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REVIEW ARTICLE
TENSIONS AND QNOMASTICS

Banton (1964) tSooial Anthropology has been distinquiahed
© by intolleotual brillianocef.

Recantly, programmatic statements have bean made by three
members of the Institute. (1970,1970,1971) They relate to whether
aor not British Soolal Anthropology has arrived at s critlcal stage
of ita history. Beedhem's paper comtains an outline of those
ariteris necessary to evaluste the olaims disoiplines make when
oalled upon-to justify their autonomous idemtities. Needhem suggeste
that of these criteria~exclusive subject matter, speoial methods of
analysis, distinotive body of theory, achisvements (1f these be re-
lated to & distinotive intelleotual approach) - a 'unitary and cone
tinuous past ac £ar ao. 1deas ara oonosrned' is of primary: importance.
Soolal Anthropology'e apparently. weak olaims to being a distinotive

ddsolpline are readily imiiosted on. the. applioa.tion of these criterla. .

Furthermore, sinoe 'the more soholarly and tenhm.oally axpart an
investigation, the lems feasible ocan it be to retain that pamoptio
vision which has been the source of stremgth to Socolsl Anthropolesy
and which oam even be regarded as all that really defines 1t' {44)
wbkat limited identity the subjeot amve had 1s on the Vana.

This, for Needham, 1s not a matter of conjecturs ‘tut of histor—
ical faot. It 1s alear that social anthropology, in an tacoeleratingt
manner, is !'splitiing up’, to the extent that a declsive prediotion
1s justifishile. = 'hoth the personnsl of anthropology and thelr ideas
will [Tand.this is 'almoet ingvitable'/ become dispersed zmong. other
academio subjeots' (44). Thie 1m what is happening, and. what oan be
reasonably predioted. Hut Needham's paper ip also about what cught
to happem. His final sentence mma -!'If sooial anthropology takea
thie cowrse -(of progremsive diseolution as members merge with other
dimsoiplines) 1t will not need to fasce disintegrationy it will under-
go an iridesoent metamorphosid’.(46s Ny emphasia).

This raises a problems Needham is euggesting 1)that anthropology
is, and osn be expeoted to, disintegrate, and 2),as his title also
indicates, tha subjeoot is flaoing adivide— a choloe botwoan disinto-
gration and metamorphoals. I think that what ho muat have in mind 1e
thig. Whatever tha case, socglal antlropology as azn ingtitutionalised
diacipline will diaintegrata. But if wo woloomo this and aotively
affiliatae with other disoiplinas that whioh ia moet worthwhile in.
our subjeot will be rotained. If, on the other hamd, a tortured and
labourious rearguard fight is angaged 1n, the subjeot will tend to
Y¥oooma more inward locking and will have to face tho proepeot of bo
ing totally disoreditod. 30 the gltarnatives are - aooept disinto-
gration with open arms i whioh ocase 2]l that will disappaar will
ba the title of the subjoot and ocertain moritund aspoots, or attempt
to prowent the loevitable whioch would result in a moro total dis~
solution.

1t ie porhaps etxrange that given his prodiotion Noedham should
write ' it will not need to face dlsintegrationt. 'It' cannot rofar
to tha situation after ! iridcacent uwstemarphosis' (46) prooisoly
beocauao we hava to faao dleimtegration to achlevo this now eltuation.
¥het, prosumably, Noodhem moans by 'it? are thoec aspocis of anthro-
pology whioh ara worth eaving, in whioh caso what soolinl.anthropology
noed not fece ie the danger of beolng disoreditod. 30, sinoo mota~
norphosis ocan only come out of diseolution, it would perkapa hawe
been olearer ift Needhem had written instocads 'it will not noeed to
faco baocoming pert of intaellectual hiastory'. The oholoe lie botweon
popitive and negative dleintegration, betwoen rotirth and dosath.
It is also curlous that 1f enthropology ocan invigorato othor diaci-
plinea (that is impliod by the torm ' iridoscent'), why should we

[
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move out 'i¢'? Or, to put it anothor way, if 'lid* rofers to that

of value in the subjoot, why faoce diasclution? What, in torms of
Neoodham's proposal, doos mot have to be facod is dlsaredit. How—
gvor, if this coourod, other scholars would,sc to sposk, 'movo in'
(ae anthropologlats have into such flolds as. the rathar inward look-
ing, tradttionalist subject of Buropean mythology) and so effeot
prooissly that move Neodham is arguing for = buh f£rom the tho appo—
aite direation. :

One suspasota that i¥ ia not so much the fsilura of our asubjoot
to 1iwe up to the llstad ariteris whioch enoouragos Neodham in bhia
argument (aftor all, the pame problom affoota moat of thoso sooial
sclonoes with Which wo might amalgemate), but the intalleotual
poverty of many anthropologiats and thelr investigations. I do not
guppoae that many thoughtful snthropologiats would disagreo with
this aspoasment of the subjoot as taught in many Eritish Univorsi-
tioas, A number of participents do appoar to bo mosmorizod by the
heap of relatively simple ‘discovaries 'that oconstitute tho ocore of
thoir tradition, apd temd to spond their +ime re-arranging tha
building blocks, not to apeak of axposing thoir theoretioal poverty
throughredfying and mystifying such teahniques as 'atruocturalism'.
But Heedhan's oonolusion, to which I will roturn, that unless wo
aotively pertiaipato in disimtegrating our discipline through
affillating with rosearchars In other flolds, daintegration will
ooour without 'iridosoont metamorphosis’ sppasrs to be more debatable.

Banaji alsc apeaks af & !'future distraoted betwecen diasparate
soctars of tho hupan. soiomacs' and likewise rolatos this to the
tarrested intellootual dovelommant of British Anthropology'. Muoh
of hia peper is teker up with outlinws of tho Tootas of tho werious
thooretioal failuros that have cocured in the ocourmo of this hiastory.
Meny of the ariticleme are well kmown to anthropologista, but
Benaji'a obsarvatlons beoome moxre Intercsting as ho progreascs lnto
tho leoss crystalliamed reoalms of modarn anthropology. Unfortunstely
the soope of bia artiocle does mot oxtend. o cover the proposed
altarnative ~ & Marxiat soignoe of soclal formations. His ovaluation
of tho lmpaot of structuralism suffars 1n that ono strapnd of
atTuoturalist thovght ia virtuelly isnored. For Baneji, etruotural
teohniquoa 1) troat mooial £zota as part of a system of communication
and 2) rogard social phonomena aa projootions of. unconscious pProosss—
g88. It 1a then olaimed that the preocodura, in this strong aonsg, haa
boen olthor ignored, or 'progressivliy diamantled' by British Anthro-
pologieta. One suspeotis that thiam is not an all-togother falr sumary.
Think, for exammple, of Dinleotio ir Praotisal Religion {odt. Loaoh).
Ard } mnaji undorostimetos tho slgnifioanco of Noedham'as work 1f he
rogards it as only the "exooesiwonly reatriotive and amecmio use
of tho struotural moethod" in tho total structural anslysis of pre-
sariptive alliarnoce systoma. Furthormoro, has mot tho structuralist.
iopgat been equally uncven in the ocontoxt of Fronoh Anthropology?

But my main objootion is that apother revolution bas ocourcd,
one thet Banall only montions imr pasaing {'to tho ‘growing omphasis
placod on a hormeneutia aa opposed to a structural modo of analysis').
Tho tradition, tracable to such as Evans-Pritchsrd, Collingwood and
Woboer and which we oan labnl 'strustural hermensutioca'! is atill of
the forcemost importanco in British Amthropalogy, and in faot, from
a repark that Lévi~Strauss made whilst recently in Oxford, heo him=
aelf would agree that the primary task of tho enthropologlat is as
miok to make indelliglble odd ocustoms amd beliefs s it is to diascern
unoonscious generating meochanlisms.

Oz first amight Ardeoner'a paper might also appeer to subatantiste
those twoe olaims that anthropology is facing disintegratiomn; he
gspeeks of an opigtemological breek of auch a fundamental order
that the two primary stylos of lnvestigation popular today operata
in different conceptual apaces!. But although mention is made of
the ohaotio mtege of the 'new anthropology', a charmcteriatle which
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can he traced to the lnsoourliy felt by those who are rather .
tentatlvely moving bteyond the cancns bounds and limitations of
traditional ewppirioiam, he olearly is not suzgeating that this
hesitapoy repreacnts anything moxe thax a passing phase. In direot
oontradistinotion to Bannji'a +treatment of Needham, Needham ig
presantod as one of those seleoct few who have fully grasped the-
-implications of the naw atyle. No mention 1s made of any ralapse

in British Anthropology from the purlty of oontinental endeovours.
Instead, the epistemologloal securlty of the new approach ls
omphagized by 1ts relation to reocent tendenoies in other dliaoliplines
whiah also sesk modes of interpretation supplemerrtery to pos:ltivism,

Ardener, suocinotly and with consideretile plausibility, Juatifies
the logloal stature of analysis in terms of programmes and paradigus,
and goos a long wey towarda deamonateating thel the'sarth! of the old
otyle empiriociste plea —'oome back down to. earth! doss not exist in
that simplo sonae. This formulastion olearly olarifies and strengthems
the anthreopologloal reeponse .do modern marxiat theorising. In any
o 8, 1t 1s not olear, for Banaji, whother anthropology will retaln
i1%s distinctlvensse or whether it will beoomé animilated into the
marrist solences — the former is implied in his phrase - 'Marxiat
Anthropologists', the latter im his plea for a eociance of soalal
formationa. Whati Ardener.does is to indioate :that at lesst in certain
aruoial respeets the thought of ouchk Marxist philosopher as Althumsar
is developing In a dirpcotion surprisingly skin 4o that. slready mariced
out by the !new anthrapology’'.

Thia fa not the place to attempt to f£ill im the detalls of
Ardenerta programmstio statement, whiah will be soon in print. For
those who want to gnin same ploture of the interplay of.the two
Planes of analywpis, syntagmatio and paradigmatio, perhaps ons of the
noat useful bocks to road ls Leachfs Pul Eliys, since the orucial .
thecrotleal status of ecology is therein realised. And, in. another
veln, Eoeso 's The GlagaBeoad Gage more than adequaly suggesta the
delighta and pitfalls of paradigmatio analysis. Whet must be cmpha—
olzed ie that thls Malinowsikl Memorial Lecture in the first compre—
henaive statemeant to appear in the anthropologioal. literature devoted
0 analyming the tanaiomes latent in our subjoot irn torme more adequate
to the roality.Tho notions atruoturalism/functionalism aro supplemented,
on another plane (s8¢ no direot oorrsspondences should be looksd for)
by the termbs ayntagmatio and paradigmatio.

But what relation dcea Ardener's pepar bear to Noedham's? In
tho firast place, what would ba the advarae offeota of 'progroessive
disasolutiont?

1) Needham himeolf, in hig introduc‘tory Temarks on the future of
kinahip, maintairs that 1t 1s impossible to treat one suah toplo in
igolation, but this view would appear to exist in tension with an
opinion we have already notod — that disintegration ie already ooour-
ing because tho Maussiznvpansptio’vision 18 moreo or lusa o myth.
2)As his own contributions to struotural analymis suggest, 2
ftotalized' view of oortsin social pheonomens remaine a moat ITo=-
fitable atanoo to take.

3) If the state of anthropology in Germany is anything to go by,
many poaitive benafits do appear to be aoquired through soholars
intereated in the sama problems worldng together within a commen
tarmimalogy =nd stook of ldeas. It doos not matter whexre such idoaa
oome fromj what dogs count is that major problama are facklad
systematiocally - as, for example, by tho Airmeo Soolologigque Sohool.
4) A possible objoction to this last poin¥ 1= that thero aro no
diastinotively anthropologioal problems. If Lévi-Strauss is anything
to go by, thare are. 'The distinotivs feasture of anthropology among
the human solences 1a t0o look gt marn from the very point where , at
each perlod In hiastory, it was coneiderad that anything man-like
had ooased to oxist! (Lovi-Strauss 1966:127). Noedham doos not appear
to taks full cognizence of the fact that many aoncerns asro unigus to
aud oonptitutive of anthropelogy, in that no othor disciplines are
investigatirg such mattora.

v
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Th&:, posivivo offocts of dissolution have glready been hinted

at - in the face of the intellectual poverty of some branches of

" anthropology, Needham's suggestion for wiping the slate olean by
abasorption into more distinguished ‘disciplines might appear to be
the only answer. And it is almost certainly truc that some branches
of the subject (Needham mentions eoconomio and political anthropology)
ocould with advantage beocome affiliated to their 'mother subjects'’.
If Ardener's paper ia t0 bo taken as a oorrect perireysl of recent
developmente in anthropologys; them the first of these arguments is
oonelderably weakened, As Needham must well kmow, aince he has
taught a0 many of them, there 1s a new generation of studonis bolng
trained, at loast at QOzford, in the atyle as outlimed by Ardener.
That ono of our most distingquished and soneitivo thinkers should, as
a result of an ell too juastified conoorn at the ourront atata of the
sub jeot, rocommend the partioular oourac of action that ho doos im
undegrstandable,. Nevartholose, it 1as difficult for the youngor gonera—
tlom of ua to glve up just whan the dialogue botween tho new antiro-
pology and struotursl-funotiommlism 1g ac rapidly gaining momontum.

What will happon to thia dobate if tho moro ablo minds rotroat
to othar disolplince? Dobatos aro- gonorelly worthwbilo and, asince
thay bolong to partioular historicsl momonts; thay cannot bo tTens-
planted to alien sontoxts. In any ocarg, if disintogration doas ooour,
the rosiduc .that will be loft behind will probably bo thoso clements
most likely to diacredlt the subject, If anthropology oan he re-
invigerated from within through the intornel woridng-out of the
idea# of suoh as Winoh (1}, the structursl linguistics,semiologists
and othors devoloping the 'new paradigm', is tho nood for assimlila-
tlon with other branches of knowlodgo so urgent?

To return to laboling. The articlos under roview can sll be
treatod as attompis to isolate and so label teohmiquos, subjeots,
paradigms sand thecretiocal approaches. It sooms to me that whon
what 18 at stako ie the naturo of different stylos of investigatlion,
the orgaunisational devioos so applied tc characterizo the approachos
must Be soleotod with the utmost ocaros in thia manner Ardenor is able
to transform our viow of what 1s already going on. But when it comos
%0 labeling disolplinee, a very differont altuation prevails. In tho
mesh of soocial asolenoes, labels should rotain thelr distinotivo
oharacter as such whon thoy are applied to olthor disoiplines oz
topioa such 25 Xinship. Aftor ally to ssy that 'there is ne suoch
thing as Kinship'(Noodham:34)} is a moasuro of analyticel suocoss.
Why should we oxpoot , a priori, thero to be anything distinotive
gbout the particulear sooial soienoos, whon whet is isoclatablo, what
we work on, is a serios of probloms in acoordance wlith a serios of
teohniquos?

If tho problem and toohniques of anthropology wore %o bocomo
'woak'® Noodbam's vigwpolrmt would oomo to bear moro weight, But, as
it iay ho sttompts to back up his csso, as foundod on an in part
Justifiableo dissatisfeotion, by domanding of a labol a set of
eritericlogioal domands whioh it should not be made to bear. It
is unfortunato that acedomio, institutionaligod, boundarios are
arvitrary but it only hoightons theoir importance to apply such
oriterie, And then totposlt of tho disintegretion of anthropology
serves only to malke the labol more oonoroto than it roally ia,.
This oould work, for oxamploy 1o cnoourago thoso tendenoies within
anthropology that should be oroded, to react and thoareby aoguire a
false sonse of idontity.

Suroly, for ell scholerly onds it hardly matters what we labol
ourselvos and the institutional situation of a discipline is not of
all thet significanco in tho actual task of advanolng kmowlodgo.

To strpas tho idemtity of 'social anthropology' oan be as mislesd-
ing as basing argumonts on tho weak denotative powers of the title.
#hat is important are tho limita of theoretioal paradigms, as
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a3 disoussed by both Ardoener and Bansji, not the llmits of diasoiplines.
In faot, if omphmis be placed on the lattar, the map of tho paradigms
becomer correspondingly distorted; a situation whioh has provailed

for too long. The rale of titles beoomos incroasingly less as ana
moves away, from paradigms -~ problamsto subjoct - matters and disoipli-
nes. Tho former, gonarate the latter, so if Lovi-Strauss (1966:127)

1s oorreot ( tho traditional probloms of anthropology "aro assuming
new formwhilo nono of thom aan be said to be exhauatoed")thero is

no fear that tha inatltutionalized roality of anthraopology will booome
holiow, timo consuming and monoy wamting. Baaripgziin mind ‘differont
oonooptusl spaaes' Ardencr would no doubt agroo wlth Lovi-Gtrauss!
oommant -!'Anthropology will survive in a changing world by allowing
itsalf to perish in order to bo born again undor a now guiss' (19661
126) but that 1s not tho same thing as an 'iridosoent maetamorphosis’
of the varioty suggostod by Noodham. Porhaps tho timo for peseimism

is part = who today could agroe with Worslay that ‘no more poworful
altornative to struotural/funotionallism has boon goneratod within
anthropology iteolf? (2)°
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Notas

(1) Ardener's papor, it should bo noted, gives full weight to tho
viows oxpressed by Winob.

(2) The idcas cxprossed in this artiolo have ga.ined. from convorsation
¥ith Malaolm Criok.
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