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ARTHROPOLOGY AT THL. PHiLOSCPHY Qi SCISKCE.

Naivety end Expoeure

No ona wlll serilpuely contend thet i1t ims poesille todzy to be
g 'Rconeiseanve men'. At the eame time social anthropclogy goins .
nothing Ly 1ta ormotitioners lLeing unaducated. But if some regard
the apeoiamli-ation which hes accompsnled thoe tremendous increase "
in knowladge am a necasrary &vil,'Clgeed Systems and Oven ifinds'
suggests enother view (ses Gluckman ed:1964) . Although aspocisted .
paertioularly with the tianchester school, the naivety thescis advooatad
in this lock ropresenis the ocutlook of many of the oldor generation
in our disoipline, and it is a view whioh has had severe gonasguancea.

For Gluolman, genuine understanding stems from epecimlization.
This raqu.res that we delimit a £leld for an academio disoipline,
Sooial anthropology has-1is protlems ite way of dealing with
them. We are. 1o bLe naive ) arout. other Eielda.of academlo endeavour;
that is, we.oan work .ith simple aasuhptiona about tha nature of
other disciplines. The premise of naivety, then, sreots ignorance
to the etatus of a methdodologigal virtue. low, firatly, tc say thet
" a disoipline kas its prollems i1s to. presume a great deal of agrcemant
on the part o ite proociitlioneras as to- what 1t is thoy ought %o Ve
doing. Not only ip this not reguired for a healthy Lrenoh of soholar-
ship, it mey be positiv.ly harmful. If anthropology is whaot
anthropologists do,-»1it. is clear that the intereste of i1ta individual
sohelers will form at most, family likeneseee. in which there need be
no oonstanits. In thie sense the idoa that a suljoot has an esasontial
nature would not be true. As to th: harmful, effecte of being ovsr=
cager to defina a disciplinw, ons nzed only quote from Fortes’
inaugural leoturs at Cambridge. Be suggeste that . with tho funstional -
theory we now have & sound emvirioasl sclonce having olimincted
ronjecture and history.Hs rejests. £8 no more -than atumbling Llocke
to cldar thinking the aspproaches of an older and fsr mors sahalarly
tradition then that of whioh ke is & part. Soocial anthropology,
he p0es on, ie now 'able to Teougnlze itself, once for ell, as a
uepa:at§ disciplin. oonoerned with 'mechanlam end function"(Fortas
1953:24) .

No commgnt on this iz surely required,He would have us, it sesms,
worlc for ever with one model of ascoiety end confipe our attention _
only to the problame whi.h this funotlon:l view genarates, khilst
those problems may te worth attention, the funotional framework
* faills even to formulato sctisfaciodly other: which are squally our i
provinoe end perhape more importent. This iz not to aay there need te
no shered assumptilons ae to the g neral territowy of a diseipline, lut
a definition of thc type that Iortes suggeats which effactivuly fraezas
thought can only hava a negative wvalue. - ==
What-is od apac:.al slgniglicanoe hero,howsver, is thoe idee that ¥ -
anthropology is now a separate d:.ao:.pline. I susgest the podogogio- '
inetitutional position of our sutject ia quite unimportant. To )
take 14 seriously produces a sterile ocomsern ior guestions of ’ -
rolations betweon disciplines. Presumably ind.vidusls will read
wherever thoir intsreata telce thom, To sussests that tho relationsbip
vetwean socioclogy and anthropology is, or ought to be, such and uuﬁh
would seam to laok mezning;:: - -

On thia iaaua, it ia the contention of Gluckmen that we must
cloac vifa conveptual ayetem an. work with simplified versions of
othei dleciplines, {Murdock in 1951 pick:d out preoisely this
indifference to other fivlds of soholership az= a basio weaknees in
Britiah soocial anthropelegy-and it i= ¢l arly evident, among other
pPlaces, in z vhole list of works on substantive soonomics estemaing
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from Mnlinowski). But the nzivety theais would virtuzlly eliminste
one of the chief sourcss of theoretical usdvance which might te callcd
convergenoe phsanomena. Advances in knowledgs seem toprogeed sideways
es often ae iorewards, as oen be seen froh the construction of new
sciencos precisely from the -orderline areas tetwoon oxisting
disciplines., Gluckman euggeste wa taboo thought at theeo pedagogic
margine,effectivoly ruling out th: poseiblity of thiz tywo of
progress.

To demonstrate tha ocneegusnoea of suoh an attitude, the AlA
contersnce of 1964 which resulted in The Struotural Study of Myth
and Totemism (Leach ed:1967)4is rather valuablo. It shows that wo
must not remein ignarant of developments in other-discipline or
cut ourselves off from the insights thoy afford, that thero sre
hazarda invel. d in conceiving enthropology as a separate disoipline
with its own problema and its own special approach. Agreement on
the nature of a disciplinge, when it is combined with nalvety leeds
to intellectusl inbreeding end a d:generation in thought. 'Only
when there ie suffioient variety (in e populetion) it is ensured
that there are alweys individuals aveilrlle wity{ charsoteristics
guitoble- to meet the changss thet ocour in tho Anvironmont'.
(Young: 3960:147) . The population in thias sx ¢ is Dritish scoial
anthropologists and the chenging onvironmeni~ia the reslisstion
in Frenah anthropology of the tromendous value of airuotural
linguiatics in providing a mothod of tackling our own material.

Linguistica had virtually diseppsered in british snthropology,
although learning s language of oourse survived as a neceesary part
of fieldwork. Its valus, then,vwas seen only as pragmatic, and in 1960
there was no ASA member (ses irdener B%3: 1965) whose dsclered main
intercat was in langvuege as suoh., Thua when Lévi-Strauss demonstrated
the value of the structural spproech to myth, we wers, for the moat
part, at a loaa intelligontly to evaluate the =nalysis. Leaoh was
quite right in his introduotion to the ASi volume to point out that
its mein value was an exposure of the pr-judises of the contrilutors
tovards this French sesgs,. )& + “trauss had iirst pulilished bis approach
as carly as 1955 in the Jourmal of American Folklore, yet in 1964 a
disouesion of hio work is strikingly lacking in competance.

Such a compunity has produced ita oritics, Lut those who havo
been most noisily appalled, for inatence Jarvis, have not distinguished
themeelves in their oritiquea. Thero was so much to be attnoied in
ourrent anthropological practise, Lut In 'Ths Revolution in snthro-
pology' (Jarvie: 1964) we ars offered ill-inTormsd comments from which
our disoipline can derive no benafit, For instance, blindly to follaw
Popper in rejeoting what is assumed to he a bagonian view of scicnoe,
Providing no aevidence, either toxtual of billiographioal, of having
reid any Bacon, is axactly the lack of educetion whioh harms anthro-
vology..

Enough has. baen said for ths moment on soecial anthropolegy. If
it is aocepted that naivety is hirmful, thsre would seem to Le no
rezson why our sxposure should be confin.d to other sooisl soiences.
All thssc disoiplines have, since their origins, been influenced ty
en imzge or the natuial sociences and in view of this it is not un~
roesonabl: to ondeavour ic aocuiro scme Tazmilioarity with the hlstory
and zctusl practice in these exact disciplines. In the goneral issue
of the zpplicalbility of naturzl science toohnicuaes and methods to
sooial pienomena it would szem to Lc helpful if wo were mor: informed
than et present about the natural sciences,It is, in fact, oruoial
for all the =ooial scienooa to sulstitute for the present gross
misconceptions of the naturel sctences =z sympathntio and informed
viow from which we might bo ablc to constiuct a better tyge of
humene disecipline.

Having reccivad no tralnlng in Fithgr philosophy or sclenn,,
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I have been able to taks to the literature an anthropologicel
asnaltivity rother any type of axportiss, so the pro'lems which

I shell plok out and the mamner in vhioh I shell disouss them will

gtom very much from an snthrapologiloal cducation. And the intertion,
morsover, is by no means to bacoms a philosopher, but oimply to allow
the insights gmincd in the oxpoaure to fesodbeck snd improve ts practise
of anthropology itself, et

'we ourselvaee comc into tha Erocaes.'(Young:l960:103).

Meaning belongs ta language; language comes in systems; thereiore -
meaning comes in systemr. Languagn is a human creation so meaning la
not external., If we accept this we hava the problem of defining what
scisnce is ambout, for if we suggasts that sience is ebout the world -
wo must yot conced: that in some sense tha world is of our own making.
What dowo caontributo whon we suppose we are talking zbout an extorncl
roolity - wo onter the proosss, but where? This problem perhaps
neturelly sugmgesta itrelf te an anthronologist, eo I shall bogin Uy
disouesing he litersture that bringa it to the fore.

Humen being live in a symbolie universe, z fabrio of meening,
Can we therefore accept A E.Houaman'e lines-='I 2 stanger and afreld,
in & world I nev:r made.' Theres 1s an Obvious venase in which we
think about the world 2s anm independent reallity, yet,; at tha gazme
tine the world for us i1z the meaning, wo give it. So, do wo talk
about an external world or do wa find 1r Caselrer's words that
inatead of dealing with the things in themselves '‘man is in a sonse
constantly oonvereing with himsolf*, (19441 25). -All the- seciences,
saye Humo im his Treatisa on Human Neture 'have a relation to human
nature; however -wide any of them mey seem to Tun from it; they
return baock by one passagz ar another'. ln this saction I shall look
gt thie rcletion. Tho problem=— tkat our solsnoe is about the wordd
tut that meaning derives from ue - 13 not solvad; but the oppoeition
is waskoned eomewhat, =

Qorman ..otaphysice represents an exirsme form of philoscphiocel
speculation. Saentayana dlecusses it in terma of egotism, on attitude
whioh aasumss that 'nothing should control the mind exoept. the mind
itself. Egotiam La subjectivism Leocome nroud of itzelf and proclaiming
itself absolute*.(1939.151). The egoist 'graspe only himself and in
that eenas his egotiem turme out true'.{Ibid:71l). But the omnivoteonce
of thought 1s neither a primitive nor a metephysicsl peculiarity.

Do we ever assuns that our mecning and langusge (that 1 our thought)
do not defin: tha world in which we liva, But, do we ever get any
nearar to roality than maaning? Do we in soience have z dialaogue of
thc mind with nature or only of one mind with another?

Langer in her Philosovhy in a New Koy (1942) suggeete that
@man livea in an eseentially human world. The symbolioc universe 1is
oonatructed by ua, the fundonentzl procese of ihe humen mind is
symbolio transformetion. -(Thic has abeoclutely fundemental imgortence
for the task of theoxry ' ocomtetruction in the mocial scilencos vwhioh
an ignorant form of soientiem has managed to obsours), And wg must
recognise here, beeides the oreative aspeot of our thought,tho
essantially social (bQouaso 11ngu13t10) naturs of our ideas.
Miourbach hee said that 'two beings arc 3s nscessery for the
genoreation of the humen mind es thoy are for the genoration of the
bhuman body'. The esassntial point is that we live in & phared conoaptual
world. Yo are not in the realm of priveto meening but of ceollective
ropresentations, but 2s we are desling with mesning, we can aensibly
oppose %o subjwotivity not objectivity but only intir-pubjectivity,
Hecaning hire 41s not individual but ite supra~individual aocial charaoter
consists in its Bhared quelity not in any extermelity. Now it is
clear tbet in chersctlerising acoiel frote as oxternal Durkh: im meant
nothing motaphyeical, and we must remem..er that when bhe suggested
therc existed an indopendont realm of social faots he wmns ondeavouring
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to oreate a discipline. Neverthalesas toaubstltute 1nter—subjeot1vity
for externality does rather recuire that we redefine the distinotion
betwesn individual end social facts, for cloarly psychology and
sociology cennot heare be seen as reforring to two completely in-
dopendent typnes of phenomena., Thus deenite the inarked failurs up
till now of integreting hsychologioczl insights inte ths social
sciences , this stance does oumpell us to continue to search for
ways in which the two diacivlines c¢an bs meaningfully intesratad.

To return to the relation between soience, tha world and
ocurselves, two lmportent areas in whioh it can be sald that we maka
a aignifioont contribution sre these. Firstly, in sensory experience,
we always knew, but modern experimental peychology supportie common
sense, that sensations simply are not accurate cr complete reports
about an extarnel world. The physical conetitution of our organs
end the brain work togother to select and orgenise from a chaotlo
flow of impressions, Our merest seise experience is a prooess of
forzulation. 4n objeot is, then, not a datum but a form oconsiruced
by an lntelllaant organiam. As N.R.Hanson says in Paticrns of -
Discovery (1958) szeing is a photo-ohomicel evont but perpeiving
is intorpretative and crective., So idans do not dsrive fr B0~
tions rathe:r exporience gets its ssnss from conception. Sensation,
thon, is thasory-laden. influenced,fur zxample, W sxpeotietion, so
theres must be an intimata conn:otion hatwaan "paresiving as' and
'paroeiving thut'

Socondly, there 1s a closo relestlonship between scisnce and
language., I shell not here concern mysclf with whother there 1s
a meotaphysios ooncezled in the siruoture of & language, but az
science is essentislly communioated Lnowledye, it is in language
It uses symbgls and w2 cannot assumoe that for literature language
is oentral but that for scisnce 1t 1s mersly 2 neutrel meens of
sxpressions (seo Bdrthee in Lane cd:1970). FHo code ie privileged
and no language is imnooent., For istance, we oannot asgaume we have
eliminated ourselves from'aoiencﬁ eimply boecause 1t uses impersonal
grammatiosl o;nstruotiona.

I ocen best stert my discussion of the philcsophy of sol:nco by~
desling with the problem of externality. It is often smaid that Bacon-
offerad an induotive thevry of ecientific method-science accumulates:
facta and {rom them gonerates gmuoerrl principegs How induciiviam 18
a hopslaesely erroneocus’ desoription of, or presoription for, sclentifiec
activity, but we would be wrony to atiribuite this type of view to
Bnecon, He was far tvo much a product of a medieval education for
thia to be sven ~ossible., Hie domire was to bragk the hold of the
Aristotelian aystem and 0 erect a new syston of reliasble knowledae.
In this taak h: did not deny a crective role to the huwan intsllaeot,
but ideas wera not simvly to be oonceived in *the little oell of
human wit", but tosted 'with reverende in the greater world'. They
wars to be used to find out exporimcntally the most vasio processes
of naturo by discovering whioh idcas were of the most wide
apolicability (see Harrs:1964,Purvor:1967). Thc new science was
to bo subjecot to a eontinuous and sxtermnal canirol.

This is not induotivism, but we uave still to explain tho idsa
of externel control. Soianca gs a 'seoond Soripture’ is possibly
th. solutionedor Bacon, God reveals himself in the world. As
Heisenbarg statas:'This new aotivity wee in its beginnings ocortainly
not mefnt ea a deviation from the traditional Christian religion.
. On the conir:ry one spoka of two kinds of revelastion of God. Ths
one wed written in tha Lible and the other was to be found in the
‘hoak of nature (1958:16). Thue meaning is dorived not imposed and
ia axtornal in the sense that it belongs to God, But this view and
with it the notion of a purely axternal ocontrol bzcomes unacceptable -
the m.ment we focus our atheistic attention on our contritution,
the modsls we btuild usethe morphology of significancs of which we
ara the cragtors. If nature really ia a book t¢ be recd, in whiech



langurge is it written? We cannot eacape Whewell's dictum:
'There-is_a mask of thoary ovor the whole-.face of nature', and™
of this thcory we are the authors - thie is where we onter the
proceea. _ T

This view ie of eome eignigicance, for a whole set of torma
that are etlll ueed in the phillceophy cf ecience, for_instance
empirical, faot, oto.are semantically kin to thie idea of extcrnality
If we are unablo to find a useful meaning for thia oconcept then
thees others belonging to ihe eeme epistemological standpoint oan
only be & evurve of confueion. All sptivities in scionoe are '
thaory-dependent, 8o how oould wo use the term zmpirigal to whioh
the term theorotical is opposed? In thz 0.E.D. we find that the
concept of datum and faot are relatod to tha notion of givennees,
whioh on peyochological grounds, we know to. be untenable. Now the
philéaopby of soience uses for the moat part the language of ordinary
disoourse, and natural languages are s8imply not in order. They aro
the anomymous creations of unconsoloua generations of amateurs and
oan be improved upon. Their capaclty to oerry meaning is, of course,
rooted. in thelr etabllity, but if we eguate meaning with uee and .
then oonclude they are in order wa put oureelves at the mercy of -
the theorstioal prejudicee of our predeceasors in the use of
language (see Gollner:1359)., When we are aware that worda simply
do not oxpress what we mean they can only be substitutos for
thought. It is no advance if we feel uneasy epoaking of reality
to use the ooncent 'reality' inatead. Philosophy ip oconcerned with
eveluating th: use of concepis, that is, not simply with the use of
words but rather with what it makes sense to. say. Fully conselous
of our contribution in ecionce, thinlking in temme. of models deriving
from ourselves, the terma in which we tall about the. sotivity of
solence are most unsatisfactory. (A4t the same time as making thia
remark about philosophy, 1t ought to be addeod that if anthropology
is baslcally about a fabric of meaning and languagn, than it will
be the natural lenguage of. the culture in question thet in part
suppliee the structure of the phencmenon which is being investigated..
Hero, therefore, the natural language muat be treated with great
respeot, and those logiozl deficiences and ambiguitiea which one
would wish to remove frem & phllosophioal language whioh has a
prooise task to achleve may be preclsely the mord: important aspeote
of the lenguage ussr's situation).

Moving from Bacon to olassical and modern physics, one aust
disouss the. Cartesian distinction between ras cognitens (aslf)
and res oxiensa (world), whioh was so significant in the evalution
of the natural eciences. Its implication wae that ome could talk
about theo world without reference to oneself; a pasition which
omme to seem a necessary oonditien for all netural salensc., IR~ -
the C17th - solonoe looksd awsy from man towarde machines for
explanatory purposes {wlth several dire effeots on the acoial
soiences, whioh were foundad uwpon a slavish and unecientifio
imitation of them) .but by 'a ourious revenge(this) is now found
to be also 1ts ohief thsorstical dafiociency'.(Young:1960:107).

I+t has been found in modern thooratical physios that we camnat
eliminato ourselvss; in osrtain oircumsiaonces knowledge 1is
osgentially a relationship and the scientist has theoretically ito
reentor himself intc hie solsncs. In Young'se words: '-—our physical
peiance is simply not a set of reports about an cxternal world,

It is aleo a report about ourselves and our relatiohs to thal-world-'.
{1960:103) . Heisonberg in a similar way: '+~hat we obeerve is not .
nature in itself btut nature expceed to our method of gquestioning'.
{1953:57). But perhava Jeans in his address to the British
Assooiation iz 1934 sums up this genaral trend in thought most
efficlontly: 'The nature wa siudy doos not oonsist so much

of some thing wa porooiva as of our perpeptions. It 1s not thd
objeot of the gubject-objeot relation but the relation iiself.
There i3, in faot, no clear cut division betweon the subjeot



and object ,. they form an indivisible whole—.*

Now if +thia Weakening of the Cartesizn position ie teo Dbe
welcomcd, that is, we bocome moro conscious of our part in sc.once,
Jeane' oonoluelon is wrong. If in some sense, scionce is about roallly
for us, it does not follow that ‘it. speaks about our porocptions—"
rathor than. about the world. This suggest.on and tho. type of sgiencs
to which it leada,are unacoceptable., How osn I oaintain this when .
.all along my emphasis has been on our contribution? T have . . ..
ondeavoured to humenize scilenoe: and now suggaest. thet soienoe 1s
about tha  reel world. Ko ultimzte solution to this problem that
soienca is about the world bui. that meaning ie. human is: offered
sava to suggeat that, sojence dosa- Tefor. to the world tut that it -
never stands: alonas it is; always part of s larger eyatem: of thought.
Soienoa hes  not. sudd.emly become philosophicel. in the & 20%th,. it has-
never baen indeopendent. om philosophy. And hora: tho mnidavlabourer .
conception 1s, olearly wrang. The suggestion that it olemsrs: upr some: .
preliminary- canfusions and then positive soience can: gat along on-. -
itw owm, is almply untrue (sae Winah:1958) .- Philosophy- is.a. . '
permanent part of the struoiure of scienca; lte foundatiocns are
metaphysical and its method is alweys intimatoly related to. an
epiatamolagical positlion. To dany sclanos frsadom: in- this way allows
us t locluda: ourselves im our thought and to suggest that sclence. -
is azbaut. tha world. Thia: is tha.mors so when that ethea of the
soientific cammunity. = rational criticism ~ prowides; as Popper -~~~
has stressed, &. tough environment in whiohi our thoughte about reality
have ta:compate. to survive. Thig factor: for- Popper’ ( see (onjootures’
and Refiutations: 1961) resclves tha problem of how knmowledge mey be. -
‘s human effadir but:yet. not arbltrary Vhilst. thia view auxmot smplr ‘b
left a.aoj.rb ia;,..‘r.t*ooutm.nn & g:aa.t d.er.rl.od. tru'th.. : C ST
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Pouillon in' Las Tempa M.od.a:mamEVol x1L1956) rie;h.tly' pcn.ntst
out that ths originality of- L&vi-Strauas- does not. lia-im his = - =
emphasis on struoture; it consists in taking this. ocharzotoristic - ..
seriously ond 'd'en tirer imperturbeblement toutes les oonsequensces!.
Here I .shall make tho idesa of system oentral end itry tor d¥aw all.
canseguances Iron, it.. But an anthropologiosl. nota is in . order firsts
Tho achlovement of Malinowski wes io smphasisa, agalnst an ecrlier
tradition,.tha mystamatioc naturs of culturs., Now the atomism of”
the Vigtorisn approash casxisted-with. an: intoreat in belief;
and for the gain of system in funotional theory we suffered thw-
lose of intoreet in moaning. Thiz interest returned in Evanae-
Pritohard!e superb (1937) monograph om Zande thought where the
idean-of system end sense are cantral. (Bud so anannounced was
this-ehift in attention that it..seems many became aware thet Tt -~
had. happened rather bolatedly). And perhaps it is one of the more
important aspeota of struoturaliasm to look fimmly together these
ideas of megning and system (sce Douglas;l966 on Judaio claseification),
Nor should. it asppear strange:to- combing. Evans—Pritohard and structu~
ralism- at: this. point, for while.he. ia in-no.senae. a atruotaralist, -
it must be recognised. thet: his interest in the Année. sohoolstrings
him into that. traditiom.of: French soc:.oloe;v of whioh. L&v:.-strausa
is alao & product . . i PP FPRE vk LI g

I ahall deal u:l.th s;sratom' a.nd mea-ning in aeria.uce pr:l.ma.nl.v
with respeot to one hlstoricel example. Lot me start with two
quoies from Harr8's excellent Matter and Method (I). Ho. sses
Newtonian dynemies as the {inal adoption of the Corpusoularian
Philosophy-the meobaniasl. vorld- ploture, a goneral conoceptual
pyatem 'tho eoceptance of vhioh determines the direection.in whioh
ths analyais of phenomena should prooeed. and the oontent whioh -
nmust be inoluded to make an explanation acoeptable’(1964:105).
Elsewhare thaty ' Acceptance of the dootrine that matter is that
whioh la defined by the primary proparties not only determine the __
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details of a g.c.8. and hongo the accaptable form of aexplaenation,
but also the details of atceatabla scicntific method'.(Ibild:ll4).

. It was poss blc for a Victorian positiviet such za Poarscn
in his 'Grammar of Science' (1892) to sce science as ideally free of
philosophioal impedimonts. But tho Newtonlam system, one of the
groatost. achicvenonts of tho natural s¢cioncos both restzd upon |
and waes intelligible only in terms of essentially philoscophical
assumptions,. And this muset bo. so of all solontific syetems, If we
nov cooopt as natural the itdes of & corpusculerian world, its
gseentially modern and philosophloal charascter muet be streased,
for 1t requires we admit the wvold inte sur universe. And we may
rocall, for instsncs, -that Parmenides asmong others wes umnabls. to
aocepti the reslity of nothingnees on loglcal grounds and them to
deny tho possibility of motion. Newtonian thsory raeete ultimstoly
on the disoontinuity of matter = wa must firet acocept the posaibility
of . empty space: before we oan ounoelve of motion as rearrangemsnt in
spaoce. Historioally it was the philosophy in Gaseondi's:Syntagmate
which by separsting the notlone of spaco a.nd matter mado thia-
idea acoegptable,. - . .

But no lesagimportant than this foundation was tha_intim&ta‘
d:pendsnoce of Newtonian selenoe on the typs of philosoohy whioh
finds oxprossion in the writinga of Looke. The Newtanianr meodel-
rosults from a seleotion from sensory axparience: 1t gives a
differential eziatential statua to 1ts various oompononts. Tho-
key distincion here ie between primary qualitice(euol as mass) = -
which are judged to corrospond to real properties in tha world, .
and sccondary qualitios (such 2s colour) - whish bolong to our
vaerceptions but do not exist in the world. Hewtonian mechanios
is possible nnly with euch a distinacion - a difforsnt opistamological
atanoe, for inetence Barkcloy's esae est pereipi would have produged
an entirely different lind of soioenca. It is no exaggoeration for
instance to saa the capanhagen interpretation of quantum meohanioa
as & direot philosophical heir to. this Berkoaley view. In some—
sohse, then, soicnce. talks gbout the world, but. ite relationaship
. to metaphysios and oplstemology defina for it the type of world
about which it is to spealk, and conetrains both what it is permittad
to sey and what mathod 1t oam employ.(It need herdly be emphasissd
horo that the sooiazl seiences must be in the. same position. Thus
a mataphysical sssumption regarding the naturs of man muat be tha . .
basipr of theory oonstruction in those disoiplines. The: problem
has heon that in real ignorenoc of the matural solences, an’
outdated and misunderstood paradigm has basen usad in the soeial .. ..
disciplings derivad from the axaot sclences without real attention
to tho problem of what oonatitutes sn adsquats explamation. It is
perhaps worth amtertaiming tho iduo that the soolcl scwicnces may
not yot- even have stumbled on the right typs of language in tarma
of whiol to oxplein their subjoct matter)..

Diagram I. raprsaenta the ocutline of = ggnoral conoaptual
sobsme, By regulative principles I. moan. eplatemologioal assumptlons
and wbat are poconted as the oorrset rulse of thought. Thase aras
not parta of a oonoeptual acheme, but bviously underlis all the
rroposltions it contalns o By motaphysice I refor to thoso beoslo
qoonoepts wbloh tell us what thore is in the world, This level is
ontologlecsl, and because it 1a basio to 2 system of thought et
any time it also conatitutes the limits of oxplanationa of that
ayston, A system 18 based unon thoeo concepta and since they
rofer tc the fundamental proosssce in the world they arc not
thomeolves -to be explained by the aclence that 1s construoted
in their terme, Ths foundation of any system oan nover ba
juetified by the systsm iisolf, only, if at all, by another
systeom, Taicon togother those, rogulative prinoiples and ontologicsl
propositions form what Polanyi (1957) might maan by the fiducilary
baeis of balief. With the samo mstaphore Jamos in his leotures on
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praguatism suggeeted that all thought reste on a crodit system,

Moving in ny diagrzm from tho gonoral to the particular, laws
rofar to rogularities in the world, or in somantic torus the rolation-
shipe of to terms(and their derivatives) in the thooratical frame—
wark,Lastly, I come to evonts where the notion of mystem is still
absolutoly oentral. To aocont that theory detormince 'the kinda 9f
things, proportios and processcs We aro propared to admit’ ( Barrds
1964:50) requires we accopt thot events sro largoly thoorstioal
and involved in a whole 'set of conccpts whioh supplies them with
mozning. 48 Neltzsoho seid: 'There are no facte in themsolves -~
for a fact to exlat wec muet first introduce moaning.' Thla view ron—
dera it difficult to ues the tord empiricism without oonfusion and
at tho ssmo timo demonstrctas why inductivien ie not pcesibla.
Induction is e nassage from the particular to the goneral, Were
neaning oxtcrmal wo oould porhape ptart from obpervations and end
up wiibh gonoralisations, Lut tho meuning and existonce of nartioular
ovonts aro oroated by a whole theoretical struoture; wo can under—
stand particrlar ocqurrances only in terma of some model of the world
as a whole, mpo eignigicance recohes thy events level from the. onto—
logioal level. Prowositions hore underwrite our interpretation of -
particuler cvents. Tha facte aro not besio, semantically they derive
from a thaorotical strueturc in terms of which the world is oonceived.
It ie this framework ae a whale which 1s basio. As meening prooocede
form the generrl to the particular, scionoe camiot go in the oppoaite .
direotion, whioch ip what inductiviam would roquire.

Diagram 1. .
. G. Q. S.

F ovonte in the world " (oxpt. deota)

—

f

I {motaphysics)
y

(limltes of explunation) I

.1 rogularitiss in the wurld“(laws)
|

q___wl:t.el.’a tho world ia

i
i Toguletivs principles .r-(epiet;'lggic)
/

T9 ume e orrtographio mnalogy, wo comstruct roality in terme
of a sot of rulcs of what conatitutes a vormissiblo map, and having
decided upon thc lenguage for a model cs a whole, wo have detormined
in advonoo the type of event which can occur by making available
only a limitad ind of ssmantic leb:l, Thue it must be thet ovidenoe
is of essenco thoorctical. Yot we find F.A.Lanecn, discussing African
thought, melking tho following commont: '..gonorazl propositions meam -
seldom to be évaluated in the light of oontrery cmpirical ovidonce!.
(1970:61}, There is no such thing as empirical ovidonco: his problom,
which is a genuine one, is better oxprcscod in theso terms-— why do
primitives opereto with only one modal? Hanson's cmpiriecel ovidenoo
is actually an eltornativc interprotation that would iteclf balong
to enothor (in this ceaso our own) system of thought. Thore are onto-
logical impnlications involvcd in tho choioco of a certain language
for buildinga::op of reality. For a primitive to acoopt the appli-
cebility of the lenguage of socizl reletione as a map for tho whole
of roality (vhich ia what enthropomorphism ia) dotermincs for Lim
his oxporionca of that :orld and thoe type of concept he may usc to
cxplain sny particular cccuironcs within 1t. It is tho eymbolic
framoworlk, eevoclally vhen only onc is availabls, that decicdes
the meaning of cvidenca. It may ba objoctad hore thet this man
analogy leads to an extremo form of rolativism, iio discipline
mey roat contont upon such & Toundrtion, and it 1s thereforo right
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that anthropological interest ahould agein be dirootod to a seerch
for universals, Cleerly our task is to produoe maps, which embody
othor maps, that is to errive at some system of terms whioh may
servo as a mods of discouraa for bringing into meaningful reclations
more idiocsynoratioc maps. I do not rogard tho relativism implict
in tho map idoa as lezding in the other directicn, but rether zs
a broke in this aocarob. Leet we too readily seolze upon foatures

" that immediatoly and intuitively suggest themselves as oonstants,
this map notion at lecst ought oencblo us to suspend Judgment — -
until we zre better eoquipad to vouch for the suthentioity of the
universals we believa we have found. :

If oxperignoe is interprated ln terms of a aystam, what is it
that dotorminea the. Choico of the root metaphore used in the
construstion of a modol? That is, what factors are responsible.
for the decision that a cexrtain language is the right ono in terms
of which to map reelity? A suggestion from Stark's 'Sociology of
Enoulodgs*may bo helpful: the 'basio picture of the world is __ -
oonstituatod under tha guidance of tho axiclogical system undor
which sooiecty lives 2ond acts-—! (1958:278), Would it posaibloe,thon,
to relato, tho cnthropamorphic medels typicel of primitivo woolotiocs
to a point Lévi-Strauss makos in the Entreotiens (Charbonnior:1961).
There ho diatinguishes acoloty and culture; the former is tha
rolotionehips botween men, tho latter the relationship batween
mert oand the natursl world, Wow oivilizod scolety, he ‘says, values
mastery of the eaviromment, and toohnologitat progress lnvolvos
dislooations in the social order. For the primitive, on the other
hand, sooizl harmony i1s a prime valuo. Perhaps there is more “thmn a
aeusael Telatioanship between that technmical progreas in the Woast
and the piripping away of anthropomorphism by which Turgot
oharactorisod the rise of the natural acionoces. Could we sec in
the anthropemorphism of tho primitive an exprossion of the valug
hs plaooe on soolal ae opposed ito-oultural goals; it may be that
the ohoiog of root metephores oXprossos soclial velues. Thus, tho
primitive soes the langucge of sogial relations cs a good map for
what wo would call tha neturzl woerld, and by contrast in the
technilonl ¥West the scoinl amoienoces have sndeavoured to oxplain man
and sacicty in terms of analogiles deriving from tho natural eciencos.
Wo aro reminded by Horton {1967) that society, beocauso ordorly, is
a good modal, but anthrapamorphiam is perbeps deeper than this.

And of ocures, solence which studise nature- is e product of oulture,
o in sgarohing for thoee so0ial conditions whioh made possible the
rise of netural soicnoe we may bhove some oluo z2 b tho reason faor
the oxistenoe of agthor types of oxplanatory modol under other _social
cirocumstances. ’ T

An intoresting problem in this eroe is the stebility of those
primitive models aa compared with tho restruoturing that is a featura
of the naturzl solonoes. Ia there somothing in tho nature of
anthropomorphic models  which lies et tho root of this stability;
arc such promisses so able to obsord and define evidonco that -----
fundemental rcthinking is never rcouirod? Aro primitive models
simply lees rigourous logiocally, or is the difforonce to be
locatod in the oontent of the ooncaepts thomselves? Qur ovm scolal
acimncen  reem to have onjoyoed 2 rather prolonged youth, 8o is the
prrblon tho ocomplexity of aceicl phencmana so thet hore glaso we
connot expect the somo type of theoreticzl progress that has =-°
gecured in the natural scleonoes? Or might it be that 2 vulgar form
of soientism beae prevented tho social disciplines from being
enthropomorphlc onough so that they hevo been forcel to construct
theory with tho wrong sot of torms rather than with thoso typee of
oonocept (rule-~following, for instence) by whioh wao ordinarily under-—
stand human aotion? Perheps thers are aomae conooptusl nichos {1liko
scologlcrl niches) tho acquisition of whioh allows the asoont of_a
theoretioal ladder. It is certain, for inatanoe thet a RBorkeley view



would not have permitted tho theoratical progross whlch occured

in the naturzl scienoess. We shall heve to sosc whother all anthropo-
morphio models oseentially laak this evolutionary potential or whether
the stebility of primitive models hme another explanation. _ .

Bofora I leave thie area I would like briefly to meniion the |
idez of epistemioc oommunitiee (ses Holznor:1968). Such communities
share & set of assuoptions about the world and acecept & curtdgimr-
gystom of rulea as governing their activities, Now there are
differaent modes of reality conestruction; diffaren4 culturos bulld.
different mape. But all maps have a2 ocherant cognitivo etyle and-.
are searchos for dependable kmowlodge; but tha oriteria for relfabi-
lity will be intexmal to a map and so will differ.between ococmsunities..
Natural soienoe, for instance accopts epistemologioal empiriaism.,
by whioh I mean the equivalenos of obssrvers. In such a cummonity
there- will be a competitive oritioal othos, and, aa. suoh scienocec
will likely be antagonistic towards itredition. For a mystical
religlous oommunity, on the other hond, we mey expeat as central
th: nan-equivalence of obsorvors, thet 1s, cortain individuals
aro presuncd to possese spoclal insights into the neture of roelitys.
Tha othos will likely be hiararchic, tho community basod upon P
authority (lnsgalitarlan) rather then competition. Zut both osmmun—
jties will havo & consistont coguitive nmpect end in undorstanding
the nodes of disooursc in these two comrunitiaes and their respective
sooiologles, we must remember the dlfferent opistemologles upon
whioh they mre baased.

I oan dost easily approa@h thia genoral area of the. sociology -
of scionce by wey of Popper's theory of kmowledge as expounded in

'Conjootures and Refutations' (1963).. Basically bis view of solance iﬁ,

that it i3 in the wordas of chophanes, a. 'uovan.wab'of guessca' and
1dea of gonjecture 18 not without value. 1f PoppsT emphaaiscdﬂihia
aspeot, it wlll be ooneistent :ith my emphasie on sywtem to fgllow
up the twuxtile motaphore end drow some lmplications from it. -

For Popper, the truth is not manifests we oannot know whother
a thoory is true as we can never completsly vorify it. All we can
do is to moke guesses so that all scisntifio propositione will heve
2 pormanently probetionary status. But we movo towards objeotive
truth by falsification — we alveys know whon 2 theory ig false
because we ocan empirically tost the deduced comsequences of our
bypothoess. Thus wo lemun by our miptekes and seience is a prooess
of oonjectures and refutations, or, in Modawar's torms: !'soience
begins ae a story ebout a Possible World—-a story which we invent
and critioise and modify as we go along'.(1969) I am not suxe how
Papper can be so oonfident of this movement towards objective truth.
If motion is relativo and the point to whioh it is relative (i.o.
the Pruth) is necassarily unrecognizeablo in his owm thoecry, how
are wo to judge or monsure motiom at all, lot alone specify its .
diraotion) However we oan aocept that seience comprises two
types of epieodes whioch en adequete methadology must diatinguish:
ane of disoovory which ie ortiatic and oroctive, and one of juati-
ficetion end oritiolam which is very differont. Induction is wrong,
among other reasons, because it supposos we etart with masses of
indopendent facts wheroce fzots ere never independent {if theory
comps inm systems then the world comes in systems too) but also
becauge it foils to mention this human croative elemont., What I
wish to criticise in Popper is that there is a sgciologicel aspect
in this context of justification also. Medawar (1961) describes
Popper's viow hore as the asymmetry of proof ond refutation, But
in the seoccnd context soienca iz far mors than 2 decisivo logical or
cmpiricel folsification; ocertainly far more ia involved then rational
oriticisu. e emtor the wrocess at this point alsa, and wo do ao
preoiscly booause of the systematin woven naturo of sociemtific theoxy.



In primitive thought a.n.omz-.liea are merked off as dangorous: in
acience beoausa they aro rogerded z2e theoreotical they aro ohallong-
ing problome. 4nd,in soience, sdvance compriecs the solution Yo
problaems, rerdering expliceblc what wes formorly snomalous by
Tevrising the thoorotical frameworl,  In primitive thought modolsa:. gtablo
and prodominantly events are abeorbed into tham. Now the history
of soionoc has sgon, at times, dramatic thoorotioal movoment.
Norm=zl soionoa, howsvor, is within a paradigm (see Kuhn:1962) and
axperimontaiion and observation take placo within g framowork the
beais of whioh is assumed to be true. 411 tha propositions in

this senso ocannot be rogardad as having probationary siastus, for.
at 2 ocartain time soience  works end must work, assuming a oexrtain
type of world to exist. Toulmin in his oxcellent Philosophy of '
Science (1953) has strossed this fsature that wo arc wmot forever
toating a whole syatam but rather scoepiing soms of it and”
oonscentreting upon pariicular propositiona whioh esre meoaningful.
only when the-rost of the systcm is acoopted. Now tha problem is’
this: if soienos oomos in-aysteme and we have aphonomenon which is
rooaloitrant to explanstion irn 1ts torms, where preoisely is’ the .
failuro of ocorreapondencs to be loceted? Where in the whole framo—
work does the fault lie? At whieh lovel, thorofors, muat tbeoretiocel
rovielon tako pleca? Wo mey thorofore accept Toulmin®s pcint, but.
in omo sonee each problcm placuna the whole ayetem in doubt. Bow
oxperimental cvidonoce may be - discountod, or minor adjustment mey

be adoguats. But it may ba dooided that it is tho basic framowork
1tsclf ( i.o.ths conogption of reality) that is wTong.

.. Now in all thesco deoisions logic does net act alone., There ara
canflioting eveluatione and interpretotions-and sooial factora may
he of primary importanco. It is eaay to be naivo in this mattor of
tho sooiology of soionos, but oclamce fs 3 sooigl- activity and we-
muat be aware of ite scolo=gictoriccl oontaxt., After all it ‘is
soiontists rather thanm theorios that come into oonflict. Ganorallsa=-
tion about tho role of socicl factors hore would be foolish, wo must
go in eaoh pmrticular case to thé relevant historical ocontoxt, and
in this sene solentific mothod can only bo seon as the whole history
of soienoe. But social fastors weroe undoubtodly responsible for tha
risc of the natural scicnces oand we must axpoot thom to play a part
in the risa @nd fall of particular theorios also.

I sbell now roturn to Booial anthropelegy by discussing the
vhilosophy to be found in Pearson'a 'Grammnar of Sclonce!.Peurson
hoevily influgnced Redeliffo-Browm in certoin ways, he belongs to
tho same nge as Prager, and therofors to rozd hisz werk is of '~
inoompereblo value in undorstanding the undcrlying philosophioal
assumptions of thnrt age as woll as tho sclontiem of Redoliffg-Browntsa.

Poarson doos not cooopt that seionce 1s about tho world or oven
thot 1t should Yo a set of guesecs at what thero is in roality;
agssumpiions moet praotlislng soiontist maka. For Poarson, sclonce 1a
ebout egneory expericnco. The torm knowledge hoe mesning only in the
roclm of seneation and no senseo, whon appliod to a Tealm beyond, '
Solonoe be saw as gradually froeing 1tself of philoeophy. Such a
soclonoe is doseriptive not explanatory in any real sensc; 1t relataa:
'sololy to the spooial products of (men's) porecaptivé faculty ='
(1892:19) . The genoral concopts in scionce aro asscoihtiona of -
atored on immedinte sense improssions ang a law 1 no more than °
an oconomiccl rosumé of aunaoTry oxporienoc, substituting for a
mora lengthy dosoription. This 1s contral to his and to all foms
of poeitiviem, thc idoa that thore 1s no moro contont in a thao-
rotioal proposltion then in o desoriptive cne. Thuas to oxplain o
c¢hemical roaction in terms of atomic raarrengesment seys no more
thon on ordinary oomuwon eonae deseription of what 1s obssrved in
a toet tube, Now this chnracterieation of soienoo and this view of
thoorotionl teims ie simply frlso - and it maet bo so for if
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motaphysics is declecrod nonsenso wo simply connot give an adequatc
account of the neture of sciontific conceptuzl systema which aro
- alweys intimately bound up with philosophiceal founﬁaticns. -

For us in scoizl anthropology his ideg, that knowlodgo derives
from gxporience ir of ocontral intarost. For him, idecs wors
aosoaictione of =cnsc improssiona and this was a pert of thot
peychology which underlsy the intolloctuclism of our anthropological
forobenrs., Assacictionism %o now know to bo groseoly insdoquato,
but 1t explaine why for the Victorian anthropolaglet tho primitive
inhabited and oxperioncod the eeme universoe »p himsolf but aluply
Tecsonod incorrootly about it. Peersom says this: '-the phyeicul
inetrumonts of thought in two normal hiumen boings =re moohines of
tho seme type, varying indesd in efficiemoy, but nat in kind or -
funotion. For — twa normal humrn boings the orgons of semse are
aleo machines of the snme type ocnd thuer within limite only ozpeble
of oarrying the eseme Bense Ilmpresalons to the brein, Herein lies
tho similarity of tho universo for all-' {1892:57). And of course
wo oan elpo Teoognisc in tho vieion of s pure solonove freoing
itself from phlloaorhy oxactly Fragor's notion of the procrses of
+ha hmmen mind from religion through metanhysios to acionoo.
Parhaps for meny of those Viotorians this vislon wes intimatoly
connoot. 4 with personal -experionca. Liko so meny, Frrgor in his
own lifotine omérged & meture mdult-having abandonod the faith of
his ohildhood. Tho history of meankind was suppossd to progress in
the some way. But rether frem this religious orisia be plunged in
to doubt. about all beliofs, theso man made oonfident olaime to
rotionality {dogmetio perhops becouse the notion of rotionality may
not he rationnl) which oxplains also porhemps why thev oould so easily
and unxroasenably sttributc irrationelity to othors-both in thc:r oun
eulture but espaoially in otherse.

ggoam and Sooia; gtmpolgﬂ.

What hca gone bofore has profound implicztions for sooinl
anthropology on its oun cocount, but I shall cnd tis pepor by
bricfly dlecuesing soms spoolfic topics in our discipline. I shell
not discuss functionalism as to oriticiee a thoory at lezat implice
pome respect, whioh funotionaliem doep not dosecrvei. Closely connoactad
with fiolduwork, 1t seems to havo been litile more then a woy of
treneforming notebooks into monogrcphs with = minimum @f th ught.
4t a2 formal level it ie wnsily assenilablo, but I shall meko enly
ono point. & thoory of intordepondenca ocen only bo tastod by
aevidenoe of concomitant verlestion ovor timoa. Yot the funotioncl
thoory was introduced preoiscly heomuse it uae contended that
hisioriaal dectr on primitivée commmitics was lnoking., Many thogories
aro difficeult to vorify but fow heve been introduco? on the "grounds
of tho sbecenco of tho only type of ovidence that could be uscd for
vorifiogtion.

R

ITnatbad I sholl look at the work of Radeliffs~Brown since in
somo form his ideas and approech are still aocopicble to many.
Firetly, his ider of 2 neturnl eoionos ~s oyxpounded ot his seminnrs
at Chiczgoe in 1937. Soionco 1s assentlally & method end eocoording
to Poarson it compriﬁps'the study of groupe of facts which are
olassified and from whitsh general principleos are drewnm by eystometic
agomp-rison. Mow thers are othor epinions oxproesed in Radoliffo-
Brown'z work but this taxondmic~induotivo view is bcsio {sees 1957)
He would have wholohesrtedly agraed with Poarson that: ' thoe
claseifioation of frots and the foundation of =zbscluto judgments
upon the basls of the olossification —- is the soope of moadorn
solanoe!,(1892:7). Tho maro so- a8 Penrtson claimod this mothod as
zppliczblae to social a3 woll as to phyelchl phonomane. So tho
only Way to v wicdge is tho leborious study. of seta of phencmcna ~
among which soquonces and cookistonces cra to be recognizod. Now
this viow of solentific mothod is orronocus (deriving indeed ‘from



philosophers rether thon from anyome with o working knowladge of
actual soience} and if we are to esiablish a natural eolence of
goclety, suoh ignorance of Radoliffe-Brown'e pert is deplorabls.

Radoeliffe-Brown wae reolving hie own training at o time when
the thyeioal sciences wores undaergoing profound ohanges. Bui he eeemse
net to hava been at all effeoted, and conmsaquently wee able to mia-
lead a great number of those he trained., If we must look to the
natural soiences, why to a Newtonlan system when even a casuszl
asquintance with quantum meohanica, for instance, would suggest
thia se a muoh more useful eoures of ldeas. His models, in fzat,
naver acem to have besm greatly modlfiad,. Let ua- take only the
oraenic analogy which is explicit in his thoughi. I am not atteole~ -
ing ithe use of anelogy; thix.type of comparisam is basio im our -
thinking. Telking about. tha unknown in terms of the known ai least
provides a language, and.of oourse, analogue models  are peeeed
batween tha: exact scienoas themselvea., Now the orgenioc mddel oame -
to us from biology, btut 1t cama earlier to phyelolegy itself me a
model from olassical physios ang tta associated teehnology. But
theea machinea.of tha aarly induetrial revolutlion have long hean
supernsedad by ones. to- be underateod in terms of Informaticn and

orpanization. Are. we. still %o think of scoietias in terms of struoture

and funotion whan tha original souroce of our model now provides ideas
whioh would appear to.be mere appropriate? 'Biology, like physeioas-
has ocased to be matorialistlc. Its basic unit is a nor-mataerial.

- entity, nemely organization'.(Young:1960:136). If we want to look

- for blologlcal or mechenioal analogies vhy with those whioh a
little familiarity uith the eoloncee themselves wauld tall uas are
cutdated?

on anothar,point, fagts for Radoliffa—Brown arg tha-eta:ting P
points, and social siruoture, a network of actually existing mooial
ralationa (Radoliffe-ErTown:1940) is equally real. Thip is.-not an__.
inconsequential stendpoint; for instanoce, it makes for British
eocizl anthropologiets reised in this poriilviat traditiom an .
understanding of the aslliance theory of marrisge thet mioh more
difficult. 4llisnps theory cconoerme the exchange of women. baiwssen
tha categorles of an ideal model of the scelal order, and zotual
praotlse mey be conesiderably different. But it is no critiolsm of
the theory to point to, for imstance, the statistlioal infrequency
. 0f that type of mhpriage in torms of whioh tha eocilal structura may
be oonoelved. This distinction between normative exchange and aotual
behaviour must be difficult to graep and its eignificance difficult
to realiza if it 1s suggested that social atructure is ‘real'. To
hava defined social eiructure as a network of behavicur rather than
a systen of rulas influancea the woy ethnography is analysed, and
though his workom kinship is generally pralsed, Radoliffe—Brown'
pttitude to structure which les vulgarly positiviatio leads bhim,-

I feel, to a fundamental misoonception of the nature of kinship.

Moxt I shall briefly comsidor scolal change, All theoretical
frameworks generats ocertain preblems and ws must be awars of those
issues with whieh a certaln typs of modsl oamnot deal. At the same
time 1% wmust bs romembgred that those problems a model does generais
recsive their definition from the theoretical framework and that
they might be bettier approached in different terms. How I do not
deryy that there is a phenomenon to whioh the label sooizl cheanawg
attzohad I1tsglf, but it axists azs a ssparats area of oconcerm in our
disoiplina simply 23 a problematical precipiltate of the view of
sooloty as a functional~equilibrium system, and is no mors real
than that, Another vlew, for instanos, that soclety le a historical
proocess, makos ii dlfficult to dsfine what obange is that proocessea
over tima in general are not; this tende to .liminate social ehangy
as a particular problem aresa. This is to sey that functionalist
soolal anthropologists have not been doaling with a phenomenen whioh
exists in 1te own right but one which arises awkwardly from their owm
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thaorctical assumptions, Chenge can be better dealt with in other
waye, or perhape bettar eliminated altogether.

On fieldwork I have only this to say. Jarvie (1964) argues
that fieldwork is part of a baconisn inductive tredition,which
is an erroneous view of scientific method, But from advooating a
cenjeotural view of science he proceeds to bring into gqueation
the necessity of fifeldwork, suggesiing, in Gellner's terms, that
it is merely a'ritual’, This is irrssponsible and as elsewhere in
this book h¢ is oontont to allow olichd to be subatituted feor thought.

—.Jarvie is quite right to criticise traditional fisldwork but it wes

naver inductive in tho sense of being theory-freo; rather the
theory wes of a poor kind. If fieldwork is theoretical ii neade
to bo oconsciously thoorstioal, problems have ‘to be spesified, (here

. also Jarvie is oorrect). Anthropology is nothing without ite field

tradition and we do not nsed its value to ba callad into question;
rathsr we nesd. 2 new and moro intelligent and aeuaitive typo of
fieldwork. .

I ooncludo with the type of problem with which I bagan; what im
anthropology about? Without muggosting any definition I shall simply
indicets cne area in wvhich the anthropologlet can profltably engzge
himself, Wo have seen the beginnings of e trond for anthropologists
to do research in ocomplsx ocleties, and now that the political
context of ocur disoipline has changed tho term primitive would soem
to be of no value, Wo .mey therefore reject the savags/civilised
oppoeltion and ses all forma of mooial life as boing loglitimate

. objeota of study. The tima is right to introduce oursalves into our

eubject. In this sense wo may reverse a comm:nt that L&vi-Strauss
mede in his inaugurasl locture at tha Collogs do Franoe in 1960
{publ,1967), Ho suggests that only a study of primitive eociaties
can aanign to human faote thelr trus Almensions. The position for
an anthropeloglat now ie surely thiss the full dimoneions of humen
faote are realiessble only when he includcp in anthropology his own
culture. We are oconascicus of the consequencea of thias omimmion in
tho pest. Evans-Pritchard in his wonderful 1934 aiesay on L&vy-Bruhl
(reprinied 1970) quite rightly oomplaina that though working with
such notione as primitive/clviliged or pre~lcgtcal/logical in hiam
genaraslizations avout thought, he nowhere stops to consldsr the

" common sensa of bhle owm society. But new cur attention has returnad

to meaning this inclusion would ssem to be eesential, In talking
about the buman mind we have an advantage over the philoeopher,

our much widar comparativa baele. The profeseional philosopher will
for the moet be familiar only with the thowmght of 2 limited group

. of linguistically and historically relatod cultures. But our advantage

is ssorificed if, deapite our femilierity with tho thought of =0 many
primitive peopler, we syeteomatically exclude the thought of our owm
soientifiec oulturee 1rom our ocompetence. Science thrmugh tochnology
is intimately oonnected with the rest of the social system but thet
apart, solentific thought has been one feature by which msmy have
attemptad to dietance ocuraelves from the savagoe. Can wo really

mako such pronouncemants without ombarrassment if wa do nothing

to find out what science actually is, if we remain unconversant

with ita contemporary practisoc and philosophy?

It may be argued that scientific thought is too olose to us,
and that if anthropeology deals with anything it deale with remotonoses.
Now thers aro both geographical and historical distanose. The
Viotorian, in a sense, did not make any distinction for to travel
to an exotic culture wapr to travol through time eleo to moet ong's

* contemporary ancostors Rightly we no longer mske thia aecuation.

But the twe types of romotencss seoparatsly constitute valid =reoas
for anthropologicel enguiry. Wo have contemporary culturea both
industrial =2nd pre-industrial, but no less we have that diatauce

in our own oulture that the time dimeneion providses. This is to say



that.the alohamists are just as muoh in ocur fleld as are the Nusr.

Through th%g/othar dimeneilon we have forms of ecolety historieally
relatad 4o our own, but we oan alsc deal with that hietoxy of

soientifio thought, vwhioh has esvolved into our present world-view.

This now direotion focusea our attention en conceptual eystema to —
which we can relate oureelvee bhut from whioh ws are also remote.

¥Wo would atill be desling with alien modee of discourse and ths

sociology of other forme of ocultural life -~ & legitimate provinoa

for tho scolal anthropelogiet, )

Malecolm Criok,’
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(1) This essay ia a revieed vprsion of apaper read at a seminar

in Oxford during the Michaelmgs Term 1970. I shauld.liks to exprees
my gratitude to Mr.Harrl, leoturer in the. philosaophy of solaencs,
for reading through a preliminary draft and. fer a atimulating oourse
of lectures whinh did much to struoture some of the vigws here
exprossed.
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