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Al~THROPOLOGY ANI' TJrt. PHiLOSCPHY 01" SCIENCE. 

Naivety and Exposure 

No one will 3er1ouely oontend that it is pOBai~le today-to b~ 

a 'Rcnai9aanv8 .Qum'. At the some time social anthro-pclo&Y' anins 
nothing b;y ita ornotitioners Leing uneducated. But 1f Bome regard 
the B~eoiBl;i.::ation whioh he,a a.ccompfnied tho tremendouB increaee 
in knowledae as a neaae! tJZY Gvil, tCloecd Systems and 0'080 iUnd!:!.' 
augseats ",nother view (sea Gluckman ad: 1964). 1\lthough aaeoc1;;.ted 
psxtioula.r!Y with the Manchester Bohool, the:.naivety theE7,L1I advooatsd 
in th1s~ook rBpresents thG outlook of many of the oldor aeneration 
in our disoipline) and it is a view whioh has had severe consequences. 

For Gluckman, genuine underBtan~ atems from eps<oializo.tion. 
This raqu~res ~bat we- delimit. a fiel for an aoademio disoipline. 
Sooia1 anthropology has· ita problems its way of dealing with 
them.. We are· to be naive a1:out, other l:t'iel~of ao~demio endeavour~ 
that is,. we. om work .,ith simple aSButtptions,· about the nature of 
other disciplin93. The premise of naivev,yp then, ~reots ignoranoe 
to' the etatus. of a.methdod::doSi9al. virtue. l~o'l-l, firstly, to sB¥ thet 
a disoipline ~as its prOblsms is to. presume a great deal of agrcemGrit 
on the part' o~ its prBCtitioners as to· what. it is tboyought to be 
deinS. Not only h tJUe not ro~.uired for a hoal thy brcnoh of soholar
ship, it mq be pOllit1v.·,~ ho.:tmful.. If lUlthropology is lIh;;;.t 
onthropolog.l.sts do",it, 1e clear that the intorests of ita individual 
soholars ;till form at most,; family li1c:eneaeee, in ",JUch there need be 
no oonstanta. In. thie gense tho idoa that a BUtjQOt bas an essential 
nature ~d not be true. As to the harmf~ effeots of' being ovs~ 

oaser to define a disciplinh~ on... nC:lJd only quote from Fortos' 
inaugural leoturo,; ..at Cambridsa ..' He sUBaeste, that, nth tho t'unotional 
theory we now have a sound emJ;Jirioal soionc;e bavinS o-l1minc.tcd 
lonjeoturG and history..Rs rejeots. e,s no more .than' stuml-ling tlocks 
to clsar thinkine the ap1Jroaoht.13 of an older md fsr mors soholarly 
tradition than that of whioh hll is a, part.,· Sooial anthropoloeY', 
he ,soes on, is nOl< r abll3 to reo,)e,J1i2ie itself 1 onoe for ell, as a 
13eparate disQ;iplin'.,. oonoerned with 'mecho.l1iem e.nd function' '(Fortes· 
1953' 24). 

No comment on this i~ SUZGly re(;uired.Ho would have us, it seems, 
wor~c for ever with one JJ10del of society end confiDe our attention _ 
only to the problems Khi_h this fUnotion.l view aanaratea. Whils~ 

those problems may be ilOrth ",-ttention, the fwlotion.a.l framewor.!!. 
faUs even to formulato sc:tiafactOilly other~ which are aqually our 
provinoe and perhap~ morc im:portant. This ie Dot to l3ll,Y th.erG need 1:.13 

no shared assumptions as to the &.neral territor" of a disoipline, Lut 
s definition of the type that Fortes BUggsstS whioh effactivolr freezAs 
thought. o.an onl,y. haVG a .nega.~iVEl. valus. 

What:-.- is oi spec:;,al sign,ig1oanoC' hero,howeverj' is too ideE. that 
mthropo!ogy'is nol'l a._separa.te disoi,:pl1ns .. ! Su.a88S-i :thO polhigog.l.~ • 
institutional position of our subject is quite_unimportapt. To 
tUG i'\ eeriously' produot3s a sterlle oonoOrJ1 tor questions of 
ro~atioD.S betweon disciplines. PrltsUlDably' individuals will read 
Wbarawr t~ir intsrests telta thom. To eu~~.sea"tis tlut thD relationsbip 
'between soaiology and anthropology is, o.r ought to bel such, and suoh, 
would seam to' laok me.....ning.· 

an this issu.'., it is the contention of Gluckman that VEl must· 
closGuff"a 'oonoaptual system ani work 'fith s:1iDPl1ffarl versions of 
othe~ disciplines. ~Murdock in 1951 pick~d out prsoise~ this 
indifference to othor fi~lds of soholarship ~ a baeio VElaknees in· 
British sooial anthropology-end it i~; c1- arl.y eVident, amons' otOOr 
places, in a. whole list of works on substentive eoanomics steilJ;;line: 
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from !ol:"llinowaki). But tha neivaty th09is would virtuo.lly elimi.npta 
one of the chi~f sources of theoretical ~~vance ~hich might te cnll~d 

converGPnoe phenomena. Advances in knowledga seem toprooeed sidewQYs 
as often De ~orewnrds? ss oen be seen f~ob the construction of new 
sciencos precisely from the~orderline areas betwoon oxisting 
diaciplinos. Gluckman suggests '1'18 taboo thought at thQ80 padagog:l.c 
margins.offactivoly ruling out t~ ~ossibli~ of thiz tY?o of 
progress. 

To demonatrate the ocnse~usnOQS of auoh an attitude, the A3A 
conterauca of 1964 which resulted in The Struotural Studt of ~wth 

and Tot~mism.(Leaoh ed:1967)1s rat~r valtiablo. It shows that ua 
roue'" not remf!in 19narant of developm".nts in other'- discipline or 
cut oursolvea off from the insisilts they afford, that thero e.re 
h.uarda invt,;.::". d in conceiving anthropology aa a separate disoipline 
wi th its own problems and its own sgecial approach. Agreement on 
the natura of a diBcipli:n.o, ....hen it is oombinod wHh naivety le.Sds 
to intellectual inbreeding and a d~ genera.tion in thought. 'Only 
lihen there is. 9uffioiGnt variety (in a population) it is ensured 
that thera are ahre.ys individuo.ls aVeilB.Ult3¥i charaoteristicst 
sui table·· to meet the changes th&t ocour in the nvironmcnt'. . 
(Young: ;9601147). Tho population in this sx e is Iiritish sooial 
antb:rapologists' and tho changing onvironmon is the realisation 
in Frenoh antbropolo&y of the tromendous vaJ.ue of struotural 
lingpistics in providing a mothod of taokling our own matorial. 

Linguistica had viI.tuallY diaeppsared L"l. lIri tish antm:o:pology, 
although learning s language of oourse surviVF;ld as a necassary' part 
of fieldwork~ Its v&l,U;i;, then,tras seen- only as pra.~o.tic, and in 1960 
there ws no ASA member (sos Ardener EXS:; 1965) "rhoae dsclered main 
interoat was in lan~ega as suoh. Thus when Lbvi-St~auss dsmonstratea 
the value of the stluctural approach ta myth, we w€lro, for the moat 
part, at a 10S8 intelligontly to evaluate the ~.na.lysia. Lee.oh was 
quito right in his introduotion to th€l ASh volumo to point out that 
its main valua was an exp03ure of the pr-·.judiaes of the contritutora 
to'tlards. this Frcmeh se/Sti. l 0 ' 0:: trauss had titrst pu11ished bis approach 
as (;;.a,rly as 1955 in tha Journal of Amorican Folklore, yet in 1964 a 
disouosion of hiG work is strikingly l¥king in competonce. 

Such a community has produced its oritics, 'but those ....ho haVCI 
been most'noisily appalled, for instance Jarvie, have not distinguish~d 
thamselves in, their oritiques. Thero ~i"as so much to bG attnc:~ed in 
ourrent anthropologica.l praotise, but in 'Ths Revolution in ~nthro
pology'(JarVia:1964) ....a aro offare~ ~ll-informsd comm~nts from which 
our disoiplina cen derive no Lonafit. For instanoe, blindly to follow 

,.	 Popper in rejeoting what ia a.as'LWed to bQ a 'baoonian vion of science, 
plovidirig no eVidence, eith~r toxtual of bitliographioal, of hsving 
r~ad SIQ" Eacon} is oxactly the lack of education ll'hioh harms anthra
:poloBY'. 

Enough has.boen said for ths momont on social anthropology. If 
it is o.ocepted tha.t naivety is h:.'rmful, thsre W"ould seem to Le no 
re.9.son why our Grpa3urQ should bl:) confin. __ d to other sooial soienceil. 
All thssc disoip~ines ~~ve, since their origins, baen influonced cy 
an image oX- the natU,j.~l soiences and in view of this it is not un
ra~eonabl~ to onde~vour to aoquiro semEl famili~rity with the history 
and ectual preoticc in tooso exaat disciplines .. In too ,goneral issue 
of the .::.pplioabili ty of na. turs.1 sC:icnca, t8ohni{)UC3S and m0thods to 
sooial phanornen~ it would 3~am to ~~ helpful if vo were mOl~ informad 
than st prosont about tho natuls1 scianoea.It is, in fact, oruolal 
for all the sooial scienoos to sulGti tute for the present geoss 
rnieoonceptions of the natur~l sciences a. sympnthAtio nnd informed' 
viow from ifhich wo might b0 able -~o constluct a. better 'tyilO of 
humane discipline. 

Ha.ving roccivod no tr~ining in 0ithEr philosophy or sciena~, 

.' - .:.. 
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I have bean able to take to the literature an anthropol~gioel 

sene!tiVi ty rcther any type of s.xpQrtiae, so the pro~·.leme whioh 
I shall piok out and th~ manner in uhioh I shall disouss th~m will 
st03m very 1!lUch from an .;onthrollo1og1oal education. Anti the inter,tion, 
moreover, 10 by no means to bocom~ a philosopher, but aimplT to allow 
the ine1ghts ,gain,~d in the oxposure to feodbaok. Md improve tbl pr(iQti.se 
of ~thropology 1tself~ 

'loie oursolvoe como into the procEll3s. I (Young: 1960z lOo). 

Meanine belon,ept<l- 18llSUtl.SOj 18ll,guag& aomea- in systems; therefore'
meaning comes in systemC'. Lan,guo.,ge 1s a human croatian eo meaning ia 
not extornal. If we lWcept this we have the problem of 'defining what 
science is about, for if we BUSsasts that sience is cbout th~ world 
wa must yot canoed.:, that in Bome sense tho tIIJOrld. tB' of our own maitfng. 
l~hat doW" contributv when we euppOBG WO -'XG ta.lIdng about an extorncl 
reality - we anter the prooass, but where? Thie·~roblem p~rhape 

nature.l13 eugsssta itEelf to l.\D anthropologiat, eo I ah.'!l.l bOGin by 
diaouBaing ih., IHar[\ture that bringa it to the fore. . 

Human being live in a symboliC" universe" a fabri0 of meening. 
Can WG the-refon Bl:.oept A E.Housmon'e linea-'I a atana8D and afr;.o,id, 
in a world I nevr:r made. I Thare ia an. obvioua oanse in whioh 'N& 

think a.bout thl1 world ",a' Imindapendent real1ty, yet, at' the D~e 

time thG world for, ua i8 the moaning, we give it. So, do W, talk 
about an GJ:ternal world or do we find in Cassirar' s 'IIords that. 
instead of doalinG with the things: in themeelvea -man is in It eanB9" 
oonatan'tly' 'oonvereiitg with hiDisolf'. (1944t 25}. "All the" eoi'oncs-s, 
slqs Humo itt his TrvatiaQ on Hwnan'Neture 'have, a'rolation to"human 
naturer holfttVer "wide" r.aq of them mey ,seem to run from it; tha:r 
r",turn book by eng paaassa or anothor' • In thia aoction I shall look 
at thil1 relation. Tho problem- trat our eoienoe- is about tho world 
but that maaning derives from ue - ia not solvod; but the' opposition 
is lftUlkonGd eomewhat. ' 

Gorman ,,,otaphya"lCS represente' an Elxtrame form- of philoeophioa:l 
epeculation. Santayana diecuases it in te-r.ms of e60tism, cn atti~e 

whioh e.ssumss that 'nothuig ahould control the mind exoept, tho mind 
itself. Egotism is subjectivism 1000mo ?roud of itself and proclaiming 
itself" absolute'. (19j9.151)'. The egoist graspe onl;y himself and inI 

that eens", his egotism turne out truo". (Ibid: 11). But: tile omni'9otanoo 
of thouGht is neith~r a primitiva nor a motaphysioal pGoulioxit;y. 
Do we e ....er aSSUIJIS that our mecning and language (that ie our thou8ht) 
do not define the "World in which,lm liva. But, do we ever get a11¥ 
nearer toroality than msanin61 Do we in soiencG hav~ B dislogu~ of 
the mind with na.turr;; or only of ona mind with another? 

Langer in bar Philoe09hY in a N~~ Kay (1942) suggeets that 
iIl"-n ~ivee in an eseentially human world. Tho symbolio universe ie 
oonetructod by ue, thz fuBdDJ~ent~l prooese of ~be human mind ie 
symbolio transforml.",tion. '(Thil3 has abeolutely fundcmGntcd imp"ortenc~ 
for thG task of theor,y oonetruction in the Bocial scienooB whioh 
an ignorant torm of soientiem has managed to obsouro) • .And we must 
r~cognise hero, beeidos tho oreative aspeot of our thouBht~tho 

essentially so~ial (bQouaeo linguistio) nature of our ideas. 
li'uourbach b2.e said that I two beings arlJ' 'loS nscessar,y for the 
,gonare.tion of the; human mind as they o.ro for the genoration uf tho 
human body'. The css'entia! point is that WEI' liw in a Dhsrf;ld conoaptual 
world. ~o are not in tho realm of privato moenina but of collectiv~ 

representatione, but., as 1;& are docl1ng with metl,ning. "10 can eenDib~y 

oppose to subj~otivity not objectivi~' but only intlr-~ubjcctiV1ty. 

l'kaning"h;~ro is not individual but it's" 9upra.-ind'ividual eocial chuaoter 
ooneists in' ita shared qudity not in a.n;y externality. Noll' it is 
clGar tbat in charao"torising eooial fects ae oxterna.l Durlm; 1m meant 
nothing lllOtaphyeico.l, end we must romom~",cr thE'.t whtm he eugc.ested 
tllerc existed an indOllElndont realm of eocial faots ho was ondeavouring 
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to orGste B disciplin~. Neverth~leSB toeubstitute inter-Bubjeativ1~ 

for sxternality does rather require that we redefine the dist~otion 

between individual and social facts; for cloarly psychology and 
sociology cennot here be seen as referring to t~o oompletely in
dopsndent types of phenofasna. Thus deepi te the illarl{ed failUX6· ,up 
till now of integrcting bsVcholoSioel insights into the so~ial 

scie~ee 1 this stance doee o0mpell us to oontinue to ee2rch for 
wnys in which the- two diaci-.;llines can be meaningfully inte~a.t3d. 

To return to the· rslation betwBen soiencs, ths lrorld and 
ourselves, two importent areas in uh10h it eEm be' said tha.t we malta 
a aignifioent contribution &rs these. Firstly, in sensory experience, 
we a.lwnyer lcnaw, but modern experimental paycholo'gy' supporta common 
sense, that· sensations simply are not accurate cr complete re-ports 
G.bout an extsrnal 'World. The pbysical coneti tution of our orsNlS 
and the brain work togather to select and or,gcnise fiOlD a chaotio 
flow of tinpFBssions. bur merest SL~se experience is a proaess of 
fOrffiulation. An objeot is, then, not a datum but· a form oonetruced 
by an intelligent organism. As N.R.llanson says in Patt~rns of -- . 
Discovery (1958)" s:;;eiJ:lg is a photo-ohBm:!-cal evont but pe~.:~g 
is intorprBtativc and crectivo. So ideas do not dsriv~ fr sa
tions rathe:.:' experienoe gats its aenss from' conception. Sensati'on, 
than, is tbaory-laden, influenoed,f"r example, by 3xpeotE'.tion, so 
there must be an intimate conn'Jotion. between 'pereeivins ae' and 
'poroeiving that'. -

Socondly} thera·t~· a closo relt"tionship betueen scienoe and 
language. r shall not' here' concern llIYsQlf Wi.th' 'liht.:thor:. there is 
a meta'9bysios' ooncealed in the· s-~ruotur'e of'l:I lan,guage-, but as
soienoe is'- essentiall,y" communioated !:riowled08.e~ it ia in languago, 
It useS",'symbqls and Wl3 cannot asSumCl· that for- literature language ..	 is oentral but- thnt for scienoe' it is lDerely a neutral meen~ of 
expressions' (sce- Ba.rthee in Lano cd-il970)·. Ho code ie privllesed 
and no languag9" ts" innooent. For istanoe 1 WEt aannot· AEI,a.ume we have 
Bliminated- ours,elves frollt soiencr" eimply beoause ], t' uses imporsonal 
grammatioal ocnstruotions. 

I oen best start rrr:; discussion' of' the phi1:Jsopby of sohnoo by'-' 
dealing with the- problem of extBrnality. rt is often ~~id that Bacon
offered an induotive theory of ecientific- method-science accumul·o.tes: 
facts and trom them soneratea ~r['.l ptinc>i];iL.:la HOlf inductiviam J.S 
a hopelessly erroneous'desoription of, or presoription for, scientif~c 

o.ctivity, bu't we would be wront$ to attribute this type of viBw to 
Bacon. ae was far t00 muCh a ?roduct of a medieval oducation for 
this to be e'ven "o~.eible. Hie dDsire mlS to br"ak. the' hold of the 
Aristotelian aYeteID and to ~rect a new syet~~ of reliable knowledge. 
In this taak h: did not deny a creative role to the h,uDan intelleot, 
hut ideas were 'not simuly to be ooncoiv~d in 'the little'oell of 
human 'Wit") but tested ! with reverenoe in the groatar world'. They' 
wers to be used to :rind out exp,~riraGntallY- the 1lI0st basio prooesses' 
of naturG by discovering whioh ideaa WlJre of the most wide 
ap~licability (s8e Herrb:1964;PurvorI1967). The n~w science was 
to be subjeot to a continuous and sxternal control. 

This is not induotivism'l but· we bave still to Bxplain tho idea 
of extp.rnal control. Soience aD a 'seoond Soripture' is ~ossibly 

t.!l·_ solutirm-t'or Bacon, God reveals himself in the ~;orld. As' 
Heisenberg st~tes: 'This new aotivity wee in its b::.:ginninSS oartainly 
not mflint !!.S a devi"ation from the traditional Christian religion. 
On the contrtry one'spoks of two kinds of revelation of God. The 
one wes written in the Dible and the other was to be found in the 
'book of n~ture'(1950:16). Thus meaning ~e dGrived not imposed and 
is external in the sensa that it belongs·to God. But this view and 
lath it the notion of a purely 3xternal oontrol becomes unacceptable 
tho :n"Jj1Bnt we focuf3 our atheistic rLttention on our contribution, 
the models us build un_the morpholoBY of aie,nificancs of whieh ue 
a.ra th..= cre'Jtorl3. If na.ture ret\lly is a. book to be rBc.d, in ."hich 

.. 
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ourselves, two importent areas in uhioh it CE'.n be' said tha.t we malts 
a aignifioent contribution &rs these. Firstly, in sensory experience, 
we a.!wnyer lcnaw, but modern experimental paycholo'gy' supports common 
sense, that· sensations simply are not accurate er complete re-ports 
G.bout an extsrnal 'World. The pbysical con8ti tution of our orsNlS 
and the brain work togather to select and or,gcnise fiom a chaotio 
flow of 1inp1'Gssions. bur merest se..'1.se experience is a proaess of. 
fOrffiulation. An objeot is, then, not a datum but· a form oonstruced 
by an intelli~nt organism. As N.R.llanson says in Patt~rns of ... 
Discovery (1958)" s:;;eillg is a photo-ohGm:!-cal evont but pe~.:~g 
is intorprBtativc and crectivo. So ideas do not dsriv~ fr sa
tions rathe:.:' experienoe gets its aenss from' conception. Sensati'on, 
than, is tbaory-laden, influenoed,f"r example, by 3xpeotE'.tion, so 
there must be an intimate connaotion between 'perceiving ae' and 
'poroeiving that'. -

Socondly} there' is' a closo relt"tionship betueen scienoe and 
language. r shall not, here' concern mys(llf rl.th' uht.:thor:. there is 
a meta'9bysios' ooncealed in the· s'~ruotur'e of' a; lan,guase-, but aB 

soienoe is' essentiall,y" communioated !:riowled08.e~ it ia in languago, 
It useS"··symbqls and Wl3 cannot assuma· that for li tel.-ature language 
is ovntral bu~ t~t for eoienoe' it i$ merely a neutral meen~ of 
expressions' (sce- Ba.rthee in Lano cd-il970)·. Ho code ie privllesed 
and no language" is" innooent. For istanoe 1 WEt aannot· AB,a.ume we have 
Gliminated- oura.elves !rout soiencF.< eimply beoause ]. t, uses iJilporsona! 
grammatioal ocnstruotions. 

I oen best start rrr:; discueeion· of" the phil:Jsopby of' sobnoo by'-' 
dealing with the- problem of extBrnality. rt is often ~!il-id that Bacon" 
offered an induotive theory of ecientific- method-science accumul·o.tes: 
facts and trom them sonerates ~r[".l ptinc..iJ;iL.:la Half inductiviam l.S 

a hopelessly erroneous' <lesoription of, or presoription for, scientifj,c 
octivity, bu~ we would be wron~ to attribute this ~c of viBw to 
Bacon. lie was far t·;·o muCh a 'Product of a medieval oducation for 
this to be e'ven "o~.sible. Hie dDsire Ilas to br"ak. the' hold of the 
Aristotelian sYstem and to ~rect a new syet~~ at reliable knowledge. 
In this taBk h: did not deny a creative role to the h,',man intelleot, 
hut ideas were 'not si.Drnly to be ooncoivEld in 'the little "oell of 
human "'it") but tested ! with reverenoe in the groatar world'. They
wers to be used to :r1nd out exp,~riraGntallY- the 1lI0st basio prooesses' 
of no.turG by discovering whioh ideas wure of the most wide 
ap.)l1cabili ty (see Harrb: 1964 ,Purvorll967). The nElw science was 
to be subjeot to a continuous and sxternal control. 

This is not induotivism'l but· we bave still to Bxplain tho idea 
of extp.rnal control. Soience a3 a 'seoond Soripture' 1s ~ossibly 
t1"1-. solutirm-t'or Bacon, God reveals himself in the ~;orld. As' 
HCisenbarg st~teB:'ThiB new aotivity ~B in its b8ginnings oQrtainly 
not mflPnt !!.B a devtation from the traditional Christian religion. 
On the contrtT,1 one'spoks of two kinds at revelation of' God. The 
one we8 written in the Bible and the other was to be found in the 
'boo!! of Mture '( 1950: 16). Thus meaning !.B dGrivcd not imposed and 
is extt3rnnl in the senso thtlt it belongs ·to God. But this v1ew and 
Inth it the notion of a purt3ly axternal oontrol becomes unacct3ptnble 
tho :n',J)1Bnt we foeuf'3 our atheistic rLttention on our contribution, 
the models ue build un_the morpholoBY of aie,nificancs of whieh ue 
a.ra tho.= cre'Jtorl3. If na.ture reA.lly is a. book to bt3 rBc.d, in 'Which 
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langul' ee is it wri tien? -;~e oannot escaJ;le Whewe11 , s dictuml , ' 

'Therl!l-ia a mask of_th13or.Y' ovor the ~·Thola-...f'ace of nature'. !U1d" 
ot this. tnuory we are the authors _ this is where we ollter the 
process. 

This view is of some signigicanco, for a whol~.set of torms 
that are ati11 ueed in the philosophy of science, for_1nstance 
empirical, faot 1 ato.are semantioally kin to this' -idea. of extcrnalit;}IW 
If we are unablo to find a useful meaning for thin ooncept then 
theSG others belonging to the same epistemological standpoint oan 
onlY' be a eource of confueion. All sQtivities in sc:i.,.o,Doe, .are 
theory-dependent, eo how oould we use the term empir1Qal ..to whioh 
the term theoretical is op:p.osed? In. th:: Q.E.D.. we find that the 
concept. of. dl.'ltum and fa.ot are relatod to the- notion of pvelmess. 
whioh on psyohological grounds, we 1.a10w to.be untenable. Now the 
philosophy of soience uses for the moet part. th~ lan~aee of ordinar,r 
disoourse, end natuxl1l languagee are simply not in ordor. They aro 
the anomymou8 creations of unconsoious senerations of amateurs and 
oan be improved upon. Their oapacity to oury meaning is, of' course, 
rooted. in their etabil1.V. but if we equate meaning with uee and 
then oonclude thea' are iIl order WE!I put ourselves at the merc)' of' 
the theoretical prejudicae of our predeceaeors in the use of' 
lan,gaa"ge (l!Iee Gol1ner: 1<;159) .. When we are a.ware that words simpl.y 
do not e~r-ElBS what we. mean theY' oan only be substitutos for 
thought. It is no advanco if we feel uneaeY' 'spGeking of reaUt:? 
to use tJ:w oonceret I realityl instead. Philosopb,y iD" ooncerned wi. th 
evaJ.uating t~ use- of concepts,_ that. is, not simply. nth tho"""lJSO of 
lI"OJ;'ds but rather nth. what it makes sense' to. 98¥. Fully consoious 
of our c.ontribution in.. eoiGnoe, thinking in tem.e. of models deriviIlg 
from ouraelvee,. the terms. iIl which we. talk about the', aotiv1 ty ot 
soienoe' are most unsatisfactory.., (At the same time as Jll.akinS thia 
remark about phil080P~, i10 ou@bt to be addod that U anthropology 
is basically about, a. fa.briC c4 meaning and languaga, than it.will 
be the natural lansuaee of. the, culture in question.- that in port 
sup~liee the. stzucture. of the phenomenon which is beiDg investigated•. 
Hero, therefore, the natural 1angua@e must be treated vith great 
respeot, and those 10gioal defioiBnces and ambiguities which. one 
lI"OU1d wish- to remove- from a philosophioal languase whioh. h.ae a. 
prG~ise task to achieve m~ be precisoly'tha mora'importan1o aspeote 
of the language ussr's. situa.tion),. 

Moving from Bacon to olassioal and modern pb;ysics, one iIluSt 
disouss the. Cartesian distinction bet"een res cognitans (3e1£) 
and ras Gxtansa (world), whioh was BO sisnificnnt in the evo1u.t1on . 
of the natural sciences. Its implication was that one could talk 
about the wor.1d without reference to onEself; a position "hiGh. 
o'm.e to seem a nsoeDsnry oondi t10n for all natural BOieno~. Ih·: 
the Cl1tb . soience 100ksd away from man townrde machines tor 
eXJ;ll8llatory purposes (with sewral diroetteots on the sooial 
soienoes, wh:Loh. uare, founded upon ll. slavish and unscientifio 
inlit!1tion of them) ,but by I a ourious rovengo( this) is now found 
to be also its ohief thsorstical datiolen.cy· .(YoUllg:196Q~lQ7). 
It has been found in moda%l1 theoretiol'l.l ~h3sios that we cannot 
eliminato ourse1vss:; in osrtain o1rcumstMces knowledge is 
essentially a relationship and the Boientist has theoretically to 
reenter himself into hiB soisnos •. In Y:JUllg' e 'Words:. I_our physical 
science is s1Jlrply not a set of reports about en external world.. 
It is also a rsport abou1o ourselvos nnd ou~ relations to that-wor1d-'. 
(1960,108) • .IielsonbE:rg in a aimi.lar "8¥~ I ·"hat. wo observe is not ~' 
nature. in itself but nature e:posed to our mGthod of questioning'. 
(1958;57). But pGrhapa Jeans in his address to the British 
Assooiation in 1934 sums up this eenoral trend in thought most 
Elfficiontly: 'ThE! naturG, WE!I study doGS not oonsist so much 
of sOllie thing q porooivo as of our perpoptions. It is not th'O---
objeot of the oubjBot-objeot re1!1tion but the rGlation itself. 
Thare ls, in fact, no c1Gar cut division betwBon the subjeot 
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langul'se is it wri Uen? -;~e oannot escaJ;le Whewell's dictuml 
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philosophy of soience uses for the moet part. th{~ lanStlage of ordinaI7 
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oan be improved upon. Their oapacity to oury meaning is, of' course, 
rooted. in thEiir etabil1:ty, but if we equate meaning with uee and 
then oonclude the3' are ill order we put ourselves at the merc)'" of' 
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eval.uaUng t~ use of concepts" that. is, not simply. nth tho"""'llSO of 
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sup~liee the. stzucture. of the phenomenon which is beiDg investigated •. 
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Elfficiontly: 'ThE! naturG, we study doGS not oonsist so much 
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Assooiation in 1934 sums up this genoral trend in thought most 
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and ob"joct , they form an. indivisible wbol~.1

Now if this ~o'aksning of' the Cartesian position is to be
 
welcomed, tro.t is, wo b8COJIIG mora conscious of' our p<U't in sO.J,onca,
 
Jeane'oonolusion is wrong. If in some sonss, sciance.is about roal~
 
for us, 110 does not follow that" -it". speaks about" our' porooptlottlr"':
 
rathor then. sbout the world. This su,ggost":..on. and tho. type. o:f:'_~ienos
 

to which" t leads, are: u,lU1.Oooptablo. How O£i.n I, 'a&inta.in:. this:. ¥ben
 
. all alonS. ttCl emphasis has' been. on. our' oontribution? 1 bavs' 
ond,eavoured to hWllCll.lzs' sc.1enoe~ and. Daw, suggest. the.t Boi:enaa. is 
abou't the· roel 'World. ~OI ultimeteo salu~1on to thiS' problolll' that" 
soience. is. a~out the world but_ that, meaning is .,human is' o:ff'ered.. 
83.V80 to s,USs.est that.so:i,.enca' doslil' refor.,"to! the WQrld bu.t that i-t:": 
neve-r stands':.alon&J .1.10 is: always- .part of a lsrgvr S3"SctaIM of_ thqugb:t ... 
Soienea-: has" not· suddenly' bocome.phi:loaophioaJ.. in' the, C. ~,.·i 10 hC8' 
never bsen. indopendent; OD- ph1lolSoph7. And hem' tho. rmQp....]abourer': 
conception' is',.olearly WX"Qng. Tho..sug8'3st1on that' i.t: ole:m:e~: up' some~··. 

preliminar,y· oonfusions and then, positi.v.e. 1I0ie:n.ce cm: sa't along· OR .. 

i tw -own-;:··i,s.'·l!I1mply un1:ruar, (saa' lf1nahE1958) ..~ Philosophyr b,· a· . 
permanent part' of tho struotlq'e of sc1ence; 1ts founda'tiona are 
metaphysical and its method is al~s int1mat1313 related to. an 
epiatemo;lagic-aJ. posit1cm:..- To..,~ soiEDlOe f'resdom,l: in· 'this. ~ .9J.lows 
us 10 1nc-l.uda'; oureelvos:. .in;, our :thought. and' to SUB-Best. that sCience-, 
is about:. the- world.. Th1Bi ia·the..IDC1"B eo. when that'etlrtls-' of' the .. ,' 
soientific: oam.un1ty..... J::ati;cm:al, ari'ticism. - 'proV.ides, as' P"o:pper"·~":~,'~ 

hu- stJ:8ssed,;,. a.1ioUgb: environment' in whioh:. our. thoughte abw'Q:"rBali~ 
have, to;'; oompa"ta. :to. surv1.ve.... TM,JJ. tao-tor: f01"-" Pappe:rr (ssG" tbnjQo.'tur8Bi" 
and Beti.r.tetions; 19(3) relJO'lveS-' the' prob:l!era- ot: hew: k:a0wled:@e IDQ' be· ' 
'a human 8tfiad.r but~ ye't., no't- arb1trur.. tlhi;J;s.t: thia' view: o-snnO't, e1mp4-:be 
loft aao.1it, 1sit.i~~oontil.ins a: gr:aat_ deeLo1'" truth..; " '. ;'-~ 

. ..~ ~' :,~. i' '.'
 
SJs1eat- 8I1d. &8lIing: in 5ei8DO& " . :'
 

';,r~ :,: .'.': ,.~~ . , .. _'~''::' )" • ". '... , ' 

Poull101t in.Les. 'romps: Modertl8l1~ (Vol.,X!I; 1.956)-. rigb.tly- pomtlll ". ~ 
out that- the origilW.lity· .ot- L€vi.-5U:8uSS- does' not:, lla.. in his 
elDPbasia- on st;ruotureJ it consista-. in taking', this;, ohars:otaristic ' .. 
serioull-lZ,' ond. "d' en tirE:r imper.tur.bablement.' toutes·' les- oonsequencea.' • 
Here I, shall make, tho. idea of syst-em oentral and .tr,v t-O! draw al~. 

conJi!leqJ1Ql)cas fro~, it•. ,Bu1; an. anthropologioal. no.ta is :1n..ord~ tire~~ 

Tho, aohiovGmen1;. ot MalinQWllki, was to. Glllphaa:la a., against 811 ec.rlier 
tradi tion•. the s;Jetematic.- naturlJ of. cwturs., Now. tha: atomism: of" 
the Vio.toriGC approaob.i:o,oex'isteck·'\f1th.. an.: int.oreat-- :in bel1ef~ 

and for the sain' of .system in funotional theor,v we' suffered t1te. 
loss of intoreet'in moaning. This in'terest returned: in· Flvsne
Pritohardl e superb' (1931) monograph OIl'· Zande thougtlt whcilro the 
ideas,"of.s:J.st~end, sense are oontral. (But; so 8I1MnOW'lced' WS 
this· ehift in ,attention that ·it,·,seems m8lJ1' bec6ll1e' aware that I't 
had, bappenad rather .belatedly) ... And perhaps it· ie one of, the more' 
important aspeots of struoturalism to' look 1"1rm1y'-tosether' these 
idoas of me~ing and system (-soe ,Douglas I 1966 'on Judaio classification). 
Nor should, ill appear- strange ~ to· oombine·· .t"sns-P.r1. tohard snd structu
ralism- at" this.·pain.t·, £PI:. whilo,. be. is- 1n..-no-- ssnae, a' struotaralist·,. .' 
it 1llUB1I be recognised.. the-t" his- interest: in the Annb· sobooldlrinSS' 
him int-o that, t;radition:. of':,French.. sociology' of: wh10h.,L'vi~Btrauss 
is also. a product. ,:" :",~ :; .:·v. .' 

I ,shall, deal vith'·systom, and..·mellJling in sO'iance. primarily 
rltb respeot to ona historical e.:z:amplB. ·Lot. me dart with two 
quoi,;ee from· Harr&'.s e.:z:cellent· Matter- 8I1d Methed (I). Ho· ssos 
newtonian dynamios as ,the- final. adoption of the Corpusoularian 
philosoPh7-tho meohnnieal. trorld- pioture, a general oonoeptual 
system 'tho aoceptnnoo ot: ~hioh determines the" direction. in whioh 
the analysis of phenomena should prooeed. end the oontent whioh . 
must be included to make an explsnstion acoeptable~(1964:'105). 
Elsowhsre tbat, ' Acceptsnco of the dootrine that mat~er is that. 
whioh is definod by the pllimar..r propsrties not only detBrmine the 

- 2l -

and ob"joct , they form an. indivisible wbol~.'-

Now if this llo'aksning of' the Cutes!e.n position is to be 
welcomed, trllt is, wo b8COJIIG mora conscious of' our p<U't in SO.J,once., 
Jeane'oonolusion is wrong. If in some sonss, sciance. is about roal~ 
for us, 110 does not follow that· -it". speaks about our' poroopt1ons-': 
rathar then. shout the world. This su,gaost":..on. and tbo. type. o:f:'_~ienos 
to which" t leads, are: ulUl.Oooptablo. How o[;.n I, 'a&inta.in:. this:. ¥ben 

. all &lonS. ttCl emphasis has' been. on. our' oontribution? 1 bavs' 
ondeavoured to humcnizs' sc.1enoe~ and. now, suggest. the.t Boi:enae... is 
abouv the· roel 'World. ~OI ul. timste- salu~1on to thiS' probIolll' that" 
soience. is. a~out the world but_ that. meaning is .,human is' oi'f'ered.. 
save. to s,ugs.eat that, eo:i,.enca' dOSjiI· refor., to! the WQrld bu.t that i-t-: 
neve-r etands':.aloneJ .1.10 is: always- .part of a lsr,svr S3"SctaIM of_ thQugb:t .. 
SOienea-: has" not· suddenly' bocome. phi:loaophioal... in· the, C. ~,: it hC8' 
never bsen indopendent; 02. ph1lolSoph7. And hem' tho. wOe .... ] abourer': 
conception' is" .olearly WX'Qng. The. .sug8'3st1on that'1:t: ole:m:e.: 1Zp' some~··. 

preliminar,y- oonfusions atLd then. pOBit1.v.e. !Soience cail.: sat along· OD·, 

i tw -own-;"-u"s1mply untrue" (saa' lf1nahE 1958) .. ~ Philoso.phy:;·1"s,· a· . 
permanent part' of tho struotlq'e of science; 1 te foundationa are 
metaphysical and its method is al~s int1matB13 related to. SJl 

epiatemo;lagic-al.. posi t1oD.'..- To.. dax:IT- so1enos f'rSSdoDli: in· 'this. ~ .9J.lows 
us 10 1nc-l.uda': ouraelvos:. .in;, our .thought. and' to SUB-aest. that sC"1enoe, 
is about. the- world .. ThiBl ia·'the..mcra sc). when that·etlrtl&· of' the -." 
soientifiC' oam.un1 ty ..... J::aticm:al· criticism. - ·proV.ides, a& P"o:pper"'~ ":~,'~ 
hlW stJ:8ssed.;,. a. tougb: env.ironment iD whioh:. our. thoughte abw'Q:"rBali ~ 
have: . surv1.ve .... Th'ia. f'"aotor: for" Papperr (ssG'. tbnjQo.'\ur8Bi" 

19(3) reaalves: the' prob:1!era- of haw: k:a0wled:se m:~ be· ' 
arb1 trur .. tlb.i;J;s.t: thia' view. cnamO't· s1.mpq~be 

loft aao.:41t. a: gr:aat_ deeLo!'" truth..: . '. ;'-~ 
. - ': ~ . : ,~. i' ' .. 

SJa1G1D'- and. &8lIing: in Sci8llO& " : :' 
.;. r~. :,.".,.': ,.~~ ., .. _.~,.::.)." ' .. '. ,., . 

PoulllOlt in.Las. 'romps. Modernelt~ (Vol.,XlI; 1.956) .. rigb.tly- pomt81 ". ~ 
out that. the origilW.li t;y . . ot- L€v1.-fiU:suss- does' not:, lia: in his 
elDPbasia. on st;ruotureJ it consista-. in taking', this;, ohars:otari8'tic : ,. 
serioua.lZ.· ond ',d' en t1rer imper.tur.bablement; toutes·' leB" oonsequencea..' • 
Here I· shall make· tho. idea o.f system o.entral and .tr,v to! draw s.l~. 
conli!leqJlQl1cas fro~, H."Bu1; an. anthropologioal. no.ta is 1n..ord~ t1re~:.,. 

Tho· aohiovameni;. ot Ms.li.nQWllki, was tG GlDphaa:la a., 8gaiDst an ec.rlier 
tradi tion,., the a;JstematiQ.' naturlJ of. cul turs., NoW". the: atomism: of" 
the Vio.to.riGil' approaobio.,oex.isteck·'If1 th.. an.: int.oreat.- in bel1ef~ 
and for the sain' of . system: in funotional theor,v we' suffered the· 
lo.ss o.f intareet'in moaning_ Tbis intereet returned: in· Flvsns
Pritohard' e SUperb' (1931) monogt"aph 00'· Zande thougb.t whcilro the 
idaas,"o.f.s;,'.steIll! end, sense are oontral~ ('But. eo anMnOW'lced' ns 
this· ehift in ,attention that ·H,·,seems m8lJ1' became' aware the.t It 
bad,bappeuad rather.belatedlY) •. And perhaps 1~ ie one o.f,the more' 
important aspeo.ts of struoturalism to' look firmly-- to.sether· these 
idoas of me~ing atLd system: (-soe ,Dougla~'II1966 'on Judaio claseification). 
Nor should, i 11 appear- strange ~ to· oombine .. ,t"ans-.P.r1. tohard and structu
ralism- at" this.·pain.t·,. £P7:. whilo,. be. i& 1n..-no .. senae· a . atruotaralist·,. .' 
it 1llUB1I be reco.gnised. the-t" his- interest: in the Ann&s· so.boold:lrinSS' 
him into. that, t,;radi tion:. o;t:,French" sociology' o.f: wh10.h..L'vi~Strauss 
is also.. a product. ,;" : ... ~ :; .,,:.)'. .' 

I ,shall, deal vith'·systom, and..·mejlJling in s01.ance. primarily 
rl tb respeot to ona historical e:z:amplB. ·Lot. me dart with two 
quo.i.;es from· Harr&'.s e:z:cellent· Matter- and Methad (I). Ho· ssas 
Ilerlonian dynam10s as ,the- :final. Moption of the Corpusoularian 
philosoph7-tho meohnn1eal. tTorle!- pioture, a general oo.noeptual 
system 'tho acceptnnoo of 1:hioh determines the', direction. in whioh 
the analysia of phenomena should prooeed. end the oontent whio.h . 
must be included to make an explanation acoepte.ble~(1964:'105). 
Elsowhsre tbat, ' Acceptanco o.f the doo.trine that matter is that. 
whioh is definod by the pllimar..r propsrties not onlY' detBrmine the 

- 2l -

and ob"joct , they form an. indivisible wbol~.'-

Now if this llo'aksning of' the Cutes!e.n position is to be 
welcomed, trllt is, wo b8COJIIG mora conscious of' our p<U't in SO.J,once., 
Jeane'oonolusion is wrong. If in some sonss, sciance. is about roal~ 
for us, 110 does not follow that· -it". speaks about our' poroopt1ons-': 
rathar then. shout the world. This su,gaost":..on. and tbo. type. o:f:'_~ienos 
to which" t leads, are: ulUl.Oooptablo. How o[;.n I, 'a&inta.in:. this:. ¥ben 

. all &lonS. ttCl emphasis has' been. on. our' oontribution? 1 bavs' 
ondeavoured to humcnizs' sc.1enoe~ and. now, suggest. the.t Boi:enae... is 
abouv the· roel 'World. ~OI ul. timste- salu~1on to thiS' probIolll' that" 
soience. is. a~out the world but_ that. meaning is .,human is' oi'f'ered.. 
save. to s,ugs.eat that, eo:i,.enca' dOSjiI· refor., to! the WQrld bu.t that i-t-: 
neve-r etands':.aloneJ .1.10 is: always- .part of a lsr,svr S3"SctaIM of_ thQugb:t .. 
SOienea-: has" not· suddenly' bocome. phi:loaophioal... in· the, C. ~,: it hC8' 
never bsen indopendent; 02. ph1lolSoph7. And hem' tho. wOe .... ] abourer': 
conception' is" .olearly WX'Qng. The. .sug8'3st1on that'1:t: ole:m:e.: 1Zp' some~··. 

preliminar,y- oonfusions atLd then. pOBit1.v.e. !Soience cail.: sat along· OD·, 

i tw -own-;"-u"s1mply untrue" (saa' lf1nahE 1958) .. ~ Philoso.phy:;·1"s,· a· . 
permanent part' of tho struotlq'e of science; 1 te foundationa are 
metaphysical and its method is al~s int1matB13 related to. SJl 

epiatemo;lagic-al.. posi t1oD.'..- To.. dax:IT- so1enos f'rSSdoDli: in· 'this. ~ .9J.lows 
us 10 1nc-l.uda': ouraelvos:. .in;, our .thought. and' to SUB-aest. that sC"1enoe, 
is about. the- world .. ThiBl ia·'the..mcra sc). when that·etlrtl&· of' the -." 
soientifiC' oam.un1 ty ..... J::aticm:al· criticism. - ·proV.ides, a& P"o:pper"'~ ":~,'~ 
hlW stJ:8ssed.;,. a. tougb: env.ironment iD whioh:. our. thoughte abw'Q:"rBali ~ 
have: . surv1.ve .... Th'ia. f'"aotor: for" Papperr (ssG'. tbnjQo.'\ur8Bi" 

19(3) reaalves: the' prob:1!era- of haw: k:a0wled:se m:~ be· ' 
arb1 trur .. tlb.i;J;s.t: thia' view. cnamO't· s1.mpq~be 

loft aao.:41t. a: gr:aat_ deeLo!'" truth..: . '. ;'-~ 
. - ': ~ . : ,~. i' ' .. 

SJa1G1D'- and. &8lIing: in Sci8llO& " : :' 
.;. r~. :,.".,.': ,.~~ ., .. _.~,.::.)." ' .. '. ,., . 

PoulllOlt in.Las. 'romps. Modernelt~ (Vol.,XlI; 1.956) .. rigb.tly- pomt81 ". ~ 
out that. the origilW.li t;y . . ot- L€v1.-fiU:suss- does' not:, lia: in his 
elDPbasia. on st;ruotureJ it consista-. in taking', this;, ohars:otari8'tic : ,. 
serioua.lZ.· ond ',d' en t1rer imper.tur.bablement; toutes·' leB" oonsequencea..' • 
Here I· shall make· tho. idea o.f system o.entral and .tr,v to! draw s.l~. 
conli!leqJlQl1cas fro~, H."Bu1; an. anthropologioal. no.ta is 1n..ord~ t1re~:.,. 

Tho· aohiovameni;. ot Ms.li.nQWllki, was tG GlDphaa:la a., 8gaiDst an ec.rlier 
tradi tion,., the a;JstematiQ.' naturlJ of. cul turs., NoW". the: atomism: of" 
the Vio.to.riGil' approaobio.,oex.isteck·'If1 th.. an.: int.oreat.- in bel1ef~ 
and for the sain' of . system: in funotional theor,v we' suffered the· 
lo.ss o.f intareet'in moaning_ Tbis intereet returned: in· Flvsns
Pritohard' e SUperb' (1931) monogt"aph 00'· Zande thougb.t whcilro the 
idaas,"o.f.s;,'.steIll! end, sense are oontral~ ('But. eo anMnOW'lced' ns 
this· ehift in ,attention that ·H,·,seems m8lJ1' became' aware the.t It 
bad,bappeuad rather.belatedlY) •. And perhaps 1~ ie one o.f,the more' 
important aspeo.ts of struoturalism to' look firmly-- to.sether· these 
idoas of me~ing atLd system: (-soe ,Dougla~'II1966 'on Judaio claseification). 
Nor should, i 11 appear- strange ~ to· oombine .. ,t"ans-.P.r1. tohard and structu
ralism- at" this.·pain.t·,. £P7:. whilo,. be. i& 1n..-no .. senae· a . atruotaralist·,. .' 
it 1llUB1I be reco.gnised. the-t" his- interest: in the Ann&s· so.boold:lrinSS' 
him into. that, t,;radi tion:. o;t:,French" sociology' o.f: wh10.h..L'vi~Strauss 
is also.. a product. ,;" : ... ~ :; .,,:.)'. .' 

I ,shall, deal vith'·systom, and..·mejlJling in s01.ance. primarily 
rl tb respeot to ona historical e:z:amplB. ·Lot. me dart with two 
quo.i.;es from· Harr&'.s e:z:cellent· Matter- and Methad (I). Ho· ssas 
Ilerlonian dynam10s as ,the- :final. Moption of the Corpusoularian 
philosoph7-tho meohnn1eal. tTorle!- pioture, a general oo.noeptual 
system 'tho acceptnnoo of 1:hioh determines the', direction. in whioh 
the analysia of phenomena should prooeed. end the oontent whio.h . 
must be included to make an explanation acoepte.ble~(1964:'105). 
Elsowhsre tbat, ' Acceptanco o.f the doo.trine that matter is that. 
whioh is definod by the pllimar..r propsrties not onlY' detBrmine the 
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details of a 8'.o.s. a.nd hcnco the a.ccoptable form of oxplanation,
 
but alaa the details of a~centabla scientific method' .(Ib1d:114).
 

. . It wns poss blc for a. Victorian positiviet such aB. Paarson 
in his 'Grammar of ~cicncot (1892) to see science as 1deal~ fr~e of 
philo6oph1oal impodiments. But tho' Nawton1am system1 ono. of the 
groatos~. aoh1ovemonts of tho,natur~l sctoncas both rest~d uP~~. 

and was intelligible onlY in torms of eBBentia1~ philosophioal 
aSSUlD'P,tions... And this must. be. eo ,of all soiontific systems.. If WO 
now c.ooopt as natural too tdea. of a oorpU3cule.r1an world, 1ts 
essentia.1ly" modern :md philosophioal character lINSt. bo- stressed, 
for it requires 110 admit the void into ,)t1r universe .. And wo- mo;y 
roca1..1) for instance, .that. Po.rmenidss among, others ws unllbla. to 
aocept the reality of nothinsnoBs on logical grcund& and then to 
dal'13" .tho· possibil1ty' of motion. Nowtonian thsory roste ul timatoly' 
on the disoontinuity of matter - w~must first acoept the possibility 
of. empty spaca( bofore we oan o.::.noeiva of motion. as r~arrangam.en:t:.in 

space. Historioal17 it was the philoBOPh.Y :1J:l Ga-ssondi l s,·· Syntaamata 
which by soparating the notions of spnco, and. utter mado this,' 
ideD. acoeptable .. 

:But no- laS&' ,important than thia founda.tion WBS the· intimate" 
d.-.pendsnoa of Ne,"!tonian aoionoa on. the "Q'ps of philoso-p~ ""hl0b.· 
finds Qxprossion' in, the writiDBB of Looke •. The Newtanitm. model;' 
rasults trom a seleo.tionfrom, sensory !3%Parienoer 1.t' gives. a. 
different,ial az.istantial sta-tus to its vo:rious oomponents .. , ThG" 
key' distiDc10n here is- between prim81'y qualitiJ.;s( auah' aa. mCD~l _, 
which- are judsed to corrospond to rsal; proper.ties' iD tba. worJ.;d, 
and SGcond.ary qual! tios (SUCh :!.s oolour) . whioh b-.:lonS tG our 
perceptions but do not exist in the. world. ~lewtODiBlL mechanios' 
is ~ossiblc Dn1Y with suoh a distinoian - a difforsnt opistemological 
atanoe, for instanco Borimloy' s sssa est:. 'perpip1- would have: ,pro.duQed 
an ontire17 different kind of soianco. .. It, is ne axaggoration J.Q.r_ 
instanoo to sea the Co~snhasen interpretation of quantum meohanios. 
as a diroot philosophica.1 heir to. this Berkaloy' view. In somer·' . 
sonao, then. soic.nca. talks about the world, but·· its relationship 

. to metaphysios and opiotODlolo,gy define for it th& tYPe of' world 
a.bout tthich it is to specie, and conotrains both what it i::. ~Brmittsd 

to Bey and what msthod it oem. employ.(It need hardly- be earphasissd 
horo that the sooio.l soionoes muat be "in the. same position. TJ;nlq 
a msta:physioal assumption regardiDg the nature o-f man lOut bQ·· ths ... 
baab of theory oonstrue.tion in those. disoiplines. The'· problam 
baa bean that in real ignoranco of the natural' soienoes, an 
outdated and misunderstood paradip bas bsen ussd in the sooial '"'.. 
disCiplinos deri?ed from tha exact sciences without real attention 
to the probl'9m of what oonstitutes an aQ.squats G%plana.tion. It is 
perhaps worth antortain1nG, ·too id;,:,o, that the sooil:'.1 sClicnces ml\Y 
not yet. even have.. stumbled on the rie;bt typs of language. in t ..rms 
of whioh. to- 0X91ain their eubjoct matter} •. _ 

Diagram I.reprosents tho outline. of 2 genoral oonceptual
 
sohemo. By' roBUlativc principlas I. moan. epietemologioal assumptions.
 
and whnt are.. aocoptod as the oorroct rulse of thougbt. These are
 
not parts of a oonoeptual soheme, but)b?lous17 unde:t:lis all tho
 
propositions it 0gQ.1Ia.:1D8 • :By motapDys'-cca I rafor to thoso b~,sio
 
oonoepts wbioh toll us 1that thore is iD thQ world. This le?el is
 
ontologiccl, and bacausc it is basio ~ a system of thought et
 
any time it also constitutcs the limits of oxplanations of that
 
systom. A aystem is based. u90n thooo ooncepts and since they
 
refer tc the fundamental proosssos in'the world they aro not
 
thomsolvos to be e%plainod by the science th~t is ~onstruoted
 

in their t~rms. Ths foundation of any systom oan novel' bs
 
juetified by the systsm itsolf,. <:rn4", if a.t a.11, by another
 
systom. TtL,on togother those. rogulative prinoiples and "ntologicr-.l
 
propoeitions form what PolanYi (1957) might m3nn by the fiduciary
 
bc.sis of baliaf .. With tha samo ms·taphora Jamos in his leotures on
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details of a g.CaS. and hcnco the accoptable form of oxplanation, 
l)ut alae the details of az.c8.Jtabla scientific method' .(Ib1d:1l4) • 

. It wns pass blc for a Victorian positiviet such aB_Poareon 
in his 'Grammar of ~cicncot (1892) to sce Bcienee as 1deal~ fr~e of 
philo6oph1oal impodiments. But tho'Na-wton1am system1 ono. of the 
groatost. aoh1ovemonts of tho,natur~l sciancos both rest~d uP~~. 
and waS intelligible onlY in torms of eBBentia1~ philosophioal 
aseump,tions ... And this must be. eo ·of all. soiontific syetoms .. If WO 
now c.ooopt as natural too idea. of a oorpU3cule.r1an world, 1 ts 
ossentia.lly" modern :md philosophioal character must bo- stressed, 
for it requires 110 admit the void into ')tlr uniVerse .. And wo- mo;y 
roca1..1) for instanCe, -that Po.rmenidss among. others was unllbla. to 
aocept the reality of nothinsnoBs on logical grcund& and then to 
dal'l3" tho. possibil1 ty· of motion. Novtonian thsory rosta ul timatoly' 
on the disoontinuity of matter - w~must first acospt the possibility 
of. empty" space( bofore we oan o.;.noei va of motion. as re:arrangam.en:t:.in 
space. Historioal17 it was the philoBOPh.Y :1.Jl Gassond!1 s.·· Syntl!.amata 
which by soparating the notions of spl!.CO. and. matter mado this.' 
ideD- acoeptable .. 

But no- laS&' .important thLtn this founda.tion WBS the· intimate" 
d.-;pendsnoa of Ne'"!tonian aoionoa on. the "Q'ps of philoso-p~ ""hl0b.· 
finds exprossion; in. the writiDsB of Looke •. The Newtanitm. model: 
rasul ts trom a seleo.tion from, sensory !3%Parienoer 1.t· gives. a. 
different.ial az.iatential status to its vo:rious oomponents .. · ThQ.'· 
key. diatiDc10n here is" between prim81Y qualitiJ.;s(auah· aa. mCD~l _. 
which- are judsed to corrospond to rsal. proper.ties· iD tba. worl;d, 
and BGCond.ary qual! tios (such :!s oolour) . whioh b-.:lonS tQ. our 
perceptions "but do not exist in the. world. ~levtODiBlL mecbanios' 
is ~ossiblc DnlY with suoh a distinoian - a difforsnt opistemological 
etanoe, for instanco Borimloy' s essa est. 'perpipi. would have: ,pro.duQed 
an ontire17 different kind of soianco. .. It. is ne axaggoration J..Q.r_ 
instanoo to sea the Co~snhasen interpretation of quantum meohanios. 
as a diroot philosophica.l heir to. this BerkalOY' view. In somer·· . 
sonao, then. soic.nce. talks about the world, but·· its rel..a.tionship 

. to metaphysios and opiotemol.o,gy define for it th& tYPe of" world 
about ~hich it is to speck, and conotrains both what it i~ ~Brmittsd 
to Bey and what msthod 1t oem. employ.(It need hardly- be earphasissd 
horo that the sooial soionoes muat be "in the. sama position. T,J;nIq 
a msta:pbysioal assumption regardiDg the nature o-f man lOut bQ· ths ... 
baeb of theor,r oonstrue.tion in those. disoiplines. The'· problam 
bae bean that in real ignoranco of the natural'soienoes, an 
outdated and misunderstood paradip has bsen ussd in the sooial , .... 
disCipl:1n.as deri-ved from thE:! eXilO·t sciences without real attention 
to the probl~m of what oonstitutes an a~squats 9%planation. It is 
perhaps worth entortaininG, ·too id;,:,,,, that the sooil:'.1 sc.icnces mllY 
not yet. even have .. stumbled on the rie;bt typs of language. in t .. rms 
of whioh. to- oX91ain their eubjoct matter} •.. 

Diagram I.reprosents tho outline. of e. genoral oonceptual 
soheme. By reSUlativc prinoiplas I.moan.epistemologioal assumptions. 
and whnt are .. aocoptod as the oorroct rulss of thoue;bt. These are 
not parts of a oonoeptual soheme, but )b-vlous17 unde:t:lis all tho 
propositions it oOQ.lIa.i.D8 • By motaphys"cce I rafor to thoso b~,sio 
oonoepts wbioh toll us lthat thore is iD the world. This le-vel is 
ontologiccl, and bacausc it is basio ~ a system of thought et 
any time it also ~onstitutcs the limits of oxplanations of that 
systom. A Elystem 1s based. Wlon tho()o ooncepts and since they 
refer tc the fundamentnl proosssos in'the world they aro not 
thomsolvos to be e%plainod by the science tho.t is (lonstruoted 
in their t~rms. Ths foundation of any systom oan never bs 
juetified ~ the systsm itsolf~ onlT, if at all, by another 
systom. TtL,on togother those. regulative prinoiples and "ntolo(Sicr-.l 
propoei tions fo:m. wha.t Polan:li (1957) might m3M by the fiduciary 
bc-sis of belief .. With th3 samo ms·taphora Jamos in his leotures on 
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pragmatism auggested that all thought reate on a crodit system. 

M.oving in my diagram from tho gonoral to the particular, la.ws 
rofoJ: to rogulari ties in the .rorld, or i.""1 somantio taros the rola.tion
shipe of 1ho torms( and thGlir derivatives) in tho thooratica.l frame
wor!(.LaBtly~ I como to ovents whero the notion of BYstDDl is still 
absolutely aontral. To aooo-pt that theory deto:rninoe I the kinde ~f 

thinga, proportios and proceascB ~o arc propared to admit' (Harre; 
1964; 50) rvquires we accopt that ovtH'lte arc lar80ly thoor.stioal 
:md involved in tJ. wholo 'sot of concepts whioh supplios them with 
moe:ning. As Nc.ltzBohc sRid: Ilfhcra arc no facta in themeolvoo 
for a fact to Dxist we muat first introduco moaning. I This viow ron
de:r3 it difficult to US3 the to~ empiricism ·~thout aontusion and 
at thu same time demonatrctos why induotiv1l1o is not. pcssibl<h 
Induction is e. Y1assase from the po.rticulax to tho gonera.l. Were 
mooning oo::tc:rnal YO oould perhaps start ~m obsorvations liD.d end 
Up llith gnnoralisations, '.Jut tho me,uning and exifltonco ot partioular 
OVl;ln"ts aro oroatod by a whole theoretical st:I'Uo-~UJ."e; wa can W1der
stand partict~lar occurrances only in tems of floma model of the world 
as a whole~ so signie,"'.canoe rl;lc.ohes th~ Qvonts level from the· onto
logioal lov~l. Pro~ositionB-horc undorwrite our-interprotation of 
particular ovents. The. facts lU"0 not be..eio, s(3IOantioo.lly tbey derive 
from a. thaorotioe.l. struo_turc in torms ot lihich tbe world is oonceivod. 
It is this framework: ae a whola. which is basio. As meening proooeds 
form the ,generr,l to the particuJ.ar, schmoe ca.m~ot go in the opposite 
direotion, 1l'hiob is 11ha.t. induotiv1em would roquire'. 

G., C'. S. 

J ovonts in the world - ~I (oxpt. dda) 

f-I---
- _I regularities in the worldll (laws) 

;-l------~ 

I-What tho world is ~ ~lUotapbysics) 

(limite of IJxplanation) ,
11------
~- rogulP.tivc prinoip1os '1' (opiet;' logic) 

TQ uuo (l. o...mographio i"..naloO"', 1'1'0 construct reality in torms 
of a sot of rules of l'1hat conati tutElG a ~crmiQsib1o ma" and havinC 
decidod upon the lengungc for a model ;:.s a Whole, tro have clatormined 
in advMoo the tY1lS of ovent uhich cen occur by making availab.le 
only a limit.:ld ldnd of aomantic 1£',bd. Thus it must be that Qvidcnoe 
is of ossenco thooretica1. Yot we find r""'.A.L:ansc-n, discussing Africnn 
thought, melcing tho following commont: I •• gonoral ,propositions acom 
soldom to bG evaluated in tho light of oontrary empirical ovidonoc'. 
(1970:61). Thore is no auoh thins as empirioal eVidenoo; his problem, 
whieh is a gpnuinc ono~ is better oxpr=sGod in these tcrma- wQy do 
primitivss opcrcto ldth only one modal? Hanf;on's cmpiricD.I ovidonoo 
is actually an e,ltornntivc intorprotC'.t1on that ,"ould itself belong 
to enothGr (in this caso our own) .I:"Z~ of thou,ght._ There are onto
logic~1 implioations involved in tbo ~hoioo of a cortain language 
for buildinBa "':'.11 of' reality. For a 9rimi tiVD to llCOO.pt thE! appli
cability ot the lenguago of soei<l.l relations l;lB a map for tho llhola 
of roe.li ty (l;hioh iEi what enthropomo:L1lllism ill) dotominc& for him 
his oxporionco of that :orld and thD ~o _of' concept ho may use to 
explain MY particular oceu:.;, ronea uithin it. It is tho symbolic 
frsmoworl::~ oSyooially uben only ono is ava.i1abI3, that docilios 
tho me~ing of ovidcnca. It may ba objGctad hero th~t this map 
analogy loado to on extreme fom of rolativism. No discipline 
may rost contont upon such a TOW1d<',tion, and it if! thereforo right 
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th~t anthropologioal interost ab~uld again be dirooted to a seerch 
for universals~ Clearly oUr task is to produoe maps, which embody 
other maps, that 15 to a:rriva at" Bome system of terms whioh ma;}" 
servo as a modo of discourBll for bringing into meaningful rela.tions 
more idiosynoratio maps. I cia not rognxd tho ralativlsm implict 
in tho map idea os laeding in the other diroction. but r&thar as 
a. brnka in this scarch. Lost we too readily saize" upon features 

'that	 tmmedlato1Y'and intuitively suggest themselves. as'oonstants 1 

this mnp notion a.t le~st ought enc.blo us to suspend judBlllent ._,., 
until we are better equipod to vouch for the authentioity of the 
universals we beliova we have found. 

If' o:xperionco is interpreted in te~ins of a aystom, what is it 
that dotorm.ines the. Choico of the root metaphors- used in· tlw 
oonstruction .of a modol? That is, what factors are responsible. 
for tho deoision that ~ certain lanSUagp is the righ~.?~? .~. t~+ma 
of which to map raalit.y? A su€;gestion from StBr.!tl,s "Sociology;.s:: 
KngX) 9dEUfi" mlliY bo help:f'L1l: the 'basio picturo of tl:w world ie .. 
oonstituatod under tho guidanoe of tho axiological system undor 
which sooi0V lives ond aots-' (1958=278). Would it pOBsiblQ,thon, 
to relato, tho ~thropomorphic models, typical ot primitivo sooiotios 
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Wo aro reminded by Horton (1967) that society" beoause ordorly, is 
a SCod model, but !lIlthropamorphiam is porbe.pa deeper than this. 
And of 00ur80, soience which atudise nature· 18' e produot of oulturo, 
so in s~orohing for thoso sooial,conditions whioh'made possible the 
rise of natural soienoo wa m83 ha.vo soma oluo as 10 tho reason··tor 
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ciroumstanoes. 
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ecologiccJ. niches) tho l),cquia1tion of whioh allows the aaoont._o,f_.a 
tbeorotioel ladder. It is oertain, for instanoe thet a Eerkeley view 
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th~t anthropologioal interest ab~uld again be dirootod to a seercb 
for universals~ Clearly oUr task is to ~roduoQ maps, which embody 
other maps, that is to arrive at" some system of terms whioh m~ 
serv~ as a modo of discoursCl for bringing into meaningful relations 
more idiosynoratio maps. I cia not rognr-d tho ralativ1sm implict 
in too map 1daa. GB laeding in tbe other diroction. but re.thar aB 
a. brnka in this scarch. Lost Wo too readily saize" upon foatures 

, that immediately' and intuitivsl.y suggest themselves. as -oonstants 1 

this mnp notion st le~st ought onl!blo us to suspend judBlllent ._'"' 
Wltil we are better equipod to vouch for the authentioity of the 
univaraels we beliove we have found. 

It oxPerionco is interpreted in te~ms of a aystom, what is it 
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for too deoision tha.t a. certain language is the " ,ip., t!3;rma 
of which to map raalit.y? A su€;gestion £'ram StBr.\t"s .s:: 
Kn9ylQdas~m~ bo helpful: the 'basio picture of the 
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would not have pormitted tho theoretical progress which occurod. 
in tho na.tural sciences. Wo' shall heVt; to BoG whother 0.11 anthXopb
morphia models ooeentially laok this eVolutionary potential or whether 
the e-tability of primitive models ho.e (lllothar oxplanD:tion. _ 

BoforQ I leavG this area. I would liltD briefly to cQc.;;ion the 
idea of epistemio oommunities (ses Hol~norj1968). Suoh oommunities 
share e set of aeeucption~ ,about. the world end acoept a cartair.L
system of rulel5l as 80verning thoir activities. Now there IU'() 

different modee of real! ty construction; differl3n-t; culturos build. 
different lll&PS. But all mttps have a ooherent oognHiyo style and . 
axs seuobos for dapendD.ble knowlodge, but tho onteri30 for" :rel:!abi
111.7 will be inte~nal to a map'and so viII d1ffer.betweDn_oomg.un~tie8. 

Natural soience, for instance eCcopts epistamologioal em:P,iriaism:~· . 
by whioh I mean the equivalenoG of obssrvors. In such a C'tIlDIII"ant'ty 
thora·will be a competitive oritioal Bthos, and, aaeuob soienocc 
Yill 11k.oly be antE'.gonistic towards tre.d.1 tion. For a myst.1oal 
raligiouo oommunity, on the other, hend, w mq expeat Q.B central 
thG nan-equivalence of obs()rvors, that is, oortll.1n'individuals . 
s.ro pr13sumod :to possess spocia.l insigb.ts into th() ne.ture of, roal;i.ty .._: 
Tha othos Yill Ukely be hi.era.J:Chi.c, tho cQI!llDunity b..sod upon 
authority (insgaJ.1tsrian) rather then competition. nut botb ~~
ities Yill bavo :) eonsi3tont cognitive nspeot end in. undorstanding 
tbe Dodes ,o~ d1.soourso in theso two oODllllWlities tmd. their respective 
30oiologiss, we must r~ember tho different opistemologies upon 
whioh they nro bMEId. ' 

I ' 
I oaD· most. easil3' approaoh thi.a genoral area of the, sociology, 

of SCiElDoe. by wlq of POPPElr' a 'theory of knowladge as expounded i,n 
'Conjootures an':! Befutations' (lQ63),. Basioally, bis v.1sw of soianoe is, 
tbCl.t it is in the wordS of Xcnophanes,. a I uoven, web 'of. @1Gsso.J<l' .' and 
as .:t description of certain ,-pisodes, in tho bisto17 ~ sOiena,"': ~b.. 
idea of oonjeoture, is not Without value. If Popper e!liphasiscd thie, 
a.spoot, it will be oonsistent ~,i th IllY emphasis on system. to ·,1';qU,ow 
up tho tolrtila motaphora and dra.w some implications' £:rom it ... ' 

For Popper, thG truth'il!li not manifest, weoannot-" kn,ow whot~r 
a tboory- is true as we OM navGr OOl8.plotsly vorify it. All we, can 
do is to make guesses so that all soisntifio propositions will h~vc 

.... poxmnnently probationary status., But wa movo toWlU'ds objElotive 
truth by fahitication - we aluqs \mow wben a theory i' fnlse 
bsoa.use WEl oan empirically tost'- tho deduoad consequencos of OU%' 
bypotbollss& Tbus va le~D by our mistEl1tee 8l1d soieno(l is a prooells 
of oonjectures and refutations, or7 in Mod4war's tElrms: 'soiance 
begins as a stor,y about a Possible World-a etor,y whiob va invElnt 
and cI.itio·ise and modify all we I!P al'ODS' &(1969).( r am not sure boll' 
Popper oan be so oonfident of'tbis mOVGment towards objective truth. 
If motion ie relativo and tbe point to whiob it is relative (i.O. 
the Trutb) is neoosllsrily 'UJU"eco,gnizeablo in his- own tbocr,y, how 
are ~ to judSS or mElasura motion at all,. lot alone specify its 
direotion) .. However we oan acoept that scienoe comprises two 
~es of episodes wbiob en adequ~te methodology must dilltinsuish: 
one of disoovor,y whioh ie artistio andor~etive~ and ono of· jUllti
fioetion and ,oritio1sm which is ve17 different ... IndUC'l;ion ill wrong. 
among otber reasons, bocaus() it SUPPOSElS lie start ,with massea of 
indopendent £acts whero~s f~ots .nre·nGvGr indepandant (if tbeor,y 
oomoll in systQms then thEl world oomes in systeme too) but also 
because it fo.11s- to mQntion this human croative elemont. \fhe.t I 
wisb to criticise in Povper ill that there is a sociologicel aspect 
in this context of justification also. Medawnr (1961) describes 
Popper's viow hore as the rJollytmnetr,y of proof and rofutation.. ' But 
in the seoond context 1I0ianca is f:u: more than a dacillivo lo,gical or 
DmPirica.l falsific3tion; oertainly far moxe is involvod then r~tional 
oriticism. He eator the process, at tbill point alllo, and ~ do eo 
prooilloly booaue& of the systematir. woven nnturo of soientifio theor,y .. 

I ' 

would not have pormitted tho theoretical progress which occurod. 
in the na.tural sciences. Wo' shall heV(; to BoG whether 0.11 anthXo:p~ 
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the e-tability of primitive models ho.B (lllothar oxplanD:tion. ___ _ 
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tbore-will be a competitive oritioal Bthos, and, aa suob eoienocc 
nU 11k.sly be antE'.gonistic towards tre.d1 tion. For a mystioal 
religious oommunity, on the other hand, WG maT expeat aB central 
thG non-equivalence of obs()rvors, that is, oortll.in- individuals . 
a.ro prGsumod :to possess spocial insigb.ts into th() ne.ture of_ roal;i. ty Or·: 
Tha othoa nU 11kely be hi.era.J:Chi.c, too community b .. sod upon 
authority (insgal.1tarian) rather then competition. nut botb ~~
ities nll bavo :) eonsi2tont cognitive nspeot end in. undorstanding 
tbe !'lodes .o~ d1.soourso in theSG two oOlllDlWlities tmd. their respective 
2ooiologiss, we must rem.ember too diffarent opistemologf.es up'on 
whioh they uo bME!d. -

I 08Zl· most. easil3" approaoh thi.a genoral. area of the. sociology_ 
of BCiElDoa. by wlq of Popp()r' a -theory of knowladge aa expounded i,n 
'Conjootures an-:t Betutations' (lQ63) .• Basioally- bis nsw of soiance iB, 
tbCl.t it is in the wordS of Xcnophanes,. a I U'oven web -of. @lGSSO_.fl' •. and 
as .:t description of certain ,-pi.sodes_ in tho bisto17 ~ soieno.",: ~b .. 
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For Popper, thG truth- iBi not manifest, we oannot' kn,ow wOOt~r 
a tboor,r is true as we oan nav~r oo~plotsly vori!.1 it. All WE!. can 
do is to make guesses so that all soi.sntifio propositions will h(',vc 
.... poxmo.nently probationary status •. But wa movo townrcia obj()oti ve 
truth by fa13ification - we allJqs \mow wben a theory i' fnlse 
bsoause WEl oan empirically tost-- the deduoad coneequenoos of OU%' 
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and cI.itio·ise and modify as we BP al'DnS' .(1969).( r am not SU%'G ball 
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direotion). HowaVQr we oan aooept that scienoe comprises two 
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because it fo.11s' to mQntion this human croative ele.m.ont. \fhe.t I 
wish to criticise in Povper is that there is a sociologicel aspect 
in this context of justification· also. MedawEtr (1961) describes 
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In primitivo thousht anomaliee aro mcrked off as danSOroue~ in 
science '~eoauso they £Ixa rc~:rdod <:'..£1 thGor€ltical tlwy aro ohallans
ing Ilrobloms. And, in soience, advnncG comprisos the solution .joo . '" 
problems, randoring axplicc.bla lfhnt ves formorly :momalous by,_ 
revising tlw thooroticnl fromevor1c. In primitive thoue;ht modolsuw stable 
and prodominantly evonts are absorbed into them. Now the histor,y 
of soionoo bas-saon, at times, dramatic thoorotioal movoment. 
Narmel],. soience, howsv():t", is wi thin <l paradigm (Beo Kuhn; 1962) and 
oxporimontsi.ion and observation tek.c placo within e: frQID.E:l'work tho 
basis of whiob is asB'WDed to bo trae. All tho propositions in 
th1s scnse oazmot be rograded as haVing probationary status, tor, 
at a oertain- time science' works' and DNst 1f'Ork~ o.asuming a oGrtain 
we o-r-lf'Orld to 9%1810. 'roulmin in- hiS- o%Oe11en1o· ~losapbY at 
Scial10D (1953)" has strosaed this' :fSBturo that 1f'O are mot f'orever 
tosting a whole ~Btom., but ~ther BCOopting soma' of' it and' 
oODOontrf'.ting' upon particular' propositiona. whi'oh aro,.moaningful, 
only when tho· rlllst of the ~stam is BCoopted. Naif tho problem is' 
thiS3 if' soieno's oomos in,· aystoms' and We bave. apbonomanon uhioh is 
rtIoaloitran't to 9%plalurlion' in Us torms, where preoise13 is' tho 
failure of oorrespondenoe to be loca.tod? Whero in the whole, tramo-' 
1f'Ork'does the fault lie? At wbioh lOVEll, thorof'oro, must tbEloretioel 
rev1e1on t;alca p1neo? WOo mq- thoroforo accept' Toulmin'<:; pcint, but·. 
in ona sense oaCh problam plao'Qs 'tho whole qet;em in dz:Iubt~ B'OJr 
oxperimental eYidOnoo mny be' 'disoountod, or minor adjustment ~e;/ 
ba adoquate. But it !ItEG' ba deoided that it· 1s the baaic 'fr3IDewor.lt 
!.tself' ( 1.13. the oonoept-ion of' realiV} that' is wrong. 

. Now in all theso deoisions logic does not sot alone,,: There a.ro 
confliotiJ::La:' ev!:.luatione LlZld interpretc.tions'· and sooi.:l.l fO"tors mq 
11.0 of prime.xy ·'1mporlanoa. It' is- eaEQl;· to' be na.1vt1 in tbis mattQr' of 
tho sooiolo&?,' of" 80ionos, but 00101:100 :ta a,. sOoial·· act·iv·iV· and· Q: 

IDUst be aware of'~s sooio-.,iatoriooJ. oontoxt. After flll i't 'is 
soientists rather than: thoorios th.o.t come 'into oonflict. GonoraIisu.
tion about tho role of' ·soci~l, f,],Ctors' oon would be f'oolish, we must 
go in enoh peo.rticular case to thG relevant historical oontoxt,. and 
in this eemA soientifio mothod can only bo BBon as t;he whole history 
of soienoo. But social f~tors woro undoubto~ rosponsible for tho 
rise of' tho, natural scicl1C'ea and we- must axpoot thom to plq a part 
in the risa tind fall of' particular theorias also. 

I shoJ.1 now- ratUrn: to eooiEll. anthropologr by discussing tho 
philosoph,y to be f'ound in Pea:rBon's 'GrmDlD~ of' Scionce'.Peu:rson 
bo~.vily influonc"Eld R{'".doliffo-Brolm in oart.:'in wnys, ho belonge to 
tho same aee &l!I Fr~ar, and tberofora to ro.:.d l,"ie 'WOrk is of ' . 
inoomp.:.rc.blo value in understanding the undL.rlying philosophioal 
assumptions of thnt ago a.s'1f'01I as' tho sciontism of' Redel1ffo-Brown's. 

Pearson doGS not' oooopt that scienoe is about the world or Gvon 
thc.t it sbould bo a'set of' suesee8 at wha.t thoro is.in rOfl1:Lty~. 

assumptions most praotising soi~ntist make. For Poarson, sc1onQ9 i~ 

e.bout sElns0r.Y" e%perionco. The tC::l:1'm know] edge Me meening only in' the 
roc.lm of sensation and' no sOJlse, when lqIpliod to a roalm beyond. 
Soionoe be saw a.e- .gradual13 froeing itself of philo·sophy. Such a 
soionoc is dosoriptive not axplanator,1 in aR1 real sansGJ it relates, 
I solaly to the spooial products of' (men's) po%CaptiVG fooulty -' 
(1892: 19). The ~neral conoepts in' scienoe aro 88sooiationa o£ ' 
storad nn immediato sensa improssions er,c a law is no more -than . 
m oconomiocl rosume' of sonoory cn:porianoo ~ IIUlbstituting for a. 
mora lonethy dosoription. This is contral to nis and to all fe:1'ms 
of positivism, the idea. that thaN is no mortJ, contont in a. thuo
retio~l proposition th~n in a dosoriptive one. Thus to oxplain a 
chemical roac.tion in terms of atomio ranrrangemen.t sq-s no more 
thl'.l1 en ordinnry oomwon SDnso desoription of what is observed in 
a teet tube. Now this' ooorcctorieation of· soienoo and tbis viaw of 
thooratianl t~rms is simply felao - and it must bo so for if 

- 28 -
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of soionoo has-saon, at times, dramatic thoorotioal movoment. 
No1'mC!J.. soience, howsV()r, is within <l paradigm (BeG h':uhn; 1962) and 
oxporimontai.ion and observation tek.c placo within e: trQlllDlf'Ork the 
basis of whiob is a8B'WDed to ba trae. All too propositions in 
this scnse oazmot be rogradad as haVing probationary status, tor, 
at a oertain- time science' works' and IiNet 1f'Ork~ o.asuming a oGrtain 
we o-r-lf'Orld to a:z:ist. 'roulmin in- hiS- o%Csllent· ~losapbY at 
Scial1OE) (1953)" hila strosBed this' :fSBturo that If'O are met f'orever 
tost1ng a whole ~atom.. but ~ther BCOGPting soma' of' it and' 
oODOontrfl.t1ng upon particular' proposi tiona. whi'oh aro .moaningful. 
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be adDquate. But it ~ ba deoided that i~ is the baaic 'fr3mElwork 
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. Now in all theso d.eois.ions logic does not sot e.loneoo: There aro 
contliotiJ::La:· ev!!luatione LIZld interpretc.tions'· and sooiru:. fO"tors mq 
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soientists ra.ther than: thoorios th.o.t come 'into oonflict .. GonoraIisu.
tion about too role of' ·soci~l· folCtors' hQ-re would be f'oolish, we muet 
go in enoh pe>.rticular case to tbG relevant historical oontoxt,. and 
in this semA soientifio mothod can only bo BOon as t;he whole history 
of soiElnoo. But social f~tors woro undoubto~ rosponsible for the 
rise of' tho' ne.tural scicnc:ea and we- must axpoot thom to plq a part 
in the risa tind fall of' particular theorios c.1so. 

I shoJ.1 now- rotUrn: to aooiEll. anthropology- by discussing tho 
philoaoph,y to be f'ound in Pea:rson's 'Grmnm~ of' Scioncel.Peu:reon 
ho~.vily influonc"E)d R{'".doliffo-Brolm in oort.:'in wnys, ho belonge to 
tho same aee as Fr~er, and thoroforo to ro.:.d l,"ie "WOrk is of .. 
inoomperc.blo valUEl in understanding tho undL.rlying philosopbioal 
assumptions of thnt ago as'woll as·tho sciontism of' Rede1iff~rown's. 

Pearaon doee not· naoopt that science is about the world or oven 
thc.t it should bo a' set of' suesee8 at wha.t thoro is.in rOflU.ty~. 
assumptions most praotising soi~ntist make. For Poareon, scionQ9 i~ 
c.bout sEJnsoq O%perionco. The t(:):1'm knoW"] edge MS meening only in" the 
roc.lm of sElllsation and' no SOJlSEl, when tqlpliod to a roalm boy-ond. 
SOionoe be saw aa .gradual13 froeing i tsalf of phiIo·sophy. Such a 
soionoe ie dosoriptive not oxpllll1lltor,; in ~ real sansG, it relates, 
I sololy to the spooial products of' (men's) po%CaptiVG fooulty _I 

(1892: 19). Tbe ~noral conoepts in' scienoe aro assooia.tiona o£ . 
storad nn immediato sense improssions ar,e a laW" is no more than . 
m oconomiocl rosumt of sonoory cn:porianoo ~ IIUlbsti tuting for a. 
mora lonethy dosoI:·iption. This is eontrnl to !lis and to all fe:1'ms 
of positivism, the idea. that thON is no moro. contont in a. thuo
retio~l proposition th~n in a desoriptive ono. Thus to oxplain a 
chemicoll roe.c.tian in terms of atomio renrran,gamen.t sq-s no more 
thl!ll en ordinnry oomwon SDnse desoription af what is observed in 
a tElet tuba. Now this' ob.o.rcetoriaation of· soienoo and this viaw of 
thoorotionl t~I:me ie simply felao - and it must bo so for if 
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be adDquate. But it ~ ba deoided that i~ is the baaic 'fr3mElwork 
!.tealf' ( i.e. the oonoept-ion of' reoli v-} that' ie wrong. 

. Now in all theso d.eois.ions logic does not sot e.loneoo: There aro 
contliotiJ::La:· ev!!luatione LIZld interpretc.tions'· and sooiru:. fO"tors mq 
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lttatll.physiCB is. dQcl~od nonsonSQ wa simplY cc.nnot givo an adoquo?t..:. 
account of the n~turQ of sciontific concoptuel systems which sro 

_alwC',ys intimntely bound up 1fith philo13ophiCll.l foundations. 

For us in sooid anthropology' his idoc, that knolllGdgD derives 
from. Gxpor1ence is of oantrnl interest. For him, 1dQas wors 
asaooictions of zonaa improssions ~nd this was B p~rt of th~t 

psychology which undorl<;Y the int.:t11€ictuC'.l1sm of our anthropological 
forobears. Assooi<2.tioniam wo now know to bo gt'ossoly inadoCl.uato, 
but it explains 1"1h,J' for ,the Victorian anthropologist tho primitive 
in.b.:l.bited and oxporiencod the BE'.m.1it un1vorsa es himsolf but e.1mp.l..Y 
reasonod inoorrootly o.boutit. PQ(I.:reon eaya this: '-the physiaul 
instrumonts of thought in two no:rmL\l humcn baings- ue m:,to"bines of 
tho aema typo, varying indoed in oi"f1ciGn0;1, but not in ~ind' or 
f'uno"tion. For - two normnl humJ"'.n boings- the or~s of sensE) nrG 
I.\lso mnch1nel!l of the SnmQ type co.nd thuS' wf"thin limits only o<.'.pc.blo 
of onrrying the seme ssnae impressions to the brain. HarDin lios 
"tho similarity of "tho Wlive,l"so for all- I (1892: 57). And of" course 
wo oan also rooo~sc in tho vision of a puro soionoe treoing 
i tecH from phUosophy oxaotly Frazor's notion at thf3 prof,Tses of 
·I-"h.., frlWeJ1 mind from rel1@1on "through me"tlJ.I!hyl3iOs to l!Ioionoo. 
Parh.a;s- for me.n;y of "thDSO Vio"to~inns this vision w~s in"timatol.,y 
connoot. d With personctl.··oxpcr10ncD. Liko so· mt',ny', Frr.zor in his 
own lifo"ti4e omargad Do matura ~du1t· having abandonod the f?!.Hh of 
his ohi1dhood. Tho history 9f mr..I1kind waa i1uppoilsd to progress in 
"the somE) .way. Bu"t rl!'.thor from this religious orisis be .p1Wlged in 
to doubt. abou"t 311 boliofs, "thoso m.on J:Il.ndo oonfident ol:J:ims to 
ro.tionnl1"tT (d:3BlDL'.tio por~ps boc.:o.usa "the notion of rr..tionoli ty 'may 
not be rationn1) which oXI!lainB also porheps why thcy oould so aasily 
and'unrQ~sonably ettribu"tc irrationP.11ty to othore-bo"th in their own 
culture. but aspooially in o'thors .. ' 

ExpOSurp ~. Sooial 4nthropologr. 

What ·h~.13· gana bQfora has· profound implio::t"tions for aooinl 
an'thropo10&" on He, own c.oeount, but I she.ll ond tis pepor' by 
briefly discussing aome SPDoific topics in our discip1ina. I sh~ll 

not discuss. func·tionaliem o.a to oriti'cisa a thoory n"t loc.st implios 
some respDct~~hioh funotionalism does not doservQ. Closely connoctod 
Wi th flo1dwork., it" seems to hBvQ bean litUa IlION thL'n a. 11~ at 
trl'.J1sforming nMebooks into monogrc.phl!l with c. minimuni crt th U@1"t •. 
At a :tomal 1avel it is onsily aaard1.o.b1o; bu"t· I sholl mr'.ko only 
0.00 point. A. thaory of intordopand'onco oen only bo tos"tod by 
Qvidenof3 of oonoomi"tnnt v~~ietion ovor tima. Yot tho funo"tion~l ' 
thoory was in·troduced preoisoly beoause i t ~Iae contended that 

.,	 his"toriQt'.l detn on pnmitiva oomr.l1mitiaB was ll'.Ok.1ng. Many t1xJ9ries 
va diffioult to vorify but fow hLtva bQen iiltroduco:" an "tho ""grounds 
of the ebscQnoo 0:£ tho only ty-pe of 0vidcnco that could be usod for 
vor'ifioc.tion., 

" 
lriBtb.ad I sholl look at "tho work. of Radcliffe-Brown sinca in 

somo form his'ide~s and ~pproech arc s"ti11 aooopteb10 to many. 
Firs"tly, his ideC'. of ? nE'.tur:o.l soionce ".s expounded at his saminBrs 
a.t ChicC.80 in 1937. Soionco is ossentially e mf3thod lUl.d cooording 
to POn:t'son i't compri'h.9s' "the stud¥' of groups of frtc"ts which oro 
olassified and from whi~h general principlos ere drewn by systom~tic 
oomp,-rison. Now thers ax9 othor opinions oxpressed in Radoliffo
Brownt :; work. bu"t· this taxonc:1mic-induoUvo viow is be.sio (aea; 1957) 
He would have wbolohep.rtedly a~oQd With Poarson th.o.t: I the 
olassifioation of taots and the foundation of abso1u"to judBnents 
upon the.basis of "the ol~ssificntion -- is thG soo~e of modom 
soianoe'.(lB92;7). The mOPo so" as Pap~spn alaimod this mo"thod as 
applicab10 to social as woll as to physicl:LI phonoman~.• So tho 
only wEJ;! to \,", ..ledSfJ is tho laborious studY. of sets of phGncmona'
a.mong which ao~uonoes and oodt'ls"tonces ~ro to be recognizod. Now 
this viow of solant1fic mathod is orronDOUS (doriving indeod'from 
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mGt~physiCB is. dQcl~od nonsonSQ wo simplY cc.nnot givo an adoquo?t..:. 
account of the n~turQ of aciontific concoptuel systems which src 

_ alwC'ss intimntely bound up 1fith philoQophiC~l foundations. 

For us in 800id anthropology' his idoc, that knolllGdgo derives 
from_Gxpor1ence is of oantrnl interost. For him, 1dQas wors 
asaooictions of zonao improssions ~nd this was B p~rt of th~t 
psychology which undorl<;Y the int.:t11(ictu".l1sm of our anthropological 
forebears. Aasooi<2.tionism wo now know to bo gt'ossoly inadoCl,uato, 
but it explains 'l"lhT for ·the Victorian anthropolOgist tho primitive 
in.b.:l.bi ted and oxporiencod the BE'.m.\it un1vorsa es himsolf but e.1mp.l.Jl' 
reasonod inoorrootlY about it. PQ(I.:reon says this: '-the physiaul 
instrumonts of thought in two no:rmL\l humcn bQings- ue m:,tonines of 
the aemQ typo, varying indoed in oi"f1c1Gn0;1, but not in ~ind' or 
f'uno"tion. For - two normnl humJ".n boings- the or~s of senSE) nrG 
1.\1so mnch1ne1!l of the sntaa type co.nd thuS' wi"thin Um.i ts onlY 0<.'.pc.bl0 
of onrrying the same senae impressions to the brain. Horein lios 
"too similarity of "tho Wlivel"so for all-I (1892: 57). And of'- course 
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PG:t'h.a;s- for me.n;y of "theso Vioto~inns this vision w~s in"timlLtOl.,y 
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own lifo"tiqle omargad a matura ~dul t· having abandonod the f?!.Hh of 
his ohildhood. Tho history 9f mr..Ilkind wu iluppoilsd to progress in 
"the somE) .way. Bu"t rl!'.thor from this religiOUS oris is be .plWlged in 
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culture. but aspooially in othars .. ' 
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philosophers retber than f:rom anyone with a. working knowlodse of
 
actual eoiance) and if we arG to establish a natural eoi~nc€ of
 
society, suoh ignoranoo of Radoliffe-Brolm's part ia deplorable.
 

Radoliffe-Brown, was reoiving his olM training at Q timo 'rhen 
theIhYsioal sciences' ~fore undergoing profound ohanges. But he eeems 
not to have been.. at all effeoted, and oonsequ(;n1;ly. wes able to mu
lead a sr.eat number of those he trained. If we ,Y.1look to the 
natural soienoes, why to a Newtonian system when evan a casual 
aoquULtanoe, with quantum meohanios, for instanoe, would suge;est 

...	 this es a muoh mors ueeful. eouro& of ideas. His models', 1n faa-t', 
never ecem to, h8ve bem ,greatly mod,ified.. Let us· tBlce onl,y the 
arsenio, analogy- which is, cp:UcH in his thOue;!1t.'1 am nO.t ELt.tc.ok.... 
ing the usB: gf., analogy-;. this. type; of', OO'lllPsr:iscm is' basio in our: :, 
thinking., 'rAlking'.e.bout. :th&·unkno'lm- in terms of' the. known. at leas~ 
provides Ii. language,;. ana·ot'· oourse·, analogue- models' are· pese-ed 
between the!' uact eo.ienoee· themselves. NOll the orgm'l10 inddel oame 
to us f~om biologv, but· it. oame· earl·iar to pi:Ql'ei-ology- itself es a 
model !"r0lll. olaa~ical. physios. and its aseocia..ted toohnolo'gy-. But 
theee! mach:1nes.. of the ear13 indWJtrial .revolution have long been 
superoeeded by ones: to- be understood in terms of .information and 
organization.. Are, we. stHl to th:tnk of' eooietiaa in b·ms of structure 
and function lItI.on- the or1:g1Dal souroe of our model nov provides ideas 
whioh would appear to'.. be· mora appropriate? IBiologv, liJ!a physios' 
has oaased to be matori8J.::i.stic. Us basic unit is a Don-material. 
enti ty, neme13 organ1zat~OD' • (Y9\U1g; 1960~ 136). If we want to look 

-""	 for biolog1oaJ. Ol'! meahenioal analog1es wb,i' with those whioh a
 
little familiarity with the eoioncee themselves wa:uld tell UIJ are
 
outdated'l ..
 

On another .point', faots for Radoliffe-Brown are the' etarting 
points, and social struoture, a network of actually uisting Booial 
rslatione. (Radoliffe-Brown: 1940) is equally real. This iD.·t1ot an_ ... 
inconsequential standpoint; .for instanos, it mas for British 
sooial anthropologtsts raieed in this pOf:idvist tradition an . 
understanding of the allianoe theory of marr1ae,e thet muoh more 
difficult. l.ll:L3:aci1 theory concerns the exchange of women, between 
the categories of an ideal model of tho social order, and aotual 
praotise may be considerably different. But it is no cr.Ltioism of 
the thGory to' poin.t to,· for. instanco, the statistioal infraC].u.ency 
of that type of lD~aS8 :l.n terms. of whioh the eocial structure. mB~'" 
be oonoeivsd. This distinction. between norm3tive exchan~ and actual 
behs.viour- must be difficult to grasp and its significanoe difficult 
to realizo if it is suggested that social structure ie 'real'. T,o 
hs.V13 defined eooial struoture as a network of bohs.vi01U' ra.thor than 
a s;ystem of m1es innui3nces .tba u~ ethnography is analysed, and 
though his workon itinsh1p ::i.s ~nerally pra1sed~ IiadOliffe-Brown l s 
B.ttitude to structure which is vulgar1¥ positivistio leads him,' 
I feel, to a fundamental misoonoeption of the nature of kinshiP. 

Noxt I shall briefly considor sooial o~. All theoretioal 
framsworks generate oertain problems and liS must be awars of those 
issues with whioh a certain type of modal oannot deal. At, the same 
time it. must bs romsmbered that those problems a modeL does sanerats 
reosive their de~inition from the, theoretioal framework and that 
they misht be bstter approached in different tems. How I do nct 
dsny that there is a phenomenon to whioh the labal sooia1 ohanse 
attaohs8 itself, but it arlsts· au a ssparate uea of ooncern in our 
disoipline simply as a problematical preoipitate of the view of 
sooioty as a funotional':"equilibrium system, and is no more rGal 
than that. Another View, for instanoG, tha.t society is a historical , 
prooess, makos it difficult to dsfine what obange is that prooesses, 
over :time in general a.r() not; this tende to .. liminate social ohange 
au eo particular problGm araa. This is to aay that functionalist 
sooial anthropologists have not been doaling with a phenomenon whioh 
e.":ists in its own ri,ght but one which arises a"'lkwardly f:r0lll their own 
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"" for biolog1oaJ. Ol'! meahenioal analos1es wb,i' with those whioh a 
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e.":ists in its own ri,ght but one which arises a"olkwardly frOlll their own 
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theorotical seGumptions. Chcnge can be better dealt with in other 
!lays, or. perhapa- better elimina.ted altogether. 

On fieldwork I have only this to say. Jarvie (1964) argues 
that fieldwork is part of a. baconian inductive tredition,which 
iEl an erroneous ViBW 0'£ scientifio .IIlethod. But from advooating a 
oonjectural view of science he prooeeds to bring into question 

•• __ '.w__ tha neesesity of fialdworlc, suggesting, in Gellner' e terms, that 
~ it is merely a'ritual'. This is irresponsible and BS eleewhara in 

thia book ~ is Dontont to allow olic~ to be submtituted for thought. 
__J~rvie is quite right to criticise tred1tional fieldwork but it was 

never inductive in tho Barlee of baing- theory-fre~j rather the 
theory w& of a poor kiltd•.. It"" fieldwork is theoretical 1 ~ needs 
to be oonsciouslY thooretioal, probleme have -to be specified, (here 
also Jaorvie ie oorrect)· ... Anthropology ie nothing without ite field 
tradition and. we dG not need its value to be called into question; 
rather 'liB oe:aed. a nElW and mora intellisent and eensiti'V'O ty:po of' 
fieldwork. 

I ooncludo with the type o£ problem with vhioh I began; what is 
anthropology about? Without wu~eting ~ definition I eball simply 
indioate one area in Ifhic..b the anthropologiet oan profitably en9ge 
himself~ Wo havo seen tha boginninge of s trend for anthropologists 
to do resElarch in oomplex sooieties, and now that the politioal 
oonte%t of' our disoipline has changed tho term primitive would soem 
to bo of no· value. W9.m~ therefore reject the savagp/oivilised 
opposition and see all forms of sooial life as boing logitimats 
ObjBOts of' study.. The time is riBht to introduoe oursolves into our 
subject. In this sonse we m~ reveree a oomm.;nt that L6vi-Strauss 
made in hie inausUra:l loot~e at the Colloga do Franoe in '1960 
(publ.196-7) ~ HEl sugsaets that only a etudy of primitivs eoci3ties 
oan assign to hwnan facts their true dimens'ions~ The position for 

,-_.	 an- anthropolog:l.at now is suroly this; the full dimonsione of hum8J1 
facts are realisable only when he includes in anthropology his own. 
C"Ul ture-. We ars oonsoious of the oonsequenoee of this omission in 
tho past. Evanr:;-Pritohard in his wonderful 1934 3esay on Llivy-Bruhl 
(reprinwd 1970) quite riehtly oomplains that thou~ worlcing with 
euoh notions a8 primit1ve/oivilized or pre-lce.c.oal/lo/!;ioal in his 
gensralizations about thought, he nowhere stops to oonsider the 
oommon sensa of hi~ own.' sooiety. But nov our attention has returned 
to meaning this inclusion would seem to be eesential. In talking 
about the human mind we have an advantagG r:Ner the philosophsr, 
our much. widsr oomparative basis. The profsseional philosopher will 
for tho moet be familiar only with too thousJlt of a limited group 
of linguistically and hietorioally related cultures. But our advantasa 
is saorifioed if, despite our femilierity with tho thought of so many 
primitive peophs, we ayetematically oxolude the thought of our o.wn. 
soi~ntifio oultures l.·rom our oompetenoe. Soienoe throuGh technology 
is intimately oonnected with ths rest of the sooial system but th~t 

apart, soientifio thousht has been one featuro by whioh m6!JY have 
attarnptod to distanoe our~Qlves frotll the eavago_ Can woo really 
mako· such pronounooments without ombarrassment if we do nothing 
to find out what f:Joiencc actually is, if we reme-in unconveraant

• with its cont~mporary praotiso and philosophy? 

It may b~ argued that scientific thousht is too olose to us, 
and that if anthropology deals with anything it dsals with romotonoDo. 
Now thsre aro both geographical and historioal distanoee. The 
Viotorian, in a ssnse, did not make ~ distinction for to travel 
to an e~otio oulture wa~ to trevol through time aleo to moet onsls 

:;..._.. oontelllporary anoeetors Rightly we no longer meke this et:!.uation. ._._
But the two types of rornotenoss soparately oonstitute valid erElae 
for anthropologioc.l enquiry. Ho havo contemporary oul tures both 
induetrial and pre-industrial, but no lsss we have that diat~loe 

in our own oulturs that thD tims dimension provides. This is to say 

• 
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tha-;;:..the alohem:\.eta are just as much 1n our field as are the Nuer .. 
Through- this other dimeneion 'Wo have forms of eooiety historioally 
rel3.bd...-W~~ own, but we 08.'l'" also deal with that hietory' of 
soientifio tho~ghtt 1:hioh has evolvad into our praeent world-view. 
This now direotion' fcousae our attention on c01lcept1Jal e;ystems to- ., 
which we can relate oureelvee but 'from whioh we are also remote• 

.,	 li,,· would (Jt111 'be dealing 1fith alien modEle of discourse and the
 
aooialog of other forme of oul tural life - a leg.l.time,te provinoo
 
for tho sooial anthrOpologist.
 

M.alcolm. Criok.

(1) This essB,Y is a rev.1sed vorsion. of apa:per read. at a sem1t1ar 
in Oxford during the Michaelmas Term 1970. I. should-. like to express 
f1l3' gra.ti tude to JoIr.Rar:d',. leoturer in the· phllosoplQr of Boienoe, . 
for reading through a preliJD:lnU1' .draft and· for a BtimulBtiDg oourse 
of lectures whioh,_ did much to structure some of the views here 
exProssed. 
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