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EDITORIAL NOTE

The idea for this Journal has come from the graduate students
at the Subfaculty of Anthropology at Oxford: in particular from those
at the Institute of Social Anthropology. Papers given at graduate
seminars and ideas arising from work for diplomass and higher degrees
very often merit wider circilation and dischssion without necessarily
being ready for formal publication in professional journals., There
obvicusly exists a need in social anthropology for sericus critical
and theoretical discussion, and JASO sees this as its main’ purpose.
The Oxford University Anthropological Society establlshed a Journal
Sub-Committee to orga.nlse the venture. ’

- This autumn saw the departure from the Instltute of Dr. John
Beattie who has held a teaching post here since 1953, He has taken
up the position of Professor of the Cultural and Social Anthropology
of Africa in the University of' Leiden, We wish him every happiness in
his new home,

The article in this issue by Professor Evans-Pritchard is the
first of a series which he has kindly promised to give us.- They are
based upon lectures on the history of social anthropology that he has
given in Oxford over the years.

We should like to express our thanks to 1 Vlgel Barley for valuable
a331stance in the production of thls 1ssue of the Journal.

"FORMAT

We shall produce one issue per term (three per year).'-A:ticles
are welcome from students. in all branche# of anthropology and from
people in other disciplines 1nterested in social anthropology. Reviews
and comments will also be welcome. . For. the present, it is preferred that
the main emphasis should be on analytical discussion rather than on
description or ethnography. Papers should be as short as is necessary
to get the point over. As a general rule, they should not exceed
5,000 words., For future issues, papers should be submitted following
the conventions for citations, notes and references used in the A.S.A.
monographs., Communications should be addressed to the Editors,
Institute of Social Anthropology, 51, Banbury Road, Oxford.

BACK ISSUES

We have a stock of back issues still unsold. Individual copies

. are available at 30p. in the U.,K. and Slabroad. Volume I complete
(1970) is available at the following rates: U.K. - 75p. to individuals,
£1 to institutions; abroad - #2.50 to individuals, %3 to institutions.
The subscription for Vols, IT (1971) and III (1972) are the same. (All
prices cover postage). Cheques should be made out to the Editors.
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HAS SOCTAL ANTEROPOLOGY A FUTURE ?

L MUch has' been written and said recently about our subaect's present
"'unhappy condition and future prospects, if indeed it has any.

If several recent pronouncements are to be belleved, the outlook is

' gloomy. Needham thinks that social anthropology, ‘which has in any case
only a nebulous and unconvincing definition', 'is falling spart' (ps39).

- Its only hope, ‘he ‘argues, is to 'disappear? by way of a 'progressive
,dlssolutlon', its disjecta membra being absorbed by philosophy, sociology,
“history, art, political science, ‘psychology, and so on. Needham sees
this cannlballstlc orgy as an 'iridescent metamorphosis', Jairus Banaji,
" too, sees social anthropology as 'dissolving': for him 'British social
anthropology has been slowly and steadily disintegrating, its future
 distracted between disparate sectors of the "human" sciences' (ppe 71-72).
Others have eXpressed gimilar pessimism. An anonymous reviewer in the
Times ILiterary Supplement wrote in 1964 (4 June) that 'by the 1970s, the
discipline (of social anthropology) will have to join forces with
sociology or become an anachronism'. According to levi-Strauss,
'Anthropology will survive in a changlng world by allowing itself to
‘perish in order to be born again under a new guise'! (1966, p. 126). 4nd
if it should dlssolve, he writes, 'this would not be for the benefit of
‘any so-called sécial sciences (in his opinion 'there is no such thing as
sociology! ), but rather of the humanities; llngulstlcs, philology,
'archaeology, history, philosophy' (1967, p+359).

A1l these authorities, and others, consider that the discipline of
social anthropology is in a state of grave crisis. DBut .is it ?

, It is worth noting, to begin with, that social anthropology is not
" alone among the 'so-called social sciences' in undergoing at the. moment
such a crise de conscience: sociology (whlch malgré L&vi-Strauss
‘unregenerately continues to exist) seems to be going through a comparably
'“agonlzlng self—appralsal to judge from some recent pronouncements by its
“exponents. Thus in a new academic weekly called Facult (whlch appeared -
 and as quickly disappeared - towards the end of 1970) D.G. MacRae, the
- distinguished L.S.E. sociologist, published an article with the
,'1ntr1guing title (for which of course he may not have been responsible!)
" "How sociology found itself and lost itself in a lifetime". Although he
concludes on a modestly hopeful note, he remarks that sociology has
failed to satisfy all the hopes, in fact more 'practical! than theoretical,
held out for it in the 1950s. .The crises of the 1960s, he writes, 'found
s001ology apparently lacklng in prescience, competence and conscience!,
And in a recent review in the New York Review of Books (11 March, 1971)
entitled 'Has Sociology a future ?!', the sociologist Tom Bottomore refers
to 'yet another diversion [1n ‘modern soclology] in the shape of Alvin
Gouldner's "reflex1ve,s001ology9 or, as Bottomore puts it, 'the sociolo-
gist contemplating his own navel!. He goes on to refer to W.G. Runiciman's
view of 'the present confused state of sociology in which he (Runciman)
. can flnd neither a dlst1nct1ve method nor a distinctive interest'.

, So soclal anthropology s self-concern is not unlque. None of us can
afford to be complacent about the state of our discipline, but I cannot
persuade myself that its present state is as bad as Needham, Banaji and
company say it is. On the contrary, it seems to me to be alive and
reasonably well in Oxford (as indeed the existence and quality of this
Journal might suggest) and in a number of other places. The dlalogue

. between what Edwin Ardener in his Malinowski Lecture calls 'the new
anthropology’ (concerned with categorles and concepts rather than with
consequences and systems of actlon, with cognitive structures and
programmes' rather than w1th functions, and w1th paradigms rather than
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'syntagms') and the -older 'structuralsfunctionalism', not to mention
other perhaps hardly less interesting dialogues, are, one might think,
" symptoms of vitality and growth, not of morbldlty. And the fact, dis-
quieting to some minds which seek some single, ‘'proper! way of doing
;anthropology, that different social anthropologists. do, more or less
1nterest1ngly and 111um1nat1ng1y, a variety of different thlngs, does
-not seem to me to be a weakness in what we are constantly and no doubt
"correctly told is an ecleotlc d1501p11ne.' In The Concept of Mind Ryle
_“Vdescrlbed modern psychology as 'a partly fortuitous federation of.
“inquiries and techniques', which ‘neither- has nor needs. a locally trim
statement of programme (quoted in Zangw111 1956): This state of affairs
-does not seem to bother psychologlsts, perhaps because they see more
- ‘clearly than social anthr0polog1sts do that there is no reason why
“‘workers in what is nominally "the same" field should. not study- quite
dlfferent, perhaps mitually 1ncommensurable, kinds of problems. As
' Paul Heelas justly remarks (p. 55) "for all scholarly,ends‘lt hardly
matters what we label ourselves" é ” o Lo .

If T am wrong, and the subJect is on the way out, experlence over the
past few years suﬁgests ‘that, at 1east as an academic d1s01p11ne, it is
more likely to be taken over by sociology, than to be dispersed among a
variety of established humanistic specialisms, as Lév1-Strauss and
‘Needham suggest. One mlﬁht of course hope that it would. contlnue to
interact with these, as it does now. And even this fate is, I believe,

very much less likely now than it was even a few years ago. This is
partly because of sociology's own dwindling assurance, mentioned above.
- But it is due also, and more importantly, to the growing recognition
that social ‘anthropology's new directions are away from rather than to-
wards sociology, if, with the Dictionary of thd Social Sciences, we
define the latter subJect as "the scientific study of the social behaviour
or social action of human beings'. I think that few social anthropolo-
gists today would define their subject as- 'a branch of! s001ology, as
Mair did in 1965: even some sociologists now recognise that the two
disciplines are different. Thus MacRae, in the article referred to
earlier, remarked that the “two disciplines 'were - not necessarlly are -
so close that there was nothlng to stop the social anthropologist from
d01ng sociology' (as in fact many did). The words 'not necessarily are'
- are significant, for they 1ndicate MacRae's " awareness that the growing
edges of social anthropology are (2s they have been for some years)
increasingly on the non=-'sociological' side,

Professor Evans-Pritchard has for long had reservatlonsoabout the
_sultablllty of social anthr0pology for undergraduate courses, partly
_because so far the major contributions in the subgect have been made by
.scholars who received their first training in other fields., There is
much force in this opinion, but I would hold that enough social
anthropology,'some parts of it admlttedly more valuable than others (and
"much 6f it due directly or indirectly to Evans-Pritchard hlmself), has
been produced during the past half-century or so, for it now to be
called into question. As long as seven years ago an anonymous reviewer
in The Economigt (not, I think, a professional social anthropologist)
wrote: 'Sotial anthropology has'come of age; ‘it is a subject with a
_systematic body -of knowledge developed enough to be presentable in the
language of educated discourse! (13 June, 1964). I think that today this

opinion can be defended, and that an undergraduate course in. soclal
anthropology, 1nte111gent1y devised and taught in conJunctlon with
allied disciplines, can not only inform but educate to an academic -
standard appropriate to a first degree. The teaching of social anthropo-
logy in achools does, however, give rise to grave,.though not’ insuperable
difficulties. Unless the subject be very carefully. and. sensltlvely
"taught, the impression which could be created by the tone, and more
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especially by the titles, of some early classics might well do very much
_more harm than good. But whether we like it or not the demand for such
. courses exmsts and ‘is grow1ng, and one way or another it will be met.

In these days,vwhen - 1t seems to me = 1nterest1ng and. sometlmes
v.origlnal 'studies in social anthropology are being published from -time to
time (as well as, inevitably, a lot of. rubbish), it is fair to ask
exactly what it is that social anthropology's critics are complalnlng
about..: It is certainly possible to deny that any worth-whlle work is
being,: or has recently been, produced, but I donot think that this view
can be .sustained. Leaving aside the cosmic scholarly undertakings of

o Ié%1~Strauss and his followers, whose attempts' to establish the. funda-

mental structures of human thlnklng can hardly, wha tever one. may think
_'of them, be described as uninteresting or trivial, many more modest
researches are, I believe, steadily advancing our understanding of human
society and culture, both in concrete socio-cultural contexts (whlch is
where research must anyway begln) and in general. . And this I take to be
what 3001al anthropology is fundamentally about. -In the course of the
past two or three years I have reviewed - and therefore read ~ about half
a dozen new books in the social anthropology of Africa, and I have
learned something of interest from all of them, and a good deal from one
or .two of them3)., Without claiming more than a superficial knowledge of
most of the wvarious areas of social anthropology, I can say . that ever
since I came into, the subject.there has always been something interesting
going on in it somewhere. Is others! experience so very different ?

And how much more . than this is it reasonable to expect ?

I thinkzthat part of the difficulty is that social anthropology's
critics are not'always very explicit as to what it is that they think
the subject ought to be doing. One cannot altogether avoid the impression
that they are, perhaps unconsciously, looking for a kind of father-figure,
a Messiah, who will lead them into .a Promised Land with a new and
revolutlonary view of the human condltlon, in which all the 0ld problems
and ambiguities will disappear. They are dissatisfied with the piece-
meal and for the most part gradual advance which must characterigze by far
the greater part of the development of any discipline. There have been,
and no doubt will be again, revolutions (as well as rebellions) in
anthropology, but revolution can hardly be sustained as a permanent
condition, Working historians do not regard their subject as moribund
because. new philosophies of history are not continually being produced.
They just get on with the -job of writing history. There does not seem to
me to be any very good reason why 'gocial anthropologists should not follow
their example. : :

A further and more recalcitrant difficulty lies in the nature of the
subject itself, Some social anthropologists find it hard to accept the
untidy but (in my view) unescapable division of interest in social
-anthropology between the study of social relationships,: 'action.systems',
on the one hand, and the study of clagsifications, symbols, and values,
Tbelief systems!', on the other. - As has been pointed out often enough,
the two interests involve very different kinds..of. approaches and.problems,
but the study of either level very commonly - I would say necessarily in
the case ‘of the flrst -~ involves constant references to the other. If
social anthropology were 'mothing but' the study of human social systems
(and it is this 'nothing but' approach that I am criticising) then indeed
it would be no more than 'a branch, or kind, of sociology', as Radcliffe-
Brown and some of his successors have thought. And if it were 'nothing
‘but! the study of ¢ategory-systems, beliefs and values, it might well be
regarded as a branch -of philosophy, or psychology, or morals., In fact as
it is practised it is,in large measure, all of these things.
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We are all now well aware that in recent years the pendulum has
swung away from- the consideration of causes and 'functions'! to the study
 of categories and ‘meanings - to cognitive as opposed to 'social' structures 4.
This, as I understand it, is a central theme, fascinatingly developed, in
Ardener's ‘The new anthropology' though he' emphasises thatboth paradig-
. matic and syntagmatic models have their places in our subJect - the
important thing is not to confuse them. In fact from ‘the' beginning
anthropologists have been -interested in, and havewrlttem.about, ideal,
.-gonceptual- datay; it was only the (for a time) seductive charms of the
‘organic analogy of the functionalists that persuaded them that they were
not. - It was not until the 1950s, partly through ‘the 1mpact of BEvans-
Pritchard's 1951 Marett Iecture, that'this interest in concepts and
categories began to .become respectable again, at léast in Britain, There
were many references to_this shift of interest in the 1950 and 1960s; I
myself remarked in 1955, without any sense that I was saying anything
original, on the current trend towards 'the study of systems of ideas and
beliefs not exclusively from the functional point of view, but also as
gystems in their own rightt!, calling for new types of’analy31s. Firth
(1957), Pocock (1961) and a number of others have made the same observation,
at greater or lesser length.

Wlth this new and v1gorous empha31s on soclal anthropology as
.egsentially concerned with concepts and categories, with cognitive rather

- than !'social! structure, a concerr with causal relationships has in some

quarters become-unfashionable, not to say downright unrespectable. But

it seems to me evident that since what people do and say has' consequences
as well as meanings, we are bound, unless we take a needlessly restrictive
view of our subject, to take account of both aspects, despite the untidy
dualism, referred to above, which this involves. In fact we mostly have
done so, though some have been more attracted to one dimerision, others to
the other. Indeed the pendulum may ‘be thought to be beginning a counter-
swing. I have already mentioned Barth, who, with his 'transaction' (a
form of 'actlon') model has had a good deal of influerce in some quarters.
In a recent article (1970) Ruth Finnegan, whose specialism has been oral
literature, writes (p. 193): 'Interestlng as are ideolégies; symbols and
constitutional charters, the time is surely past when sociologists or
historians or political scientists are content only to study such topics.
They are also interested in the actual relations of individuvals and groups,
the interplay of power and  the empirical facts on the ground', So the
pendulum swings; a motion which at least suggests that the clock has not
run down, Of course, as Heelas, commenting on ‘Ardener, points out, the
ground - or earth - where empirical facts are supposed to be found does not
exist in any simple sense, But what does ? For practical purposes Dr.
Johnsen's rebuttal of Berkeley's immaterialism is vali@.

If we concede that social anthropology as it is practised has, whatever
it 'ought! to have, both a sociological comp6nent'(in so far ag it looks at
social action, ohoos1ng and decision-making, causes and consequences both
intended and unintended), and a logico-philosophical, - llngu1st1c,
hermeneutic and perhaps ultimately psychological component (in so far as it
analyses human concepts and categories, the structures they exhibit and
" the conditions that underlie them), then we shall have to be'a bit clearer
than we generally are about social anthropology's relationship with socio-
logy. I have said elsewhere (1964, Pp.29- 31) that it is more than
‘sociology, a&s that term is usually understood, or at least deflned, in that”
it studies ideas, beliefs, etc., as well as other aspects of ‘éulture such
. as art and oral literature, in their own right as well as in- thelr relatlon-
- shipy if they have any, to systems of social ac¢tion. But it seems to me
. that -there are .enough differences between what social anthropologists do
qua sociologists and what sociologists do, even though some of these are
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differences of emphasls, to "justify keeping the two subjects distinct, at
least for the foreseeable future. It may be useful to list here (but not
“to develop) six of what seem to me to be the mOSt important of these
dlfferences.

First, lthough the two disciplines share a number of 1ntellectual
ancestors, their origins snd histories were very different, and these
differences have important-implications, (some of which I touch on below)
for the kinds of subjects they are today. Sociology grew from a
philosophical interest in the nature of human society itself, combined
(in Victorian FEngland) with a practical concern with the problems of urban
" poverty and industrializations; anthropology looked outward at so=called
tprimitive' peoples, first to provide supporting evidence for conjectures
about the early stages in human history, later to learn about these peoples
themselves.,

So, secondly, the kinds of societies that sociologists and social
anthropologists have worked in have for the most part differed sharply.
Sociologists have mostly confined themselves to Vestern, industrialized
societies, while social anthropologists have characteristically worked in
remote and 'exotic' ones; usually small in scale, and in which most social
relationships are face to face. That is, they have mostly worked in the
context of ‘communities', in Maciver's and Page's sense of that term
(1950, pp. 8-9) which itself owes something to Tonnies' concept of

Gemeinschaft. This is not of course to say that social ‘anthropology as
" 'micro-sociology!, can only be done in small~scale, 'simple' societies: as

- Banton (1964) has well said, 'the justification of social anthropology

lies not in any claim to a distinctive subject-matter, but in the
significant problems it has discovered, and the lines of explanation it
has opened up', But it is none the less true that significant problems
and lines of explanation are likely to be different in different contexts,

The 'otherness' of the societies and cultures that social anthropolo-
gists have mostly studied has meant, thirdly, that they have from the
beginning beén centrally concerned with problems of translation and under-
standing - the hermeneutics of the subject - problems which are very much
less acute, though they certainly exist, for sociologists., This inter-
pretative process continues to be a primary concern of social anthropolo-
gists, as it is not for sociologists, who have been accustomed to work in
milieux not totdly unfamiliar to them®), As Gellner has put it: 'Concepts
and beliefs are, of course, of particular concern to social anthropology.
Sociology can sometimes be a matter of ascertaining facts within an
institutional framework which is taken for granted. The anthropoligist can
virtually never take anything for granted in this way....! (1962, p.153),

Fourth, it is a further consequence of the 'otherness' of social
anthropology's traditional field that it could only be at all adequately
studied by intensive fieldwork, by 'getting down off the verandah', in
Malinowski's phrase, and living and working as far as possible as a member
of the community being studied. This kind of 'total immersion! has neither
played nor plays a comparable part in sociology. As already noted, usually
the sociologist is already, in a sense, in the society he studies; the
anthropologist has to get into it, and this can be difficult and even

"painful, as well as rewarding. It can be, and has been, argued that social
anthropologists make a fetish of fieldwork, and certainly there is a

danger of this. (The term 'fieldwork' is anyway particularly inept, but it
is hard to think of a better one)., Data have, however, to be collected,

and this task, nowadays, calls for professional skills, As I have elsewhere
remarked, 'if social anthropologists do not do their own fleldwork it is
certaln that nobody else w111 do 1t for them'
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A further consequence of the 'otherness' of social anthropology's
traditional field is (fifthly) that soolal anthropology has - so far =~
made much less use of quantitative methods that sociology has. This is
partly because you cannot usefully quantify until you know what you are
quantifying, and the understanding of familiar social and cultural data,

. -a.long and full-time job, is the social anthropologist!s central concern.

- Also, it is plain that people's categorles and class1flcat10ns, a main
interest of social anthropologists, are less susoeptlble towquantification
than their patterns of social behaviour are, It is possible. to over-
_stress this difference between the two disciplines, as Edmund Leach perhaps
does when, speaking of 'field soc1ology s -he says (1967, p.77) that
'sociologists count things! (as opposed to understanding them), and rather
implies. that thls is all they do. - In fact sociologically minded social
anthropologists are 1ncrea51ngly counting things too.

There is a sixth, final and rather important practical point to make,
However one may estimate the degree of overlap which currently exists - or
should ex1st - in theory .between the two disciplines, as a matter of fact
they are, for the most part, taught in universities as two quite separate
_and distinct subJeots. Even when they are taught together in .the same

department, it is common for signs of fission to appear. It is only
necessary to compare the entries under 'sociology! and 'social
anthropology' in any bookseller's catalogue, or the bibliographies.
appended to 1ntroduotory books in the.two subjects, to see how very
distinet in practice the teaching of them is. A limited quantitative
analysis of a random sample of three iritroductions to sociology (Sprott
1949, Bottomore 1962 and Johnson 1961 - selected because I happened to have
them in my study) revealed that less than 10 per cent of the very
- considerable number of books cited were what would usually be classed as
soolal anthropology. leew1se, the coverage of works usually consgidered
as 'sociology' in two popular introductions to social anthropology

(Flrth 1956, Lienhardt 1964) was barely over 10 per cent., So whatever may
be thought desirable in principle, in.fact the degree of overlap between the
two d1sc1p11nes, in regard to what, students in each are expected to read,
may well be of the order of approx1mately ten per.cent. To suggest, as
Jolm Barnes does in an interview recently published (Llstener, 5 August,
1971), that there is 'no dlstlnctlon at all' between sociology and social
anthropology seems hardly exact. They are, indeed, the closest of
companion disciplines, sharlng,many common interests, and it would be both
. foolish and impracticable to -attempt to draw a hard and fast line between
them. But as things stand at present, they are clearly distinguishable
from each other with regard to their histories, their characteristic
methods and their main theoretical concerns, and only confusion can
result. from pretending otherwise. :

_ I think, then, that the term social anthropology denotes a viable
subject, grounded in a substantial and growing body of comparative data
and;theory, and oriented towards a wide and increasing variety of problems,
on the levels of both 'action' and, 'meaning'. This is enough to provide
social anthropology with an identity, and to signal in the very broadest
 terms the lines of its development. It is neither poss1ble nor desirable
to be much more preéise than this,

Iet me oonolude by taking a brief 'outside' view of social anthropology;
from the point of view, that is, of some other disciplines, whose
practitioners 1ncreas1ngly acknowledge that they have learnt something from
social anthropology, as social. anthropology has certainly learnt much from
them., A few examples may make the point. Some professional philosophers
(Winch MaoIntyre) have enthus1astlcally taken up Evans~Pritchard's famous
study of Zande thought, and a recent collection of essays edited by the
sociologist Bryan Wilson (1970) brings philogophers and social anthropologists
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_together in a debate on the kind of thinking involved in myth and magic.
Two important recent books on witchcraft in England by the historians

. Keith Thomas and Alan Macfarlane acknowledge indebtedness to recent

- anthropology ag well as to Bvans-Pritchard's classic study. Both of

these authors recently partlclpated with social anthropologists in a

- symposium on witchcraft and sorcery (published as Douglas 1979)
Theologians, lawyers and classicists have derived, and acknowledged,

help from social anthropology, and continue to do so. Social anthropolo-
gists have oollaborated even more extensively with the other social sciences,
not only, or even pre-em1nently, with soc1ology, but also (for example)
with pollt1cal science, social psyoholOgy and economics, The connection

_ with linguistics is manifest. BEven without a detalled inventory of

recent cross—dlsolpllnary bridges, an 1nventory which might in fact be
very useful, there is ample evidence, for those who wish to take note of
it, of soc1al anthropology s contributions in a var1ety of contexts and
over many years to longer-established disciplines, There is no reason why
‘such contacts should not continue and 1norease. We .need not wait for
social anthrOpology s dissolution (as the 1évi-Strauss quotation given
earlier in this paper might suggest) before. the humanities can benefit
from its findings. By their own account they are d01ng so already.

A dialogue must necessarlly cease when one partner to it has been
ingested by the others, and social anthropology s demise, and its frag-
" mentation and assimilation into other d1solp11nes, must evidently bring
these processes of cross-fertilization to an end. This would seem to be a
pity. So long as the exchanges involved are thoughtto be worth while by
the parties to them, so long would there seem to be a strong case for
‘resisting the death wish which the subject has generated in some of us,

~ and for sustaining social anthropology, at any rate for the foreseeable

future, as a dlstlnct and separate d1s01p11ne.b

But not too separate. Soolal anthrOpology will 1ndeed have no future
if 1t is to be locked up in the ivory tower to which. the protagonists of
" the purest and highest scholarship have sometimes séeed to wish to confine
it, Such purists have sometimes given the impression that, in their view,
social anthropology is not, and need not be,. of the sllghtest practical
use to anybody.. Sometimes they even appear to be rather shocked that its
findings should be made available in plain language to ordinary people,
There are evident dangers in popularization, But. the dangers of isolation
and in-breeding are even greater. If social anthropology is prepared to
'come down off the verandah', and .to rub shoulders with other disciplihes
and with other human concerns, pract1cal as.well as academlc, without
worrying too much about its state of intellectual and moral health, then,
I suggest, the outlook for our subject is a good deal less bleak than
some people seem to think,

John Beattie,
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It might, for this reason seem un3ust1f1ed to add yet a further

‘note on the topic, esPeclally as in a recent issue of this Journal
(11, 1, Hilary 1971) Paul Heelas has provided a very fair summary
" of three of the most recent statements (Needham 1970, Banaa1 1970

and Ardener 1971) The se brlef comments one offered only ag a
modest attempt to clarlfy - perhaps 31mp11fy = some of the issues

' 1nvolved.

There is, however, one context in which labels, even provisional
ones, are, unfortunately, 1nd1spensable, and that is in the context
of teaching the subject, The philosophically-minded social
anthropologist may, if he can afford it, decline to concern himself
with pedagogics and with the awkward practlcal problems which

' téaching involves; the professional teacher of the subject cannot,

Students, both graduates ‘and undergraduates, and even sixth forms,
want to learn anthropology, and unless it is decided (as it cannot
effectively be ) that they shall not be allowed to do so, someone

‘has to do the job of preparing curricula, deciding what shall be

included and what excluded, and so on. And these matters cannot
be determined in a vacuum; courses and curricula already exist,
and it is the amending and expanding of these, rather than the

composition from scratch of ideal curricula based on conceptions

~of what the subject ought to be, that is our practical concern.
0Of course if anthropology passes away it will no longer be there to

study. But I am arguing that this ig unlikely.

For the information of the ourious,vthey ares Man in Africa (eds.
M. Douglas & P.M. Kaberry), 1969; Tradition and Transition in East
Africa (ed. P. Gulliver), 1969; 'Oracles et Ordalies chez les

Nzakara (A. Retel-Laurentin), 19693 Witchcraft, Sorcery & Social
.Categories among the Safwa (A. Harwood), 1970; Xalahari Village

" Politics (A. Kuper), 1970; African Elite (J. Vincent), 1971; and
'Teohnology, Tradition and the State in Afrlca (3. Goody), 1971.

Of course not all contemporary social anthropologists go along with
this trend. Fredrik Barth, for example, pleads for 'generative

models' to explain process; individvals pursuing goals and making
choices: his model derives from games theory, not from Chomsky and

- the grammarlans.--

'5)

This needs some quallflcatlon, but as a statement of historical

: fact it is essentlally true., - -
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THE INTERPRETATION OF. NDEMBU RITUAL ACTION

‘ In th1s artlcle, I hope to cast doubts upon the prevalent assessment

- of Turner's work by anthropologists which, whilst criticising his.
orientation in his interpretations-of Ndembu ritual action, judges his
method to be correct. I therefore attempt a critical review of Turner's
method in which my concern is to demonstrate how certdin of his basic
theories on the nature of ritual symbols derive from the usage of a construct

which is inappropriate to a study :of the -'meaning' of ritual symbols. In
the second section, I examine the.dévelopment of Turner's 'bi-polarity of
reference' theory, the origins of which are different from those of the

- theories examined in the first section, In the final section of this

article, I attempt a re-interpretation of the purely observational

components of the 'bi-polarity of reference' theory, on the basis of

. which I suggest a new type of interpretation of Ndembu ritual action,

TURNER S METHOD

The construct wh1ch Turner presents as the 'meaning' of the ritual
. symbol is a type of 'gestalt', Such -a construct can possess only two
- _properties: content and boundary. On the subject of content, Turner's
ideas are more consistent than on tlie subject of boundary. Hence, as the
- content of the 'gestalt' he consistently envisages symbolic objects,
‘symbolic actions and cultural beliefs. Such an analysis therefore proceeds
by noting and collating the following classes of data:

(1) the symbollc objects and act1ons which occur in proximity to. one
another within a ritual performance°

(i1) cultural beliefs associated with the above symbolic objects and
-actions, achieved by means of the collection of 1nd1genous exegesis
of their usage;

(iii) a further set of symbolic objects and actions, occurring within the
same and different types of ritual, which indigenous informants
relate, by means of exegetical statements, to the first set of
symbollc objects and actions;

»7(1v) a further set of cultural beliefs associated with this second set of
symbollc objects and actlons, etc.

Immediately it becomes apparent that, unless we wish to establish
the boundary of the 'gestalt'! by means of a criterion unrelated to its
content, only two boundaries der1v1ng from the nature of the content
present themselves

1) The 1nclus1on of classes (1) and (ii) and exclusion of classes (iii)

: and (iv) within the.'gestalt'; so that the 'gestalt' contains only
Juxtaposed, symbolic objects and actions and the beliefs associated
with them; or :

2) The dupllcatlon of the procedures adopted above an 1nf1n1te number of
. times. In this alternative, we can either conceive of the boundary
_of the 'gestalt! as enclosing the totality of Ndembu symbolic objects
and actions and the beliefs associated with each object and action or,
regarding such a bpundary as co-terminous with a construct of 'culture!,
. conceive of the boundary of the 'gestalt' as the boundary of the
cultures

For the sake of brevlty; I shall term‘theSe two constructs (1) 'the
finite content-bounded ‘gestalt'' and (2) the 'infinite content-bounded
‘gestalt!'!',
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In the case of -the finite content-bounded 'gestalt'!, such a construct
has its uses if we then argue that an objective of ritual action is the
creation, or maintenance, of such a 'gestalt'. PFor, since .sets of
symbolic actions’and: objects vary between different types of ritual, we
can then argue that different rituals,maintain'different"géstalten',
which endure, in the minds of the ritual actors, for a short period of

- time after the termination of the ritual, We can now apply this idea to

" Turner's most extensively documented example of a 'gestalt': +the mudyi
-+ symbolism within the Nkang'a ritual, first analysed by Turner in’ 'Symbols
in Ndembu thual’ (Turner- 1967 20 5)

Turner notes that the mudyi symbol exhlblts bl—polarlty of reference, the
two..referents being: breast-feeding and relationships between matrikin
(fellow~villagers). The mu mudyi symbol therefore asserts an identity
between two discrete areas of experience: the situation of breast-feeding
and relationships between fellow-villagers. The Nkang'a ritual is not
performed in response to a crisis situation, hence the objective of
maintaining such a 'gestalt! must be to deal with a situation which is
endemic to relationships between fellow-villagers. I suggest that, if
Nkang'a is performed in a village split by factionalism, a characteristic
of 'long-established! Ndembu villages,-such a 'gestalt'! stresaes the
mutual interdependence of fellow-villagers in opposition to the inde-
pendence of . two or more groups of more closely related matrikin within the
village from:one another, whlch is the manlfestatlon of factlonallsm.

Mutual 1nterdependence is a property which is perceptually manifest
within the 'breast-feeding' area of experience, but which constitutes a
conceptual property, variable through time, of the 'relationships between
fellow-villagers' area of experience. Hence, accepting the type of
interpretation which I have presented, the ritual symbol is here seen to
tstructure' one area of experience by means of a property perceptually
manifest within another area of experience.

The utility of the finite content-bounded 'gestalt' thus consists in
the differentiation which is achieved through its usage between different
types of ritual, the 'cognitive structures' of which closely resemble one
another. 'Cognitive structures' refers to an aspect of the Ndembu ritual
system entirely neglected by Turner. Briefly, if we correlate compat-
ibilities and incompatibilities demonstrated by ritual action between
juxtaposed ritual objects, we discern that these objects are arranged
into a system of symbol classes, co-members of which are substituted for
one another within rituals. The fourfold system of classes discerned
expresses the fourfold system of social and supernatural categories based
upon the ‘two oppositions of 'male'/!'female' and 'fertlle'/'lnfertlle'

The 'cognitive structure! of all Ndembu rituals is then seen to be the
spatial separation of symbolic representations of the 'fertile'! and
tinfertile' conceptual categories, most- clearly discerned in the

'casting out' of the patiént, or 'ritual subject', designated 'infertile!,
from amongst the social group, designated 'fertile’. ) For example, if we
consider the 'gestalt' maintained by the mukula symbol within the Nkula
ritual (Turner. 1968: 82- 7), the cognltlve structure of which closely
corresponds .to that of Nkang'a, we discern that it is mnot merely
different from the mudyi 'gestalt'!, but non-comparable with it. We can
argue that the mukula symbol 'structures' the area of experience of the
woman who menstruates by means of properties perceptually manifest within
the area of experience: of the man who hunts.. Thus, it can be argued that
‘the mukula 'gestalt! maintains the dual division of 'fertile' sexual
categories by maintaining that an item which cannot be classified within
the one - the menstruating woman - must be class1f1ed w1th1n the other -
the male (hunter) social category. :
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My cr1tlclsm of the usage of the finite content-bounded tgestalt!
construct in the interpretation of r1tua1 action is merely that it reflects
the Spe01f1c characteristics of the crisis situation existing prior to
" ritual performance and does not illuminate.how Ndembu represent crisis
situations in general as the existence of the 'infertile' in the midst
. of the 'fertile', a representation which chn be discerned only by means
-of “an examination of the morphology of symbol classes and the re-

dlstrlbutlon of méembérs of ‘these classes between spatial categories

‘within the ritual performance, - However, this is a criticism of orientation
.and not of method, and therefore not strlotly relevant in the present
context.

_ Turner does not use a finite content-bounded ‘'gestalt' construct,
rather his 'gestalt! construct exhlblts a confusion between the 1nf1n1te
_content-bounded 'gestalt' which, as I have: argued, can only mean the
‘totality of cultural beliefs associated with ritual action and, hence,
fculture' or 'society' itself, and the bounding of* the 'gestalt' by means
.of d criterion - 'dom;nanoe' - unrelated to its content., The infinite
content-bounded 'gestalt' construct implies that the appearance of a symbol
in one type of ritual 'recalls', in the minds of the indigenous actors,
its appearance in another type of ritual. The supposition is valid given
certain qualifications. For example, the 'gestalten! created by ritual
performances are subject to erosion through time, otherwise we cannot
argue that an objective of ritual action is their maintenance. Given the
nature of Ndembu cult organisation (the exclusion of women from men's
cults and 'vice versa'; adeptness of adult Ndembu in one or two types
of ritual only; travelling of adult Ndembu great distances in order to
attend rituals performed by their own cult) it is obvious that no
individual can be aware of all the contexts, throughout the ritual system,
in which a single symbol appears; and that the previous types of ritual
attended by each member of a social group within which a ritual is being
performed will be different, hence the context in which the same symbol
has last been apparent to each member of the group will be different, so
that the context 'recalled' will vary with each individual ritual actor.
Therefore, the appearance of a symbol in one type of ritual can neither be
said to 'recall' all the contexts within which it appears throughout the
ritual system, nor can it be said to 'recall' the same context in another
'type of r1tua1 for every r1tua1 actor.,

If we argue that the appearance of a symbol in one type of rltual

'recalls' its appearance in another type of ritual, it is then possible to
‘argue that the other symbolic objects with which the first is Juxtaposed
“in the other type of ritual are therefore 'recalled' by the appearance of
the first symbol in the contemporary r1tua1 performance. If we then
. regard the 'meaning' of ritual symbols as existing on the level of the set
- of juxtaposed symbolic objects, it becomes possible to argue that the
meaning which-is 'recalled' is different from the medning which is mani=-
fest in the contemporary ritual performance., However, we must bear in
mind that the 'recalled' meanings vary with each ritual actor and that no
individvual ritual actor can 'recall' all such meanings which the single
symbol can be said to possess throughout the ritual system. . The only
. sense in which all such meanings can be said to be 'recalled' within a

- gingle ritual performance is a collective one: between them, the total
ritual assembly could 'recall! all such meanings. But it would here be

‘methodologically incorrect to argue that all such meanings constitute the
reference of a single symbol, so that the single symbol 'recalls' the
totallty of indigenous 'culture! or 'society!, because the 'gestalt’
construct refers to a collection of items existing within the minds of
indigenous actors, an attribute Wthh such an ‘extended' reference of the
r1tua1 symbol does not possess.
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Therefore, the only sense in which the 'recall' notion implicit in the
~infinite: content—bounded 'gestalt' construct is applicable reduces to a
matter of individual variability. Since,.in an.analysis of the types of
. common alteratlons which are effected within individual. Ndembu by means of

ritual performance, such 1nd1v1dua1 variability must be discounted, the
usage of an infinite content-bounded 'gestalt' is: seen to:be methodolo-
gically incorrect, since the notion of 'recall! implicit in such a
construct reduces to such individual var1ab111tyg However, it is on this
. very notlon of 'recall' that Turner bases his theory of r1tua1 symbolism°

", ,even though only a s1nvle des1gnatlon of that symbol 1s s1tuat1ona11y
manifest, the 'penumbra' of latent senses to be manifest in other
'positional' combinations is nevertheless present," (Turner- 1969a: 13),

In Turner's. term1nology, pos1t1onal comb1nat1on' refers to the single
context in which a symbol is juxtaposed with other symbols, and.
'positional meaning' refers to the meaning of the object-set (set of
Juxtaposed symbols) in a single 'pos1tlonal comb1nat10n', which is

regarded as co-terminous with the.meaning of -any:single  symbol within it.
Since, within the totality of Ndembu - rituals, virtually every type of
symbolic object appears Juxtaposed with almost every other type of
symbolic object, Turner is forced to impose a restriction upon.the number
of positional comb1nat1ons, or obaect—sets, which he will consider in his
analysis of the ritual system, the totality of which, he argues, .
constitutes the 'total! meanlng of any single, symbol

The cr1ter10n wh1ch he adopts is that of 'dominance'. When he first

~ introduces the criterion (Turner: 1962: 70), it is manifestly based upon

_the extent of ritual action directed at a ritual symbol within a ritual
performance or part of a ritual performance. iHowever, subsequent
definitions equate this criterion with that of 'relating to supernatural
be1ngs or forces!: :

..domlnant symbols are closely. assoc1ated w1th nonemplrlcal beings..
nonemplrlcal powers or kinds of eff1cacy." (Turner. 1967 31)

The cr1ter1on is therefore applled by means. of not1ng association with
supernatural be1ngs through exegetical remarks or observation which
suggests that 'protective influence,.is believed to emanate over everyone
involved' (Turner: 1962: 70) from the symbolic object or object-set.

o As might be expected, the construct arrived at by means of the
infinite content-bounded 'gestalt' and the 'dominance’ criterion is a
haphazard collection of obJects, actions and beliefs which bears little
.relation, on the one hand, to representations existing within the minds
of indigenous actors or, on the .other hand, to a consistent set of
properties of symbolic objects selected by the anthropologlst. Yet,
rather than gcrutinize the method by means of which the construct is
arrived at, Turner proceeds to regard these 'properties' of ritual symbols
as emp1rical realities and to explain their role in efflcaclous ritual
performance, rather than to regard them merely as the inevitable
conclusions of a confused and 1nappropr1ate methodology.

The 'domlnance' crlterlon does not alter the boundary of Turner's
'gegtalt! construct, although it is used to locate the boundary. The
boundary remains infinite.. The reduction of the number . of positional
combinations to be taken into account which he achieves by means of the
criterion merely allows plausible exposition .of the 'gestalt' construct.
He. is therefore able to use the 'property! of the infinite content-
bounded 'gestalt' - that the reference of a single symbol can be said to be
the totality of cultural beliefs associated with ritual action - and
argue that this construct is co-terminous with 'culture! and ‘'society!':
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_ n ', ,ritual customs.is the concentratlon of custom, 1ts ref1ned extract as
;1t Were." (Turner- 1968 23) : . v

-

- -He then develops the idea that- the 'meanlngs‘ of 'domlnant' symbols.
fcomprlse ‘a haphazard collectlon of confllctlng and mutually 1ncompat1ble

objects, actions and beliefs in two ways. Firstly, he argies that the

role of such a 'phenomenon' is the achievement of paraddx. Paradox

. .achieves a form of 'dérdglement! in the minds of the ritual actors which

_ temporarily breaks through the 'habitual patterns formed by secular custom,

" rational thinking and common sense and 1nduces rellgious experlence
(Turners 1962: 85-6). P

_ Secondly, Turner relates this incompatibility betWeen the various

' " 'meanings' (positional meanings) which he attributes to the same dominant

symbol to incompatibility between the principles of residential
_affiliation (matriliny and virilocal: re51dence) which he presents in
1Schism and Continuity in an African Society!, and, thereby, to a conflict
of loyalties for the individual Ndembu between the two sets of ‘kin
~-involved. He then regards this 'conflict' between structural-principles
as a major cause of the crisis situation which impels ritual performance.
The 'dominant symbol'! is then regarded as efficacious in reducing the
incompatibility perceived by indigenous actors between the structural -
principles because it cloaks the multiplicity of confllctlng rules with the
apparént unity of their symboliec representation.

-He then comblnes the two - prOpertles' of the dominant symbol that it
expresses the totality of 'tribal custom' or 'society’' and that it
- achieves the' unitary representation or expression of miltiple conflicting
" rules, by arguing that, not only does the dominant symbol achieve the
unitary representation of multiple conflicting structural ‘principles, but
that it :'re-socializes! the ritual actors by impressing upon them the
~totallty of Ndembu tribal custom or 'culture'. Hence, the 'éonflict! is

ot merely disguised by means of the unltary representatlon of - the

~ conflicting rules, ‘it is,-as it were, 'submerged' beneath the totality of
: Ndembu culture, get agalnst whlch it becomes 1n31gn1flcant.

: ..the..domlnant symbol..ln its aggregate of meanings stands for unity
~and continuity of the widest Ndembu soc1ety, embra01ng 1ts contradlctlons."
-‘(Turner: 1967 46). '

HOpefully I have demonstrated, in this section of thé article, how Turner's

most basic theories on the nature of ritual symbols are derived from a

. series.of illogicalities generated by a method which is 1nadequate for the
“tagks: wh1ch he undertakes.

VTHE 'BI~POLARITY OF REFERENCE' THEORY

. My reason for. dlscu351ng Turner s theory of the" bl-polarlty of
-reference of ritudl symbols. 1ndependently in this sectlon is that, unlike
. the theories of symbolism discussed in the last section, it does not
derive from the properties of the type of 'gestalt!': construct used by .
‘Turner. Rather the bi-polarity of reference theory can be viewed as an
observation which is interpreted and developed by means of a Ereudlan
concept of personality. : -
L Exegetlcal texts collected by Turner reveal that Ndembu a55001ate
. r1tual ‘symbols with body fluids and emissions, ‘such as blood, semem,
;rfaeCes etec. From this observatlon, Turner con¢ludes that, when the symbols
assbéciated with these body fluids and emissions- appear in’ r1tual, they '
Irecall!, for the ritual actors, the non-ritual’ s1tuatlons in which they
commonly occur., Tumner's development of this idea is carried cut in terms
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of his earliest theoretical orientation: an attempt to incorporate a
Freudian view of personality into Gluckman's 'Rituals of Rebellion'

thesis (Gluckman: 1954: 1963) Conscious of the shortcomings of Gluck-
man's location of the source of 'conflict! in ritual - between social

. _groups or categories - Turner locates the source of such conflict within
the individual psyche, between the 'socialised' and 'unsocialised' aspects

" of the personallty and envisages a- 'transferenoe of affect! from the

latter o the former w1th1n the r1tua1 performance'

nr Would llke to postulate that the ‘whole strength of the rebelllous
affect which is released in and through the ritual is transferred to the
tofficial! social order, not merely purged and allowed, as- it were, to
evaporate." (Turner: 19553 53-4) .

. In 'Schlsm and Gontlnulty' Turner,eppliestthe ireudian notion to his
own Ndembu mater1al- . . S S S

“R1tual is the sooial mechanlsm by whlch a group is purged of the anarchic

‘-'and dlsruptlve impulses which threaten its crucial norms and values.

. These impulses are present” in the majority of. its members and come

"f,dangerously near to overt expression if .there has been a long series of

quarrels between its members." (Turner. 1957 124)

"He now takes the ex1stence of body fluids and em1581ons amongst the
referents of ritual symbols as evidence for this formulation:

"At one pole (of the ritual: symbol's meanlng) there is a; cluster of
'referents to organic and physiological phenomenas . .at the other, a cluster
of referents to the norms and values of soclety..lt is the socially
recogn1sed organlc pode of reference that appears to rouse feelings and
impulses in the Ndembu ritual 31tuatlon..the emotions, whichy; as psycho-~
analysts. have shown, may often be connected with illicit: and socially
reprobated 1mpulses..are purified by their a35001at10n with morality and

~_laws It is as though the 'energy' of virtue flowed from organic and

primitive sources, though the original goals. of the drivew were altered..
In this way the obligatory is mate desirable, and the desirable allowed a
legitimate outlet. Again it would seem that the needs of the individual
biopsychical .organism and the needs of society, in many respects opposed,
-come to terms with one another in the master-symbols of Ndembu society..
what can be shown to be infantile murderous and cannlballstlo impulses are
transmuted into zeal on behalf of certaln moral 1mperat1ves and legal
rules," (Turner: 1968: 18- 19). '

The relatlonshlp whlch Turner pos1ts between the 'organlo' referents
of the ritual symbol and drive reduction cannot be proven or. disproven
within the limits of anthropological competence. -But what is clear about the
theory is that it is developed in isolation from Turner's own ethnographic
material, then imposed upon his own material at a later date, The most
. apt type of -criticism.of such a formulatlon is, therefore, an analysis of
these 'organlc' referents, of ritual symbols which is independent of any
' pre-conceived. theory, whlch results in .an 1nterpretatlon of their role in
the ritual performance which can then be compared with the role which
Turner assigns to them,  In the. next sectlon of this artlcle I attempt
such an analy51s. .

- IHE PHYSIOLOGICAL/BEHAVIOURAL ANAIOGY

- Since the 'organlo' referents of rltual symbols 1nclude foods,
specifically breast milk (Turner: 1968: 18) and animal meat (Turners:
1967 78), I shall 1nclude foods in the present analysis, so that the

‘object of the present enquiry is to examine how Ndembu classify foods and
body flulde and emissions. In ritual, two types of food - cassava and
animal meat - are used as symbollc ob;ects, and the oppos1t10n between
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- the two foods is related to the opposition between 'inhabited' and

- 'uninhabited ' territory, since cassava ‘is grown in 'inhabited' territory
(the streamsideiand the periphery of the village) and animal meat is
hunted in 'uninhabited' territory (the busk). The whlte/red opposition
{of thenoolours of the two foods is also, I suggeSt, used 1n rltual to

Turner notes that Ndembu a58001ate body flulds and em1551ons with
'speolflc ‘collours  or combinations of colours- (Turner, 1967, T4<9). The
-only fluids-and emissions associated with the colours’ red and white or the
+:colobir: combination 'redﬁwhlte' aret’ the’semen of a fertile man and
breast milk. Hence; we-caniconclude that:Ndéwbu a55001ate fOOds and
fluids and emissions which occur in a reproductive context- with the
colours red and white. Conversely, we can argue that the colours red
- vand white, used in a:ritual: context, denote reproductlve and nutrltlve

1phys1ologlcal funotlons. : ' e

Other body flulds and emissions are’ a35001ated w1th the colour black,
‘or oomblnatlons of black w1th red or whlte.‘ I llst these as3001atlons.

‘ semen/urlne of sorcerers - - ired+black
menstrual blood - - :‘lred+black

- leprosy pus - ' = -~ white4black"
venereal disease discharge o Whlte+black
faeces Lo . “black* -

- Since the .colour black denotes.the anal function, the colour combinations
~'red+black! and 'whitesblack! ‘denote’ an- 1nterming11ng, or 'confu31on', of
”reproductlve/hutrltlve and anal physidlogical functions. ' -Furthermore, the
-.fluids and emissions associated with the-'red+black' and twhite+black' colour
. --combinations ‘are -themselves assoclated, by Ndembu, with“infertility or
- sterility.:::The menstruating woman-is regarded as- temporarlly infertile,
therefore she is.secluded in a hut on the outside of the village hut
* ‘ecircle ‘and prohibited from entering the village or ‘cassava gardens, 850
:“that the- fertlle/infertlle conceptual opposition is maintained “spatially.
- Sorcerers are regarded as sterile, (Turner: 195%:°15), Leprosy is
associated with the makishi dancers, who repiesent male gorceérérs in ritual,
‘and - the secluded male ritual subject, also regarded as’t'infertile', since
" the contracting of leprosy is believed to reésult from 'fertile! social
- categories approaching these two 'infertile! supernatural and social
categorles. Venereal dlsease 1nh1b1ts procreatlon.‘ f'“-

Hence, the '1nfert11e' conceptual category, symbolic representatlons
of which are 'cast out' of the village by means of ritual action, is
"~ associated with the confusion of ardl .and reproductivé/nutritive
‘physiological functions and is negativelyievaluated;'“Onrthe*other hand,
. the ‘fertile' conceptual category is associated with reproductlue’and
‘nutritive physiological functions and is positively evaluated. This

-..leaves s .with a conceptual category, ‘associated With the’ anal function,

- ~which :is neutrally evaluated and represented, in rltual by means of 'black!
symbols,. = . - : e :

- The only usage of ‘'black'! in Ndembu rituals it isolation from other
: colours is in the Nkang'a ritual after ths bride and- -groom have slept with
" one another for the first time.,  The following morning, piecés ‘of black
malowa (river mud) are' placed in front of the ‘entrances 'of every hut in the
-village (Turner, 1968, 260). Hence, indigenous thought is here’ structuring
- the area of experience of the welationslip between bride --and’ groom by
means, of the: 'defecation' area of experience. I suggest that the property
of the latter area of experience which is perceptually manifest is the
privacy surrounding defecation. Bride and groom, until this first act of
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: Antercourse, have had a relationship which has existed only iin-a publie
. context, so that the use of the 'defecation' analogue at this .point in
thelr.relatlonshlp stresses. the new. prlvate behav1oura1 context.

Ca We can therefore compare the,'prlvate' behav1oural oontext whlch is,
- suggest,-dengted by, the use; of: 'black'.symbols with the 'public'

context of distribution and consumption of food (Turner' 1957: 31-2).

It. can - now be argued that the'use of red.-and-white: :symbols denotes a

'publlcﬁ behayigural: context, which is.positively.evaluated, and that the

,'“Juse of ‘black. symbols. denotes a 'private' behavioural:context, which is
.vneutrally evaluated, The ,negatively.evaluated conceptual.category of the

ﬁﬁ"lnfertlle‘ can therefore be 1nterpreted as the confusion: of the  two

: behav1oural contexts. H;VL,; Y TURE S N AR S B

» Slgnlflcantly, the magorlty of the crlSIS s1tuat10ns w1th1n the
Ndembu village recorded by Turner which were redressed. by means of ritual
performance had their origins in quarrels over the distribution of meat.
. Such quarrels originate.from the:situation of the hunter making

. . preferentigl distributions of meat in private to:his-close kin whilst

custon stresses the public nature of distribution of meat, so that private
and publie behavioural: contexts are here confused; ~~or:they originate from
the hunter consuming-his: 'kill'! in the bush and claiming bad:luck in
hunting on his return to,the village, whilst custom stresses’ the public
nature of consumption of megt, another..confusion of: private and public
behavioural contexts (Turner: 1957: 31-2). B

e o An, examination of symbolization .in Ndembu rituals reveals that
, ;symbollc -objects associgted with the:colour .¢ombinations-'red+black' or
»_'whlte+black' are 'cast: out! of the social group. during the ritual

' :vperiormance. 4Wé oan therefore 1nterpret these ritual actions:as the

..symbolic- removal of the. confu31ons of private and.public behavioural

.. contexts Whlchucgnstitute the indigenous paradigm of the crisis situation.

. Purthermore, since the. ritual subject is also 'cast out! of:the group,
designated 'infertlle' and associated with 'white+black!.or 'red+black!

:;lfcolour .combinations, we can argue that the.plurality of behavioural

)confusions commited by more than.one member of the group, -therefore
'dlffused' throughout the.group,. .are- !fooused' or ‘'projécted' on:-to the

‘vrltual subaect. The.unitary location of the behavioural confusions within
the .ritual subject and 'casting: ‘out! of the.ritual subject from the group

‘l:therefore convinees -the ritual .assembly that the group has been: 'purged!

of the behav1oural confu51ons which constitute the indigenous repre-
sentation of the crisis s1tuatlon, S0 that the cr1s1s 31tuatlon is
= redressed.¢. - R St :

In terms of thls interpretatlon, the pathological condltlon of the
‘ritual subJect is also indigenously represented :in terms of the confusion
. of behav;oural contexts. Hence, the curing of the patient takes the form
..of the, spatlal and temporal separatlon_of the two :behavioural contexts

jﬁﬁ,wlthin the ritual: +the ritual-subject is first secluded in a menstruation
<. hut (placed in a ‘Yprivate!. context) then 'brought out! for a- communlon

meal with hls/her matrikin (placed in a 'public! context).

oo Having demonstrated: how my own Lnterpretatlon :of the ‘rdle of foods,
v.body fluids and emissions:.in ritual .can be developed into a satisfactory

. 1nterpretatlon of Ndembu mi tual action, I shall conclude: this:article by
. clarifying thig. 1nterpretation. By means of associated colours, “Ndembu

., relate a clas31flcatlon of . the, functions of the human orgenism. to a

;'.classificatlon of behaviour. .and, make & .common evaluation of- the classes
'quof phy31ologlcal functlon and behaviour in- the folloW1ng Way:

h
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EVALUATTON - HUMAN. ORGANISM . BEHAVIOUR
Positive Reproductive and . " ‘bAppropriate to the
nutritive functions - - PUBLIC context:
Neutral:. .., . . Anal fumetion . =~ = Appropriate:to the
I co B TR T - PRIVATE context
2 Négdéivéf " Gonfusion of Anal and  Confusion of PUBLIC
Reproductive/Mutritive . -~ -and PRIVATE contexts
functions VR

.. The behavioural area of. experience is therefore classified by -means of a
'];perceptual framework derived .from the ‘organic' area. of experlence. Thus,
“the distinction between reproductlve/hutrltlve and enal functions ‘is
perceptually manlfest, but the distinction between behaviour appropriate
to the public and private contexts is a purely conceptual one, - Hence, the
behavioural distinction is maintained by.associating the: confusion of the
two types of behaviour with the confusion of the. phy51olog1cal finctions,
go that the revulsion commonly associated with the latter is transferred
on to the former. The reader can now.compare this interpretation of the
. role of foods and,body fluids and.emissions; in Ndembu ritual with that of
";Turner and assesg for himself Whlch 1nterpretatlon better explains thelr
usage' P [ PR 5. . i ol o

‘Gordon Geekie. - T
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' ' JOHN MILLAR (1735—1801 ) :

One of the most interesting and rewarding of soclologlcal wrlters,
though one seldom mentioned, and I think even more seldom read, is John
Millar, a pupil of Adam Smith and from 1761 Professor of Law in ‘the
University of Glasgow, He was a man of libersl mind, what would, I
suppose, today be called left-wing. His best known book, and the one
which is of importarce to us anthropologists, if we are concerned with
the history of our thought, is The Origin of the Distinction of Ranks or
an Inquiry into the Circumstances which give rise to Influerice and
Authority in the different Members of Society (17715 4th Edit. with an
introduétion by John Craig, Edinburgh, 1806) a book which shows the strong
influence of Montesquieu and also of Lord Kames and Adam Smith: the last
two and Hume being Millar's friends., The idea of social progress, the
child of the Enlightenment, was very much in ¥illar's mind, and not in-
appropriately. He aimed, as we all say we try to do, at separating what
is general to mankind from what in particular societies is due to
particular circumstances. By comparing different societies he sought
'to deduce the causes of different laws, custoais, and institutions which,
-previously, had been remarked merely as isoldted and uninstructive facts.!
(.ps XXV). 1In reconstructing the earlier stages of development from
savagery to civilization he used what Mr. Stewart in his Life of Dr. Smith
(p»35) called theoretical or conjectural history. Using this comparative
method he clasgified human societies into four types or states: huhters
and fishers, pastoralists, agriculturalists, and those engaged in commerce.
There was nothing very original in- this classification. All writers about
social progress of his time had mach the same; and it goes back, without
the idea of progress, it is trﬁe,'to'Aristotle. Millar did not, however,
as -some did, suppose that every society of necessity passes through all
these stages. He adopted the division as the most convenient for his
purposes, which were to bring out the most significant changes which have
led to civilization; and to define these as general rules or principles
in the light of which particular forms of institutions can be seen to be
illustrations of the principles. Deviations from them are to be regarded
as due to special and peculiar circumstances. In the course of his study
he used such information as was available about what he regarded as simpler
peoples: North American Indians, Hottentots, West African Negroes, Tatars,
Arabs, the an01ent Germans, Greeks, Itallans, etc.

leferences of rank and power are everywhere due to sex and age, and
also to the need for leadership. But particular systems of law and govern-
ment have been affected by all sorts of conditions: the fertility of the
soil, the nature of its productions, the size of the community, their
cultural development, comminications, etc. But in spite of these differ-
ences the similarity of man's wants and of his faculties has everywhere
produced a remarkable uniformity in the several steps of his progression.
- '"There is thus, in human society, a natural progress from ignorance to
- knowledge, and from rude to civilized manners, the several stages of which
* are usually accompanied with peculiar laws and. customs., Various accidental
causes, indeed, have contributed to aCCelerate or retard this advancement
in different oountrles.' (p 4).

Among primitive peoples women are treated harshly, little better than
slaves, and sexual congress is scarcely more than animal matlng. However,
in matrilocal and matrilineal societies they have a much higher position
- (so he thought), e.g. the Lycians, the ancient inhabitants of Attica, some
of the North American Indians, and the Indians of the Malabar coast; also
where polyandry is practised, e.g. in parts of the Median empire, on the
coagt of Malabar; and in some of the Iroquois cantons, Woman's condition
‘improves when more attention is paid to the pleasures of sex and where her
economic role is more important and valued. This supposedly took place in
the pastoral ages. In general it can be said that the domestlcatlon of
cattle gave rise to a permanent distinction of ranks, some people becoming
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richer than others and passing on their possessiong to their descendants,
The influence and power these people obtained was thus passed to their
heirs, so that the distinction of ranks was. permanent. Woman's position
was again gdvanced in the. agrlcultural stage, which also gave rise to
- property in land and hence to an even greater dlsproportlon between the
" fortune. and rank of individuals. Finally, changes in woman's condition
arose from the improvement of useful arts and manufactures. These improve-
ments led to a wider s001ety and one in which there was greater inter-
communication, Women ceased to be restricted in their activities to the
family and home, and they mixed in qutside society. . 'In this situation,
the women became, ‘néither the slaves, nor the ildols of the other sex, but
the friends ‘and companions.' (p&89). Théy were now valued for their useful
- talents and accompllshments, ‘and, with the increase in wealth, women of
condition were. admired for their agreeable qualities and for the amusement
their conversation affords. (He notes that no writer of the Augustan age
left a work of 1mag1natlon in which love . is supposed to be productive of
 any tragical, or very serious effects.) The progress of women is thus
part of the general. hlstory of society. The book is a great polemlc, and a
Worthy one, in woman's cause. : '

- Age is very 1mportant in prlmltive 5001et1ee. Chlldren are entirely
dependent on their fathers; and also.old men are always respected and have
authority. 'So inseparately connected are age and authority in early
periods, that in the language of rude nations the same word which signifies
an old man is generally employed to denote a ruler or magistrate.' (p.114).
When families begin to unite in a larger society the father loses some of
~ his authority to representat;ves of the whole society; . and when there are
~ commerce and menufactures the children are no longer to the same extent
dependent on him, The family becomes dispersed, the children leaving it
to receive instruction and settling afterwards where there is employment.

' Thus they are emancipated from parental suthority. However, when there is
polygamy the authority of the head of the family lasts. Children are so
numerous that parental affection is lessened; and the dissention among
the wives requires a firm hand, : : ‘

N Millar then discusses the authorlty of a chlef over the members of a
‘tribe or v111age., This arises because tribes are almost continually at war
with one ‘another and feel the need for a military leader. This leader is
given the respect once given to the father. In the hunting and fishing
stage the leader is chosen simply for superior strength, courage, and other
personal accomplishments. But in the pastoral stage the influence of a
leader depends also on his greater wealth, which makes others dependent on
‘him, ‘'The authority derived from wealth, is not only greater -than that
which arises from mere personal accomplishments, but also more stable and
permanent., Extraordlnary endowments, either of mind or body, can operate
only during the life of the possessor, and are seldom continued for any
length of time in the same family., 3But a man usually transmits his fortune
"to his posterlty, and along with it all the means of creating dependence
which he enjoyed. Thus the son, who inherits the estate of his father, is
enabled to maintain an equal rank, at the same time that he preserves all
the ‘influence acquired by the former proprietor, which is daily augmented
by the power of habit, and becomes more copsiderable as it passes from one
generation to another!. (p.152). Hence the intense interest pastoral
peoples have in their gerealogies. Authority is further enhanced in a
_society with ‘agriculture. The chief, with his superior wealth in cattle
and his numerous retainers, acquires a much larger estate than anybody
else; and his retainers are increased and, since they live on his land,
are still more dependent on him. Also estates are less likely to be
destroyed or 1mpalred by aocldents than are flocks and . herds, 'so that

the authority which is founded upon it becomes more permanent, and is apt
to receive a continued accumulation of strength by remaining for ages in
_the same family.! (p.160). The chief is first.a military leader; then he
begins to exert his authority in other: ways, including jurisdietion in
both civil and criminal cases. Then he gets a sacred cheracter - for
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example, it is said that he is descended from the sun - and he assumes
priestly funotlons, or controls them, Finally, he takes on legislative
’funoulons._”f;y o : ' o

Millar haes discussed the powers of husband, father, and civil
magistrate. He concludes by a discussion of the relation between masters
and servants or slaves., He notes that there are but few slaves among the
greater part of the savages of America and says that the reason for this is
that they lave no opportunlty of acoumulatlng wealth and cannot therefore

,>, malntaln servants.' Therefore, also, they kill their prisoners, . The
'1_“Tartars, on, the other ‘hand, have great flocks and herds and support a number

of domestics. Hence they treat their prlsoners with moderation., Slavery
in the end disappears because in a technically well developed country little
profit can-be drawn from-the labour of.a slave who is not trained to
,:manufacture. It is more profltable to- pay wages than to malntaln 8laves.

o Millar' 's book oontalns some ethnographlcal and historloal errors,
, perhaps unav01dable -at.the time he wrote it, but. it is. in many respects
_nearer 1o a modern soclologlcal treatlse than any other 18th century book;
“and I have always been grateful to.G.D.H, Cole. for brlnglng it to my

i :,notlce. We find. .the, same (as in Montesquieu and Ferguson) 1n31stence that
. in any systematlc scholarshlp one . has to separate .the. general from the
f_partlcular and whilst accountlng for the general by some theoretlcal

formulae (pr1n01p1es or laws) which explain it, at the same time to
account for the variations .or. 1rregu1ar1t1es by reference to variable
circumstances (as we have to do €e8e with. the laws of projectiles or
falling bodies). One finds also in Millar's book that what chiefly
vinterested him was a study of the: development of 1nst1tutlons (progress),
a study which for the earlier stages had to be carried out with the aid of
what has often been called the comparative method, ‘a method which gives
‘us'a schematic typology: (stages), each stage having its gpecial features
by which it is definéd. When he discusses the factors leading to changes
in the status of women and of children and of social leaders he never
appéals only, or‘even much at ‘all, ‘to'psychology or philosophy but to

‘- ‘other social facts. His explanations are sociological, especially

© economic, e€.g. ¢hiefs arise thirough war; “property enables aristocracies
and dynasties to persistj- prisoners are treated well or ‘otherwise
according to their economic values slavés are maintained only in societies
where they produce more ‘than -theé -cost of maintaining them, -

This might well be a treatise in modern sociology (élimination of
incidents, perturbations, special and peculiar circumstances, and
elements, persons, etc.): mass movements, great historical trends,
progress in all its 18th century sense. Then his typology of societies,
which runs right through our literature - mode of livelihood, economic
for those who like the word. Then in relation to this classification he
makes an analysis of rank, showing the causes and conditions of prestige
and power and character in each type of socio-economic community. On the
whole it is a sober assessment, not didactic or dogmatic: a clear and
consistent inquiry with the limited aim of discovering the origin and
,development of class structure. At the time it was wrltten thls was, in
my oplnlon, a rsmarkable achlevement. :

PECE

E.E. Evans-fritchard.
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THE USE OF ETHNOGRAPHY
'For the present, it is- preferred that the main empha31s should be on

analytical.discussion rather than on description or ethnography'
Edltorlal Note.»_ N .

_ I want to- discuss the use ‘of ethnography ir two sensea, i)’ as a
- ‘source for’ analysis and for illustratlon in 'analytical dlscu531on' and
11) as an’ act1v1ty in its own r1ght, a descrlptlon Wthh attempts to say
what people are like, The’ va11d1ty of the flrst procedure 1s dependent
”on the valldlty of the second. 'J" . : _

If I say that, to the anthropologlst, 'theory' and 'facts’ have never
‘been mutually 1ndependent, ‘and ‘the ‘writing of -ethnography has necessarily
been an exercise in analysis, I repeat the obvious. If I go on to talk
of the -shiftfrom: functionalist asaumptlons to transactlonallsm or the

o analys1s of" ‘sytibolic: communlcatlon, I move into language which has a well-
“ worn 1ok ‘But, although the”* debates whlch sprang from say ’Rethlnklng

Anthropology' nay have run thelr course, that does, not mean that the
issues therein raised have beeh’ satlsfactorlly dealt w1th. The 1mp110atlons
of the notion of 'social structure', for’ 1nstance, need” to be understood:
is 1t p0951ble to create ethnographlc reallty without some such notlon ?

Fbr the ‘uses of the idea of social structure, let us go back to
Radcllffe-Brown, who 1n 1940 mentloned

ta dlfflculty whlch I do not th1nk that soclologlsts have really

. faced, the difficulty of deflnlng what is meant by the term 'a

~8001ety eeeei. o

If we. say that. our, subgect is the study and comparlson of human

001et1es, we ought to:be able to, say what are the unlt entitles

with which we are: concerned.i,; :

If we. take any convenient. locality of a sultable 31ze, We can

istudy the . structural system as.it appears in and from that: region,
-.i.e, the. network of relations. eonnectlng the -inhabitants amongst
; themselves and . with the. people of-.other regions. We can thus .

observe, ‘describe, and. compare the systems of social struoture

of as many localities as we wish'. (1952:193) :

- This procedure .can be,demonstratedpby the following diagram:

"%gﬁi;fiﬁfyf'"” -
‘1. ‘aerial view ofﬁ h V"é.vanthropologiSt'sfeye 3 anthropologlst'
'convenient locality! view model
(unstructured) o (structuring) (structured)

We lknow that perception is active, not passive, Judging by
Radcliffe-Brown, it looks as if the reason why sociologists have not
really asked the question 'what is a society' is that they have
necessarily created a society out of each set of observations., The
vigiting anthropologist, rather more at the mercy of the forces of nature
and anomie than the surrounding primitives, has to make sense of what he
sees, to structure it into manageable bounds. He tries to get some power
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.. over this threatening Outsrde by namlng it (the Bongo-Bongo, Kachin,
LoWiili eto.) !

James Thurber could never use a microscope - when at last he managed
to see something and draw it, it turned out to be his 6wn eye.,... But, of
course, what a participant observer records is the outcome of his- inter-
action with the Outside, -the Other which is.very muc¢h there and with which
he is.trying to cope every day. The resultant ethnography is something
elge again - an attempt at an 'objective! view of how the system really
works. If the language of 'social structure! etcs is used it is a
misnomer to call this second process abstraction, for it is really re-
ification or re~incarnation. -Hence :ithe difficulty of getting through
tgtructure!, a defence system of concrete pillar boxes, to any life
there may be behind.

In this view of ethnography, ld pensée sauvage is shown to be
universal. Anthropologlsts see structure because they cannot do anything
else, and they can only translate what they see into concrete language:
people must be characterised as part of a larger entity, equally an
incarnation, c¢alled society.. .The ‘existence of 'a society' is a given,
it is not problematic; the questlons asked, have, in the past, turned
on the circumstances of 1ts ex1stence.

- The anthropologlst may be able 6 Justlfy his structure as co=-
inciding with a structure recognised by the inhabitants., I take an
example from West African ethnography (since it was an examination of
this which set me off on this essay) - Nadel explained, in A Black
szantlum, why he thought that-a Nupe ‘society existed. He examined the
processes of Nupeization shd the ways in which a Nupe identity was
promoted -and.acknowledged. . 'The Nupe' are  thus made credible, -and we
are as well told at what levels this identity exists, or .is in abeyance
in respect of other identities. - Goody, on the other hand, attempted to
differentiate an apparently amorphous mass of people, compared with the
inhabitants of - the Nupe kingdom. He traced the concomitants of two
choices of inheritance regulation, and reified the resultant principles
into two 'societies': 'The lLoWiili' and 'the LoDagabal, It is a pity
that Leach was tempted to be frivolous about the organization of Goody's
fieldnotes: people have argued about the insult 1nstead of following up
Leach's criticism that these are not 'societies!,

Whatever a 5001ety is, it is not presumably going to be deflned in
any simple or regular way as the sum of a set of isomorphic elements -
social structure, political system, ritual intensity or whatever. Such
-assumptions have inhibited the comparison of political organization and
the understanding of complex societies. ©Societies are not. parti-
coloured béach balls, differing only in size. Yet I wonder if the
- agsumptions:entailed in.much of the use of ethnography are not simplistic
. in this way. Ethnographlc 1llustratlons, referring to 'the Tallensi'!

‘or 'the Azande' often seem to me to assume these isomorphisms. Mary
Douglas' analysis of grid and group relies on. the existence of societies

' as givens, identified by their names, and classified by the nature of

their 'social structure'! in concomitant variation with other variables.
Indeed, the aim is to prove.that the concomitances are mutually determining,
It is not therefore the users. of earller, functionalist, ethnography only

. who ‘may be tempted into assuming the existence of these relatiounships.

The less interested anthr0pologlsts are in 'social structure' the more
possible, - one might say -'that it becomes assumed by default. Any
analysis is derived from a unlverse- the tendency is for this to acquire
a socially bounded reality from its very selection by an anthropologlst.
Hence thée value of ‘those studies which are attempts to understand boundary
making and maintenance at different levels.,




‘oo Woatever-the-nature of .ethnographic. pre-structuring, the source  of
the anthropologist's generalisations has been a specific human experience.
Yet we know that it is usually difficult to get even the feel of the

- actuality of -the people observed, of the thinginess of things, from

+ ethnographic accounts. Sinece the anthropologist was inevitably the

- mediator of the life which-he translates into the language of his
readers, his personal evaluation of it :is surely a proper part of the
ethnography. Where such-an account is made, (usually as a ‘'popular’

piece of autobiography) I believe it enriches the "'academic' presentation.
Examples are the dual studies of pygmy life by Turnbull ard of the Akwe-
Shavante by Maybury-lewis. I have suggested that we still need- to ask what
is a society; why not . also cons1der what is ‘ethnography ? :

Elizabeth Tonkln."
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PRObLDMS OF BARAEIGN DIQCRIMINATIQN.V

It is falrly clear that as soon as the attempt is made to
“elu01date the truth-grounds, or the rational grounds, for discrimination
_ between paradigms then there’arise a set of 1ntractable, dnd to some

. extent imponderable problems.5 In‘the’ case of rellglous and non=""’

- religious paradigms one can, of course, deny outright that there are any

- paradigm-indeperident criteria of ratlonallty which would ‘6nable’ paradlgm

" discrimination to take place. The advocates of this view contend that
criteria of ratlonallty are paradigm-relatlve and hence there are ‘not
available to us any criteria of ratlonallty whlch would enable us to
judge between paradigms, and this is ‘t¢ rule as 4on-rat10nal those
" processes of paradlgm-dlscrlmlnatlon and paradlgm-dlsplacement ‘which,
in fact, can be observed to take place. Nevertheless, in Splte of what
appear to be these obvious’ defects, such a view is 1mp11ed in a- ¥
Wittengensteinian "form of life'™ argument with its 1n51stence that the
- criteria of assessment are intrinsic- to the: “form of life", And we
find in the work of Peter Winch the 1mp11cat10ns of a "form of life"
argument developed systematlcally and in some detall. One important
implication of such a view is, of course, that the soclologlst or social
anthropologist i's prohibited from making critical judgments about the
beliefs he-studies. But it is not only in the fields of 11ngu1stlc
philosophy and sociology that we find such a view: for if we turn to the
work of Thomas Kuhn in the philosophy of science we find the claim that
we cannot have- truth-grounds for theory-ch01ce. We can find elements of
the same thesis in the work of Whorf on language and, with certain
provisions, in Mannheim's work in the séciology of knowledge. In one
form or another therefore the claim that’ crlterla of truth and ration-
ality are paradlgm-relative is w1deSpread.'

If paradlgm-ch01ce is ultlmately shown to be a relatlve,v arbitrary
and somewhat non-rational affair then the: modern purveyor of paradigms
. may well find that he is faced with a market s1tuatlon in which the final
and -only remark he can make to his potentlal consumers 1s, as Aldous
Huxley once put it, “You pays your money you takes your choice". How-
- ever if this fate is to be avoided then one would need to show that
there are paradlgm-lndependent ‘criteria of rationality which simply are
the criteria of rationality: the existence .of such criterig being a
prerequ1s1te of paradlgm—dlscrlmlnatlon. By maklng this move one could
~avoid the charges of "extreme relat1v1sm" or "1rratlona11ty" though one
might, nevertheless, admit that there was a certain element of provision-
ality about the criteria one arrived at. ‘But prov1s1ona11ty is not
relativism, It is of some 1mportance, however, that we are able to
- specify in some way the criteria of rationality which it is hoped can be
provisionally accepted. Unfortunately, it is cons1derably easier to
specify what will not do than what w111 do, and it is certainly easier
"~ to show that there is a process of ratlonal d1scourse which embodles
‘appropriate and acceptable crlterla, ranging across various dlSClpllneS
than it is to show that the¥e is a process of rational dlsoourse,
embodying appropriate and acceptabme crlterla,'ranglng across
‘Weltanschauungen.'

Inltlally let us see what w111 not do as prOV1s1onally acceptable
criteria of ratlonallty. This can be accompllshed, ‘somewhat 1nd1rectly,

- by considering the case' of paradlgm-oholce ‘between rellglous and non-

‘religious paradigms. Both these categories of paradigms have been
charged with possessing the feature of logical 1nvulnerab111ty_and to be
found in possession of this feature is to be found guilty of a serious

- rationsl defect - one mlght even say, if we accept this cr1t1c1sm, that
any paradigm coming under either of these categories is ipso facto
irredemably defective. One answer to this charge runs as follows:
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to construe the alleges feature as a feature of logical invulnerability
and hence as a rational defect not only involves a misconstruction, but
it is a misconstruciion which results from applying. an inappropriate
and restrictive standard of rationality. In short, what is required is
. .a non-falsificationist thesis of rationality which will do justice to a
wide range of 1ntelleotual and creative activities. Whlch may properly be
~ called rational activities but whose procedures cannot adequately be
fcharacterised in verificationist/93131flcatlonist terms, - It thus seems
~ plausible to contend that there is a scale, of rationality ranging over
. such things as the choice of sclentiflc theories;. the nature of
‘ philosophical agreement and dlsagreement, critical exegesis, historieal
‘Judgment and so on. There is, or so-it seems, an "overlap" between the
_crlteria of rationality ‘employed by different dlscipllnes: literary
“eriticism is no less ‘rational an activity than sub-atomic physics. But
‘notes ' the comparison so far is between dlfferent disciplines not between
different world-views. The sheer scope, range, and. practical and moral
llmport of Weltanshauungen make it substantially more difficult to
conceive of what criteria of rationality could usefully be employed to
discriminate between them. Clearly we can talk. of good and bad science,
good 'and bad phllosophy, good and bad literary criticism but can we in
" the same sense so readily talk of good and bad world-views ? = Perhaps,

. one might find parallels between the processess of rational discourse at

work ‘in relatively restricted areas like literary criticism and the
processes, of rational discourse at work. in say Theravada Buddhism: What
does seem more likely is that one. will find parallels, -of the required
kind ‘between the literary critic qua literary critic and the anthro-~
pologist qua anthrOpologlst. That this is more likely stems from the
fact that there is some large measure of. agreement amongst the respective

“"practltloners about what ‘congtitutes good literary criticism and what

constitutes good social anthropology and, one might add, there is a

~ large measure of agreement; even amongst non-practitioners, about the
‘relevance and ‘importance’ of . literary criticism and social anthropology.

In both, it could probably be shown that the: rational procedures of the

literary critic and the ‘social anthropologist do not presuppose, nor

could be rendered in t{erms of, tightly knit decision.procedures or a
“set of inductive or deductive procedural rules. Consequently, if we are

. to con31der such activities as literary criticism and social anthro-

- pology as rule-governed and rational activities our notion.of a 'rule"
has to be sufficiently broad to account for what actually goes on in
these disclplines.' At least one rationally acceptgble precept is that

" in'a serious study of a given phenomenon the technlques of investlgatlon,

and the kind of explanation or assessment which may be forthcoming, should
be conceptually appropriate ‘to the phenomenon under investigation. Such
- a methodological precept allows for the possiblllty that the investi-
“gation of ‘a specifled phenomeénon may commence without having laid down
in advance, as it were, tight decision procedures, for the nature of the
“phenomenon under 1nvest1gation may requlre the 1nvest1gator to make
“'relevant ‘judgments which cannot be rendered in, such terms but, never-
'“theless the procedures may wollbe rational and . rule-governed. Con-
sequently, ‘one may discern some overlap in the raticnal procedures of
the literary oritic and the social anthropologist' they may both be
..said to satisfy the logical and evidential senses of the term
"pational". And even though their procedures are not cast in the
'fa181f1catlon1st mould they are ‘nonetheless rational._ But. then again
the anthropologist and the. literary critic are not in competition, but,
in some central sense . the Marx1st, the Chrlstlan and- the Buddhist are,

. However, it is also the. case that there is a "critlcal lack of"
fit", or an' element of 1ncommensurability, between paradigms and. it is
of* some 1mportance to notice that an overlap in their respective-)
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criteria of rationality is a necessary precondition-for talking about
their incommensurability. We need a reasonable and sympathetic working
knowledge of Buddhist doctrines in order to recognize that there is a
“critical lack of fit" between them end say the Marxist Manifesto. In
order to do this we need to be able to translate the Pali canon., . In

so far as we are committed to the view that we can, in fact, translate
these canonical Buddhisttexts, we are committed also to the view that
there is some overlap in the rationality of the Theravada Buddhist and
the translator which makes this possible. The question may arise,
~therefore, whether there is a suitable analogue to the notion of a
"eritical lack of fit" in say the disagreements between literary critics
about the interpretation of a play or in the disagreements between
philosophers or in the disagreements between- anthropologlsts ? But
even if we could detect suitable analogues would this not mean that we
would have to say, as indeed we could argue for in the case of religious
paradigms that such disagreements result from different paradigms

- employing different antecedent presuppositions, - In the case of
religious paradigms one might say that thée critical lack of fit between
paradigms is not necessarily a result of any rational defect but that

it results from the fact that they carve the world up in different ways.
For example, the Buddhist and the Christian paradigms seem, on the face
of it, to be making competing claims about "what is the case", But on
closer inspection we find that they constitute the world in such radi-
cally different ways that it becomes questionable whether they are deal-
ing with the same phenomena, and, of course, if they are not dealing
with the same phenomena, then in what sense can it be claimed that they
are competing ?

This,dilemma is not a superficial one., Paradigm disputation -

equally resembles an argument about what the evidence is as it does
an argument about the correct or most plausible interpretation of the
evidence. That there is some common ground between paradigms in order
to get the dispute going seems undeniable just as it seems undeniable
that there must be some implicit overlap in criteria of rationality if
the translation of the Pali canon is to be accomplished: Difficulties
- arise in relation to the former because once the alleged paradigm-
independent evidence is incorporated into a specified paradigm then its
. nature - and not only its significance - undergoes change. And this is

‘not intended to be "over-charitable" to the rationality of paradigms.
But it is to say that in a certain sense two paradigms could fulfil
both the evidential and logical criteria of rationality and yet a
dispute arise between them. Earlier it was suggested that the kind
of assessment or explanation which may be given of a phenomenon must be
conceptually appropriate and, of course, what is considered to be
conceptually appropriate will depend on what one considers to be the
nature of the phenomenon. It is precisely at this point that the -
disputes arise: some types and kinds of explanation will be ruled out
. of court or eonsidered redundant. The Marxist will riot concede that
suffering, evil and death are in need of the kind of explanation given
by the Christian or the Buddhist. How  then is it -possible to judge the
plausibility of a paradigm's antecedent presuppositions ? One answer is
that the only way is to work through the paradigm, as it were. But
-clearly if this is the only possibility then not only are paradigms world~-
constituting they are also self-verifying. It is also the case,
however, that to do justice to the plausibility of a particular set of
antecedent presuppositions, there is an initial requirement to give a
phenomenological account, bracketing questions-of truth, and elucidating
the standards of intelligibility and judgments operating within the
paradlgm. The objection is that this is all that we can legitimately
accomplish, for we cannot make further logical or ¢ognitive judgments
without presupposing an equally problematical set of antecedent
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presuppositions. On this account the demand for non-context dependent
‘criteria of rationality which would serve as a provisionally acceptable
critical standard is misconceived., What this amounts to saying is that
the. logical behaviour of such words as "rational, Mexplanation",
"plausible", "evidence" and so on, in their non-nursery contexts, is
such that they are related and relative. to a set.of antecedent pre-

"~ guppositions whlch, 1n turn, are given their mature expression in a
spe01fled paradignm. , : :

. But whatever substance there is in this kind of characterlsatlon

rof the logical .behaviour of. such terms as "rational" it.can hardly be
said to be an exhaustive account for there are a number of eminently
rational precepts (e.g.,that_the kind of assessment and explanation
given of a phenomenon must be conceptually appropriate) in which the
appeal to antecedent presuppositions seems redundant. And yet the
force and implications of such precepts seem undeniable, For example,
it is of crucial importance to realise that the kinds of explanation
of physical phenomena given by the phy31ca1 'scientist are conceptually
inappropriate for understanding social phenomena. Causal explanations,
at least of the type .given of. phys1oa1 phenomena,. are inappropriate
because, to put it crudely, we cannot attribute- intentions to an
electron - we cannot ask an electron what its reasons for behaving thus
are - but we can, and must, ask agents for explanations of their
behaviour., Naturally, this presupposes that people, as opposed to ob-
jects, are of such a nature that they are capable of having intentions
and performlng intentional acts. But then this presupposition is not in
dispute by any religious or non-rellglous paradigm. It is not the kind
of presupposition we have it mind when we talk about differences in
antecedent presuppositions, Hence, it need not worry us unduly that

a precept presupposes a common way of dlfferentlatlng and 1nterpret1ng
our experience of the world.

One of the implications of these remarks is that there is a need for

-8 non-falsificational theory of ‘ratiomality. For eyample, Kuhn's notion
~of a,paradigm, and. its analogues in non-scientific contexts, complicates
the problems involved in assessing the rationality of a particular
paradigm or paradigm-category. On Kuhn's account we cannot, with any
‘precision, lay down in advance what will verify or falsify a whole
paradigm. Descrlptlvely speaking, paradigms can be shown to tolerate,
or accommodate, all kinds of "refutations" so that if a falsificationist
thesis is to account for the nature of scientific progress it needs to
be amended to incorporate degrees of falsification., ‘Such an amendment
.seems contrary to the intentions of the falsificationist thesis. Thers
remains the interesting possiblllty that the incommensurability-of
paradigms is not the result of any defect in -their ratlonality,Abut,
rather results from the fact that they constitute the world in different
ways. This possibility warrants further investigation particularly in
~relation to paradigm analogues in the religious and non-religious
categories, Two implications seem apparent: (a) it may be possible

to have non-context dependent criteria of rationality which would not

be - restrlcted to the verlflcatlonlst/fa131flcatlon1st type, and (b)

. judgments between paradigms might rest on considerations of the
plaus1b111ty of a paradigm's antecedent presuppositions rather than
resting on whether or not a paradigm meets the canons of falsificationism.
Let us call this the non-fa151flcat10nlst thes1s of ratlonallty.

. The term "ratlonal" tends to be applled in. two related, though
 distinct, senses: we talk of the rationality of belief and we talk of
the ratlonallty of action, Let us consider the rationality of belief.
Beliefs can be characterised as irrational if they are-illogical in some
sense (e.g. they are inconsistent or contradictory) or if the beliefs
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have been arrived at in some way that is thought to be unsatisfactory
(e.g. they are based on irrelevant considerations or they are based on
insufficient evidence or they are not held open to refutatlon) For .
example, religious beliefs are often taken to be irrational because,

it is held, they are rot open to disconfirming evidende., But both the
logical and evidential criteria of rationality require reassessment if
we apply a non-falsificationist thesis. To demonstrate the extent of
such a. reassegsment let us consider some of the arguments used by
MacIntyre in his "Is understandlng religion compatlble w1th believing?"
(in Wilson (ed)).

MacIntyre raises the follow1ng questlon. how is it that what
appears intelligible in one social context can appear not to make sense
in another ? He cites. Christianity as a case in point and he further
notes that the internal incoherences in Christian concepts did not go
unnotlced in the Middle Ages, but they were tolerated. They were
tolerated, accordlng to MacIntyre, because they were indispensable to
the forms of description embodied in the prevalllng social structure:
the concepts derived their point from the prevailing social patterns
of behaviour. The process of secularisation deprived the concepts of
their p01nt and, hence, the. incoherences were no longer tolerated or
tolerable, MacIntyre's argument rests on two distinct claims: (a)
that we first identify incoherences in'a given paradigm and (b) that
paradigm displacement is not the result of rational argument, but,
results from changes in the structures of societies. The second claim
seems sociologically correct but it tells us little, if it tells us
anything, about- the rationality of a given paradigm. It is only when
we have first established that a given paradigm is rationally
defective, either in the logical or evidential senses or both, ‘that we
can ask the Durkheimian question why do the adherents. hold on to such
beliefs in the face of such problems. Then sociological explanations,
or the like, become the, only ones available to us. Methodologically,
there are: two conditions which need to be fulfilled before one can
legitimately be in a position. to establigh that a given paradlgm is
rationally defective: the first condition requires us initially to
detect the standards of rationality, or intelligibility, operative
within the specified paradigm; the second condition specifies that we
necessarily invoke our own crlteria of rationality as the final critical
standard. The first condition is a prerequisite of sociological
investigation. and the. second condition makes critical evaluation
possible, There is little need to. quarrel with these two conditions
but so much depends on what we take to be our own standards of
rationality: we need to be fairly clear as to what constitute the
criteria of rationality which we claim we are invoking when we commence
sociological investigation. Matters of verification and falsification
-do have application within religious and non-religious paradigms. They
do constitute an important part of a paradigm's plausibility, but,
they do not encompass the entire plausibility-potential of such
paradigms. Neither - should they.: Paradigms appeal to a common strand of
rationality which allows the individual adherent to eémploy his own
Judgment in 1nterpret1ng and eValuatlng ev1denoe and counter-evidence.

For example, the Chrlstlan paradlgm does not demand of 1ts .
practltloners that they should ignore arguments which may be levelled
‘against the paradigm; - neither does the Christian paradigm ‘demand that
all recaleitrant evidence be treated as only apparently recalcltrant.
NeVertheless, paradigms do tend to lay down the general direction in
which such judgments should operate, but, it is difficult to
.characterise thig as a rational defect. The Christian tradition
delineates the relationship between "love" and "suffering" in a
substantially different way from the Buddhist tradition; the ways in



k2

which such relationships are delineated are a function of the inter- "
pretative capacity of the paradigm. And this is partly - and only
partly - independent of the paradigm's ‘identification of what constitute
cases of "loving" and "suffering". A Christian paradigm; for example,
specifies that a believer's final Judgment should be not to deny God's
love in splte of counter-evidence. But does this amount to a rational
defect ?' What'is responsible for it being called a' rational defect is,
in part, a mlsoonstructlon of how the evidential role operates within

a paradigm and, in par®y it is the result of & restrictive view of what
constitute the criteria of rationality. The role of evidence in a '
religious paradigm does not operate on a one-track or linear basis;
neither are religlous beliefs-in any useful sense characterised as
provisional or tentative hypotheses. ' The" evidence presented by a
religious paradigm is not presented in terms of a sound deductive argu-
ment, that is,in terms of an argument whose premises are taken to be
true and in which the truth of the conclusion follows logically from the
truth of the premises. Indeed, the sheer scope and the profound .
practical import of religious and non-religious'paradigms makes it a
rather hopeless task to seek paradigm justification in these terms.
Theodicies indicate that typically religious paradigms are: concerned to
elucidate the meaning of suffering, evil,-death and so on. Religious
paradigms present important judgments on, and explanations ofy- such -
matters, but, to insist that such judgments and explanations be
rendered in terms of deductively sound arguments or hypotheses is to

ap pl{ a restrictive and inappropriate standard. A Christian paradigm
simply does not operate like a rule-book on hypothetlco—deductlve method.

It seems correct to suggest that in the case of non-scientific

paradigms we cannot lay down in advance a set of rules governlng "the use
of evidence; rather the rules operatlve within a given‘paradigm may
only be disoernlble by examining the judgments made by its practitioners.
In a sense what those practitioners judge it reasonable to infer -
constitutes what it is reasonable to infer. ‘Different practitioners
may arrive at different conclusions depending on. what‘ weight they
attach to various elements within a paradigm. Judgments of this kind
do not: fit into’ a simple linear pattern, but this does not mean that
they are, by virtue of this fact, to be considered as rationally
defective, Even in the cases where the beliefs are in principle
falsifiable, but in practlce not, the problem about their rationality
cannot simply end there. - MacIntyre's argument in so far as it-rests on
an assumption concernlng the linearity and provisional nature of
religious claims’ is, therefore, inconclusive and somewhat wrongly
directed. .

But though a non-falsificationist thesis allows for a broader-
based concept of rationality' the notion of a paradigm complicates the
issue still further. One might be prepared to argue that the disputes
arising between non-scientific paradigms cannot.be settled by an appeal
to further evidence:as the paradigms, ag it were, aim to accommodate
‘all the evidence that is. presented to them. It then seems plausible to
contend that the disputes arise because paradigm's 1nterpret the same
evidence differently. But it is not clear that this account is '
straightforwardly correct. A Buddhist paradigm would characterise what
is allegedly 1ndependent evidence in' such a radically different way
to a Christian paradigm that it begins to look as if it is implausible
to say that we are-dealing with the same evidence. This point requires
further clarification. Given, as Ninian Smart argues, that existential
questions about religious entities are more like their counterparts in
science (e.g. Do electrons exist ?) than like the simpler existential
questions of the nursery then'it seems a genuine possibility that we may
run into similar problems to those which Kuhn alludes to in relation to
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scientific paradigms. I think it can be shown that we‘do. For example
1f we take, S8y, the nursery sense of "surferlng" then we can 1dent1fy

'explanatlon) cases of suffering.” But, when we ask for an explanatlon _
of the causes of suffering we are 1nev1tab1y lead back to paradigm-tied
eXplanatlons. The types of answers which are forthcomlng will depend
on’ the type of suffering one has in mind. The" answers proferred by
religious ‘paradigms tend to make us see’ sufferlng whére we formerly
believed it to be absent. Even if ohe assumes that rellglous and non-l
religious paradigms appeal to paradlgm-lndependent evidence ‘one can st111
discern that such ev1dence undergoes 1mportant changes once 1t is L
incorporated within a ‘specified paradlgm. The kind of changes which
such' evidence undergoes cannot be fully accounted for in terms of. the
ways in wh1ch paradigms weigh and 1nterpret the various ev1dent1a1
strands. ~ Theodicies are informative in this as they raisée the general
problem of the relatlonshlp between paradlgm-lndependent and paradlgm- '
constituted evidence. It may ‘be the case that the arguments which are
raised about the univocal, equivocal and analoglcal uses. of language are
.1nstances of thls more general problem,

Cons1der the follow1ng overs1mp11f1ed example. The first two of
the Four Noble Truths declared by ‘the Duddha are (1) that all’ ‘existence
is sorrowful and (2) that the cause of sorrow is craving., Prima facie
it seems that the first-assertion can be’ taken independently of the
second. That- is, it -seems as if we can first know, in a paradigm- ,
indepéndent manner; that all existence involves sufferlng and then we
- can look round for -an’eXplanation which is given, in part, by the second
assertion: " Of course, the- explanatlon in terms of "crav1ng" is only
partially adequate ‘as-we ‘cannot understand the full’ 1mport of what is
meant by "eraving" until ‘we understand the concept of "nlrvana" only
when this is accomplished'is the explanatlon deemed to be relatlvely
complete - at 'least, from the ‘Buddha's point of view. What is clear
is that the all-perviasiveness of "suffering" is explalned by the all-
pervasiveness of ‘"craving": Meraving" is both a- necessary and sufficient
condition for the existence of “"suffering". "But ‘the Buddhist doctrine
of "Not-self" importantly determines the méaning of the terms "suffering"
and "craving". In the ordinary sense we can 1dent1fy x as a case of
‘suffering independently of knowing that x was caused by y. However, in
the Buddhist paradigm once we have come to understand that the cause of
suffering is craving we have also come to understand that Mcraving" is
a central feature of‘all human enterprise as we normally conceive it.
The nursery sense of* "sufferlng" has been extended to cover situations
to which it does not usually apply. The person who is ‘normally ‘described
as being more or less content with his llfe-style (e. g.:has achieved his.
professional ambitions or has a good relatlonshlp with his wife and '
family) would, nevertheless, on the Buddhist schema, be under the _
intoxication of wordly influences he would be "suffering" whether he .
knew it or not. - The whole force of the Buddhlst paradlgm is to help the
individual to see that he really is sufferlng - that is,its aim is to
help him see suffering where-hé previously thought it to be absent. It
is no answer to the Buddhist to insist that he has ccmmltted the error
of generalising one side of a polar term, for thé distinction between
"suffering" and "non-suffering" does have application within the
Buddhist paradigm. What it is important to note is that the Buddhist
paradigm does not rest content with simply pointing to commonly agreed
features of human life (that men sometimes suffer); rather, the basic
concepts of Buddhism (e.g. tanha, dukkha, nirvana) central to the
Buddhist explanation of the world constitute the world in such a way
that the appeal to paradigm-independent evidence involves a recon-
stituting of what that evidence is. There is a conceptual link, as well
as a causal relation, between "suffering" and "craving". The position
equally resembles an argument about what the evidence is as much as it
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resembles an argument about the correct interpretation of the
ev1dence{' Generally, theodices possess this twofold characteristic:
they 1n1t1ally appeal to paradlgmnlndependent evidence; but, once
such evidence has been incorporated into. the paradlgm, its nature and
not only 1ts 81gn1flcance, undergoes change. , _ -

What can be falrly sald at thls polnt is that the phenomenon of
"alternatlon taken cumulatlvely 1nto account with. other salient features
of a soclologlcal perspéctive beglns “to constltute grounds. for denying-

_ the plau51b111ty of rellglous paradlgms. The soclologlst can offer.us -
‘rational grounds for preferrlng his sociological. paradigm. let us .
briefly summarise .some of the relevant sociological con51deratlons:

(a) “the soclologlst can. offer us an account of why the practitioners .

of religlous paradigms hold on to their bellefs in spite of .the . :
fundamental problems about the truth-valuablllty of such beliefs (e.g.
Durkhelm), (v) s001ologlsts can highlight the unintended consequences
of particular rellglcus meanlng-systems and reveal hitherto important
and unnotlced characterlstlcs of. social structure not.accounted. for
from within a given religious account of what. the world. is like (e.g.
Weber), (c) the sociologist can show that the demand for an over-all
interpretation of human. experience, (that is the demand for a
Weltansohauung) is equally as great as, if not greater than, the
commitment té glve a ‘true account of the world (th1s element: can be ;
seen clearly in’ the work of Berger) (d) the sociologists. can point to .
a funddmental shift in the "inner-meaning" structures:of religious
paradigms (cf. Imckmann), (e) it can be shown that religious paradigms
are not displaced by rational argument but. rather cease -to be relevant -
because of large scale changes in the structures -of gocieties (ef..
MacIntyre), (f) the sociology of knowledge can indicate that in the -
case of Weltenshauungen soclo-hlstorlcal eircumstance largely. determlne
what is taken at any given point as. constltutlng a plausible over-all .
1nterpretatlon of the world (cf. Mannhelm) If one takes these points..
cumulatively one can see that the general dlsenchantment with the
plausibility of re11g1ous paradlgms is the: result of a variety of
sociological endeavours, It is also interesting to note that whatever -
the force of this cumulatlve disenchantment there is no appeal to what
has become ‘the characterlstlc philosophical crlthue of rellglon,
namely, the ¢laim that rellglous beliefs are rationally defective because
they are unfals1f1able.' Even in the case of Durkheim's critique: the
concern is to .give a coherent account of diverse: and incompatible
religious bellef systems: he is not concerned to say that: religious -
beliefs are 1rratlonal because they are unfalsifiable - what he is
concerned to do is to say that such belief systems are inadequate
gcharacterlsatlons of what really is the cases they are to be considered
"false" only in ‘this, sense. . One might therefore be .inclined to wonder
why soc1ologlsts have not, dlrectly assaulted rellglous -claims in the way
that some. contemporary phllos0phers have done. The reason is, I think,
not difficult to find. Soc1olog1sts would be diginclined to derive
their model of ratlonality from the phys1ca1 sciepces. They would not
want of . course to° claim that the. phys1cal sciences do not embody an
acceptable standard of ratlonality, but, they would want. to claim, as for
example Mannheim does, that the physical science model is 51mply not
suitable for the soclal sclences. : »

_Peter Coates. .
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"THE ODD PHILOSOPHER!

This is not the occasion to return to the details of the anthropology/
philosophy issue, but Tennekes mention of the 'odd philosopher' (1971:38)
points to an important difference between the' two books under review., * -
Put bluntly, Tennekes does not think much of the philosophical perspective
whereas MacIntyre, now Professor of -thé Hlstory of Ideas at Brandeis
University, continually brings- his earlier training to bear on the
conceptual problems raiged by the act1v1t1es of social sclentlsts.,

Acoordlng to Herskov1ts, the 'cultural relat1v1sm' thes1s involves
'a far-reaching re-examination of pre-existing commitments, a ‘very real
struggle between the intellectual and emotional components in attitudes
long accepted and convictions long held!:(1958:.266). This pertains to
the questions which are raised by Juxtapos1ng Tennekes against MacIntyre:
should our re-examination, our 'programme' in the paradlgmatlc sense of
that word, involve 'phllosophlcal' 1nvest1gatlon ?

For present purposes, we can accept Wlnch's condensed formulatlon of
the programme which relates a philosophical stance to the activity of
'emplrlcally examlnlng social phenomena, He distinguishes between _
l'empirical enquiries which must wait upon experience for their solution!
and the examination of how concepts work (1958: 16). Since it is taken
to be the case that 'in discussing language philosophically we are in
fact discussing what counts as belonging to the world' it is one of the
jobs of philosophy to show that much, if not all empirical enquiry raises
conceptual questions, If anthropologists accept this view, then it
inevitably follows that they engage in 'philosophy's Two things follow
from this., First, anthropology of the Radcliffe-Brownian variety stands
at a further remove from (linguistic) philosophy than does that of the
Evans-Pritchard species. This is because the two variéties apply different
types of concepts; linguistic (philosophical) examination of participant
discourse is more directly associated with the 'anthropology of meaning'
than it is to the 'anthropology of general scientific laws', It is the
difference between the anthropologist who concentrates on working through
native categories and the one who treats sui-generis 'meaning' as but a
step on the path of applying such scientific concepts as can facilitate
the techniques of comparative functionalism, Further, the 'philosopher!?,
especially if he takes a Winchian view as to the nature of social
science, can (so to speak) help Evans-Pritchard, whereas his linguistic
perspective will probebly mean that his relations with Radcliffe-Brown
(or Murdock) will be directed through critically destructive channels.,

Such considerations are important because they point to the selective
impact of (linguistic) philosophy in purely beneficial respects. Thus
since Tennekes regards anthropology in some sort of Radcliffe-Brownian
sense (ibid: 78), the role of the Winchian philosopher will be relegated
to criticism., In other words, if Tennekes extends the component of
tempirical enquiries' (as defihed above), then he is (from his own,
albeit mistaken, point of view) quite entitled to cast out certain
agpects of linguistic, conceptual, analysis,

My second introductory remark is of a more general order. It
assumes that the impact of (linguistic) philosophy is selective, and asks,
who should we call philosophers ? skirting the issue as to whether philo-
sophy can make substentive as opposed to analytical contributions, it is
common=gensical that any analytical examination of social phenomena must
rest on a set of procedural and interpretative assumptions. So far as
I can make out, Tennekes applies the word ‘methodology' to cover this
stock of ideas. He suggests, 'It is feasible...to remain as much as
possible within the boundary-zone between philosophy and empirical science
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that is called methodology'. To my mlnd . this sort of assertlon is.
absurd. It implies that phllos0phers are solely concerned with ,
speclflcally phllosophlcal questions and are attempting to develop a .
substantive body of knowledge by non-experlmental (or ’emplrlcal ) '
méthods which stand apart from 'methodology' "~ In fact, several scattered
remarks show that this is indeed what Tennekes has in.mind (see his
references to Ortega y Gasset and. Van Peursen) Herskovits also veers
towards the 'master-301ent1st' pos1t10n. What at least Tennekes does

not reallse is that much modern phllos0phy is not of this _order, and that
much is speclflcally deslgned to. broach the type of conceptual diffichlties
which are partlcularly characterlstlc of the 'methodologlcal' sector of
soclal s01ence.'

It 1s completely futlle to argue- I am “n anthropologlst, an
'emplrlcal‘ investigator; it is not my JOb to examine conceptually ny
'methodology' For, and this is the whole point of my arguments, there
are not phllosophers and anthrOpologlsts.‘ Instead, there are those who
-are lucky enough to have received a tralnlng which allows them to take a
"phllosophlcal pers ectlve, and there.are those who, like Tennekes, retain
their faith in the 'empirical (see Wingh ibid: 15-16). ILook at the
collection Rationality (1970) and try distinguishing ph110s0phers from
anthropologists on any other criteria than that of cOmpetence.

Before detalllng a comparlson of Tennekes ‘and MacIntyre, it is
useful to give some further indication of which anthropological .problems
are most suscept1ble to (llngulstlc) phllOSOpthal examination, Unless
thig point is cleared up, the defender of Tennekes could retort - but
given his problematlc he has no need to turn to phllosophy We can. imagine
a hierarchical feedback system. Thus Nuer Religion can be examined, at
the procedural level, from a conceptual vantage point (see Winch. 1967)

At the same time, no, philosopher, with the posslble exception of Gellmer,
would deem it nécessary to make the actual 'empirical! examination of
this aspect of Nuer life. Thus the practising 'empirical' anthropologist
is hierarchically related- to the philosophical standpoint. In the sense
that no philosopher could argue about relativism without turning to a.
certain number of 'empirical! procedures and findings, the anthrOpologlst
is an integral component of his scheme. Conversely, the anthropologist
cannot just go into the field and interpret. Hence Evans-Pritchard

read Levy-Bruhl (a phllosopher') before -writing on Azande magic, and his
knowledge of Cathollc philosophy helped him- analyse the. Nuer's religion.
But because- 'emplrlcal' examination cannot proceed without assuming a -
certain way or certain ways of 1ook1ng at the world; and because the
phllosopher can, always 'create' aspects of his arguments, the relatlon~
ship is ‘hierarchical,. - :

_ We can now. 1ocate anthrOpologlcal conceptual dlfflcultles w1th1n this
" hierarchical scheme: :

[ T T T
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As one moves down thu uyvsiem, the upper layers ... ms progressively .
less; the conceptual m"pllcatlons of such. 1nve,trtstlon$ become weaker.
But this is not to say that they dlsappear: the diagram is supposed to
show that conceptual and emplrlcal investlgatlons interpenetrate each
other, are relative to one another. At;the same time, the” phllosopher
(eSpeclally the. lingulstlc phllosopher) has little" to say about the f"
lower levelsgs’ crltlclsm is too eagy. . Conversely, we ‘can see why most
philoSophers are today writlng about the higher level toplcs._ Ianger

_ writes,"the ¢oncept of meanlng...ls the domlnant philosophlcal concept
of our time" (1962 55) Thus recent shlfts in anthropology have
folloWed (°) modern phllosophy, the result belng such works 'as '
Ratlonality.' ‘What is more, the shift in anthropology has noét been
merely from function to meaning; it has also been from 'syntagmatlc'
to 'paradigmatic'. This latter does not relate to linguistic philosophy
in quite’ the same way. Indeed, portions of. A, S.A lO yery clearly show
the ten31on whlch exists between the paradlgmatic approach and such
theorles of meanlng as have been developed by llngu1stlc phllosophers.

fquestlon of how far paradlgmatic styles of analy51s should be extended -
“is being discussed in a 'philos0phlcal' style.v Ardener's 'The New
Anthropology and’ its" Crltlcs” is as 'philosophi@al' as Wlnch's The Idea
of 'a 8001a1 Solence.

Tennekes and MacIntyre are, in their different fashions, addressing
the relatlvely unformulated procedures assoclated w1th the questlon of
cross-cultural 1nte111g1bllity., This enterprlse, to 1ncrease self-
consciousness and’ crltlcal coherence, is’'of vital 1mp0rt ‘as yet there
7 does not exist a book in which the logic of this procedure is system—.
~atically portrayed and analysed.* There is no. clear and loglcally
complete’ exegesis of those difficulties COnsequent upon ‘such notions as
frelativism?, 'comparison',- 'fideism!', “tuniversals?, "evaluatlon'
’translatlon' and "so on.. The lacunae walt to be fllled.

o MacIntyre, as indicated by the tltle '6f his work, ‘is interested in
-much more than understandlng primitive societies. What he does have to
say on this topic can be equated with several other articles (J A,8.0.
Vol I No.2 contains some references) ~This tradition is characterised.
by (generally) philosophers delving into‘the rubble-filled foundations
of our d1s01p11ne often to emerge with’ startllng and 1oglcally plaus1ble
“insights. Only rarely, and not at-all in the case ‘of MacIntyre, dre |
these insights developed ‘into loglcally complete systems. This means
that 1t is not easy’ for the average anthropologlst to 'read’ their works.
The same can be said of -the relevant - sectlons of the Bobk under review.
lacking ‘an -adequate handbook or - Thapt;, “the paradox1cal situation emerges
that the clarifications and arguments developed by- MacIntyre ‘act to
increase some of our confusions. The lacunae are in a manner of speaklng,

- aggravated; 'his narrow thrusts’ widen & field of thought Whlch 1s already

too complex for the typical anthropologist.

'There 1s no reason for us to crlticlse MacIntyre for not prov1d1ng
us with'a handbook. It would appear that this" job best awaits an -
anthropologist, for without such a perspective the trained“philosopher
is in no real position to see what is, in an overall sense, required.
Tennekes, I suspect, has taken on this enterprise. Unfortunately, as
is so often the case, a second-rate scholar has stepped in to fill the
gap.v The result ‘is that our expectations are not realised; his handbook

1. A. Hanson; Who;has,written in this Journal, is working on such a book.
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does next to nothing to flll the'undoubted need. Even worse, by
: produ01ng such a bad handbook Tennekes is 1likely to mislead and

dlscourage others. He ‘has, if you like, smeared and distorted. the
lacunae,. And unlike- MacIntyre s work, hlS has the word 'anthropology!

o in the t1tle.-:,.-

Why does a readlng of MacIntyre serve to expose the shallowness of

>“fTennekes '?°. As: indicated, everything, w1th the possible exception of
‘mental endowment, hinges on.their dlfferent attitudes to the phllOSOpthal
perspective. . Defining tcultural relat1v1sm' as the thesis that 'all human

action is profoundly determlned by culture and hence. bound by a given

. cultural s1tuat10n' (op cits I), he follows Herskovits (who in turn

followed Slegel) and distinguishes three aspects: the methodological,
the philosophical and the practical (1b1d 8). The second;, which Hersko=

- vits describes as - 'concern(lng) the ngture of oultural values,and, beyond

this, the implications of an epistemology that derives from a recognition
of the force of enculturative conditioning in shaping thought and.
behaviour' (1951:.24) is dismissed - 'I will limit myself to the
(scientific) hypothesis (viz,. as outlined above), for the philosophical
thesis lies beyond the competence of emplrlcal science! (op cit: 23).

Thus Herskovits is described as 'pretentious!' (ibid) for concentrating

on the 1mpllcat10ns.

_ One dlfflculty is. to understand what Tennekes means by 'philosophical!.
On page 22 we find, philosophically speaklng, Tcultural relativism

implies that a judgment is considered valid when and in so far as it is

" culturally accepted', and on page 154 we read, ‘the relativity or
~absolute validity of such value Judgments' Perhaps this is not %t of much

significance, butﬁthe same cannot be said of the next point. That is to
say, he does not remain faithful to his enunciated programme. At times

. he appears to. be using the word 'methodological! in the Herskovitsian

sense, when this procedure must be carried out before (if it is to be

‘allowed) cross-cultural evaluations can be made, Thus, the, to complete

the last quote, 'scientific determination of the universality of specific

L. value judgments .and value-standards as suoh say nothing as to the

philosophical question of the relativity or absolute valldlty of -such

“value Jjudgments! (1b1d) Yet we read, 'one can speak of value Judgments

with cross-cultural validity'! (ibid).

. -Again, this in 1tself mlght not matter. It is true'that Winch, in

"h1s discussion of moral universals, takes a philosophical .perspective

(see $1960), but in terms of his own system Tennekes is here regarding

such universals . as a factual component of social life, But at other

points this excuse is less easy to apply. After denying any connection
between the factual ('is! -validity of value judgments and the philosophical
tought! perspective (ibid) we find Tennekes concluding his work with the

_asseration that a) cognitive systems are. necessarlly evaluated by .

science, and b),'ln social ‘sciences more specified and more controversial
values play. their part. These lead to valuations which, taken strictly,
are not part of . the 501ent1flc results, though they are not unrelated to

:Vthem ' (1b1d 218).

- We wonder what 'strlctly' means: elsewhere he‘wrltes, 'facts are

“relevant for values and values for facts! (1b1d 210), . .More importantly,

we cannot but wonder that Tennekes is not practising phllosophy Is he
not discussing Herskovits 'the mature of cultural values!? Is he not
arguing for ‘some sort of. 'philosophical! Judgment ? Is he not playing

‘around with the fact-value distinction ?
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At least, Tennekes, whatever he thinks about the matter, is 'doing!
philosophy; is working out logical implications. The trouble, one °
_suspects, is that he takes such a narrow 'substantive' and absolutist
"view of philosophy. Philosophy has to do with the wrong sort of values.
However, even with this conceptuallsatlon, he has to admit that 'in the
final analysis all 'relativism' is orientated (to philosophical
' relat1v1sm) , and that the relatlvely nori~scientific values mentioned
above ¥figure importantly in’ emplrloal inquiry and automatlcally imply
cértain values" ‘(ibids 34,219),  On a more reasonable scale, we might
- say that Tennekes is torn between gn incorreéct deflnltlon of philosophical
relevance, and an”implicit dwareness that: phllosophy is essential, He
is, of. course, qulte correct to suppose that: 'emplrlcal' conclu51ons as
o the nature of cross-cultural unity: (see his discussion of ‘the
©tbiotic', !psychic! and 'sociall. substrates ) have much relevance for
“the: conceptual examination of relativism and have'a procedural gignifi-
' cancé€, but our hierarchical model: demonstrates that the triie 'context
of relevance'! cannot be d13t1ngu1shed from 'phllosophy' 'Emplrlclsm'
can never be pure; resting upon assumptions which should be' examined
logically, this enterprise in ‘turn provides more data for ‘the
tphilosophicalt persPectlve which then generates new ways of looklng at
the facts.:

Thus Tennekes does philosophy even as he denies it. Or at least,
partially denies it, for at several points he has to admit the relevance
(1b1dz 39y 43, 58, 197) And at: other suggestlve moments his refusal
o develop this orientation shows through like a sore thumb. (1b1d.

Chpt.V especially p.191~204). ‘In fact, mahy of the contradictions which
weaken his argument would be resolved if hé ‘cagt dside’ Herskov1ts' scheme
to work instead with a more suitable framework. This is to 'say, his’
philosophy is poors And it is not difficult to see why: 'I will
largely limit myself ‘to American culturdlsanthropological statements...

- since it is especially in the United States that the case for cultural
relativism has been presented by cultural -anthropologists' (ibid: 2).
‘This is factually incorrect, in that Amérioca’ is the context of the 'odd
philosopher'. . Since many British phllosophers have discussed’ the problem,
_-Tennekes summary blockade is of the order of:-a geographlcal ‘Gluckmari.

- Perhaps this is mot being fair to Gluckman: reglonal naivety is even
more vulgar than inter-disciplinary ignorance, and Tennekes combines the
two, How can this possibly be the case for one who is probably primarily
interested in ‘the problem of evaluatlon ? (ibld 145, 206) Surely
Winoch et al have somethlng to offer:'? = . S

_ All th1s 1ndicates that the anthropologlst is not advised to read
Anthropologv, -Relativism and Method except for one end, - Shambling
. through a series of quotations, this: 'foo t-dtool! ‘scholar merely presents
us with a reflection of current American anthropological thought on
relativism. ‘His classifications, we have seen, are as poor-as theirs.
At least, he tells us what work ig being done. In this oontext, it is
particularly -intéresting to realise that the group attending to cross-
‘oultural universals do-not, as summarised by Tennekes, reglise the -
relevance of linguistic and kinship studies, Yet -the former is predisely
the field of which Ardener can say, 'the intuition that a total
- relativism is unproductive has been suﬁported by the evidence from
“comparative study! (l971:’xi1) ‘It is indeed curious: that just at the
- moment when anthropology is - preparlng itself systematically to relate
- the formal examination of universals to the Sapir-Whorf and 'context of
- situation' problematics, Tennekes should come along and blurr the impact -
should socarcely even distinguish between. !'structural! and 'functional!
universals.
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MacIntyre's conclusions cannot be mentioned in detail, but as a
summary: a) 'What is at stake in these arguments (over the explanation
of action ? Not only philosophical clarity, but also the question of the
nature of the human sciences!' (op cit: 204), b) human action can be
- explained in causal terms. c¢) 'The social scientist cannot evade the.

task of dec1d1ng what- types of arguments and evidence are logically
approprlate in different areas; he must be able to decide what

. - .constitutes the rationality of a scientific belief, or a moral belief,

or a religious belief. But to do this is. to do phllOgOphy' (ivia: 259)"
d) it is valid to distinguish ‘between irrational and rational modes of
thought, e) the two, types have to be explained differently, f) and such
characterisations’ are obviously evaluative, g) Waismann is incorrect -
- there are 'expressions and criteria which transcend the divisions between

his language strata' (ibld' 250). " Additionally, MacIntyre has some

- most interesting things,K to say to the anthropologist interested in )
morality (see especially p.l4l), and his essay on comparative politlcs :
proves to be far more subtle than such remarks as are typically addressed
to the comparatlve method

MacIntyre shows most of us up. If it be the case that 'Happily or
unhappily, the phllosophers cannot be restricted merely to interpreting
the social sciences, the point of their activity is to change them' =
(ibid: 259),. then without an adequate background we are left as counters,
For 1nstance, the anthropology of religion is, in many respects, 'within' "
the rationality debate. So unless MacIntyre's remark, '(I can) find no
reason to suppose that my investigations of Prichard's claims (he is a
moral philosopher) and of the social background of these claims ought to
differ radically from an anthropologically minded historians investi-
gation of eighteenth-century Polynesia (i.e. the notion 'taboo!)! is
demonstrably wrong, we have no option but to widen the scope of our
reading (ibid: 166).

Prima facie, to juxtapose Tennekes against MacIntyre bears a moral
which should not be ignored. What should we do ? - manipulate the
counters of bald and shallow assertions made in the past, or move on
into more sophisticated domains ? Lead the reader into an unnecessary
morass of details concerning the notion 'culture!'l (does Tylor have to
be quoted in the course of concluding 'man is not only determined
culturally, but also biotically, psychically, and socially! ? (op cit:
105)), or get on with the job in an economic fashion ? Paradoxically,
it is the economic MacIntyre who has to be read and re-read; Tennekes,
unless one tries to sort out his confusions, makes light reading. But
is this not to be expected ? Is it not MacIntyre who thinks, and
Tennekes, at best, who recapitulates ?

Finally, I must admit that I am not at all sure that I have properly
understood Anthropology, Relativigm and Method. However, whereas
MacIntyre can profitably be criticised, the tensions in Tennekes work
between judgment/ho Judgment and anthropology/bhilosophy are such that we
just do not know where we stand., Further, how much faith are we to have
in a figure who can dogmatically distinguish between 'cultural' and
'social!' anthropology then to assert, 'Culturology still is...in its

“infancy' (ibid: 49-50)? Or again, for someone who is prepared to make
'short shrift’ of several certain issues, Tennekes is remarkably self-
assured as he drifts from the free will problem to the nature of social
science, to the nature of science...{ibid: 191).

In my opinion, the reader who can (perhaps) sort out Tennekes
contentions might just as well think out the arguments for himself - or
read MacIntyre and the rest.

PAUL HEELAS,

1. This is not to deny that the conceptual scheme as centred around the
notion 'culture! is not of some relevance.
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- BOOK REVIEWS:

. The Translation of Culture, Essays to B.E.. Evans;Prltohard,"edited by
. T.0. Beidelman. £5. 75p net. London, Tav1stock Publloatlons, New York,
_Barnes and Noble., S . . ST o

, Beldelman 1s to be congratulated at hav1ng put together a flne set
of essays in honour of ' Professor Evans-Prltohard._ ‘The. . artloles are not
always in a ‘modern way related to the theme of oultural translatlon, but
they cover a wide and interesting range of topics. ' ‘There are purely
ethnographlcal essays, like Needham's well chosen article on Penan
- Friendship-names;  at the .other extreme is a good. artlcle by Hallpike
on’ cross-cultural oomparlson. The. artlcles by R1v1ere, Fox and Hicks
are basically ethnographlc, ‘but they are all extremely 1n81ghtfu1 analyses.,
Iérl-Strauss considers the. myths and rites of two. North American peoples
. and makes some 1nterest1ng remarks on 'struoturel and 'hlstory' Two

'contrlbutors ‘have attempted to rework some of Evans-Prltchard's field
material. Beidelman's essay on Nuer prlests and’ prophets is less

int erestlng ‘than his other splendid pieces on Nuer ethnography. That
by Gough on Muer kinship points out several omissions in the monographs,
but one suspects some criticisms spring from a less than sympathetic
reading. Her term 'paradlgmatlc' (pe 92) is derlved from the less than
precise usage of Fortes and she does not grasp some of the Saussurean
qualities of Evans-Pritchard's work. This volume also contains an
excellent piece by Pitt-Rivers entltled 'On the Word Caste's. He is.

) concerned with the propertles a concept must possess to fit it for .

' carrying an analytlcal load in anthropologloal investigation, It
~ contains a lesson that many anthropologists have still to learn. - The
" book also has a. very valuable blbllography of Evans-Prltchard's wrltlngs.
"Altogether The Translatlon of Culture is a- worthy trlbute. .

- MALCOLM' CRICK.

Gifts and Poison. F.G, Bailey (ed). £1.45p net. Oxford: Blackwell-1971,

. This book is described as a 'micro-political! counterpart of the
first volume in the Pavilion Series: Stratagems and Spoils by F.G.
Bailey. There are thirteen papers, four by Professor Bailey himself and
the rest by S. Hutson, J, Hudson, R. layton, L. Blaxter, M.A. Heppenstall,
P, Adams, N. Clodd, N.T. Colclough and R. Wade, The names of the writers
do not appear on the papers themselves, and the reader is clearly invited
to read the volume as a continuous whole. The striking thing is that
this does work. The community of thought and style is such that the
main body of contributors provide illustrations,from villages in France,
Austria, Spain and two areas of Italy, of what is essentially one world
view. It is rare for an Editor and his contributors (even where the
latter are students of the former) to present such a unanimity of tone
and approach. One can lose track of whose particular chapter one is
reading. This has its disturbing aspects, but it is no doubt its own
tribute to editorial and supervisory skill, while the tone and style are
relatively straightforward and simple, thus making for readability.

Despite the clear stamp of 'moral community'! on the book, it seems
to me to be better than Strategems and Spoils, its claimed exemplar. This
is because of the clear difficulty that the contributors experience in
using the quasi-games theory analogies of the earlier book. Somehow its
'one~upmanship!' models do not satisfy in the actual village cases. The
rather worn communication terms 'codes', 'messages', 'signals';, and the
like which the Editor now also uses seem to be applied even more
metaphorically than is usual.



15k

There is nevertheless a vein éfiintegrity running through these
papers. If Barth's mechanistic transactionalism is the 'highest stage

©oof functlonalism', one in which society is essentlally a gsum of all the
- "individual pay-offs, Sussex transactionalism has passed 'into a zone

tinged with a certain tristesse, even a reflective 'pessimism, Their sets
of villagers are not the calculating teams of pleyers in the geme of

' 'mlcro—politlcs'f Some of them seem to be engaged in a nobler search for
the preservatlon of’ some 1ndividua11ty, agalnst the constrlctlng pressures
of ‘envy and goss1p. The Barthian transactlons convey (preclsely) ‘poisons,

‘as’ Well as gifts. ’

: The fallure of the orlglnal Sussex transactlonallsm 1s thus -
51gnalled by a work which should have Vlndlcated or exempllfled 1t. The
5resu1t1ng theoretical void- is 'filled by a partlal ‘return to a more,

~ Maussian view of - exchange, - The Journey was not entirely in vein, ~The
very unanlmlty of the 1ntent and experiénce of the contrlbutors (where
“all sought S0 keenly a snark, gil to return 1nstead with & boogum)
accounts for that’ attraotive 1ntegr1ty that I have ‘remarked on,and
"whlch underlles the occaelonal confu51onsof the book as a whole.

At the moment the studies are p01sed unhappily between the

'paradlgmatlc' and’ the 'syntagmatlc' ““Having rejected transactlonal
" purity and an 'output' view of society, they do not have a tlearv ’
apprehen51on of the best method to tackle the programmatlc structures
which will generate the meanlng of their observatlons.f (The most "
1nterest1ng paBsages occur wherethe authors sort out, for example - what
it means' to be Jaloux or who exactly can be called 81ggor1).- Once
~embarked on such tasks, the next step is o drop 'the’ term1n010gy of
Ytransaction'. ‘Only more confusion w111 result if it joins the ranks of
mere dead .metaphors which encumber the. Social.sciences. - In general the
book does provide a kind of negative test of half-hearted games theory
applications., In so doing it also points up a sometimes neglected aspect
of Mauss's own theory of exchange. Some exchanges are fatal, That is
one: good reason. why it is not a 'functionalist! theory,:even of the.
hlghest stage !

EDWIN ARDENER.





