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EDITORIAL NOTE .

The idea for this Jeuwrnal has come from the graduate students
at, the Institute of Social Anthropology in Oxford. DPapers given at
graduate seminars and ideas arising from work for diplomas and
higher degrees very often merit wider circuvlation and-discussion with-
out necessarily'beingfread& for foxrmel publication in professional

 journals. There obviously exists a need in social anthropology
for serious critical and theoretical discussion; JASO sees this as
its main purpose. - The Oxford University Anthropological Society
established a Journal Sub-conmittee to organise the venture.

. This, tenth issue begins- the fourth year of the:Journal. Our
publication now has an international circulation, and we should
like to express our thanks to those who have assisted in its
production and those who have given us encourageisent in our
enterprise. S

FORMAT

e shall produce one issue per term (three per year),
Articles are welcome from students of anthropology and from people
in other digeciplines.  Comments will also be. welcome, ~ For the
present, it is preferred that the main emphasis should be on analytical
discussion rather than on' déscription or ethnography. Papsers should
be as short as is necessary to get the point over. As a goneral
rule, they should not exceed 5,000 words, For future issuss, papers
should be submitted following the conventions for citations, notes
and references used in .the i.S.4. monographs. Communications should
be addressed to thé Jourdal udltors, Instltute of boclal Anthropology,
51 Banbury Road, Oxford;“ U _ T

BACK ISSUES'

We have a stock of back issues still unsold., Single issues
 are available at 30p. in the U.K. .and: 1. abroad. Complete volumes
(x (1970), 1I (1971§ and III (1972) are each available at the

following rates: U.Ke =~ 75p. to individuals, £1 to institutions;
abroad $2.50 to individuals, #3 to institutions. The subscription
for Vol. IV (1973) is the same. (All prices cover postage).
Chaques should be wade out to the Journal of the Anthropological

_ Soclety of OXfOfd, and Jent to the Journal Hditors at 51 Banbury

Road.




-l

Some Reminiscences and Reflections on Fieldwork

I have often been asked by puzzled students how one goes about
fieldwork, and how we fared in what must seem to them those distant days.
It had not.occurred to me as clearly as it should have done that the inw
formation we gathered and published might some time or other be scrutinized
and evaluated to some extent by the circumstances of one kind or another in
which we conducted our. research. So I have jotted down these notes as a
fragment of anthropologlcal history. 1 :

. That charming and intelligent Austrian~American anthropologist
Paul Radin has said that no one quite knows how one goes about field-
work. Perhaps we should leave the question with that sort of answer.
But when I was a serious young student in London I thought I would try
to get a few tips from experienced fieldworkers before settlng out for
Central Africa. I first sought advice from Westermarck., 411 I got from
him was 'don't converse with an informant for more than twenty minutes
because if you aren't bored by that time he will be.' Very good advice,
even if somewhat inadequate. I sought instruction from Haddon, a man fore-
most in field-research. He told me that it was really all quite 31mple-
one should always behave as a gentleman., Also very good advice. My
teacher, Seligman told me to take ten grains of quinine every night and to
keep off women. The famous Egyptologist Sir Flinders Petrie just told me
not to bother about drinking dirty water as one soon became immune to it.
Finally, I asked Malinowski and was told not to be a bloody fool. So
there is no clear answer, much will depend on the man, on the society he
is to study, and the conditions in which he is to make it.

Sometimes people say that anybody can make observations and write a
book about a primitive people. Perhaps anybody can,.but it may not be a
contribution to anthropology. In science, as in 1life, one finds only
what one seeks., One cannot have the answers without know1ng what the
questions aré. Consequently the first imperative is a rigorous training
in general theory before attempting fleld—research 80 that one may know how
and what to observe, what is significant in the light of theony. It is
essential to realize that facts are in themselves meaningless. To be
meaningful they must have a degree of generality. It is useless going
into the field blind., .One must know precisely what one wants to know
and that can-only be acquired by a systematic training in academlc ‘social
anthropology. . ;

For 1nstance, I am sure that I could not have written ny book
on Zande witchcraft in the way I did or even made the observations on
which it is based had I not read the books written by that noble man
Lévy-Bruhl, and I Zoubt whether I could ever have convinced myself that
I was not deluding myself in my description and -interpretation of the
lineage system of the Nuer had I not, almost suddenly, realized that
Robertson Smith had presented,; in almost the same words as I was to use,
a similar system among the Ancient Arabians., I do not think I could have
made a contribution to an understanding of the political structure of
the  Shilluk and Anuak if I had not been deep. in lMediaeval studies. And
" I could not have written as I did about the Sanusi had I not had in nmy
mind . the model of the history of other religious movements, These last
examples illustrate a further point. Strictly speaking, mediaeval
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Europe and religious movements might .be held to lie outside social
anthropological studies, but on reflection it might be accepted that
this is not really so, that all knowledge is relevant to our researches
and may, though hot taught as anthropology, influence the direction of
our interests and through them our observations and the manner in which

"we finally present them. Moreover, one may say that since what we -
‘study are human beings the study involves the whole personality, heart
ds well as mind; and therefore what has shaped that personality, and not

'Just academic background: séx, age, class, nationality, family and home,
school, church, companions -— one could enumerateeny number of such
influences. All I want to emphiasize is that what one brings out of a
field-gtudy largely depends on what one brings to it. That has certainly
been my experience, both in my own researches and in what I have con-
cluded from those of my colleagues.

It used to be said, ‘and perhaps still is, that the anthropologist
goes into the field with preconceived ideas about the nature of primitive
societies and that his observations are directed by theoretical bias,
ag though this were a vice and not a virtue. Everybody goes to a
primitive people with pre-conceived ideas but, as Malinowski used to
© point out, whereas the layman's are unlnformed ‘usually preJudlced
the anthropologist's are scientific, at any rate in the sense that they
_are based on a very considerable body of accunulated and sifted knowledge.
If he did not go with preconceptions he would not lmow what and how to
 observes And of course the anthropologist's observations &re biased

by his ‘theoretical dispositions, which merely means that he is.aware
of various hypotheses derived from existing knowledge and deductions-
“from it’and, if his field ddata permit, he tests these hypotheses.
“‘How could it be- otherw1se? One cannot study anythlng without ‘a theory
about 1ts nature,

On the other hand, the anthropologist must follow what he finds

in the society he has selected for study: the social organization

of its people; their values and seritiments and so forth. I illustrate
this fact from ‘what happened in my own case. I had no interest in
witcheraft when I went-to Zandeland, but the Azande had; so I had to .
let myself be guided by them. I had no particular interest in‘cows -
when I went to Nuerland, but the Nuer had, s0 willy-nilly'I had to
become cattle-minded too, eventually acqulrlng a herd of my own as.

the prlce of my acceptance, or at any rate tolerance.’

It will have been evident from what has already been said that it
is -desireable that a student should make a study of more than one
gociety, though this is not always, for one reason or another,
possible, If he makes only a single study it is inevitable. that he
will view its people's institutions in contrast to his own and their
ideas and values in contrast to those of his own culture; and this in
spite of the corrective given by his previous reading of ‘anthropol-
ogical literature,  ihen he makes a stuay of a second alien-society -
he will approach it and see its: people s culture in the light of his.
experience of the first - as ‘it were through different lenses, in
different perspectives - and this is likely to make his study more
© objective, or at any rate give him fruitful lines of inquiry which
“might possibly not otherwise have occured -to him. For instance, - :
Azande have lings and princes -and a fairly elaborate political organi-
sation and bureaucracy. When I went to live among the Nuer after meny
months ‘among the Azande, I found that although they had quite substantial
political groups there appeared to be no political authority of any
significance; so naturally I asked myself what gave a sensé of unity
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within these tribal groups, and in the course of my inquiries I was

led to unravel their lineage system. Then, while the Azande were .
deeply concerned with witcheraft, the Nuer appeared to be almost. totally
uninterested in the notion or 'in’ any similar notion, so I asked myself
to what they attributed any misfortune or untoward event. This led

‘to a study of their concept of kwoth splrlt, and eventually to my book
Con taelr rellglon."

The study of a- second society has the: advantage also. that one
has learnt by experience what mistakes to avoid and how from thé start
to go about making observations, how to make short=cuts in the in-
vestigation, and how to exercise economy in what one finds it relevant
to relate, since one sees the fundamental problems more- quickly. It
has its disadvantage that the writing-up period is greatly extended -
I have still published only a portion of my Zande notes taken down during
a study begun in 1927! It is the British intense emphasis of field-
research which certainly in part accounts for the demise of the once
much extolled comparative method. Everyone is so busy writing up his
own field-notes that no one has much tlme to read books written by

'others. : : : : -

The importance of & thorough grounding in general theory begins
to reveal itself when:the fieldworker returns home to write a book
about the people he has studied, I have had much, too much, field-
" experience, and I have long ago discovered that the decisive battle

is not fought in the field but in the study afterwards. Any one who

is not a complete idiot can do fieldwork, and if the people he is’ working
among have not been studied before he cannot help making an original
contribution to knowledge. But will it be to theoretical, or just to::
factual, knowledge? ' Anyone can produce a new fact; the thing is to
produce & new idea., It has been nmy woeful experieéence that'many a.
student comes home from the field to write just another book about

just another people, hardly knowing what to do with the grain he has
been at such pains to garner. Can it be too often said that in science
empirical observation to be of value must be guided and inspired by
some general view of the nature of the phenomena being studiwd? The.
theoretical conclusions will then be found to be 1mp1101t in an exact
and detailed descrlptlon.

IT

This brings me to what anthropologists sometimes speak of as =~
participant-observation. ' By this they mean that insofar as it is
both-possible and convenient they live the life of the people among
whom they are doing their research. This is-a somewhat complicated:
matter and I-shall only touch on the material side of ity I found
it useful if T wanted to understand how and why Africans are doing
certain things té do them myself: I had a hut and byre like theirs;

I went hunting with them with spear and bow and arrow; I learnt to
make pots; I consulted oracles; and so forth. :But clearly one has to
recognize that there is a certain pretence in such attempts at partici-
pation, and people-do not always appreciate them., One enters into
another culture and withdraws from it at the same time. One caninot
really become a Zande or ‘a Nuer or a Bedouin Arab, and the best com-
pliment one cen pay them is to remain apart from them in essentlals.

In any case one always remalns oneself, 1nwardly ‘a member of one 's

own society and a sojourner in a strange land. Perhaps it would be
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better to say that one lives in two different worlds of thought at
the same time, in categories and concepts and values which often

- cannot easily be reconciled. One becomes, at least temporarlly
Ca sort of double marginal man, alienated from both worlds.

~ .The. 3roblem is. most obv1ous and acute when one is confronted with
notions not found in our own wesent~day culture and therefore unfamiliar
to us. Such ideas as God and soul are familiar and with some ad-
justment.:transference cen readily be made, but what about beliefs in
witcheraft, magic and oracles? I have often been asked whether, when
I was among the Azande, I got to accept their ideas about witcheraft.
. This is a difficult question to answer, I suppose you can say 1
accepted them;-I had no choice. In my own culture, in the climate of
thought I was born. into-and brought up in and have been conditioned
- by, I rejected, and reject, Zande notions of witchcraft.. In their
culture, -in the set of ideas I'then lived in, I accepted them; in a.
kind of way I believed them., Azande were talking about witchcraft
daily, both among themselves and to me; any communlcatlon was well~
nigh impossible unless one took wltchcraft for granted.. You cannot
have a remunerative, even intelligent, conversation with people about
something they take as self-evident if you give them the impression
that you regard their belief as an illusion or a delusion,. Mhtual
understanding, and with it sympathy, would soon be ended, w Af it
ever got started. Anyhow, I had to act as though I trusted the,_
Zande oracles and therefore to give assent to their dogma of witcheraft,
whatever reservations I might have. If I wanted to go hunting. or on
a journey, for instance, no, one would willingly accompany me unless
I was able to produce & verdict of the poison oracle that all would
-be well, that. Wltchcraft did not threaten our project; and if one goes
on arrang 1ng one's affairs, organizing one's life in harmony with the
lives of one's hosts, whose compansionship one seeks and without
which one would sink into .disorientated craziness, one must eventually
give way, or at any rate partially give way. .. If one must act as though
- one believed, one ends in. belleV1ng, or, half-bellev1ng as one acts.,

Students have asked me how. I ‘wag. able,  if I was, to grasp the
Nuer conceptvor image of a cow, since clearly & cow means something
more to them than it does to us. The answer awaln is. .that there is no
choice, One cannot live in intimate association with a people who
live by and for their cattle, spending all day, and sometimes all
night, with them and their herds, watching tlem tend their beasts and
singing and dancing to their beloved oxen, and hearing them talk about
little else, without getting to know what cattle mean to them,
Coumunication would be impossible and it would be impossible to establish
any close bond with them. So among the Nuer I found it absolutely
necessary to acquire a small herd of my own. ‘e were then fellow- -
herdsmen with common interests, common language, common affections,
and- living the same life ip the same conditions; and all this, if it
may. be .80 -puty- 1mposed on me what 'cow' means to-a Nuer.

Here arlses a questlon w1th regard to whlch my colleagues have
:not- always seen, eye to eye with me. In writing about the beliefs of
~ primitive peoples does it matter one way or the other whether one
accords them validity or regards them as fallacious?- Take w1tchcraft
again, Does it make any difference whether one belleves_ln it or not,
or ¢an one just describe how a people who believe in it,: think and |
act -about it, and how the: belief affects relations. between persons?
I think it does make a difference, for if one does not think that
the psychic assumptions on which witchcraft-beliefs are based are
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tenable, one has to account for what is commonsense to others is
1ncomprehpn81ble to oneself. One is in.a different posxtlon with
regard to belief in God, or'at any rate I was., We do not think

that witcheraft exists, but we have been taught that God does, sq 'we
do not here feel that we have to account for an 111u51on. We have
only to describe how a people think of what we both regard as a reallty
and how :in various ways the.belief -influences their lives. The
atheist however, is faced with the same problem as with witcheraft

and feels the need to acgount for an illusion by various psychological
or s001010g10al hypotheses, I admit that this is a very difficult
philosophical question, for it might reasonably be asked Why, other
than in faith, should one accept God and not witcheraft, since it
could be held, as many anthropologists do, that the evidence for

the one is no greater than for the other, The p01nt is, I suppose,
that in our ailture (leaving out past history and modern scepticism
the one makes sense and the other not. I raise the question.even if
I cannot give & very satisfactory answer to it. After all, it does
make a difference whether one thinks that a cow exists or is an
illusioni - » -

Since this- questlon of enterlng 1nto the thought of another people
has been raised, I might touch on a further 1mp11Cdtlon.‘ I wonder
whether anthropologists always realize that in the course of their field-
vork"they can be, and sometimes are, transformed by the people they
are making a study of, that in a subtle kind of way and possibly un-
known to themselves. they have what used to be called 'gone native'.

If an anthropologist is a sensitive person it could hardly be otherwise.
This is a highly personal matter and I will only say that I learmnt from
African 'primitives' much more than. they learnt from me, much that I

was never taught at school, something more of courage, éndurance, patience,
resignation and forbearance that I had no great understandlng of before,
Just to give one example:. I would say that I learnt’ moré” about the

nature of God and our human predlcament from the Nuer than I ever

learnt at home. - . o , iy

III

It is an academic issue of some 1mportonce and one which is often
confused and sometimes leads to rancour: what is the difference between
sociology and social anthropology? I have discussed this questlon
elsevhere and will not go into it again here;’ especially as it is only
periphzral. to- my topic.. But I would like to touch on a query put to me
from time to time by. s001ology students why ‘do an'thropologists in
their fieldwork not employ some of the techn;qpesused by sociologists-:
in their's, such as questlonnalres, sampling, 1nterv1ews, statistics
and so forth. The answer is that, though I suppose the situation is
now somewhat differert, in my day the use of such techniques among a
primitive veople would not have been to any extent worthwhile, or
éven .possible at" allﬁ“ The peoples I worked among were totally
illiterate, so the distribution of questionnaires would have been a
wadte of time. With a homogeneous rural or semi-nomadic people : .
sampling, such as is required in a socially heterogeneous- urban community
in our own country, is not’ only unneceessary but more or less meaning-
less., Set interviews in the anthropologist's hut or -tent, as distinet
from informal coversations are generally impossible because natives’
would not co=operate; and in any case they are undesireable because they
are held outside of the context of a people's activities. I made it a
rule never to take a note-book with me in public, not that people
would have had any idea of what I was doing, but because I felt that
somehow a notebook came in between them and me and broke our contact.
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I memorized what I saw and heard and wrote it down when I got back .

to the privacy ‘of my abode., Statistics have a very limited value.

even when the required numericazl data can bé obtained -~ had I

asked a Nuer woman how many children:she had borne she simply would not
have told me, and had I asked a Nuer men how meny cattle he possessed
he would have, unless-lie knew me very well indeed, all too likely

have w1thdrawn into an unbroken taczternlty, or perhaps have been
v1olent. ‘ e S

When I say that in my tlme set: interv1ews were out of the
question, private conversations with a. few individuals, those whom
anthropologlsts call informants (an unfortunate word) must be
excluded, There are certain matters which cannot be discussed in °
public; there are explanations which cannot be asked for on the
spot (as for instance during a funeral or a religious ceremony) -
without ‘intruding and causing embarrassment; and there are texts
to be taken down, which can only be done in seclusion. It is :
necessary therefore to have confidential informants who are prepared
to attend regular sessions, weybe daily; and it is evident that they
must be men of integrity, truthful, intelligent, knowledgeable, and
genuinely interested in your endeavours to understand the way of life
of their people. They- will beeome your friends, Among the Azande.l.
relied mostly on my two personal servants and on two paid informants,
but as usuval in Africa, there were always people connected with them .
coming in and ¢ut of my home., The one young man whom I came across
who was capable of writing" Zande was for a time my clerk, having
been sacked from the C,M.S. lission for having married a divorced -
woman, Among the Nuer and Anuak and Bedouin I never found anyone who
could, or would, become an informant in the sense I have set forth
abOve, and so I had to do the best I could, gathering information
from all and sundry. One has to be very cardful in one's selection
of informants, if one has the opportunity to be selective, for:it
may be found that it is only a particular sort of person who is prepared
to act in this capacity, possibly a person who is ready to serve a -
Buropean as the best way of escaping from family and other social
obligations., Such a man may give a slant to one's way of looking at
things, a perspective one might not get from others.

Sometimes it is said that the anthropologist is often hoodwinked
and lied to. Not if he is a good anthropologlst and a good judge of
character, Why should anyone lie to you if there is trust between -
you? And if there is not, you might as well go home., If you are in
the hands of an- 1nterpreter it is true that it c¢an be'a hazard but if
you speak the native language you can c¢heck and re—check. It would
be 1mprobab1e in these clrcumstances, unless everybody is telling -
the same story, for a man to get away with an untruth, There may
be, and very often is, a dlfference, sometimes a considerable dif-
ference of opinlon between orie informant and another about.a fact,
or its interpretation, but this ‘does not mean that elther is telling
a lie, Najives are not all of the same opinion any more than we arej;
and some. are better formed than othars. There may, of course, be
secret matters about which an informant does not wish to speak and he
may then prevaricate and put you off from pursuing a line of 1nquiry ,
for. one reason or another. Till towards the end of my stay among the
Azande my inquiries,.even among those I knew and trusted most, about
their secret societies met with lack of response. Informants,,who

_were members of these societies, pretended to know nothing. about. them.
As they were sworn to.secrecy they could scarcely have done:otherwise.
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However, to an observant anthropolog;st a 11e may be more revealing:
than a truth, for if he suspects, or knows, that he is not being told
the truth he asks himself what is the motive of concealment and this

may lead him into~h1dden depths.'w

: ' Perhaps here is the place to discuss another questlon which has
‘frequently been put to me. Does one get the native view about life
(and about Women) from men only or can one get to know the women as
well and see things from their viewpoint? IHuch depends_on the people
one is studying and. the status of women among them. During an abortive
(war broke out) fleld—study in an Upper Egyptian (Quft) v111age I
never spoke to a woman or even had more than a flitting sight of one
at night. Bedouin women in Cyrenaica did not veil and could be
conversed with if not with intimacy, at least without embarrassment .
The. Zande were almost an inferior caste, and unless elderly matrons,
shy and. tongue—tled In Nuernand, where women have high status and
assert thelr independence, they would come and talk to me whenever
they chose, often at times most inconvenient to, me. It seemed to be
. an endless flirtation. Certainly it was they and not I, who made the
going. On the whole I would say that the male anthropolgist, not
fitting into native categories of male and female and not therefore
being likely to behave as a male in certain circumstances might be
expected to behave, does not come within their range of suspicions,
judgements and codes., In a sense ‘he is, since he lies outside their
social llfe, however much he may try to identify himself withit,
sexless. For example, nobody in Zandeland objected to my chatting to
their womenfolk, but had an unrelated Zande done so there would have
been serious trouble;. in pre-European days indemnity would have been
demanded or emasculation would have ensued.

It is asking a rather different question, whether a woman anthropol-
ogist can obtain more, or better, information about women's habits and
ideas than a men can.  Here again much depends on the kind of s001ety.
Obv1ously in an urban loslem society, where women are secluded in
hareems only a woman has access to them., But I would say that else-

~where I have seen little evidence that female anthropologlsts have done

more research into woman's p031t10n in society and in .general their
way of life than have male anthropologists., I would add that I

doubt whether 1t is. even .an. advantage for an anthrop01001st to be ac-
companled by his. w1fe in the field, They then form a little closed
community of their own, making it difficult for both to leam the
native langudge quickly and correctly and to make the required trans-
ference which only the feeling of need for close company and friendship
can force a man to make. However, I would imagine that the man with

a wife in the field gets at least better fed; but since I was not
married when I did my research this hardly comes within my reminiscences,
But I. cannot resist the observation that, as I see it, what eventually
rulned our relations with the peoples of the Southern’ Sudan were
motor-cars and Brltlsh wives.

Another matter Whlch has some bearing on the subject of informants
is the anthropologlst's relations witk- other Turopeans in the areas
in which he is working. In the Southern Sudan in my day this presented
no great problem, There were only a handful of admlnlstratlve officials,
a few missionaries and an occasional doctor. With omne or two ex-
ceptlons, I found them kindly, hospitable, and willing to be helpful.
Sometimes they were able to give me information which, though it was
not always accurate or from an anthropologlcal point of view adequates
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saved me time and enabled me at least to make a start. This was parti-
cularly the case with the American Presbyterian missionaries in Nuer-
land, with Mr. Elliot Smith. among the Anualk, and Archdeacon Qwen
-among the Luo of Kenya. In this matter the anthropologist has to be
wise., After all he is, so to speak, an intruder into their territory,
a territory about which they have often and for a long time been
considered, and considered themselves to be, the main or even sole
‘authority, There is no need or purpose in his being condescending, and
if he has got the sense not to be, they will not in ny experience hold
back a willing hand. Let him therefore always remember that, at any
rate at the beglnnlng of his research, though he may know more general
anthropology than they, they possibly know more about the local eth-
nographical facts than he. Also let him remind himself that if he
cannot get on with his own people hé-is unlikely to get on with anyone.
And, furthermore, they are part of what he is suppoued to be studylng.

But I must cautlon students not to accept, above:all in rellglous
matters, what they may find in mission literature, The missionary
gencrally only knows a language outside of the context .of native life
and therefore may well miss the full meaning of words which only that
context can give him, The fact that he has been among a people for a
long time proves nothing: what counts is the manner and mode of his
residence among them and whether God has given him, among other
blessings, the gift of intelligence. I have advised caution above
all in religious matters.- It is, or should be, obvious that since the
natives do not understand English the missionary in his propaganda
has no option.-but to look in the native language Tor words which .
‘might serve: for such concepts as 'God', 'soul', 'sin' and so forth.

Ile is not translatlng native words 1nto his own tongue but trying to
‘translate Buropean words, which he’ poss1bly does not understand,

into words in a native tongue, which he may understand even 1esu.

The result of this exercise can be confusing, even chaotic. I have
. publlshed a note on the near idiocy of unbllSh hymns into . Zande.

- Missionaries for instance, have used the word mbori in Zande for

. 'God', without any clear understanding of what the word means to the
Azande themselves. I have been attacked, with a good deal of malice,
by Fr. Giorgetti for pointing this out. .Even worse things have happened
in the Nilotic languaﬂes, or some of tiem. . I.am not going to pursuve
this matter further now beyond saying that. in the end we are involved
in total entanglement for having chosen in a native language a word
to stand for 'God' in’' their own, the missionaries endow the natlve
word with the sense and qualities the word 'God' has for them., ' I
suppose they could hardly have done otherw1se. I have not in the |
past made this criticism .of missionaries because I-did not wish to
give offence and because I thought any 1nte111gent person could make
it for hlmself. , S ‘ :

Here mlght be a sultable olace to dlscuss a related topic.: I
do so very briefly because Dr, Beattie in Other Cultures has said a
good deal about it, and very well., .How much help can the anthropolo-
gist get from technlcal experts who have worked in his area of research-
agronomists, hydrologists, botanists, doctors, vets and others?
The answer is that he can gain information he cannot himself obtain
and that some of it may be relevant to his owh problems and lines of-
1nqu1ry. Only he can judge what has relevance and what has not.
Succinetly stated, a physical fact' becomes a social one when it becomes
‘ important for a community and therefore for the student of it., That
“the Nile and its tributaries rise in their beds at a certain season
of the year is a .fact that it is essential for the Nuer, and me, to know,
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but exactly why they rise hardly concerns either of us. That the
Azande are unable, whether they would wish to or not, to keep
domesticated aninals, other than dog and fowl, on account of tsetse
morsitans is obviously a fact important to know, but knowledge of the
pathology of the trypanasomes is not going to shed much light on the
social effects of what they do. But one nust beware of  accepting what
anyone tells you about native life, whatever his special quallflcatlons
nay be. An awful exanple would be de Schllppe s book on Zande agricul~
ture, for what he. describes in it are less Zande modes of cultlvatlon
than those imposed on the Azande by the Govermment of the. Anglo—
Egyptian Sudan. Had de Schlippe been able to speak and understand.
the Zande language he might have realised this. Also beware of a
joint team of research. It can only.lead to waste of time and
irritation. Meyer Fortes told me. that when he was in such a team
in Ghana he spent much of his time and energy in trying to explain
to other members of the team the significance of their observations,
and when I became a member of a team for study in Kenya I was the only
member of it who turned up and did anything. When I did ny research
in the Sudan there were no agronomists, entomologists, and so on, so
I had to do the best I could to be my own expert. Perhaps it was
just as well. :

All that was required in one's dealings with Europeans ‘in a
country ruled by the British were tact and humility. Things .have
changed. In the first place, it has become increasingly difficult,
of ten impossible, to conduct anthropological rescarch in many parts
of the world. - Clearly, at present, one would be unlikely to be
encouraged to do-so in soviet Russia, and at any rate some of its
satellites, or in China, In present circumstances I would not, though
I speak Arabic, care to try to do research in most of the Arab lands.
Even were. I given permission to do so, there would be constant -~
supervision and interference.  In such countries the anthropolgist
is regarded as a spy, his knowledge likely to be used in certain
circumsiances by the Intelligence of his country; and he is also .
resented as a busybody prying into other people's affairs.,

- Even when this is not the case and in countries where no acute
political issues are involved,. there may be, and I think generally
is, a hostile attitude to anthropological inquiries. There is the
feeling that they suggest that the people of the country where they are
made are uncivilized, savages. Anthropology smells to them as cultural
coloniglism, an arrogant assertion of Buropean superlorlty_— the white
man studying the inferior black man; and they have some justification
for their suspicions’'and resentunent, for-anthropologists,have‘in the
past only too readily lent and sold tlemselves in the service of
‘colonial interests. The late Dr. Nkrumah once complained- to me that
anthropolowlsts tried to make the African look as primitive as
possible: photographing people in the nude and ertlng about witchcraft
and fetishes and other superstitions and ignoring roads, harbours,
schools, factories, etc. Indeed, anthropology has, T thlnk rather
unfairiy, and without its intentions and achievements being really
understood, become .a bad word for the peoples of new and independent
states, perhaps especially in Africa. So I have for many years ade
vised students about to-embark on fieldwork to claim that they are
. historians or linguists, subjects which no one can teke offence at;

or they can. talk vaguely about SOC1ology. : : »
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On the guestion of the length of fieldwork, I would say that a
first study of a people takes, if it is to be thorough, up to two
years. (My stay among the Azande was twenty months)., I do not
- think it can be much less (1n spite of the American way of doing -
‘research). Ideally, the programme would be something like a year in
the field and then a break of soie months to chew the cud on what one
. las gatheréd;-discuSSing with friends problems that have arisen in

“the courd@e of one's work, and sorting out:what has been omitted and
“overlooked during it. Then back to the field for another year.
This has- not always, or even often, proved ‘to be possible.: Further-
more a student must, if anything is to become of his research,

have at least another year for writing-up. This, again, is not always,
or even often, possible, and the. fieldworker may 'be' cowpelled to
accept a post in which he is plunged into teaching, and the results of
hls research become stale. How often has this not happened? ‘

Iv

Obviously the most essential of all things the anthropologist
must have in the conduct of his inquiries is a thorough knowledge
of the language of ‘the people about whom he -is going to tell us.
By no'other pathcan their thought (which is what I have myself ..
. chiefly been interested in and why I have spent a lifetime in
: anthropology) be understood and presented. S0 in the researches
I have made; ‘other than the ethnographical surveysf(through the medium
of#ArabioJ'ﬁo oblige Prof. Seligman, I have struggled with and mastered
' the native language = Zande, Nuer, Anuak, Bedouin, Arabic, and even
.. Imo-and Galla to some extent. All English -anthropologists today,
unlike their predecessors, Rivers, Haddon, Seligman and others, would
pay at any rate lip-service to this requirement and would claim that
they have spoken notive tongue well, They may have done So, but they
seldom Jigplay evidence of their ability. . Even when I have little
doubt that they understood langusges, a critic may, and probably
will, at sometime in the future ask what their credentials are. In
" the'past these-could be presented in the form of texts (with trans-
lations), but today this cannot be accepted as certain evidence, . for
as'most 'primitive! societies become literate it is poszsible for the
- anthropologist, as it was seldom, often never, possible in my day,
“. to find people to write his’ texts for him and to translate them.
I met only one Zande who could write at all coherently, while among
the’ Nuer, Anuak, Bedouin Arabs and other peoples there was no one;
so I-had to take ‘down texts myself, and im the hard way, there being
at that time no tape-recorders, an instrument not. always -an’ advantage.
‘Being brought-up on‘Greek and Latin, texts were' for me a: necessary
accomplishment and my passion for them was inflamed by Malinowski who
-in his turn had been inspired in this' matter by the Lgyptologist Sir
Alan Gardiner. ~The trouble, however, is to get vernacular teéxts
published: = who can or wants to read them?  Iihave done my best for
Zande, It has cost nme much time and money; and I have given up all
:-hope of publlshlng othfrs 1n that language or in other 1anguages.

One of the- thlngs I have often been asked is how’ does an "
anthropologist make even 'a start in his study of a primitive ‘society.
I nust answer the question in:the light of uy own experience, which
may not be quite the same as that of others working in different
conditions. ¢ It helped of course that most of my research was
carried out in a country, the Sudan, at that time ruled by the British




~11-

and with a government and its officers friendly disposed to anthropols-
oglcal research, What helped also, I think, and even more, was that
the British were few and far between, that in other words one could be
liked or disliked, accepted or rejected, as a person and not as a
member of -a-class of persons (whlch was very unlike Kenya, where it
was hard to_de01de who were the more unpleasant the officials or

the settlers, both of vhom were so loathed by the Africans that it

vas difficult for a white anthropologist to gain their ‘confidence),

- - But given favourable conditions, such as ~enerally obtalned in -the

. Sudan; it has always seemed to me to e perfectly simple ‘to walk into
a: so-called primitive society und sogourn there, ‘hy should anybody
obJect since one does no harm and is a guest? Hould not I feel the
sane if one of them came to live near me? I did not expect, as sone
American anthropologists appear to, to be loved, I wanted to give and
not to be given to; but I was always received with a kindly welcome, -
except among the Nuer, but they were bitterly hostile to the Govermment
at the time, I suppose that if one knows one is going to be so re-
ceived one just turns up and hopes to get to know people, and in my
~ experience -they are happy to be known. It may hanpen that an anthropol-
ogist who has encountered difficulties among one people might not have
done 80 among another, To. thls:extent 1t'could be said that there is
an element of chance. ' '

There are rﬁally no directions that can be 1mparted about how
pne gets to.know people. Somehow or another one finds a couple of
servants, or more likely they find you, and one or two men who are
prepared for a reward to teach you the 1anguabe° and these pecple tend
to identify themselves with you so that nothing you possess is 'yours'
any more, it is 'ours', Then they get some kudos for having = I was
going to say owning - thelr white man, and are happy to introduce him
to their families and frlends, and so it gpes on. There is an initial
period of bewilderment, one can even say of despair, but if one perseveres
-one eventually breaks through. I have alrays found that the best way,
largely unintentional on my part, of overcoming my shyness and some-
~times my hosts' suspicion has been through the children, who do not
~ have the same reserve towards a stfdnger, nor if it comes to that, did
I on my side towards tlem. So I started among the Azande by gettlng
the boys to teach me games and among the Nuer by going fishing every
-morning with the boys. I found that when their children accepted me
- their elders accepted me too. Another tip I venture to give is not

. to start trying to make 1nqu1r1es into social matters - family, kin,
chieftainship, religion or whatever it may be before the lainguage has
to some extent been mastered,and personal relationships have been
- .established, otherwise misunderstandings and confusions uay result which
it may be difficult to overcome. Anyhow if you do what I did, refuse,
" or, was unable, to make use of an interpreter you cannot in the early
stages of research inquire into such matters. The way to begin is to
work steadlly for' twelve hours a day at learning the language, making
use of -everybody you meet for the purpose. That means that you are
their pupil, an infant to be taught and guided. Also people.easily
understand that you want to speak their language, and in my experience
in your initial gropings they are sympathetic and try to help you.
‘The strictest teachers were the Nuer, who would correct me, politely
~but firmly, if I pronounced a word wrongly or was mistaken in its
meaning. They were quite proud of their pupil when he began to talk
more or less intelligibly. Then, -being mute to begin with, one
. -learns each day through the eye as well as by the ear. Here again
it seems to people both innocent and reasonable, if sometimes a bit
amusing, that you should, since you have sprung up from nowhere, to
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- join them, take an interest in what is wo1n on around you and learn
to do what they do: cultivating, pot-maklnb, nerdlng, saddllnm
camels, dan01ng, or whdtever it nay be.

I will only add to these random remarks that I have always
advised students going ifito the field to begin by 1earn1ﬂg a few
new words each day, and by notln materials things, Bvery social
" ‘process, every relationship, every idea has its representation in
words and objects, and if one can ‘master rords and thidgs, nothing
can eventually escape one, 4 final hint: get away from servants and
regular informants’ from time to time, and meet people who do not know
you; then you will know how badly you are sneaklng tnelr tongue:

v

It may well be asked, and it sooner or later- has to be, what

should one record about & péople one makes a study of and how much

of the record should one publish. I have always held, and still

hold, that one should record in one's notebooks as much ag possible,
everything one observes. I know that this is an impossible task,
but long after, maybe many years after one has left the field and one's
menory has faded, one will be glad that one has recorded the most
familiar and everyday tulngs - what, how and when people ¢ook, for
example. I have now lived to regret that I did not always do so., And
how much that goes into the notebooks should go into print? Ideally,

I .suppose, everythlng, because what is not publighed may be, and
generally is, forever lost - the picture of a people's way of life at

a p01nt of time goes down into the dark unfathomed caves. And one
cannot know how valuable what may appear to one at the time to be a
trifle uay be to a student in the future who may be asking questions
which one did not ask omeself, I feel it tlere;ore to be a duty to
\ aubllsh all one knows, thouoh tids 1s a burden hard to bée borne -

and publishers think so too. One is burdened for the rest of one's
" life with what one has recorded, imprisoned in the prlson one- has built
for oneself but one owes a debt to posterity.

It may be hcre that I should make a protest about anthropolo gists'
" books about peoples. & certain degree of abstraction is of course
required, otherwise we would get nowhere, but is it really necessary

to just make a book out of human beings? I find the usual account of
field-research so boring as often to be unreadable - kinship systems,
political systems, ritual systeus, every sort of System, structure and
function, but little flesh and blood, - One seldom’ gets the impression
that the anthropologlst felt at one with the people about whom he writes.
It thls 1s romantlclsm and, sentlmentallty I accept those terms.

Be Eo Evans-Prlbchard.
Notés_‘ |

1. Thls paper is based on talks given 1n the Unlver31t1es of Cambridge
ﬂnd Cardlff.: - . .

2. Notes an_JQuerles was certalnly of 11tt1e help to me. I carried my
books in my head, but for the record I will say this: beforé I went
to Nuerland I talked over with Max Gluckman the problem of books and
we decided that if I could take only one to guide me it should be
Lowie's Prlmltlve Society. It was a very-good choice.
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Txior's Solar Sixpence

E. B. Tylor, in contrast to Andrew Lang (Marett: 80, 82)
and Herbert Spencer (Tylor 1877: 155), is often seen (Dorson: 187-191)
as an avid supporter of the astral and meteorological readings of
anciznt Indo-Buropean mythology popularized in Great Britain by
Friedrich Max Miller (1864: 369-524; 1868: 80-111) and other philo-
logists. In print, especially in the 1860's, Tylor accepted their
view that misunderstanding and personification of general attributive
names for clouds, planets and stars egpecially the sun in its course
(Tylor 1865 in Marett: 81~83; 1869: 532; 1877: 149-150, 155) had
yielded the names and attributcs of many Vedig, Greek and Roman
deities and heroes, He accorded to their analyses sound principle,
largeiy valid detail and an unassailable basis in ancient knowledge
(1868: 226-227). In his own published examination of not solely
Indo-Buropean myths and beliefs, Tylor in the 1860's, however, held
to no comprehensive theory (Marett: 83); in separate works he resorted
to simple solar or more complex euhemerist or sensationalist explana-
tions (Tylor 1861, 1865 in Marett: 81-82, 84-85; 1869: 524).

But by April 1868 Tylor wrote a lengthy private parody of
Miller's (and his own) solar mythmaking called "The Mythe of Day".
It was composed considerably before the publication of the famous
extended travesties of solar theory by R. F. Littledale (1870)
end Andrew Lang (1886) (Dorson: 163 n,l; Marett 82 n.4). Its
subject, unlike theirs, was taken not from dontemporary history -~
Max IMiller or Gladstone - but from childhood. It was a nursery
rhyme, obscure yet commonplace as the illustrations for it
emphasized.

The Mythe of Day™
(by E.B. Tylor).

Crushed by the commentators & historians, the relics of the
great Solar mythe of our race have found refuge in the nursery, or
have gained a more honourable though less honest position as fictitious
history. Thus no student, familiar with the mythic deposit in
English chronicle, could mistake the sense of the radiant Sun
scorching with ardent ray the earth exposed to his beams, which figures
in the tale of Alfred burning the cakes left in his charge [s. 2]
by the departing but returning night. And thus in the still lingering
Sagas of the nursery, History & Mythe are blended in a compound,
which no skill save that of the Aryan mythologist can now analyze.
The first lines of one such Saga throw an interesting light on the
transition period, when the minstrel no longer received from his rapt
hearers payment altogether in kind, but when nevertheless a coined
currency had only in part come into use, as we read,

"Sing a song of sixpence (&'also
A pocket full of Rye'.

|s. 3] The mythic song commenced,
"Four & twenty blackbirds baked in a pye'.

The simile of the pye representing the underlying earth, & the
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overarching heaven or crust is found among the negroes of

West Africa, who describe Heaven & Earth as the two calabashes
which cannot be opened; - £y ~or in-the-ancient Aryan syrnbol

of the World~Tortoise whose flat under~shell is the earth, whose

bod% %svihe air, & whose archlng carapace is the sky.
=3 e n - .

£L H(\"
C\vﬂs . ‘
We need hardly say, that the four & twenty blackblrds
. are the twenty four hours, which lie between Heaven & Earth.
"But the dawn came cutting with its [s. 4] first wedge-like incision
' that we so often have looked on with delight, as we watched the
sunrise after a night spent in the giddy dance, which still
keeps up the undying symbolism of Solar worshlp. The pye was .
opened, & (a touch most true to nature) B

"When the-pye was opened
The birds began to sing,

- And wasn't that a dainty dish
To set before a king?"

The king, before whom the dish was set, still has it displayed

to his burning gaze as he climbs to his meridian, & pours upon

the Barth below the. golden shower of Dawn, the bright sunshine,
which, to show a[ s. 5] thought of the regularity -- & accuracy
of natural phenomena, he - is said to count out in his counting-

house.

"The king was in his counting-house,
Counting out his money'"-

-
[4]
His wife, the imperial Selene, was still in the parlour

within the door of night, preparing the moonlight by copious
meals of streaming honey (the bread is'| s. 6] bee-bread) .

"The Queen was in her parlour
Eating bread & honey".

-
LB]”
But dawn arose before her master, tis therefore called the
maid (an a11u51opdto whlcﬁysyrv1ves in her red hands, or ''rosy
;flngers""‘/7ﬂ5}dd*¢TvA°f ms), & she spread across the sky the
‘Clouds, which are the radiant clothes to be poisoned by the baleful

 evening, & toBbecome [s. 7] the fatal, clinging, burnlng robe of
the Deianeira of the sunset.

LC]_'

At last the day's work is done- the clouds are spread & dried
on the "lines" of solar rays; the money is counted; the honey
eaten; the four & twenty blackbirds think on the whole they have
had enough of day & song, & that it is time to roost. Rest & joy
to them, but death to the Day, [ s. 8] the hanger of the Celestial
garments on the Sky-line. The Magpie of Night raises her
devouring beak above the horizon, & the foremost progectlon, the
nose of Day, is snipped off.

(o)
~ Into the horrors of the full'absorption of day into-the
hungry ravenous night, the tender-hearted mythologist forbears

to enter.
April 1868 --
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1 : .
This eight-page manuscript of "The Mythe of Day" is in the
writing of Tylor's wife Anna on stationery embossed with the heading
"Crux Praesidium et Decus" [Cross, Protection and Honour 1.

It was perhaps never published, although a synopsis appeared in
Primitive Culture (1871: I, 287-288) with an altered interpretation
of the last verse. The blackblrd was now the sunrise at the end

of dawn rather than the magpie of night at the end of day. I

have reproduced the manuscript with the kind permission of

A.L. and F.M. Tylor. I have used "&" to represent Tylor's " < ";

my additions of accents, numbers of sides and alphabetical references
to illustrations are given in brackets. ’

2

Edward or Anng Tylor made c¢omical line-drawings for "The
Mythe of Day" which cannot suitably be reproduced here in full.

A |shows a figure with a sunny head on a man's -body-sitting in a
chair and dispensing spiral coin-rays. L B;]hés a well-dressed
woman with a crescent moon for a face holding in one hand a plece
of bread and indicating with the other a beehive on a table. [C:
depicts a maid in starched dress, apron and cap hanging cloudlike
clothes on a clothes-line. The sunny-headed figure, with his hands
in his pockets and puffing on a large, redolent cigar, shambles
up the stairs toward her. In [ D ] a blackbird flies by and bites
her nose, as she raises her arms in fright.

3

Deianeira: the wifé of Herakles who gave him a burning robe
poisoned with a centaur's blood,
* *

Subsequently Tylor did criticize- in print the extravagance
(1871: 1, 287-288; 1877: 155) and ignorance of the historical bases
for myths (1879 388) of some solar theorists, but not of the "more
cautious and conmservative" Miller (1876:236). Tylor, himself long
cautiously trying to dislodge study of the origins of mythology
from the hands of the philologists (ibid.; Marett: 80) and the
rasher of the social scientists, now stressed the diverse, overlapping
sources for myth among different peoples and in different periods.
He no longer accepted solar imagery alone as a deity's Justification;
it might perhaps supply the motive for certain of the god's-actions
(Marett: 83, 93). With his usual spirit of compromise, Tylor
allowed that intricate solar imagery and verbal misunderstanding
might be central to the "pure", that is subjective (Marett:84) and
theistic (Tylor 1880:14) myths surrounding the lofty Indo-Eurcopean
gods. But not all people and ‘thoughts were' Indo-European and Indo-
European ones were not necessarily early or primitive. Tylor tried
subtly to stress the more earthly, objective origins of myth among
early and primitive peoples. Not names (cf. MUller 1864 :4h47-448),
but perceptions of things underlay language and myth, Tylor thought
(Marett: 92); not incomprehensible supernatural deities, the
last stage in the personification of nature, but more naturalistic,
"animatistic" (Marett: 91 and n.5) representations of reality
were primary to primitive religion (Marett: 84-86, 96-97; Tylor
1871: I, 271). The "visible, palpable, active, individual objects"
(1866: 81) that it incorporated might include the sun, but did not
pale into insignificance beside this luminary. In any case, primitive
theories about the sun and other material objects ought not to be
despised; they were the "rude science! of their day as well as the
mythology of the future (1866: 72-73; 1869: 524; 1877: 149-150;
Marett: 93,96).

Joan Leopold,
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Two Styles in the Study of Witchcraft

The recent interest of historians in the subject of witcheraft
places anthropolomy under an obligation to look very carefully at its
achievements in this field, We might feel flattered that other
scholars have felt fit to declare that their own researches can progress
only if they make use of our writings (Thomas: 436n) but for this to
be true we must be willing to examine critically what we have written
ourselves. For, though Zvans-Pritchard's Witchcraft, Oracles and Magic
among the Azande is a landmark, the last generation of anthropologists
has not, in fact, made any great theoretical progress with this topic.
To the extent that this is true I am more doubtful than some historians
of the value of what we actually have to offer them,

In this paper I shall marshall a series of ideas from other
disciplineés in an attempt to open up some promising new lines of
thinking on the subject of witcheraft.? My particular concern is,
with the aid of such concepts as 'semantic field!', 'persons' and
performative utterances', to advance our comprehension of this one
problem. But there are issues involved here which transcend this single
subject, so I have thought it appropriate to entitle the paper in such
a way as to suggest Louis Dumont's 'deux théories'. Those deep dif-
ferences of outlook which clearly exist within kinship studies in fact
permeate overy area of social anthropology, so I shall present my re-
thinking of witchcraft as a particular example of two very different
styles of social anthropology in general. These two outlooks are not
to be subsumed under the labels 'functionalism' and 'structuralism',
for I hope the kind of concern I raise here will enable the discipline
to pass beyond structuralism, as well as beyond our older mngllsh style
of anthropology.

'

*, * #

I must begin by briefly commenting on some recent works on -
witchcraft which I find inadequate. Two of the three books I shall dis-
cuss are dedicated to Evans~Pritchard, yet clearly represent, in ‘the
main, that style of anthropology from which he himgelf has quietly
dissented., In 're-thinking' witchcraft I shall certainly not deny the
achievements of this tradition. liair is therefore right to declare
(1972: 40) that one need not scrap everything that has been done in
the past thirty years; but, of course, no one has ever suggested this.,
But I do accept Beidelman's contentlon that we 'need a rethinking of
the approach itself, rather than simply more studies'. (1970) '

Beidelman's brief paper is a rather dlssonant epilogue . to
ASA9, Tor few other contributors in fact offer any fresh approaches.
'Boundarism' in the editor's introduction is certainly a step forward,
but the very title of the volume indicates the difference in interest.
between most authors and Lvans-Pritchard. The whole subject seems largeLy
to be stuck in that 'micro-sociology' version of anthropology; Marwick's
'social strain' hypotheses, 'mystical idioms' and the 'dissolution of
relationships', and so on, loom large. Thus Bsther Goody attempts to
explain why it is . that Gonja. associate evil power with women. Yet we
need to be told a great deal if we are not simply to see this as a
piece of sociological metaphysics. Goody must at least provide us with
a full grammar of the male/feuale opposition in that culture; aid fully
constituting the symbolic order might wealien the desire to indulge in
sociology. ASA9 is a very uneven volume, but when we recall that
dvans~Pritchard's Work arose out of studies of English intellectualism
and the writings of Levy—Bruhl Douglas! -remark that his Zande monograph
was about 'knowing' serves only to remind us that the more important of
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his insights have not been deYQlOPng? -

‘The second work dedicated to Dvans-Prltchard The . Allocatlon of
Responsibility (ed4 Gluckman; 1972) is a set of offerings by the
Manchester school.” Again I can only say. that the least interesting
aspects of his work have been taken ups It is & typical case of that
easy resort to sociology which leaves the real anthropological problems
untouched and which has left major areas of our cdiscipline frozen for
a whole veneratlon. : : :

- Mair's general book on w1tchcraft (1969) is little more than a
simple description of other people's work; it is .almost entirely
innocent of theory. In one chapter she discusses theories of witch-
craft, but does not really pass beyond functional writings. It is
indeed rdther strange that Mair should have writtén such a book,. for she
contributed nothing to ASA9, and her publicly expressed interest is
in polities, jural relations and applied.anthropology - language and
symbolism being subjects which might toncern other anthropologists.

This bias is not without influence upon the position taken in her dis-~
cussion of witcheraft. Thus, those who disapprove of such terms as
'supernatural! powers she castigates as 'purists' (ibid: 7). She
distinguishes between witchcraft and sorcery in teriss of the possibility
of finding evidence, irrespective therefore of what the natives say,

and presumably in terms ultimately of what the anthropologist himself
thinks plausible or not .(ibid: 23). She also discusses the 'universal
1mabe' of the witch when her ethnographlc examples show there is no

such image: we need only consider whether witcheraft is said to be
hereditary or not, whether witches are claimed to be consciously evil
or not, to realise the disparate phenomena which have been subsumed
under one label, Finally, Mair suggests that analyses from Evans-
Pritchard onwards 'have argued that (such beliefs are) by no means
irrational in the context of the African's limited understanding of
causation-'. I am not sure that others would have chosen that precise
phraseology.
’ . * * * .

Having made clear my attitude to one style in the treatment of
witcheraft, T shall present another view which rests in a rather different
conception of anthropology itself. I offer no second theory, merely
a series of ideas which singly or in combination might advance our
comprehenS1on of the topic. I shall begin by. adopting the strategy
utilised by Lev1-Strauss with totemism and more recently by Needham -
with kinship,® namely to deny the 'phenomenon' a real existence by
asserting that the very acceptance of a separate problem of 'witch-
craft' is part of the problem, and one source of our inability to resolve
it satisfactorily. I shall contend that 'witcheraft' is wrongly 1solated
and in that sense is unrédl, and consequently that a possible means
of ‘analytic advance will be to dissolve it into a larger framework."

It may well be that 'the'problem of witchcraft has been constituted in
“anthropology -because  of the existence of 'witcheraft! in the history
of our own society, and .this factor may have destroyed what we have
learned about the-translation of culture with other problems. For:
the fact is that English witchcraft is not like the phenomena so labelled
in other cultures. -Some 'purism' may here be salutory, for there ‘are
dangers in both acknowledging that phenowmena are different and also
calling them by the same name, Here I am not referring to superficial
differences, but the very fundamental gulf between the intellectual
structure of Tudor and Zande society. English society possessed a .- -
word 'witchcraft', but anthropologists have committed a possibly grave
error in using the same term for other cultures, of which historians
must certalnly be aware when they use anthropologlcal ertanS,
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English witcheraft flourished in'a culture which possessed such cate-
gories as 'natural phllosophy .and a theological system upon which
witcheraft beliefs were, in part, parasitic. Are we to speak of Zande
‘yitcheraft' in-a culture which lacks these categories of thought which
served to define the 'witchcraft! of our own .society? *here the in-
tellectual configuration which forms the: conceptual environment is so7
different can we really expect to find the ‘'same' phenomenon in both?
Wle have possibly been misled here by the availability of a term supplied
by our own history which has very probably acted as a general means

for the illicit importation of a whole host of cultural terms for the
description of another society. ihere language does our thinking for
us, Wittgenstein's motto 'let us not be bewitched' seems highly

aoproprlate.

I shall commence the discussion of the larger framework which
is to absorb ‘witchcraft' by referrinhg to Winch's paper 'Nature and .
Convention'. His remarks here are very important in view of the
seening extreme relativism of The Idea of A Social Science (1958).
In his article he argues, agalnst those who associate the conventional
with variability, and the natural with invariabiiity, that the possession
of some types of norms is not optional in society 'because the idea of
thelr non-adherence is made unintelligible by certain features of the
ooncept of the social 1life of human beings'. The social invariable I
suggest here may aid with the problem of witchecraft, but as a cultural
uiversal it may well prove useful in other discussions.

The data with which the social sciences deal are not 'behaviours'

in 'space' but the 'action' of 'persons' in a 'shared conceptual and

moral space!., Society as a normative system and a system of ideas
could be offered as a truism were it not for the conception and method-
ology of most social sciences attempting to recast human phenomena in
‘such a way as to make them unrecognizeable. But it is in the framework
of a 'moral space'8 that I shall endeavour to lose witcheraft. For
‘this limited purpose I shall propose two primary structurings of moral
space: firstly a system of action concepts and action-evaluation
concepts; secondly, a system of 'person' categories. ' I hope in this
larger context 'the' phenomenon of witchcraft will lose its 1dent1ty,
and will appear rather like an alien who having watched a game of
chess had decided to write a treatise called *bishops'. No under-
standing of 'bishops' is possible save .in the context of the whole

rule system which constitutes chess, for in Saussurean terms, a bishop
means nothing by itself but derives its value from all the types of
pieces that are not 'bishops'. I .am thus suggesting that a study of
witcheraft per seis nonsensical, and ipso facto a comparative study of
witchcraft an absurdity raised to a higher power. A signof conceptual
advance in this field will perhape be our ceasing to write on witchcraft.
So I disagree with Standefer (1970) who saw the first problem as that
of defining witchcraft; I shall endeavour to deny the phenomenon, to
define it away.

Proposing that the first articulation of moral space is a set of
action and evaluction concepts brings to our attention at once the fact
that anthropology has actually done very little work upon this subject.
Incidentally, of course, we have gained some knowlodge, but our interests
have perhaps directed us away from what must be, by any standards,'a
most important problem. How, for instance, are we to explain 'sacrifice!’
for example, ‘or ritual in general, if we have made no concerted attempt
to constitute the action conceptsof the culture in’ questlon. There '
seems no reason to expect . primitive cultures to lack a- . repertoire
of such concepts, as rich as that which exists in ordinary English.



Indeed, it could well. be that 'folk-social psychology' in pre=-
industrial cultures would prove to be more discriminating, and it may
well be that our own 'scientific' psychology with its penchant for
supposedly precise technical terms has impoverished our own culture

" in this respect. It is at least significant that:a recent and very
important book in social psychology (see R. H, Harr€ and P. Secord:
1972) should unashamedly return, with a host of philosophical justifi-
eations to the importance of ordinary<languages . - + Its claim that
the established scientific model gives us a. sham~eXectknowledge .of
less than we already knew is surely entirely correct. .

I cannot leave this first structure of the moral space without
commenting on the word 'moral', which is of course one of our own _
culture's 'acticn and evaluation' concepts and in commection with which,
therefore, a whole host of translational problems arise. For my
universal structure, 'moral! or 'ethicall!, because culture-bound, are
decidedly unsatisfactory, but I cannot here suggest any. other tcorms.,
For the 'invariable'! framework, I need a set of terms on a highar level
than that used for comparative purposes, so ‘'moral' is inappropriate
by at least two orders of discourse. With all its specificity,I must
continue to use these cultural terms: the 'theoretical' level of dis-
course cannot be expected at the very beginning of the inquiry. But
perhaps I can offer some compensation here by suggesting a few ideas
which might at least start the investigation. :

I am in agreement with Collingwood and HMacIntyre in regretting
the loss of the historical dimension from philosophical discussions.
We have often been offered general tlieories of ethics, yet it is surely
important to notice that the moral ‘ought' appeared at a certain time
in our own culture., Collingwood, for instance (1944) suggests that
Greek philosophers lacked this concept and therefore it is. only by a
~mistranslation that we can say that Greek moral philosophy and Xantian
moral philosophy are on the 'same' subject matter.? As MacIntyre says
(1971: 154) we need not so much a general theory as a history of moral
‘notions, If we are to attain a better view of what constitutes the
'social' and the 'humane',obviously investigation must be historical
and comparative. .Here,K that inquiry.which goes under the name of
'the sociologzy of knowledge' might prove valuable.. Wilden, for instance
(1972: 212) draws our attention to certain possibly sociological aspects
of the Cartesian 'cogito, ergo sum ', After all there are certain
social conditions in which.one would perhaps not begin.such a premise
with a verb in the first person singular. (Perhaps we should now wish
to say something like 'loquor, ergo sociale animal sum')_ Certainly,
for instance, there are social conditions under which the Kantian . v
timperatival' and Puritan view of the 'moral! would be unintelligible.
Douglaslo (1970) suggests that different types of social structure nay
relate to very different notion of 'sin', 'evil', 'self', and so on.
Detailed investigation of the history of the semantic fields embracing
such concepts as 'self', 'person', 'moral', 'idea!, 'natural', and so
on would probably prove extremely valuable, If antihropology is
"man-talk' then study of these basic items of humane vocabulary must
sonetime be carried out as a preliminary to wider investigations.ll

The second primary articulation of moral space is a system of
person categories._12 {le have a total field of 'persons' fFhrough
which will be variously distributed ranges of predicates ascribing
attributes and powers. Thus,to take a system of terms rendered as
‘witch', 'sorcerer', 'diviner!', 'proghet',. 'priest', we.shall expect’
significant differences in the symbolism of these different persons:.
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thus, witches may lack certain attrlbutes that other huwans display,
and be thought to manifest powers not possessed by others, By detailing
this particular problem, hopefully attention will be drawn to an aspect
not sufficiently treated by the broadly functional approach to witch-
craft: namely, the full symbolic systems have not been mapped out for
vhat is probably a most important conceptual system in all cultures.
We have been to0ld, for instance, that a witch possesses 'supernatural
powers without being informed or what ranges of predicates are
ascribed in that culture to non-witches. 4nd if we fully constltute
- a 'person' £ie1dl3 out of the categories and discriminations made in
other cultures we shall perhaps be able to look more closely at the
classifications we ourselves make. For the particular purpose of this
paper, the image is of an 'ethical game': the person not only wrongly
called a 'witch' but also ripped out of context is only one piece on
a moral board. The moral game involves other pieces with varying speci-
fications of powers, and it is in this game that the separate problem
of witchcraft should.be 1ost. .

%

Notions such as 'ethlcal space' and "moral geometry may have
atruck some as metaphysical, but it prov1des a framework whose internal
boundaries may be empirically determined. It is a matter of ethnography
how many 'pieces' each culture puts upon the moral board and what
particular discriminations it makes between them. This variability will
be increased by virtue of the intersection of the two primary articu-—
lations I have discussed by other conceptual structures.

I stress the empirical nature of the task of determining the
articulation of moral space because much of the work already done
vhich has not made explicit the types of considerations I have discussed
here have fallen very far short of the required standard. One source
of this failure is undoubtedly the enormous influence of Evans-Pritchard's
brilliant Zande study on subsequent studies. Yet the Zande is only one
culture and there is no need to make their cultural configuration a
model for other societies; we must not simply assume that features of
their belief system will be found elsewhere,for this allows the Zande
monograph to dominate our thinking. Thus, if in one culture we have a
najor distinction between 'witch' and 'sorcerer' which is concordant
with 'psychic power! Mise of objects', 'unknow1nw'/'con301ous', and so
on, we must not simply assume this pattern will hereplicated elsewhere,
but must, by detailed study, attempt to compose the conceptual structure
of other cultures, That is,we must take each case as it comes. The
few excellent monographs we possess unfortunately tend to act as
structures into which other fieldworkers can without real thought slot
their, data: there is no telling how much we have lost in this process.

- . And, further, it would be an error in any case to isolate the pair

'w1tch'/'sorcerer' where this distinction does exist, for these two
categories and the nature of the opposition between them. get their

- sense only from the fullsystem of moral categories. Another caution

is algo in order in view of the possibility of our history providing
the category 'witcheraft! and so allowing the transmission of a whole
host of cultural terms for descriptive purposes. MNany have expressed
the 'witch'/'sorcerer' opposition in terms of the notions of tspirit!
or 'psychic! as opposed to 'material object'. In view of the complex
. theological history behind the term 'spirit' and the detritus of so
many -scientific epochs which has gone into our word 'matter', it may
be wondered how legltlmately these terus may be foisted onto . other
cultures, Ye can never be sure exactly how odd our. own categories of
thought are.
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One advantage of using the model of a moral field is that it
allows an empirical approach to 1nternal artlculatlon, another
gain perhaps arises in considering the * range 'of the moral space. :.
‘Above, I marshalled a set of moral pieces - ‘witch', ‘'sorcerer?,
‘'diviner', and so on whose analogues have been reported for many
cultures.” But it may be that the alien nature of these perons to our
own society will lead us intuitively to close off this area and thus
'to misrepresent badly the conceptual structure of other cultures,
With the idea of person categories; it is obvious that we can proceed
from these already stated to embrace 'king', 'mediator', 'chief’,
and many others. To say that we had passed from 'magical beliefs!
to the realm of 'politics' would be inappropriate for the view
of an articulated moral space will enable us to eliminate such ethno-
centric terms by focussing upon the culture's own congtitution of
moral space. For instance, among the Safwa (Harwood: 29, 137-8) it
is claimed that 'witchcraft' and 'sorcery operate in two types of
relationships -~ those of affinity (transactional) and those of descent
(1ncorporat1ve). Here one might be tempted to speak of two domains
'klnshlp and 'niystical beliefs' but in fact ve have two refractionsof
one larger systan.

In relation to polltlcs' this ought to be well known. Coomaraswamy,
" for example, presents the Indian theory of government as an instance of
the union of contrary principles, 'King'! and 'priest' are associated
with a whole series of conceptual distinctions,and government itself,
what one might have been tempted to isolate as a 'political'! sphere
is in fact merely one expression of a total ideological schene , 14
Hopefully the perspective I have here advocated for the dissolution of
‘tyitchcraft! may contribute to a much larger reshaping of anthropology.
The general point is that the particular linesof division within social
science departments in English universities do not necessarily provide
the appropriate schemes for segmenting other cultures. The remark is
obvious, though the chapter headings of our text books seem to deny it.
o * * * .

I have now sketched the framework of an articulated moral space,
and have briefly made some points about its.value and use. In the general
context of searching for relations between social anthropology, language
and philosophy, I should now like to make several more suggestions.
They do not follow from the "moral space', and they are 1n&eoendent of
one another. ~

Jinch, in 'Understanding a Primitive Society'! develops usefully
several notions to be found in the later work of Wittgenstein. e
might note (a) the close relationship between action and concepts since
concepts express our interests, and (b) that the task of understanding
requires not only grasping rules but also realizing the point of the
rules. Or perhaps in Hampshire's words: 'we have to explain types of
- discourse by reference to the institutions and forms of 5001al life
- with vhich they are aes001ated' (1970 14)15

Jvans-Prltchard's Zande book, written partly as a crlthue of
'LeVV—Bruhl has become promlnent in what has been called the 'rationality'
debate. It is cited in comnection with such issues as coherence and
falsifiability and used in discussion concerning the nature of science.
ThiS WOuld be the subject for a separatd paper. All I wish to say
here is ‘that through the exchange, science itself seems to grow more
like a primitive system of beliefs , for out of inductivism,  logical
positivism, Popperism, and the view of scientific change associated
with Kuhn, our ideas of 'fact!, 'evidence! and vhat it is to 'falsify’,
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‘and so on, have grown more mysterious. The wide disagreements within
“the philosophy of science are themselves gignificant. Furthermore,
‘there can be no total doubt in science, because certain propositions
must be held indubitable in order to :nossess the language to formulate
objectiong to others: talk of 'secondary elaborations' and 'circularity’
in the context of Zande beliefs ought not to obliterate those concep-

" tual features which scientific systems share with all products of human
thought. There is, unfortunately, a considerable reluctance to follow
‘up those connections sufficiently. As Habermas has argued (1972: 67)
positivism has destroyed epistemology, and science has achieved a
scientistic self-understanding which explores methodology but protects
science from genuine philosophic scrutiny. The problem of knowledge

is no longer raised because what ig knowledge is defined by the existence
and achievenents of science itself,

The idea I wish to develop from\M1nch is his stress upon *the
point' of the rules, for there is an obvious way in which Zahdé moral
notions are 'social' in which scientific systems are not: namely,
the relations between thought and action are differenti Zande moral
notions are clearly intimately related to the evaluation of action, and
perhaps it is in considering the relation of knowledge to interest
that we can grasp certain features of Zande thought.  We know that
Zande moral notions have a practical point, also that the system is not
really coherent, because there are questions an anthropologist could
raise which would have no interest for the Zande. That is, the
anthropologist could reveal 'conceptual symepses'; beliefs which are
not brought together; essentially, questions that are not ‘asked. These
problems are net real to the Zande because of the point of the rules,
because the relation their moral notions have with action deters them
from pushing their beliefs to their logical conclusions. Thus Zande
contend that witchcraft is hereditary and yet punish an individuval
witch. But this is a conceptuval feature of other systems of notiouns,
‘80 closely related to social life. Thus,in our culture, our psychology
tells us how nuch we are a product of circumstance, of the experiences
of early childhood and perhaps of heritable traits, and yet the law
punishes a culpable individual.l®6 Our own law, then, operates sig-
nificantly by not following uE certain causal relationships, and by
not asking certain questions. 1 :

A second idea relating anthropology and lanzuage which might
prove seminal is this, though we shall certainly here find our lack of
competence in technical linguistics an embarrasswent. Hare has argued
that religious utterances fall. somewhere between ethical discourse
and scientific assertions. Provided we do not make our language games
self-sufficient (accountln0 for diversity at the price of untrans—
latablllty) the idea of domains of discourse may prove useful. In

¥nglish, for instance, we have terms like 'good', 'right! and so on,
which do not behave like 'big' or.'red'. ‘e have a domain of ethical
- terms and a subject called specifically ‘moral’philosophy, and some
would argue the 'naturalistic fallacy' as a boundary matking the fact
that moral terms cannot be translated into natural terms such as
teffective!, 'useful' and so on. We have no reason to think that
other cultures will lack domains of discourse, and there may be lin-
guistic markers for them. By the behaviour of words, then, we may be
able to spot, let us say, a ‘moral logic' in. other cultures, which is
"to be recognised as a specific domain, just as in English we may not
‘simply recast moral assertions as scientific propositions. And this
view of a complex of domains of discourse,to be generated empirically,
may help us with some of our methodological problems. TIFor instance,
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the'rationality‘debate, articulated as it has often been round stark
contrasts such as pragmatic/expressive, liberal/symbolic, scientific/
mystical, technique/ritual, might be reformulated or dispensed with.
For if we replace these dualisms by overla;ping styles of meaning,

the task of understanding grows more difficult, but we might eliminate
 some falsely generated problems. Thus, if we can see all utterances

as falling between the poles of pure cognitive meaning and pure emotive
meaning (neither pole actually occupied by any utterance, and the

space between delicately structured by a whole host of discriminations)
then we shall werhaps avoid certain explanatory mistakes and conceptual
errors. : : .

For my last idea relating these problems in anthropology to language,
I turn to the idea of the 'performative utterance' associated with the
philosopher J. L, Austin., Ritual action is highly structured and in
certain actions, the spell in magic, for instance, language may be
central. Tambiah (1968 )18 has recently brought our attention to
this subject, but it is with Finnegan's article explicitly on perform-
atives that I shall begin., Her suggestion that such a perspective may
be useful in understanding religion is possibly true, but her observa-
tion that 'doing things with words' applies well to the Limba view of
speech, that in a pre-litcrate culture there is an acute awareness of
the force of speech (illocutionary and perlocutionary aspects, to use
some of Austin's terms) is surely very important.  But it also reminds
us that we know very little about other societies' beliefs concerning
language. If we are to understand ritual, for. instance, it will surely
be crucial to know whether a culture possesses a whole systém of beliefs
concerning speech and action. There is no reason to assume primitive
cultures lack a philosophy of speech, and if they are communication-
minded it is reasonable to expect they will themselves look upon speech
" as a paradigm of social exchange. . Unfortunately, in this most important
area, if its interests are already set, we can not expect a great deal
of help from sociolinguistics. Or it may be, as with other sciences,
in a prase which only temporarily prevents the asking of the really
significant problems, : ~

A performative uttcrance, essentially, is one in which to speak
is itself to perform an action, and not to state facts. Austin himself
(1958, 1962) stressed that the distinction between constative and
performative was not radical, but in witchcraft and other areas where
belief and action invelve the definition of situations and their re-
clasification we might perhaps gain something by looking at the per-
formatory aspect. Thus, Lienhardt,(1956: 327) says that in a sacrifice
‘the Dinka create the situation which they name; that is, there is not
here a statement of fact but the bringing about . of a socially defined
situation. In the Nuer ritual which severs ties which might be
sufficiently close for relations to be incestuous we have a performance
“of clarification or redefinitions Would speech in these circumstances
resemble the classical performative 'I name this ship x' which does not
state a fact but which itself is the act of naming? Such a performative,
as-an action,is neither true nor false, but happy or unhappy.19

I am myself not sure of the value of the performative utterance
as such; it might only deceptively solve problems., But Austin thought
his distinction constative/performative would be absorbed into a general
theory of speech acts, (see Searle: . 1965, 1969) and this is probably
‘the field of most interest. Exactly what contribution the work on
speech acts will make towards a semantic theory is not clear. But
perhaps .in the elaboration of the theory of speech acts anthropologists
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¥ill have an important role to play, for much of supposedly des«
criptive ‘'ordinary language phllosophy' has a highly intuitive and
culture-bound quality. Work on ‘speech acts' and ‘domains of discourse'
ought to be empirically based, ard this will involve comparative re-
search. After 2ll, in view of the total experience of humanity,
literate industrial cultures are-statistically very odd. It is well
to remember, as Macdonald puts it (1950) that cursing and casting
gpells are older uses of language than the making of dispassionate
gcientific statements. That broad view need not ve lost when anthropol-
ogists turn on themselves and realise that the scientific use of
language is in fact a good deal more complicated than most of its -
philosophers have assumed.
* . *
I have dealt in this paper with the specific problem of witch-
craft, but clearly my polemic has revolved round some of the largest
issues in social anthropology, including the nature of the discipline
itself. Spdce forbids my carrying the argument into the territory of
law and politics,20 so I shall conclude with some very general remarks.,

Fundamentally, two approaches to witchcraft, or two theories of
kinship, involve two very basic views of what anthropology is or might
be., It would be profoundly wrong to see the newer type of anthropology
as able only to transform limited areas such as kinship and symbolism
but forced to leave law, politics and so on unregenerate in the hands
of social science. The real division does not come between the subjects
anthropology studies, for the new style may apply to the whole territory:
the division ,rather,is between different anthropologists. Thus, we need
not assume the present coexistence of growth areas and areas almost
totally in the old style will be permanent, These latter areas simply
require the attentions of new style anthropologists. MNy blbliOgraphy
indicates wheré I think some 6f the important issues 1lis, and so where
I think some help might be found: the high proportion of works by nor«
anthropologists is significant.

In discussing witchcraft I have actually been cormending a whole
style of anthropology. Some will have found the paper wholly umsavoury
and will judge it metaphysical. So I ought to say that the philosophy
which I have used here has, above all, retreated from ambition and has
occupied itself with painstaking and minute conceptual investigations.
I hope, therefore, to the extent that this paper is philosophical, that
it will be seen as expressing a sense of complexity and misgiving,
and not the reverse. It is the hew style which envies the confidence
of those who have sought or proclaimed a 'natural science' of society,
functional laws, and the like. I have here eagerly sought in other
disciplines for 1deas which might enable us to advance to a mlnlmal
comprehens1on.f S

. Needham (1970) envisaged social anthropology dlslntegratlnb,
its fragments being swallowed by other .disciplines. This might indeed
happen, yet it is possible also that a judicious use of those other
disciplines may allow sufficient transfus1on for social anthropology to
remain alive. Lévi-Strauss has 1nv1gorated the discipline by looking
to language; there is perhaps still a lot of bold exploration to be
done. This paper has given expression to doubt concerning the value
of what we have already achieved; I cannot share the satisfaction of
those who regard our results as so stag cggering that we can now abandon
ambitious thought merely to polish up some minute region. The whole
landscape may change if we do enough work on the foundations. This
is to say, we must be humble enough to return to fundamentals. I
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shall end by indicating three problems. Let us suggest that anthro-
pology has as its object 'the social', has as its method the of
translation, and has as its main problem the question of ‘meaning'.
Let us now state the obvious: we do not know what 'meaning' -is;
there is no science of translationj and we do not-know what 'sociul'
neans. Perhaps we can entertain some hope, but I see no warrant
for a sense of satlsfactlon. : o :
Malcolm Crick’
Notes o
l. Ior a crivicism of the historical work, see Keynés (1972);

2. This paper originally embraced two styles in the study of witch-
~craft, law and politics, which, for reasons of ‘space, could not be
printed here. The witchcraft section itself has been mercilessly -
pruned. The study originated in reflection on the possible ways
in which linguistics and linguistic philosophy might aid us in
rethinking some..anthropological problems. I have not made a special
study of witchcraft, and I shall not judge the paper as worthless
if it merely serves to suggest ideas to others. The particular
topic of witchcraft seemed appropriate, among other reasons,
because the interest of Winch and MacIntyre in the work of Evans=-

_ Pritchard has been one way in which philosophy and our discipline
have already been brought into some type ol relationship. I am
very conscious of' the tentative and exploratory nature of this paper
and can entertain that it will, like the Muller paper (Crick: 1972)
soon appear to be thoroughly unsatisfactory. Others will perhaps
feel that the type of theology and philosophy for which the
Institute is by now infamous has its adherents in a younger
generation., Many general intellectual debts will be evident,
but I should be happy if this offering would remind others of the
work of that fine anthropologist David Pocock who was my first
tutor and to whom I owe a great deal.

':.3. For a fuller review of ASA 9 see Crick (1971); for . gagtra$1ons'
of paradigmatic writings see Ardeher (1971a).

[:4."The one exception, the article by S. F. lMoore,is the 4§&§F¢nterest1ng
" in the volume.’ Glucknan here publishes his 1064-5 Marett’ lectures
and opeus by wrongly naming the dedicatee; Robert Ranulph Marett.
I hope he will rectify his error.

5e 1 ought to emphasize that these caustic remarks concern sociology;
gociologie inspired Evans-Pritchard and continues to stimulate
those who are attracted to his style of anthropology.

6. Those who appreciate that Needham's work in 'klnshlp' has arisen
as much from the work of Durkheim and Mauss on class1flc¢t10n as
from Levi-Strauss! volume on elementary structures will realise
there is no incoherence in Needham's position here as a kinship
expert who denies the existence of klnShlp.

7. Similar considerations are 1nvolved in recent dlscuss1ons of the
word caste. See Dumont (1961) and Plut—hlvers (1971)
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I do not contend here that my remarks are absolutely alien to
other writing on witcheraft, but by making certain problems explicit
I hope to be able to start some fairly novel departures. I shall
not in the paper elaborate all that might be .said about the arti-
culation of a 'moral space'. Fairly obviously there will be a
hierarchy of articulations, and also discrepant structurings.
Also, the notion 'space' itself is problematic. It might simply
be that a picture of a semantic geometry holds us captive.
Waismann's open-endeduness is a recognisable advance on Frege's
image of concepts as clearly bounded spaces, yet the very spatial
imagery itself may be deceptive. From Jittgenstein's early
mirror theory of meaning it looks as if he was bewitched by a
spatial view of propositional structure corresponding to a real

‘spatial structure. But perhaps the juxtaposition of 'meaning'

and 'space! may prove seminal in this paper.

Anthropologists will find much of interest in Collingwood's
Autobiography. His contention that in philosophy and science there

is not just a succession of different answers to eternal problems,
but that the problems themselves change has been taken up by Kuhn.
His 'logic of questions and answers! has been discussed by ‘Jaismann.
lore importantly we should recall that Collingwood died in Oxford
only a few years before Evans-Pritchard took up his chair here.

If we look at his 1950 Marett lecture (his effective inaugural
lecture) the version of history he there discusses in expressing
his views on the nature of social anthropology is of the Collingwood
variety. Collingwood in his work on aesthetics makes reference to
the work of Lvans~Pritchard; in the light of the logic of cuestions
and answers it might be profitable to relate the Zande study of
1937 to some intellectual inheritance from Collingwood.

Douglas (1970) may be regarded as a contribution to the sociology
of knowledge. It opens up an intcresting field but I cannot see
tkat Bernstein's dualism of elaborated and restricted codes is a
very useful way in. The quality of ethnographical substantiation
will also have to be higher.

Dr. Heedham is currently worliing on the social organisation of
sentiment. It is a sad reflection that anthropology seems to
have left out mozt of the important problems.

A debt to Strawson will be evident here, though in my use of
'person' I should not like it to be thought that I am comienting
directly upon his work.

Unfortunately there is no space here to discuss the sources of this
idea of 'field!, The philosopher J. L. Austin used often to

elicit complex structures from ordinary discourse by constituting
a system of terms by working through a dictionary. The work of

the Gerinan field semanticists has been commented on by Ullmann,
Ardener (1971 b), Basilius, Bynon, Ohman, Spence and Waterman.

(see also Cassirer: 1945). The 'systemic' aspects of Saussurean
thought (valeur, constellation) are well known. I should briefly

‘mention that I have not here challenged the notion of 'meaning as

articulation' of which Lévi-Straussian structuralism is one version.
Since we do not know whot meaning is, it would seem wrong to dis-
cuss outright any approach simply because of a few defects.

Jithin linguistics itself the possibility of a structural aceount
of senantics is £ill an open issue, s0 1 would be less critical of
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Lévi-strauss than some, There remains the possibility of going
beyond the stark Buclidean nature of structuralism by refinement:
I hope that ideas of the ycrifeld and bedeutungsfeld may more
adequately capture the complexity of a semantic space. see
Lienhardt: 1951, for a remarkably modern treatment in this
context of 'apeth' and related Dinka notions).

See also the work of Hocart, who, incidentally, was looking
towards language as a source of models. In the two books in the
bibliograpvhy one can spot the idea of recounstruction deriving from
nineteenth century Indo-BEuropean philology, and also the linguistic
idea of breaking phenomena down to their simplest units. I have
cited Coomaraswamy on Indian government, but Africanists need not
feel they escape the force of these remarks. Sce Needham (1967)
on ‘'complementary. governance's. One of the more absurd aspects

of the old stvle political anthropology is that it is the anthro-
pologist himself who rips apart politice from religion or ritual.
If he must then search for some 'functional glue' to relate
ritual to the political system or to associate the political
structure with religious ideas, he has only himself to blame.

My remarks on the relation between thought and action and, Yhe
point of the rules', cannot, without important loss, be translated
into the functional langu.ge of sociology.

These renarks were extensively developed in the original paper as

a style of anthropological thought on law to contrast with the
older style content with 'jural sociology' or 'social control'.

I can here only sketch some of the points I would have made.

Many jurists have stressed that their investigations are 'practical!
and not 'scientific'. The very legal discrinination conditions/
cause is itself to be related to practical interests. Anthropologists
should investigate legal conceptual systems with Evans-Pritchard's
idea of morally relevant cause' in mind, for Bacon's mexim 'in

jure non remota causa, sed proxima spectatur' does nothing to
suggest the very peculiar status of 'causation' in legal philosophy.

I cannot expand on this point here,but even vhen the inquiry in-
volves such questions as 'mens rea' and so issues in the relation-
ship between thought, knowledge and intent, action and responsibility,
if a man can be declared a free agent then he becomes an isolated

and culpable individual and for practical purposes is surrounded

by a conceptual vacuum. Where the point of the rules is that

people 'get done', then each man is an island complete in himself.

Malinowski's view of speech:as action is anaspect of the pragmatism
which pervaded all of his work. The idea of meaning as ‘effect!

-.in 'context'! advocated in Coral Gardens and their Magic is grossly

defective as a. sewmantic theory. %e might see his resort to child
psychology to explain the 'magical power' of words as one mani=-
festation of those nineteenth century assumptions which lie
beneath much of his other worl. '

Perhaps the'performative'illumin@ﬁes some aspects of law, Thus,
when a verdict is delivered, a jury does not state that a man
committed x, it makes him guilty. For guilt is 2 social gefinition
and a man may be guilty or not quite independently of whether he
actually committed x. A verdict perhaps does not state a fact,

but performs a definition'. And a verdict is reversible only by
another legal performative utterance, (It should be added here
that J.L. Austin and the jurist H.L.A. Hart had many discussions

on philosophical and legal questions).
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I cannot give here any indication of the details of this dis~

ecussion, but it was articulated around the idea of two styles of
. ..anthropology. I have left in the bibliography some of the -
‘literature I had used in this discussion, which might indicate

some of the issues raised. .Some might think that transactionalism
hed already transformed polltlcs but I would urge them to read
Gledh111 (1971) for an excellent critigue of anthropolovlcal

tgame theory'. Admirers of Barth-Balley anthropolo 'y are also
required to assent to that conception:of the 'social' to be found
in Barth (1966). One could also absorb such seeningly un-
promising areas as demography irnto the scheme of 'two styles’'.

(See Ardener 1962, 1972, 1973 for the new style) Ideas such as
'folk~denography' or stressing the relatiouship of the classifying
process to 'nuwmbers' argues that a statistical flair is no sub-
stitute for intelligent thought. It does not oppose statistics,
50 is no Jjustification for remaining numerically illiterate. On
the other hand anthropologists by now should be aware of the pos-
sibilities of non-metrical precision. It is wost unfortunate
that it is only in the highcr realms of mathematics that one
realises that numbers themselves are conceptual systems. Since
it concerns problems of gystem and coherence, the work done on
Godelian formally undecidable propositions might prove interesting
to anthropologists. (See Godel's Proof (1959) by BE. Nagel & J.R.
NeWman.)
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Review Article’

AT

Language Use and Scocial Change, edited by V. H, Whiteley. Oxford
Uhxver51ty Press for the lnternational African Institute, 1971.

Language use is one thing, social change another, The title of
this book faithfully conveys its ambitlous aim, which is to character-
ise the theoretical and empirical problems of language use in areas
of social change. Here are collected the 22 papers given at the Ninth
International African Seminar at Dar Es Salaam in 1968, which had as
its title 'Social Implications of Multilingualism in Bast Africa', and
which was under the chairmanship of the late Professor ¥. H. Whlteley.
Now that these papers are in print, however, they have received a new
collective name -~ to suggest perhaps a generality of import, but alsc
to fit the mould of such titles as 'Language in Culture and Society'
(Hynes, 1964). The editor squarely 1dent1f1es his book in the tradition
of the socio-linguistic literature that began approximately around the
- time .of Hymes' collection;. suggestively he cordons off the papers that
are ‘'General and Theoretical Studies’ from those that are 'Emprlcal
Studies within Africa'.

. This book however is an attempt to stace out a special place for
the phenomenon of the multilingual person or community. Lambert puts
it well, albeit in extreme fashion.

'The bilingual child ... wmay well start life with the enormous
advantage of having a more open, receptive mind about himself
and other people, and he is likely to become especially sensi-
tive to and wary of ethnocentricism, ,..
'I believe that bicultural bilinguals ... and their children are
+ss» the ones most likely to work out & new, non-ethnocentric

- mode of social 1nturcourse which could be of universal sig-
nificance,"' - :

Maybe indeed the bilingual is the heuristic device par excellence

- for solving the world's preblems; neverthless, multilingualism within
the nation-state can itsélf create great problems that require the
attention of the professional politician., As Mosha explains,

*... the many problems ... relating to langusge ... must be
solved effectively in order to give the processes of national
- development a chance to succeed by providing the developlng
nation with: (a) an adequate system of linguistic communicge
tion, national identification, and consciousness, and (v) a
means to cultural unity.'

The scope of the enquiry, then, is very wide. Even the first
phonemic sounds a baby utters carry their own social significance in
such 2 situation., Everything about language, about language~and-culture,
somehow matters, has to be taken inte account. The disturbing result
is, in this book, an extraordinary inconsistency on the part of the
contributors to know what to put into the footnotes and what to leave
in the main body of the text. How much more so the inconsistency con-
cerning frames of reference, let alone some sort of theory.. The
crucial relationship between lancuage and (a) and (b) is nowhere properly
exanined and elaborated. How and under what sort of circumstances

~does a language ‘take off! into self=-sustained growth? If, indeed,
the job of the politiecian is to manipulate language usage and language
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loyalty, then the duty of the sociolinguist is to distinguish care-
fully government propaganda from the fruits of his own researches.
The studious evasion by tapplied linguistics! of such questions, and
of the insights of theoretical linguistics, renders much of its work,
as N, V. Smith says,l largely trivial,

In his Introduction to the volume Whiteley writes of language sur~
veys that are 'concerned to estublish the basic facts'; a body of facts,
however .cannot exist as a body, without a theory: the problem, then is
rather how to provide a methodological frame for all the 'facts' that
keep coming in, to establish a clear and consistent terminology which
is so patently wanting in this book. 'Sociolinguistics', writes Pride,
'studies the varied linguistic realisations of sociocultural meanings ...';
it studies the realisations, 'the facts'; rather than the process of
the Tunpacking' from the cultural idiom into language. Understandably,
certain facts are more equal than others, depending upon one's point of
view: a casual aside in one paper becomes the central theme in another,
or, more pertinently, the other way about. Does a bilingual, for example,
when in conversation with another bilingual (of the same two languages),
choose one of his two possible languages out of any special reasons?

- Parkin's whole vpaper is devoted to analysing How language choice may

be used to manipulate audience reaction at weak points in social struc-
ture (e.g. status differences at public meetings); Lambért in his
article on the psychology of TFrench-Canadian bilinguvals, faintly ack=-
nowledges the possibility of manipulating audience reaction in a couple
of passing comments. It is never clear to what extent respective authors
are aware of shifting the emphasis, now on this, now on that. Language
sensitivities, té take another example, are well-documented: Fishman's
advice to the researcher runs nevertheless: 'If language issues are not
particularly sensitive, he (the researcher) can ask directly by means
of a census-type approach'. (How sensitive? Can such curt asides on
central questions tell us anything?)

Once the researcher has collected his facts, it follows that
linguistic variations correspond to a sociocultural ieaning; hence
instead of labelling them by any suitable algebraic notation one announces
the language of power, the language of solidarity, informal language,
transactional language, and so on., Theassumption is that -language is
forever functionally gpecific, and manifestly functional at that; thus
where 'parameters' fail to account for variation within a particular
social setting or 'domain', a 'factor-anaLysis'_is super-added, the
notion of redundancy, it would seem, being 'out of the question. It
would appear that sociolinguists have reacted too sharply to the posi-
tion of the transformationalist grammarians: Postal's view? that 'There
is no more reason for languages to change than there is for automobiles
to0 add fins one year and remove- them the next' derives from a2 view of
language as a body of rules where the loss of a rule or the addition of
a rule that would produce linguistic change is a formal but essentially
a quite arbitrary matter. However the sociolinguistic converse is
equally narrow - language 1s seen as so totally embedded in social
reality that it cannot undergo change purely from factors within the
system but only from systematic alternations between linguistic and
sociolinguistic mechanisms.4 By placing language back into society,
total explicability, it is felt, is nearer to being achieved.

There is a good deal of information in the book on the relation
between ‘specific languages and specific cultures. Thus for example
Barbara Neale begins her paper with the declaration: 'Any study of the
Indian Community (in Nairobi) is an exercise in componential analysis,
where language ... and other cultural characteristics are used to define
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the individual....' Similarly Abdulaziz attributes 'its Bantu-based
.culture! as an 'extra-linguistic factor which has given Swahili its
great assimilating power in East Africa.' He continues: 'The language
is therefore not just a vehicular lingua franca. It is an important
factor for establishing cultural, social and political values amongst

its interlocutors'. Speaking English in Tanzania during the colonial
era implied adoption of a 'Black European' mentality and the rejection
of indigenous cultural values, we are told. Values are always difficult
to handle, justify and define even at the best of times, but in the
hands of the sociolinguists they have supreme explanatory power:

'... present-day values in Kenya tend to polarise along the axes
of modernity and msuthenticity, and the linguistic exponents of
these are English and the local language respectively, with
Swahili occupying an intermediate position, offering something
of authenticity and something of modernity.' (Whiteley).

The difficulty of establishing absolute criteria to demarcate languages
distinct from dialects means in practice that it is often the politician's
. stooge at the national Language Academy who decides which linguistic
realisations match which sociocultural meanings; language is commonly
used to manipulate the feelings of speakers in terms of their closeness
wlth or distance from speakers of related languages or dialects: those
men who 'standardise' languages demarcate, as Southall's article is

at pains to show, linguistic boundaries and discontinuities that may
never have existed previously. Terms like 'cultural vitality' and
'group's sense of identification' are the standard catchwords here.

The total failure in Whiteley's book to distinguish the official

view from the 'situation on the ground' is typified in the article by
Joshua Fishman, who treats as his starting-point the variety of elite
views on language problewms; . he bases a detailed typology on 'locally made
(and unmade)' interpretations of 'perceived' national traditions without
going into who makes the interpretations and how. Even however assuming
that one is interested in the 'facts' rather than the process, if one
wants to understand a language situation, elites are a bad place to
begin: consider a comparison of what the Irish elite has to say about

the importance of Gaelic with what the British elite has to say about the
importance of Welsh. Curlously, though, Fishman does indicate in a
footnote that there might be 'prolonged functional fallures' of policies
implemented by elites. It would be interesting to know how language
would represent cultural values in such a situation. Neither the Basque
nor the Breton. case, to take two obv1ous examples from Europe, are
however mentioned in the book.

~ Another way 1nto,the problem is to be found in the articles
written by those contributors with educational interests. Lambert's
views on the potential of bilinguals to move toward non-ethnocentric
modes of behaviour have been quoted abov¥ej Southall, in a detailed
article cn cross-cultural semantic themes in East Africa - SOCBOllngulSthB
of a very different kind from that found elsewhere in the book
concludes that such themes are emlnantly suitable for use as a class~
room device for. teachlng East Africans about ‘themselves., Robinson,
however, in an exposition in the tradition of Basil Bernstein, is yet
another kind of sociolinguist: he rightly finds that by studylng the
varied linguistic realisations of sociocultural meanings one is doing
little more than establishing correlational links between language and
culture without examining how and why non-linguistic markers function
alongside with comparable significance. Instead, RoblnSOn shows how
a 'restricted’ COde in language actually generates specific patterns
. of perception for a stable sub-culture within a society, and is hence
functional rather than dysfunctlonal in society. Joan Maw, writing
about her teaching experiences in Uganda, complains of the traditional
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but misguided assumption implicit in educational policy in Africa that
the indigenous languages are in the position of the 'restricted!

code; in colonial times there was a functional purpose in confining the
natives to knowledge of the 'restricted' code. only - and hence Lugard's
philosophy for Northern Nigeria, quoted by Mazrui: 'The premature
teaching of- (the) Bnglish (1anguage) +os inevitably leads to utter dis-
respect for British and native ideals alike, and to a de-nationalised
and disorganised population.' Such insights may well prove most
valuable for a sociolinguistic contribution to social history.
Ironically, though, we do not. get in this booL even some attempt to
make correlations: we are left with cryptic comments like those of
Fishman '... different patterns of dress, of diet, of recremtion, and

" of education may coexist within one and the saue speech communlty' with=-
out further elaboration. Similarly Gorman decides that ' ... a very
marked shift in language behaviour takes place ... as children grow
older!, telling us nothing mcanwhile on how this might correlate with
non—lin uistic political or socigl change. In this boolk language
remains one thino, social change another.

This. division of labour can prejudice the results of the linguistic
analysis no less than it can the conclusions concerning the nature of
‘cultural values. Abdulaziz, fo¥ example, shows in vulgar lMarxist
fashion that it was an 'egalitarian-centred interpretation of culture!
for the 'broad masses of people in Tanzania' that in fact encouraged
Swahili as against the 'swall urbsan elite (reading and writing European
lanauages) vhogse way of life may have little in common with the rest
of the population'. Hence when he comes to describe Inglish and Arabic
loan-words in the language, he says of them that they are 'fully
Swahilized in their phonological form', whereas we can see from the
article -by Mosha that linguistic assimilation of foreign loan-words
is a complicated process about which it is hard to generalise. The
article by Fulass makes a similar error, but in the opposite direction.
Amharic, he tells us, has been obliged to borrow great numbers of
foreign words that deal with 20th~century technological artifacts;
these words are so numerous that they actually confuse rather than
assist communication: !'The reader or listener is bewildered by his
inability to understand texts or speeches in Amharic;' in a footnote
he continues, 'This is not because of little education. Even university-
educated speakers have such complaints.' Tulass proposes a competent
Ethloplan body that would instead coin new words from existing Amharic
roots., Iis comments and his proposal indicate, however, the common
notion in this book of sociolinguist as political commentator rather

han as abstract theorist. For the social change incumbent upon the
importation of alien words and ideas necessarily involves the specialist
purveyor and interpreter (it is a common fact that loan-words do’ not
mean the same thing in their now linﬁuistic home as they had done in
the language from which they have been boirowed - hence the tfaux amis'
and the occasional mistranslations even amongst professional politicians);
. and the linguistic exponent of this is the development of new linguistic
varieties, or registers (can the average English native-speaiier properly
be sail to 'understand' legal language, ostensibly in his own 'language'?6)
The piece-meal approach of Fulass' analysis, which concentrates on lexis
~alone, cannot eifectively convey what happens to language in moments
of social change by merely broaching a list of foreign terms that some-
how need to be 'assimilated' into the language. German newspapers,
for example, contain quantities of loan-words from English that are
rarely heard in conversatlon.' Why? Fulass' view is that borrowing
should only be 'seriously’ entertained’ (by whom-?) when 'certain elements
of the cognitive,. aesthetic, religious, philosophic, etc., aspects of
the culture in which IL (languages of the industrialised nations) is
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spoken'. It is. almost as if he is excluding the possibility of social
change when he writes (presumably without the German case in mind),

'We can now speak of the existence of a terminological - and conceptual -
gap between the societies (sic) in which IL and OV are spoken.'

The scope of soclollngulstlcs has been 1dent1f%ed by at least
one writer (Dell Hymes) as the 'ethnography of speaking'’; that the
phenomenon of the borrow1ng of foreign loan-words into a language
cannot be comprehensively described by sole reference to face~to-face
interaction however, is evident from the article by Mosha, who indicates
that besides such motives as style, the need to differentiate within a
semantic field, or the need to distinguish homonyms, there are other,'
social factors that activate it, such as membership of a given :
occupatlon, the prestige of the source language, and the extent of
native literacy. Too close attention to speech and face-to-face
interaction alone overlooks the role of channel, the mode in which
language is transmitted (e.g. written or broadcast), which in turn
has its registers (e.g. letter, newspaper or journal, TV or radio);
Mosha notes that linguistic assimilation of foreign words can be
tied up with the social pervasiveness of the denotator of the word
~in question. Ideally, then a sociolinguist should study both thlngs,
but in this book there is no case where this has been done.

Part of the problem is that between the flaps of this book are
represented the views of people from widely divergent academic back-
grounds who are merely gathered together in order to express themselves
on the subject of language, and who do not identify themselves con-
sistently as 'sociolinguists' - and this is true for most major
collections of essays that are considered to be contributions to 'the
field'; anothér part of the problem, which is concomitant with the
first, is that concerning methodology there are, as admitted in the
Introduction, 'gross differences'. This criticism cuuld be muted some-
what vere the contributors aiming themselves at formulating the most
powerful generalisations, as hinted at in the éditor's subdivision of
the papers into general and theoretical studies on the one hand, and
empirical studies within Africa on the other. However the case of
multilingual Switzerland is not mentioned once in a book which purports
~ to discuss the social implications of multlllnguallsm, and terminological

usages are so idiosyncratic as to confound rather than clarify. Thus
for example Southall has 'single-language clusters' and Nida 'speech
~area', whatever they may be; the unexplained notion of language 'simpli-
fication' is used by Fishman and others as 'assisting' the spread of
;'vehlcular languages, and the expressions 'structure’ and 'group'

remain totally unexamined in the book, although many contrlbutors Seem
happy to rest their hypotheses upon such shadowy entities. Hence the
feeling referred to above, that much of such work cannot Ye anythlng
but tr1v1al.

. In this connectlon the hlgh value attached to the questionnaire
‘as one of the most reliable discovery procedures is I thlnk open to
~ serious doubt. There are several problems involved, The first is’
that questlonnalres ignore what Parkin calls folk assumptlons in his
~article, or the difference between what people say and what people say
‘they say (more on this point below); Gorman in fact -recognises this
problem but has no suggestlons to make. The second problem is that
within the book there is a large measure of dlsagreement as to what is
_ actually to be put into the questionnaire: in Fishman's crude door=to-

. door language census there is the question 'Can you understand a conver-

sation in'English', whereas Berry puts in rather 'How well do you
understand languageX?' and then follows this up with seven questions
that refer to the use of X in seven different kinds of situation.
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However even this latter more sophisti-.ated type of questionnaire does
not talze into account a third problem, noted by Robinson, namely that
different people see languagss (in gencral) as being useful for dif-
ferent things; hence children's answers to 'wh' questions (who, when,
why, what, étc.) vary as to mode of answerand to amount and type of
information offered; however Laibert's research, based on responses
to texts read aloud, gives us no information.as to their semantic
content. A fourth objection rests upon doubt as to whether a chlld
could actually answer Gorman 8 questlon ‘ :

Y'he child was as\ed to - 1ndlcate whlch languages various members
of his family could speak, write, read or understand gad to

rate their 'proflclency 1n each node of use along four-point
scale. :

Children, it will be seen, do not in a multilingual enviromment avpear
to understand much about adult language differences or allegiances, so
it is hard to grasp what Gorman expects from such questioning. It seems,
lastly, that Gorman implicitly- recognises the limitations of the question-
naire method in his espousal of such 'other information considered to be
relevant' as teachers' assessments of children's language attainments.
Indeed, over-attention to the statistics involved, to the charts which
are the end-product, plus the problems that surround saupling universes
may well obscure the nature, or rather the description, of the-language
habits of bilinguals. The quantitative approach may be of use in
epigraphy or -in the study of medieval manuscripts, but for face-~to-

face interaction it hardly seems the most suitable technique.

The use by Parkin of the methods of social anthropology success=-
fully shows that the Robinson-Bernstein elaborated-restricted code
duet oversimplifies the nature of social stratification, particularly
"on the question of how much mobility there is between strata. The
gsociolinguist as political commentator must avail himself of such methods
if Robinson is right when he says that 'any educational system controlled
by the high-status groups will be designed to preserve the status-quo.'
The situation with the methods of linguistics looks rather different,
however: as Robinson points out, transformational analyses of telaborated’
code users are probably not going-to be able to predict validly the
language capacity of ‘'restricted' code users. Curiously enough,
Chomskyan technigues and terminology appear now and again in the bhook,
- but-with some intriguing mutations (read 'mutilations'): Fishman and
- Gooper distinguish language proficiency from language usage in an attempt
presumably to give their work the airs .of-Chomskyan respectability by
paralleling the latter's competence and perfommance distinction, but
how they can justify that ‘reading' falls into the former category
wheréas 'spedking -falls into the latter remdins a mystery. Again,

' Gumperz and -Herhandez describe some 'selection.constraihts' that operate

in+the speech of bilinguals who switch languages in mid-sentence, such
“that *he era regador (he was an irrigator) are ruled out as 'impossible'.
" Is this deep structure or surface structure? Are they distinguishing
_competence from performance? 'Can performance’ features, like slips of

" the tongue, 1nterruptlons, noise, etc. result in bilinguals uttering
such 'impossible! sentences? One is left with the impression that the
~eclectic frames of reference dotted about the book satisfy the authors
on the criterion of thoroughness, but in practice it is only misleading,
counter-productlve, and, agaln, trlvial.

What, then, can be done?” Uhat can be done in order to avoid
" committing 'the field' to that sort of 'reality' where a valid contri-
bution consists of (as in the case of one article in the book) the mere
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‘ arrangement on a chart of the various languages that elite families

in the Cameroons used when visited by the 5001011ngu1st at dinner-
parties. To avoid being trivial it is necessary to develop a con-

- ceptual apparatus that can compare whole systems; it must be able to

- account for apparent negative cases, so that we camnot sympathise with
Nida who found that the resurgence of the Guarani language in Paraguay
had to be dubbed 'an apparent exception'. Sociolinguistics is st%ill
“uncertain .on -the level. of observational adecuacy; it has made few

steps in descriptive theory, let alone shown a preoccupation with univer-
- sals; its handling of etics is at best awkward. The best parts of the
book ,however, are those that deal more or less with emic considerations,
and it may be that emics per se could direct sociolinguistics at this
stage more coupetentlv than other approaches.

The artlcle by Mazrui starts with the questlon to what extent do
nembers of a speech-community see their language as integral to cultural
cohesion, in this case the 'Iglamic languages' Of_AlflCJ. Although

-Mazrui appears t6 -believe that the latter languages are iuntellectually
more - advanced than their pagan neighbours' - begging the philosophical
question whether language as a medium of communication can suitably
‘convey the potent mysteries of religion =~ his discussicn of Arab

sattitudes to their language is otherwise valuable. The Prophet was

" the divine ventriloqguist fin the holy Arabic tongue, -hence Moslems believe
in.its total inimitability, and also that English, the language of the
missionary schools in British Africa, enjoyed a similar status in

‘Christianity = this is what prejudiced Moslems against learning English,
retarding their 'involvement. in this wave of modernity'.

. This kind of analysis throws new light on the importance of the
questionnaire that.asks, '"Jhy do you want to learn language X?' If
language figures prominently in a society's cultural: goals, the answer
‘to the latter question may well reflect a folk-sociolinguistics, as it
were, namely how the spegech~community sees itself in relation to the
 outer llngulsulc vorld, rather than reflecting any ‘objective!,
absolute, etic considerations. .:uestionnaires may have $o be treated
.a8 statements only about what people say they say, and not otherwise,
as is generally thé case in this volume. The analysis of foreign loan-
word borrowings into-a langua e (lezls is in general over-emphasised in
this book, :to the detriment of other elements of language) presupposes
“the notlon of forelgn-ness, but this is- no absolute matter.

'Chlldfen from deep rural areas often do npt reallse before going
.to school that they are speaking or mixing up two different
‘languages. This is’due to absence of such socio-cultural cor-
‘relates aslwould,mafk one form of speech with a particular

racial or mother—tongue group. loreover, tolerance to language
shift and mixing is often high and involves the whole community.
At school (however) there is the least: tolerance to language
shift, and children are at once made aware of the fact that there
" are -two separate languages involved,' (4bdulaziz)

FEere the notion 0f tolerance to language shift enters as a crucial
variable; diffcrences between: languages do not necessarily exist as
such but vary through space and time according to the demands of the
cultural environment. In another, example (taken from: Alexandre's
article), perents exercise. their tolerance to language snlft along the
space dimension::
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';.. The choice (of African vernzcular or French) ... is, in many
cases, fully coascious and motivated: when living in an African
milieu parents make efforts to use Freuch, when living in France
to use the vernacular. In the first case they intend to train
their children for maximal effieiency at school, in the second
cagse they try to preserve their sense of natlonal (trlbal)
1dent1ty whlle 11v1ng abroad.,'

The close nutual 1nteractlon between language and culture in the sense
outlined above implies that statements about 'language wurity', for

example, have little meaning in themselves: Andrzejewski insists that
the average Somali is: a language purist who would denand the dismissal
of a broadcaster who used too many loan-words; 24 pages later we find
Mosha. insisting that Huganda are not purists concerning their language.
If this is so, then, language would appear to funétion &iffercatly in
these two societies, to have dlfferent structural relatlonshlps w1th
other culuural OPoals.

The artlcle by Gumperz and Hernandez -on the phenomenon of bilingual
code-switching exhibits some of the features of functionalist socio-
linguistics that I have been criticising. By starting out with the
idea that a language shift serves functionally within a conversation,
and by proceedlnv with the idéa that (for two Mexican Americans in
conversation) Bnglish is 'normal' and ummarked, they arrive at the point
where they consider that the Spanish words used convey’ a 'social strategy'.
Idiosyncrasy ond momentary inclinations are ruled out, so the occasional
Yiddish interjection in the speech of some Ameorican Jeys is dubbed as
a 'stylistic ethnic identity marker' — without any attempt to study the
Jew's or the Spaniard's ttltude to tolerance of language shift, but
rather finding such utterances as des serving a label because they deviate
from 'standard’ speech. One wonders.how they would handle foreign
loan-words in early staves of dss1m11at10n. Their position, indeed,
has all the evidence of oelﬂg a one—to-one view of the relatlon between
langusge and culuure.8 »

Multlllnguallsm, ‘as the editor tells us at the end of his
Introduction, preceded Westernisation 1n.Afrlca, g0 it cannot be the
“eritical factor in such aspects of social change as the d1s00nt1nu1ty
between generwtlons that sees kin ties becoming saallower. It is not
in fact clear ‘from this book whether multilingualism as- such is even
a valid construct at all, particularly as the editor also feels that

'In the sense that functional SOGCificity of language variants
to particular domains or settings is a fact of social life any-
where, thien- the multilingual societies of Africa differ in degree
but not in kind from monollnwual 5001et1es.,

If this is S0, where then to begln the analysis, if the conceptual
apparatus needed for the enquiry into multilingualism is to require no
special tools? Certainly not with prophecy - that is best left to the
professional politician, though it seems the scholar is sorely tempted,
as this book well attests. Nor with its converse back into time, with
hlstory, Polome's commént  that 'The linguistic situation in Lubumbashi
is a clear reflectlon of the historical growth of the town under the
colonial regime' may well be true, but diachronic relutions cannot help
sociolinguistics much until its synchronic house can be put in order.
Starting-points used to expedite the latter vary -in the book within a
wide range: Southall starts with cross—cultural semantic themes, Parkin
with situvations, Neale ethnic groups, (hence she is interested in
tlanguage dlstrlbutlon') Robinson linguistie codes, Fishman elites,
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Lambert with psychological membership groups and sympathetic
orientations, Criper and Ladefoged with levels of political
administration. No-one, incidentally, has yet published a
testing of Bernstein's hypothesis in Africa. This wide variety

of academic language poses some problems of mutual 1ntelllgib111ty,
since there seems little a priori agreement on what is a
sociolinguistic statement; Alexandre confesses hls work is based
upon material culled from informants who, he says, told him what
they thought he wanted to hear in order 'to humour my own
preJudlces' : -

on the question of how to overcome the problems created
by academic diversity in a field in whlrh members from a,number
.of disciplines are interested, but who somehow cannot agree wih
each other in such a way as to.make.it here impossible to
. compare results or produce:, wide generalisations or unlversals,
it is worth drawing attention to the fact that in order to conceal
the nature of many research projects as being merely attempts at
the correlation of language and culture, 'the field'! is justified
post rem as being essentially '1nterd1sclpllnary . Fishman has
some amazing proposals to colleect people from different d1sc1pllnes
to contribute to this 1nterdisc1p11nary subaect whlch he says,
no single discipline can describe adequately. Methodologically
‘the virtue of such a many-sided approach would be that it would
be able to indicate 'areas of interdisciplinary overlap as well

- as uniqueness'. Far, however from showing signs, as Flshman

would assure us, that it is Bufferlng from an overdose of
'disciplinary redundancy', soc1ollngulstlcs, as represented in.

this book, is trying to pose a totally new question, different

from the preoccupatlons of other d1sc1plines. The borrowing of

an idea or two from another discipline more often than not leads

no further than to a ratification of one's own entrenched p051t10n
_rather than to an attempt to 1ntegrate them methodologically

at a high level of abstract generalisation. Thus Bernstein has
been gquoted and used in this book, rather than tested or

integrated. -But at this stage in the development of. sociolinguistics,
. use must consciously be made of the methodologlcal premises of

- related fields: thus if Gumperz and Hernandez say 'Social- structure,
like syntax, aids in the interpretation. of sentences’ they are
really required to follow the analogy through and see whether in

~ fact social structure functions in the sentence in any fashion

that would make sense to a linguist, quite apart, that is, from

the need to develop ways of talking about social structure as

one can about noun phrases and verbal complements. Indeed,can
soclolinguistics prOV1de us with a new type of phoneme?

How a new d1501pline comes to be born may well be a matter
‘of gestation. In this sense this book is a valuable contributory
seed, however the infant has already, prematurely, been named
with the device of academic teknonymy which perhaps adds .an insult
to abortive injury. The umbilical cord is seen to be cut in
the moment when authors begin only to'quote each other and
gradually to close themselves off from the intrusions of the. .
outer academic world. This haszﬂready happened, which is what :
-gives one the sense.of the abortion. The parents are nonetheless
easy to identify, and so it is saddening that Professor Whiteley.
was cut down so suddenly last summer that he did not live to see
the offsprlng hopefully growing in the future 1nto a creative maturlty.

Jonathan Webber.
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(1) See: N.V. Smith, Bulletin of the School of Oriental
and African Studies, London, vol. XXXV, 3, 1972; p. 633,
(2) J.B. Pride, in J. Lyons (ed.), New Horizons in

Linguistics, 19703 p. 301. ’

(3) P.M. Postal Aspects of Phonological Theory, New

York 1968, page 2833 quoted in J. Gumperz and D. Hymes
(eds.), Directions in Sociolinguistics, 1972 p. 516.

(4) Details of this theory of language change can be

found in William Labov's artlcle in Gumperz and Hymes
(eds.), p. 516~38.

(5) I am thinking of the dlstlnction made by Ardener in

E.W. Ardener (ed.), Social Anthropology and Language,

ASA ‘vol. 10, Tavistock 1971; p. lxxvi - lxxvii.
"(6) For the notion of register consult Halliday, McIntosh
and StreVens, The linguistic Sciences and Language Teaching,
London 1964, ch. 4; reprinted in Joshua A. Fishman (ed.),
‘Readings in the Soc1olog¥ of Languag;,Mouton 1968, PP 139-
169, especially pp L49-156. :

(7) Hymes' original article on this is to be found in Gladwin
and Sturtevant (eds.), Anthropology and Human Behaviour,
" Washington D.C., AnthrOpological Society of Washington 19623
reprinted in Fishman (ed.), p.99-138.

(8) Gumperz and Hernandez did however discover in the course -
of their research that in the Mexican~American case English’
was generally used to introduce new information, whereas
Spanish provided 'stylistic embroidery to amplify the

speaker's intent'. If generally valid, this could constitute

a valuable sociolinguistic contribution to theoretical
linguistics within the framework of the approach of Halliday
to be found in his article in Lyons (ed ); p.141-65,

esp. . 143. o . ‘ :
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Social Anthropology and the Uld Testament ~

Present, Past and Future.

The Old Testament is a collection of books which can be studled
from several angles. Apart from its obvious ‘interest to theologlans
and historians of religion, it is the major source for knowledge
about the ancient Hebrew language, ancient Hebrew Tiistory and law,
and ancient liebrew social. life and institutions. loreovor, while in
practice some scholars have become spécialists in only one or .two of
the latter areas mentioned, it is obvious that the theolosian or
historian of religion caunnot afford to ignore any of these areas of

gstudy.

Yet for all that the 0ld Testament is the major source for knowledge
about the ancient Ilebrews, its evideunce is fragmentary to such a degree
that it can often only be elucidated with the help of neighbouring -
disciplines, that is, by mocans of a comparative method. Biblical
Hebrew, for exauple, represents oaly a small proportlon of the Hebrew
that was spoken and written between 1200 and 200 B.C. (the approx-
imate ranse of 0ld Testawent liter ture), and it has. long ‘been the
prnctlce for languages releted to Hebrew to be used in the 1nter—
is much about Blbllcal Hebrew tnat 1s,not known. .In the ‘gphere of
history, the 0ld Testament evidence is fragmentary because the 01ld
Testament writers selected only certain events for theological comment
and ignored the rest, or because the events were the subject of re-
interpretation and re-fashioning in the light of ancieant Israel's
subsequent faith and worship. In this area, much help has been galned
from our hnouledge of ancient Hear fastern hlstory. :

The fragmentary nature of the Wltness of the- Old Testaﬂent to the
life of ancient Israel is the essential basis for understanding why, at
various times in its history, 01d Testament study has shown an interest
in Social anthropology. [For while modern Social Anthropology has
Genied that its job is to reconstruct the history of man's social
institutions and beliefs, this was certainly not true of those specu-
lations and enquiries about man in community which were the necessary
forerunncrs of Social Anthropology, and which I shall also designate as
Social anthropology for thie sake of convenience in this essay. A
discipline which claimed to be able to reconsiruct the history of the
rnontal, religious and social developneat of mankiné was obviously very
attractive to scholars studyving as fraguentary a source as the 0l1d
Testament. On tlie other hand, the more Social Anthropolosy denied
tiat its job wag to nale such reconstructions, the less attention was
paid to it by 01d Testament scholars., In what follows, I shall sketch
briefly some of the important points of contact between 01ld Testament
study and Social Anthropology, and I shall comment on the present
state of relations between the two disciplines and suggest future
possible developments.,

The modern period of 0ld Testament study began roughly in the
second nzlf of the eighteenth century; and although scholars working
prior to this period had shown an interest in Social Anthropology, the
beginning of the modern period saw the first attempts to think carefully
about irethodology. The scholar most directly responsible for this was
the G8ttingen orientalist Johann David MNighaelis (1717 - 1701).
Michaelis was an avid reader of the accounts of travellers and the like
in the Near iast, as well as in areas including North America, and
liongolia., He was early convinced, however, that such accounts were
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largely not the work of trained observers, and that a properly-

trained expedition to the liear Last would shed light on the 01d
Testament in a way that the usual accounts of travellers and
missionaries did not. Accordingly, liichaelis urged the learued world
of liis day to mount a scholarly expedition to Arabia, and he was
rewarded with success when King Frederick V of Demmark agreed to provide
the necessary patronage and finance, The expedition set out for arabia
in 1761, and in the following year, lichaelis published one hundred
questions wiich he had addressed to the expedition.l

The expedition consisted of five membirs - a professor of
Oriental languages, a professor of Boiany, a doctor, a painter and
a surveyor., Its aims included the study of the flora of parts of
Arabia, the study of Arabic dialects, and the observition of the
customs and social life of Arabs in those parts of Arabia which were
thought to ave been most free from foreign influence. This latter
aim wouvld, it was hoped, be of particular value for understanding
social life in Cld Testament times. This is not the place to record
the adventures of the expedition, which was characterised by fearful
claslies of personality, and the tragic deaths of four out of the five
participants, Only the surveyor, Carsten Wiebuhr, survived to complete
as nuch as he could of tie expedition's work, but his achievement was
remarkable. ‘Thsreas he might easily have been written off as the least
scholarly member of the expedition and therefore the least fitted to
bring its wori to completion, it was he who was most ready to learn how
to adapt to the alicn conditions in which he found himself, hile his
two professorial colleagues uwere concerned to raintain a rivalry with
each other, and a superiority over the other members of the party, and
especially over the 'natives', Wiebuhr gained suffiicient Imowledge of
Arabic dialects (he had begun %o study Arabic under Michaelis in
G8ttingen), and gained sufficient sympathy with informers to be able
to elicit valu.ble infornation.2 :

The anthropological presuppositions underlying the expedition
are obvious. ¥First, there was the idea of the 'changeless desert!
which could sowmehow nreserve a people in a state of social equilibrium
provided that there was no-outside influeiice. Second, there was
the notion that if Arab tribesmen could be found whose material culture
reseinbled, for example, that of the 0ld Testament patriarchs (Abraham,
Iszac, and Jacob, as described in Genesis), then inferences could also
be made from the one to the other about social institutions, and even
religious belief, These presuppositions have survived into modern
01d Testament scholarship; but if, from the point of vieiww of modern
Social inthropology, these presuvpositicns were highly ruesticnable,
Fiebuhr, and before him Michaelis, already perceived souctumb of the
importance of what later came to be called fieldwork.

In the preface to one of nis accounts of the expedltlon,3
Niebuhr stressed that the tragic loss of life th~:t had been exyzrienced
should not deter subsequent expeditions. Death had occurred because
sone of his colleagues had been reluctant to adopt the 'native' diet
and way of life; they had wanted to live in western fashion in the
east. liebuhr further stressed the need not only to lkunow the language
and. to win the confidence of informants, but to listen to them without
any preconceived criticism drawn from the listener's own religious or
cultural background.

In the wake of Niebuhr's successful work, there was renewed
interest in materials frowu the east which misht illuminate the Bible.
liany accounts of travels in the east from before the time of the
Danish-sponsored expedition were published in works such as Paulus's
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Samplung® and there was a re-publication in German of the boolk by L.
alrvieux (1635 = 1702) Voysge fait par ordre du Roy Louis XIV dens

la Palestine which had first appeared posthumcusly in 1717.7 Lrvieux's
book, which originated from soize twelve years spent in the Palestine
area from 1653 ~ 1665, had been noticed by lMichaelis, who had also
recognised its value for the interpretation of the 01d Testanent.
Question 58 of the questions addressed to the expedition had asked
its members to check the accuvracy of Arvieux, and liebuhr had given a
favourable reply. If Hiebulir gave approval to a book that went back
to the mid-seventeenth century, but which was to influence the 01d
Testament research of tihe late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, pewvleps its influence was excusable, But the same could nét
be said for many of the accounts that appeared in Paulus's Samalung,
soue of them being accounts going back to the sixteenth century, and
provided by missionaries and similar 'coumitted' observers., It would
seem that the lessons pointed by Niebuhr about how best to obtzin
objective inforumation were slow to be learnt. The anthropological
theor: underlying the vhole enterprise was nowhere better expressed
than in the preface to the new German edition of Arvieux. This

book, said the editor, 'accurately portrays the customs of a people
that has vpreserved the pastoral, nomadic way of life of its ancestors,
Abrahaii, Isaac and Jacob in a pure form, and free from foreign
customs', '

-In the second half of the eighteenth century there was quite a
different, but nevertheless equally important, use of theories based
on anthropology in the interpretation of the 0l1d Testament. The fons
et origo was once more GBttingen, where the classicist, Christian
Gottlob Leyne (1729 - 1812) put forward a theory of mythopoeic thoughti
Basing himself on accounts such as Carver's Tri.vels through the interior
parts of Horth America, lieyne argued that Greek myths should be under—
stood as the procduct of primitive, and thus earliest, man's attempt to
understand and describe the workincs of nature.7 Heyne's tlicories
were applied to the interpret.tion of Genesis 3 by the orientalist
Johenn Gottfried Aichhorn (1752-1827), himself a pupil of both Heyme
and lichaelis.8 iccording to Zichhorn, the story of the 'fall' of man
in Genesis 3 was a genuine account of the experiences of the first
man and woman.2 They had lived in a garden, but had become awvare of
the dangers of a certain tree because animals died after eating its
frvit. Yhen a snake ate the fruit and suiffered no harm, the man and
the woman were encouraged to do likewise. The fruit was in fact
poisonous, and it affected their physical constitution so that they
became aware for the first time of physical passion. A thunder
storn in the evening caused them to flee in terror from the garden.
This is wh:t had actually happened; the extant form of Genesis 3
with its presentation of the events in tzrms of the divine - the divine
prohibiticon against eating tie fruit, the divine expulsion from the
garden and so on-derived frow the way in which the mythopoeic thought
of earliest man had nerceived and described the events.

Dichhorn's exegesis of Genesis 3 is today a bizarre example of
what could be done even in what I have called the modern period of
01d Testament study. It does, however, represent the first positive
attempt to de-mythologize the Bible. Not for the last time was the
01d Testanent interpreted on the basis of a theory of primitive meuntality
vhich in turn depended on the accounts by travellers of 'primitives'.

The next important methodological step in the relation Between
the 01d Testament and Social Anthropology was not taken until the
latter part of the nineteenth century, when, indeed, there developed
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one of the few serious discussions among 01ld Testament scholars
about anthropological method. The protagonists were on the one
hand,  scholars who took au evolutionary view of the development of
gsocial institutions and religion, backed up by Pylor's doctrine of
survivals; and the historical, diffusionist schclars often referred
to a8 the pan-Babylonions.

One of the first 01d Testaizent scholars to atteapt to demon—~
strate the evolutionist viewpoint was W. Robertsoi Swmith in his
book Hinship and Marriagse in iiarl Arabia.l0 In this worl,
Robertson Smith argued that the earliest form of social life among the
Senites was that of the unit bound togethor by common blood and
identified with atotem amimal or object: witiiin each unit the matri-
archal principle was dominant. The argusent was backed up by an
exenplory use (or misuse!) of the doctrine of survivals (Robertson
Snith preferred the term 'relics') in which from the 01d Testaient
point of view, texts were interpreted with complete disregard for
their literary context, and a search was made of tlie 0ld Testarent
for every possible personal or group name which misht be derived from
an animal, and thus be evidence for the totemic theory.ll

In Germany, J. Wellhausen searched ancient Arabic texts,
especially those of the »re-lslanic p:riod, for survivals of
primitive Semitic reli-gion,1 and the efforts of both Wellhausen
and Hobertson Smita in the study were reinforced in the field by an
Amgrican, Samuel Ives Curtiss. Curtiss believed that it was possible
to find survivals of primitive Semitic religion in present-day (i.e.
around 19C0) Syria and Palestine, provided that certain criteria were
applied, TFirst, to be primitive, a religious belief or practice should
be contrary to Christianity or Islam. Second, it siould, if possible,
be found in areas where both Christianity and Islam normally held
sway., Third, it should correspond with what had been discovered from
the ancient literary sources. Curtiss's field researches were embodied
in a book entitled Primitive Semitic ielizion TOGQXIB, one of whose
main assusiptions was that religions lilke Christianity and Islam were
merely a veneer spread thinly over pecpleswho in fact bore witness to
the sort of religion practised by the ancestors of the ilebrews some
2,00u vears before Christ. The findings of .obsrtson 3Smith, Jell-
hausen and Curtiss greatly ianfluenced the reconsitruction of the history
of Israelite religion. The ancient Hebrews were comonly represented
as passing through animism and polytheism to monotheism, and their
social developnent was classified as first nomadic, then agriculturalist,
and then urbanised.

This oicture of ancient Hebrew life and religious belief was
challenged by the pan=Babylonian school, us were the assuwptions on
which it rested.l4 The sciiool, of course, arose from the publication
from roughly 1470 onwards of the recently-discovared cuneiform texts
from ancient liesopotamia, texts which for the first time provided
first-hand kncwledge of ancient Assyria and Babylonia. The evolution-
ist school deliberately ignored these texts on the grounds that although

hey were undcuvtedly anciens, they were not prinitive. The Semitic
culture of lesopotamia had beeir buillt on the foundations of the
earli:r non-Semitic Sumcerian culture, and it was pr:fzrable to use the
nuch later 'purer' evidence from Arabia for the interpretation of the
early parts of 01d Testanent than the 'impure' liesopotamian evidence,
even thouzii the lattor ante-dated or was contenporary witl the
enrliest parts of the 0ld Testament. '

[N
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The pan-Babylonians, on the oth.:r hand, argued that it was
impossible to ignore the newly-discovered history of the ancient world
in 01d Testaient times, especially as the 01d Testaent itself claimed
that its forebears had originated from l:esopotamnia., They cihallenged
the notion of the changeless desert, which was so imnortant a part of
the evolutionary arguwient. The fact that tle history of the Arabian
desert was unknomn Jid not mean thet it hod had no history; and the
nan-Babylonians, on the basis of .ssyrian texts, posited the existence
of a powerful North Arebian kingdom of Husri, which had exerted in-
fluence on the iiebrews in ancient tines. Furth-r, the pan-Bab;lonians
ruestioned the doctrine of survivols as it was used to ieéconatruct the
prinitive Semitic religion. TFar from being survivals, the practices
adduced by Curtiss and the others were degenerations from an advanced
vattern of culture that bad spread from Babylon in ancient times, and
had affected thie whole of the ancient l:ear sast. It was a mistale
to imagine that Chricstianity and Islam wore the veneer spread over a
folk religion which had its rcots in primitive times. Christianity,
Islan and Judaism had themselves arisen out of the remains of the
ancient Babyloniaun culture pattern.ld

In view of the fact thut the doctrine of survivals for the
~urpose of historical reconstruction has been gensrally discredited
in the present ¢entury, it would appear that the pan-Babylonians
were closer to .a sound methodology tian their opponents: though
nresunably few today would accept their exarger.ted theories of culture
patterns and diffusion. In the eyes of 0ld Testaient schiolars, the
pan-Babylonians took such extireime standpoints on other issues that
their whole position was disregarded. For example, they adopted an
astral/mythological view of the origin of ancient historical texts,

a view which 4t its mo0:t extreue derived the Fassion Narrative of the
Gospels from the Lpic of Gilamesh, whiclhi in turn was ultimately based
on speculations about the sun and moon and other heavenly bodies.
Arailn, subsennent research has shown that their claims about the
ancient North Arabian kinjdom of IHusri were unfounded.

Perhans in the debate between the evolutionists and the pan-
Babylonians, the issues were too much polarised; but st least the
issues were recognised. In subsequent 0ld Testarent scholarship,
there has been a tendency to ignore the methodological iszues, and to
have one's cake and eat it. Thus rany scholars have roccognised the
importance of the Babylonian material and of setting the 01d ‘estament
in its historical background, yet they have continued to use the doc-
trine of survivals and to observe contemporary Bedouin in order to under-
stand parts of the 01d Testaent. If they have used a cultural model,
vhetlier consciously or unconsciously, it has been one in which centres
of civilisation like Babylon, tgypt, Ugarit and even the Palestinian
city states are seen as having generated spheres of cultural in-
flrence, but these spheres did-not cover the entire ancient iear
Hast; there were numercus 'gaps', and in these gaps, peoples like the
forbears of the ancient Hebrews lived, largely untouched by the hisgher
cultures of the area, so that it remains legitimate to deduce social
and religious facts cbout these people from latcer peoples such as
bedouin Arab tribes who have sinila:ly, so the tueory would suppose,
had mininmal contact with more advanced culture.

"Thethsr this model is an adequate one in the lisht of tue
evidence available, is perhaps somecthing that cultural anthropologists
could tell 01d Testament swpecialists. Jhat is ceitain is that more
evidence relevant to the construction of a more adequate model if
one be needed, can be expected to be forthcoming. The pan-Babylonians
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may have been wrong about lMusri, but North Arabia has yst to be system-
atically excavated, and if and when this can be done, the 'change-
legs desert' theory may have to retreat a little further,l

I now turn to the present century, and to the contemporary use
by Old Testament study of material or theories derived from Social '
Anthropology, and this can parhaps be best done by making comments under
geveral headlngs. v

The doctrine of survivals

Although often e¢lothed in sophisticated quasi-historical dress,
the doctrine of survivals continues to be used for historial re~
construction. A noteworthy exawmple is the 'God of the Pathers'
theory of the German scholar Albrecht Alt.17 A1t uses inseriptions
found in various parts of Arabia, anddating from the centuries
immediately preceeding the Christian era, to reconstruct the religion
of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, who are usually dated in the 18th
century B.C. by 0ld Testament scholars., The method used suproses that
the religion implied in the phrases 'the god of X' (X being a man's
name) in the inscriptions, can be used to understand phrases such as
*the God of Abraham' in Genesis 28: 13. The biblical phrases are
treated as survivals, and are removed completely from their context.
Interpreted in the light of the much later inscriptions, they allow us
to reconstruct the religion of the. patriarchs: In fact, we know next
to nothing about the people who wrote the inseriptions, and data which
might support the comparison is almost wholly lacking.

Primitive mentality

Theories of primitive mentality or of nythopoeic thought
derived directly or indirectly from Social 4nthropology have been
greatly influential in modern 01d Testament Studies. Lévy-Bruhl's
theories of pre-logical thought have become the main-stay of the
theory of ‘'corporate personality' which was first advanced among
014 Testaoment scholars_by H. Wheeler Robinson. Although, as I
have argued elsewhere,~® the notion of 'corporate personality' as
understood in 01d Testament study is coumplex and ambiguous, and
in sone of its facets is not to be dismissed out of hand, the
following quotation from ‘/heeler .tobinson indicates its more
questionable nature,

There is a fluidity of conception, a possibility of swift
‘transition from the one to the many, and vice versa, to which

our thought and language have no real parallel. ‘fhen we do
honour today to the "Unkmown Warrior", we can clearly distinguish
between the particular soldier buried in the AbLey and the great
multitude of whom we have consciously made him the representative.
But that clearness of distinction would have been lacking to an
earlier wocldi prior to the development of the modern sense of
personality.!

In a different connection, 0ld Testanent scholarship has used a
theory based on Cassirer's interpretation of largely pre-fieldwork
evidence in Kantian epistemological terms. The position expounded
in the second volune of Cassirer's fhilosophy of Symbolic Forms
was taken up in the symposiwn of essays entitled Before Philosophy.zo
These essays, which describe the thouzht of the ancient Near iast,
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have as their theme the view that in the ancient Near Hast, man did
not experience the phenomenal world as an 'it' but as a 'thou'; or

to use theological jargon, what was believed to be the divine was
always experienced as immanent in nature and never as something
transcendent. Curiously enough, 0ld Testament schclars have used

this theory about how ancient Near Bastern man experienced the world
of nature, not to explain, but rather as a: foil to the ancient lebrews.
It has been argued that the Liebrews experienced the world of nature

in a quite different way from their neighbours, and th:t in this lies
their uniqueness.21 But in the whole operation, there has besen a

good deal of confusion between epistemology and psychology, and

it has not been satisfactorily explained how the mental processes

of the liebrews came to be so different from those of their neighbours,
quite apart from the questions of whether Ca531rer s 9051t10n is tenable
and can be applied to thé ancient Near Bast.: : :

It is impossible to dlscuss'prlmltlve mentality without nention-
ing the influence of Frazer's theories of magic in 014 Testament study.
These are still widely held, in their most crudely causative form, by
many 01d Testament scholars. The latter are largely umnaware of the
recent eiphasis by Social Anthropologists on the syibolic and expressive
aspects of magic, nor hag the obvious question been asked 2s to how
life would have been possible if ancient peoples thought that like was
affecting like all the time, Closely allied to causative views of
magic has been the stress on the ritual theory of myth, snd the magical
(1 e. causative) function of myth and ritual performance. In this
connection, diffusionism has also been strong. Certain schools of 01d
Testament scholdrshlp have argued that in ancient Babylon, myth and
ritual (mas ;ical) rites were performed, and that this must also have
been true for the cities of ancient lsrael by diffusion of a Babylonian
culture pattern.

Terminology for social units.

If people know nothing else about the 01d Testament, they mow
that there were once twelve tribes of Israel, But what is a tribe?
This is a gquestion which, as I understand it, could not be easily
answered by anthropologists; and the truth of the matter probably
is that the term tribe has been applied to phenomena of such com=-
plexity in the history of anthropology, that wrong comparisons have
been made, and that a much more sophisticated terminology is re-
quired.22 01d Testament scholars scem to be such more confident
than social anthropologists that they know what tribes aud clans are,
and the scholarly liter.ture abounds with attempts to reconstruct
the hristory of the tribes before their settlement in ancient Palestine,
in spite of the fact that it is also widely conceded that in one
sense many of the groups did not become tribes until after they had
become settled. A4 further common mistake made in 0ld Testament
‘study is to confuse the classifications-and descriptions of social
structure that would be made by a trained observer, with the terms
for social structure used among the people observed. Thusg it is
usually accepted that in order to understand ancient Hebrew social
structurs, all one has to do is to analyse the relevant Hebrew
vocabulary, in spite of the fact t:at when this is done, a good deal
of inconsistency and overlapping is found. It then often hanpens
that a scholar puts forward a consistent scheme for interpreting the
data, said to come.from an 'early' period of ancient Israel's life,
and the inconsistencies are then explained in torms of developuent -
or breaking down of the 'earlier' system.
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I think that encugh has now been said about the modern position
of the use by 0ld Testament scholars of data from .ocial Anthropology.
At this point, Having been critieal by 1mpllcatlon about my colleagues
and fellow-workers, I feel that I must come to their defence. If
the picture that I have presented strikes the Bocial anthropologist
as appalling, I hope that he will allow that the desands made on the
01d Testauent scholar are in fact enormous, involving as they do the
mastery of several ancient Semitic languages, the classical languages
and modern languages, not to mention Theology and Ancient History.
Further, current Old Testament study is based on foundations that go
back a long way, and the amount of reading to be done to become
acquainted with the diseipline ds‘such is daunting., Howevor, if I
defend my colleagues, 1 do not necessarily excuse thewm. ihether we
like it or not, we are going to have to recognise that in areas.in
which 014 Testament study impinges on Social Anthropology, enough is
going to have to be known about the latter b; some 01ld Testanent
specialists to prevent fulse models from being employed. If 01ld
Testament scholarship has fto become even more fragmented and special=~
ised within itself, this will be an 1nev1table outcome of the advance
in knowledge. ,

This brings me briefly to the future. The most interesting
thing about the future is that recently, one or two social anthropolo-
gists have shown an interest in the 01d Testament. One thinks parti-
cularly of Professor Llary Douglas23 and Professor &Zdrnund Leach.

From the 0ld Testament angle, Douglas's contribution has been the wore
helpful, because she has done her 01ld Teéstament homeworl: more
thoroughly than Leach, although the latter's contributions are always
stimulating, if nothing else.é5 If social anthropologists wish to
write further about the 01d Testament, it is wvery much to be hoped
that they will seek the ready cooperation which would undoubtedly core
from the 01d Testament side.

In the opposite direction, there is, of course, much to be done
by 01d Testament scholars themselves. Tor example, they are best
placed to examine the history of tleir discipline, and to expose tle
anthropological assumptions on which it is based. There will in
future, however, be much for Old Testament scholars to learn froy,
social anthropologists about such subjects as magic, ritual, wmyth
and sacrifice. Also, there is a desperate need for an expert in kin-
ship systems and cultLral anthropology to examine, together with an-
01d Testaizent scholar, the kinship systems of the 0ld Testament, as
well as the models used for the general inte srpretation of the llfe
of the ancient liebrews in their historical and cultural setting.

It would be of importance if such an invéstigation discovered that

in fact the evidence was insufficient to allow any {irm conclusions .
to be drawn. After all, Bvans-Pritcherd has defined the task of Social
Anthropology -as the study 'of social behaviour, generally in in-
stitutionalized forms .... either in contemporaneous societies or

in historical societies for which thore is adequate information of

the kind to make such studies feasible.'26 1t would do no harn, and
immense good to 0 01d Testament study to know more clearly, if necessary,
the limite of what it can lmow asbout the ancient Hebrews.

John Rogerson
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Perspectives on Nomadism W. Irons and N. Dyson-Hudson (edsy,
Brill 1972; and '‘Comparative Studies :of Nomadism and
Pastoralism', Anthropological Quarterly, Special Issue

h VOl. 44 ,?‘NO'. -3’ 19710 ’ -

A move seems to be afoot to establish 'nomadism' as an important
discipline of its own. -For “toe long, say some, anthropologists have
thought of nomadism in-a paternal manner as that esoteric offspring of
geography and ecology dealing with desert herders and their tents,
and of course the unique relationship between these people and their.
harsh, harsh enviromment. .The problem is that other anthropologists,
say these same malcontents, realise that the age of environmental
determinism is past but wish it wasn't when looking at sun-burned
desert-dwellers. It would be much more comfortable to be able to
explain away coincidental cultural phenomena in terms of environmental
adaptation when that environment is of so obvious an importance, than
to search for other formative interrelations in the social milieu,

Of course this does not work when the forces of comparativﬁ social
studies take the field, and so attempts are made to Show/ca%gation can
be left on one side and behaviour patterns can replace it. Johnson.
“for example (The Nature of Nomadism, 1969, Chisdgo) provides a very
typical old fashioned structure based upon movement patterns, but it
fits into the game played by so many before (Bacon, Patai, Krader,
etc.) as to who are nomads and what are the common characteristics
that allow us to use this special category in any useful way.

Today, . anthropologists working in areas where the harshness
of terrain, coupled with a seemingly arid cultural heritage, and where
characteristics such as movement and herding are common factors, seem
to feel that a framework of reference unigue to these areas is essential.
Possibly a compensation deemed necessary to replace what might appear
to be the richer cultures in other parts of the earth, .It is reminiscent
of the situation analysed by Barth for the Basseri nomads of south
Persia. He found no overt evidence of rituwal behaviour, felt this
augered against the strtucture of this kind of society, and interpreted
the rigid timings and changes in the movement. pattern as a substitute
for the gap in the Basseri social model. ' :

A spate of justificatory symposia, essays and books, about nomads
has.recently been released upon an unsuspecting anthropological world.
To those working in related areas a proportion of these.studies are
welcome. To others, they have a somewhat embarrassing 'justify the. .
field' stress that seems a long way behind the analyses in most of
modern social anthropology. That there is likely to be some relation-
ship.between the physio-biotic enviromment and the socio-cultural
organisation of a group comes as no surprise to anyone., Neither does
the idea that "social, political and cultural factors in the environ-
ment are often. the determinants of adaptation". (Salzman, Al intro.)
and as most of. the articles in the collections under review indicate,
a balance of the two.is the most obvious and certainly the least
startling sociological fact brought out in these works. Salzman
believes that. the physio~biotic environment is only a secondary
factor in a process of adaptation and he cries out for substantive
generalisations, presumably to place the study of ‘nomadism' on the
anthropological map. But anthropological theory in the 20th century
has not been geared to 'non-nomadic'! societies - it was probably a
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great mietake'for Barth to call his work Nomads of South Persia
for it seems to have given an identity to the student of tihe arid-
land pastoral nomad that was not thought necessary before.

The two most recent 1mportant works on so-called nomadlc E
societies are those edited by Salzman ('Oomparatlve Studies of,
Nomadism and Pastoralism') and by Irons and Dyson-Hudson (Perspectlves
on Nomadism). Both of these are based upon successive symposia
attended by almost the same people and can really be considered
‘companion works. They contain many excellent individual essays, but
it is for their contributién to area and group studies that they . .
will remain important. It is interesting to observe the different -
idealsof -the two writers in their respective introductions. <Salzman,

as already mentioned, is after substantive-generalizations; comparative

studies that use the material -already .available in the ethnography..
Dyson~Hudson, on the other hand,asks for realism, . behaviouralism. and
detail, It is just because of the fragmentary data of the fifties -
and earlier that attempts to categorize, classify and homogenize
nomadic societies have been so wealk: This is exemplified in the |
articles where the author feels an obligation to pop in a semantic
statement to avoid theacondemnatiqn due for misuse of .the words
'nomadism', *'sedentary', or even 'pastoral'., Which returns us to-

the urgency felt by these writers for a theoretical framework .
different to those acceptable to other anthropologists. It is most
enlightening to look through the bibliographies . appended. to the essays
and to see with one or two exceptions, the dominance. of Barth (used
by everyone except Nada Dyson-Hudson) and the extraordinary lack of
any other theoretical material., This again seems to be a reflection
of the fear of the 'nomadists' of not being recognised as mainstream:
anthropology, but it is just that which makes this esoteric group

so vulnerable, even though there is such a° Wealth of materlal in thelr
WorL. » :

When the essentlal pastoral-farmer. balance is dlscussed (Horow:.tz,
Spooner, Bates) or the demographic-environment balance . (Irons, Paine,
W, SWldler), it is refreshing that it is done not as a means of .
establishing the identity of the nomadic group but rather as a use of
variables and the relationships between them. Most writers have left
Ibn-Khaldun back in the 1lhth century and aren't too worried: about the
'image' of the nomad and peasant (noble, free wanderer ‘as. contrasted
with the oppressed, inferior farmer). C :

Finally, a word of praise for the introductory essay by Dyson-
Hudson in Perspectives on Nomadism entitled 'The Study of Nomads'.
It is one of the most useful, careful analyses of the contents of a -
book by its editor I have ever read., What is particularly good is .-
the honest manner in which Dyson-Hudson looks at-the symposium material.
There is no attempt at con0111at10n between the authors and himself and
an intellectual settlng is establlshed for the volume as a whole.;J

Both these volunes are important for anthropolonlsts whether '
"their people' mig grate, live in tents, have herds, live in a semi-
arid environment or not, for it is the fundamental problem of how to
approach other cultures that is’ under dlscu381on.

André Singer
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Worde sbout God. Ian T, Ramsey (ed), 1971. S C M Press Ltd.
£1.50 paperback.

A selection of readings which begins with the Barly Christian
Path:rs, Plotinus, loses Maimonides and Aquinas, and ends with extracts
from the famous fifth chapter of Nuer leligion, must be of considerable
interest to anthropologists. One of Ramsey's special concerns is to
show some of the ways in vhich the 'narrow' empiricism of the earlicr
decades of this century has 'broadened' into a form more amenable
for a true understanding of religion. In 1946, Russell distinguished
between 'knowledge by acquaintance' and *knowledge by description’.

We see here, albeit in an adumbrated forw, the idea that there is a
hierarchy of languages. There is, however, no recognition that anyone
night be intcrested in understanding religion: ‘'every proposition which
we can understand must be composed wholly of constituents with wvhich

we are acquainted!, when acquaintance involves direct sense data of

the type religion cannot afford. The extract from Ayer clearly shows
the poverty of logical positiviem when applied to religion.

Adtording to Ramsey, Russell's 1948 work marks a break with
crude 'physical realism'. Developing his theory of types, the con~
ception of a hierarchy of languages now bears the message that meaning-
ful language is not a totally hoiogeneous mass but is logically variegated.
From this it is but a short step to the reading extracted from Taismann's
paper 'Language Strata'. The verificationist theory of meanin:z used
by Rugssell in 1946 is no longer in evidence; words like 'meaning',
'$ruth', *'verification' and even 'logic' are tsken to be context-
dependent, which entails that thoere is no sharp divide between meaning
and non-sense.

faismann, of course, makes good reading for Jittgensteinian
fldelsts or alnchlan-stsled anthropologists. 4 true-one is inclined
to say ‘Treligious'-understanding of religion can now be imagined within
the confines of empiricism. It is possible, 2s the extracts from
Ramsey dnd svans indicate,to be a philosopher of religion and a
believer, Howevur, ‘lords about God has been compiled not so much to
make this well-known point as to sugzest the scope of the empiricist
tools which are now available for those whose Jjob it is to tramslate,
interoret ond characterise religious discourse and modes of 'thought'.

Let us approach this froa the other side. To the best of my
knowledge, anthropolozists have not developed many tools of a comparable
type. Such distinctions we have- magic/religion, age set/age grdde,
sorcery/w1tchchft, preferent1al/perscr1pt¢ve, metaphor/netyonymy-
either belong to a2 lower order of things or are involved in analyses
which rest on a prior understanding of the relevant phenomena. Since
we have to begin with what participants have to say, it seems reasidnable
to suggest that it miglit be Jjust as well to start catching up on 1lost
time. This is where icmsey's collection comes in: a set of tools which
begin at the beginning with participant discourse.

The core of modern empiricism is relativistic: statements are
construed as belonging to different logical styles according to context,
how they are used, etc. Waismann, in the extract mentioned, asks how
such styles can be characterised from within. - This leads him to
examine types of ambiguity = including the logic of metaphor - and the
fascinating question of whethor the fact that 'the law of excluded
middle® cannot be readily applied to aphorisms, poetry and mysticism
renders these modes of discourse illogical. Think, in this connection,
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of Lévy-Bruhl, Fi:th, and the uany others who construe rellglous talk
as 'non-rational'. ‘

Ryle attends to a closely related topic, 'systematically nis-
leading expressions', The grammatical or verbal form of an assertion,
he argues, is not a sure guide to the logical form of the sane asser—
tion and indeed can be positively misleading. Attention to the logic
of thegory mistakes, in the semnse that .inferences drawm frow verbal
forntea31lj ancourage inaccurate equatlons and assumptions, could well
help anthropologists develop their o'm logic of questions. Is it,
for instance, a category mistate to ask, 'well, don Juaa, did 1 really
fly'?, or ‘'what is the maglcal pover of uords'°

The extracts from Austin also deal with logical landscapes,only
this time not with logicality as suel, or questions, but the issue
of how words are used. His distinction betwcen perforiativé and
constative aspects of utterances, uttorances which 'do' and those
which 'say', might not appear to be of :uch anthropological interest.
Personally, I do not thlnk that Austin can provide us with a general
solution to the problem of magic, but there reuwains Finnegan's appli-
cation. lore generally, the notion 'performative' allows us to take a
ne¥ look at a traditiomal anthropological insight which goes back at
least to Kant's 'regulative! view of religion: religious systems and
to some extent magiec and witchcraft beliefs can be read in terms of
the logic of rioral discourse. Although we find no mention of tie
notion 'performative!, the extracts from Hansel, Hare and Hepburn
all concern this point of view. Hepburn,for instance, argues that
the historicity,even ontological truth, of religious stories is rela-
tively unimportant: 'the moral pattern of life is the fundamental
thing, the story its vehicle'. Dcing is nore important than saying,
even though stories have a vital role to play.

Apart from Strawson's remarks on the relationship between
formal logic and the logic of ordinary usage, and on the logic of
persons, lords about God contains two other wain perspectives which
add to our understanding of the logical styles involved in religious
languaze.. In both cases the word 'metaphor' is all-important. That
is why the index contains more refcrences to this topic tian to any
other.

' The second section of the book ('The language of Religious
belief: some Classical dlscu351ons’) is alwost totally dedicated to
extracts which approach religious discourse from the primordial
‘division between metaphorical and litsral readings. The gréat problem
is: if the Bible is read literally it rakes religious (and mental)
nonsense, but if it is read metaphorically the ontological status of
God is placed in jeopardy. Two solutions emerge. One is given by
Aquinas, nemely the middle way provided b; the notion analogy; the
other by Otto - talk of God is symbolic (1drrely metayhorlcal) but
has substgnce because these 'ideosrwus! are ;rounded in the numinous.

Turning to the last section, 'The logical character of Religious
language', we find that Ramsey and &ivaus have, very generally speaking,
more to do with Otto than Aquinas, This is most apparent in the case
of Ramsey, although we should mention that he gained many of his
seminal ideas from llax Black. Very briefly, Black argues (but not .
in the sxtract 1ncluded) that the theoretical models used in science
function in a manncr not all that far reuwoved froii ‘the role of meta=
phors in poetry and common usage. They afford, that is to say, a
unicue and distinctive form of cognitive insight which cannot be
translated into a non-metaphorical idiom. In this context the
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plcture' theory of language is replaced by one. in.which *model!
discourse 'discloses' the phenomena being talked about without being
able to capture it in a one-to-one replication fashion. Black speci-
fically states that such models differ from the analogue variety

by reason of the fact that they do not work by analo 2y but through

a hoped-for underlying analogy.

Applying this to religious discourse Ramsey has to make some
adjustuents. Wiy this is so need not concern us Ifor the moment, but
we should realise that tiis is whecre sowe of Qtto's ideas reanpear:
religious disclosure models (i.e. most, if not all the Bible) are
grounded in situations of 'cosmic disclosure'; are grounded,-if you
like, in certain special experiences. It need not worry us as
anthropologists that Ramsey the empiricist philosopher is arguing for
Chrisiian claims because he nowhere, or at least importantly, introduces
a priori claims of an objectionable variezty. Instead, his descrlptlve
approach irresistably reminds us of such vworks as Jivinity and iSxperience.
His anthropological value'! is threefold: (a) religion is defended as
religion, which ieans that thie participants' universe is regarded as
primary, (b) we learn iwuch of the nature of models, the logic of
metaphorical systeus and why sone such systems are more suitable than
others, and (c3 we gain new insights into the relationship between '
religion, science and poetry for the imagination always srasps the lesser
known by following one basic strategy.

Qansey, it will be realised, traces a firm path between the ‘only
literal or merely metaphor' choice. Anthropologists need no longer be
trapped by the old positivistic oporositions such as tat face value'/

'y does not mean what it appears to!, 11tera1/ﬁetaohorlcal infoructive
expressive, <tc. Hvans adds further subtletiss to this development.
Inventing the notion 'onlook', he analyses this into such features as
'cormissive', ‘autobiographical', 'exuressive!, 'behabltlve-postural'
and 'verdictive'. He then classifies this 'looking on x as y' language
in a broad llteral/non-llturdl division, subdividing the latter into
*parabolic' and “'emalogical' onlooks. 4gain, religious ontological
claims are defended by -saying that parabolic onloolks do not involve
itore 'as if' nmetaphors. e learn more sbuut the 'is's'! of luer
Religion. And as the Jords 'coumissive! and 'verdictive! 1ndlcute,.-
Bvans is developlng aspects of Austin's position,. .

Minally, how does the extract from Juer :eligion fit into all
this? DRamsey suggests it should be read alongside those from l.aimonides,
It is difficult not to agree with the implication that dvans-Pritchard's
worls belongs to the 'classical discussions's. COf course, this has to be
the cage: Lvans-Pritchard wrote before the new solution to the metaphor/
literal distinction had been fully articulated. Accordirgly,we can
construct the following analogy: 'liaimonides, Otto and the rest:
Bvans~Pritchard if not Godfrey Liénhardt::the modern empiricits and
philosophers of religion:?! A gap waits to be filled. Iords about
God suggests the tools we can use. lany modern theologians are writing
for a secular age; some of then even kill God. So there is nothing to
vrevent us from jrofiting from their work. As Ramsey puts it, periiaps
yith anthropologists in mind, this book 'ay help the reader to develop
his own empirical approach to religious themes'. 4ll I can add is,
'don't stop here. Try reading liodels and livstery (1¢64), I Religious

Language (1957), Prospect for Netaphysics (1961)...°

Paul Heelas
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Man,‘Cﬁltﬁre and Society. Shapiro, HarryL QiDSocond edition.
Oxford University Press, 1972 £1, 60p.

‘Dehydrated food, though full of artificial flavouring and
colouring, often fails to satisfy the palate. The same may be said
of "potted" versions of any subject: economy is achieved, but with an
awful. loss of originality and 1nterest ‘

This collection of essays, which originally appeared in 1956 was,
at the time, one of the finest efforts to ‘present anthropology as
a "whole". The papers by Lévi-Strauss and Godfrey Lienhardt, again
Le-printed soon became well knoym to undergraduates. The archaeological
summaries were indicative of both the time at which they were written
and of their authors. The Whole was reasonably balanced,

It was inevitable with the passage of time and the modern craze
for general readings in anthropology ‘that a new edition of this book
would appear. Some of the archaeological papers have been re-written
reflecting the great increase in archaeological material and changes
in ideas, though with no real appreciation of the new methodologies
in this area. The paper by Meadow on the emergence of civilization
is a good synopgis, but the re-printing of Gordon Childe's paper on
the New Stone Age, a paper already dated in 1956, is rather shocking.

Social anthropology, it appears, either has not changed or the
editor just thought the papers could not be updated. The only new
paper in the whole of the ‘'cultural' section is that by Rappaport on
"ecological anthropology", a misnomer if ever there was one.

The book, one feels, would have been better left as a model of
past anthropology (Ruth Benedict included). One has visions of the
book forever being "brought up to date", the original unity of the
book disappearing as it grows in contributors and pages. ‘As it is,
the book has some articles on the archaeological knowledge of the
present and anthropological models of the past. It is possible to
divide archasological matter into periods and areas, but the divisions
of social anthropological subjects are no longer so clear as was once
thought . '

Ho doub¥ the book will sell to libraries as an "instant”
-reference book, but many readers will find it lacking somewhat in
nutritional value.

James Urry
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JOURNEY TO IXTLAN: The Lessons of Don Jusn. Carlos Castaneda.
New York: Simon-and Schuster, 1972, C

This book, the third in-the don Juan saga, continues a
nuiber of trends developed in the first two., As, in A Separate
Reality in comparison with The Teachin s of Don Juan, the account
was more personal as Castaneda accepted wore of don Juan's teachings
as at thie lezst meaningful; so in this book Castaneda looms larger
still, and don Juan loses all appearance of charlatanism. The ‘nhon-
ordinary reality' of the first book, the 'separate reality' of the
second, drop out. of the explicit picture - they have becdue an
unqualified 'true' reality. It is in Castaneda's treatment of
don Juan's 'other' reality, his view of. its nature-and status, that the
most signiricent progression (and_progress) is made through the
series., : S ’ : :

This is manifested in the content of each book. The first
deals with don Juan's sayings as a detaclied system of belief. The
second deals with the 'other world' of the sorcerer in relation to the
psychotrovic plants which help induce it. The third deals with
Carlos Castaneda, and his relations with the world - especially his
relationship with the 'other world'. After the anthropology and the
psychology, we have at last come to the philosophy.

The latest work is the best of the three; at least it is the
most satisfyinsg to sympathetic readers. In each of the first two
books one becomes frustrated with Castaneda for his insiste.ce on
'looking', 'thinking', talking and, especially, his own 'rutionality'.
One is infuriated when he breaks off his apprenticeship at incomplete
stages because of a supposed incapacity to enter the 'other world'.

In the third book however Castaneda achizves the task of 'seeing'

and 'knowing'; he admits both the achieveument and the 'other world'.
If he does not choose to enter the 'other world! permanently and
completely forsake !tlhis world',we can at least respect his decision
as one made of free -will, not one forced on him through his own

hunan inadequacy. This is the main reason why the book is so much more
uplifting and optimistic than the first two, .especially at a personal
level. And as I have tried to explain, that is the primary level at
which the book must be judged. The book is also the most satisfying
vet in that, by at last accenting don Juan's prenisses, Castaneda
allows himself a better and more concrete starting-point (sce Heelas,
especially p. 135).

The book is also a much better constructed work than either of
the other two. In place of the rehashing and somewhat forced 'structural
analysis' that rounds off the first book, in place of the depressing
tailing awvay into dejection and failure of the second, there is a
truly dramatic climax, After seventeen chapters of old field notes
(1960-1962) we end with three chapters covering the most recent
experiences (1971), in which Castaneda 'stops the world', 'sees’,
talks to a coyote which in turn talks (or rather feel-talks) back;
in which don Genaro mekes Castaneda's car disappear (in fact he
transports it to the 'other world', whence Castaneda has the unigue
experience of driving it back to 'this world'). The dramatic quality
of this book in contrast to the previous ones is apparent in the
shift from a sensg of impending danger to Castaneda's identity and
senity, to impending physical danger from actual attacks (by various forces).
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Nevertheless, the major failing of the book lies in its comstruc-
tion: although the first seventeen chapters are indispensable for an
wnderstanding of the events of the last three chapters, almost all
the impact (and import) of the book come in these last forty pages.

In themselves, the first 275 pages are of little value, adding but
little to what we Imew and felt from the first two books.

This is & very personal book; after reading it,it seems more
natural to call the author 'Carlos' than 'Castaneda'; even the
gorcerers are infinitely more personalized -~ if only because they
hardly ever seem to stop laughing. Aind by porsonalizing his _
account, Castaneda has conc¢retized it. ' Previously, in dropping .out
of the system as a failure, Castaneda left a bitter feeling that
both systems/worlds were insignificant, ie has noW, by opting out
of the system as a success, not only accepted and demonstrated the
importonce of don Juan's world, he has also reaffirimed the importance
of (all) our own.

Tor those I have managed to enthuse, for those who are already
enthusiastic, for all those who want to read for themselves the solving
of this mystery, British publication of the book has been announced
for this May. 'And the fourth episode, Tales of Power, is scheduled
for publication in America next year.

Martin Cantor
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