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EDITORTAL NOTE

The idea for this Journal has come from the graduate
students at the Institute of Social Anthropology in Oxford.
Papérs given at gradvate seminars and ideas arising from work for
diplomas and higher degrees very often merit wider circulation
and. discussion without necessarily being ready for formal publl—
cation in professional journals. 'There obviously exists a need
in social anthropology for serious critical and theoretical dis-
cussion; JASO sees this as itg main purpose. The Oxford
University Anthropological 5001ety established a Journal Sub=-
committee to organlse the venuure.- o

This ninth issue completes the third year of the Journal.
Our .publication now has an international circulation, and we
should like to exp ress our thanks to those who have assisted
in its production and those who have given us encourageuent in
our enterprise.

‘FORMAT

We shall produce one issue per term (three per year).
Articles are welcome from students in all branches of anthropology
and from people in other disciplines interested in social
anthropology. Comments will also be welcome. For the present,
it is preferred that theé 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 Journal Editors,
Institute of Social Anthropelogy, 51 Banbury Road, Oxford.,

. ACK ISSUE§

We have a stock of back issues still unsold. Single issues
are available at 30p. in the U.K, and ﬁl abroad. Complete
volumes (I (1970), II (1971) and III (1972)) are each available at
the following rates: U.K., = 75 p. to individuvals, £1 to institu-
tions; abroad $2.50 to individuals, $3 to institutions. The
subscription for Vol. IV (1973) is the same. (All prices cover
postageg Cheques should be made out to the Journal of the
Anthropological Society of Oxford, and sent to the Journal
Editors at 51 Banbury Road.
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CONDORCET (1743-1794)

I suppose that we may regard Marie-Jean-Antoine-Nicolas
Caritat, Marquis de Condorcet, born in Picardy, as

the last of the phllosophes' He wrote much, mostly on
mathematics, ‘and on political and social topics, and the only

one of his writings which has any particular interest for us is
the one I am going to speak about. Condorcet played a considerable
part in the public life of France of his time. He was a strong
supporter of the &evwlut;on but fell foul of the Jacobins and had
to go into hiding. ‘hen he emerged from it he was arrested; and
he was found dead in his cell on the following morning; it is un-
certain whether it was suicide. Ile was a pupil of Turgot, an
Thomme &c¢laird'; and he supported all the liberal programmes of
his time and was a believer in the perfectibility of man. Ie

was especially hostile to religion; and to priests; he would go
into a frenzy about them - 1gnorant hypocrltlcal, greedy, corrupt,
depraved.

Now we come to the Bsquisse. There are different versions
of this book. I have used that edited by O. H. Prior. In com-
menting on it, I would like it to be kept in mind that it was
written with speed and in the difficult circumstances of his con-
cealment., It is typical of 18th century writers about social .
institutions; and especially significant for us in that it was a
lamp that guided Comte through the dark. All peoples about whom
we know, Condorcet tells us, fall somewhere between our present
degree of civilization and what we are told about savage tribes.
There is a chain which leads from the first peoples knowm to us
and the present nations of Zurope. For the earliest period we
have to rely on what travellers tell‘us, There has in fact to be
a good measure of conjecture about the cultural steps which mankind
took towards a higher state, so we must make theoretical observa-
tions of a logical and deductive sort: bearing in mind that the
great difference between man and other animals, who are in many
respects like him, living in a regular and continuous society, is
that man has culture (1anguage especially, also some morality and
social order). After this we have historical, documentary, sources.
But we have to combine the histories of differemt peoples to get
a general view of the progress of mankind as a whole. So, in the
Esquisse he presents to us, in the 18th century menner, a sketch or
plan for a universal history, less of events or about individuals,
though a few namés are scattered here and there, than of the develop-~
ment of ideas andinstitutions from the beginnings of human society
to the French Revolution. It is a history of thought, and he
engages in it by a c1a331flcat10n of the social and cultural
stages, or states, through which man has passed in his progress
(and emphasis should be put on that word). But if the fomm is
historical the comtent is sociological, '

Condorcet, like many of his contemporary writers, was much
impressed, as indeed he had a right to be, by the progress of
physics, brought dbout by mathematics; and he advocated the use
of quantitative methods in the study of social facts. There was
to be a new 501ence,"la mathemathue sociale', He thought that
knowledge of what he believed to the laws of history would give.
us the keys to the future. His outlook was I suppose vhat some
people might call more scientific than that of most of the social
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philosophers of Lis time; and he certainly had a good understanding
of scientific methods and tec.miques.

But let us pursue the book. In the first stage, men are
united into peoples - small societies of families subs1st1ng by
hunting and fishing and with only a 51mple, crude technology and.
what he called science, but with language and some moral ideas,
Custom had the place of law and there was embryonic. govemment.
There was little time for reflection and there was little division
of latour. Men at this stage were, already corrupted by superstition -
~ he is off on his old horse agein - and tliose with a. rudimentsry

knowledge of arts and religion became leaders. These were the
first priests, or clarlatans or sorcerers, Like most writers of .
the time Condorcet speculated on the orlglns of class and govern—
ment . :

The second'stage is from pastoralism to agriculture. Pastoral-
ism gave a more abundant and assured food supply and hence greater
. leisure. So there followed an increase in knowledge and the arts,
and also differerices in wealth and the employment of labour and
slavery (the labour of a man was now worth more than the keeping
~of hi TX Also, the greater variety of things used and their un-
equal dlstrlbutlon produced commerce, which necegsitated currency.
Increase in the means of life led to increase of population,
which in turn led to greater complexity in social life. Some
peoples have remained in this stage owing to climate, habit, love
of 1ndependence, conservatlsm, laziness, or superstltlon.

We may here pause to make some comments. (1) He gives no
examples of societies in these stages. (2) His classification
of social types is on criteria of production and productive
relations, Z He demonstrates logically, if not empirically
(or thinks that he does) how certain changes in social institutions
inevitably follow changes in modes of productlan. .(4) He gives,
as did others of his ‘time, chief placé in social evolution to
property, from which follow 1elsure, government, commerce, CUrTency,
etc,

The third stage is from the beglnnlnss of agrlculture to the
invention of alphabetic script - to Condorcet a most 1mportant
invention, for it more or less rendered, espe01ally when printing
was later invented, what he called superstition impossible.
Agriculture asttached men to the soil and hence there was greater
stability and contlnulty in social life, Ownershlp became more
distinct, as did capital also, in thac the yield of cultlvatlon
gave a surplus. Division of ‘labour now took place and specialised
crafts and economic functlons resul ted. Commerce was also ex=~
tended and there wds a general cultural development. To the three
clasges that we can alveady distinguish in pastoral societies -
owners, domestics attached to them, and slaves - we have now to
add labourers of all kinds, and merchants, and as new institutions
arose or old ones developed, there was need for more extensive
legislation; and all sorts of other progressive changes began to
creep in at this staae, e.gs in the manner of educating chlldren,
in the relation between the sexes, and in. political institutions.
The powéer of leadlng families increased and their excesses and
extortions brought about revolutions and the establishment of
republics or tyrannies. An awrlcultu:al people who had been con=’
quered could not abandon their land but had to work it for their
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masters, so we get various forms of domination. He makes another
sound observation when he says that communication between peoples

much accelerated their progress through cultwural borrowing; and,
though war and conquest may ultimately lead to cultural decline,

they at first often bring about expansion of the arts and serve

- to improve them, -. ‘Arts and.sciences made slow progress, the progress
being due to certain families and castes having made them the
foundation of their power to exploit the common people (like St.

Simon and Comte, Condorcet recognised the value atacertain time

of -what he dlsapproved of, and was later to be inappropriate and
become decadent). - The other stages are historical ones-and Condorcet
abandons speculation at this point. He describes the main phases:

of the history of thdught-in Europe. They are: stage IV, the progress
of human thought in Greece to the division of the sciences about

the tinie of Alexander; stage V, progress of the sciences from their
division to their decadence (the period of Aristotle) - the

decadence was due, as Gibbon also informs us, to Christianity,
which was hostile to all spirit of inquiry, and to the Barbarians;
stage VI, the decadence of enlightenment ('lumieres') to their
restoration about the time of the crusades; stage VII, the first
progress of the sciences after their restoration in the west to

the invention of printing, which finally made the persistence of
superstition impossible, scepticism being spread too far and

wide; stage VIII, from the invention of printing to the time

when science and philosophy broke the back of authority; stage

IX, from Descartes to the formation of the French Republic;

stage X, a vision of the future progress of the human mind ('esprit').

There is no need to discuss his comments on these historical
changes in detail. We may note, however, that he showed acumen in
his selection of them and also in the sccidlogical features he. con-
sidered to be most significant of each, e.g. much progress wase
made in Greece because there the priests had no monopoly of learning;
the crusades were favourbale to liberty in that they weakened and
impoverished the nobles and extended the contacts of European
peoples with the Arabs which had already been formed in Spain and
through. the commerce. of Pisa, Genoa and Venice; the invention.of
printing led to a strong and free public opinion which could not
be stifled; the fall of Constantinople.to the Turks brought the
original writings of Aristotle and Plato to the scholars of Europe;
the discovery of America had, among other consequences, the-
advantage that it was then p0551ble to study many new and. different
types of society (he did not mention particular primitive societies
but it is evident that he had read what had been written about them
in his day); the use of vernacular languages in the place, of .

Tatin in all branches of philosophy and science rendered them easier
for the common people to master but made .them more dlfflcult for
the savant to follow: the1r general advance. : :

A few concluding observations may be in place, (1) I would
say that Condorcet was primarily a polemical writer and a social
reformer who stood up to privilege and exploitation wherever he
found them. He talked much about science but as a student of cul-
tural history he was not, I think we may say, a very deep scholar -
what he wrote about the Middle Ages displayed bias and left much
to be desired in scholarship. Nevertheless, he is rightly regarded
as a precursor of sociology and social anthropology in that he
was speaking of social institutions and the history of thought rather
than of political events in the narrow sense, or of persons, and
in a scientific, comparative way. He held that 'The sole foundation
of belief in the natural sciences is this idea, that the general
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laws, known or not known,which rule the phenomena of the universe,
are necessary and constant; and for what reason would this sentlment
be. lesg true for the development of the intellectual and moral
faculties of man, than for the other operations of nature? (p 203)
Like his contempories he saw these laws as laws of cultural and
concomitant social development orprngress, and an essential. -
feature of culture is that, in spite of backslidings, it is cumu-’
lative - a boy leaving school todey knows more of mathematics than
Newton knew, -The laws have therefore to be formulated in terms
of stages ('epoques') in each of which various social changes give
rise to new needs: ( bes01ns') which in their turn brlng about
further changes. And though these changes may be associated in
our minds with individuals, who may even give their nemes to an
epoch, -great social changes make them and not they the changes.
" Descartes was an important figure no doubt but his importance’ is
in his being a sign and product of, and a link in, a great movement
in the history of thought -~ a way of looking at things akin to that
of the Marxists., When Condorcet talks about the invention of
printing he does not tell us its date or who the inventor was,
for the only interest it has for him is that it was the culmina-:
tion of social clanpes in one epoch and the cause of social .
changes in the next. And all this meant, to him at least, that
a general theory could be formulated and furthermore that the
history of any particular people could only be understood in the
light of such theoretlcal knouledve based on unlversal hlstory.

(2) The study of 3001a1 facts must.be by observatlon of actual
‘relations. The religion of books is not the same as that of the
people. ' Law and its execution are quite different things. So

are the principles of government and its actualities. So is any
institution as. imagined by its creators and hovw it works in practlce.
He here foreshadows soclal surveys and fleldworx. :

(3) Social facts must be studied in relation to each other as
functioning -parts of a total social system (*systéme social!) ="
8.8+ the progress of science in.any country depends on natural
circumstances, political and social conditions, forms of religion
and government, economic circumstancées, etc. All partsvof,a social
system are: 1nterdependent and necessarlly S0, E

(4) Condorcet was a great bellever in applled social science
(tart social'), which will derive from a thsoretical science of
society. 'In the same way as the mathematical and physical sciences
serve to make perfect the arts employed for our most elementary
needs, is it not equally in the necessary order of rmature that the
progress of. the moral and political sciences should exercise the
same action on the motives which control our sentiments and our
actions?' (p. 227) In other words, greater knowledge invariably and
inevitably leads to the cumulative amelioration of mankind,

Perhaps he was over-optimisticy: but his star 'brille encore.

Elle yrillera. tougours. = : :

" B, B, Evans~Pritchard.
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Scecial Meanine and the Conditions For its

My purpose in this- paper Lis to 0'1ve a general -account of
social meaning and of the conceptually necessary conditions for
its p0331b111ty. Because of the time available, I have not been
able to avrgue in a comprehensive fashion for the numerous claims
made hereln, but have concentrated by attentlon on the most central,
heses.’ -

In o:der to give dirvection to_ our enqulrles.. I shall propose
a schemg which I shall employ in the analysis of any meaning
phenomena: These can be thought of as three components of the
meaning act, that is, any act 1nvolv1ng the expres31on, ascrlptlon
or comprehen51on of meaning. The empirical basis for this dis-
tinction lies in the three senses of the tevin "mesning" which we
distinguigh in communication. Ve speak of (1) the meaning of
sentence S (2) . the meaning of the sertence 5 wien uttered in a
: partlcular context and (n§ what the gpeaker meant: by uttering S.
Thus we have meaning characterized as (i) independent of a parti-
cular person or context (ii) as dependent on context (iii) as
dependent on’ the partlcular person. Any adequate theory of meaning -
must account for these three senses.. ‘of the tem.,

My procedure will be to introduce four components of the
meaning #ct and to argue for thls categcrlzatlon partly dirvectly
and partly 1nd1rectly by nelylng on its usefulness in explanation.
Uy claim is that everything to which we ascribe meaning can be
encompassed in this scheme:
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(1) The Conceptual component is the primary psychological
counterpart of the meaning ~ it is therefore an essential com=~

ponent of any ascription of meaning, whether this be to "public"
phenomena such as utterances or actions or to "private" phenomena
such as beliefs, (The cognitive processes which underlie the
conceptual component are clearly important but beyond the scope
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of this paper. - Ror the moment, we: suppose ‘this conceptual component

to be basic) Conception is conceived here as intertwined with the

psychological process of thinking, ‘The euot1ve-exn;ess1ve component ’
becomes important when discussing meaning in such symbols as
artistic works or ritual acts.  Here, to understand the meaning

may involve having certain emotions. Notice that in most cases),:

we have a conceptual component as well as emotive component when

we speak ofi the meanimg of such symbols. I believe that-the

purely emotive case ~ if it existed - would not constitute a
meaning sct. 4 plrely emotlonel experience: to wnlch no. conceptual
content is asoribed, would not:be meaningful. :

{2) The sypbollzatlon component is the set of symbols Whlch

are. ysed to express:the conceptual - component, that is; the spec1flc
: thought "or - judgment +  These symbols: can be said to 51g fy the
conceptual compomnenti ‘I shall argue 'that ‘theé symbol chosen may

be individual or social. -Note that the symbolization act(s) may’
also reflect the emotional comporent of -the meanings, - ‘This may

be done .by.the use of a oaftlcular symbol or by the way - that symbol
is uttered... ... - . :

: (3) " contextual or- réferential component' one may -under-
stand the weaning of & Sentence Without thereby understanding what
is said - for this may depend on the reference of the demonstratives,
 both within the context of the account and:the objective context
of coumunication. The sentence ""The old lady is not very easily
fooled" may have different truth conditions according to, for -
example, the pointing gestures in the communication %1 e. whether
the speaker points to herself .or soméone glse) or according to
its relations to other sentences in an account, as in & fictional
story.

Note that the conceptual and emotlonal components exist within
the person and hence are dependent for their existence on the -
existence of persons. Thus in the commmication situation, the
primitive meaning accrues to the speaker and is induced in ‘the
hearer, via the mediation of social signsiy In other words, the
thought or belief in the speaker, after the use of signs, excites
8 gimilar conceptual pattern in- uhe hearer,

My claim is that all meaning acts involve the: conceptual component
and therefors thiseis the primitive -eomponer t of méaning.
However, I do not consider it to be logically necessary, though
it may be an empirical fact, that all meaning involves symboli-
zation. The schema, ag presented above, 1s not complete until we
have differentiated between types of symbols, Now, various
thinkers in this century have.-argued against the view that _
meaning is limited to language and have claimmed that it extends
to a vast array of phenomena. Thus Cassirer says in Symbolic Forms -

MWhen the physical sound, -distinguished as such only by pitch
and intensity and quality, is formed into a word, it becomes an
expression of the finest intellectual and emotional distinctions.
What it immediately is, is thrust into the background by what it
accomplishes with its mediation, by what it "means". No work of
art can be understood as the simple scene of these elements, for
in it a definite law, a specific principle of aesthetic formation
are at work, The .synthesis by which the consciousness combines a
series of tones into the unity of a melody, would seem to be
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itotally different from the synthesis by which a number of . -
syllebles is articulated into the unity of a "sentence". "But
+they have one thing in- common, that in both. cases the sensory .
“particulars. do not stand by themselves; they are articulated .. .=
into a conscious whole, from which: they take their qualitative..
meaningp. C : e e o .

Similarly, Saussure in, linguistics, Piaget in -child psye. .
chology, Lémi-straussain;anthropology, Harré: and Secord in social
psyghqlogyJQghe_@xplanation.of»SocialsBehaviog;:-1972) have pointed
to disparate phenomena to which meaning extends. Plaget arguwes
in Structuralism - '

- "since Saussure and meny others, we know that verbal signs
exhibit only.one aspect of tle:-semiotic function.and that linguistics
is only a limited though :especially. important segment of that - .
more inclusive discipline which Saussure wanted to establish under-
the name of “general semiology". . The symbolic or semiotic function
comprises, besides language, all formns of imitation: mimicking,’
symbolic play, mental imaging, and so on ... How othexrwise could:
we explain that deaf-mute children (those, that is, whose brain
has not been damaged) play-at make believe, invent symbolic games
and. a language of;gestures?" - = e S R

It has also been generally recognised that the tokens we use
in expressing meaning also originate from various sowrces. Some
are conventional signs, having wmeaning for any member of the linguis-
tic. community. Others are totally subjective, signifying meaning
only to the individual employing them,  Still other tokens- have
meaning only within a small community of initiates.. . .

Saussure develops three categories of tokens - (i) the index,
which is causally connected to that which it signifies, (There
is the same ontological priority here as is found in Grice's
category of natural meaning.). (i1) the symbol which is individually
motivated e.g. as in dream symbolism, ‘and both these are different~-.
iated from (iii) the gign which is arbitrary and conventional.  As.
against this, Piaget offers a distinction between signs (which
"depend upon implicit or explicit agreements based on custom") and
symbols ("which may be of individual origin as in symbolic play
or dreams"). But .for Piaget these two are not distinct:categories
but "the two poles, individual and social of the same elaboration - -
of meanings". = I .shall take up this suggestion that we think of the
plethora of meanings in terms of a continuum, S ' '

However, I believe Piaget's characterization to be inadequate.
Tor, we may ask, wheyre does what Saussure calls the index fit .into
his dimension of meanings. A more serious problem is ' that at
“his individual pole he. has lumped together two distinct forms of
symbolization, namely, (i) the case where a person chooses an
individual symbol to_represent:his_meaning_andu(ii) the case where
a person unconsciously selects a sywmbol; ‘as in dreams. The difference
between.the:unconscious symbolization:.and the ceonscious choosing -
of a symbol by the individual is surely critical.. Dream symboliza-
tion.is mysterious precisely because there are questions of inter-
pretation by the dreamer himself. On the other hand, it is generally
the case that the symbolic artist is eware of that which he is
symbolizing and of choosing the specific symbols he uses. .
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This suggests a four-fold distinction which can be represented
in te rms of a continuum of Smeolization thus ~

objective sign .socially individual 1y unconsciously
(causally . chosen sign :  chosen ~ selected
connected to {eege =~ symbol = symbol

that which is language) : e«gs aspects of - e.g. dreams’
signified) symbolism in

art

e can. characterize the above continuum in terms of the
extent to which it depends on a particular individual for its
neaning. Thus the meaning of the objective sign is determined by
its objective cause.- It is common to many cultures and depends
on recognizing the relevant causal conditions. The socially choden
gign depends for its meaning on more then one individval and is,
by definition, possible only in a social situation. The
individually chosen symbol is consciously selected by the
individual, and only has the meaning ascribed to it by that
individual. However the conceptual content which the person
signifies by use of that symbol may be dependent on other persons
in that the individual would not have gained these concepts without
other persons. Thus, when an artist uses- aspects of nature to
represent his thoughts on the social situation, his symbol is
individual but the existence of the coticeptual content sighified
depends on the fact that there are other personsg. "The unconscious -
symbol-has its meaning dependent entirely on the' ihdividual.,

This may also be true of the symbolic play fotind in young children.

In postulating tuis categorization, I have not begged the
question against such thinkers as Levi-Strauss and Jung who -
respectively see a social and objective meaning in- unconscious
gymbolism. For I have not rejected the- p0351b111ty that unconscious
symbolism may reflect aspects of conscious: symbolisn or even some
form of innate symbolism. What is 1mportant is that the immediate
basis of the meaning of  the symbol is ‘the unconscious mind, whatever
the ultimate source of the symbolism may be. My c¢haracterization
does, however, seem to rule out Jung's:claimg regarding the existence
of the so-called collective unconscious. In fact, it only rules -
out the extrewe interpretation of this as a suprapersonal ent ity =
and even if this latter claim were to be substantiated, the scnema
could -easily be amended to accommodate thlu fact.“

Notice that the. above four are different 'poles in the conp
tinuum ~ any use of symbols need not fall solely into one of these,_
types but may be at an intermediate point in the continuum. Thus
we can have a symbol which is used by a suall group of persons
and conveys meaning only to théem. This would-fall at an inter-
mediate point (say P) on the spectrum. The four poles (and
intermediate p01nts) along the continuum of symbolization can be
represented in terms of our earlier schema. Consider, first, the
case of the individually chosen meaning. Here, we have the
individual's primitive meaning being symbolized by the use of an
individually -chosen symbol - one -that is not conventionally used
to signify that meaning in society. In fact, the sSymbols used
need not, thoumh tliey may, have meaning for anyone but the indi—
vidual employing them.
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The case of the socially chosen sywmbol can be represented
within the schema. - But, in this case, the signs have a meaning
which is independent of the individual; this is not to say that
their meaning is independent of all persons. On this view, social
meaning arises from the use of conventionally agreed signs to -
represent prinitive meaning.: Thus we can say: A set of signs - !
has a social meaning only in the case when it is consistently
used by a group of persons to signify the same conceptual content
(or specific primitive meanlng).

We can now glve an account of how communication takes place.
We can think of this in terms of a series of steps -

(1) the speaker formulates his primitive meaning i.e. a
-partlcular thought or: conceptual pattern. -

(ii) the speaker 1ntends to convey that meanlng bj utterlng
. :the social :signs which he believes, represent that
prlmltlve meanlng. :

(iii) the relevant set of signg is. uttered
(iv)-. the hearer apprehends the uttered s1gns

¢(v);=these s1gns evoke the prlmltlve mean:mb patterns W1th
whlch they are. assoclateu. , , -

Notlce- (a) I am pursulng the prlnc1ple that whatever is.
in the speaker Whlch allows him to formulate his meaning must -
have a- counterpart_rn the. hearer which allows him.to understand :
the meaning;. (p )- it is not: a necessary consequence that the
sane spec1f1c meaning of the speaker will be induced in the
hearer. This will oceur in cases of perfect communication, But
the system is liable to break down in at least two places - both -
involving a dlsparlty between the primitive meaning and the
meaning of the uttered signs. These are the case where there is
a dlfference between the speaker 8 meaning and e ‘meaning of the -
signs he uses to convey that ueaning and the case where there is
a dlfference between the actual social wmeaning of the signs and
the prlmltlve meanlng they evoke in that particular hearer. . In-
cases where there is. mlslnterpretatlon of gigns in this way, an
appeal. to other persons in order to establlsh the actual ‘secial
meanlng of the signs is. llkely. - :

’ lhe full meanlng of the speech act is - glven by tahlng'all
three components of it into account. In communication, we are
all aware of the possibility of what is called misinterpretation.
The frequency of clarifications in commynication illustrates.the
lmportance of making dlstlnctlons such as those-in our schema,

Thus” 1n,01V1ng the full meaning of -a soc:allj meaningful utterance h"

we must (a) give the conyentional meaning of the signs, (b) aduit -
the pOSSiblllty that the speaker's meaning may. differ. from the. .
meaning of the uttered signs and teke. account. of this and (c) take.?
account of tne role of the context of utterance.

I shall not be. able to, present arguments for the thes1s I
shall ‘now propose, but the case - as one similar to it - has been ..
argued by Kent. and to a.lesser. degree: by . Strawson. It isa '
necessary connltlon for. the level of concéption, Whlch allows a
being to think proposltlonally and to link such propositions.
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together in thought, to be-achieved that that being ‘be seli-conscious
and hence, in my terms, a person. I am not arguirng that self-
consciousness is a precondition of all conception, only of the
level described above. Tuis level:of conception is significant
because it is a necessary condition of language. There are two
defining characteristics which I use for self-comscious being -

(i) the being must be capable of ascribing all of its experiences
to- itself as its experiences (follow1ﬂ Kent and Strawson) and
(1i) the being must be capable of some action at will (following
Hampshire and Shoemaker). It is a necessary condition for. self=-
consciousness as defined that the person's expcrience represent
an objzctive world.and himself as being in that world. This
‘requires that he must consider himself as embodied in those
particulars which allow him to act in- the world.

WYe must now turn to' the conditions for the possibility of
social meaning. I shall say that we liave a social neaning situ-
ation where we have a set of symbols S being employed by several
persons provided that all persons use the same element of 5 to
express similar or the same conceptual content and the adherence
to this rule is duve, in the most part, to interaction between those
persons. ‘e mugt justify the introduction: of the provided that
clause above., My a*gument here is that the two possible ways in
which system S can 'arise and be used as above could not con-
ceivably count as 3001a1 meaning. ' -

These two cases are (a) Suppose that the whole system S were
provided innately or-in some pre-prograrmed way. Further suppose
that each individual is programmed so that he ‘always uses the same
elements of 3 to express his meaning. Our schema ‘can accommodate
this case as social meaning; but it cannot allow the case where
we have the above conditions plus the proviso that the adherence
to the above rules for expressing meaning is never due to- pérsonal
interaction. To see why this would not be social meaniug, counsider
the case where one member of this society is wrongly prograimed
g0 that he associates elements of S with meaning content otler than
its social meaning. ‘In thisg case, the person is using a private
symbolization and he has to be corrected if his utterances are to
have social rieaning. But in the case where personal interaction
has no role in tic perpetuation of the system, it would not be
possible to correct him -and hence he would be using a system of

rivate symbolism., Hven if it were nsver the case that the person
needed correction, it- would still be dependent on t1e social
situation to ensure that he did not. :

Case (b) is where the objective world is such that, as a
causal consequence of our appreliension of it, we all come to use
the same system of syuwbols and to euploy that system in the sanme
way to represent the same conception. But again here the perpetu-
ation of the system must be due to social interaction -~ for it must
be conceivable that one can ve corrected. Otherwise it would not
be a system of social meaning at all. All this so far has been
concordant with the views of Wlttgensteln - except that he wishes
to make all meaning, social meaning - a thesis we must now comsider.

Por it would be a radical objection to our whole nrocedure
that we have denied the private language argument and we must meet
it. There are various formulations of the argument; the one which
affects us most is that version which claims that no meaning and
no symbolization is possible without there bein: a society of persons.
An argument of the following kind could be applied: It is a
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necessary condition for the coherent use of syubols that the verson
be using that sywbol in the same way.on different occasions. In
order for the porson to actually be using the symbol correctly, it
is necessary that there be other persons who perform the task of
correcting his mistakes, To this it wight be replied that a
person .could (1) rely on his memory (11) have innate. cognitive
faculties which ensure that he applies the rule correctky. .
Jittgenstein could of course wnaintaiu that the peison's meuwory is
unreliable or that the cognitive structures may change. But the
availability of other persouns Joes not cnsure continuity - for all
the persons in the group could have mewory or cognitive failures.
Jhat thegroup does is to maite it more - probable that mistakes

will be corrected - but it does not ensure that they will bhe. All
this is not to deny that the availability of other persons speeds
up cognitive development - but this is a rar cry from de :onstrating
that meaning and symbolism would be impogsible without other
persons.

The first condition for social meaninz is that each person
represent himself as being in a social meaning situation, It is
a minimum prerequisite for this that the persous uses a set of
symbols S such that each narticular elerent of 5 is ascribed a
specific primitive meaning and his continued ascription of that
neanin- to that element of -3 1s conceived by,him as being due to
sore entity or entities - themselves capable of the ascription of
meaning = other than himself. TFor this to be so, the experience
of a person X must be such as to represent entities which evoke a
system of symbols in certain regulated ways such that X conceives
of these eﬂbltleS as ti:gmselves capable of. thought and symbolization,.
This follows from the above gtatement, In addltlon to this the
person must conceive of those entities from wiich the symbols
emanate as porsons, as self-conscious beings capable of intentional
activity. In ovder to do this, he must represent the soatio-
tenporal (ar analogous) partlculars from which the symbols emanate
as part of the body of the person.

_ Notlce that 1t does not necessarlly follow that the entltles
represented as evoking the symbols be in fact an entity capable
of the ascription of meaning, but only that the person (X) represent
him as such. - To 1llustrate this case, consider the 31tuat10n of
a person who finds hlmoelf in a world of robots. . These robots are
controlled from a distance by a super-gscientist who never appears
on the scene., The robots utter the system of symbols. and proceed
to correct the person when he makes mistakes. The person coies
to ascribe to the robots the relevant cognitive ability. Yet he
is wrong in so doing, for the ability lies in one.distant person.

If this first condition is necessary, then, in the human
cage, a child would not be a meuber of the social meaning community
until he recognizes that his ascription of particular mecnings,to
such .symbols as linguistic signs is due, at least in part, to tne
intentions of otuer persons that he should adhere to this cours
I am not supposing thot this recognltlon involves the eutertalnlnv
of some highly complex.proposition, but I am suggesting that a con-
siderable level of cognitive development is required.

But now a form of scepticism arises., Can we ever establish
that the social meaning situation really exists, for it could be
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the case that I merely represent it as existing? This is obviously
a fundamental metaphJs1cal question of the kind: Are .there other
PErsons -0y melely my. experience. of other persons? I do not -
pretend to give an answer here or cven t st an absolute answer

is p0551b1e.fuﬁhdt is clear, however, is that for purposes of com=—
mmication and the achievement of ends, we nust all ascribe an:
obaect1v1ty to persons; e must-hold that they exist. Some phil-
osophers, llke Kant, have argued that we must ascribe.as much-
exigtence $0.others as we do to ourselves. However, all we require
here is that for purposes of understanding and acting in the world
in which we live, we must ascribe to it an objective existence,

If that world is represented as contalnlng othcr per301s, we must
ascribe existence to them also.

leen then that an obJectlve world W1th persons in 1nter-
action is a basic condition for social neaning, can we establish -
any further conditions or is the above sufficient? - To explore
this gquestion, we require to.consider the different. categories of
social symbolism, The three intuitively basic distinctions are
(i) language (ii) action and (iii) art and other representational
symbolism, These areas are different in the humsn ease because
hey involve different symbols.: But is this .difference incidental
or does it reflect a difference in function? Further,. even if tliese
are genuine cntegorles, is it the case that any, or more than one,
is necessary ior s001al meaning to be posolble?

- To cope with these problens, let us consmder the ‘situation
where we have a group of persons who "~ have not yet employed
any sySuem of signs in a coordjinated way. Since it is necessary
that each person act in the world, we can divide his activities,
at the non—personal 1nueractlon 1eve1, 1ﬂt0 two cateworles.

(l) Thgse acts 4 which X conceives of as causally efficacious
in achieving a particular end, provided that the achievement of
this end does not require thot otier people understand that end.

In fact, X can achieve this end without there. being other persons
available -to understand it. For example, cutulng»a piece of wood
using an axe or even constructing an axe. Notice that what we have
here is a.rule which X applies in achieving a particular end. - The
act-ig gpecified in terms of the meaning ascribed to it by X =

not in ferms of the actual goal achieved., I shall call such acts
basig: actlons. S : :

(2)‘ lhose acts A' which X enploys prlmarlly for communicating
hlS meaﬂlng to others and for the interpretation of their meaning,
provided that. these acts-are not conceived as causally efficacious
unless. they are understood by those others and resnonded to accordln gly.
I entitle; these "specific communication acts'. ~

_pr;we must'consider what is required for these two types of
act to have social meaning, In the communication case, soecial
meaning .is..only pogssible-when we have X and Y using the'saue systen
of syﬂbolsvln;uhelr commynication acts and when each symbol has
the same, or very similar,. primitive neaniny for both. The symbols
here are specific acts, e.g. the evoking of a specific sound or
the use of parts of the body in a particular way. 1 shall call
these comunication acts.  But how does pocial meaning arise with
reNard to basic actions, vhere there is no requ;rement of communlcatlon.



118

It is clear that a basic action A has social meaning if and enly
if it is a rule in the particular society in which A is performed
that each person perform A only when thot person is attempting to -
achieve what within that society is conceived as a particular end
and this rule is adliered to by the majority of persons in that
society. ‘7e ascribe the same social meaning to a person's basiec -
action when'we suppose.that he is following the rule of using that
action to achieve. the same end as other ersons who use it provided
that this end is not the communication of meaning. Because these "
basic actions have a social meaning, they are social " SmeOlS and

I shall refer to them as "soc1al action symbols"

Ue have thus explalned tne conceptual~d1fference between
communication symbols and social action symbols. These acts do
not correspond exactly to- the basic. human categories of linguistic
act and non-linguistic action. For some non-linguistic activities
are purely communicative and therefore have the same funetion as
linguistic acts, for example, in Brltaln the use by two flngers
p01nted in a V-sign. SR - :

The 1mportant quest1on now is whether both tnese tymes of
social meaning are necessary, or whether we can hdve one without
the other. e can consider’ two cases - . ' -

(1) The hypotmetlcal case in which we have basic action with
social meaning but no communicative acts. For instance, vhere
persons adopt -a similar mode of ‘action in achieving the same end,
as when mushroom pickers adopt the rule of side-stepping to
prevent one colliding with the other. Let us suppose that we have
a wide mange of sSuch rules and even rules in which the participation
of other persons in aclieving the desired end is essential. The
question is: Can we have these rules without a single act of
conmunication . be1ng requlred?

_ ‘Let.us consider the most extraordinary case - the one in
which the participation of other. persons is not required in
performing basic actions. Bach person acts according to what-
he conceives to be the rule for achieving that end and  he perceives
that others seem to do the same. It may in fact be the case that
the others do perform the same. action. But can he ever know that
the other persons are carrying out tle same action in ovder to
achieve the same goal., He can suppose that they are - but without
communication he cannot know that they ascribe that meaning to
their action. This lack of knowledge is clearly a serious matter -
in fact it undermines the: claim that he has soecial meaning. For
he would have to be satisfied that tlieir actions were atteupts to
achieve the same end as the end he is tryin~ to achieve when he.
performs that action and he would have no:way of establishing
this. Yet until this is established, the actions camnot he said
to have social nmeaning. He could be projecting his own meaning
into them, . This claim is reinforced when tre consider that the’
above conditions could be satisfied by entities which were not
themnselves c¢apable of ascription of meaning. In fact if all "
attempts to communicate were to break down, he could come to the
conclu51on that they were not capable of: monltor:Lnb meaning

ﬂlthout communlcatlon, then, it seems that the person would
have no reason to believe that all persons ascribe the saine meaning
to the action. It could be objected here that he could gain the
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conception- that he was following a rule which had been determined
by .the society if they corrected .his misapplicdation of that rule.
Perhaps he performs A1 and is stopped and the other person perforus
A5 and punishes him until he also performs A,y But even in this-
primitive situation, he has to differventiate cases where he has
received approval from those when there is no approval, cases where
an. act means "this is the right way" and another meaning “this is
the wrong way". But these are communication acts, Wotice that
even if we admit these kinds of communication acts, we could not
establish that there was social meaning until the languapge learnt
was rich enough to allow us to articulate at least basic differences
in intention. : ‘ : ' '

What all this shows is that communication acts are necessary
conditions for the possibility of social meaning. Iurther, if our
last argument is right, a considerable complexity in the system of
communicating symbols is necessary to establish the social meaning
of basic actions beyond doubt.

But while communication is a necessary condition for social
neaning, is it sufficient? This brings us to the second case - in
which we have a group of persons employing the same symbols in
conveying meaning but not in achieving any goal to which the same
end can beé ascribed., The case, as stated; does not ring truve -
for a very important reason., This reason is that each com-
munication act can be considered, from one point of view, as a
basic action. Bvery act of communication which has social neaning
requires not merely the intention of the person to convey a particu-
lar meaning, but also the intention of the person to adhere to the
rule which prescribes the use of those specific symbols whenever
one wishes to convey that meaning. For it is theoretically
possible for the person to use a different set of symbols Ffrom
that which has the social meaning in attempting to communicate his
meaning. The individual'ls adherence to this rule in achieving
communication of meaning is an act which itself has meaning.

My utterance of the words "the war has ended" is at the same

time a communicative symbol and an adherence to the rule that

I should use that communicative symbol, instead of some other
symbol in communicating my meaning., Thus we can see that each
individval communication act is an action having social meaning

ag well as a communicative symbol to which is ascribed a particular
meaning. Hence the communication act is extremely important - for
it requires both tynes of social meaning,

But, now, could it be the case that we have only one social
action rule - to employ the required set of symbols when intending
to communicate meaning? There are two. cases here (1) The case
vhere persons can act in the world of their experience, but yet
de not conceive of themselves as acting with others, or ascribing
the same neaning to their acts as others, except in the achiieve-
ment of commwunication, and (2) the case where persons cannot
act in the world as experienced except in the communication context.
The latter case can be excluded at the outset - for the person must
be capable of changing his point of view at will. Thus he must be
capable of some non-communicotive actions. Case (1) is important -
for it seems that we cannot establish its necessity without con-
gidering other necessary features of persons, In fact, if it were
the case that these could be a society of persons in which no
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confliet arose no matter which course of action one took in attempt-
ing to achieve one's end, and in.which cooperation was not relevant
in achieving one's . ends, then perhaps no non-coumunicuative actions
would be necessary. . But notice that we have ‘already presupposed.

a certain cooperation in ‘achieving the gocial meaning of  communi-
cation symbols. Each person follows the rule of using the specific
gymbol in conveying a specific meanings In the light of this; my
claim is that the modes of social interaction which are necessary
for social meaning in communication are the same as are requlred
for other forms of basic soc1a1 actlon. ;

To estubllsh thls, I shall recon31der our condition of social
meaning that there be several persons in interaction. Given our
characterization of persons, can we say anythinga p»iori sbout the
‘modes of -interaction of these persons? I have said that each
‘person must be able to act, to express his will in the world., Ve
can: conceive of three types of limitations to the modes of action
available to him in expressing his will:: Ce

) (1) Limitations due to the nature of the objective world
in which he finds himself. and {o the ways in which he can wse hlS
body. In our world, basic phy31cal 11m1tat10ns.

(i1) Limitations due to his psychological powers and states.
Thus he may be incapable of conceiving. any altemative ways of -
achieving the required end. Or he may have to postpone or forego
the pursuit of that end because he has other basic desires Wthh
are more urgent., : : :

(111) Limitations on his available courses of action which’
are due to the fact that there are other persons or based on his
interaction with those persons. In this plurality of cases, he
adjusts his modes of achieving certain ends to accommodate the
fact of other persons or their demands on hlm.

It is this third case that we shall consider in some detall,
for it is this that is central to the possibility or':-social
meaning. I shall now introduce a conceptual framework for under-
standing this third case, ‘le have supposed that each person -has
his own will which he is free to determine in various ways. Now '
it is a necessary condition for socirl meaning that most individuals
determine their will so as to conform to a unlversal rule in -that
particular group.

--I shall divide the ways in which this determination of the
person's will (so as to follow the universal rule) into: two ba81c
catogorles, which in turn sub=divides; - :

»(1)..Self-determlnatlon,-where-the individual's decision to
follow that universal rule is not based on the influence of other
persons,. -There are two cases here (a) the individual decides to
follow that rule because he establishes that the course prescribed
is wmorally right or good and (b) the person decides to follow the
rule because he has determined, without the influence of others,

. that this is the best and most avppropriate way of achieving the =
desired ends. a S ‘ o
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(ii) Other-determination where the individual decides to
follow the universal rule because he has been determined by the
activities of other persons. - I shall divide these into two groups,
:(a) positive other- determlnatlon and (b) negablve other—determlna-
tion., '

Case (1) is the moral determination of the will. Some
philosophers, like Kant, have argued that all moral decisions
involve the determination of .the will according to a universal
rule, Thus he says in the Critigque of Practical Reason: :"Practical
Principles are propositions which contain a general determination
of the will having under it several practical rules". . For Kant,
these universal rules are prescribed by reason and not by other
persons or external deslres. Hotwithstanding whether all moral
decisions involve .such universal rules, it is clear that moral
_decisions are likely to :be an important determinant in ch0031ng
to follow some unlversal ‘rules.

case (ii) in which the individual pursues the universal
rule hecause he has been detemined by other persons to pursue
that goal involves the: exercise of power, in its broadest social
sense, This importance of the concept of power has been stressed
by many; for example, Bertrand Russell in his book Power says:
"I shall be concerned to prove that the fundamental concept in
social science is power, in the same sense in which energy is the
fundamental concept of physics™. I shall define power thus:
"An actor A has power over B insofar as A can determine thé will
of B to carry out an action set down by .A -, provided that B
would not have performed that action at that time and place if-
A had not determined that he should", This characterization,
which applies to groups as well as individuals, is similar %o,
or encompasses features of, many definitions of power in the
literature. Power can be divided into many for:s, depending
on the means employed.or on the level of ‘personal interaction,
For my purposes here, 1 shall divide into persuasive power and
coercive power foms, corresponding to positive and negative
other~déetermination. Notice that not all exercises of power
over the individval are aimed 2t determining him to conform to
a prevalent universal rule - on the contrary the exercise of
bower may deteruine him to break such a:rule' = ege When a gangster
forces a bank clerk to hand over money. - R '

The individual can differentiate these cases of other-deter-
mination which require him to follow prevalent or newly determined
universal ‘rules and those which require him to pursue a different,
possibly ad-hoc course, I shall call the group which determine
what these rules are, and/or that they continue to apply, the
basic power groups of the society.  An individual may be a permanent
member of some basic power group and hence play a part in deter-
mining the universal rules and their perpetuation, or he. may be
wholly excluded from such groups or he may play some part 1n the
determination of some of the rules. .

Given this conceptual framework, can we say anything a priori
about which of the above conditions must hold if social meaning
is to be possible, that is to say, do we need all four modes of
the determination of the universal rule for there to be a social
meaning, or do we need only one of these? Various philosophers
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such as Rousseau and Hegel have argued that both morality and the
exercise of power are necessary, -But their argument is not at'the
- same level of generality as our own, in that they are talking about
-human beings with a particular history vwhereas I am considering

the case of persons in general.

Let us therefore con314er the three cases at our 1evel of
gererality., The first society would be one in which everyons
adheréd to a _set of communication rules and basic action rules: not
because they had been coerced or persuaded to do so but merely
because. they felt a mordl obligation to pursue those rules.,

This would be tantamount to a society of angels. Notice that each
individual could conceive of alternative courses of action but
would never pursue them, Conflicis. of interest irould either never
arise or- they would be automatlcally settled. Can we ruleé-out such
a case? : . -

: e need to develop it further - we nust explain the origin
of the rules which are here adhered to. If their origin is not

in 'society, then the case.collapses.as:a case of social meaning =
for we require some role for personal interaction. Perhaps then
they learn the rules from society and agree to:adhere to each and
every ‘one because they recognige its-moral worth., PFurtheér no one
‘ever proposes a rule which is not considered as morally right.
This case comes close to certain .philosophers conception of
utopia e.g. Hegel., What is crucial from our point of view is
whether they would feel duty bound to correct someone who had
‘departed from the path, not necessarily coerce him but persuade
him to change his mind. . Now it is clear that they must feel

duty bound to do this; otherwise the situation cannot be said

to be .a social meaning one . in which the' socidl neéaning rules are
sustained by the participation of others. But if we admit that
they .would feel ibound: to .correct such a person, then, irresypective
as to whether this possibility is ‘actualized, the universal rules
can still be said to be sustained by. the exercise of power = for
it is exercisable -in the: case. where the woral incentive breaks
down. - Tlius. either we must suppose that the members of the

society would not act to sustain the rules ~ in which case- the systen
is mnot a social meaning system . - or they would act to exert
influence on someone who broke the rules and this requires the
exerc1se of power.

The oecond case .is where we have only other-determlnatlon and
no. self-determination involved, Iveryone acts because he has
been either persuvaded or coerced by others. into following.the -
universal rule.. Bubt persuasion can only occur when there is an
" appeal to morality or when.there is an appeal:to his interests
whether these be immediate and practical or long~term and meta-
physical., Coercion, on- the other hand, presupposes the existence
of some agreeable state which he does not wish to forfeit e.g.
his life,or some disagreeable state which he does not desire, and
that the other person has the ability to revoke or invoke this
state. In both cases, it seéms that ve require either some form
of morality or a serics of states of affairs in which the person
has an-interest. . If the person were not moral or had no interests
at all which the other persons could affect, then it would be
impossible for them to exercise. power over him and to ensure that
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he- accords with the universal rules, In fact, it is a necessary
condition of social meaning that all persons have an interest or
a moral commitment to the perpetuation of communication and hence
-a commitment to.follow the rule of using the same symbols to con-
vey. the.same meaning conteint. Thus I wish to argue that it is

a necessiry condition for social meaning that there ‘be other-
- detemination by various persons in society and that there be
either some moral commitment to at least some of the universal
rules or some common self-interest factor which underlies their
perpetuation. :

If our account of the necessity for power relations in the
maintenance of the communication system is correct, then we would
expect that the set of symbols used in human linguistic communica-
tion varies more according to changes in power. and prestige in
society and is not entirely deterwmined in some innate fashion,
This “thesis is maintained by several linguists, including Dr.
Seuren in Oxford.

Finally is it a necessary condition for social meaning that
the society have a history? Let us suppose that there is a series
of individuals who are drawn from difTferent Bnglish speaking
socleties and placed together in a geographical group. ILs this
not a society which has a common language and which yet has no
history? The whole of this case rests on the force of the term
"society" here. I do not wish to define a society as a group
of individuals sharing the same system of communication, Let us
call any such group a "linguistic community". Now, it is clear
that we could never absolutely deternine the limits of such a
comnunity, by using the system of communication as the only
criterion. For it is always possible that in some other part of
the universe there exists persons who use an identical system of
8ymbolization and they would have to be included in the group.

Of course, we could determine that a scociety is all persons in a
particular spatial location who use the same system of communica-
tion, Such a definition would allow that the "society" could have

. no history ~ as in case above. But notice that even in this case

it is necessary that each person recognize that the communication
system they are employing has a common origin - otherwise they could
not be sure that they were employing symbols in the same way and

the society would reguire to develop a history to establish this.

Now, it is partly an arbitrary mutter as to what criteria
we use in determing what is or is not a society. The social
group suggested above does not seem to me to be adequate - for it
is possible for such a group to exist quite arbitrarily and for
very short periods of time. Thus the people taking a three hour
plane journey would form a society in that sense. The reason why
I reject the claim that a group of persons whose only mode of inter—
.action was communication is that such a group would be without
‘ciilture. ¥For culture reéduires badic'social actions in thie sense
prescribed above. A group of persons who merely communicated bub
did not interact in other ways would not have the common practices
which go to constitute a society, Nor could it be established
beyond doubt that they shared the same system of beliefs =~
metaphysical, moral, political or otherwise if they did not
carry out actions which other members of society would interpret
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as a consequence of being said to genuinely holid those beliefs.
What this sug-ests is that the meanings ascribed to social

action are interwoven with tlie conceptual framework of beliefs -
which persons in that society possess. 1 think we can define a
society as a group of persons who have a set of basic social
actions in common and who ascribe the same meaning to such social
actions., Vhat this set of social actions is is an empirical question -
which will be determined in part by the contingent characteristics
of the human being. What is not contingent, however, is that a
society so defined must have a history in which the social action
forms have evolved and gained their meaning.

A final word on anthropology and sociology. It is clear
that the study of the meaning of the action symbols is, on our
account, crucial. But what happens when an anthropologist cannot
~accept the reason provided by the persons in that society for
pursuing that particular act? There are two schools of thought
here -~

(l) the extreme structuralist who maintains that there is

a hidden meaning to these acts but who supposes that that
meaning must always be. found Ulthln the conceptual framework
ol the society involved.

(2) the extreme functionalist who maintains that these acts
have a latent function of which the people are not aware
and w ich may not even have a role in tieir system of con-
cepts,

Both views seem to me dognatic. It is possible that there are
comiron functions in human societies but that these functions are
achieved through complex series of symbolic actioms. In that case
the social scientist would need to Imow both the uvniversal func-
tions and the complex system of symbolism before he can give a full
explanation,

Andrew C. Theophanous

1, ThlS is a slightly revised version of a paper read at Rom
Harre g Tuesday seminar during Trinity Term 1972,
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LAYGUACE, ETHNICETY D POPULATION
1

It may seem difficult at first sight to understand
exactly the relationship beétween the three terms: 'language',
tethnicity', and 'population' in a conference of the African
Studies Association™ at which the focus is primarily on the
third., 'Je are, of course, used to some doubts about the precise
application of the first two in African circumstances. For_
example, as far as 'language' is concerned, even a simple list
(let alone a classification) of linguistic units leads to hoary
problems of 'language! versus 'dialect', 'cluster', 'family' and
the like, or to discussions of criteria of 'genetic' or 'typologi-
cal! or other sorts., With 'tribe! or tethpicity?!, discussion
turns on the overlap with 'vace', 'culture'!, or 'langusage!
itself (however ultimately delineated). We are less used to
doubts about the third term ~ ‘population'. As is common in
human studies, we confuse different ideas. Thus we imagine
that population is a reality, 'infrastructural! to the other two.
Population measures have all the earmarls of objectivity and, for
many, the reality of the term 'population' is itself an expression
of the various indices used by demographers: birth, -death, fertil-
ity, and nuptiality rates, and enumerations and samplings of
various kinds. ' '

Yet what is a population? What is, in each case, the unit
to which the demographic measures relate? In a study of the
Bakweri of Cameroon, some years ago, for exauple, a central
question began to emerge. Vere the Bakweri a declining popula-
tion? Now the Bakweri tend to thinlk that those of their
numnber who live in modern centres are not quite 'real! Bakweri,
The Bakweri picture of tlemselves made a clear distinction
between those inside their village fences (leading a 'Bakweri
way of life' as it were)_ and those outside them, The modern
centres (gar excellence outside the fence) were ethnically mixed,
cosmopolitan, un-Bakweri, There was a sense then in which if the
rural heartland was losing populstion the Bakweri were also
declining in toto.  The definition -of the target population
as rural, in an area notorious for a vast 'multitribal' migra-
tion to an adjacent plantation industry, moved the question of
Balcweri 'decline! out of the realm of demography into that of
ideas., For the rural population was not, as it stood, a self-
perpetuating populations Demographically it was marked by
‘distorted’ age-structuges and sex ratios - and probably
fertility patterns too. '

_ This did not prevent us from usefully wearing out a
demographic armoury on the mensurational aspects of tlie prob~-
lem, and learning a great deal,of value thereby. The most:
valuable lesson was that in the discussion of the dynamics of

a population, your unit-'the population' ~ is not merely subject
to a statistical determination on the part of the observer, it
is dependent on the subjective definition of that population by
the human beings concerned, Over time, therefore, population
series are continually affected by changing definitions on the




part of both the measvrers and the measured,  This.factor

has received less gencral emphasis than it Qeserves,ln part because
of the dogmatic, even ideological, definitions of populations that
accompanied the development of the nineteenth and twentieth
century nation states.

SIT

In Africa, the assumption that ethnicities were entities
of the type that would yield-a 'population!, has always been
t00 easily made, ih both lingistic and biologlcal studies, For
that reason the figures for 'tribal! membership and for language-
- speakers are really even more difficult to evaluate than we
usually suspect them to be. Tle .extreme H.'i. corner of the
Bantu-speaking area’' (I adhere.for the present to the boundary
according to Guthrie 1948) illustrates this problem with
remarkable. clarity. Ve are presented with some two dozen entities,
usually called 'tribes', but which also form the- elements of the
linguistic classification of the ared, These entities are marked
by very small individual populations - from 300 or less to about
30,000, with 6,000 or so being the mode, They are surrounded
by 'groups' of quite another scale - @fik, Ekoi, Bamileke, and
so on., What are we to make of discrepancies of this sort? e
are in a difficult area of analysis, which belongs fto a field of
wider interest than our more limited regional concerns. The
- classification of human groups will exhibit features common to the
classifying of all phenomena. Some part of the question of the
particular scale of the N.W. Bantu ethnlcltles'liés in the criteria
of the Bantu classification itself - determined, 1f you like, in
armchalrs in uurope. '

First, then, the scholars. It is easy to start with the
recognition that the tribal and linhguistic classifications
were not independently arrived at. ILven so, in vhat sense is
it true that the speakers of Nigerian 'Bkoid! 1anguages are more
linguistically homogeneous than the Vest Cameroon group of
Bantu speakers? Ue may answer this in different ways, but we
should note that any scholarly or 801ent1f1c class1flcat10n
occupies a specific takonomic space, - Its confines- are to some
extent . coercive and they must be taken into account when problems
of relatlonshlp within the space are belng examlned.

The conventlonal units which malke 'up the taxonomy of the
Bantu languages are defined, on the face of it, by fairly clearly
determinable criteria (e.g. Guthrie 1948), The N.7. Bantu
entities belong, of course, to this taxonomy. If these criteria
are strictly applied we S:Bll not be surprised that the taxonomic
space of the Bantu classification does not correspond with that
independently set up for the . African lannuages,_51nce the
latter notoriously depends on a much less rigorous set (even a
mixture) of criteria, and belongs on a different plaie of
analysis from that which is fea51b1e in Bantu studies
(Ardener 1971: 218—19)
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Secondly, the 'people!. e have to consider here the nature
of gelf-classification or self-identification., For the 'people!
themselves play the part of theoreticians. in this field, Herc
we touch on the close match of the classifying process with the
workings of language itself. It has frequently been noted that
the Bantu languages have 'overdetermined', as it were precisely
along the -axis of classification. The smallest differemtiation
of humanity can immediately be linguistically labelled, with a ba-
form, homologous with that used for the largest ethuic entltles.
The Bantu taxonomy is contlnuouuly self-amendlng. :

In the interaction between 1nsider and.outsider, the Bantu-
izing tendency has aided the differentiation and discrimination
of units. The multiplication of 'separate'! Bantu languages was
even an overt aim of nineteenth century scholars. For the H.U.
Bantu area, it is a fact that many of the divisions now in exist-
ence lean on classifications in which the scholar-turned-
administrator or the administrator-turned-scholar (German,
British and ﬁrench) played a not insignificant part. There was
a feedback to the people, so easily achieved from 1nterpreters
and others, to confuse the matter further. After -all, one of the
more inaccessible 'populations! of the zone is quite content to
be called, and to call itself, 'Ngolo-Batanga', a hyphenated
form vhich owes its existejce to classifying for the convenience
of scholars and foreigners” - thus joining the select but expanding
company in which are found 'Anglo-Saxon', 'Serbo-Croat! and some
others. . ' '

The Bantuizing tendency itself belonss to that well-
documented domain of structure in which language and reality
are intermingled. It is also something of a special case of the
more complex phenomenon of 'taxonomic scale's This is under-
lined when we consider the neighbouring BEkoi case, The inter-
vention of British~style, ethnically minded, Native Administra-
tions had given by the 'thirties of this century a local reality
to general classifications whose autochthonous basis was originally
limited and contradictory. The search for one Ekoi ethnicity,
ratier than a series of ethnicities, must be brought into rela-
tion with the particular scale of the main elements of the southern
Nigerian ethnic space. Dominated as it.was by ihe- entities labelled
Yoruba, Edo, Ibo and Ibibio, it became virtually determined that

'Bkoi! would be set up homologuously with these - despite’ the

possibility of establlshlng several Ekoi 'tribes' (Talbot 1926
Crabb 1565). .

The effect of two essentially different taxonomic spaces
in this zone upon tribal divisions can be seen in the usage of
the Gernman and British adnministrations, The foruwer, 'Bantuizing!
in tendency, used three 'ethnic'! names to divide up the relatively
small BEkoi-speaking area which overlapped into its territory.
On the other hand, when Vest Cameroon came under British admin-
istrators, some of the latter (e.g. Talbot), being more at home
on the Nigerian scale, classified the whole 'Bantu' group to-
gether, for population purposes, This did not become general,
but the ethnic 'diversity'! of the area always remained a source
of clagsifying malaise to them.
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In the colonial period, then, the scale of the units in
the nrevailing ethnic taxonomies was far from unifomm. The
accepted scale was, in a sense, -a result of arbitration between
the foreigners and. the politically importont groups. The
Yoruba and Bini kingdoms set the scale for Southern Nigeria, ,
but this wag itself set in some ways by the imperial secale of the
Fulani-conquered north. It should not be forgotten that the
still unsuccessful search for Bkoi unity was preceded by the Ibo’
cage, the successful outcome ol whose progress. from label to '
population was not self-evident. It is by continuous series of
such contrasts and oppositions (to which, I repeat, both foreigners
and Africans contributed) that many (and in principle all)
populations have defined themselves. .

-Much of the discomfort of Jest Cameroonians in the
Federation of lligeria derived from the discrepancy between
their 'Bantuizing! taxonomic scale and that of the Federation
as a whole, This led to the paradox, noted at the time, of the
growth of a new 'Kamerun' ethnicity of Nigerian scale, covering
this 'artificial'! political unit - which actually, despite its
intemal diversity, was, while. the taxonomic constraints existed,
one of the most homogenesous-looking of the units of the Federation,
The Bantuizing scale of the new Cameroon state clearly suits
Test Cameroon. better at present. The Vest Cameroon area never-
theless still preserves elements of the newer and broader
Tethnicity' generated by the Nigerian phase of their experience
(Ardener 1967: 293-99). .

The position of minority-peoplus in a zZone of 'large
populations® is thus more complicated than it seems. I wish
to bring out of the discussion =m0 far these points, as they
relate to the African situatiomn. I }hink they have more general
validity. - :

(1) The ethnic classification is a reflex of self-
identification,

(2) oOnomastic (or naming) propensities are closely
involved in this, and thus have more than a purely
linguistic intercst.

(3) Identification by others is an important feature in
the establishment of self-identification.,

(4) The taxonomic space in which self-identification occurs
is of over-riding importance. U

(5) The effect of fereign classification, 'scientific!
. and lay, is far from neutral in the establishuent of
such a space, . ,
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IIT

“'Dpibes are not permeneant crystalline structures;’ belon{g‘lnfr
to one "stage" of historical-or social develo ment ... the
process of self—cla351flcatlon never ceases',

There is a “true sense in which the human populations ascribed
to some of these entities do not therefore represent demo-
graphic units Wlth purely de.ograohlc pascs oy fuiures.

Talze an entity such as the Kole, one of the 1abelled units
on the border of the Bantu and #fik linguistic domains, This
was agcribed a populatien in 1953 of hundreds, The Kole, or
some of t:em, speak a dialect of Duala, and are traditiomally
offshoots of the latter people, who live sowe 100 miles down the
coast. Something corresponding to tlhe Kole entity has been
attested for a hundred and thirty years, and on soue interpreta—
tions of the evidence it could be two hundred, even three
hundred yesars old.> This small population always séeris to be on
the brink of extinction. ‘hat is meant by the dewographic
continuity of populations of tuis sort? Do we assue they are
all the rump remnants of larger groups in-the past? For various
reasons, the evidence for ethno~linguistic continuity on this
coast tends to suggest the opposite - that we are dealing with
populations bumping along in exiguous numbers over fifty or a -
undred or even several hundred years. /ith populaulons of
millions, extrapolations back and forward in time using demo-
graphic indices iay not generate truth, vut they contain plaus-
ibilitye. -7ith small hunting and gathering bands an ecolosical
balance is-at least a hypothesis ‘(although Douglas, 1666, has
called it into- questlon{ Phe populations of the type to which -
I refer are not at this elementary technological level. In the
Kole case, it may well be that the whole dynamic of the "
'populgmlon' is llngULSth or s001ollngu1stlc. B

Thé Kole envirommental interest is & border interest —
between the Efik and Duala trading zones. The 'Kole! coast ’
'7probubly always ‘had a mixed populé tion. Kole mnay haVe always used
“atrading dlalect, whose structure umay reflect several nelghbourlng
Bantu languages. Kole as 1dent1f1ab1e Deople under' that label

igrére probably those members ‘of the Coumercial: . roup who malnualned

‘gome ‘connexions with the Duala and perhaps Wlth the 1nterven1ng
Isubie ' The category Kole may’have been filled according to -
different criteria at different times. Perhaps sometimes, the
Xole were mostly Bfik, - Perhaps sometimes the Kole speech was
learnt by all in. the mgne. Pernaps sometimes it was spoken by
nobody of social importance. In all these coastal areas the
expansion and contraction of slave or client couwmunities, and
their relatlonshln to their masters and hosts, must also be born
in mind, -In a case like this the dynamics of a populdtlon'
with a certain label over the centuries are not the dynamics of
cohorts, ond of fertility or mortality rates. They are thé™’
dynamics of an economlc, social, and llnﬂulsuwc 51tugtlon. ’

Who, or what, however, determlnes uhe preservation of the
classification ‘itself? e can easily hypothesize a situvation
in which evervone can point to a Kole, but no one calls himself °




130

Kole. Labels of this sort are fixed to what may be termed
'hollow categories'. In the actual case, the Efik no doubt
maintained the category of 'border coastal Bantu people' without
much concern for the exact constituents of the category. The
Bantuuspeaklng Duala, Isubu, and others might equally malncaln
the category of 'those like us, nearest the Efik.' I suspect
that the Kole were in part a hollow category, like this. = They
were fixed as an 'ethnic group' in the British administrative
system. No wonder many were puzzled by the tiny number of
'linguistic' Kole among a welter of Efik and other migrants.
No wonder too that linguistic Kole itself was so hard to pin
down, a language of aberrant idiolects. Perhaps it had never
been any different? S

In order to summarize the population characteristics of‘
a hollow category we may express . the matter so: since .the
category is filled according to non-demographic criteria the
population's survival or extinction, growth or decline, age-
structure or fertility, are not determined in demographic space.

A close corgener of the hollow category is the entity maintained
by continuous replenishment from a home area. Thus the ethnic map
of Cameroon contains stable, growing or declining concentrations of
Ibo, Bamileke, Hausa (and the like) which are demographically not
necessarily.self-perpetuating.‘ This type of unit is familiar now
in Africa, as well as in most of the urbanized world. Such concentrations
were, however, also known in the past. Nomadic groups such as the
Fulani, or economlcally—deflned groups such as the Aro among the
Ibo, and others elsewhere shared some of the features of such
continuously concentrated but demographically unstable groups.

Their close connexion with hollow categories lies in their
tendency to become hollow. Thus the supposed Bali settlers on the .
Cameroon Plateau are now, in their main settlement, an entity which
under close examination turns out to look like a representatlve sample
of all of their neighbours, Their present dominant language is a
kind of average Cameroon Bantoid. In Northern Cameroon the category
'Fulbe' has become 'hollow' in this way. In various places and times
the categories 'Norman','Pict', 'Jew', 'Gypsy‘', 'Irishman', and many
others may have become, or be becoming hollow - a mere smile surviving
from the vanished Cheshire cat. Thus not only can a hollow category
become a 'population', a 'population' can become a hollow category.
Indeed, this process need never stop: the category may becoite a.
populatlon again. Certain pecullar features in the supposed ,
continuity of certain ethnic, even 'natlonal', groups. may we11 be
elucidated in this way. .

It is essentlal to make this effort to separate the concept
of 'population' from those of language and ethnicity. In the
past the separation has been urged in blologlcal terms. . A
biological population, it has been pointed out, may not ceincide
in its history with the affiliations of its language or of its
culture. I am not repeating this truth, or truism. = For
we are not able to be so confident about. the concept of a bio-
logical population. = We are concerned with-continuities whose
processes are only in part biological. Fulbe, Jews and (as we
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know) Britons are created by definition as much as by procreation.
le are dealing with 'structures'! of a clearly recognized type
whose transformations may be documented in Su&tlel”S, butv whose
dynamics lie outside the field of statistical extrapolation,

I have made this assertion of principle without the iuportant
modifications and qualifications in order to highlight its
importance in African studies. ‘Je may, in the ‘est or in the
global context, avert our eyes from these contradictiouns. Our
largest wnits of human classification have reached such a

scale that population dynamics now Torm the tail that violently
wags the human dog. This is not so even with smaller Western
units or subunits. It wds rarely so with African ethnieities.

v

I

I have kept these remarls brief. I have not alluded more
than sketchily 1o the topographical, ecological, econonic and
political elements which enter into 1de1t1flcut10n and self-
identification. Ultimately, among the tl:xdngs that society 'is!
or 'is like!, it 'is! or 'is like' identification. The entities
set up may be based upon divisions in empirical rcality, or may
‘be set up on reality by the structuring processes of the human
mind in society. In such statements 'reality' is, however,
frequently only a compendium of 'positivistic'! measures and
approximations. ‘e experience the structures themselves as
reality: they generate events, not merely our experience of events.
Anthropologists would argue I think that this process is analogous
to languageg But all agree that language acquires a position of
critical emp rlcal importance in its study.

sy oulssvaning longpinag, uthed Hon & pracn o (anquage.

For population studies, the most impressive advances have
occurred in the study of entities. of a macrodemographic scale to
whaich statistical and mensurational indices are central. Never=-
theless, changeg in these indices come bacl: to the differentiation
of entities ('minorities?, 'classes', 'sects', Ydeologies!')
within the mass population which redefine, or restructure popula-
.tion 'pehaviour! and thus, the population, This differentiating
process is of exactly the kind which in our more parochial field
of” 1nterestAls"a33001ated with the waxing and waning of

‘ethnicities' and the like. I have used only two or three
elementary formulations ( the taxonomic space' 'taxononic
scale' and 'hollow category! ), but the basic approach is a
small part of recent moveuents which restore scientific validity
to the wentalistic framework within which human societies shape
and create events. Thereby, population studies thenselves may
be given- back some of the 1nuu1t1ve life and colour that their
subject matter deserves. - ... _

Edwin Ardener
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Notes

This was the introductor:  paper to the Session on 'Language,
Bthnicity and Population' (Co~Chairman Dr. D, Dalby) at the
Birmingham Counfereace on ‘The Population Factor in African
Studies' of the African Studies Association, 1litlh ~ 14th
September, 1972.

See Ardener 1962, 1972a.

To distinguish them from the distant Batanga of tle South
Cameroon coast,

Ardener, 1967: 298,

Under the name of 'Romby' - Ardener 1968, 1972b.
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T - EXPRESSING THE INEXPRESSIBLE:
DON JUAN AND THE LIMITS QF FOWMAL ANALYSIS

'11; i3 no good asklng Wh&'t this mystery 1s a.part from thes

endeayour:.itself',
(I. A, Rlchards)

I

The ethnography I am going to dlscuss, Carlos Castaneda's
A Separate Reality (1971), is the record of a confrontation between
two:-very different ways of approaching the world. Don Juan, a
Yaqui Indian from north western Mexico, is familiar with a
Tworld view'! which appears unintelligible to us westerners,
Castaneda, .a young anthropologist from the University of ‘
California, found himself in the following sort of situation, '’
Under don Juan's guidance and under the influence of a drug ‘called
Ythe little smoke', he feels that-he has changed into a crow; hé
even flies. . Dlscu081ng this experience later, Castaneda asks,
'Did I really become a crow? I mean would anyone seeing me have
thought 1 was an ordinary crow'? Don Juan replies, 'Wo. You .
can't think that way when dealing with the power of allies,
Such questions make no sense, and yet to become a crow is the
31mplest of all matters.' (1969: 183) -

ThlS is- startllng enough, but the p0531b111ty of anthropology
becomes even more problematic when we turn to the central activity
of 'seeing's Don Juan distinguishes 'seeing' from 'looking’ (1971
16) Yhen we 'look' at the world we perceive and conceptualise
what might be called the everyday world, but when we 'see!' the
world we notice a-very different type of reality. Though the '
practitioner uses drugs he does not 'see' hallucinations. Instead,
he 'sees' real things: "Men look different when you 'see'. The
little smoke will help you to 'see' men as fibers-of light ...
Pibers, like white cobwebs, . Very‘flne threads that circulate
from the head:to the navel.Thys g man: looks llke an egg of circul-
ating fibers. 'And his arms and legs are 1ike lumlnous brlstles,
bursting out in all directiens' (33). .- o

- Apart from describing 'seeing' in tériis of what is ‘'seen',
don Juan elaborates the distinction by opposing 'thinking' and
tunderstanding' on tlie one hand, -and 'kmowing' on the other. Just
as-he uses the word 'looking' in a way with which we westerners are
familiar, so does he use the notions 'thinking' and 'understanding .
But 'knowing' functions analagously with .'seeing'; one can only 'know'
when one' is 'seeing'. 'Seeing' cannot be 'understood! (see p. 102,
107, 114, 313). Consequently, when don Juan spots Cagtaneda
cogitating upon the nature of 'seeing' he “stises him: "You're
thinking ... what 'seeing' would be like. You wanted me to
describe it to you so you could begin to think about it, the way
you do with everything else. In the case of 'seeing', however,
thinking is not the issue at all so I cannot tell you what it 1s
like to 'see", :

Anthropology, then, comes face to-face with an inexpressible
ethnographic 'fact'. And it cannot be ignored, for a great many
of don Juan's activities revolve around 'seeing'., Vhat are we to
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make of such a phenomenon? I want to argue that Castaneda's

work presenis anthropology as it is currently copcelved with a
fundamental challenge. Put very bluntly, is our 'anthropologlcal
semantic'! .up to the task of examining modes of constructing the
world which taboo our proceedlng as we are usually accustomed to -
do? » .

The best way to approach this issue is to regard anthropology
as an tadditive' discipline. Butler's dictum = 'Gverything is what
it is and not another thing' - will hardly do as it stands, for
it is impossible to make a clear distinction between what some-
thing is and how that sape thing is to be ‘identified and inter-
preted. Since interpretation has to: be in terms of whatever schema
is brought to bear on the subject matter under consideration, we
cannot escape the fact that the universe is-a relational &ffair;
things ave only things relative to other things. Thus all identi-
fication and 1nterpretatlon necgessarily involves an. additive pro-
cedure, It is only when we can.locate something within a general’
framework of ideas that we can say it is one thing and not another.
The anthropologlst does not trip over ‘brute realltles'

So we are 1nev1tably led to the central questlon of out
d1s01p11ne what is the nature of the: 'something! which we: bring
to bear on our subject matter? Developing a series of distinctions
made by Ferré (1970), we can say that a system of 'mystical!
beliefs can be approached in four ways: (a) strongly theory-
dependent interpretation, when sociological or psychological theoxy
is applied to say, for instance, that god is society or that ritual
symbollses the social order, (bs weakly theory-dependent ‘tut eth-
nocentric interpretation when the aim is to criticisé the beliefs
by comparing them against the criteria governing science or coumon
sense (this is how logical positivists or intellectualists approach
religious beliefs), (c) the save, when the intention is not so
much criticism.as it is reinterpretation (Bralthwalte, liacKinnon,
Bultmann and to a lesser extent Leach all reinterpretes religious
discourse to emphasis what this discourse has in common with more
general modes of thought), and (d) fideistic interpretations of
such a kind that will 'preserve a faithful understandlng of 1ts
own mysterious topic' (Ramsey 1964: 44).

. Thus the anthropologist has four options; he can add four
scheme compr1s1ng scientific theories, the model of scientific
dlscourse, ‘the model of more famlllar ways of facing $he woérld,
and a model which. is somehow part and parcel.of the reality under
consideration. In its purest form the last solution is probably
the. most difficult to use {it is all too easy to say that language
games are not dlstlnct entltles, etc), tut all the other options
are demonstrably wrong if the goal is the exege51s or. recreatlon
of semantlc systems. :

Applying this- to don Juan, we can easmly say how we should
not proceed. if we want to. understand his systems Take Leach, who
together with the othor_'symbollsts (Beattle, Firth, Douglas)
sometimes appears to confuse what ritual and nyth mean for the
participant with what might be called sociological meaning (1964: 14).
Uhatever the case, it does not really further our understanding of
don Juan's universe to be told, for instance; that the ambipuous
nature of 'see:.nb reflects the dispossessed nature of the people
who hold this belief. No doubt this might be an interesting
observation, but it presupposes an understanding of ‘'seeing?,
and is not really talking about participant meaning.

< home
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Even worse, take Spiro., As befits one who finds problems
of meaning to be 'intellectually trivial' (1967:5), he attempts to
refute the symbolists by employing a crude 'at face value' thesis.
Referring to the Trobriand Islanders conception bellefs, he observes
that 'in the absence of any evidence which indicates the contrary,
it is gratuitious to assume that this cultural .belief does not mean
what it says so it would seem not unreasonable to dssume that it
enunciates a theory of'aonuaﬂfjuﬁ (1968 255) Bharatl, who cites
Spiro in this context, takes crude scientific ethnocentricism (our
second type) so seriously as to claim 'we might be bett:r off if
we jettisoned symbol talk altogether in the investigation of religions
that do not use 'symbol' emically - which means all religions
except salon Judaeo~Christianity' (1971: 262) 'So much for Nuer
Religion, and so much for don Juan, unless we are to assume that he
understands everything that he says in a llteral and explanatory
fashion, :

These mistakes are typical of those who do not pay enough
attention to conceptual matters. sven Godfrey Lienhardt, infinitely
more subtle and fideistic than any of the anthropologists we have’
nentioned; runs into difficulties. Iie argues that our distinction
between metaphorical and literal discourse cannot adequately be _
applied to characterise such Dinka assertions as 'Some men are lions'
(1954:98, 9S). So he applies the notion of analogy to describe
this belief (106) ‘Je need only ask, in what sense is the notion
‘analogy' somehow immune from the criticism's directed against
'metaphor'?

Let me now try to state what I take to be the best general way

of interpreting don Juams- semantic universe. For various reasons,

it seems to me that strong fideism is ill suited for the anthropolo-
gist. Ve have &= duty to mediate between different ways of 1nterpret1ng
the world. 'le have an equally strong duty to grasp and recreate
alien modes of expression. TFor the second reason we have to be
fideistic. TI'or the first, we have to be prepared to introduce .
distinctions and characterlsatlons which the participants might not
themselves use., Strong fideism, wi:dich does not allow this type of.
addition, is ruled out because what we want to understand has to

be what we can understand, This, of course, is not to deny that we
should make an effort to widen our frontiers of understanding tQ
meet the- aliend Indeed, it .is precisely this operatlon vhich gives
the type of anthropology of Whlch I am spea“lng its great value.

Granted all this, where should we find our bas1s for inter-
pretation? A basis which is faithful to the alien, and yet which .
is also intelligible to us. One of don Juan's crucial dicta, let
us recall, is that reasoning cannot be applied to 'seeing'. Here
we have a characteristic clash of language games. 1 say
'characteristic' because exactly the same clash frequently occurs
vithin our own culture. Think of Blake's disparaging remark: 'I
have always found that Angels have the vaunity to speak of themselves
as the only wise. This they do with a confident insolence sprouting
from systematic reasoning'. Or think of Huxley's remark, ‘we must
preserve, and if necessary, intensify our ability to look at the
world directly and not through that half-opaque medium of concepts,
which distorts every given fact into the all too familiar likeness
of some generic label or explanatory abstraction! (1954 59) Or
think of Goethe's characterisation of the intellectual as the man
who feels that 'what we perceive by eye is foreign to us as such



and need not impress us deeply's But most of all, notice the.
Christian tradition. It is true that we do nob find :the same
reliance on the indirect language of sight, and so are not rew o
minded of dom Juan in exactly the same way, but the clash is still
with us. Christians have to speak and reason, yet a, if not the
crucial dogma of their faith is that the nature of God cainot be’
expressed in thought. The controversy between those who follow
the respective logics of analogy, obedlence and encounter (see
Perré), who follow reason, faith and experience, repllcates in
broad outline aspects of the confrontation between . -don Juan and
Castaneda..

Surely, we can conclude, here is an adequate ba31s for ouxr
interpretation. Philosophcrs of religion, often draW1ng on linguistic
philosophy for their analytlcal tools, theologians, who help us by
emphasising the necessary fi‘dei tic stance, and poets or thinkers
ranging from Blake to Huxley =nd I, A. Richards, have all developed
procedures, distinctions and insights which we can appeal to. How
have Christians and poets expressed the 1nexpre331b1e° How have
theologlans/phllosophers of religion and 11terary critics given
accounts of this phenomena? If we are to bezin to know what to add
to the other worlds of visionaries, mystlcs, religious communities
and magical practitioners in other cultures, it is at this home-
based translation-point that ve must begin, Unless we can open our
eyes within our own cultures, we cannot properly broaden our more
strictly anthropoloulcal horlzons.

Before trying to give these rather outspoken remarks some
substance by referrins back to don Juan and Castaneda, I should like
to make one thing clear. Certain anturopolog;sts, ore suspects,
might not feel inclimed to engage in full scale conceptual analysis.
They iwould probably admit . to worrying about defining 'religion' or
‘culture', but would appear ‘to feel that examining how we clas51fy
our dlscourse (1iteral, factual, cognitive, informative, enpirically
true assertlons/flctltlous assertlons/synbollc, expressive, medita~
tive, imaginative assertions and hybrid forms such as quasi-factual
utterances, performative discourse etc), and how we use certain
words (belief, relig1Ous experience, truth etc), is irrelevant to
the task of anthropolomy. They seem to imply - they ignore these
topics = that fieldworlk automatically makes the 'armchair'! diffi-
culties raised by such notions as 'metaphor', or 'law' irrelevant.
Leaving aside the curious concern of such anthropologists with
definitional problems (due, no doubt, to their scientism), we have
only to recall that there are two 31des to the coin of interpre-
tation., Fieldwork should be done in the alien context and in the
home environment; the armchalr is a red herring.

But there is nore £0 it than this. Having displaced the arm-
chair from its original metaphorical home, we can now reinstate it
in a different context. For the anthropologist interested in meaning
much work can be done without immediate participation. Analagously,
it makeg little sense to apply the fleldwork/armchalr distinction
to those who have tried to interpret the Bible or the Sacred Books
of the Bast, So although I have no first hand knowledge of lexico,
in what follows I shall be trying to demonstrate that much can be
achiéved by sitting down and thinking about how Castaneda, don Juan
and others use their words.
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Don"Juan belongs to a comanlty of llLe mlnded practl%fbners'
He converses intelligibly with don Genaro in such a way that we
have to suppose that they both 'know! about 'seceing' and can some-
how follow what we might call the Ygrammar' of this activity. But
how can this be the case?

Then don Juan comes to talk about the 'guardian' (an entity
which belongs to the realm of 'seeing' ), he'is lead into contradic~
tions: 'It had to be there and it had, at the same tlme, to be
nothing'., The conversation continues,

C.C. 'How could that be, don Juan? Yhat you say is abéurd.’
D.J., 'It is. But that is 'seeing'. There is really no way
to talk about it. 'Seeing', as I said before, is learned by 'seeing'!'

(1971:207).

Don Juan cannot talk about 'seeing' for at least two reasons.
Pirst, he believes that 'The world is such-and=such or so-and-so
only because we tell ourselves that that is the way it is. If we
stop telling ourselves that the world is so-and-so, the world will
stop being so-and-so'! (264) Since 'seelng’ is concerned with the
'sheer mystery' (ibid) of the world, the practitioner must stop
maintaining his everyday world by ceaging to think and talk.
Secondly, an essential incredient of 'seeing'! is ‘that the practitioner
comes to realise it by himself, The 'warrior' or ‘man of knowledge'
is a ren who applies 'will', ‘

Granted that 'seeing' has to be learnt by 'seeing!, how can’’
don Juan's tradition maintain itself? lhere is the social aspect
of 'seeing', the aspect which allows one practitioner to agree '
with another on the grammar of the activity? Or ave we to say
that the social collapses into a series of private experiences?

The best way to answer this question is by describing how don
Juan attempts to teach Castaneda to 'see', His basic technique is,
to destroy Castaneda's faith in the everyday world of things by
introducing states of consciousness which render normal interpreta-
tion inapplicable. <Castaneda has to take those drugs vhich are
regarded as vital prerequisites for 'seeing'e. And don Juan places
him in ambiguous situations designed to create a feeling of other-
ness over and against theevérfwy'world of understanding. TFor
instance, as the two were driving through Mexico during the night,
they noticed headlights following them down the lonely road. Don
Juan interprets this by saying, 'Those are the lights on the head
of death' (64) Castaneda experiences a thrill of the non-ﬁatural,
turns round, but the lights have disappeared.

Having established these states of altered consciousness, don
Juan directs: Castaneda to certain patterns and interpretations. On
one occasion Castaneda percelves don Juan's face as 'an incredibly
fast flickering of something' (192). iiven though Castaneda does not
speak, don.Juan appears to be aware of what is happeninz because ‘he
tells his apprentice to look away. ©Some hours after the experience,
and after Castaneda has given his account, don Juan dismisses 1it:
'Big deall! ... You say a glow, big deal! (194)

Teaching, then, involvés verbal instruction, interpretation,
and the implicit assumption that don Juan 'knows' a great deal about
what is going on &n Castaneda's mind. Irom our point of view, things
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are getting even more mysterious: the teaching of 'seeing' appears
to involve the idea that the teacher can 'see'into the mind of
his pupil (see esp. 204)

But let us stay with the rple of words and thought. Although
the ‘Tollowing dialogue involves a ratber odd guide (a. 1lzard), it
accurately summerizes the role of verbal instruction in the teaching
process:

D.J. 'If the lizard had died while she was on your shoulder,
after you had begun the sorcery, you would have had to go ahead with -
it, and that would truely have been madness.!

C.C. 'Why would it have becen madness?' .
' tBecauge under such conditions nothing makes sense.

You are alone without a guide, seeing terrifying, ronsensical thlngs'
© Yhat do you mean by nonsensical things?!

'Things we see by ourselves. Things we see when we have‘
no direction' (1969:165). .

Yithout a gulde to prepare Castaneda for his experiences,
direct him through them and discuss them afterwards, the experiences
remain of no value. Instead of fillin. in the nature of non~ord1nary
reallty they merely jar the everyday world. In -short, don Juan
1nterprets and directs the experiences in terms -of the criteria of
a cultural tradxtlon. -

This said, the fact remains that the cultural body of beliefs
are of a very curious variety. 'Je can take for our example a notion
which operates within the same grammar of things as 'seeing'.

'7ill', says don Juan, cannot be talked about. DBut he then goes.

on to speak of it: 'There is no real way of telling how one uses
it, excebt that the results of using the will areastounding’ (1971:
178). Ve should remember that Wittgenstein's principle - 'the -
meaning of a word is its use in the language' - must involve a social
context,. (*forms of life'), Thus the meaning of 'will' cannot be
fully understood except by seeing - what is involved in the activity

of 'willing'. Don Juan can speak of this. He can say what 'will!
can do, which allows him to compare the notion with what such things
as courage can do: unlike courage, ‘will' 'has to do.with astonishing
feats that defy our common sense! (ibid), : '

Besides giving us some -idea of what 'will' is not and what
'will' can do, don Juan can also describe what we might call the
tanatomy' of the activity. The 'will' ‘shoots out, like an arrow!
from the abdominal area where the *luminous flbers' are dlso
attached (179).

/e have already seen that don Juan can describe many aspects
of non-ordinary reality, ranging from the 'fibers of light'! to the
'guardian' which can be 'an awesome beast as high as the sky'(l47)r
Then ve add the other things which don Juan can talk about; what

he activities of 'willing' and 'seeing' are not, and what they
entail, we realise the exient to which these activities are cul-
turally defined and expressible. . So are we to conclude that don
Juan is breaiiing with hlS 'seelng is 1ncompﬁt1ble with talklng
thesisa o e

I think not. First, don Juan says, ‘unless you understand
the Ways of a man who knows, it is impossible to tallz about ...
seeing? (20). The implication here is that once one has 'seen!
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one can talk about certain aspects of the activity. The incompata-
bility thesis 'is, however, retained: just as we cannot say what

love or beauty are in theumselves, so don Juan cannot talk about
'seeing' in itself. In these three cases the activities can only
be described by appealing to accounts of external evehts and things.
They cannot be got at in any directly internal way, except, of
course, in the form of 'incommunicable expcrience., Furthermore,

don Juan does not claim to be able to say very much about the
essentially incomprelhensible entities called 'Mescalito' and 'the
allies' (114), But what of his talk about the 'external' events
and states of affairs? The forms of life specifying the activities -
of 'geeing' and 'willing' are not 'external' or social in any normal .
sense, Mescalito might be 'seen! by several practitioners at the
same mpoment of time, but the entity 'speaks' to people privately.
The environmental changes which occur when one 'sees' are not

- publicly © observable in the same way as the physical objects of
everyday reéality. Thus don Juan's talk about the nature of such
phenomena is strongly qualified by the grammar of 'seeing'. The
‘publishers of the paper=back edition of A Separate Reality fall
into the trap of over~literalism: the cover shows things which can
only be 'seen'..

But ‘even if we say that these 'external' phenomena are spoken
of in some sort of indirect or 'metaphorical'! language, the fact
remains that don Juan is talking about 'seeing'. It appears that
if don Juan is not to be accused of being contradictory we must
somehow reformulate his apparently literal use of words like
'thlnhlng o Since we do not understand 'seeing' this is an impossible
task: unless we ,can oppose 'thlnklng' to some known factor, the term
cannot be interpreted. All we can say is this: the distinction
would appear to functlon polemically and heuristically. Castaneda
has to be told to stop thinking for the same reasons that we might
tell somebne who is entering a concert with an intellectual problem
on his mind that he must relax if he is to enjoy the music. And
from the heuristic point of view don Juan has to be able to organise
Castaneda's experiences. Another consideration is that if 'seeing!
involves a totallj alien mental wogld we are left with the following
sorts of probleus' psychologlcally spealing, is it likely that don
Juan can stop’ thinking to quite the degree claimed?; what of the
fact that when he is 'seeing' he continues to use words and engage
in interpretation?; if we say that .don Juan 'sees! without thinlking
and then returns from this state to report on some sort of ‘memory’
basis, what exactly is he remembering?; what sort of image is it
which can afterwards give him the idea of ‘white fiber'?; and even
if we allow, that it might somehow be possible to remember and econ=~
ceptualise experiences which one did not think about at the time,
how can a System. of beliefs be established on the ba81s of a series
of curlous memory traces?

As I have said, without knowing what 'seeing' is about, these
questlons cannot be answered. But by applying our common<sense
criteria of how a cultural tradition must work we can conclude that
since 'seeing' is taught as a cultural event, the activity must be-
guided by a set of bellefs and ideas, . This is born out by several
remarlss of don Juan's. Talking of ‘controlled folly! (another
activity of ‘the 'seeing' type), he weets Castaneda's lack of under-
standing by saying, 'You don't understand me now because of your
habit of thinking as you look and thinking as you think! (106).

In other words, once you have experienced the activity, the insights -
which don Juan is trying to express will begin to maiie sense.,
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Je are now in a position to characterise the logical grammar
of don Juan's discourse about 'seeing', 'will', 'controlled folly!
and all the associated entities, The activities themselves, to-

. gether with lMescalito and the allies, are inexpressible because
they are incomprehensible. Yet they have to be taught in the sense
that even if they can only be fully realised from within, some
directions must be received from the cultural tradition if communi-
cation is to be protected from subjectivity, But because teaching
involves expressing the inexpressible, the cultural beliefs take
a curious form. They contain elements of what theologians call the -

via negationis (viz, saying what is the case by broadening what is

not the‘caseS via eminentiae (although the use of analogy is limitedy
it is presentj and the analogia gratiae (Mescalito does not reveal
himself or 'speak to! everyone). Aabove all, the beliefs are best
regarded as a series of clues and hints designed to articulate the
existential grammar of non-ordinary reality, As Ramsay would put -

it, they do not picture reality. Instead, they disclose it in much
the same way as the word 'wave' says something to the physicist (1957).
Jaspers' term ‘cipher' is useful in this context: a cipher ‘is a

word standing for something quite incowprehensible which yet gives

us some way of approaching the mystery: '"The reality of transcendence
is present for us objectively only in the language of the code or
cipher, not as it is in itself' (1962 I1:169), ' . '

Thus the hints, clues or ciphers have to be given some sub-
stance if they are to be fully understood, In don Juan's case this
entails moving beyond the manifestly objective realm of public '
discourse into the separate reality itself. Logically, this exist-
ential domain of sheer activity, feeling and naked reality (see
l969:143)'has to be construed as 'subjective!, for this is the
status of experience., But we have tried to show that by regarding
much of don Juan's discourse as a series of ciphers it is possible
both to say that the ciphers organise the separate reality and gain
their full meaning from it, Referring to Ramsay again, the odd
nature of don Juan's discourse reflects the nature of non-ordinary
reality and so can illuminate its broad outlines. Once the dis-
closure has occured and once, in some sense of the word, the non-
ordinary reality is accepted, the penny can drop, the music can
speak, even Mescalito can speak like music - not to mention the hot.
wind 'telling', extraordinary things to don Genaro (1971:300) - and
meaning is imposed on the entire discourse,

The trouble with this account of how the tradition maintains
itself is that it is easy to argue that we are being too faithful
to don Juan. For in order to give an account of how this sector
of his discourse operates ve geep t& haveimputegan ontological reality
to his separate reality., The best way I can show what I mean by
this is to refer to another arch-fideist, D, Z, Phillips, He claims
that the 'grammar of ... the rcality of God' is such that 'To lmow
God is to love Him. There is no theoretical understanding of the
reality of God' (1967:66, 75). Phillips, o’ course, has to conclude,
'Thig is why understanding religion is incompatible with scepticism’
(79) - the equation between knowing God and loving Him meaons that
God can-only be understood in terms of loving him. How can one love
something (in any properly religious sense) which does not exist?

In much the saue way, if 'seeing' and the discourse associated
with it is taken as a ciphcr pointing to a reality which has to be
disclosed by taking drugs, bearing the ciphsrs in mind, and obeying
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certain i, «ructions, we have to say that something determimate and
objective is disclosed only if there really is a grammar of experience
to be articulated. If we deny this, don Juan's discourse can make
little sense for instead of teaching people to act in terms of a
separate reality we would have to interpret him as a charlatan
ongaged in indoctrination. Iither there is something there to be
disclosed and realised, or don Juan is doing somethlng other than
what he says he is doings

But if we say that Castaneda camnot 'see! because 'seeing!
does not exist, how are we to account for the cultural tradition
and the teachlng process? These anthropolorists wholwe have called
'symbolists' locate the rationale of ritual and myth in the social
order, In this way they relocate the rhyme and reason which is
missing at the surface level (expresulve talk is notoriously alogical
at this level) at a level which really does exist. DBut in so doing
they cease to be fideists. If, on the other,hand, we want to remain
faithful to don Juan, we caannot do this; we cannot account for his
gradition in this way. So we have to say that 'seeing' and hon-
ordinary reality' exists, and that it is this existential grammar
or series of marks which governs the rhyme and reason of the express-
ive cultural beliefs, In any case, this is not merely a question of
the pro's and con's of fideism: at mitote meetings the participants
often agree about 'seen' things, particularly those which concern
the presence of Mescalito, Castaneda rejects don Juan's explamation -
involving 'seeing! -~ in favour of a sociological theory (covert leader,
cues etc). He does not join the other participants when they take
their peyote buttons, but his objectivity does him no good. For not
only does he fail to spot any form of covert communication; he also
fails by seeing Mescalito for himself (59-~74). A feature of group
psychology encouraged by hallucinogenic drugs and half-remembered
beliefs? Perhaps, but when the grammer of 'seelng' works so. explicitly,
one begins to wonder, Iven more forcibly, if we are to believe don
Juan when he claims that words can be infused with true meaning, no
two practitioners could mean the same thing, or commmicate, unless
they shared soue sort of grammar. They would not be able to use
their words properly (i,e, in terms of the tradition). Yet don Juan
and don Genaro patently do not talk like madman; like men with
purely subjective grammars or no grammers at all, Their infused
language is shared,

Je are back to where we began, with the two 'men of knowledge!
and the problem of an objective tradition meeting what some people
might call subgectlve realms. I suspect that the most adequate
answer to the question is that don Juan's tradition rests on a set .
of ciphers and a set of experiences, Both are equally indeterminate
taken by themselves: the experiences could mean anything, and the
beliefs are virtually meaningless. But when the two are conjoined,
something happens., The drug/existential world becones orgaanised, the
beliefs become correspondingly meaningful in some sort of expressive
sense, There must be some sort of logic or erammer in this synthesis
otherwise don Juan and the other practitioners would not be able to
use their language correctly. Whether or not this grammar is
ontologically real is, in a sense, beside the point: Phillips is
talking about Christianity which involves faith, but don Juan's
world and its grammar, is not religious in this sense., One has
to accept it (as one might accept the challenge of climbing Mt.
Everest), but once one has done this the interplay of drugs, in-
structlons, beliefs and altered states of consciousness do their
work. Outside a religious system stressing faith, this is the only
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way that an inexpressible activity can be maintained. The activity
of 'seeing' lies close to experience itself; drugs activate the
experiential font, beliefs direct the process. But full verbal
expression would miss the point,. S ‘ -

I

Understanding don Juan, it seems, involves a degree of parti-
cipant-observation which many anthropologists would find unacceptable.,
How many anthropologists of religion have been prepared to sacrifice
their normal states of mind? In a normal 'faith' type religion
these difficulties of retaining nartlclpant—observat;on do not
arise - unless, of course, one is determined to follow arch
fideists like Phillips, Concluding his lyer Religion, iivans—
Pritchard adopts the only reasonable stance for this 'faith'
religion: the social and cultural forms which express the relation-
ship between men and Kwoth are the dramatic representations of an
interior state which we as anthropologlsts cannot grasp. Lven
though the Nuer cannot speak of this interior state which gives
their religious discourse its full meaning, Evans-Pritchard is
able to give a comprehensive semantic account of their Dbeliefs and
rituals.  This is because the Nuer's imaginative constructions form
a systematic whole and can be interpreted in tems of one another.
The expressiveness of their discourse doés not intrude upon its

gystematic nature. Or put another way, the grammar of Kwoth does
not have to be grasped through active varticipation if the goal
is limited to showing the rationale and nature of thelr symbollc
talk, The Winchian approach suffices for thls.

But does the same apply to don Juan's universe? 'Seeing'! is
not like Kwoth. The Nuer experience Kwoth hut this does not
govern their religious discourse in any direct sense, Their trad-
ition is too systematic for that, and Kwoth is too. unlmowable to
fundamentally constitute rellolous language usage (this is why we
have charagterised Nuer religion as a 'faith' religion). 'Seeing!',
however, is a directly experiential activity and containg its own
internal grammar of discourse. Uhcreas in Nuer religion active
experience.adds full meaning, experience of 'seeing' adds both
full meaning and the ability to use language correctly. This is =
where system is restored. ' ' S

It follows that observation alone, in the sense of participating
without imbibing, can tell us very little about don Juan's world
in the context of 'seelng . e cannot really understand the grammar
of don Juan's discourse in the same way that we can understand
Wuer religion, for this logic is so epiphenomenal to and exjpressive
of 'seeing'., Because expression dominates and disrupts logical
system, one cannot become a practitioner merely by learning the
cultural items. (By practitioner I here mean someone who can use
the language). '

If this seems far fetched, consider the following example ‘and
think of the consequences for a .iinchian type understanding. Don
Juan is talking about the nature of allies and Mescalito. He says
that these two entities are similar in one essential respect. He
then says that they are equally essentially different. So the
position is,  'a' + *b' are defined by 'c!, but 'a' differs funda-
mentally from 'b', Don Juan does not lile Castaneda pointing this
out, so he opts out from the logical (oystem) idiom. IHe tells
Castaneda to stop talking, the implication being that he is being
forced to talk about something which cannot be put into words
(53, see also 179).
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Je find, then, that whenever we want to comnect assertions
in order to make them meaningful we run the risk of meeting the = =
grammar. of 'seeing!, Contradictions can tell the Vinchian styled -
anthropologist a lot, but .it is difficult not to-conclude thay
their full meaning, including:the reasons for their ‘existeéence,
cannot be grasped until the observer has experlenced Whatever the
underl;ylnb reallty mlbht be.=*

Let us take a brlef 1ook at what some phllosophers have had
to0 say about the relationsihip betwteen understandln somethlng or
sonebody and experiencing the same things.

‘On first aight’ nothmng seens moxre natural than to say that I
don't understand what is meant by the notions 'Goéd} 'pain%, _'seeing!
ete until I have experienced the pheromena which are supposedly being
réferred to. On this view, understanding the meaning of something
is an essentially .mental occureace: words are.taken to refer either
to mental states or to phenomenal realities, and wntil these have.
been experlenced Lhe full meanlng of the word has not been grasped.

For the last: forty Or 80 years such theorles of meaning have
come under heavy criticism, Words like 'mental' 'experience', and
even 'referential! (as in de’ Saussure's’ view of the sign) have
become objectionable. IflacIntyre is typical.  He refutes the position
Wwe have seen Lvans-Pritchard adoptlng.,'fhe suggestlon of the
liberal theologian that theologlcal expressions have private
meaning by referring to private experience is ruled out by the fact
that no express1ons can derive their neaning in this way' (1970: 167).

fuite simply, an individual cannot recognize, 1dent1fv and conceptu-
alise his own experiences in his own private language., 1t is im-
possible for us to characterise our experiences unless we appeal

to woids whose meaning depends upon their being governed by rules,
Yet such rules of use or meaning are by their very nature of the
public, social order. 'So!, continues HacIntyre, !words like 'pain!'
and 'sensation' which refer to private experiences, if any words do-
are words inm public language'. If the meaning of religious ex~
pressions is totally exhausted by referring to private experiences,
communication is impossible: my -experiences might well never coincide
with your experiences, which means that our reepectlve 1anguages
will never meet, - . : SN

Meaning therefore, is essentially located in the social realm.
where rules govern use. JMeaning is to be understood by examining
the limits of .what can and what cannot be said in any ziven case,
not by appealing to some mental- penvmbra whicli supposedly lies'
behind words end sentences. Some philosophers have .accordingly -
excluded experience to what might appear to be an extreme degree.
Developing Wittgenstein's remark 'You have learned the concept
'pain'! when you learned language', Malcolm asks why this is
'startling'. His reply is, 'it seems to ignore what is most important,
‘namely, one's experience of pain itself! (1972:56). He argues,
however, that ‘immer exhibition (1ntrospect1vely observing our
experiences) can contribute pothing to the understanding of a
concept! (57) A ccordingly, 'Je do not lmow how to make a distine-
tion between (someone) being able to ‘use the word correctly.and his
knowing its meanlng (38) . :

‘Malcoln compares the man who has never felt pain with the
man who is blind. Vhereas the first man can use the word 'pain'
correctly, and thus has a 'full! mnderstandmo of the concept(SO),
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the blind man inevitably makes mistakes when he comes to use colour
words. He lacks the necessury experience., Vaismann makes the same
point for the man who is colour blind: 'le may call a language un-
attainable that cannot be learnt in any way. Of course, this =
tunattainability® is not due to the language itself, but to us and
our experiences. ‘Thus we cannot learn or translate a longuage
vhich is used to describe experiences from vhich we are completely
cut off, just as & colour-blind man cannot learn our language'
(1968: 2533 There are, as he puts it, 'no bridges of understanding'
between the 'different worlds?! and. 'dlfferent lanoudges' of colour-
blind and normal men (250).

Thus far e liave covered two positions: (a) the meaning of
some ‘concepts 1s strlctly equlvalent +to. 1earn1nb how to use them; -
and (b5 the meaning of other types of concepts shculd stlll be .
understood in terms of use, but certain experiences have to be present
before one can apply the words properly; There is, hcwever, a third
category. Talking about words like thomesickness', Waismann writes

'Someone who feels homesick for the first time w111 probably say
'So this is what people call thouesiclness'; now for the first time
I an bemlnnlng to realise all that that word connotes', It is as
I he prcv1ously Lnew the word only from the outside and now suddenly
understands its inner meaning' (265). Experience is asg 1mportant
as in our second category, but instead of performlnb the function
of providing the necessary conditions for language use (ve can cer-
tainly speak of 'homesickness' even if we have never felt it) ex-
perience now serves to fill out the full meaning of the word.
Thus Ialsmann contnnues,"But what is here called 'unde*standlng
is not only a capacity to react to the word with certain definite
feelings, but also the ability to describe 1mau1nat1vely all the
subtle 1mp11catlons of the word' (266).

So understanding the meaning of an assertion is not a clear-
cut bu51ness. Since Valsmana's last remark could also be applied
to Mdlcolm s 'pain' example ‘we must’ dlstlngulsh between 'mean:.nD
use' and 'meaning~existential realisation', e must also dlstlngulsh
between those situations in which dlrect experience is necessary
for uge and tnooe in which it is not.

e can nOW‘develop what we have said about the pature,of,don
Juan's discourse in the context of 'seeing'. Castaneda i early
told that 'You must feel everything, otherwise the world loses its
sense'. Faced with this, Castaneda replies th .t one does not 'have
to get an electric shock in order to. know about electricity!
(1971:13), Castaneda soon realises that this will not do. The
meaning of don Juan's discourse lies too close to reality and ex-
perience for the 'meanin; is use cum knowledge! argument implied
, 1n Castaneda’s electricity example,. Thus when don Juan claims

t'lnen I say that the guardian is really blocking your passing and :
could actually knock the devil out of you, I know what I mean' (}55),
we would be missing the point unless we shared don Juan's: experiential
wiverse. In this context, correct use signifies correct under-
standing, but the understaﬁdlng itself is another matter. It
certainly cannot be got at by observing rules of ‘use. To talke an
analagous etample, when someone says 'l love vou' this Wlll, in a
valid sense of 'mean', mean something different depending on whether
one is in love or not. This soit of neaning has something to do
with public rules (ve can see whether the person really means it
by observing future behaviour), but cannot readily be identified

in terms of them. In don Juan's case, however, we do not even have
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this eagy brldgehead -+ unless we experience 'seeing' for ourselves,
we are unable either to establish the existential connotations or

. to specify rules of usage. The expressive nature of the discourse
entails that weaning cannot -be understood as use when full meaning
is merely a matter of full experience. Waismann's 'homesickness'

. example does not apply. Nor does Malcolm's 'pain' example.-

‘ Re-emph33121ng our comparison with Nuer religion, we again realise
that the Yinchian approach is more fundamentally inadequate than

its inability to deal with contradiction and paradox might suggest.
In the case of the Nuer, Vinch stands unthreatened: the inner meaning
_provided by Kwoth, experience.of -Kwoth, .or belief in Kwoth adds
depth and illumination to the publi¢ language but need be of no
great anthropological significance. But in don Juvan's world
existential realisation js the system. Bearlng in mind what we

have said about the 1nterplay between culture and individual real-
isation, it is impossible to get away from the fact that the essence
of the 'system! veers towards private 1anguage and expellence.

Referrlng again to Waismann, we read *There are, however,
cases especially in dealing with emotions and subjective expériences,
where it is doubtful how far language fulfils its purpose, as, for
exanple, in religious and mystical experiences' (264). Later on
he construes language ‘as a br1dve bullt by the mind to lead from
consciousness to consciousnes 268). So we see that a linguistic
philosopher working within the Wittgensteinian 'meaning ig use!
tradition has to admit that in certain situations words have to
do wit: the conveyance (264) of what can loosely be called sub-

. jective states,

Language does not function very well in these realms of
mystics!' talk, 'metaphor', poetry, existential tallk and even
poetry (See Jaismann p. 266-268 for examples) By this I do not
mean that, for example, poetry is a misuse of language. For it
is perfectly clear that language is performing valid functions
- within these realms. Given this, it is not even true to say that
“language being 'stretched': symbolic or indirect discours€ is a
-language gaie in its own right. Vhat I am saying is that language
does not function very well by itself. Malcolm's sui generis
concepts have to be relocated within experience, for ﬂJlS is where
indirect lanbuage is often dlrectly embedded.

The limits of formal analysis are soon met when we try to .

" understand don Juan. Structural analysis is obviously inapplicable,
except periiaps when don Juan is specifying concrete spells and other
procedures. for the structuralist would destroy the reality which

. he claims to be examining: don Juan's incompatability dictum aside,
the nature of this semantic universe counts again - at the reifica-
tion and reductionism consequent upon any 'strong' structuralism.
Hven the 'weak'! structuralism of ‘inch is not of much use: don
Juan's verbal contradictions and utterances are not important in
themselves, for it is what they express that is significant. So

to learn to use and interpret don Juan's language we must follow
Jaismann's advice and learn to understand his sentences !just as

we understand a piece of music, entirely from inside' (363).

But if 'every language in tie end wust speak for itself! (ibid). .
should we not conclude that there wmust be as many styles of
anthropology as there are ways of speaking?
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The challenge of don Juan lies precisely in this. As
anthropologists and individuals we belong to one tradition.
Neither poets, mystics, metaphysicians or 'seers', we are, to use
a phrase of don Juan's ‘chained to our reason' (1971:313). Many
interesting expressions .of humanity contain the clause that the
types of reasoning with which we are familiar are inappropriate.
What are we to do? - » :

I feel that the first thing we have to accept is that when

we are faced with universes like don Juan's we must be prepared to
adjust our idea's of objectivity. Ferrd paraphrases Torrance's
position on this as ''True' objectivity is .. the capacity of the
mind to be conformed to or behave appropriately before its object!
(op cit: 120). Ve have seen that participant-observation is
inadequate; experience is imperative. This entails losing our
normal objectivity (as anyone will know who has taken mescalinz

It also entails accepting (understanding) that it is possible,

for instance, to fly. But, it could be objected, what use are such
experiences and grammars of interpretation? If we say that
Castaneda was quite right to try and understand from the 'inside!,
do we not raise the objection that since Castaneda never learned
to 'see' he was merely reporting the wrong 'separate reality' -
was bein; positively misleading? Zaehner, in his Mysticism,
Sacred and Profane, runs into trouble by trying to identify
-equivalences and differences at the level of mystical experience
by looking at mystics language. Castaneda is faced with the

saue problem (unless, of course, he comes to believe that 'seeing!
is a self-validating experience or encounter). However, there is
one way of claiming that this identification problem is not as

bad as it seems: don Juan's tradition is a fait accompli. It
could be the case -~ although it is unlikely - that all the
practitioners are talking about different experiences. Assuming
this is not so, assuming that the interplay of instruction and
experience can more or less automatically extend a valid tradition,
there is no reason why any chosen person cannot understand the real
thing. Castaneda was 'chosen', so perhaps it was his subjectivity
.which prevented him from realising the 'objectivity'of don Juan's
system, '

But even supposing thét[Castaneda retums to complete his

ap ré“%i%héhi we still have to face the second major difficulty
aS8ociate w1%h participant~observation or experience, namely the

translation problem. Again, we have to adjust our normal
(anthropological) language games of objectivity and understanding.
This is very difficult. Uhen don Juan says.that once one has
control of an ally there is no longer any need to have a human
guide (1969:249) he is placing the grammar of interpreting allies
on an ontological basis which we can hardly accept or understand.
Apart from experiencing don Juan's world, we have to believe in
it. But Buch difficulties aside, the. anthropologist can only
 follow Castaneda's example - or do a little better. It seems that
we should move into such systems until we meet ontological’
barriers. And to translate this movement we should develop what
Vaismann calls 'a logic of questions' (1968) with all the distinc-
tions and characterisations that this implies. '

I began this paper with an example of Castaneda asking a
'really' question and thereby commiting a category mistake.
Don Juan says, 'That is all there is in rcality - what you felt!
(op cit:143) One of the reasons why we have a distinction between




- 147 -

‘metaphor' and Niteral talk is that we tend to organise our language
into two categories: expressive discourse and empirically informa-
tive utterances., Don Juan does not live in guch a simple universe,
so within his grammur of ‘feollpg' it makes little sense to ask

many types of 'really! questions. Castaneda awpeafs to find this
out, fortowards thie end of his g BUTeticespile no. longer always
approaches don Juan with the llueral metap or paradign of objectiv-
ity in mind. But, ve can suggest, if he had read some philosophy
oL rellglon before he v131ted don Juan, he might not have wasted

so much time and annoyed don Juan so wuch. Je do not ask a

physicist if his 'waves' really exist: he is working with a dls—
closure model. In the same way, much rellglous discourse within

the Christian tradition has been construed neither as Vreally

true', (viz, literally applicable to God), nor as 'merely symbolic',
Wlthln the religious language. game, the metdphor/lltvral distinction
is out of place. Disclosure discourse ‘'symbolises' the 1nexpre531b1e,
but just as poetic metaphor souehow signifies real 1n31gbt, 80.

does the religious model malke whot have been called 'quasi-factual'
clains about the naoture of religious reality. Howevor; because
religious discourse 'participates'! in its divine subject matter in

a way which most poems do not aspire to do, we cannot - usefully apply
the word ‘metaphor.' It has literary connotations, and who.could
seriously contend that it makes sense to.ask don Juan if he
understands his lulbers of licht'! in a metaphorical or in a literal .
manner? His metaphors'; if such they are, are literally laden,

To conclude, It is not, as I have empha31sed easy to remain
fideistic to don Juan. .Admitting that understanding the meaning
of something is not necesssrily equivalent to learning how to use
words, we have had to go a step further: in don Juan's case one has
to grasp 'seeing' bLefore one can use or existentially realise much
of his discourse., Ve cainot 'see', so any intérpretative anthropol-
ogy must be wrong. Additionally, our. trainiub as- anthropologists
and our duty to our readers wean that ire have to apply our criteria
of understanding to some extent or another., In this naper we have
asked questions about the status of 'seeing'! and the possibility
of a tradition, questions which don Juan would not approve of. If
we read that the existence of 'mental' words depends on the associ-
ation between subjective experience and bodllv symptoms or activ-
ities ('alsmann op cit: 258), then it is not at all casy for us
to refrain from applylnb tpls argumeﬂt to 'seelng « Perhaps this
is not a bad thing. Such approaches, howvever, should be coubined
with attempts to recrcate the existential import of don Juan's
world., [ven if the anthropologist can only partially grasp 'seeing',
he can still try Lo mske the weak bell chime as loudly as possible.
He can.do this,it seems by turning to those areas in our own culture
there roughly the sanme bells are to be heard. Is anyone going to
deny that I. A. Richards! 1nterpretat10n of Shakespeare's 'The
Phoenix and the Turtle! will not hel) put us in the right fraue
of mind to approach don-Juan? ' Or that llacquarrie's charactorisa-
tion of the nine different modes of discourse to be found in Saint
Athanasius! De Incarnatione is not a useful preparation? (1967).

If don Juan is to ring a bell - vhich is what understanding him
is basically about - then thege are.the territories to explore.
And if we are %o characterise his un1Vu¢se, instead of turning

to the Année8001olog1quo, it might be more Truitful to-use such
terms as 'disclosure model'y Yconvictional?, 'connotatlon/denota-
tion', 'reference range!, 'qualifier', and so on. )
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‘is regarded as the Vlodl recrratlon

of how others have conceived t eir fealltles the task of transla—

tioncan never end,

‘There is always a new balance t6 be struck ..

between the extension of our ethnocentrlcltV'(called understaudlng)

and the atmosphere of dur sensitive subject hatter‘

The confronta-

tion is perpetual; but the appeal is tremendous, for what'is at
stake is the ‘assimilation of alien systeiis of expeérience and wnter-

pretation..

This-is why antlLropology iwst adjust itself:

in the .

last resort, what is the use of contlnually extending our tradlt;On—
al objectivity into other worlds? Don't we know top much about
the functions of religion, and all too little about religion o

itself?

to accept.other realities?

'Thy, one wonders, have anthropologists been 80 1oathe

Why have they all to. fJ equently reduced

them to the canons'and ethnocentric 01fcular1by of science? So
many. people try: and understand how Chiistians can think of their
God,  but how many have extended this act1v1tj to other cultures?
'Soc1olog1cal' explanation is not equivalent to’ understanding,
for:does not the all absorbing interest of don Juan lie in his
ability tormake us aware of the ex1stence of reallties which con=
found our reason? Foxmal analysis, it seens clear, can tell us
very little about the interplay between aopare tly ‘concrete events

of an absurd nature and our western ratlonallty.
models of interpretation.

/e need other
LZven though the disclosure model cannot

really help us understand the nature of things ‘'seen', it at least
makes some Sense of the teachins process, the ‘status of various
aspects of don Juan's dlscourse, and the balance between cultural

ob;ect1v1ty and prlvate experlences. *
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REVIZY ARTICLE

HYitcheraft in Tudor and Stuart Bngland -« A Regional and Cogparatlve
Study. Alan Macfarlane. London. uoutledge and Kegan Paul, 1970,
' £4.50,.

'

Rellglon and the Decline of Meg_g - Studles in ngular Beliefs in

Sixteenth and Seventeenth L Century B Tand , L, Keith Thomas. London:
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1971. £8.00, - A ! .

There was no 'witch-craze' in England; rather, for a hundred
years after 1563, the country knew witchcraft as anthropologists
know it. But also as they don't. In the period, in issex alone,
at least seventy-four people were hanged as witches. It was
witcheraft without District Officers, feral and consequential,
Prom villages throughout the country, witches were régularly
presented to Quarter Sessions and Assize Courts, Thomas Cooper
asked in 1617: "Doth not every Assize almost throughout the land,
resound of the arraignment and conviction of notorious witches?"

Two new books by academic historians introduce the topic to
anthropologists: Witcheraft in Tudor and Stuart Bngland by Alan
Macfarlane and Religion and the Decline of Magic by Keith Thomas.
The two books complement each other: Dr., Macfarlane offers a
detailed sociological analysis of patterns of legal prosecution
for witcheraft in ussex, and lir., Thomas offers an ambitious survey
of the intellectual context of the English witch~beliefs, with
a tentative explanation of the decline of magical ideas in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Both authors have clearly
read widely and critically in the anthropological literature,
and take their lead from Evans-Pritchard's {itchcraft Oracles and
Magic among the Azande. And as historians they build on the
achievenents of Notestein and Ewen., But for both disciplines
their work breaks new .ground., Historians.will. ‘recognize an extra-
ordinary difference in their approach from, say, that of Professor
Trevor-Roper in his essay: The European Witch-Craze of the Sixteenth
and Seventeenth Centuries, --And anthrbpoloa;sts will be intrigued
by all the problems that the authors set up in their analysis of
Tudor and Stuart witchcraft through time, (Indeed they have
almost two hundred vears to work over.)

In his book, Macfarlane is concerned first to establish the
facts of informal suspicion and legal prosecution of witcheraft
in Bssex during the périod in which the ‘witcheraft statutes were
in force. He presents his account as a model for future in-
vestigations of other areas, andoffers & careful evaluation of
all the different kinds of source that he has found useful in
his task. He writes: "Possibly the most: important expansion o6f
sourceg in the study of witchcraft ,.. will prove to be in wlat
we may term 'indirect  sources'. That is to say, the huge volume
of local records which help us to recreate the context of village
life within which witcheraft suspicions occurred." The initiative
was his own. As a complement to his overall study of prOsecutlons
in Essex, he undertakes a closer analysis of accusations in three
sample villages, making full use of his t*indirect sources'. In
this exercise he shows that the historical analysis of witchcraft
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in England can be faken to a fully anthropological point of focus.

Macfarlane concentrates on the frequency curve for prosecu-
tions and their distribution through Essex, and on other statistics
that may possibly relate to these. Also, he traces, as closely.
as he can, the process of suspicion, accusation and. prosecutlon,-'
looking in particular at the relationship between accused, accusers
and village consensus. He is most interested in the questions:
why the prosecutions are distributed in time and space as they -
are, and what determined the evident’ regularltlos in the pattern '
of accusation - in the relative status ‘of accuded and accusers,
and in the nature of the quarrel between them,

Macfarlane agsumes that his two questlons are 11nked that
they may admit of a common explanat10n° but the point is arguable.
4 witch was prosecuted at court, but the accusation was a village
affair. Different kinds of people were in control of the action
in these two theatres -~ independent juries and judges, and fellow
villagers: Given that the society of Tudor and Stuart England
was markedly heterogeneous these simple facts create problems
for the historian of w1tchcraft. The facts of accusation and
prosecution will only be fully connected if accusers and prose-
cutors are in agreement on the nature of witcheraft, and if their
accusations and - prOSecutlons are motivated by the same fears and -
have the sane’ obaective. "And there is considerable room for doubt
on this matter, ' ' B o .

To take the question of agreement first, both Thomas and
Macfarlane recognigse as one of the important features of witchcraft
in the period, the fact that among all the different groups of
people that acted in conjunction to prosecuie witches, there was
great variation and confusion in views on the nature of witch-
craft. For instance, Sir Edward Coke, who had a part in the
drafting of the 1603 statute, defined a witch as "a person, that -
hath a conference with the Devil, to consult with him or to do
some act". (Third Part of the Institutes of Laws of England, 1644).
He was referrlng to the 'myth of Satan and his humen servants'
that wag radical to the tradition of 'hammering' witches on the
Continent. (See Cohn's" art;cle in A.S.4 9)» But it is clear
from the inglish pamphlets and. dep081t10ns that this 'idea ‘was
‘only ever marginal to the popular conception of witcheraft in
England. In his essay on the Huropean 'witch-craze', Trevor-
Roper argues an important distinction between witch-beliefs as
used by villagers in their day-to-day social life ('practical’ .
witcheraft, to adapt Leach's phrase) and, in his case, "the
inflammation of those beliefs, the incorporation of them by
educated men into a bizarre but coherent intellectual systenm,
which, at certain socially determined times, gave to otherwise
unorganized peasant credulity a centrally directed, officially.
blessed, persecuting force", The .unglish witch~beliefs, both in
their content and use, dlffered in many important ways from their
Continental counterparts. But all the evidence suggests that an
equivalent distinction to Trevor-Roper's does need to be drawn
for the English material, lacfarlane himself comments in his
appendix on English definitions of witchcraft: "Examination of
historical definitions ... immediately reveals that there was
immense confusion and variation. There are a number of obvious
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reasons for this. Some authorities based their definitions

on the works of Continental demonologists; others on the

opinions of country folke. Opinions of witcheraft changed between
1560 and 1680. Attitudes differed between social and religious -
groups”. : . -

So the legislators, judges and villagers very possibly
meant different things by the word ‘'witch!. Then, insofar
as they were talking about different things their accusations and
prosecutions cannot have been motivated by the same fears, or
directed to the same end. Perhaps those who were hung as witches
were killed because they were unfortunate enough to get cauvght
in an intersection of belief-systems, victims of homonymy.

In the analy51s of the process of accusatlon andprosecution,
the situations in court and village must surely be kept well
apart, and will have to be linked in a complex model, in which
people have, as members of different analytical categories,; en-
tirely disparate motives for acting in coordination. Macfarlane
does not emphasize these distinctions. :

For the situation at the courts, Hacfarlane offers in his
book only six pages on the legal background to secular prosecu-~
tions. (In hig view, Notestein's work "makes more than a vexry
general survey of the literary and legal controversies un-
necessary",) He is unable fully to clarify the situation that held
at law before the introduction of the first witchcraft statute
in 1542, (In keligion and the Decline of lamic, Mr. Thomas
manages little better.) And he describes how, in the seventeenth
century, the decline in the number of presentments for witchecraft
to the Assize Courts was linked with a growing tendency for
Grand Juries to reject presentments with the call: "Ignoramus",
and for Petty Juries to acquit the witciies brought before them.
Thus, on either side of the peak for prosecutions, the reader
is left. to doubt whether the major features of the curve may not
be susceptible of an explanation in terums of the situation at
the courts, rather than the situation in the v111age.

- Obviously, further research needs to be done in this area.
If any historian takes on the task, anthropologists can look .
forward with great interest to a focussed account of ‘witchecraft
at law' in Tudor and Stuart England. The case of Inglish witch-
craft is doubly interesting as the topic is constituted (as the
game of chess is constituted by its rules) by statutes in a legal
gystem without parallel in the ethnographic record. The witchcraft
statutes were easily slotted into a highly formalistic legal
framework with an evolved tradition of theory and exegesis, and
themselves received commentary, for instance in Richard Bernard's
A Guide to Grand Jury Men (1627). Macfarlane's account of the
treatment of the problem of proof sug-ests that the history of the
administration of the statutes may offer an ideal case-history
for students of the problem of rationality in anthropology.
(For instance, from his description, it is quite uncertain what
would count as an argument that one was not a witch, once one had
been accused at the Assize court).. o

For the situafion in the viilagé,'we must remember that
Macfarlane's statistics cover only legal prosecutions for witch~-
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craft. In his statistics he is only catching 'end-games', and
again, the events on which he is working = the presentments and
-depositions - apart from being only terminal were also '
crucially determined by the fact that they were taking place on
an entirely different stage from their antecedents. Macfarlane
can only follow the action closely after it has been translated
from the village to. the ‘court. He has only the hints and general-
izations of contemporary writers on witchcraft as further
evidence for the pattern of events before an accusation of wltch-
craft was taken to law, with other scattered references, for .
instance in diaries and astrologers' cage~books. '

So liacfarlane cannot:manage a fullvaccount of witcheraft
at the village level, by the nature of his material., But in his
account -of. those suspicions and accusations that were taken to the
point of legal prosecution, he does reveal very striking regularitles
in the pattern of accusationi He is refreshingly sceptlcal of -
the explanatory power of the idea that witchcraft 'explains' and
offers a means of reaction to misfortune, and:heconsiders the
accusations instead as motivated by recurring tensions in social:
life. He argues, very forcefully, that the accusations were
commonly related to problems of 'neighbourhood' (the clearly
charged relationship between 'neighbours')., He shows how the
image of the witch was, in certain important respects, simply a
transformation of that of the ideal neighbour, how, when the
sugpected witch wished exactly to assert her neighbonrliness, her
conduct could be directly reclassified as ’w1tchcraft', as a
repudiation of neighbourhood, :

He observes, on the small quarrels about gifts, loans and
invitations that were believed to motivate the maleficium, that
it was always the victim who had made the open breach in
neighbourly conduct, rather than the witch, And on the triviality
of the issues, "the*object of dispute was merely the final stage
in the severing of: the relationship". In the quarrel, and the
following accusation, it was the total relationship, not the
particular item, that was at stake. Those accused of witcheraft
were commonly old women, wives or widows, and moderately poor,
though not necessarily receiving poor relief, The accusers were
commonly younger and better off, yeomen as agalnst husbandmen and
labourers.

‘From these findings and others, liacfarlane develops a
very attractive argument about the pattern of accusation. He -
suggests that in a period of economic and social change, the
witch-beliefs were used as a radical force effecting a transition
from a neighbourly, highly integrated and mutually interdependent
village society to a more individualistic pattern of life, It
is a new, and rather terrible slant on the 0ld .'dissolution of.
redundant relationships' idea. He suggests that the witch=-
beliefs were used in covert denial of the older values of neigh=-
bourhood, -at a time when Christians could quote Exodus 22.23-24,
with Thomas Ady, against those who withheld their charity from
the poor: "If thou. any way afflict widows, and fatherless, and
they at all cry unto me, I will surely hear their cry, and uy
wrath shall wax hot against thee"., In the period the traditional
informal institutions dealing with the old and podr were coming
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under strain, as the ideals of neighbourly conduct, to which

they were tied, were losing out to a new way of life., And in

an overtly christian community, only through accusations of witch-
craft could the links be broken. : :

There are two difficulties with Macfarlane's argument about
witcheraft accusations at the village level. First, in his initial
discussion of "witchcraft prosecutions and economic problems", he
concludes that " no direct comnection can be drawn between poverty
and accusations". This does seem clear from his findings. But
the comnection in his final argument is surely direct, and it is
not clear how he can square this argument fully with his earlier
conclusion. And then there is a problem about the internretation
of the gifts and loans that appear to be the crux of the matter.
Macfarlane sees the witch's request as the 'last straw!, and the
refusal as the point at which the vietim decides finally to with-
hold his charitable support from the indigent witch. DBut one can
doubt whether economic support was at all impértant in the
relationship, whether it was not simply Maussian excliange that
was refused, rather than charity (in the modern meaning of the
word), Macfarlane quotes a "classic instance of the neglected
neighbour at neighbourly celebrations" which surely invites the
first rather than the second interpretation:- a man "having a sheep=-
shearing about that time, and not inviting her thereto, being his
neighbour, she, as he supposed, bewitched two of his sheep", All
the other objects of dispute could be interpreted in the saue
way, If you accept the possivility, then at once, unhappily,
the argument about charity crumbles., The quarrels can no longer
be seen as traces of the grounts for the accusations, They appear
instead as preliminary acts in the process of exclusion from the
village community, to which end the accusations may have been
directed. The witch was resentful at being 'cut! by the neigh-
bourhood (Macfarlane emphasizes that a developed suspicion was a
social, village affair), and the accusers could fully recognise
this. The grounds for the refusal cannot then be traced directly,
and in the taslk of explaining the accusations, we would be back -
to square one. }

I mention the possibility only because it does not seem to
have occurred to Dr. liacfarlane, and because I cannot see how to
rule it out. He presents his explanation as provisional, and
suggests that further work is needed on all aspects of the general
topic of witchcraft in Tudor and Stuart ongland. He concludes:
"Attenpts directly to correlate prosecutions, either in time, area,
or personnel, with economic, religious, medical, or social factors
have only been partially successful. But the attempt has suggested,
it is hoped, some new areas of inquiry for the historian, and shown
that the society of tlie sixteenth and seventeenth centuries is as -
susceptible to sociological and anthropological analysis as any
modern housing estate or African tribe", Macfarlanel's book has
achieved all this, very clearly. It stands also as one of the
most useful and intriguing of all etlmographies of witchcraft in
the literature,

Those who want to read Macfarlane's book seriously, should .
also read at least the large section on witchcraft in Keith Thomas!

]

Religion and tiie Decline of lagic. If they have the time, they
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will find the whole book endlessly fascinating. Mr, Thomas

of fers his account of the witch-beliefs as part of a general survey
of a number of "systems of belief which were current in sixteenth
and seventeenth century England, but which no longer enjoy much
recognition today". After a preliminary discussion of the ideol-
ogical changes involved in the ilnglish Reformation, he surveys

the practice of magic and astrology; the appeal in political
action to ancient prophecies, witch-beliefs, beliefs in ghosts

and fairies, times and omens. The book isg intended as a contri-
bution "to our knowledge of the mental climate of early modern
England", Mr. Thomas aims first to elucidate the beliefs, and
then to-estoblish the nature of their relations with each other,
and with the system of organised religion. He works generally

on the thewme of misfortune and reaction to misfortune. He is
careful always to consider the beliefs in relation to their -

daily use. He presents us not with a catalogue of superstltloﬁs,
but with an 1nur1cate portrayal of a series of whole ways of life.

Mr, Thomas' complete ar”ument has an extraordinary range
and depth, and is quite beyond the scope of this review. I can
at least allay one fear about: the work as a whole, generated by
the phraging of its title: that its terus of mference are
'"Prazerian's Mr. Thomas does use the terms 'religion', 'science!
and 'magic', as Frazer might have done, but he does so because -
it was in such teirms that the insellectual issues were defined
in the sixteenth and seventeeunth centuries. Lollards in tie four-
teenth century would have clearly understood lir. Thomas' title.
It was Frazer's terms of refeLence that were anthue.

Mr. Thomas is faced with. a very great difficulty in the
definition of his topic, when ideas of what was magical, and
indeed what magic was, shifted, 00n31derably and were confused
throughout the period,. Throughout tihe book, Mr. Thomas
distinguishes between religion, magic and science according to
the -eighteenth century map, progress towards which he reckons was
direct, if halting, from the tine of the Reformation. His
argunment would have been more complicated, but might have gained
in clarity, had he chosen instead to work through time on the
changing meaning and boundaries of the temms 'superstition’,
'magic!, 'religion', 'scientific', and so on. Consider the
following quotatioms: "If the distinction between magic and
religion had been blurred by the medieval Church, it was strongly
reasserted by the propagandists of the Protestant Reformation".

(p. 51). '"There is little move reason for asking why the wizards
were able to retain their prestipe than for inquiring how it was
that the pretensions of Galenic physicians remained so long
unchallenged", (p. 207). #The (weapon—salve), said Robert

Fludd, was not "cacomagical, but only naturally wagical®,

(p. 224 ‘That is the dlstlnctlon?) "In the last resort, the only
means of telling whether a cure was magiéal or not was to refer

it to the authorities = the church, the law and the Royal College
of Physicians". (p. 182) - And on mage 640: "At the end of our
period we can drav a distinction between religion and magic which
wonld not have been possible at the beginning”’. Certainly a
closer account of the developuent of the three-way opposition btween
magic, religion and science across the ieformation and through
the Scientific Revolution would have been helpful to ilr, Thomas'
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argument. - If eyer.there was a call for ﬁhe nomlnallst approach
in anthropology; it is here. : .

Otherwise,gﬁr..Thqmas'was perhaps overbold in his ‘decision - °
on tlie task of explanation: "Astrology, witchoraft, magical -
healing, divination, ancient. proPhec1es, ghosts -and fairies,
are all now rightly disdained by intelligent -persons, But they
were taken seriously by equally intelligent persong in the past,
and it is the historian's business to explain why this was so®,.
Anthropologists, who have been working on similar problems for
years, are still far from agreement on the most basic questions
of procedure for the explanation of 'belief'. MNr, Thomas has
too great a confidence in the explanaiory power of a reldtlvely
simple functional approacn. -

In his sectlon on w1tchcraft, Mr, Thomas offers a wide-
ranging survey of the Lnglish witch-beliefs, of their relation-
to other systems of belief that could be used in explanation of
nisfortune, the:situation ot law, the situation of the witch
in the village comuunity, of the controversy on the:reality of
witcheraft, and on its legal treatment., Ee shows how the IEnglish
witch~beliefs could make sense in- relation to the contemporary
conception of Satan, and of his powers of intervention in human
affairs, and he offers .an: explanation of why, .in England, witch-
prosecutions and the reformation arrived together. (hich makes
the situation on the Continent problematical, where the initiative
for prosecution clearly came from the Catholics with the lialleus
Maleficarum and the Papal Bull ! Summlw De91derantes ALfeCthUS' )

Mr. Thomas' accounts of e ma.klnb of a witch" and "WltCh— o
craft in its gocial environment" are pa;tlcularly striking.
He discusses in detail how attitudes to ritual cursing werc
retained or modified across the:Reformation, and shows how,
deviously, they were tied in with the witch-beliefs, Exodus
22,23-4 {quoted above) and-other texts supported a popular belief
that ‘the curses of beggars and the unjustly treated were especially
potent. 4nd yet, "when a bad-tongued woman shall curse a party,
and death shall shortly follow, this is a shrewd token that she
is a witch" (Thomas Cooper: The Myste of Witcheraft, 1617).
Legally, successful cursing constituted a 'strong presumption' of
witcheraft. Ile are faced here with another of those deft and
devastating reclassifications of conduct that are se character-
istic of the Bngzlish witch-beliefs, IMr. Thomas considers also
'the temptation to witchcraft', an issue that is not often raised
with such force in the anthropological literature. And he dis=-
cusses the isolation of the witch as a nonconformist in a tlghtly
bound and tyrannlcally inquisitive local cowmunlty

At the end of his survey, hr. Thomas taLcs up the questlon
of the decline in the number of prosecutions and the final repeal
of the witchcraft statute., He is surely correct in his insistence
that the decline 1in prosecution can only reflect changes 'in "the
intellectual assumptions of the educatcd classes who controlled
the wachinery of the law-courts”. Then, any Juestions that we -
might like to raise about the decline of witchcraft accusations
and suspicions at the village level, will probably be unanswerable,
There is clear and general evidence for the survival of witch- -
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beliefs at a popular level long after the repeal of the witch-
craft statute, But the situation cannot be monitored adeguately.
For traces we only have isolated reports of village lynchingzs, and
scattered references in diaries and the like., (This point is
obviously important for Dr. Macfarlane's argument wbout witcheraft .
at the village level. His arguaent cannot be tested in the matter
of the decline of witch=beliefs, and what should we make of the
survivals?) -

On the shift of educated opinion, lir. Thomas observes that
it was as silent as the sauift of opinion on astrology. That is
to say, the arguments for scepticisii had been in circulation for
a long time. {Scot's The Discovery of itchcraft was published
in 1584.) In the second half of tie seventeenth century, they
just came to be accepted, by an apparently free choice. Ilir.
Thomas suggests that the shift in view may have been related to
a change in the conception of the Devil and of his temporal
powers. 4nd he refers also, more tentatively to the growing
acceptance. of the assumption of an "orderly, regular universe,
wlikely to be upset by the capricious intervention of God or
Devil®., He sees Newton's mechanical philosophy as the consummation
of this movement.,  He writes: "Accusations of diabolical witch- '
craft were thus rejected not because they had been closely
gerutinized and found defective :in some particular. respect",

(a reference to the growing diffidence in the legal treatment

of witcheraft) "but because they implied a conception of nature
whaich now appeared inherently absurd", This very same idea

was talen up at the time b "J. G, (1anvill), a member of the -
Royal Society" in his Philosophical Congiderations Touching the
Being of .Jitches and Witcheraft (1667). (In this book, the system
of belief attempted a last, desperate self-confirmation, '
Glanvill says, of scepticism of the reality of witchecraft: "So
confident an opinion could only be held (against the evidence)

by some kind of witcheraft and fascination in the Tancy", The
Devil encourages the belief that there is no such thing as hin- -
self - the sceptics are themselves an argument of what they deny!) -
Mr, Thomas does not refer to the essay, but in it, Glanvill
argues confidently and clearly, exactly against scepticism of the
plausibility of witchcraft, leaving to authors like Baxter the
task of "fully evincing” "the certainty of the worlds of spirits
eee Dy vnguestionable histories of apparitions and witcheraft®
(the phrases are taken from the title of a book published in 1691).
(And vemember that Robert Boyle reckoned that all that was needed
to confound the sceptics was "one circumstantial narrvative fully
verified"). Glanvill's essay :is certainly » witness to the fact
that simple argunents against the plausibility of the idea of
ritcheraft were current. But then it also shows that the idea
was not necessarily absurd to all educated men of the tine.
Glanvill was presumably a competent natural philosopher. He

must surely have been more familiar with the developments in
scientific thought to which ir. Thomas refers in his argument
than the "looser gentry (or) small pretenders to philosophy and
wit" who were generally "deriders of the belief in witches”
(glanvill, quoted by Thomas ). May not the choice for the argument
from absurdity have been -as 'free'as the choices for the other
argunents? - If we. decide that it could have been, then, again, we
will be back to square one.. :
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Anthropologists should be- deeply grateful to Mr. Thomas
and Dr, Macfarlane for their tWo excéellent introductions to the
topic of witchcraft in Tudor and Stuart Lngland. Perhaps, by
their success, they will encourage anthropologists and historians
to active ¢collaboration, at last. They would be the first to:
recognize that their accounis can only be prov131onal in the
present state of knowledge. Their achievement was not to
explain, but to explore the topic in a new way. The situation
that they have revealed is very much more complex than, those that
.anthropolorlsLs are accustomed to handling, It offers an
. important challenge to anthropoloay, and with the worL of Thomas

and Ilacfarlane, we can hope for the. future that we may come to a

full understanding of the problen, expressed by hontalgne sfter
vitnessing 2 witch~burning on the Continent: "It is rating our
conjectures highly to roust people alive for them",

Randal Keynes
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Book Reviews -

Oﬁé’Father, One Blood: DeScent and Group Structure among
the Melpa People. Andrew Strathern. £3.80. '
London:  Tavistock Publicatidns, 1972 ' '

' This is a technical work dealing with a technical argument.
Let alone not beinga book for beginners, it is not even one for
more advanced students who are unfamiliar with the discussion to
which it contributes. Even as a straight ethnography the work
barely stands alone and, as the author admits, it really needs
to be read in conjunction with his earlier volume, The 3Zope of
Moka (Cambridge: 1971). '

In this present work Andrew Strathern continues his account
of the Melpa-speaking people who live near Hount Hagen in the
New Guinea Highlands. On this ocdcasion he has chosen to concentrate
on the internal constitution and composition of these people, taking
as his example of them the Kawelka tribe. A start is made with ean
examination of the local idioms and ideology of kinship relations,
and in this first chapter the title of the book is explained. I%
is an expression of the opposition between patrilineal descent
(one father) and cognatic ties (one blood - this substance being
‘regarded as derived from the mother). In the second chapter is
revealed the discrepancy between ideology and the actual composition
of groups among the Kawelka, and after that are considered
certain factors which influence and help explain this dis-
crepancy; the settlement pattern and co-residence (Chapter 3)
and warfare which is now mainly a thing of the past (Chapter 4),
In Chapters 5 and 6 are considered respectively actual case histories
of affiliation and choice in selecting group membership., In
Chapter 7 the question of whether meibers of clan-groups who are
non-agnates suffer from lower status than full agnates ig dis-
cussed, and it is concluded that these categories are too gross
to be useful since individual examples indicate a variety of
complications and qualifications which cannot be explained in
terms of descent. In the final chapter Strathern reviews the main
concepts which he and other New Guinea ethnogranhers have eisployed
and suggests certain further lines of advance in the study of
Highland societies.

Andrew Strathern has once again exhitited his great knowledge
of the area. The book is a substantial addition to New Guinea
ethnography and is essential reading for all those concerned with
the area, Tor those not so interested in the area the book may
appear dull and difficult, and a bit of localised anthropological
in-fighting (of a rather genteel sort). The only more general
Problem that is raised relates to the question put forward by
J. A. Barnes in 1962 as to whether or not models derived from
the study of acephalous African societies with corporate lineage
structures are applicable to New Guinea Highland societies. That
in some features they are, that in others they are not is barely
surprising. As an outsider (in the sense that I am certainly no
specialist in the area) I would like to stick my neek out and
suggest that someone should look very hard and meke certain that
the most enormous red herring has not been drawn across New
Guinea.

%
Peter Riviers
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An Introduction to Social Anthropology. Lucy Mair, 1972.

Second edition, Clarendon Press, Oxford.
£2,00 hardback; £1 paperback,

Lucy Mair, who taught for many years at the L.S.BE., has
reissued her introductory book, first published in 1965. She
claims to have extended”the discussion of aspects of social
anthropology which are receiving more attention today than they
were five years ago' But this second edition does not read like
a modern incroduction to a discipline that has changed considerably
in that period. Her view of the subject as a branch of sociology
certainly no longer commands universal assent and what she regards
as 'Some lMatters of Current Discussion' (the comparative method,
.anthropology as history or science, - 'function') may have been
important a decade ago but. are simply no longcr the crucial areas
of debate: She speaks of Malinowski's and Radeliffe-Brown's
theories as 'so much a part of the body or thousht of contemporary
anthropology that-they are hetter dealt with in the contoxt of
current problems'. In departments less important than that with-
which she is associated teaching surely no longer reflects this.
The last three.chapters on the 'Related Subjects' of social change,
applied anthropology and race relations look decidedly ‘odd.

There are two chapters on religion, but we miss a section
on thet area called 'symbolism' or 'classification! in which wmuch
of the most exciting recent work has been done. This book belies
a recent statement that Levi-Strauss' vision 'imposes itself as
the inevitable landscape!, a man whose work in different fields
has been so largely responsible for most of the important recent
developments. A4nd of kinship, law and economics, she makes the
amazing statement that these differ from religion because the latter
'is concerned with systems of belief as well as systems of relation-
ship and action' On kinship in particular, that technical area
in which some of the bizgest issues have of late been fought out,
Mair provides no real indication of any of the chief ways in which
progress has been made since 1960, There is no adequate discussion
of 'alliance' theory and she seems to have no greater idea than
Fortes or Radcliffe-Brown of the nature of the dissent involved
in the work of Dumont, Leach and Needham., Leach did not simply
'comment' on Fortes'work, as she puts it!

There are 'suggestions for reading' at the end of each chapter.
And here whole ranges of that literature which has produced the
changes of our discipline in recent years is missing. Thus, after
the chapter entitled 'What is Religion?! there are no references
to works written in the last decade, and after that on 'Law’',
of the nineteen items recommended, only two have been published
since 1960. In a work intended for consumption by those beginning
their study of anthropology, this is astonishing.

Some have expressed the view that a textbook of our subject
is not possible., This is certainly true in view of the magnitude
of recent changes, and the existence of deep differences of opinion.
And lair has merely 'tinkered! with rather than thoroughly revised
a book written nearly a decade ago, Some of the changes in this
time have virtually given anthropology a new identity and by the
nature of her treatment and omissiors, Mair seems to indicate that
an intelligent consideration of this newer anthropology is not of
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great importance. She, pcrhaps the most loyal to MalanWSkl -

of a generation, few of whom were really rebels, seems to have
deliberately excluded from her book any remark on the significance
of these developments. (But strangely enough she agrees with the
opinion of a reviewer who claimed that Jarvie, the author of The
Revolution. in Anthropology, trained at the L.S.B., was not fully
aware of the developments in theory since Malinowski's time.

Mair herself seems to.regard these dévelopments merely as o
'refinements', but this in many cases is a real misperception;)

This book reads like a svmmation of the achievements of
Malinowski's pupils, in many ways., -And, no doubt,such a tribute
is fitting, for (if I may borrow from Matthew Arnold) he was our
talented and energetic' protestant, our 'philistine of genius'.:
“Je will do well to rémember that there were two aspects to the man.
The trouble has been perhaps that his followérs did not dissent
sufficiently, and possessed, in some cases, only one of his qualities.
There has been a surfeit of 'Hebraism'! which has impaired owur
growth, and no text book issued now should ignore, as Mair's does,
the "Hellenism' which has transformed major areas of the subject.
It has not been possible to dispel the dim consensus and redress
the imbalance by spreading both sweetness and light. But it ought
to be remembered, too, that: ‘He most honcurs ny style who learns
under it to destroy the teacher! (Whltman).

Maleolm Orick
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