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his demonstration t~1a t the o.ecline--f±rsiJ--irr\J'Onv±ctions-andthen 
in accusations of 1I1itchor,-,':-:, ':':::'8dated such advances i":l IG10wle-dge 
as might logically be su~posed to invalidate the belief in it. 
He not~s that no explanation in general terms can account for the 
particulari ty of individual disaster, and asks whether circum.. · 
stances,had changed so that .loss was more bearable,," Here "in so 
fai as material loss is concerned, he refers, like Thomas, .'to the' 
possibility of defence aga,instsuch loss by insurance. Heascribe s 
the change in attit1,1d,es also to changes in social structure which 
in his view led f~rst to th~ :i,ncrease in accusations and then to 
their abandonment •. Here he follows. the line first suggested by 
Lienhardt22 , that wi tchcraft is s1,1spected bet\'leen persons whose 
relative status' ~ I wQuld prefer to say whose mutual obligations ­
is/are not clearly d,efined. Thise;xplanationaccounts of course 
for the belief, that people bewitch their kin; themutualobU": 
gationsof kin are in theory unlimited, but in practice individuals 
have to jUdge priorities. In the same way there was in an English 
village an undefined principle of charity towards the needy, Which, 
as the acquisitive society emerged, .began to conflict with the new 
principle that oharity begins at home. The guilty conscienoe of 
the man .who failed in charity led h:imto attribute his .misfortunes 
to the pooT' old woman whose request he' had refused.'; As values 
changed and it :wasno longer considered- to be the duty of the 
individual Christian to succour the unfortunate,. but rather of 
r'epresentatives of .the collectivi ty,.s1Jch as Poor Law, Guardians, 
no more guilt attached to the refusal. of alms. 

Confesaions 

Poss~bly it is in ,our attitude to confessions that we·have 
been mostethnocelltric. ''rhat anyone would voluntarily, confess to 
pat~ntlY,impossip+e acts seems at first" sight absurd. ,But we have 
to take care ~ actions the accused, person is confessing•. The later 
developments of European wit.ch beliefs, include the manifest imposs­
ibilities - to us - of the pact with the Devil and the'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 mountaintop and danced naked with numbers of their 
acquaintances. - But supposing one seriously believes in the Devil? 
Supposing ,one bef-ieves ,that dreams reveal truth, or that in some 
mystical \'lay 0!1~has.'actually experienoed what one dreams? 

. , . 

T'n1fmtioned earlier the offi.cial Christian attitude,towa;rds 
confession ~san act which, though it "IilUst;,iead 'to 'a persoll',;s' .. . 
death, c<;mld yet' s~ve h:i,.m(mo;re likely her) ·frdm. an etepnal tot-me,nt 
tpat all,believedin.Delcambre in hiS articles on witchtriels. 
in lorraine makes the illuminatingconiment that the torture' of' 
accused witc.hes was conceived-as "a ,form of ordeal, which God 'would 
enable an innooent person to resist (though not without feeling 
the pain); ,of course this belief has its, counterpart in the idea 
that the, Devilt00 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 wou.ld prove their innocence. Few pesisted physica.l mal~ 
treatment which was greater than anything ,known in Africa, but' 
many recanted later, fearing damnation for perjury. 

Yet some seem to have made sincere confessions, some no doubt 
ih the abnormal mental conditions to which l~rgaret Field23ascribes 
all confessions of witchcraft. Some begged the pard,on of those they 
were supposed to have harmed. Some admitted to part of the charges 
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against them while denying the rest. One is on record as se,ying. 
that she had 'no wish to put any livestock to death but only 
people who were angTy with 'her I .24 

It is here that we find the point of contact with African 
confessions•. At any rate in. the field where it is believed that 
witchcraft cail be involuntary,' d~pending on no deliberate aotion 
(and this field is geographically so wide that one oannot abandon 
the analytical distinction between witchcraft and sorcery') ,accused 
persons must always be uncertain'of their own innocence. Evarts­
Pritchard has made this point himself, though not in the context of 
confessions. Morton-Williams' accobntof·the Atingawitch­
finders25refers to old women saying 'If they all sey I am·a·witch 
I '. suppose I.must be '. . Hilda Kuper's play26_· in' which' the pro­
tagonist is a childless young woman adcused of bewitching her co­
wife t s' child to death - ends convincingly wi.th the 'line' 'I am a 
witch in my heart I. Few of us can honestly disclaim any ilI:'will 
towards the people we quarrel with. 

Special cases of confession discussed in the AS! volume are 
those of the neighbouring Banyangand Bangwa, both of whom believe 
in witchcraft through the acttvi ty of were-animals. ' In both these' 
belief. systems it is the sickness of the supposed witch (believed 
to have been injured in were~form), andnoto! 8 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 ale clever at thinking 
of more or less innocuous' adventures ,of· their were-ailimals. .Banyang 
confessions are often made in extremis ,in the hope of escaping 
death. They are ,admissions of.thepossessi.on:of were-animals, not 
of causing specific damage -, 'a kind of blanket gUilt l • 27 They are 
not sought in order to explain misfortunes suffered by others, nor 
associated withparticular quarrels. . 

Repentance and. 'Reform•.. 

The ASA. volume ends rather inconclusively with an article by 
Beidelman suggesting new lines of study. LikeWJary Douglas he 
thinks functionalism has put us on thew-rong track. but his ' 
cri ticism is the contrary of what hers appears to ·be ~ In his view 
we have thought the belief in witchcraft needed explaining because 
,2f its dysfunctional oonsequences. He seems to be arguing that 
this is why we ask why people hold these beliefs, and certainly we 
do not askin.quite the 'same way why they believe in other non- . 
empiricalb~·ings or forces. But in thernain what hei8 recodunend­
ing isa cloeer.scrutinyof a lar~rnumberof oase;'histories,and 
more attention ,to the social psychology of attitudes towards 
aggression. We ·should also·seek parallels with our own idea'S of 
mental illness and treatment, and consider more carefully I the 
delusional aspects of: behaviour assoCiated with witchcraft and . 
sorc~ryt;28 ahd .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 al1alyti~cal notions regarding witohes, sorcerers artd 
other malevolent beings require:a re-assessnient which will take con:" 
siderably more aCQount. of moral: ambiguities t. . 

All these new questions are to be welcomed; I am less sure than 
Dr. Douglas and Dr. Bei lielman that the answers willmake it neoessary 
to scrap everythi~that has been done in the last thirty-five years. 

Lucy Mair. 
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... ·u ASPECT OF BOUGLE' S sac IOLOGISM .1 
.. . . 

. '. . : .' : .,
Through the work of Dumont and 'Pocock, Bouglets cont:d.bu.tion ' 

to Iridian sociology is wellknmm.· Pocock's ;tecertt English 
version of the Il~ts sUr Ie Regime de.s Castes" will ruahL-this 
aspect of his wor~ complete'ly accessible., This paper is an 
attempt topresentohe aspect ofBougH~'s thought. Thisaspect 
might loosely be' called his theory of cognition, though the term .. 
is inadequate.' ' 

BougIe's philo~ophic position is implied in his own remark, 
"la science est avant tout un perfectionnement du langage, 
lui-meme produit d'une elaboration ~ollective". (1929: 190). 
He was an academic and an eclectic. He chose not to present his 
thought in a rigid, systematic form. In such circumstances, it 
would be foolish to pretend to give anything better than one 
interpretation out. of the man~ possible. ' . 

... ... ... .. ... ." 

For BougIe, sociology was not a synthesis'of all the 
branches of the study of society, but was a study of Ilforms". 
He uses the word in a number of ways. Firstly, the forms can be 
physical (the spatial distribution of thernembersof a society, 
for example). Secondly they can be ideological (a classification, 
for e48-mple) • Thirdly, BougIe speaks of "the forms of the mind", 
meaning a structure which actively forms ideas. In general, he 
seeks to provide an account of the "formation of ideas~', and so 
is trying to practise the "formalpsychologyll which Durkheim 
advocated. In going this, he in fact does synthesise all the 
branches of the study of society, but in a waywhi6h is not quite 
like too t of Du:rkheim or Mauss. . . 

Though he diverged a little' from the "party line".of the 
Annee Sociologue, this did not prevent him from taking a place 
at the spearhead of the attack. He contribut:ed reviews to every 
number of the AITQee from its inception till his death in 1940, . 
and he produced the first full length book to be sponsored by the 
Annee (1908 b). Such persistancecame 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" (1951: viii). The methods 
of sociology alone could ensure the objective concepts necessary 
for the construction of'such a theory: "the sociologist is.by 
definition arelativist" •••and., at the same time, a comparatist 
(1935: 120). Self-doubt combined with empirical classification 
would generate universally applicabl~ 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 r:i.gorous and unive'rsal fa be, rationally and' • 
universally criticised. (1925, pp.47-9', 55-6'). Explanation had 
to be by means of "laws" of the highest generality. Any other 
sort of explanation was "the adoration ()fa mystery", or merely 
an empirical correlation devoid of explanatory power (1908 a:,' . 
66, 80). ' 



None of the cOntributors to the Annee'believed that 
sociology could be anything but historical.' .' BougIe. agreed wi th 
Simiand that history alone provided the laboratory conditions 
necessary for expej::,imentation. It was only irian historical 
perspective that the specificity of sociological variables could 
be Qetermined, because it was only in history that extraneous 
val':i.ables· (presumably such as ecology) could be seen to be 
constant, and so eliminated. (Annales S.A. 2:27-8). Inasmuoh 
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. Bougl~pointed.out that no 
human being could real~y 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 IIhistorical mate:r1alism". 
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 b; 
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 a man of 
genius .appears and spreads his ideas is' lithe adoration of a 
mystery" • A certain freedom had to be allowed to the human mind, 
but the freedom bad to be shown to be regular in its action. 
"The Division of Labour" was not absolutely clear on the point, 
as BougIe ruefully remarks. In order to escape from this nasty 
fork, BougIe chose to stress the ."hyperspiritualist" aspect of 
Durkheim's sociology, using the HRepr~sentations!ndividuelleset 
Representations Collectives" as his authority (e.g. 1951: xv; 
Annee S 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 IIforms", but mental forms are themselves 
instances' of an adaptive mechanism: liTo 'know is not to reproduce; 
it is always to transform. And the orderwhich 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 beginningne 
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 "formllis here most 
unfortunate, but BougIe 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 ariy 
sense create rea11ty itself_No IIcollective 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 idea 
that man has of it, is created by,society.(1929: 192-5). 

·There is a certain. divergence here from Durkheim, ·and there 
are other points on which BougIe 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 



inliivi'cl.ual awarenesses. He did, however, accept the notion of
 
the collective mind as a useful locus for all the mental actiy-tty
 
which c~uld not exist in pre-social man~He notes 'cautiously
 
tha~ the notion is only heuristic,and in particular, a search
 
for' a collective unconscious, as opposed to a collective oonscious
 

'raJ sed more problems than it would ,'SOlve (1935,:' 11-12). ' 
Collective representations are a re':'orderingof individual 

.' .",..... '- . ... 
interior states:, forexample~ to say that social density .leads
 
to social differentiation presupposes that the physical condition
 
passes through iridividual representations before becoming a
 
co'l1ective representation (1925= 156-7, 160-1; cf. 1908 a: '
 
85-6; Anne'e S I: 126-35).' ':rhus,' 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 representations. 'in effect,
 
Bougl~ sees man as a three-p~rt,being: he is at the same ti~e,
 
social person, individual being, and vital organism~ (This,
 
clearly, is a variation' on a familiar theme. Durirneim gene;rally
 
sees m~m as asocial J?erson graft,ed onto avita,l org~ism,so
 
ending it often difficult to calibrate the two.' ,Tarde alf30
 
posits two levelS, but they are mirror-images. Blond.el Eidopts a
 
three~tier psyohology ,for which he alleges the 8,uthori ty of Comte.
 
The important point is that the psychology of the individual being
 
in BougIe's scheme is a psychology which is common to the whole
 
species' of man. It is possible, therefore, for Bo~gle' to give a
 
"psychological demonstration" which is, really a seri,es of logical
 
operations, as in tiLes Id~es Egalitaire13". " ,
 

It must be stressed at this point that BougIe regarded
 
constructs such as a three-level being as no more tbanheuristic
 
concepts. To oppose bio-mechanical and psycho-social functions
 
was a way of posing the problem, not of answering it. (e.g.
 
Annales S.A.I. p.148). Vfu~t was 'more, the three parts of man
 
were inextricably interwoven: "to perceive is already to
 
conceive, and to remember still" (1925: 42), Le. perception, that
 
most individual of interior states, depends not only on
 
sensations, but also on socially d~rived concepts.
 

For	 the sake of clarity, I will sum up the major themes so far: 

I)	 There are three types of mental activity - bio-mechanical '
 
(sensation), psychic (individual representation)., and ,social
 
(collective representation).'" , "
 

) . 

2)	 There are three ty,p~ s of "form" or pa t tern -' forms in Nature,
 
forms from the aotofindiyidual representation,artd forms
 
from the act of,colle'ctive, representation. They are not
 
reducible one to 'another.
 

3)	 Collective representations of Nature are formed via individual 
representations. 

.".	 . .' . 

4) ,Representations do not' create the reality' to which they refer,' 
. ,(i.e. collective representations do not create individual, 

re,presentations any more than individual representations' ' 
'creatie Nature). On the contrary, they tend to greater 

conformity with it by a process of testing and experience~ 

The last point is ofpartic,ular importance. It implies that ,
 
representation is in some way translated into behaviour. (cf.the
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statement 1908 a: 30-1 tl1.aii.in order to know w.hat a person is 
,thinking, it is best to interpret his actions). t~ the case of 
a (hypothetical) pre-social individual being, ,such "cognitive 
behaviour" would aHow feed back, and, ac.onsequent adjustment of 
the forms of cogiii tion. 'However, since man is, in fact, always a 
socit1.l being, i t'followstha,this, repri3sentations are never solely 
"in3,ividual". Collective repre13entationsshouldadjust because 
of the fekd-backbf collective behaviour; 'butcoliective , 
behayiour is unlikely tope in grave d.isaccord'withthe facts 
of individual representation, because the ~ndiyidual represen­
tations in this case are not of non-human 81,7ents which might, or, 
might not, be regular, but of human events whiQh are motivated 
by a fonnal' \3ystem. , (This would' help, to explain the fact that 
sociological correlates appear tO,be causal of eac~ other, as 
noted, withou~ comment, 1925: 30). " 

Aberrant, beh~viour pose~ a problem to any theory o,f
 
equilibrium such a y the one s'ketohedabove.Bougle pints at a
 
solution in his remarks on the logical category ,of chance. This
 

.' . i .' ~. . . .• _ . r 
is expounded later, but it can be said now that BougIe saw reason 
as a n~ed forhannony, that the need for harmony manife sted it ­
self both in the individtiala*d in the social mind, and that, a 
system of cogn2tioncro~ accomodate considerable disharmony.

. . . , ' . ~. '. ­

"Most of this argument can be represented ina diagram. It 
is not necessary to draw'in,three leyels of mental activity, " 
since the relation nature/ind~yidual repre~entation is analogous 
to the relation individual representation/collective represen­
tation. 

Fig 1: 

',.,'i ' "Psyche" 

,"Know~ng" ""sensation" I
I 

' 

mechanically undetermine9.', ji determined 

"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 else,: i.e. nothing 
is lower than it. Man is defined as the combination of all the 
elemen,ts of the diagram, except the ile.'tural, da,ta (but some of 
this natural data is of his own making; 'Le. the reSults "of 
woo t BougIe' oalls man ~s' ".offensive, adaptation", 1929: 162). 
The interest of the scheme is that it canbe'telescopedupwa:rds, 
simply by supposing that representations of any sort can furnish 
the Hdata" fora higher level of representation. 

If "knowing" is never absolutely determined, it follows that 
all scienoeand the ,so'ience of sociology in, particular, can only 
be sciences of possibili ties and tendencies. ',' BougIe never claimed 
sociology to be anything more than this (e.g.Annales~S, A.l: 
188-91). Why then bother with correlations of, patterns lying at 
different levels? "IJet us allow that conscious medita,ti'bn 
transfigures and 'denatures' the materials furnished to it by 
the milieu': 'itis nonetheless t:ruethat~.byshowing,for example, 
how ,certain ,social conditions were to lead the minds of ' 
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philosophers, in accordance with the general laws of the ~ormation 

of ideas, to . (the idea of) ~gali-barianisill7 we are biting L:ltOJ.:~ 
unknoWn" (1908 a: 80). 

The theory of levels is held to acc()Unt not only for "easy" 
concepts, such as judgments of existence, but also for "hard" 
cO:~':-'8pts such'as judgments ofvalu'e.'·Values are defined ,as , 
conceptions of possibilities,of satisfaction. (This presupposes 
the existence ofteleologicaloategories in the ps.yche). Values 
are ranked inside a level (by ,definition), but i;hey~re also . 
ranked by the height of the level in Which they are situated. 
Thus individual vaiues are, as aeet, . lower than social values, 
and these, once social activity starts to separate out into law, 
religi6ria:nd so on, rank, as a set, lower than legal orreli,.gious 
values. Moreoever, .concepts which are "polytelic" (which c~ . 
convert into many other values) tend to ,be seen as "a~i;o;telic", 
and hence asvery high values. "Gold" .0ruScience",forexample, 
tend to ,become the highest value~, because oithe indetermination 
of their ends., (l929). '. ' 

. !tis easy to see that such a theory of·values tends, .even­
tually to 'agree,' to'some extent, with the·functionalism of 
Durkheim or Mauss; but, because values, like any. other conoept, 
must always be supposed to relatively unmotivated, there coUld 
never 'be any q.uestion of postulating a perfect ·functional fit 
between social and individual repreeentations, let alon,e between 
"culture" and "nature ,i. . Indeed, the 'fit of one . level to another 
can only be termed functional to the'degree that teleological and 
functional criteria, are involved, and to the degree that such 
criteria derive from iogical categories~ , . 

'. . 

To show how.Bougle developed and'refinedh,is theory,! shall 
offer very brief, comments on the' two monographs,. "Les .Idees. ' 

alitaireis"(1908 a) and "Essais sur ,Ie Regime des Castes" 
1908 b ,and on the,~rticle "Les Ra.pports de· l'Histoireet de la 

Science Sociale d'apres Cournot". , ."" 

Les Idees Egalitaires was flr~t pUblish~d in 1~99, when. 
Bougl~ was 29.' It is an attempt to fill the first part of the. 
programme "relativism and comparatism"., Theories ofEClua~ity 
were to b,e seen .asfolk-systems, and correlabie with demographic 
data. Explanation was to consis,t in a ".:reconstitU,tion of the 
mental work"involved in passin€; from a st:ate of demography to 
an ideology •. To do this, BougIe uses some. ,of the arguments of 
the "Division of, Labour" (as he understood them), and adopts 
Simmel's argument that individuation (of social persons, th~t 
is) results from a very advanoed degree of intersection oi 
unilateral classes. 'lhese theories are both taken as prerrlises, 
so that, what 1,sassumedby BouglE3 is roughly this:" . 

.. ~ : t 

1) '8, high "density" involves a high degree of. competition" which 
is resolv'ed by 

.,( . 

2)	 a functional differentiation' of the self and competitors by 
each individual. This differentiation is in some way 
converted into 

3)	 a collective representation of the division of social labour 
by'means of a cla.ssification. , ' 
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4)	 Where classification is by unilateral classes, intersection 
must take plac8j 'if there are enough unilateral classes, 
this will result in individuation~ , . 

This:~orrespon4sto the scheme (i) Nature (rEial effects) / (ii) 
individual represerita tion !(iii} dolleetiverepre sentation•• 
Whe. t BougIe tries to show' is that,on a fOUrth level, that' of 
philosophers of law,a "transfbrmati on: of' the individuations of 
level (iii) will niost'likelyinvolve' a. predication of "eqi,iality" 
between 1iindividuals".,· He;proposesthat "he teroge'neous'individuals 
who participate in one quality are equal", and'the'restof the" 
book is spent showing that the right mi~ of heterogeneity-and, 
homogeneity occurs Olilyin the societies which are egalitarian. 
In fact the whole argUment is marred by the fact that the" '. 
proposition "indi.viduals homogeneous in one respectare'Eiqual" . 
is quitefallaciousi, the "individuals"of whiqh :i36uglEtis' 
speaking are not "real objects" but areone~member classes 
produced by intersection.' TCU8 individu~is cart be eelual in 
respect of A-ness, while remaining unequal in allotherrespects~ 
All depends on the rules of the classification. However, even 
thou'gh'the work rais~s more prol;>lems than i t solves, it retat~$ 
a true iriterestpreciselybecause it rephrases the problem of 
egali tarianisIll: as a question aboutthelbgic or psychology of 
classification. Espedallyinteresting is the'rl.Qtl.on that· 
equall.tyis a special case of inequality (probably a de1:lberate 
in:rersi0rl of the" atomisticphild~ophy of law). . . 

"Essa.is sur 'lel?eginie 'des Castes" was a meditated contrast' 
to "Les Idees'Egalitaires".. The a.rgument t'differentiation from 
density" still held, but unlike the Western 'system , :'the system 
of classification that was implicit in caste was such that th€ 
class'as'did'not :inte'rsect. Thus there was rio individualism, and, 
as ye t ,'noegalitarianism~- BougIe was ~till con:fqs~dt;lbout the i 

notion of"individual", andma,intained: that the Britishby' ' 
creating towns; speedfrig comniunica.tj,.ons, 'and imposing a senseo! 
unity, would eventually motivate 'an.egalitartartideology.(This 
follows from the theory of levelstwhere a su~ficient change of 

l 

natural data should prOmote a reformation 0'£ ideas'at,allievels). 
In asense,however;,it is fqrtunate that the confusion remained:' 
believing that caste wassurVivirig when it should:not be, he 
came to: the conclusion that· some social representations tended to 
equilibrium. The resi'li'ence of caste came partly from the fact 
that the"data" was humari' behaviour which was already "formed", 
and partly because' the system could be so constructed that even 
exceptiOns proved the rule : . "It' can be maintai!!j.e<i.tb,at the· theories 
of Manu, although they have 'not expressed the 'E:indu reality 
exactly, have managed,tb -:a large extent, to impose their form' 
on it. (The theories) t:i'iumph as hidees-force";they furnish " , 
opinion wi th the frame~v6rks' in which! t is led instinctively to . 

,I'

class groups Whatever they are" (121. "idee-fo;rce": '.'force" 
force-piece, . load-bearing channel in an electric c1'rcuit,'or, 
improbably, dynamic force; cf. 'prescriptive categories'). 
"Opinion will not allow you ,to transgress the traditional order, 
exceptoncondition' that you demonstrate thaitthis .. oi-dar' has been 
skewed; when you do that, you are only breaking the law so as 
to respect it all the more." (121). 

Though the Law exerts an influence on the castes, the system 
of caste itself ( = system implicit in jati) is a' coilective '.;, ' 
representation. The law is a system motivated by the products of 
the system of caste. Similar remarks apply to religion, 

.C' 

, . 



economics 9 and art. They are all, as systems, re-formations of 
th~products of collective repres'ep.tations 9 (which are no·t 
confined to caste: it is important that, Bougl~ does, not claim to 
explain Hinduism by deriving it from caste, he merely claims that 
part of the pectiiiar coloration of Hinduism can be explained by 
reference to caste. Similarly law, economics a~d art. In the 
case of law and religion, the peculiarities can also be explained 
by the fact that they are the creations of the Brahmans). 

The category of natural data is widen~dsoas to comprise, 
not'only demography and behaviour, but also racial and ecological 
data, but the demographic data remain the most important. 

The levels are now, therefore, af;i follov,s:, 

(i) natural(=demography,behaviour, ethnography, ecology) I 
(H) individual (iii) collective (iv) legal, economic,
 
religious, philosophical, and artistic'. '
 

T~ the fourth level could be added other types, science, for 
example. As far as Bougl~ 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 repres~ntations 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 BougIe assumes 
the "general laws of the formation of ideas" can explain the 
"mental wOJ:'k" 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 l'histoire et de la Science Sociale d1apres 

Cournot" is a presentation of ,s,ome 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 history, ,but also 80 as to comment on the category of-"chance". 

Cournot affirms that chance exists in Nature, and that 
chance, though not itself rational" is a 'category of Reason. 
An accident is a,lIpure fact", a fact at'the'intersect:l.on of a 
concourse of systems of causality. Bougl~ 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). . The second type has a greater 
preponderance of historioal data. BougIe observes that all 
sciences are historical, in tne sense that the time through which 
their data extend is not infinite, and makes the distinction 
between Hiatori, the science into which contingencies enter, and 
all other sciences, which consider contingency to be eliminated. 
He is, in fact, reViving a v~ry old distinction: between what may 
be called "natured nature", which is a natu!'elin the process of a 
law-like becoming, and "naturing nature", which is a nature ,in a 
process of r~ndom, law-less becoming. ' 

, The implications of this are far-reaching. If chance is held 
to b,e a ca tegory of the r~ason, then human Peing$'vep!'e sent the' 
world as law-like, for the law-less events are discounted as 
Accident. ,Now, socio~<Dgy had to be historical for\~ougl~. 
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That m8ans that sociology had -[-" take account of contingency. 
The reason must be that contL.gt;fccy alone cou:.d provide the test 
for the	 epistemological theory. For, if it is assumed that, on' 
the one	 hand reprGsentationsare. relatively undeternlin8d, and on 
the other hand relatively adapte4ta ~~eir data, then major 
change in representations would have to be motivated by a fairly 
violent change in the order of na tured'll?ture. S.~cha change 
would, by definition" have to bathe re~lt of an accident - and 
the accident would have to bE3 not an 'accident without pE;lrmanent 
consequence (such as an unforeseen, but ephemeral catastrophe), 
but an accident which changed the o;rder of things ,(such as 
conquest and' settlement by aliens). If sociology wished to find 
such accidents it would have to look. to history. 

, , 

BougIe'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 catefiory; ThJ.sasserts again~ostforcefullythe 
lesson that BougIe learnt from Simmel: that sociology 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~ Ardenerfs Tuesday 
seminar during Michaelmas Term 1971~ 
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].oo];;:~ peviews
 

The Interpretation of Ritual.Es~ays, in Honour of A.I. Ri~~rds.', 
Editeliby J,.S.'I.alo:uni;~~rte. Tavistock Publicati.ons. 
, ' " , 1912.·.£3~~Op. 

The'appea,~ance'of a volume .0f':e~silY's on ritual is, i,n it~elf, 
some in.dei ofcbanging interests in British anthropo+ogy•• This is 
not,however;.tos~y·thatall the papers are mo<ie.rn i;nstyle,. And, 
indeed, one who wished to contribute to this festshrift for Audrey. 
Richards :felt unable to do so o~ce the theme of th~book had been'.-. ... . . . . -;. . ". . 

chosen. 

~ Interpretation of Ritual is, in fact, an excellent miniature 
of the history of our discipline since 1945. The articles by Firth 
and Esther Goody- still displaya.d;El~:irEl;tq,t~l:k..flQQui;,'sQc,it;il, ,., 
adaptation' or 'manipulation i before ,fully !31iciting thegraIl'.mar 
which underlies their observatiOnal data; , the' timid.ity of the' 
references to kinesj.qs and codes merely ,$,eryesi;o, confirm their 
dat~~ ,At the other e'xtrellle are the' arki'cies byL8 Fontaihe' and, .' 
Ardeper in whic~' the composi'tion of.thecultu:l.',al sYntax" receiVes 
p.r;-imar;y attention. The piece bySoutl:1alli~'an 'English reaction to 
Levi-Strauss', bu,t. of ,afar higher ql,1ality than many of, those' in 
this cat¢gory hitherto published; ',i1;'is,'a valuable essay. 

. '., , '", '. ." .. 

There is also ,a debate between Leach,and the sociologist ­
psychoanalyst Bott. ' She gives a rather unsophisticated psyoho.. ;' 
analytic, interpretation of the Tongan kava ceremony. Leach'dbes not 
raise all the issues involved in the relations ,between psychology 
and anthropology, buthi,saritiqueof Bot.t 's interpretation is . just. 
Quite legitima:telyhe ob.jeots to what heoall$ the' fairly straight­
forward,kind of functionalism towhich~it is attached. "R;ightly,., 
he draws ouratt,ep;tion to" the intu:Ltiveaspect of functidhalism. 
ontheoth~I': hand', he. e·xagge:ra.tes wnen. he claims that structuralism 
is <'objective I. : :Nome:thod 'is:>objeotive in ahardsensEl, but' 
structuralism 'certainly does not lose its analytical superiority 
Or become' undermined by ~6ne:1 sa:cknowledging that; the analyst :plays 
anactive:and, selec.tiverole. ,,(h ,the broader issue of the',debate., 
one ought to .recal.l' the. work of Kluckhohn on ,witchcraft or 

:', Bett,e'lheirri onritual~., ,NQ. one, would deny, the importanc:e of an inter­
'change,betweenpsychologyand'anthropdlogy, but the~e:earlier 

failures impress. upon us' the .fact that:' the task is no't achieved in a 
conceptually satisfactory way with any facility •. And before the' 
attempt is made, one ought to ask, as Batt doe.snot; just :how,' 
adequl,ite,pur differentpsychologicaltheoriesa!e" tha,t is Ijust how 
u$eful a model .of'.the hUman mind psycholo:gy g,ives us. 

I' ,i ',': '. ' .' 

'It'is a .sign ,thatanthropology'has lef!t the Gluckmaniao stage 
when; s'sthe'editor says, thereds, no longer a need felt to define 
ritual. Special 'definitions<of ritual,or:,ceremonial, as different 
from' Qx'diriary,social'or pragmatic;behaviour .conceal· arathe I' pro~, 

found error. If 'rHualis formal, . patterned,,' SYmbolic .a.ction, ,then 
we have all the elements' of a definition of any behaviour wbio,h, 
we would wish ,to' call· social•.': Once !8.semiologioal, v.iew, of society 
is seriously adopted the retention df':the' category 'ritual' at a1.1 
would clearly be a mistake; , i'indingdefinitionof no ,import is 
perhaps a step towards a fu 11 .realization of. this. 

• • - • > " .. .:?" '.. 

,An interesting point emerges frol1l Ardener' $ and Southall 's 
papers- mun:ely that our ohanginga.naJ.,yticalinterests~how 

,.,. fieldwork to have been defective', in .important ways. It has, become 

.," -"­

-' ." 
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customary to point to the theoretical failings of our 
functionalist ancestors, but to commend them for their exce.llent 
fieldwork. , But th',) 0bvious influence of a t:::-J.<~oretical frame­
work on a research technique lessens the weight. of ,~this'empirical 
compliment"cohsiderably. Pa:tadbxi'cally, anthropoJ:dgyin its 
recently more penetrating and, analytic phase has been more 
dependent upon detailed ethnography than functionalism ever was. 
It would be'a nonsense for functionalists to delude'themselves . 
into thinkirigtha:t they dealt wi 'till 'facts' whilst':strueturidists 
irreverently dabbledinmetaphyslcs. A close sCrutiny' of these 
two' approaches might even suggest the justice of reversing the 
charge-though doubtless manY would remainunconvinced. 

Malcolm. Crick. 

Three Styles in ,the study of Ki·nship. ' ,JoA.. 13arnes.>£3~OO. 

London: Ta'vistock Publica.tions" 1971' , 

Professor BarneS might' ponder on whetherh:e'has written the
 
wrong book. This is a study of the study of kin131Up (and this
 
reviewer has no intention of writing a study ,of the study of the
 
stuclY uo), or more ,p;oecl.selY of t~e wo:r-k of three, practitioners
 
in'this field; they are MUrdock, Levi-Strauss, arid Forteso '
 
Uneasy bedfellows (me 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 author's aims ,which is "to assist,
 
the transformation'ofsocial anthropology fromp,n·intuiti.ve art'
 
to a cumulative science.'" To achieve this questionable enter­

.'	 prise, Professor Barnes deems i tnecessary ,to make a, decisive 
break with the pa.st. Accordingly he has selected 1949 as the 
cut-off point on the grounds that the three anthropologists 
mentioned above , whom he sees in some sense as "typicp,L of some; 
post-Malinowskianandpost-Radcliffe-Brownian·era, all published. 
major workS'in that year. This seems anextraoi'dinarilyarbitrary 
step, for the :first essential in the founding 'of this new science . 
should be to demonstrate that theideasCI;hesitate to' say theories, 
let alone general laws) in existence at that ,time were generally 
accepted. However Barnes showsohly tbo clearly that there was no 
more general agreement in the field of kinship studies in19lt9 than 
there is today. Paradox:LpaJ.ly'he almost manages to make a stronger 
case for social anthropology as a non-cUmulative science thaI+ 
another:bookpublished at the same time by the same house whiich' 
mainly supports such'aviewo . 

. . "	 ;: . 

What of the.three studies? They provide more or,l,~s~ good
 
commentaries 'on the works of the three" anthropologists.' I found
 
Professor Barnes at his best 'when dealing with Murdock and at his
 
worst with L:vi-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 (:Lndeed they are aU, rather negative) andit·is
 
curious that another of Barnes' aims is "to encourage others to
,
tackle the works of MUrdock, Levi-Strauss .and Fortes more effect­
ively"wheri tliereare in existence more effective treatments of '
 
these writers than those ·offered. hereo '
 

It was suggested at the beginning of this review that 
Professor Ba.rnes 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 Although0 

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.
 

Peter Rivi~re 




