywhere.
Anthropologists must focus upon present-
day developments in the countries of Asia,
Africa, and the rest of the “under-
developed” world, employing anthro-
pological methodology (and developing
theory in the process) and drawing upon
their knowledge of these socicties’ pre-
industrial past. No less important is the
necessity to disseminate social science
results among the people, both in the
“developed” and in the “underdeveloped™

countries. Popularization of social science.

concepls is, in my view, just as important
as rescarch and publication in scientific
journals and monographs. Unless social
scientists make some effort to teach their
findings to the lay public, they cannot be
said to be truly interested in man. The
great gap between the discovery of new
facts and their penetration into the con-
sciousness of the common people is due
primarily to the passivity of social scientists.
Anthropology has shown that racism,
anti-Semitism, and a belief in the mental
superiority of Western civilization are
wrong; but it is well known how many

people . in Europe and America still

consciously or unconsciously support such

ideologies. It is the task of anthropology

to make it clear that these views are false,
It is not enough to discuss them in
anthropological journals; we must discuss
them also on.TV and on the radio, in
newspapers, in textbooks for students of

all ages. We can free anthropology from

the danger of non-engagement with the
problems of the world and from the
influence of official “customers” by
concerted effort. The initiative of CA will
surely find a response in action.

world. The responsibilities he bears are
human responsibilities.” And, “it is point-
less to expect of an ethnographer super-
human insights or behavior” (Berreman
1968:372). My concern in the present
article has been precisely with social
scientists’ tendency to regard themselves
as special in such a way that their scientific
credentials prohibit them from publicly
stating their informed opinion, and from

publicly acting thereupon. They too often

assume that social science somchow:
divorces its practitioners from their values
and therefore from their humanity. If I
may repeat, “I do not advocate special
powers (beyond those which come to
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reasoned statement) for the well-informed,
but I decry special restrictions on them,
whether externally imposed or self-
imposed.”

As scientists we do have, however, a
peculiar commitment to truth as we see
it. This is central to the definition of
science. Those of us who are also teachers
have that same special commitment
compounded.

Klejn thinks that in emphasizing the
social scientists’ responsibility to speak the
truth—to provide an adequate definition
of reality—I have failed to adequately
recognize that truth is relative to the social
positian of the one who perceives and com-
municates it. He notes that for Marxists,
“the most progressive scientific position is
that of the working class,” and “the
most correct theory is that of the sequence
of the socioeconomic forms, socialism,
and the social revolution.” He makes the
point that while truth is relative to social
position, it is nevertheless absolute from
the point of view of those in a particular
social position. Therefore, the social
scientist derives the truth by adhering to
his group’s rules (i.e., social scientists’ rules)
of procedure which preclude the inter-
ference of individual differences in the
discovery of truth.

Rudolph, arguing in quite a different
direction, holds that social scientists can
discover absolute truth “limited only by
the capabilities of human nature.” He
believes that this truth lies in “intrinsic
characteristics” comprising the ‘“generic-

- functional” aspect of science. It is dis-

coverable through “‘common sense” which
is “not relative to culture, nationality,
social class, and the like.”” At this point,
my impulse is to step aside and simply say,
“Professor Klejn, meet Professor Rudolph,”
for the class-defined truth of the former is
the absolute truth of the latter; but I feel
constrained to say a bit more.

It seems to me naive in today’s world to
adhere, as Rudolph does, to a belief ir
absolute truth based solely on “‘empirical
verifidbility.” Such a belief is sustain~d by
a diminishing number of natural scientists
and even fewer social scientists. There are
simply too many obstacles to agreement on
a unitary standard of verifiability to reach
agreement on generic-functional truth.
We may try, in social science, to make
explicit the “genetic-historical™ aspects of
our work (i.e., the effects of “historical
accidents”), but we cannot eliminate them.
The literature on the sociology of knowl-
edge is illuminating on this subject.
Further, to the generic-functionalist [
would recommend Thomas Kuhn's book,
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962),
and especially Chapter 10, “[Scientific]
Revolutions as Changes of World View.”
Kuhn says (1962:4),

. . . observation and experience can and must
drastically restrict the range of admissible
scientific belief, else there would be no science.
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But they cannot alone determine a particular
body of such beliel. An apparently arbitrary
element, compounded of personal and
historical accident, is always a formative
ingredient of the beliefs espoused by a given
scientific community at a given time,

“Normal science,” says Kuhn (p. 5),
*...is predicated on the assumption that
the scientific community knows what the
world is like.”* It is the repeatedly successful
challenges to that assumption which
Kuhn terms ‘‘scientific revolutions.” It
is in this regard that the notion of an
absolute, empirically verifiable truth—
a common sense which is independent of
culture, nationality and social class, a
“universal system of thought necessary for
human existence”—is highly suspect.

Alfred Schutz has discussed the matter
in detail and with insight. He says
(1962:3-5), paraphrasing Alfred North
Whitehead,

.+ . the so-called concrete facts of common-
sense perceptions are not so concrete as it
scems. They already involve abstractions of a
highly complicated nature, and we have to
take account of this situation lest we commit
the fallacy of misplaced concreteness. . ..
All our knowledge of the world, in common-
sense as well as in scientific thinking, involves
constructs. . . . Strictly speaking, there are no
such things as facts, pure and simple. All facts
are from the outset facts selected from a
universal context by the activities of our mind.
They are, therefore, always interpreted
facrs < ..

W. I. Thomas said 40 years ago that il
people define situations as real, they are
real in their consequences. This is as true
for scientists as for others.

Anthropological rescarch abounds in
manifestations of these problems. Ralph
Piddington (1957 : 546) notes wryly: *‘a
critic once remarked that the Trobriand
Islanders are very like Malinowski, and
the Tikopia very like Professor Raymond
Firth.” The differential facts and inter-
pretations derived from Tepoztlain by
Robert Redfield and Oscar Lewis are well
known (Redfield 1930; 1955:132-48;
Lewis 1951). John Bennett (1946) has
brilliantly contrasted two major views of
Pueblo culture (exemplified by Ruth
Benedict and Esther Goldfrank) in which
the same cvidence was available to the
anthropological observers but the inter-
pretations were divergent. Li. An-Che
(1937), with a different cultural heritage,
got still different impressions of Pueblo life.
I suspect that accounts of the Chukchee
and the Kwakiutl do indeed reflect the
nationality of their observers—in fact,
I am sure of it. As Schutz (1962:5) has
pointed out, however,

This does not mean that, in daily life as in
science, we are unable to grasp the reality of
the world. It just means that we grasp merely
certain aspects of it . .., .

I am skeptical of absolutes in social
science. They are usually social fictions,
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often with a purpose; they are usually
cphemeral, and they are never independ-
ent of the life situations and experiences of

the ones who discover or espouse them. |

Value-freedom is an absolute of this
nature. I think each scientist has to define
truth as he sees it, test it, and argue for it
just as he defines, tests, and defends his
values. At the same time, if he is to be
believed, he must state as explicitly as
possible the assumptions underlying his
rescarch, the methods used, the cnnd_i_liom
of research—in short, he must tell how he
has come to know what he knows of the
truth as he sees it. I have previously
advocated this in calling for a “sociology
of ethnographic knowledge; an ethno-
graphy of ethnography" to lend credibility
and verifiability to our research efforts
(Berreman 1966:350). 7 b

Only history can determine whose truth
and whose values will prevail and with
what consequences. Those who prove 0
have held the lasting truths and to have
espoused the lasting values will bear the
credit or blame for their eflects. Quite
simply, I argue for human responsibility
in our science—human responsibility
as .distinguished from superhuman pre-
tensions with their too-often inhuman
COn&l.'qumm.

Addendum

The above reply was written in response (o
comments by Akhmanova, Klejn, Levine,
Mukherjee, and Rudolph. 1 have now
received copies of comments by Beals,
Butler, Cohen, Cresswell, Frank, Gulick,
MacLachlan, Maloney, McCorkle, Posin-
sky, Richards, Siverts, Skalnik, and von
Mering. These represent a  broader
spectrum of critical opinion than the first
group, vitiating to some extent my earlier
characterization of the comments as mild.

Although many issues are raised by
these additional comments, [ cannot now
undertake an extended reply. Part of the
urgency of such a reply is overcome by the
fact that the several commentators address

many of the same issues from various and -

even diametrically opposed perspectives.
What I could say in response would
essentially: be to side with those who have
expressed the views I share. The views are
now before our readers, and I think on
most issucs they speak for themselves.
The comments of Richards, MacLachlan,
Gulick, and, in quite another direction,
Frank exemplify positions which my
article was aimed at counteracting, and |
again affirm my original statements.
David Aberle made clear in his remarks
at the Fellows' meeting in November 1966

- that the Association has repeatedly taken

stands on political issues in the past. To
assert that our professional association
must take only unanimous positions and
that anything less is a betrayal of the
minority is nothing short of frivolous.
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. We are a large organization, and the

world is complex. Either we say and do
nothing, thereby totally abdicating from
our social responsibilities as an association
of students of man, or we act as other such
bodics act, on the basis of votes. No one
assumes such action represents concur-
rence by each individual member. It is an
act of political significance to oppose
taking any stand as surely as it is to endorse
or opposc a particular stand. It appears
that most of those who disagree with the
stand taken on the war at the Pittsburgh
meeting oppose the content of that stand
rather than the principle of such stands,
pious statements to the contrary notwith-
standing. Harner’s query still echoes: Is
genocide not a matter of professional
interest 1o anthropologists? Politics and
science are simply inextricable.

I applaud the *Beals Report” and its
author, but I must respond to Beals’
comments printed herein. Instead of
writing the editor of the New York Times
to find out the meaning of the words quoted
in his newspaper, I would advise reading
the article, Let me quote in context:

. 157 anthropologists, engincers, ordnance
specialists and other researchers . ., are part
of Project Agile, the Pentagon’s worldwide
counterinsurgency rescarch program. ... A
third of the research is concerned with Thai-
land’s people and their environment. Here as
clsewhere in Southeast Asia, social scientists
have bloomed under Project Agile,

“The old formula for successful counter-
insurgency used to be 10 troops for every
guerrilla,” one American specialist remarked.
“Now the formula is ten anthropologists for
cach guerrilla.” 1

One group is studying water traffic and

by Gurorm GjEssiNG

[ am certainly grateful for the many and
thoughtful comments on my article. I did
not, of course, expect, nor even wish, that
all commentators would share my point
of view. Anthropologists are such a
tremendously heterogeneous group that
complete agreement would in a sense refute
ipy: main thesis. The article was con-
sciously written in a somewhat provocative
form (although in Frank’s opinion by far
not sufficiently provocative) in the hope of
evoking serious discussion on a subject of
vital concern to every anthropologist.
In this Yespect the three of us—Gough,
Berreman, and mysell—seem to have
sucteeded. It is to be hoped, however, that
the discussion will not end here.

Rudolph is right, therefore, in pointing
to the onesidedness of my quotations.
On the other hand, I would have liked
Rudolph to have defined his concept of
“truth.” In my feeling, the word “truth”
is so ambiguous that it should possibly be
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village habits along the Mckong River, which
forms Thailand’s border with Laos and a
prime infiltration route.

In northern Thailand, three anthropolo-
gists are living with the opium-growing Yao
Akha and Miao Hill tribes. In this part of
the country maps do not agree on the names
and situation of thousands of villages. A
gazetteer is being prepared by the center.

In the Gulf of Siam, another team is pre-
paring an illustrated recognition manual,
nicknamed *'Jane’s Fighting Junks,” an
allusion to “‘Jane’s Fighting Ships,” a reference
work on the navies of the world,

*Jane’s Fighting Junks” is designed to
enable government patrol boats and airer.ft
to identify junk types characteristic of each
arca of the gulf.

Obviously the sentence quoted was an
intentional overstatement with a touch of
irony—but it was no joke. I hope Beals
was joking when he said the idea might be
worth trying.

Gough will doubtless defend herself,
but I will point out that her decision
to leave the United States was taken before
Selective Service authoritics abandoned
use of academic grades in selecting
draftees, and at a time when the university
at which Beals and I both teach was
following precisely the policies Gough
found abhorrent at the university at which
she taught. The effort of the Selective
Service System was resisted not at all by
those particular universities.

Beals is correct that the “Resolution
Against Warfare” passed in Pitisburgh
had been amended to eliminate specific
reference to the United States, and I
indicated that it has been amended. We

barred from scientific usage (Klein would
probably agree with me in this), and so I
gladly admit not having given “the
pursuit of truth” due emphasis. (I was a
little surprised, in this connection, to learn
that von Mering finds that I enjoin the
anthropologist to speak the “truth.”)

I do not see that Rudolph’s “genetic-
historical” aspect is ephemeral to anthro-
pology. Every socioculture has emerged
from the past and is developing in terms of
the whole matrix of changing conditions,
past and present (as von Mering so clearly
states in connection with his quotation
from Eliot). The *‘genetic-historical” and
the “‘generic-functional’ aspects are com-
plementary, and both are essential to the
understanding of a given sociocultural
environment. This, I thought, would be
commonplace to anthropologists today,

I cannot have expressed clearly enough
my opinion in regard to the necessity of a
study of the process of enculturation, for
Levine's comment is mainly a discussion
of Nadel's suggestion of psychological tests
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condemned *‘the use of napalm, chemical

defoliants, harmful gases, bombing . . .-

and asked ‘“‘that all governments put an
end to their use at once and proceed as
rapidly as possible to a peaceful settlement
of the war in Vietnam™ (Fellow Newsletter
1966). It has not come to my attention
that any government other tham that of
the United States has been responsible for
these atrocities in Vietnam. We also
condemned other things, notably torture
and killing of prisoners of war. These are
probably indulged in by all participants,
and they are certainly equally condemn-
able. I think it is clear that in the eyes of
most who voted, the U.S. was the primary
target of the resolution, if only because it is
the nation for whose actions we have some

responsibility and some possibility of

influencing policy.

Opposition to totalitarianism is un-
exceptionable, but reference to totalitar-
ianism in the Association is a red herring.
If it is totalitarian to vote a resolution
of the sense of the Association, then every
body run by parliamentary rules is
totalitarian.

Finally, I am proud to join, if somewhat
belatedly, the Women’s Anthropology
Society of Washington in ‘“‘counting
nothing that affects humanity foreign to
myself.” As is so often the case in matters
of humanity, and in our profession, women
have led the way. My article will have
been successful beyond my hopes if it
leads in some small way to others joining

in the anthropological and human com- i
and acted upon by . '

mitment expressed
those ladies.

as a precondition for fieldwork. Although I
cannot accept that Nadel's suggestion
“borders on dictatorship in the guise of
benevolent despotism,” I did want to
suggest that a study of the process of
enculturation as outlined by Herskovits
(1939:39-41) would probably be more
profitable in the absence of culture-free
psychological testing. That something in
this line is crucial is explicitly stated by
Nurge, although I do not find her sug-
gestion of psychiatric training to be the
best solution. In any case, to prepare a

student theoretically for his feldwork

(and I see this as an important part of an
anthropologist’s theoretical training) cer-
tainly does not border on dictatorship in
any disguise whatever.

I understand perfectly Levine's scruples
concerning anthropologists’ share in social
planning, not least after the unveiling of
the Camelot project and other misuses of
anthropology in the politics of today.
Frank’s interesting and very pertinent
remarks on this show clearly how neces-
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“sary a reorientation of our field is. Beals is
obviously right in assuming that Gough,
Berreman, and I are all influenced by
certain ideologies, as is also very explicitly,
Frank. It is, however, an illusion that one
can avoid being ideologically influenced

A when dealing with the study of man. Ours
. (in any case, Frank’s and mine) is a
socialist ideology; Beals’ is an American
liberal one. Gulick refers to what I have
said about social responsibility and goes

.on to take issue with Berreman’s views on

 this subject (which I have not yet read).
From my own article, Gulick ought to have
discovered that social responsibility, as I
conceive it, is exactly the opposite of the
*“social responsibility” of those anthro-
pologists who put their expertise at the
disposal of their own government’s power
politics. Moreover, it was not I, but one of

_ Gulick’s compatriots and colleagues, who
made the statement that anthropology
can become responsible to society “by
teaching everyone the basic precepts of
culture”; T myself am painfully aware of
“the lack of a clear definition of the
precepts of culture.”

“Gjessing ends with a clear statement
that the social sciences should serve
humanity—no more, no less. The state-
ment is simple, but the implications are

" not” (Nurge). Indeed, they are not;

. . and it is precisely for this reason that they
should be a challenge to all of us. Charles

. Morris (in a letter quoted by Hirschfeld
1957:107, italics mine) wrote:

_If we think of mankind in this way then what
is good for mankind is determined by the
requirement of the human system. Here is
< where careful research is needed, and here the social
scientist can make imporlant contributions. As we
get insight into these requirements we can

begin' to act intelligently for the good of
-nankind.

I have not yet read Gough's article, but
I suspect that there is no disagreement
between us on the strategic importance of
anthropology, and I feel convinced that
Lewis understands that I consider such

by KataLeen GoucH

Let me first dispose of some criticisms of
~_ statements I neither made nor intended.
I. M. Lewis writes: “Social anthropology
has never been merely an aid to enlightened
colonial administration, nor should it be
viewed as merely an aid to development.” I
agree with him and did not say otherwise.
Father Madigan thinks I hinted that
anthropology was created to further
imperialistic purposes. I did not say or
think so, but rather that its development in
imperialist countries, and the fact that its
subjects were the objects of imperialism,

-

misuses of anthropology unethical regard-
less of the pressures anthropologists may be
exposed to. Prostitution is not moral,
whatever the pay! This has also some
bearing on Cohen’s work in Israeli-
occupied Arab territories. What Cohen is
aiming at is exactly what Malinowski was
aiming at in Africa—to make the occupa-
tion more tolerable—and is thus aiding
Israel in making the occupation perman-
ent.

Of course, nobody will try to deny Beals
the right to choose his “own barricades.”
It is, however, precisely in this choice that
his social responsibility will inevitably be
involved. I may certainly have been wrong
in pointing to a possible interdependence
between  White's “culturology”  and
American post-World War II global
politics. That his view was influenced to
some extent by Marxist writers has also
been obvious to me. I did not know,
however, that his basic ideas antedated the
war. In any case, I would assume that their
subsequent development has been in-
fluenced by, among other things, Emery
Reve's best-seller, The Anatomy of Peace.

Lewis is certainly right in arguing that
holistic analysis is of tremendous import-
ance. The main postulate of holism, how-
ever, is that “the whole is more than the
sum of its parts.” This means that any
holistic analysis (Frank 1966:137) must

begin with a particular existing society and go
on theoretically to analyse it and its trans-
formation in its entirety. Even the best
functionalists, on the other hand, almost
always eschew the study of a whole society.
In the few instances in which they do analyse
the whole, they cither leave reality aside
altogether or depart from functionalist theory.

The holistic approach, in other words,
requires that one explain the whole and
thereby its parts.

I differ entirely from Siverts in his
opinion that

we may criticize anthropologists as persons and
professionals, and we may discuss particular
anthropological analyses in their own terms,

entirely determine) anthropological theor-
ies; and that, perhaps because they were
themselves subjects of imperialist countries,
anthropologists on the whole failed to carry
out interconnected analyses of imperialism
as a system.

Wolfgang Rudolph, again, writes:

Even if there are, or have been, situations in
which anthropologists—knowingly or un-
knowingly—prostituted themselves to, say,
unscrupulous administrators, this has in
principle nothing to do with the character of
anthropology as a science.

and he cites the work of Boas, Krocber,

but it is futile to Ircvolnliouiz.c anthropology
in order to make it fit transcendental ends
—whatever he may mean by ‘‘trans-
cendental.” I would, in fact, prefer the
Gandhian principle of attacking institu-
tions, not persons, Further it isa commonly
accepted view that one must follow the
rules of the game in science; but if onc
disagrees with the rules of the game—if,
along with Haldane and Lévi-Strauss, on¢
considers the rules of anthropology as an
outcome of colonialism—then one must_
surely try to find rules relevant to the
present world situation, whether some
consider this “futile’ or not. All three of us,
I think, are concerned with present-day
anthropology as well as with its future
development. I wish that Siverts had
elaborated upon his suspicion that my view
of anthropology is approaching the pointofl*
irrelevance so that we might have dis-
cussed it.

At this point I must return once more to
Beals' comment. Beals is not sure that “the
definitions of relevance by the bureaucracy
or politicians of a developing nation are
much more satisfactory than those of their
counterparts in the United States.” It is
very possible that the élites in power in
most of the new states are not very repre-
sentative of the opinions of their people.
I am very much convinced, however, that,
even though these leaders may be more or
less isolated from the masses, they, know
vastly more of the needs of their people
than “their counterparts in the United
States.” American foreign policy does not
contradict this conviction.

Naturally I am very glad of the support
I have received from several commentators,
not least from Mukherjee, who has pro-
vided new material and new-points of view,
but also from Akhmanova, Butler, Cress-
well, Nurge, and Posinsky. Nurge, more-
over, points to one of the serious weak-
nesses in Western anthropology with her
statement “‘that Japanese colleagues do
not perceive the universe as so arbitrarily
divided into man and animal as do Western
colleagues.” |

|
|

“colonialist attitudes.” In fact, it was not
_ primarily the prostitution of anthro-
pologists to imperialists that concerned
me in this paper, although insofar as it
occurs, it is likely to affect their theories,
What concerned me more was anthro-
pologists’ much more widespread blind-
ness to the implications of imperialism,
which affects their theories too. Thus [
would arguec that while Boas and his
students did invaluable work on race
differences and race prejudice, they did
not systematically explore the relationship
of race prejudice to the world-wide
historical and structural development of
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done 50 they might have concluded that a Berreman, Gjessing, and Gough: sociaL RESPONSIBILITIES SYMPOSIUA
complete shift jn the Power relations

between White and colored races would  some, if not most, of the non-socialist Third  In Pay] Baran’s (1965
be necessary 10 undermine White racism, Worlg nations to the industrial nations? If intellect-workers rather than intellectuals,
rather than concluding—as I (hink they  so, does this occur among socialist nations and thus, all too casily,
tended 1o do—thay the solution lay mainly  as well? Do the Bovernments or the intellj- political élites whose goals are quite
in the liberal education of White people. gence agencies of industrial nations overtly opposed to the humanism from which we
On a different point of fact, Ralph or covertly undermine or remove those of ¥
Beals questions the validity of my statement POOr nations when they see these as endeavors, it |
that “the proper goals of intellectual work threatening their interests ? When, where, In discussing my attempt to classify L
have been undermined” through the use and why has this happened? In which underdeveloped nations, Beals accuses me 5
of students’ academic grades by draft Third World countries do the industrial of surrendering to “the Systematic dialectic il
boards under the Selective Service System.  nations have military bases, and what of one side in the Cold War.” I would find ¥
He notes that this eflort was resisted by  demonstrable effects do these have on the this intellectually offensive if it were not i
universities and abandoned by Selective cconomics and policies of these nations? ridiculous, Fifteen years ago it would haye
Service in 1967, and that no responsible €€ questions can be answered more or  been both offensiye and dangerous, for it y J :
university in the United States releases  Jess completely and objectively depending  was then possible to persuade  Jarge ]'
i |

information about student grades €Xcept  on our intellectual capacities, diligence, numbers of intelligent Americans that
at the request of the student, The university | and integrity. I do not

:

claim any premium  any concepts derived, however indirectly, ' : ‘f |
with which I was 'conncc:cd, like many opn them; but if we do not probe them at  fron, Marx or Lenin were evidence of i
others, did not resist the Selective Service  all we cannot hope to move beyond preju-  intelle tual and political enslavement to {
orovision, and I wrote my paper and re-  dice or wilful ignora

nce towards an en. 5 monolithic international conspiracy 1l
igned from thar university seyeral months  lightened overview o

f the contemporary  directed from Moscow. Today things are |
xlore (the practice was abandoned. It js world, less simple. Which “side” does Beals f
rue that information about grades was I must hasten to add that I do not think  mean? Cuba, China, the Soviet Union, ]
0t released €Xcept at the request of such research problems should stay at the or possibly Students for a Democratic |
tudents, Nevertheless, | thought and sij]] level of “problem-oriented diagnostic Society ? Surely Beals knows that their

ink it a form of complicity with geno- investigations on an  empirical base,” “dialectics” differ and at some points are
e in Vietnam, as well as of intellectyal although the list of questions posed in my  deeply opposed? Of course, if it is sug-
fostitution, to accede 1o the requests of Paper justifiably gave Mukherjee that
ther students or (he military 1o help  impression, Certainly the findings to which true. In America, thanks to
focess . potential  draftees by issuing they lead should be connected to form iy js perhaps best known this year as the
ades, Beals may reasonably dispute the theories. Whether or not such theories will ~ Aljce’s Restaurant Anti-Massacre Move-
riousness of this kind of complicity . contribute to  “the maturing of the ment, Some members have read Marx and
“ompared with other kinds such as discipline” (Beals) depends on what we  Lenin, Che Guevara and Chairman Mao,
ying taxes, but I do not think what I  wan the discipline to mature into. I want  Most feel warmly about the Chinese
Ole was inaccurate or misleading. it to mature into an interconnected body of cultural revolution, the Isle of Youth, the
Now for some criticisms of arguments empirical knowledge and theory, con- French, Columbia University, and Eastern
tually made in my paper. Von Mering, tinually being revised, about the toral pro-  European student rebellions, and the
als, and Lewis take issue with my classi-  cess and main directions of the evolution idcologically motley guerrilla movements
ation of “Third World" nations. There of human societies and cultures, geared of Asia, Africa, and Latin  America,
‘ grounds for criticism: the data on ultimately, although not at every point Personally, together with some of my
ich the classification js based are not directly and immcdialcly. to a search for colleagues such as A. G Frank, I am
sented. It was, however, impossible to .the enhancement of human happiness and somewhat more Systematic. I am g
sent them in a 20-minute paper or in  dignity, revolutionary socialist. Op the basis of
/thing short of a book or several books, Such a view of the ultimate goals of reading, observation, and intuition, [
sted some of the works on which the anthropology does lead to criteria of think that historically, both the capitalist
sification  was based. (Pierre Jalée’s  relevance or, as I would prefer 1o Putit, of system and the industrial nation-state
“Pillage of the Third World [translated by significance. These are not necessarily arein decline and that there are likely to be
ry Kopper, Monthly Review Press,  those defined for us by “the bureaucracy or revolutionary devclopments throughout
8] and Michael Barratt-Brown’s After  politicians of a developing nation” (Beals), the Americas, Western Europe, and a large
mialism [Heinemann 1963] are useful although, when we address ourselves 1o part of the non-socialist Third World.
itions. ) Finally, I said thaq my list of contemporary societies, they surely will [y seems quite possible to me that revolu-
It States was “extremely tentatjve have some bearing on “the needs of the tionary developments may also occur in
‘hat needs 1o be pointed out is that emerging nations.” | do notsay that all of Eastern Europe, but I am poorly informed
debate need not be primarily ideologi-  us should study only contemporary societ-  on that region. Having reached these con-
as these critics haye left it, but could ~ies, or that all our research should bear clusions as 3 tentative assessment of where
me at least partly empirical, It js directly on current ideological con. we are, [ think, with Frank, that it is my
isely because we have failed, as a troversies within and between nations, I,  duty to aid revolution as best | can, This
pline, to define and analyse types of however, while studying contemporary  does not mean, however, that I am unwil-
‘hance and to rescarch the kinds of micro-systems, we refuse to relate them to ling to think or incapable of thinking for
ions posed at the end of my paper any holistic analysis of world society—in its myself, that 1 haye “surrendered” 1o
individuals who de Iry 1o research historical perspective and in relation o ready-made Cold VWar “dialectic.” There
fairly seriously  are accused of earlier forms of society—and if, in addition, i i i
dogical surrender” (Beals). Instead, I e refuse ever to refer our rescarches back  for socialists of the Western  world
st that anthropologists should famili- 1o (he fundamental humanist question,  although Baran, Marcuse, and numerous

themselves with arguments and facs "l{nowlcdgc for what 2", we shall indeed others have made advances, Uandiﬁod,
these largely empirical questions, Is be likely 1o lapse into disconnected triviali- the theories of Marx and Lenin are out-
¢, as Frank and Jalée would Argue,  ties, insignificant or even harmful make. moded. Stalinism produced its ownsombre

here is a net cxport of capital from work, and alienating mental exercises.  lessons, and the socialism of poverty-
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- stricken new nations struggling against

present imperial powers cannot offer
more than flashes of understanding for
those who would build post-imperial, post-
national society. A theoretical system has
10 be formed out of the old ones. That is
the task of socialist intellectuals; I think
it is also consonant with my role as an
anthropologist interested in contemporary
society. As theories do develop, the pace of
cvents makes it unlikely that they will
remain closed or rigid. Beals may not
like my belief in and commitment to
revolution, but he cannot justifiably
accuse me of intellectual surrender. Per-
haps what Beals really objects to is any
systematized theory of contemporary
society or any attempt to make up one's
mind where the world is heading. If so,
I suppose he will have enough opponents
outside the slim ranks of revolutionary
socialist anthropologists to make it needless
to engage him.

Similarly bizarre is Father Madigan's
statement that “we ought not to accept
uncritically as sources of such knowledge
[about new nations] the works of writers
like Owen Lattimore and Edgar Snow.”
I did not suggest that we should read
anything uncritically, but I am puzzled
to know why Father Madigan would not
find worthy of careful consideration the
recent field reports on Mongolia of the
Head of the Department of Far Eastern
Studies at Leeds University. After all,
Lattimore . has four decades of Far
Eastern scholarship behind him, and there
are not many ‘such first-hand reports by
Western scholars around. Edgar Snow, a
quite different kind of writer, is a journalist
of immense knowledge, compassion, and
insight, Chinese-speaking, with twelve
years of experience in that country, partly
as a university teacher. The works of both
authors speak for themselves, Madigan’s
rejection of them strikes me as a classic
example of the kind of parochial prejudice
against which my paper was directed.

Turning to a second set of criticisms,
Richards and Siverts take exception to my
criticism of what I think have been some
common (although not invariant) assump-
tions of applied anthropology in America.
Here, too, there is room for criticism. For
lack of time, my statement was a brief
précis of a number of concerns that 1 may
have phrased too simply. I did, however.
footnote authors who have expanded
these criticisms in detail (Batalla, Onwu-
achi and Wolfe, Stavenhagen, Frank, and
Worsley). It is true, as Richards says,
that I did not quote all of the anthro-
pological studies which haze focused on
mines, cash-crop plantations, urban con-
centrations, etc. Her attack is, however,
unjust, for I did introduce modifiers into
my generalizations (which, as she admits,
she chooses not to note), and I spoke of
trends, not absolutes. Of the works cited
by Richards, moreover, Powdermaker
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(1950) and Warner (1941, 1942, 1945,
1947) do not deal with pre-industrial non-
Western societies, to which my remarks in
the relevant passage were specifically
related. Richards says my criticisms 2 and
7 of applied anthropology are “'so loaded
with absolutes such as ‘never’ and ‘only’
that they are unacceptable as stated to
most anthropologists.”” Now, I do not find
the word “never” in this passage of my
paper at all, while “only” is used in, I
should think, a precise and justifiable
statement, namely that much applied
anthropology assumes “the refusal to
contemplate the possibility that for some
societies revolution may be the only
practicable means towards economic
advance.” Am 1 wrong? How many
American applied anthropologists do in
fact contemplate or openly discuss the
possibility that revolution may be the only
practicable means toward economic ad-
vance? I do not think there are many, If
Richards is so angry that she cannot read
and report what I have written, I do not
think she should accuse me of “slanted,
semi-true, semi-false, inaccurate writing,"’
ete.

A. G. Frank’s comment is of a quite
different character from the rest and is to
me the most challenging and pertinent.
Frank's statement will reach a different,
and probably younger, audience from that
for which mine was intended. My paper
addressed what T took to he the large
majority of “liberal"” anthropologists in the
United States. It asked them to recognize
that revolutionary developments are occur-
ring over wide areas, to consider the
significant controversies that stem fromy
these, and, in the light of empirical
rescarch, to examine both' their own roles
and the assumptions handed to them by
the propaganda organs of their society.
Frank implicitly address the already com-
mitted or half-committed radical anthro-
pologist, urging him to clarify his priorities
and loyalties, to divorce himself uncondi-
tionally from the corruptions, potential or
actual, in his conventional role as social
scientist, and to commit his life and work
to revolutionary change. Frank’s statement
is also written 15 months after mine, when
the pace of events has quickened in the
ghettoes and universities of America, in
Vietnam, and most recently in Europe. It
is therefore timely and welcome. It is also
pertinent to notice that this  statement
comes from a social scientist whose own
trenchant analyses of capitalism in Latin
America have led to his exclusion from the
United States, where he has spent most of
his life, and more recently also, from two of
Canada’s more “liberal” universitics (in-
cluding my own). Beals argues that
“‘anthropologists in the United States still
have a great deal of freedom of choice
about their research,” and that “in a
significant part of the world they have
little.” While the latter statement may be

true, I think that the former is true only
insofar as anthropologists choose ta work
within the framework of capitalist in-
perialism. If they try to transcend it, their
path is, understandably, thorny. .

I agree with most of Frank’s statemen
and admire his dedication. I would query
two points. It is hard to accept, without
further explanation, the statement that
“virtually the whole of the ‘free’ world's
social science is in effect one huge imperial-
ist Camelot project, whoever payg for it.”
It is clear from the quotations in Frank's
statement that the U.S. Department of
Defense would like to gear most if not all
American social science rescarch, as well
as that of foreign scholars, to the United
States’ counter-revolutionary policies, and
that this aim is facilitated and often
actively promoted by the major founda-
tions, the Department of State, American-
sponsored cultural institutions abroad,
and an unknown number of American
anthropologists. Nevertheless I think we
must distinguish between the goals of the
U.S. government and the motives of
individual anthropologists, taking into
consideration the degree of relevance for
counter-revolution of the anthropologists'
rescarch subjects and findings. Project
Camclot, like, no doubt, other similar
projects, aimed specifically to research
the roots of revolutionary insurgency and
find ways to prevent it. However muddled
their motives, the people in this project
knew what they were working on, and for
whom. Although the work of other
anthropologists may be misused by their
government, I do not think the culpability
is as great in the case of an archaeologist
working on Neolithic pottery or an
anthropalogist studying kinship change ot
female initiation rites. Rather than con-
demning all American anthropologists
equally, I think it is necessary to dis-
tinguish degrees of culpability and gulli-
bility. It is also necessary to point out,
however, as Frank does, that the anthro-
pologist’s attempts to do independent
research on contemporary societies may
be used by his government to harm his
informants. Further, even if anthropolo-
gists choose the most trivial, recondite, or
historically remote problems, the fact that
they take money from branches of the
United States government, yet do not
strongly and publicly protest against its
policies through their professional organi-
zations, allows their work to be used as a
smoke-screen and gives an air of respect-
ability to nefarious imperialist actions.
Frank also does a service by painting out
that cultural imperialism is inherent in the
spread of American research institutions,
quite apart from their selective effects on
indigenous research or their potential
usc as spy-stations.

A second issue is that of where anthro-
pologists who are committed to revolution
can work most fruitfully. Frank argues

'CURRENT ANTHROPOLOGY

————

]

Dharampal Archives CPS-ER-09

www.cpsindia.org




ject
for
her

eir

gist

an
= Or:
‘On-
rists

dis-
out,

lent
nay

his
olo-
, or
‘hat

not
< its |
ani-
as a
wect-
ons,
out
1 the
ions
5 on
ntial

‘hro-

ition
‘gues |

16Y

lity -

ulli- .|l

that Western social scientists | should
rescarch their own societies and that social
scientists of the Third World should aid
revolutionary struggles there. He gives
three reasons: Western-sponsored rescarch
in. the Third World is used by Western
governments for counter-revolutionary
purposes; Western anthropologists, coming
from the imperial nations, cannot, or
cannot be expected to, further revolutions
in the colonies; and potentially revolution-
ary situations now exist in the metropolitan
countries themselves. 1 do not find these
reasons entirely compelling. Provided their
allegiance is clear, Westerners’ studies of
the Third World can be of value in explor-
ing the goals and methods of colonial
revolutionary movements, and indeed the
whole imperial situation, for potential
radicals at home. It is possible to be a
“déclassé intellectual” internationally as
well as within one’s own nation, although
admittedly few achieve it. I do not think
it can be argued that the revolutionary
movements in Cuba, China, Kenya, or
Vietnam would have been better served if
Edgar Snow, William Hinton, Jan Myrdal,
K. S. Karol, Paul Sweezy, C. Wright Mills,
Robert I'nbcr William Appleman Wil-
liams, Donald Barnett, Wilfred Burchett,
Felix Greene, and others like them had
stayed at home. The skillsand regional train-
ing of social scientists and journalists take
years to acquire; the unique experiences
and abilities of individual anthropologists
should not be wasted. If, morcover, as
Frank believes, the Revolution is ultimately
one and international, there are multi-
farious roles to be filled within and between
the heartland and the hinterlands of
imperialism.

It is true, however, that many, perhaps
most, radical anthropologists in the West
will no longer be able to finance’ their
research abroad when their ethical stands
and political allegiances are made public.
If their purpose is primarily to aid revolu-
tion, most may find it necessary to work
at home, and some, for various reasons,
will prefer to do so. By the same token,
many radical anthropologists, like other
profcsslonals may, as Staughton Lynd
(1968) pmms out, either be cast out of the
universities or find their setting too con-

| ‘ stricting to carry out the research or the

active organization that will best aid
revolution, It secems to me, however, too
early to Jay down rules for the settings and
creative activities in which revolutionary
anthropologists can best engage. Presum-
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ably several roles will emerge, some more
contemplative, theoretical, and global,

others more local or more activist. Frank's

statement draws attention, however, to the
fact that the relationship between social
science and values is not abstract or
absolute. It has been defined in a particular
way by bourgeois society during its period
of growth. We must not be hampered by
that. As long as we strive to be truthful
and to clarify our values, the relationship
between values and science can be what-
ever we choose to make it, within the limits
imposed by our external situation. As
crises sharpen, both counter-revolutionary
repression and our own sense of urgency
will press us more strongly toward unusual
activities and may, for many anthro-
pologists, mean abandoning conventional
channels and canons of research, teaching,
and publication. Our “‘subject” will not
thercby be necessarily impoverished.
Schoolcraft, Morgan, Darwin, Marx,
Engels, Lenin, Trotsky, Rosa Luxemburg,
Gramsci, Paul Sweezy, Herbert Aptheker,
and Isaac Deutscher, to cite a few
luminaries, worked outside universities,
were thrown out of them, or not permitted
to enter them (Lynd 1968). Sociul science
and modern society would have been much
poorer without them.

Frank’s statement, in contrast to Mac-
Lachlan’s and Levine’s comments, brings
out the obvious but often ignored fact that
social scientists have a social role that is
distinguishable both from the content of
their research and from their duties as
“mere” citizens. Even if their work and
experience have not led them to opt for
revolution, I should think that a large
number, if not most, anthropologists would
agree that they have an obligation,
individually and collectively, to ask what
effects their government’s policies have, not
only on their work, but on the welfare of
the world’s peoples, especially of the non-
Western societics in which so much of their
research has been done. Certainly we
should examine the effects of other govern-
ments’ actions too, but it is especially
incumbent on us to make known our
judgments of the governments that hire us
and for whose acts we are, as citizens, most
directly responsible. Thus it is not enough,
for example, for anthropologists to con-
demn the employment of their colleagues
by the Central Intelligence Agency on the
grounds that such employment may lead to

article was presented as “New Proposals
for Anthropologists,” before the South-
western  Anthropological  Association,
Plenary Session: “Anthropology in a World
in Crisis,”” San Francisco, March 24, 1967.)
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dissimulation or prevent the free publica-
tion of research. It is surely necessary to
condemn it on the grounds that the Central
Intelligence Agency has committed crimes
against international law, undermined
foreign governments, and helped to rob
other nations of their independence,
dignity, and physical safety. I do not say
that only the United States government
commits these crimes, although it seems
obvious to me that it has been the most
flagrant offender for the past two decades.
Anthropologists in other countries, capital-

ist and socialist, must as Peter Skalnik .

points out, examine their own institutions,
social roles, and consciences. Members of
the American Anthropological Association
have a special duty to address themselves
to the acts of governments within the
Americas.

After referring to the ‘“Vietnam”
resolution, Beals ends his comment by
rejecting “the totalitarian effort to commit
all anthropologists to political posmons
through their professional organizations.”

I do not see totalitarianism in asking a
professional organization to take a vote on
a world-wide ethical and humanitarian
issue. Minorities can present independent
statements, I wonder whether Beals found
similarly “totalitarian” earlier resolutions
of the Association on nuclear weapons,
atomic testing in the Pacific, the welfare of

American Indians, or racial views and !

policies in relation to American Black

people. Regarding totalitarianism, it is

the American government that for years
has been wantonly slaughtering an Asian

v

peasant people, using internationally for-

bidden weapons, and preventing Vietnam, .. -
North and South, from forming its own
united government in accordance with

international agreement. To protest against
such external fascism, individually or
collectively, is not totalitarian. Personally,
I found totalitarian the suffocating silence

preserved in the American Anthropological ;

Association for over two years and the
strew-tous and hectoring efforts of some
senic:
debate on this subject. Had debate oc-’
curred and facts been carefully considered

throughout this period, Beals and all of us
would have been better qualified to assess :

the roles of the United States and North

Vietnam in this conflict, and our own''

responsibilities as anthropologists in rela-
tion to it. ’
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U0 )5~ INTRODUCTION 3

< ‘5 | Each essay furnishes, nevertheless, a useful standard by which
the political systems of other peoples in the same area may be
classified. No such classification is attempted in this book, but
we recognize that a satisfactory comparative study of African
political institutions can only be undertaken after a classification
of the kind has been made. It would then be possible to study a
whole range of adjacent societies in the light of the Ngwato
system, the Tale system, the Ankole system, the Bemba system,
and so on, and, by analysis, to state the chief characters of series
of political systems found in large areas. An analysis of the
results obtained by these comparative studies in fields where a
whole range of societies display many similar characteristics in
their political systems would be more likely to lead to valid
scientific generalizations than comparison between particular
societies belonging to different areas and political types.

We do not mean to suggest that the political systems of societies
which have a high degree of general cultural resemblance are
necessarily of the same type, though on the whole they tend to be.
However, it is well to bear in mind that within a single linguistic
or cultural area we often find political systems which are very
unlike one another in many important features, Conversely, the
same kind of political structures are found in societies of totally
different culture. This can be seen even in the eight societies in
this book. Also, there may be a totally different cultural content
in social processes with identical functions. The function of
ritual ideology in political organization in Africa clearly illustrates
this. Mystical values are attached to political office among the
10| lo 1o 20 Jao . Bemba, the Banyankole, the Kede, and the Tallensi, but the
symbols and institutions in which these values are expressed are
: very different in all four societies. A comparative study of
1. Zulu 4. Banyankole 7: gaﬂmﬂ political systems has to be on an abstract plane where social pro-
= m? & g;d; Kavirondo 8, Tie cesses are stripped of their cultural idiom and are reduced to

functional terms. The structural similarities which disparity of
culture conceals are then laid bare and structural dissimilarities
are revealed behind a screen of cultural uniformity. There is
evidently an intrinsic connexion between a people’s culture and
their social organization, but the nature of this connexion is
a major problem in sociology and we cannot emphasize too
much that these two components of social life must not be
confused.

THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE PEOPLES DEALT WITH IN THIS BOOK
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6 AFRICAN POLITICAL SYSTEMS

rights of subjects and the obligations of rulers, and the checks on
authority. Those who studied societies of Group B had no such
matters to discuss and were therefore forced to consider what, in
the absence of explicit forms of government, could be held to
constitute the political structure of a people. This problem was
simplest among the Nuer, who have very distinct territorial divi-
sions. The difficulty was greater for the Logoli and Tallensi, who
have no clear spatially-defined political units.
V. Kinship in Political Organization

One of the outstanding differences between the two groups is
the part played by the lineage system in political structure. We
must here distinguish between the set of relationships linking the
individual to other persons and to particular social units through
the transient, bilateral family, which we shall call the kinship
system, and the segmentary system of permanent, unilateral descent
groups, which we call the lineage system. Only the latter estab-
lishes corporate units with political functions. In both groups of
societies kinship and domestic ties have an important role in the
lives of individuals, but their relation to the political system is of
a secondary order. In the societies of Group A it is the adminis-
trative organization, in societies of Group B the segmentary
lineage system, which primarily regulates political relations
between territorial segments.

This is clearest among the Ngwato, whose political system
resembles the pattern with which we are familiar in the modern
nation-state. The political unit is essentially a territorial grouping
wherein the plexus of kinship ties serves merely to cement those
already established by membership of the ward, district, and
nation. In societies of this type the state is never the kinship
system writ large, but is organized on totally different principles.
In societies of Group B kinship ties appear to play a more pro-
minent role in political organization, owing to the close association
of territorial grouping with lineage grouping, but it is still only
a secondary role.

It seems probable to us that three types of political system can
be distinguished. Firstly, there are those very small societies, none
of which are described in this book, in which even the largest
political unit embraces a group of people all of whom are united
to one another by ties of kinship, so that political relations are

e ——— -
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coterminous with kinship relations and the political structure and
kinship organization are completely fused. Secondly, there are
societies in which a lineage structure is the framework of the
political system, there being a precise co-ordination between the
two, so that they are consistent with each other, though each
remains distinct and autonomous in its own sphere. Thirdly,
there are societies in which an administrative organization is the
framework of the political structure.

The numerical and territorial range of a political system would
vary according to the type to which it belongs. A kinship system
would seem to be incapable of uniting such large numbers of
persons into a single organization for defence and the settlement
of disputes by arbitration as a lineage system and a lineage system
incapable of uniting such numbers as an administrative system,

VI. The Infiuence of Demography

It is noteworthy that the political unit in the societies with a
state organization is numerically larger than in those without a state
organization. The largest political groups among the Tallensi,
Logoli, and Nuer cannot compete in numbers with the quarter to
half million of the Zulu state (in about 1870), the 101,000 of the
Ngwato state, and the 140,000 of the Bemba state. It is true that
the Kede and their subject population are not so populous, but it
must be remembered that they form part of the vast Nupe state.
It is not suggested that a stateless political unit need be very small
—Nuer political units comprise as many as 45,000 souls—nor that
a political unit with state organization need be very large, but it is
probably true that there is a limit to the size of a population that
can hold together without some kind of centralized government.

Size of population should not be confused with density of
population. There may be some relation between the degree of
political development and the size of population, but it would be
incorrect to suppose that governmental institutions are found in
those societies with greatest density. The opposite seems to be
equally likely, judging by our material. The density of the Zulu
is 35, of the Ngwato 25, of the Bemba 3'75 per square mile, while
that of the Nuer is higher and of the Tallensi and Logoli very
much higher. It might be supposed that the dense permanent settle-
ments of the Tallensi would necessarily lead to the development
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of a centralized form of government, whereas the wide dis-
persion of shifting villages among the Bemba would be incom-
patible with centralized rule, The reverse is actually the case. In
addition to the material collected in this book, evidence from
other African societies could be cited to prove that a large popula-
tion in a political unit and 3 high degree of political centralization
do not necessarily go together with great density.

VII. The Influence of Mode of Livelihood l'

The density and distribution of population in an African society |
are clearly related to ecological conditions which also affect the |
whole mode of livelihood. It is obvious, however, that mere |
differences in modes of livelihood do not determine differences |
in political structure. The Tallensi and the Bemba are both |
agriculturalists, the Tallensi having fixed and the Bemba shifting
cultivation, but they have very different political systems. The |
Nuer and Logoli of Group B and the Zulu and Ngwato of Group A
alike practise mixed agriculture and cattle husbandry. Ina general
sense, modes of livelihood, together with environmental condi-
tions, which always impose effective limits on modes of livelihood,
determine the dominant values of the peoples and strongly influ-
ence their social organizations, including their political systems,
This is evident in the political divisions of the Nuer, in the dis-
tribution of Kede settlements and the administrative organization
embracing them, and in the class system of the Banyankole,

Most African societies belong to an economic order very

different from ours. Theirs is mainly a subsistence economy with
2 rudimentary differentiation of productive labour and with no
machinery for the accumulation of wealth in the form of com-
mercial or industrial capital, If wealth is accumulated it takes the
form of consumption goods and amenities or is used for the
support of additional dependants. Hence it tends to be rapidly
dissipated again and does not give rise to permanent class divisions, *
Distinctions of rank, status, or occupation operate independently
of differences of wealth,

Economic privileges, such as rights to tax, tribute, and labour,
are both the main reward of political power and an essential means
of maintaining it in the political systems of Group A. But there
are counterbalancing economic obligations no less strongly backed
by institutionalized sanctions, It must not be forgotten, also, that

INTRODUCTION 9

those who derive maximum economic benefit from political office
also have the maximum administrative, judicial, and religious
responsibilities.

Compared with the societies of Group A, distinctions of rank
and status are of minor significance in societies of Group B.
Political office carries no economic privileges, though the posses-

' sion of greater than average wealth may be a criterion of the

qualities or status required for political leadership; for in these
economically homogeneous, equalitarian, and segmentary societies
the attainment of wealth depends either on exceptional personal
qualities or accomplishments, or on superior status in the lineage
system.

VIII. Composite Political Systems and the Conguest Theory

It might be held that societies like the Logoli, Tallensi, and
Nuer, without central government or administrative machinery,
develop into states like the Ngwato, Zulu, and Banyankole as a
result of conquest. Such a development is suggested for the Zulu
and Banyankole. But the history of all the peoples treated in this
book is not well enough known to enable us to declare with any
degree of certainty what course their political development has
taken. The problem must therefore be stated in a different way.
All the societies of Group A appear to be an amalgam of different
peoples, each aware of its unique origin and history, and all except
the Zulu and Bemba are still to-day culturally heterogeneous.
Cultural diversity is most marked among the Banyankole and
Kede, but it is also clear among the Ngwato, We may, there-
fore, ask to what extent cultural heterogeneity in a society is cor-
related with an administrative system and central authority. The
evidence at our disposal in this book suggests that cultural and

economic heterogeneity is associated with a state-like political

structure. Centralized authority and an administrative oreaniza.
tion seem to be necessary to accommodate culturally diverse
groups within a single political system, especially if they have
different modes of livelihood. A class or caste system may result
if there are great cultural and, especially, great economic diver-
gencies. But centralized forms of government are found also with
peoples of homogeneous culture and little economic differentiation
like the Zulu. It is possible that groups of diverse culture are the
more easily welded into a unitary political system without the

B
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emergence of classes the closer they are to one another in culture.
A centralized form of government is not necessary to enable
different groups of closely related culture and pursuing the same
mode of livelihood to amalgamate, nor does it necessarily arise
out of the amalgamation. The Nuer have absorbed large numbers
of conquered Dinka, who are a pastoral people like themselves
with a very similar culture. They have incorporated them by
adoption and other ways into their lineage system; but this has
not resulted in a class or caste structure or in a centralized form
of government. Marked divergencies in culture and economic
pursuits are probably incompatible with a segmentary political
system such as that of the Nuer or the Tallensi. We have not the
data to check this. It is clear, however, that a conquest theory of
the primitive state—assuming that the necessary historical
evidence is available—must take into account not only the mode of
conquest and the conditions of contact, but also the similarities
or divergencies in culture and mode of livelihood of conquerors
and conquered and the political institutions they bring with them
into the new combination.

I1X. The Territorial Aspect

The territorial aspect of early forms of political organization
was justly emphasized by Maine in Ancient Law and other
scholars have given much attention to it. In all the societies
described in this book the political system has a territorial frame-
work, but it has a different function in the two types of political
organization. The difference is due to the dominance of an
administrative and judicial apparatus in one type of system and its
absence in the other. In the societies of Group A the administra-

territorially delimited. A chief is the administrative and judicial
head of a given territorial division, vested often with final economic
and legal control over all the land within his boundaries. Every-
body living within these boundaries is his subject, and the right to
live in this area can be acquired only by accepting the obligations
of a subject. The head of the state is a territorial ruler.

In the other group of societies there are no territorial units
defined by an administrative system, but the territorial units are
local communities the extent of which corresponds to the range of
a particular set of lineage ties and the bonds of direct co-operation.
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Political office does not carry with it juridical rights over a par-
ticular, defined stretch of territory and its inhabitants. Member-
ship of the local community, and the rights and duties that go with
it, are acquired as a rule through genealogical ties, real or fictional.
The lineage principle takes the piace of political allegiance, and the
interrelations of territorial segments are directly co-ordinated with
the interrelations of lineage segments.

Political relations are not simply a reflexion of territorial rela-
tions. The political system, in its own right, incorporates terri-
torial relations and invests them with the particular kind of
political significance they have.

X. The Balance of Forces in the Political System

A relatively stable political system in Africa presents a balance
between conflicting tendencies and between divergent interests. In
Group A it is a balance between different parts of the administra-
tive organization. The forces that maintain the supremacy of the
paramount ruler are opposed by the forces that act as a check on his
powers. Institutions such as the regimental organization of the
Zulu, the genealogical restriction of succession to kingship or
chiefship, the appointment by the king of his kinsmen to regional
chiefships, and the mystical sanctions of his office all reinforce the
power of the central authority. But they are counterbalanced by
other institutions, like the king's council, sacerdotal officials who
have a decisive voice in the king’s investiture, queen mothers’

- courts, and so forth, which work for the protection of law and
'_ custom and the control of centralized power. The regional

devolution of powers and privileges, necessary on account of
difficulties of communication and transport and of other cultural
deficiencies, imposes severe restrictions on a king's authority. The

- balance between central authority and regional autonomy is a very

important element in the political structure. If a king abuses his
power, subordinate chiefs are liable to secede or to lead a revolt
against him. Ifasubordinate chief seems to be getting too powerful

: and independent, the central authority will be supported by other
- subordinate chiefs in suppressing him. A king may try to buttress

his authority by playing off rival subordinate chiefs against one
another,
It woula be a mistake to regard the scheme of constitutional

checks and balances and the delegation of power and authority to
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spheres for which there is no precedent. Direct resort to force in
the form of self-help in defence of the rights of individuals or of
groups is no longer permitted; for there is now, for the first time,
a paramount authority exacting obedience in virtue of superior
force which enables it to establish courts of justice to replace self-
help. This tends to lead to the whole system of mutually balancing
segments collapsing and a bureaucratic European system taking
its place. An organization more like that of a centralized state
comes into being.

XIII. The Mystical Values Associated with Political Office

The sanction of force is not an innovation in African forms of
government. We have stressed the fact that it is one of the main
pillars of the indigenous type of state. But the sanction of force
on which a European administration depends lies outside the native
political system. It is not used to maintain the values inherent in
that system. In both societies of Group A and those of Group B
European governments can impose their authority; in neither are
they able to establish moral ties with the subject people. For, as we
have scen, in the original native system force is used by a ruler
with the consent of his subjects in the interest of the social order,

An African ruler is not to his people merely a person who can
enforce his will on them. He is the axis of their political relations,
the symbol of their unity and exclusiveness, and the embodiment
of their essential values. He is more than a secular ruler; in that
capacity the European government can to a great extent replace
him. His credentials are mystical and are derived from antiquity,
Where there are no chiefs, the balanced segments which compose

.f'.

the political structure are vouched for by tradition and myth and |

their interrelations are guided by values expressed in mystical
symbols. Into these sacred precincts the European rulers can
never enter. They have no mythical or ritual warranty for their
authority.

What is the meaning of this aspect of African political organiza-
tion? African societies are not models of continuous internal
harmony. Acts of violence, oppression, revolt, civil war, and so
forth, chequer the history of every African state. In societies like
the Logoli, Tallensi, and Nuer the segmentary nature of the social

structure is often most strikingly brought to light by armed con- |
Hict between the segments, But if the social system has reached a ;
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- sufficient degree of stability, these internal convulsions do not
. necessarily wreck it. In fact, they may be the means of reinforcing

it, as we have seen, against the abuses and infringements of rulers
actuated by their private interests. In the segmentary societies,
war is not a matter of one segment enforcing its will on another,
but is the way in which segments protect their particular interests
within a field of common interests and values.

There are, in every African society, innumerable ties which
counteract the tendencies towards political fission arising out of the
tensions and cleavages in the social structure. An administrative
organization backed by coercive sanctions, clanship, lineage and
age-set ties, the fine-spun web of kinship—all these unite people
who have different or even opposed sectional and private interests.
Often also there are common material interests such, as the need
to share pastures or to trade in a common market-place, or com-
plementary economic pursuits binding different sections to one
another. Always there are common ritual values, the ideological
superstructure of political organization.

Members of an African society feel their unity and perceive
their common interests in symbols, and it is their attachment to
these symbols which more than anything else gives their society
cohesion and persistence. In the form of myths, fictions, dogmas,
ritual, sacred places and persons, these symbols represent the
unity and exclusiveness of the groups which respect them. They
are regarded, however, not as mere symbols, but as final values in
hemselves.

To explain these symbols sociologically, they have to be trans-
lated into terms of social function and of the social structure which
they serve to maintain. Africans have no objective knowledge of
the forces determining their social organization and actuating
their social behaviour. Yet they would be unable to carry on their
collective life if they could not think and feel about the interests
which actuate them, the institutions by means of which they
organize collective action, and the structure of the groups into
which they are organized. Myths, dogmas, ritual beliefs and
activities make his social system intellectually tangible and
coherent to an African and enable him to think and feel about it.
Furthermore, these sacred symbols, which reflect the social system,
endow it with mystical values which evoke acceptance of the social
order that goes far beyond the obedience exacted by the secular
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sanction of force. The social system is, as it were, removed to a
mystical plane, where it figures as a system of sacred values beyond
criticism or revision. Hence people will overthrow a bad king,
but the kingship is never questioned; hence the wars or feuds
between segments of a society like the Nuer or the Tallensi are
kept within bounds by mystical sanctions. These values are com-
mon to the whole society, to rulers and ruled alike and to all the
segments and sections of a society.

The African does not see beyond the symbols; it might well be :
held that if he understood their objective meaning, they would I
lose the power they have over him. This power lies in their =
symbolic content, and in their association with the nodal institu-
tions of the social structure, such as the kingship. Not every kind
of ritual or any sort of mystical ideas can express the values that
hold a society together and focus the loyalty and devotion of its
members on their rulers. If we study the mystical values bound |
up with the kingship in any of the societies of Group A, we find
that they refer to fertility, health, prosperity, peace, justice—to
everything, in short, which gives life and happiness to a people.
The African sees these ritual observances as the supreme safe-
guard of the basic needs of his existence and of the basic relations
that make up his social order—land, cattle, rain, bodily health,
the family, the clan, the state. "The mystical values reflect the
general import of the basic elements of existence: the land as the
source of the whole people’s livelihood, physical health as some-
thing universally desired, the family as the fundamental pro-
creative unit, and so forth. These are the common interests of
the whole society, as the native sees them. These are the themes
of taboos, observances and ceremonies in which, in societies of
Group A, the whole people has a share through its representatives, |
and in societies of Group B all the segments participate, since
they are matters of equal moment to all.

We have stressed the fact that the universal aspect of things
like land or fertility are the subjects of common interest in an
African society; for these matters also have another side to them,
as the private interests of individuals and segments of a society.
The productivity of his own land, the welfare and security of his
own family or his own clan, such matters are of daily, practical
concern to every member of an African society: and over such
matters arise the conflicts between sections and factions of the _

]
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society. Thus the basic needs of existence and the basic social
relations are, in their pragmatic and utilitarian aspects, as sources
of immediate satisfactions and strivings, the subjects of private
interests; as common interests, they are non-utilitarian and non-
pragmnm,mmdmonlvﬁmmdldeolog:mlugmﬁmne.
The common interests spring from those very private interests
to which they stand in opposition. =

To explain the ritual aspect of African political organization in
terms of magical mentality is not enough; and it does not take us
far to say that land, rain, fertility, &c., are ‘sacralized’ because
they are the most vital needs of the community. Such arguments
do not explain why the great ceremonies in which ritual for the
common good is performed are usually on a public scale. 'I'hey
do not explain why the ritual functions we have been describing
should be bound up, always, with pivotal political offices and
should be part of the political theory of an organized soczety

Again, it is not enough to dismiss these ritual functions of chief-
ship, kingship, &c., by calling them sanctions of political authority.
Why, then, are they regarded as among the most stringent respon-
sibilities of office? Why are they so often distributed amongst a
number of independent functionaries who are thus enabled to
exercise a balancing constraint on one another? It is clear that
they serve, also, as a sanction against the abuse of political power
and as a means of constraining political functionaries to perform
their administrative obligations as well as their religious duties,
lest the common good suffer injury.

When, finally, it is stated as an observable descriptive fact that
we are dealing here with institutions that serve to affirm and pro-
mote political solidarity we must ask why they do so. Why is an
all-embracing administrative machinery or a wide-flung lineage
system insufficient by itself to achieve this?

We cannot attempt to deal at length with all these questions.
We have already given overmuch space to them because we
consider them to be of the utmost importance, both from the
theoretical and the practical point of view. The ‘supernatural’
aspects of African government are always puzzling and often
exasperating to the European administrator. But a great deal
more of research is needed before we shall be able to understand
them fully. The hypothesis we are making use of is, we feel, a
stimulating starting-point for further research into these matters.

www.cpsindid org
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That part of it which has already been stated is, perhaps, least
controversial. But it is incomplete.

Any item of social behaviour, and therefore any political rela-
tion, has a utilitarian or pragmatic content. It means that material
goods change hands, arcdisbumedoracquired,andthatthedimct
purposes of individuals are achieved. Items of social behaviour
and therefore political relations haye also a moral aspect; that is,
they express rights and duties, privileges and obligations, political

a standstill and the society disintegrate. This is the greatest
common interest in any African society, and it is this interest
which the political system, viewed in its entirety, subserves. This,
too, is the ultimate and, we might say, axiomatic set of premisses of
the social order. If they were continually and arbitrarily violated,
the social system would cease to work.

We can sum up this analysis by saying that the material interests
that actuate individuals or groups in an African society operate
inthefmmeofabodyofinwmnnectedmomlandlcgﬂnorms
theordermdmbilityofwhichismintaimdbythepoﬁﬁml
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distributed at cardinal points of the social structure. Here we
find myths, dogmas, ritual ceremonies, mystical powers, &c.,
associated with segments and defining and serving to maintain
the relationship between them. Periodic ceremonies emphasizing
the solidarity of segments, and between segments, as against
sectional interests withine these groups, are the rule among the
Tallensi and Logoli no less than among the Bemba and Kede.
Among the Nuer, the leopard-skin chief, a sacred personage
associated with the fertility of the earth, is the medium through
whom feuds are settled and, hence, inter-segment relations
regulated. The difference between these societies of Group B and
those of Group A lies in the fact that there is no person who
represents the political unity of the people, such unity being
lacking, and there may be no person who represents the unity of
segments of the people. Ritual powers and responsibility are
distributed in conformity with the highly segmentary structure of
the society. \

XIV. The Problem of the Limits of the Political Group

We conclude by emphasizing two points of very great im- |
portance which are often overlooked. However one may define
political units or groups, they cannot be treated in isolation, for
they always form part of a larger social system. Thus, to take an |
extreme example, the localized lineages of the Tallensi overlap one
another like a series of intersecting circles, so that it is impossible to
state clearly where the lines of political cleavage run. These over-
lapping fields of political relations stretch almost indefinitely, so
that there is a kind of interlocking even of neighbouring peoples,
and while we can see that this people is distinct from that, it is not i
easy to say at what point, culturally or politically, one is justified in i
regarding them as distinct units. Among the Nuer, political |
demarcation is simpler, but even here there is, between segments |
of a political unit, the same kind of structural relationship as there
is between this unit and another unit of the same order. Hence the
designation of autonomous political groups is always to some
extent an arbitrary matter. This is more noticeable among the
societies of Group B, but among those of Group A also there is an I
interdependence between the political group described and neigh-
bouring political groups and a certain overlapping between them.
The Ngwato have a segmentary relationship to other Tswana |
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tribes which in many respects is of the same order as that between
divisions of the Ngwatd themselves. The same is true of the other
societies with centralized governments.

This overlapping and interlocking of societies is largely due to
the fact that the point at which political relations, narrowly defined
in terms of military action and legal sanctions, end is not the point
at which all social relations cease. The social structure of a people
stretches beyond their political system, so defined, for there are
always social relations of one kind or another between peoples of
different autonomous political groups. Clans, age-sets, ritual
associations, relations of affinity and of trade, and social relations
of other kinds unite people of different political units. Common
language or closely related languages, similar customs and beliefs,
and so on, also unite them. Hence a strong feeling of community
may exist between groups which do not acknowledge a single
ruler or unite for specific political purposes. Community of
language and culture, as we have indicated, does not necessarily
give rise to political unity, any more than linguistic and cultural
dissimilarity prevents political unity.

Herein lies a problem of world importance : what is the relation
of political structure to the whole social structure? Everywhere
in Africa social ties of one kind or another tend to draw together
peoples who are politically separated and political ties appear to be
dominant whenever there is conflict between them and other social
tes. The solution of this problem would seem to lie n a more
detailed investigation of the nature of political values and of the

- symbols in which they are expressed. Bonds of utilitarian interest

between individuals and between groups are not as strong as the
bonds implied in common attachment to mystical symbols. It is
precisely the greater solidarity, based on these bonds, which
generally gives political groups their dominance over social groups
of other kinds.
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CLAUDE LEVI-STRAUSS, Professeur titulaire at the Collége de France,
Paris. was born in 1908 in Belgium and educated at |'Université
de Paris (Licencié de Philosophie, 1928; Licencié de Droit, 1929;
Agrégé de I'Université, 1932; Docteur és Lettres, 1949). He is
Honorary Fellow, Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain
and Ireland; Foreign Fellow, American Philosophical Society,
American Academy of Arts and Sciences. Royal Academy of the
Netherlands, Norwegian Academy of Science and Letters; Doctor
bonorrs causa, Université Libre de Bruxelles, Yale University,
Oxford University; Officier de la Légion d Honneut

From 1935 to 1939 he was a professor at the University of
Sio Paulo, and the leader of several ethnological expeditions into
central Brazil. He returned to France in 1939, where he served in
the French army. After the armistice in 1941, he was invited to
the United States as Visiting Professor at the New School for Social
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Rescarch in New York, From 1942 to 1949 he taught at the New
School and also at I'Ecole Libre des Hautes Etudes de New York
From 1946 to 1947 he served as Cultural Attaché to the Fren
Embassy to the Unnted States. In 1947 he returned to France W !
become Associate Director of the Musée de 'Homme. Since 1950 !
he has been Directeur d'études at |'Ecole Pratique des Haures
Etudes, Paris. In addition to the Chair of Social Anthropology o
the College de France, he occupies the Chair of Comparative Reli
gion of Nonliterate Peoples. He is also the Director of the Labome
toire d'anthropologie sociale of the Collége de France and [ Feole
Pratique. He has been an editor of L'Homme, rerme fram st
d'anthropologie since its inception in January, 1961

His chief interests are social anthropology, kinship. and secdl
organization: religion and mythology: art; and the comparame
anthropology of North and South America.
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Viking Fund Medal and Award

The Wenner-Gren Foundation for Anthropological Re-
sarch has asked that the following announcement be
nnted in reference to the selection of the Viking Fund

Medalist (CA 6:71):

Itis a pleasure to announce that on November 16, 1965,
the Board of Directors voted, in accordance with the
expressed wishes of the Associates of CURRENT ANTHRO-
poLocY, to award the medal to Claude Lévi-Strauss. The

France on January 5, 1960, usually called his Inaugural
Address; his Smithsonian address, “Anthropology: Its
Achievements and Future,” delivered at The Bicenten-
nial Celebration Commemorating the Birth of James
Smithson and held in Washington on September 17,
1965; and a bibliography of Prof. Lévi-Strauss’ pub-

the Chair of Social Anthropology of the Collége de 5

lished works.

medal carries with it an award of $10,000.00. e e
f | -
In recognition of his contributions to thc field cur- p v 77 i
RENT ANTHROPOLOGY publishes a translation of Prof. B <2 Ky 5 Ll
'Lévi-Strauss’ address on the occasion of his assuming - - —
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RECIPIENTS OF VIKING FUND MEDALS AND AWARDS

1946
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960

Alfred V. Kidder, Alfred L. Kroeber, Franz Weidenreich
John O. Brew, Earnest A. Hooton, Robert H. Lowie

Alex D. Krieger, Adolph H. Schultz, John R. Swanton

W. King Gregory, Hallam L. Movius, Jr., George P. Murdock
Emil W. Haury, Clyde Kluckhohn, Wilton M. Krogman
Carleton S. Coon, Ralph Linton, Frank H. H. Roberts, Jr.
Alfonso Caso, Julian H. Steward, William L. Straus, Jr.
Melville J. Herskovits, T. Dale Stewart, Gordon R. Willey
William W. Howells, Robert Redfield, W. Duncan Strong
A. I. Hallowell, W. E. Le Gros Clark, J. Eric S. Thompson
Junius B. Bird, Fred Eggan, Mildred Trotter

Raymond A. Dart, James B. Griffin, Margaret Mead
Raymond W. Firth, Jesse D. Jennings, Henri V. Vallois
William W. Greulich, Irving Rouse, Leslie A. White
Samuel K. Lothrop, Leslie Spier, Sherwood L. Washburn

19611 Edward E. Evans-Pritchard, Robert Heine-Geldern,
1965) Louis S. B. Leakey, Sol Tax

1966

Claude Lévi-Strauss

Iyol. 7 + No. 2|+ April 1966

Centre for Policy Studies

_—

Dharampal Archives CPS-ER-09

www.cpsindia.org

111

RN uld

N AScEN . TR T




The Scope of Anthropology’

by Claude Lévi-Strauss

IT WAS A LITTLE MORE THAN A YEAR AGO, in 1958, that
the College of France decided to create in its midst a
chair of social anthropology. This science is too at-
tentive to those forms of thought which, when we
encounter them among ourselves, we call superstition,
for me not to be allowed to render to superstition a
preliminary homage; is it not the characteristic of
myths, which have such an imporrant place in our re-
search, to evoke a suppressed past and to apply i, like
a grid, upon the present in the hope of discovering a
sense in which the 2 faces in which man is confronted
with his own reality—the historic and the structural—
coincide? It would seem to me also permissible on this
occasion, on which all the patterns or features of
myth are for me reunited, to proceed on their example,
seeking to discern in past events the meaning and the
lesson of the honor which has been done me, to which,
my dear colleagues, the very date of your deliberation
bears witness: by the strange recurrence of the number
8, already well-known from the arithmetic of Pytha-
goras, the periodic table of chemical elements, and the
law of symmetry of the medusa-jellyfish, the proposal
in 1958 to create a chair of social anthropology revives
a tradition which even if I had wished to I would not
have been able to escape.

Fifty years prior to your initial decision, Sir James
George Frazer delivered the inaugural lecture of the
1st cﬁair of social anthropology in the world, at the
University of Liverpool. Fifty years earlicr, in 1858,
2 men were born—Franz Boas and Emile Durkheim—
whom posterity will regard as, if not the founders, at
least the chief engineers, 1 in America and the other
in France, of anthropology as we know it today.

It 1s appropriate that these 3 anniversarics, these 3
names, have been evoked here. Those of Frazer and
Boas give me occasion to express my gratitude, if only
briefly, for all that social anthropology owes to Anglo-
American thought, and for what I owe it personally,
since it was in close conjunction with it that my 1st
works were conceived and developed. But it will not
surprise you that Durkheim occupies a larger place
in this lecture. He incarnates the essence of France’s
contribution to social anthropology, even though his
centennial, celebrated with enthusiasm in many foreign
countries, passed almost unnoticed here and has not yet
been marked by any official ceremony.2

How are we to explain this injustice to him, and 1
ourselves, if not as a minor consequence of that
desperate eagerness which drives us to forger our own
history, to hold it “in horror,” in the words of Charles
de Remusat? This sentiment today operis social anthro-
pology to the possibility of losing Durkheim as it has
already lost Gobincau and Demeunier,

And yet, my dear colleagues, those among you who
share these distant memories will not contradict me if
I recall that, around 1935, when our Brazilian friends
wanted to explain to us the reasons which led them 10
choose French missions to organize their Ist un-
versities, they always cited 2 names: 1st, of course,
Pasteur, and after that Durkheim.

But in reserving these thoughts for Durkheim, I am
carrying out another duty. No one would have ap-
preciated more than Marcel Mauss an homage address-
ed to him at the same time as to the master of whom
he was pupil and then successor. From 1931 to 1942,
Marcel Mauss held the chair at the College of France
consecrated to the study of society, and so brief was the
passage in these halls of the unfortunate Maurice Halb-
wachs that it secems that one can, without being un-
truthful, consider that in creating a chair of social an-
thropology, it is Mauss’s chair which you wanted t
restore. In any case, I owe too much to Mauss’s thought
not to take pleasure in this notion.

To be sure, his chair was called “Sociology,” for
Mauss, who did so much (together with Paul Rivet) 10
make ethnology a science in its own right, had not
completely succeeded by the 1930’s. But to attest to the
bond between our fields, it will suffice to recall that
in Mauss’s field ethnology took an ever growing place;
that beginning in 1924, he proclaimed that the “place
of sociology” was “in anthropology™ (Mauss 1950¢!
285); and that, if I am not mistaken Mauss was the Ist
(in 1938) to introduce the term “social anthropology”
into  French terminology (Mauss 1950d:362). He
would not disavow the term today.

L] L]
L ]

! “Inaugural Lecture” delivered on S 1 60 at the Collége &

France. The article was translated by Sherry Artner Paul and Robert
Paul.

* A commemoration took place at the Sorbonne on 30 1 60.
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1 ° Even in his boldest advances, Mauss never felt that he
! departed from the Durkheimian line. Better than he,
Il o perhaps, we perceive today how, without betraying the
f fidelity so often affirmed, he knew how to simplify
] and soften the doctrine of his great precursor. This
' doctrine has never ceased to astonish us by its imposing
‘4 proportions and its powerful logical framework, and
4 by the perspectives which it opened onto honzo‘ns
| where so much remains to be explored. Mauss’s mis-
' sion was o finish and furnish the prodigious edifice
. sprung from the earth at the passage of the demiurge.
He had to exorcise some metaphysical phantoms that
] were still trailing their chains in it, and shelter it
IF once and for all from the icy winds of dialectic, the
¥ thunder of syllogisms, and the lightning flashes of an-
g tinomies. But Mauss secured the Durkheimian school
1 against yet other dangers.
i Durkheim was probably the 1st to introduce the re-
8 quirement of specificity into the sciences of man, there-
by making possible a renovation from which most of
these sciences, and especially linguistics, benefited at
the beginning of the 20th century. In all forms of
human thought and activity, one cannot ask questions
of nature or of origin before having identified and
analyzed the phenomena and having discovered to
what extent the relations which unite them suffice to
explain them. It is impossible to discuss an object! to
reconstruct the history which gave it its being, with-
'8 out knowing 1st what it is; in other words, without
having exhausted the inventory of its internal deter-
minations.

Yet when one rereads The Rules of Sociological
Method today, one cannot help thinking that Durk-
heim has applied these principles with a certain

"M prtiality: he appeals to them in order to constitute
3 the social as an independent category, but without re-
8 cognizing that this new category, in its turn, entails

all sorts of specificities corresponding to the different

1

) aspects in which we apprehend it. Before affirming
g that logic, language, law, art, and religion are projec-
< rons of the social, would it not have been reasonable
i o wait until the particular sciences had thoroughly
i | explored the mode of organization and the d:..fft_trenual
* % function of each of these codes, thus permitting the
0 " understanding of the nature of the relations among
TR dem?

M At the risk of being accused of paradox, it seems to
T W ethatin the theory of the “total social fact” (so often
2 praised and so poorly understood), the notion of
% wality is less important than the very special way
¢ W in which Mauss conceived of it: foliated, one might
at qy, and made up of a multitude of distinct yet con-
i nected planes. Instead of appearing as a postulate, the
e rwuality of the social is manifested in experience; these
% privileged instances which one can apprehend on the
St @ lvel of observation, in well-defined situations, when
v

W “the totality of sociery and its institutions . . . is set in

fe motion.” Now, this totality does not suppress the

specific character of phcnumpna, which remain “at

once juridical, economic, religious, and even aesthetic,

'l rorphological”; and so it consists finally in the net-

work of functional interrelations among all these
'planes (Mauss 195056:274).

R\ This empirical attitude of Mauss's accounts for his
nquickly overcoming the repugnance which Durk-
f '
b1ol.7 - No. 2 - April 1966
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heim had felt from the beginning with respect to eth-
nographic investigation. “What counts,” said Mauss,
“is the Melanesian of such-and-such island ...
(Mauss, 19506:276). Against the theoretician, the ob-
server should always have last word; and against the
observer, the native. Finally, behind the rationalized
interpretations of the native—who often makes himself
observer and even theoretician of his own society—
one will look for the “unconscious categories” which,
Mauss wrote in 1 of his 1st works, are determinants
“in magic, as in religion, as in linguistics” (Mauss
1950a:111). Now, this analysis in depth was to permit
Mauss, without contradicting Durkheim (since it was
to be on a new plane), to re-establish bridges—which
at times had been imprudently destroyed—to the other
sciences of man: to history, since the ethnographer
deals in the particular; and also to biology and psy-
chology, since he recognized that social phenomena are
“first social, but also, and simultaneously, physiological
and psychological.” (Mauss 1950¢:299). It will suffice
to take the analysis far enough to atrain a level where,
again as Mauss said, “body, soul, society—everything
merges” (Mauss 1950¢:302).

This healthy sociology considers men as they are
depicted by travelers and ethno raphers who have par-
taken of their existence in a Eeeting or in a lasting
way. It shows them engaged in their own historical
development, settled in a concrete, geographic space.
It has, says Mauss, “as principle and as end . . . to per-
ceive the entire group and the entire range of its
behavior™ (Mauss 19506:276).

If disembodiment was 1 of the perils which lay in
wait for Durkheimian sociology, Mauss protected it
with equal success against another danger: “automatic
explanation.” Too often since Durkheim—and even
among some of those who believe themselves to be
liberated from his doctrinal grip—sociology has seem-
ed like the product of a raid hastily made at the ex-
pense of history, psychology, linguistics, economics,
law, and ethnography. To the booty of this pillage,
sociology was content to add its label: whatever prob-
lem was posed to it, one could be assured of receiving a
prefabricated “sociolcgical” solution.

If we have not yet arrived at that state, we owe it
in large part to Mauss and to Malinowski. At the same
time, and no doubr aided by one another, they showed
—Mauss as theoretician, Malinowski as experimenter
—what could constitute proof in the ethnological
sciences. They were the 1st to understand clearly that
it was not enough to break down and dissect. Social
facts do not reduce to scattered fragments. They are
lived by men, and that subjective consciousness is as
much a form of their reality as their objective charac-
teristics.

While Malinowski was instituting uncompromising
participation of the ethnographer in the life and
thought of the natives, Mauss was affirming that what
is essential “is the movement of all, the living aspect,
the fleeting instant in which society becomes, or in
which men become, sentimentally conscious of them-
selves and of their situation vis-A-vis others” (Mauss
19506:275). This empirical and subjective synthesis
offers the only guarantee that the preliminary analysis,
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carried as far as the unconscious categories, has let
nothing escape.

Without a doubt, the proof will remain largely il-
lusory: we will never know if the other, with whom
we cannot, after all, identify, makes from the elements
of his social existence a synthesis exactly superposable
on that which we have worked out. But it is not
necessary to go so far; all that is needed—and for this,
inner feeling is sufficient—is that the synthesis, how-
ever approximate, arises from human experience. We
must be sure of this, since we study men; and as we are
ourselves men, we have that possibility. The way in
which Mauss (1950:285) poses and resolves the prob-
lem in the Essay on the Gift brings to view, in the
intersection of 2 subjectivities, the nearest order of
truth to which the sciences of man can aspire when
they confront the wholeness of their object.

Let us make no mistake: all this which seemed so
new was implicit in Durkheim. He has often been re-
proached for having formulated, in the 2nd part of
The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life, a theory
of religion so vast and so general that it seemed to
render superfluous the minute analysis of Australian
religions which preceded it and—one hoped—paved
the way for it.

The problem is to know if Durkheim the man could
have arrived at this theory without being forced, at
the outset, to superimpose upon the religious represen-
tations received from his own society those of men who
historical and geographical evidence guarantees were
entirely “others,” not accomplices or unsuspected
acolytes. Such is certainly the approach of the cth-
nographer when he goes into the field, because—how-
ever scrupulous and objective he may want to be—it
is never either himself or the other whom he encounters
at the end of his investigation. At most he can claim
to extricate, by the superposition of himself on the
other, what Mauss called the facts of general function-
ing, which he showed were more universal and had
even more reality.

In thus completing the intention of Durkheim,
Mauss liberated anthropology from the false opposi-
tion (introduced by thinkers such as Dilthey and
Spengler) between explanation in the physical sciences
and explanation in the human sciences. The search for
causes ends with the assimilation of an experience, but
this is at once external and internal. The famous rule
to “consider social facts as things” corresponds to the

“1st step, the search for causes, which are left to the

2nd to validate. We already discern the originality
of social anthropology: it consists not in opposing
causal explanation and understandine, but in bringing
to light an object which may be .t the same time
objectively very remote and subjectively very concrete,
and whose causal explanation may be based on that
understanding which is, for us, but a supplementary
form of proof. A notion like that of empathy inspires
great mistrust in me, because it connotes irrationalism
and mysticism. In his demand for additional proof,
I prefer to imagine the anthropologist modeled after
the engineer, who conceives and constructs a machine
by a series of rational operations: it has to work;
logical certainty is not enough. The possibility of trying
the intimate experiences of another upon oneself is but
1 of the means at one’s disposal for obtaining that final
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empirical satisfaction for which the physical sciences
and the human sciences equally feel the necessity: it is
less a proof, perhaps, than a guarantee.

L
&

What, then, is social anthropology? No one, it scems t0
me, was closer to defining it—if only by omission—
than Ferdinand de Saussure, when, presenting lin-
guistics as 1 part of a science yet to be born, he
reserved for this science the name semiology and at-
tributed to it as its object of study the life of signs at
the heart of social life. Did he not, furthermore, anti-
cipate our adherence when he compared language t
“writing, to the alphabet of deaf-mutes, to symbolic
rites, to forms of politeness, to military signals, etc.”?
(de Saussure 1960:33). No one would deny that an-
thropology counts within its own field at least some of
these systems of signs, along with many others: mythic
language, the oral and gestural signs of which ritual is
composed, marriage rules, kinship systems, customary
laws, and certain terms.and conditions of economic ex-
change.

I conceive, then, of anthropology as the occupant in
good faith of that domain of semiology which lin-
guistics has not already claimed for its own, pending
the time when for at least certain sections of this
domain, special sciences are set up within anthro-
pology.

It is necessary, however, to make this definition
more precise in 2 ways.

First of all, I hasten to recognize that certain items
which have just been cited are already within the
scope of particular sciences: economics, law, political
science. However, these disciplines examine the very
facts which are closest to us and thus of particular
interest. Let us say that social anthropology apprehends
these facts, either in their most distant manifestations,
or from the angle of their most general expression.
From this latter point of view, anthropology can do
nothing useful without collaborating closely with the
particular social sciences; but these, for their part,
would not know how to aspire to generality were'it
not for the cooperation of anthropology, which alone
is capable of bringing them the accounts and the in-
ventories which it seeks to render complete. /)

The 2nd difficulty is more serious, because one can
ask oneself whether all the phenomena in which social
anthropology is interested indeed manifest the
character of symbols. This is sufficiently clear for the
problems we study most frequently. When we con-
sider some system of belief (let us say totemism), some
form of social organization (unilineal clans, bilateral
cross-cousin marriage), the question which we ask our-
selves is, “What does all this mean?”, and to answer it,
we force ourselves to translate into our language rules
originally stated in a different language.

But is this true of other aspects of social reality.
such as tool-making, te~hniques, and modes of produc-
tion and of consumption? It would seem that we art
concerned here with objects, not with signs—the sign
being, according to Peirce’s celebrated definition, “that
which replaces something for someone.” What, then
does a stone axe replace, and for whom?

The objection is valid up to a certain point, and i
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. explains the repugnance which some people feel toward
admitting phenomena which come from other sciences,
such as geography and technology, into the field of
social anthropology. The term “cultural anthropology”
will be appropriate, then, to distinguish this part of
| our studies.

. However, it is well known—and it is 1 of Mauss’s
' claims to fame that he established this, along with

Malinowski—that in the societies with which we are

concerned above all, but also in others, these domains

are pregnant with meaning., From this point of view,
they still concern us.
Finally, the intention of being exhaustive which
inspires our researches broadly transforms their object.
' Techniques taken in isolation may appear as raw fact,
* historical heritage, or the result a of compromise
between the needs of man and the constraints of
environment. But when one puts them into that
general inventory of societies which anthropology is
trying to construct, they re-emerge in a new light, for
we imagine them as the equivalents of choices which-
each society seems to make (I here use convenient lan-
guage, which must be stripped of its anthropo-
morphism) among the possible ones which will con-
stitute the complete list. In this sense, a certain type of
stone axe can be a sign: in a given context, for the
observer capable of understanding is use, it takes the
place of the different implement which another society
employs for the same purpose.

Consequently, then, even the simplest techniques
of any primitive society have hidden in them the
character of a system, analyzable in terms of a more
general system. The manner in which some elements
of this system have been retained and others excluded
permits of conceiving of the local system as a totality
of significant choices, compatible or incompatible with
other choices, which cach society, or each period within
its development, has been led to make.

- -
L]

[n admitting the symbolic nature of its object, social
anthropology does not thus intend to cut itself off
from realia. How could it do this, when art, in which
all is sign, utilizes material media? One cannot study
the gods without knowing their images; rites, without
analyzing the objects and the substances which the
officiant makes or manipulates; social rules in-
dependently of the things which correspond to them.
Social anthropology does not confine itself to a part
of the domain of ethnology; it does not separate mate-
rial and spiritual culture. In the perspective which is
its own, and in which we must find a place, it brings to
each of them the same interest. Men communicate by
means of symbols and signs; for anthropology, which
is a conversation of man with man, everything 1s
symbol and sign, when it acts as intermediary between
2 subjects.

By this deference toward objects and techniques, as
well as by the conviction that we must work on
meanings, social anthropology becomes appreciably
different from Radcliffe-Brown’s conception who—
right up to his untimely death in 1955—did so much
10 give autonomy 1o our science.

According to the always marvelously clear views of
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the English master, social anthropology is to be an in-
ductive science which, like other sciences of this type,
observes facts, formulates hypnotheses, and submits
these to the control of the experiment, in order to
discover general laws of nature and society. It thus
sets itself apart from ethnology, which tries to recon-
struct the past of primitive societies, but with means
and methods so precarious that it can teach social
anthropology nothing.

When it was formulated, around 1920, this concep-
tion—inspired by the Durkheimian distinction between
circumfusa and rraetrita—marked a salutary reaction
to the abuses of the diffusionist school. But, since then,
“conjectural history,” as Radcliffe-Brown called it, not
without contempr, has perfected and refined its
methods, thanks especially to stratigraphic excavations,
the introduction of statistics into archaeology, the
analysis of pollens, and the use of carbon-14, and
above all the closer and closer collaboration between
ethnologists and sociologists, on the 1 hand, and ar-
chaeologists and prehistorians, on the other. One may
well ask oneself, then, if Radcliffe-Brown’s mistrust of
historical reconstructions did not correspond to a stage
of scientific development which will soon have passed.

On the other hand, several of us hold more modest
views on the future of social anthropology than those
encouraged by the great ambitions of Radcliffe-Brown.
These views picture social anthropology not on the
model of the inductive sciences as they were conceived
in the 19th century, but rather as a taxonomy, whose
purpose is to identify and to classify types, to analyze
their constituent parts, and to establish correlations
between them. Without this preliminary work—and
let us not deceive ourselves; it has barely been begun—
the comparative method recommended by Radcliffe-
Brown in fact risks being kept at a standstill: either
the facts which one proposes to compare are so close to
each other geographically or historically that one is
never certain one is dealing with distinct phenomena,
or they are too heterogeneous, and the comparison is
illegitimate because it brings together things which one
cannot compare.

Up until few years ago, we assumed that the aristo-
cratic institutions of Polynesia were phenomena of
recent introduction, the result of the arrival from else-
where of small groups of conquerors scarcely a few
centuries ago, But now the measurement of the
residual radioactivity of organic remains from Mela-
nesia and Polynesia reveals that the difference between
the dates of occupation of the 2 regions is less than
was supposed. All at once, the conceptions about the
nature and unity of the feudal system must Le
modified; for at least in this part of the world, it can
no longer be denied, after the fine work of Guiart,
that some kind of feudalism existed prior to the arrival
of the conquerors, and that certain forms of feudalism
can arise in humble gardening societies (Guiart, 19634,
b).

The discovery in Africa of the art of Ifé, as refined
and masterful as that of the European Renaissance,
but perhaps earlier by 3 or 4 centuries, and much pre-
ceded in Africa itself by the art of the so-called Nok
civilization, influences our conceptions of the recent
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arts of black Africa and the corresponding cultures.
We are now tempted to see them as impoverished,
rustic replicas of high art forms and high civilizations.

The shortening of the prehistory of the Old World
and the lengthening of that of the New which carbon-
14 has permitted us to recognize will perhaps lead us
to judge that the civilizations which developed on the
2 sides of the Pacific were even more akin than it
appears and to understand them differently, each in
its own terms.

We must lean toward facts of this order before
tackling any classification or comparison. For if we
hasten to postulate the homogeneity of the social
field, and if we cherish the illusion that it is im-
mediately comparable in all its aspects and on all its
levels, we will let the essential fact escape. We will
fail to appreciate that the coordinates required for
defining 2 apparently very similar phenomena are not
always the same, or of the same number; and we will
believe we are formulating laws of social nature when
in fact we will only be describing superficial properties
or enunciating tautologies.

To scorn the historical dimension on the pretext
that the means are insufficient to evaluate it except
approximately will result in our being satisfied with
an impoverished sociology, in which the phenomena
are disengaged, as it were, from their foundations.
Rules and institutions, states and processes scem to
float in a void in which one strains to spread a tenuous
net of functional relations. One becomes wholly ab-
sorbed in this task, and one forgets the men in whose
thought these relationships are established, one neglects
their concrete culture, one no longer knows whence
they came and what they are.

It is not sufficient, indeed, that phenomena can be
called social in order for anthropology to be cager to
claim them as its own. Espinas, another of the masters
we allow ourselves the luxury of forgetting, was
certainly right from the point of view of social anthro-
pology when he refused to accept the notion that in-
stitutions shorn of their biological roots have the same
coefficient of reality as other things: “The administra-
tion of a great railroad company,” he wrote in 1901,
“is not at all a social reality ... nor is an army” (Es-
pinas, 1901:1:470).

e statement is excessive, since administrations are
the object of thorough studics in sociology, in social
psychology, and in other.particular sciences; but it
hef:::s us to specify the difference between anthropology
and the preceding disciplines: the social facts which
we study are manifested in societies cach of which is
a total entity, concrete and cohesive. We never lose
sight of the fact that existing societies a: . the result of
great transformations occurring in mankind at certain
moments in prehistory and at certain places on the
earth, and that an uninterrupted chain of real events
relates these facts to those which we can observe.

The chronological and spatial continuity between
the natural order and the cultural order upon which
Espinas insisted strongly (in a language which is not
our own and which, for that reason, we have some-
times poorly understood), is also the basis of Boas’
historicism. It explains why anthropology, even social
anthropology, proclaims itself to be joined in a com-
mon cause with physical anthropology, whose dis-
coveries it watches for eagerly. For, even if social
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phenomena ought to be provisionally isolated from the
rest and treated as if they arose from a specific level,
we know well that in fact, and even rightfully so, the
emergence of culture will remain a mystery to man:
he will not succeed in determining, on the biological
level, the modifications of the structure and function-
ing of the brain of which culture was both the natural
result and the social mode of apprehension, and which
at the same time created the intersubjective milieu in-
dispensible for further transformations. These trans-
formations, although certainly anatomical and phy-
siological, can be ncither defined nor studied with re-
ference only to the individual.

* -
*

This historian’s profession of faith will come as a sur-
prise, because.l have at times been reproached for
being closed to history and for giving it a negligible
place in my works. 1 do not practice it much, but
am determined to reserve it its rights. I simply believe
that in this formative period of social antﬁropolog?;
nothing would be more dangerous than an un-
mcthoé’ica[ eclecticism which see‘i"s to give the illusion
of a finished science by confusing its tasks and mixing
its programs.

Now it happens that in anthropology, experimenta-
tion precedes both observation and hypothesis. One of
the peculiarities of the small societies which we study
is that each constitutes a complete experiment, because
of its relative simplicity ancf the limited number of
variables required to explain its functioning. But on
the other hand, these societies are alive, and we have
neither the time nor the means 10 manipulate them.
By comparison with the natural sciences, we benefit
from an advantage and suffer an inconvenience: we
find our experiments already prepared, but they are
ungovernable. We thus are forced to substitute for
them models, systems of symbols which preserve the
characteristic properties of the experiment, but which
we can manipulate.

The boldness of such an approach is, however, com-
pensated for by the humility—one might almost say
the servility—of observation as it is practiced by the
anthropologist. Leaving his country, his hearth, for
long periods; exposing himself to hunger, sickness,
andB sometimes danger; surrendering his habits, his
beliefs, his convictions to a profanation to which he
becomes an accomplice when, without mental reserva-
tion or ulterior motive, he assumes the forms of life of
a strange society, the anthropologist practices totl
observation, beyond which there is nothing except—
and it is a risk—the complete absorption of the ob-
server by the object of his observations.

This rhythmic alternation between 2 methods—the
deductive and the empirical—and the strictness with
we which practice each in its extreme and purified
form give social anthropology its distinctive character:
of all the sciences, it i1s without a doubt unique in
making the most intimate subjectivity into a means
of objective demonstration. The same mind which has
abandoned itself to the experience and allowed itself
to be modeled by it becomes the theater of mental
operations which, without suppressing the experience,
nevertheless transform it into a mod:l which makes
possible further mental operations. In the last analysis,
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the logical coherence of these mental operations is
based on the sincerity and honesty of him who can say,
like the explorer bird of the fable, “I was there; such-
and-such happened to me; you will believe it to be
there yourself,” and who in fact succeeds in com-
municating that conviction.

Bur this constant oscillation between theory and ob-
servation requires that the 2 planes always be distin-
guished. To return to history, it seems to me that the
same holds true, whether one devotes oneself to the
static or to the dynamic, to the order of structure or to
the order of the event. The history of the historians
does not need to be defended, but it is not attacking it
to say (as Braudel admits) that next to a short time
there exists a long time; that certain facts arise from
a statistical and irreversible time, others from a
mechanical and reversible time; and that the idea of a
structural history cotains nothing which could shock
historians (Braudel 1954). The 2 come together, and it
is not contradictory that a history of symbols and
signs engenders unforesccable developments, even
though it brings into play a limited number of struc-
wral combinations, In a kaleidoscope, each recombina-
ton of identical elements yields new results; but it is
because the history of the Kisturians is present—in the
succession of flicks of the finger, as it were, which
bring about the reorganization of the structure—and
because the chances are practically nil that the same
" arrangement will appear twice:

I do not intend by this to take up again, in its
- original form, the distinction introduced in the Course
in General Linguistics between the synchronic and the
diachronic orders. From this aspect of the Saussurian
doctrine, modern structuralism, along with Troubetz-
koy and Jakobson, has most resolutely diverged; and
recent documents show that the editors of the Course
... may at times have forced and schematized the
master’s thought (Godel 1957).

For the editors of the Course in General Linguistics,
there exists an absolute opposition between 2
. categories of fact: on the 1 hand, that of grammar, the
synchronic, the conscious; on the other hand, that of
the phonetic, the diachronic, the unconscious. Only the
conscious system is coherent; the unconscious infra-
system is dynamic and out of balance, composed at
once of the legacy of the past and the tendencies of the
future not yet realized. '

In fact, Saussure had not yet discovered the
presence of differential elements behind the phoneme.
His position indirectly foreshadowed, orr another
plane, that of Radcliffe-Brown, who was convinced

|
|j.

that structure is of the order of empirical observation,
when in fact it is beyond it. This ignorance of hidden
realities leads the 2 men to opposite conclusions. Saus-
sure appears to deny the existence of a structure where
it is not immediately given; Radcliffe-Brown affirms
it but, seeing 1t where it is not, he deprives the notion
of structure of its full force and significance.

In anthropology, as in linguistics, we know today
that the synchronic can be as unconscious as the dia-
chronic. In this sense the divergence between the 2
is already reduced.

On the other hand, the Course in General Linguistics
sets forth relations of equivalence between the
\ ohonetic, the diachronic, and the individual, which
i fm-m the domain of the parole; and the grammatical,
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the synchronic, and the collective, which are
the domain of the langue. But we have learned from
Marx that the diachronic can also exist in the collec-
tive, and from Freud that the grammatical can be
achieved entirely within the individual.

Neither the editors of the Cowurse nor Radcliffe-
Brown sufficiently realized that the history of systems
of symbols includes logical evolutions which relate
to different levels of structure and which it is necessary
first to isolate. If a conscious system exists, it can
only result from a sort of “dialectical average” among
a multiplicity of unconscious systems, each of which
concerns 1 aspect or 1 level of social reality. Now,
these systems do not coincide either in their logical
structures or in their historical affiliations. They are
as if diffracted upon a temporal dimension, whose
thickness gives the synchronism its consistency, and
lacking which the synchronism would dissolve into a
tenuous and impalpable essence, a phantom of reality.

It would thus not be going too far to suggest that in
its oral expression, the teaching of Saussure must not
have been very far from these profound remarks of

Durkheim, which, published in 1900, seem to have
been written today:

Without a doubt, the phenomena which concern structure
are somewhat more stable than functional phenomena, but
between the 2 orders of facts there is only a difference of
degree. Structure itself occurs in the process of becoming . . .
it is ceaselessly breaking down and being reconstituted, ir is
life arrived at a certain degree of consolidation; and to
distinguish the life whence it derives from the life which it

determines would be to dissociate inseparable things (Durk-
heim 1953:190).

lkat

In truth, it is the nature of the facts we study which
leads us to distinguish within them that which belongs
to structure and that which belongs to the process. As
imrortant as the historical perspective may be, we can
only attain it at the end: after long rescarches which—
as radiocarbon dating and palynology demonstrate—
are not even always within our competence. On the
other hand, the diversity of human societies and their
number—several thousand still at the end of the 19th
century—make it seem to us as if they were displayed
in the present. It is not so astonishing if, responding to
this solicitation of our object, we adopt a methog of
transformations rather than of fluxions.

As a matter- of fact, there is a very close relation-
ship between the idea of transformation and the idea
of structure which is so important in my works. Rad-
cliffe-Brown, inspired by the ideas of Montesquieu
and Spencer, introduced the latter into social anthro-
pology, to designate the durable manner in which in-
dividuals and groups are connected within the social
body. For him, consequently, structure is of the order
of a fact; it is given in the observation of each par-
ticular society. This view proceeds, no doubt, from a
certain conception of the natural sciences, but one
which would have already been unacceptable for a
Cuvier.

No science can today consider the structures within
its jurisdiction as reducing to just any arrangement of

117

www.cpsindia.org

vy
Py
La

»

}
R
%
&




——r—s
YT
5 Tl

i} a0

%
2L

1

¥
Iy

_'.?

.:‘t".

,.
A%
LIS

Oy
VIR ol

,é:"._;‘::-_

17 o B

—
N Sy

T
it

- ‘.;J.":\-“_ ‘7}'

s

..._
'-_'th??'-

[

TG

gt
]

A

1"._ G

TR

,.
'

just any parts. Only that arrangement is structured
which meets 2 conditions: that it be a system, ruled by
an internal cohesiveness; and that this cohesiveness,
inaccessible to observation in an isolated system, is
revealed in the study of transformations, through
which the similar properties in apparently different
systems are discovered. As Goethe wrote:

All forms are similar, and none are the same,
So that their chorus points the way to a hidden law.

This convergence of scientific perspective is very
comforting for the semiological science of which social
anthropology is a part, since signs and symbols can
only play their roles insofar as they belong to systems,
regulated by internal laws of implication and exclusion,
and since the property of a system of signs is to be
transformable, in others words, translatable, into the
language of another system with the aid of permuta-
tions. That such a conception could be born in palacon-
tology leads social anthropology to nourish a secret
dream: it belongs to the human sciences, as its name
adequately proclaims; but while it resigns itself to
making its purgatory beside the social sciences, it surely
does not despair of awakening among the natural
sciences at the hour of the last judgment.

I shall attempt to show by 2 examples how social
anthropology now endeavors to justify its program.

We know what function the incest prohibition ful-
fils in primitive societies. By casting the sisters and
daughters out of the consanguineal group, so to speak,
and by assigning them to husbands who belong to other
groups, it creates bonds of alliance between these
natural groups, the 1st such bonds which one can call
social. Tie incest prohibition is thus the basis of human
society, and in a sense it is the society.

To justify this interpretation, we did not proceed
inductively, How could we have done so, with phe-
nomena which are universally correlated, but among
which different societies have invented all sorts of
strange connections? Moreover, this is not a matter of
facts but of meanings. The question we asked ourselves
was that of the meaning of the incest prohibition (what
in the 18th century was called its “spirit”) and not its
results, real or imaginary. It was necessary, then, to
establish the systematic nature of cach kinship ter-
minology and its corresponding marriage rules. And
this was possible only by elaborating the system of
these systems and putting them into a relationship of
transformations among themselves. From this point on,
what had been nothing but an immense disorder was
organized in the form of a grammar: terms constrain-
ing in all conceivable ways to set up and maintain a
system of reciprocity.

This is where we are now. And now, how should
we proceed to answer the next question, that of the
universality of these rules in the totality of human
societies, including contemporary ones? Even if we do
not define the incest prohibition in terms of the form
it takes among the Australians or the Amerindians,
does the form, it takes among us still have the same
function? It cbuld be that we are attached to it for
very different reasons, such as the recent discovery of
the harmful consequences of consanguineal unions. It
could also be—as Durkheim thought—that the institu-
tion no longer plays a positive role among us and that
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it survives only as a vestige of obsolete beliefs, an-
chored in collective thought. Or, is it not rather the
case that our society, a particular instance in a much
vaster_ family, depends, like all others, for its cohe-
siveness and for its very existence on a network—grown
infinitely unstable and complicated among us—of ties
between consanguineal families? If so, is it necessary
that the network be homogeneous in all its parts, or
must we recognize therein types of structures differing
according to environments or regions and variable as
a function of local historical traditions?

These problems are essential for anthropology, since
the response to them will determine the intimate nature
of the social fact and its degree of plasticity. Now, it
is impossible to settle this once and for all using
methods borrowed from the logic of John Stuart Mill.
We cannot vary the complex relationships—on the
technical, economic, professional, political, religious,
and biological planes—which a contemporary society
presupposes. We cannot interrupt and re-establish them
at will in the hope of discovering which ones are in-
dispensable to the existence of the society as such, and
which ones, if it had to, it could do without.

But we could choose the most complex and least
stable of those matrimonial systems whose function of
reciprocity is best established; we could then construct
models of them in the laboratory to determine how
they would function if they involved increasing
numbers of individuals; we could also distort our
models in the hope of obtaining models of the same
type but even more complex and unstable; and we
could compare the cycles of reciprocity thus obtained
with the simplest cycles it is possible to observe in the
field, e.g., in regions characterized by small isolated
groups. By means of successive trips from laboratory
to field, from field to labdratory, we would try
gradually to fill in the void between the 2 series—!
known, the other unknown—by intercalating a series
of intermediary forms. In the end, we would have
done nothing but elaborate. a language whose sole
merits would be that it would be coherent, like all
language, and that it would render an account o
phenomena until then thought to be very different by
the application of a small number of rules. In the ab-
sence of an inaccessible truth of fact, we would have
arrived at a truth of reason.

‘.t

The 2nd example relates to problems of the same type
carried to another level: it will still be concerned with
the incest prohibition, but no longer in the form of 2
system of rules—rather, in the form of a theme of
mythic reflection.

The Iroquois and Algonquin Indians tell the story
of a young girl em:pt:»s'f:dg to the amorous enterprises of
a nocturnal visitor whom she believes to be her
brother. Everything seems to point to the guilty one:
physical appearance, clothing, and the scratched cheek
which bears witness to the virtue of the heroine.
Formally accused by her, the brother reveals, that he
has a counterpart, or more exactly, a double, for the
tic between them is so strong that any accident
befalling the 1 is automatically transmitted to the
other. To convince his incrcduf;us sister, the young
man kills his double before her, but with the same
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blow he proaounces his own death sentence, since their
destinies are linked.

Of course, the mother of the victim will want to
avenge her son. Now, she is a powerful sorceress, the
mistress of the owls. There is only 1 means of mislead-
ing her: that the sister marry her brother, the latter
passing for the double he has killed. Incest is so in-
conceivable that the old woman never suspects the
hoax. The owls are not fooled and denounce the
guilty ones, but the latter succeed in escaping.

The Western listener easily perceives in this myth a
theme established by the Oedipus legend: the precau-
tions taken to avoid incestin fact make it ineluctable; in
both cases the sensational turn of events is that 2
characters at 1st presented as distinct turn out to be
identical. Is this simply a coincidence—different causes
explaining the fact that the same motifs are arbitrarily
found together—or does the analogy have more pro-
found bases? In making the comparison, have we not
put our finger on a fragment of a meaningful whole?

If so, the incest between brother and sister of the
Iroquois myth would constitute a permutation of the
Oegipal incest between mother and son. The contin-
gency rendering the former inevitable—the double
personality of the hero—would be a permutation of
the double identity of QOedipus—supposed dead and
nevertheless living, condemned child and triumphant
hero. To complete the demonstration, it would be
necessary to discover in the American myths a trans-
formation of the episode of the sphinx, which is the
only element of the Oedipus legend still lacking.

Now, in this particular case (and hence we have
chosen it in preference to others), the proof would be
truly decisive, since, as Boas was the 1st to point out,
rddles or puzzles, along with proverbs, are rather
rare among the North American Indians. If puzzles
were to be found in the semantic framework of the
American myth, then, it would be not the effect of
chance, but the proof of a necessity.

In North America, 2 puzzle situations are found
whose origins are incontestably indigenous: (1) among
the Pueblo Indians of the southwestern United States,
there exists a family of ceremonial clowns who pose
tiddles to the spectators and whom myths describe as
having been born of an incestuous union; and (2) pre-
csely among the Algonquin themselves, there are
myths in which owls, or sometimes the ancestor of
owls, pose riddles to the hero which he must answer
ander pain of deach; and it will be remembered that
the sorcercss in the myth summarized here is a
mistress of owls. Consequently, in America too, riddles
present a double Oedipal character: by way of incest,
on the 1 hand, and by way of the owl, in which we
are led to see a transposed form of the sphinx, on the
other.

The correlation between riddle and incest thus seems
10 obtain among peoples separated by history, geo-
graphy, language, and culture. In order to set up the
comparison, let us construct a model of the riddle,
expressing as best.we can its constant properties in the
different mythologies. Let us define it, from this point
of view, as a question to which one postulates that
there is no answer. Without considering here all the
possible transformations of thisstatement, let us simply
avert its terms by way of an experiment producing:
an answer for which there is no question.
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This is, apparently, a formula completely devoid of
sense. And yet, it springs to mind that there are myths,
or fragments of myths, which derive their dramatic
force igrom this structure—a symmetrical inversion of
the other. Time is too limited for me to recount the
American examples. I will therefore restrict myself to
reminding you of the death of the Buddha, rendered
inevitable because a disciple fails to ask the expected
question. Closer to home, there are the old myths
adapted in the Holy Grail cycle, in which the action
hangs on the timidity of the hero in the presc¢nce of
the magic vessel, of which he does not dare to ask,
“What good is it2”

Are these myths independent, or must they be con-
sidered in turn as a species of a vaster genus, of which
Oedipal myths constitute only another species? Repeat-
ing the preceding step, we will look to see if, and to
what extent, the characteristic elements of 1 group
can be reduced to permutations (which will here be in-
versions) of the characteristic elements of the other
group. And that indeed is what is produced: from a
hero who misuses sexual intercourse (since he carries it
as far as incest), we pass to a chaste man who abstains
from it; a shrewd person who knows all the answers
is replaced by an innocent who does not even know
that he should ask questions. In the American variants
of this 2nd type, and in the Holy Grail cycle, the
problem to be resolved is that of the “gaste pays,” that
is to say, the lost summer. Now, all the American
myths of the 1st or “Oedipal,” type refer to an eternal
winter which the hero dispels when he solves the
puzzles, thereby bringing on the summer. Simplifying
a great deal, Perceval then appears as an inverte
Oedipus—a hypothesis we would not have dared to
consider had it been necessary to compare a Greek
with a Celtic source, but which is forced upon us in a
North American context, where the 2 types are present
in the same populations.

However, we are not at the end of our demonstra-
tion. We have verified that, at the heart of the
semantic system, chastity and “the answer without a
question” are in a relationship to that of incestuous
intercourse and “the question without an answer”;
therefore we must also admit that the 2 stated in socio-
biological terms are themselves in a homologous rela-
tionship with the 2 stated in grammatical terms. Bet-
ween the puzzle solution and incest there exists a rela-
tionship, not external and of fact, but internal and of
reason, and that indeed is why civilizations as different
as those of classical antiquity and indigenous America
can independently associate the 2. Like the solved
puzzle, incest brings together elements sworn to remain
separate: the son marries the mother, the brother
marries the sister, in the same way in which the answer
succeeds, contrary to all expectation, in rejoining its
question.

In the legend of Oedipus, then, the marriage with
Jocasta does not arbitrarily follow the victory over
the sphinx. Besides the fact that myths of the Oedipal
type by definition always assimilate the discovery of
incest to the solution of a living puzzle personified by
the hero, their various episodes are repeated on dif-
ferent planes and in different languages and provide
the same demonscration which one finds in an invert-
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ed form in the old myths of the Holy Grail: the
audacious union of masked words or of consanguines
concealed from themselves engenders decay and fer-
mentation, the unchaining of natural forces—one
thinks of the Theban plague—just as impotence in
sexual substance dries up animal and vegetable fertility
(as well as preventing a proposed dialogue).

In the face of the 2 perspectives which might capture
the imagination—an equally eternal summer or winter,
the former licentious to the point of corruption, the
latter pure to the point of sterility—man must resign
himself to preferring the equilibrium and the period-
icity of the seasonal rhythm. In the natural order, the
latter fulfils the same function which is fulfilled on
the social plane by the exhange of women in marriage
and the exchange of words in conversation, when these
are practiced with the frank intention of communicat-
ting, that is to say, without ruse or perversity, and
above all, without hidden motive.

* &
%=

I have been satisfied simply to sketch in the broad out-
lines of a demonstration—which will be taken up again
in detail at some future time—to illustrate this prob-
lem of invariance which social anthropology secks to
resolve. The other sciences are concerned with this
problem too, but for anthropology it seems like the
modern form of a question which it has always asked
itself—that of the universality of human nature. Do
we not turn our back on this human nature when, in
order to sift out our invariants, we replace the givens
of experience with models upon which we are free to
perform abstract operations as the algebraist does with
his equations? T have sometimes been reproached for
this, but, apart from the fact that the objection carries
little weight with the expert—who knows with what
fastidious fidelity to concrete reality he pays for the
liberty of skimming for a few brief moments—I would
like to recall that in proceeding as it does, social an-
thropology is only reassuming responsibility for a for-
gotten part of the program which Durkheim and Mauss
mapped out. '

In the preface to thé 2nd edition of The Rules of
Sociological Method, Durkheim defends himself against
the charge of having unjustifiably separated the col-
lective from the individual. This separation, he says, is
necessary, but it does not preclude the possibility that
in the future

we will come to conceive of the possibility of a completely
formal psychology which would be a sort of common
ground of individual psychology ~nd sociology . ... what
would be necessary would be to seek, by the comparison
of mythic themes, legends, popular traditions, and lan-
guages, in what way social representations call for each
other or are mutually exclusive, merge with one another
or remain distinct . . . (Durkheim, 1960:viii-xix).

This research, he noted in closing, is on the whole
under the jurisdiction of abstract logic. It is curious
to note how close Lévy-Bruhl could have come to this
program if he had not chosen at the outset to relegate
mythic representations to the antechamber of logic,
and if he had not rendered the separation irremediable
when he later renounced the notion of prelogical
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thought. In so doing, he was simply throwing out, as
the English say, the baby with the {uth: he denied t
the “primitive mentality” the cognitive character
which he had initially conceded to it, and cast it back
entirely into the realm of emotion.

More faithful to the Durkheimian conception of an’
“obscure psychology” underlying social reality, Mauss
orients anthropology “toward the study of what is
common to men. ... Men communicate by symbols. ..
but they can only have these symbols and communicate
by them because they have the same instincts” (Mauss
1950c:296).

Does not such a conception, which is also my own,
expose one's flank to another criticism? If your final
goal, someone will say, is to arrive at certain universal
forms of thought and morality (for the Essay on the
Gift ends with conclusions on morals), why give a
privileged status to the socicties which you call primi-
tive? Shouldn’t one in theory arrive at the same results
starting from any society? This is the last problem
which T would like to consider here.

This is all the more vital since some ethnologists and
sociologists who study societies in rapid transformation
will perhaps dispute the conception which I seem im-
plicity to hold of primitive societies. Their putative
distinctive character, they may believe, verges on an
illusion which is the effect of our present ignorance of
what is actually going on; objectively, they do not
correspond to reality.

Without a doubt, the character of ethnographic in-
vestigations is changing as the little savage tribes we
used to study disappear; these investigations are
coming to rely on vaster wholes in which the problems
tend to resemble our own. But if it is true, as Mauss
raught us, that ethnology is an original mode of
knowledge rather than a source of particular bits of
knowledge, we can only conclude that today ethnology
is conducted in 2 ways: in the pure state and in the
diluted state. To seek to develop it where its method is
mixed with other methods, where its object is confused
with other obijects, is not the course of action resulting
from a sound scientific attitude. This chair will there-
fore be consecrated to pure ethnology, which does not
mean that its teaching cannot be applied to other ends,
nor that it is not interested in contemporary societies,
which, at certain levels and under certain aspects, are
immediately relevant for ethnological method.

What, then, are the reasons for our predilection for
those societies which. in the absence of a better term.
we call primitive, although they certainly are not that?

The 1st reason, let us frankly acknowledge, is of 2
philosophic order. As Merleau-Ponty has written,

each time the sociologist [hut it is the anthropologist he
means] returns from the living sources of his knowledge
to that which operates in him as a means of understanding
the cultural formations most remote from himself, he spon-
taneously makes philosophy (Merleau-Ponty 1960:138).

In fact, the field research with which every ethnologic
career begins is mother and nurse of doubt, the philo-
sophic attitude par excellence. This “anthropological
doubt” does not only consist of knowing that one

knows nothing, but of resolutely exposing that which §

one thought one knew, and indeed one’s very ignor-
ance, to the insults and contradictions which are
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directed at one’s most cherished ideas and habits by
‘1 those who can contradict them to the highest degree.
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Contrary to appearances, I think it is by its more Let us then resist the seductions of a naive ob- k.
strictly philosophic method that ethnology 1s distin-  jectivism, but without failing to recoimze that, by its i
4 |guished from sociology. The sociologist objectivizes for  very precariousness, our position as observer brings us 4

unhoped-for assurances of objectivity. It is in the
degree to which the so-called primitive societies are
distant from our own that we can discover in them
those “facts of general functioning” of which Mauss
spoke, which have the chance of being “more uni-
versal” and of having “more of reality” (Lévy-Bruhl
1949:200). In these societies—and I am still quoting
Mauss—*‘one grasps men, groups, and behavior . . . one
sees them driven as in piece of machinery ... one sees
masses and systems” (Mauss 19505:276). This observa-
tion, privileged by distance, no doubt implies certain
differences in nature between these societies and our
own: astronomy demands not only that the celestial
bodies be distant, but also that the passage of time
there have a different rhyhm; otherwise, the earth

would have ceased to exist long before astronomy was
bori.

bear of being duped. The ethnologist does not ex-
perience :hi:lfear, since he is not imme@iately concern-
il | ed by the distant society which he studies and since he
4 \is not compelled in advance to extract all its nuances,
# |2l its details, and even its values—in a word, all that
ﬁ; in which the cbserver of his own society risks being
implicated.

(" However, in choosing a subject and an object
radically distant from one another, anthropology runs
] (a risk: that the knowledge obtained from the object
1 |does not reach its intrinsic properties but is limited to
expressing the relative and always changing position
1 |of the subject in relation to that object. It is highly
" possible, indeed, that so-called ethnological knowledge
fl | is condemned to remain as bizarre and inadequate as
4 | that which an exotic visitor would have of our own
i | society. The Kwakiutl Indian whom Boas sometimes
; invited to New York to serve him as an informant was
i | indifferent to the spectable of skyscrapers and streets Hig &
‘8 | lined with automobiles. He reserved all his intellectual

¥ | curiosity for the dwarfs, giants, and bearded ladies
which were at that time exhibited in Times Square,
for automats, and for the brass balls decorating stair-
!case bannisters. For reasons which I cannot go into
here, all these things challenged his own culture, and
it was that culture alone which he was seeking to re-
cognize in certain aspects of ours.

In their own way, do not ethnologists succumb to
the same temptation when they permit themselves, as
{ they so often do, to interpret indigenous customs and

institutions in the light of new charges, with the un-
acknowledged goal of making them fall into line better
with the theories of the day? The problem of totemism,
which some of us hold to be transparent and insub-
stantial, has weighed upon ethnographic thought for
years, and we understand now that its importance
' proceeds from a certain taste for the obscene and the
rotesque which is for the science of religion like a
childhood disease: a negative projection of an uncon-
trollable fear of the sacred from which the observer

——
A g

Of course the so-called primitive societies exist in his-
tory; their past is as old as ours, since it goes back to
the origin of the species. In the span of thousands ot
years they have undergone all sorts of transforma-
tions; they have gone through periods of crisis and
of prosperity; they have known wars, migrations, ad-
venture. But they have specialized in ways different
from those which we have chosen. Perhaps they have,
in certain respects, remained closer to very ancient
condtions of life, but this does not preclude the
possibility that in other respects they are farther from
those conditions than we are.

Although they exist in history, these societies seem
to have elaborated or retained a particular wisdom
which incites them to resist desperately any modifica-
tions of their structure which would permit history to
invade their midst. Thosc which have best protected
their distinctive character appear to be societies which
inspire in their members a predominant concern for
persevering in their existence. The way in which they

=

1
|
1

has not been able to disengage himself. Thus the theory
of totemism is constructed “for us,” not “in itself,”
and nothing guarantees that in its current forms it
does not still proceed from a similar illusion.
The ethnologists of my generation are disconcerted
by the repulsion inspired in Frazer by the research to
which he had dedicated his life: “tragic chronicles,”
' he wrote of the errors of man, “foolish, vain efforts,

exploit the environment guarantees both a modest
standard of living and the conservation of natural
resources. Their marriage rules, though diverse,
manifest to the eye of the demographer a common
function, namely, to set the upper limit on the fertility
rate and to keep it constant. Finally, a political life
based on consent and admitting of no decisions other
than those unanimously arrived at seems conceived to

lost time, frustrated hopes™ (Frazer 1936:vi). We are
hardly less surprised to learn from the Notebooks how
a Lévy-Bruhl considered myths, which according to

preclude the possibility of employing that driving force
of collective life which takes advantage of the contrast
between power and opposition, majority and minority,

‘4 him “no longer have any effect on us... strange nar- exploiters and exploited.

3 3 . .. . N ~
@ ratives, not to say absurd and incomprehensible . . . it In a word, these societies, which are “cold” in that
' costs us an effort to take an interest in them....” Of their internal environment is near the zero of historical |

' course, we have acquired direct knowledge of exotic
& forms of life and thought which our precursors lacked;
! butis it not also the case that surrealism—an internal
'@ development of our own society—has transformed our
¥ | sensicivity, and that we are indebted to it for having
- M (iscovered or _rcdlscovc_rcd at the heart of our studies
, R acertain lyricism and integrity?
i

| @ Vol.7 - No, 2 - April 1966
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temperature, are, by their limited total manpower and
their mechanical mode of functioning, distinguished
from the “hot” societies which appeared in different
parts of the world following the Neolithic revolution
and in which differentiations between castes and be-

tween classes are urged unceasingly in order to extract
energy from them.
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The value of this distinction is mainly theoretical,
because probably no concrete society exists which cor-
fresponds exactly to 1 or the other type. And in another
sense also the distinction remains relative, if it is true,
as I believe, that social anthropology responds. to a
double motivation: retrospective, since the various
types of primitive life are on the point of disappearing
nd we must hasten to cull our lessons from them:
and propective, to the extent that, being conscious of
an evolution whose tempo is ever increasing, we feel
ourselves already the “primitives” of our great-grand-
children, and to the extent that we seek to validarte
ourselves by drawing closer to those who were—and
still are, for a brief moment—Ilike a part of us which
continues to exist.

On the other hand, neither do those societies which
I have called “hot” have this character in the absolute.
When, on the morrow of the Neolithic revolution, the
great city-states of the Mediterranean Basin and of the
Far East imposed slavery, they constructed a type of

} society in which the differential statuses of men—some

| dominant, others dominated—could be used to produce
culture at a rate untl then inconceivable and un-
thought of. By the same logic, the mechanistic revolu-
tion of the 19th century represents less an evolution
oriented in the same direction, than a rough sketch of
a different solution: though for a long time it remain-
ed based on the same abuses and injustices, yert it made
possible the transfer to culture of that dynamic func-
tion which the protohistoric revolution had assigned to

L_society.

If—Heaven forbid!—it were expected of the anthro-
pologist that he predict the future of humanity, no
doubt he would not conceive of it as a continuation
or a projection of present forms, but rather on the
model of an integration, progressively unifying the
appropriate characteristics of the “cold” societies and
the “hot” ones. His thought would retie the thread
with the old Cartesian dream of putting machines, like
automatons, in the service of man; it would follow a
trail through the social philosophy of the 18th century
and up to Saint-Simon. The latter, in announcing the
passage “from the government of men to the ad-
ministration of things,” anticipated at the same time
‘the anthropological distinction between culture and
| society, and that conversion of which the advances of
| information theory and electronics gives us at least
| a glimpse: the conversion of a type of civilization
which 1naugurated historical deveiopment at the price
of the transformation of men into machines into an
ideal civilization which could succeed in turning ma-
chines into men. Then, culture having entirely taken
on the burden of manufacturing progress, society
would be freed from the millenial curse which has
compelled it to enslave men in order that there be
progress. Henceforth, history would make itself by it-
self, and society, placed outside and above history,
would be able to assume once again that regular and,
as it were, crystalline structure which the best-pre-
served of primitive societies teach us is not contra-
dictory to humanity. In this perspective, utopian as it
is, social anthropology would find its highest justifica-
tion, since the forms of life and thought which it
studies would no longer have a purely historical or
comparative interest: they would correspond to a
permanent hope for mankind, which social anthro-
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pology, particularly at the darkest hours, would have
a mission to keep watch over.

Our science would not have been able to mount this
watchful guard—and would not even have conceived
of the importance and the necessity of it—if, in the |
remote regions of the earth, men had not obstinately
resisted history, and if they had not remained as living
examples of that which we want to preserve.

In conclusion, I would very much like to evoke in a
few words the very exceptional emotion which the an-
thropologist feels when he enters a house in which tra-
dition, uninterrupted for 4 centuries, goes back to the
reign of Francis 1. Especially if he is an Americanist,
many bonds attach him to that era, in which Europe
received the revelation of the New World and was
opened to cthnographic knowledge. He would have
wanted to live then—indeed, he lives there every day
in thought. And because, remarkably, the Indians of
Brazil (where T went through my 1st field campaign)
could have adopted as a motto, “I will stay put,” it
happens that the study of them takes on a double
quality: that of a trip to a distant land, and—even
more mysterious—that of an exploration of the past.

But for this reason also—and remembering that the’
mission of the College of France has always been to |
teach science in the making—I am touched by the hint
of a regret: why was this chair created so late? How
does it happen that ethnography did not receive its
place when it was still young, and when the facts still
retained their richness and freshness? For it is in 1558
that one likes to imagine this chair established, when
Jean de Léry, returning from Brazil, drafted his Ist
work, and when André Thevet’s The Singularities of
French Antarctica appeared. |

Certainly social anthropology would be more
respectable and more self-assured if official recogni-
tion had come at the moment when it was beginning
to outline its projects. However, supposing that all
had happened thus, anthropology would not be what
it is today: a restless and fervent study which plagues
the investigator with moral as well as scientific
questions. It was perhaps in the nature of our science
that it appeared as an effort to make up for lost time and
at the same time as a reflection on a backlog to which
certain of its fundamental traits should be attributed.

If society is in anthropology, anthropology is itself
in society: it has been able to enlarge progressively the
object of its study to the point of including therein the | |
totality of human societies; it has, hcwever, appeared | §
at a late period in their history and in a small sector
of the inhabited world. More than that, the circum-
stances of its appearance are comprehensible only in
the context of a particular social and economic
development: one suspects then that they are accom-
panied by a seizure of conscience—almost of remorse
—that humanity could have remained alienated from
itself for such a long time, and above all, that that
fraction of humanity which produced anthropology
should be the same fraction of humanity which has
made so many other men the objects of execration and
contempt. “Sequels to colonialism,” it is sometimes
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"said of our investigations. The 2 are certainly linked,
but nothing would be more false than to hold anthro-
pology to be a throwback to the colonial frame of
mind, a shameful ideology which would offer
colonialism a chance of survival.

What we call the Renaissance was a veritable birth
for colonialism and for anthropology. Between the 2,
confronting each other from the time of their common
origin, an equivocal dialogue has been maintained for 4
centuries. 1f colonialism had not existed, the rise of
anthropology would have been less belated; but per-
haps also anthropology would not have been led to
implicate all mankind in each of its particular ex-
amples. Our science arrived at maturity the day that
Western man began to see that he would never under-
stand himself as long as there was a single race or
people on the surface of the earth that he treated as
an object. Only then could anthropology affirm itself
as what it is: an enterprise renewing and atoning for
the Renaissance, in order to spread humanism to all
humanity.

Having rendered homage to the masters of social
anthropology at the beginning of this lecture, let me

Lévi-Strauss : THE SCOPE OF ANTHROPOLOGY

reserve my last words for those savages whose obscure

tenacity still offers us a means of assigning to human

facts their true dimensions. Men and women who, as

I speak, thousands of miles from here on some savan-

nah ravaged by brush fire, or in some forest dripping

with rain, are returning to camp to share a meager

pittance and to invoke their gods together; those

Indians of the tropics and their counterparts through-

out the world who have taught me their poor knowl-

edge (in which resides, nevertheless, the essence of the|
knowledge which you have charged me to transmit to|
others); soon, alas, they are all destined for extinction |
under the impact of illnesses and—for them even more |
horrible—modes of life which we have brought them. |
To them I have incurred a debt which I can never!
repay, even if in the place in which you have put me

[ were able to give proof of the tenderness which they

inspire in me and the gratitude which I feel toward

them by continuing to be as I was among them, and

as, among you, I would hope never to cease being:

their pupil and their witicss.
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Revista do Arquivo Municipal, vol.
4, Sio Paulo.

1937b. La sociologie culturelle et son
enseignement, Filosofia, Ciéncias e
Letras, vol. 2. Sio Paulo.

; 1937¢. Poupées Karaja. Boletim de la
Sociedade de Etnografia e de Folk-
lore, vol. 1. Sio Paulo.

1937d. Indiens du Brésil, catalogue de

Iexposition, etc. (mission Lévi-
Strauss). Paris: Muséum National
d'Histoire Naturelle. pp. 1-14.
1942a4. Fards indiens, VV1' 1:33-5.
New York.
1942b. Souvenir of Malinovski, id.:
45.

1943a. Guerre et commerce chez lcs
Indiens de I’Amérique du Sud. Re-
naissance, revue trimestrielle publice
par PEcole Libre des Hautes Etudes
1:122-39. :

1943b. The Social Use of Kinship
Terms among Brazilian Indians.
American Anthropologist  45:398-
409.

19444. On Dual Organization in South
America. America Indigena. pp. 37-
47.

1944b. The Social and Psychological
Aspects of Chieftainship in a Primi-
tive Tribe. Transactions of the New
York Academy of Sciences series 11,
7:16-32.

1944c. Reciprocity and Hierarchy.
American Anthropologist 46:266-8.

1944d. The Art of the Northwest
Coast. Gazette des Arts, pp. 175-82.

1945a. Le dédoublement de la repre-
sentation dans les arts de |'Asie et
de I’Amérique. Renaissance, revue
trimestrielle publiée par 'Ecole Libre
des Hautes Etudes 2-3:168-86.

1945b. L'oeuvre d’Edward Wester-
marck. Revue de I’Histoire des reli-
gions 79:84-100.

1945¢. L'analyse structurale en lin-
guistique et en anthropologie. Word,
Journal of the Linguistic Circle of
New York 1:1-12,

1946a. French Sociology in Sociology
in the Twentieth Century, edited by
G. Gurvitch. New York, pp. 503-
37.
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1946b. The Name of the Nambik-
ware. American Anthropologist 48:
139-40.

1946¢. La technique du bonheur.Esprit
(L’homme américam) 127:643-52.

1947a. La théorie du pouvoir dans une
société primitive, in Les doctrmes
politiques modernes. New  York:
Brentano's. pp. 41-63.

1947b. Sur certaines similarités mor-
phologiques entre les langues chibcha
et nambikwara. Actes du XXVIII
Congres  International des  Améni-
canistes. Paris. pp. 185-92.

1947¢. Le serpent au corps rempli de
poissons, id.: 633-36.

1948a. La Vie familiale et sociale des
Indiens Nambikwara. Paris: Société
des Américanistes,

19480. The Nambicuara, in Handbook
of South American Indians, edited
by J. Steward, Bureau of American
Ethnology, Smithsonian Institution,
Washington, 3:361-69.

1948c. The Tupi-Kawahib. id.: 299-
305.

1948d. The Tribes of the Upper Xingu
River. 1d.: 321-48.

1948¢. The Tribes of the Right Bank
of the Guaporé River. id.: 371-79.

1949a. Les Structures élémentaires de
la parenté. Paris: Presses Universi-
taires de France.

1949b. Le sorcier et sa magie. Les
Temps Modernes 41:3-24.

1949¢. L’efficacité symbolique. Revue
de I'Histoire des Religions 85:5-27.

1949d. La politique étrangére d'une
société primitive. Politique Etran-
geére 2:139-52.

1949¢. Histoire et ethnologie. Revue
de Métaphysique et de Morale, 54m<
année, pp. 363-391.

1950a. Introduction a I'oeuvre de
Marcel Mauss, in Sociologie et An-
thropologie, by Marcel Mauss. Paris:
Presses  Universitaires de France.
pp. ix-lii.

1950b. The Use of Wild Plants in
Tropical South America, in Hand-
book of South American Indians,
edited by J. Steward, Bureau of
American Lthnology, Smithsonian
Institution, Washington, D.C. 6:
465-86.

1950c. Preface to Katherine Dunham,
Danse d'Haiti. Paris: Fasquelle.

1950d. Preface to C. Berndr, Women's
Changing Ceremonies in Northern
Australia. L'Homme 1:3-8.

1950e. Documents rama-rama. Jowrnal
de la Société des Américanistes 39:
84-100.
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1950f. Sur certains objets en poterie
d'usage douteux provenant de la
Syrie et de I'Inde. Syria 27:1-4.

1951a. Language and the Analysis of
Social Laws. American Anthropol-
ogist 53:155-63.

1951b. Foreword, Bulletin Interna-
tional des Sciences Sociales (Special
number on Southeast -Asia) 3:825-9.

1951¢. Les sciences sociales au Pakis-
tan. id.: 885-92,

19524. Race et histoire. Paris:
UNESCO,

1952b. La notion d'archaisme en eth:
nologie. Cabiers Internationaux de
Sociologie 12:3-25. '

1952¢. Les structures sociales dans le
Brésil central et oriental, in FPro-
cerdings of the 29th International
Congress of Americanists 3:302-10.
Chicago: University of Chicago
Press..

1952d. Le Pére Noél supplicié. L&
Temps Modernes 7™ annce, no. 77
1572-90. .

1952¢. Kinship Systems of Three
Chittagong Hill Tribes. Southwestern
Journal of Anthropology 8:40-51.

1952f. Miscellaneous Notes on the
Kuki. Man 51:167-69.

1952g. Le syncrétisme religieux d'un
village mogh du territoire de Chitta-
gong. Revwe de I'Histoire des Reli-
gions 141:202-37. {1

1952h. La visite des imes. Annuairt
de I'Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes
(Sciences religieuses), pp. 20-3.

1952i. Toward a General Theory of
Communication, paper submitted t©
the International Conferences of
Linguists and Anthropologists, Uni-
versity of Indiana, Bloomington.

1953a. Panorama de 'ethnologie. Dio-
géne 2:96-123,

1953b. Chapter One. In Results of the
Conference, etc., Supplement to the
International Journal of American
Linguistics 19:1-10.

1953¢. Recherches de mythologie amé-
ricaine (1), in Annuaire de I'Ecole
Pratique des Hawutes Etudes (Scien-
ces religieuses), pp. 19-21.

1953d. Social Structure, in Anthro-
pology Today, prepared under the
chairmanship of A. L. Kroeber
Chicago: University - of Chicago
Press. pp. 524-58.

1954a. Recherches de mythologie amé-
ricaine (2) id.: 27-9.

1954k, Llart de déchiffrer les sym-
boles. Diogéne 5:128-35.
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1954¢. Place de l'anthropologie dans
les sciences sociales et problemes
posés par son enseignement, in Les
Sciences Saciales dans I'Enseigne-
ment Supérienr. Paris: UNESCO.

- 1954d. Qu'est-ce qu'un primitif? Le

Courrier 8-9:5-7. Paris: UNESCO.
19554. Tristes Tropiques. Paris: Plon.
1955b. Rapports de la mythologie et

du rituel, in Annuaire de I'Ecole

Pratique des Hautes Etudes (Scien-

ces religieuses), ‘pp. 25-8.
1955¢. Les structures élémentaires de

la parenté, in La Progenése, etc., in

Centre International de I'Enfance.
Paris: Masson. pp. 105-10.

1955d. Les mathématiques de I'hom-
me. Bulletin International des Scien-
ces Sociales (Special number on
mathematics) 4:643-53. |

1955¢. The Structural Study of Myth.
Journal of American Folklore 68:
418-44.

1955f. Diogéne couché. Les Temps
Modernes 10m™¢  année, no. 110:
1187-2C.

19564. The Family, in Man, Culture
and Sociery, edited by Harry L.

' Shapiro. Oxford University Press.
pp. 261-85.

1956b. Les organisations dualistes ex-
istent-elles? Bydragen tot de Taal-,
Land- en Volkenkunde 112:99-128.

1956¢c. Review of G. Balandier, So-
ciologie des Brazzavilles noires, in

Revue Francaise de Sciences Politi-

ques 6:177-79,
1956d. Sorciers et psychanalyse. Le

Courrier, pp. 8-10. Paris: UNESCO.
1956¢. Structure et dialectique, in For

Ronian [akobson, Essays on the Oc-

casion of bis Sixtieth Birthday. La

Haye. pp. 289-94.
1956f. Jeux de société. Unired States

Lines, Paris Review (Special num-

ber on games).

1956¢. La fin des voyages. L’ Actualité
Littéraire 26:29-32.

1956h. Les trois humanismes. Demain.
no. 35.

1956i, Le droit au voyage. L'Express.
21 September.

1956). Les prohibitions du mariage, in
Annuarre de ['Ecole Pratique des
Hautes Etudes (Sciences religicuses)
pp. 39-40,

1957a. Le symbolisme cosmique dans
la structure sociale et 'organisation
cérémonielle des tribes américaines.
Serie Orientale Roma 14:47-56.

1957b. Review of R. Briffaut and B.
Malinovski, Marriage: Past and Pre-

sent, in - American  Anthropologist
59:902-3.
1957c. Recherches Récentes sur la

notion d'ime, in Annwaire de I'Ecole
Pratique des Hautes Etudes (Scien-
ces religieuses), pp. 16-7.
1958a. Anthropologie structurale. Pa-
ris: Plon.
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1958b. Preface to M. Bouteiller, Sor-
ciers et [eteurs de sorts. Paris: Plon.
pp. I-vi.

1958c. Review of R. Firth, ed., Man
and Culture: An Ewaluation of the
Work of B. Malinovski in Africa.

1958d. Dis-moi quels champignons. . .,
L’Express. 10 April.

1958e. One World, Many Societies.
Way Forum. March.

1958f. Le Dualisme dans 'organisation
sociale et les représentations reli-
gieuses, in Annuaire de I'Ecole Pra-
tique des Hautes Etudes (Sciences
religieuses),

1958g. Documents tupi-kawahib, in
Miscellanea Paul Rivet. Mexico.

1959a. Le Masque. L’Express, no. 443.

1959b. Are. “Mauss, Marcel”. Ency-
clopaedia Britannica.

1959¢c. Art. “Passage Rites”. Ency-

clopaedia Britannica.

1960z. Four Winnebago Myths. A
Structural Skerch, in Culture and
History, edited by S. Diamond. New
York.

19606, La Geste d'Asdiwal, in An-
nuaire de I'Ecole Pratique des Hau-
tes Etudes (5m¢ section, Sciences
religicuses), 1958-1959. Paris.

196Cc. Le Dualisme dans l'organisa-
tion sociale et les représentations
religieuses, id.

1960d. Méthodes et conditions de la
recherche ethnologique francaise en
Asie, in Collogue sur les Recherches.
etc. Paris: Fondation Singer-Polig-
nac.

1960¢. Les trois sources de la ré-
flexion ethnologique. Revue de I'En-
seignement Supérienr,

1960f. La Structure et la Forme.
Réflexions sur un ouvrage de Vla-
dimir Propp. Cabiers de I'Institut
de Sciences Economiques Appliquées
(Recherches et dialogues philos. et
écon, 7), no. 99.

1960g. On Manipulated Sociological
Models. Bydragen tor de Taal-,
Land- en Volkenkunde. 116:1.
's-Gravenhage.

1960h. Ce que [I'ethnologie doit 2
Durkheim. Annales de ['Université
de Pars, 1.

1960, Compte rendu d’enseigment
(1959-60), in Annuarre du Collége
de France,

19614, (Charbonnier, G.) Entretiens
avec Clande Lévi-Strauss. Paris:
Plon- Julliard.

1961b. Tristes Tropique, translated by
John Russell. New York: Criterion
Books

1961c. La Chasse rituelle aux aigles.
Annuaire de [I'Ecole Pratique des
Hautes Etudes (5™ section, Scien-
ces religieuses). Paris.

1961d. La Crise de I'anthropologie
moderne. Le Courrier.
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1961e. Le Métier d’ethnologie. Revue
de I'Université des Annales. Paris.

1961f. Compte rendu d’enseignement
(1960-61), in Annuaire du Collége
de France,

1961g. Comptes rendus divers. L’Hom-
me, vol. 1.

1962a. Le Totémisme
Paris: P.U.F.

aujourd’hui.

1962b. La Pensée sauvage. Paris:
Plon.
1962¢. (In collaboration with R.

Jakobson) Les Chats de Charles
Baudelaire. L’Homme 2:1.

1962d. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, fonda-
teur des Sciences de I'homme, in
Jean- Jacques Rousseau. Neufchirel.

1962¢. Les limites de la notion de
structure en ethnologie, in R. Bas-
tide, ed., Sens et usages du terme
structure. Janud Linguarum, no, 16.

1962f. Compte rendu d’enseignement
(1961-62), in Annuaire du Collége
de France.

1962g. Sur le caractére distinceif des
faits ethnologiques. Revue des tra-
vaux de IAcadémie des Sciences
morales et politiques, 115m¢ année,
4me serie, Paris.

1962h. Compres
L’Homme, vol. 2.

19621, La Antropologia, Hoy: entre-
vista a Claude Lévi-Strauss by E.
Vernon. Cuestiones de Filosofia 1:
2-3,

1963a. Totemism, translated by Rod-
ney Needham. Boston: Beacon Press.

1#63b. Structural Anthropology, trans-
lared by C. Jacobson and B. Grund-
fest Schoepf.

1965c. (In collaboration with N. Bel-
mont] Marques de propriété dans
deux tribus sud-américaines. L’Hom-
me 3:3,

1963d. Compte rendu d’enseignement
(1962-63), in Annuaire du Collége
¢ France,

1963e¢. Les discontinuités culturelles et
le développement économique et
social. Table Ronde sur les prémices
sociales de Pindustrialisation (1961).
Paris: UNESCO.

1964a. Mythologiques: Le Cru et le
cuit, Paris: Plon.

19645, Alfred Métraux, 1902-1963.
Anniles de PUniversité de Paris,
no. 1.

1964c. Alfred Mérraux, 1902-1963.
Jowrnal de la Société des Améri-
canistes.

1964d. Hommage a Alfred Métraux.
L’Homme 4:2,

1964e. Comptie rendu d'enseignement
(1963-64), in Annuaire du College
de France.

1964f. Critéres scientifiques dans les
disciplines sociales et humaines. Re-
vie internationale des sciences socia-

les 16:4, Paris: UNESCO.
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OUR READERS WRITE

(Continued from page 109)

Review to appear before the actual
publication date of the book?

HermutH Fuchs
Caracas, Venezuela

[Editor’s note: If copies or proofs of a book
are available long enough in advance, a
review might be developed before the
book’s publication date.]

The June 1965 issue of CA was ex-

Reprinting Associates” Letter

[Reprinting the original Letters to Asso-
ciates (6:247) makes relevant new com-
ments on some older matters.]

Because of the importance of such
studies for understanding man’s cultural
history, 1 think CA should undertake
to cuordinate research on prehistoric
and protohistoric migration routes of
hominid groups.

Regarding arguments ad hominem
(CA 5:77; 6:265), I think that po-
liteness is essential for human relations
and should always be maintained, even
in heated discussions. The Editor should
be able to delete expressions that are
not conducive to better understanding.

ArTur Henr NEeiva
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

tremely interesting, especially from the
ethnological point of view. The paper
“Alcohol and Culture” by D. G. Man-
delbaum (CA 6:281) and the comments
on it are very important contributions:
I would suggest that research on this
topic be organized in individual cul-
tures. In my opinion, the discussion
“European vs. American Anthropol-
ogy” (CA 6:303) should be continued.
It would be very beneficial to our
science and would promote better

That the replies from Associates de-
crease is, | think, normal (CA 6:279).
In the beginning there is much interest,
but as time goes on many find that
they no longer have time enough in
their daily schedules for taking part in
the work of the community; and the
small Reply Letters become a burden.
In this way the “real” Associates
remain, and those who overestimated
their interest lose contact with the
Fditor. I think there is nothing that
could be done about this. After some
time there will be more stability when
only “real” Associates are left.

The percentage of linguists among
Associates is rather low. It is difficult to
believe that the linguists of the world
could lack interest in CA. If they are
not represented adequately among As-
sociates, I feel this must be due to
traditional barriers between the dis-
ciplines. Outside America CA invited

P g £ g e e

W'J_'

understanding among amhropoloégists
(ethnologists) throughout the world.

MiLenko S. Flmp{mp
Belgrad. Yugoslavia

On the debate concerning *European
vs. American Anthropology” (CA 6:
303) it may interest you to know that
at the London University Institute of
Archaeology, students take a course
called Anthropology for Archaeologists
and at University College (just across
the way) anthropologists take a course
in Archacology for Anthropologists. As
one who took the former, 1 can pay
tribute to its interest and value.

James H. CHarLIN
Kampala, Uganda

cthnologists chiefly, and to a certain
degree archacologists, physical anthro-
pologists, and palaeontologists. As no
complete study of man is possible with-
out linguists, something should perhaps
be done about reaching them.

RaposLav KAT!CI_f:
Zagreb, Yugoslavia

I believe it ta be a good idea to publish
private travel’ plans (CA 6:247). 1
would be glad to see Associates here in
Berlin.

I too received racist materials from
“The International Association for the
Advancement of Ethnology and Euge-
nics, Inc.” (CA 6:250). I proposed in a
letter to Mr. McGregor to discuss his
artacks publicly by an exchange of arti-
cles, and he agreed. T sent such an
article, but now he is silent.

b B. BRENT]ES
Halle/Saale, Germany
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Anthropology: Its Achievements and Future

by Claude Lévi-Stranss

FC

AMONG MY MANY cHERISHED recollections of the years
I spentin the United States, 1 remains outstanding be-
cause it is associated with what, due to my inexperi-
ence, appeared to me as something of a discovery.
This apparent discovery took place quite casually one
day, when I stumbled upon a bookstore which spe-
cialized in secondhand government publications and
where could be bought, for $2 or 33 apicce, most of
the Annual Reports of the Bureau of American Eth-
nology.

1 can hardly describe my emotion at this find, That
these sacrosanct volumes, representing most of what
will remain known about the American Indian, could
actually be bought and privately owned was some-
thing I had never dreamed of. To my mind, they
belonged rather to the same irredeemable past as the
beliefs and customs of which they spoke. It was as
though the civilization of the American Indian had
suddenly come alive through the phvsical contact that
these contemporary books establishcd between me and
their time. Although my financi.l resources were
scant and 83 represented all T had te spend on food for
the same number of days, this sun scemed negligible
when it could pay for 1 of these mary clous publications:
Mallery’s Pictographs, Matthews' Mountairi Chant,
Fewkes’s Hapi Katcinas, or such treasure troves of
knowledge as Stevenson’s Zuni Indians, Boas' Tsim-
shian Mythology, Roth's Guiana Indians, and Curtin
and Hewitt’s Sencca Legends.

Thus it happened thar, volume after volume, at
the cost of some privations, I built up an almost com-
plete set (there is still 1 volume missing) of sbwnnal
Reports 1-48, which belong to the “great period” of
the Bureau of American Ethnology. At that time, |
was far from imagining that a few months lawer [
would be invited by the Bureau to become a con-
tributor to 1 of its major undertakings: the 7-volume
Handbook of South American Indians.

Notwithstanding this close association and the
years that have since elapsed, the work of the Bureau
of American Ethnology has lost for me none of its
glamour, and T still feel toward it an admiration and
respect which are shared by innumerable scholars the
world over. Since it so happens that in the same year
that marks the 200th Anniversary of James Smithson,
the life of the Bureau has come to an end (though
its activities are carried on under a new guise), the
tume may be fitting to pay tribute both to the
memory of the founder of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion and to the Burecau which has been one of its
greatest achievements.

Ever since it was founded in 1879 (cmancipating

124

- cthnology from geography and geology, with which

it had uncil then been merged), not only did the
Burcau avail itself fully of the amazing opportunity
provided by the presence of scores of native tribes at
a few hours’ or days’ travel from the great cities,
but also “the accounts of custom and culwure pub-
lished by the Burecau compare in  thoroughness

and quality of reporting with modern ethnographic

studies” (Lienharde 1964:24). We are indebted to the
Bureau for istituting standards of scholarship that
still guide us, even though we but rarely succeed in
attaining them.

Above all, the collection of native texts and factual
observations contained in the 48 major Reports and
certain of the subsequent ones, in the 200 or so Bulle
tins, and in the Miscellaneous Publications 15 so im
pressive that after nearly a century of use only the
surface of it has been seratched. This being the case,
one can only wonder at the neglece in to which this
invaluable material has temporarily fallen. The diay
will come when the last primitive culwure will have
disappeared from the earth, compelling us to realize
only to lawe that the fundamentals of mankind e
irretrievab'y lost. Then, and for centuries 1w come,
as happened in the case of our own ancestral civiliza-
tions, hosts of scholars® will devote themsclves o
reading, analvzing, and commenting upon the pub-
lications of the Burcau of American Ethnotogy, which
preserve so much more than has been preserved of
other bygone cultures (not to mention the unpublished
manuscripts placed in the Bureau’s custody). And, if
ever we succeed in o enlarging our narrow-minded
humanism t include each and cevery expression ol
human nature, thereby perhaps ensuring w mankind
a more harmwnious future, it 1s to undertakings such
as those of the Bureau of American Lthnology that
we shall owe it. However, nothing could be farther
from my mind than the notion that the work of the
Bureau belongs to the past; 1 believe, on the contrary,
that all of us, together with its legal successor, the
Office of Anthropology, should seck in these achieve-
ments a living inspiration for the scientific rask
ahead of us.

It has become the fashion in certain circles 1 speak.
of anthropology as a science on the wane, on account
of the rapid disappearance-of its traditional subject
matter: the so-called primitives. Or else it is claimed
that in order to survive, anthropology should abandon

1 Remarks at the icentenmial celebration comincmoratiog the bieth
of James Smithson, Smithsonian  Institution. Washington, D.C,
17 1X 65. To be published 10 Knoudedge amory Men, New York,
1966, Simon & Schster,
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tundamental research and become an applied science,
dealing with the problems of developing countries
and the pathological aspects of our own society. I
should not waut to minimize the obvious interest of
these new researches, but 1 fecl, nevertheless, that
there s, and will remain for a long time to come,
much 1o be done along more traditional lines. It is
precisely because the so-called primitive peoples are
becoming  extinct that their study should now be
piven absolute priority,

[t is not o late for anthropologists to set to work.
As carly as 1908, Sir James Frazer, in his inaugural
lecture av Liverpool University, stated that classical
anthropology was nearing its end. What have we
witnessed instead? Two great wars, together with
scientific development, have shaken the world and
destroyed physically or morally a great many native
cultures; but this process, however disastrous, has not
been entirely I-way. The 1st World War gave rise
indirectly w0 Malinowski’s new anthropology by
obliging him to share the life of the Trobriand Is-
landers in a more durable and intimat¢manner than,
perhaps, he would have done otherwise. And as a
consequence of the 2nd World War, anthropologists
were given access to a new world: the New Guinea
highlands, with a population of 600-800,000 souls
whose institutions are changing our traditional out-
look o many theoretical problems. Likewise, the

_ establishment of the new federal capital of Brazil and

the building of roads and acrodromes in remote parts
ol South America have led to the discovery of small
tribes in areas where no native life was thought to
CXISt. :

Of course, these opportunities will be the last.
Morcover, the compensation they afford is small in-
deed, compared with the high rate of extinction
afflicting primitive tribes the world over. There are
about 40,000 natives left in Australia as opposed to
250,000 at the beginning of the 19th century, most, if
not all, of them hungry and discase-ridden, threatened
i their deserts by mining - planrs, atom bomb test
grounds, and missile ranges. Between 1900 and 1950,
over 90 tribes have been wiped out in Brazil; there
are now barely 30 eribes still living in a state of
relative isolation. During the same period, 15 South
American languages have ceased to be spoken. Scores
ol similar examples could be given.

Yet, this is no reason to become discouraged. It is
undoubredly true that we have less and less material
to work with, But we can compensate to some extent
for this diminishing volume by putting it to better

use, thanks 10 our greater theoretical and factual

knowledge and more refined techniques of observa-
tion. We have not much left to work with, but we
will manage to “make it last.” We have learned how
w look for the cultural “niches” in which traditional
lore finds refuge from the impact of civilization:
language, kinship, cthnobotany, ethnozoology, and
the like.

But although the physical disappearance of popula-
tions that remained faithful till the very end to their
wraditional way of life does, indeed, constitute a
threat . anthropology, curiously cnough, a more
immediate threat comes from an evolution that has
been taking place in such parts of the world as Asia,
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Africa, and the American Andes, which used to be
considered within the realm of anthropological studies.
The population density of these regions was always
high, and it shows no sign of decreasing; quite tge
contrary. The new threat to our studies is not, then,
so much quantitative as qualitative: these large popu-
lations are changing fast, and their culture is re-
sembling more and more that of the Western world.
Like the latter, it tends to fall outside the field of
anthropology. But this is not all, for the mere fact of
being subjected to ethnographic investigation seems
distastelul to these peoples, as though by studying the
ways in which their oE:I beliefs and customs differed
from our own we were granting these differences an
absolute status and conferring upon them a more
enduring quality.

Contemporary anthropology thus finds ftself in a
paradoxial situation. For it is out of a deep respect
for cultures other than our own that the doctrine of
cultural relativism evolved; and it now appears that
this doctrine is deemed unacceptable by the very

people on who e behalf it was upheld, while those

ethnologists whe favour unilinear evolutionism find
unexpected support from peoples who desire nothing
more than to shore in the benefits of imiustriulizntiun,/E
and who prefer to look at themselves as temporarily
backward rather than permanently different.

Hence the distrust in whicli traditional anthro-
pology is held nowadays in some parts of Africa and !
Asia. Economists and sociologists are welcome, while
anthropologists are tolerated at best and from certain
areas are simply banned. Why perpetuate, even in
writing, old usages and customs which are doomed to ¢
dic? The less attention they receive, the faster they will
disappear. And even should they not disappear, it is
better not to mention them lest the outside world
realize that one’s culture is not as fully abreast with
modern civilization as one deludes oneself in believing
it to be, There have been periods in our own history
when we too have yielded to the same delusion, only
to find ourselves struggling to regain balance after
eradicating so recklessly our roots in the past. Let us
hope that this dire lesson will not be lost on others.
The question is, in effect: What can we do to keep
the past from being lost? Is there a way of making
peoples realize that they have a tremendous responsi- .
bility toward themselves and toward mankind as a
whole not to let perish before it has been fully re-
corded this past which it is their unprecedented
privilege to experience on a par with their incipient

future? The suggestion has been made that in order X

to render anthropology less distasteful to its subjects
it will suffice to reverse the roles and occasionally
allow ourselves to be “ethnographized” by those: for
whom we were once solely the ethnographers. In this
way, each in turn will get the upper hand. And since
there will be no permanent privilege, nobody will
have grounds to feel inferior to anybody else. At the
same time, we shall get to know more abour ourselves
through the eyes of others, and human knowledge will
derive an ever growing profit from this reciprocity
of perspective. :
Well-meant as it undoubtedly is, this solution ap-\
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J rs to me naive and unworkable, as though the prob-
. ﬁs were as simple and superficial as those of children
unaccustomed to playing together, whose quarrels can
be settled by making them follow the elementary rule:
. “Let me| play with your dolls and 1 shall let you play
with mine.” To arrive at an understanding between
Eeople who are not merely cstrangcd from one another

.‘!_ -

s

yi their| physical appearances and their peculiar ways
of life, but also stand on an unequal footing to one
another, is a different question altogether.

Anthropology is not a dispassionate science like
astronomy, which springs from the contemplation of
things at a distance, It is the outcome of a historical
process which has made the larger part of mankind
subservient to the other, and during which millions of
innocent human beings have had their resources
plundered and their institutions and beliefs destroyed,
whilst they themselves were ruthlessly killed, thrown
into bondage, and contaminated by diseases they were
unable to resist. Anthropology is daughter to this cra
of violence: its capacity to assess more objectively the
facts pertaining to the human condition reflects, on the
epistemological level, a state of affairs in which 1 part
of: mankinﬁ treated the other as an object.

A situation of this kind cannot be soon forgotten,
much less erased. It is not because of its mental
endowments that only the Western world has given
birth to anthropology, but rather because exotic cul-
tures, treated by us as mere things, could be studied,
accordingly, as things. We did not feel concerned by
them whereas we cannot help their jecling concerned
by us. Betwcen our attitude toward them and their )
attitude toward us, there is and can be no parity.

Therefore, if native cultures are ever to look at an-
thropology as a legitimate pursuit and not as a sequel
to the colonial era or that of economic domination, it
cannot suffice for the players simply to change camps
while the anthropological game remains the same. An-
' thropology itself must undergo a deep transformation
{ in order to carry on its work among those cultures for
i whose study it was intended because thev iack a
written record of their history.

Instead of making up for this gap through the
' application of special methods, the new aim will be
=J to fill it in. When it is practiced by members of the
f culture which it endeavours to study, anthropology
loses its specific nature and becomes rather akin to
archaeology, history, and philology. For anthropology
s the science of culture as scen from the outside and
the first concern of people made aware of their in-
ol dependent existence and originality must be to claim
i the right to observe their culture themselves, from the

inside. Anthropology will survive in a changing world
by allowing itself to perish in order to be born again
I under a new guise. ——

Anthropology is thus confronted with tasks which
il would prove contradictory unless they were under-
' i’ taken simultancously in the same field. Wherever

!
|
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native cultures, though disappearing physically, have
remained to some extent morally intact, anthropolo-
gical research should be carried out along traditional

DAt oSt e B> i Bl e B s

similar to those which, from the Renaissance on, have
proved fruitful for the study of our own culture.

From the very beginning, the Burcau of American
Ethnology has had to face this 2-fold necessity by rea-
son of the peculiar situation of the American Indians,
who allied cultural remoteness, physical proximity,
and a tremendous will to live, at least among some
tribes, despite all the ordeals they have been sub-
jected to; thus the Burcau was compelled from the
start both to carry out cthnographic surveys and to
encourage the natives themselves to become their own
linguists, philologists, and historians. The culwral
richcs of Africa, Asia, and Oceania can only be saved
if, following this example, we succeed in raising dozens
(and they themselves hundreds) of such men as Francis
La Flesche, son of an Omaha chief; James Murie, a
Skidi Pawnee; George Hunt, a Kwakiutl; and many
others, some of whom, like La Flesche and Murie, were
on the staff of the Burecau. We can but marvel at the
maturity and foresight, and hope for the worldwide
extension, of what a handful of resolute and enlight-
ened men and women knew should be done in the
field of American studies.

This does not mean that we should be content merely
to add material similar to that which is alrcady avail-
able. There remains so much to be saved that the
urgency of ‘the task may make us overlook the present
evolution of anthropology, which is changing in
quality as it increases in quantity. This evolution, the

‘recognition of which should make us more confident

in the future of our studies, can be verified in many
ways. To begin with, new problems have arisen which
can still be solved, even though they have thus far
received but scant attention. For instance, until recent-
ly anthropologists have neglected to study the elasticity
of the yield of crops and the relationship between yield
and the amount of work involved; yet 1 of the keys to
the understanding of the social and religious import-
ance of yams throughout Melanesia can probably be
found in the remarkable elasticity of the yield. The

farmer who may harvest far less than he needs must

plant far more in order to be reasonably certain to
have enough. Conversely, if the harvesc is plentiful it
may so widely exceed expectations that to consume it
all ‘becomes impossible; this leaves no other use for
it than competitive display and social food presenta-
tion. In such cases, as in many others, we can render
the observed phenomena a great deal more significant
by learning to translate in terms of several different
codes phenomena that we have been apprehending in
terms of 1 or 2 codes only.

A broad system of equivalents could then be estab-
lished between the truths of anthrupology and those
of neighbouring sciences which have been progressing
at a similar pace: I am thinking not only of cconomics,
but of biology, demography, sociology, psychology,
and logic, for it is through a number of such adjust-
ments that the originality of our field will best appear.

There has been much question lately as to whether
anthropology belongs among the humanitices or among
the natural sciences. In my opinion, this is a false
problem: anthropology is unique in not lending irsell
to such a distinction. It has the same subjoct matter as
history, but for lack of time perspecti. « cannot use
the same methods. Its own methods tend rather
towards those of sciences also synchronically oriented
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‘ lines and the means at its disposal increased to the
utmost. And wherever populations have remained
: physically strong while their culture rapidly veers
! toward our own, anthropology, progressively taken
! over by local scholars, should adopt aims and methods
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but not devoted to the study of man. As in every other
scientific undertaking, these methods aim at discover-
ing invariant properties bencath  the apparent
particulavies and diversity ol the obuwerved phenomen.

Will this assignment deter anthropology from a
humanistic and historical outlook? Quite the opposite
is truc, OF all the branches of vur discipline, physical
antlicopology is probably the closest to the natural
scivciices, l'or this very reason, it is worth noting that
by refin its methods and techniques, it has been
getting e closer 1o, not farther from, a humanistc
outlook,

lor the physical anthropologist, to look for in-
variant properties traditionally meant to look for
factors devoid of adaptive value from the presence or
absence of which something could be learned about the
racial divisions of mankind. Our colleagues are less
and less convineed, though, that any such factors really
do exist. The sickle-cell gene, lotmerly held w be such
a lactor, can no longer be so considered if, as is now
venerally accepted, it carries a certain measure of im-
munity to malaria. However, as Livingstone (1958)
has  brilliantly  demonstrated, what appears  an
seretrievable loss from the point of view of long-range
conjectucal history can be viewed as a definite gam
from that ol history as historians conceive it, that is,
both concrete and at close range. For by reason of the
adaptive value of the sickle-cell gene, a map showing
its distribution throughout Africa would make it pos-
sible for us to read, as it were, African history in the
making, and the knowledge thus obtained could be
correlated with that acquired from language and other
cultural maps. Therefore, the invariant propertics
which have vanished at the superficial level reappear
at a deeper functional level and, instead of growing
less informative, turn out to be more meaningful.

This remarkable process is actually taking place
everywhere in our field. Foster has recently given new
life to what most of us held to be an exhausted question
—the origin of the potter’s wheel—Dby pointing out that
ai invention is neither simply a new mechanical device,
nor a material object that can be described objectively,
but rather a manner of proceeding which may avail it-
selt of a number of difterent devices, come crude and
others more claborate. In the field of social organiza-
tion, 1 myself have tried to show that kinship systems
should not be described by their external features, such
as the number of termis they use or the way they classify,
merge, and distinguish all possible ties between in-
dividuals. In so domg, all we can hope to obtain is a
long, meaningless list of types and subtypes, while if
we try to find out how they work, that is, what kind
of solidarity they help to establish within the group,
their apparent multplicity is reduced o a few basic
and meaningful principles.

Similarly, in the field of religion and mythology,
an attempt to reach beyond external features, which
can only be described and arbitrarily classified by
“each scholar according to preconceived ideas, shows

!
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that the bewildering diversity of mythical mortifs can
e teduced 1o a very small number of schemws, cach of
which appears endowed with a specific operational
value. At the same time there emerge for each culture
certain sets of transformation rules which make it
possible 1o include in the same group myths previously
held to be markedly different.

These few examples, chosen among many others,
tendd 1o show thar anthropology’s traditional problems
are assuming new forms while none of them can be
said to be exhausted. The distincrive feature of anthro-
pology among the human sciences is to look at man
from the very point where, at each period of history,
it was considered that anything man-like had ceased
to evist. During antiquity and the Middle Ages, this
point was wo close to permit observation, since each
culture or society was inclined to locate it on its neigh-
bour's doorstep. And within a century or so, when the
lust nauve culure will have disappeared from the
Earth and our only interlocutor will be the electronic
computer, it will have become so remote that we ma
well doubt whether the same kind of approach wiﬁ
deserve to be called “anthropology” any longer. Bet-
ween these limits lies the only chancc that man ever
had or will have to look at himself in the flesh while
still remaining a problem unto himself, though one he
knows can be solved since it is already certain that
the outer differences conceal a basic unity. :

Let us suppose for a moment that astronomers
should warn us that an unknown planet was nearing
the Earth and would remain for 20 or 30 years at
close range, afterwards to disappear forever. In order
to avail ourselves of this unique opportunity, neither
effort nor money would be spared to build telescopes
and satellites especially designed for the purpose.
Should not the same be done at a time when half of
mankind, only recently acknowledged as such, is still
so near to the other half that except for .men and
money, its study raises no problem, although it will
soon become impossible forever? If the future of an-
thropology could be scen in this light, no study would
appear more urgent or more important. For native
cultures are disintegrating faster than radioactive
bodies; and tl ¢ Moon, Mars, and Venus will still be at
the same distince from the Earth when that mirror
which other civilizations still hold up to us will have
so receded from our eyes that, however costly and
claborate the instruments at our disposal, we may
never again be able ro recognize and study this image -
ol oursclves.
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1 Smithsonian -Wenner-Gren Conference

w Planning Conference, Smithsonian
Research Program on Changing Cul-
tures, April 10-12, 1966, Washington,
D.C. Sponsorad by the Wenner-Gren
Foundation for Anthropological Re-
search and “the Smithsonian Institu-
Lan.

Qrganizing Chairmen:

WiLLiaM . STURTEVANT, Smithsonian
(nstitution; and Sor Tax, Editor,
CURRENT ANTIROPOLOGY.

Participants:
Asen Banikc,
wéal;
Freokox Barrir, Universitetet i Bergen;
Sepenen 1. Boces, American Anthro-

Université de Mon-

pulogical  Association, Washington:
R. N. Il Buismer, University of
Auckland;

National ‘Taiwan Uni-
versity, Taiper;

Grokrels CONDOMINAS, Ecole Pratique
des Ilautes Erudes, Paris;

Wiaiam  H. CROCKER, Smithsonian
[nstitution, Washington;

Ronatn G, Crocomsr, New Guinea
Rescarch Unix, Port Moresby;

Ikven DiVorr, Harvard University,
Cambridge;

ANTONIo-Jukai-L2as, Centre de Esia-
dios de Antropologia Cultural, Lis-
bon;

Avicia Dussan pE REICHEL, Univer-
sidad de los Andes, Bogotd;

g, N. lasenstapt, Hebrew Univer-
sity, Jerusalem;

BenjAMIN P, LLSON, Summer Institute
of Linguistics, Santa Ana, Califor-
nia;

GasrikL Lscosar M., Museo Nacional
de la Cultura Peruana, Lima:

Joun C. Ewies, Smithsonian Institu-
tion;

Wittiam N. Fenron, New York State
Museum ¢ nd Science Service, Al-
bany:

H. A. Fosskooxt, Ministry of Lands

1t This conference  report, prepared by
William C. Swurtevang, was mailed o the
45 conference participants for their com-
ments. The following responded with writien
comments:  Claude  Lévi-Strauss, Merrick
_ Posnansky, Hitoshi Watanabe, and J. S
Weiner. The comments written for pub-
icarion are printed in full after the repore
aod are followed by « reply trom Sturtevant,
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ad Nawural  Resources, | usaka,
Zambia:

Gorpon D). Gisson, Smithsonian In-
stitution;:

Roserr HENE-GEipEkN, Institut fiir

Volkerkunde, Vienna;
L. R. Hiart, University of Sydney;
Dree H. Hymes, University of Penn-
sylvania, Philadelphia;
Srnc Tzumi, University of
[, L. DE JOSSELIN b JONG,
versiteit te Leiden:

Tokyos
Ripksuni-

Ikawatt  Karvi, Deccan College,
Poona;

Fucene 1. KNEzZ, Smithsonian Insttu-
tun;

L AawRENCE KRADLR, Syracuse Univer-
sity, Secretary of the luternational
Union of Anthropological and Lith-

J nological Seiences;

Dutyun Lee, Seoul National Univer-
sity;

CLAaupE  LEVI-STRAUSS, Laboratoire
d'Anthropologi¢ Sociale, Paris;
ITorcn Masuch, Tokyo Metropolitan
University;
Marcarer MEADL,
of Nawural FHistory,

City;

M. J. MecerrT, University of Michi-
gan, Ann Arbor;

Grorer: PETER Mukpock, University
of Pittsburghs

Crniee Nakant,-Lniversity-of Tokyo;

Lira Osmunnsen, Wenner-Gren I'oun-
dation for Anthropological ~Re-
search;

AnGEL . PaterM, Universidad Ibero-

J americana, México;

MERKICK  POsNANsKY, Uganda Mu-

v seum, Kampala;

American Museum
New York

Barriz Reynoups, Livingstone Mu-
seum, Zambia;

Saur, H. RIESENBERG, Smithsonian
Institution;

SURAJIT SINHA, Indian Institute of
Management, Caleutta;

REINA TORRES DE ARAUZ, Universidad
de Panami;

ApsoLom ViLakazi, American Univer-
sity, Washington, B.Cl:

Atronso Vitta Rojas, Instituto In-
digenista Interamericana, México;
Hitosni WATANABE, University of

Tokyo;
J. S. WEINER, University of London;
Ricuarp B. WOODLBURY, Smithsonian
. Institution;
James WOODBURN, London School of
Economics.

Dharampal Archives CPS-ER-09

Discussion:

For at least a century anthropologists
have understood a main purpose of
their field investigations to be the

recording of data on cultures under-

going change. Even when the focus of
their research was different, most
fieldworkers have felt that in a sense
they were producing primary histori-
cal documents on a unique cultural
situation which would never again be
quite the same if indeed it would not
soon be totally unrecognizable. From
the beginnings of the field study of
human cultures there has been a sense
of urgency, an awareness that there
are too few anthropologists to keep
up with culture change.

In the last 15 or 20 years this sense
of urgency has become more intense
as it has become obvious that the
course of industrialization and “mod-
ernization” and the rapid develop-
ment of means of communication have
so speeded up culture change all over
the world that the disappearance of a
very large part of the cultural varia-
bility of mankind can be foreseen
within the near future-=perhaps even
the disappearance of most of the cul-
tural variation which is important to
anthropology and crucial for rthe
testing of anthropological hypotheses.
At the same time the study oF culture
and society has advanced to the point
where we are more aware of the theo-
retical importance, actual or con-
ceivable, of the data we are losing.
[t is no longer only historical or anti-
quarian interests which are threatened
by the rapid transformation or dis-
appearance of ancient cultural tradi-
tions. While it is true that all cultures
change at all times, it can hardly be
demed that the present situation is
qualitatively different, and thar an-
thropology is in danger of losing the
largest portion of its laboratory just
at the time when it becomes able to
use it effectively. ;

In an address in Washington on
September 17, 1965 (reprinted in CA
7:124-27) Claude Lévi-Strauss stated
the urgency of a great lincrease in
ethnological fieldwork in a manner
which caught the imagination of both
the anthropological staff and the
administration of the Smithsonian In-
stitution, This suggestion for expanded
research activity came at a most op-
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portune time: anthropology ar the
Smithsonian bad been reorganized a
few months before, with the promise
of increased financial support and an
enlargement of the staff; a month or
50 later, Sol Tax agreed to play a
major role in Smithsonian anthropo-
logical programs, while continuing to
edit CA.

Although several organizations are
already at work on  problems
urgent anthropological research, and
Robert Heine-Geldern has been par-
ticularly active in this field for some
15 or 20 years, additional efforts are
required, Therefore, the: Smithsonian
called an international conference in
Washington on April 10-12, 1966, The
Wenner-Gren  Foundation  provided
most of the required finarcing, while
the Smithsonian provided the facilities
and the supporting staff. Invitations
were sent to some 75 anthropologists,
chosen rather arbitrarily from among
several hundred people  probably
equally well qualified, representing a
wide range oF geographical areas (in
both research and residence) and a
good range of rtopical interests, In
order to increase the geographical
range 'while holding travel costs to a
minimum, special consideration was
given to those attending an inter-
national symposium. on “Man
Hunter" in Chicago, April 6-9, and to
those known to be traveling via the
United Startes to atend a meeting of
the Permanent Council of the Inter-
national Union of Anthropological
and Ethnological Sciences in London,
April 13-16. In the end, 48 anthro-
pologists from 22 countries were able
to attend.

The purpose of the conference was
o explore the proposition that, late
as it is, a concerted international effort
may yet recover a very significantly
reater amount of data than would
be preserved without such an eofforr,
Present circumstances may permit a
really massive increase in the amount
of anthropological fieldwork 1o be
undertaken during the next few years,
The anthropologists on the Smith-
sonian staff hoped thar the conference
would advise them on the role the
Smithsonian might play in encouraging
and supporting such research,

Conference participants were pro-
vided with some tentative proposals
worked out by the organizing chair-
men, and with copies of three papers
which describe tl}u- urgency  of the
situation (Lévi-Strauss 1966, Heine-
Geldern 1957, and Dussan 1965). The
present  report summarizes the dis-
cussions olp the conference, carrying
out a resolution passed by the parti-
cipants. The conference also requested
Tax to “create an appropriate instru-
ment to prepare for” a larger, more
representative confercnce; in May,
1966, he therefore included the

356

of

[ L -

Centre for Policy Studies

——

the .

proposal for such a conference in a
letrer and questionnaire to all Asso-
Ciates in  CURRENT ANTHROPOLOGY,
The replies are summarized in the
report which follows this one, :

As Lévi-Strauss has pointed out
(1966), the spread of Westernization
has a double effect: the rapid dis-
appearance of isolared tribal cultures,
and the refusal of other non-Western
societies to be studied as objects by

Western anthrnrnlogist.\'. The con-
ference proposed many methods for
increasing  our  knowledge of  dis-

appearing or rapidly changing cul-
tures. But the second effect is more
complex and was not squarely faced.
The conference implicitly rejected--by
failing 1o consider his reasons—Iévi-
Strauss” warning that reciprocal study
of Western societies by non-Western
anthropologists is not the answer. Nor
did the conference accept his con-
clusion that anthropology, “the science
of culture as seen from the outside,”
will be replaced for these societies by
sociology, economics, history, and
other studies of culture “from the in-
side™: rather, attention was devoted
(although not explicitly in these terms)
to means for making anthropology
more palatable to' such socetics, by
de-emphasizing its origins in the Euro-
pean political, cconomic, and intel-
lecrual dominance which gives anthro-
pologists, as  participants  in  the
Furopean scholarly wradition, the capa-
cty for dispassionate observation of
other societies. “Anthropology will
survive in a changing world by allow-
ing itself to perish in order to be born
again under a new guise” (Lévi-Strauss
1966:126).

Scorg

The background materials prepared for
the conference stated that it is prob-
ably both impossible and unnecessary
to attum general agreement on derailed
criteria for  establishing  degrees of
urgency of research on different cul
tures  or sodieties. The  conference
appearad 1o aceept this position, for
there was litdle discussion of criteria
for deciding the relative urgency. of
dilberen projecis. The conferees were
not anclined w0 deny the urgency of
any ol the many specific examples
mentioned by participants, although
some  dele thar many  fieldworkers,
perhaps because of dlefects in their
e At |\|'-.'|m|'-.ltinn. e i;;l:ul'm;;
urgent tashs o tavor of other, e
demanding  research, Anthropologists
knowledgeable  abour an  area  are
likely to agree in general terms abour
the uruzent tasks wichin that arca, and
it should be left o such specialists 1o
point out research which needs to he
done. One general criterion suggested
was the question, “Is this research

Dharampal Archives CPS-ER-09

—pa gV} #"’mw‘”"??”'l':ﬂw L e i 1} -

likely 10 be still possible 10 yeirs

from now?”
The background materials also con-
tained the following statement:

The most inceresting and sigaificant fiol!
research is that which is related to theo
retical questions. It is not adequate to stae
the problem simply ux a necessiey o Ml
vage" datt betore Qv s ton luee;  rather,
ateention muste always be paid 1w the theos
retical significance of the information being
colleceed,

Different kinds of sampling required
by five differcnt types of hypullwsm‘
were then briefly " mentioned. The:e
statements aroused considerable dis-
cussion, and the consensus was that
the position was erroncous and harm-
ful, or at best, exaggerated. Tt was
pointed our that well-rounded “com-
plete” descriptive studies will serve
theoretical needs which cannot  be
foreseen at the time they are con-
ducted. Some emphasis was also placed
on the availability of cinema and
uther recording techniques  which
make possible descriptions less affected
by observers' biases, Such accounts
will surely be needed in the not so
distant future, for demonstrating the
diversity which once existed for pur-
poses of teaching abour cultural dif-
ferences as well as to serve as raw
ata for new types of analyses, Fur-
l|l|.'l‘l‘lmrl.'. It evident lIml. A dvers
emphasis on theory and method
fieldwork will discourage partially
trained observers, who may be the
only hope for recording many cul-
tural and social variants, The testing
of hypotheses will continue without
extra encouragement; whar is urgent
is the recording of all sorts of dars
on societies which are now rapid-
ly changing. A humanistic view was
also expressed in this contexe:
cultures are important in themselves
and deserve well-rounded studv for
their own sake. There are also prag
tical and political reasons for pre-
ferring general studies of the culiure
of a society or a country, over studics
which treat such societies as laboratory
objects to be used for testing a general
theory.

To call such research “impent an
thropology™ s both tonr Byl Al ro
restrictive. All studies of iy ing peoples
who carry particular ways of life.
especially in sitvations of rapid ool
taral or social change, are relevant
Field ethnography and field linguistics
are central. The biology of changin:
human groups is urgently i need ol
study. The needs and imterests of otlor
soctal and behavioral sciences which
require cultural or societal contrasts
should be considered. i collabora-
ton of .‘ll'lllll‘ul'mh\;.;u.h heldworkers
with research programs in these and
other related disciplines is often mu-
wally advantageous, and should Le
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s < ¢ncouraged. The urgency of archeo-

ill;'llt"li |'ll'|;li'-\.'nr|\ i I]'Il‘ f.'I.L‘L' Ui- ['I'It'
i easing: destruenion of - prehistoric
dtes was felt o be ourside the scope
af the discussion.

Pt RSONNEL

A larger proporton of the disap-
data can be recorded and
we can ncrease the num
ber b aliiopological fieldworkers,
cunincrease the possibilities
tor hieldwork by ainthropologises who
are already trained.

The fallowing two paragraphs ap-
peared in the mawerials prepared for
the conference, l'uumj general
aceeptance by the participants.

A good way to increase the amount
of ficldwork being done is to make
better wee of nonprofessionals as field-
workers, Many of these will also pre-
simably be led to seck further training
w become fully qualified professional
anthropologists. Bt there s room for
many different levels of amateur field-
workers and  of specialized ethno-
graphic technicians who have less
training than fully qualified profes-
sional anthropologists, Important char-
acteristics of potential fieldworkers of
this type are: that they are in con-
met with 4 cultural sitwation which
ought 10 be stadied, have the required
intelligence and interest, are willing
\to accepe instruction and supervision,
and are literate n one of the world
Janguages. Suitable candidates may be
found among  local school teachers,
district  officers and  similar local
governmental officials, docrors and
publiz health personnel, literate reli-
pious functionaries, local businessmen,
some military personnel, agents of the
central government stationed in or
frequently visiting rural areas, mem-
bers of international  organizations
such as WHO, FAQ, and other UN
agencies, and foreign economic devel-
opment, educational, and other per
sonnel such as Peace Corps volunteers.
If there were means for the support
and supervision of ficldwork by such
people, professional — anthropologists
would be encouraged to find suitable
candidates and start them out, during
their own fieldwork. :

Possible means of providing training
and guidance for nonprofessional field-
workers include the following: short
training sessions in tieldwork, at regio-
nal centers or clsewhere (including
opportunities for contrastive cultural
experience in another region); periodic
working sessions or seminars at region-
al centers or elsewhere (on the model
of the Summer lnstitute of Linguis-
tics); correspondence with a profes-
sional anthropologist specializing in
the area; she  visits by such a pro-
fessional to the ficldworker at the
place where he has been working

frearing

preservead
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(again, on the model of the Summer
Institute of Linguistics): opportunities
LR TS S R Ill']ll Assisbantsy Ly }“'1"‘('!‘
sional anthropologists; regional cen-
ters to maintain, for distribution as
needed, a  collection of specialized
guides to fieldwork, questionnaires,
and sample studies.

Conference  participants added  to
these sugpestions an cimphasis o the
1lllpl”'l.Ill\l' ol l'“\"“l-li',l“}', .HII{ s
sialinngg ;iulhrupuhﬂ,'_u o reseanch }\}’
lIIl'-"IIllL'I'\ ol the suvienies i'\.'lll". shi \{il‘t‘.
It was also pointed out that more
attention should be devored to inro-
ducing  anthropology, and especially
ethnographic field methods, ima the
normal traming curricula of specialists
in other helds who may laer find
themselves in a position to record data
of anthropological interest:  school
teachers, doctors, engineers, nission=
aties, also other social scientists such
as economists and political scientists,

Another  possibility worth  con-
sidering is the development of special-
ists in techniques such as filming, some
types of linguistic work, and the ad-
ministration of projective tests, who
have general training in the language
and cultures of a region and can be
sent anywhere in that region for short
periods  of intensive documentation,
perhaps in collaboration with general
cthnographers spending longer periods
in one place.

A shortage of trained fieldworkers
is probably everywhere more of a
problem than a shortage of financial
wpport for their  rescarch—but it
would be advisable to see whether
there are any countries where there
are more well-trained research wor-
kers than can at present find employ-
ment.

However  employed,
anthropologists often find it difficult
10 conduct as much fieldwork as they
would like to do. Lack of financing
For field research or time-consuming
ditficulties in obtaining such finaneing
is 4 problem in many countries, Some
assistance with teaching and adminis-
wrative duties could be provided by
correcting the present imbalance in
exchange teaching fellowships, which
tends to draw  people from areas
with lower academic salaries, thercby
placing a heavier teaching load on
those remaining. The loss might be
balanced by subsidizing the salaries
Jor return visitors to raise them to
the levels of their home countrices.

Improvement of press and public
relations for anthropology is a signi-
ficant way to increase the level of
financial support for field research,
and, at least equally important, to
make it casier for crained anthro-
pologists to obtain leave and other
facilities to allow them rto conduct
more fieldwork.,

Well established

local institutions

Dharampal Archives CPS-ER-09

well-trained’

are normally very willing to assist
foreign fieldworkers, but this often
adds o their administrative and cleri
cal work loads. Outside assistance for
meeting this problem would increase
opportunities for fieldwork by their
own staffs.

When money and time are available
for ficld research, they are often
Jacking for the immediately following
period when the material should be
written up. One way to increase the
recovery of data s to include support
for subsequent writing in grants for
ficld research. It would also be help-
ful to provide grants for anthro-
pologists receiving advanced training
abroad, which would permit them to
conduct field research and  writing
when they first return home; other-
wise they often, if not usually, must
immediately devote full time to teach-
ing and administration in their home
mstitutions,

PusLicaTiONs

The training, assistance, and coordina-
tion of new fieldworkers. under ex-
isting educational systems as well as
under new ones, require publications
of several types.

The conference agreed that CA can
serve for worldwide professional com-
munication about urgent fieldwork. A
new journal on a sub-professional or
student level might be published in
several editions in different languages,
but centrally edited, to publish articles
on topics relevant to fieldwork and
training everywhere, such as surveys
of the current state of selected anthro-
pological subjects, news of new devel-
opments of general significance, and
requests for assistance and suggestions
for field investigations applicable in
many parts of the world. There might
also be separate regional journals or
newsletters, with information and in-
quiries particularly significant  for
each region, with less theoretical con-
tent than the other journals.

There is  need for more and better
guides and questionnaires for field-
work, and tor the publicaliun of
existing as well as new ones in several
different languages. General guides
such as Notes and Queries (Royal An-
thropological Institute 19514 Griaule
1957 is another example) should be
issued in improved and up to date
versions and widely distributed. Other
manuals should be regional, oriented
to the specific local field methods and
problems. Manuals and field guides
should also be produced to teach
specialists of other types—teachers,
NUIrItIONIsts, nurses, ete.—the sorts
of ethnographic data their previous
training best equips them to collect,
All general guides should emphasize
that valuable fieldwork can be done
everywhere, in peasant and urban as

“well as tribal areas,
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logical as well as practical reasons);
means should be found for deriving
more trained professional anthropol-

publication is not the only means of
preserving field data. Archives for un-,
published materials must be strength-

excent that any ficldworker

fi _ To the \
+ feuls respbnsible for collecting as wide
" a range of data as possible in situa-

tions of [rapid change, he would be ened and made more, numerous, and  ogists from among informanes and
" helped by|the availability of specialized  all ficldworkers muse be encouraged  field assistants, and this points also ¥
' and technical guides and question- to deposit their field notes in them. to the obligation of ficldworkers to }
- naires on|subjects in which he has less  Many existing archives are in danger support or help create local, institu R
competente. On the other hand, ques- - of destruction. There is a need for  tions where such pepple can receive e
tionnaire§ which are too extensive and Y publications on methods for collecting,  further training and some prospect of i
complex will tend not to be used. documenting, and preserving manu-  continuing employment. i
There is a particular need for trans-  script materials. In addition, facilities The support and strengthening of é
lations of good descriptive ethno- aud_prtwqdurrs for collecting and pre-  local institutions is also essential’ for @'f—'g
graphies ‘Lhich will illustrate various  serving still photographs, cinema films, facilitating fieldwork by foreign in- 0L

tape recordings, and museum and her-
barium specimens need attention both
for the ficldworkers who will collect
them and for the institutions which
will receive and maintain them,

vestigators,  Fieldworkers should al- |
ways seek some form of association
with or sponsorship by local institu-
tions when organizing their research
prugrmns—-with due attention to local
competition between institutions, and
to the frequent desirability of devel- i
oping centers outside the main nation- fi
al centers, interdisciplinary and other !
research centers * (agricultural, nutri-
tional, public health, ete.) <hould be
sought out for cooperation. Visitors
should be careful to send copies of all

world areas and different emphases
and historical periods in anthropo-
logical research, for gencral reaching
purposes and to serve as models for
new work. A basic set of such works
i perhaps five languages would
greatly assist anthropological educa-
tion. Also, fieldworkers from another
area should publish their materials in
the national language of the country
in which they have collected their
data. If there is a marked improve-
ment in the present g'eogra;rhicai and

= ity e gl

Eriguirrye

Considerable discussion was  devoted
to the implications of adthropology
and anthropological rescarch in some
areas of the world. There are places
| where anthropologists are thought to

national imbalance in the distribution | be hostile toward social and cultural | publications deriving from their field- !
of professional anthropologists, and if change;  sometimes anthropological | work to the local institutions, and it %
there is an increase in the amount and | field rescarch is viewed as a form of | also helps avoid the impression of M
quality of fieldwork done by amateur ' exploitation. . exploitation if results of ficldwork by Ly
or lay researchers, there will also arise One response to this is to drop the | foreigners are published (bilingually if Hoa
the necessity for translation of local  term “anthropology™ (or “social an- | necessary) in the national language of s
results into one of a few world lan- thropology™); substitution of the label  the country where the fieldwork was ,
guages. . “sociology™ has been successful in  done. Researchers should consult with 4
It was also pointed out that the some instances. But this has several  and report to local institutions ac the f
technical terminology of anthropology disadvantages, among them that it end of their ficldwork as well as at ]
needs particular attention from the may be taken as a form of subterfuge,  carlier stages. !
point of view of translation. This ter- and that it may erroneously imply Relations with povernmental ad- £
klninoio y is frequently ethnocentric or  action-oriented rather than fundamen- ministrations  have always been - i
as a icm-y European bias, for ex- | tal rescarch. Two other nominal solu- portant for anthropological ficldwork, %
ample in kinship, dating systems,  tions 1o the problem were suggested:  and are certainly no less so now, The i
measurements, animal and plant names, " use “ethnography' because it is a4 more problems here are of course complex, ¥
names of cultures and countries. At neutral term: use names of more  and vary considerably in  different i
the least, field guides and teaching  specific subdivisions such as cthno-  regions. These and other matters of
materials  should provide wbles of botany, cthnoscience, musicology, etc.  protocol and ethnographic etiquerte
equivalents. Reduction and interna- DBut anthropolugy is not everywhere  should receive more specific and for-
tionalization of technical terminology a bad word: it would be wseful to  mal attention in the training and pre %
should be considered. Writers in Furo-  know where it is and where it is nor, paration of fieldworkers than  has f
pean languages should remember that  and to consider the reasons for the  wsually been customary. g
Latin and Greck ctymologies are not  associations it does have in various There was some discussion of (he 7

responsibility of anthropologists for 5
providing formation of practical
utility, and for pointing out that pure
research often has practical by-pro-
ducts. On the other hand, there are .
difficulties with the potential  use :
which may be made of information,

regions, rather  than precipitously
dropping the term,

The conference kept returning to the
“image  of anthropology” held by
administrators and povernment offi-
cials and by members of the specific
societios it iy proposed 1o study, and

transparent for educated speakers of
other languages. In translating mono-
graphs and guides, particular care
should be taken that the bibliography
is also revised so as to include the
basic sources and references available
in the language of the translation,

Wherever possible translations should suggesting  ways  to  improve this  for example when there is conflice or

at least be checked by competent Pro-  |“image” and thereby facilitate field-  stress between a majority population 4

fessional anthropologists. work. and a central government on the one {
For the training of fieldworkers it For many reasons it is important  side, and a minority group on the

would be valuable to have a listing of 1o draw indigenous people into active  ather., 3

the institutions where particular con- participation i anthropological  in- We should squarely face the ten

tact languages are taught. quiry. “The staos of informams and  sions and prejudices which influenee i

the opportunities for field 1esearch.
The advantages of ficldwork by a
member of a group w4 i penual
to whatever tensions exist i1 4 given
arca should be recognized, and efforss
should be made to encourage selection

A useful model for training foreign
students was pointed out in the West
Germany university practice of for-
mally introducing foreign students to
the new language, new culture, and
new academic tradition, to prepare

\ field assistants should be raised: wher-
ever possible” they should be given
deserved credit in resulting publica-
tions, particularly when their ol
laboration takes such forms as typing
texts; fieldworkers should more often

i

them for

direct competition with

native students.

Finally, the conference noted thar
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explain aud go over their conclisions
with members of the society being
studied (this is important for methodo-

amd sponsorship of ficldworkers by
iternational organizations. liven so,
there may be regions where any an-
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tiropological tieldwork by anyone I8
ipossible under present conditns
Theve are however msulbicient people
w do all of the urgent research which
it iy possible w perform.

CILGANIZATION

The vontereace devoted a grear deal
of dscussion to organizational torms
for promotiag and supervising urgent
vesearch Tt not difficule to st tasks
for such an organizavon and 1o pro
posye mare. or less elaborate abstract
whemes lor a worldwide organization
with  cencral  secrerariat,  separate
regional committees and headquarters
which would divide up the world for
anthropological research, and a com-
plex flow of directives, advice, in-
formation, and funds up, down, and
actoss 4 vast, rational, and neatly
hierarchioal  orgamization, Noo fiem
prulm\.ﬂ- wore mde as how such
an nl"l.;,mizﬂ.llml -hOl.l]Ll be il‘l"ll.i.l.lnl.
and by whon, and no formal discus-
soon was dovoted ro means for arbi-
trating the incvitable conflicting clamms
of difterent imstitutions and  indi-
viduals, Tonforial, more privace con-
versationy during the conlerence dud
peturn repeatedly to these problems.
The conclusion seems to be that
acceptable sovial control requires the
power ol :ln't't'pl;lllh' :].'llthnl‘il.','. and
this does not exist in anthropology

considered as a world conununity of
.-]I-'l.tl'\.

While the A %3
Associates, is worldwide, i doubt-
ful that an attempt o wrn TN A
formal  organization  directngg and
controlling research avuvines would
suceeed. Flowever, the conterence was
i tull agreement thar €A should
serve as an  imfermaton  and  news
wuree for urgent vesearche Lhe lise of
Associates, witl s new

s ol and

sunch-card
retrieval system, might be expanded
48 a4 convenient roster ol specialists
and mstitutions and their eaperience
and interests. CA ¢an abso collect and
poblish  suggestions  for wigent re-
searchs this begins with the simmacy
of replies to the May 1966 Leuer o
Associates. Thus, CA can build on ts
present SUCCESs Ay a condiunications
medium and establish a bank of 1u-
formmation and wdeas o aracnt resean - h
to be drawn on by any  uiterested
individual or institution,

Wavs of encouraging urgent research
will undoubtedly continue 1o be dis-
cussed at various natonal, regional,
and international anthropological meet-
ings. The Washingron conterence also

favorable vorsideraton 1w a

Ve
larger  international congress o be
devoted especially to urgent  field

rescarch—but did not resolve the prob-
Jems of financing such a meeting, of
deciding on the muost appropriate

|

\

location and sponsorship, or of how
to select those who should arend.
Reported by  WILLIAM C. STURTLVANT

Comments

by Craunt Livi-STRAUSS®

Puris, France. 19 1X 66
[ have read with great interest the ex-
cellent report by Sturtevant and [ wish
to comment brielly upon two points:

1) 1 would not suggest (p. 356) that
sociology andior cconomics could re-
place anthropology. In my opinion
there is no such thing as sociology,
and economics is a completely dis-
humanized science. Should anchro-
wlogy dissolve, this would noc be
tor the benefit of any so-called “social
sciences” but rather of the humanities:
linguistics, philology, archaeology, his-
tory, philosophy.

1) The statement (p. 357) that “a
shortage ol wained  fieldvorkers s
probably everywhere more of a prob-
lem than a shortage of financial sup-
port for their research” does not hold
for several Luropean countries in-
cluding France. 1 would say that we
have at any time about a dozen wain-
ed lieldworkers away from the field
for lack of finaneial support plus
probably s many fun'igu-tmrn living
and working in France. This lacter
rooup is even more dififeult to support
tcc.luw they are not French,

Smithsonian —Wenner-Gren
Urgent Anthropology Small-Grant Program

Centre for Policy Studies

In order to encourage urgently needed anthropolog-
ical research that might otherwise remain undone,
the Smithsonian Institution is inaugurating a modest
cooperative grauting program, Support for tins
program is derived equally from the Smithsonian
Office of Anthropology rescarch budget and from
the Wenner-Gren ‘Foundation for Anthropological
Research, lne. The funds will be made available in
grants ranging from $100 to $1,000 per investigator;
no funds for international travel will be included.

The program has threee related objectives:

1) Its major purpose is to make possible the carrying
out of urgent anthropological research which might
otherwise not be done.

2) It propeses to support only such projects as also
have significant support from an institution in the
country where the research is conducted—to aid the
growth of such institutions, and to preserve the co-
operative nature of the program. Thus applicants must
specify the support provided by their own institutions.
This need not, of course, be in dollurs, but it must be a
significant amount; rather than direct financial support,
it may he in the form of released time from teaching,
url‘ql.uu.ll. o1 administeative dutiesy mlditional secretarial
help; use and maintenance of a vehicle; additional space;
additional research assistance; field supplies not usually
issued; and many other things.

3) The researcher himselfl should benefit from the
apportunity to work in the ficld, Ie is assumed that

recipients of grants in most cases will be nationals of
the country where the urgent rescarch is needed.

Applications should contain the following informa-
tion:

1) Name and Address;

2) Degree(s);

3) Research Experience;

4) Publications;

5) Proposed research (brief outline of plan of work);

6) Scientific importance of work;

7) Urgency of this research;

%) Local institution and nature of its support;

9) Names and addresses of three references familiar
with applicant’s qualifications.

1
The recipient of the grant is expected to submit a
report on Iww the funds were expended and a brief -
summary of the work accomplished, both within six
montls of the end of the grant period, and a copy
of cach publicauon based on the research whenever
published.

i l‘\|‘l‘|\l!l‘|lt’t' \|Itllllal he .‘I.ddl‘t“;u‘l.’ o:
Uprpent Anthropology Program
Office of Anthropology
Smithsonian Institution
Washington, D.C. 20560
LLS.A.
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- :-;:;’h Wik PustAnNs Y i
¥ Kampala, Uganda, 19 X 66
® e wpic raised at the Conference but
ot mentioned in the report concerned
e need for documenting culture
change during the period of the onset
of the colonial era in many parts o0
\Mrica and to some extent Asia. Much
of the “scramble for Africa” took
place in the last years of the 19th
.rccnr.ur‘y and in the first decade of the
\ 20eh century. Many of the peoples
who witnessed the impact of western
society are dead; some still survive but
will be gone within half a generation.
It is urgent that (1) their oral
testimony be recorded about the con-
diions of their preimpact  society,
their responses to the colonial era and
| the new societies with whom they were
brought - into contact; and (2) the
adaptation of their indigenous struc-
tures to the changes that took place,
In the field of traditional history an-
thropologists can profitably gain by
close collaboration with the historians
and political scientists,

On the question of the training of
non-professional fieldworkers, the con-
tinuity provided by national and
regional museums needs stressing. The
local museum, if assisted with its
registerial duties, can provide docu-
mentation, visual instruction centres,
and a link berween work on the social
and material aspects of changing
cultures and between the layman and
specialist. One barrier to the release
of trained anthropologists is not per-
haps so much the lack of finance for
rescarch but the lack of medium grade
personnel to assist with administrative
chores. The provision of finance for
exccutive secretaries or even filing
clerks puts heavy strains on pro-
fessional staff who ofwen are unable
to exercise their skills in any other
way than servicing the expeditions of
anthropologists from more adequately
financed institutions in the “develop-
ed” countries. A greater flexibility in
the conditions of grant-aiding bodies
over the employment of grants, the
encouragement by bursaries of gradu-
ate assistants to work in insticutions
in underdeveloped countries on routine
work for which grants are never
normally available, could release a
Jarge amount of well-trained man-
POWL‘T.

by HirosHt WATANABER

Tokyo, Japan. 6 X 66

The Urgent Anthropology meeting in
Tokyo at the Pacific Science Congress
gave me the impression that there is
some urpent business 1o be done before
the next international conference on
Urgent Anthropology. The business is
to collect an accurate, simplified in-
ventory or manual on what studies are
urgently needed of what peoples or
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S Iy and v ahwe (ARG L AR
of the peoples o question. General
discussions at an international level on
the means (Heldworkers, cinema, field
manual, ete) and organizations (na-
tional, regional, inernational) might
be casier after a clear outline is com-
piled. I would like to suggest the
following points.

1) It is hoped that CURRENT AN-
rHroroLoGY will collect papers on
urgent field research such as those
presented at the 1961 Research Con-
| ference  on Australian  Aboriginal
Studies, asking for comments from
specialists concerned in the form of
the CA® review articles. The authors
and commentators may be selected by
region (which will be sugpested later)
as. well as by methodological and
theoretical interests. (We know CA
has been collecting similar daa and in-
formation by means of the Associate’s
Reply Letter system. The articles and
comments  mentioned  above  would
provide us with a little different kind
of data or more systematic information
on peoples and regions than retrieved
through the ARL system. Thus both
system would supplement each other.)

2) It is hoped that the Smithsonian
(nsticution, che promotor of the
Urgent  Anthropology Project, will
arrange to have compiled this data and
information and, with reference to or
on the basis of the data obrained, com-
pile an inventory of field studies
urgently needed in different parts of
the world and among different
peoples.

3) It is hoped thar the next inter-
narional conterence on Urgent An-
chropology, or any kind of UA meet-
ings, may be held to Jdiscuss general
peoblems with reference to or on the
basis of that inventory. The inventory
will give the participants a Lird’s eye
view of urgent problems in concrete
‘oem and help them in thinking and
discussing problems in 2 wide frame-
work.

4) Systematic selection of the authors
and commentators of the articles pre-
viously mentioned and organization
of urgent field research projects
hecessitate the establishment of eth-
nographical regions, The most im-
portant problem here is hew to divide
the world into regions useful for the
UA project. The divivion should be
practically useful and applicable not
only to scientific studics themselves but
also to the establishment of effective
organizations for planning and carry-
ing out the urgent field research,

Some regions may include various
peoples; certain peoples are so distri-
buted as to cover several countrics.
For example, Southeast Asia includes
various groups of serdded culiivators,
food-gatherers, and shifting culri-

| vators, for instance, the Ncgrim
| groups, are distributed over different

Dharampal Archives CPS-ER-09

conmtr v Phiene sikations nahae any
simple divsiion on i peographical or
national basis dificult, From the above
woint of view the following geopraph-
weal-cultural poliical, three-told sy
tem of division of aboriginal peoples
may be recommended: .

I. Food-gatherers

Africa Bushmen groups
Pgymy groups
Other groups, it any
S.E. Asia Negrito groups
(Mulaysia, Philippine)
Australia Australian sborigines.

(predominancly fuod-
gathering)

Siriono groups
Other groups, it any.
(or Artic and Sub-
arctic Repiuns)
Eshimo groups
(U.S.A., Canada,
Denmark, USSR
Athapaskan groups
{Canada)

Ouher proups, il any.

South America

North America

11. Pastoral Nomads,

I11. Shifring
Cultivators.

1V. Setled
Cullivalons.

“This kind of dividing system may be
convenient for selection of the authun
and commentators of the urgent re
search papers and also useful for estab-
lishing local organizations on 2
regional or national basis, and arrang-
ing discussions on urgent problems.

5) Practically, it seems to be dii-
ficult or impossible o collect “all
sorts of data” from all the peoples aud
societies needing urgent reseacch and
o make “well-rounded comple”
studies of all of them. In the world
there may be so many peoples
societies worthy of urgent research.
But time and money are limired. A

lan which may be practical and may
fulfill the need of UA is to combine
the intensive study of some peoples or
subgroups of peoples sampled and the
extensive wide-range survey of as
many of the other groups as possible.
How to sample the groups is another
thing to be discussed.

6) It seems to me necessary to frame

‘\;1 good definition of the wrm “chaug:

ing” or “disappearing.” Peoples and
cultures always change. One general
criterion for establishing degrees of
urgency of research on difefrent cul
tures or socicties  suggested at the
Washington Conference, that louks
very useful and practical is, “ls this
‘rcscarch likely to be still possible 12
years from now?” But it will need
another supplementary  criterion A
culture as a whole may nut change or
disappear this rapidly even though
part of « calure or individuad
\clcments may do so. Actually, there
are many culture elements or trait-
complexes everywhere which are about
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w change or disappear. TFrom this
point ol view it is hoped another
criterion will be devised.

by . S. WeiNeR¥®

London, ngland, 16 1X 66

I have read the report on the Smith-
sonian Conference on Changing Cul-
tures with interest. I do take some ex-
ception to what is said (p. 359) under
“Organization”  starting  “no  [irm
proposals were made...” and ending
“ ..community of scholars.” I am
surprised to read this. Professor Barth
amj his group put forward a number
of very clear and realistic organiza-
tonal suggestions, which were in fact
endorsed by the Conference, Many
people were disappointed in fact thar
these proposals were not followed
up and indeed many preferred action
alun the lines suggested rather than
the Eo!ding of a sccond large confer-
ence. Another organizationai‘ proposal
was that the Smithsonian Institution
should act as a clearing office for re-
search activities on changing cultures,
which was also endorsed, 1 believe.

Reply
by Wiztrane C. STURTEVANT

(1) Watanabe's suggestions are par-
tially met by plans to publish lists of
urgent tasks in CA, beginning with
the results of Associates’ replies to
Letter 35 and with an index to Prof.
Heine-Geldern's Bulletin of the Inter-
national Committee on Urgent An-
thropological and Ethnological Re-
search (pp. 362-417). These lists hope-
fully wllr serve as a beginning to be
expanded and criticized via letters
from Associates. It should soon be
possible to publish a summary which
will be better balanced than presently-
available lists; such a summary may
also imply some criteria of -urgency,
which will presumably differ accord-
ing to the interests of the proposers
of, and commenters on, suggested
taks, and also according to the
world regions in which the societies
are located, Watanabe suggests that
such summaries be systematic, that
they pay attention to criteria of
urgency, and that they be prepared
by and commented on by regional
specialists, The lists which CA already
plans to publish can serve as the: basis
for such articles. Flowever, I do not
believe that the Editor of CA, or the
Smithsonian staff, should attempt to
divide up the world for this purpose
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and select authors and commenters for
repions thus defined. T wounld much
prefer o follow CA custom and call
for volunteers, allowing each volun-
teer to define his own regional and
topical boundaries and permitting
(even encouraging) overlapping cover-
age in different summary arucles,
(2) 1 apologize for having mis-
interpreted Lévi-Strauss, who clearly
specifies that “when it is practiced by
members of the culiure  which it
endeavours to study, anthropology
loses its specific nature and becomes
rather akin to archacology, history,
and philology” (1966:126). He also
states that “wherever  populations
have remained physically strong while
their culture rapidly veers toward our
own, anthropology, progressively taken
over by local sci:olars. should adopt
aims and methods similar to those
which, from the Renaissance on, have
proved fruitful for the study of our
own culture” (p. 126). Personally, and
perhaps parochially, 1 would prefer to
iterpret this last passage more broad-
ly than does its author, and include
t?‘xc “social sciences” with the humani-
ties as ficlds which are fruitful for the
study of culture “from the inside.”
(3) In reply to Weiner's comments,
it should be pointed out that the only
conclusions formally adopted by the
Washington conference were that 1
should prepare the present report
which should be published in CA
after circulation to all attendees for
comment; that a larger congress on
this subject should be held; and that
the Lditor “should create an appro-
priate instrument to prepare for the
congress, with consultation of appro-
priate advisers representing various
regions,” The May 1966 Letter to
Associates was the response to this
last recommendation.
The discussion group to which
Weiner refers consisted of Barth, Bul-
mer, Boggs, Krader, Palerm, Weiner,
Woodburn, and Sturtevant (secretary).
The resulting organizational sugges-
tions, while perhaps “very clear and
realistic,” were nevertheless without
suggested means for implementation.
The proposals of this group can be
summarized as follows: the world-
wide organization should consist of
four levels. The lowest is made up of
professional anthropologists and a few
lay fieldworkers sponsored by these
professionals. From these people come
suggestions for priorities and applica-
tions for financial support for research
projects. (No suggestions were made

on how to define “professional anthro-
pologist,” or who should apply such
a definition.) The second level con-
sists of regional commirtees, which
decide on priorities within their own
regions and match these against appli-
cations from individuals, certifying to
the qualifications of applicants and to
the 3cgrec of urgency of the research
they propose, and forwarding these
recommendations to  national and
international sources of funds; such
proposals could also be forwarded
dircctly by individuals, bypassing the
regional committees. The regional com-
mittees would not themselves directly
dispense funds. The functions of these
commitrees were spelled out in some-
what more detail, but the procedure
for choosing them was not fully re-
solved—it was only suggested that
temporary regions be first defined (by
whom? how modified into permancnt
regions?), for example 8 for the world,
that a convener be appointed (b

whom?) for each region, to call
together a temporary regional com-
mittee (approved by whom? how con-
verted into a permanent committee?).
On the international level, CA should
publicize priorities of urgent tasks.
Also, existing non-regional organiza-
tions such as United Nations agencics,
the Smithsonian, “etc.” (what is the
definition of such organizations?)
should coordinate proposals reccived
from anthropologists, directly or
through the regional committees, and
recommend them to international
sources of funds. There should be no
single world center for urgent research,
other than CA (and the latter has no
administrative or financial functions).
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