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EDTTORIAL NOTE

The idea for this Journal has come from the graduate students
at the Subfaculty of Anthropology at Oxfordi in particular from
those at the Institute of Social Anthropology. Papers given at
graduate seminars and ildeas arising from work for diplomas and
higher degrees very often merit wider circulation and discussion
without necessarily being ready for formal publicatidn in pro-
fessional journalse. There obviously exists a need in social
anthropology for serious critical and theoretical discussion;
JASO sees this at its main purposes The Oxford University
Anthropological Society established a Journal Sub-commlttee to.
organise the venture.

We should like to express our thanks to Drid w1111ams ‘for
valuable assistance in the production of thlS 1ssue of the
Journal,

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
antiropology. Reviews and comments will also be welcome. For
the present, it is preferred that the main emphasis should be
on analytical discussion rather than on description or ethnography.
Papers should be as short as is necessary to get the point over.
As a general rule, they should not exceed 5,000 words. For
future issues, papers should be submitted following the conventions
for citations, notes and references used in the A+S.A. monographs.

Communications should be addressed to the Editors, Institute of
Social Anthropology, 51, Banbury Road, Oxford,..

BACK ISSUES

We have a small stock of back issues still unsold. Individual
copies are available at 30p. in the U.K. and g1 abroad. Volume I
complete (1970) is available at the following rates: UK. - 75p.
to individuals, £1 to institutions; abroad - $2.50 to individuals,
#3 to institutions. The subscription for Vols. II (1971) and III
(1972) are the same. (A1l prices cover postage). Cheques should
be made out to the Journal of the Anthropologiecal Society of Oxford.




Max Miller: ! - we feel that we are - in the presence
- of men who, if they lived with us ==~ would
_~be looked upon as giants [299] === [We must ]
guard against their memory belng insulted!'-
[304].. -
" Millers lectures on the Sc1ence of
Larguage' 1864

A, A. Macdonell, thie professor of Sanskrit at Oxford at the
" beginning of this century said of Max MHller (Dictionary of
National Blographx XXII Supplement: 1909) that his name was as
famous as that of any other scholar of the nineteenth century.
Well he might, for Mller who died in 1900, bes1des his contribution
to Qriental scholarship, had p1oneered in this country the '
‘'sciences of language and rellglon and had creéated the study of
comparatlve mythology. L.R. Farnell, a classicist and Rector of
Exeter College, on the other hand, was ‘able to say in 1934 (An
Oxonian looks Back) that YAndrew lang's Ballads on Blue Chiha
may preserve his name.! Ilang, of course, was Miller's most active
anthropohdglcal adversary,but besides that one may falrly presume
that the Ballads are even less frequently resd than h1s other works.

" Nothing of any depth or 1n31ght has’ really been written of
Miller. Pater Schmidt, a most learned man, gives a simply
erroneous account of his work (see The Origin and Growth of
Religion 1931) and Evans-Prltchard's Theories of Primitive
Religion (1965) whilst suggesting that Miller's ‘work has been .

unjustly decried (p.21) nevertheless is generally condemnatory.

In fact we have had to wait for ‘the publication of Social
Anthropology and language (ASA 10 ed. Ardener (1971); see remarks
by Ardener in the introduction and the paper by Henson) for even
a hint that Miller mlght be of value to us. Mllerts works do not
form part of a standard anthropologlcal educatlon, and of course
he is not generally regarded as one of our founding fathers,
Indeed, for much of his career he was engaged in dispute with those
whom we conventlonally take to be our dlsclpllnary ancestors, and
were it dot for Evans-Prltchard's scholarship we might not even
suspect that he existed. But in the present reflective and unsure
‘state of anthrupology, there is much in his badly neglected works
that ¢an be redd with profit. More than that, and without wishing
to disparage the work of the Victorian anthrOpologlsts, I should
like to suggest that 1n certaln respects he outranks them all,

This remark rests: partly upon my own attltude to the present
staté of our subJeot, and reflects also a vision of how it ought to
: develop. My initial task, then, is to elucidate this view by
d1scuss1ng the very general context of my thesis I To, Fvans—
,'Prltohard, in large’ part, we are indebted for our consclousness
of a long llne of distinguished scholars from whom we might claim
" to be descended. ‘The outlines of this lineage are well known -
thinkers of the Scottlsh enllghtenment " in France, the . =
Encyclopaedlsts, Comte, Fustel de Coulanges, the Année school,
Others have c¢ontinued this work and we .can now add to our . past
Van Gennep, and, thanks to the efforts of Dr. Needham, the
brilliant Hocart. Some have not shown any “enthusiasm for this
type of reinstatement - Gluckman, as is well kndwn, finds van
Gennep boring - but the gcholars among us can well appreciate
: the achlevements of our forebears. .




But I should like to suggest that, ‘despite ‘the work that has
already been dote, our past is still incomplete, and has in a
sense only recently become so. Our irterests are becoming
linguistic and philosophical and it is now relevant to graft
on to our conventional lineage a sub~branch of philosophers,
philologists and linguists. ©Should all this seem decidedly
unscientific and remind you of ‘the way in which the Tiv manipulate
their genealogies, I should say that the great Jacob Burckhardt
defined h1story as what one generation finds of interest in
another. ~ And, if amending genealogies to fit present clrcumstances
seems unhistorical, we have the testlmony of Benedetto Croce
that in a sense all history is contemporary hlstory. -History is
not in any simplistic sense simply 'the past', and so I do not
feel that I am departing too far from the normal ‘methods of
westerii historical science when I oonstract a past that has not
previously existed. (These remarks, of course, have 1mportant
" implications for those who would contend that there is an
absolute dlstlnctlon between myth and h1story )

,' Who appears in this new sub-llneage 7 In order to make
Mﬂller chronologlcally central I ghgll start it in 1770 and end it
in 1970. We may begin with Sir William Jones and Colebréoke,
two Sanskritists of enormous learning who wrote much of general
anthropological interest. A phllosopher also appears at the
beginning: Immanuel Kant. Now heé appears not because He wrote a
book on anthropology in 1767 or because he lectured on the
subJect at K¥nigsberg, -though both ‘these are true. . Rather, it
is his 'Copernican revolution' as he styled it in hisg preface to
the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, Wthh
_entitles him to our corsideration. The phllOSOphlcal revolution
“was the opposite to that which took place-in- astronomy, for
Kant placed man in the centre of the unlverse, so to speak, and
for that reason his Crlthue is a profound. anthropologlcal o
treatise - pos51bly the most important that we possess. And
yet it forms no part of our training. What Kant did was to.

. examine crltlcally ‘the powers of the human mind 1tse1f, ‘to assess
what the mind itself, owing to its own nature, contributes to our
kanowledge. We may now speak of fundamental structures of the
human mind (the Kantian flavour of Mythologlques is well-known)
.but Kants's 1nvest1gat10n into our synthetlc a, pr10r1 knowledge
was an enterprise 1n the same splrlt.

Nearer to the present day this lineage contains such
llngu1sts - some of them already accorded a recognition in our
past -~ as de Saussure, the Prague structurallsts and Chomsky.
But I suggest that anthropology w111 be 51m11arly fertilised,
perhaps more .so ,when it realises the ‘brilliance and anthropo-
logical nature of the thought of hlttgensteln ‘and those He has,
~though in different ways, influenced. I'am thinking ‘of Walsmann,
Strawson and Hampshire in particular, . If anthropology were only
to recognise the direct relevance of the sensitive type of _
conceptual inquiry in which. ‘these. men aré experts, anthropology
c¢ould become a real academic dlSClpllne 'instead of merely a
social . science. TWe ¢could also honour- our Emerltus Professor who
so long. ago clalmed that our real attachments were w1th hlstory
and phllosophy.“_ :

But I have begun and ended with Kant and Wlttgensteln for
a very special reason, for, between ‘tHem these two men represent
firstly, Miller's main intellectual problem, and secondly a
major aspect of its solution. I can speak in such general terms
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because oné senses in'all that ller wrote a strong ity of
purpose and ‘assumption. (Coherence ‘Ts-another matter. Miller's
' books are long and rambling and less than consistent, but
generalisation is still possible).  Let me return to Kant. It
was in 1881 on 'the centenary of its first appearance that Miller
published his English translation of the Kritik der Reinen:
Verriunft.. In-the translators preface to this work he says that
the Veda 2 was the first arc¢h of the bridge of thoughts that
spans the whole history of the Aryan mind.and that Kant's '
critique represents the perfect ‘manhood . of that Aryan mind.
'Having once Iéarnt from Kant what man can and what he cannot.
kiiow, my plan:-of life was very simple, namely -to learn, so far
as literature, tradition'and-language allow us to ‘do. so,. how
man - came to believe that he could: know-so much more:.than he
ever can know in religion, in mythology and in philosophy'.:

The problem, and o what remained to be done after Kant, ‘wowld.-
reqU1re a 'Crltique of Language' : : :

‘Thls brings-me to-W1ttgenstein. Now 1 -should like to make
it perfectly clear here that I intend in no way to' suggest that
Miller is the historical source of Wittgenstein's notion '
regarding language and ph110sophy3. Anyone with the slightest
‘acquaintance with the history of philosophy will know that many
“ have discoursed on the relation between: language and thought and

the place of language in philosophy. Even the Greeks, so. little
conscious of language as compared with ancient India, produced
men who berated the evil influence of lanhguage on thought. To
show the resemblance of M#ller's thought to that of Wittgenstein
I shall quote several passages from his book The Science of
"Thought (1887). ‘He there quotes Hamann - a friend of Kant's -
as saying, 'Language is not only the foundation of the whole.
faculty of thinking, but the central point also from which:-
proceeds the misunderstanding of reason by herself?!, Earlier,
in the preface to his 1861 Lectures on the Science of ILanguage
at the Royal Institution, ‘he wrote that it was his aim to attract
- the attention of 'the philosopher, the historian,' and the
theologian, to a science which concerns them all, and which
though it prbfesses to treat words ohly, teaches us that there is
‘more in words than is dreamt of in our own philosophy'. And he
goes on to quote Bacon: - 'Men believe that their reason is. lord
over their words, but it happens too that words exercise a.
recirrocal ‘and reactionary power over our intellect.: Words-=
shoot back upén the understanding of the wisest, and mightily
~entangle and pervért the judgment.' This is the background to
Mﬂller s own phrase’ 'disease ‘of language'

In his preface to the 501ence of Thought Iitller states that
it is written for a few friends who share his interests and that
it will not be popular. !'There is a fullness of time for
“"philosophical as there is for political and social questions', Now
the theme of thé book is this,!that the interdependence of
thought and language places philosophy on a new basis (514), an
obvious basis 'but perhaps for that very reason overlooked, namely
an 1nvest1gation of language itself. " The history of philosophy is
a battle‘against mythology, he claims. (217) and philosophical
problems must be solved by a study of 1anguage.r Thought lives in
language and 'philosophy must learn to deal with language as
history deals with events' (550) True philosophy,then, consists
of its examination and: correction. (573) It seems to me that this
is nothing if not-a clear enunciation of the 'bewitchment and
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therapy! view of philosophy4a‘pIn 1888 Miller had said (Natural
Religion) that;the dictum 'we think in words! must become. the
chapter of all exact philosophy in future.. But he reflected in
“his 1878 paper 'On the Origin of Reasen': 'What should we .say if
.blologists were to attempt to- discover the nature and laws of .
organic life:without ever looking at-a living body. And when
are'we to find the living bodyof thought if not in language . ?
(467) But he goes on-to remark . gloomily. that ‘whenever the .
phllologlst represents the whole history of philesophy as 1n,truth
an. undnterrupted struggle between language and thought and,
maintains that. all philosophy must in the end become a philosophy
of: language;- he is. apt to. be. taken as an enthusiast!, . I would.
refer you here to a short article of..Miller's in the very: flrst
volume of Jfind (1876) where he points out:some weaknesses in . .
Mill's' writings on:thought. (348) and suggests they would have
been avoided had he only taken care to look more thoroughly .
into how his language was constructed and worked.. -He refers
there to the 'secret cunning of languages' and comments (349)
'Language; as I have often said, always revenges herself when-
ever we do violence to her or whenever we forget her antecedents!'. p)
In short, then, Miller's way to solve the problem that Kant left
is this. -We think we: know more than we: can because we forget how
our language is: built and so we:use words in ways for which they
.were not originally intended. This is the.general background -to
Muller's system of mythology, and the fact that none. of the .
commentators on his work haveffully;sensed'that.this area is but
a part of a larger: scheme explains, in part, why his writings on
myth have been so: sadly mlsunderstood. : - »

I ought to say somethlng of Mﬂller s central assumptlon that
thought and language are inseparable or identical. - -I am not
unaware of the problems this involves. If we take the statement
in a’ philosophical-sense we become.bemusedhlmmedlately._ what.
does; it meanj.. does it make any sense at all to ask in general
.. what the relation between language and .thought is ?. I cannot
address myself to this general issue here - Wittgenstein himself
advocates silence- when: one cannot .speak. clearly, . But I should:
like: to suggest that. whatever .the validity of the assertlon, it
is @ stance that has very valuable consequences, Before brlefly
indicating what I mean with a few examples, I -must defend MHller
against one obvious objection. DPossessed as we are now of a
semiological consciousness, we would immediately spot thatuhis
equation is wrong. That he over-stresses language as against.
other modes of symbolic thought I do-not deny - as a philologist
one would hardly expect anythlng else.;,But we must see how Miller
uses the word language, and thought also, for it is clear that
- his identity of thought and language is really the interdependence
.of human reason (that is conceptual :thought, begriffe not

vorstellung) and any. system of symbolic signs. iSaussure,;of course,
points also to this dependence of definite ideas upon signs).
Language is the .best, says Miller, -but there are .other types of
signs which.may be substituted for the verbal, and he therefore
includes under the term language any system of signs which .
embodies conceptual thought. ' As he says in his 1870 lectures on
the Science of Religion (1873 356): '-we do not exclude the less
perfect. symbols of ‘thought, such as gestures, signs or. plctures.
They, too, are language in a certain sense and they must be
- included in language before we are justified in saying that dis-
cursive thought can be reallsed in language only., ‘We have signs
and signs of signs.. Thus, not only gestural language, ideographic




slgns, but “such’ systems'as algebra stahdlng in-the place of
numbers. Language can” ‘abbreviate itdelf, hé’ says, and-‘so we haVe
signs whlch“stand for whole trains of ‘Féasoning (1bid: 49).- It is
_clear thdt what Mill is-that human Beings must think in
1‘symbols. ‘ﬁAll“I"alntain”is that thought cannot éxist without -

slgns,“and that ‘r'most 1mportant ‘signs dre words.' (1b1d 58)
: Thls ,ely iy’ not obJectlonable. What he ‘meahs is made clear by
“'his discussioh of 'a game of chesg. Muller does not say that-when
we play chess we need to talk to' ourselvés, but chess’ pieces-are
’ names, they are s1gns.‘ One can silently play chess without
consclously stating rules, but - the p1eces are concepts and the't -
game is g set of" rules ‘about how to move pieces: This is clear, - =
“he says, in “that we ‘Gan'talk about these rules in the eventuality
of" someéne maklng a mistake.’ If the pleces were not concepts there
‘would be no game, only chaos. :

N T should add brlefly here that M1 Ter was a flerce opponent
‘of Darwin over the nature and or1g1ns ‘of" langua ge, ‘though he," 1ike
many German scholars, was an ‘evolutionist” long before the @rlgln
of Species was’ pub11shed. “Miller wanted ‘to insist upon there being
a difference of kind; between human language and animal- communication
and his arguments would beneflt the naiver’ type of ethologist that
ex1sts today., Mﬂller, qulte rlghtly, says that human language 'is
. more than a medlum of’ communicatlon, it is- also a complex conceptual
l"structure. For thls reason, “the questlon of the or1g1n of 'language
cannot be tackled ‘in 1solat10n, “but mist’ be viewed as’ part of a -
larger problem (see 10rigin of Reason'~1878) He' says'in his'
lectures on Darwin's phllosophy -of 1anguage (Fraser's’ Magazine
1873: Vol VIII) that tour" concepts ‘and our words are produced by
a faculty or by a 'tiode of méntal action* which is not ‘simply a.
_mbarrlnr between.man and beast, but’ which’ ¢creates a new world in -
““which we live,'! TIn-other wordst 'We live’ 1n ‘concépts,.? (Three
‘lectures on ‘the Science of' thought: 1887).‘ As a Kantian Miller
'accepted ‘tha't-we. must: acknowledge that the world must accept our
terms of knoW1ng.' To this extent -we do create ‘ur ‘own symbolic:
‘world. :(I commented’on this fact in’ ‘my essay 'Anthropology and -
" the Philosophy of Science!' (TASO Vol II No.I) Miller's remarks :
in fact cotme close ‘to the central ideas in Langer ‘g Phlloso“h” :
in a New Key - an inspiring anthropologlcal philosophy). Miller
said in 1861 that man possessed a spec1f1c capacity for forming -
:general 1deas and us1ng general names, ‘and that this put him, o
' unlquely in a ‘humar world of symbols ‘and consépts. '(see Frazer's
Magazine, Vol. VIII: 11), 'Through reason we not only stand
,‘,above the brute creatlon, we belong to a' different’ world.' (186l°
"U364). There is'a point here ‘of great import’ for' the humane.

o sc1ences, namely that there are’ concepts necessary to and’

:‘speclflc to the descrlptlon of hiiman’ phenomena. When this-is *
reallsed and 1ts methodologlcal consequences fully grasped, the
social sclences w111 begln to be useful

T should now 11ke to talk brlefly about some” of the
consequences of his assumptlon that thought and-language are
identical. Firstly, though I cannot here develop it, language
for Miller is a social institution and it follows that thought is
jsoclal .too. T have “time for one quotation only, which of course
ralses 1%s 'ovm- problems. It 'is from the lectures on Darwin's
theory of 1anguage: ‘*Though the faculty of language may be .
congenltal, all-languages are traditional. The words in which we
think are channels of thought ‘which, we have not dug ourselves,
but which We flnd ready made for us.' (1875 528) “We must



remember the individualistic associational psychology which so

influenced the work .of his contemporaxry.apthropologists. and to.

which the . French soc1olog1ca1 school, 1nclud1ng Iévy-Bruhl qpite
-legltlmately took such strong exceptron. Secondly, cons1der thls
remark from his. preface to the Science of Thought (1887).;
there is no. such thing. as ;ntellect, understandlng, mlnd and son
,...all these are . only dlfferent aspects .of. language' No one ould
be upset,however, for - (and. giving us a Wlttgenstelnlan ‘confort) -
he says that. these. ph110soph1ca1 remarks leave the world exactly as
it.was before, we .simply have a more valld understandlng of’ our-

selves. . Now Whatever we thlnk of thls partlcular assertion several

ment of mlnd - and 1ndeed 1n 1ts hlstorlcal aspect 1s the'ﬁ
autoblography of the human mlnd. Many phllosophers had complalned
that they had no rellable ev1dence w1th whlch to talk about ‘mental
phenomena. With an incredible bllndness they had overlooked the”
fact that the evidence they needed was language itself. As Miller
says later in the same book, (290—5) Ythe . true, phllosophy of .the
human mind. - is the phllosophy of 1anguage' It is well. known that
psvchology in. our century has retreated to a nonsen51ca1 i

. gXperimentalism or unrealistic behav1ourlsm even, - afra1d o hthe .

~ 'problem .of other minds!.. But language is surely ‘the mean “oft
acgess to, . and the proof of, .our knowledge of other mlnds (see ,f
Mdller. Chips IV 1875: 460)., It is the .most’ 1mportant medlum 1n

‘,-whlch our 1ntersub3ect1ve understandlng 11ves. Mﬂller 'said, on 8o

- many occasions that the 1nvest1gatlon of language had a central ‘role
‘in psychology and the fact that .social, psychology has stlll not
fully realized this fact: wlll stand as, one of ‘the most absurd
methodologlcal errors commltted by any soclal 501ence. Thlrdly
(and I must make thls my last example) loglc for Mﬂller was a.
general _grammar. Now whllst hls phllologlcal work was outdated '
before: h1s death, the fact that Mﬂller’s 1nterest in language was
part of a larger problem means that he dlsplayed that cons01ousness
of the: relevance of llngulstlcs to phllosophy that @homsky possesses.
Mﬁller, in fact, con51dered (see Three Lectures on the Science of
ThHought: 4). comparatlve philology as a means towards the investi-
gation of larger problems, as. a severe apprentlceshlp 0. be served
before ther wider ‘questions: of the science of language could be tackled.
He writes in: 1885 ('The Iesson of Juplter* in Chip¥ o 1895 eds
380.) that the widest comparlsons in phllology could show what was
essentlal to 1anguage as such, and therefore to thought. It would
be poss1ble to: COnstruct a general grammar, not speculatlvely as’
philosophers. had done Ain the past, but empirlcally. Though I must
leave.the issue here, I should Just .add that Mﬂller was extremeiy
glnterested in unxversals, as 1ndeed were many of the Vlctorlan '
ethnologlsts.: But Mﬂller, for reasons, which I shall shortly,d;scuss
was extremely. oonsclous of. the abuses of this type of wide, COmparlson,
the method might 1ead us to thlnk we had defrnite conclus1ons when
we had not understood .any of our'ev1dence.. But, dlscuss1ng ‘the
ethno-psychologlcal approach fa. mythology he says thls: .’If that
motive turns out to be due to our common human nature, the "
ethnological method assumes. quite a new interest, and may in time
lead to very. 1mportant results?, Such statements on dlrect
expressions of the human mind are not. 1nfrequent.‘,

I should now 11ke to turn to another problem altogether - the
question of 'ethnologlcalﬁlsms'- which arlses from Henson‘s essay
in ASA 10 ('Early British Anthropologlsts and | Ianguage') There she
criticises quite Justlflably -the naive way in whlch native '’ -
categories such as tabu, totem etc. were used as technlcal terms
by €19 anthropologlsts., I shall add_ here as a 81m11ar error the
promiscuous utilization of such terms as fetishism and animism,
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native terms -~ in g sense - from our own culture. Now we would
possibly be wrong to. suggest that.the anthropologists were
completely unaware of the problems 1nvolved, but beyond the
difficulties involved in any one of these terms is the simple fact
that their employment at all 1nvolves a.very general error
concerning the way in which we should seek to understand’ meaning.,_
But Miller must be exempted from a general 1nd10tment for it was
precisely over these terms that he was most oensorlous of his"
contemporaries. He, a translator and phllosopher showed in this
respect a sens1t1v1ty to conceptual probléms which they laoked and
Whlch most anthropologlsts today even cannot match.

As an 1ntroduct10n to. this partlcular sectlon of my . paper I
had better perhaps say something. general on Miller's conflict w1th
the ethnologists. Miller was the representatlve of German scholar-
ship in England, but we should not exaggerate his hostility to the
new science. After all, it was he who in a review in the Times in
1865 first brought to the publlc attentlon the profound 1mportance
of Tylor's Researches. . #e should also remember that he was
attending lectures on anthrOpology at Leipzig as a student in the
early 1840's a generatlon before the science existed in England.

And he was using savage evidence in mythology before most of the
ethnologlsts, but became disillusioned. He also attempted to
establish a Journal oalled Ethnological Records of the Colonies, for
which no finance was forthcoming, However, he did send directives
through the Colonial Officeé to begin the oolleotlon of llngulstlo‘
and cultural data. e have been told that the value of field work
was only realised in .this century, even that Malinowski invented the
new method. So let me refer you to a pagsage which Mller quotes
in an address of 1891, . They were wrltten by Codrington, himself a
Melanesian expert who was in the field for a vastly longer period
than the few years of Mallnowski durlng the First War. 'When a -
European has been living for two or three years. among savages, he

is sure to be fully conv1nced that he knows all about them; when
he has been ten years or so amongst. them, if he be an observant
man, he knows that he knows very 11ttle about them, and so beglns'
to learn's (Let us remember also that Radcliffe~Brown one of the
founders of modern anthropology never dld any real fleld-work. He
could not speak. the language of the Andaman Islanders, ‘and worked
through - interpretere for the whole duration of his stay there.).
Codrington was just one of a~group of real Victoriam field-workers -
other names are Callaway, Bleck, Gill, Hahn - and it was almost
exclusively on their evidence that Miller re11ed. He refused to use
evidence from those who could not speak ‘the relevant 1anguages.

But whllst Mﬁller was enthus1ast10 about anthropology in these
ways, he urged many cautions of method and assumption, which we
should .now accept as absolutely sound. He of course shared many
assumptlons with the ethnologists such as deve10pmentallsm, for
instance, but he could not tolerate nursery psychology, nor the
crude suggestlon that savages were primitives. This later equatlon
was of course, fundamental for the anthropologists, for it
generated from a taxonomy the supposed historical - time into whiich
progress and’'survivals could . be fitted. But Miller's main
objection was a questlon of language. For him, as a- phllologlst
aware of the difficulties involved in deciding the meaning of
Greek texts and acquainted with the problems of translating
Sanskrit ‘manuscripts he could not accept the way in which
anthropologists drew such bold conclusions gbout societies whose
languages they did not understand at all., For him it was simply
obvious that if you knew nothing about -a people®s language then




you could know nothing about its culture, Anthropologists he
thought could learn some cautlon from scholars: 'what I have-
ventured to say on.several ‘occasions is, let us wait till we know :
8 little more of Hottentots and Papuans,’ let us’ walt ‘$1i1l we
know at least their language, for otherwise we may €0 hopelessly -
wréngts (Natural Religion: 216), Miller reflected in his 1891 -
presidentlal address to the anthr0poloblca1 section 6f the British
Association that anthropology 'has been ralsed to the ‘dignity, but .
also to the respons1b111ty of a real science!. 5) ‘He said’ that the
time would come when an accurate knowledge of language ‘would be
regarded as a sihe qua non of anthropological work, ' ‘whén the need
for a 'scholarly conscience' would become clear. He concludes the
address with these words:s tIf anthropology is to maintain its
hlgh pOS1t10n as a real science, 1t's alllance w1th llngu1stlc
science cannot be too close's .

I shall start my dlscuss1on of Miller on 'ethnological-lsms‘ )

by exposing a lost’ ohapter in the. hlstory of totemlsm. By this -

I mean to indicate my annoyance that Lévi-Strauss. nowhere make -
any reference. to Miiller's prec001ous remirks. We remember- that
Lévi-Strauss talks of a totemic hysteria,Miller talks of a
tolemistic ep1demlc - and’ he lived through much of it, In Natural
_Rellggon, he - says thist 'There seems to be'a pecul1ar fasclnatlon
in strange -namés.,.in order -to' secure.- .¢clearness of thought and -
honesty of reasoning in the’ study of rellglon I am afraid these
terms’ (anlmlsm, fetishism, totemlsm) ought to be sent into exile.
They have become dangerous...' (159- 60) In an appendix on
totemism in Anthropological Rel1glon, he adds:  'All this is
thorougnly unscientific: to take a foreign word without accurately
defining it and then to add to it the magloal termination of ism,
may save a great deal of ‘trouble, but what is here called trouble,
is in reality accurate thought' (409) ‘Miller claims (Nat. Relg.
1595 522) that a totem is what it means to certain groups of Red
Indians. There it is a olan-mark a visible symbolic sign, an
emblem such as primitive sooletles frequently used, And 'totem! -
should not be promlsouously used or made a general term of ° '
comparison, Indeed, even’ ‘the word totem itself is wrong. Mﬂller
clalms, on the authori ty of Father Cuoq, a Canadian philologist,
that the proper word for famlly mark is- gﬁg (genltlve otem)
(Biography of Words and the Home of the Aryas 1888: 2491.1), He
~ quotes Brinton commenting on 'the animate symbolism employed
~with such marked preference by the red race to express abstract

" ideast, (Anthr. Rellg. 407-8) ‘All this was written in the early
1890*s, and if it does not makée totémism unreal, at least its
superiority to what contemporary anthropologlsts were saying is
absolutely clear, For Mﬂller, totemism was a civil institution
among some Red Indian tribes’ by which groups in a village chose
emblems to dlstlngulsh themselves._ The beliefs in the' sacredness
of the animsl, in'descent and so on were" secondary and grew up,

as he says, 'naturally' ~ The sign chosen 'becameé surrounded as the
colours of a reglment are even now, by a Halo of many recollections!,
(Nat. Relig: 522). An uncanny parallel, for lLevi Strauss makes
exaotly the same point referrlng to lanton' ' 'Rainbow' Division.
(Le Totemisme Anjourd'hui: 10), I will bring this little discussion
to a close by saying that’ Mlier Was not alone, Wlnternltz,
another orientalist was asked by him'"to complle the massive index
which forms Vol L of Sacred Books of ‘the East. "It was publlshed
in 1910 after many. years labour and in an 1ntroductory note
Winternits remarks on the errors that had been made in constructing
theories on the origin and development of religion before adequate
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materials were to hand (XIV).He goes -on .to say that in his index
such. famlllar terms as totemism, animism, tabu and fetishism:are
all excluded because they refer to the theories not to the facts of
religion. Likewise the mythologlst Robert .Brown Jnr. who in .
1898 Wrote a book defendlng'Mﬂller against Lang's Journallsm ‘says s
'the totemism of ‘the !untutored anthropologist! is necessarily , - .
destined to an absolute . collapse'- (Semltlc Influence in Hellenlc

Mzthologz 203)
The sUperlorlty of the scholars over the anthropologists on-
totemlsm is impressive, but I should not have .given it such . -
prominence. had it been an isolated incident, I have ‘space. hereq
only to outline Mﬂller s attitude to one more ethnological-ism:
fetishism. As a. stage, some said the first in the evolution of
religion, it rested on the .testimony of Portuguese sailors who
came back from West Africa with stories of strange -beliefs among .
the negroes. Comte mlsunderstood de Brosses, he nigunderstood the
gailors, and they never unders tood the negroes. : Fetishism, says
Miller has 'become a panacea. for all ‘mythologicel troubles, and
the acme was reached when more recently a fetish =« an Afrlcan charm -
was defined as a totem (an American emblem) inhabited by an.
ancestral spirit (an .Indian concept)! (Contributionsto the Sc1ence
of Mythology: 1897: 195). And for Miller anyway it was quite -
obviously a 'grammatical' error to talk of anyone worshipping a
material object. The object must clearly symbolise something else.
Mflller's astuteness, however, resided not solely in his caution over
these terms referring vo what is conventlonally called religion;
it extended to social organlsatlon also. Witness.the following on
caste (Six. Systems of Indian Philosophy: 1899: 1l- 2) He says that
the word casta is a mlsleadlng term .for understanding the social
conditions of ancient India ‘because it was invented by Portuguese
sailors who used. it to describe any. social divisions that struck =
their fancy; : to ask therefore what casta means in India is like
asking what it means in England or what feitigo means in .Portugal.,
"That we really want to know is what was. 1mp11ed by such Indian words
as Varna (colour) G8ti (kith) Kula (family), Pravara (lineage);
otherwisa we shall have once more the same confusion about. the
social organisation of ancient India as about African fetishism or
North American totemism . .Each foreign word should slways be kept -
to its own native meaning, or, if generalised for: scientific
purposes, it should be most carefully defined afresh, Otherwise
every social distinction will be called caste, every stick a
totem, every idol a fetish!, Or let me take another custom, the
couvade., Miller did not like folklore method, for it seemed: to
him nonsense to attempt. w1de,comparlsons of  beliefs or institutions .
before any of the examples used was really, understood - .the-
s1m11ar1t1es, for instance, might be merely superficial.. He says
(1897 226) 'a comparison of savage and civilised customs might
be useful), but, he maintains that 'we must possess a complete .
insight into the one as well as into the other, before we can hope
that our comparisons may be of real scientific value',. Speaking
speciflcally of the couvade he says: (1b1d 290) 'Unless the:motive
is the same, the custom is not the same; unless-the motive is -
discovered the facts themselves are curious, but no more's, For
motive we should read. meaning, and there is a great deal in this
perceptive remark on 'sameness' that I cannot, go into here. This .
quote will have to suffice. 'It may be said that anybody can
describe what he sees, even though unable to converse with the
people. I say, Decidedly no ~' (1891 Address: 10), ~One of Miller! s;
ohief reasons for disliking folklore was that it assumed to under=:
stand you needed first to compare., Miller never denied that -
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eomparison could -be ‘illuminating, but he did suggest it was absurd
to explain Vedic ceremonies from savage customs before attemptlng
to explain ‘them from the veda itself (1897: 210): “we need an =
explanatlon from within not from without (ivids 225) as was ‘involyed
in-ethnological cemparlson. ~Miller disliked the ‘way savages seemed
to perform for anthropologiocal theorists and advises (ibid 292):
'If we wish %o mske the study of savage races really useful we ‘mast
try to free ourselves from all preconceived ideas and ‘instead of .
looking for idols or for totems or fetishes, learn to accept and

to understand what the savages -themselves are able to tell us.!
Later (ibids 451) he addss’ 'I am bound to say, I know, as-yet,

of few cases only where Ta'smanians, Mlncouples, or Blackfeet have
proved half as useful to ug gs even Sayana's much abused
commentary', Miller, in His:- publlcatlon of the R;g-Veda-Sanhlta
included,not without the criticism of others,’ the vast 14th -

century commentary of Sayana,:@ Though I cannot present any of the
evidence herel- Miller and .other Orientalists had rehearsed our
problem of: the use ‘of native models. Should one translate and not
consider the native exegesis, or should one slavishly follow the
native understanding ? - Neither, says Mfiller, (sacred Books of the
East: 1867 Prospectus) the ‘native commentary is absolutely the '
essential beginningto comprehension, but we should expect it to -
contain errors, even a systematlc biag, so that the scholar

should begin with the native understanding and construct a
translatlon based upon a crltlcal 1nterpretatlon of that.

Appendlx v to Anthropologlcal Rellglon is called 'On the
Untrustworthiness of Anthropological evidence'. Miller disliked
'anecdotic! :anthropology, which took fragments .of evidence from
societies whose languages were unknown and from sources whose -
reliability oould not be assessed. As: Muller said (1897 205)

'T know what our dangers are nearer home =! - He, a translator

and philosopher could not imitate thé‘féarless anthropologist. of
them he said - and he ‘was right - (ibid: 193) ' 'They thought that
their task was much easier than it really ig', VYNow if a - '
philosopher - MacIntyre; Hampshlre, the ghost of W1ttgenste1n'
were to ‘charge us today :in exactly these terms, it would be

equally true. - We cannot simply dismiss it as a comment from
another discipline, We have, in short, as an academic subject
failed; we have not appreciated the extreme complexity of our-task;
We have not yét truly grasped what is involved ih doing :
anthropology well, ' That 'neo—anthropology' will be demanding is
very clear from Ardener's Malinowski lecture, but as we iricom-
petently attempt to establish universals or simply try to
comprehend something particular, we should look back to see what
has already been achieved. The purpose of this paper was to suggest
that Mdller belongs to a past which we did:not know we possessed
and that these achlevements and thls hlstory ‘are 'good to think
witht, : = :

Fortes was able in his insugural lecture at Cambridge: to
exclaim that we at last had a true science of anthropology. - The
predecessors’ of Malinowski seemed merely to get in the way of this
achievement, I can only express my complete disagreement. - Compared
to the significance of the problems with which our Victorian :
predecessors grappled, I regard much of the work of British social
anthropologists in this century as trivialy; it could have been
left tosociologists., #And besides their own obvious theoretical
failings, I regard it as the greatest insult of those who have
dominated our discipline to have ignored: their history; to have
pretended -that they have done better by not continuing the concerns -
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with which their ancestors wrestled. But conventionally we are
descended from Frazer, and scholar though he was, he was the least
original . of them all- (see Leach: 1965). 1t is.a nonsense to accord
him such a place of honour when there are others - of Miller's
stature not accorded any recognition at all., Many- of our important
notions within recent decades have come from outside the -
dlsc1p11ne,”and\the<suggestlon here is that Miller belongs to a
'past! of which we-ought to be more conscious:. We have; in brief,
robbed ourselves of valuable: insights by not- thinking about this
lineage of men:who were simildarly outside our dlsc1p11ne, and who,
in MYller's .case, would not have wished to 'have been called an
anthropologist. It is now many years since Jarvie's !Back to-
Frazer' slogan wdas voiced.” Apart from Frazer being the worst
possible choice, I shall conclude with this remark, Thisg. -~
historical essay looks forwards not back. - One does not s1mp1y
want to'give a'man a place in our -history. The 'réturn' i# no
more real than that of de Saussure who, reflectlng on the classical
grammarians claimed that linguistic¢s 'retournera....mais dans un
esprit nouvean et avec d'autres procédds -' (119). - One wishes
"merely to suggest that in certain ways Miller's astuteness exceeds
that of many of .our professors, that many of—his-vieWs”belbng.to
the very present of our discipline., If I have glanced back, it
should be clear that my mind has really been on our future, and the
immense problems with which we shall require much ass1stance in
creatlng an anthropology that deserves to exlst. L

Malcolm Crick.

.'Notés

1, This artlcle is a shortened verslon of a paper read at .a
research class at the Institute'of Social Anthropology,
Oxford, during Hilary Term 1972. It represents the first-

. fruits of six months research on Max Miller. .The essay is
‘dedicated to Exeter College, Oxford, ‘and her talented sons
A.M. Hocart and E.E, Evans-Pritchard. o

2 On the _production of the editio princeps of the ng-Veda,
Miller spent. the first half of his academic life.

3 Because his mode of comp091tlon, it is difficult to know
exactly what Wittgensteln read, but it may be 1nterest1ng to
note that Wittgenteln's phrase 'family likenesses' or
'resemblances' is used frequently . in Miller's work. It is
used firstly, with- regard to the organlsatlon of various

‘fvers1ons of manuscrlpts according to.the distribution of
errors, and sécondly to refer. to features shared by
the members of a language famlly. Miller's use predates
the appearance of the term in Galton's essay 'On Composite
Portraits! in J.A.I. 1879,

4. .1 am conscious of -the fact that I have only glven part of

" Wittgenstein - the 1ntolerant, and s001olog10ally less
interesting aspect. On the other hand, this brief discussion
represents only a part of Miller. He - and unlike his
anthropological contemporaries - displays in his work on
religious thought some of those Jcharltable' aspects which
characterize the later Wittgenstein and which do not appear
in the literalist anthropologists. . . :
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5, See also (1) ‘'My Predecessors' 1888: 492-3 where he speaks °
of. utllltarlan moral philosophy as *Jugglery' He points -
out that 'good! like othér words has a range of meanings,
It has:one sense in moral philosophy, but also can mean -

. Yeffective'.. .This latter sense.is not one with:which
ethics_has any: gconcern; utilitarianism is a simple:
confusion of these two senses. (2) Three Introductory :
. ~lectures on the Science of Thought 18873 79~84 where
. -he says that; 'true philosephy is: a- constant katharsis
- of .our words ~'. He refers there to. somersaults.in the
hlstory of phllos0phy and,; calls materlallsm a. 'grammatlcal
blunder?ts :

6o See the correspondence appendlx to Three Lectures on the
Science of Thought 1887 especlally the last letter by
Miller and his letters to Galton. Readers of de Saussure's
Cours will know .the great use to which he puts the chess
analogy, and its appearance,. and the discusgion of signs. A

. in general by Miller may have:a: significance for the history. .
of ‘ideas, Saussure, like Mliller was an Indo-European : .
 philologist,and de Saussure refers to his 1861 1ectures on.
- language .as- brllllant but:goss on to add, rlghtly,
'mais cen'est pas par excds.de conscience qu'il a- peché
+(1949: 16). One should_further say. that MH{ller defines
mythology (1897: 35)ra§,the result of a pathological.reaction:
of the 'sign' on the 'signified!. '.For Miller, as for de.. -~
Saussure the 'signified! is a psychological reality, To
these remarks one must add that the term 'sign' has a long
history in philosophy. Iocke in his Essay (called by F.
Lange in his History of Materialism a 'critique of language!)
asserts that words are signs of concepts amdnot of things.
Also, it must be said that components of Saussure's thought
- language as an institution, for instance - would more
likely have been derived from the writings of the Yale.
Sanskrltlst 7 D. Vhitney, whom de Saussure rated above‘
Mﬂller.'
See also Willlam Thomson's book Outline of the Necessa_y
- laws of thcught (3rd ed. 1853) to which M1ller appended his
'Essay on “Tndian loglc’ “In’this work, Thomson has a
chapter on language,Aln Whlch there is a d1scuss1on of
differént types of s1gns. -He also . suggests that verbal
language is analytic - from which 'Whorflan' coﬁclus1ons
_-afte drawn, wheréas ‘the signs in the language of” art are
Ycompositive! and Have’ to "be” 'unfolded' :

T. The ‘evidence is mainly in; S.B.E. ProsPectus, Mﬂller K
History of Ancient Sanskrit Literature (1859); prefaces
to Vols III (1856) and IV (1862) of the Rig-Veda~Sanhita,
Briefly, the issue revolves around Nwller 's” inclusion of the .
native COmmentary in his editio prlnceps, and his crlthue
_of the principles adoPted by H.H. Wllson 1n h1s translatlon
‘of “thé Rig-Veda.,

8, See Jarvie: The Revolution in Antlropology (1964) .
‘Subsequent debate - see esp. Leach (1965) show that Jarvie
‘knew very 11ttle about Frazer or Mallnowski. .
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'A'D'AM FERGUSON (1723-1816)

Adem Ferguson was a. remarkable person and, 'in my opinion, though
much neglected, one of the major figures in the hlstory of soc iological
thought. The son of a minister and a c¢hild“of the Manse, he hed:
the distinction, or. may we say. advantage, of having served for some
years as Chaplain to the. 42nd Regiment or. ' The Black Watch''
(he fought, so it is said, at the battle of Fontenoy)' and he was
unique among the Scottish moral philosopher$ in that he was a " °
Gaelic-speaking highlander. He appears, to have been a rugzed . . .
character, sometimes rather difficult; an ultra-conservatlve and
and an anti-Stuarty and when one reads about ‘his life one can e
well understand what he meant when he said that men are at their> .
best when they have dlffﬂcultles to surmount. '

To estimate Ferguson one must see h1m and hlS wrltlngs in
the 1ntellectual setting of his time and place; and for this it
might be necessary to dwell on the Jacobite" troubles, the
suppression of Scottish independence, rapid economic changes,
and an element of prov1nc1a1 isolation and 1anguage difficulty.
Without going into the historical and social setting however it
will be sufficient to rnote how much Ferguson was an intellectual
child of his.time if I mention -the names of-Hume, Reid, Adam
Smith, Lord Montboddo, Iord Kames, John Millar and Ferguson's
pupil and h1s successor in the Chair of Moral Philosophy at
Edlnbubgh Dugald Stewart. Truly 'Scotland's Agustan age'; two
of whom are of particular interest for us, the man I am going
to talk about now and Lord Kames. - .

Ferguson ‘received recognition ‘at the time he-vrote, especially
in Germany, where he had much influence on Schiller and others.
Alsoy .in- ‘France, Saint-Simon and Comte owed much to him. In our
own country, and later, J. S. Mill fully acknowledged his debt :
to him. Nevertheless he has since beén forgotten, more or less,
for over a century and a revival, though not a general one, in °
his writings has only recently taken place - regretfully one has
to say in America-(Lehman,. 1937, 'and Kettler, 1965) and Germany
(Kaneko, 1904, and Jogland,. ?959), and not in his-own country.

Ferguson left the Ministry of the Church of Scotland in
1754 to become Professor, first of all ‘of Natural Philosophy and
then of Pneumatlc and Moral Phllosophy at Edinburgh, and it was
there he wrote his books during ‘a long life on a variety of
philosophical (as he and his contemporaries understood the word)
subjects. His first and best known work, the one I am for the .
most part going to restrict my comments to, was An Essay on the
History of Civil Society (1766). I do not think his Institutes
of Moral Philosophy (lecture notes, 1772) or his Principles of
Moral and Political Sc¢ience (two large volumes, 1792) add much
of sociological,importance_to what he had said in his first
book; in both there is much tedious moralizing and what 18th
century phllOsophers regarded as psychology ; I supposé that was
only to have been expected of a moral philosopher of the period,
especially of a Scottish Calvinist one. .All the same one can at
times sympathize with Hume's irritation 'and even Sir Leslie
Stephen's stricture of superficiality. Ferguson's The Histor
of the Progress and Termination of the Roman Republic i1733),
a favourite topic among writers of the time, comprises five
volumes of almost pure. narrative spiced with some rhetoric.
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This work has little soc1ologlcal value; but it is only fair
to say that Ferguson was a very good classical SCuOlaT-,

The E ssay is a fasc1nat1ng ‘book if you like; as I do4 the
ornate, even florid or inflated English 18th century style of
writing. One has, it is true, to put up with a good deal of
sententious verbosity (the book is 430 pages long), but in
spite of all the morallzlng there is much sound thought in the
Lssay, which, it should be said right away, shows throughout
and very clearly the influénce of Montesquieu, as Ferguson
himself says. ‘It should perhaps also be added that Hume, whose
successor he was as Keeper of the Advocates' Library in Edinburgh,
though they were great friends and much adnmired each other,

" regarded the book unfavourably with regard to both’ style and
content. (not that that should necessarily dlscourage us). If
we are to make any further comments on the author's personal
life 'and values as reflected in his writlngs it may be said

" that while he abandoned his clerical career he did not go out
of his way, like Condorcet for instance, to attack Chrlstlanlty.
After all, he had once been a Minister and a Chaplaln. He -

" became I suppose what one might descrlbe as some sort of’ Deist:
there is much 'The Author of Nature', and nuch of the reasoning
from'des1gn'

Ferguson's book illustrates many of the basic assumptions
we find in modern social anthropology. In the first place he
says that the de51re 'to give some account of the earliest form
of human society has led to fruitless enquiry and Wlld suppositions
because, while the natural historian thinks himself obllged to
collect facts and not to offer mere conaecture, 'it is only in
what relates to himself, and in matters the most 1mportant and
the most easily known, that he substitutes hypothesis instead
of reality ... (p. 3-4). " Here we have a clear statement of the
- scope of a study of human societies - they are part of nature and
must be studied, as is any other part of nature, by observatlon
and induction.

Especially in the study of early man must conjecture be
avoided. It must not be assumed, as it so ‘often is, that a mere
negation of what we find among ourselves is a suff1c1ent
descrlptlon of man in his original’ state. This is simply
Jjudging by our own standards and is, moreover, going beyond, or
against, the testimonies of those who have had opportunities of
seeing mankind in their rudest conditions. Nor is direct
observation replaced by the written traditions of a people about
- the earlier phases of their hlstory. ‘These are for the most
part mere conjectures and fictions of subsequent ages and bear
the stamp of the’ times through which a people has passed rather
than that to which the descrlptlons are supposed to relate (he
was thinking of the Illad and Odyssey and also of writers
like Vergil and Tasso, “who give us hlstorlcal information only
about the conceptions and sentiments of the age in which they

- wrote). In spite of all this excellent advice Ferguson, like

most of his contemporles, relied largely on introspection,
"using historiecal’ examples, taken from such classical authors

as he knew, when théy illustrated or corroborated conclusions
reached by deductions from philosophical axioms or psychological
speculatlons rather than from the facts themselves. .
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Now, when Ferguson speaks of human societies as being 'natural’
he has in mind the political theories of his day. He will have
nothing to do with hypotheses, e.g. of Hobbes, Locke and otbers,
about a state of nature in which men lived W1thout any . form or
order, and more partlcularly of government. That kind of state of
nature will be found in the struggle between princes and subjects
rather than among rude trlbes.f_He is also scornful of those who
imagine that they are studying 'natural man' when they interview
a wild man caught in the woods - an- 18th century pastime. Human
nature is a product of social life and man is. only 'natural' in
society, whether it be rude or pollshed. Therefore an 18th
. century gentleman is not less 'natural' than a savage Redskin of

‘North America; 1ndeed, in one sense he is more so, because the
potentialities of men in pollshed 5001et1es have greater scope
for expression. Therefore we must not oppose art (culture) to
nature, for art itself is patural to man: 'If we are asked
therefore, where the state of nature is to be found? We may
.answer, It is here: and it matters not whether we are understood
to speak in the island of Great Britain, at the Cape of Good Hope,
on the Stralts of Magellan e o « If the palace be unnatural, the
_ cottage is so no less; and the nghest refinements of polltlcal
- and moral apprehen51on, are not more artificial in their kind,

. than the first operatiohs of sentiment and reason' (p. 12), He
also says 'all the actions of men are equally the result of their
nature (pp. 14=15).

It may here be commented, if only as an. a51de, that the idea
-that primitive peoples are in some sense more 'natural’ than
civilized peoples is still an. idea commonlj,met with in everyday
thought. In Ferguson's day it was the centre of much philosophical
discussion. He held that it is futile to try to .contrast
hypothetical man living outside society (' natural man') with man
living in society. Did not Aristotle long ago insist that man is
by nature a political (social) creature. The question:of what
in 2 man in any 5001ety is to be attributed to biological -
inheritance and what to society and culture is altogether different
and one which concerns equally both rude and polished man.

. ~It is true that man, unlike. the beasts, is endowed not with
just instinct but also with intelligence and will and so shapes

his own destiny up to a point, though, it must be added, only up

to a'point. For societies, béing natural, do not develop by

will or design but-of their own nature, llke trees: 'He who first
said "I will approprlate this field; I will leave it to my heirs";
did not perceive, that he was laJlng the foundation of civil laws

- and political establishments' (p. 186). Men, that is, arrive at

- ends they may not aim atj; they are free to choose but they cannot
 predict what will happen as a result of their choice, for societies
_arise frbm instincts and not from speculations, so that what
happens is ‘indeed the result of humen action, but not the execution
of any human design' (p.187). Institutions spring out of the
general conditions of a soc1ety and are not the conscious créations
of men, far less of any particular man, however gifted. Statesmen
who think that they control events are like the fly in. the fable
who. thought it was turnlng the wheel on which it sat. How often .
since’ “have soc1ologlsts told us this, eSpec1a11y the Marxist ones!

-Since man is essentlally a social creature he cannot be
understood except as a member of a group. So our first task is
to get some idea of the nature of a social group. All accounts
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from 211 parts of the earth 'represent mankind as assembled in
troops and companles o s o (ps B, Thereforc, ‘Mankind are to
be taken in groups, as they have always subsisted. Thke history
of the 1nd1v1caal is but a detall of the sentlments and thoughts
ke has entertained in the view of his species:’ and every
experiment relative to this subject should be made- w1th entire
societies, not with ‘single men' (p. 6). Then again: * 'Mankind
have always wandered or settled, agreed or quarrelled, in troops
and companles. The ° cause of their assembllng, whatever it be, is
the principle of their alliance or union' (p. 23) "In the
Prthl sles we read 'Famllles may be considéred as the elementary
forms of society or establlshments the most 1ndespen51bly

: necessary to the, ex1stence and preservation of the klnd’ - The
famlly in some’ form ‘or’ other is, unlversal. Comte was to say
very much the same. '

The study of man is therefore a study of 1nst1tutions in

relatlon to one another in ‘the total conditions of 11fe,

1nclud1ng natlonal character and cllmate (Ferguson picked up

some odd ideas about the 1nf1uence of cllmate from MonteSquleu)

He dlscusses at length, closely folloW1ng ‘the cla551flcatlon and
method of analysis of- Montesquleu, the nature of various forms

of government democratlc, arlstocratlc monarchlcal and despotlc,
observing the c1rcumstances in ‘which each is found ‘and the various
forms of other instltutlons found with'edch., He discusses the
'beglnnlngs of property in: agrlcultural and pastoral Societies
(this notion of prooerty and the part it has played in social -
development was, perhaps rlghtly, an obse581on among phllosophers
of the perlod) and the distribution of these two types of societies
over the earth's surface and with reference to climate and sonie
of ‘the maln cultural features of each. Both, however, show the
beglnnlngs ‘of property and the 1nequallt1es and subordlnatlon_
which go with it, and gurlsdlctlon and government which accompany
._them. - Property comes about in passing from the savage to the’
‘barbarous’ state. "He' also discusses how’ superstitlon disputes
w1th valour (he never qulte ¢easeés to be a soldler) the road to
power:’ the 'maglc wand comes in competltlon with the sword itself!
(p. 161) ~ cp Condorcet, Frazer and others). “He discusses how
populatlon grows with increase in ‘wealth and securlty (here again
CP. Condorcet) ‘and is always limited by the means of ‘sibsistence.
He has an’'excellent dlscussion of the c1rcumstances in which
cultural borrow1ng takes place’ (p. 25 seq.)s Also how as a
result of" borrow1ng knowledge increases: *'When nations sucoeed one
another in the careér’ of discoveries and 1nquir1es, the last ‘is
always 'the most” know1ng.: :Systems of science are gradually formed.
The globe itself is traversed by degrees, and the history of every
age, when past, 1s an acce551on of knowledge to those who 8succeed.
The: Romans were more know1ng than the Greek5°'and every scholar
of modern EurOpe, is in this _sense, more - learned than the most
accompllshed person that ever- bore éither of those celebrated
names,, But is hé on that’ gccount their super10r°' (p. Ll) -
(orice™: agaln CPs’ CondorCet ). Anyhow, no people borrows from' -
~ another unless they are’ ready for the loan. He' discusses many
“other topics of anthropolog1cal interest = all of which'I cannot,
. obviously, enter into how., Throughout he adheres to his general
Vviewpoint, that culture, like soc1ety, is & natural growth,
-collectively produced,’and having itd existence- out51de, and
“apart from’ 1nd1v1dual minds, wh1ch they shape. Was not Durkhelm
. to say much the same as hlS ma1n the51s a century later°
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Since I cannot appreciate all he wrote, I shall mention
only two of  the topics he trecated, as ekamples ¢f his sociological
insights -~ war and the d:v;s;on of labour -~ in both of wnich his
idea of a society being some kind. of system of balanoed parts
comes out quite clearly. A policital structure is a system of
opposed -groups. The HOtLentOuS, he says, quo ing Kolben, raid
each other for cattle and" women,. but they only do. this to bring
their nelghbours ‘to ‘war: 'Such depredatlons thenuare not the
foundation of a war, but the effects of a hostile 1ntent10n
already concelved. The nations of North Amerlca, ‘who have no
- herds, to preserve, nor settlements to defend, are yet engaged
in almost perpetual wars, for which they can assign no-reason,
but the p01nt of honour, and a desire .to contlnue ‘the struggle:
their fathers maintained. They do not regard. the sp01ls of an
enemy; and the warrior who has seized any booty, ea51ly parts
with it to the first person who comes in his way' (p. 33).

In other words, wars arise not so much from an opposition- of
iuterests as of sentlments, and the supposed causes of war are
only its occasions - the real cause is to be looked for in the
t-functlonlng of the polmtlcal structure 'But it is in vain to
,_expect that we can give .to the multltude of a people a sense’of
union among themselves, w1thout admlttlng hostility. ‘to those ‘who
_foppose them.. . Could we at once, in the case of any nation
extinguish the emulation which is exclted from abroad, we should
probably. break or weaken the bands of . society at .home, . and close
the bu51est scenes, of natlonal occupatlons and virtues! (p. 37)
Agaln' "The. soc1ety and concourse of other men, are not more
_necessary to form the 1nd1vidual, ‘than the rlvalshlp and -

- competition of nat;ons are to 1nv1gorate the. pr1nc1ples of ]
political life in.a state' (pp. 182—3) Athens was necessary.
_to Sparta. (for which state and way of life Ferguson ‘had great .
admiration) as steel is to fllnt in maklng fire. When the =
klngdoms of Spain unlted and ‘the great fiefs in. France were:
annexed to the crown . the. nations of Great Britaln were 301ned.
Social groups, that. is, maintain their cohe51on through opposition
to.like groups. Hence the structural nece581ty of war - both

. hot and cold (cp. Gunplowics). In. another part of his book he

says 'small and 51mple trlbes, who in thelr domestic’ soclety
- have the flrmest unlon, are in thelr state of opp051t10n as

‘m separate natlons, frequently anlmated w1th the most. 1mplacable

hatred ... Even. where no partlcular clalm to superiorlty is
formed, the repugnance to union, the frequent wars, or . rather
the perpetual hostllltles, which take- place among- rude nations
cand separate clans, dlscover how much’ our specles ls dlsposed to
_opp051tlon, as well as to concert' (pp. 30-31)

' My second example is what Ferguson says about d1v151on of
labour. A, .people can make no- great progress in cultlvatlng the
arts of life until. they have. committed to different persons -the
several tasks which require a pecullar sklll and attention.
This cannot be done in the. savage stage and only partly in the
barbarian stage. All this cbanges with greater prosperity. and
the development of property, and then we get division of labour,

“.not only in productlon ‘but in all the act1v1t1es of social life:

polltlcs, war, civil government, commerce and so- on.“'These
separate profe551ons are made, : 11ke the parts of an engine, to
concur to a purpose, without any concert of thelr own' (pp.- 278-9).
;’The savage who knows - no dlstlnctlon but that of his merlt, of
his sex, or of. his spe01es, and to whom his community is the
sovereign obaect of his affection, is astonished to find, that in
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a scene of this nature, his being a man does not qualify him for

any station whatever; he flies to the woods with amazemsant, distaste,
and aversion' (p. 278).. Then again: 'Even the savage still less .
than the citizen, can be made to quit that manner of life in which
he is trained: he loves that freedom of mind which will not be

bound to any task, and which owns no superior: howsver tempted to
mix with polished nations, and to better his fortune, the first
moment of liberty brings him back to the woods. agaln ees! (ps 145).

D1v1slon of labour is no less a: ground for subord1nat10n than
difference in natural talents ‘and dispositions and the unegual
division of property; and it results in different sets of values
and modes of custom in each class or profession in society, just
as types. of society have  their special character - the Roman is
a soldier, the Carthaginian a merchant; and the subjects of a
republic and a monarchy differ in their outlooks, aims and behaviour.
Nevertheless, societies in which there has taken place division of
labour, in spite of .divergences, present a uniform structural
similarity. The .general point Ferguson is making is: that just
as a p011t10a1 society forms part of a system of such societies,
maintained in a balance through opposition,. so internally' the
same society is.a system of classes, ranks, professions, etec., :
which have an interdependence, it being precisely this which.
determines the moral solidarity of a complex society (cp.-Durkheim).
Furthermore he says 'But apart from these considerations, the
separation of professions, while it .seems to promise improvement
of skill, and is actually the cause why the productions. of every
art become more perfect as commerce advances; yet in its -
termination, and ultimate effects, serves, in some measure, to
break the bands of society, to substitute form in-place of
ingenuity, and to withdraw individuals from the common scene of
occupation, on which the sentiments of the heart, and the mind,
are most happlly employed' (p. 334).

There are many correspondences one could draw attentlon to
between what Ferguson is saying here-and what others have said
before and since, but I shall make only two comments. ' The first
is a reference to the purely historical question, whéther Ferguson
got what he wrote. about the division of labour, or.at apny rate an
indication of its .significance, from his Coeval Adam Smith. -
Probably he did,- through lectures and. private converse. : The
second comment is:.that it has been said that Ferguson had the idea
that what follows division of labour is what later came to be
termed 'alienation'. For this he got a pat on the back from Karl
Marx (e.g. The Poverty of Philosophy, 1910, pp. 109 and 187); and
in a way it is true, for he saw, and stated, clearly that division,
spec1allzation, can bring about what Durkheim called anomie, make
a man feel that he does not: belong . fully to. -the soc1ety ty of which
-he-is a member, make him fly .'to: the woods'. What he wrote may also
be linked to what has been written about Gemelnschaft and
Gesellschaft.

As I have remarked earlier, Ferguson:has much to say on many
topics to which in a brief lecture. I can only make allusion. . The
anthropologist will note that he was very interested in primitive -
what he called 'rude' or 'savage' or 'barbarous' peoples - a
study of whose social life he considered most valuable in that
itenablee us to. make signigicant comparisons between the simpler
societies and the more complex (cp. Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau).

He gives a good account, based on Jesuit sources, of what was then
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- known of the American Indians, and in his chapter '0f Rude Nations
prior to the Establishment of Property! (pp. 125 seq.) he makes
many sensible .and penetrating observations about ‘these savages,
though.on the whole he tends to- romenticise them somewhat, His

- brilliant and. acutely sen51t1ve gkit on. travellers' reports is
:”hlghly amu51ng. ‘ . ;

. Howevery leav1ng many toplcs aslde, it will- be ev1dent to you
from what has already been said that Ferguson, conceiving, as he
-3id,. of 'Societies being natural systems of some kind, and hence
that-they can bé studied as such fuch as ‘the natural sciences
study the phenomena with which: they dealy it was necessary for
‘him to hold also--that ‘there are geéneral sociological laws
(r pr1nc1p1es ) to be discovered, by reference to which variations
-can be explalned.v 'Tn collecting the materials of hlstory, we
- “are seldom willing to put up with our subject merély as we find
it. Wé are lath to-be embarrassed with a multiplicity of-
particulars, and apparent inconsistencies. In théory we.profess
the investigation of geneéral principles} and in order to bring
-the metter of otr inquiries within the reach of our comprehension,
are disposed to-adopt any system' (pp. 23-4). . Again:. 'To collect
a: multlpllclty of ‘particulars under general keads, and ‘to refer a
variety of operatlons to their common prlnciple, ‘is the object of
science' (p. 40). May I quote him'again - I prefer on a matter of
this kind to ‘quote than to paraphrase - :'In order to have a -
general and comprehensive knowledge of the whole, we must be
determined on"this, es:on every other subjecty to overloock many
particulars and singulatities, distinguishing different .
governmentsy to fix our attention on certain points, in which
many agree; and thereby establish a few general heads, under
which the subject 'may be distinctly considered.’ When we have
marked the characteristics which form the géneral points of
coincidence; when we have pursued them to: their consequences in
the several modes of legislation, execution, and judicature, in
the "establishments which relate:to police, commerce, religion, or
domgstic life; we have made-an-acquisition of knowledge, which,
though it does not ' supersedé¢ the necessity of experience, may
serve to ditect our inquiries, and, in- the midst of affairsj to
‘give an order and a method for the arrangement of particulars.
that occur to our observation' (pp. 97-8).- So we have to fix
our attention on the significant general features of social:
institutions and- overlook many particulars and 51ngularit1es -
~mere events and personalities; these are ‘accideénts's A ,
Clasgification of types may then be made, and must be made if
any general and comprehensive laws are to: be reached; this is -
". the-manner in which all the natural séiences have proceeded'
they have. traced facts to their general lawss' - He: 1ays the same
‘emphasis on the difference between' the mere. record1ng of. facts:
and their relation to laws in the Institutes and thé. Pr1n01gles.
history is congeérned with:the detail of partlculars, 501ence o
with general principles (laws). : .

If there are general- principles they must be dynamlc pr1nc1ples

'.for, llke most of his'contemporaries, Ferguson was ‘chiefly -

1nterested in the study: of social development. ‘Indeed, he tells
‘us, the great differencé between man and animals is that 'in the
human kind, the’ species has -a progress as well as the individualj
~they build in every subsequent age on. foundatisons formerly. laid ...
(p. ?). Every scholar 1n Europe is. more learned than ‘the most
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accomplished of the Greeks and Romams, though this does not mean

that he is their superior. MHow often have we been told this, that
dwarfs on the backs of gisats see further than the giants themselves?
If I may quote our author again: 'This progress in the case of man

is continued to a greater extent than in that of any other animal.

Not only the individual advances from infancy to manhood, but the
epecies itself from rudeness to civilization' (pp. 1-2). Adam

Ferguson was a great believer in progress and laws of progress.

Now, the method to be used in making the historical
reconstruction necessary for the earlier phases of a people B
social development so that the principles of progress can be revealed
is that of what Duglad Stewart called 'conjectural!, that is,
hypothetical, history. Early phases in the history of our own
" society can, ‘it was- supposed be. known by observation of how people
now live who are still in those stages. ‘'What should distinguish
a German or a Briton, in the habits of his mind or his body, in
his manners or apprehensions, from an American (Indian), who, like
him, with his bow and his dart, is left to traverse the forest; and

in a like severe or variable climate, is obliged to subsist by the
chase. If, in advanced years, we would form a Just notion of our
progress from the - credle, we must have recourse to the. nursery, and
from the example of those who are still in the: period of life we
mean to describe, take our representation of past manners, that
cannot, in any other way, be recalled'.(p. 122). Ferguson's
interest in savages was chiefly that they illustrated a phase, he

" supposéd, in our own history; and the evidences of prehistory

give support to his supposition.

As always, the conception of laws (‘'principles') combined

_ with the notion of progress inevitably led Ferguson to formulate
a paradigm of stages drawn up .on. cr1ter1a of production and
productive relations. With these ecomomic stages go certain types
of 1nst1tutlons and certain cultural traits. The criteria of
Ferguson were much the same, and understandably so0, as those of
other writers who reflected on the different forms of society still
to be observed.(e.g. Condorcet). . The earliest stage is that of
huntlng, flshlng, or collecting the natural produce of the soil;
‘in which there is little property and scarcely even the beglnnlngs
of subordination or government. The next stage is that of herders,
who have property and hence distinctions between rich and poor,
patron and client," master and servant. This: dlstlnctlon ‘must
create a material difference of character, and may furnish two
separate heads, under which to consider the history of mankind in
their rudest state; that of the savage, who is not yet acquainted
with property; and that of the barbarian, to whom it is, although
not ascertained by laws, a principal object of care and desire’,
(p.124). Property is the mother of progress, for it implies

laws and habits .of. industry (cp. Condoapet).g In all this Ferguson
leans heavily on Montesquieu. : S

~In. fact we' ee in this book the essential 1deas which make
Montesquleu s Esprit so brilliant and original a classic. There
is the same insistance on an objective study of social facts and
ol the need. to. reach formulations of.a: general kind based on a
systematic comparison of societies. There is also .theé same
emphasis on the logical consistency between series of social facts
that we are.later to find so strongly emphasized by Comte, and
the need to explain institutions by reference to their functions
in the activities of'.the total society rather than by reference to
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doctrines or phllosophlcal axioms, about social-life. or-human nature
{not that he alweys lived up to his exhortatlons in this respect).
Where he differs most from Mon»esqaleu ig in a more rlgld, though
"~ far from: mechanlcal, idea of what might constitute a sociologlcal
law, and in the notion o6f unilinear- soélal development, stages
,chrough whlch all societies pass and whlch can be reconstructed
ky use of what later became known as the ¢omparative method, a
notion ‘deriving from a comblnatlon of the ideas of law and progress,
the first largely a product of dlscoverles in phy51cs, the second,
according to Comte, a. consequence of the collapse of Catholic

feudal 1nstitutions. ‘E. B, Evans-Pritchard
- B1b110graphy o
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Signs, Symptoms and Symbols

Dancing is essentially the active termination of a symbolic
transformation of experience.  Speaking is also a symbolic:
transformation of experience. The terminal symbols of speech
are expressed in words, sentences and paragraphs, the terminal
symbols of dance in-gestures, poses and movement phrases. .The
terminal symbols of speech are often considered. to be’ symbolrc
in quite different ways from the terminal symbols of dance, and
we will now examine a few of ‘these differences. =

Both-kinds of -symbolic ‘system, movement and language, share the
function of meanlng, for that is what any symbolic system is-
about, and meaning is- based .in. both systems uponia :condition
which is logical, although meaning has both logical and’
psychological aspects....logically.or psychologically, utterarces
in either medium, Just as items of stone or other materials
~which are to have meanlng mast, in the first place be:eémployed
as signals or symbols, thenthey:. mist be signals or symbols to

. someone or a group of people._

To 111ustrate' unt11 the 1tem or the utterance is: employed as
a sign or a symbol, it is Nature. VWhen it is thus employed, it
. becomes Culture..: The item has got to have tuindergone this kind of
fundamental transformation. The movements we perform in such
fundamental acts as relieving ourselves or in eating, . dresslng,
Tanning, etc. are not dance movements, nor, in"the’ terms of
this argument, are they symbolic, although they are deflnltely
symptomatic and could therefore be called signal in that. they
may be interpreted as signs of various activities, needs,
situations, etc. Non-dance movements may be symptomatic of -
phys1ologlcal or. emotlonal states or they may be artlflclal

‘Tj; 5001o~cu1tural s1gns of states of affalrs. ?

" The problem Wlth symptoms, s1gns and symbols for the anthro-r-
pologist Wwhen dealitig’ specifically ‘with dande or generally with
movement is one which in a.larger sense turns around. the. notion

of 'expresslon'- a much used,-— and mlsused, word, in relation

to dance. The word expression points to a concept with which:
Suzanne langer has dealt very sensibly:  the important point she
makes is that when we see a dance, what we are seelng is not a

symptom of the dancer's feelings but a symbollc express1o—_rtetter
called exposition) of the composer's or participants! knowledge
about all human feeling. Equally, we may say that: Macbeth, for
instance, is not a symptom of the actors' or Shakespeare's feel-
ings but a symbolic expression of his and their knowledge of -
human feelings. :

" Dances may be symbolic expressions of diverse kinds of khowledge.
'They need not have emotions, the term most frequently associated
with 'expression' in dance, as the main axis around which. their
subject matter turng. A dance may. involve emotion but not be.
about emotions at all, Frequently, states of greater ‘muscular
tension or increased ‘speed of movement are wrongly interpreted as
'emotion' of some kind. An outstanding example of an 'emotion-
less! gystem of movement, that is, one which does not include
any of what we commonly think of as 'emotional expression' at all,
is the ancient Chinese exercise technique Tai~Chi-Chu'uan,
developed in the sixth century A.D. in contrast to the then
prevailing system of movement, nearly universally used in China,
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called Shao-Lin, Many dances from India and. Africa are more
usefully classified =25 highly disciplined rehearsals of socially
spnctioned- and correct atiitudes. Still others are of a
distinctly historical nature,  All dances, however, convey meaning,
including those which-are considered by ;some to express 'pure
beauty' or to project some vaguely defined aesthetic-phlogiston.; ..
Sometimes the.meaning is banal, trivial and superficial but: this -
does not alter the fagt of the symbolically expressive nagture of .
the system, nor does it alter the .validity .or logical character- -
istics of dance gestures, Similarly, the existence of nursery ;
rhymes, just-so stories and trashy novels and comic books in no
way alters the unique syntactical or grammatical- charagter: of the.
Engllsh language or any :.other language.:,w e

It is worth quotlng Mrs. Langer at length regardlng the concept
of symbolic expression in dance because her ‘syccinct statement
helps to clear the notlon of  .so many- recelved ideas:agbout. 1t~

As soon as an express1ve act is performed w1thout
inner momentary compulsion it is no longer self-
expressive; it is expressive in a logical sense, It
is not a sign (underline supplied) of the emotions _
‘it conveys,-but-a symbol of it; -instead of completing
. the .natural history of a feeling, it denotes the
feeling, and .may merely bring it to mind, even for
..the actor, . When an action acqulres -such a- meanlng,
‘it becomes a gesture....l TS R
Phllosophers ‘tell us that we can say at least two thlngs about
symbols: we can say that a certain- symbol means an object,
concept or idea TO a person or that a person means an object,.
concept or idea BY the symbol. In the first instance, meaning is
treated:in-a logical sénse;’ in.the second, in a psychological
sense. We can, in view of this-distinction, say with impunity
that when an Indian dancer assumes-.g Krishna pose:in the Kathak
idiomsy that is, when:the right hand is in a gesture near the
mouth 'holding. the flute' and the left is .extended fully to the
side in the: ahamsa position, .that this.gesture (plus the total
bodily: posture\ means: the :‘whole. tale of the time when Krishna
held up a mountaln on . his little finger thereby saving the Gopis
from a flood; .that this.total bodily gesture: IS a symbol in' the,
logical sense, for it is but one posture employed within the
total idiom which means #hat story to a significant number of
Indlans and. all non-Indlans who have studied the Kathak idiom.

Simllarly, When the leadlng dancer of the Ga Obonu assumes an.
almost kneeling pesition. before the Ga Mantse at the beginning of
the dance and the Ga Mantse- then raises his right arm in a .-
certain gesture, these gestures mean, respectively, the questlons,
'"May we dance?' and :the responding affirmative answer. Another
gesture or no gesture on ‘the part: of: the Ga Mantse in this
situation would mean that the dance: would not proceed; that only
the drums would continue. -No doubt most, anthropologists are
familiar with similar uses of gesture in other. parts: iof the world,
among the Nava,jo,2 the Mohave,” the Bal-inese,4 ‘Anglo-American
speaking peoples,? the Poles® and: others,. . It would merely be
tedious to summarize or re-state all of the ethnographic evidence
which supports the thesis of the logical characteristics of.
gesture and hence, much of dance movement. :
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Then why dwell upon the point? When we regard ‘gesture in this
way, we are looking at it ‘in a logical, near-discursive sznsae and
few would deny the distinction or the supporting evidence. -ithen,
however, we lapse (as so frequently happens) into talking about
what the: dancer may be feeling or what his private meaning may bev
for the gesture, whelty ‘in other: words, we: focus not upon the v '
" symbol but upon ithe-actdr; we: dre in dangerous- territory 1ndeed.
It is commonly ‘accepted among ‘dancers that little or no personal -
feellng or emotlon 1s experlenced Whlle they are dan01ng 1n any
Case. P ,..l. Lo . . T R : EREDTR A . IR

Many,7althdugh'by no means all,fof'thefwayslin-which dance has
been accounted for by anthropologists, aestheticians,  psycholo-
gists and even dancers themselves are couched in such subJectlve
ternise - If such subjective: terms’are not used, then dance-is
treated, even by semiologists, ds primarily symptomatic:-or signal .
rather "than gymbolic, 'which only compounds:the confusion. Yet
both logical and psychological descriptions are related, but only
if we view meaning, as Mrs. Langer so rightly argues, as a .
function of our terms and not as a proPerty of them.

The d1st1nctlon between signs and symbols is. of paramount
importance then, -if ou¥ aim is to discover the foundation ‘of the
relation between dance or movement and society. 'It.is indispen-~
sable if we are to: dlsentangle movement-which-is-dance from other
movement -phénomena, * For those. wholmlght find "such a distinction
arbitrary or over-scrupulous, considering that these words, 'sign'
and 'symbol'! are commonly used terms, it may be useful to look upon
the following material as- operatlonal definitions, This makes it
possible ‘to withold judgment as- to the value of the -exercise! untll
a later stage of the 1nqu1ry. o : : :

A 31gn, thus operatlonally deflned, 1nd10ates the exlstence' past,
present or future, of a thing, event:or condition, -=- wet streets,
the sound of hail on:a roof; smoke, dawn, the: presence of palm
trees instead of pine, spruce or -tamdrack, etc. . These are natural
signs. “On'.the other hand, a’person squatting by the roadside

in Afriea is a socio-cultural sign, perhaps:of weariness, perhaps
that he is:defacating, or, in combination with other objects,.

that he is selling cigarettes. Following Mrs.. Langer, I also

take 'sign' to mean a symptom of a state!of affairs., .. -

The logical relationship between a sign and its object, .she

tells us, is $imple; they are associated in:such a' way that they
form a pair and they stand in a one to one relationship or
correlation. One of: the examples she"gives is interesting:: a - .
white mark on a person's arm as simple:data.is not very interest-
ing but that data' ‘in relation to. the pasty, which discursively
tags it as a scar, is interesting., A white mark on a person's
arm, to an anthropologist, might include the simple. data she
mentions plus othier much wider, more complex connotations: a
white mark on the arm of an African, for example,:would not in
the first place be a: scar,‘but might indicate some special.inner
state or condition which i “turn would be connected with a socio~
religious status of some kind such that, as a sign, we might more
usefully think of it like a ‘badge or emblem of some: sort, rather
than as' a sign of a past event 1n the personal hlstory of the
individual, R
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Train whistles, black arm bands, traffic lights, the streaks of
white clay mentioned above, in contrast to the natural signs
previously mentioned, are not natural: they are artificial
socio-cultural signs. They are not necessarily nor even usually
a part of the event or condition they signify although the logiocal
relation is still one to one. A symbol has a more complex frame -
of referencei, Ianger says that : ~

‘ Symbols are not proxy for their objects but are i
- vehicles for the conception of obgeots.7 -

There are three, not two terms involved. To conceive a thing or.
a situation or a cosmos, a 'role! or a 'status' is not the same
thing as to react towards it overtly or to merely notice:-its.
presence, Langer says that words. normally evoke behaviour.
towards conceptions., Movement symbols also evoke behaviour to-
wards conceptions, especially outside of Iurope,.England and
North America. It seems necessary to make a distinction .between,
for example, Africa or India and the /est in this connection, not
because many westerners do not perceive what we know as ‘'artistic
symbols! in thisg way, but because in general, our societies have
become so specialized and-our artists are in such distinct and
usvally relatively marginal social categories that we have:
minimized or reduced our awareness of. these facts., We are not a
'people-who~-dance! and therein, perhaps, lies much .of the
difficulty in communication between the minority group of =
specialists who do and the vast majority who do not.

Tentatlvely, we mlght assume that culturally organlzed form,
whether idioms of dance, paintings, sculptures, drumming, etc. are
ways of abstracting and/br conceptualizing, which is what I
believe we may take Levi-Strauss to mean when he speaks about the
face painting designs among the Caduveo. For purposes of ,
clarity in relation to gesture, we might keep the following
illustration in mind as a kind of 'shorthand notion' of some of
the major differences between symptoms, signs and. symbols :
relating to movement which have so far been indicated: .a. thumb

in a baby's mouth may be symptomatic of an inner condition of
hunger or a sign of some physiological or biological condition

for which sucking is a necessary accompaniment., A thumb in an
adult's mouth may be a symptom of regressive. behaviour. A thumb-
nail flicked ageinst the teeth.in Italy (or a thumb pulled quickly
out of a sucking position in' the. mouth in Milwaukee, Wisconsin)
is a socio-cultural sign of abuse and may lead to a fight. The-
baby's thumb sucking is a natural ‘sign which is perhaps symptomatic,
the adult's thumb-sucking is clearly symptomatic and the Italian's
thumb gesture is a soclo—cultural 31gn of 1mpend1ng v1olence.

A dancer: who employs the Itallan gesture of abuse in a dance is
not 1) completlng the natural hlstory of his feelings, as is the
man-in-the-street who does it.-and 2) he is not meking the gesture
" under the stress of momentaryinner compulsion.. He is making the
gesture because it has been employed as a symbol in the.dance to -
convey a conception about violence, perhaps, or a concept -of an
abusive person or group of people.or something of that nature.
Peter Janiero's masterful handling of movements and- gesture for
the Puerto Ricans in West Side Story is an excellent example of
what is meant. . In a dance, the gestures become vehicles for the
conceptions of people, objects, attitudes or situations. Exactly
the same things could be said of the rude or abusive gestures which
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are 1ncor§orated'into “$he modern:Ga;dance ’Kpanloéa‘ h_these o
gestures, which out of context of the dance might invite “immediate.-
~and perhaps v1olent reSpongua 4o not do so in the context of the
dance. : :

Nothing has been said so far about the real dlfferences 1nherent
in the techniques involved in various kinds of systems of
symbolization. For the moment, it will 'suffice to:mention the
major difference between discursive and non-discursive symbolic
systems. Mrs, Langer-sums,it up neatly in one seéntence::

T we cannot talk 1n s1mu1taneous bunohes of names.s’

She 1llustrates this prop051tion with the contrastlng images of -

the layers of ‘clothing which we wear ‘everyday hanging side by -
side ‘on a'clothes line.,” Non-discursive symbolic systems deal-
with symbols which have the quality of simultaniety;-. musical
chords, paintings, Grisser's sculptures of Nerris dancers, == -

the list:is nearly endless. Like these, -the dance gesture or .
symbol has diverse meanings, miltiple ‘simultaneous impacts on

many levels., ‘The movement symbol, in.other words, is semantically -
very dense indeed, hénce the dsncer's traditicnal dissatisfaction
with words, which often seem so tedious largely because of their
linear quality. Words seem to lack the specificity that gesture .
has to the dancer. While it is true that degrees of emotion, for
example, can be indicated verbally, they can never be denoted - '
with the degree -of sovhistication and refinement which can occur
in a dance. On the other hand, a choreographer is wise not to
create a-dance work in which the plot or: the meaning of .the

piece hangs upon the fact that one of the characters is domeone's
sister~in-law, unless his idiom provides specific conventional
gestures having ‘that kind of referential value,; or unless he.-
1ncludes paragraphs of program notes Whlch 'explaln' such a plot.

The over-riding difficulty, the blg problem WhlGh Mrs., Langer
posed, and in my view answered, once and for all, is the one whlch
Nelson Goodman calls S : : : -

...the domlneerlng dlchotomy between the cognltlve and
the emotlve. : _ :

'On the one 31de’ "he says, 'we put sensatlon, 1nference, con-
Jecture, all: nerveless -inspection and investigation, fact and
truth; on’the other, pleasure, pain, interest, satlsfactlon,-
-dlsapp01ntment, all bralnless affectlve re3ponse, llklng and '
loathlng. S o ,

Both ph11030phers whom I invoke have recognlzed thls problem and
to them in particular and to philosophers in. general what follows
may appear to be a revival of exhausted arguments but what may be .
an exhausted argument in formel philosophy still seems to have
strong currency as an argument in other disciplines: to the
extent that a ‘brief re-exsmination of .some of these para~
digmatic problems may be justified. For it would seem that

many of the explanations of dance, theories about dance and -
definitions of dance are, after all, only based:upon an a»priori
assumption of this- dichotomy, which-in the end does  involve: the
logicians and philosophers who have investlgated the llmits of -
language. . L
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Nothing that is not 'language' in the sense of their technical
definitions can possess the character of symbolic expréssiveness,
contrary to everyihing which has so far been stated in this- -+
argument, though they will grant non-discursive symbolization.
‘expressiveness! in a symptomatic way. We get the picture from
this, as Langer says, that outside their definitional domain, - - -
their tiny 'grammar-bound island' as she calls. it, ds the
inexpressible realm of feeling, .of immediate eXperience, sub-
Jectivity and satisfactions -forever incommunicade and :incognito.
The earlier Wittgenstein called. it 'This logical- ‘beyond; . the
unspeakables! Russell and Carnap, as she points out, regard this
as the sphere of subjective experience, emotion, feeling and wish
from which only symptoms come to us in the form of metaphysical
and artistic fancies ! Moreover, they relegated: the study of :such
products. to .psychology; - the discipline which purports to deal:
with the inner machinations of individuals. . The .dance, .one of - -
the most 'unspeakable! of all the arts, ranks high in this realm
of the loglcal beyond. '

K

In all falrness, because the argument may now seem to tend towards
being a -polemic against philosophers, which is certainly not
intended, it must be said that no modern philcsopher would agree,
for example, with Cartesian divisions between mind and body and
that -they wouldy in- general, be against the kinds: of emotive~
cognitive -distinctions which he made. . While it is true, as has
been mentioned.before, that certain forms of positivism have been
rejected within the discipline of moderh phileosophy during the past
fifteen or twenty years, some of these arguments still have strong
currency -in other disciplines, including Social  Anthropology, -==
not totally without reason perhaps. . Artists are traditienally . .
lazy intellectually and they often seem to ggin. their sense of .
individual and social power from capitalizing upon.the mystery and
obscurity with which their society::surrounds-their activities.
They respond very humanly and perfectly understandably, to their
marginal social:and academic:categorization with further withdrawal.
On the other hand, the 'domineering dlchotomy' of intellect vs.
emotion has a .long intellectual history in the Anglo-Amerlcan '
philosophical and academic tradition which .is venerable and -

hoary with age. - It is-a very deeply. entrenched notlon, even if’
some people do think it is dead wrong, SRR

Probably the most damaging features about this positivistic sort
of dichotomy for non-~discursive artists and any possible contribution
which they might have-to make to the general fund -of human know~- -
ledge are the two basic assumptions which lie behind 'the - -
contentions of the philosophers about whom lenger speaks. .
Interestingly, these contentions are mot so different.from the
ones which:seem to lie- between the more recent 'fact-value! :
distinctions, which found their. parenthood in the:Humean' 'ought-
is' distinction. The" s1m11ar1ty lies in the fact that all these.
kinds of dichotomies.seem to be. attempts to undermlne the
obgect1v1ty of. art.and of non-dlscur51ve symbol systems, not to.
mentlon ethlcs and morals.~ : S :

The contentlons whlch 11e behlnd such dlstlnctlons seem < to be that-
1) language is the only means of articulating thought and 2) that
everything which is not speakable thought is feeling. .Language,
according .to the philosophers Langer mentions, is the limit .of -the
expressive gymbolic medium and therefore, the limit of our . o
conceptual power. Beyond this, we can have only inarticulate -
feeling which neither conveys nor records anything, but which has
to be, rather compulsively apparently, discharged in actions,
'self-expression' or some kind of impulsive demonstrations. In
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the light of these contentions, dancers,. all-artists, and’
'primitives! of all sorts are people who have to express them- '
selves, preferably publicly, whether for the edlflcatlon of or -
- to the profound clsmay ofy == others.

These contentions and. the ax1omat1c assumptlons upon Wthh they’ s
are based provide the modern anthropologist with very little in
the way of conceptual: tools with which to deal with the. several
non-discursive symbolic systems which he encounters everyday in
the field, oor, for that matter, those which he encounters at

home, It becomes abundantly clear if one reviews the ‘definitional
problems connected with dance and - examines seVeral naive,
dlsclpllnes about dance, ‘that all of these problems and theories
are perhaps the inevitable products.of methodology, models and
attitudes which reflect the narrowness of the tradltlonal
phllosophlcal paradigi . 1tse1f.A SR :

That language has a privileged position and will continue to hold
that position among human symbolic systems is an assertion that
few would deny. - To question the assertion does not necessarily:-
mean that ultimately we would reject it, to question it merely
means that we might enrich our ideas of the nature of its .-
companion -gystems. Roland Barthes, for example, scems to feel
that language 4is privileged because of its universality;lo aIthough
upon: reflection, we realize. that :speaking is not more universal
‘than moving. Perhaps we think-that language is privileged because
it has been written, Because of written language we can . :
categorize ourselves ap !'literate'; we become writers instead -
of just speakers. This seems to mean that we can in .some way -
confirm .or affirm our .existence in ‘the past or the future or.

that we.are then ‘'¢ivilized' where before we wrote; we: were ‘not,
or something of that kind, Dance, we .say, is no longer an
'illiterate art' ‘because notation systems have, since the tlme

.of Iaban, been dev1sed Wthh ‘are now unlversally used.

Certalnly, most soc1al anthropologlsts, as well as: many modern
philosophers:.and linguists would agree that there are grounds for
reasonable doubt that spoken language is the ‘only means of :
articulating thought or that it represents the limits of human
conceptua11z1ng power.

“To conclude-- we must summarize the dlstlnctlon 's0° far made
between sign, symbol and symptom, On g basis of thls.dlstlnctlon
we must then distinguish two kinds of intention which are : -
involved in movements, actions and dances.: ‘Expressive gestures
or actions can be either signal or symbolic. They ‘are signal-"
when they complete the natural history of feelings and:-symbolic
wher they are. pérformed without inner momentary compulsions -i. €.
when they denote feelings, emotions, ideas, situations, etc., .
even for the actor. Quite -simply, symbols are taken to be’ :
characters which bedtow. conceptual didentity upon: an event, object,
situation or group of people and sigris are. characters which.do-
not bestow conceptual identity. I believe that de Sassure meant
something very similar when he made. a distinction between signs -
and symbols as well, Gesture or action .which is signal ‘mayralso
be symptomatic, on-the one hand of inner states or.conditions,
which is to look at them in a purely psychological sense, or they
may be symptomatic of states of affalrs, whlch is to look at them
as sooio—cultural s1gns. . . :
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OQur essential distinction; that between signs and symbols, seems
to lead in the direction of being able to postulate both private
and public intertions in relation to the 'language! of movement,
To pursue this line of thought points towards what modern
philosophers, including the later Wittgenstein, would postulate
about spoken language; that language has agreed public meanings
and 1nterpretat10ns which are often distinct from private
interpretations or meaunings.  de Sassure went a little further,
perhaps, when he said that all means of expression are based on
collectively agreed upon iriterpretations, by which he meant

conventions, and he said that it was the conventional rules, not
the intrinsic value of the signs, symbols or characters of what-
ever sort that obliges us to use them.. .In dancerly terms what this
means is that it is not possible to ereate a dance which anyone
is going to understand if, for example, the dance is about God
.and all the gestures are towards the ground. ' . ‘

Modern philosophers argue that language has the characteristic of
publicity because people do intend to communicate something when
they use language. It is importent to note, in connection with
this point, thati contrary to Prof. Strawson's recent criticism
of Noam Chomsky, the latter does take account of the intentions
of nativé speakers of the language because he presupposes that
people intend to communicate something by virtue of this system
of sounds. This public character of spoken language is, by
definition, conventional.

If we are to look upon the dance, even partially, as having the
characteristics of a language, then we must grant that it also
has characteristics of publicity and I would submit the
ethnographic evidence already cited to support this claim.
Private gesture languages; like private verbal languages are
largely irrelevant to the social anthropologist, although they
may be of paramount importance to the psychologist or to the
medical doctor. And this does not mean a commitment to the
position that the artist, who is often conceptualizing ahead of
his time or in_a manner similar to the Buryat shamans described
by Hiumphries,12 is expressing a . 'private language' and that his
insights and activities are therefore to be discredited. To
speak of the public and 'private! intentions of discursive or
non-discursive symbol systems, does not mean that only the
artist or the shaman will understand, We do not involve the-
artist or the shaman in this kind of private fallacy. Any
language is, as everyone knows, open-ended, We are always

- involved in the tension between the prevailing cultural canon
and current innovation which is based upon these canons. Real
innovators are those who can function within the canons and then
take us beyond. The reference here is to artists like Picasso,
whose innovations were in part, surely, aocepted because he
could paint. supremely well within the framework of the prevailing
academic canon of his time. He didn't paint as he did because
he couldn't paint representationally, but because he could and
moreover, could then lead us beyond that.

Signs and symbols both indicate intention; what is important in
considering symbolic systems of dances, is whether or not the
‘emphasis is upon the subjects and the inner states:of the
subjects or whether the emphasis is up on the publicly agreed
upon interpretations of the signs and symbols. That is to

say, we must emphasize what the symbols mean to0-a given people.
We need to be very careful that we do not impose technical terms
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onto their symbolic systems which distort their publicly agreed
interpretations of phenomena; i.e., calling a trance state an
hysterical fit and things of that kind. ) o -

It will he clear by now that the- dlsouss1on has so far been _
chiefly on a.syntagmatic. 1eve1 but dance movements are symbolic
both as 'utterances' and as a total appar1tlon. We have so far
not discussed dance on a parad1gmat1c level. ‘7o might. ask, at
this stage of the inquiry, are we -to understand, then, that every
novement in a dance has the kinds of referential meanings
attached to them as doeg deaf-dumb language ? Is dance ‘to be
understood ih exactly the same way as spoken language, the only
dlfierence being that it is mute ? -The answer is, of course, no.-
We can only understand from the exp031tlon thus. far that dance
movements have logioal and denotative aspects which make -the.
total. system potentlally a symbolically expregsive one and that
we distort. matters severely if we confuse movement which is
symbolic with that Wthh is signal or symptomatic,

Drid Williams.
This artlcle is a truncated version of some of the pre11m1nary
reséarch materlal for a thes1s entltled 'Soclal Anthropology and
Dance‘
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RECEDT VllLLNG ON WITCﬂCRAFT

. Interest in the belief in and supposed practlce of witchcraft,

[and in the attitude of persons in authority towards it - ‘questions

‘whlch are not always as clearly dlstlngulshed as they ought %o be -
is at. a high level at the moment to judge . by the number of recent
publlcatlons on these themes. The ASA monograph planned to . .

c2lebrate the thlrtleth annrversery of Witcheraft amonz the Azande

i3 introduced by Mary. Douglas with an evaluation of the successes
and fallures of British 1nthr0pology in this fleld that all of us
might not share. It 1ncludes new data and some dlscuss1on of
possible new llnes of enquiry. . ‘British hlstorlans, examlning ‘the
records in the llght of anthropologlcal theory, ‘have switched
their attention from the wickedness of Judges who sentenced o
condemned persons to death for 1mposs1ble crimes 1o the 800181
context of accusatlons.» Kelth Thomas2 has’ traced the hietory of
maglcal bellefs in Ehgland through ‘séeveral centuries, and’ offered
other reasons than ratlonal conv1ct10n for the virtual dlsappearance
of practices dlrected against witoheraft. Iike the Franch historian
Robert Mandrou3, ‘Wwhose~ theme is the Lomdon trlals ‘@nd ‘the parallel
cases that followed them, he symmarizes the story of attempts to
draw the line between the natural and the supernatural in France
this debate was conducted largelg by lawyers. Alan Macfarlane4
in England and Etienne Delcambre rather earlier in France have '
made detailed examinations of cases recorded in ‘limited- ‘areds;
the former is interested in the social context, the latter in the
belief system which, allowed accusers to attach a religlous value
to. confe351on, and accused to Suppose ‘that they might in fact be
gullty. Structurallsts and cognltlve anthr0polog1sts have had

' thelr say. .

TA11C we 11ke sheep have ggne astray.

We should begln w1th Mary Douglas & peview of the state of
our studles. As she rightly reminds us, Evans-Prltchard treated
witcheraft beliefs ‘not only as an explanation for every kind of "
misfortune, but as a system of ideas that tolerated d1s0repancles
and closed doors to enquiries such as might have invalidated the
‘beliefs. - She rebukes us for failing to pursue his questions but
turnlng instead (’every one to his own way! ') to m1crop011tics -a
field in which, in my v1ew, the study of w1tchcraft accusatlcns has
been rlchly rewardlng.

Dr. Douglas does not mentlon what some of us would regard as'l
the néxt advance in the . study of w1tchcraft bellefs, Monica - _
Wilson's6 recognition that they are’ 1nherent in the loglc of many
religlons. She telescopes thé thlrty years from 1937 as a perlod
in which we were all led astray by the 'crudé functionalism! that
Evans-Pritchard, she. remlnds us, himself denounced; the statement
that she refers to! is not made in the context of witcheraft and is
80 general as not to constltute any kind of argument For her, '
however, we have been inhibited, rather like the Azande, from
fruitful enquiry by follow1ng what she calls the wrong paradigm.
”In her terms the paradigm is similtaneously, crude functionalism,
liveral philosophy and the. ‘Thomeostatic' theory whlch, according’

. to her, has dominated this fleld because its data have beeén -drawn
from Africa and not from Oceania, Although I would not clalm to
compete in the fleld of phllosophy with the new anthropology, I
certainly had the impression that a paradlgm was something more
speciflc than a general theory or an attitude of mlnd.
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How have these -three defects'ln our thlnklng oontrlbated to
our failure to understand w1tchcraft Flrst, one must toy to
dlstlngulsh crude functlonpllsm from. the more reflned functlonallsm
which Dr. Douglas herself professes._ In 1ts crudest form, row long
since regected, 1t asserted that every small-scale society had
attalned a state of 1nteﬂrat10n to_which all its 1nst1tut10ns
contributed somethlng 1nd1spensable. A less crude functlonallst
might argue that institptions would not contlnue to exist if they
¢id not have some value - some more tha '111usory value - for ‘the
persons, engaged in ‘them, ' I doubt’ whether anyone would deny thls,,
the argument is between those who think that every 1nst1tutlon
benefits all members’ ‘of a s001ety “and ‘those who hold that they are
maintained for the benefi ‘of a minorit . is type of
functlonal argument can draw‘support ‘from both Evans-Prltchard .
and Monica Wilson: peOple ‘carinot ‘do w1thout some explanatlon of
misfortune, which includes supposed means of counterlng ‘it, and
people 'need! an explanatlon of unJustlfled misfortune which w1ll
sustain a belief in a moral universe, Dr. Douglas reaects the
first hypothesls.' 'People &an do ‘without” explanatlons of mis-
fortune'; she saysa, arid refers t0 ‘the Nmutl pygmies. Here her -
ethnography is at fault; the pygmles do” not. be11eve“in w1tchcraft,
but they think they suffer mlsfortune when ‘the’ forest is angry with
them,? In ‘discussion she ‘prefers to cite the Hadza, on whom we
still have little cubllshed materlal. '

Iaberal phllosophy 1ed us between the wars o try to av01d ’
ethno-centrlc judgments, and to. see the ratlonale of bellefs and
practlces that admlnistrators and m1ss1onar1es condemned outrlght.
I think thls was not m1sgu1ded, ‘and that there is Just a8 much” room
for it now that the 'developing countries! are ruled by alienated
members of their own populations. The 1935 number of Africa devoted
to witcheraft, the contributors to which were not all anfhropolo--
gists, noted the complalnt of Africans that they were at the mercy
of w1tches now that they were not allowed to take a¢tion agalnst
them. The wrlters did not expressly say that action against o
witches should be permltted, but they called attention to the fﬂ

onfllct of valpes.

‘Dr. Douglas does not make 1t very clear what she means by the
homoeosta81s theory. T cannot understand her reference to the .
‘crude, rigid, homoeostatic coritrol model L to Wthh she refers.
Do these epithets describe a total theory of s001ety ? T should
much like.to know whose it is = or was. If the word 'model! means.
anything more than a. domlnant metaphor, I should ‘have thought the
model-makers would. be more llkely to’ cr1t101se functlonallsts for
not hav1ng a model, But perhaps homoeostatlc theory is dlfferent
from . functlonal theory. However, I thought the concept of " homoeo-'
stasis was inherent in the idea of a system as somethlng which
malntalns itself through change, and that it presupposed nothlng »
about the satisfact1on, or even the observable benefit, that the’
individual members of a s001ety derlve from 1t. Cant it be that
Dr. Douglas 1dent1f1es a homoeostatlo “with' a, consensus theory 7
What is even more curious is her argument that work in Melanes1a '
would. have destroyed such a. theory ‘becanse of the appearance there.
of cargo cults. I am qu1te unable to follow ‘this argument, ‘the ‘more
so as all Afrlcanlsts 1nterested in re11g1on are aoqualnted with the
work of Sundkler llgng Balandier< on prophet ‘religions, the former
publlshed before anythlng had been written about. the war-time cargo
cults. Is 1t suggested that we think Afrlcans llke having w1tches
among them ? The fact that the African millennium often includes
the destruction of all witches is familiar to most of us.
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There seem really to be two types of argument that trouble Dr.
Douglas: that ordeals were 'not as bad as all that', and Shat
only a successful accusation of witchcraft could provide a justifi-
cation for the division of a descent group. On the first point the
evidence of ethnographic data is inconsistent, though there is no
reason to suppose that it is particularly unreliable; why should
not different peoples have had different kinds of ordeal ? Dr..
Douglas has argued that decision by ordeal is a matter of pure
chance; there is no gusrantee that the ordeal would 'cut out dead
wood' by killing off the old men who clung to power in the lineage;
and it could lead to many deaths, a$ is evidenced by the hundreds
of deaths among the Lele when ordeals were reintroduced at
independence (but who counted them ?) One of the latest discussions
of this subJect is Dr. Anne Iaurentln s book13 oh the Nzakara, the
next-door neighbours. of the Zande.. She introduces it with the comment
that'ordeals have been discussed as.barbarous customs, but they
must be understood in their historical context' Liberal philosophy?
One of her most 111um1nat1ng observations is that, in this kingdom
based on conguest, rulers and subjects whom the ordeal condemned
were differently treated. A free man would be carried off as soon
as the poison began to take effect and given treatment supposed ‘to
make him recover. A slave would be dellberately finished off and
his body given to the soldiers to eat. Certainly in this case the
ordeal could not lead to a bloodless revolution; but the result was
not a matter of pure chance either.

What is interesting in such new material as has been published
on the ordeal is the evidence that it was part of a judicial .process
of ten accompanied with much ceremony. Dr. laurentin remarks that
it supported the authority of the judge by placing respon31b111ty
for decisions on an impersonal force which could not be attacked.
Her detailed observations of rubbing-board and chicken oracles -
both operated among the Nzakara by specialists as part of the public
process - show that both can be manlpulated to give the result
desired. They should lead to closer enguiry elsewhere into the
possibility and extent of conscious manipulation; of course we
know already that people can evade an undesired answer by
consultlng a different oracle,

The argument that witcheraft accusations - .and therefore . the
beliefs that justify them - have the function of making possible .
the breaking of otherwise indissoluble kinship ties was certainly
once accepted, by myself among others. . Nowadays it seems very
naive, Every study of a segmentary lineage system insists on the ..
necessary and continual fission of lineageés; -every beginner in .
kinship knows that everyday factors such as population growth and
the w1den1ng of the gap between cousins in each generation contri-
bute to this. But Middleton'sl4, and even more Turner 's15, :
studies in micropolitics made it perfectly clear that accusatlons of
witchcraft accompany these factors; they do not even precipitate
fisgion. I should have thought that by now this was an establlshed
part of our theory.

Dr. Douglas s own theory seeksto shiow how the belief in_-
witcheraft is used by 'people trying to control one another 11 6
and how the nature of the belief is related to the kind of control
which it allows. Sometimes the witch is thought of as an outsider;
in this case accusations contribute to the definition of boundaries,
or what old-fashioned people mlght call solldarlty. If the witch
is an insidér, there are various pos51b111t1es. If accusations. are.
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directed agalnst political rivals, they result in a redefinition
of faction houndaries fpeople stand up.to be counted, or what ?)
or in a realignment of faction hierarchy (the outs beat “he ins?)
or in a split, In the wnique case (so far) of the New Guinea
Highlands an accusation has all these. oonsequenoes at once., But
what does it mean to 'say they are functions ?  Sometimes '
accusations are brought against 'dangerous dev1ants', whether rloh
men or beggars. Here their function is to control "deviants, one
of the crudest uses, I would have thought, of the word functlon.

The amblguity of w1tchcraft power.

Much of the other recent wrltlng is concerned with that body of'
theory that ‘has not yet been generally found unsat1sfactory._.ln '
line with present trends in anthropology, ‘there’ is more emphasis
on symbolism and the place of witcheraft beliefs in a wider ideology
embracing all the various objects which are assoc1ated with w1tches
in different_cultures. One study of this kind has béen made’ by
Alan Harwood17, who' applles a strdcturalist analys1s to the Safwa:
of Tanzania: Like many other peoples, they believe that w1tchcraft
is the mode of attack of members of an in-group, sorcery that of
outsiders; the in-group in this context is, of course, a descent
group. He suggests that any society which recognlsed two maaor
categories would believe that witcheraft was used within categorles
and soroery across them; one might find that members of the same
sex were supposed to bewitch one another while cross-sex 'mystical -
aggress1on' would be sorcery.

Harwood also argues, with evidence from a number of eth—
nographies, that the power used by witches is not conceived as
1nherently evil; it can be used in defence against witches. But
this is not the same as saying the act of w1tchcraft ‘ls not 1nherently
evil in-a way that no other form of aggression is. One answer to °
his contention is given in an article by Iuc de Heusch, which uses
linguistic evidence; as Harwood himself does., de Héusch starts from
the case of the Kongo, who use closely related words for the”
illegitimate action of sorcery/ﬁltchcraft and thée curse which
elders may legitimately call down on dlsrespectful Juniors.,
Nevertheless they make an important distinction; they would not -
use the verbal form to describe the justifiable use of this ‘power
to act and not be seen', as Harwood calls it. - Harwood's own
material actually shows the existence of a slmllar dlstlnctlon.

The Safwa word for witcheraft power and its possessors is not
derived, as are those of so many peoples, from the 'Ur-Bantu' root
-dog-. They refer to 1tonga, which they categorlze ‘as good or bad,
and to 'men of 1tonga' BUT, -like their neighbours the Nyakyusa and
like the Kongo, they have a verb which applies only to the evil use
of this'poWer- 1-1y-1, to eat, in the sense of mystlcally consuming
a person's llfe-force. de Heusch goes on to glve a neat structural
0pp051tlon between '

'Kindokl t an act of 1lleg1timate sorcery/tltchcraft
(envoutement5 performed by & maleficent person, outside the
bounds of law, against a victim who has 5001al value and is
protected by s001ety

and

'Nloko's an action of leg1t1mate sorcery/%ltchcraft
performed by a beneficent person (elder) against an object
(his gunlor) without social value, who-has deliberately set
himself outside the bounds of law.,
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Is all this in the minds of the people who use these words, .
or are we again being shown how much cleverer they are than they.
realise ? ‘

Pitt-Rivers' contribution to the ASA monograph describes a.
situation that has parallels in two of the ethnographies that I
regard as’ class1cal, ‘Monica Wilson's of the Nyakyusa and Mlddleton'
of the Lugbara.  The Nyakyusa believe that the power to bewitch and
the power to defend reside in pythoris: which. are mystically projected
from the bodies of their owners and fight a continual nocturnal
battle. The Iugbara have no such symbollsm, but-they hold that an
act which is described in the- same words in-both-cases is the
invocation of ghosts:to punish a malefactor, or witcheraft, according
as it is or is not 'held to be-justified. The Chiapas believe that
everyone has a mystical animal counterpart, a nagual. The possessor
of a powerful nagual can injure his fellows, and threats to do so are
expressed as threats to punish.  The threatened action would be
called witcheraft if it came from soméone who was not held to have
the right to punish his vietim. Unfortunately Pitt-Rivers does not
give us the linguistic details. It seems that very large numbers
of people are accused of witchceraft (ungustlfled tmystical aggressiont,
as Mary Douglas and Esther Goody would call it) and then assa531nated.

The Gonja as descrlbed by the last-<named believe that
individuals can acqu1re ‘the power to leave their bodies at ni ght and
attack others in animal shape. Like -the Nyakyusa, they believe that
this power can be used for defence as well as for attack. And they
have their own way of-discriminating between the legitimate and
illegitimate use of witchcraft power. In their eyes it is
universally employed by men-in the process of competition for
political office. - One is reminded of Fortune's account of Dobu
i sorcery19, ‘'which seems to have its counterpart among-other New
Guinea peoples; they take it for granted that everyone is
practising sorcery against his nelghbours. ‘The - sorcerer there is
not a sinister being with peéculiar mystlcal powers, but an ordinary
man who knows the use of medicines. In Gonja no distinction is made
between sorcery operating with medicines and witcheraft w1thout and
loglcally for-them a man who employs his mystical powers against a
rival for offlce is also one who must have sacrificed one of his
close kin so'as to become able to turn into a lion, etc. ¥henever
a holder of political office dies8, he is assumed to have  been
bewitched by a rival. Yet no attempt is madé to 1dent1fy, still
less punlsh, the person responsible. ' In part this reflects. the
belief that the holders of political office need to have ‘this
mystlcal power in order to defend their: subJects against 1ts
1lleg1t1mate ‘use by others.

These ‘others are almost 1nvarlably women., Nomen are thought'
to use witchcraft-péwer in ways for which there -can be no Jjustifi-
cation; and’ extremely: cruel punishmerits were sometimes inflicted
on them in the past. So that if 'witcheraft! were defined as
'mystical aggression by women' one could still say it was
tunambiguously evil', Women have no authority to punish, there~
fore their attacks on others can never be justified. They are, as
Esther Goody puts it, 'beyond the bounds of tolerance'. A woman
informant said to- lier 'We are witches because we are evil! - i.e.
because we are aggres31ve without justification. : Women's roles’
as Goody remarks, does not permit aggression; ‘a hypothesis that might
be added to the current ones about the frequent ascriptions of -
witcheraft to o0ld women - that they are poor, 80 have to beg, so
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may be spiteful, that they have nobody to defend. themuagalnst
accusations.,

Mandrou writing of France, and Keith Thomas of England, have
traced the progress of discussions among the educated minority
which essentially concerned the status of the Devil =~ the question
whether it was possible for him to. confer powers of evil on. his
human subjects. . This was a theological question, the answer to
-which must have affected the.teaching of popular religion. It
certainly affected the attitudes of judges and juries, But.
villagers, like Africans today, resented what :they saw as a denial
of justice When the repeal of the witcheraft Act in 1736 made it
impossible to bring acousations, Again like Afrlcans today, they .
turned to '1nformal violence, counter-maglc and the occaslonal
lynching',20 . _ ,

Tt is in connection with the decline of recourse to, counter=-
magic that Thomas is able to .offer confident explanations of a -
change in attitudes. He notes that from- the sixteenth century
onwards v1s1tatlons of disaster that had been ascribed to witch-
craft were either becoming less frequent or could be.better
‘provided agalnst. Famine and plague were . less“oommon (though,;ast
he remarks elsewhere, and as would also be true of Africa, these
generalized. disasters were not usually ascribed;to-witehcraft).
Communications improved, and with them the possibility of identi=- -
fying thieves and recovering stolen goods. Insurance against
business risks, against fire, against death, gave a new kind.of.
security. A greater general sense of security, then,  led to a
general decllne in recourse“tolmaglcal recautions (including
counter~magic against unkhown_offendersg. The magloalﬁpractlces,
were . forgotten as much as discredited by argument. One may expect
to see s parallel process in Africa, if someone ever findg the..
key to that 1mprovement in living standards that we have ‘been -
seeking ever since the march to independence began, - But we can
hardly expect a parallel in Africa's intellectual history. The
discussion is over now, and Africans have been presented with the
result by teachers whom they have had reason to regard with - :
susplolon. Dr. Douglas’s attempt to draw a contrast between the
decline of witghcraft fears with economic development in England
and the alleged increase in similar circumstances in Africa simply
does not work. (1t may not be true, as is so- of ten asserted, -that
they are increasing, but they certainly are not. declinlng. A
p0551ble question. to ask, if the answer could be found, would be
whether events that used to be imputed to witcheraft are coming -
to be ascribed to natural causes; the fact that one could make a
longer list of poss1ble disasters tells us. nothing about .the-
amount of fear). Where Keith Thomas does offer us a parallel is
in his reference to the popular reaction to the Witcheraft Act and
to the effect of the. Reformetlon in 'drastlcally reducing the
degree. of immuni ty from witeheraft whlch could be conveyed by
religious faith alone' 21 :

, Mecfarlane‘s examinatlon of the Essex records follows the _
anthropologlst's principle. that the status and- statuc-reletlonshlp
of accused and victim must be’ ‘established in- order to find what
sort of relationships. typically give riseé to-suspicion or
_accusatlon. -He endorses the theory that this indicates what
relat1onsh1ps are sources.of tension, to which I would meke the
reply that an adequate analysis of social. structure should -
indicate where tensiodns: can be expected without the need of such
a roundabout procedure. What is more 1nterest1ng in his book is
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his demonstration that the decline- first—inmconvictiocus.and then ‘
in accusations of witchcrali predated such advances in knowledge
as might logically be supposed %o invalidate the belief in it,
He notes that no explanation in ‘general terms can account for the
particularity of individual disaster, and asks whether circum=.
stances. had cnanged 'so that loss was more bearable, - Here, in so
far as material loss is -concerned, he refers, like Thomas,. to the °
posslblllty of defence against ‘such loss by insurance. - He ascribes
the change in attltudes also to changes in social structure which
in his view led first to the increase in accusations and then to _
heir abandonment.. Here he follows the line first. suggeqted by -
lienhardt22, that witchcraft is suspected between persons whose
relative status: = I would prefer to say whose mutual obligations -
is/are not clearly defined. This explanation accounts of course
for the belief that people bewitch their kin; the mutual obli-
gations of kin are in theory unlimited, but in practice individuals
have to judge priorities. In the same way there was in an Inglish
village an undefined principle of charity towards the needy, which,
as the acquisitive society emerged, began to conflict with the new
principle that charity begins at home. ' The guilty: conscience of
the man who failed in charity led him to attribute his misfortunes
to the poor old woman whose request he had refused. ' As values
changed and it was. no longer considered- to be the duty of the
individual Christian to succour the unfortunate,.but rather of
representatlves of the collectivity.such as Poor Law. Gudrdlans,
no more gullt attached to the refusal of alms.

Confesslons

Possibly it is in .our attitude to confessions that we. have
been most.ethnocentric. - That anyone would voluntarily:confess to
patently 1mp0831b1e acts seems at first 51ﬂht absurd. But we have
to take care what actions the accused person-is. confessing, The later
developments of European witch beliefs include the manifest imposs=-
ibilities - to us - of the pact with the Devil and thé' Black
Mass. It is certainly hard to believe that people could be
persuaded by suggestion - as opposed to torture - that they had . .
met on a mountain top and danced naked with numbers of their
acquaintances. - But supposing one seriously believes in the Devil? -
Supposing one believes that dreams reveal truth, or that in some
mystlcal way one has actually experlenoed what one dreams'P »

I mentloned earller the offjolal Chrlstlan attltude towardsv
confession as an act which, though 1t must: lead t6 ‘a person's -
death, could yet save him (more 11kely_her) from an eternal torment
that all. belleved in, Delcambre in his articles on witch trials -
in lorraine makes. the illuminating comment that the torture of
accused witches was conceived-as.a form of - ordeal, which God ‘would
enable an innocent person to resist (though not without feeling
the pain); .of course this belief has. its-counterpart in the ‘idea
that the Devil too could give his followers strength against
torture., Nevertheless, some accused offered to undergo torture,
as Africans submit -themselves to the ordeal, in the.confidence
that it would prove their innocence. . Few resisted physical mal- -
treatment which was greater than anything known in. Afrlca, but’
many recanted later, fearing damnation for perjury.

Yet some seem to have made sincere conf9531ons, ‘some no doubt
in the abnormal mental conditions to which Margaret Field 23ascribes
all confessions of witcheraft. Some begged the pardon of those they
were supposed to have harmed. OSome admitted to part of the charges
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against them while denying the rest. One is on record as seying -
that she had 'no wish to put any livestock to death but-only
people who were angry with her!,24

It is here that we find the point of contact with African
confessions. . At any rate in. the field where it is believéd that
witchcraft can be involuntary, depending on no deliberate action
(and this field 'is. geographically so wide that one cannot abandon
the analytical distinction between witchcraft and sorcery), accused
persons must always be uncertain-of their own inrocence, Evans-
Pritchard has made this point himself, though not in the context of
confessions., Morton-Williams' account of -the Atinga witch- -
finders2drefers to 0ld women saying 'If they gll say I am a witch
I .suppose I must be'!, Hilda Kuper's play25—‘in’which-the pro-
tagonist is a childless young woman accused of. bewitching her co=
wife's child to death - ends conv1nclngly with the line' 'I am a
witch in my heart!. Few of us can honestly dlsclalm any 111—w111
towards the people we quarrel Wlth.

Speclal cases of confeselon dlscussed in- the ASA volume are
those of the neighbouring Banyang and Bangwa, both of whom believe
in witchcraft through the activity of were-animals, ' In both these:
belief systems it is the sickmness of the supposed witch (believed
to have been injured in were-form), and not of & victim, that
calls for confession, which is held to be the only way to recovery,
The Bangwa ascribe these were-animals to children, and if a child
is ill in any of the ways that are supposed to indicate injury to
the were-animal, he is badgered to confess, That some do claim
responsibility for the sickness or death of siblings or fathers.
would surprise no psychologist. But others are clever at thinking
of more or less innocuous adventures of their were-animals. ‘Banyang
confessions.are often made in extremis, in the hope of escaping -
death. They are admissions of . the possession’ of were-animals, not
of causing specific damage -.'a kind of blanket guilt', 27 They are
not sought in order to explain misfortunes suffered by others, nor"
associated with . partlcular quarrels. ‘ ’

Repentance and Reform._f

The ASA volume ends rather 1nconc1u51ve1y with ‘an artlcle by
Beidelman suggesting new lines of study. Like Mary Douglas: he
thinks functionalism has:put us on the wrong track; but his -
criticism is the contrary of what hers appears to be. In his view
we have thought the belief in witchcraft needed explaining because
of its dysfunctional consequencés. - He.seems to be arguing that
this is why we ask why people hold: these beliefs, and certainly we
do not ask.in.quite the same way why they believe in other non- -
empirical ‘beings or forces. But in the main what he is recommend-
ing is-a closer -scrutiny of a larger number of case-histories, and
more attention .to the social psychology. of attitudes towards =
aggressions We should also seek pdarallels with our own ideas of
mental illness and treatment, ‘and consider more carefully Tthe
de1u51ona% aspects of behaviour associated with witchcraft and
sorcery'- and should ask how the minds of witches are supposed to
differ from those of saints on the one hand and madmen on the other.
And finally ‘our analytlcal'notlons regarding witches, sdrcerers and
other malevolent beings require ia re-assessment whlch Wlll take con—
siderably more account of moral ambiguities?, . '

A1l these new questions are to be welcomed; I am less sure than
Dr. Douglas and Dr. Beidelman that the answers will ‘make it necessary
to scrap everythlng that has been done 1n the last th1rty-f1ve years.

‘Iucy Mair. -
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RN ASPECT OF BOUGLE 3 SOCIOLOGISM.1

Through the work of Dumont and Pocock, Bouglels oantnibuxinn,i '
to Indian sociology is well known. - Pocock's recert Fnglish
version of the "Bssais sur le Régime des Castes" will makewthis
aspect of his work completely accessible. This paper is an
attempt to present ‘ohe aspect of Bouglé's thought. This aspect
might loosely be called hlS theory of oognltion, though the term .
is inadequate.

Bouglé's philosophic position is implied in his qwn remark,
"la science est avant tout un perfectionmement du langage,
lui-méme produit d'une &laboration collective". (1929: 190).
He was an academic and an eclectic., He chose not to present his
thought in a rigid, systematic form. In such ¢ircumstances, it
would be foolish to pretend to give anything better than one
interpretation out of the many p0351ble.

For Bougle, 8001ology was not a synthe31s of all the -
branches of the study of society, but was a study of "forms".
He uses the word in a number of ways: Firstly, the forms can be
physical (the spatial distribution of the members of ‘a gociety,
for example). Secondly they can be ideological (a classification,
for example)., Thirdly, Bouglé speaks of "the forms of the mind",
meaning a.structure which actively forms ideas.. In geheral, he
geeks to provide an account of the "formation of ideas", and so
is trying to practise the "formal psychology" which: Durkheim -
advocated. In doing this, he in fact does synthesise all the
branches of the study of society, but in a way which ig. not quite
like that of Durkheim or Mauss. . : :

Though he diverged a little: from the "party llne" of the
Année Sociologue, this did not prevent him from taking a place ,
at the spearhead of the attack., He contributed reviews to every .
number of the Année from its inception till his death in 1940,
and he produced the.first full length book to be sponsored by the
Annee (1908 v). Such persistance came from the ambitions he had
for sociology:  sociology might be the base for a well-founded.
sociologism, which was "a philosophical effort to crown the
specialist, objective and comparative studies ... with an
explanatory theory of the human mind"-(l951: viii). The methods
of sociology alone could ensure the objective concepts necessary
for the construction of such a theory: '"the sociologist is by
definition a relativist"...and, at the same time, a comparatist
(1935: 120). Self-doubt combined with empirical classification
would generate universally applicable concepts. Then, (and then
only), sociology could formulate theories capable of bearing the
full weight of rational criticism, and then it would be a true:
science., History and sociology only stopped being "popular';.

or ethno—sciences when. their explanations were couched in terms
sufficiently rigorous and universal to be rationally and
universally criticised. (1925, Pp. A47-9, 55—6) Explanation had
to be by means of "laws" of the highest generality. Any other
sort of explanation was "the adoration of a mystery", or- merely

an empirical correlation dev01d of explanatory power (1908 as-
66, 80) » , .
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None of the contributors to the Annee believed that
sociology could be anything but historical.: - Bouglé agreed with
Simiand that history alone provided the laboratory conditions
necessary for experimentation. It was only in an historical .
perspective that the specificity of sociol logical variables could
be determined, because it was only in history that extraneous
variables (presumably ‘'such as ecology) could be seen to be
constant, and so eliminated. (Annales S.A. 2: 27-8). Inasmuch
as sociology had to be historical, it was most important to
refute certain historicist doctrines. The most objectionable
of these doctrines was the doctrine that history never repeats
itself, that every event is unique. Bouglé: pointed out that no
human being could really believe this: if they did, the writing
of history would itself be impossible (1925: 48).

Other historicist doctrines that had to be refuted were
Evolutionism in its rigid form, and "historical materialism".
Evolutionism appeared to be untrue on empirical. grounds, and when

it appealed to the old biological Anthropology, it was
aligning itself with a lost cause (1908 a. 57, -68-71; 1908 bj
129-42)., The refutation of materialism was a difficult one to
phrase: on the one hand, sociology had to .be rid of -mechanistic
associations; on the other hand, the theory that & man of
genius .appears and spreads his ideas is "the adoration of a
mystery". A certain freedom had to be allowed to the human mind,
but the freedom had to be shown to be regular in its action.

"The Division of Labour' was not absolutely clear on the point,
as Bouglé'ruefully remarks., In order to escape from this nasty
fork, Bouglé chose to stress the "hyperspiritualist" aspect of
Durkheim's sociology, using the 'Representatlons Individuelles et
Representatlons Collectives" as his authority (e.g. 1951: xv;
Année § II: 152~5). More important, he stresses the "relative
autonomy" of the mind vis-a-vis its data (1935: 4~5)., The mind is
not a passive mirror of reality, it transforms it (1929: 186).
The mind has its own "forms", but mental forms are themselves
instances of an adaptive mechanisms "To know is not to reproduces;
it is always to transform. And the order which the mind, by
means of the concept, introduces into the chaos of sensory
impressions, is, first of all, a revelation of its own forms.
Now, are these forms eternal and given from the beginning ne
varietur ? Do they not themselves undergo a progressive
elaboration which takes account of the successes obtained or the
disappointment experienced by some idea when put to the test?"
(1929: 186=7). The ambiguity of the word "form" is here most
unfortunate, but Bouglé must mean that the mind is free to re-
construct the forms of reality, but is not free to- choose (or
create) reality. . The same is true, at a higher level, of the
social mind. It is free to create concepts, but cannot in any
sense create reality itself, No "collective enthusiasm" can
create the nature of things, nor the nature of the mind. The
fact that the right hand is generally socially preferred does
not mean that "hand", neither the thing itself, nor the 1dea
that men has of it, is created by 3001ety. (1929 192-5)

.There is a oertaxn dlvergence here from Durkheim, - and there
are other points on which Bougle is unwilling to interpret
Durkheim too literally. He maintained that the passage from -
reality to: collective awareness is always mediated by the
individual consciousness. Indeed, strictly speaking, there was
no such thing as a collective awareness, only a reforming of
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individual awarenesses. He did, however, accept the notion of
the collective mind as a useful locus for all the nmental activity
which could not exist in pre-3001a1 man. - He notes cautiously .
that the notion is only heuristic, and in particular, a search o
‘for a collective unconscious, as opposed to a collective conscious
‘raised moré problems than it would solve (1935: 11-12),

Collective representations are a re—orderlng of individual
interior states: for example, to say that soclal density lesads

to social dlfferentlatlon presupposes that the phy51cal condition
passes through individual representations before becoming a
collective representation (1925:¢ 156-7, 160~ 1; cf. 1908 a:

85-65 Année S I: 126-35). Thus, the individual mind reconstrues
material drawn from what may be called "Nature" (set of real. '
effects), and the metaphorical "collective mind™ reconstrues -
material drawn from individual representatlons.' In effect,
Bouglé sees man as a three~part being: he is at the same tlme,
social person, individual being, and vital organism, (Thrs,
clearly, is a variation on a familiar theme. Durkhelm generalLy
sees man as a social person grafted onto a vital organism, so
frndlng it often dlfflcult to calibrate the two. Tarde also
posits two levels, but they are mirror-images. Blondel adopts a
three-tler psychology, for which he alleges the authority of Comte.
The 1mportant point is that the psychology of the individual being
in Bougle‘s scheme is a psychology which is common to the whole
species of man., It is possible, therefore, for Bougle to give a .
"psychological demonstratlon" which is really a series of 1og10a1 _
operatlons, as in "lesg ldees Egalltalres" ' :

I, must be stressed at this point that Bougle regarded
constructs such as a three-level being as no more than heyristic
concepts. To oppose bio-mechanical and psycho-social functions
was a way of posing the problem, not of answering it. (e.g.
Annales S.4.l. p.148). What was more, the three parts of man
were inextricably interwoven: "to perceive is already to
conceive, and to remember still" (1925: 42), i.e. perceptlon, that
most individual of interior states, depends not only on-.
sensations, but also on soclally derived concepts.

For the sake of clarlty, I w1ll sum up the major themes 80 far:

1) There are three types of mental act1v1ty - blo-mechanlcal
(sensation), psychic (1nd1v1dual representatlon), and 3001a1
(collectrve representatlon)

2) There are three types of "form" or pattern - forms in Nature,
forms from the act -of 'individual representation, and forms
from the act of -collective- representatlon.. They are not

. redu01ble one to another. : :

3) Collectlve representatlons of Nature are formed via 1nd1v1dual
representations.

4) Representations do not create the reality to which they refer
:(i;e. collective representations do not create individual
representations any more than individual representations -
‘create Nature). On the contrary, they tend to greater
conformity with it by a process of testing and eXperlence. '

The last p01nt ‘is of partloular importance.. lt implies that
representation is in some way translated into behaviour. (cf. the
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statement 1908 a: 30-1 that in order to know what a person is.
thinking, it is best to interpret his actions). In the case of

a (hypothetlcal) pre-social individual being, such "cognitive
behaviour" would allow feed back, and a coneequent adjustment of
the forms of cognltlon. ‘However, since men is, in fact, always a
social belng, it follows that his representatlons are never solely
"individual". Collective representatlons should adgust because
of the feed-back '0of collective behav1our, “but collective
behaviour is unllkely to be.in grave disaccord with the facts
of individual representatlon, because the 1nd1v1dual represen-
tations in this case aré not of non~human events which might, or-
might not, be regular, but of human events which are motivated
by a formal system, . (This would help to explain the fact that
socicological correlates appear to be causal of each other, as
noted, without comment) 1925: 30),.

Aberrant behav1our poses a problem to any theory of
equilibrium such ag the one sketched above. Bougle h1nts at a
solution in his remarks on the logical category of chance. This
is expounded later, but it can be said now that Bougle saw reason
as a need for harmony, that the need for harmony manlfested it-
qelf both in the individual and in the social mind, and that a

tem of cognltlon can accomodate con31derab1e dlsharmony.

“Most of this argument can be represented in.a dlagram. It
is not necessary to draw in three levels of mental activity,
since the relation nature/ind1v1dual representation is analogous
to the relation individual representatlon/bollectlve represen-
tation. o

Fig 1:
" "Psyche"‘

"sensation" b l"KnoWinng
mechanically N unde termined .
determined ¢ _ ) 4

' "data"

The arrows of the diagram are to be understood as referring only
to relations. - In such a scheme, "reality" is a flexible term
which refers to anything.on a lower level, but Nature is the
"basic reality" because it can "know" nothing elsey i.e. nothing
is lower than it., Man is defined as the combination of all the
elements of the diagram, except the natural data (but some of
this natural data is of his own ‘making,:i,e, the results.of
what Bouglé calls man's "offensive adaptdtion", 1929: 162).

The interest of the scheme is that it can-be telescoped upwards,
simply by supposing that representations of any sort can furnlsh
the -"data" for a higher level of representation. -

If "knowing" is never absolutely determined, it follows that
all science and the science of sociology in particular, can only -
be sciences of possibilities and tendencies. "Bouglé never claimed
sociology to be anything more ‘than this (e.g. Annales S, A.1l:.
188-91), Why then bother with correlations of patterns lying at
different levels ? "Let us allow that conscious meditation
transfigures and ‘'denstures' the materials furnished to it by A
the milieus it is noretheless true that..by showing, for example,
how certain.social conditions were to lead the minds of




philosophers, in accordance with the general laws of the formation
of ideas, to. (the idea of) egalluarlanlsm, we are biting iato the
unknown" (1908 a: £0).

The theory of levels is held to. account not only for "easy"
concepts, such as judgments of exlstence, but also for "hard"
conzepts. such as judgments of value. Values are defined as..
conceptions of possibilities. of satlsfactlon, (This presupposes
the existence of teleological oategories in the psyche) Values
are ranked inside a level (by def1n1t10n), but they are also
ranked. by the height of the level in which. they are situated.
Thus individual values are, as a set, lower than social values,
and these, once social act1v1ty starts to- separate out into law,
religion and so on, rank, as a set, lower than legal or religlous
values., Mbreoever, concepts which are "polytellc" (Whlch can
convert into many other values) tend to be seen as "autotellc"
and hence as very high values. "Gold" or. "801ence" Tor example,
tend to become the highest values, because of the 1ndeterm1natlon_
of their ends. (1929). :

. It is easy to see that euch a theory of valués tends even—
tually to agree, t0 some. extent, with the. funct1ona11sm of
Durkheim or Mauss; - but, because values, like any. other concept,
must always be supposed to relatlvely unmotivated, there could
never be any question of postulating a perfect functlonal fit
between social and individual representat1ons, let ‘alone between
"culture" and "nature". Indeed, the fit of one level to another
can only be termed. functlonal to the degree that teleological and
functional criteria are 1nvolved, ‘and to the" degree that such
criteria derive from loglcal categorles. Do

To show how Bougle developed and reflned his theory, I shall
offer very brief comments on the two monographs, "Les . Idees .
alitaires" (1908 a) and "Essais sur.le Régime des Castes"
1908 b), and on the artlcle_"Les Rapports de l'Hlstolre et de la
Science 8001ale d'apres Cournot". . e

les Idées Egalitaires was first published in 1699, when
Bougle was 29. It is an attempt to fill the first part of the .
programme "relativism and comparatism".. Theorles of Equality
were to be seen as folk-systems, and correlable with demographic
data. Explanation was to consist in a "reconstltutlon of the
mental work" involved in passing from a state of demography to :
an 1deology._ To do this, Bougle uses some of the arguments of
the "Divigion of ILabour" (as he understood them), and adopts.
Simmel's argument that individuation (of social persons, that.
is) regults from a very advanced degree of intersection of
unilateral classes, These theorles are both taken as premlses,
80 that what is assumed by Bougle is roughly thls._ . :

1) a hlgh "denslty" 1nvolves a hlgh degree of competltlon, Whlbh:"
is resolved by - : »

2) a functlonal dlfferentlatlon of the self and competltors by
each 1nd1v1dual. This dlfferentlatlon is in some: way
converted into A .

3) a collectlve representat1on of the d1v1s1on of s001al labour
by means of a class1ficatlon.
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4) Where classification is by unilateral classes, intersection
must take place; 41if there are enough unllateral olasoes,.f
this will result in individuwation. : '

This- corresponds to the scheme (i) Nature (real effécts) / (ii)
individual representation / (ii1) collective representation.
What Bouglé tries to show'is that, on a fourth level, that of
philosophers of law, a ‘transformation of the - 1nd1v1duat10ns of.
level (iii) will most: 11ke1y involve a predication of "equallty"
between "individuals", - He' ‘proposes that "heterogéneous 1nd1v1duals
who partlclpate in one quality are equal', and’the rest of thé
book is spent show1ng that the right mix of heterogenelty ‘and
homogeneity occurs only in the societies which are egaliterlan.
In fact-the whole argument is ‘marred by the fact that the ’ L
proposition "individuals homogeneous in oné respect are’ equal" 0
" is quite fallaciousi the M"individuals" ‘of which Bougle is. -
speaking are not "real obgeots" but are’ ‘one-member classes
produced by intersection.  Thus individuals can be equal in l
respect of A-ness, while remaining unequal in all other respects.
All depends on the rules of the classification. However, even
though ‘the work raises more problems ‘than it solves, it retains

a true 1nterest ‘precisely because it rephrases the problem of -
egalltarlanlsm as a question about the logic or psychology of
classification. Espec1ally 1nterest1ng is the notion that -
equality is a- spe01al case of inequality (probably a dellberate
1nvers1on of the - atomlstlc ph11030phy of law).

"Essals.sur 1¢ Régine des Castes" was a meditated contrast
to "les Idéeg Egalitaires". The argument "differentiation from
density" still held, but unlike the Western ‘system, the system
of classification that was implicit in caste was such that the
classes did not ‘intersects Thus there was no individualism, and,
as yet, no egalltarlanlsm. Bougle Was stlll confused about the
notion of "1nd1v1dua1", and maintained: that the British by
creating towns, speéding communlcatlons, and inposing a sense of
unity, would eventually motivate an-egalitarian ideology. - (Thls
follows from the theoxy of levels, where a sufficient change of
natural data shiould promote a reformation of ideas'at all levels),
In a ‘sense, however, it is- fortunate that the confugion remeined:’
believing that caste was surviving when it should:not be, he
came to the conclusion that some social representations tended to
equlllbrlum. The resilierice of caste came partly from the fact
that the "data" was human behaviour Wﬂich was already "formed" -
and partly because the system could ‘be so constructed that even
exceptions proved thé rules "It can be maintained that the theories
of Mariu, although they have not expréssed the Hindu reality
exactly, have managed, to-a large extent to impose their form
on it. (Thé theories) triumph as "idees-foroe"' ‘they furnish -
opinion with the frameworks in which it is led instinctively to
class groups whatever they are" (121. "idee-foroe"° "force"
force-piece, load-bearing channel in an electric 01rcu1t, 0Ty
improbably, dynamic force; cf. 'prescriptive categorles')
"Opinion will not allow you to transgress the traditional order, .
except on condltlon that you demonstrate that this . order has been
skewed; when you do that, you are only breaklng the law 50 as
to respect it all the more." (121). -

- Though the Iaw exerts an influence on the castes,_the system
of caste itself ( = system implicit in jati) is a collective ©
representation., The law is a system motivated by the products of
the system of caste. Similar remarks apply to religion,
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economics, and art. They are all, as systems, re-formations of
the products of collective representations, (Mhlch are not
confined to caste: it is 1mportant that Bougie does not. clalm to
explain Hinduism by deriving it from caste, he merely claims that
part of the peciliar coloration of Hlndulsm can be explained by
reference to caste. Similarly 1aw, economics and art. In the
case of law and religion, the pecullarltles can also be explained
by the fact that they are the creatlons of the Brahmans).

The category of natural data is widened S0 as to comprlse
not only demography and behaviour, but also racial and ecological
data, but the demographic data remain the most important.

The levels are now, therefore, as follows: .

(i) natural -(=demography, behaviour, ethnography, ecology) /
(11) individual (iii) collective (iv) legal, economic,
religious, phllosophlcal, and artlstlc.

Te the fourth level could be added other types, 301ence, for
example. As far as Bouglé is concerned, terms like "law",
economics" etc. refer only to functions which have separated out.
Thus if it makes sense to talk of '"social representations" when
what is meant is the representations of men thinking as members
of a society, it makes the same sense to talk of a "legal psyche"
or "legal representations". It also explains why Bouglé assumes
the "general laws of the formation of ideas" can explain the
"mental work" not only of individuals but also of societies, the
law, etc. If even the sciences are liable to be treated like any
other sociological phenomenon, then the "study of forms", the
"sociologie stricto sensu" is in reality the most general of all
sciences. -

"Les Rapports de 1'histoire et de la Science Sociale d'apres
Cournot! is a presentatlon of some themes of the .thought of '
Cournot (the man Tarde apparently "set a hundred cubits above
Comte"), principally so as to insist on a rationalist explanation
in hlstory, but also 80 as to comment on the category of": "chance".

Cournot affirms that chance ex1sts in Nature, and that
chance, though not itself rational, is a category of Reason.
An accident is a "pure fact", a fact at the intersection of a
concourse of systems of causality. Bouglé accepts these arguments.

For Cournot there are two types of science: 1) the contemplation
of a law-bound nature -(e.g. physics), and 2) the contemplation of
a law-like cosmos (e.g. biology)s. The second type has a greater
preponderance of historical data. Bouglé observes that all
sciences are historical, in the sense that the time through which
their data extend is not infinite, and makes -the distinction
between History, the science into which contingencies enter, and
all other sciences, which consider contlngency to be eliminated.
He is, in fact, reviving a very old distinction: between what may
be called "nmatured nature", which is a nature in the process of a
law-like becoming, and "naturing nature", whlch is a nature in a
process of random, law—less becoming.

- The implications of this are far-reaching. If chance is held
to be a category of the reason, then humsn beings 'represent the
world as law-like, for the law-less events are discounted as
Accident. Now, sociology had to. be hlstorlcal for® Bougle.z,
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That means that sociology had to take account of contingency.
The reason must be that conti.gercy alone ccu’d provide the test
for the epistemological theory. For, if it is assumed that, on- A
the one hand. representations are relatlvely undetermined, and on .
the other hand relatively adapted o their data, then major
change in representations would have to be motivated by a fairly
violent change in the order of natured nature. Such a change
would, by deflnltlon, have to be the result of an accldent - and
the accident would have to be not an 3001dent without permanent
consequence (such as an unforeseen, but’ ephemeral catastrophe),
but an accident which changed the order of things. (such as .
conquest and settlement by allens). If sociology wished to find
such accidents it would have to look. to history.

Bougle s epistemology, then includes a definition as to what
is to count as 'natural data". Pure accidents which do not
change the forms of nature, are not included into any system of
knowledge, because they are so. amorphous that they are relegated
to a special category. This asserts agaln most forcefully the
lesson that Bougle learnt from Simmel: that s001ology appeals
to reality only to claim the forms in reality as the sole -
legitimate objects of study. '

Mark Aston;"'

This essay is based on a paper read.at Mr, Ardener s Tuesday
seminar durlng Mlchaelmas Teim - 1971.
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BobP'FevieWs

The Interpretatlon of Ritual, Essays in Honour of A I. Rlchards.-
Edlted by J.Se Ta Fbuntalne. Tavistock Publlcations.
o 1972. £3 50p.- y

The appearance of a volume of essays on rltual 1s, in 1tself,
some . index of changlng 1nterests 1n Brltlsh anthr0pology. This. is
not, however, to say. that all the papers are modern in style. And,
1ndeed, ong Who wished to contrlbute to. this festshrlft for Audrey:
Richards felt unable to do so once the theme of the. book had been
chosen.

The Interpretatlon of Ritual is, in fact, an excellent miniature
of the history of our dlscipllne since 1945. The art1cles by Firth
and Esther Goody still display a. degire: to talk about 'social ..
adaptation' or 'manipulation’. before fully e11c1t1ng the . grammar
which underlies their observaticnal data; the timidity of the
references to kinesics and codes merely serves to confirm their
date,. . At the other extreme are the artlcles by 1a. Fontaine and .
Ardener in which: the comp051t1on of the cultu1al syntax rece1ves '
prlmary attention. The piece by Southall is an 'Engl1sh reactlon to
Lévi-Strauss', but of a far higher’ quallty than many of . those in .
this category h1therto publlshed, :1t 1s a valuable essay.

There is also a debate between leach and: the soc1olog1st---ﬂ
psychoanalyst Bott..  She gives a rather unsophisticated psycho=:
analytic interpretation of the Tongan kava ceremony. Leach does not
raise all the: issues involved in the relations between psychology:
and anthropology, but his critique of Bott's interpretation is just.
Quite legitimately he objects to what: he calls the  fairly straight-
forward kind of functionalism to which:it is attached. " Rightly,:-
he draws .our attention to' the intuitive aspect of functidnalism.
On:thewotherfhand, he.exaggerates when he claims that structuralism
is 'objective', ":No method is:objective in a hard sensey but
structuralism. certalnly ‘does’ not lose . its .analytical super10r1ty
...or become-undermined by .one!s acknowledging that- the analyst plays
an active and. selective role, . On the broader issue of the-debate,

_ one: ought to. recall the work of Kluckhohn on witchcraft or -
j,Bettelhe1m on .ritual,. .No one.would deny.the importance of an inter-
‘change. between psychology .and ‘anthropology, but these earlier .
failures impress upon us the fact that the task is not achieved in a
conceptually satisfactory way with any . facility. And before thez
attempt is made, one ought to ask, as.Bott does not; just how -
adequate our different psychological theories are, that is Just how
useful a model of the human mind psychology gives us.

It is a gign. that anthropology has left the Gluckmanlac stage
when,; 4§ thé editor says, there:is mo longer a-need felt to define
ritual, Special definitions ‘of ritual, or .ceremonial, as different
from erdinagry.social 'or pragmatic behaviour conceal a rather pro-
found -error. If ritual is formal, patterned, symbolic.action, then
we have all the elements of a definition of any behaviour which:
we would wish to-.call social. ane ‘a .semiological view.of SOClety
is ser1ously -adopted -the retentiqn of-ithe category 'rituwal! at all
would clearly be a mistake;. finding:definition.of no import is
perhaps a step towards a. full reallzatlon of thls._

~An 1nterest1ng p01nt emerges from Ardener s and Southall's -
papers - namely that our changing analyt1ca1 interests ghow - ..
.+ fieldwork to have been defective:in important ways. It has ‘become

cod
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customary to point to the theoretical failings of our
functionalist ancestcrs, but to commend them for their excellent
fieldwork, But the obvious influence of a thsoretical frame-
work on a research technique lessens the weight of ‘this 'empirical
compliment ' congiderably, Paradoxically, anthropology in its
recently more penetrating and-ahalytic¢ phase has been more
dependent upon detailed ethnography than functionalism ever was.
It would be a nonsense for functionalists to delude’ themselves
into thinking that they dealt with 'facts! whilst" structurallsts
irreverently dabbled in metaphysics.' 4 close scrutlny of thesge:
two approaches might even suggest the justice of reversing the ‘
charge-though doubtless many would remain unconvinced.

.vMalcolm:Qriok.

Three Styles in the Study of Kinship. . JeA. Barnes. £3.00.
London: Tav1stock Publlcatlons, 1971 .

. Professor Barnes mlght ponder on whether he has written the
wrong books This is a study of the study of kinship (and this
reviewer has no intention of wrltlng a study of the study of the
study .oo)‘ or more precisely of the work of three practitiohers
in this field; they are Murdock, Lévi-Strauss, and Fortes.

Uneasy bedfellows one would have thought, but the choice seems
to have been dictated less by the range of views which they -
represent. than by one of the:anthor's aims which is "to assist.
the transformation of social anthropology from an -intuitive art
to a cumulative science.": To achieve this questionable enter-
- prise, Professor Barnes deems it necessary to make a decisive
break with the past. . Accordingly he has selected 1949 as the
cut-off point on the grounds that the three anthropologiists-
mentioned above, whom he sees in some sense as typical of some:
post-Malinowskian and post-Radcliffe-Brownian era, all published .
major works-in. that year. This. deems. an extraordinarily arbitrary -
step, for the first essential in the founding of this new science -
should be to demonstrate that the ideas: (I hesitate to say theories,
let alone general laws) in existence at that time were generally -
accepted. However Barnes shows.only too clearly that there was no
‘more :general agreement in the field of kinship studies in. 1949 than
there is today. Paradoxically he almost manages to make a sbronger
case for social anthropology as a non-cunmulative science than -
another book published at the same tlme by the same- house whlch
mainly supports such:-a: view. S .

What of the three. studles? They provide more or less good
commentaries on the works of the three anthropologists. I found
Professor Barnes at his best:when dealing with Murdock and at hlS
worst with Lévi-Strauss. Fortes comes out of it quite well but
then his batteries of irreducible principles make his position .
almost impregnable and impregnate. None of. these examinations is
very conclusive (indeed they are all ratlier negative) and it.is
curious that ‘another of Barnes' aims is "to encourage others to
tackle the ‘works of Mirdock, Lev1—Strauss and Fortes more effect=
dvely'" wlen there are in exlstence more effectlve treatments of
these writers than those offered here. :

It was suggested at ‘the beglnnlng of this rev1ew that
Professor Barnes has written the wrong book. Apparently he had
originally intended a second half to this volume in which he -
planned to undertake case studies-of particular problems and topics
on the lines represented by his Inquest on the Murngin . Although
it is difficult to know without seeing the result, this sounds a
more valuable, interesting and above all positive exercise than
that which has appeared.

Poter Riviére






