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EDITORIAL NOTE

The idea for this Journal has comc from the graduate students at
the Institute of Social Anthropology in Oxford. Papers given at graduate
seminars and ideas arising from work for dipolomas' and higher degrees very
often merit wider circulation and discussion without necessarily being
ready for formal publication in professional journals. There obviously
exists a need in social anthropology for serious critical and theoretical
discussion; JASO sces this as its main purpose.

The editors would like to express their deep regret at the death of
Professor Sir Edward svans-Pritchard, who did so much for the Journal.
In this issue we are glad to republish what was probably his first major
theoretical contribution to anthropology. e hopc to continue publishing
his works on the history of our discipline. ’

The editors will welcome any further remarks on the ASA confercnce
in reply to Mr. Crick's article.  They would also like to cxpress their
thanks and appreciation to Mr., Crick, who has resigned his post as editor.
Thanks are also due to Richard and Stéphen Heelas who have helped with the
production of the Journal.

FORMAT'

The journal is published three times per year. Articles are
welcome from studente of anthropology and from people in other disciplines.
It is preferred that the main emphasis should be on analytical discussion
rather than on description or ethnography. Papcers should be as short as
is necessary to get the point over. As a general rule they should not
exceed 5,000 words: They should follow the conventions for citations,
notes and references used in the A.S.A. monographs. Comments will also
be welcomc. Communications should be addressed to the Journal Editors,
Institute of Social Anthropology, 51 Banbury Road, Oxford,

BACK ISSUES

We have a stock of back issues.. Single issues are available at
35p. in the U.K. and 1 abroad. Complete volumes (I (1970), II (1971),
III (1972) and IV (1973) are each available.at the following rates:
U.K. - £1.,00 to individuals, £1.25 to instifutions; abroad - #3.00 to
individuals, $3.50 to institutions. The subscription for Vol: V (1974)
is the same, (All prices covor postage). Cheques should be made out
to the Journal of the Anthropological Society of Oxford, and sent to the

. Journal BEditors at 51 Banbury Road, Oxford. We regret the rise in

prices which is caused by the increased size .of thc Journal.
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The Intellectualist (Bnglish)

%

Interpretation of Magic *

All scientific theory is eclectlc for a scientist takes the hypotheses
of his predecessors and examines them by logical tests and checks them by
observation. By these means he selects what he finds to be valid in each
hypothesis and works them into a co-ordinated system. He 'adds his own
observations and inferences and these in turn serve as hypotheses till they
are verified by independent workers and are recognised as true by the
consensus of specialised opinion. I have worked for several years on the
subject of magic both by reading and by repeated observation of magical
operations among savage peoples in the Anglo-igyptian Sudan and have
therefore had occasion to acquaint myself with most theorles of magic and
to test them by direct observation.

riters about magic may be roughly divided into three schools of
interpretation, the Intellectualist, the kmotionalist, and the Sociological™,
though we might include a fourth, the Historical. The constructions of these
schools overlap and some writers find themselves in all three but a division
of this. kind enables me more easily to define the main viewpoints from
which the subject of magic has been treated and to select the probleums which
we have to investigate. I propose in this paper to make a digest, analysis,
and criticism, of what we may call the Intellectualist school of interpre-
tation in Bngland, chiefly represented oy Tylor and Fragzer.

Tylor and Frazer approached the problems of iragic from an intellectualist
standpoint. They considered that primitive man had reached his conclusions
about the efficacy of magic from rational observation and deduction in
ruch the same way as men of science reach their conclusions about natural
laws, Underlying all magical ritual is a rational process of thought.

The ritual of magic follows from its ideology. It is true that the deductions
of a magician are false -~ had they been true they would have been scientific
and not maglcal -~ but they are nevertheless based on genuine obserwvation,

For classification of phenomena by the similarities which exist between

then is the procedure of science as well as of magic and is the first essential
process of human knowledge. ‘/here the magician goes wrong ig in inferring
that because two things are alike in one or more respects ther have a -
mystical link between them whereas in fact the link is not a real link but

an ideal connexion in the mind of the magician. A Greek peasant is quite
right in classing jaundice and gold together in virtue of their common
attribute of colour but he is in error in deducing from this common attribute
that they can react on each other. The African peasant is quite right in
seeing a connexion between rain falling and water which he has thrown up

into the air falling but he 'is wrong in comsidering that on account of the
similarity between the two processes there is a causal relationship between
them. A causal relationship exists in his mind but not in nature., It is

a subjective and not an obJective. connexion, Hence the savage mistakes

an ideal analogy for a real connexion.

* Extract from the Bulletin of the Faculty of Arts, (Gairs),1933, Vol.l.-Part II.

1. P, W. Schmidt treats the subject under three headings in his Origine
et Evolution de la Religion, translated from the German. Paris. 1831.
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Tylor surveyed the facts of magic as a logician. lagic was to hin
"One of the mout pemicious delusions that ever vexed manklnd"l but ot the
same time he saw that it contained a logical schéme of thought which can
be well understood by 01v111sed en of the twentleth century.

"Mhe prineipal kev to the understanding of Occult Science 'is to

consider it as based on the issociation of Ideas, a faculty whlch lies

at the very foundation of hwan reason, but in no small degree of human
unreason also. lan,. as yet in a low intellectual condltlon, ‘having come

to associate in thought those things which he found by experie nce to be
connected in fact, proceeded erroneously to invert this action, snd to
conclude that as5001atlon in thought wmust involve similar connexion in reality.
He thus atueupted to dlscover, to. foretell ~and to cause events by meons

of processes which we can now see to have only an ideal 51on1flcance.'2

_ Nevertheless Tylor-p01nted_out that this 1qeal or subjective assoc-
iation of phenomena is not haphagard but rests on a rational agpreciation
- of the similarities which exist between phenomena, an appreciation which
takes the form of analogy or symbolism, IHence we can generally see at
once wherein the analogy of magical symbolism lies s, in what coan)ts ‘the
»meollc or1n0¢ple of mamlc, as Tylor calls 1t.

"Fanciful as these notlons are, it should be borae in mind. that they
come. fairly under definite mental law, depending as they do on a principle
of ideal a35001at10n, of which we can_quite understand the mental ection,
though we deny its practical resultsfﬁ -

_ Hovever, not all symbolism is of this diveet and obvious kind but
some of it embodies associations which have been arbitrarily invented to
fill in gaps in the uagical system and never has any r%tlonwl senge or of

which the rational gense had been forgotten.

. Tylor thus implicitly, for he does not explicitly discuss the question,
recognises that the difference betueen magic and science is the difference
between a false association of phenomena in which the link is of a subjective,
symbolic, and ideal, nature, on the one hand, and an association of
phenomena in which the link is of an obJectlve, and real nature, on the
other hand. In the same way he does not atteupt to iialte a clear theoratical
distinction between mag ric and Religion but is content to clain "as a minimum
.- definition of ‘leligion, the belief in Spiritual Beings™4 and to leave the

rest of the supernatural to magic. ‘ -

It is evident from Tylor s treatment of the subgect tlat e reallsed
that the province of .agic and religion, thus loosely deflned, nust con-
tinually overlap since there is often a notlon of animism in the pateria
medica of magical rites. That he believed the teris were best employed
without too great rigidity is shown by his statenent. that whilst dreams are
more properly trecated under the heading of religion since they are attributed

1. Edvard B. Tylor, Primitive Culture, 3rd ed. 1091. Vol. 1, p. 112..

2. udward B. Tylor. Primitive Culture, pp. 115-116. The same type of - -
explanation is given in his earlier work Researches into the Harly
History of llankind., = 1670, p. 129, o

3'. 14. P 119.
4. Id, p. 424.
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to splrltual intercourse nevertheless the art of oneiromancy, the art of
taking omens from dreams by analogical 1nterpfetat10n,(e.g. the dreams of
Joseph), may be treated under the heading of maglc.

Tylor's theory of animism, the substratum of all religious experience,
is typical of his intellectualist bias-in examining the beliefs of py'mitive
man and ray be compared with his discussion of magic when it will be clearer
from ani.analysis of his treatment of religion how he came to reach his
conclusions about magic than if we read his views on magic alone. Tylor
wag of the opinion that mankind came to believe in the human soul and, by
extension, in the souls of animals and plants and even of objects which
we call inanimate objects, through an effort to account rationally for such
phenomena as life and death, waking and sleeping, disease and trance,
dreams and visions,l -

Hig treatment of religious facts throughout ti:us follows the sane
method of rationalistic interpretation as his treatuent of magical facts.
This is well illustrated wien he asks how it is tliat mankind has for so long
placed implicit faith in "the whole monstrous farrago" of symbolic mazic
in which there is no truth whatever, IExplaining the logic of magic,
as Tylor does, by interpreting it as & rational, if mistaken,
inference from natural phenomena, he feels the need to account in a- simflar
manner for the fact that primitive man did not perceive its falsehood. :-He
explains what appears to us as unaccountable density of intelligence on
the grounds tl:at magic is not obviously futile since (1) the arts of magic
are associated often with commonsense behaviour; the cunning and knowledge
of the magician achieving what his ritual fails to achieve: (2) it is
difficult to perceive the fallacy of the magic art when what it sets out
to achieve so often follows its practice; nature performlng what the magic
appears to perform: (3) when a magic rite failg, its failure is not attrlbuted
to the futility of the rite, but to neglect of one of the prescriptions or
prohibitions which accompany its performance: {4) there are always hostile
forces at work which may counteract a magic rite, rival praetitioners ik
particular furnishing a useful excuse for failure: (5) the plasticity af
such notions as success and failure allow that what seems to some people
a complete failure may seem to others a compdrdtlve or partial success.
People everywhere find it hard to appreciate-avidence and oné success
outweighs in their minds and memories many failures: (6) the ve ary weight
of authority behind magical practice forces wsn to accept what adds support
and confirmation and to reject instances which contradict 1ts clalms.

The two pOS1t1ve contributions made by Tylor to a study of magic
were the unravelling of its symbolic principle or its idealogical logic
and his analysis of the causes which have prevented its exposure as a
fraud. Both have the merit that they are capable of psychological and
sociological 1nveut1got10n and can therefore be scientifically rejected
or accepted, - Tylor's account also, in my opinion, contained a negative
virtue, a virtue all the more to be commended when his bias towards evolu-
tionary interpretation of culture is talken into account. Whilst traci~,
the development of magical and animistic ideas both in the kuown chronology
of history and in the logical stratification of cultural types he made no
attempt to build out of his facts a hierarchy of historic stages of mag’c,
religion, and science, an error into which Frazer was to fall. Tylor
contented himself with demonstrating beyond doubt that Whetner we consider
those cultures whose history we know, and compare the earlier forms of
their cultures with the later forms of their development, or 1f e compare

1, Id. p. 428.
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the more primitive societies in the world today with the more advanced ,
societigs, we shall find the same broad statement to hold true, that every-:
vhere-there is magic and religion and science but that in the later stages
of development or in the more advanced societies magical and animistic ideas
play a lesser part in the thought end behaviour of men than in the sarlier
stages of development or in the more primitive societies. In modern
civilisation they tend to become idealised or to survive as superstition,
though a tinge of pessimism suffuges Tylor's thought When he congiders the
human psyche and.its limitations and mekes him conscious that nothing _
survives which does noét spring from deep-lying mental causes. whose opera- . .
tion continues always and may at any moment change what appears to be a
languishing survival into a flourishing revival. We may perhaps, there-
fore, present Tylor's scheme of development in a simple dlagrwnmatlc form,;.
as we may imagine he would have presented it himself. )

MAGIE . . SCIENCE . RELIGION
' — — — ~ HIGHER -

. STAGES OF

" CULTURE .

LOTBR
STAGES CF
CULTURE

| MAGIC | SCIFNCE RELIGION

Frazer added 11utle that was new to Tylor's brief survey of magic but he
expanded the salient points of the survey and made a deeper analysis of
their meaning. Arguments 1mp11c1t in Tylor's ‘account are developed as
exp11c1t theses, illustrated by a lavish catalogue of examples, by Frazer.
But if Frazer has built substantlally on the foundations laid by Tylor

he has also fallen into some pits which his cautlous predecessor avoided.
iJe will discuss his contribution under five headings: (1) his analysis
of the logic of magic, (2) His theory of the relationship of magic to
science, (3) his theory of the relationship of magic to religion, -
(4) nis chronological scheme of development of agic to religion and from
religion to science, (5) his observations on the part played by magic in
political development. ‘ o . R IR 3

(1) Whllst Tylor showed that there is a false as30011t10n of 1deas
underlying the 1deologj of" maplc he did not then proceed to classify into
types the analogies upon which it is based. This task Frazer has aCCOmpllshed
in his Golden Bough which rightly ranks among the great achleVements of
Lngllsh 11terature and scholarshlp.‘ He writes:

» "If we analyse the pr1n01ples of thought upon Whlch magic is based,
they will probably be found to resolve themselves into two: first that like
vroduces like, or that an effect resembles its cause; and, second, that
things which have once been in contact with each other continue to act on
each other at a dlstance after the physical contact has been severed. The
former principle may be called the Law of Similarity, the latter the Law
of Contact or Contagion. From the first of these principles, namely the
Law of Similarity, the magician infers that he can produce any effect he
desires merely by imitating it: from the second he infers that whatever
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he does to a material object will affect equally the person with whom the
object was once in contact, whether it formed part of his body or not.

Charms based on the Law of Similarity may be called Homoeopathic or Imitative
Magic. Charms based on the-Law of Contact or Conbaglon may be called
Contagious Waglc nl ,

And again he says:

"If my analysis of the magician's logic is correct its two great
principles turn out to be merely two diiferent misapplications of the
association of ideas. Homoeopathic Magic is founded on the association of
ideas by similarity. Contagious Magic is founded on the association of
ideas by contiguity. Homoeopathic magic makes the mistake of assuming that
things which resemble each other are the same: contagious magic coumits
the mistaie of assuming that thlnns which have once been 1n contact w1th
each other are always in contact

In other words we way say that to a Buropean observer all acts of
magic rest upon one or other, or both, of two simple modes of classifying
phenomena, by the similarities which exist betveen them and by their con-
tiguous position in relation to each other. This is a scientific, obgectlve,
mode of classification but the ideas of objects which are gimilar or contiguous
are linked in the savage mind by a notion that there is real connexion
between .them. Hence it is thought they have a sympathetic relationship be~
titeen them and can act on each other. So f'razer classes the two types of
association under a single heading:3

SYMPATHETIC MAGIC
- Law of Sympathy

Homoeopathic Magic Contagious lMagic
(Law of Similarity) . (Law of Contact)

L

Into this scheme of magic Frazer has incorporated in the second
edition of the Golden Bough the notion of taboo as Negative Magic and he
considers that the basis of taboo is just those two Laws of Similarity
and Contact which are the invariable laws of magical thought.

The inclusion of taboos in Frazer's general theory of magic gave it
a more rounded form and a fuller comprehension of the cluster of facts
which are included in the performance of a magical rite. In his own words:4

"For 1t is to be observed that the system of synpathetic maglc is
not merely composed of positive precepts: it comprises a very .large number
of negotive precepts, that is, prohibitions. Ittells you not merely what

1, Sir J. G. Frager. The Golden Bough, 3rd ed. 1922, Vol. 1., p. 52.

2. Idcpp- 53"'54c

3. Sir J. G. Frazer, The Golden Bough, 3rd ed. 1922, Vol. 1., p. 54.

40 Id. ppo 111"'112.
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to do, but also what to leave undone. The positive vprecepts are charms:
the negative grecepts are taboos: In fact the whole doctrine of taboo, or
at all events . a large part of it, would seem to be only a special applica-
tion of sympat:etlc magic, with its two great laws of similarity and .
contact, Though these laws are certainly not forwulated in so many words
nor even conceived in the abstract by the savage, they are nevertheless
implicitly believed by him to regulate the course of nature quite independ-
ently of hupan will. He thinks that when he acts in a certain way, certain
consequences will 1nev1tably follow by virtue of one or other of these laws;
and if the consequences of a particular act appear to him likely to prove
disagreegble or dangerous, he is naturally careful not to act in that way
lest he should incur them. In other words, he abstains from doing that
which, in accordance with his mistaken notions of cause and effect, he
falsely believes would injure him; in short, he subjects himself to a taboo.
Thus taboo is so far a negative application of practical magic. Positive
mgic or sorcery say 'Do this in order that so and so may happen.'

Negative magic or taboo say 'Do not do this, lest so and so should happen.'
The aim of positive umagic or sorcery is to produce a desired event; the-
aim of negative magic or taboo is to avoid an undesirable one. But both
conseqguences, the desirable and the undesirable, are supposed to he brought
: about in accordance with the 1aws of similarity and contact.®

Thus Jlth the inclusion of taboo in his analy51s of. maglc Frazexr
uresents his conception of the theory and uractlce of magic in the following
diagram:

MAGIC
1 ) - . e . B
Theoretical ‘ - Practical
(magic as pseudo-science) (magic as & psevido-
Positive magic Hegative magic
or - o .or

Sorcery. _ o "Taboo

-When Frazer asks himself why the beliefs and experlments of maplc are
“not at once detected as fraud by the sensible gpavage, he answers by giving.
one of the several reasons enunerated by Tylor to account for such
supineness, namely that the end aimed at in a nagical rite is actually
attained socner or later by processes of nature. Hence the very failure .
by primitive man to detect the fallacies of magic is a tribute to his.
rational and enquiring mind which is able to observe that magic rites and
such happenings as rain falling, wind blowing, sun. rising, man dying, have.
a temporal sequence which uway fairly be cunsidered a causal sequence,
Hence the primitive philosopher may point to .the evidence of his senses

as proving to any intelligent man that magic is & sensible belief. Nore-
over it is part of Frazer's argument that the more intelligent minds did
at least perceive the futility of magic.

(2) The analogy between the basic ideas of magic and those of science
which we find merely sketched by Tylor is presented to us as a finished
picture by Frazer., To him megic represents a Weltanschauung in every way
comparable to the Weltanschauung of science., Both view nature as "a series
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of évents occurring in an invariable order without the intervention of
personal agency".l In a well known passage Frngr has stated his theory
of the 1ntellectual kinship of magic to science.’

"For_the same=principles which the magician applies in the practice
of his art are implicitly believed by him to regulate the operations of
inanimate nature; in other words; he tacitly assumes that the Laws:of
Similarity and Contact are of universal applitation and are not limited
to humen actions., In short, magic is a spurious system of natural law
as well as a fallacious guide of conduct; it is a false science as well
as an abortive art. Regarded as a system of natural law, that is, as.
statement of the rules which determine the sequence of .events throughout
the world, it may be called Theoretical Magic; regarded as B set of
precepts which human beings observe in order to compass their ends, it may

-be called Practical Magic. At the same time it is to be born in mind that
the primitive magician knows magic only on its practical side; he never
analyses the mental processes on which his practice is based, never reflects
on the abstract principle involved in his actions. Uith him, as with the
vast majority of men, logic is implicit, not explicit; he reasons just as
he digests his food in complete ignorance of the intellectual and physio-
logical processes which are essential to the one operation and to the
other. In short, to him magic is always an art, never a science; the very
idea of science is lacking in his undeveloped mind, It is for the philo-
sophic student to trace the train of thought which underlies the magician's
practice; to draw out the few simple threads of which the tangled skein
is composed; to disengage the abstract principles from their concrete
applications; in short, to discern the spurious science behind the bastard
art."

And again:

"Jherever sympathetic magic occurs in its pure unadulterated form,
it assumes that in nature one event follows another necessarily and in-
variably without the intervention of any spiritual or personal agency.
Thus its fundamental conception is identical with that of modern science;
underlying the whole system is a faith, implicit but real and firm, in
the order and uniformity: of nature. The magician does not doubt that the
same causes will always produce the same effects, that the performance of
the proper ceremony, accompanied by the appropriate spell, will inevitably
be attended by the desired results, unless, indeed, his incantations should
chance to be thwarted and foiled by the more potent chaims of another
sorcerer, He supplicatesnno higher poweér: he sues the favour_of no fickle
and wayward belng he abases himself before no awful deity."3

Magic assumes "a seguence of events determlned by law", 4 Sscience
differs from magic not in its assumptions and approach to reality but in
the validity of its concepts and the efficacy of its art.

1, Sir J. G. Frazer, The Golden Bough, 3rd éd;; 1922, vol. I, p. 51.

20 Ido, PP- 52_530

3e Sir J. G Frazer, The Golden Bo 3rd ed., 1922, Vol., I, p. 220.

40 Ido, P 221.
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(3) Frazer's distinction between magic and science by the test of
objective validity clearly will not hold as a means of differentiating.
magic from religion, between which Frazer saw "a fundamental. distinction .
and even opposition of pr1n01p1e."1 Magic is to him something different
in kind to religionad not merely the earliest phase in the development
of its thought. He differentiates between them in much the sawe manner
as Tylor. Tylor considered belief:in spiritual beings to constitute
religion and recognised that belief invariably leads to cult. Frazer
stresses the cult rather more than Tylor; otherwise thelr theories are
identical, Rellglon accoxrding to Frazer is: o

- "A propitiation or conc111at10n of powers superlor to nan Wthh
are believed to direct and control the course of nature and of human life.
Thus defined, religion congists of two elements, a theoretical and a prac-
tical, namely, a belief in powers higher than man .and an attempt to propltlate
S or please them." :

Hence religion assumes that nature is under the control of spirits
and that these spirits can alter its course as they please. Frazer con-
trasts this notion of a plastic and variable nature with the notion of
nature subJeot to immutable laws: as postulated by magic¢ and science.

"The distinction between the two conflicting views of the universe
turns on their answer to the crucial question. Are the forces which. govern
the world conscious and personal, or unconscious and impersonal? Religion,
as a conciliation of the superhuman powers, assumes the former. of the al~
ternative, For all conciliation implies that the beéing conciliated is a
conseious or personal agent, that his conduct is in some measure uncertain,
and that he can be prevailed upon to vary it in the desired direction by
a judicious appeal to his interests, his appetites, or his emotioms.
Conciliation is never employed towards things which are regarded as inanimate,
nor towards persons whose behaviour in the particular circumstances is
known to be determed with absolute cértainty.  Thus in so far as religion
assumes the world to be directed by conscious agents who may be turned from
their purpose by persuasion, it stands in fundamental antagonism to magic
as well as to scien¢e, both of which take for granted that the course of
nature is determined, not by the passions or caprice of personal beings,
but by the operatlon of immutable laws acting mechanically.-. In magic,
1ndeed the assumption 1s only impllclt but in science it is explicit. n3

Frazer recognises the problem of reconc111ﬂg thls deflnltlon with .
recorded knowledge of barbaric cultures in which the gods are influenced
by magic or are even themselves magicians. Are not magic and religion, as
Frazer defines them, in such cases an insoluble compound of ritual and
belief? From his intellectualist position Frazer says that they are not
insoluble for in such cases it is easy to see whether mankind treats the
gods in the same way as he treats inanimate objects, as subjectto his
spells which they are bound to obey through the same immutable laws as

l. Id., Preface, xx,

2. Sir J. G. Frazer, The Golden Bough, 3rd ed., 1922, vol. I, p, 222

3. Id. p. 223.
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regulate all natural and magical causatien, or whether mankind
admits their absolute control over nature and tries to conciliate or
propltlate them in’ consequence of hls bellef in their powers, -

(4) But it is not merely in their philosophies and in their modes
of attempting to ‘control nature tha.t magic and religion are different,
They belong to different strata in the history of human ‘development and
where we find that they have amalgamated we may regard this overlapping
of one stage on to the other as being in no sense primitive and we nmay
conclude that "there was a time when man trusted to magic alone for the
satisfaction of such wants as transcended his immediate animal cravings."
For this startling conclusion, borrowed from Jevons, Frazer gives us three
reasons., Iirstly he claims that magic is loglcally more nrlmltlve than
religion, and may therefore be fairly considered to belong to an earlier
stage in the development of thought, since the simplest recognition of
similarity or contiguity of ideas is not.so complex as the conception of
personal agents, even animals being supposed to associate the ideas of
things which are like each other or which have been found together in
their experience, while no one attributes to the brutes a belief in '
spiritual agents. To this purely deductive argument Frazer adds a second
and inductive observation., He claims that among the aborigines of Australia,

"the rudest savages as to whom we .possess accurate information, magic is
universally practised, whereas religion in the sense of a propitiation or
conciliation of the highest powers seems to be nearly unknown, Roughly
spesking, all men. in Australia are maglclans, but not one is a priest;
everybody fancies he can influence his fellows or the course of nature by
sympathetic magic, but nobody dreams of propltlatlng gods by prayer and
sacrlflce." .

It is not, therefore, unreasonable, says Frazer, to deduce from the
fact that the most backward culture in the world is prolific in magic and
barren in religion that all other races have advanced to their higher
cultural position through the same historic stages of development from
magic to religion and he asks whether the recorded facts from Australia
do not justify the query that "Jjust as on the material side of human
culture there has been everywhere an Age of Stone so on the 1nte11ectua1.
side there has everywhere been an Age of Maglc?" 5

His third argunent in favour of the prlorlty of magic asserts that
since we find everywhere an enormous variation in the forms of religious
belief while the essence of magical belief is always the same we may
assume that just as magic represents a substratum of belief in civilised .
communities whose upper social elements are busied with some one or other
of the multitude of religious creeds so it represents as well an earlier,
more primitive, phase of thought in the hlstory of the human race in which
all men held the same magical falth

"This universal faith, this truly. Catholic creed, is a bellef ;n
the efficacy of magic. While rellglous systems differ not only in
dlfferent countrles, but in the same country in’ different ages, the system.

1. Sir J. G. Frazer, The Golden Bough, 3rd ed., 1922, Vol. I, p. 233.

20 Ido’ Pc 234

3. Sir J. G. Frazer, The Golden Boggg,.Brd._ed., 1922, Vol. I, p. 27354
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of sympathetic magic remains everywhere and at all times substantially
alike in its prineiples and practice. Among the ignorant and superstitious
classes of modern Burope it is very much what it was thousands of years ago
in Egypt and India, and what is now among the ‘lowest savages surviving in
the remotest corners of the world. If the test of truth lay in a show of
hands or a counting of heads, the system of magic might appeal, with far
more reason than the Catholic Church, to the proud motto, "Quod semper,
quod ©bigue, quod ab omnlbus,“ as the gure and certaln credentlal of 1ts
own 1nfa111b11ity." L .

, Frazer_then proceeds-to~enquire’ab0ut the process of mental change’
from an exclusive belief in magic to a belief in religion also. He =~
thinks that he can do no more than "hazatd a more or less plausible
conjecture" about this change .in orlentatlon of- belief. . This congecture
* is that the shrewder intelligences began t0 see that maglc did’ not really
accomplish what it set out to accomplish and fell back on the belief that .
there were beings,like themselves, who directed the course of nature and -
who must be placated and cajoled into granting men what he had hltherto
belleved himself able to bring about through maglc on his- own 1n1t1at1ve.

"The shrewder intelligences must in time have cone to_perpelve that
nagical ceremonies and incantations did not really effect the results -
which they were designed to produce, and which the majority of their 'simpler
fellows still believed that they did actually produce. This great discovery
of the in-efficacy of magic must have wrought ‘a-radical though probably
slow revolution in the minds of those who had the sagac1ty to‘make it.

The. discovery amounted to this, that men for the first timé recognised
their inability to manipulate at pleasure certain matural forces which
hitherto they had believed to be completely within their control. It was
a confession of human ignorance and weakness., lian saw that he Dlad taken
for causes what were no causes, and that all his efforts to work by means
of these 1mag1nary ‘causes had been vain., His painful toil had been wasted,
his curious ‘ingenuity had been squandered to no purpose. . He had been
pulling at strings to which nothing was attached; he had been wsrching,

as he thought, straight to the goal, while in reality he had only been °
.treading in a narrow circle. Not that the effects which he had striven

s0 hard to produce did not continue to manifest themselves.. They were
still produced, but not by him. The rain still fell oa the thirsty
ground: the sun still pursued his daily, and the moon her nightly journey
across the sky: the silent procession of the seasons still moved in light
and shadow, in cloud and sunshine across the earth: men were still bvorn
to labour and sorrow, and still, after a brief sojourn here, were gathered
to their fathers in the long home hereafter. All things indeed went on
as before, yet all seemed different to him from whose eyes the old scales
had fallen. TFor he could no longer cherish the pleas1ng.111u51on that it
was he who guided the earth and the heaven in their courses, and that they
would cease to perform their great revolutions were he to take his feeble
hand from the wheel. In the death of his enemies and his friends he no
longer saw a proof of the resistless potency of his own or of hostile:
enchantments; he now knew that friends and. foes alilke had succumbed to a
force stronger than any that he could Wleld, and in obedlence to a destlny
which he was powerless to control." :

v -

1. Ido, PP' 235—6'

2.  9ir, J. G. Frager, The Golden Bough, 3rd ed., 1922, Vol. I, pp. 237-8.
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In the end nagic is suppressed by religion and eveutually comes under
the ban of the priesthood as a black art. So at a late period in the develop-
ment of human thought we find a distinction drawn between religion. and '
superstltlon, magic being classed as a superstltlon.

"But when, still-later, the conceptlon of the elemental forces as
personal agents is giving way to the recognition of natural law; then
magic, based as it implicitly is on the idea of a necessary and invariable
sequence of cause and effect, independent of personal will, reappears - -
from the obscurity and discredit into which it had fallen, and by in~
vestigating the causal sequences in nature, directly prepares the way for
science. Alchemy leads up to chemistry." . , : : :

(5) Finally Frager rounds off his account of megic by showing the
part it has played in the history of political development. Magic is -
practised in primitive societies not only by private individuals for thelr
own private purposes but also by public functionaries on behalf of the
whole community and these men are able to gain great wealth and repute
and may acquire rank and authority by their ritual functions. Moreover
the profession of public magician selects the ablest, most ambitious, and
most unscrupulous, men in society since it sets a premium on knavish
imposture. .That 'public magic' is often a road to political influence
and social prestlge and private affluence I'razer shows by many actual examples
from Australia, New Guinea, Melanesia, ‘and Africa, and he justly concludes
that:

"in point of fact maglclans appear to have often. develeped into chiefs and
kings, Not that magic is the only or perhaps even the main road by which
men have travelled to a throne."

In this progress from magician to king the fear inspired by ritual
power is backed by the wealth the magician is able to amass in the exercise
of his profession, The profession of magician appears to be the earliest
professional class in human society and the first sign of social differ-
entiation, Frazer then brings his thesis of political development into
connexion with his theory of the chronologlcal sequence of magic to :religion.
For he believes that the evolution of the magician-chief goes hand in hand
with the breakdown of magic and the birth of religion. Hence the magician
as he galns polltlcal Supremacy uends at the same time to emerge as the
priest. S

"Hence the king starting as a magician, tends gradually to exchange
the practice of magic for the priestly functions of prayer and sacrifice,
And while the distinction between the human and the divine is still
imperfectly .drawn, it is often imagined that men may themselves attain to
godhead not merely after their death, but in their life time, through the
temporary or permanent posses51on of their wholo nature by a great and
powerful spirit."

While Tylor traced the changes which have taken place in the form
and functions of magic, religion, and science, through the ages and kept
his conception of their growth and decay within the linits set by knowledge

1. Sir J. G. Frager, The Golden Bough, 3rd ed., 1922, Vol, I. p. 374.
2 Id., Pe 332

3, Sir J. G. Frager, The Golden Bough, 3rd ed., 1922, Vol. I., p, 372.
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derived from hlstory and a comparative study of cultures, Frazer traced

the progress of human thought through stratified grades of wnilinear develop-
nent, each grade representing a step on which mankind has everywhere

rested awhile on his path of upward progress. Ve may therefore present
Frager's scheme diagraumatically to compare it with the diagram@atic
presentation which we have drawn to demonstrate Tylor's viewpoint.,

| |
; | HIGHER
' SCIENCE | CULTWRES
, .
I 1
i RELIGION .
f |

1

' LOJER
| N
MAGIC | CULTWRES

Having summarised the theories of Tylor and Frazer I shall now try
+to sort them out and class them as hypotheses capable of inductive proof
and in accordance with present knowledge, hypotheses which cannot be
proved inductively but which have heuristic value, and hypotheses which
are useless either because they are contrary to ascertained facts or being
beyond proof or disproof by inductive enoulry lack also even heuristic
value. Into the last class come Frazer's theories about the affective
and ideational similarity between magic and science, about the development
of thought through stages of magic, religion, and science, and the greater
part of his analysis of magical symbolism,

Tylor and Frazer were both dominated by the evolutionary ideas of
their time and tended to see different types of behaviour as representatives
of historic stages, TFrazer especially arranged his types in a temporal
sequence which was hardly justified by his methods of investigation., He
could have shown the historical development of magic and science, as
Thorndike, for instance, has done, in a definite culture of which we have
historical knowledge, or he could have carefully defined cultural tjypes
on a consensus of cultural traits and demonstrated the correlation between
these types and modes of thought. He used neither of these methods with
the result that his theory of evolutionary progress of mankind through stages
of magic, religion, and science, has earned Marett's title of a platonic
myth and it is possible that Fragzer would have been content with this
description and regarded his scheme as a convenient framework on which to
weave his vast assortment of facts. There is nothing in Frazer's arguments
which proves a chronological priority for magic over religion and empirical
knowledge. Frazer's argument that the Australians, who have the simplest
material culture we know, show much magical and little religious behavicur
falls to the ground on the impact of critical analysis. It has been pointed
out that other peoples who may be considered as low in the cultural scale
as the Australians, have little magicj; that the Australians cannot be
taken as a cultural unit since they differ widely among themselves; and
that moreover many Australian tribes have pronouncéd animistic beliefs and
cults. Frazer's plea that animals make mental associations between
phenomena and that this is also the essence of magical beliefs is a very
remote and superficial analogy. Magic is a system of ritual techniques and
not simple mental associations between phenomena. MNoreover this evolutionary

. theory suffers from the same drawback as others of its kind, namely that
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it is quite beyond proof or disproof. If anyone had been present when men
performed their first rites he might have recorded their nature and we
could then have classified them as religion or magic according to our
sevéral formulae., Frazer's.theory of how mankind changed from a nagical

to a religious view of the universe is hardly presented as a serious thesis
and is not treated as one here, :

Nevertheless the priority in time of magic over religion, though it
cannot be inductively proved might have been deductively concluded if .
Frazer had made an exhaustive survey of the facts by the method of correla-
tion such as was employed by Tylor, Steinmetz, and Hobhouse, Ginsberg and
Wheeler. It might be possible to show that magic is spe01a11y prominent
in those societies with a low teclmological equipment and undeveloped
political organisation and that when we exanine types of society with more
efficient technology and more complex social organisation we find a greater
absence of magical rites and a greater number of religious ones and
that finally we reach societies of greatest technical e¢fficiency and most
complex social life in which magic is almost absent and religion less
prominent than in the second type while behaviour and thought are becoming
more and more exclusively empirical,.

An analysis of the kind suggested here, particularly of the correla-
tion of magical and empirical thought with forms of social behaviour would
be well worth the labour that it would cost. There can be no doubt that
magic as a dominant form of social behaviour is restricted to savage and
barbarous peoples. This does not mean that all uncivilised societies are
magic=-ridden nor does it mean that magic is totally unknown in civilised
communities.l What it means is that if we trace the changes which have
taken place in those civilisations for which we possess wvritten history
we shall find that there is a slow and cumulatlve increase in empirical
knowledge and a slowly diminishing body of magical knowledge and that also
if we compare societies without the art of writing and without advanced
technology with those that possess the art of writing and are technologically
advanced sre shall find that on the whole the technique of magic is less
promingnt a mode of behaviour in the latfer than in the former. ‘Je may
say therefore that magic is a tecimmique charactsristic of simple societies
and tends to disappear with the advancement of civilisation, a point of
view advanced by Tylor and strikingly developed by Levy~Bruhl in the
provoking contrast he makes between Primitive Mentality and Civilised
Mentality. .

If we mean by science an elaborate system of knowledge the result
of experimentation in the hands of specialists, such as
we think of when we speak about science today, there is little dlfflculty
in assigning to it an historical stage in the development of human thought.
But if we mean any correct knowledge of natural processes and acquaintance
with technological methods then it is clearly improper to place science at
one end and magic at the other end of a series of developmental astages, as
Frazer has done, since it is evident that no peoples could possibly have
lived in a state of culbture sufficient to engage in ritual unless they first
had sufficient technological knowledge to master their environment. You
cannot have ‘agricultural or hunting magic unless you have agriculture and

l. A vast literature could be cited on magical rites practised by the
peasantry of Europe.
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hunting. Moreover, tae most primitive societies of today are always found
to be equipped with a sound knowledge of nature. The difference between
scientific lmowledge used in the first sense and scientific lmowledge used
in the second sense is one of degree but it may.be generally stated that
the first usage means that you understand that certain things do happen
invariably and that the second usage means that you understand how and
why- they happen. In the first case you know that if you plant maize seeds
in a certain type of ground at a certain time of the year maize will grow.
In the second case you know why the seeds grow at all, why they grow in
one soil and not in'gnother, and why they grow at one time of the year and
not at another, But'even here there are many degrees of knowledge and the
empirical shades into the scientific. :

It is never clear what Frazer means by science for he uses the word
now in one sense now in another but on the whole he seems to mean the
conscious striving after knowledge, the systems of criticism and controls,
and the use of logic and experiment, which the word implies in ordinary .
usage~ today. Used in this sense the analogy which he draws between science
and magic is unintelligible., He says that science and magic both visualize
a uniform nature subject to invariable laws and that the scientist and the
magician have a like psychdlogical approach to nature., It is clear from
accounts of savages that they have no conception of nature as a system
organized by laws and in any case the utilisation of magic to influence the
course of mature is surely in direct opposition to the scientist's con-
ception of the universe. You cannot both believe in natural law and that
you can delay the sun by placing a stone in the fork of a tree., If there
are any regularities and uniformities of thought they are in the workings
of magic and not of nature. But the whole discussion seems rather point-
less for you have to be a scientist to note regularities and uniformities
and organise them into a conscious theory of the universe. Indeed Frazer
himself speaks of the magical view of the universe subject to law and
expressing uniformity as implicit and not explicit and it is difficult to
see any sense in theoyetical magic which is not explicit. All it can
nean is that if we used magic in the same way as the savage uses it we .
would have a theory that the world was sufficiently regular in its working
for us to rely on magic to control it since it may be expected always to
react in the same manner to the performance of the same spell or rite.
fe should generdlise our experiences in this manner because we are scienti-
fically orientated but since we are scientifically orientated we should at
once perceive the fallacy of magic. With regard to the supposition that
the man of science and the man of magic both approach their task with
quiet confidence and masterful assurance and that their psychology contrasts
with the nervous apprehension and humility of the man of religion it can
only be said that Frazer produces no facts in support of his contention.

' The apparent futility of Frazer's analogy between science and magic
is due to the fact that he sees both as modes of thinking and not as learnt
modes of technical behaviour with concomitant speech foms. If he had
compared a magical rite in its entirety with a scientific performance in
its entirety instead of comparing what he supposes to go on in the brain
of a magician with what he supposes to go on in the brain of a scientist
he would have scen the essential difference between science and magice.
This difference is most strikingly shown in the experimental standpoint
on the two modes of behaviour. Science experiments and is open to ex-
perience and ready to make adjustments in its notions of reality whereas
magic is relatively non-expsrimental and the magician is impervious to
experience, as science understands the term, since he employs no methods
of testing or control. If moreover Frazer had not brought the scientific
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specialist on to the scene in order to compare him with the magical specialist

but. had compared magical knowledge and behaviour with scientific knowledge

and behaviour, that is.to say had compared those forms of knowledge which

accord with objective reality with those which distort objective reallty

and those forms of behaviour which achieve their purpose with those forms

of behaviour which are only believed to achieve their purpose, and had

. compared them as types of thought and behaviour in the same cultural con-
ditions instead of in totally different cultural conditions, his investiga-

tions would have been of greater value. He might have compared empirical

behaviour with magical behaviour among the savages of Australia and observed

their interaction, their social 1nter-re1atlons, and their concomitant

psychological states, with some chance of- reachlng valid conclusions about

the differences which exist between them. Levy-Bruhl who took an exactly

oppoaitecpoint of view, holding that maglcal ‘thought  and scientific

thought stand to each other as black to white, made the same mistake of

comparing our science with savage magic: 1nstead of comparing savage

emplrlclsm with savage magic. :

Besldea sufferlng from the .influence of current psychological and
evolutionary theories Frazer's exP051tlon also suffered from current method-
ological deficiencies. He used what is known as the comparative method
and this does not mean the conviction that any scientific generalisation
must rest on a comparative study of similar- phenomena, a conviction common
to all men of science and an essential part of their methodology, but a
particular way of comparing phenomena which was extensively used by all
anthropological writers at the end of the last century. It consisted in
selecting from a vast mass of data, uneven and often poor in quality,
whatever pheriomena appeared to belong to the same type. This proved to
‘be a very dangerous proceeding because the selection of facts was made
on the grounds of similarity between phenomena in virtue of a single common
quality. The qualities which were different in each instance were neglected.
This is a perfectly sound method of scientific analysis so long as conclu-
sions are restricted to the particular quality abstracted and it is not
then assumed that because phenomena are alike in respect to this single
quality that they are alike in other respects which have not been subject
to critical comparative analysis. In a study of social facts the procedure
is all the more hazardous for these are defined by their inter-relations
and if they are abstracted from their social milieu it is essential to
realise that they are only comparable in a linited number of resnects and
not as complete social facts. By use of the comparative method Fragzer was
successful in demonstrating that the ideology of magic rests upon fundamental
laws of thought for it is possible to isolate the ideologicalassociations
of a vast number of magical rites and to compare them simply as examples
of evident notions which are the raw material of all human thought. But
when Frazer then proceeds to find a similarity between magic ‘and science
merely because the scientist and the magician use the processés of all
thought building, sensation, abstraction, and comparison, the procedure
is clearly inadmissible because it does not follow from the fact that both
magic and science display in their ideologies the most elementary processes
of thought that there is any real similarity between scientific and magical
techniques and systems of thought. This pars pro toto fallacy is again
shown in Frazer's argument that becausé magic and science both disregard
spiritual beings they are similar in virtue of this absent association.
This is equivalent to saying that x is not y and z is not y and that there-
fore x and z are the same. I conclude therefore that Frazer's theories
of the similarity between magic and science and of their historic stages’
are unsupported by either sound evidence or logic and that they have little
heuristic value. Indeed they are formulated in such a manner that it is
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difficult to present them in a scientific form at all and consequently they
impede rather than assist us in our :quest, "It is useless to attempt to
solve the queries which Frazer raises. We have to formulate the problems
anew if we are to conduct a sc1ent1flc enqulry.

Of What value is the" whole TylorAFrazer conception of maglc as a
mistaken association of 1deas9 Here we may dlstlngulsh between two
propoqltlons'- -

o (l) in the words and actlons of magic we can discern the operation
of certain elementary laws of thought. The associations which link the
rite and its obJectlve are so 81mple that they are evident to us who are

.far. rem0ved from the cultures in which magic flourlshes. They are found -
to rest .on perception of p051t10n and perceptlon of 31m11ar1t1es.

(2) These assoclatlons are t0 us no more than uémory images of
qualities of things which have an ideal relati onship in our minds but the
gsavage mistakes these ideal relations for real relations in the world
around him. Ve and savages both think in the same way insefar as per-
~ ception and comparison of sensations are concerned but the savage then
leaves us behind and goes a step further by belleV1ng that because two
things are assoc1ated together in his memory image that they are objectively
associated. He believes that because things are like each other they will
act on each other since they are ‘bound by an invisible link,

Ve can accept the flrst ‘proposition without hesitation., It was
clearly enunciated by Tylor and abundantly illustrated by Frazer. ‘e can
adopt the termlnology of the Qolden BOugh and speak of Homoeopathic llazic
and ontaglous Magic., But it is surprising that Frazer made no deeper
analysis, for to tell us that magical thought rests on perception of posi-
tion and slmllarltles is not to tell us much since these are the elementary
processes of allvthought and it follows from the fact that magic is man-made.
A more comprehensive analysis could be made by listing the particular
qualities of objects which are associated in the idéology of magic. For
example in the instance of the gold—aaundlce association it is the quality
of colour. The mental associations embodled in magic can thus be resolved
into even simpler elements than Frazer's laws of - s1m11ar1ty and. contagionj
they can be resolved into the 31mplest of conscious sensations and the
notions and memory 1mages resulting from them. It can be shown upon which
abstractions magic is built up, whether of ‘sight, hearing, odour, taste,
or touch. ihen a stoné figures in magic whlch of its qualities is ab~-
stracted in the maglcal a35001at10n, its sigze, its colour, its roughness,
its temperature, or its weight? MNagical associations can likewise be
resolved into elementary notions of the dlmen31ons of sensations, position
in space, position in tlme, dimensions of size, and so on. He mlght also
have shown us how in a complicated rite & 81ngle part of a process is sel-
ected to stand for the whole, as Thurnwald has done. A third, but difficult,
task would be to ‘show whether it flgures in a number of cultural situations;

sometimes even being given a permanence and 1nev1tab111ty by language.
Are gold and jaundice associated together only 'in the magical situation
of therapeutic treatment or have théy an association outside this situation
in the minds of Greek peasants° An example of association fixed by language
is elephantiasis for when we speak of the disease we inevitably mention
this animal, The Azande of the Nlle-Uelle Dlvlde make the same comparison
and the a88001at10n is embodied in the word and is therefore not restricted
to situations in which elephant's foot is used to cure elephantiasis, Ve
“have to enquire also whether the abstraction of a quality in magical
agsociations is. always a culturally indicated perceptlon, e«g. in colour
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associations; and other lines of enquiry could be suggested.

. The second proposition is most misleading and is illugstrative of
one of those perilous leaps backwards and forwards in the dark from
observable social behaviour to individual psychological procegses which
digtinguish anthropological gymnastics. Frazer's argument runs as follows:
to the Greek peasant jaundice and gold are of the same colour and since
things which are alike react on one another gold if used according to
certain rules will cure jaundice. I would prefer to state the proposition
as follows: gold and jaundice produce the same sensations of colour and
this similarity is culturally indicated by their association in magical
behaviour. It is the middle expression in Frazer's thesis to which objec-
tion is taken. In his account he frequently informs us that in savage
minds like produces like and that contiguous things remain in contact when
their contiguity ceases to be objective and remains, as we would say,
only a memory image. We are told that "the magician infers that he can
produce any effect he desires merely by imitaiing it" and that "homoeopathic
magic makes the mistake of assuming that things which resemble each other
are the same."

We may first note in criticism of this point of view that it is
always uncertain what Frazer means by his statements because the inferences
he refers to are only "implicitly believed" or "tacitly assumed". 3But
beliefs and assumptions are jJjudgments, they are conscious processes in
which the middle term between two associated images is kmown to the
thinker. Apart from this terminolcgical haze which hangs over the vhole
discussion and which alone serves to obscure all issues there is a hopeless
jumble of psychological and sociological problems in which psychological
concepts are used where they are quite irrelevant. We must keep our prob-
lems distinct if we are to find our way through this labyrinth of vague
generalisations. Sensations and abstractions and simple comparison of ab-
stractions are psychological processes common to all mankind and in a
sociological study of magic they do not concern us as psychological facts.
'ije are also not concerned with the question why magical associations embody
notions of position and resemblance. It is inconceivable that they should
not. The problem which concerns us is related to the social value or
social indication which is given to objects and qualities. This value
may be empirical, that is to say it may attribute to a thing, and utildise,
the qualities which it really possesses. For example, a stone is considered
to be hard and is therefore used as a tool, Or the value may be nystical,
that is to say it may attribute to a thing qualities which it does not
possess and which are not subject to sensory impressions. TFor example a
stone may be used in magical rites or be considered the dwelling place of
a spirit. The perception of similar colouring in gold and jaundice is a
psychological fact which requires a psychological explanation. The
embodiment of this perception in a social technique is a sociological fact
and requires a sociological explanation., It is not our business to ex=-
plain the sensations which the physical gqualities of an object produce in
men but it is our task to explain the social qualities with which men
invest the object. The tendency of Tylor and Frazer to explain social
facts in terms of individual psychology have been justly criticised by
Durkheim and his school. Either this means that a pattern of thought can
be explained in terms of psycho-physical functioning of an individual's
brain which appears to be absurd if only because the pattern existed before
the individual was born and he inherited it as part of his social heritage,
even when it involves sensations which have to be individually experienced,
or it means that a pattern of thought can be explained by an individual's
mental content which is, of course, no explanation at all.
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Even the simplest associations if they are to be anything more than
passing images are creations of social usage, of language, of technology,
of magic, and so on. This is why in-experiments on association. there is
really so Ilttle free association and why the responses evoked in so many
subjects are so often of the same type., One is not surprised that a
Greek peasant can see a resemblance between the colour of zold and the colour
of jaundice but the problem is why he should associate these two things
together in magical performances when he does not associate them together
in other situations and why he assogiates these particular things and not
other things which have the same qualities of colour. It.would néver
occur to us to associate gold and jaundice together so why should the
Greek peasant associate them together? The answer can hardly be avoided
that he associates them togethér in certain situations because he léarns
to do so when he learns to speak and behave as other members of his society
learn to speak and behave. But one presumes that the Greek peasant does -
not always make this association and that it is possible for him to think
of and use gold without thinking of jaundice and even that he can think
of jaundice without associating it with gold. It is also pertinent to ask
why he should associate gold and not something else with jaundice, and in
posing this question a whole range of problems present themselves. We
ask whether there are other things which in their culture fuifil the con-
ditions of colour and adaptibility to the requirements of magical usage,
we ask what is the social value given to gold in other situations, we ask
whether there is evidence of the association, in the situation of Jjaundice,
having been borrowed as a single tralt from nelghbourlng peoples, and we
may ask many other questions. '

- The point I wish to emphasize is that these a33001at10ns are 51tu-
atlonal aSSOC1atlons. ‘They derive their soclologlcal significance because
they are social facts and not because they are psychological facts. It is
the social situation which gives them meaning, which even gives them the
poss1b111t1es of expression. Magic and gold come into cultural associations
in the life of an individual because they are linked together by a magical
rite. We must not say that a Greek peasant sees that gold and jaundice
have the same colour and that therefore he can use the one to cure the
other. Rather we must say that because gold is used to cure jaundice
colour associations between them become established in the mind of a
Greek peasant., It may even be asked to what extent the resemblance
between their colours is consciously foruulated by the performer of the
rite, to what extent he is aware of the colour link in the association of
gold and Jaundlce.

~ No savage believes that everything which has the same size, or
colour, or weight, or temperature, or sound, etec., are in mystical con-
nection and can be used to operate on one another. If primitive man
really mistook an ideal connection for a real one and confused subjective
with objective experiences his life would be chaos. He could not exist.
It is a psychological absurdity. Why then do savages only gometimes
make these associations between phenomena and not always make them? Why
do some peoples make them and others on the same cultural level, not make
them? Knowledge of the cultural situation in which the association is
made will alone answér these questions. The association will be found to
be not a general one but a particular one which is specific in a certain
situation. Stones and sun are not linked in a general association but
only in the special sitvation in which a stone is placed in the fork of a
tree to keep the sun from sinking. The association comes into being by
the performance of a rite. There is ny mystical relation between sun and |
stones but man endows a particular stone with a ritual quality by using it
in a rite and for the duration of the rite. ihen a savage throws water
into the air he does not imagine that by doing so he produces rain. He
onlv thinks this when he throws water into the air during the performance
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of a rite to produce rain., Hence there is no mistaken association of
ideas. The association betwcen a certain quality in one thing and the

same quality in another thing is a correct and universal association.

It does not violate the laws of logic for it is a psychological process
altogether outside their sphere. It would certainly be a mistake were
the savage to hold that because things are alike they can, in virtue of
their likeness alone, act on one another at a distance or that by merely . .
imitating an act he can produce it. But here again the savage makes no
such mistake, He believes that certain rites camn produce certain results
and the mimetic or homoeopathic eleménts in the rite are the manner in which
the purpose of the rite is expressed, It is the rite itself, the perfor-
mance of standardised movements and the uttering of standardised words and
the other sterotyped conditions of ritual, which achieves the result.

The savage does not say "Whatever I imitate will happen so that if I throw
water into the air rain will fall"., What he says is "There is no rain at
this season of the year when there ought to be rain and if we get the rain-
maker to perform a rite rain will fall and our crops will be saved",

Why rites so often take a mimetic form is a psychological problem which we
shall not discuss here, Marett has put forward a brilliant hypothesis

but it is possible to advance other theories. 'e must therefore make the
obJectlon with Freud "dass die Assoziationstheorie der lMagie bloss die liege
aufklart welche die lagic geht, aber nicht deren eigentliches !iesen,
whmlich nlcht das Mlssverstandnls, welches sie psychologische Gesetze

an die Stelle natirlicher setzen heisst".l

If I have criticised Frazer severely 1 render homage to his scholar-
ship. The Golden Bough is an essential source-book for all students of
human thought and the faithful way in which he has treated his authorities
ig an assurance that we drink at an undiluted stream, His writings have
always been, and no less today than in the past, a stimulus to those working
in the same field and every criticism is a tribute. But we can go farther
than making these acknowledgments - we must take over from Tylor and Frazer
many sound ideas and use them in the foundations of any theory of magic
which is to stand the test of criticism and research. As we are, as it
were, taking these ideas away with us, they may be listed as briefly as
possible since in future writings they will be utilised, while those ideas
which we believe to be erroneous and to which we have devoted lengthy
criticism are being Jettisoned once and for all,

(1) Tylor's exposition of the variations of magic as a form of
social behaviour with variations in cultural development.,

(2) Tylor’s brilliant analysis of the mechanisms which compel and
maintain faith in magic among savage and barbarous peoples.

(3) Frazer's observation, cautiously stated, of the oft found
identity of the public magician with the political chief.

(4) The division of ritual into religion and magic on the formal
basis of presence or absence of belief in spirits with attendant cult, put
forward by Tylor and adopted by Frazer, is an acceptable terninological
device., So much time and labour has been expended in a futile endeavour
to define the respective spheres of magic and religion in the abstract

_that it is necessary to state that sociology studies social behaviour-and
‘distinguishes between one type >f behaviour and apother and whether a
particular type of behaviour is labelled with one term or with another
‘term is of minor interest. ‘ihat is of 1mportance is that all students
in the same field should use keyterms like magic: ~and religion with the same
meanings Magic and religion are-clearly what we define them

1. Totem und Tabu, p. 11l
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them to be in terms of behaviour. We do not want a discussion about the
relation of abstractions to one another in a cultural vacuum but we want ~
a discussion about the relations between magical behaviour and religious
behaviour in specific cultures., Tylor and Frazer defined religion much
more clearly than they defined magic and their division has been accepted
by many scholars™ and may be.used as a convenlent qtartmg po:Lnt for more
intensive research,

: (5) Prazer's division of magic into "homoeopathic" and "contagious™

likew:z.se is a gtep in advance of Tylor's analysis and serves as a 'bas:Ls
for still further- analys:.s of the symbollsm of magic.

E.E. Bvans--Pritchard.

1. To mention only one: W. H.- Re Rivers, Medicine, Mag_;c and. ftellg;on,
Kegan Paul, ‘1927, p. 4 and passim. This writer does not conaider,
“ however, that primitive peoples have the "concept -of the natural" and
therefore not of the supernatural.




-143.
Is Belief Posgible ?

A noteworthy conclusion of Needham's Belief, Lansuage and Experience
is that: "Indifference to the constraint of possibility is a curious property
in a psychological verb, but it is certainly a distinctive mark of the
notion of belief" (Needham, 1972; 66). While this statement is not the
keystone of Needham's argument, it is still one of the more suggestive
points on which his conclusion is founded, and for that reason provides an
opportunity for re-examining its more important implications., Needham's
conclusion that belief is indifferent to possibility comes by reflecting
on Tertullian's paradox; an alternative approach is to consider the nature
of possibility, which is, after all, a notion of some importance in the
writings of Needham's acknowledged inspiration, Ludwig Wittgenstein. The
complexity of Wittgenstein's writings is such that_a.¢gdidated adherent
can find himself in the odd situation of disagreeing on almost every matter
of philosophical importance with one who is equally entitled to wave his
banner. This is the case concerning Needham's treatment of the possibility
of belief; for while one must admire his handling of Wittgenstein's later
writings, he makes not a single reference to the Tractatus Logico-Philo-
sophicus. Indeed, this work is not even listed in his bibliography.

Wittgenstein's own repudiation of the Tractatus has contributed to
its unpopularity, but since a reader's opinion of a book need never be the
same as its authort!s, it is possible to see Wittgenstein's several published
volumes as parts of a whole. Naturally, some parts of the Tractatus are
more convincing than others, but there are, to use Wittgenstein's own metaphor,
enough overlapping threads from one book to the next to string the ideas
togethers One of the arguments begun in the Tractatus that persists through
the later writings is a certain notion of possibility. The argument of this
essay is, in part, that had Needham used the word "possibility™ in the sense
imparted to it by Wittgenstein in the Tractatus, his statement concerning
the possibility of belief would be reversed, and that thik would in turn
alter his reflections on the universality of belief.

Wittgenstein's idea of possibility can be seen in the following
statements bpth from and about His work:

Thought can be of, what is not the case., (Philosophical
Investigations, # 95). - ‘ :

Thought is surrounded by a ralo. = Its esseunce,
- logic, presents an order, in fact the a priori order
of the world: that is, the order of possibilities,
" which must be common to both world and thought.
" (Pumilosophical Investigations # 97)

It is essential to things that they should be possible
constituents of states of affairs. (Tractatus, # 2.011)

wees if a thing can occur in a state of affairs, ther:
possibility of the state of affairs must be written
into the thing itself. (Tractatus, # 2.012)

A thought contains the possibility of the situwation
of which it is the thought, What is thinkable is

possible too. (Tractatus, # 3.02)

The limits of my lancuage mean the limits of my world.
(Tractatus, #Z 5.6) : . : . o
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We cannot think what we cannot think; so what we
cannot think we cannot say either. (m_ectetus, £ 5.61) -

Just as the only necessity that exists is logical
necessity, so 0o the only impossibility that exists

is oglga; 1mpoesib111ty. (Eractatus, 6;375)

'Possible' is for Wittgenstein. Uhdt is expre551ble
in language. (Maslow, 1961; 25)

An ippossible thought is an 1mp0551bie thought (5.61) -
and that is why it is not possible to say what it is that
cannot be thought., (Anscombe, 1959; 163 '

 seses 'possibility! must here be taken as excludlng
both certainty and impossibility. (Anscombe, 1959; 157)

These quotations need little elaboration. Thought, possibility and
language are related. What can be thought can be put into language, whet
can be put into language is possible., VWithin the scheme of the Tractatus,
none of these terms has anything to do with reality, .the world, or the way
things are., "Possibility" is a logical constraint. One can say of a
statement whether it is possible or impossible before one holds it up
against experience to see whether or not it is part of the world., If
logical, then thinkable and hence possible. Examples are few, since it is
difficult to think of things that are unthinkable. Suffice it to say that
any abrogation of the rules of logic is an unthinkable state of affairs..
The round square, the three~dimensional triangle, the bounded infinity,
are all logically contradictory. They defy conception; there can be no
general notion of what they would be if they were the case. Here, then,
are legitimate uses of the words "possible", "impossible", "possibility",
"imposaibility". Considering this definition, what can Needham mean by
saying that "to believe" shows an "indifference to the constralnt of '
possibility"?

Putting the question "is belief possible" into Wittgenstein's term-
inology is to say: doés believing describe a state of affairs? Is there a
picture of What Would be so if belleV1ng were the case? : - -

Do ; Is the anllsh concept
“bellev1ng" thinkable° There are several approaches to these questioms,
but before elaborating them, it is expedient to. con31der their general
nature, and,as a consequence, the nature of any statement that could be a -
satisfactory answer. The first point is quite obvious, that each of these
questions is posed in the same language, and,therefore, that any answer
to them will only be relevant to that one language, and only be valid for
that one culture. These are general questlons about a specific language,
or way of thinking, and any answers to them will not necessarlly feflect
on other languages.

The next consideration is even more important: that these are questions
of conceptualization, not fact: BEvery question here encountered is so framed
that reference to the gross facts of language would be inappropriate. . The
generality of thie statement sought as an answer demands the application of
deductive reasoning. Thus, ‘particular uses, or mlsuses,_ f "to believe" do
not signify. .- LLCLI G :

The problem is not whether every use of "to belleve" describes.
a state of affairs, but whether any use of the verb describes a state of
affairs, which is to say whether or not there is a possible use of "to
belleve" that describes a state of affairs; this after all is the problem:
is belief pogsible? Such questions express no interest in examples of
believing where other words can be substituted, but rather ln those uhere L




"believing" scems to find no substitute.

Because this essay flirts with the idea of meaning, it is essential
to recognize that in order for a word to have a meaning,’ it need not have
one meaning, or even a single clear weaning, Indeed, one can imagine few
words with even remotely clear meanings., LikaiSe,‘a word need not picture
a clear state of affairs Tor it to describe g 'state of affairs. After all,
there is nothing self-contradictory, i.e. impossible, about vague, fuzzy,
strange, preposterous, fantastical, or even silly meanings; they are
meanings nonetheless, Furthermore, that "belief™ may be an "odd~job" word
is not a problem. Being an odd-job word would frustrate any attempt to
define the essenceé of a word. But one can'hardly imagine a lexicographer
denying a word dictionary space. because its meanings are’ unrelated. Words
with entlrely different meanings are 5ti111l thinkable, .

Now, on to the question: Is believing a state of affairs? The most
tempting aneweris one which begs the question yet deserves consideration.-
Insofar as one can only think about the world through the media of the
language which one has received more or less passively, and the conception
of belief is a part of the English-speaker's world, would it ever be possible
to think of a world without belief? - If Bnglish lacked "belief" and its
related conceptions, vhat would the world bée like, and how would one think
about it? Or, if it has no meaning, why do people use it? These are questions
that anyone who claims that believing has no meaning must answer. One would '
do well to heed the admonition of J. L. Austln. : ’

ssss Our common stock of words embodies all the dlstinctlons
men have found worth drawing, and the connections they have
found worth marking, in the lifetimes of many generations:
these surely are likely to be more numerous, more sound,

~ since they have stood up to the long test of the survival
of the fittest, and more subtle, at least in all ordinary
and reasonably practical matters, than any that you or 1
are likely to think up ir our armchairs of an aftemoon -
the most favoured altemative method. (Austin, 1961: 182)

From this, one could also say that because people use and.understand
"pelieve" it obviously has a meaning; or; that people who use the word seem
to know what it means. Thus, the argument that "belief" has a meaning gains
weight from the inertia of culture.” Because it is used so frequently, and
because it is at the foundation of many important Western ideals, because
it would be difficult to think about  certain things at all without it, it -
is tempting to claim that its meaning is obvious. Thus, a Dr. Johnson of
the idealist persuasion might argue. '.But, of course, this is no proof at
all, In fact, this argiment is only likely to convince those who stand

in awe of language. Philosophers who see their task as purifying, or cleaning -
up language, as do many in the Wittgenstein tradition, would not sympathise
with this., Nevertheless, the English language limps along, ignorant of the
prunings and amputations of philosophers. If not awe, respect for language
is vital. Cleaning up lahguage can be likened to sweeping a dirt floor; the
debris and dust are pushed away, but nothing is really changed; sweeping
forever will not find the floorboards., So, one must find a meaning between
the urge to destroy the mystifying elements of languare and the pleasure of
being awed by its venerable majesty.

The only substantial answer to the title of this essay is that believing
does describe a state of affairs. This is certainly not easy to describe,
for believing is unquestionably a diffiecult conception. Nevertheless, to
begin with the obvious, "belief" 'is -a word that never appears alone. Someone
must always believe something. Only people believe, and they never believe
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in nstlvier. S0, believing always h-- an object; it is a relational concep=-
tione Tiid necegsituses a distincet.ion bevween thé believing iteslf being

a state of affairs and its object being one. Sometimes "believ i g" ssens

not to describe a state of affairs because il is coupled with an inappropriate
objeet. When one believes in the Loch Ness Monster, the Abominable Snowman,
or a flat earth, it is more or less clearvwhat one believes, after gll people
write books about these things; but it is not clear what one believes when

- one believes in a spatial object outgide of - .space. Although one could say
that the.senterice "he believes in a round square" has no meening, this is

not a comment on the verb, because it is not the "believing" but the "round
square" that is absurd. A purple cow is a state of affairs, a purple
green~-spot.is not. ' Thus, the:question "does beliuv1ng describe a state of
affairs" can only be answered in the context of a complete and legitimate
‘use of’ the word in a sentence, bearing in mind that for this to be so it

mst have an object which is itself a state of affairs. The question, then,
becomes: what is the state of affairs described by the relation of a believer
to any p0531ble obaect of bellef? This state of affairs will define the

verbe.

A way into the idea of believing is through further consideration of
the things that form its possible objects. What sort of things can one
believe? Do they form a class? Certainly, one would not say of everything
that he believed or disbelieved it, even if the word were being used verxy
~ loosely. And, even when the word is used very strictly, there are not many

‘things which the ordinary speaker would be inclined to believe or disbelieve,
Only some things then are possible beliefs. About what sort of things c¢an
one say that one believes them? To what do belief statements apply? The
key to this is found in Needham's own pages, where he lists as an attribute
of believing its independence of "canons of reality" (Needham, 1972; 71).
This is supported by a quotation from Wittgenstein to the effect that if
there were evidence bearing on matters of belief, "this would destroy the
whole business" (Wittgenstein, 1966; 56, quoted in Needham, 1972; 71)., Here,
then,is the nature of the words which one believes., The objects of belief
statements have but a tangential relation to the world. One does not hold
an object of belief up against the world to see if it exists or not; nor
does comparison with the world render a belief statement true or false,
Hence, the inevitable failure of attempts to hold an idea of God up against
the world, or to infer a conception of God from the world. And due to the
nature of believed objects, the adherent of the flat earth theory rejects
‘all evidence. Also from this comes. the sense of a believer saying, "though
I cannot prove God, nor can you disprove Him", = Likewise, one will never
prove that the Loch Ness Monster does not exist. The objects of belief
make no claim against reality, rather, to put it another way, they make
only a claim against’ language, and, therefore, not against our world, but
agalnst our conception of all possible worlds. In this way, belief state-
ments and their objects are radically different from ordinary discourse.
In thinking about belief statements one cannot male a simple hop from
language to verifiable reality., Belief statements are a projection of
the possibilities of language onto a void beyond what one can conceive of
as world. If one could make correspondences between beliefs and reality,
~one could be related to them in some way besides believing; if that were
the case, beliefs could be experienced, known, proven, verified, dismissed,

', or refuted, It is because of the nature of beliefs themsglves that the only

relation one can have to them is to believe, or dlsbelleve. They are meta-

physical.

In what state of affairs is the believer caught up? The relation of
a believer to the non-experfential states of affairs called beliefs is that
The is comvinced of their truth, existence, or value. Because a legal proof
is necessarily an after the fact interpretation of an episode, a jury never
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"knows" that a man is guilty; and they never send a man to prison because

they "think®" he is guilty, but they would certainly do so if they "believed"
in his gwilt. This is a common situation where there is no alternative to
convictions strong enough to be labled "belief!, These convictions may or

may not be persistent, in evidence, the cause of action or the subject of . .
doubt. These are qualities of belief that may be inseparable from it, but
are not a necessary part of its conception and hence have no bearing on its.
existence as a state of affdirs. Although Belief, Languase and Experience
(pp. 89~92) rejects "conviction" as a criterion of belief, this seems to be
based on a confusion of easence with attribute., Admitting the truth of what
Needham says, the probléms he finds in the word "conviction™ make it difficult
to tell how firmly a person may beliéeve something, or even whether in fact

he does believe it, but they do not make it inconceivable that people do
have convictions, and thus are irrelevant to the question of whether or not
believing is a state of affairs. Throwing these objections aside then, the
state of affairs described by believing is that of a man having convictions
about non-~experiential states of affairs, This is a gimple picture of what

it means to believe; but it is strong enough to suggest that belief is

indeed possible. ' ' ' . :

What follows from the conclusion that believing is a state of affairs?
Considering what states of affairs.are, no concrete revelations could be
expected. Belief is still an obstreperous word, both difficult to explain
and difficult to do without, It is hard to imagine that philosophers will
purge it either fwom the English language, or from the.attempt of social
gcience to produce technical languages., But if the argument that belief
is possible is able to disclose but & small part of the substance of that
idea, it does have the power to suggest the reasons for both the persistence
and vagueness of the word. "Believing" is one of many non-experiential
states of affairs. In fact, language is strewed with words describing what
is beyond empirical experience, and few speakers ever notice the peculiarity
of these conceptions, There are sound reasons for this being so, and they
are suggested by reflecting on the nature of language and world and the ~
intuitive semantic theory through which they are related. '

The difference between éxperiential and non-experiential states of
affairs suggests a similar distinction between factual and conventional dis-
course. The Tractatus is Wittgenstein's attempt to define factual discourse,
Hence, his preoccupation with truth and the resultant development of the =
theory of verifiability. "Facts", as the Tractatus describes them, are
produced by confirmation of propositions about the world which are derived
from states of affairs. The "world" is the totality of known facts. One
can think about states of affairs that are not facts, but, in Wittgenstein's
scheme, when one speaks of "knowledge", one refers to facts, i.e, states of
affairs that actually are the case. Thus, the alternatives are to speak of
facts, factual discourse, or to speak of states of affairs that are not.
facts. The term "conventional discourse™ is being suggested for the latter
arrangement of speech. In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein sets out to define
the limits of factual discourse, to partition what can be said from #hat can-
not be said. In his treatment, factual discourse becomes coextensive with
the language of science, Following from this, Wittgenstein argues that what
can be kmown is equivalent to :the .sum of all propositions of natural science,
Beyond natural science, one knows.rnothing; about which one knows nothing,
one may not think; where there is no thought there can be no speech; and, .
finally, the councluding statement of the Tractatus: "What we cannot speak
about we must pass over in silence" (Wittgenstein; 1921, %'I)., The
language of science, or factual discourse, encompasses only a fraction of
linguistic phenomena, and the theory of meaning in Wittgenstein's Tractatus
is intended to refer exclusively to this small part of the whole. That
Wittgenstein recognized the limitations of his endeavour is clear: "We feel
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that evern when all possible scientific guestions have been answered, the -
problems of life remaiz completely untouched'(W1ttgen3uuin, 1921, #’6 52) .

The dlfflculty of understanding belief statements is. obv1ously not
susceptible to any solution that is solely concerned with scientifie
discourse, Belief statements about non~experiential states.of affairs are
not verifiable in the same way as Wittgenstein's "facts". "iAre you a
trinitarian?”" is of a different.order than "Is that book red?". The
latter question is articulated to the physical world and is answered on
the basis of sensory experience. - The former is not articulated to- the
physical world and gensory-experiences are no help in answering it. But.
the puzzle of belief statements is- that qpestlons of this form._;_ '
answered. How is thlB p0351ble? .

Assumlng that bellef statements are in 'the realm. of conventlonal dlS-.
course,; the problem is to define that realm. How does it differ from
factual dlSCOurSe' What semantic prineiples operate in this non-scientific
domain? The statements of conventional discourse are neither true nor
false, since there is no "thing" to which its words can be correlated‘
Conventional discourse floats free of the world. BEven to verify the asser-
tion "he is married" one must first of a1 know where "he" lives and what .
people in that country. think about marriage. . Or, to put it another way, . -
one must know what the conventions are that deal with merriage. Knowing
the convention, one could compare the history of the person concerned to
see whether he had coumitted. those actions deemed necessary for marrlage
to be in effect. The nature of a convention is obvious from the word
itself. A convention is an agreement. Only people make. agreeaents.
Agreements are often broken; they are easily changed. Thus, conventions
are human creations; words that have conventional meaning are artificial
both in the Saussurian sense and in a more absolute sense. '"Dog" is a
human creation insofar as the same ¢lass of objects can just as easily be
called "Hund", but only the word is artificial, Language permits: the
statement "a dog is a cat", but the world intervenes with this statement ,
and contradicts it. In conventional discourse the thing itself is artificial; -
it is created and dispelled by human contract. A criminal may be called by
sone other' equally arbitrary name, "Verbrecher" for example, but also the
thing that is ‘criminal today may not be criminal tomorrow, Language permlts :
these statements: - "Murder is criminal", "Priests are crlmlnal" . "Property .
owners are criminal®, "Students are crimlnal"; but concerning the validity
of each, the world is mute. This is the oddity of conventional discourse,
that the world itself changes at man's whim. Or, to reverse wlttgensteln's
aphorlsm, the conventional world does depend ‘on man' 8 will.

Statements made in the conventional domain are precisely those about
which Wittgerstein advises us to be silent. Yet conventional discourse is
a remarkably large part of what people do with speech, and the ‘efforts of
logical positiviem have not yet prevailed against it. - What then are the
semantic principles of this segment of discourse. How do people think
about conventional discourse? 0ddly enough, Wlttgenstein himself" glves the
answer to thls, albelt by 1mp11cation. o -

This is in fact a questlon that answers 1tse1f One does. not think ,
about conventional discourse as if it were -different from factual discourse. .
Indeed, one does not- usually think of conventdional discourse at all; it is.
a term whipped up for the purposes of this essay, not a standard English
conception at all.: But even when one does ponder langusge, one does not
meke this division and erect one semantic theory for one kind of language,.
and another theory for the other. The truth is that people, philosephers
included, think about conventional things ds if they were physical things,
Conventlonal discourse operates as if it were factual discourse. The two -
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are very different, but that people often lose sight of the art underlying
their words, agreements and institutions is a common.error. Even in the
Age of Reas6n, constitution builders did not appreciate this fact. The
theory of "natural law" has gone hand in ‘hand with the theory of social
contract for precisely this reason (see Sir Ernest Barker, 1946). In the
very act of drawing up conventions, men.could not take full responsibility
for their deeds. 'We hold these truths to be self-evident'" says Jefferson,
not "we find these ideas expedient". Even Marx does not argue that arti-
ficially conceived institutions are wrong, but that those who formed them
were out of touch with the natural course of history, and its claims to be
scientific are still its great temptation.

That the semantic principles of factual and conventional dlscourse
are the same is indicated in the Tractatus. The structure of language,
says Wittgenstein, reduplicates the structure of the world. Thus, the
order of the wérid generates the order of language, a2 statement that applies
to all language as opposed to all speech. Factual and conventional discourse
are different types of speech, but they aré epiphenomena of the same language,
so that once the order of the world is duplicated by language, all speech
will have the same form. Hence, it is dnevitable that factual and conven-
tional speech are built on the same semantic principles. One really need
only say thet they are speech, and all else follows from the nature of the
language/speech division (see deSaussure; 7-32). Now,this essay. is not an
attempt to develop a'theory of meaning, but rather to direct any theory
of meaning to the sort of spgech of which beliaving is a part. And, following
from this, to determine the relation of believing to conventional dlscourse
as a whole.

Why is it se difficult for speakers to admit the arbitrary nature of
those words which if not the most clear are certainly the most important?
One approach to this is through consideration .of the way in which con-
ventional discourse is arbitrary. While one may well argue that language
is arbitrary in deSaussure's sense, and that conventional discourse is
arbitrary in an even more absolute sense, this is not the final word.
Conventional discourse is not only arbitrary, it is imperétive; one simply
cannot do without it. In fact, it seems possible that the more obviously
arbitrary a word is, the more imperative it becomes, After all, the words
for which wars are fought, the words for which one lives and works, are
the most resistant to definition. Likewise, the social institutions
most closely united with human happiness are in fact the most arbitrary
and vegried. The only moral vision of anthropology is this: that marriage,
family, friendship and love are neither ubiquitous nor universally
desirable; human organigation and thought are relative, and what pleases
some may horrify others. Thus, when men take their own felicity to
heart, they develop firm attachments to the most arbitrary parts of their
language and their arbitrary ways become imperative. Even when one is
distressed by the arbitrariness of a favourite institution, it is only
replaceable with another equally arbitrary one.. Yet the chronicles of.
anthropology are also filled with accounts of people becoming demoralised
by the revelation of their culture's relativity. While doubt is resisted
by the natural mechanisms of language, once it sets in, cures are not easy,
The most popular ideas of sociology are in fact names for this condition:
Marx's "aliendtion"; Weber's "disenchantment'; Durkheim's "anomie'.

The quaint customs of the exotic people who have taught us the
relativity of culture are imperatively natural to them. Significantly,
this discussion parallel's Needham's own attitude toward language

when he refers to 'the contingent.and arbitrary forms of order that
for them / men / are reality itself" (Needham, 1972 4L,

As a supplement to thls he continues: .

.
- -~ TN e ©
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. I am not saying that human life is senseless, but
that we cannot make sense of iti If only it were
at least a tale told by an- 1d10t we might arrive
at some . coherent«méanlng, ‘but 3taphor pre-
supposes criteria of-intelligi and sanity
that we do not possess. exéept b véntion, -Once
outside a given form of" 11fe, lost in a
f'W11derness of formes'. (Needham 72: 244)..

In part, it is language ‘that convinces us of the "naturalness" of the
conventional meanings of our words, by encouraging us to think about them
as if they were experiential reality.’ Language is thus the first obstacle.
to doubt, or, from another point of view, the strongest protection against
it. Moreover, language has an arsenal to keep speakers on the narrow path
implied in its being learned. One of the most effective tools in this
arsenal is "belief", If one feels unable to "know" the reality of human
conventions (thls is, once-one has performed the very unnatural act of
thinking about language at all? then one cen still "believe" in them. In
the realm of conventional discourse, believing it is so makes it so, The
conscious artifice of Pirandello's plays is their most natural quality.
Belief is a way of relating conventional ideas to the realm of factual
discourse. Considering the limitation of thought and the importance of
what one tries to think about, the persistence of the word is not surprising.
To purge English of "belief" would involve more than a chanze in the languege
itself; omission from language implies a radical change in that strange and
only partially knowable entity one thinks about-as "world".

There is a final twist to "possibility™. Becauge belief is possible
in a general sense, it may be possible in a universal sense, This argument
is a simple one. Believing arises from the way that language is articulated
to the world., And since this is a philosophical argument, and not an '
exegesis of English, this means the relation of all possible, i.ev all
conceivable, language to any possible world, Remember what was mid above
about belief statements making a claim only against all possible worlds,
The question then is: -is it conceivable that any language could -have a
one to one attaclment to the world? Is it possible that a determined
language exists, i.e. one that is not arbitrary in any way? Will the
research of anthropology unearth a language that is the same as the world?
If the previous part of this essay is correct, these questions must all be
answered no. Regardless of how niuch comparison is done, no man's language
will be the world.

Thus, not only are all known languages arbitrary and conventional,
but any conceivable language is so as well. Conventions, since they are
neither true nor false, can be doubted; and, generally speaking, what can
be doubted can be believed., Thus, the possibility of believing in English
points to the possibility of believing in every language., Needham's
particular questlon, about the uwniversality of belief must be answered in .
the negative if Evans-Pritchard is correct. "God's existence 1e“taken for -
granted by everybody" says Evans-Pritchard referring to the Nuer: {B
Pritchard, 19565 9) and from that it is clear that they have mo -Heed to
believe in God. It is possible not to- doubt. It ig posgible
worried by the difference between factual and conventlonal dlscourse, and
whenever this is the case it is inappropriate to think about belief, = So,
belief is possible but not necessary; andy it is poss1ble in two senses.
Pirst in the sense that it describes a state of affairs, &ndAsecond that
the state of affairs it describes is a comment on the reélation: Of language
and world and hence is one in which - thé speaker of any ‘conceivable language
may find himself. -Thus, although belief itself cannot be considered a human
universal, it may be said that belief is a universal pOSSIblllty.

&

Lawrence C. Melton
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'Behaviour'i A sogisl anthropolosiosl eriticism

‘e have been offered the term behaviour as a cross-disciplinary con-
cept with applications throughout the component subjects of the Human -
Sciences degree.l It is a strange term to use for it is a genuine product
of social life - with a characteristic sociolinguistic history. Like its
verb 'behave!, it seems to be a fifteenth century coinage. The verb was.
originally always reflexive and consciously derived from thave!, (so that
a person 'behad! himself), and the iorce:of the be- preverb was to denote
the imposition of a constraint on the person involved. . The substantive was
formed upon hayour, or hayiour, 'vossession', which came sitraight from
French avoir at the same period. Although haviour and behaviour were thus
of independent origin, the new substantive was, by its French ornamentation,
quite appropriate to express a-certain conception of-deportaent or socially
prescribed or sanctioned conduct., It became a semantic doublet of demeanour,
but differently marked. Demeanour had a more lower class application:
behaviour thus emerges in a period when an expectation of restraint in
upper class behaviour could be regarded as desirable, . The positive marking
of concepts that referred to courtly life in the lote middle-ages is well
documented by Trier and his successors. . egaglo ur without modifier, was
mmwas@wﬂ-me%@mmu’MmgMRMdﬂrms%wdkmﬁMM'
Bad behaviour was failed behaviour. Degeano ur without modifier was marked
as 'bad': the 'demeanour' being watched for was 'bad deportment!. Good
demeanour was corrected demeanour. Afterwards the semantic field of behaviour
invaded not only that of demanour but of conduct, comportment and the rest.

It is important then to stress that gehaviogg is a term from a set of
térms, and a Set of terms from a particular historical period. It is strange
to social anthropologists, steeped as we are in language, to be shown the
term as something quasi=-objective: as an 'idea' or 'concept' to be exemplified
even ‘'defined' in various supposed menifestations in disparate kinds of data.
Behaviour when we meet it first is, we note, a coining and a slightly
grardiose one, It thus labels a new kind of component. In that world, there
could be no such thing as- 'random' behav1our. ST , .

The extension of 'behave' and 'behav1our' into scientific discourse
is Victorian. The first applications are in Chemistry in the 1850's and
160's ('It combines violently with water, behaving like the bichloride of
tin', 1854; 'In Chemistry, the behaviour of different substances towards each
other, in respect of combination and affinity'!, 1866 - 0.H.D.). These early
examples have still some of the direct living metaphor about them. The
very model of orderly discrimination of the conditions under which things :
acted as they did, was derived from social behaviours Behaviour was marked
therefore for its knowability in advance: an image or aspiration for the
natural order. When in 1878 T. H. Huxley is talking of the 'behaviour of
water', he is reducing to orderly terms the activities of a supremely un-
predictable element. No doubt it was the continual use of 'behaviour' in
contexts in which the activity was far from understood, that led to its
association with 'activity in general!, and even (’behav1our problens') -
towards relatively violent activity. The generalization of 'behaviour' to
the inanimate world has since then gone so far that we tend to think of it
as 'action that is not yet understood' rather than as ‘action that is
supremely understood'! because prescribed,

It is ironical that the use of the term 'animal behaviour' probably
owes more to its natural science uses than it does to its original social
use, Paradoxically, then, we are offered 'behaviour' as a gquantifiable
universal, a mere century after its metaphorical ugse in natural science began..
Of course, there has been retained throughout the essential component of



tconstraint on dct:on*v~\A\maiI‘TImes;’Bénavtour1~ha% bﬁgnuggncelged(of as
rule-governed: the natural science shift has moved the locus of the rules.
At one time behaviour is expressly the subject of rules, at. another it is
the subject of an aspiration that it will turn out to be o'overne:d by xules.~

Not all the'behav1ours' we have heard about today are the sape. To
ask a social anthropologist to treat 'behav1our' as a universal and to
relate it to his own subject, is inev1tale to miss the point of all recent -
advances in the subject. To acquiesce in the game for a while, we note
that the post-Victorian uses of 'behaviour' do not easily translate into
the languages of other peoples. BEven in other Duropean languages there are-
wellw=lnown difficulties., MNany of the terms in use in them are too embarrasingly
close to terms for (social) good conduct. The translation of the American
Behaviorad is a perpetual crux in interrational literaturé. The situation
is then not resolved by appeal to an independent scientific vocabulary.
'Behaviour' turns out to be wrenched from a set of tems in the English
lexicon, trailing still the evidence of its old connexiouns,

In more exotic but still reflective societies, *behaviour 'has to be
subsuined under various terus indicating acts of a socially anpropriate or
inappropriate kind., Sometimes there is no lexical link between the texms
for 'vad behaviour' and *good behaviour'. In Igbo, the verb radical i (vdo, "
make') appears in words like gmume, ome, or the like, each of which expresses
activity that &s marked according to social evaluations; ome in the phrase
ome_nala 'Qggg in the country!) is what whites usually misleadingly trans-
late as ‘custom's The important point to grasp is, however,. that actions
in Igbo society are identified & priori. There is no objective field of
behaviour, ' L

We are different, of course, you will argue. That is why we are Yhuman
scientists'. It does not always look very lilke it, when we tote terms about
in this way. Once we enter the human zone, we are dealing with classes of
action, Unfortunately, we are not the main classifiers. That position is
occupied by the human beings who are actlng. It is always the major task
in social anthropology to find the actors'classification. This is mot quite
the same as asking him why he is acting. Our first task is to agree on what
actions are significant for him. lL.g. when a yam-hole is dug, among a
certain people, herbs are added and a quantity of ash. The whole activity
may be described by the farmer as done 'to make the yam grow's. It is not
uncommon in such situations for the observer to say that some of this action
is *symbolic! - because for instance, the herbs have little or no chemical
fertilizing effect, The matter of the ash may however detain him, because
it may seem 'really' to have a fertilizer effect (potash etc. ). He is thus
tempted to subdivide the action sequence into symbolic and instrumental -
sections. He may still-do this when (say) he learns from an agriculturalist
that, the ash does not have chemically significant effect, for even false

ttempts at’ 'science! may.be classified dlfferently from hopeless non—301ence.
That kind of classification is seen in many ordinary monograohs. Bven Bvanse
Pritchard came dangerously near to such distinctions at times. They lie in
the system of discriminations of the recorder. In the partlcular case we
are not Justlfled in. breaking up the planting sequence -in this way., -To do '~
so distorts the significance of the different parts of “the sequence, accordlng
to criteria which are irrelevant to the actor. . :

Presented with 'behaviour' then. we find that we can only speak of
kinds of significant action, The markers for that significandk are however,
not directly given in the action itself (or if we think they are they
require a much more sophisticated theory to detect them). ‘/here humen beings
are concerned the action is the final output of a very complicated programme.
Je are not, however, simply in the zone marked 'systems of thought'. Some
of our work may have been misleading in this respect. Societies differ
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reatly in the degree to which they externalize (into action), or internalize
%1nto language) the processes by which they (i.e. the societies) operate.
Thus, it is often forgotten that E-P said that the Azande demonstrate their
system by enacting it. The Ibo at times seem to belong to a society which
‘knows' what it is doing only by doing it. We find richly differentiated
rituals and the constant generation of 'new customs';"fashions' of all kinds
sweep over the social surface in rapid succession. There is little myth-
ological or ideological superstructure, in contrast with, for example, the
Bakweri., This people, in contrast, has no rich variety of action: minor.
events, are, however, charged with enormous significance, which derives

from the internalization of an unseen universe of causes, for which a command
of the language and its expression of the non-behavioural world-structure

is absolutely essential. For the Igho, events are like a rapid continuous
game of draughts, with a plethora of moves, and brilliant sequences leading
to few basic changes in the balance of pieces. TFor the Bakweri events come
after long intervals, charged with relatlonal value like those of chessmen
in a master tournament.

The argumenis for the view of society as a manifold both of ideas
(stored in various linguistic and other ‘'semiotic’ fbrms) and action, are
made more cogent nowadays by the increasing evidence that societies (as
in the cases I have mentioned) differ in the degree to which the action
component itself embodies cues to its own significance, Historical periods
marked by labile social forms may exemplify, in an exaggerated manner, some
of the features I have ascribed to the Ibo, and may repay clase attention
to the 'action', which may embody many of the cues to its own 1nterpretatlon.
It is however, characteristic, that they in their turn, frequently hecome
enshrined in the ideas store of a subsequent period. I have in mind un-
reflective action periods like that of the American West, which store
their significance later as mythology. This mythology in its turn generates
succesgive transformations of itself, and in turn generates actions of an
existentially different type, in later periods - as it might be street-gang
'behaviour'!, or even aspects of the Vietnam ¥War,

As a system over time, the social does not yield its essential features
through a study of *behaviour', even though for some stretches 'behav1our'
may be more s1gn1i1cant than others.

Secial anthropologists have long been forced to realize that there is
no universal unit of 'action' in society. The general theory is acquiring
a certain solidity now. The kinds of empiricism required for its operation
are appearing in a variety of disciplinary guises. Socio-linguistic approaches
exist (some actions can only be triggered, or even recognized, in specified
linguistic contexts). 'Situational analyses! of various kinds, are responses
to some of these needs. Elsewhere we hear of 'symbolic interaction', even
of 'symbolic interactionalism's. We sometimes hear regrettably of 'symbolic
behaviour', The separation of the empirical aspects from the theoretical
is somewhat more characteristic of the sociological developments, than of
social anthropology. Nevertheless we all have to guard against over-
determining a distinction in our own culture, objectifying it throuch new
data, and then reces rece1v1ng it back, no longer able to recognise our own
artefact. 'Behaviour! is such a case: we may clutch it as those experimental
monkey infants clutch their mothers made of wire, and receive precious little
nourishment.

Edwin Ardener

Note :

1. This paper is the text of a comment on the term *'Behaviour! presented
to a discussion between tutors in the Human Sciences Honour School at
Nuffield College, 6 October, 1973.
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JIllusions of freedom: a gomment
an Qarthfg individuals

One of the main lines of criticism of 'structural-functionalist?!
anthropology, typified in many minds by African Political Systems (1940),
has been that 'society' cannot be adequately described in terms of norms,
institutions, customs, values, for these things do not explain themselves.
They exist because people have set them up, and continue to uphold them,
for very good reasons of their own; and the same people may change their
ninds at any time. ‘Social processes and the ebb and flow of politics must
be examined in any society, stable or changing, before its formal organi-
sation or cultural values can be understood. The individual in a society,
on the whole neglected in structural—functlonal descriptions, is thrust
into new prominence: he is represen%ed as a free agent, exercising dis~
crimination over values and choice over political allegiance, and making
economic and social decisions and innovations. This general position
derives its immediate inspiration from Weber rather than from Durkheim;
and one of its most forceful, prolific and consistent exponenta is Predrik
Barth, at the mome&t Professern.of Seocial Anthropolovy in the University
of Bergen, Norway.

One of Professor Barth's best-known formulations of the analytic
principle of individual free choice is found in the opening pages of his
monograph Political Leadership among Swat Pathang., It is enunciated in
this context with specific reference to political drganisation,,and reads
in part as follows:

In many anthropological accounts of tribal peoples, one has
the impression that political allegiance is not a matter of individual
choice., HKach individual is born into a particular structural position,
and will accordingly give his political allegiance to a particular
group or office-holder. In Swat, persons find their place in the
political order through a series of choices, many of which are
temporary or revocable.

This freedom of choice radlcally alters the way in which
political institutions function. In systems where no choice is
offered, self-interest and group advantage tend to coineide, since
it is only through his own group that any individual can protect
or improve his position. ihere, on the other hand, group commitments
may be assumed and shed at will, self-interest may dictate action
vhich does not bring advantage. to the group; and individuals are able
to plan and meke choices in_ terms of private advantage and a personal
political career. In this Thé political life of ‘Swat resembles that
of Western societies. (1959a,pp. 1-2),

This concept of freedom_of choice does not opposé it to an external,
imperative structure of institutions and rules. For the institutions and
rules of society are themselveg-seen as the outcome of the aggregate of
individual choices; and there is assumed to be an on-going, two-way process
whereby behavioural choice is influenced by formal organisation and yet at
the same time modifies it, For the political organisation of Swat:

1. Professor Barth was kind enough to invite me to the Institute of Social
Anthropology in Bergen, where I spent some seven months' during 1971-72.
I owe my interest in the kind of question discussed in this essay to the
lively discussions and seminars I attended there, and to the challenge
represented by the body of work being produced by members of the Bergen
Institute.
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The politieral syc.sm of Swat thus does not define a set of
formal structural positioas - it emerges as a result of individuval
choices., But these choices represeni ihe attempts of individuals
tc solve their own problems; and as some of these problems spring
{ . features of the formal organization, the form of the political
=y>tem may, through this method of analy51s, be seen in part *
‘rerlsct such features. (ivid., p. 4)

A ma;or'theme running through Barth's work, including work on topics
‘which #ve not strictly 'political!, and made explicit in his programmatic
statements, is that of the individual as free agent. He is assuned to b2
unbound by custom or moral dictate, and wnfettered by gocial compulsion.
The society and culture around him is represented as an environment, upon

- - which he can act, though within certain constraints. His inner w111,

. his autonomous power of meking decisions and acting upon them, is seen as

. the seed of dynamic processes in society, and movements of historical
change, Relations between people are seen as the coming together of two
sepzrate persons; and social institutions and cultural values are seen as
emerging from the network of relations, encounters and transactions between
people. Such interaction gives substance to the idea of 'values', for
insofar as they are enacted in such a social world, they may be observed
and investigated empirically. Assumptions can be made about the motivations
of people in one society, rather than another; and contrasting social forms
can be seen in the light of such a relativity of values. The freedom of
individuals to choose does not therefore lead to complete anarchy, for
~ particular incentives, or values, and constraints, govern the choice of

" people in a particular society, and lead to statistical regularities of
decision: The empirical order found in societies, that order which is
the object of the social anthropologist's enquiries, is the result of the
aggregate pattern of individual behaviour. To examine the reasons why
varticular decisions are made by individuals, exercising their freedon
to choose within the limits of their enviromment, the social sitvaiion
as they see it and their ¥alues', is to approach an explanation of the
- form of society as a whole. Specification of the crucial reasons why
decisions are made provides a formula which can be said to generate the
relevant social forms, Barth's method and its justification are lucidly
presented in his 1966 paper on Models of Social Organization, which I do
not need to summarise. But I want to take a second look at the concept

of the free agent upon whlch so much of his analysis rests, and the view
of society which treats individual decision as the prlme motive force.

The puzzle is this: that although Barth starts w1th the idea of the
free individual, the extension of the argument and its application to
specific material so qualify the original concept that it is scarcely
recognisable, In the ordinary languasge sense of freedom, choice and so
forth, the person with whom we started out. has lost much of what he had,
for the sociologist is hinting at possibilities of behavioural determinants
and predictions, given at least the intelligence and rationality of a
population. The argument in the passa; 'es already quoted from Political
Leadership... 8lips from the idea of free. .choice to.that of self-interest;
‘and thén selfwinterest is said to 'dlctate action of a certain kind.

How can 'free choice' be equated thus with the 'dictation! of action? On
the first page of Barth's 1966 article, he writes of ithere being 'no
absolute compulsion or mechanical necessity', of 'determining factors®,

l. Extended crlthues of this kind of sociology, with | e01f1c reference
to Barth's work, may be found for example in DumOnt 1970) and
Asad (1972). .
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‘and the difficulty in predlctlng behaviour. - But ought~these cons;derat&ens
to have any place in-a.sociology—based on. the idea of freedom? -

The most simple and general model available to us is one of
~an aggregate of people exercising choice while 1nf1uenced by -certain
" constraints and incentives.. In.such situation, statlstlcal regularities
are producéd, yet there.is no.absolute compulsion or mecnanlcal
‘necessity ‘connecting the determining factors with the resultant
patterns; the connection depends on human dlsp051t10ns to. evaluate
and anticipate. Nor can the behaviour of. any one partlcular person
be firmly predicted - such human conditions as inattentiveness,
"stupldlty or contrariness will, foxr the. anthropologlst's purposes,
" be unpredictably dlstrlbuted in the poPulatlon (1066 ps 1).

_ The implication appears_ po ‘be that 1f dlSpOSltlonS are known, and if

stupidity, inattemtiveness and so forth:are eliminated, behaviour will
mpmhﬁ%m.Tleaﬁ1MWMwlﬁ%®m1nu%H does not
appear to interfere w1th the pOSS1b111ty of prediction.

, I believe there is a real paradox hers. and that 1t 1s rooted in
“the dlfflculty ‘of ¢émbining the idea of . persomal freedom, essentlally a
- moral notion, with a science of behawviour, - Freedom and choice are not
used by Barth in the way they are used in the language of - political thought;
his concept of free choice is a soc1ologlcal 1dea,‘bear1ng little relation
“to the conditions or notioms of personal freedom that might actually prevail
in a soclety. SRR Sl il
} Before conslderlng some of the details of the Way in Whlch thls
paradox reveals itself in Barth's writings, it is helpful to recall that
the dilemma is not new. ‘It'is a problem deeply embedded. in the tradition
of utilitarian thought, and one:over which there has ‘been argunent since
the time of Jeremy Bentham: (1740-1832) to the present, The relevance of
"the utilitarian tradition-to the growth of social anthropology is not
alwajs realised,-and its founders are absent from the pantheon of anthro-
pological ancestors.” -But the principles of rational . utility, in its twin
guise as an assumeéd motive for: individual action and as a standard for
“the Judgment and austlflcatlon of -rules.and institutions, has had a persistent
influénce in social anthropology, either as the wehicle for theory and
_ substantlve work, or as a -ghost to be laid. Much writing in our subject
has been shaped by the need to-answdtr the utilitarian position.. But the
argument goes on and the ghost refused to be laid. .There is an .internal
consmstency, a circularity, about-the defences of utilitarian ethics and
’soc1a1 solence uii'’ch make thelr case’dlfflcult to answer plecemeal.

Class1cal utilitarian thought rests on a few maln assumptlons. - The
© first is that ‘of psychological hedonism: -~ that 1s that men are governed,
in Bentham's ternis, by the two forces of pain and pleasure (extenslvely

" defined), and they will naturally choose to.seek pleasure while avoiding
paln. Further, .our system of ethics must be based on these facts, for we
are obliged to define as good actions. those which produce: happiness, and
as evil actions those which produce misery. Moreover, it must be right
to seek the maximum happiness for as many as possible, not just oneself;
social morality requires that a person should seek the general happiness.
A rational pérgon can see that the happiness iof individuals is ‘connected
to the general -atate of happiness; and a scientific study of soclety can
‘thus point the way ‘to morally good legislation, which aims to secure those
conditions in which the general happiness ocan flourish, . There is no real
ﬂopp031t10n bétween Selfwinterest and social. duty, even. though the less
enlightened may perceive such a conflict; for:in:the ideal society they
coincide, where each person devotes himself to the general good., With

B
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' the spread of understanding and education, men will increasingly realise
this truth, and mecanwhile ought to work towards it. .

John Stuart Mill, brought up :in the tradition of Bentham, was
ériticzl of its crudér formulations and.quelified what he named
tutiliterianism' with great sensitivity and humanity, though claiming to
remain within the éssential principles of Bentham's scheme. Mill saw
clearly that there could be no reconciliation of idealist . moral philosophy
as represented by a man like Coleridge, and the radical utilitarian view;
but that they were complementary, and as such, necessary to each other.

'Por, among the truths long récognised by Continental philosophers,
but which very few Englishmen have yet arrived at, one, is, the importance,
in the present imperfect state of mental and social science, of antagonist
modes of thoughi' which, it will one day be felt, are as necessary to.
one another in speculation, as mutually checking powers are 1n a polltlcal
constitution,? EColerldgg, 1n Leav1s, 1950 p. 104).

In his Introduction to Mllls' essays on Bentham and Coleridge, Leavis
presents them as key documents for any study of the nineteenth centwry, as
guides to the two opposite poles of thought by which the significance of
other writings can be charted. Leavis goes even further, to suggest of
- Bentham and Coleridge that ‘'even if. they had had no great influence they
would still have been the classical examples, they are of two great
opposing types of mind...’' (loc. cite, s 7)e It is scarcely astonishing,
therefore, that the utilitarian mode of thought persists in philosophy
and sociology today; Mill himself wrote, 'In all ages of philosophy one
of its schools has been utilitarian®.(loc. cite., p. 54)s The dilemmssof
utilitarian ethics are still discussed; and are closely paralleled by some
of the dilsmmas of what we could call utilitarian sociology. For just as
the ethical scheme rests on thé identification of the individual and the
social good, so the corresponding sociological scheme rests on the identi-
fication of the forwal 'values' and structure of society with the motiva-
tions and acts of those individuals who compose it. The principle of the
reducibility of collective phenomena .to the subjectivity of individuals
is common to Bentham and.Mill on the.one hand, particularly in their
ethical arguments, and teo Barth and other modern 'action-theorists' on the
other, where social-scientific arguments predominate. In both cases,
for example, the question of the relative freedom of the individual is
problematic, for it is difficult to reconcile the idea of personal liberty
" either with a complete scheme of utilitarian ethies, or with the explanatory
ambitions of behavioural science.: Bentham's view is of man as a somewhat
passive creature and the problem did not appear to worry him unduly; but
Mill championed the cause of the private freedom of the individual, especially
in his classic essay On Liberty. He argued with passion that a utilitarian
view did not reduce the individuality or worth of a person, and explored
the territory for private freedom which should be preserved within a scheme
of general utility. The problem itself he recognised clearly, and dealt
with it meinly in the context .of practical politics.. But it has a general
character, and arises from a real dilemma in all but the most extreme forms
of utllltarlan theory. :

Some answer must be given to the question: what can. be the significance
of an individual person in a view of life, or an analytlcal scheme, which
merges him into the fabric of his society and morality, so that his standing
~is that of a part within a widér whole? He contributes to the general
gsocial sum, and partakes in its -aggregate results; but what is he in himself?
The problem bothers modern eritics no less than it bothered Mill, In a
recent essay, Berriard Williams: takes issue with the utilitarian position
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partly on these grounds.  He ‘shows that ‘the integrity of the individual-
is seriously undermined by the utilitarian view, itself defended not. long
ago by J. Ce C, Smart. ‘Among other points, Williams shows that an im-
pergonal calculation ‘of general happlness disposes of the idea that one
has perhaps more responsibility for one's actions than: for someone else's;
and also of the deeper conmitments of a person, to which he will stick even
though he may acknowledge that by giving way to projects of .others he will
cause a greater’ general happiness. To reconcile the two interests, which
is the ideal ethical system of the utllltarlans, is to. aeopardlze the :
very 1dent1ty of the pérson- _ -
. To take the extreme eort of case, how can a man, a8 a
utllitarlan agent, come to regard as rone satisfaction among others,
“and & dlspensable one, & project or attitude round which he has
built his life; gust because someone else's projects. have so.
structured the ca,sal scene that that is how the utilitarian sum
comes out?... b
It is absur& to denand of such e man, when the eum comes in
from the utility aetwork which. the projects ‘of others have in. part
determined, that he should just step aside from his own ploaect and
decision and acknowledge -the decision.which utilitarian decision
requires, It is to alienate him in a real sense from his actions
and the source of his actién in his ¢wn convietions, It is to
make him into a channel between the input: of everyone's projects,
1nclud1ng his own, and an output of optimific decision; but thisg
is to neglect the' extent to which hlS actions and his decisions have
to be seen as the actions and de0131ons which flow fr from the projects .
and attitudes with which he is most closely 1dent1f1ed. It is thus,
- in the most literal sense, an attuclk on his 1ntegr1ty (Ullllams, o
in Smart and Jllllams, 1973, PPe 116-117). : . o

I quote this passage from Nllliamh'argument because 1t seens to me that

like Mill's attempls to define and clarify the question of political

liberty, it 1llum1nates the nature of the<xrrespond1ng problem in utilitarian
3001ology. : : i ,

Barth faces the same dlfflculty in hlS presentatlon of the 1dent1ty
and freedom of the person in his analyses. The more.strictly e adheres
to the requirements of .a utilitarian style of sociological analys1s, the
more precarious becomeg the standing of the free agent; and .the more.
concessions are made t6 the integrity and independence of this agent, the
less distinctive and consistent the analysis.  This theme can be .developed
“in three main areas of Barth%s work: "his elaboration. of the notions of
status, role, etc. ag abstractions from the empirical individual; his
exploration of the rational motivation of action,. especially in relation
to entrepreneurs, and‘@ls analys1s of the sources of ‘an 1nd1v1dual'
fvalues®, . - B

Barth's use of status and role is a development from Radcllffe—
Brown and’ Nadel., He sees: tstatus! as a cultural category (such as priest,.
doctor, etc.) and ‘role! as ‘the’ behaviouwr associated with a given status.
Statuses often form' serles, and Barth uses ‘'status set! to mpan a linked
series such as doctor-nurse-patient. A person may. occupy more than one
status (wife, nurse, &%c,) and each is then termed a part-status. This
terminology forms the basis of his:-well-lkmown article on stratification
in ncrth-west Pakistan;,; where he argues that the systen is so similar
to Hindu India that the term tecaste' can be used. The common principle
of stratification in the Muslim Swat valley and Hindu India is that within
each of a series of ranked groups, everyone holds a closely similar serles
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of part-statuses, highly compatlble one with another.

' The simultaneous comprehen31veness and clear definition of
units which characterizes caste systems results from the summation
of many part-statuses into standardized clusters, or social persons,
each identified with a particular caste position. Thus, in a Hindu
caste system, there is a diversity of economic and ritual statuses,
but these are interconnected so: that all Prigsts are sacred and all
Leatherworkers are untouchable.. .

A sociological analysis of such a SJstem naturally concentrates
on the principles governing the summation of statuses, and the
consequent structural features of the clusters of connected statuses
or caste positions... The caste system defines clusters of such
statuses, and one particular: cluster.is 1mposed on all 1nd1v1dual
mnembers of each particular caste. _

The coherence of the system depends upon bhe compatlbllity of
such associated statuses... Bach caste position nust be such that
the requirements implied by its component statuses may be simul-
taneously satisfied; and the aligmment of each individual in terms
of his differéent statuses should also be consistent: -and not fraught
with 1nterm1nable dilemmas,’ (1960, PP 113-114)

Barth suggests that soc1et1es of the caste type lie in an 1ntermed1ate
position between homogenous societies, and 'complex systems in which different
statuses can be fréely combined... ThlS type of system is found associated
with the use of a monetary medium which facilitates the division of labour!
(ibid. Pe 145). 1In a recent article wiich I had the privilege of readlng
before publication,- Barth develops this typology and its implicatioms,
recommending with great lucidity an emphasis upon the 'system~oriented,
rather than ego-oriented! application of such concepts as status, and the

use of the behavioural vocabulary of Ervins Goffman. The concept of the
person as a whole and independent agent becomes subordinate to the systems

" seede can visualize any society of which we are members as
follows., Each of us is a compound person, the encumbent of many
statuses., When we come into each other's presence we do so in a
physical environment - one which we perceive selectively and classify
culturally as a potential scene for certain,. and only certaln,klnds
of activities., We add to these constraints, or modify them, by
comnunicating with each other as to who we are and what we intend
to do, and thereby we arrive at an agreed definition of the situation,
which “implies widch status out of our total repertolre'we_shall_regard
ag relevant, and what use we shall put it to... Behind this creation
of organized encounters, we can identify the interests and goals that
set social life in motion: we can recognize social statuses as
assets, and situations as occasions for realizing them by enactment...

I thus see encounters, structured by such agreements, as the
stuff of soclety... (n.d., PPe 5—6)

The mode of arrengements and comblnatlon of statusés in person provides a
framework for a fourfold typology, with western soc1ety -at..one extreme,
as in the earlier typology. The nature of Barth's sociological defini-
tion of what freedom consists in becomes: explicit; for it con81sts in the
kind of manipulation of statuses and switching of roles which is pos31ble
in western society (or supposedly so); vhereas in the smller scale
society there is scarcely any option. An interesting corollary scems to
be that it 'is not the wholeé person at all who is considered as a free
Ahgent; it is some inner kernel, underneath the apparel of status and role.
In wéstern industrial society, wide networks.of interaction can be set
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up on m1n1ma1 status infdrmatlon'
The realization of thls potentlal is further enhanced by the .
remarkable freedom of each individuwal person.to accumulate infor-
matlon and act upon it by diversifying social relations and ine
volvlng himself in ‘deeper commi tments with a partlcular alter
,_based on tnls 1nformat1on...: (ibld., p.,22) o

However thls klnd of freedom is 1mp0531b1e in. other social Systems.

e The vury concept: of fstatus in these .different social systems
refers to rather different kinds of. things: -In the simpler societies .
_ status refers to a sum of multiplex:-capacities vis~awvis alters
with comprehen51ve prev1ous information about.a person., In invelute
‘systems it refers to a ~ perhaps comprémising - component of a
’stereotyped cluster of capacities, In modern contract sogiety it
may refer merely to the ability to demonstrate viswa-vis strangers
the command of a very linitediand specific assets In other words
it varied betwéen being-a total social identity, a compelling.
stralght—gachet and an 1nc1denta1 option: The difference may be-
hlghllghted by the realization that -a.concept like that of role
distance, based on the distinction between subjective self and
objective" status (ef. Goffman.:.) which seems very useful a [
‘fundamental to ‘an understanding of status in our society, ‘becomes
totally inapplicable-in a social system of. elementary type, based
on only a very few statué sets (1b1d., pp. 24-25) ,- - _ )

This passage ig very helpful for perceiving what Barﬁh has in mlnd the
inner, subaective self which 'wtilizes' various attributes such as status,
and because of this can be said to operate with a certain *freedom’, exists
in itself merely as a consequeiice:of a ‘certain configuration of the-'outer'
society. In other configurations, where total identity is obligaory, the
existence of a subjective self camnot be distinguished, and there is there-
fore no freedom for it to manipulate the 'objective' aspects of thx self.
What has happened to the free agent from whose independent action and -
decision the form of society flows? He has given way to a compound person,
whose composition is consequent upon the form of the external soci %y; and
vhose subjective self and’ freedom is defined. im’such narrow socilogical
terms, that it does not exist at all in large parts of the world though
it is important in ‘*western -ihdustrial' society. The premise that 'status!
is a categorical attribute relevant for behaviour in personal dinteraction
perhaps necessarily leads to this kind of conclusion, ‘in studies which take
as their obgect -of lnvestlgatlon that kind of behaviour, in the aggregate.
The general approach is worked ‘out” in Barth'e Introduction to Efhnic Groups
d_Boundaries, where ethnlclty is treated as . a status in this sem », though
it is recognised that in some circumstances it may indicate a prlmary
identity, or "1mperat1ve status" (1969, Introductlon). . ,

The.'compound' person also appears in Barth's various dlSGUSSlOnS and
appllcatlons of role-theory. The main point of present Anterest is that a
person may play two or more diffeérent roles, which are incompatible, and
therefore when they clash in certain ‘social 31tudt10ns, his-behaviour has
to be modifled. He may have to. choose behaviour:. aporoprlate to one role
and suppress the other rdle- or the dilemma may be insSoluble sinde neither
role is dominant, and he may avoid the 'situation altogether, by absenting
himself or severely modifying his behav1our- Phis is the. topic treated
in Barth's Role Dilemmas..., where the case ‘examined is that of the con-
flict between the kind of behaviour ‘expected in” ‘the Middle Bast between
a man and his'sor, and between husband and wifey the 1atter is suppressed,
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for example, when a man's father eomes to visit him and his wife,.

Because it takes priority, the father-son relation can be described as
dominant., It is of fundamental importance, and must not be compromised;
other relationships, and role~play appropriate to them, must take a sub-
ordinate place. The solution to a conflict of roles of this kind may be
more extreme; the Swat Pathan bridegroom even avoids his own wedding, which
Barth suggests arises from -the profound role dilemma.-he experiences in a
situation wheres otherwise he would have to acknowledge and play out publicly
his role as ‘son, and as husband. : . .

The concept of individual freedom seems to recede further from view
in this analysis of behaviour as a negative reaction to situations Where
the categorlcal obligations of the.various roles one is supposed to play
become confused. The person appears a somewhat passive creature, permeated
by the external encounters and situvations in which he finds himself. le
copes with a dilemma by suppression or avoidance; he seems to have little
tchoice! in- this field. His freedom seems limited not because of any
external framework of rules, but because of his uncontrollable internal
reaction to the stimuli of spontaneous encounters., However, as Barth. has
accepted the concept of 'imperative' statuses, and therefore implied a
heirarchy of statuses, it is of great interest that he accepts also a
heirarchy of social or kinship relations, in the sense that some are of
primary importance and others are worn more lightly.. For by attachlng
such weight to certain aspects of organisation and giving then a. deeper
significance, his arguments surely appeal to something other than a principle
of utility in behaviour. Mill's heirarchy of 'pleasures', some higher and
some lower, was constructed to give some real form to a social morality
and real standards to the individual in the face of the shifting and
infinitely reducible morality of the extreme utilitarian scheme; and
Williams' argument that there must be *deeper' commitments which block
the utilitarian calculation of individual interests is also recalled by .
Barth's acceptance of a hiararchy of statuses and roles from the 1nd1v1dual'
viewpoint. :

Barth's summary of the axgument on role dilemmas reads in part as
follows: :

I believe that the empirical substance of Hsu's thesis of
dominance in some kinship systems is valid and can be demonstrated.
But I think that the pattern he has observed does not need to be
cast in the descriptive and analytical mold that he has chosen,

For the kind of -data I have at my disposal, an explanatory model based
on role theory appears to be both adequate and economical, It starts
~with the view that the distribution of rights on different statuses
is never entirely integrated .and harmonious. . Where status sets and -
relevant 5001a1 91tuat10ns are. clearly dlfferentlated tliis “disharmony:
and project variant social personalltles in different social
situations. RoutiniZed social life will in part be shaped by these
considerations. Persons will seek the situations where - successful
role play can be consummated and avoid the situations where serious
dilemmas keep arising - to the extent of grooms in Swat av01d1ng
‘their own weddings. In general, difficulties can be resolved by
avoiding simultaneous ‘encounters with the partles to whom one _has
discrepant relations - by patterns such:-as the seclusion of women,
for example...- (1971, p. 94). .

Barth goes too far in éuggesting that seclusion of ﬁbmen iS'EQtually;
'explained' by role theory, and the desire by men to avoid embarrassment
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through the confusion of their public and private roles. His 'explanation'
in terms of the dominant character of relations between man and man in
the public sphere cammot stand on its own; appeal must surely be made

to some external structure of an economic, political or ideological kind
to Jjustify the classification of some roles as dominant and others as
recessive. It is difficult to see how behavioural -interaction, in itself,
could produce such categorical distinctions.

Barth's acceptance of 'dominant' relations represents sowething of
a concession to the idea of there being permanent and stable features of
society, as does his concept of the imperative quality of some statuses.
But these are points at which his arguments resist the full implications
of the utilitarian position he has taken up., Apart from these concessions
(and I point out another below), the person dissolves into the ever—
changing patterns of_éncounter and behavioursl modification, Underneath
the bundle of items of social persomality and role requirements, there is
an individual will; but its integrity and autonomy has been sadly eroded.
There remains the inner being which utilizes the social statuses and
other assets it controls, and provides the motivation.of the person. The
inner being, almost by definition, is itself impermeable to experiencey
for the social aspects of a person are those which can be assumed, discarded,
projected, modified or suppressed at will, as an actor dons or doffs his
clothes, and his stage character. The inner person is asocial in itself;
it is motivated by the rational aim of maximising whatever values and
satisfactions are offered in the culture in which it grew up; there is a
predictability about its motivation which seems of a mechanical kind, al-
though ironically Barth's work is devoted to the criticism of the mechanical
quality of some structural-functional explanation.

The second set of questions which relate to the problem of choice
in Barth's social anthropology concern the external activities of persons
rather than their inner nature. The essence of freedom and choice, it is
suggested, lies in the careers of innovators and entrepreneurs. They are
not different in kind from the rest of the people, who also exercise
choice, but merely in degree; they are more devoted to maximizing one kind
of value (profit) and nake more rational and extensive calculations.
Their activity can lead to major changes in society, as they initiate new
kinds of transaction, organization, and even value., But, as the analysis
proceeds, the entrepreneur looks less and less a creative and original
person; both within himself and in relation to the opportunities around
him, he appears increasingly as a creature of his situation, his behaviour
as more predictable, and his decisions as more pre-structured. Barth
‘makes it clear in his theoretical analysis of 1963 that the entrepreneur
must not be thought of in a naive sense to begin with:

It is essential to realize that "the entrepreneur" is not a person
in any strict sociological sense (Radcliffe-Brown_l940) though
inevitably the word will be used, also in the present essays, in a
~way that may foster this impression. Nor does it seem appropriate
to treat entrepreneurship as a status or even a role, implying as

it would a discreteness and routinizstim which may. be lacking in the
matéerials we wish to analyse. Rather, its striet use should be for
an aspect of a role: it relates to actions and activities, and not
rights and duties, furthermore it characterizes a certain quality or
orientation in this activity which may be present to greater or less
extent in the different institutionalized roles found in the com-
munity. To the extent that persons take the initiative, and in the
pursuit of profit in some discernible form manipulate other persons
and resources, they are acting as entrepreneurs. It is with the
factors encouraging and channeling, or inhibiting such activity, that
we shall be concerned. (1963, p. 6.)
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Insofar a8 these factors which encourage or inhibit entreprennurs are
the object of study, rather than the exercise of choice ard orlglnajlty
by the entrepreneur himself, the free individual fades from the centre
of the picture. The controlling factors obviously include environuental
conditions in the ordinary semnse; but also social cond;tlons which are
represented as being in the nature of an environment to the 1nd1v1dual.
Because of this metiaphor, it is possible to chart the opportunities for
an entrepreneur inherent in a given social milieu.,

The central theme to which we have chogen to address ourselves is
the entrepreneurial career as a process, as a chain of transactions
between the entrepreneur and his enviromment; and so we need to
‘describe the social aspects of that enV1ronment in terms which
empha31ze the reciprocity of those transactions: In other words,
we need to.see the rest of the community as composed of actors who
also make choices and pursue stretenles... (1b1d., Pe T)

Through the network of social transactions linking people, which are the
substance of society, the entrepreneur finds his way and perceives how

new links can be wade. His actions are usually represented as a bringing
together of previously separate people, previously incommensurable values
or spheres of exchange, and integrating society further as a consequence.

A given economic structure presemts certain clear possibilities for such
entreprenuerial activity, and to that extent the activity is predictable.
Barth's analysis of the economy of the mountain Fur, of the Sudan, analyses
its structure from this point of view. What is perhaps not predictable

is the reaction of the Fur people to non~Fur entrepreneurs who make enormous
profits on selling tomatoes by exploiting the traditional reciprocal labour
system (see 1967, esp. pp. 171~2)., However the language used by Barth in
his theotretical analysis of entrepreneurs is closely linked to the language
of the natural sciences, with all the suggestions of natural process and
predictability that they evoke: : .

The point at which an entrepreneur seecks to exploit the environment
may be described as his niche: the position which he occupies in
relation to resources, competitors, and clients., I have in mind a
structural analysis of the enviromment like that made by an animal
ecologist or human geographer: resources in . the form of codfish.on
a bank provide a niche for cod~fishermen, while their activity in
delivering to a port again provides resources 1n unprocessed and

" untransmitted catch, which may be exploited by actors in a nlche as
flsh-buyers... (1963, Pe 9).

The purely economlc enterprise can be used as a model for other kinds
of social activity, and in particular politics, viewed as a com-
petitive game, Barth states clearly in his analysis of entrepreneurial
activity that it is based on a view of social life of which the
'loglcally most stringent expression is the Tneory of Games!',

He has demonstrated elsewhere the appllcatlon of formal gane theory to
Swat politics (1959b).‘ The game metaphor, which I shall not discuss as
such, fits in well with the range of metaphors used by Barth - actors,
role~playing, impression management, and so forth. Vhen these terms are
used in a technical sense, they lead to real difficulties, as I am .
trying to show with respect to the concept of  the individual; when their
normal language use is recalled, the sense that all social llfe is unreal,
artificial and optional, is unavoidable. The puzzle remains as to what
would be left-if all the layers of artifice and induced behaviour were
dissolved; would the naled individual undernsath have some social being,
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some irreducible social identity, which would give him a *real' place in
society which itself formed the basis of his individuality?, Or must the
bagis of individudlity remain a particular layered assortment -of

ascribed statuses, aspects of reles, incurred’ and consequential obllmatlons,
and mangged impressions? Is the:residue, which resists social explanation,
merely a bundle of raw psychological motiwmtions, of instinet and animal |
need? If this were the case, how would it be possible to speak of individual
freedon and choice? The dilemma closely parallels, to my mind, the problem
of Bernard Ullllams, in locating the. sources of the integrity of an
individudal person in a utilitarian -scheme of ethics. Can a sociological
scheme treat only of the external aspects of people, the bargains, inputs
and outputs betveen them, while leaving untouched the inner motivations

and self-consciousness of individuals? If that inner being is defined

as asocial, then by definition it is left out of the picture, and one .
cannot speak of freedomj if on the other hand the inper being of a person
is 1tse1f social in nature, then one can speak of the question of his
freedomn, for the idea of freedom is a social. concept and applicable only

in a social context. It is bound to lead to difficulties if one speaks

of freedom in the context of 'scientific' behaviour study, where the opinions,
personality and activity of individuals are treated as so much external )
paraphernalia, subJect to manlpulatlon by some innsy psychologlcal automaton.

Barth's treatment of tLe place of 'values‘ in culture fbllows clearly
and con31stently the principles he has laid down elsewhere for the study .
of social organization, and I believe some of the same difficulties recur.
The most concise expression of his approach to this question is. contaa 2d
in the second part of his 1966 paper on Models of Social Organization.
Walues! are an integral part of society; but they are ot given in any
final sense. They are subject to modification through social experience,
and in particular to the patterns of interaction in a given society. For
the only values relevant to a study of society are those which find materlal
expression through acts. Actions are performed in the light of svecifs
values, which may be modified by patterns of interaction, and form basﬁ,
contrasts between different societies. A value does mnot exist in a vacuum;
it grows from, and is subject to, the experience of enccunter and communica-
tion with others. The predominant metaphor for a value is that of price.
As with prices, a scheme of values may be modified by actual transactions.
The process of social interaction Barth considers to be the basis for the
reaching of any agreed values in a populotion, and the achievement of
consistency and integration in culture. - Barth does admit that th-re are
'some such processes! as 'contemplation or introspection through which
_ disparate values are compared in therdirection of consistency'; but 'they
" ‘are only to a slight degree available for observation by a social anthro-
pologist; nor do they seem to explain the patent ipnconsistencies in various
. respects which characterize the views or values of .many people' (1966,
PP. 12-13). Here is ‘the recurrent image of the person who contains some
inner inconsistency, which Barth views as divisive to his personality;
the person himself is unable to. overcome the contradiction and become a
source of wholeness in human experience. The contradiction is imprinted
.on him by the form of '1nteractlon' in a society; and only the rcvision
of this form of 1nteractlon throvﬂh time, in the direction of greater
consistency, can be a source of such wholeness. 'As a process generating
congistency in values, social transactions would seem to be more cffective
and compelling than any conteuplative need for logical or conceptual con-
gsistency in the minds of primitive phllosophers' (1b1d., Pe 14). The
values of an 1nd1v1dual are therefore partial, meaningful only as »art
of the wider society. The metaphor of. the SOClal organism, which Barth
has so firmly .rejected elsewhere, . is uncomfortably close. In the process
of value adjustment to shared standards, there does not seem to be much
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ground for the individual person to.stand on. He seems to have no real
boundaries, to be totally permeable to circumstantial experience, snd sub=-
Ject to such flexible revision of his principles and standards of evaluation
that he could scarcely remain 'the samé person' throughout his life.

His personality seems no more than the sum of its parts than the. wider
gociety is more than the sum of its parts. This dissolution of the person,
consequent upon a certain style of analysis, is realised by Barth; and as
he made use of the concepts of imperative status and dominant roles, he
admits the idea that there are relatively stable values, from which a
pergon does not easily shift. 'I feel it is mecessary to distinguish a
person's continually shifting profile or preferences and appetites from

a profile of stable judgments of value to which people also seem 10 sub-
scribe, These more stable values, by which different situations and
longer-—range strategles may be compared; are more basic to an explanation
of social form.! (ibid., p. 13) Does not this concession to relatively
gtable values, which cannot so easily be represented as the outcome of
interaction, come remarkably close to ¥ill's hiérarchy of motivations,

and Williams' insistence on 'deeper commituwents'? The naintenance of such
‘distinctions, in the end, leads to the abandonnent of the principle of
utility, for it demands an appeal to other standards of relevance. To
save the individual person, a difference in kind is admitted between 'more
gtable! and *shifting'! values; but the analysis ought then to take into
account other dimensions of society besides the 'interactional', . In a
consistently utilitarian world, even the entrepreneur has' no real freedom
and no real choice; for being ultimately rational, he can calculate the
outcome of various possible actions preeisely, and compare their potential
profit; the decision is made for him by the configurations of the world
around him, Real choice is faced where one thing is not reducible to
another; ond all huwane writers in the ubtilitarian tradition make concessions
of some kind towards the preservation of real choice and the integrity of
persons, ,

The alternative to such concessions is fully,faced by B. F. Skinner,
in behavioural psychology, and spelled out in the harsh message of his

recent book, Beyond Freedom and Dignity.
Wendy.James

Referegces

Asad, Talal 1972 Market model class structure and consent-
a recon51deratlon of Swat political organisation,
M&n ’H.S., 7, NO;’ 10, 74""94“

Barth,,F. 1959a Political Leadership among Swat'Pathans, London,

1959b. Segmentary lineage organization and the theory of
games, LR.A.I1. Occasional Paper. .

1960 The system of social stratification in Swat,
North Pakisten, in H. R. Leach, (ed.), Aspects
, of Caste, Cambrldge. '
(ed.) 1963 The role of the entrepreneur in social ggg
: o in gorthern Norway, Oslo.
1966 Models of Social Or anlsatlon, R.A I. =

1967 Economic spheres in Darfur, in. Re Firth (ed,)

Themes in Economic Anthropology A.S, A. Mono-
graph No. 6. .




(ed.)

Barth! F-

Dunont, L‘@

Lvans—Prluchard, el

& 1‘ort o

N
[

;LGJVis;” R. (ed )

Smart;
& Iiillams, B.

Skinner, B. e

Warnock, L. (ed.)

J. q T I

-

1969

ned.

1970

1640

1950

1973

1973

1962

- 1971,

Ethnic Groups ond Boundaries:

-167~

.the social

Role dlledeS

organization of cuitwre difforence, Oslo.

Analytical diwensiong in the comparison of
social Org&andulOuw, 15, Bergen.
lDd futner—son dominance in

Jliddle Hastern ~:mshlp systems, in F.L.K.
Hsu (ed.), Kinship and Culture.

Homo Hierarchicus, London.

Afrlraa Polltlcal oJSiemu, O“ford.

Mill on Renthe

-,und Coleridﬂe;fLonddnf et

Utilitarianisn:

For and Apainﬂt,!Cambridgé_i

VBeyond Preedom cng Alxnlﬁz

~Ut111tarlanlsm (selected readlng& from Benthan

and Mill;
. Fontana.

including Mlll's Og leet;x) Collins/




~168- -
» nIn the Shadow of the Golden Bough':

1n T‘espor:uae to Llenhardt

.Chaosiiéfnew,"
And-has no past or future. Praise the few
:Who built in chaos our bastion and our home,

Such is Edwin Muir's response to the dilemma which faced wany English
writers at the turn of the century - the feeling that. unity.of culture had
been -lost in the mechanistic’ and scientific world, that the. increase
in knowledge of other societies led to a breakdown of confidence in one's
own. Lienhardt Nis shown' {19735 p. ‘61) how the writings' of anthropoloziats
at this time contrlbuted to many creaulve wrlters' sense of allenatlon,
almost’ of tanomie!: >, . Lo lpind , . , - :

Wandériﬁg between -two ‘worlds, one dead,
‘ Wl Y The other powerless to be born.=x‘, SN

A I ":\.‘! P I BTy SR

Anthropologlcal wrltlngs prov1ded a new framework ior experience, a
mode of unaerstandlng which atteupted to seae the world through the gyes
of 'savages' and 'primitives' and in doing so recognised that the savage
. might exclude tHe luropean from his world view as much as the Luropean had
been accustomed to exclude the savage. The sense of disintegration that
‘this gave rise to is traced in various directions by Lienhardt. This new
relativism created an excess of knowledge which Nietzsche as early as 1909
called 'dangerous! and ‘harmful'. It also gave rise to an excess of
consciousness - of intellectual awareness, D. H. Lawrence in particular
represented this-as destructive of finer sensitivities, of spontaneity and
emotional response. lloreover examuples of ‘primitive' cultures in which
small-~scale, coumunity life revolved around a unified centre of common
Imowledge and assumptions increased the awareness of what modern industrial
life had lost with its complexity and impersonality. The vory thinking on
which anthropological enquiry was based contributed to this sense of dis-
unity - the attempt to participate in another, alien way of Life and yet
remain within one's own cultural framework, seemed to lead only to dis-
ruption, iliot, writes Lienhardt (1b1d. 65) 'geens to suggest that
somewhere & halt must be called to syrpathy, or empdtqy, lest the person,
no longer belonging to any society, disintegrate.!

This fear of disintegration was in keepings with the growing sense
of the creative writer as isolated from his society, that derived from
other trains of thought than just anthropological ones. But anthropology
contributed:

with the imaginative attempt to enter into the experience of other
lives and times, there goes the isolation of the thlnklng individual
which is such a characteristic theme of this country's thought and
writing. (Ibid., 65)

In these various ways, then, anthropological writings and theory at
the turn of the century contributed to that characteristic sense of dis-
integration and alienation.

But the emphasis was not all in this negative direction. Lienhardt
notes one way in which anthropological thinking provided a model for
unifying experience:
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‘Now I think we may see a parallel between this conscious effort of
Tylor to think and experlence, at once, the thoughts and - expe“iences
of forelgn cumtures and of his own, thus unifylng and relating them,
and the efforts made by ‘the writers of this century to. find some

..way of 1ntegrat1ng their sympathles and experlence, whldh has been ‘
so much a subject of crltxcal thought. R

Unfortunately, Llenhardt 1eaves it there and returns to those currents
of unicertainty Whlch flowed in anthropologlcal and literary writings alike
and which anthropolowlcal enquiry helped to swell into something of a flood.
It is the purpose of this article to point out the “other, more positive
contributions of anthropology to the mainstream of BEnglish literary life =
the sources of unity that at least some writers found in the very material .
and ideas that had,apparently, caused so much disintegration. The dis-
coveries of anthropologlsts made no small contrlbutlon to the work of those
few who 'built in. chaos our bastion and our home', - If they helped to
inerease the prevailing sense of chaos, the anthropologlsts ‘also provided
a unifying scheme for coping with it.

Hoffman (1967; 5) in a study of Yeats' use of myth;“notes'this fact
and from the standpoint of a literary orltlc, acknowledges the s1gnif1cance
of anthropology at that time; . :

But if  the natural and social scientists seemed to deny the absolute
authority: of Christian doctrine or the truth of mystical experience
these iconoclasts proved saviours in dlsgulse for the de-faithed
poets of the turn of the century and since. All whom I have men~
tioned (Pound, Jallace Stevens, Whitman, T. S. Eliot) write
necessarily in the shadow of the golden bough, but for Yeats,

.. Graves and Muir. the discoveries of the Cambridge anthropolog 1sts
and of similar researchers 1nto pagan anthulty were to have
special importance.

- What was this importance and in what way did"The Golden Bough'provide
a source of unity -to some, even while others saw it as a source of dis-
integration? I shall cite W. B.. Yeats and D, H, Lawrence as particular
examples of the way in which 'researches into pagan antiquity! oould be
used by creative erters in the building of such a "home'.

Yeats, in his. concern with redeening “the 'soul ‘from its subjugation
to a mechanistic world', tured to myth and folk lore. ‘The 18th century
had been barren of myth, accordlng $o Douglas’ Bush, because of "the - -
dominance of rationalism:and realism", The early. 19th century poets had- -
reacted agalnst this and retwrned to myth""tne fundamental ‘impulse of
the mythological renascence was contained in the romantic protest agalnst
a mechanical world and mechanical verse stripped, as it seemed, of imagin-
ation and emotion, of beauty and mystery." The early rémantics had turned
to Greek and Roman myths, but these became debased in overuse and the
"Last Romantics", as Yeats called himself and his contemporaries, searched
for new sources of mythological. . POWET "Although no mythologlst or poet
could avoid his classical heritage, or would want to, Yeats and Graves
had a given-advantage of vorking also from within an unfamiliar though
analagous mythical tradltlon, that of Celtlc pagendom." One reason why
the myth, folklore and legend of Ireland was available to Yeats at the
time when he deemed such materlal vital to his purpose,lay in the stimulus
and respectability given to studies of 'pagan antiquity'! by anthropologists.
Local folk lore and legend became a source of imaginative power to many
writers at this time, their bastlon agalnet the chaos of science and of
excess learning. Much of this materlal was avallable because of such
learning and science?
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The 'dlscovery of local dlalects, the 1nvest1gat10ns of antiquities
of custom and belief and the detailed recording by the 'folklorists! of
nyth,and legend,‘prov1ded_a_vast new source of material and of ideas.
The folklorists worked within the framework of anthropological ideas,
notably including concern with origlns and social evolution. Primitive
peoples and, indeed, European peasants it was posited, represented
survivals of various stages of development through which the modern,
sophisticated Buropean had passed many ages before. Consequently, an
investigation of contemporary folk-lore and legend among primitives and
peasants might tell something of the origins of modern literature.
Deriving from Tylor's analysis of such ‘Survivals‘, two schools of thought
arose in folk studles-

"One of these was represented. by those who found the source of
literary expression in the invention of the individual artist,

the minstrel and the trappings of chivalry, The other had, as its
exponents, those who followed Herder and Grimm back to the unlettered
peasant and ascribed poetry in the ballad form to the poet aggregate
called 'folk'" (Hodgen 1936, 126) '

Andrew Lang, one of the most influential anthropologists enquiring
1nto European folk lore, subscribed to the theory of communal composition;

V,Ballads rea fllt from age to sgé, from lip to lip of shepherds,
peasants, nurses, all that class which contlnues nearest to the

. state: of natural man. (Lang. 1878)

Here, then, was a source of inspiration and a source.of 'unity' for
writers who saw the mechanistic Wworld disintegrating; the ballad form
provided not only a framework for writing poetry but a cluster of associ~
ations which fitted well with the poet's own ideas;

In that ancient and communal poetic form they fbund a sense of
. golidarity with a community and a means of experiencing and expressing
“archetypal, often atavistic, emotion. (Hoffman; viii.) (It is
-1ntere§t1n to note Hoffman's obv1ous debt to Lang here, 89 years
latel‘. :

- For Yeats, at least, this identity with a community is not just a
convenient 1ntellectua1 1dea, he was actually brought up in a peasant
communlty in West Ireland and in his-later writing he still preserves
his sense. of a genuine identity with the country31de ‘and people. He
writés of those other writers from Ireland - Swift, Goldsmlth Berlkely

-end Burke -~ that their,

‘eve bloody, arrogant power

Rose .out of the race

Uttering, mastering it,.

Rose like those walls from these -
Storm—beaten cottages. ('Blood and ' the Moon')

, Hoffman relates this to Yeats' search: for an overrldlng'hnlty ;
"unity of splrlt can be achieved as well by men who live in 'storm-beaten
- cottages! as by those in the tower, and much better than by any who drift
" in the undirected masterless society of our time" (op. eit. p. 32). There
are more than political comsiderations alone behind the 'Celtic Revival!
of the turn of the century and’ anthropological ideas play their part in
Yeats! formulation of his ideas., The searches into pagan customs prov1de
the ethnologieal. contént for'romantic ideas of “the soml" Wl
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Yeats, writing of himself, Synge and Lady Gregory, refers to Lhelr source
of 1nsp1rat10n. : - . ”*
All that we dld all that we sald or sang
.o Must ccome from. contact with the s011 from that
..« ..Contact everythlng Antaeue~11ke grew strong, o
Ve three alone in modern times had brought =~~~
Everything to that sole test again, T B o
Dream of the noble and the beggar-man, ('The” Municipal Gallery
_ Revieited'g

Apart. from this direct concern with the cultural unity that (some~
what 1deallstncally) places the nob]e and the beugar—man in the e&ne flow
of tradltlon, Yeats also derlved soae ‘of his own deepest rellglous beliefs”
from that peasant backgrounda The ‘beliefs of Celtlc peasants gave Yeats
an initial experience of spirltual reality which’ Was denied by the
mechanistlc world. of, 1ndustr1al London and Burope, Agaln “the “work of -
anthropologlsts into. “prlmltlve' relrglon contrlbuteé to Yeats' being
able to use it in hls poetry. Apart from the respectablllty such 1ntereste
had acqulred through academic patronape, they had been brought before a
wider public and so .could prov1de a common term of reference for many
romantic primitivists who had read Tylor and Lang or the’ enquiries of
Sir Samuel Ferguson and Standish O'Grady into Irish antiquity and legend.

~ Moreover, the search of some poets for a means of expressing a sense
for 'unity' could be partly satisfied by the architectonic framework of the
myths being recorded by anthropologists, S

Robert Graves and Edwin Muir are in no sense Yeats' followers, yet
they resemble him in their need to root imagination in an ‘a priori!
structure of experlence, a frame of archetypes or myth which each
poet worked out for himself 1ndependent1y.°,‘ 411 three share an
identrflcatlon with the primitive and folk cultures of the outlands
of Britain which offered them alternative casts of feeling and -
contrastlng 338001dtl0n5 to those of the modern industrial cllture
they abhorred. Romantic pr1m1t1v1sm was expressed through reliance
on myths... (Boffman: viii.)

_ Writing_specifiCally'Qf Yeate,ﬁoffman elaimé - _

In his eclectic fashion he would fuse his later researches into magic

and spirltlsm, together with hlS own experlence of folk belief and

join to these his readings in Irish ep ic lltermture and mytholovlcal

studies of Irish pagandom" (Ibld 24 '

.Here, then, we f1nd the writincs of 'anthropolowlsbs’ ‘those ‘mythologlcal
studies .of pagandom' cited as providing & poet with a source of unlty rather
than creatlnb the sense of disorientation that Lienhardt notes of Ellot.‘

The very folk material provided a source of unity both in its concrete’
detail and in\its-archetypal'pattern; moreover, the direct experiénce of
spiritual reality evident in pagan myth and peasant life, was a source

of personal inspiration to Yeats and others; descriptions of peasant life
emphasised the sense of community that many urban dwellers in Industrial
England felt was lost; concern with origins and social evolution led to

a study. of folk lore as a communal .art, carrying through anc1ent tradltlons
in a common culture ~ the poet could thus identify himself with® the ~fmon
traditions, of 'noble and beggar-man' in a way he oouldxot in m:udhb FCECE
Buroye where the writer was conceived romantically as isolated aﬁ ““one;
‘and, flnally, the attempts to move between two such different . waye ", life
and thought led some at least t6 ‘discover deeper levels of affinity ' tween
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them. Yeats particularly experienced two societies, that'of peasant
Ireland and middle class London, as anthropologists like Tylor were
attempting to do. UWhere such experience led Eliot to talk of limits to
empathy and Lawrence to write 'Whitman wasn't an Eskimo';, Yeats looked
for unity at a deeper level. The writings of contemporary anthropologists
and the climate of anthropological thought, by 1nfluenclng such enquiries,
made a positive contribution to the search for order in a world that-
others were accusing enthropologlste of helplng to dlSlntegrate.i-
R “.'15' Tomih o o 0L 2T G

. D H Lawrence, too, used anthropologlcal writlngs 1n this' positive
ways, However avare ‘of the probdlems that noving between\different cultures’
gives rise to,. he ueed anthropology as an ally in his running conflict:
with the evil 1nfluences of contemporary science and technology. The
work of anthr0pologlsts prov1ded him, as it did Yeats and others, with a
source. of both, material and 1deas on which to btuild a; coherent, unified -
structure in a dleorlented world, He came to much of this anthropology
in later life, while in Mexico, though we can trace the influence of gen-
eral anthropologlcal ideas in his earlier work. In The Plumed Sexpent,
written in 1926 we flnd one of the most remarkable examples of how
closely anthropolog1cal ideas have aflected a creative wrlter.

In The Plumed Serpent Lawrence expresses his own ideas of the con-
trast between modern, industiial life and the life of a former Utopian
state in terms of a revived Aztec cult in Mexico, which atteuwpts to return
to the earlier values through the medium of symbols and rituals that had
almost died out. Lawrence starts where most primitivists start; he is
disillusioned with the values of modern life in the advanced industrial
state, which he flnds decadent and materialistic, having lost its aware-
ness of the heart and the sense - %he Dblood!, and put t00 much -emphasis
on intellectwal achievement -~ the mind. In this, Lawrence's work is in
the main stream of primitivistic wrltlng ‘and many ‘of the stock formulae
of the genre are evident in his usge of Aztec material. But Lawrence .
brings somethlng new to the tradltlon. He is one of the earliest writers
to take advantage of the new scientific study of primitive peoples, and
as a result both the material he uses and lhis attitude to it differ from
those of his predecessors. Lven though he shares many of their pre-
conceptions, his primitivism is grounded in much more ethnographic detail.

From the 1dea that modern soc1ety is corrupt he develops the notion
that prlmltlve peoples are superior because of a closer and different kind
of communion with the universe. This is not merely because the primitive
lives clogser to nature and is more directly dependant on it; thdat idea,
too, may be found in the literary treatment of the traditional 'noble
savage'. But for Lawrence the relationship of primitive man with the
universe is a mystical one, like that ideal coumunion between individual
human beings which his earlier novels continually explore, where the
true consummation for men.is a relatlonshlp with another person or thing
in which their two patures become fused, their 'polarlty‘ is centrallsed.

Searching'for this ideal he eventually found it in anthropological
accounts of primitive life and ritual., These, at the time, were concerned
W1th man's attempt to estlbllsh a relationship with nature, to achieve’
the fertility. necessary for- 11fe to continue, Frazer in "The Golden Bough"
interpreted ritual and symbol as atbempte to achieve this fertility, arising
fron observatlon of natural phenomena by primitive minds.’ Lawrence 'saw
this as true communlon with the unlveree éand thought that it was to be
found in man' s prlmeval pabt when he was nearer to his 1nst1nctual orlﬁlns,
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and, since primitive man today is nearer than 'civilised' man to this
primeval past, the quality of that communion is to be more readily ob-
gerved in him,., Like Yeats, Lawrence writes within the framework of ideas
developed by Tylor in his theory of *Survivals?, Lawrence's search for
the 'true values! in earlier forms of life, not a particularly new idea,
was given new form and significance by contemporary anthropological
theory.

But not all primitive 1life had, for Lawrence, this quality he was .-
seeking., His journeys to Italy, Sardinia, Ceylon, India and Australia
were a series of digillusioning discoveries of the repulsivencss and
dirtiness of much savage life, The reality did not live up to his ideals.
But when he was invited by Mabel Dodge Luhan to her farm in' Mexico, where
she hoped that 'her! Indians would provide him with the examples he wanted,
he did indeed find for a while something approaching his ideal. After an
initial disappointment at the hideousness of post-Aziec culture and the
tmugsical-comedy! aspect of New Mexico, he suddenly discovered that Indian
religion expressed some of his own central ideas.,

The landscape, he says, was the first 'revelation' (1936: 143),
and the second was the realisation that the 'old human race experience!
was to be found in Indian ritual, that the religion was living in a sensse
the others he had witnessed were not. Lawrence himself does not atitenpt
to explain this radical change in his awareness, nor the reason for the
revelation', We find, on enquiry, however, that the ieason for this
change lies in his reading of anthropological works while in Mexico., The
intrisic qualities of the Mexican Indians are not alone sufficient ex-
planation for Lawrence's concern with Mexico and the importance he
attributes to The Plumed Serpent (he calls it 'my best book® ) I have
argued elsewhere (Street: 1970) in more detail the reasons why we must
look to Lawrence's reading in anthropology at that time for an explanation.
For present purposes it is sufficient to show the extent to which a writer
of this time was influenced by anthropological writings and the fact
that he used them 'positively' to create an ordered view of the world
rather than seeing them as destructive.

Browsing in Zelia Nuttall'ls library in Mexico and reading her book
The Fundamental Principles of 0ld and New World Religiong (1901), Lawrence
found : interpretations of Aztec and pre-Aztec culture that coincided
remarkably with his own ideas and ideals of primitive values., Nuttall's
main theme is that a common basic structure can be found in societies in
many parts of the world, as her title suggests. She starts her analysis
of these principles with the religion of the Mexican plateau, both Aztec
and pre-Aztec. In a manner typical of early 20th century anthropology she
attempts to relate all Aztec symbols and ritual to a scheme based on
natural observation, in this case of the Polar Star. The position of
this star and of Ursa Major, a group of seven stars with Polaris in the
centre, she adduces as the origin of the whole Aztec conception of the
cosmos, expressed 1n all their symbols and rites,

In The Plumed Serpent Lawrence employs her approach to the material
and also attempts to explain the whole complex of beliefs and ritusls in
his imagined post-Aztec culture in terms of a single overriding unity.

But he differs slightly from Nuttall in introducing current theories drawn
from Theosophy into his explanation of Mexican religion. The theory that
the occult mysteries of Atlantis had been lost in the Flood but were still
retained by a few cultures that had escaped to the high places of the
earth, was one of many attenpts at the time to explain the remarkable
dimilarity in the myths and symbols of diverse cultures being discovered
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and brought together by the new discipline of anthropology. Frazer and
Tylor accounted for the similarity on grounds of common experience of
natural phenomena;  others put it down to culture contact and diffusion
_through migrations; Max Miller saw ‘nyths as distortions of language and
thereby explained their similarity; theosophists believed that all men
were once part of one culture and similarities in diverse parts of the
world-were due to the retention of elements of this culture by people who
had- been d1v1ded by the Flood.

Lawrence was attracted by this idea; his reading in anthropology had
clearly suggested that many primitive peoples represented survivals of an
‘earlier state and he believed that modern society had lost intuitions
of the 'blood! which older cultures retained., He could thus condemn the
faults of his own society, in the traditional primitivistic way, by pointing
in prlmltlve societies to the values it had lest. ;

_ Not all,primitive societies, hoWever, has retained the Atlantean
mysteries and his journeys to Ceylon and Australia had failed %o reveal
what he was looking for. Likewise his first sight of Indian ritual in
Mexico was a disappointment. But in Nuttall he discovered that those
symbols the theosophists believed to derive from Atlantis were retained
by the Aztecs of lMexico. And when she showed that the same fundamental
principles were to be found in some Asian caltures the” 'revelation' was
completes By reviving in novel form the symbols and rites of the Aztecs
he could sub§est the real meaning of the Atlantean religion whose values
he believed advanced societies had lost and he could link it with the
ancient tribes of Burope, with the Celts and the Druids, the holders of:
the mysteries on his own continent.

The Plumed Serpent, then, is an attenpt to work out these ideas
imaginatively., A group of modern Mexican visionaries attempt to recapture
the old values by‘re—enacting he rites and recalling the symbols of the
Aztecs, Lawrence's vision of the world is worked out in close concrete
detail. And thegse details are derived, to a very large extent, from
Nuttall and from other anthropological writings on the subject (see 1ist
at end) Moreover the ideas that lie behind these details are also derived,
in large measure, from current anthropological theory. A close analysis
of The Plumed Serpent and of Lawrence's other Mexican writings such as
The Yoman fho Rode Away reveals a remarkable similarity, sometimes almost
word for word or idea for idea with the work of Nuttall and certain anthro-
pologists. The central symbol of the book, the plumed serpent or Quetzal..
coatl, is described in careful detail as are the colours used in ritual,

~clothing and decoration, the association of numbers, of points of the
compass, specific symbols like stars, birds and geometrical shapes. With
the practice of contemporary anthropologists to support him and the example
of Nuttall's meticulous scholarship, Lawrence relates every action, look
and gesture of .the culture he describes back to his personal scheme, The
Plumed Serpent is a dense and complex book that cannot be fully understood
without some knowledge of anthropological writings of tle time. It
represents one of the most vital attewpts by a creative writer to use
anthropological discoveries and theories to build a coherent and unified
imaginative ‘scheme, to build 'in chaos ouf bastion and our hoiie?,

The emphasis in "contemporary" writers' use of anthropological data
and theory is at least as much on the positive contribution they can make
to building a world order as on themcontrlbutlon ,highlighted by Lienhardt,
to deetroylng that order. .

Brian V. Street
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Much of the information regarding Lawrence's readlng and movements
is taken from Tindal, W. Y. (1939) and from the wrlter s..doctoral
thesis (Oyford 19705 S T
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Some Reflections oan the Decennial A.S.A. Conference

r Tt will be a good many months before the proceedings of the 1973
A.S.A. conference held at Oxford are published, eo it has seemed a useful
function to provoke some interim discussion. My remarks are almost entirely
critical, and it may be wondered why such points were not made during the
conféerence itself. But it,would have been an outrageous rudeness to in-
terrupt what for many ‘of the audlence appeared to be a rather festive break
from academic pursuits with a str:ng of hostile comments, ‘especially from
one not & member of the Association. The more so as some evidently felt
thatdelicate stage in:the domestic.cycle.of owr academic conmunity called
for eulogy rather than honesty‘i L ‘

. l'.

The proceedlngs were concluded by four speakers giving thelr 'over—
views', Fortes made his"speech as retiring president of the A.3.A. He was
followed by Figth, and he by Salisbury. -Grillo spoke for the youngest
generatlon of meinbers, and ended by expressing the view that the retiring

Vgiants! would long be. worshipped by their successors. Although declaring
that he represented nothlng, Grillo's words were actually very representative
indeed. Firth cheerfully declared that the seniors no longer had the power,
but the sentiments generated by this ritual occasion seemed to suggest that
the intellectual structure of the communlty remains more or less the sanme
despite their retirement. As Ardener wrote of Kuper's Anthropologists and
Anthropology, 'the final scene is a crowded tableau of familiar and, no
doubt, well-loved faces with the older generation nodding approval in the
wings. Cheers drown any distant sound of dissidence'. Very accurate, save
that the 'giants' were .doing their nodding from the very cenire of the stage.

No doubt it was appropriate that the sunming up should be restricted
to members of the A.S.A., but this did mean that the voice of the youngest
generation of anthropologists, those not yet members, was not heard. Yet
obviously some of those ngw students will be teaching anthropology long
after many of the present A.S.A. members have ceased to do so, and it would
have been useful to have heard their verdict on proceedings which presumably
had something to do with the future of the discipline. After all, the ap-
pearance over the past few years of a number of student anthropology journals
suggests a considerable amount -of enthusiasm among those now learning the
subject. Perhaps one may suggest: that this display of energy has not a
little to do with the rather evident.scarcity of critical and theoretically
interesting work in our more well-known periodicals. Below, then, are
recorded some of the reactions of just one student onlooker, to attempt to
rectify a gap in the bonference proceedings. .

‘ The general title of the eleven sessions was 'New Directions', and
this, as many of the speakers in the last session pointed out, was something
of a misnomer. Whatever the contents of the conference had been, such a
'deJa vu' line was .almost inevitable; any new departure by being shown to be
*old hat' could be converted into a tribute to the prescience of the departing
seniors. What was disturbing was the legitimacy of the 'déja wu' feeling,
for, in fact, little that was new was presented. One might even suggest
that the first series of conferences in 1963 were more forward-looking:
irrespective of the actual value of the papers in the volunes on 'models’,
the 'distribution of power', Preligion', and 'complex societies', thesge
subjects would appear fto offer wore scope to innovation than sessions on
'transactionalism', 'fieldwork!, 'African developuent!, and the like. Many
commented on this lack of novelty, but none expressed the view that it
augured badly for the development of the discipline.Andsirhrew ventures as
there were, for instance, Pocock®s 'personal anthropology!, or Ardener's
paper on 'events', were regarded as poetic (by Stirling), and indeed,
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Ardenet's e8 mystical (by’Leach). Signs of new directions were thus generally
treated as not-well-formed utterances. But if innovation was rare, we should
recall that most of those whom we associate with the pioneering movewments

of the ‘last decade. (many having developed -out of Lé&vi=Strauss' Wark) wvere
not -giving pavers. Leach and Douglas were vocal only from the floor; .
Needham was in America; and our most .senior innovator, Evans-Pritchard, after
'opening! the proceedings one day late, kept as far away from the conference.
as possible. He told me when it was.over that he had been very disappointed
yith most of the papers that he had recelved.

A palni‘ul aspect of the proceedlngs was the treatment dished out to
Lévi-Strauss, After a very ably presented paper by Terry Turner, for instance,
an atmosphere of hilarity descended on the occasion. With the benefit of field-
work, Turner offered a reanalysis of a myth which Lévi-3trauss had dealt
with in the Mxtholog;gges, and pointed to-'a number of errors in his handling
of the material, -This induced a considerable amount of sniggering, which
was especially odd in that Turner's own basic approach did not seem to be
terribly different. Turner denied this saying that all he had gained from .
L&vi-3trauss was the general idea of the 'logic of the concrete'. But this,
surely, was tantamount to admitting that he could not have made his analysis
had L&vi-StPauss not opened up the field in such a provocative fashion. One.
was grateful to Douglas for pointing out the fact that all Turner had done
was to 'add wheels to Lévi-Strauss' bicycle'.

In a different tone, Ardener concluded hlu paper on '8 ome outstandlng
problems in the analysis of events'with the reflection that the terminology
of structuralism might now impede our progress. He was, in short, trying
to sketch the lineaments .of a post-strqctural epoch. But, although some
may now be thinking their way beyond Lev1—Strauss, there are dangers in
suggeotlng that the digcipliné as a whole is now post-structural. After

"all, wany anthropologists have not yet even reached the structural phase,

and it is inconceivable that those who are still happy to announce themselves
s unregenerate functionalists or as structural-functionals should have any
idea of what 'neo-! anthropology is without a prior and genuine encounter
with structuralism. It may well be therefore, that post-structural declara-
tions at the moment will cause events to happen at a velocity which will be
tactically unwise. And in this respect the rudeness of some of the rebuttals
of L¥vi-Strauss in recent writings by the few most influenced by him may
harmfully reinforce the oregudicé of the more .conservative that they were
right never to have shown any interest in his. work. = Neo-anthropological
trends are anthropophagous post~structura11sm is obviously an anthropology
which has consumed Lev1-Strauss. However we evaluate. LéVl—Strauss’ work

in the future, it is undeniable that his venlus and energy his made 90551ble
the transformation of social anthropology in this country. If some regard
him as 'good to eat' then it should not be forgotten that it is because he
has been so 'good to think with' that we now possess the strength to go
beyond him, So if the time has come to depart from ILévi-Strauss, we shall
have to do so remembering his vital historical role for the development of
our subject, It is with a sense of gratitude, and not in a carnival spirit,
that these”moves must be made.

Fortes, one of those willing to declare himself an unregenerate
functionalist, observed in his final address that we now had a unified dis-
cipline, no ‘longer British anthropology, French anthropology and American
anthropology. Which particular experiences during the conference induced
such a view was not obvious. It seemed fairly clear that the differences
between these traditions remained as great as ever, and it is in no way
regrettable that it should continue to be so, provided the naivety which
some have advocated we adopt with respect to other disciplines is not ex-
tended to other schools of our own. Unfortunately, this latter type of
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insularity has also been very characteristic of the British tradition, and
it is likely to be crucial for our future development that sorz are able

to foster links with anthropological work being done in other countries, .

or at least, able to translate their advances into terms from which we can
benefit, Evans<Pritchard has been the means by which we have gained greatly
from the rich tradition of the Ann#e Sociologique, but many of our short-
comings revealed in the course of the conference will only be made good if
we broaden our scope still further. The 'closed system'! mentality which ,
has been the conventional wisdom for the last generation has taken a heavy
toll, and we can only hope that it will pass into owr history as our seniors
leave the stage. For the fact is that the structural-~functional era has
left the British community with such a level of education and scientific
illiteracy that most are hardly qualified to criticize intelligently, let
alone make a positive contribution to such fields as *mathematical
anthropology® or *ethology!. Needham's ‘radical! anthropology, seeking

for universals and investigating elementary experiences, obviously makes

us highly dependent on other fields of scholarship. As he said in °
‘Percussion and Transition' our position is that we hardly know even how to
state the problems, Likewise, to the extent that eéthologists are after
universals by examining the 'nature'fculture® distinction, their work is of
great potential value, no matter the quality of that already published.-

Yet the number of British anthropologists who possess the requisite back-
ground in the biological sciences is very small and reaction to their work
too often tends to be either uncritical enthusiasm or an ill-informed dis—
missal of such beastly 1nnovators.

In these fields, and in others, we shall thus need to cultivate some
of the skills of other anthropdlogical traditions. For instance, the absence
of a distinguished Marxist tradition in this country will make us dependent
upon that group of French scholars, represented at the conference by Godelier
and Terray, if we are to assist in constructing a science of 'social formations'®.
For 'oral literature', too, we are not particularly well equipped to make
muich progress. Such interests in this country seem to have died more or
less at the time Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown became dominant, and were
virtually absent until the mid '60's. We may welcome this renewed interest,
but it is possible that we shall first have to familiarise ourselves with
the immense American contribution to the field before we can ourselves go
ahead confidently. It may, in fact, be that these recent developments and
the deficiencies which they expose will forge new links with American .
anthropology’; for the survival there of the general cultural framework equips
its members with a range of competences which we, for the most part, lack
but which are perhaps becoming vital. The field of mathematics might here
be mentioned since there was one conference session devoted to mathematical
approaches. It seems that for many this still means 'advanced statistics?,
but this is to take what may be & very unproductive view. As Leach said
in his Malinowski lecture, and I2vi-Strauss even earlier in 1954 in his
paper 'The Mathematics of Man', it is more likely that we shall gain more
by aiming at qualitative exactitude, for quantitative approaches to social
phenomena may let everything of significance escape., Thus, as Lévi-Strauss
has said, we should be misguided to mimic the mathematics of the natural
sciences, and should go straight to bolder forms of mathematical thought
which can handle non-metrical precision. The transformational sets of the
Mythologiques may be seen, in part, as a demonstration of this view,.
Clearly, then, before setting out on mathematical approaches, we must first
decide which sort of mathematics it is that we want. One suspects that
mere increased use of statistical tests of 51gn1f1cance and suchlike in
writing up field materlal will prove to be siuply a dlstractlng game,

This commentaxyy has obviously been mainly corcerned with the fubure
of the discipline, but it is not out of place to end with some reflections
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on our past. One of the things which is perhaps most regrettable about the
career of Evans~Pritchard is that his good manners prevented his sufficiently
making c¢lear those deep differences of outlook which separated him from his
colleagues. Certainly, history is not the biography of great men, but we
now run the risk of seeing him reduced to the level of his contemporaries
by those unsympathetic to the movements which he lead,who may now take on
the role of writing the intellectual history of our discipline. For the
Times obituarist (14th Sept.) Evans-Pritchard rose to his peak with the
publication of African Political Systems in 1940, surely one of the least
exciting books with whieh he was ever associated., And for Kuper in
Anthropologists and Anthropology he was just an '0Oxford structuralist'
like Gluckman and Fortes, It is clear that not only our future but also
our past are still in the balance. ° . :

Bvans~Pritchard was never one to force his views on others, tut -some
of his distinguished colleagues sceen less willing to admit that the times
are changing. One has heard it often said that he used to teach theology,
and that some of us now indulge in philosophical bunk and airy metaphysics.
No doubt when Gluckman complains (T.L.S. 3rd Aug.) that those chosen to
represent the state of authropology-Bvans-Pritchard, Douglas, Needham and
Leach (T.L.S. 6th July) - being mainly concerned with underlying intellectual
patterns, do not really represent the subject, a show of hands would probably
show him to be correct. Very probably the views of Gluckman himself would
conmand more assent. DUNMost, like him, would be irritated by that endless
worry by some about what we can ‘know! of other cultures (Glucknan brackets
verstehen after 'know' possibly not understanding what the word means) and
prefer just to get on with the job instead. But the point, of course, is
just what sort of a 'job' anthropology is. Social scientists presumably
feel little attracted by the version of anthropology which makes worries
about the nature of the act of translation and understanding basic. The
legacy of Bvans~Pritchard must be preserved and his position in our history
safeguarded. Hopefully our retiring seniors will not add their authority
to the forces which would sap the strength of such new departures as we
have already seen. If they decide to lead such reactionary movements
rather than hand over gracefully, a considerable number of their colleagues
are likely to applaud. And in that event, it is to be hoped that there
will be a sufficient number of dissidents to swamp their enthusiasm.

Malcolm Crick.
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 BEVIEY ARTICLE

Modes of igggggt; ddited by Robin Horton and Ruth Finnegan.
Faber & Faber; £8,50. 1973, - '

Although this collection of papers is dedicated to Evans-Pritchard,
the editors admit several of their contributors run 'counter to the spirit
of his work!,These contributors, presumably Gellner, Barnes, Lukes, Horton
and Wolfram, are clearly more interested in examining the interpretative
schemata which necessarily belong to our own culture than in 'testing"
this apperatus in the context of ethnographic material. - This is unfortumate,
simply because whatever the value of abstract analysis, there is nothing
quite like that fruitful juxtaposition of ethnography and interpretative
models to which Evans~Pritchard directed our attention., The danger of
settling for abstract analysis of interpretative schemata is obvious: .
instead of seeking those ethnographic clues which might enable one to test
their worth, or even modify, the models, our contribtutors almost inevitably
lepse into dogmatism. Intellectualists, such as Horton; are so fascinated
by their selection of scientific modes of thought as their interpretative
schemata that they do not bother to begin with ethnography to see what
that might tell them. So pleased with their discovery that interpretation
has to be in terms of something, they concentrate on the 'something', not
on interpretation itself. Their facts might suggest religion should be
likened to science, but one wonders how readily this can be maintained
in face of the complexities of primitive life. ’

Neither does it do our contributors much good to argue, in simplistic
fashion, that anthropologists must analyse their own culturds modes of
thought as closely as those of more alien forms of life. True, we have to
study our own culture, but owing to the time lag which links anthropology
with . such sister disciplines as philosophy and theology, we find that
much analysis has already been done for us. Evans~Pritchard did not sit
back and write little pieces about the nature of western religion. Instead,
he relied on the time lag, seeking one of his interpretative schemata in
Rudolf Otto's The Idea of the Holy. It comes as no surprise to find that
the most profitable contribution to Modes of Thought also involves an
appeal to an established interpretative framework: Tambiah is able to sug-
gest a new dimension of magic by rejecting the rather sterile oppositions
inherited from the turn of the century, appealing instead to Austin's
examination of speech acts.

Tambiah'ts article, 'Form and Meaning of Magical Acts: A Point of View',
does not, however, quite live up to its promise. TFor despite his commendable
references to ethnographic material, Tambiah is not as careful as he night
have been in confronting magic with performatives. For instance, he does
not show exactly how performatives of the type 'I do take this woman to be
ny lawful wedded wife! fall into the same category of events as magical
acts of the type 'l cause you to die by sticking this pin into this image!'.
In the first case we can easily understand how a speech act can change the
state of affairs existing in the world (for the change which occurs when
one is married is essentially a conceptual one), but in the second example
words are supposedly effecting a physical change which properly must be
done by physical means, Tambiah could, perhaps, avoid this difficulty,
but only at the expense of assuming that the participant does not really
expect to kill his victim, The disadvantager of this is that it seems to
deny the reality apparently attributed by many magicians to their acts,
and that it raises the awkward question of what performatives have to do
with analogy or the metaphor/literal distinction. Is Tambiah really Jjusti=-
fied in extending the notion of performatives from . Austin's usage (where
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we can understand how the world can be made to conform to words) to the
context of magic where our problem has always been to understand the (apparent)
belief that words and acts do more than we dare credit them with achieving?
Tambiah obscures the oddity of magic, and clearly does not feel all that
happy with his theory of performatives. Thus he has no qualms in describing
thos¢ rituals which install chiefs as performatives., So far, so good, but
suchirituals are not necessarily magical, i/hen he turns to magic proper,
however, we find that all the long-standing tensions re-emerge: he seems

to make an exception of those magical activities which are essentially
designed to achieve practical results, and even with respect to more
obviqusly analogical rites (especially those which aim at metaphorical
trangfer) there are signs that his performatives collapse into Beattian-
like expressive utterances.

Even Tambiah, we begin to realise, is so enamoured of his inter-

pretative schema that he seizes upon one such model to conclude that

there must be one theory of magic. If he had limited himself to the more
reasonable hypothesis that performatives help elucidate only those magical
acts which seem to involve 'an operation done on an object-gymbol to make
an imperative and realistic transfer of its properties to the recipient’,
we might be less inclined to raise counter examples, If, that is to say,
Tambiah had paid more attention to those ethnographic clues which might
help us decide if the magician ‘really' expects his rites to change the
state of the empirical world, or whether he is merely meking statements
about his social or existential situation, he might have found it easier
to locate the logic of verformatives. He would also have found it nuch
more difficult to avoid the conclusion that since performatives, properly
speaking, do things to the world, magic cannot be interpreted symbolically
(or analoglcallyns Yet if magic is read literally (or 'realistically' in
Tambiah's lan@uage), such performatives are doing things which lie beyond
the scope of Austin's usage.

The Gellner/Wolfram group of contributors are frequently clever, if _
not witty, but so far as I can see they addvirtually nothing to the arguments
which have already been bandied around in the rationality debate and other
such contexts. As in Tambiah's article, the dominant theme is :to. specify,
agy exectly as possible, the differences or similarities between religion
(sometines magic):and science. Barnes, overstating his case in the process,
argues that science is more like religion than has been commonly supposed.
Horton and Lukes prefer to stress the verificationist principle, emphasise
the scientific nature of science, and accordingly draw religion into science
rather than the other way round. Whatever the emphasis, such comparisons
all smack of Lévy—Bxuhl' refusing to liken religion to anything but science,
these contr yie¢i have no doubt been persuaded by the force of the argument
that sinc 4 1s our own supreme cognitive activity it must also be
our supreme initorpreiative model. What is the use, they seem to imply,
of comparing renglon with religion?

e

It is at this point that Lvans-Pritchard'ssplrlt is really laid to
rest. Maybe religion can be equated, to some extent or another, with science,
but it first must be understood, anid that requires prtor phenomenological
analysis where it does lit%le good %c commit the Iévy-Bruhlian fallacy. By
insisting, from their own intexp: va stance, that religion is a sub- ’
species of science, the contributors in oamstlon have to conmit all sorts
of mental gymnastics with those efhnogravhic details , they deign to discuss.
By comparing religion and science they unavoidably find themselves
emphasising the differences between these modes of 'thought', which is
rather awkward when one's original intention is to prove the basic uni-
formity of all modes of thought. Hence their gymnastics: Barnes makes the

apati
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commitment of the scientist to his paradigm sound rather like the bond
which ties a worshipper to his God, and Horton and Lukes, with their more
traditional view of science, have to neglect entirely such religious aspects
of veligion as prayer, the possibility of their exlstlng symbollc discourse,
and, needless to add, worshlp 1tself. '

In order to understand why these contributors feel obliged to equate
science and religion, we might notice how they seem to 1gnore the difference
between using the comparative method to éstablish contrasts, and using it
to establish cross—cultural similarities. All seem to be agreedﬁthat the.
first step in the study of modes of thought is to apply some wmiversal
logical criteria with the power to expose contrasts between different types
of belief systems. The favourite candidate, as Lukes cogently reminds us,
is the verificationist principle: even Tambiah, who favours the in-
comuensurability thesis (holdlnb that magical acts cannot bergudged by
the sawe criteria as scientific flndlng:§,.exposes the distinctive nature
of magic partly by showing what megic is not. Only by applying the veri-
ficationist principle can one show what cannot be verified, thereby providing
oneself with a certain amount of prims facie evidence that the phenomena
in question is not meant to be verified. Barnes, we might add,.favours
another way of exposing contrast, namely the criterion of degree of anomaly
present in any belief systemi I wonder why the 1ntellectuallsts do not
take this up, because whereas the verificationist principle, for thef, has -
the unpleasant effect of opposing science and religion, the anomaly criterion,
in its supposedly Kuhnian guise, permits much closer identification.

No-one but the most die-hard Winchian would deny the role of such
criteria in suggesting possibly significant contrasts between different ‘
ways of conceptualising the world. But Horton, Lukes and Barnes continue
with the additional claim that one must also coupare the substance of
religion with the substance of science., Lukes spells out what is involved
in this. He is not satisfied with using verificationist and other criteria
to expose the uniqueness of religion; he also wauts to claim that religious
beliefs odd esthey night appear, are 'parasitic! upon those 'universal and
fundamental' criteria with which we must begin., By this, Lukes seems to
mean that the 'odd' beliefs must be assumed to belong to the same order of
things as the beliefs in terms of which they are-being judged. Hence the
two sets of beliecfs are fundamentally commensurable:- science constitutes
the reality of religion. Hence also the conclusion that religion is fund-
amentally in error, the job of the sociologist being to explaln, in best
nineteenth-century fashlon, ‘the origins and continued existence of the
great illusion. To make another side reference to Barnes, it should be -
mentioned that he mlnlmlses thls empha31s upon a soclology of error. '

Lukes and Horton can have no idea of the dlfferent 'points of! or
'realities!, possibly involved in magic and religion. - They rule out those
philosophers and theologians who insist that although religzious discourse
mlwht ultimately be loglcally parasitical upon more orthodox forms of

intelligibility (which after all, is the case of any netaphor or analogy)
its meaning ond ‘reality 'takes off' to communicate relatively 1ndependent1y
of verificationist criteria. Moral judgments, which so pervade most
religiens, are in error when Judged against science, but who is to deny
thet they have a reality of their own which can be 1nternreted to all
intents and purpﬂses, 1n 1%5 . own right?

Lukes is even worse than the logical positivists: at least the latter
allowed religion an autonomous existence, arguing that it should not be
understood in the same way as scientific procedures. ' Lukes, on the other
hand, feels that only by assuming the basicallly scientific nature of
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religion can one avoid the 'temptation... of -explain(ing) away false or
inadequate attempts at explaining the world and reasoning sbout it as
treally' emotive, or expressive, or symbolic utterances, and-thereby removed
from the sphere of application of non-context-dependent criteria of truth
and logiec'. By his own argument, purely symbolic systems cannot exist;

the domain of science is assured., So too is his type of sociology, a
gpecies which works with the curious logic of creating its own, frequently
unnecessary, problems. For example, Lukes asks-why the Azande do not per—.
ceive the futility of their wagic, Part of his answer involves the idea
that they build up 'secondary elaborations' to protect their beliefs
'against predictive failure and falsification'. This might be a correct
interpretation, but what if we follow Tambiah and say that the beliefs
simply do not relate to the world in the same way as those of science? :
Perhaps the Azande do not perceive the futility of their magic because it
is not in the nature of their magic to fail by verificationist criteria?

It appears that Lukes might be creating his own errors and therefor
his own sociology. e certainly does znot allow much scope for turning to
the richness of native 1ife, He is even less inclined to seek out 'separate
realites!'! because, like Horton, he is prepared to sneak of the 'immensely
superior cognitive powers' of science: whereas Tambiah is unsure of the
nature of magic and has therefore to furn to ethnographic clues and various
interpretative schematz, Lukes has no doubts about the nature of 'odd! beliefs.
Basic similarities must lie along one stratum. Aind as for Horton, he is so
satisfied with his picture of religion that he is content to brush away
the Beattian challenge with, 'Misdescription...is...evident in the classi-
fication of statements about spiritual beings as symbolic rather than ex-
planatory. Pailure to account for tiie data is evident in all versicns',
This is absurd: he elsewhere agrees with the fundamentals of Evans-
Pritchard's symbolist analysis of Nuer Religion, and who is he to say that
a given piece of discourse might not show both symbolic and explanatory
aspects?

The articles by Gellner and Volfram are both, in their different
ways, of some interest. Gellner raises an important topic wlhen he discusses
the way in which primitive thought combines various aspects which we, in
our divided lives, endeavour to keep analytically distinet, and ‘Jolframn,
with strong undertones of Pareto, sides with Tawmbiah over the reality of
*non-scientific' modes of thought. As Tor the remaining articles, those
by Colby and Cole, Nagashima, IFinnegan, ‘/hiteley, Ita, and Jenkins, the
emphasis swings towards the fruitful juxtaposition of interpretative
schemata and ethnographic detail, Unfortunately, the quality of these
contributions is wvery uneven,andareif aaytiing, too descriptive. “forst of all,
none of them attenpt to conpare primitive religion with western theological,
philosophical, or religious traditions. Almost as bad, the editors have
not deemed it necessary to introduce an appreciation of Lévi-Strauss!'
contributions to the general subject under discussion. Their own introductory
remarks on the matter completely miss Lévi-Strauss' basic point, namely that
nornal semantic criteria cannot capture the meaning of myth. On the credit
side, however, one might mention Finnegan's exhortations directing us to
the primitive's universe of discourse, and Whiteley's exacting analysis
of Gusii colour-words and colour-~values.

As for Horton and Pinnegan's Introduction, one can only say that it
accurately reflects the sencial tone of the book, Their avppreciation of
Bvans-Pritchard is well timed, but one wishes that the rest of the Introduction
had aimed at sone of the more pressing problers raised by the stance adopted
by the more interesting of their contributors., Uhy, they should have asked,
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is there so much pronouncezient and so little ethnographic application?

thy are not soue the issues decided vhere -they should be, that is, in the’
context of ethnographic material? - Why do so many commit the pars pro toto
fallacy? Uhy tuis faith in one theory for whatever type of discourse is
supposedly under discussion? Jhy such a faith in science as constitutive
of religion? ‘hy do so many contributors analyse science, not the various .
ways in which God can be related-to the world? And why do not the editors
emphasise the crucial problens -~ such as the 1etaphor/§1tbrzl distinction
and the different types of relationships which can exist between realities
and different modes of discourse - which must be elaborated if we are to
break with the Tylorian and Durkheimian schemate? Above all, why have so
many contributors failed to heed avans-Pritchard's advice?: just possibly,
grand comparative questions might better be tackled if we had more. sensitive
case studies of particular ethnographic thelomena. Just because only a few
anthropologicsts interest themselves in nodes of thought is no excuse for
oremature seneralisation, :

N ael e we

Paul Heelas.
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BOOK REVIEWS

;ementa;x btructures necon31dered Lev1—strauss on K1n ip

F;anc1s Korn. Tav1stock Publlcatlons, 1973. - £2.90,

There has been a need for a book like this. It is unlike other works
which have appeared on the Lévi-Straussian bandwagon that the publishers
have gleefully been trundling along. It is not one of those Highly sycophantic
or mildly dlsapprov1ng commentaries in which the author gives his version
of what he thinks Lévi-Strauss means. This is a profound criticism of the
empirical and logical foundations of Les Structures &lémentaires de la parenté.
A book of extreme technical complexity, it has poss1bly had more words
written about it by people who have never read it than any work in literary
history. This state of affairs has not been 1mproved by the relatively
recent publication (1969) of an English translation because the translation
is not of the original (1949) version. In the interim Lévi-Strauss changed
his mind about what he was talking about and the resulting confusion has
been enormous. In France this situation has been happily resolved by
seating him among Les Immortels and thus elevatlng him beyond criticism.
Thig fine Gallic solution. carries little wel ght with the crude Anglo~
Saxon empricist who stliviisto know oviat Lévi-Strauss sald and meant, 1f

anything.

Dr. Korn does not give much attention to this particular difficulty
although she does devote a brief chapter t6 showing how Lévi-Strauss's
later pronouncements concerning the distinction between *prescription' and
‘breference! makes a nonsense of his earller arguwient. She follows this up
with a brilliant analysis of the Iatmul people who do not figure in The
Hlementary Structures but who provide an excellent test case for an examina-
tion of Lévi-Strauss' s distinction or lack of distinction between prescription
and preference.

Wisely, however, Dr. Korn has chosen to deal mainly w1th the original
version of Les Structures élémentaires and her book ‘is mainly compesed of
the most detailed re-examlnatlon of aspects of that work. J5he begins right
at the beginning with LévieStrauss's claim that incest prohlbltlons belong
to the domains of both nature and culture and demonstrates how meaningless
guch a proposition is. This chapter is allittle laboured and one of  the
weaker parts of the work, but this is speedily rectified by Chapter Two
in which the purported relationships between types of exchange, residence
rules and regimes come in: for a close inspection. An analysis of the Aranda
case, the one employed by Levi-Strauss himself, shows that no necessary
relationships exist and that the Frenchman's argument 'is tautologous. This
is one of the best chapters. In later chapters Dr. Korn submits both the-
Dieri and the Mara to a re-analysis and in both cases arrives at different
conclusions from Lev1-Strauss, let alone more convincing ones. In a fimal
chapter, not including the brief couclusions, is assessed the claim that an
algebraic treatment of marriage rules has. some defln;te advanteges Dr. Xorn
is unable to flnd them. .

ThlS Book first came together between two covers as a doctoral tne31s
(at Oxford) but before that four of the seven chapters (once again exeluding
the conclusions) had appeared in various publications. This is just discern-
ible in the tendency for certain lines and quotations to re-appear rather too
often. This, however, is a minor fault compared with.the book's virtues., One
cannot fail to be impressed by the author's mreat analytical skill and attention
to detail-as over and over again she shows up Lévi-Strauss's analytical in-
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competence and wh.t would appear to be his wilful disregard for the facts.
She is totally unrelenting in her criticisms - to0o much so in my opinion
since she was, and perhaps still is, quite unwilling even to acknowledge
that her work only saw the light of -day because it followed Lev1—Strauss s
efforts. But it is a useful and salutary work since it’ brlngs riearér the =
day when Les Structures €lementaires cen be struck off reading lists and
become an historical curiosity for specialists in the development of social’
anthrop010gical thought.

Peter Riviere

Habu:  The Innovation of Meqpihg in Daribi Religion. Roy Wagner.
Chicago UhiverSity Prees,:Londons 1973. £5.40p. '

Roy Wagner's new work is as stimulating, original, and w1de-rahn1ng
as his first, The Curse of Souws Prnag_gles of Daribi Clan Definition.and
Alliance in New Guinea (1967, Chicago University Press). . Lilke the latter,
Habu offers us a general sociological or anthropological theony worked out .
and presented in the Daribi context. This fine balance between theory and .
example, between antnropology and ethnography, and the interpenetration of
each by the other, is in the tradition of the great works of our subject.
Naven, Nuer Religion, and Nupe Relizion spring to mind as examples of the
successful use of th1s 1nuerpenetrat10n.

And thele is no doubt that in Wagner s case the technlaue has added
to his ethnography a rare degree of liveliness and significance. For this
reason the two books on the Darlbl interest and illuminate the reader. to an
extent not usually associsted with *factual case-studies', or 'mere reporting!;
and for the same reason the Daribi seem infinitely iore real and human than -
the vast majority of anthropological tribes. '

But while one can extol the effect of Wagner's eneral theorlés on his
exposition of the Daribi material, the general theories themselves are dis-

pp01ntin§l¥ limited and often simplletlc. ‘Phis way well be because the author
has not absiracted enough-from the Daribi case, but rather has simply found:

s1gn1flcent-sound1ng Englléh “labels for Daribi categorles -2 fault unfortunately
411 too. common &mong returned fleldworkers." '

Habu is, in classical terams, the rellblous ethnography to follow the
social structure of The Curse of Souw. - But one of the advant ages of Yagner's
theoretical approach is that he has broken clear of these restrictive categories,
and Habu treats of a pleasently wide ran,e of phenomena: from Papuan ‘héro
tales! +to Daribi naming processes; from the relations between wen and splrlts
to the relatlons between ‘men and women. :

"+ The theory of cultural meanlng vhlch it is the book s'maln aim to
create revolves round & set .of key concepts: metaphor, innov: ation, im-°
personation, dialectic, ideology. Only the last of these, however, is used"
at all constructively and carefully, and this because he defines 1t explicitly
in a somewhat.technical o> resirictive semse, .30 that even '1deology' loses
a good deal of the pover available in it. :

’Metaphor' and ‘metaohorlzatlon' are used where most people would be
‘content with 'symbol! and 'symbollzatlon' (1ndeed, at_ times they are used
* even more extensively than those usefully broad terms). The phllosophlcal
ramifications of the concept of tmetaphor! are never properly con31dered
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and the same is true of 'dialectic' and even 'innovation'. This leads

Wagner to the view that cultural meaning in symbols (allqaction;being-
meaningful insofar as it is symbolic) derives from their metaphoric quality.
And the essence of this quality is that it partakes of similarity and contrast
at the same time. Thus far the argument is unobjectionable, if a little
unsophisticated and unoriginal (for it dates back at least as far as
Aristotle's Poetics). ' o

But at this point the argument starts to go astray. Wagner assumes
that this co-presence of opposites creates a tension from which the power
of 'metaphors' derives: This may be so, but as a mere assumption it is
unwarrantablé. The next step is to assume that this tension is a dialectic,
presumably because the two elements are opposites. But this oppositionalone does
not justify the application of what is a carefully delineated philosophical
concept, especially whenle extends the application of the term to cover
the relationship between the symbol and the signified, as well as the meta=-
phoric process itself. Had the author operated with the terms generally
asgociated with 'dialectic' this would iumediately have become apparent;
but Wagner chooses to offer us a dialectic without theses, antithesis, or
gynthesis (for these terms are never used),

'Metaphor' and 'dialectic' have at this stage already lost much of
their conceptual power and significance; this is even more the case when
Yagner allies them to 'innovation! in his conceptual tool-box. . For him
societies' rulegs are ideologies, within which individuals operate to assert
their personalities and identities. This tliey do by "metaphorizing upon'
those ideologies, and this is the process of innovation. What Wagner
forgets is that a very part of those ideologies is the idioms from which
the individuals draw their metaphors; in other words, he is so intent on
the fact that individuals are operating upon the system that he forgets
that they are also operating within it, indeed that the operation itself
is a part of that very system. This failure to acknowledge the distinc¢tion
between creativity within the rules, and a breach or alteration of the -
rules, is the major error of the conceptual framework the author so
lovingly erects; and it is an extremely telling one, for it turns what
attenpts to be original theory of cultural signification into mere
pomposity and a slavish addiction to terms rather than concepts.

It would be unjust, however, to end on a note of criticism, for any
failings the book has result from over-ambition. It is only because the
author is dealing with such important watters that it is possible to say
so much about the work. And for the most part it is characterised by a-
lucidity of expression and a skillful use of material which make it
appealing as well as enlightening reading.

Martin Cantor
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In the Life oi a Romanvaypsz. Manfri. Frederick Wood.
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1973, £2.50.

The popular image of the Gypsy lies suspended between pole and
tropic, between that of the dirty, thieving, irresponsible vagabond, and
the romantic myth of the carefree wanderer of hill and dale inspired by
the writings of such notables as Borrow, Hugo, Merimée and Baudelaire.

It is only recently that this romantic myth has been forced t¢ admit, in
serious publications, that here and now on the edge of our towns and our:
culture, Gypsies do exist. There has been little written in this country
on traditional Romeny culture and Fred Wood's book is an attempt to fill
this gap while at the same time attemptlng to demolish the popular Gorglo :
1mage of the Gypsye.

Fred Wood is a Romany born and bred, and proud of it. The book is
largely -autobiographical, the material ranging through his own family
history, traditional oc¢cupations, religious beliefs and mythology, through
herbal folklore to marriage ceremonies and funeral rites: Though he
attempts no analysis, he presents some fascinating data for further study.
What makes this book so alive is the author's commitment to his aims, but
these seem too disparatej; and in pursuing them all he fails to present a
convincing pidture of the true Romany and merely creates another myth.
Thus he upholds the merits of traditional Romany culture while making
it 'respectable! to the reading public. His father becomes the 'ideal
Romany' - hardworking, a brilliant craftsman, hard but honest. Wood
emphasizes the cleanliness and integrity of the true Romanies, contrasting
them with the Pikies (Travellers exiled from a Romany tribe for breaking
its codes) and the Tinkers. But he has to admit that now the Romany way
has ‘degenerated through an increased dependence on and persecution by the
stgte system. So with these escape clauses he can maintain his idealised
myth of the traditionsl Romany. At the same time he emphasizes the
strictness of the Romany tradition and the lack of’ personal freedom
allowed within such a soc1ety. '

Fred Wood's own position shows the same disparatée themes. Though a
Romany by blood, he rejected, and was rejected by, the Romany system when
he chose to marry against his fatlier's will. He is painfully aware of
the repressive aspect of the systém, and yet in his self-styled role as
'King of the Gypsies' he continues to idealise the Romany way, and he
serves to protect ‘its 1mage as an OfflClal of the Gypsy Coun01l.

In spite of the rather confused ideology underly:ng this book, there
is plenty of material which could valuably yield to anthropological analysis.
As several foreign anthropologists have discovered, Romany is a particu-
larly rich and complex culture, reflecting the processes of incorporation,
elaboration and adaptation of cultural elements as the Gypsy peoples have
wandered across Asia and Europe. Perhaps in this country anthropologists
have been wary of tampering with something so close at hand lest it should
reveal too many problems of a practical rather than academic nature.

John Hill
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Gypsies by Jeremy Sandford
1973. Secker & Warburg, London. £3,00

‘A housed Gypsy tells Jeremy Sandford:

"If you went to a Travcller's house and asked somebody
to sing they wouldn't do it. And they're very good
singers too you know, so they'll get round a fire at
night and get one person to sing and they'll all sing.
That's the only way you can get them to sing."

Sandford's democratic intention is to give the Gypsies a chance to

'indicate some of their own decisions, to speak for themselves'. Their
camping grounds are being increasingly closed and the government's policy

of site provision has the unstated aim of assimilation. Sandford has

gone on a nationwide tour to elicit the Gypsies! views, This he does by
interviewing them one-to-one with a microphone ~ thus unwittingly restricting,
Ofden he records simply.the first encounter. Only three women are briefly heard.
The content of his interviews is sparse and subdued - verbiage which Gypsies
need so often to rehearse with their inquisitors. ' Those more willing to

give specific answers in this setfing tend to be active members of the
London-based pressure groups-and housedwelling Gypsies. A number of
interesting things are said but these are generally lost in the padding.
Otherwise the readexr learns that Gypsies eat hedgehogs, handle horses,
sometimes sleep in tents and can speak like us. Perhaps Sandford deliberate—
ly connives with their elusiveness, protecting their vigorous society from
invasion by the reader.,

Fred Wood's ‘In the Life of a Romany Gypsy- has an alternative to
bland evasion. He gives the outsider an exotic ideal, undiluted. A
striking contrast to both of these is the Irish Traveller, Johnny Connors'
brilliant autobiography written in prison. The unconfiscated portion,
Sandford has incorporated as a major section of his book. In a mode of
unsolicited story-telling, Connors conveys the hardship of hlS travelling
life, offset by wit, resiliance and cunnlng.

Sandford also gives summaries of government reports and stateunents
by'voluntany organlsatlons. "One statement, presented without criticism,
reiterates the myth that Gypsies are locked in a golden age of horse
breeding and rural crafts, with ho alternative but wage labour and
sedentarisation. But Gypsies have always adapted to the host economy.
Now motorised, they work with scrap iron, antiques and tarmacadam, The
suspect nostalgia is reinforced in Sandford's Introductlon. 'They
represent our remote past in human form'.

But when leaning on the N.C.C.L. ‘and Gypsy Council, his political
recommendations are excellent. The majority of Gypsies have no difficulty
in carning a living. Vhat they need - and what government policy with its
emphasis on settlement denies them - is legal access to camping land
when travelling, If Sandford's book contributes to a grcater realisation
of this then any critieism is subordinate.

Judith Okely
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Symbols: Public and Private.- Raymond Firth.
George Allen & Unwin Ltd., Landon, 1973. £6.60p.

Sir Raymond Firth has been admirably energetic since his retirement.
One would not have guessed, even five years ago, that he.would be writing
a book on symbolism. His latest work aims 'to help to give perspective to
the anthropological study of symbolic forms and processes and the functions
of sywbolisn', and he stresses that in such an- endeavour tle anthropologist
should be familiar with the contrlbutlons of ohllosonhers, psychologlsts,
- theologians, art historians, and others:

The book falls roughly into three sections, TPFirstly, a discussion
of the term 'symbol' itself, which is unfortunately not very well organided.
Secondly, there are three chapters devoted to the growth of interest in
symbolisn in anthropology from the nineteenth cevtury up to the present.
History is not, I think, one of Firth's main interests, and the account is.
very fravmentary. For instance, he speaks of the contrlbutlon of Tylor
and: Prazer, who have every right to be regarded as 'literalists', and Max
MYller, one of the few persistent. 'symbolist' critics of the Victorian
ethnologists ishardly mentioned at alls Likewise, in this century, Firth
is overgenerous on the varts played in this growing interest by Radcliffe-
Brown and lalinowski, whereas Jjustice is scarcely done to the immensely
important contribution of the Annfe Sociologigue. Structuralism is ad-
nitted to have odvanced our understanding of symbolism, but there is no
adequate account of this 'at times ... elitist' tradition. The third
najor-section is:a series of studies of individual topics; the symbolism
of food, hair, flags, greeting and parting, :nd giving and rece1v1ng.

The whole work is very easy to read, and some will and its 'toplcallty'
attractive. Unfortunately, the volume does not have an argument around
vhich the evidence can be organigzed, and the fact that it is-a descriptive,
even monographic, book, leading to no particular conclusion and addressed
4o no specific problem, very much detracts from its interest. sSven the
curious subtitle does not lend it a theme. At least the topics one would
have expected to be tackled under the terms of 'public' and 'private'! are
not systematically worked out. But there are, one would have thought,
fairly obvious foci around which the whole work could have been built.

For instance, that nineteenth century division between the symbolists and -
literalists has come to the fore again in controversies over 'virgin birth!
and the meaning of 'twins are birds!, and these are 1m30rt1nt -matters to
vhich Firth hinself has made a contribution.

Part of this failure to write a well constLucted booL unquestlonablv
lies with the fact that it is not: the sign of a thorough-going change of
outlook. For Firth, anthropology is still 'comparatlve, obseyvationalist,
functionsliste..? and links symbolism 'to social structures and social
eveuts in specific conditions'. The real value of tie anthropological
attention to symbols is to 'grapple as emplrlcally as possible with..,

Z}h§7 gap between the overt superficial statement of action and its under-
lying meaning's One reason, says the author, that a real attention to.
problems of symbollsm was so delayea was that it was necegsary first to
achieve considerable understanding of the formal fields of social struc»ure
such as polities and kinship. For Firth, then, anthropology is not concerned
with a subject matter which is wholly symbolic; rather there is a sociological
reality in comnection with which symbols play the very basic roles of
convenience and simplification,! of giving scope for imaginative development,
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of providing disguise for painful impact, of facilitating social inter-
action and co-operation.' Such are widely held views in our dlSClPllﬂe,
ond when Pirth asks 'Is modern social anthropology engaged in a retreat -
from empirical reality? ‘e are concerned with 'deep structure' rather
than with content; with models rather than with behaviour; with symbols
rather than with customs' , clearly the appearance of this work:. shows
that its author has not parted company with most of his colleagues.

The book is not meant to be a. comprehensive coverage of the topic
of symbolisp,and- this will.explain why, despite the impressively large
bibliography, a great many potential sources of ideas go unmentioned.
What is surprising is that along with a willingness to look to other
disciplines, which one would certainly do nothing to discourage, is
coupled an uneasiness with, perhaps even an uwnfamiliarity with, several
recent movenents in our own subject, which are all meking a contribution
to that general drift towards meaning, language and synbolism as the central
concerns of anthropology. No doubt Firth views with some alarm these
tendencies in which ‘the autonomy, even priority, of the non-empiriecal
is insisted upon', but if his work on symbolism is even the first faint
glimer of a sense that the micro-sociology view of the suvbject is in-
adecuate, then it must-be welcomed. Unfortunately, it is difficult to
deviate from a line just a little, and the fact that this is whot Pirth
has attempted to do is largely responsible for what is unsatisfactory

the book: But if, in retirement,'Sir laymond is beginning to have
second thoughts one can only encourage him in the venture.

Malcolm Crick,
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