
[image: ]




图书在版编目（CIP）数据


简明人类学专业英语：基础知识与经典选读=Concise Special English for Anthropology：Some Basic Knowledge and Classic Materials/满珂编著.—北京：中国社会科学出版社，2014.10

ISBN 978-7-5161-5040-5

Ⅰ.①简… Ⅱ.①满… Ⅲ.①人类学—英语 Ⅳ.①H31

中国版本图书馆CIP数据核字（2014）第247504号

出版人 赵剑英

责任编辑 田文

特约编辑 赵博艺

责任校对 胡月

责任印制 王超

数字编辑 周晏

出版 [image: ]


社址 北京鼓楼西大街甲158号（邮编 100720）

网址 http：//www.csspw.cn

中文域名：中国社科网 010-64070619

发行部 010-84083685

门市部 010-84029450

经销 新华书店及其他书店

印刷 北京市大兴区新魏印刷厂

装订 廊坊市广阳区广增装订厂

版次 2014年10月第1版

印次 2014年10月第1次印刷

开本 710×1000 1/16

印张 21

插页 2

字数 355千字

纸书定价 65.00元

凡购买中国社会科学出版社图书，如有质量问题请与本社联系调换

电话：010-84083683


版权所有 侵权必究



前言

众所周知，现代意义上的人类学与民族学专业是从西方国家（尤其是英语国家）传入的，世界上第一位人类学/民族学教授是当时任职于英国牛津大学的爱德华·泰勒，他还撰写了世界上第一部人类学教材。在人类学/民族学的研究、发展史上，以英语为媒介的著述、论文浩如烟海，如今人类学/民族学界世界最著名的学术杂志《美国人类学家》（American Anthropologist）、《美国民族学家》（American Ethnologist）、《当代人类学》（Current Anthropology）都是英文杂志。在此背景下，要想帮助人类学/民族学专业的学生深刻认识、理解人类学/民族学的本质与内涵，与国际同行接轨，掌握学术前沿，并在此基础上，运用相关理论，分析中国的文化与社会现实，予以创新，为中国的社会和谐发展做出贡献，人类学/民族学专业的英语教学显得极为迫切。特别是在当下，由于意识形态和价值观念的不同，国外有些学者对我国民族存在状况的看法确有不实之处，需要我们培养出有能力与之论争的青年学人，进一步改变我们在国际学术交流中的被动局面（不理解，也无法反驳）。

然而，就目前国内的情况来看，除了北京大学、清华大学、中国人民大学和中山大学等高校外，还少有人类学/民族学的英语教学研究与实践，在我国西北地区更是如此。如今，大量的人类学/民族学经典著作被译成中文，一方面，这确实能够加快人类学/民族学知识的传播速度；另一方面，许多译者并不具有人类学/民族学专业背景，所译难免有误。因此，为提高人类学/民族学的教学水平，必须增强学生运用英语这一学习工具的能力。再则，虽然中国人民大学早在2008年就出版了由庄孔韶、冯跃编著，美国密歇根大学人类学系教授康拉德·菲利普·科塔克（Conrad Phillip Kottak）撰写的《高等院校双语教材·社会学系列：人类学》，但是它主要涉及人类学的基本研究领域，缺乏对其经典理论和方法的介绍，为此，综上所述，我们有必要编写适当的双语或英文原文教材，提高学生的英语能力和相应的对人类学/民族学的理解程度，使之更为便利、快捷地获取学术信息，对有关民族问题的讨论做出迅速反应，以便于将来在国际事务中应对自如。

本教材主要参考《文化的视野》（Visions of Culture：An Introduction to Anthropological Theories and Theorists）、《人类学理论》（Anthropological Theory：An Introductory History）、《人类学研究方法》（Research Methods in Anthropology）、《人类学实践：田野作业和民族志方法》（Anthropological Practice：Fieldwork and the Ethnographic Method）等英文教材及人类学的经典著作，依次对其主要理论和方法进行简明扼要地概括，帮助学生学会使用人类学/民族学专业的基本概念、理论、方法等词汇与表达，并附录篇幅较短的人类学经典论文或名著节选，以供英文程度较好的学生展开延伸阅读，提高自己的英语水平，进而实现良性循环，加深对所学专业的理解。

由于本人能力有限，本教材中一定会有不少疏漏和错误，还请各位读者批评指正。
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Chapter 1 The Concept of Anthropology and the Early Development of It

What’s Anthropology？

Generally speaking，anthropology aims to study the cultures or societies created by human being，no matter his color or location，to improve the communications among different people.In United States，the academic discipline of anthropology includes four main sub-disciplines，those are，sociocultural（cultural），archaeological，biological，and linguistic anthropology.McGee and Warms hold the idea that“anthropology is concerned with understanding the ‘other’...Some examine current cultures；others study the remains of past societies to recreate the lives of people who disappeared long ago；still others study primates to see what our closest relatives can tell us about being human”（McGee & Warms 2004：1）.Kottak argues“anthropology studies the whole of the human condition：past，present，and future；biology，society，language，and culture.Of particular interest is the diversity that comes through human adaptability”（Kottak 2008：3）.Moore had cproposed the areas of anthropological studies，“Anthropology addresses a series of questions that humans have considered for millennia（many centuries）：what’s the nature of society？Why do cultures change？What is the relationship between the person as an individual and the person as a member of a distinctive social group？What are the distinguishing characteristics of humanness？Why are cultures different？”（Moore 2009：1）He also mentioned：“before 1860，according to the Oxford English Dictionary，‘anthropology’meant the study of human nature encompassing physiology and psychology；after 1860，the word denotes a science of humankind ‘in its widest sense’.This shift in usage marks a change in an intellectual field that the works of Morgan，Tylor，Boas and Durkheim partly created”（Moore 2009：2）.

Founders of Anthropology

The Main Contributions of Edward Tylor

Tylor held the first professorship of anthropology at Oxford，and he wrote the first anthropology textbook.We should know the following concepts to summarize Tylor’s main contributions to anthropology.1）the definition of culture：“Culture or civilization，taken in its wide ethnographic sense，is that complex whole which includes knowledge，belief，art，morals，law，custom，and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society”.（Tylor 1958：1）.2）uniformitarianism：“the condition of culture among the various societies of mankind，insofar as it is capable of being investigated on general principles，is a subject apt for the study of laws of human thought and action.On the one hand，the uniformity which so largely pervades civilization may be ascribed，in great measure，to the uniform actions of uniform causes：while on the other hand its various grades may be regarded as stages of development or evolution，each the outcome of previous history，and about to do its proper part in shaping the history of the future”（Tylor 1958：1）.Tylor thought culture was created by universally like minds and governed by the same basic laws of cognition.3）the concept of survivals：“processes，customs，opinions，and so forth，which have been carried by force of habit into a new state of society different from that in which they had their original home and they remain as proofs and examples of an older condition of culture out of which a newer has been evolved”（Tylor 1958：16），for example，in China，we use firecrackers to“scare off monsters”on the Spring Festivals because it is a kind of survival，not because we still believe the ferocious beast called“the year”will come ashore and devour livestock and people every New Year’s Eve.

Lewis Henry Morgan：the Evolution of Society

To understand Morgan’s idea about the evolution of society，we should first probe into his study of kinship.He argued that all kinship systems could be classified into two large groups—descriptive systems and classificatory systems.Descriptive systems distinguish between lineal relatives and collateral kin；“father”and“father’s brother”are given different titles.In descriptive systems，there are fewer special kin terms，and these terms are applied to kin who are relatively close to the speaker，referred to as“Ego”（Morgan 1871：468-469）.In contrast，classificatory systems treat lineal and collateral kin in the same way，only making a distinction between generations（Ego’s mother versus Ego’s mother’s mother）and gender（Ego’s male cousins versus Ego’s female cousins），but using the same term to call“father”and “father’s brother”，to call“mother”and“mother’s sister”，and so on.Morgan believed descriptive systems were natural interferences about descent when marriage was based on monogamy while classificatory are inferences from polygamous，communal or promiscuous marriages.So Morgan had connected kinship terminology with marriage systems.In English，do they use classificatory systems？We know“mother’s sister”and“father’s sister”are same word：aunt.And they use same term“uncle”to refer to“mother’s brother”and“father’s brother”.But in Chinese，things are different.We also make a difference between patrilineal kinship and matrilineal one.How about in other languages and cultures？Uygur，Tibetan，Mongolian，for example？We can see the kinship terminology really reflect the structure of our family and the way we treat different kins.For most ethnic groups in China，in principle，father’s kins are more important than mother’s.But this is not always true.For example，you may be closer to your mother’s sister instead of your father’s sister.

Morgan inferred different socialrelations based on distinct kinship systems and then arranged them on a continuum from“most primitive”to“most civilized”，from promiscuous intercourse to monogamy.

In Ancient Society，Morgan used the terms“savagery”，“barbarism”，and“civilization”to mark each stage of progress measured by four sets of cultural achievements：1）invention and discoveries，2）the idea of government，3）the organization of the family，and 4）the concept of property.The lines of progress were clearest in the field of inventions and discoveries because certain inventions surely preceded others（fire before pottery，hunting before pastoralism）.Therefore，Morgan regarded technological developments as the elementary but not sole“test of progress”representing the different stages of cultural evolution.

Franz Boas：Cultures not Culture

The fact that American anthropology has included sociocultural anthropology，linguistics，physical anthropology，and archaeology—the so-called four fields approach—is partly a reflection of Boas’s broad interests which help him to create an anthropology that is very different from those of Morgan，Tylor，or Durkheim，the early founders and practitioners of evolutionism.Rather than presuming that cultural practices were only in relation to broad evolutionary stages，Boas argued that they were understandable only in specific cultural contexts.For Boas，there is no Culture but Cultures.

Boas’s consistent idea is that cultures were integrated wholes produced by specific historical process rather than reflections of universal evolutionary stages.We still remember that Morgan argued that different societies with similar cultural patterns（such as the main symbol of human development：technology）were at similar evolutionary levels.On the contrary，Boas believed very similar cultural practices may arise from different causes.For example，when someone doesn’t eat pork，do you think he must be a Muslim？One student has told me（the editor of this textbook）that he doesn’t eat pork because he thinks people all need some taboos.Anthropologist’s primary task，according to Boas，was to provide“a penetrating analysis of a unique culture describing its form，the dynamic reactions of the individual to the culture and of the culture to the individual.”（Boas 1966：310-311）Boas did not assume（as some of his students did）that general laws of human behavior did not exist completely，but rather that those laws could be derived only from an understanding of specific historical processes.Thus Boas suggests that lawlike generalization can be based on adaptational，psychological，or historical factors，but only if documented by well-established ethnographic cases.All in all，Boas argued that detailed studies of particular societies had to think over the entire range of cultural behavior，and thus the concepts of anthropological holism and cultural particularism became twin tenets of American anthropology.In later years，Boas grew even more skeptical about the possibility of deriving cultural laws.And he never really answered the question how cultures become integrated wholes.

Emile Durkheim：the Relationship between Individual and Society

The specific focus of Durkheim’s work was，in his own words，the questions of the relations of the individual to social solidarity.Why doses the individual，while becoming more autonomous，depend more upon society？How can he be at once more individual and more solidarity？Certainly these two movements，contradictory as they appear，develop in parallel fashion.This is the problem we are raising.（Durkheim 1964：37）As an adult，we seem socially independent，but we can not survive without others.His important work-The Division of Labor in Society is not about the sexual division of labor，but rather about how society can be alternately divided or unitary and characterized by homogeneity or heterogeneity and yet，stay together.Mechanical solidarity“comes from a certain number of states of conscience which are common to all the members of the same society”（Durkheim 1964：109），which applied to societies in which all members have a common，shared social experience，but who do not necessarily depend on each other to survive.Organic solidarity“are formed not by the repetition of similar，homogeneous segments，but by a system of different organs each of which has a special role，and which are themselves formed of differentiated parts....They are ...coordinated and subordinated one to another around the same central organ which exercises a moderating action over the rest of the organism.（Durkheim 1972：143）To put it in simple way，organic society is integrated by the interdependence of different people and institutions and based on social divisions.

The other important word in Durkheim’s theory is conscience collective.The French term conscience includes three things：“internalized sanctions，awareness，and perceived culture.”（Bohannan 1960：78-79）Conscience collective has different characters in societies based on mechanical solidarity versus those based on organic solidarity.First，in mechanical solidarity the individual tends to have values or views that are in line with all other members of the society；in that sense，as Giddens writes，“Inividual ‘consciousness’is simply a microcosm of conscience collective”（Giddens 1972：5），which is not true in organic solidarity society.Second，in societies characterized by mechanical solidarity，the conscience collective has a greater intellectual and emotional hold over the individual.Third，in societies characterized by mechanical solidarity，the conscience collective has greater rigidity；certain behaviors are required，encouraged or barred and everyone knows what they are，whereas in organic societies—such as our own-there may be permanent debates about concrete acceptable behaviors or appropriate values although there really exists a general abstract rule or value.Finally，in societies associated with mechanical solidarity，the conscience collective is broadly related to religion；the sanctions for social norms come from the supernatural thing.In societies characterized by organic solidarity，the role of religion is minified.

Durkheim also contributed to the study of religion.In The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life，Durkheim began to describe the basic elements of religious life by studying the most primitive society he knew of：the native people of central Australia.He attempt to identify not only the elemental constitutes of religion，but also the origins of religion.Previously，two basic ideas had been suggested on the origins of religion.First was animism，an idea developed by Tylor，which characterized religion as originating with an individual’s explanation of misunderstood phenomena（that means they treat everything in the world，no matter what it is，as having life.Actually，it is a kind of personification）.Animism is the idea that spirits occupy all sorts of objects.Just as humans have different states of being—asleep and awake，living and dead—that imply the existence of an animating forces，objects also have anima.An alternative concept，naturalism，saw religion as a representation of natural forces and objects—weather，fire，the sea，lightning，sun，star and so on.Animism and naturalism similarly view religion as originating with individual’s explanations of natural phenomena.But for Durkheim，“religion is something eminently social.Religious representations are collective representations which express collective realities”，（Durkheim 1968：22）for example，totem refers to a category of things—animals，plants，celestial bodies，ancestral mythic beings—related to a social group.The totem is the name and emblem of the clan and is incorporated into the liturgy（ritual）of religious practices and is also“the very type of sacred thing”（Durkheim 1968：140）.Durkheim thought the elementary properties of religion are as followed：“A religion is a unified system of beliefs and practices relative to sacred thing，that is to say，things set apart and forbidden—beliefs and practices which unite into one single moral community，called a Church，all those who adhere to them”（Durkheim 1968：62）.

Further readings：

1.Sir Edward Burnett Tylor，The Science of Culture（1871）

2.Emile Durkheim，What Is a Social Fact？（1895）

3.Franz Boas，The Methods of Ethnology（1920）
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1.The Science of Culture
 
[1]

 Sir Edward Burnett Tylor（1832-1917）

Culture or Civilization，taken in its wide ethnographic sense，is that complex whole which includes knowledge，belief，art，morals，law，custom，and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society.The condition of culture among the various societies of mankind，in so far as it is capable of being investigated on general principles，is a subject apt for the study of laws of human thought and action.
 
[2]

 On the one hand，the uniformity which so largely pervades civilization may be ascribed，in great measure，to the uniform action of uniform causes；while on the other hand its various grades may be regarded as stages of development or evolution each the outcome of previous history，and about to do its proper part in shaping the history of the future.To the investigation of these two great principles in several departments of ethnography，with especial consideration of the civilization of the lower tribes as related to the civilization of the higher nations，the present volumes are devoted.

Our modern investigators in the sciences inorganic nature are foremost to recognize，both within and without their special fields of work，unity of nature，the fixity of its laws，the definite sequence of cause and effect through which every fact depends on what has gone before it，and acts upon what is to come after it.They grasp firmly the Pythagorean doctrine of pervading order in the universal Kosmos.They affirm，with Aristotle，that nature is not full of incoherent episodes，like a bad tragedy.They agree with Leibnitz in what he calls“my axiom，that nature never acts by leaps（La nature n’agit jamais par saut），”
 
[3]

 as well as in his“great principle，commonly little employed，that nothing happens without its sufficient reason.”Nor，again，in studying the structure and habits of plants and animals，or in investigating the lower functions even of man，are these leading ideas unacknowledged.But when we come to talk of the higher processes of human feeling and action，of thought and language，knowledge and art，a change appears in the prevalent tone of opinion.The world at large is scarcely prepared to accept the general study of human life as a branch of natural science，and to carry out，in a large sense，the poet’s injunction to“Account for moral as for natural things.”To many educated minds there seems something presumptuous and repulsive in the view that the history of mankind is part and parcel of the history of nature，that our thoughts，wills，and actions accord with laws as definite as those which govern the motion of waves，the combination of acids and bases，and the growth of plants and animals.

The main reasons of this state of the popular judgment are not far to seek.There are many who would willingly accept a science of history if placed before them with substantial definiteness of principle and evidence，but who not unreasonably reject the systems offered to them，as falling too far short of a scientific standard.Through resistance such as this，real knowledge always sooner or later makes its way，while the habit of opposition to novelty does such excellent service against the invasions of speculative dogmatism，that we may sometimes even wish it were stronger than it is.But other obstacles to the investigation of laws of human nature arise from considerations of metaphysics and theology.The popular notion of free human will involves not only freedom to act in accordance with motive，but also a power of breaking loose from continuity and acting without cause，——a combination which may be roughly illustrated by the simile of a balance sometimes acting in the usual way，but also possessed of the faculty of turning by itself without or against its weights.This view of an anomalous action of the will，which it need hardly be said is incompatible with scientific argument，subsists as an opinion patent or latent in men’s minds，and strongly affecting their theoretic views of history，though it is not，as a rule，brought prominently forward in systematic reasoning.Indeed the definition of human will，as strictly according with motive，is the only possible scientific basis in such enquiries.Happily，it is not needful to add here yet another to the list of dissertations on supernatural intervention and natural causation，on liberty，predestination，and accountability.We may hasten to escape from the regions of transcendental philosophy and theology；to start on a more hopeful journey over more practicable ground.None will deny that，as each man knows by the evidence of his own consciousness，definite and natural cause does，to a great extent，determine human action.Then，keeping aside from considerations of extra-natural interference and causeless spontaneity，let us take this admitted existence of natural cause and effect as our standing ground，and travel on it so far as it will bear us.It is on this same basis that physical science pursues，with ever-increasing success，its quest of laws of nature.Nor need this restriction hamper the scientific study of human life，in which the real difficulties are the practical ones of enormous complexity of evidence，and imperfection of methods of observation.
 
[4]



Now it appears that this view of human will and conduct，as subject to definite law，is indeed recognized and acted upon by the very people who oppose it when stated in the abstract as a general principle，and who then complain that it annihilates man’s free will，destroys his sense of personal responsibility，and degrades him to a soul-less machine.He who will say these things will nevertheless pass much of his own life in studying the motives which lead to human action，seeking to attain his wishes through them，framing in his mind theories of personal character，reckoning what are likely to be the effects of new combinations，and giving to his reasoning the crowning character of true scientific enquiry，by taking it for granted that in so far as his calculation turns out wrong，either his evidence must have been false or incomplete，or his judgment upon it unsound.Such a one will sum up the experience of years spent in complex relations with society，by declaring his persuasion that there is a reason for everything in life，and that where events look unaccountable，the rule is to wait and watch in hope that the key to the problem may some day be found.This man’s observation may have been as narrow as his inferences are crude and prejudiced，but nevertheless he has been an inductive philosopher“more than forty years without knowing it.”He has practically acknowledged definite laws of human thought and action，and has simply thrown out of account in his own studies of life the whole fabric of motiveless will and uncaused spontaneity.
 
[5]

 It is assumed here that they should be just so thrown out of account in wider studies，and that the true philosophy of history lies in extending and improving the methods of the plain people who form their judgments upon facts，and check them upon new facts.
 
[6]

 Whether the doctrine be wholly or but partly true，it accepts the very condition under which we search for new knowledge in the lessons of experience，and in a word the whole course of our rational life is based upon it.

“One event is always the son of another，and we must never forget the parentage，”was a remark made by a Bechuana chief to Casalis the African missionary.Thus at all times historians，so far as they have aimed at being more than mere chroniclers，have done their best to show not merely succession，but connection，among the events upon their record.Moreover，they have striven to elicit general principles of human action，and by these to explain particular events，stating expressly or taking tacitly for granted the existence of a philosophy of history.
 
[7]

 Should any one deny the possibility of thus establishing historical laws the answer is ready with which Boswell in such a case turned on Johnson：
 
[8]

 “Then，sir，you would reduce all history to no better than almanack.”That nevertheless the labors of so many eminent thinkers should have as yet brought history only to the threshold of science need cause no wonder to those who consider the bewildering complexity of the problems which come before the general historian.The evidence from which he is to draw his conclusions is at once so multifarious and so doubtful that a full and distinct view of its bearing on a particular question is hardly to be attained，and thus the temptation becomes all but irresistible to garble it in support of some rough and ready theory of the course of events.The philosophy of history at large，explaining the past and predicting the future phenomena of man’s life in the world by reference to general laws，is in fact a subject with which，in the present state of knowledge，even genius aided by wide research seems but hardly able to cope.Yet there are departments of it which，though difficult enough，seem comparatively accessible.If the field of inquiry be narrowed from History as a whole to that branch of it which is here called Culture，the history，not of tribes or nations，but of the condition of knowledge，religion，art，custom，and the like among them，the task of investigation proves to lie within far more moderate compass.We suffer still from the same kind of difficulties which beset the wider argument，but they are much diminished.The evidence is no longer so wildly heterogeneous，but may be more simply classified and compared，while the power of getting rid of extraneous matter，and treating each issue on its own proper set of facts，makes close reasoning on the whole more available than in general history.This may appear from a brief preliminary examination of the problem，how the phenomena of Culture may be classified and arranged，stage by stage，in a probable order of evolution.

Surveyed in a broad view，the character and habit of mankind at once display that similarity and consistency of phenomena which led the Italian proverb-maker to declare that“all the world is one country”“tutto il mondo e paese.”To general likeness in human nature on the one hand，and to general likeness in the circumstances of life on the other，this similarity and consistency may no doubt be traced，and they may be studied with especial fitness in comparing races near the same grade of civilization.Little respect need be had in such comparisons for date in history or for place on the map；the ancient Swiss lake-dweller may be set beside the medieval Aztec，and the Ojibwa of North America beside the Zulu of South Africa.As Dr.Johnson contemptuously said when he had read about Patagonians and South Sea Islanders in Hawkesworth’s Voyages，“one set of savages is like another.”How true a generalization this really is，any Ethnological Museum may show.Examine for instance the edged and pointed instruments in such a collection；the inventory includes hatchet，adze，chisel，knife，saw，scraper，awl，needle，spear and arrow-head，and of these most or all belong with only differences of detail to races the most various.
 
[9]

 So it is with savage occupations；the wood-chopping，fishing with net and line，shooting and spearing game，fire-making，cooking，twisting cord and plaiting baskets，repeat themselves with wonderful uniformity in the museum shelves which illustrate the life of the lower races from Kamchatka to Tierra del Fuego，and from Dahome to Hawaii.Even when it comes to comparing barbarous hordes with civilized nations，the consideration thrusts itself upon our minds，how far item after item of the life of the lower races passes into analogous proceedings of the higher，in forms not too far changed to be recognized，and sometimes hardly changed at all.Look at the modern European peasant using his hatchet and his hoe，see his food boiling or roasting over the log-fire，observe the exact place which beer holds in his calculation of happiness，hear his tale of the ghost in the nearest haunted house，and of the farmer’s niece who was bewitched with knots in her inside till she fell into fits and died.If we choose out in this way things which have altered little in a long course of centuries，we may draw a picture where there shall be scarce a hand’s breadth difference between an English ploughman and a negro of Central Africa.These pages will be so crowded with evidence of such correspondence among mankind，that there is no need to dwell upon its details here，but it may be used at once to override a problem which would complicate the argument，namely，the question of race.For the present purpose it appears both possible and desirable to eliminate considerations of hereditary varieties or races of man，and to treat mankind as homogeneous in nature，though placed in different grades of civilization.
 
[10]

 The details of the enquiry will，I think，prove that stages of culture may be compared without taking into account how far tribes who use the same implement，follow the same custom，or believe the same myth may differ in their bodily configuration and the color of their skin and hair.

A first step in the study of civilization is to dissect it into details，and to classify these in their proper groups.Thus，in examining weapons，they are to be classed under spear，club，sling，bow and arrow，and so forth；among textile arts are to be ranged matting，netting，and several grades of making and weaving threads；myths are divided under such headings as myths of sunrise and sunset，eclipse-myths，earthquake-myths，local myths which account for the names of places by some fanciful tale，eponymic myths which account for the parentage of a tribe by turning its name into the name of an imaginary ancestor；under rites and ceremonies occur such practices as the various kinds of sacrifice to the ghosts of the dead and to other spiritual beings，the turning to the east to worship，the purification of ceremonial or moral uncleanness by means of water or fire.Such are a few miscellaneous examples from a list of hundreds，and the ethnographer’s business is to classify such details with a view to making out their distribution in geography and history，and the relations which exist among them.What this task is like may be almost perfectly illustrated by comparing these details of culture with the species of plants and animals as studied by the naturalist.To the ethnographer，the bow and arrow is a species，the habit of flattening children’s skulls is a species，the practice of reckoning numbers by tens is a species.The geographical distribution of these things，and their transmission from region to region，have to be studied as the naturalist studies the geography of his botanical and zoological species.Just as certain plants and animals are peculiar to certain districts，so it is with such instruments as the Australian boomerang，the Polynesian stick-and-groove for firemaking，the tiny bow and arrow used as a lancet or phleme by tribes about the Isthmus of Panama，and in like manner with many an art，myth，or custom found isolated in a particular field.Just as the catalogue of all the species of plants and animals of a district represents its Flora and Fauna，so the list of all the items of the general life of a people represents that whole which we call its culture.And just as distant regions so often produce vegetables and animals which are analogous，though by no means identical，so it is with the details of the civilization of their inhabitants.
 
[11]

 How good a working analogy there really is between the diffusion of plants and animals and the diffusion of civilization comes well into view when we notice how far the same causes have produced both at once.In district after district，the same causes which have introduced the cultivated plants and domesticated animals of civilization，have brought in with them a corresponding art and knowledge.The course of events which carried horses and wheat to America carried with them the use of the gun and the iron hatchet，while in return the old world received not only maize，potatoes，and turkeys，but the habit of smoking and the sailor’s hammock.
 
[12]



It is a matter worthy of consideration that the accounts of similar phenomena of culture，recurring in different parts of the world，actually supply incidental proof of their own authenticity.
 
[13]

 Some years since，a question which brings out this point was put to me by a great historian，“How can a statement as to customs，myths，beliefs，&c.，of a savage tribe be treated as evidence where it depends on the testimony of some traveller or missionary，who may be a superficial observer，more or less ignorant of the native language，a careless retailer of unsifted talk，a man prejudiced or even wilfully deceitful？”This question is，indeed，one which every ethnographer ought to keep clearly and constantly before his mind.Of course he is bound to use his best judgment as to the trustworthiness of all authors he quotes，and if possible to obtain several accounts to certify each point in each locality.But it is over and above these measures of precaution that the test of recurrence comes in.If two independent visitors to different countries，say a medieval Mohammedan in Tartary and a modern Englishman in Dahome，or a Jesuit missionary in Brazil and a Wesleyan in the Fiji Islands，agree in describing some analogous art or rite or myth among the people they have visited，it becomes difficult or impossible to set down such correspondence to accident or willful fraud.A story by a bushranger in Australia may，perhaps，be objected to as a mistake or an invention，but did a Methodist minister in Guinea conspire with him to cheat the public by telling the same story there？The possibility of intentional or unintentional mystification is often barred by such a state of things as that a similar statement is made in two remote lands，by two witnesses，of whom A lived a century before B，and B appears never to have heard of A.How distant are the countries，how wide apart the dates，how different the creeds and characters of the observers，in the catalogue of facts of civilization，needs no farther showing to any one who will even glance at the foot-notes of the present work.And the more odd the statement，the less likely that several people in several places should have made it wrongly.This being so，it seems reasonable to judge that the statements are in the main truly given，and that their close and regular coincidence is due to the cropping up of similar facts in various districts of culture.Now the most important facts of ethnography are vouched for in this way.Experience leads the student after a while to expect and find that the phenomena of culture，as resulting from widely-acting similar causes，should recur again and again in the world.He even mistrusts isolated statements to which he knows of no parallel elsewhere，and waits for their genuineness to be shown by corresponding accounts from the other side of the earth，or the other end of history.So strong，indeed，is this means of authentication that the ethnographer in his library may sometimes presume to decide，not only whether a particular explorer is a shrewd and honest observer，but also whether what he reports is conformable to the general rules of civilization.“Non quis，sed quid.”
 
[14]



To turn from the distribution of culture in different countries，to its diffusion within these countries.The quality of mankind which tends most to make the systematic study of civilization possible is that remarkable tacit consensus or agreement which so far induces whole populations to unite in the use of the same language，to follow the same religion and customary law，to settle down to the same general level of art and knowledge.It is this state of things which makes it so far possible to ignore exceptional facts and to describe nations by a sort of general average.It is this state of things which makes it so far possible to represent immense masses of details by a few typical facts，while，these once settled，new cases recorded by new observers simply fall into their places to prove the soundness of the classification.There is found to be such regularity in the composition of societies of men that we can drop individual differences out of sight，and thus can generalize on the arts and opinions of whole nations，just as，when looking down upon an army from a hill，we forget the individual soldier，whom，in fact，we can scarce distinguish in the mass，while we see each regiment as an organized body，spreading or concentrating，moving in advance or in retreat.In some branches of the study of social laws it is now possible to call in the aid of statistics，and to set apart special actions of large mixed communities of men by means of tax-gatherers’schedules，or the tables of the insurance-office.Among modern arguments on the laws of human action，none have had a deeper effect than generalizations such as those of M.Quetelet，
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 on the regularity，not only of such matters as average stature and the annual rates of birth and death，but the recurrence，year after year，of such obscure and seemingly incalculable products of national life as the numbers of murders and suicides，and the proportion of the very weapons of crime.Other striking cases are the annual regularity of persons killed accidentally in the London streets，and of undirected letters dropped into post-office letterboxes.But in examining the culture of the lower races，far from having at command the measured arithmetical facts of modern statistics，we may have to judge of the condition of tribes from the imperfect accounts supplied by travellers or missionaries，or even to reason upon relics of prehistoric races of whose very names and languages we are hopelessly ignorant.Now these may seem at the first glance sadly indefinite and unpromising materials for a scientific enquiry.But in fact they are neither indefinite nor unpromising，but give evidence that is good and definite，so far as it goes.They are data which，for the distinct way in which they severally denote the condition of the tribe they belong to，will actually bear comparison with the statistician’s returns.The fact is that a stone arrow-head，a carved club，an idol，a grave-mound where slaves and property have been buried for the use of the dead，an account of a sorcerer’s rites in making rain，a table of numerals，the conjugation of a verb，are things which each express the state of a people as to one particular point of culture，as truly as the tabulated numbers of deaths by poison，and of chests of tea imported，express in a different way other partial results of the general life of a whole community.

That a whole nation should have a special dress，special tools and weapons，special laws of marriage and property，special moral and religious doctrines is a remarkable fact，which we notice so little because we have lived all our lives in the midst of it.It is with such general qualities of organized bodies of men that ethnography has especially to deal.Yet，while generalizing on the culture of a tribe or nation，and setting aside the peculiarities of the individuals composing it as unimportant to the main result，we must be careful not to forget what makes up this main result.There are people so intent on the separate life of individuals that they cannot grasp a notion of the action of a community as a whole—such an observer，incapable of a wide view of society，is aptly described in the saving that he“cannot see the forest for the trees.”But，on the other hand，the philosopher may be so intent upon his general laws of society as to neglect the individual actors of whom that society is made up，and of him it may be said that he cannot see the trees for the forest.We know how arts，customs，and ideas are shaped among ourselves by the combined actions of many individuals，of which actions both motive and effect often come quite distinctly within our view.The history of an invention，an opinion，a ceremony，is a history of suggestion and modification，encouragement and opposition，personal gain and party prejudice，and the individuals concerned act each according to his own motives，as determined by his character and circumstances.Thus sometimes we watch individuals acting for their own ends with little thought of their effect on society at large，and sometimes we have to study movements of national life as a whole，where the individuals co-operating in them are utterly beyond our observation.But seeing that collective social action is the mere resultant of many individual actions，it is clear that these two methods of enquiry，if rightly followed，must be absolutely consistent.

In studying both the recurrence of special habits or ideas in several districts and their prevalence within each district，there come before us ever reiterated proofs of regular causation producing the phenomena of human life，and of laws of maintenance and diffusion according to which these phenomena settle into permanent standard conditions of society，at definite stages of culture.
 
[16]

 But，while giving full importance to the evidence bearing on these standard conditions of society，let us be careful to avoid a pitfall which may entrap the unwary student.Of course the opinions and habits belonging in common to masses of mankind are to a great extent the results of sound judgment and practical wisdom.But to a great extent it is not so.That many numerous societies of men should have believed in the influence of the evil eye and the existence of a firmament，should have sacrificed slaves and goods to the ghosts of the departed，should have handed down traditions of giants slaying monsters and men turning into beasts—all this is ground for holding that such ideas were indeed produced in men’s minds by efficient causes，but it is not ground for holding that the rites in question are profitable，the beliefs sound，and the history authentic.This may seem at the first glance a truism，but，in fact，it is the denial of a fallacy which deeply affects the minds of all but a small critical minority of mankind.Popularly，what everybody says must be true，what everybody does must be right—“Quod ubique，quod semper，quod ab omnibus creditum est，hoc est vere proprieque Catholicum”—and so forth.There are various topics，especially in history，law，philosophy，and theology，where even the educated people we live among can hardly be brought to see that the cause why men do hold an opinion，or practice a custom，is by no means necessarily a reason why they ought to do so.Now collections of ethnographic evidence，bringing so prominently into view the agreement of immense multitudes of men as to certain traditions，beliefs，and usages，are peculiarly liable to be thus improperly used in direct defence of these institutions themselves，even old barbaric nations being polled to maintain their opinions against what are called modern ideas.As it has more than once happened to myself to find my collections of traditions and beliefs thus set up to prove their own objective truth，without proper examination of the grounds on which they were actually received，I take this occasion of remarking that the same line of argument will serve equally well to demonstrate，by the strong and wide consent of nations，that the earth is flat，and nightmare the visit of a demon.

It being shown that the details of Culture are capable of being classified in a great number of ethnographic groups of arts，beliefs，customs，and the rest，the consideration comes next how far the facts arranged in these groups are produced by evolution from one another.
 
[17]

 It need hardly be pointed out that the groups in question，though held together each by a common character，are by no means accurately defined.To take up again the natural history illustration，it may be said that they are species which tend to run widely into varieties.And when it comes to the question what relations some of these groups bear to others，it is plain that the student of the habits of mankind has a great advantage over the student of the species of plants and animals.Among naturalists it is an open question whether a theory of development from species to species is a record of transitions which actually took place or a mere ideal scheme serviceable in the classification of species whose origin was really independent.But among ethnographers there is no such question as to the possibility of species of implements or habits or beliefs being developed one out of another，for development in culture is recognized by our most familiar knowledge.Mechanical invention supplies apt examples of the kind of development which affects civilization at large.In the history of fire-arms，the clumsy wheellock，in which a notched steel wheel was turned by a handle against the flint till a spark caught the priming，led to the invention of the more serviceable flintlock，of which a few still hang in the kitchens of our farm-houses，for the boys to shoot small birds with at Christmas；the flintlock in time passed by an obvious modification into the percussion-lock，which is just now changing its old-fashioned arrangement to be adapted from muzzle-loading to breechloading.The medieval astrolabe passed into the quadrant，now discarded in its turn by the seaman，who uses the more delicate sextant，and so it is through the history of one art and instrument after another.Such examples of progression are known to us as direct history，but so thoroughly is this notion of development at home in our minds，that by means of it we reconstruct lost history without scruple，trusting to general knowledge of the principles of human thought and action as a guide in putting the facts in their proper order.Whether chronicle speaks or is silent on the point，no one comparing a longbow and a cross-bow would doubt that the cross-bow was a development arising from the simpler instrument.So among the fire-drills for igniting by friction，it seems clear on the face of the matter that the drill worked by a cord or bow is a later improvement on the clumsier primitive instrument twirled between the hands.That instructive class of specimens which antiquaries sometimes discover，bronze celts modelled on the heavy type of the stone hatchet，are scarcely explicable except as first steps in the transition from the Stone Age to the Bronze Age，to be followed soon by the next stage of progress，in which it is discovered that the new material is suited to a handier and less wasteful pattern.And thus，in the other branches of our history，there will come again and again into view series of facts which may be consistently arranged as having followed one another in a particular order of development，but which will hardly bear being turned round and made to follow in reversed order.
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 Such for instance are the facts I have here brought forward in a chapter on the Art of Counting，which tend to prove that as to this point of culture at least，savage tribes reached their position by learning and not unlearning，by elevation from a lower rather than by degradation from a higher state.

Among evidence aiding us to trace the courses which the civilization of the world has actually followed，is that great class of facts to denote which I have found it convenient to introduce the term“survivals.”
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 These are processes，customs，opinions，and so forth，which have been carried on by force of habit into a new state of society different from that in which they had their original home，and they thus remain as proofs and examples of an older condition of culture out of which a newer has been evolved.Thus，I know an old Somersetshire woman whose handloom dates from the time before the introduction of the“flying shuttle，”which new-fangled appliance she has never even learnt to use，and I have seen her throw her shuttle from hand to hand in true classic fashion；this old woman is not a century behind her times，but she is a case of survival.
 
[20]

 Such examples often lead us back to the habits of hundreds and even thousands of years ago.The ordeal of the Key and Bible，still in use，is a survival；the Midsummer bonfire is a survival；the Breton peasants’All Souls’supper for the spirits of the dead is a survival.The simple keeping up of ancient habits is only one part of the transition from old into new and changing times.The serious business of ancient society may be seen to sink into the sport of later generations，and its serious belief to linger on in nursery folk-lore，while superseded habits of old-world life may be modified into new-world forms still powerful for good and evil.Sometimes old thoughts and practices will burst out afresh，to the amazement of a world that thought them long since dead or dying；here survival passes into revival，as has lately happened in so remarkable a way in the history of modern spiritualism，a subject full of instruction from the ethnographer’s point of view.
 
[21]

 The study of the principles of survival has，indeed，no small practical importance，for most of what we call superstition is included within survival，and in this way lies open to the attack of its deadliest enemy，a reasonable explanation.Insignificant，moreover，as multitudes of the facts of survival are in themselves，their study is so effective for tracing the course of the historical development through which alone it is possible to understand their meaning，that it becomes a vital point of ethnographic research to gain the clearest possible insight into their nature.This importance must justify the detail here devoted to an examination of survival，on the evidence of such games，popular sayings，customs，superstitions，and the like，as may serve well to bring into view the manner of its operation.

Progress，degradation，survival，revival，modification are all modes of the connexion that binds together the complex network of civilization.
 
[22]

 It needs but a glance into the trivial details of our own daily life to set us thinking how far we are really its originators，and how far but the transmitters and modifiers of the results of long past ages.Looking round the rooms we live in，we may try here how far he who only knows his own time can be capable of rightly comprehending even that.Here is the“honeysuckle”of Assyria，there the fleur-de-lis of Anjou，a cornice with a Greek border runs round the ceiling，the style of Louis XIV and its parent the Renaissance share the looking-glass between them.Transformed，shifted，or mutilated，such elements of art still carry their history plainly stamped upon them；and if the history yet farther behind is less easy to read，we are not to say that because we cannot clearly discern it there is therefore no history there.It is thus even with the fashion of the clothes men wear.The ridiculous little tails of the German postilion’s
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 coat show themselves how they came to dwindle to such absurd rudiments；but the English clergyman’s bands no longer so convey their history to the eye，and look unaccountable enough till one has seen the intermediate stages through which they came down from the more serviceable wide collars，such as Milton wears in his portrait，and which gave their name to the“band-box”they used to be kept in.In fact，the books of costume，showing how one garment grew or shrank by gradual stages and passed into another，illustrate with much force and clearness the nature of the change and growth，revival and decay，which go on from year to year in more important matters of life.In books，again，we see each writer not for and by himself，but occupying his proper place in history；we look through each philosopher，mathematician，chemist，poet，into the background of his education—through Leibnitz into Descartes，through Dalton into Priestley，through Milton into Homer.The study of language has，perhaps，done more than any other in removing from our view of human thought and action the ideas of chance and arbitrary invention，and in substituting for them a theory of development by the co-operation of individual men，through processes ever reasonable and intelligible where the facts are fully known.
 
[24]

 Rudimentary as the science of culture still is，the symptoms are becoming very strong that even what seem its most spontaneous and motiveless phenomena will，nevertheless，be shown to come within the range of distinct cause and effect as certainly as the facts of mechanics.What would be popularly thought more indefinite and uncontrolled than the products of the imagination in myths and fables？Yet any systematic investigation of mythology，on the basis of a wide collection of evidence，will show plainly enough in such efforts of fancy at once a development from stage to stage，and a production of uniformity of result from uniformity of cause.Here，as elsewhere，causeless spontaneity is seen to recede farther and farther into shelter within the dark precincts of ignorance；like chance，that still holds its place among the vulgar as a real cause of events otherwise unaccountable，while to educated men it has long consciously meant nothing but this ignorance itself.It is only when men fail to see the line of connexion in events that they are prone to fall upon the notions of arbitrary impulses，causeless freaks，chance and nonsense，and indefinite unaccountability.If childish games，purposeless customs，absurd superstitions are set down as spontaneous because no one can say exactly how they came to be，the assertion may remind us of the like effect that the eccentric habits of the wild rice-plant had on the philosophy of a Red Indian tribe，otherwise disposed to see in the harmony of nature the effects of one controlling personal will.The Great Spirit，said these Sioux theologians，made all things except the wild rice；but the wild rice came by chance.

“Man，”said Wilhelm von Humboldt，
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 “ever connects on from what lies at hand（der Mensch Knüpft immer an Vorhandenes an）.”The notion of the continuity of civilization contained in this maxim is no barren philosophic principle，but is at once made practical by the consideration that they who wish to understand their own lives ought to know the stages through which their opinions and habits have become what they are.Auguste Comte
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 scarcely overstated the necessity of this study of development，when he declared at the beginning of his“Positive Philosophy”that“no conception can be understood except through its history”and his phrase will bear extension to culture at large.To expect to look modern life in the face and comprehend it by mere inspection is a philosophy whose weakness can easily be tested.Imagine any one explaining the trivial saying，“a little bird told me”without knowing of the old belief in the language of birds and beasts，to which Dr.Dasent，in the introduction to the Norse Tales，so reasonably traces its origin.To ingenious attempts at explaining by the light of reason things which want the light of history to show their meaning，much of the learned nonsense of the world has indeed been due.Sir H.S.Maine，
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 in his“Ancient Law，”gives a perfect instance.In all the literature which enshrines the pretended philosophy of law，he remarks，there is nothing more curious than the pages of elaborate sophistry in which Blackstone attempts to explain and justify that extraordinary rule of English law，only recently repealed，which prohibited sons of the same father by different mothers from succeeding to one another’s land.To Sir H.S.Maine，knowing the facts of the case，it was easy to explain its real origin from the“Customs of Normandy”where according to the system of agnation，or kinship on the male side，brothers by the same mother but by different fathers were of course no relations at all to one another.But when this rule“was transplanted to England，the English judges，who had no clue to its principle，interpreted it as a general prohibition against the succession of the half-blood，and extended it to consanguineous brothers，that is to sons of the same father by different wives.”Then，ages after，Blackstone sought in this blunder the perfection of reason，and found it in the argument that kinship through both parents ought to prevail over even a nearer degree of kinship through but one parent.a
 Such are the risks that philosophers run in detaching any phenomenon of civilization from its hold on past events，and treating it as an isolated fact，to be simply disposed of by a guess at some plausible explanation.

In carrying on the great task of rational ethnography，the investigation of the causes which have produced the phenomena of culture，and the laws to which they are subordinate，it is desirable to work out as systematically as possible a scheme of evolution of this culture along its many lines.
 
[28]

 In the following chapter［of Primitive Culture］，on the Development of Culture，an attempt is made to sketch a theoretical course of civilization among mankind，such as appears on the whole most accordant with the evidence.By comparing the various stages of civilization among races known to history，with the aid of archaeological inference from the remains of prehistoric tribes，it seems possible to judge in a rough way of an early general condition of man，which from our point of view is to be regarded as a primitive condition，whatever yet earlier state may in reality have lain behind it.This hypothetical primitive condition corresponds in a considerable degree to that of modern savage tribes，who，in spite of their difference and distance，have in common certain elements of civilization，which seem remains of an early state of the human race at large.If this hypothesis be true，then，notwithstanding the continual interference of degeneration，the main tendency of culture from primeval up to modern times has been from savagery towards civilization.
 
[29]

 On the problem of this relation of savage to civilized life，almost every one of the thousands of facts discussed in the succeeding chapters has its direct bearing.Survival in Culture，placing all along the course of advancing civilization way—marks full of meaning to those who can decipher their signs，even now sets up in our midst primeval monuments of barbaric thought and life.Its investigation tells strongly in favor of the view that the European may find among the Greenlanders or Maoris many a trait for reconstructing the picture of his own primitive ancestors.Next comes the problem of the Origin of Language.Obscure as many parts of this problem still remain，its clearer positions lie open to the investigation whether speech took its origin among mankind in the savage state，and the result of the enquiry is that，consistently with all known evidence，this may have been the case.From examination of the Art of Counting a far more definite consequence is shown.It may be confidently asserted that not only is this important art found in a rudimentary state among savage tribes，but that satisfactory evidence proves numeration to have been developed by a rational invention from this low stage up to that in which we ourselves possess it.The examination of Mythology contained in the first volume is for the most part made from a special point of view，on evidence collected for a special purpose，that of tracing the relation between the myths of savage tribes and their analogues among more civilized nations.The issue of such enquiry goes far to prove that the earliest myth-maker arose and flourished among savage hordes，setting on foot an art which his more cultured successors would carry on，till its results came to be fossilized in superstition，mistaken for history，shaped and draped in poetry；or cast aside as lying folly.

Nowhere，perhaps，are broad views of historical development more needed than in the study of religion.
 
[30]

 Notwithstanding all that has been written to make the world acquainted with the lower theologies，the popular ideas of their place in history and their relation to the faiths of higher nations are still of the mediaeval type.It is wonderful to contrast some missionary journals with Max Müller’s Essays，and to set the unappreciating hatred and ridicule that is lavished by narrow hostile zeal on Brahmanism，Buddhism，Zoroastrism，beside the catholic sympathy with which deep and wide knowledge can survey those ancient and noble phases of man’s religious consciousness；nor，because the religions of savage tribes may be rude and primitive compared with the great Asiatic systems，do they lie too low for interest and even for respect.The question really lies between understanding and misunderstanding them.Few who will give their minds to master the general principles of savage religion will ever again think it ridiculous，or the knowledge of it superfluous to the rest of mankind.Far from its beliefs and practices being a rubbish-heap of miscellaneous folly，they are consistent and logical in so high a degree as to begin，as soon as even roughly classified，to display the principles of their formation and development；and these principles prove to be essentially rational，though working in a mental condition of intense and inveterate ignorance.It is with a sense of attempting an investigation which bears very closely on the current theology of our own day，that I have set myself to examine systematically，among the lower races，the development of Animism；that is to say，the doctrine of souls and other spiritual beings in general.More than half of the present work is occupied with a mass of evidence from all regions of the world，displaying the nature and meaning of this great element of the Philosophy of Religion，and tracing its transmission，expansion，restriction，modification，along the course of history into the midst of our own modern thought.Nor are the questions of small practical moment which have to be raised in a similar attempt to trace the development of certain prominent Rites and Ceremonies—customs so full of instruction as to the inmost powers of religion，whose outward expression and practical result they are.

In these investigations，however，made rather from an ethnographic than a theological point of view，there has seemed little need of entering into direct controversial argument，which indeed I have taken pains to avoid as far as possible.
 
[31]

 The connexion which runs through religion，from its rudest forms up to the status of an enlightened Christianity，may be conveniently treated of with little recourse to dogmatic theology.The rites of sacrifice and purification may be studied in their stages of development without entering into questions of their authority and value，nor does an examination of the successive phases of the world’s belief in a future life demand a discussion of the arguments adduced for or against the doctrine itself.The ethnographic results may then be left as materials for professed theologians，and it will not perhaps be long before evidence so fraught with meaning shall take its legitimate place.To fall back once again on the analogy of natural history，the time may soon come when it will be thought as unreasonable for a scientific student of theology not to have a competent acquaintance with the principles of the religions of the lower races，as for a physiologist to look with the contempt of fifty years ago on evidence derived from the lower forms of life，deeming the structure of mere invertebrate creatures matter unworthy of his philosophic study.

Not merely as a matter of curious research，but as an important practical guide to the understanding of the present and the shaping of the future，the investigation into the origin and early development of civilization must be pushed on zealously.Every possible avenue of knowledge must be explored，every door tried to see if it is open.No kind of evidence need be left untouched on the score of remoteness or complexity，of minuteness or triviality.The tendency of modern enquiry is more and more toward the conclusion that if law is anywhere，it is everywhere.To despair of what a conscientious collection and study of facts may lead to，and to declare any problem insoluble because difficult and far off，is distinctly to be on the wrong side in science；and he who will choose a hopeless task may set himself to discover the limits of discovery.One remembers Comte starting in his account of astronomy with a remark on the necessary limitation of our knowledge of the stars：we conceive，he tells us，the possibility of determining their form，distance，size，and movement，whilst we should never by any method be able to study their chemical composition，their mineralogical structure，&c.Had the philosopher lived to see the application of spectrum analysis to this very problem his proclamation of the dispiriting doctrine of necessary ignorance would perhaps have been recanted in favor of a more hopeful view.And it seems to be with the philosophy of remote human life somewhat as with the study of the nature of the celestial bodies.The processes to be made out in the early stages of our mental evolution lie distant from us in time as the stars lie distant from us in space，but the laws of the universe are not limited with the direct observation of our senses.There is vast material to be used in our enquiry；many workers are now busied in bringing this material into shape，though little may have yet been done in proportion to what remains to do；and already it seems not too much to say that the vague outlines of a philosophy of primaeval history are beginning to come within our view.
 
[32]



NOTE


a
 Blackstone“Commentaries，”“As every man’s own blood is compounded of the bloods of his respective ancestors，he only is properly of the whole or entire blood with another，who hath（so far as the distance of degrees will permit），all the same ingredients in the composition of his blood that the other hath，”etc.
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2.What Is a Social Fact？
 
[33]

 Emile Durkheim（1858-1917）

Before inquiring into the method suited to the study of social facts，it is important to know which facts are commonly called“social.”This information is all the more necessary since the designation“social”is used with little precision.It is currently employed for practically all phenomena generally diffused within society，however small their social interest.But on that basis，there are，as it were，no human events that may not be called social.Each individual drinks，sleeps，eats，reasons；and it is to society’s interest that these functions be exercised in an orderly manner.If，then，all these facts are counted as“social”facts，sociology would have no subject matter exclusively its own，and its domain would be confused with that of biology and psychology.
 
[34]



But in reality there is in every society a certain group of phenomena which may be differentiated from those studied by the other natural sciences.When I fulfill my obligations as brother，husband，or citizen，when I execute my contracts，I perform duties which are defined，externally to myself and my acts，in law and in custom.Even if they conform to my own sentiments and I feel their reality subjectively，such reality is still objective，for I did not create them；I merely inherited them through my education.How many times it happens，moreover，that we are ignorant of the details of the obligations incumbent upon us，and that in order to acquaint ourselves with them we must consult the law and its authorized interpreters！Similarly，the church-member finds the beliefs and practices of his religious life ready-made at birth；their existence prior to his own implies their existence outside of himself.The system of signs I use to express my thought，the system of currency I employ to pay my debts，the instruments of credit I utilize in my commercial relations，the practices followed in my profession，etc.，function independently of my own use of them.And these statements can be repeated for each member of society.Here，then，are ways of acting，thinking，and feeling that present the noteworthy property of existing outside the individual consciousness.

These types of conduct or thought are not only external to the individual but are，moreover，endowed with coercive power，by virtue of which they impose themselves upon him，independent of his individual will.Of course，when I fully consent and conform to them，this constraint is felt only slightly，if at all，and is therefore unnecessary.But it is，nonetheless，an intrinsic characteristic of these facts，the proof thereof being that it asserts itself as soon as I attempt to resist it.If I attempt to violate the law，it reacts against me so as to prevent my act before its accomplishment，or to nullify my violation by restoring the damage，if it is accomplished and reparable，or to make me expiate it if it cannot be compensated for otherwise.
 
[35]



In the case of purely moral maxims；the public conscience exercises a check on every act which offends it by means of the surveillance it exercises over the conduct of citizens，and the appropriate penalties at its disposal.In many cases the constraint is less violent，but nevertheless it always exists.If I do not submit to the conventions of society，if in my dress I do not conform to the customs observed in my country and in my class，the ridicule I provoke，the social isolation in which I am kept，produce，although in an attenuated form，the same effects as a punishment in the strict sense of the word.The constraint is nonetheless efficacious for being indirect.I am not obliged to speak French with my fellow-countrymen nor to use the legal currency，but I cannot possibly do otherwise.If I tried to escape this necessity，my attempt would fail miserably.As an industrialist，I am free to apply the technical methods of former centuries；but by doing so，I should invite certain ruin.Even when I free myself from these rules and violate them successfully，I am always compelled to struggle with them.When finally overcome，they make their constraining power sufficiently felt by the resistance they offer.The enterprises of all innovators，including successful ones，come up against resistance of this kind.
 
[36]



Here，then，is a category of facts with very distinctive characteristics：it consists of ways of acting，thinking，and feeling，external to the individual，and endowed with a power of coercion，by reason of which they control him.These ways of thinking could not be confused with biological phenomena，since they consist of representations and of actions；nor with psychological phenomena，which exist only in the individual consciousness and through it.They constitute，thus，a new variety of phenomena；and it is to them exclusively that the term“social”ought to be applied.And this term fits them quite well，for it is clear that，since their source is not in the individual，their substratum can be no other than society，either the political society as a whole or some one of the partial groups it includes，such as religious denominations，political，literary，and occupational associations，etc.On the other hand，this term“social”applies to them exclusively，for it has a distinct meaning only if it designates exclusively the phenomena which are not included in any of the categories of facts that have already been established and classified.These ways of thinking and acting therefore constitute the proper domain of sociology.It is true that，when we define them with this word“constraint，”we risk shocking the zealous partisans of absolute individualism.For those who profess the complete autonomy of the individual，man’s dignity is diminished whenever he is made to feel that he is not completely self-determinant.It is generally accepted today，however，that most of our ideas and our tendencies are not developed by ourselves but come to us from without.How can they become a part of us except by imposing themselves upon us？This is the whole meaning of our definition.And it is generally accepted，moreover，that social constraint is not necessarily incompatible with the individual personality.a


Since the examples that we have just cited（legal and moral regulations，religious faiths，financial systems，etc.）all consist of established beliefs and practices，one might be led to believe that social facts exist only where there is some social organization.But there are other facts without such crystallized form which have the same objectivity and the same ascendancy over the individual.These are called“social currents.”Thus the great movements of enthusiasm，indignation，and pity in a crowd do not originate in any one of the particular individual consciousnesses.They come to each one of us from without and can carry us away in spite of ourselves.Of course，it may happen that，in abandoning myself to them unreservedly，I do not feel the pressure they exert upon me.But it is revealed as soon as I try to resist them.Let an individual attempt to oppose one of these collective manifestations and the emotions that he denies will turn against him.Now，if this power of external coercion asserts itself so clearly in cases of resistance，it must exist also in the first mentioned cases，although we are unconscious of it.We are then victims of the illusion of having ourselves created that which actually forced itself from without.If the complacency with which we permit ourselves to be carried along conceals the pressure undergone，nevertheless it does not abolish it.Thus，air is no less heavy because we do not detect its weight.So，even if we ourselves have spontaneously contributed to the production of the common emotion，the impression we have received differs markedly from that which we would have experienced if we had been alone.Also，once the crowd has dispersed，that is，once these social influences have ceased to act upon us and we are alone again，the emotions which have passed through the mind appear strange to us，and we no longer recognize them as ours.We realize that these feelings have been impressed upon us to a much greater extent than they were created by us.It may even happen that they horrify us，so much were they contrary to our nature.Thus，a group of individuals，most of whom are perfectly inoffensive，may，when gathered in a crowd，be drawn into acts of atrocity.And what we say of these transitory outbursts applies similarly to those more permanent currents of opinion on religious，political，literary，or artistic matters which are constantly being formed around us，whether in society as a whole or in more limited circles.
 
[37]



To confirm this definition of the social fact by a characteristic illustration from common experience，one need only observe the manner in which children are brought up.Considering the facts as they are and as they have always been，it becomes immediately evident that all education is a continuous effort to impose on the child ways of seeing，feeling，and acting which he could not have arrived at spontaneously.From the very first hours of his life，we compel him to eat，drink，and sleep at regular hours；we constrain him to cleanliness，calmness，and obedience；later we exert pressure upon him in order that he may learn proper consideration for others，respect for customs and conventions，the need for work，etc.If，in time，this constraint ceases to be felt，it is because it gradually gives rise to habits and to internal tendencies that render constraint unnecessary；but nevertheless it is not abolished，for it is still the source from which these habits were derived.It is true that，according to Spencer，a rational education ought to reject such methods，allowing the child to act in complete liberty；but as this pedagogic theory has never been applied by any known people，it must be accepted only as an expression of personal opinion，not as a fact which can contradict the aforementioned observations.What makes these facts particularly instructive is that the aim of education is，precisely，the socialization of the human being；the process of education，therefore，gives us in a nutshell the historical fashion in which the social being is constituted.This unremitting pressure to which the child is subjected is the very pressure of the social milieu which tends to fashion him in its own image，and of which parents and teachers are merely the representatives and intermediaries.
 
[38]



It follows that sociological phenomena cannot be defined by their universality.A thought which we find in every individual consciousness，a movement repeated by all individual manifestations，is not thereby a social fact.If sociologists have been satisfied with defining them by this characteristic，it is because they confused them with what one might call their reincarnation in the individual.It is，however，the collective aspects of the beliefs，tendencies，and practices of a group that characterize truly social phenomena.As for the forms that the collective states assume when refracted in the individual，these are things of another sort.This duality is clearly demonstrated by the fact that these two orders of phenomena are frequently found dissociated from one another.Indeed，certain of these social manners of acting and thinking acquire，by reason of their repetition，a certain rigidity which on its own account crystallizes them，so to speak，and isolates them from the particular events which reflect them.They thus acquire a body，a tangible form，and constitute a reality in their own right，quite distinct from the individual facts which produce it.Collective habits are inherent not only in the successive acts which they determine but，by a privilege of which we find no example in the biological realm，they are given permanent expression in a formula which is repeated from mouth to mouth，transmitted by education，and fixed even in writing.Such is the origin and nature of legal and moral rules，popular aphorisms and proverbs，articles of faith wherein religious or political groups condense their beliefs，standards of taste established by literary schools，etc.None of these can be found entirely reproduced in the applications made of them by individuals，since they can exist even without being actually applied.
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No doubt，this dissociation does not always manifest itself with equal distinctness，but its obvious existence in the important and numerous cases just cited is sufficient to prove that the social fact is a thing distinct from its individual manifestations.Moreover，even when this dissociation is not immediately apparent，it may often be disclosed by certain devices of method.Such dissociation is indispensable if one wishes to separate social facts from their alloys in order to observe them in a state of purity.Currents of opinion，with an intensity varying according to the time and place，impel certain groups either to more marriages，for example，or to more suicides，or to a higher or lower birthrate，etc.These currents are plainly social facts.At first sight they seem inseparable from the forms they take in individual cases.But statistics furnish us with the means of isolating them.They are，in fact，represented with considerable exactness by the rates of births，marriages，and suicides，that is，by the number obtained by dividing the average annual total of marriages，births，suicides，by the number of persons whose ages lie within the range in which marriages，births，and suicides occur.b
 Since each of these figures contains all the individual cases indiscriminately，the individual circumstances which may have had a share in the production of the phenomenon are neutralized and，consequently，do not contribute to its determination.The average，then，expresses a certain state of the group mind（l’me collective）.
 
[40]



Such are social phenomena，when disentangled from all foreign matter.As for their individual manifestations，these are indeed，to a certain extent，social，since they partly reproduce a social model.Each of them also depends，and to a large extent，on the organopsychological constitution of the individual and on the particular circumstances in which he is placed.Thus they are not sociological phenomena in the strict sense of the word.They belong to two realms at once；one could call them sociopsychological.They interest the sociologist without constituting the immediate subject matter of sociology.There exist in the interior of organisms similar phenomena，compound in their nature，which form in their turn the subject matter of the“hybrid sciences，”such as physiological chemistry，for examfle.

The objection may be raised that a phenomenon is collective only if it is common to all members of society，or at least to most of them—in other words，if it is truly general.This may be true；but it is general because it is collective（that is，more or less obligatory），and certainly not collective because general.It is a group condition repeated in the individual because imposed on him.It is to be found in each part because it exists in the whole，rather than in the whole because it exists in the parts.
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 This becomes conspicuously evident in those beliefs and practices which are transmitted to us ready-made by previous generations；we receive and adopt them because，being both collective and ancient，they are invested with a particular authority that education has taught us to recognize and respect.It is，of course，true that a vast portion of our social culture is transmitted to us in this way；but even when the social fact is due in part to our direct collaboration，its nature is not different.A collective emotion which bursts forth suddenly and violently in a crowd does not express merely what all the individual sentiments had in common；it is something entirely different，as we have shown.It results from their being together，a product of the actions and reactions which take place between individual consciousnesses；and if each individual consciousness echoes the collective sentiment，it is by virtue of the special energy resident in its collective origin.If all hearts beat in unison，this is not the result of a spontaneous and pre-established harmony but rather because an identical force propels them in the same direction.Each is carried along by all.
 
[42]



We thus arrive at the point where we can formulate and delimit in a precise way the domain of sociology.
 
[43]

 It comprises only a limited group of phenomena.A social fact is to be recognized by the power of external coercion which it exercises or is capable of exercising over individuals，and the presence of this power may be recognized in its turn either by the existence of some specific sanction or by the resistance offered against every individual effort that tends to violate it.One can，however，define it also by its diffusion within the group，provided that，in conformity with our previous remarks，one takes care to add as a second and essential characteristic that its own existence is independent of the individual forms it assumes in its diffusion.This last criterion is perhaps，in certain cases，easier to apply than the preceding one.In fact，the constraint is easy to ascertain when it expresses itself externally by some direct reaction of society，as is the case in law，morals，beliefs，customs，and even fashions.
 
[44]

 But when it is only indirect，like the constraint which an economic organization exercises，it cannot always be so easily detected.Generality combined with externality may，then，be easier to establish.Moreover，this second definition is but another form of the first；for if a mode of behavior whose existence is external to individual consciousnesses becomes general，this can only be brought about by its being imposed upon them.c


But these several phenomena present the same characteristic by which we defined the others.These“ways of existing”are imposed on the individual precisely in the same fashion as the“ways of acting”of which we have spoken.Indeed，when we wish to know how a society is divided politically，of what these divisions themselves are composed，and how complete is the fusion existing between them，we shall not achieve our purpose by physical inspection and by geographical observations；for these phenomena are social，even when they have some basis in physical nature.It is only by a study of public law that a comprehension of this organization is possible，for it is this law that determines the organization，as it equally determines our domestic and civil relations.This political organization is，then，no less obligatory than the social facts mentioned above.If the population crowds into our cities instead of scattering into the country；this is due to a trend of public opinion，a collective drive that imposes this concentration upon the individuals.We can no more choose the style of our houses than of our clothing—at least，both are equally obligatory.The channels of communication prescribe the direction of internal migrations and commerce，etc.，and even their extent.
 
[45]

 Consequently，at the very most，it should be necessary to add to the list of phenomena which we have enumerated as presenting the distinctive criterion of a social fact only one additional category，“ways of existing”；and as this enumeration was not meant to be rigorously exhaustive，the addition would not be absolutely necessary.

Such an addition is perhaps not necessary，for these“ways of existing”are only crystallized“ways of acting.”The political structure of a society is merely the way in which its component segments have become accustomed to live with one another.If their relations are traditionally intimate，the segments tend to fuse with one another，or，in the contrary case，to retain their identity.The type of habitation imposed upon us is merely the way in which our contemporaries and our ancestors have been accustomed to construct their houses.The methods of communication are merely the channels which the regular currents of commerce and migrations have dug，by flowing in the same direction.To be sure，if the phenomena of a structural character alone presented this permanence，one might believe that they constituted a distinct species.A legal regulation is an arrangement no less permanent than a type of architecture，and yet the regulation is a“physiological”fact.A simple moral maxim is assuredly somewhat more malleable，but it is much more rigid than a simple professional custom or a fashion.There is thus a whole series of degrees without a break in continuity between the facts of the most articulated structure and those free currents of social life which are not yet definitely molded.The differences between them are，therefore，only differences in the degree of consolidation they present.Both are simply life，more or less crystallized.
 
[46]

 No doubt，it may be of some advantage to reserve the term“morphological”for those social facts which concern the social substratum，but only on condition of not overlooking the fact that they are of the same nature as the others.Our definition will then include the whole relevant range of facts if we say：A social fact is every way of acting，fixed or not，capable of exercising on the individual an external constraint；or again，every way of acting which is general throughout a given society，while at the same time existing in its own right independent of its individual manifestations.d


NOTES


a
 We do not intend to imply，however，that all constraint is normal.We shall return to this point later.


b
 Suicides do not occur at every age，and they take place with varying intensity at the different ages in which they occur.


c
 It will be seen how this definition of the social fact diverges from that which forms the basis of the ingenious system of M.Tarde.First of all，we wish to state that our researches have nowhere led us to observe that preponderant influence in the genesis of collective facts which M.Tarde attributes to imitation.Moreover，from the preceding definition，which is not a theory but simply a résumé of the immediate data of observation，it seems indeed to follow，not only that imitation does not always express the essential and characteristic features of the social fact，but even that it never expresses them.No doubt，every social fact is imitated；it has，as we have just shown，a tendency to become general，but that is because it is social，i.e.，obligatory.Its power of expansion is not the cause but the consequence of its sociological character.If，further，only social facts produced this consequence，imitation could perhaps serve，if not to explain them，at least to define them.But an individual condition which produces a whole series of effects remains individual nevertheless.Moreover，one may ask whether the word“imitation”is indeed fitted to designate an effect due to a coercive influence.Thus，by this single expression，very different phenomena，which ought to be distinguished，are confused.


d
 This close connection between life and structure，organ and function，may be easily proved in sociology because between these two extreme terms there exists a whole series of immediately observable intermediate stages which show the bond between them.Biology is not in the same favorable position.But we may well believe that the inductions on this subject made by sociology are applicable to biology and that，in organisms as well as in societies，only differences in degree exist between these two orders of facts.

3.The Methods of Ethnology
 
[47]

 Franz Boas（1858-1942）

During the last ten years the methods of inquiry into the historical development of civilization have undergone remarkable changes.During the second half of the last century evolutionary thought held almost complete sway and investigators like Spencer，Morgan，Tylor，Lubbock，to mention only a few，were under the spell of the idea of a general，uniform evolution of culture in which all parts of mankind participated.The newer development goes back in part to the influence of Ratzel，whose geographical training impressed him with the importance of diffusion and migration.The problem of diffusion was taken up in detail particularly in America，but was applied in a much wider sense by Foy and Graebner，and finally seized upon in a still wider application by Elliot Smith and Rivers，so that at the present time，at least among certain groups of investigators in England and also in Germany ethnological research is based on the concept of migration and dissemination rather than upon that of evolution.
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A critical study of these two directions of inquiry shows that each is founded on the application of one fundamental hypothesis.
 
[49]

 The evolutionary point of view presupposes that the course of historical changes in the cultural life of mankind follows definite laws which are applicable everywhere，and which bring it about that cultural development is，in its main lines，the same among all races and all peoples.This idea is clearly expressed by Tylor in the introductory pages of his classic work“Primitive Culture.”As soon as we admit that the hypothesis of a uniform evolution has to be proved before it can be accepted，the whole structure loses its foundation.It is true that there are indications of parallelism of development in different parts of the world，and that similar customs are found in the most diverse and widely separated parts of the globe.The occurrence of these similarities，which are distributed so irregularly that they cannot readily be explained on the basis of diffusion，is one of the foundations of the evolutionary hypothesis，as it was the foundation of Bastian’s
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 psychologizing treatment of cultural phenomena.On the other hand，it may be recognized that the hypothesis implies the thought that our modern Western European civilization represents the highest cultural development towards which all other more primitive cultural types tend，and that，therefore，retrospectively，we construct an orthogenetic
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 development towards our own modern civilization.It is clear that if we admit that there may be different ultimate and coexisting types of civilization，the hypothesis of one single general line of development cannot be maintained.

Opposed to these assumptions is the modern tendency to deny the existence of a general evolutionary scheme which would represent the history of the cultural development the world over.
 
[52]

 The hypothesis that there are inner causes which bring about similarities of development in remote parts of the globe is rejected and in its place it is assumed that identity of development in two different parts of the globe must always be due to migration and diffusion.On this basis historical contact is demanded for enormously large areas.The theory demands a high degree of stability of cultural traits such as is apparently observed in many primitive tribes，and it is furthermore based on the supposed correlation between a number of diverse and mutually independent cultural traits which reappear in the same combinations in distant parts of the world.In this sense，modern investigation takes up a new Gerland’s theory of the persistence of a number of cultural traits which were developed in one center and carried by man in his migrations from continent to continent.

It seems to me that if the hypothetical foundations of these two extreme forms of ethnological research are broadly stated as I have tried to do here，it is at once clear that the correctness of the assumptions has not been demonstrated，but that arbitrarily the one or the other has been selected for the purpose of obtaining a consistent picture of cultural development.
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 These methods are essentially forms of classification of the static phenomena of culture according to two distinct principles，and interpretations of these classifications as of historical significance，without，however，any attempt to prove that this interpretation is justifiable.To give an example：It is observed that in most parts of the world there are resemblances between decorative forms that are representative and others that are more or less geometrical.According to the evolutionary point of view，their development is explained in the following manner：the decorative forms are arranged in such order that the most representative forms are placed at the beginning.The other forms are so placed that they show a gradual transition from representative forms to purely conventional geometric forms.This order is then interpreted as meaning that geometric designs originated from representative designs which gradually degenerated.This method has been pursued，for instance，by Putnam，Stolpe，Balfour，and Haddon，and by Verworn and，in his earlier writings，by vonden Steinen.While I do not mean to deny that this development may have occurred，it would be rash to generalize and to claim that in every case the classification which has been made according to a definite principle represents an historical development.The order might as well be reversed and we might begin with a simple geometric element which，by the addition of new traits，might be developed into a representative design，and we might claim that this order represents an historical sequence.Both of these possibilities were considered by Holmes
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 as early as 1885.Neither the one nor the other theory can be established without actual historical proof.

The opposite attitude，namely，origin through diffusion，is exhibited in Heinrich Schurtz’s attempt to connect the decorative art of Northwest America with that of Melanesia.The simple fact that in these areas elements occur that may be interpreted as eyes，induced him to assume that both have a common origin，without allowing for the possibility that the pattern in the two areas—each of which shows highly distinctive characteristics—may have developed from independent sources.In this attempt Schurtz followed Ratzel，who had already tried to establish connections between Melanesia and Northwest America on the basis of other cultural features.

While ethnographical research based on these two fundamental hypotheses seems to characterize the general tendency of European thought，a different method is at present pursued by the majority of American anthropologists.The difference between the two directions of study may perhaps best be summarized by the statement that American scholars are primarily interested in the dynamic phenomena of cultural change，and try to elucidate cultural history by the application of the results of their studies；and that they relegate the solution of the ultimate question of the relative importance of parallelism of cultural development in distant areas，as against worldwide diffusion，and stability of cultural traits over long periods to a future time when the actual conditions of cultural change are better known.
 
[55]

 The American ethnological methods are analogous to those of European，particularly of Scandinavian，archaeology，and of the researches into the prehistoric period of the eastern Mediterranean area.

It may seem to the distant observer that American students are engaged in a mass of detailed investigations without much bearing upon the solution of the ultimate problems of a philosophic history of human civilization.I think this interpretation of the American attitude would be unjust because the ultimate questions are as near to our hearts as they are to those of other scholars，only we do not hope to be able to solve an intricate historical problem by a formula.
 
[56]



First of all，the whole problem of cultural history appears to us as an historical problem.In order to understand history it is necessary to know not only how things are，but how they have come to be.In the domain of ethnology，where，for most parts of the world，no historical facts are available except those that may be revealed by archaeological study，all evidence of change can be inferred only by indirect methods.Their character is represented in the researches of students of comparative philology.
 
[57]

 The method is based on the comparison of static phenomena combined with the study of their distribution.What can be done by this method is well illustrated by Dr.Lowie’s
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 investigations of the military societies of the Plains Indians，or by the modern investigation of American mythology.It is，of course，true that we can never hope to obtain incontrovertible data relating to the chronological sequence of events，but certain general broad outlines can be ascertained with a high degree of probability，even of certainty.

As soon as these methods are applied，primitive society loses the appearance of absolute stability which is conveyed to the student who sees a certain people only at a certain given time.All cultural forms rather appear in a constant state of flux and subject to fundamental modifications.

It is intelligible why in our studies the problem of dissemination should take a prominent position.It is much easier to prove dissemination than to follow up developments due to inner forces，and the data for such a study are obtained with much greater difficulty.They may，however，be observed in every phenomenon of acculturation in which foreign elements are remodeled according to the patterns prevalent in their new environment，and they may be found in the peculiar local developments of widely spread ideas and activities.The reason why the study of inner development has not been taken up energetically is not due to the fact that from a theoretical point of view it is unimportant，it is rather due to the inherent methodological difficulties.
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 It may perhaps be recognized that in recent years attention is being drawn to this problem as is manifested by the investigations on the processes of acculturation and of the interdependence of cultural activities which are attracting the attention of many investigators.

The further pursuit of these inquiries emphasizes the importance of a feature which is common to all historic phenomena.While in natural sciences we are accustomed to consider a given number of causes and to study their effects，in historical happenings we are compelled to consider every phenomenon not only as effect but also as cause.
 
[60]

 This is true even in the particular application of the laws of physical nature，as，for instance，in the study of astronomy in which the position of certain heavenly bodies at a given moment may be considered as the effect of gravitation，while，at the same time，their particular arrangement in space determines future changes.This relation appears much more clearly in the history of human civilization.To give an example：a surplus of food supply is liable to bring about an increase of population and an increase of leisure，which gives opportunity for occupations that are not absolutely necessary for the needs of everyday life.In turn the increase of population and of leisure，which may be applied to new inventions，gives rise to a greater food supply and to a further increase in the amount of leisure，so that a cumulative effect results.

Similar considerations may be made in regard to the important problem of the relation of the individual to society，a problem that has to be considered whenever we study the dynamic conditions of change.
 
[61]

 The activities of the individual are determined to a great extent by his social environment，but in turn his own activities influence the society in which he lives，and may bring about modifications in its form.Obviously，this problem is one of the most important ones to be taken up in a study of cultural changes.It is also beginning to attract the attention of students who are no longer satisfied with the systematic enumeration of standardized beliefs and customs of a tribe，but who begin to be interested in the question of the way in which the individual reacts to his whole social environment，and to the differences of opinion and of mode of action that occur in primitive society and which are the causes of far-reaching changes.

In short then，the method which we try to develop is based on a study of the dynamic changes in society that may be observed at the present time.We refrain from the attempt to solve the fundamental problem of the general development of civilization until we have been able to unravel the processes that are going on under our eyes.
 
[62]



Certain general conclusions may be drawn from this study even now.First of all，the history of human civilization does not appear to us as determined entirely by psychological necessity that leads to a uniform evolution the world over.We rather see that each cultural group has its own unique history，dependent partly upon the peculiar inner development of the social group，and partly upon the foreign influences to which it has been subjected.There have been processes of gradual differentiation as well as processes of leveling down differences between neighboring cultural centers，but it would be quite impossible to understand，on the basis of a single evolutionary scheme，what happened to any particular people.An example of the contrast between the two points of view is clearly indicated by a comparison of the treatment of Zuñi civilization by Frank Hamilton Cushing
 
[63]

 on the one hand，on the other by modern students，particularly by Elsie Clews Parsons，A.L.Kroeber and Leslie Spier.
 
[64]

 Cushing believed that it was possible to explain Zuñi culture entirely on the basis of the reaction of the Zuñi mind to its geographical environment，and that the whole of Zuñi culture could be explained as the development which followed necessarily from the position in which the people were placed.Cushing’s keen insight into the Indian mind and his thorough knowledge of the most intimate life of the people gave great plausibility to his interpretations.On the other hand，Dr.Parsons’studies prove conclusively the deep influence which Spanish ideas have had on Zuñi culture，and，together with Professor Kroeber’s investigations，give us one of the best examples of acculturation that have come to our notice.The psychological explanation is entirely misleading，notwithstanding its plausibility；and the historical study shows us an entirely different picture，in which the unique combination of ancient traits（which in themselves are undoubtedly complex）and of European influences has brought about the present condition.

Studies of the dynamics of primitive life also show that an assumption of long continued stability such as is demanded by Elliot Smith
 
[65]

 is without any foundation in fact.Wherever primitive conditions have been studied in detail，they can be proved to be in a state of flux，and it would seem that there is a close parallelism between the history of language and the history of general cultural development.Periods of stability are followed by periods of rapid change.It is exceedingly improbable that any customs of primitive people should be preserved unchanged for thousands of years.Furthermore，the phenomena of acculturation prove that a transfer of customs from one region into another without concomitant changes due to acculturation is very rare.It is，therefore，very unlikely that ancient Mediterranean customs could be found at the present time practically unchanged in different parts of the globe，as Elliot Smith’s theory demands.

While on the whole the unique historical character of cultural growth in each area stands out as a salient element in the history of cultural development，we may recognize at the same time that certain typical parallelisms do occur.We are，however，not so much inclined to look for these similarities in detailed customs but rather in certain dynamic conditions which are due to social or psychological causes that are liable to lead to similar results.The example of the relation between food supply and population to which I referred before may serve as an example.Another type of example is presented in those cases in which a certain problem confronting man may be solved by a limited number of methods only.When we find，for instance，marriage as a universal institution，it may be recognized that marriage is possible only between a number of men and a number of women；a number of men and one woman；a number of women and one man；or one man and one woman.As a matter of fact，all these forms are found the world over and it is，therefore，not surprising that analogous forms should have been adopted quite independently in different parts of the world，and，considering both the general economic conditions of mankind and the character of sexual instinct in the higher animals，it also does not seem surprising that group marriage and polyandrous marriages should be comparatively speaking rare.Similar considerations may also be made in regard to the philosophical views held by mankind.In short，if we look for laws，the laws relate to the effects of physiological，psychological，and social conditions，not to sequences of cultural achievement.
 
[66]



In some cases a regular sequence of these may accompany the development of the psychological or social status.This is illustrated by the sequence of industrial inventions in the Old World and in America，which I consider as independent.A period of food gathering and of the use of stone was followed by the invention of agriculture，of pottery and finally of the use of metals.Obviously，this order is based on the increased amount of time given by mankind to the use of natural products，of tools and utensils，and to the variations that developed with it.Although in this case parallelism seems to exist on the two continents，it would be futile to try to follow out the order in detail.As a matter of fact，it does not apply to other inventions.The domestication of animals，which，in the Old World must have been an early achievement，was very late in the New World，where domesticated animals，except the dog，hardly existed at all at the time of discovery.A slight beginning had been made in Peru with the domestication of the llama，and birds were kept in various parts of the continent.
 
[67]



A similar consideration may be made in regard to the development of rationalism.It seems to be one of the fundamental characteristics of the development of mankind that activities which have developed unconsciously are gradually made the subject of reasoning.
 
[68]

 We may observe this process everywhere.It appears，perhaps，most clearly in the history of science which has gradually extended the scope of its inquiry over an ever-widening field and which has raised into consciousness human activities that are automatically performed in the life of the individual and of society.

I have not heretofore referred to another aspect of modern ethnology which is connected with the growth of psycho-analysis.Sigmund Freud has attempted to show that primitive thought is in many respects analogous to those forms of individual psychic activity which he has explored by his psycho-analytical methods.In many respects his attempts are similar to the interpretation of mythology by symbolists like Stucken.Rivers has taken hold of Freud’s suggestion as well as of the interpretations of Graebner and Elliot Smith，and we find，therefore，in his new writings a peculiar disconnected application of a psychologizing attitude and the application of the theory of ancient transmission.
 
[69]



While I believe some of the ideas underlying Freud’s psycho-analytic studies may be fruitfully applied to ethnological problems，it does not seem to me that the one-sided exploitation of this method will advance our understanding of the development of human society.It is certainly true that the influence of impressions received during the first few years of life has been entirely underestimated and that the social behavior of man depends to a great extent upon the earliest habits which are established before the time when connected memory begins，and that many so-called racial or hereditary traits are to be considered rather as a result of early exposure to a certain form of social conditions.Most of these habits do not rise into consciousness and are，therefore，broken with difficulty only.Much of the difference in the behavior of adult male and female may go back to this cause.If，however，we try to apply the whole theory of the influence of suppressed desires to the activities of man living under different social forms，I think we extend beyond their legitimate limits the inferences that may be drawn from the observation of normal and abnormal individual psychology.Many other factors are of greater importance.To give an example：The phenomena of language show clearly that conditions quite different from those to which psycho-analysts direct their attention determine the mental behavior of man.
 
[70]

 The general concepts underlying language are entirely unknown to most people.They do not rise into consciousness until the scientific study of grammar begins.Nevertheless，the categories of language compel us to see the world arranged in certain definite conceptual groups which，on account of our lack of knowledge of linguistic processes，are taken as objective categories and which，therefore，impose themselves upon the form of our thoughts.It is not known what the origin of these categories may be，but it seems quite certain that they have nothing to do with the phenomena which are the subject of psychoanalytic study.

The applicability of the psycho-analytic theory of symbolism is also open to the greatest doubt.We should remember that symbolic interpretation has occupied a prominent position in the philosophy of all times.It is present not only in primitive life，but the history of philosophy and of theology abounds in examples of a high development of symbolism，the type of which depends upon the general mental attitude of the philosopher who develops it.The theologians who interpreted the Bible on the basis of religious symbolism were no less certain of the correctness of their views，than the psycho-analysts are of their interpretations of thought and conduct based on sexual symbolism.The results of a symbolic interpretation depend primarily upon the subjective attitude of the investigator who arranges phenomena according to his leading concept.In order to prove the applicability of the symbolism of psycho-analysis，it would be necessary to show that a symbolic interpretation from other entirely different points of view would not be equally plausible，and that explanations that leave out symbolic significance or reduce it to a minimum would not be adequate.
 
[71]



While，therefore，we may welcome the application of every advance in the method of psychological investigation，we cannot accept as an advance in ethnological method the crude transfer of a novel，one-sided method of psychological investigation of the individual to social phenomena the origin of which can be shown to be historically determined and to be subject to influences that are not at all comparable to those that control the psychology of the individual.
 
[72]
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 [1]
 From Primitive Culture（1871）


 [2]
 Throughout this essay，Tylor reaffirms his faith in the possibility of a science of human society analogous to the physical sciences.In this，he is very much like the other thinkers of his era，particularly Herbert Spencer.The opening sentence of this essay is one of the most frequently quoted definitions of culture in anthropology.Despite this，Tylor’s understanding of the meaning of culture is clearly very different from that of most modern anthropologists.Whereas most anthropologists today believe that there are a great many different cultures，Tylor believed that“Culture”was，ultimately，a single body of information of which different human groups had greater or lesser amounts.This understanding was based on his belief in the psychic unity of humankind，here referred to as“the uniform action of uniform causes”.


 [3]
 La nature n’agit jamais par saut：a French phrase meaning“nature never acts by leaps.”Darwin also used this phrase in an 1858 essay on variation in species（in Latin rather than French）to express the gradualism of his evolutionary theory.Tylor frequently uses foreign phrases in this essay.They almost always repeat the sentence that precedes them.


 [4]
 In this passage，Tylor rejects both religious explanations of social phenomena and objections to social science based on the supposition of human free will.Tylor was stridently anticlerical.He saw human history as proceeding toward increasing rationality.His own religious background is significant in this context.Tylor was from a Quaker family and was highly influenced by Quaker theology.Quakers（members of the Society of Friends）do not believe in the clergy，instead，they believe that God speaks through each individual.This background had important implications for Tylor’s work.Since Quakers believed in the essential unity of humankind，they emphasized a degree of tolerance and humanitarianism frequently absent in this era.The Quaker belief in a single spiritual destiny of humankind is reflected in Tylor’s understanding of human social evolution.


 [5]
 In this passage Tylor continues his attack on those he considers the enemies of the application of scientific method to social science.His key method is really a call for introspection，which has some roots in the Quaker call to introspective prayer.


 [6]
 Notice that Tylor here refers to his work as creating a philosophy of history.Tylor’s anthropology involved recreating the history of humankind’s evolution to civilization.Many later anthropologists rejected such historical re-creation as unscientific or impossible.


 [7]
 In this passage Tylor argues that the success of a philosophy of history depends on restricting the subject matter：by focusing on culture，the historian may ignore specific events in favor of general developmental trends.Because Tylor understood culture as a unitary phenomenon that characterized peoples to one degree or another，the project was practical.For Tylor，describing culture as an evolutionary phenomenon implied tracing the history of its development.Simple societies could be understood as living history or living fossils.In this century，American followers of Franz Boas，reacting to the evolutionary perspective，also understood the study of culture as the study of history，but for different reasons.


 [8]
 Dr.Samuel Johnson（1709-1784），considered by many to be the greatest eighteenth-century English author，is mentioned several times in this essay.James Boswell（1740-1795）was his biographer and frequent companion.


 [9]
 When Tylor speaks here about“comparing races near the same grade of civilization”and placing ethnographic materials next to each other on display，he is probably thinking about actual museum displays.In 1816，Christian Jürgensen Thomsen（1788-1865）became curator of the Museum of Northern Antiquities in Copenhagen（later the National Museum of Denmark）.Over the next 20 years，he arranged the museum’s collection of artifacts chronologically based on the material and style of their construction.In so doing，he established the sequence of stone to bronze to iron.Thomsen’s “Three Age System”became extremely influential in European archaeology and the display of museum collections worldwide.One example of this was the Crystal Palace exhibition of 1851.The Great Exhibition of 1851，held in London in the summer of that year，brought together some 14，000 international exhibitors.It not only showed the latest technology，but archaeological and current artifacts from around the world.Both ancient and modern artifacts were displayed together in order of their presumed technical sophistication.More than six million people attended the exhibition and it had a profound influence on both the general public and scholars of the era.Tylor even had a close personal connection to the exhibition.His friend and mentor the Quaker ethnologist and archaeologist Henry Christi was a juror for the Crystal Palace.

The method of display developed by Thomsen and used in the Crystal Palace showed similarities between ancient European artifacts and current day items from foraging and tribal societies.It seemed to demonstrate the argument Tylor makes in this passage，that societies could be placed in evolutionary sequence with“Little respect...for date in history or place on the map.”This idea became a cornerstone of the comparative method in anthropology.Based on the archaeological and ethnographic information available to them，anthropologists of Tylor’s day believed that a chronology of human social development could be created by comparing societies around the world.This doctrine drives both Tylor’s argument in Primitive Culture and the model of cultural evolution L.H.Morgan presented in Ancient Society.


 [10]
 Tylor here appears to reject racist explanations of cultural differences.Tylor’s Quaker theology committed him to the notion of monogenesis—the belief that all human races belonged to the same species and shared the same evolutionary origins.He wrote：“the facts collected seem to favor the view that the wide differences in the civilization and mental state of the various races of mankind are rather differences of development than of origin，rather of degree than kind”（quoted in Stocking 1987：159）.This notion was contested by the Americans Samuel C.Morton（1799-1851）and Louis Agassiz（1807-1873），key promoters of a theory called polygenesis.This theory argued that human races represented different and unequal species and was used as a“scientific”justification for slavery.Although to modern readers some of Tylor’s writing has a decidedly racist cast，he was a liberal by the standards of his day.


 [11]
 Tylor，like Spencer，draws an analogy between cultural and biological evolution.In Tylor’s view，the ethnographer’s job is to catalog all the practices of humankind and then arrange them into evolutionary and hierarchical order，producing something analogous to the Linnaean classification of plants and animals.


 [12]
 Unlike modern anthropologists，who tend to see field research as inseparable from the practice of anthropology，Tylor did not believe that it was necessary for anthropologists to be involved in data collection.It was their primary job to compile，organize，and classify data.Despite this view，Tylor did have some field experience.During a year he spent in North America in 1856，he traveled for four months by horseback in Mexico with his friend Christi.He published an account of this trip（Anahuac：Or Mexico and the Mexicans，Ancient and Modern）in 1861.


 [13]
 The argument here is tautological.Above，Tylor maintains that the repeated occurrence of cultural traits in widely disparate locations is evidence of the psychic unity of mankind.Here he contends that he can verify or refute claims about the existence of cultural traits by reference to the theory of psychic unity.If a traveler asserted that he found traits different from others around the world，then his claims must be false.The use of this sort of reasoning was one factor that led Franz Boas and his followers to attack the work of Tylor and other evolutionists as unscientific.


 [14]
 Non quis，sed quid：a Latin phrase meaning“not who，but what.”It is not who made the report that is important，but rather what they reported.


 [15]
 Adolphe J.Quetelet（1796-1874）was a mathematician who showed that the behavior of large groups of people could be predicted through the analysis of statistics.Quetelet called his theory“social physics，”implying that he had created a science of society similar to physics.In Tylor’s time，statistics was a relatively recent and influential discovery.By providing a way to match numbers with social phenomena，statistics seemed to be a method by which natural laws determining human behavior could be ascertained.Here，Tylor tries to show that ethnographic data are comparable to demographic data and can be considered equally valid.This proposition，if accepted，would provide further evidence that a valid science of culture was possible.


 [16]
 Tylor’s goal in Primitive Culture was to scientifically examine the development of religion and expose laws underlying its evolution.He aimed to show that the history of religion is characterized by increasing rationality.The path of his argument led him to explain the rationality of many“primitive”practices.Here he distinguishes between explaining such practices and defending them；it was important to him that his work was perceived as an explanation of religion rather than a defense of particular beliefs.


 [17]
 Tylor was evolutionary and progressivist.He refers in the opening of this passage to the debate between biological evolutionists and creationists，still raging in 1871 when this piece was first published.For Tylor，the proposition that societies evolved from the most simple to most complex was self-evident.He wrote，“the educated world of Europe and America practically settles a standard by simply placing its own nations at one end of the social series and savage tribes at the other，arranging the rest of mankind between these limits according as they correspond more closely to savage or cultured life”（quoted in Stocking 1987：162）.For Tylor，the force driving this evolution was the natural development of increasingly rational thinking.Although Tylor’s thinking is evolutionary，he downplayed the importance of Darwinian evolution.In the preface to the 1873 edition of Primitive Culture，he explained the absence of references to Darwin and Spencer in the work by claiming that his work came“scarcely into contact of detail with the previous works of these eminent philosophers.”However，the close connection between the work of Darwin and that of Tylor is shown by Darwin’s extensive referencing of Tylor in The Descent of Man（1871）.


 [18]
 A popular theory in Tylor’s time held that some peoples were primitive because they had degenerated from an earlier state.Tylor rejected this idea and discusses it further on in this essay.


 [19]
 Although other thinkers such as Henry Sumner Maine also used the idea of survivals，it is considered one of Tylor’s key contributions to anthropology.To him，almost any practice that seemed illogical or smacked of superstition was an example of the survival of the traits and beliefs of an earlier social form.Studying survivals was crucial since through them—and with the theory of psychic unity—a researcher could trace the course of cultural evolution.


 [20]
 Notice Tylor’s frequent references to the customs of English peasantry in this passage.For Tylor and other evolutionists，European peasantry represented a crucial intermediate step between civilization and savagery.


 [21]
 Tylor wrote in an era when the occult was becoming a popular middle-class pastime.He himself had seen and written on psychic phenomena.Although he did not believe in them，he did admit to being very impressed by the demonstrations he witnessed and unable to offer rational explanations of them（Stocking 1987：191）.


 [22]
 Here Tylor gives numerous examples of survivals.Tylor’s great strength is his ability as a cultural historian；he was a master of the many details of cultural life.This passage also affirms his faith that laws of culture，similar in nature to the cause-and-effect principles of Newtonian physics，could be found.Virtually every paragraph of this essay stresses the ability of rational thinking men to divine cause-and-effect relationships.


 [23]
 Postilion：a person who rides the horse on the left of the leading pair when four or more horses are used to draw a carriage，or simply the horse on the left when only one pair is used.


 [24]
 Tylor had an early interest in linguistics and was particularly influenced by Friedrich Max Müller（1823-1900），who used the study of Sanskrit writings to discover the histories of Indo-European languages.Müller identified speakers of Indo-European languages as descendants of an ancient Aryan race.He is generally remembered as a humanist and，late in life，clearly opposed those who used the term Aryan as a racial category，but Stocking（1987：59）notes that“many of his more rhapsodic passages are ...resonant of Aryanist racial ideology，”and some of his work was later used in Nazi Germany to construct an intellectual pedigree for that regime’s racist philosophy.


 [25]
 Wilhelm von Humboldt（1767-1835）was a German diplomat，a humanist，and the founder of the University of Berlin.Humboldt’s enduring legacy was his work in language.His appreciation of linguistic differences foreshadowed the work of Edward Sapir（1884-1939）and Benjamin L.Whorf（1897-1941）in this century.In 1820 he wrote：“The differences between languages are not those of sounds and signs but those of differing world view”（1963：246）.


 [26]
 Auguste Comte（1798-1857）was one of the architects of the philosophical school of positivism.Comte and other positivists denied the possibility of metaphysical knowledge and asserted that social phenomena were subject to general laws that could be discovered using the scientific method.He proposed a science of society and is often considered a founder of sociology.Comte had a profound influence on the social scientists of Tylor’s generation and was a particularly powerful influence on Emile Durkheim and his followers in the early years of this century.


 [27]
 Sir Henry Sumner Maine（1822-1888）was a legal historian and cultural evolutionist whose Ancient Law（1863）informed many of the anthropological discussions of Tylor’s day.This passage shows an example of Maine’s use of survivals.


 [28]
 These passages contain numerous examples of the use of comparative method，which is held together，of course，by the belief in the psychic unity of humankind.If the presumption of psychic unity was incorrect，there would be no reason for societies to have followed the same stages of cultural evolution.


 [29]
 Degenerationism was a popular idea of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.Tylor felt that degeneration of particular societies was possible，but he held that the general path of human society was progress，not degeneration.


 [30]
 This and the following paragraphs introduce much of the rest of Primitive Culture，which is devoted to an analysis of religion.Many of Tylor’s contemporaries suggested that since primitive religion was illogical and irrational，it did not lend itself to scientific study.These included Lewis Henry Morgan，who，though he did write on Iroquois beliefs，considered all primitive religion“to some extent unintelligible”.Tylor，on the other hand，asserted that，properly understood，primitive religious beliefs had rational bases.He further insisted that the development of religion，like most everything else，followed progressive，evolutionary laws.In much of the book that follows，Tylor traced what he believed was the evolution of religion from animism（a term he coined）to“enlightened Christianity.”


 [31]
 Tylor is careful to distinguish his ethnographic work from a theological defense of or attack on particular beliefs.However，notice the passage here about his evidence taking its legitimate place.Tylor believed that rational，scientific knowledge had historically displaced religious belief.Although Tylor was certainly no atheist，he implies that many of the religious practices of his own day are survivals of early humans’misunderstanding of the world.Note the anticlerical undercurrents in these passages.Tylor obliquely implies that Christianity itself was a survival and would not survive rational examination.


 [32]
 Tylor had an important influence on both his generation and future generations of anthropologists，but his attempt to establish anthropology as a university discipline was largely frustrated.Backed by wealthy and influential friends，he held university positions at Oxford from 1884 until his death and received a knighthood in 1912，but a permanent position in anthropology was not established at Oxford during his lifetime.Many American anthropologists，particularly Boas and his students，rejected Tylor’s work.However，some，including Leslie White and his students，looked to Tylor for inspiration.Notice the similarity between this paragraph and the last paragraph of White’s “Energy and the Evolution of Culture”，written more than seventy years later.


 [33]
 From Rules of the Sociological Methods（1895）


 [34]
 Durkheim’s goal in writing this essay was to show that sociology could be a field of study distinct from other sciences.He wrote at a time when the divisions between anthropology，sociology，and psychology，as we know them today，did not exist.Durkheim was concerned to establish what he considered a new and independent science，which required having something in particular to study，a subject matter that could distinguish it from other sciences.That subject matter，Durkheim proposed，was social facts.As a follower of the French positivist Auguste Comte（1798-1857），Durkheim was vitally concerned with establishing the reality of social facts.Comte insisted that philosophy（and social science）be based on precise，observable facts subject to general laws.If the existence of such facts could not be demonstrated，sociology had no place in science.


 [35]
 Durkheim argues that social facts are real because their effects can be felt.People are compelled to live according to the rules of their society and violate them at their peril.Fertile ground for discovering examples of social facts can be found in a society’s general rules of behavior，such as the informal rules about what is appropriate to eat and how to eat.Most readers of this book probably have an aversion to eating insects——not because there is a law against eating them，but because of informal rules that shape behavior.Even thinking about eating insects probably disgusts most Americans，which is how the effects of the social fact can be observed.


 [36]
 Although Durkheim refers to social facts as“laws”and speaks of“executing contracts，”he is not just thinking of laws in the legal sense.He was referring to the general rules of behavior that people unconsciously follow；rules we internalize through growing up in a society——what he calls“moral maxims.”He argues that public opinion also controls people’s conduct，in particular，through mechanisms such as shaming，ridicule，and ostracism.For instance，it is not illegal to pick your nose in public，but it does violate an informal rule of behavior.Taking this action provokes reactions of disgust from onlookers，and the offender would feel embarrassed or ashamed and probably not repeat the action.


 [37]
 Durkheim differentiates social facts，which are enduring，from transitory social currents.Social currents，such as the momentary emotions sweeping a crowd，give a taste of the power of social facts.As members of a crowd，we are clearly capable of emotions（and actions）beyond our own capabilities or desires.

Issues of crowd behavior were very much on the minds of writers of this era.The unsuccessful European revolutions of 1848 and the Paris Commune of 1871 had included striking displays of mob and government violence.In 1894，a year before the publication of this essay，Alfred Dreyfus（1859-1935），the only Jewish officer in the French army’s General Staff，was wrongly convicted of spying for the Germans.The affair inflamed mob passions against Jews，socialists，and other minorities.The protofascist politician and author Maurice Barrès （1862-1923）called for a leader who would be an embodiment of the collective will of the masses.Durkheim，as a secular，Jewish socialist，must have been deeply impressed and concerned.


 [38]
 Modern anthropologists call this process enculturation and believe that it is largely unconscious.In other words，we think and act the way we do largely because of the unconscious internalization of cultural constraints imposed on us during childhood，not because of conscious，rational choice.Durkheim’s citation of Herbert Spencer here is strange because the name that would come to the mind of any French intellectual reading this passage is Jean-Jacques Rousseau（1712-1778），whose 1762 book Emile proposed a similar theory of“natural”education.So why does Durkheim，writing in French，cite Spencer，an Englishman，and not Rousseau，who was French？Probably because he considered Spencer a scientist and Rousseau a philosopher and wished to emphasize the scientific nature of his work.


 [39]
 Since they are beyond the individual，social facts must have an existence apart from their individual manifestations.Indeed，individual behavior can only approximate the rules of behavior.Durkheim was familiar with Platonic philosophy and his argument parallels that perspective.Plato，in his Republic，proposed that objects on earth are imperfect representations of ideal forms existing beyond human consciousness；Durkheim suggests that actual behavior is the imperfect representation of crystallized social facts existing beyond individual awareness.A problem with this view is that a social fact must somehow be teased out of a myriad of individual manifestations，none of which accurately reflects it.Will all observers find the same social facts？


 [40]
 The use of statistics to predict behavior was of relatively recent origin when Durkheim wrote this article.The astronomer-turned-statistician Adolphe J.Quetelet published two volumes，On Man and the Development of His Faculties（1835）and Of the Social System and the Laws Which Rule It（1848），in which probability theory was first applied to population characteristics.Because the behavioral characteristics of a population are predictable through statistical analysis，Durkheim saw statistics as a scientific method for identifying social facts.In this paragraph he mentions their use in analyzing suicide rates.One of Durkheim’s most influential works was Suicide：A Study in Sociology（1897），which appeared two years after this essay and makes extensive use of statistics.


 [41]
 Although the wording may be confusing，Durkheim makes an important point at the outset of this paragraph.He thought that a belief or behavior held in common by members of a society was prevalent because it was a collective phenomenon.Everyone shares social facts because they are collective；they are not collective simply because everyone shares them.Social facts precede individuals and are imposed upon them.


 [42]
 In this paragraph，Durkheim returns once again to the problem of the crowd.He suggests that by virtue of coming together，people create a“special energy，”which in The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life（1965［1912］），he called“l’me collective.”The use of the term“energy”is important.Durkheim wished to show that sociology was a science and borrowed some of the vocabulary of physics to make his point.Just as the physicists of his day were concerned with the discovery of laws of energy，Durkheim wanted to uncover the laws underlying the behavior of this“social energy.”


 [43]
 In this paragraph，Durkheim summarizes the characteristics of social facts：They are external to individuals and coercive.Sometimes social facts are enshrined in law or can be recognized by the negative reaction of others when a principle is violated.Frequently they can be determined by the statistical analysis of a population’s behavior.


 [44]
 Durkheim says that the constraint exercised by social facts is easily recognized when expressed“externally by some direct reaction of society，as is the case in law，morals，beliefs，customs and even fashions.”Compare this statement to Tylor’s famous definition of culture，which opens Primitive Culture（1871）：“Culture or civilization，taken in its wide ethnographic sense，is that complex whole which includes knowledge，belief，art，morals，law，custom，and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society.”Although not cited，it appears Durkheim’s formulation was influenced by Tylor’s definition.He may well have conceived of society as a collection of social facts.


 [45]
 Durkheim contends in this paragraph that social movements，such as the change from rural to predominantly urban lifestyles，are driven by collective opinion，revealing himself as a strict idealist.Unlike Marxists，cultural ecologists，and cultural materialists，he attributes social changes to changes in ideas and opinions rather than changes in material structures such as the development of industrial capitalism.


 [46]
 It is easy to see the coercive element in illegal or immoral acts，where violation of a rule results（at least theoretically）in punishment.However，coercion is also present in ways of behaving that are outside of the individual and general throughout society，such as participation in the capitalist economic system or living in a certain type of house.Durkheim calls these phenomena“ways of existing.”He further suggests that ways of existing and acting are variable in degree of fixity.There is，for example，a continuum of rigidity between custom and law，but both are still included in Durkheim’s famous definition of social facts presented at the end of the paragraph.


 [47]
 （1920）


 [48]
 In this essay，Boas attacks evolutionary theorists such as those represented in this volume.He also attacks diftusionists.He mentions some particularly eminent diffusionists here.Fritz Craebner（1877-1934）and Friedrich Ratzel（1844-1904）were founders of the German Kulturkreis（“culture circle”）school of diffusionism.Kulturkreis members were tightly linked to the Catholic church，and in much of their work they attempted to make newly available ethnographic data correspond with prevailing biblical interpretation（Harris 1968：379）.In Cologne，Graebner worked as assistant to museum director Willy Foy（1873-1929）.Graebner and Foy collaborated on Graebner’s book Die Methode der Ethnologie（1911），which Boas brutally critiqued in an essay in Science that same year.Grafton Elliot Smith（1871-1937）and William Halse Rivers Rivers（that’s right，Rivers Rivers）（1864-1922）were radical English diffusionists who believed that all civilization had diffused from Egypt.


 [49]
 Boas’attack on the evolutionists rested on what he considered a logical flaw in their argument.According to him，their argument assumes what it is trying to prove：that historical changes in human culture follow general laws.Boas supported the Darwinian model of biological evolution but was hostile to its application to social evolution.


 [50]
 Adolf Bastian（1826-1905）was a German theorist of psychic unity who believed that a few fundamental ideas，common to humankind，were the building blocks of culture.Bastian was acquainted with Boas in Berlin in the early 1880s.


 [51]
 Orthogenetic：evolution along definite，predetermined lines.


 [52]
 Above，Boas has focused his assault on cultural evolutionists.Here he turns his attack to the diffusionists.


 [53]
 This paragraph is typical of Boas’method of attack：He does not attack particular examples，but looks for flaws in methodology.Trained in physics，mathematics，and geography，Boas brought a striving for meticulous scientific methodology to anthropology.Essentially，he faults his opponents for sloppy thinking.Writing in this way，he seems to imply that a rigorously scientific presentation of the data might allow the construction of an evolutionary model of human society.In fact Boas staunchly opposed evolutionary explanations.He believed profoundly in human equality and viewed social evolutionary theories as undermining this position.Thus，while Boas couches his arguments against social evolution in methodological terms，his ultimate reasons for making such arguments are deeply held moral convictions.


 [54]
 Notice Boas’passing reference to William Henry Holmes（1846-1933），who was John Wesley Powell’s successor at the Bureau of American Ethnology.In 1919，the year before this essay was published，Holmes led the American Anthropological Association’s successful effort to censure Boas.


 [55]
 When Boas speaks here of American anthropologists，he is really referring to himself and the many students he trained.The particular issue of cultural change with which they were concerned was the acculturation and disappearance of Native American groups.Despite Boas’claim that American anthropologists analyze culture change，he and his followers were often faulted for producing an essentially static anthropology unable to deal effectively with change.


 [56]
 Boas was concerned with methodology rather than theory.European anthropologists often accused Boas and his students of producing an atheoretical anthropology concerned only with the collection of data.In the following paragraphs，he attempts to answer this charge.


 [57]
 Philology：the study of written records，their authenticity and original form，and the determination of their meaning.


 [58]
 Robert Lowie（1883-1957），a student of Boas and，later，professor of anthropology at Berkeley，was an influential voice in American anthropology in the 1930s and 1940s.Boas’reference here is to Lowie’s 1913 article，“Military Societies of the Crow Indians.”


 [59]
 Note that Boas does not claim his opponents’conclusions are necessarily wrong，simply that they are not supported by competent research.


 [60]
 Boas here defines the position that came to be called historical particularism：Rather than operating under the constraints of some universal law，cultures are sui generis（that is，they create themselves）.Thus，cultures can only be understood with reference to their particular historical development.


 [61]
 Notice Boas’focus on the effects of an individual on society.During his life，Boas moved from a position that gave individuals little importance to one that gave them much more.The issue split Boas’followers.Kroeber argued that individuals had little importance；Radin contended that anthropology should concentrate on individual life histories.


 [62]
 In other words，Boas’approach was to be purely inductive.Theoretical claims，he believed，could not be supported without the collection of large amounts of data.He is generally understood to have believed that the attempt to formulate a general theory was not wrong，just extremely premature.However，Boas insisted that cultures could only be understood with respect to their unique historical development.Building theory，on the other hand，necessarily involves comparison and generalization.Thus，it seems unlikely that Boasian-style anthropology could ever generate broad theoretical propositions.Harris has noted that Boas“could never...feel at ease in the presence of a generalization”（1968：260）.


 [63]
 Frank Hamilton Cushing（1857-1900）spent five years with the Zuñi people（1879-1884）and was initiated into their Bow Priest Society.He wrote extensively on Zuñi religion and technology.Here，Boas critiques Cushing’s work as ahistorical.


 [64]
 Kroeber and Leslie Spier（1893-1961）were trained by Boas.Elsie Clew Parsons（1875-1941）worked extensively with him（one of his monographs is dedicated to her）.


 [65]
 As mentioned above，the diffusionist Grafton Elliot Smith had theorized that all complex cultural traits diffused from Egypt.The radical diffusionists believed that humans were not inherently inventive，and as a result，societies remained static for long periods.Boas disagreed with this contention.


 [66]
 Equifinality is a key aspect of Boas’theoretical position.He argues that the presence of similar traits in many societies is not necessarily evidence either for psychic unity or large-scale diffusion.They may be the result of convergent evolution and independent invention.Note also a key point in this passage：Boas says that one reason for the development of similar institutions is that logically，certain things can only be done in a limited number of ways.Thus，in his example here，one reason for similarities in marriage patterns is the low number of ways it is possible to construct an institution such as marriage.


 [67]
 This paragraph is an attack on Morgan，who used the presence of specific technologies or items of material culture to mark eras in his scheme of cultural evolution.


 [68]
 It is curious that，having attacked the principle of psychic unity，Boas here relies on a statement about the universal nature of humankind.


 [69]
 Freud’s psychoanalytic theory was extremely popular in the 1920s.Although Boas and his students were profoundly affected by portions of Freud’s work，they entirely rejected his treatment of the origins and development of society.However，for many of Boas’students，some of Freud’s other insights were critical.Margaret Mead and Ruth Benedict developed their views on culture and personality partially in reaction to Freud’s ideas.Others，such as Cora Du Bois（1903-1991）and Abram Kardiner（1891-1981），attempted to apply Freudian psychology to anthropology.


 [70]
 Linguistics was a particular interest of Boas and his students.In this paragraph，Boas refers to the idea that language determines the categories we use to think.This line of reasoning was pursued by Boas’student，Edward Sapir（1884-1939）and Sapir’s student and colleague，Benjamin Lee Whorf（1897-1941）.Today，it is known as the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis.


 [71]
 Boas’assault on psychoanalysis is similar to his attack on evolutionists and diffusionists：He faults it on methodological grounds.All of Boas’criticisms are intended to reinforce his call for an inductive methodology in anthropology.He insisted that it was only through the meticulous collection of empirical data that anthropologists could hope to understand cultures.


 [72]
 The particular attacks Boas makes in this essay are repeated frequently in anthropology.For example，Boas’criticism of psychology as dependent on“［the］subjective attitude of the investigator who arranges phenomena according to his leading concept”is repeated almost word for word by ethnoscientists and cognitive anthropologists in the 1950s and 1960s in their critique of other forms of anthropology and in slightly different form by postmodernists as well.


Chapter 2 The Individual and Culture

Boas’s specific critique of unilineal evolution and racial explanations of behavior led to the general conclusion that culture can only be explained in reference to specific cultural patterns，that culture explains culture，a position known as cultural determinism（Hatch 1973：49）.Thus，the idea of cultural relativism holds that one can only understand a specific society’s practices within its specific cultural context（Hatch 1983）.It also infers that one certain culture is a whole and closed.Similarly，explanation requires understanding how historical process of diffusion，migration，and invention produced a particular cultural pattern，the idea of historical particularism（Harris 1968：250-289）.More broadly，the above implies that culture can not be explained by reference to human biology，individual psychology，or any factors other than cultural ones.Boas and his students believed that the laws governing culture，if they existed，could be discovered only through the study of small-scale societies in which culture could be examined in microcosm.In such“simple societies”it would be possible for the anthropologist to observe clearly dimensions of culture obscured in larger，more complex societies（Moore 2009：62）.But those small，traditional cultures were disappearing rapidly in the face of Western colonization and globalization.（All in all，there are three concepts can frame their explorations into the nature of culture：the causal priority of culture，the concept of the microcosm，and the recognition that cultural knowledge was rapidly vanishing）And laws inferred from specific studies of small-scale traditional societies had helped Kroeber，Benedict，Sapir，and Mead to understand the patterning of culture from different analytical angles.

Alfred Kroeber：Configurations of Culture

For Kroeber，culture is a phenomenon distinct from that of society，the individual，or the organism.Kroeber states that“patterns are those arrangements or systems of internal relationship which give to any culture its coherence and plan，and keep it from being a mere accumulation of random bits”（Kroeber 1948：131）.Such patterns or“configurations or Gestalts are what seem to me to be most productive to distinguish or formulate in culture”（Kroeber 1952b：5）.Kroeber drew a sharp definitional boundary between culture and society.Society occurs whenever there is group life—including among social insects like bees and ants—but culture consists of learned and shared elements of custom and belief，which existed independently of the individuals who held such beliefs（Kroeber 1952a：118-119）.That is to say that culture is supra-personal and superorganic，nongenetic，learned，shared，anonymous and patterned knowledge.Cultures exists on its own analytical level，irreducible to other level of phenomena and explicable in terms of its own particular characteristics.Culture is learned and shared as Tylor had said，but it is also variable，plastic，value laden，superpersonal，and anonymous（Moore 2009：62）.

Ruth Benedict：Patterns of Culture

For Benedict，cultures are more than one sum of their parts；they are configurations based on fundamental values of existence that differ between cultures.Cultures have a distinctive essence because key values are learned by individuals as member of particular cultures.And yet those core values are not the same for all societies，and thus the successful person in one culture is the deviant in another（Moore 2009：63）.American society has its outline—dynamic，constantly changing，fragmentary—because they value individualism，innovation，and success.［For success，most often defined in terms of career achievement and success is taken as a sign that a person is worthy］.In fact，stories of people who maximize their abilities and，in spite of almost overwhelming odds，make their mark on the world provide a theme that runs through much of American literature such as stories of persons that are from rags to riches.Indeed，some people place so much emphasis on work that they often define their own self-worth in terms of their jobs，and they tend to judge others in terms of the work they do.（Working on the Wall Street，the financial center，is a kind of thing that people are proud of.）Even in leisure time，they tend to view inactivity as undesirable.As a result，people in the U.S.always seem to be doing something，taking a trip，improving their tennis games，or pursuing a hobby like carpentry or needlepoint.Other main values in United States：progress，efficiency and practicality；materialism and material comfort and equality（We remembered the first sentence in Declaration of Independence：all men are created equal.）.

Margaret Mead：The Personality and Culture

Mead took a very similar approach.Like Benedict，Mead saw the relation between individual and society as based on values，but they are very specific values transmitted during child rearing（Moore 2009：63）.Rather than concerning herself with overall configurations，Mead was much concerned with rather specific sets of cultural values such as the way that child has been raised.She believed that the way children are raised determines the adults they become and that process gives societies their distinctiveness and shape（For example，is food shared or hoarded？Is a baby breast-fed on demand or rudely weaned？Is a baby packed in a candle shape？If yes，it will be more self-constrained when grown up.）.

Edward Sapir：Culture，Language and the Individual

Sapir’s explanation was very different.He contented that culture is a constantly edited document created by individuals engaged in public discourse.Far from being the passive creations of culture，individuals build cultures in their actions and words.Rather than collective expressions of fundamental，timeless values，Sapir argued that even the most basic contentions of culture are fodder for debate disagreement.There are limits to points of disagreement，however，and the boundaries are set by language.The categories of different languages express basic ideas about how the universe is perceived，how causality is explained，how time，mass，space，number，and so on are conceptualized.Speakers of the same language will tend to use similar linguistic categories.For example，if we set a time for a meeting，we may argue about whether I am late，but not about the number of minutes in an hour.Such linguistic categories are instilled unthinkingly as a child learns a language.The linguistic categories inherent in language give an overall shape of cultural experience（Moore 2009：63-64）.For example，the descriptive terminology of kin in China shows the different relationships among people，which can be called“差序格局”：differential mode of association，an anthropological concept proposed by Prof.Fei Xiaotong.

Bronislaw Malinowski：The Functions of Culture

The function of culture，fully expressed in Malinowski’s famous book“Argonauts of the western pacific”，or theory of needs is central to his functional approach to culture；it is the theoretical statement linking the individual and society.It is a simple notion：culture exists to meet the basic biological，psychological，and social needs of the individual.But not so simple if we understand the notion of function，the hierarchy of needs and the role of symbolism.（Moore 2009：139）

Malinowski viewed function in a physiological sense：“function，in this simplest and most basic aspect of human behavior，can be defined as the satisfaction of an organic impulse by the appropriate act.Form and function，obviously，are inextricably related to one another”（Malinowski 1944：83）.The cultural institutions are integrated responses to a variety of needs（Malinowski 1944：91）.The cultural responses to a basic needs create new conditions，and“new needs appear and new imperatives or determinants are imposed on human behavior”（Malinowski 1944：37）.The cultures that people created are helping them to better adapt to the natural and social environment and“also become the necessary conditions for survival”（Malinowski 1944：121）.In sum，culture is utilitarian，adaptive，and functionally integrated and the explanation of culture involves the delineation of function.（Moore 2009：142）

A classic example of that type of explanation is Malinowski’s approach to magic，which is central to Trobriand life.Magic was used to kill enemies and prevent one being killed（they can be classified into two types：black magic and white magic）；It was used to ease the birth of a child，to enhance the beauty of dancers，to protect fisherman，or to ensure the harvest.Magic was never mere superstition or empty gesture（Moore 2009：142）.Rather，Malinowski argued：“Magic，as a belief that by spell and rite results can be obtained，...always appears in those phases of human action where knowledge fails man”.（Malinowski 1944：198）（Nowadays，when feel unwell，people will go to see the doctor first，if not succeed，maybe they would resort to magic.On October 1 by lunar calendar in most of China，many people bought paper clothes，fruits and so on for their dead relatives.You should circle the gift in case it would be got by other people）.“Primitive man cannot manipulate（Editor’s note：from this word，you can see the difference between magic and religion as that control versus plea.）the weather.Experience teaches him that rain and sunshine，wind，heat and cold，cannot be produced by his own hands，however much he might think about or observe such phenomena.He therefore deals with them magically”.（Malinowski 1944：198）Malinowski hypothesized that limited“scientific”knowledge of illness and disease led primitive man to think that illness are caused by sorcery and can be countered by magic.Magic persists in modern societies because it appears to work，it really functions.

Further readings：

1.Ruth Fulton Benedict，Psychological Types in the Cultures of the Southwest（1930）

2.Margaret Mead，Introduction to Sex and Temperament in Three Primitive Societies（1935）

3.Bronislaw Malinowski，The Essentials of the Kula（1922）
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1.Psychological Types in the Cultures of the Southwest
 
[1]

 Ruth Fulton Benedict（1887-1948）

The culture of the Pueblo Indians is strongly differentiated from that of surrounding peoples.
 
[2]

 Most obviously，all aspects of their life are highly ritualized，highly formalized.No one has lived among them who has not been struck by the importance of the formal detail in rite and dance，the intricate interrelations of the ceremonial organization，the lack of concern with personal religious experience or with personal prestige or exploit.The emphasis in their all-absorbing ceremonial routine is placed where it was in the medieval Roman church of certain periods，on the formal observance，the ritualistic detail for its own sake.

This is so conspicuously true for the Southwest peoples that in descriptions of their culture we have been content to let the matter rest with this characterization.Yet in a civilization such as that of the North American Indians high ritualistic development sets no group off in any definitive fashion from the vast majority of peoples.The ritual of the sun dance，the peace pipe ceremonies，the cult groups，and age-societies of the Plains，or the winter ceremonial of the Northwest Coast bulk perhaps slightly less prominently in the total life of these people than the calendric dances and retreats of the Southwest，but it is not by any such matter of gradation that the Southwest is set off from other American Indian cultures.There is in their cultural attitudes and choices a difference in psychological type fundamentally to be distinguished from that of surrounding regions.It goes deeper than the presence or the absence of ritualism；ritualism itself is of a fundamentally different character within this area，and without the understanding of this fundamental psychological set among the Pueblo peoples we must be baffled in our attempts to understand the cultural history of this region.a


It is Nietzsche who has named and described，in the course of his studies in Greek tragedy，the two psychological types which have established themselves in the region of the Southwest in the cultures of the Pueblo.
 
[3]

 He has called them the Dionysian and the Apollonian.He means by his classification essentially confidence in two diametrically different ways of arriving at the values of existence.b
 The Dionysian pursues them through“the annihilation of the ordinary bounds and limits of existence”；he seeks to attain in his most valued moments escape from the boundaries imposed upon him by his five senses，to break through into another order of experience.The desire of the Dionysian，in personal experience or in ritual，is to press beyond，to reach a certain psychological state，to achieve excess.The closest analogy to the emotions he seeks is drunkenness，and he values the illuminations of frenzy.With Blake，
 
[4]

 he believes“the path of excess leads to the palace of wisdom.”The Apollonian distrusts all this，if by chance he has any inkling of the occurrence of such experiences；he finds means to outlaw them from his conscious life.He“knows but one law，measure in the Hellenic sense.”He keeps the middle of the road，stays within the known map，maintains his control over all disruptive psychological states.In Nietzsche’s fine phrase，even in the exaltation of the dance，“he remains what he is，and retains his civic name.”c


The Southwest Pueblos are，of course，Apollonian，and in the consistency with which they pursue the proper valuations of the Apollonian they contrast with very nearly the whole of aboriginal America.They possess in a small area，islanded in the midst of predominantly Dionysian cultures，an ethos distinguished by sobriety，by its distrust of excess，that minimizes to the last possible vanishing point any challenging or dangerous experiences.They have a religion of fertility without orgy；and absorption in the dance without using it to arrive at ecstasy.They have abjured torture.They indulge in no wholesale destruction of property at death.They have never made or bought intoxicating liquors in the fashion of other tribes about them，and they have never given themselves up to the use of drugs.They have even stripped sex of its mystic danger.They allow to the individual no disruptive role in their social order.Certainly in all of these traits they stand so strikingly over against their neighbors that it is necessary to seek some explanation for the cultural resistances of the Pueblos.
 
[5]



The most conspicuous contrast，in the Pueblos，is their outlawry of the divine frenzy and the vision.Now in North America at large the value of ecstatic experience in religion is a cornerstone of the whole religious structure.It may be induced by intoxicants and drugs；it may be self-induced—which may include such means as fasting and torture—or it may be achieved in the dance.

We may consider first the ecstasy induced by intoxicants and drugs.
 
[6]

 For the neighboring Pima，who share the culture of the primitive tribes of northern Mexico，intoxication is the visible mirroring of religion，it is the symbol of its exaltation，the pattern of its mingling of clouded vision and of insight.Theory and practice are explicitly Dionysian.

“And I was made drunk and given the sacred Songs？；”

“He breathed the red liquor into me，”

are in their songs common forms of reference to the shamanistic experience.Their great ceremony is the drinking of the“tizwin”，the fermented juice of the fruit of the giant cactus.The ceremony begins with ail religious formality and the recitation of ritual，but its virtue lies in the intoxication itself；the desired state is that of roused excitement，and they accept even extreme violence more readily than a state of lethargy.Their ideal is to stave off the final insensibility indefinitely while achieving the full excitation of the intoxicant.This is of course a form of fertility and health magic and is in complete accord with the Dionysian slant of their culture.

It is much commoner，north of Mexico，to use drugs rather than intoxicants for religious ends.The peyote or mescal bean of northern Mexico has been traded up the Mississippi Valley as far as the Canadian border，and has been the occasion of serious religious movements among many tribes.It gives supernormal experiences with particularly strong affect，no erotic excitation，very often brilliant color images.The cult is best described for the Winnebagod
 where the peyote is identified with the supernatural.“It is the only holy thing I have been aware of in all my life”；“this medicine alone is holy and has rid me of all evil.”e
 It was eaten everywhere with the object of attaining the trance or supernormal sensations which the drug can give.The Arapaho ate it in an all-night ceremony after which the effects of the drug prolonged themselves throughout the following day.f
 The Winnebago speak of eating it for four days and nights without sleep.

The datura is a more drastic poison.I have been told by the Serrano
 
[7]

 and Cahuilla of boys who have died as a result of the drink，and the Luiseño tell also the same story.g
 It was used by the tribes of Southern California，and north including the Yokuts，for the initiation of boys at puberty.Among the Serrano the boys were overcome by the drug during the night and lay in a comatose condition through the next day and night，during which time they were granted visions.On the following day they ran a raceh
 .Among the Luiseño it seems to have been the same，four nights of trance being spoken of as excessive.i
 The Diegueño reckon only one night of complete stupefaction.j
 The Mohave drank datura in order to gain luck in gambling；they were said to be unconscious for four days，k
 during which time they received their power in a dream.

None of these alcohol-and drug-induced excitations have gained currency among the Pueblos.
 
[8]

 The Pima are the nearest settled neighbors of the Zuñi to the southwest and easily acccssible；tribes of the Plains with which the eastern Pueblos came in contact are the very ones in which peyote practices are important；and to the west the tribes of Southern California share certain characteristic traits of this very Pueblo culture.The absence of these traits in the Pueblos is therefore not due to the cultural isolation of impassable barriers.We know too that the period of time during which the Pueblos and their neighbors have been settled relatively near to one another is of considerable antiquity.But the Pueblos have defended themselves against the use of drugs and intoxicants to produce trance or excitement even in cases where the drugs themselves are known among them.Any Dionysian effect from them is，we may infer，repulsive to the Pueblos，and if they receive cultural recognition at all it is in a guise suited to Apollonian sobriety.They did not themselves brew any native intoxicant in the old days，nor do they now.Alone among the Indian reservations，the whiskey of the whites has never been a problem in the Southwest.When，in 1912，drinking seemed to be making some headway among the younger generation in Zuñi，it was the Pueblo elders themselves who took the matter in hand.It is not that it is a religious taboo；it is deeper than that，it is uncongenial.The peyote has been introduced only in Taos，which is in many ways marginal to Pueblo culture.

Datura is used in Zuñi as it was in ancient Mexicol
 in order to discover a thief，and Mrs.Stevenson
 
[9]

 gives an account of the manner of its use.m
 Read in connection with her quotations on datura poisoning and the two to four day trances of the Mohave and Mission Indians，it is a classic example of the Apollonian recasting of a Dionysian technique.In Zuñi the man who is to take the drug has a small quantity put in his mouth by the officiating priest，who then retires to the next room and listens for the incriminating name from the lips of the man who has taken the datura.He is not supposed to be comatose at any time；he alternately sleeps and walks about the room.In the morning he is said to have no memory of the insight he has received.The chief care is to remove every trace of the drug and two common desacratizing techniques are employed：first，he is given an emetic，four times，till every vestige of the drug is supposed to be ejected；then his hair is washed in yucca suds.
 
[10]

 The other Zuñi use of datura is even further from any connection with a Dionysian technique；members of the priestly orders go out at night to plant prayer sticks on certain occasions“to ask the birds to sing for rain，”and at such times a minute quantity of the powdered root is put into the eyes，ears，and mouth of each priest.Here any connections with the physical properties of the drug are lost sight of.

Much more fundamental in North America than any use of drugs or alcohol to induce ecstasy was the cult of the self-induced vision.This was a near-universality from ocean to ocean，and everywhere it was regarded as the source of religious power.The Southwest is by no means beyond the southern limits of its distribution，but it is the one outstanding area of North America where the characteristic development of the vision is not found.This experience has several quite definite characteristics for North America：it is achieved characteristically in isolation，and it gives to the successful individual a personal manitou or guardian spirit who stands to him in a definite life-long relationship.Though west of the Rockies it is often regarded as an involuntary blessing available only for those of a particular psychological make-up，throughout the great extent of the continent it is sought by isolation and fasting，and in the central part of the continent often by self-torture.This“vision，”from which supernatural power was supposed to flow，did not by any means signify only supernormal or Dionysian experiences，but it provided always a pattern within which such an experience had peculiar and institutionalized value；and in the great majority of cases it was these more extreme experiences that were believed to give the greater blessing.

The absence of this vision complex in the Southwest is one of the most striking cases of cultural resistance or of cultural reinterpretation that we know in North America.The formal elements are found there：the seeking of dangerous places，the friendship with a bird or animal，fasting，the belief in special blessings from supernatural encounters.But they are no longer instinct with the will to achieve ecstasy.There is complete reinterpretation.In the pueblos，they go out at night to feared or sacred places and listen for a voice，not that they may break through to communication with the supernatural，but that they may take the omens of good luck and bad.It is regarded as a minor ordeal during which you are badly frightened，and the great taboo connected with it is that you must not look behind you on the way home no matter what seems to be following you.The objective performance is much the same as in the vision quest；in each case，they go out during the preparation for a difficult undertaking—in the Southwest often a race—and make capital of the darkness，the solitariness，the appearance of animals.But the significance is utterly different.
 
[11]



Fasting，the technique most often used in connection with the self-induced vision，has received the same sort of reinterpretation in the Southwest.It is no longer utilized to dredge up experiences that normally lie below the level of consciousness；it is here a requirement for ceremonial cleanness.Nothing could be more unexpected to a Pueblo Indian than any theory of a connection between fasting and any sort of exaltation.Fasting is required during all retreats，before participation in a dance，in a race，etc.，etc.，but it is never followed by power-giving experience；it is never Dionysian.Fasting，also，like drugs and visions，has been revamped to the requirements of the Apollonian.

Torture，on the contrary，has been much more nearly excluded.
 
[12]

 It is important only in the initiations and dances of certain curing societiesn
 and in these cases there is no suggestion of any states of self-oblivion，it is interesting that the Pueblos have been exposed to self-torture practices，both in the aboriginal culture of the Plains，and in European-derived practices of the Mexican Penitentes.
 
[13]

 The eastern Pueblos are in the very heart of the Santa Fe Penitentes country and these Mexicans attend their dances and ceremonies regularly and without hindrance.Much in their practice they have in common with the Indians：the retreats in the ceremonial house，the organization of the brotherhood（priesthood，for the Indian），the planting of crosses.But the self-lashing with cactus whips，the crucifixion on Good Friday，are alien；torture has not penetrated Pueblo life either from these practices or from those of the Plains or of California.Among the Pueblos，every man’s hand has its five fingers，
 
[14]

 and unless he has been tortured as a witch，he is unscarred.

No more than the Pueblos have allowed ecstasy as induced by alcohol or drugs，or under the guise of the vision，have they admitted it as induced by the dance.Perhaps no people in North America spend more time in dance than the Southwest Pueblos.But its use as the most direct technique at our command for the inducement of supernormal experience is alien to them.With the frenzy of a Nootka bear dance，of a Kwakiutl cannibal dance，of a ghost dance，of a Mexican whirling dance，their dancing has nothing in common.It is rather a technique of monotonous appeal，of unvarying statement；always，in the phrase of Nietzsche’s I used before，“they remain as they are and retain their civic names.”Their theory seems to be that by the reiteration of the dance they can exercise compulsion upon the forces they wish to influence.

There are several striking instances of the loss，for the Pueblos，of the Dionysian significance of specific dance behavior，the objective aspects of which they still share with their neighbors.The best is probably the dance upon the altar.For the Cora of northern Mexico the climax of the whirling dance is reached in the dancer’s ecstatic，and otherwise sacrilegious，dancing upon the ground altar itself.In his madness it is destroyed，trampled into the sand again.o
 But this is also a Pueblo pattern.Especially the Hopi at the climax of their dances in the kivas dance upon the altar destroying the ground painting.Here there is no ecstasy；it is raw material used to build up one of the common Pueblo dance patterns where two“sides”which have previously come out alternately from opposite sides，now come out together for the dance climax.In the snake dance，for instance，p
 in the first set Antelope（dancer of Antelope society）dances，squatting，the circuit of the altar，retires；Snake（dancer of Snake society）repeats.In the second set Antelope receives a vine in his mouth and dances before the initiates trailing it over their knees；retires；Snake repeats with a live rattlesnake held in the same fashion.In the final set Antelope and Snake come out together，dancing together upon the altar，still in the squatting position，and destroy the ground painting.It is a formal sequence，like a Morris dance.
 
[15]



It is evident that ecstatic experience is not recognized in the Southwest and that the techniques associated with it in other areas are reinterpreted or refused admittance.The consequence of this is enormous：it rules out shamanism.For the shaman，the religious practitioner whose power comes from experiences of this type，is everywhere else in North America of first rate importance.Wherever the authority of religion is derived from his solitary mental aberrations and stress experiences and his instructions derived therefrom are put into practice by the tribe as a sacred privilege，that people is provided with a technique of cultural change which is limited only by the unimaginativeness of the human mind.
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 This is a sufficient limitation；so much so that it has never been shown that cultures which operate on this basic theory are more given to innovation than those which disallow such disruptive influences.This should not blind us to the fact，however，that the setting in these two cultures for the exercise of individuality is quite different；individual initiative which would be fully allowed in the one case q
 would in the other be suspect，and these consequences are fully carried out in the Southwest.They have hardly left space for an impromptu individual act in their closely knit religious program；if they come across such an act they label the perpetrator a witch.One of the Zuñi tales I have recorded tells of the chief priest of Zuñi who made prayer sticks and went out to deposit them.It was not the time of the moon when prayer sticks must be planted by members of the curing societies，and the people said，“Why does the chief priest plant prayer sticks？He must be conjuring.”As a matter of fact he was calling an earthquake for a private revenge.If this is so in the most personal of Zuñi religious acts，that of planting prayer sticks，it is doubly so of more formal activities like retreats，dances，etc.Even individual prayers of the most personal sort—those where cornmeal is scattered—must be said at sunrise，or over a dead animal，or at a particular point in a program，etc.；the times and seasons are always stipulated.No one must ever wonder why an individual was moved to pray.

Instead therefore of shamans with their disruptive influence upon communal practices and settled traditions，the Southwest has religious practitioners who become priests by rote memorizing and by membership in societies and cult groups.This membership is determined by heredity and by paymentr
 for though in their own theory serious illness or an accident like snake bite or being struck by lightning are the accepted reasons for membership in certain societies，there are always alternative ways of joining even the curing societies so that no man with interest and sufficient means remains outside.In Zuñi heredity is the chief factor in membership in the priestly groups，payment in the curing societies；in neither is individual supernatural power ever claimed by any member as a result of personal illumination.Those who practice curing in Zuñi are merely those who by payment and by knowledge of ritual have reached the highest orders of the curing societies and received the personal corn fetish，the mili.

If the ecstasy of the Dionysian has been rejected in the Southwest with all its implications，so too has the orgy.
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 There is no doubt that the idea of fertility bulks large in the religious practices of the Southwest，s
 and with fertility rites we almost automatically couple orgy，so universally have they been associated in the world.But the Southwest has a religion of fertility founded on other associations.Haeberlin’s study gives a useful summary of the type of ritual that is here considered to have this efficacy.t
 The cylinders the men carry and the amulets carried by the women in ceremonies are sex symbols and are thrown by them into springs or onto ground paintings；or in the women’s dance two are dressed as male dancers and shoot arrows into a bundle of cornhusks；or a line of women with yucca rings run in competition with a line of men with kicking sticks.In Peru in a race of exactly similar import，men racing women，the men ran naked and violated every woman they overtook.u
 The pattern is self-evident and common throughout the world，but not in the Southwest.In Zuñi there are three occasions on which laxness is countenanced.One of these is in the retreat of the Tlewekwe society，which has power over cold weather.The priestesses of the medicine bundle of this society（te etone）and the associated bundle（mu etone）during one night receive lovers，and they collect a thumb’s length of turquoise from their partners to add to the decorations of their bundles.It is an isolated case in Zuñi and the society can no longer be very satisfactorily studied.The other two cases are rather a relaxation of the customary strict chaperonage of the young people，and occur at the ceremonial rabbit huntv
 and on the nights of the scalp dance；children conceived on these nights are said to be exceptionally vigorous.Doctor Bunzel
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 writes，“These occasions on which boys and girls dance together or are out together at night provide an opportunity for sweethearts.There is no promiscuity，and they are never，never orgiastic in character.There is amiable tolerance of sexual laxity；a ‘boys will be boys’attitude.”It is all very far indeed from the common Dionysian sex practices for the sake of fertility.

It is not only in connection with fertility and sex that orgy is common among the peoples of America.In the region immediately surrounding the Southwest，there is on the one hand the orgy of sun dance torturing to the east and the orgy of wholesale destruction in the mourning ceremonies to the west.As I have said，torture plays a very slight role in the Southwest，orgiastic or otherwise.Mourning is made oppressive by fear of the dead，but there is no trace of abandon.Mourning here is made into the semblance of an anxiety complex；it is a completely different thing from the wild scenes of burning the dead in a bonfire of offered property and of clothes stripped from the mourner’s backs that the Mohave practicew
 and that is found in such Dionysian fullness commonly in California，where among the Maidu mourners have to be forcibly restrained from throwing themselves into the flames，x
 and among the Pomo they snatch pieces of the corpse and devour them.y


One Dionysian ceremony of wide American distribution has established itself in the Southwest—the scalp dance.
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 This is the victory dance of the Plains，or the women’s dance，and the position of honor given to women in it，the four-circle coil danced around the encampment，the close-fitting war bonnet，certain treatments of the scalp，are the same in the Southwest as on the Plains.The wilder abandons of the Plains dance are，as we should expect，omitted，but there occurs in this dance，at least in Zuñi，one of the few ritual Dionysian acts of the Southwest—the washing and biting of the scalp.For the repulsion against contact with bones or a corpse is intense among these people，so that it makes an occasion for horror out of placing a scalp between the teeth，whereas placing a snake between the teeth in the snake dance is no such matter.The woman who carries the scalp in the dance—the position of honor—must rise to this pitch and every girl is said to dread being called out for the role.

Ecstasy and orgy，therefore，which are characteristic of America at large are alien in the Southwest.Let me illustrate this fundamental Apollonian bent in the Southwest by certain specific examples of the way in which it has worked itself out in their culture.

There is considerable emphasis in North America upon the ritualistic eating of filth and it is in this category that the very slightly developed cannibalistic behavior of the Northwest Coast belongs.
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 That is，the emphasis there is never，as so often in cannibalism，upon the feast，nor on doing honor to or reviling the dead.The cannibal dance of the Kwakiutl is a typically Dionysian ritual.z
 It is not only that it is conceived as a dramatization of a condition of ecstasy which the main participant must dance to its climax before he can be restored to normal life；every ritualistic arrangement is designed—I do not mean consciously—to heighten the sense of the anti-natural act.A long period of fasting and isolation precedes the rite，the dance itself is a crouching，ecstatic pursuit of the prepared body held outstretched toward him by a woman attendant.With the required ritualistic bites the anti-natural climax is conceived to be attained，and prolonged vomiting and fasting and isolation follows.

In the filth eating of the Southwest，which is the psychological equivalent to this initiation of the Kwakiutl cannibal，the picture is entirely different.The rite is not used to attain horror，nor to dramatize a psychological climax of tension and release.Captain Bourke has recorded the Newekwe feast he attended with Cushing，at which gallon jars of urine were consumed by the members of the society.The picture is as far from that of the Kwakiutl rite as any buffoonery of our circus clowns.The atmosphere was one of coarse joviality，each man trying to outdo the others.“The dancers swallowed huge decanters，smacked their lips，and amid the roaring merriment of the spectators，remarked that it was very，very good.The clowns were now upon their mettle，each trying to surpass his neighbors in feats of nastiness.”aa


The same comment is true not only of filth eating but of clowning in the Southwest in general.
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 I take it that the true Dionysian use of clowning is as comic relief in sacred ceremonial where the release from tension is as full of meaning as the preceding tension，and serves to accentuate it.This use of clowning seems to have been developed，for instance，in the ancient Aztec rites.Now I have never seen any clowning in the Pueblos that seemed to me remotely even to partake of this character，and I do not know of any description which would indicate its presence.Clowning can be buffoonery with no Dionysian implications，as we know well enough from the examples in our own civilization.It is this same use that is most prominent in the Southwest，but clowning is used there also for social satire，as in the take-offs of agents，churches，Indian representatives，etc.，and it is common too as a substitute for the joking-relationship，which is absent here，and its license for very personal public comment.

Another striking example of the Southwest Apollonian bent is their interpretation of witch power.The Southwest has taken the European witch complex with all its broomsticks and witches’animal suits and eyes laid on a shelf，but they have fitted it into their own Weltanschauung.The most articulate statement that I know of a widespread attitude is still in manuscript in Doctor Parson’s monograph on Isleta.
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 The difference，for Isleta，between witch power and good power is simply that good supernatural power is always removed from you as soon as you have put it to the use you intended；witch power is non-removable，it rides you for life.Their practice perfectly agrees with this；after every sacred investiture every participant in any rite is desacratized，the unwanted mysterious power is laid aside.Nothing could conceptualize more forcibly their discomfort in the face of mystery.Even the best supernatural power is uncanny.

Their lack of comprehension of suicide is，I think，another specific Apollonian trait.The Pima tell many stories of men who have killed themselves for women，and the Plains made suicide a ceremonial pattern；fundamentally their vows to assume the slit sash were suicide pledges in order to raise their rank.But the Pueblos tell the most inept storiesbb
 which are obvious misunderstandings of the concept.Again and again I have tried to convey the general idea of suicide to different Pueblo Indians，either by story or by exposition.They always miss the point.Yet in their stories they have the equivalent.There are a number of Zuñi storiescc
 which tell of a man or woman whose spouse has been unfaithful—or of priests whose people have been unruly；they send messengers，often birds，to the Apache and summon them against their pueblo.When the fourth day has come—nothing ever happens in the Southwest till the fourth day—they wash themselves ceremonially and put on their finest costumes and go out to meet the enemy that they may be the first to be killed.When I have asked them about suicide no one has ever mentioned these stories，though they had perhaps been told that very day，and indeed they do not see them in that light at all.They are ritual revenge and the Dionysian gesture of throwing away one’s life is not in question.

The cultural situation in the Southwest is in many ways hard to explain.
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 With no natural barriers to isolate it from surrounding peoples，it presents probably the most abrupt cultural break that we know in America.All our efforts to trace out the influences from other areas are impressive for the fragmentariness of the detail；we find bits of the weft or woof of the culture，we do not find any very significant clues to its pattern.From the point of view of the present paper this clue is to be found in a fundamental psychological set which has undoubtedly been established for centuries in the culture of this region，and which has bent to its own uses any details it imitated from surrounding peoples and has created an intricate cultural pattern to express its own preferences.It is not only that the understanding of this psychological set is necessary for a descriptive statement of this culture；without it the cultural dynamics of this region are unintelligible.For the typical choices of the Apollonian have been creative in the formation of this culture，they have excluded what was displeasing，revamped what they took，and brought into being endless demonstrations of the Apollonian delight in formality，in the intricacies and elaborations of organization.

NOTES

Proceedings of the Twenty-third International Congress of Americanists，September 1928（New York，1930），572-581.


a
 For the theoretical justification of this position in the study of culture see Benedict，Ruth.“Cultures and Psychological Types，”American Anthropologist，N.S.，in press.


b
 I have not followed Nietzsche’s definitions in their entirety；I have used that aspect which is pertinent to the problems of the Southwest.


c
 Birth of Tragedy，p.68.


d
 Radin，Paul，‘The Winnebago Tribe，”Thirty-seventh Annual Report，Bureau of American Ethnology，Washington，1923，388-426.


e
 Ibid.，pp.408；392.


f
 Kroeber，A.L..“The Arapaho，”Bulletin，American Museum of Natural History，vol.18，New York，1907，p.398.


g
 Kroeber，A.L.，“Handbook of the Indians of California，”Bulletin 78，Bureau of American Ethnology，Washington.1925，p.669.


h
 Benedict，Ruth，“A Brief Sketch of Serrano Culture，”American Anthropologist，N.S.，vol.26，pp.366-392，1924，p.383.


i
 Kroeber，A.L.，Handbook，p.669.


j
 Ibid.


k
 Ibid.，p.779.


l
 Safford，William E.，“Narcotic Daturas of the Old and New World；an Account of Their Remarkable Properties and Their Uses as Intoxicants and in Divination，”Annual Report，Smithsonian Institution for 1920，pp.537-567，Washington，1922，p.551.


m
 Stevenson，Matilda C.，“The Zuñi Indians，Their Mythology，Esoteric Fraternities and Ceremonies，”Twenty-third Annual Report，Bureau of American Ethnology，Washington，1904，p.89.


n
 Cushing.F.H.，“My Experience in Zuñi，”Century Magazine，N.S.，4，p.31；Stevenson，M.A.，The Zuñi Indians，p.503.“All are filled with the spirit of good nature.”


o
 Preuss，K.T.，Die Nayarit-Expedition.Leipzïg，1912，p.55.


p
 Voth，H.R.，“Oraibi Summer Snake Ceremony，”Field Columbian Museum，Publication 83.Chicago，1903，p.299.


q
 See Radin，Paul，Primitive Man as Philosopher.New York and London.1927，pp.257-275，for discussion of the wide limits of individualism among the Winnebago.


r
 Except for the war chiefs’societies where it was necessary to have taken a scalp.


s
 Haeberlin，H.K.，“The Idea of Fertilization in the Culture of the Pueblo Indians，”Memoirs，American Anthropological Association，vol.3，no.1，1916.


t
 Ibid.，especially p.39 ff.


u
 Arriaga，P.J.，Extirpacion de la Idolotria del Peru.Lima，1621，p.36 sq.


v
 Information from Dr.Ruth Bunzel.


w
 Kroeber，“Handbook.”p.750.


x
 Ibid.，p.431.


y
 Ibid.，p.253.


z
 Boas.Franz，“The Social Organization and Secret Societies of the Kwakiutl，”Report，United States National Museum for 1895，Washington，1897，p.537 sq.


aa
 Bourke，John G.，Compilation of Notes and Memoranda Bearing on the Use of Human Ordure and Human Urine in Rites of a Religious or Semi-religious Character among Various Nations.Washington，1888，p.9.


bb
 Parsons，Elsie Clews，“A Zuñi Detective，”Man，vol.16.pp.168-170，London，1916，p.169.


cc
 Benedict，R.，Mss.


References：


Judith Schachter Modell，Ruth Benedict：Patterns of a Life，Philadelphia：University of Pennsylvania Press，1983.

Ruth Fulton Benedict，Patterns of Culture，Boston，New York：Houghton Mifflin，1934.

Ruth Fulton Benedict，“Anthropology and the Humanities”American Anthropologist，Vol.50，1948，pp.585-593.

2.Introduction to Sex and Temperament in Three Primitive Societies
 
[24]

 Margaret Mead（1901-1978）

When we study the simpler societies，we can not but be impressed with the many ways in which man has taken a few hints and woven them into the beautiful imaginative social fabrics that we call civilizations.
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 His natural environment provided him with a few striking periodicities and contrasts—day and night，the change of seasons，the untiring waxing and waning of the moon，the spawning of fish and the migration-times of animals and birds.His own physical nature provided other striking points—age and sex，the rhythm of birth，maturation，and senescence，the structure of blood-relationship.Differences between one animal and another，between one individual and another，differences in fierceness or in tenderness，in bravery or in cunning，in richness of imagination or plodding dullness of wit—these provided hints out of which the ideas of rank and caste，of special priesthoods，of the artist and the oracle，could be developed.Working with clues as universal and as simple as these，man made for himself a fabric of culture within which each human life was dignified by form and meaning.Man became not merely one of the beasts that mated，fought for its food，and died，but a human being，with a name，a position，and a god.Each people makes this fabric differently，selects some clues and ignores others，emphasizes a different sector of the whole arc of human potentialities.Where one culture uses as a main thread the vulnerable ego，quick to take insult or perish of shame，another selects uncompromising bravery and even，so that there may be no admitted cowards，may like the Cheyenne Indians invent a specially complicated social position for the overfearful.Each simple，homogeneous culture can give scope to only a few of the varied human endowments，disallowing or penalizing others too antithetical or too unrelated to its major emphases to find room within its walls.Having originally taken its values from the values dear to some human temperaments and alien to others，a culture embodies these values more and more firmly in its structure，in its political and religious systems，in its art and its literature；and each new generation is shaped，firmly and definitely，to the dominant trends.

Now as each culture creates distinctively the social fabric in which the human spirit can wrap itself safely and intelligibly，sorting，reweaving，and discarding threads in the historical tradition that it shares with many neighboring peoples，it may bend every individual born within it to one type of behavior，recognizing neither age，sex，nor special disposition as points for differential elaboration.Or a culture may seize upon the very obvious facts of difference in age，in sex，in strength，in beauty，or the unusual variations，such as a native propensity to see visions or dream dreams，and make these dominant cultural themes.So societies such as those of the Masai and the Zulus make a grading of all individuals by age a basic point of organization，and the Akikiyu of East Africa make a major drama out of the ceremonial ousting of the older generation by the younger.The aborigines of Siberia dignified the nervously unstable individual into the shaman，whose utterances were believed to be supernaturally inspired and were a law to his more nervously stable fellow tribesmen.Such an extreme case as this，where a whole people bows down before the word of an individual whom we would classify as insane，seems clear enough to us.The Siberians have imaginatively and from the point of view of our society unjustifiably，elevated an abnormal person into a socially important one.They have built upon a human deviation that we would disallow，or if it became troublesome，imprison.
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If we hear that among the Mundugumor people of New Guinea children born with the umbilical cord wound around their necks are singled out as of native and indisputable right artists，we feel that here is a culture which has not merely institutionalized a kind of temperament that we regard as abnormal—as in the case of the Siberian shaman—but also a culture that has arbitrarily associated，in an artificial and imaginative way，two completely unrelated points：manner of birth and an ability to paint intricate designs upon pieces of bark.When we learn further that so firmly is this association insisted upon that only those who are so born can paint good pictures，while the man born without a strangulating cord labours humble and unarrogant，and never attains any virtuosity，we see the strength that lies in such irrelevant associations once they are firmly embedded in the culture.

Even when we encounter less glaring cases of cultural elaboration，when we read of a people in which the first-born son is regarded as different in kind from his later-born brethren，we realize that here again the human imagination has been at work，re-evaluating a simple biological fact.Although our own historical tradition hints to us that the first-born is“naturally”a little more important than the others，still when we hear that among the Maori the first-born son of a chief was so sacred that only special persons could cut his infant locks without risking death from the contact，we recognize that man has taken the accident of order of birth and raised a superstructure of rank upon it.Our critical detachment，our ability to smile over these imaginative flights of fancy—which see in the first-born or the last-born，the seventh child of the seventh child，the twin，or the infant born in a caul
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 a being specially endowed with precious or maleficent powers—remains undisturbed.But if we turn from these“self-evident”primitive constructs to points of elaboration that we share with primitive peoples，to points concerning which we are no longer spectators，but instead are deeply involved，our detachment vanishes.It is no doubt purely imaginative to attribute ability to paint to birth with the cord about the neck，or the power to write poetry to one born a twin.To choose leaders or oracles from aberrant and unusual temperaments that we brand as insane is not wholly imaginative，but at least is based on a very different premise，which selects a natural potentiality of the human race that we neither use nor honour.But the insistence upon a thousand and one innate differences between men and women，differences many of which show no more immediate relationship to the biological facts of sex than does ability to paint to manner of birth，other differences which show a congruence with sex that is neither universal nor necessary—as is the case in the association of epileptic seizure and religious gift—this indeed we do not regard as an imaginative creation of the human mind busy patterning a bare existence with meaning.
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This study is not concerned with whether there are or are not actual and universal differences between the sexes，either quantitative or qualitative.It is not concerned with whether women are more variable than men，which was claimed before the doctrine of evolution exalted variability，or less variable，which was claimed afterwards.It is not a treatise on the rights of women，nor an inquiry into the basis of feminism，It is，very simply，an account of how three primitive societies have grouped their social attitudes towards temperament about the very obvious facts of sex difference.I studied this problem in simple societies because here we have the drama of civilization writ small，a social microcosm alike in kind，but different in size and magnitude，from the complex social structures of peoples who，like our own，depend upon a written tradition and upon the integration of a great number of conflicting historical traditions.Among the gentle mountain-dwelling Arapesh，the fierce cannibalistic Mundugumor，and the graceful head-hunters of Tchambuli，I studied this question.Each of these tribes had，as has every human society，the point of sex-difference to use as one theme in the plot of social life，and each of these three peoples has developed that theme differently.In comparing the way in which they have dramatized sex difference，it is possible to gain a greater insight into what elements are social constructs，originally irrelevant to the biological facts of sex-gender.
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Our own society makes great use of this plot.It assigns different roles to the two sexes，surrounds them from birth with an expectation of different behaviour；plays out the whole drama of courtship，marriage，and parenthood in terms of types of behaviour believed to be innate and therefore appropriate for one sex or for the other.We know dimly that these roles have changed even within our history.Studies like Mrs.Putnam’s The Ladya
 depict woman as an infinitely malleable lay figure upon which mankind has draped ever varying period-costumes，in keeping with which she wilted or waxed imperious，flirted or fled.But all discussions have emphasized not the relative social personalities assigned to the two sexes，but rather the superficial behavior-patterns assigned to women，often not even to all women，but only to women of the upper class.A sophisticated recognition that upper-class women were puppets of a changing tradition blurred rather than clarified the issue.It left untouched the roles assigned to men，who were conceived as proceeding along a special masculine road，shaping women to their fads and whims in womanliness.All discussion of the position of women，of the character and temperament of women，the enslavement or the emancipation of women，obscures the basic issue—the recognition that the cultural plot behind human relations is the way in which the roles of the two sexes are conceived，and that the growing boy is shaped to a local and special emphasis as inexorably as is the growing girl.
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The Vaёrtings attacked the problem in their book The Dominant Sexb
 with their critical imagination handicapped by European cultural tradition
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 .They knew that in some parts of the world there had been and still were matriarchal institutions which gave to women a freedom of action，endowed women with an independence of choice that historical European culture granted only to men.By simple sleight-of-hand they reversed the European situation，and built up an interpretation of matriarchal societies that saw women as cold，proud，and dominant，men as weak and submissive.The attributes of women in Europe were foisted upon men in matriarchal communities—that was all.It was a simple picture，which really added nothing to our understanding of the problem，based as it was upon the limiting concept that if one sex is dominating in personality，the other sex must be ipso facto submissive.The root of the Vaёrtings’mistake lies in our traditional insistence upon contrasts between the personality of the two sexes，in our ability to see only one variation upon the theme of the dominant male，and that the hen-pecked husband.They did conceive，however，of the possibility of a different arrangement of dominance from our traditional one，mainly because to thinking based upon patriarchal institutions the very existence of a matriarchal form of society carries with it an implication of an imaginary reversal of the temperamental position of the two sexes.

But recent studies of primitive peoples have made us more sophisticated.c
 We know that human cultures do not all fall into one side or the other of a single scale and that it is possible for one society to ignore completely an issue which two other societies have solved in contrasting ways.Because a people honour the old may mean that they hold children in slight esteem，but a people may also，like the Ba Thonga of South Africa，honour neither old people nor children or，like the Plains Indians，dignify the little child and the grandfather；or，again，like the Manus and parts of modern America，regard children as the most important group in society.In expecting simple reversals—that if an aspect of social life is not specifically sacred，it must be specifically secular；that if men are strong，women must be weak—we ignore the fact that cultures exercise far greater licence than this in selecting the possible aspects of human life which they will minimize，overemphasize，or ignore.And while every culture has in some way institutionalized the roles of men and women，it has not necessarily been in terms of contrast between the prescribed personalities of the two sexes，nor in terms of dominance or submission.With the paucity of material for elaboration，no culture has failed to seize upon the conspicuous facts of age and sex in some way，whether it be the convention of one Philippine tribe that no man can keep a secret，the Manus assumption that only men enjoy playing with babies，the Toda prescription of almost all domestic work as too sacred for women，or the Arapesh insistence that women’s heads are stronger than men’s.In the division of labour，in dress，in manners，in social and religious functioning—sometimes in only a few of these respects，sometimes in all—men and women are socially differentiated，and each sex，as a sex，forced to conform to the role assigned to it.In some societies，these socially defined roles are mainly expressed in dress or occupation，with no insistence upon innate temperamental differences.Women wear long hair and men wear short hair，or men wear curls and women shave their heads；women wear skirts and men wear trousers，or women wear trousers and men wear skirts.Women weave and men do not，or men weave and women do not.Such simple tie-ups as these between dress or occupation and sex are easily taught to every child and make no assumptions to which a given child cannot easily conform.
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It is otherwise in societies that sharply differentiate the behaviour of men and of women in terms which assume a genuine difference in temperament.Among the Dakota Indians of the Plains，the importance of an ability to stand any degree of danger or hardship was frantically insisted upon as a masculine characteristic.From the time that a boy was five or six，all the conscious educational effort of the household was bent towards shaping him into an indubitable male.Every tear，every timidity，every clinging to a protective hand or desire to continue to play with younger children or with girls，was obsessively interpreted as proof that he was not going to develop into a real man.In such a society it is not surprising to find the berdache，the man who had voluntarily given up the struggle to conform to the masculine role and who wore female attire and followed the occupations of a woman.The institution of the berdache in turn served as a warning to every father；the fear that the son might become a berdache informed the parental efforts with an extra desperation，and the very pressure which helped to drive a boy to that choice was redoubled.The invert who lacks any discernible physical basis for his inversion has long puzzled students of sex，who when they can find no observable glandular abnormality turn to theories of early conditioning or identification with a parent of opposite sex.In the course of this investigation，we shall have occasion to examine the“masculine”woman and the“feminine”man as they occur in these different tribes，to inquire whether it is always a woman of dominating nature who is conceived as masculine，or a man who is gentle，submissive，or fond of children or embroidery who is conceived as feminine.
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In the following chapters we shall be concerned with the patterning of sex behaviour from the standpoint of temperament，with the cultural assumptions that certain temperamental attitudes are“naturally”masculine and others“naturally”feminine.In this matter，primitive people seem to be，on the surface，more sophisticated than we are.Just as they know that the gods，the food habits，and the marriage customs of the next tribe differ from those of their own people，and do not insist that one form is true or natural while the other is false or unnatural，so they often know that the temperamental proclivities which they regard as natural for men or for women differ from the natural temperaments of the men and women among their neighbours.Nevertheless，within a narrower range and with less of a claim for the biological or divine validity of their social forms than we often advance，each tribe has certain definite attitudes towards temperament，a theory of what human beings，either men or women or both，are naturally like，a norm in terms of which to judge and condemn those individuals who deviate from it.
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Two of these tribes have no idea that men and women are different in temperament.They allow them different economic and religious roles，different skills，different vulnerabilities to evil magic and supernatural influences.The Arapesh believe that painting in colour is appropriate only to men，and the Mundugumor consider fishing an essentially feminine task.But any idea that temperamental traits of the order of dominance，bravery，aggressiveness，objectivity，malleability，are inalienably associated with one sex（as opposed to the other）is entirely lacking.This may seem strange to a civilization which in its sociology，its medicine，its slang，its poetry，and its obscenity accepts the socially defined differences between the sexes as having an innate basis in temperament and explains any deviation from the socially determined role as abnormality of native endowment or early maturation.It came as a surprise to me because I too had been accustomed to use in my thinking such concepts as“mixed type，”to think of some men as having“feminine”temperaments，of some women as having“masculine”minds.
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 I set as my problem a study of the con-ditioning of the social personalities of the two sexes，in the hope that such an investigation would throw some light upon sex differences.I shared the general belief of our society that there was a natural sex-temperament which could at the most only be distorted or diverted from normal expression.I was innocent of any suspicion that the temperaments which we regard as native to one sex might instead be mere variations of human temperament，to which the members of either or both sexes may，with more or less success in the case of different individuals，be educated to approximate.
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3.The Essentials of the Kula
 
[36]

 Bronislaw Malinowski（1884-1942）

Ⅰ

Having thus described the scene，and the actors，let us now proceed to the performance.
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 The Kula is a form of exchange，of extensive，inter-tribal character；it is carried on by communities inhabiting a wide ring of islands，which form a closed circuit.This circuit can be seen on Map V，where it is represented by the lines joining a number of islands to the North and East of the East end of New Guinea.Along this route，articles of two kinds，and these two kinds only，are constantly travelling in opposite directions.In the direction of the hands of a clock，moves constantly one of these kinds—long necklaces of red shell，called soulava....In the opposite direction moves the other kind—bracelets of white shell called mwali....Each of these articles，as it travels in its own direction on the closed circuit，meets on its way articles of the other class，and is constantly being exchanged for them.Every movement of the Kula articles，every detail of the transactions is fixed and regulated by a set of traditional rules and conventions，and some acts of the Kula are accompanied by an elaborate magical ritual and public ceremonies.

On every island and in every village，a more or less limited number of men take part in the Kula—that is to say，receive the goods，hold them for a short time，and then pass them on.Therefore every man who is in the Kula，periodically though not regularly，receives one or several mwali （arm-shells），or a soulava（necklace of red shell discs），and then has to hand it on to one of his partners，from whom he receives the opposite commodity in exchange.Thus no man ever keeps any of the articles for any length of time in his possession.One transaction action does not finish the Kula relationship，the rule being“once in the Kula，always in the Kula，”and a partnership between two men is a permanent and lifelong affair.Again，any given mwali or soulava may always be found travelling and changing hands，and there is no question of its ever settling down，so that the principle“once in a Kula，always in a Kula”applies also to the valuables themselves.

[image: ]


MAP V.The Kula ring

The ceremonial exchange of the two articles is the main，the fundamental aspect of the Kula.But associated with it，and done under its cover，we find a great number of secondary activities and features.
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 Thus，side by side with the ritual exchange of arm-shells and necklaces，the natives carry on ordinary trade，bartering from one island to another a great number of utilities，often unprocurable in the district to which they are imported，and indispensable there.Further，there are other activities，preliminary to the Kula，or associated with it，such as the building of sea-going canoes for the expeditions，certain big forms of mortuary ceremonies，and preparatory taboos.

The Kula is thus an extremely big and complex institution，both in its geographical extent，and in the manifoldness of its component pursuits.It welds together a considerable number of tribes，and it embraces a vast complex of activities，interconnected，and playing into one another，so as to form one organic whole.
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Yet it must be remembered that what appears to us an extensive，complicated，and yet well ordered institution is the outcome of ever so many doings and pursuits，carried on by savages，who have no laws or aims or characters definitely laid down.
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 They have no knowledge of the total outline of any of their social structure.They know their own motives，know the purpose of individual actions and the rules which apply to them，but how，out of these，the whole collective institution shapes，this is beyond their mental range.Not even the most intelligent native has any clear idea of the Kula as a big，organized social construction，still less of its sociological function and implications.If you were to ask him what the Kula is，he would answer by giving a few details，most likely by giving his personal experiences and subjective views on the Kula，but nothing approaching the definition just given here.Not even a partial coherent account could be obtained.For the integral picture does not exist in his mind；he is in it，and cannot see the whole from the outside.

The integration of all the details observed，the achievement of a sociological synthesis of all the various，relevant symptoms，is the task of the Ethnographer.First of all，he has to find out that certain activities，which at first sight might appear incoherent and not correlated，have a meaning.He then has to find out what is constant and relevant in these activities and what accidental and inessential，that is，to find out the laws and rules of all the transactions.Again，the Ethnographer has to construct the picture of the big institution，very much as the physicist constructs his theory from the experimental data，which always have been within reach of everybody but which needed a consistent interpretation.I have touched on this point of method in the Introduction（Divisions V and VI），but I have repeated it here，as it is necessary to grasp it clearly in order not to lose the right perspective of conditions as they really exist among the natives.

Ⅱ

In giving the above abstract and concise definition，I had to reverse the order of research，as this is done in ethnographic field-work，where the most generalised inferences are obtained as the result of long inquiries and laborious inductions.The general definition of the Kula will serve as a sort of plan or diagram in our further concrete and detailed descriptions.And this is the more necessary as the Kula is concerned with the exchange of wealth and utilities，and therefore it is an economic institution，and there is no other aspect of primitive life where our knowledge is more scanty and our understanding more superficial than in Economics.Hence misconception is rampant，and it is necessary to clear the ground when approaching any economic subject.

Thus in the Introduction we called the Kula a“form of trade，”and we ranged it alongside other systems of barter.This is quite correct，if we give the word“trade”a sufficiently wide interpretation，and mean by it any exchange of goods.But the word“trade”is used in current Ethnography and economic literature with so many different implications that a whole lot of misleading，preconceived ideas have to be brushed aside in order to grasp the facts correctly.Thus the a priori current notion of primitive trade would be that of an exchange of indispensable or useful articles，done without much ceremony or regulation，under stress of dearth or need，in spasmodic，irregular intervals—and this done either by direct barter，everyone looking out sharply not to be done out of his due，or，if the savages were too timid and distrustful to face one another，by some customary arrangement，securing by means of heavy penalties compliance in the obligations incurred or imposed.a
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 Waiving for the present the question how far this conception is valid or not in general—in my opinion it is quite misleading—we have to realise clearly that the Kula contradicts in almost every point the above definition of“savage trade.”It shows us primitive exchange in an entirely different light.

The Kula is not a surreptitious and precarious form of exchange.It is，quite on the contrary，rooted in myth，backed by traditional law，and surrounded with magical rites.All its main transactions are public and ceremonial，and carried out according to definite rules.It is not done on the spur of the moment，but happens periodically，at dates settled in advance，and it is carried on along definite trade routes，which must lead to fixed trysting places.Sociologically，though transacted between tribes differing in language，culture，and probably even in race，it is based on a fixed and permanent status，on a partnership which binds into couples some thousands of individuals.This partnership is a lifelong relationship，it implies various mutual duties and privileges，and constitutes a type of inter-tribal relationship on an enormous scale.As to the economic mechanism of the transactions，this is based on a specific form of credit，which implies a high degree of mutual trust and commercial honour—and this refers also to the subsidiary；minor trade，which accompanies the Kula proper，Finally，the Kula is not done under stress of any need，since its main aim is to exchange articles which are of no practical use.

From the concise definition of Kula given at the beginning of this chapter，we see that in its final essence，divested of all trappings and accessories，it is a very simple affair，which at first sight might even appear tame and unromantic.After all，it only consists of an exchange，interminably repeated，of two articles intended for ornamentation，but not even used for that to any extent.Yet this simple action—this passing from hand to hand of two meaningless and quite useless objects—has somehow succeeded in becoming the foundation of a big inter-tribal institution，in being associated with ever so many other activities.Myth，magic and tradition have built up around it definite ritual and ceremonial forms，have given it a halo of romance and value in the minds of the natives，have indeed created a passion in their hearts for this simple exchange.
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The definition of the Kula must now be amplified，and we must describe one after the other its fundamental characteristics and main rules，so that it may be clearly grasped by what mechanism the mere exchange of two articles results in an institution so vast，complex，and deeply rooted.

Ⅲ

First of all，a few words must be said about the two principal objects of exchange，the arm-shells（mwali）and the necklaces（soulava）.The armshells are obtained by breaking off the top and the narrow end of a big，cone-shaped shell（Conusmillepunctatus）and then polishing up the remaining ring.These bracelets are highly coveted by all the Papuo-Melanesians of New Guinea，and they spread even into the pure Papuan district of the Gulf.b
 The manner of wearing the arm-shells is illustrated by Plate ⅩⅦ，where the men have put them on on purpose to be photographed.
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The use of the small discs of red spondylus shell out of which the soulava are made，is also of very wide diffusion.There is a manufacturing centre of them in one of the villages in Port Moresby，and also in several places in Eastern New Guinea，notably in Rossell Island，and in the Trobriands.I have said“use”on purpose here，because these small beads，each of them a flat，round disc with a hole in the centre，coloured anything from muddy brown to carmine red，are employed in various ways for ornamentation.They are most generally used as part of earrings，made of rings of turtle shell，which are attached to the ear lobe，and from which hang a cluster of the shell discs.These earrings are very much worn，and，especially among the Massim，you see them on the ears of every second man or woman，while others are satisfied with turtle shell alone，unornamented with the shell discs.Another everyday ornament，frequently met with and worn，especially by young girls and boys，consists of a short necklace，just encircling the neck，made of the red spondylus discs，with one or more cowrie shell pendants.These shell discs can be，and often are，used in the make-up of the various classes of the more elaborate ornaments，worn on festive occasions only.Here however，we are more especially concerned with the very long necklaces，measuring from two to five metres，made of spondylus discs，of which there are two main varieties，one，much the finer，with a big shell pendant，the other made of bigger discs，and with a few cowrie shells or black banana seeds in the centre....

The arm-shells on the one hand，and the long spondylus shell strings on the other，the two main Kula articles，are primarily ornaments.As such，they are used with the most elaborate dancing dress only，and on very festive occasions such as big ceremonial dances，great feasts，and big gatherings，where several villages are represented....Never could they be used as everyday ornaments，nor on occasions of minor importance such as a small dance in the village，a harvest gathering，a love-making expedition，when facial painting，floral decoration and smaller though not quite everyday ornaments are worn....But even though usable and sometimes used，this is not the main function of these articles.Thus，a chief may have several shell strings in his possession，and a few arm-shells.Supposing that a big dance is held in his or in a neighbouring village，he will not put on his ornaments himself if he goes to assist at it，unless he intends to dance and decorate himself，but any of his relatives，his children or his friends and even vassals，can have the use of them for the asking.If you go to a feast or a dance where there are a number of men wearing such ornaments，and ask anyone of them at random to whom it belongs，the chances are that more than half of them will answer that they themselves are not the owners，but that they had the articles lent to them.These objects are not owned in order to be used；the privilege of decorating oneself with them is not the real aim of possession.

Indeed—and this is more significant—by far the greater number of the arm-shells，easily ninety percent，are of too small a size to be worn even by young boys and girls.A few are so big and valuable that they would not be worn at all，except once in a decade by a very important man on a very festive day.Though all the shell-strings can be worn，some of them are again considered too valuable，and are cumbersome for frequent use，and would be worn on very exceptional occasions only.

This negative description leaves us with the questions：why，then，are these objects valued，what purpose do they serve？The full answer to this question will emerge out of the whole story contained in the following chapters，but an approximate idea must be given at once.As it is always better to approach the unknown through the known，let us consider for a moment whether among ourselves we have not some type of objects which play a similar role and which are used and possessed in the same manner.When，after a six years’absence in the South Seas and Australia，I returned to Europe and did my first bit of sightseeing in Edinburgh Castle，I was shown the Crown Jewels.The keeper told many stories of how they were worn by this or that king or queen on such and such occasion，of how some of them had been taken over to London，to the great and just indignation of the whole Scottish nation，how they were restored，and how now everyone can be pleased，since they are safe under lock and key，and no one can touch them.As I was looking at them and thinking how ugly，useless，ungainly，even tawdry they were，I had the feeling that something similar had been told to me of late，and that I had seen many other objects of this sort，which made a similar impression on me.
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And then arose before me the vision of a native village on coral soil，and a small，rickety platform temporarily erected under a pandanus thatch，surrounded by a number of brown，naked men，and one of them showing me long，thin red strings，and big，white，worn-out objects，clumsy to sight and greasy to touch.With reverence he also would name them，and tell their history，and by whom and when they were worn，and how they changed hands，and how their temporary possession was a great sign of the importance and glory of the village.The analogy between the European and the Trobriand vaygu’a（valuables）must be delimited with more precision.The Crown Jewels，in fact，any heirlooms too valuable and too cumbersome to be worn，represent the same type as vaygu’a in that they are merely possessed for the sake of possession itself，and the ownership of them with the ensuing renown is the main source of their value.Also both heirlooms and vaygu’a are cherished because of the historical sentiment which surrounds them.However，ugly，useless，and—according to current standards—valueless an object may be，if it has figured in historical scenes and passed through the hands of historic persons，and is therefore an unfailing vehicle of important sentimental associations，it cannot but be precious to us.This historic sentimentalism，which indeed has a large share in our general interest in studies of past events，exists also in the South Seas.Every really good Kula article has its individual name，round each there is a sort of history and romance in the traditions of the natives.Crown Jewels or heirlooms are insignia of rank and symbols of wealth respectively，and in olden days with us，and in New Guinea up till a few years ago，both rank and wealth went together.The main point of difference is that the Kula goods are only in possession for a time，whereas the European treasure must be permanently owned in order to have full value.
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Taking a broader，ethnological view of the question，we may class the Kula valuables among the many“ceremonial”objects of wealth；enormous，carved and decorated weapons，stone implements，articles of domestic and industrial nature，too well decorated and too clumsy for use.Such things are usually called“ceremonial，”but this word seems to cover a great number of meanings and much that has no meaning at all.In fact，very often，especially on museum labels，an article is called“ceremonial”simply because nothing is known about its uses and general nature.Speaking only about museum exhibits from New Guinea，I can say that many so-called ceremonial objects are nothing but simply overgrown objects of use，which preciousness of material and amount of labour expended have transformed into reservoirs of condensed economic value.Again，others are used on festive occasions，but play no part whatever in rites and ceremonies，and serve for decoration only，and these might be called objects of parade（compare Chap.VI，Div.I）.Finally，a number of these articles function actually as instruments of a magical or religious rite，and belong to the intrinsic apparatus of a ceremony.Such and such only could be correctly called ceremonial.During the So’i feasts among the Southern Massim，women carrying polished axe blades in fine carved handles，accompany with a rhythmic step to the beat of drums，the entry of the pigs and mango saplings into the village....As this is part of the ceremony and the axes are an indispensable accessory，their use in this case can be legitimately called“ceremonial”.Again，in certain magical ceremonies in the Trobriands，the towosi（garden magician）has to carry a mounted axe blade on his shoulders，and with it he delivers a ritual blow at a kamkokola structure....

The vaygu’a—the Kula valuables—in one of their aspects are overgrown objects of use.They are also，however，ceremonial objects in the narrow and correct sense of the word.This will become clear after perusal of the following pages，and to this point we shall return in the last chapter.

It must be kept in mind that here we are trying to obtain a clear and vivid idea of what the Kula valuables are to the natives，and not to give a detailed and circumstantial description of them，nor to define them with precision.The comparison with the European heirlooms or Crown Jewels was given in order to show that this type of ownership is not entirely a fantastic South Sea custom，untranslatable into our ideas.For—and this is a point I want to stress—the comparison I have made is not based on purely external，superficial similarity.The psychological and sociological forces at work are the same，it is really the same mental attitude which makes us value our heirlooms，and makes the natives in New Guinea value their vaygu’a.

Ⅳ

The exchange of these two classes of vaygu’a，of the arm-shells and the necklaces，constitutes the main act of the Kula.This exchange is not done freely，right and left，as opportunity offers，and where the whim leads.It is subject indeed to strict limitations and regulations.One of these refers to the sociology of the exchange，and entails that Kula transactions can be done only between partners.A man who is in the Kula—for not everyone within its district is entitled to carry it on—has only a limited number of people with whom he deals.This partnership is entered upon in a definite manner，under fulfillment of certain formalities，and it constitutes a life-long relationship.The number of partners a man has varies with his rank and importance.A commoner in the Trobriands would have a few partners only，whereas a chief would number hundreds of them.There is no special social mechanism to limit the partnership of some people and extend that of the others，but a man would naturally know to what number of partners he was entitled by his rank and position.And there would be always the example of his immediate ancestors to guide him.In other tribes，where the distinction of rank is not so pronounced，an old man of standing，or a headman of a hamlet or village would also have hundreds of Kula associates，whereas a man of minor importance would have but few.

Two Kula partners have to kula with one another，and exchange other gifts incidentally；they behave as friends，and have a number of mutual duties and obligations，which vary with the distance between their villages and with their reciprocal status.An average man has a few partners near by，as a rule his relations-in-law or his friends，and with these partners，he is generally on very friendly terms.The Kula partnership is one of the special bonds which unite two men into one of the standing relations of mutual exchange of gifts and services so characteristic of these natives.Again，the average man will have one or two chiefs in his or in the neighbouring districts with whom he kulas.In such a case，he would be bound to assist and serve them in various ways，and to offer them the pick of his vaygu’a when he gets a fresh supply.On the other hand he would expect them to be specially liberal to him.

The overseas partner is，on the other hand，a host，patron and ally in a land of danger and insecurity.Nowadays，though the feeling of danger still persists，and natives never feel safe and comfortable in a strange district，this danger is rather felt as a magical one，and it is more the fear of foreign sorcery that besets them.In olden days，more tangible dangers were apprehended，and the partner was the main guarantee of safety.He also provides with food，gives presents，and his house，though never used to sleep in，is the place in which to foregather while in the village.Thus the Kula partnership provides every man within its ring with a few friends near at hand，and with some friendly allies in the far-away，dangerous，foreign districts.These are the only people with whom he can kula，but，of course，amongst all his partners，he is free to choose to which one he will offer which object.

Let us now try to cast a broad glance at the cumulative effects of the rules of partnership.We see that all around the ring of Kula there is a network of relationships，and that naturally the whole forms one interwoven fabric.Men living at hundreds of miles’sailing distance from one another are bound together by direct or intermediate partnership，exchange with each other，know of each other，and on certain occasions meet in a large inter-tribal gathering....Objects given by one，in time reach some very distant indirect partner or other，and not only Kula objects，but various articles of domestic use and minor gifts.It is easy to see that in the long run，not only objects of material culture，but also customs，songs，art motives and general cultural influences travel along the Kula route.It is a vast，inter-tribal net of relationships，a big institution，consisting of thousands of men，—all bound together by one common passion for Kula exchange，and secondarily，by many minor ties and interests.
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Returning again to the personal aspect of the Kula，let us take a concrete example，that of an average man who lives，let us assume，in the village of Sinaketa，an important Kula centre in the Southern Trobriands.He has a few partners，near and far，but they again fall into categories，those who give him arm-shells，and those who give him necklaces.For it is naturally an invariable rule of the Kula that arm-shells and necklaces are never received from the same man，since they must travel in different directions.If one partner gives the arm-shells，and I return to him a necklace，all future operations have to be of the same type.More than that，the nature of the operation between me，the man of Sinaketa，and my partner，is determined by our relative positions with regard to the points of the compass.Thus I，in Sinaketa，would receive from the North and East only arm-shells；From the South and West，necklaces are given to me.If I have a near partner next door to me，if his abode is North or East of mine，he will always be giving me arm-shells and receiving necklaces from me.If，at a later time，he were to shift his residence within the village，the old relationship would obtain，but if he became a member of another village community on the other side of me the relationship would be reversed.The partners in villages to the North of Sinaketa，in the district of Luba，Kulumata，or Kiriwina all supply me with arm-shells.These I hand over to my partners in the South，and receive from them necklaces.The South in this case means the southern districts of Boyowa，as well as the Amphletts and Dobu.

Thus every man has to obey definite rules as to the geographical direction of his transactions.At any point in the Kula ring，if we imagine him turned towards the centre of the circle，he receives the arm-shells with his left hand，and the necklaces with his right，and then hands them both on.In other words，he constantly passes the arm-shells from left to right，and the necklaces from right to left.

Applying this rule of personal conduct to the whole Kula ring，we can see at once what the aggregate result is.The sum total of exchanges will not result in an aimless shifting of the two classes of article，in a fortuitous come and go of the armshells and necklaces.Two continuous streams will constantly flow on，the one of necklaces following the hands of a clock，and the other，composed of the arm-shells，in the opposite direction.We see thus that it is quite correct to speak of the circular exchange of the Kula，of a ring or circuit of moving articles（comp.Map V）.On this ring，all the villages are placed in a definitely fixed position with regard to one another，so that one is always on either the arm-shell or on the necklace side of the other.

Now we pass to another rule of the Kula，of the greatest importance.As just explained“the arm-shells and shellstrings always travel in their own respective directions on the ring，and they are never，under any circumstances，traded back in the wrong direction.Also，they never stop.It seems almost incredible at first，but it is the fact，nevertheless，that no one ever keeps any of the Kula valuables for any length of time.Indeed，in the whole of the Trobriands there are perhaps only one or two specially fine armshells and shell necklaces permanently owned as heirlooms，and these are set apart as a special class，and are once and for all out of the Kula.‘Ownership’，therefore，in Kula，is quite a special economic relation.A man who is in the Kula never keeps any article for longer than，say，a year or two.Even this exposes him to the reproach of being niggardly，and certain districts have the bad reputation of being ‘slow’and ‘hard’in the Kula.On the other hand，each man has an enormous number of articles passing through his hands during his life time，of which he enjoys a temporary possession，and which he keeps in trust for a time.This possession hardly ever makes him use the articles，and he remains under the obligation soon again to hand them on to one of his partners.But the temporary ownership allows him to draw a great deal of renown，to exhibit his article，to tell how he obtained it，and to plan to whom he is going to give it.And all this forms one of the favourite subjects of tribal conversation and gossip，in which the feats and the glory in Kula of chiefs or commoners are constantly discussed and re-discussed.”c
 Thus every article moves in one direction only，never comes back，never permanently stops，and takes as a rule some two to ten years to make the round.
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This feature of the Kula is perhaps its most remarkable one，since it creates a new type of ownership，and places the two Kula articles in a class of their own.Here we can return to the comparison drawn between the vaygu’a（Kiriwinian valuables）and the European heirlooms.This comparison broke down on one point：in the European objects of this class，permanent ownership，lasting association with the hereditary dignity or rank or with a family，is one of its main features.

In this the Kula articles differ from heirlooms，but resemble another type of valued object，that is，trophies，gauges of superiority，sporting cups，objects which are kept for a time only by the winning party，whether a group or an individual.Though held only in trust，only for a period，though never used in any utilitarian way，yet the holders get from them a special type of pleasure by the mere fact of owning them，of being entitled to them.Here again，it is not only a superficial，external resemblance，but very much the same mental attitude，favoured by similar social arrangements.The resemblance goes so far that in the Kula there exists also the element of pride in merit，an element which forms the main ingredient in the pleasure felt by a man or group holding a trophy.Success in Kula is ascribed to special，personal power，due mainly to magic，and men are very proud of it.Again，the whole community glories in a specially fine Kula trophy，obtained by one of its members.

All the rules so far enumerated—looking at them from the individual point of view—limit the social range and the direction of the transactions as well as the duration of ownership of the articles.Looking at them from the point of view of their integral effect，they shape the general outline of the Kula，give it the character of the double-closed circuit.Now a few words must be said about the nature of each individual transaction，in so far as its commercial technicalities are concerned.Here very definite rules also obtain.

Ⅴ

The main principle underlying the regulations of actual exchange is that the Kula consists in the bestowing of a ceremonial gift，which has to be repaid by an equivalent counter-gift，after a lapse of time，be it a few hours or even minutes，though sometimes as much as a year or more may elapse between paymentsd
 .But it can never be exchanged from hand to hand with the equivalence between the two objects discussed，bargained about and computed.The decorum of the Kula transaction is strictly kept，and highly valued.The natives sharply distinguish it from barter，which they practise extensively，of which they have a clear idea，and for which they have a settled term—in Kiriwinian：gimwali.Often，when criticising an incorrect，too hasty，or indecorous procedure of Kula，they will say：“He conducts his Kula as if it were gimwali.”

The second very important principle is that the equivalence of the counter-gift is left to the giver，and cannot be enforced by any kind of coercion.A partner who has received a Kula gift is expected to give back fair and full value，that is，to give as good an arm-shell as the necklace he receives，or vice versa.Again，a very fine article must be replaced by one of equivalent value，and not by several minor ones，though intermediate gifts may be given to mark time before the real repayment takes place.
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If the article given as counter-gift is not equivalent，the recipient will be disappointed and angry，but he has no direct means of redress，no means of coercing his partner，or of putting an end to the whole transaction.What then are the forces at work which keep the partners to the terms of the bargain？Here we come up against a very important feature of the native’s mental attitude towards wealth and value.The great misconception of attributing to the savage a pure economic nature，might lead us to reason incorrectly thus：“The passion of acquiring，the loathing to lose or give away，is the fundamental and most primitive element in man’s attitude to wealth.In primitive man，this primitive characteristic will appear in its simplest and purest form.Grab and never let go will be the guiding principle of his life.”e
 The fundamental error in this reasoning is that it assumes that“primitive man，”as represented by the present-day savage，lives，at least in economic matters，untrammeled by conventions and social restrictions.Quite the reverse is the case.Although，like every human being，the Kula native loves to possess and therefore desires to acquire and dreads to lose，the social code of rules，with regard to give and take by far overrides his natural acquisitive tendency.
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This social code，such as we find it among the natives of the Kula is，however，far from weakening the natural desirability of possession；on the contrary，it lays down that to possess is to be great，and that wealth is the indispensable appanage of social rank and attribute of personal virtue.But the important point is that with them to possess is to give—and here the natives differ from us notably.A man who owns a thing is naturally expected to share it，to distribute it，to be its trustee and dispenser.And the higher the rank the greater the obligation.A chief will naturally be expected to give food to any stranger，visitor，even loiterer from another end of the village.He will be expected to share any of the betel-nut or tobacco he has about him.So that a man of rank will have to hide away any surplus of these articles which he wants to preserve for his further use.In the Eastern end of New Guinea a type of large basket，with three layers，manufactured in the Trobriands，was specially popular among people of consequence，because one could hide away one’s small treasures in the lower compartments.Thus the main symptom of being powerful is to be wealthy and of wealth is to be generous.Meanness，indeed，is the most despised vice，and the only thing about which the natives have strong moral views，while generosity is the essence of goodness.

This moral injunction and ensuing habit of generosity，superficially observed and misinterpreted，is responsible for another wide-spread misconception，that of the primitive communism of savages.This，quite as much as the diametrically opposed figment of the acquisitive and ruthlessly tenacious native，is definitely erroneous，and this will be seen with sufficient clearness in the following chapters.
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Thus the fundamental principle of the natives’moral code in this matter makes a man do his fair share in Kula transaction and the more important he is，the more will he desire to shine by his generosity.Noblesse oblige
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 is in reality the social norm regulating their conduct.This does not mean that people are always satisfied，and that there are no squabbles about the transactions，no resentments and even feuds.It is obvious that，however much a man may want to give a good equivalent for the object received，he may not be able to do so.And then，as there is always a keen competition to be the most generous giver，a man who has received less than he gave will not keep his grievance to himself，but will brag about his own generosity and compare it to his partner’s meanness；the other resents it，and the quarrel is ready to break out.But it is very important to realise that there is no actual haggling，no tendency to do a man out of his share.The giver is quite as keen as the receiver that the gift should be generous，though for different reasons.Then，of course，there is the important consideration that a man who is fair and generous in the Kula will attract a larger stream to himself than a mean one.
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The two main principles，namely，first that the Kula is a gift repaid after an interval of time by a counter-gift，and not a bartering；and second，that the equivalent rests with the giver，and cannot be enforced，nor can there be any haggling or going back on the exchange—these underlie all the transactions.A concrete outline of how they are carried on，will give a sufficient preliminary idea.

“Let us suppose that I，a Sinaketa man，am in possession of a pair of big arm-shells.An overseas expedition from Dobu in the d’Entrecasteaux Archipelago，arrives at my village.Blowing a conch shell，I take my arm-shell pair and I offer it to my overseas partner，with some words as ‘This is a vaga（opening gift）—in due time，thou returnest to me a big soulava（necklace）for it！’Next year，when I visit my partner’s village，he either is in possession of an equivalent necklace，and this he gives to me as yotile（return gift），or he has not a necklace good enough to repay my last gift.In this case he will give me a small necklace—avowedly not equivalent to my gift—and he will give it to me as basi（intermediary gift）.This means that the main gift has to be repaid on a future occasion，and the basi is given in token of good faith—but it，in turn，must be repaid by me in the meantime by a gift of small arm-shells.The final gift，which will be given to me to clinch the whole transaction，would then be called kudu（clinching gift）in contrast to basi”（loc.cit.，p.99）

Although haggling and bargaining are completely ruled out of the Kula，there are customary and regulated ways of bidding for a piece of vaygu’a known to be in the possession of one’s partner.This is done by the offer of what we shall call solicitary gifts，of which there are several types.“If I，an inhabitant of Sinaketa，happen to be in possession of a pair of arm-shells more than usually good，the fame of it spreads，for it must be remembered that each one of the first-class arm-shells and necklaces has a personal name and ahistory of its own，and as they circulate around the big ring of the Kula，they are all well known，and their appearance in a given district always creates a sensation.Now，all my partners—whether from overseas or from within the district—compete for the favour of receiving this particular article of mine，and those who are specially keen try to obtain it by giving me pokala（offerings）and kaributu（solicitary gifts）.The former（pokala）consist as a rule of pigs，especially fine bananas，and yams or taro；the latter（kaributu）are of greater value：the valuable，large axe blades（called beku），or lime spoons of whale bone are given”（loc.cit.，p.100），The further complication in the repayment of these solicitary gifts and a few more technicalities and technical expressions connected herewith will be given later on in Chapter IV.

Ⅵ

I have enumerated the main rules of the Kula in a manner sufficient for a preliminary definition，and now a few words must be said about the associated activities and secondary aspects of the Kula.If we realise that at times the ex-change has to take place between districts divided by dangerous seas，over which a great number of people have to travel by sail，and do so keeping to appointed dates，it becomes clear at once that considerable preparations are necessary to carry out the expedition.Many preliminary activities are intimately associated with the Kula.Such are，particularly，the building of canoes，preparation of the outfit，the provisioning of the expedition，the fixing of dates and social organisation of the enterprise.All these are subsidiary to the Kula，and as they are carried on in pursuit of it，and form one connected series，a description of the Kula must embrace an account of these preliminary activities.The detailed account of canoe-building，of the ceremonial attached to it，of the incidental magical rites，of the launching and trial run，of the associated customs which aim at preparing the outfit—all this will be described in detail in the next few chapters.

Another important pursuit inextricably bound up with the Kula，is that of the secondary trade.Voyaging to far-off countries，endowed with natural resources unknown in their own homes，the Kula sailors return each time richly laden with these，the spoils of their enterprise.Again，in order to be able to offer presents to his partner，every outward bound canoe carries a cargo of such things as are known to be most desirable in the overseas district.Some of this is given away in presents to the partners，but a good deal is carried in order to pay for the objects desired at home.In certain cases，the visiting natives exploit on their own account during the journey some of the natural resources overseas.For example，the Sinaketans dive for the spondylus in Sanaroa Lagoon，and the Dobuans fish in the Trobriands on a beach on the southern end of the island.The second trade is complicated still more by the fact that such big Kula centres as，for instance，Sinaketa，are not efficient in any of the industries of special value to the Dobuans.Thus，Sinaketans have to procure the necessary store of goods from the inland villages of Kuboma，and this they do on minor trading expeditions preliminary to the Kula.Like the canoe-building，the secondary trading will be described in detail later on，and has only to be mentioned here.
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Here，however，these subsidiary and associated activities must be put in proper relation with regard to one another and to the main transaction.Both the canoe-building and the ordinary trade have been spoken of as secondary or subsidiary to the Kula proper.This requires a comment.I do not，by thus subordinating the two things in importance to the Kula mean to express a philosophical reflection or a personal opinion as to the relative value of these pursuits from the point of view of some social teleology.Indeed，it is clear that if we look at the acts from the outside，as comparative sociologists and gauge their real utility，trade and canoe-building will appear to us as the really important achievements，whereas we shall regard the Kula only as an indirect stimulus，impelling the natives to sail and to trade.Here，however，I am not dealing in sociological，but in pure ethnographical description and any sociological analysis I have given is only what has been absolutely indispensable to clear away misconceptions and to define terms.f
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By ranging the Kula as the primary and chief activity，and the rest as secondary ones，I mean that this precedence is implied in the institutions themselves.By studying the behaviour of the natives and all the customs in question，we see that the Kula is in all respects the main aim：the dates are fixed，the preliminaries settled，the expeditions arranged，the social organisation determined，not with regard to trade，but with regard to Kula.On an expedition，the big ceremonial feast，held at the start，refers to the Kula；the final ceremony of reckoning and counting the spoil refers to Kula，not to the objects of trade obtained.Finally，the magic，which is one of the main factors of all the procedure，refers only to the Kula，and this applies even to a part of the magic carried out over the canoe.Some rites in the whole cycle are done for the sake of the canoe itself，and others for the sake of Kula.The construction of the canoes is always carried on directly in connection with a Kula expedition.All this，of course，will become really clear and convincing only after the detailed account is given.But it was necessary at this point to set the right perspective in the relation between the main Kula and the trade.

Of course not only many of the surrounding tribes who know nothing of the Kula do build canoes and sail far and daringly on trading expeditions，but even within the Kula ring，in the Trobriands for instance，there are several villages who do not kula，yet have canoes and carry on energetic overseas trade.But where the Kula is practiced，it governs all the other allied activities，and canoe-building and trade are made subsidiary to it.And this is expressed both by the nature of the institutions and the working of all the arrangements on the one hand，and by the behaviour and explicit statements of the natives on the other.

The Kula—it becomes，I hope，more and more clear—is a big，complicated institution，insignificant though its nucleus might appear.To the natives，it represents one of the most vital interests in life，and as such it has a ceremonial character and is surrounded by magic.We can well imagine that articles of wealth might pass from hand to hand without ceremony or ritual，but in the Kula they never do.Even when at times only small parties in one or two canoes sail overseas and bring back vaygu’a，certain taboos are observed，and a customary course is taken in departing，in sailing，and in arriving；even the smallest expedition in one canoe is a tribal event of some importance，known and spoken of over the whole district.But the characteristic expedition is one in which a considerable number of canoes take part，organised in a certain manner，and forming one body.Feasts，distributions of food and other public ceremonies are held，there is one leader and master of the expedition，and various rules are adhered to，in addition to the ordinary Kula taboos and observances.

The ceremonial nature of the Kula is strictly bound up with another of its aspects—magic.“The belief in the efficiency of magic dominates the Kula，as it does ever so many other tribal activities of the natives.Magical rites must be performed over the sea-going canoe when it is built，in order to make it swift，steady and safe；also magic is done over a canoe to make it lucky in the Kula.Another system of magical rites is done in order to avert the dangers of sailing.The third system of magic connected with overseas expeditions is the mwasila or the Kula magic proper.This system consists in numerous rites and spells，all of which act directly on the mind（nanola）of one’s partner，and make him soft，unsteady in mind，and eager to give Kula gifts”（loc.cit.，p.100）.
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It is clear that an institution so closely associated with magical and ceremonial elements，as is the Kula，not only rests on a firm，traditional foundation，but also has its large store of legend.“There is a rich mythology of the Kula in which stories are told about far-off times when mythical ancestors sailed on distant and daring expeditions.Owing to their magical knowledge they were able to escape dangers to conquer their enemies，to surmount obstacles，and by their feats they established many a precedent which is now closely followed by tribal custom.But their importance for their descendants lies mainly in the fact that they handed on their magic，and this made the Kula possible for the following generations”（loc.cit.，p.100）.

The Kula is also associated in certain districts，to which the Trobriands do not belong，with the mortuary feasts called so’i.The association is interesting and important and in Chapter XX an account of it will be given.

The big Kula expeditions are carried on by a great number of natives，a whole district together.But the geographical limits，from which the members of an expedition are recruited，are well defined.Glancing at Map V，“we see a number of circles，each of which represents a certain sociological unit which we shall call a Kula community.A Kula community consists of a village or a number of villages，who go out together on big overseas expeditions，and who act as a body in the Kula transactions，perform their magic in common，have common leaders，and have the same outer and inner social sphere，within which they exchange their valuables.The Kula consists，therefore，first of the small，internal transactions within a Kula community or contiguous communities，and secondly，of the big overseas expeditions in which the exchange of articles takes place between two communities divided by the sea.In the first，there is a chronic，permanent trickling of articles from one village to another，and even within the village.In the second，a whole lot of valuables，amounting to over a thousand articles at a time，are exchanged in one enormous transaction，or，more correctly，in ever so many transactions taking place simultaneously”（loc.cit.，p.101）.
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 “The Kula trade consists of a series of such periodical overseas expeditions，which link together the various island groups，and annually bring over big quantities of vaygu’a and of subsidiary trade from one district to another.The trade is used and used up，but the vaygu’a—the arm-shells and necklets—go round and round the ring”（loc.cit.，p.105）.

In this chapter，a short，summary definition of the Kula has been given.I enumerated one after the other its most salient features，the most remarkable rules as they are laid down in native custom，belief and behaviour.This was necessary in order to give a general idea of the institution before describing its working in detail.But no abridged definition can give to the reader the full understanding of a human social institution.It is necessary for this，to explain its working concretely，to bring the reader into contact with the people，show how they proceed at each successive stage，and to describe all the actual manifestations of the general rules laid down in abstract.

As has been said above，the Kula exchange is carried on by enterprises of two sorts；first there are the big overseas expeditions，in which a more or less considerable amount of valuables are carried at one time.Then there is the inland trade in which the articles are passed from hand to hand，often changing several owners before they move a few miles.

The big overseas expeditions are by far the more spectacular part of the Kula.They also contain much more public ceremonial，magical ritual，and customary usage.They require also，of course，more of preparation and preliminary activity.I shall therefore have a good deal more to say about the overseas Kula expeditions than about the internal exchange.

As the Kula customs and beliefs have been mainly studied in Boyowa，that is，the Trobriand Islands，and from the Boyowan point of view，I shall describe，in the first place，the typical course of an overseas expedition，as it is prepared，organized，and carried out from the Trobriands.Beginning with the construction of the canoes，proceeding to the ceremonial launching and the visits of formal presentation of canoes，we shall choose then the community of Sinaketa，and follow the natives on one of their overseas trips，describing it in all details.This will serve us as a type of a Kula expedition to distant lands.It will then be indicated in what particulars such expeditions may differ in other branches of the Kula，and for this purpose I shall describe an expedition from Dobu，and one between Kiriwina and Kitava.An account of inland Kula in the Trobriands，of some associated forms of trading and of Kula in the remaining branches will complete the account.

In the next chapter I pass，therefore，to the preliminary stages of the Kula，in the Trobriands，beginning with a description of the canoes.

NOTES


a
 By“current view，”I mean such as is to be found in textbooks and in passing remarks，scattered through economic and ethnological literature.As a matter of fact，Economics is a subject very seldom touched upon either in theoretical works or Ethnology，or in accounts of field-work.I have enlarged on this deficiency in the article on“Primitive Economics，”published in the Economic Journal，March，1921.

The best analysis of the problem of savage economy is to be found，in spite of its many shortcomings，in K.Bücher’s“Industrial Evolution，”English translation，1901.On primitive trade，however，his views are inadequate.In accordance with his general view that savages have no national economy，he maintains that any spread of goods among natives is achieved by non-economic means，such as robbery，tributes and gifts.The information contained in the present volume is incompatible with Bücher’s views，nor could he have maintained them had he been acquainted with Barton’s description of the Hiri（contained in Seligman’s“Melanesians”）.

A summary of the research done on Primitive Economics，showing，incidentally，how little real，sound work has been accomplished，will be found in Pater W.Kopper’s“Die Ethnologische Wirtschaftsforschung”in Anthropos，X-XI，1915-16，pp.611-651，and 971-1079.The article is very useful，where the author summarises the views of others.


b
 Professor C.G.Seligman，op.cit.，p.93.states that arm-shells，toea，as they are called by the Motu，are traded from the Port Moresby district westward to the Gulf of Papua.Among the Motu and Koita，near Port Moresby，they are highly valued，and nowadays attain very high prices，up to ￡30，much more than is paid for the same article among the Massim.


c
 This and the following quotations are from the Author’s preliminary article on the Kula in Man，July，1920.Article number 51，p.100.


d
 In order not to be guilty of inconsistency in using loosely the word“ceremonial”I shall define it briefly.I shall call an action ceremonial，if it is（1）public；（2）carried on under observance of definite formalities；（3）if it has sociological，religious，or magical import，and it carries with it obligations.


e
 This is not a fanciful construction of what an erroneous opinion might be，for I could give actual examples proving that such opinions have been set forth，but as I am not giving here a criticism of existing theories of Primitive Economics，I do not want to overload this chapter with quotations.


f
 It is hardly necessary perhaps to make it quite clear that all questions of origins of development or history of the institutions have been rigorously ruled out of this work.The mixing up of speculative or hypothetical views with an account of facts is，in my opinion an unpardonable sin against ethnographic method.
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 [1]
 （1930）


 [2]
 Benedict did fieldwork among the Zuñi，Cochiti，and Pima throughout the mid-1920s.This paper，presented in 1928，was her first major analysis of her experiences there.In it，she develops themes later elaborated in Patterns of Culture，published in 1934.Perhaps because it was designed for a popular audience and written in an engaging style，Patterns of Culture became an enduring classic of anthropology—one still frequently read by students in introductory courses.Despite frequent criticism，Benedict’s descriptions of Native American cultures and her theoretical position have had an important effect on American anthropology.


 [3]
 Benedict derives her categories of Apollonian and Dionysian from The Birth of Tragedy（published in 1872），a study of the origins of Creek drama by German philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche（1844-1900）.Some biographers have suggested that Benedict’s intellectual preference for this classification scheme was related to her experience as a very young child，when，at her father’s open-casket funeral，she experienced the contrast between her mother’s open grief and her father’s calm，tragic corpse（Modell 1983：1）.


 [4]
 The reference is to William Blake（1757-1827），an English poet，painter，and visionary.Benedict，who had studied English literature at Vassar College，was a more artful writer than most anthropologists.In addition to her anthropological works，Benedict wrote poetry under the pen name of Anne Singleton，a name that may be revealing of her personality.Her poems appeared in literary magazines，but she was unable to get a collection of them published.Thankfully for anthropology，her inability to find a publisher for her book dissuaded her from a career in poetry.


 [5]
 Benedict speaks here of seeking explanation for Pueblo Apollonian behavior，but offers none.Benedict saw culture as personality writ large.She believed that societies were able to choose their cultures out of the full range of human variability，but she was not concerned with understanding why a society would choose one type of culture rather than another.Although Benedict’s work offered many examples of Pueblo Apollonian behavior，it provided no historical context—she made no attempt to explain the origins of the cultural personalities she documented.The lack of history is surprising since Franz Boas，her teacher，placed such an emphasis on historical reconstruction.Despite their Boasian backgrounds，culture and personality writers were generally ahistorical.


 [6]
 Benedict’s anthropology is psychological，but it is not Freudian.Like other Boasians，she rejected Freud’s notions of cultural evolution as nonscientific and ethnocentric.She traced her intellectual descent from the German psychologist Wilhelm Dilthey（1853-1911），who believed that the goal of psychology was to understand the inner life of the mind.He also proposed the existence of different weltanshauungen or worldviews，which were categories much like Benedict’s Apollonian and Dionysian.


 [7]
 Although Benedict here mentions her own 1922 study of the Serrano，she did little fieldwork，preferring instead to draw on studies from many sources.


 [8]
 Benedict started her career in ethnology as a student of Elsie Clew Parsons（1875-1941）at the New School for Social Research but soon went to study under Franz Boas at Columbia.After the completion of her dissertation，she remained with Boas until his retirement in 1936；she herself continued at Columbia until her death in 1948.The particularly close relationship between Boas and Benedict gave her exceptional access to the work and friendship of his other students，particularly Edward Sapir，Mead，and Kroeber.Both their work，and her conversations and correspondence with them，had a profound influence on Benedict’s anthropology.Note the strong reliance on work by Boas，his students，and friends in Benedict’s notes to this essay.


 [9]
 Matilda Stevenson（1849-1915）was a pioneering American ethnographer who did extensive fieldwork among the Zuñi between 1879 and 1915 and published several monographs on them.Stevenson，founder and first president of the Women’s Anthropological Society，was one of the first ethnographers to do work that centered on women and children.


 [10]
 Two aspects of Boasian thought exerted particularly strong influences on Benedict.The first was cultural relativism.Notice that her language describing the use of hallucinogens，an exotic and possibly offensive cultural practice，is matter-of-fact and nonjudgmental.Although Apollonian culture traits might seem more desirable to upper-middle-class intellectual Americans（her primary audience），her writing here and in Patterns of Culture describes Apollonian and Dionysian cultures as equally attractive.

The Second Boasian influence was an emfhasis on holism.


 [11]
 Benedict’s focus here is not on the actions performed，but on how the actors interpret their actions.Boas wanted to build anthropology on a scientific，empirical model；Benedict came to see anthropology as an interpretive art，as much a humanity as a social science.At the end of her life，she wrote that anthropology stood at the boundary between science and the humanities（Benedict 1948：585）.This view has made her an important figure for many interpretive and postmodern anthropologists.


 [12]
 Notice that Benedict offers no reason why the Pueblo have rejected torture.It is simply an aspect of their culture，and culture is an independent force creating itself.


 [13]
 Penitentes are individuals who，at Easter，imitate the suffering of Jesus by whipping themselves and imitating his crucifixion.


 [14]
 Five fingers refers to a common Plains Indian practice of chopping off a finger joint in mourning or for spiritual purposes.


 [15]
 Critics have frequently accused Benedict of being so guided by her vision of the logical constancy of culture that she distorted her data.They point out that，Benedict’s claims to the contrary，alcoholism was common on the Pueblo reservations during her fieldwork（and is so today）.In this passage，Benedict suggests that a dance done with a live rattlesnake in the mouth is not an ecstatic ritual，but rather like a Morris dance，a rather staid and orderly form of British folk dancing.Perhaps so，but this assertion raises important questions of interpretation.Most observers would consider dancing with live rattlesnakes an ecstatic rite，however，few members of any religion would use such words to describe their actions.So，is it or is it not ecstatic？If we accept that dancing with live rattlesnakes is not an ecstatic ritual，does the phrase have any meaning；can any ritual be described as ecstatic？Such issues of interpretation became the subject of intense anthropological debate in the 1950s and 1960s and to some extent remain so today.


 [16]
 Benedict comments in passing on the“unimaginativeness of the human mind.”Like Boas，Benedict believed that within a culture，most traits originated by diffusion rather than independent invention.However，neither agreed at all with the radical European diffusionist thinkers.


 [17]
 Throughout this essay，but particularly here and below，the examples given are quite sensational，even risqué.This is typical of much of the anthropology of Benedict’s time and，in her case，there were at least two reasons for it.First，she often wrote for a popular audience，and like Freud，Mead，and Malinowski，used the lure of the discussion of forbidden topics such as sex to attract and hold her audience.Second，she was a firm believer in cultural relativism.Showing exotic cultural practices that were unacceptable to her audience in a calm and rational light helped build the case for the acceptance of all cultures as equally valid.In this connection，it should be noted that Benedict practiced what she preached.She was a bitter opponent of racism and a forceful advocate for tolerance within her own society.


 [18]
 Like many of those that Benedict mentions，Ruth Bunzel（1898-1990）was a student of Boas and a member of Benedict’s own circle.She is particularly remembered for her studies of Zuñi pottery making.


 [19]
 In this passage，Benedict seems to allow that an Apollonian society can include some Dionysian practices.However，this apparent contradiction is resolved by the fact that those who perform the Dionysian act dread participating in it.


 [20]
 Here，as in Patterns of Culture，Benedict uses the Kwakiutl as her chief example of a Dionysian culture.In so doing，she relied almost entirely on the work of Boas.She had access not only to Boas’published work，but also to his notebooks and journals.More importantly，she worked closely with Boas for almost twenty years.


 [21]
 Notice Benedict’s use of the first person in this paragraph and below.Her reporting of Pueblo clowning is not couched in neutral，scientific language；rather she focuses on how things seemed to her.This articulates well with her view of anthropology as an interpretive art.


 [22]
 Benedict draws much of her information on the Pueblos from the work of Parsons，her first teacher，who worked extensively among the Pueblos and published many books on them.Boas and Parsons were very close friends and did some of their research together.


 [23]
 In conclusion，Benedict again declares the fundamental inexplicability of culture.In Patterns of Culture，she used a Digger Indian myth to explain cultural origins and differences：“God gave to every people ...a cup of clay，and from this cup they drank their life....They all dipped in the water but their cups were different”（1934：33）.


 [24]
 From Sex and Temperament in Three Primitive Societies（1935）


 [25]
 Mead was influenced by Ruth Benedict in her writing style，her strong emphasis on cultural relativism，and her belief in patterns in human culture.Note the psychological emphasis placed in the first paragraph.According to Mead，social stratification developed out of personal differences between individuals.Humans select their cultures，choosing some traits and ignoring others.In the last line of this paragraph，she even paraphrases Benedict’s cultural configuration concept.Although Patterns of Culture was published only one year before Mead’s book，Mead had read an early draft of Benedict’s work while conducting the field research upon which Sex and Temperament was based（Sanday 1980：342）.Compare the opening quotation in Benedict’s book—“In the beginning God gave to every people a cup of clay，and from this cup they drank their life”—to Mead’s “man made for himself a fabric of culture within which each human life was dignified by form and meaning.”


 [26]
 In this paragraph，Mead makes a strong statement of cultural relativism.In particular，she emphasizes Benedict’s contention that what is abnormal in one culture may be celebrated in another and provides a series of ethnographic examples to illustrate this point.Along with the issue of cultural relativity，Mead introduces the major point of this work.She says that cultures choose to emphasize issues like sex，age，or beauty，or ignore them.In other words，these factors are culturally rather than biologically determined.


 [27]
 Caul：an infant in a caul is born partially covered with membrane from the uterus.


 [28]
 Mead continues her attack on biological determinism in this paragraph.She says that Westerners can accept that there is great variation in beliefs and customs between cultures but inappropriately resist the notion that almost all the differences we identify between men and women also are cultural.The biological facts of man-and woman-hood，she argues，cannot explain the variation in gender behavior across cultures.In this and many other works，Mead focused on childrearing as one of the processes by which people learn their culture’s patterns（McDowell 1980：283）.


 [29]
 It may be hard to conceptualize the climate in which Mead was writing，but it is useful to remember that women had only been given the right to vote fifteen years before the publication of this book.Biological theories about the place of men and women in society were still strong.Consequently，Mead is disingenuous in this passage.She is careful to claim her book is not about women’s rights or feminism but simply offers an objective description of men and women in three different societies.Of course，it is about women’s rights and feminism，and she is attacking the common theories that stated that women were inherently inferior to men，but Mead makes her argument indirectly.She demonstrates that the ways we categorize men and women as masculine and feminine are cultural，not biological.She steers the reader to this conclusion obliquely by showing how American beliefs are different from beliefs in other cultures.Notice also the whack she takes at the evolutionists and their thoughts on feminism in the second sentence.It’s a good line.


 [30]
 Contrary to Putnam，Mead argues that gender stereotyping is as inexorable for boys as it is for girls.The determination of maleness and femaleness is arbitrary.Thus，the question is not only the“enslavement or emancipation of women”but also of men.Mead may have been trying to make her argument more palatable to men.


 [31]
 Mathilde and Mathis Vaёrting published their book in 1923，resurrecting the“mother-right”school of thought that had been popular in Europe off and on since the middle of the nineteenth century.In Das Mutterrecht（Mother Right，1861），the evolutionist Johann Jakob Bachofen popularized the idea that the earliest human civilizations were governed by women，who were eventually overthrown and subjugated by men.Since Bachofen，this theory has appeared in a number of guises.For example，in The Witch-Cult in Western Europe（1921），Margaret Murray（1863-1963）proposed a similar argument in relation to the witchcraft persecutions of the Renaissance.Murray argued that pre-Christian religion took the form of a fertility cult centered on the goddess Diana，who had a horned consort.According to Murray，male-dominated Christianity perverted this religion by twisting the cult’s nature symbolism into devil worship and instigating the witch trials of the Renaissance.Another incarnation of this idea was expressed in Robert Graves’The White Goddess（1948）.Mead uses this discussion of the Vaёrtings’book not only to criticize their point of view，but also to condemn the tendency to view situations as dichotomous extremes（if women are dominant，then men must be submissive；if men are strong，then women must be weak）.


 [32]
 Here you see a strong statement of the cultural nature of sex roles.Interestingly，Mead reversed this argument in her 1949 book Male and Female.There she argued that variability in sex roles was conditioned by biology，specifically，the reproductive functions and anatomical differences between men and women（Sanday 1980：340）.

Additionally，she directly attacks the French sociologist Emile Durkheim in this paragraph.Durkheim had suggested that cultural dichotomies（sacred-profane，right-left，and so on）were a fundamental human method of conceptualizing the world.Here she says that the sacred-profane distinction does not exist and that seeing things in terms of dichotomies ignores all the possibilities in between.


 [33]
 Mead uses the term“invert”to refer to berdache in Native American societies.Her references to the“feminine man”and“masculine woman”make it clear she is referring to homosexuality.Her mention of“early conditioning or identification with a parent of opposite sex”is a reference to the psychoanalytic explanation for homosexuality.Although Mead is specifically addressing these topics in a discussion of peoples in New Guinea，she must also have been struggling with issues of sexuality and gender roles in her personal life.Mead—a strong，outspoken woman in a field dominated by men—was intimately involved with another woman，Ruth Benedict.Furthermore，while conducting the research upon which this book was based with Reo Fortune，her second husband，she had met and become interested in Gregory Bateson，who later became her third husband.


 [34]
 Along with cultural relativism，a persistent strain in American anthropology has been to romanticize primitive peoples as being inherently wise or somehow living closer to and more in tune with nature.This theme is very strong in Mead’s work.In Coming of Age in Samoa （1928），for example，Mead presents Samoan life as almost utopian.


 [35]
 Once again，note Mead’s style.In this last paragraph she shifts from a third-person description to a first-person confession.This is important since she ultimately bases her theory on her personal experiences in New Guinea and the authority these experiences give her as an ethnographer.By reading the book，she hopes，you will be converted as she was.


 [36]
 From Argonauts of the Western Pacific（1922）


 [37]
 “The Essentials of the Kula”is the third chapter of Malinowski’s 1922 monograph Argonauts of the Western Pacific.In the introduction and first two chapters of the work，Malinowski discusses his research methods，the geography of the region，and the different“races”of people who inhabit it，as well as their notions of magic，sorcery，and power.Here he begins his discussion of the Kula，perhaps the thing for which this book is best remembered.


 [38]
 Malinowski’s theoretical position is known as psychological functionalism.In a 1939 essay“The Group and The Individual in Functionalist Analysis，”Malinowski argued that there were seven universal biological and psychological needs.These individual needs were converted to cultural behavior through the use of symbols，which also served to mold individual behavior to group standards.The task of the psychological functionalist was to describe these symbols and demonstrate how social institutions operated to fill psychological needs.However，it is not clear to what extent Malinowski had worked out these ideas when he wrote Argonauts and his other book length accounts of the Trobriand Islands，most of which were published in the 1920s.In these he seems far more interested in portraying the experiences of the Trobrianders in ways that make them comprehensible to audiences in Europe and America than in examining the ways in which institutions such as the Kula fill specific psychological needs.The degree to which psychological functionalism is actually represented in Argonauts is unclear.On the one hand，it is true that the Kula does serve at least some of the seven psychological functions Malinowski enumerates in 1939：It increases their safety by setting up networks of trading partners and allies and may allow for movement and growth.On the other hand，Malinowski does not address these issues anywhere in Argonauts and there is little evidence he had them in mind as he was writing this book.


 [39]
 Malinowski takes pains throughout this chapter to emphasize the size and complexity of the Kula.His understanding of it was conditioned by Spencer’s notion of the social organism as a complex system of interrelated parts.


 [40]
 Notice Malinowski’s characterization of the Trobriand Islanders in this and the next paragraph as aware of their individual actions and motives but unable to see their entire system.It takes an outsider，the ethnographer according to Malinowski，to conduct an objective analysis of a society and its institutions—a point that Victor Turner echoed half a century later.Malinowski is not denigrating the intelligence of the Trobriand Islanders here，for he believed the same principle to be true for people in Western societies.The point that a person cannot objectively analyze the system in which he or she participates is a central tenet of psychoanalytic thought.A selection of Freud’s work was made available to Malinowski in the field by his professor Charles G.Seligman（1873-1940），and Malinowski’s opinion on the issue may have been influenced by Freud’s writings.Seligman，a medical doctor，was a member of the Torres Straits expedition and wrote the groundbreaking The Melanesians of British New Guinea （1910），which set the stage for Malinowski’s research.Seligman found Freud useful in his work with victims of shell shock during World War I.Malinowski，on the other hand，became a key critic of Freud and used data from the Trobriands to attack Freud’s Oedipal theory in Sex and Repression in Savage Society（1955［1927］）.Note also the analogy Malinowski makes between ethnography and the physical sciences.


 [41]
 In his first footnote，Malinowski references the German economist Carl Bücher（1847-1930），whose Industrial Evolution，first published in Germany in 1893，was enormously influential in Europe，and by 1901 had been translated into English，French，and Russian.Bücher developed a three-stage view of economic evolution，proposing that households led to towns，which led to national economies.The factor that differentiated these stages was the role of exchange.He believed that contemporary primitive societies represented a pre-economic stage of society（Firth 1964：210）.Bücher writes that“primitive man lives only for the present...shuns all regular work ...has not the conception of duty，not of a vocation as a moral function in life”（1968［1901］：82）.These views influenced the work of scholars such as Max Weber and Marcel Mauss.Malinowski—though sympathetic to Bücher’s attempts to understand primitive economy—wrote Argonauts as a reaction to this view of primitive humans，using the Kula as a counterexample.Later in Argonauts he wrote，“Now I hope that whatever the meaning of the Kula might be for Ethnology，for the general science of culture，the meaning of the Kula will consist in being instrumental to dispell such crude，rationalistic conceptions of primitive mankind，and to induce both the speculator and the observer to deepen the analysis of economic facts”（1922：516）.


 [42]
 Malinowski believed that technologically primitive peoples were fully rational and just as intelligent as“civilized”people，but the point of the economic discussion in Argonauts is to critique the concept of“economic man.”This is the notion that human beings rationally deploy limited resources to competing ends in such a way as to increase their personal benefit.This idea lies behind Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations（1976［1776］）and most of Western economics.Malinowski’s attack at its most vitriolic is found on page 60 of Argonauts，where he writes，“Another notion which must be exploded，once and forever，is that of the Primitive Economic Man of some current economic textbooks.This fanciful，dummy creature，who has been very tenacious of existence in popular and semi-popular economic literature and whose shadow haunts even the minds of competent anthropologists，blighting their outlook with a preconceived idea，is an imaginary，primitive man，or savage，prompted in all his actions by a rationalistic concept of self-interest，and achieving his aims directly with the minimum of effort.”Malinowski wanted“rational man”but not“economic man”，and he needed to show that it was possible to have one without the other.In large part，this is the goal of the Kula discussion.To Malinowski，the Kula is a highly elaborate and rational system of exchange that has an economically irrational end：the distribution of goods that have no utilitarian value.Much of later substantivist economics treated Malinowski’s attack as virtually a founding document of their form of analysis.On the other hand，Firth says Malinowski’s attack was essentially against a straw man（1964：217）.


 [43]
 Unusually for the period in which this was written，Malinowski tells the reader about the conditions under which the photograph（not included in this volume）was taken.This is a level of ethnographic reporting that did not become common until the 1970s and 1980s.Ellipses throughout this section indicate the deletion of other references to photographs.


 [44]
 Malinowski is considered one of the great ethnographers in anthropological history in part because of his gift for ethnographic reportage.He believed it was important to understand how natives perceived their world and passed this understanding on to his readers by comparisons such as that presented here between vaygu’a and the crown jewels of Scotland.Like the jewels，vaygu’a do not have a practical utility；rather their value is symbolic，derived from their age and history.In making this comparison，Malinowski uses a nontechnical example easily accessible to a popular audience.Argonauts，like many of Malinowski’s other works，was designed to be read by educated laypersons as well as professional anthropologists.


 [45]
 In the passage above，Malinowski tries to give us a native’s perspective when he explains what the Kula items mean to their recipients.Malinowski’s writing style gave him a reputation as a man with great personal empathy for the people he studied.Admirers of Malinowski were greatly disillusioned when his diaries were published in 1967（A Diary in the Strict Sense of the Term）.The diaries showed that Malinowski was intensely unhappy and lonely much of the time，was constantly preoccupied with his health，and often spoke of the Trobriand Islanders in racist terms.In other words，he reacted like most people of his era（and perhaps our own）when forced into unfamiliar circumstances for a long period of time.


 [46]
 Following Spencer’s organic analogy，functionalists tended to see societies as collections of interrelated parts that worked together to promote the society’s smooth functioning and equilibrium.Malinowski’s emphasis on the Kula as a mechanism for establishing ties between people on different islands is apparent in the previous few paragraphs.He characterizes the Kula as a“vast，inter-tribal net of relationships.”


 [47]
 Malinowski was concerned with differentiating his brand of functionalism from that of A.R.Radcliffe-Brown.Malinowski’s theory was derived from his personal experiences in the field and was concerned with behavior within a cultural context，whereas Radcliffe-Brown studied social structure as an abstract representation that he believed existed independent of human beings.One of the most important differences between the two theorists was that Malinowski believed in the importance of individuals within a culture.Here he speaks of the Kula as many individual transactions taking place simultaneously.Radcliffe-Brown，on the other hand，believed that the study of culture as individual human behavior was impossible.


 [48]
 Malinowski’s Kula description is considered one of the seminal works in the development of economic anthropology and had a major impact on scholars of his day.Mauss，for example，believed the Kula was similar to the potlatch，and he frequently references Argonauts of the Western Pacific in The Gift，which was published three years after Argonauts.The first two principles of the Kula outlined at the start of this section are fundamental elements of prestation adopted and discussed by Mauss in his work.


 [49]
 Structural functionalists such as Radcliffe-Brown trace their intellectual descent directly from Durkheim.Malinowski was a bitter rival of Radcliffe-Brown，but he too was influenced by the French sociologist.In one article Malinowski called social structure a“vast conditioning apparatus”（Malinowski 1939），and here he says it overrides a person’s natural acquisitiveness.In some respects these comments seem to echo Durkheim’s definition of a social fact，but there are critical differences.Durkheim emphasized the independent nature of the collective conscience，which he believed had an existence apart from any individual and operated by its own laws.Malinowski，on the other hand，believed that culture existed to serve human needs and that，ultimately，these needs were individual physiological and psychological requirements.


 [50]
 Malinowski was writing just a few years after the Russian Revolution，when communist rhetoric was fashionable in Europe and the United States.This comment on primitive communism is a critique of the Marxist five-stage theory of history—Marx had suggested that European society had evolved through stages of primitive communism，ancient slave societies，feudalism，and capitalism.He believed that this evolution would end with the stage of socialism communism.Many Marxists believed these stages could be found in all societies.


 [51]
 Noblesse oblige：benevolent and honorable behavior，originally thought to be an obligation of persons of high rank.


 [52]
 Notice how Malinowski acknowledges the presence of conflict but minimizes its effect.For him，conflict exists but does not drive the system；rather，it is an aberration in what is generally a smoothly functioning organism.


 [53]
 Later theorists were critical of Malinowski’s comments on the nature of primitive economies.Malinowski insisted that the Kula was a rational system directed toward nonrational ends，that is，the exchange of items with only symbolic value.Because of this he gives little weight to the fact that the offerings given to induce a partner to part with good vaygu’a are utilitarian items such as pigs，bananas，yams，and axe blades.Although this secondary trade is repeatedly mentioned，Malinowski does not analyze it to see if participants gain an economic benefit.Critics suggest that in insisting that his perspective on the Kula is the right one，Malinowski ignores the data that disprove his theory.


 [54]
 Malinowski’s footnote is important because it is directed at the diffusionists and the Boasians whose ideas were popular at this time.Participant observation and the integration of culture were central aspects of the work of Franz Boas，and Malinowski’s work consistently incorporates these ideas，However，Boas and Malinowski disagreed on the importance of history.Boas believed that the current state of a culture could only be understood through the study of its history.Malinowski vehemently disagreed.In this note，Malinowski says that reconstructing history is an“unpardonable sin”and that he is unconcerned with searching for origins of institutions，preferring to spend his time working out the interrelations of elements within a society.Similarly，Malinowski dismissed popular diffusionists such as W.H.R.Rivers and Grafton Elliot Smith（1871-1937），who were trying to prove that all culture began in ancient Egypt and diffused from there.


 [55]
 Magic plays an important role in Trobriand Island society，and Malinowski discusses the subject in other chapters of Argonauts and in his later works Magic，Science，and Religion（1954［1925］）and Coral Gardens and Their Magic（1935）.Malinowski was reacting against the theory of one of his mentors，Sir James Frazer.Frazer，a popular theorist of anthropology and religion，argued that people in primitive societies had magical beliefs and other superstitions because they had some form of primitive mentality and were incapable of scientific thought.Concerned with presenting people in simple societies as rational，Malinowski was careful to distinguish the contexts in which magic was used.He argued that the Trobrianders were just as intelligent as anyone else and used magic in circumstances that were beyond rational control.Thus，magic had a psychological function：to reassure individuals in unpredictable situations.


 [56]
 The above paragraphs demonstrate Malinowski’s belief that culture was a system of interrelated parts.One cannot study the Kula alone，because it is interconnected with other aspects of Trobriand life such as canoe-building，magic，and family structure.Spencer’s organic analogy can be seen behind Malinowski’s model of the Kula.The Kula is a system in a physical sense；it can be diagrammed like the circulatory system of the body.


Chapter 3 The Nature of Society


Opening question：what’s the difference between society and culture？（Discussion）


Beginning in 1920，a fundamental division occurred between American and British Anthropology.In the U.S.，anthropology focus on culture as a set of ideas；in the U.K，it focused on society as the consequence of action.The former tries to explain the relationship between values and cultural behavior；the latter aims to analyze the different segments of society and the institutions that articulate them，which was directly derived from Durkheim’s discussion of mechanical and organic solidarity.（Moore 2009：117）In addition to differing modes of explanations，British and American anthropology diverged in subject matter.British social anthropology produced ethnography of societies，analyzing their institutions and operations.The individual social actor was characterized by role and status and shown to act within predetermined sets of behavior.Social forms operated to reinforce each other，ensuring the resolution of disruptive conflict and the perpetuation of the social structure—in short，the continued functioning of society.In contrast，American anthropology’s emphasis on culture as values and had a greater interest in individuals，and particularly how cultural practices served to shape individual character.（Moore 2009：117）They have a close relationship with psychology.

Marcel Mauss：Social Exchange

Marcel Mauss’study of rites（ritual）trying to search for the underlying structure（deep reality）of social facts influenced，Lévi-Strauss，one of his students，very much.Hubert and Mauss identified a schema of sacrificial rites involving separation，consecration，sacrifice，and “exit” or reintegration（a model that inspired Arnold van Gennep’s theory of“the rites of passage”.）and outlined that all sacrificial rituals establish“a means of communication between the sacred and profane worlds”via the agent of the victim，but by the same token those two realms are kept distinct because the victim—first consecrated，then killed—is of neither realm；the sacrifice of a victim separates the two realms“while uniting them”（Hubert and Mauss 1964：97，100；Moore 2009：125）.

In The gift，a well-known book，by extending Durkheim’s insights into social integration，Mauss“acknowledged that society is built on solidarity，but he believed it also requires reciprocity for survival”（Fournier 2006：3）.The gift is a cross-cultural essay of an institution that Mauss calls“total prestations”：exchanges that may appear to be voluntary but in fact are obligatory and reinforced by recognized sanctions（Moore 2009：127）.The exchanges were not only of goods and services，but also of“courtesies，entertainments，ritual，military assistance，women，children，dances and feasts”，the exchange of wealth was only“one part of a wide and enduring contract”（Mauss 1967：3）that happened between individuals and were surrounded by socially recognized and sanctioned obligations，that means the obligation to give，the obligation to receive and the obligation to repay（Mauss 1967：37-41）.（Just think，if you receive a gift from someone except your parents and other senior relatives，should you repay it some day？for example，when you get married，A presented 200 yuan and someone recorded it as a basis for your repay.That’s an obligation and the social structure that you can’t escape from.If you do not want to do in this way，what will happen on you？Can you imagine？）

A.R.Radcliffe-Brown：The Structure of Society

Radcliffe-Brown used the word social anthropology to define a field.He further tells the difference between social anthropology and ethnology.Anthropologists“refer to those investigations that are concerned with reconstruction of history as belonging to ethnology and to keep the term social anthropology for the study of discoverable regularities in the development of human society in so far as these can be illustrated or demonstrated by the study of primitive peoples”（Radcliffe-Brown 1977a：54）.The observation of regularities and search for general laws is basic to Radcliffe-Brown’s social anthropology.Contrary to Baos，Radcliffe-Brown insisted that comparative studies were also necessary and that library research was useful when it supplemented ethnographic fieldwork.

He complained that the anthropology graduate student is always taught to“consider any feature of social life in its context，in its relation to other features of the particular social system in which it is found.But he is often not taught to look at it in the wider context of human societies in general”（Radcliffe-Brown 1977a：54）.To find the lawlike generalizations about human society that is what Radcliffe-Brown proposed to do and is contrary to Baos’anthropological studies.Radcliffe-Brown envisioned an anthropology that could discover scientific laws about human society，cross-cultural regularities between “structure”（different from Levi’s structure that refers to deep model or structure that has noting to do with realities）and “function”（Moore 2009：152）.Social structures，according to Radcliffe Brown，are the interpersonal relations，and they exist independently of the individual members who might occupy those positions，much in the way that“mother”，“father”，and“villain”define a set of relationship in a melodrama regardless of the actors who play those roles.Dissimilar to culture，social structures are not abstractions for they really exist and may be directly observed：“we do not observe a culture since that word denotes，not any concrete reality，but an abstraction，and as it is commonly used a vague abstraction.But direct observation does reveal to us that...human beings are connected by a complex network of social relations.I use the term ‘social structure’to denote this network of actually existing relations”（Radcliffe-Brown 1952a：190）.Social structure includes all interpersonal relations，the differentiation of individuals and groups by their social roles，and the relationship between a particular group of human and a larger network of connections.Although Radcliffe-Brown contends that social structures are concrete realities，they are not what an individual fieldworker observes in a specific society，which Radcliffe-Brown describes as“social forms”and for Radcliffe-Brown，the function of cultural institutions was the role they played in maintaining society，not the satisfaction of individual’s needs as Malinowski argued.（Moore 2009：153-154）“The continuity of structure is maintained by the process of social life，which consists of the activities and interactions of individual human beings and of the organized groups into which they are united.The social life of the community is here defined as the functioning of the social structure.The function of a crime，or a funeral ceremony，is the part it plays in the social life as a whole and therefore the contribution it makes to the maintenance of structural continuity”（Radcliffe-Brown 1952b：180）.And“Such a view implies that a social system...has a certain kind of unity，which we may speak of as a functional unity.We may define it as a condition in which all parts of the system work together with a sufficient degree of harmony or internal consistency，i.e.，without producing persistent conflicts which can neither be resolved nor regulated（Radcliffe-Brown 1952b：181）.”These sentences have led to the reasonable criticism of Brown’s idea as overly static and synchronic（antonym：diachronic）.

The example of the application of his theory is his analysis of exogamous moieties and of Andaman Islander’s ritual.Exogamous moieties are kin systems in which a population is divided into two social divisions and a man of one moiety must not marry a woman of the same moiety.He began this kind of study in the interior of New South Wales in which moieties were matrilineal，exogamous and named after their totems—the eaglehawk and the crow.Then he examined other cases from Australia and finds many cases of exogamous moieties—some patrilineal，others matrilineal and drew the conclusion：“The resemblances and differences of animal species are translated into terms of friendship and conflict，solidarity and opposition.In other words，the world of animal life is represented in terms of social relations similar to those of human society（Radcliffe-Brown 1977a：59）.So，“whenever，in Australia，Melanesia or America，there exists a social structure of exogamous moieties，the moieties are thought of as being in a relation of what is here called ‘opposition’”（Radcliffe-Brown 1977a：61）.For the ancestor worship：he narrowly defines ancestor worship as the worship of a deceased ancestor or ancestors by an associated descent group such as a lineage or clan.Offerings of food and drink are made to the ancestors，which are usually conceived of as sharing a meal with the ancestors（Radcliffe-Brown 1977b：113-114）.The ritual also reflects a sense of dependency between the worshipper and the ancestors—ancestors will give him children and well-being，provide blessings if propitiated，send illness and disaster if ignored（Radcliffe-Brown 1977b：125）.Not unexpected，ancestor worship is most evolved among societies where unilineal descent is most crucial.

Edward Evans-Pritchard：Social Anthropology，Social History

Similar to Radcliffe-Brown，Edward’s earlier works focus on structure and function in social relationships which can be seen in Witchcraft，Oracles and Magic among the Azande，the Nuer and Kinship and Marriage among the Nuer.And the articles in African Political Systems also tend to be synchronic and isolating，separating twentieth century African societies from their historical past and colonial present（Moore 2009：161）.Ten years after the publication of The Nuer，he changed his idea into that social anthropology should be recast into social history.

His study of Azande is strikingly themed by the idea that“the simplest way of assessing an African people’s way of looking at life is to ask to what they attribute misfortune，and for the Azande the answer is witchcraft”（Evans-Pritchard 1967：11）.But in U.S.，just as Moore said that the way they deal with misfortune is to appeal to the legal system to establish responsibility—even over“accidents”—and to assess penalties（Moore 2009：167）.For Azande people，“witchcraft is ubiquitous”（Evans-Pritchard 1976：18）.Witchcraft may be the cause for misfortune in any element of Azande life：“if a wife is sulky and unresponsive to her husband it is witchcraft；if a prince is cold and distant with his subject it is witchcraft；if a magical rite fails to achieve its purpose it is witchcraft；if，in fact，any failure or misfortune falls upon anyone at any time and in relation to any of the manifold activities of his life it may be due to witchcraft”（Evans-Pritchard 1976：63-64）.This does not mean the Azande are unaware of other forms of causation—for example，incompetence or carelessness，breach of taboo or failure to observe a moral rule，or what we might call“natural processes，”but witchcraft is an important explanatory link（Moore 2009：168）.His classic example of this is the example of the falling granary（barn）.Granaries are heavy structures of wattle and daub lift above ground on wooden posts.But sometimes，this structure collapse，“there is nothing remarkable in this.Every Azande knows that termites eat the supports in course of time and that even the hardest woods decay”（Evans-Pritchard 1976：69-70）.However it may happen a particular person was just sitting beneath the granary when it collapse and he was injured.Why？“Why these two events occurred at a precisely similar moment in time and space.It was due to the action of witchcraft.”（Evans-Pritchard 1976：69-70）At the same time，they believe the witchcraft is hidden in an organ by the liver and is passed patrilineallly from father to son，but that it does not appear in the royal lineage.

Besides，we should pay attention to Evans-Pritchard’s idea of adding history in the anthropological study.In addition to the historical detail，Evans-Pritchard outlined why history was important for anthropology：“to leave out the historical dimension is to deprive ourselves of knowledge that is both ascertainable and necessary for an understanding of political organization which have always，to a greater or lesser extent，been transformed by European rule before anthropologists have commenced their study of them，and which，furthermore，have been shaped by events that took place long before Europeans appeared on the scene.That the Azande had been expanding and...conquering and assimilating dozens of foreign peoples，as well as taking part in a long series of dynastic wars among themselves，for at least 150 years before Europeans imposed their administration is surely a fact which cannot be left out of consideration in a study of their institutions and culture.”（Evans-Pritchard 1971：267）.So the study of social history formed the basis of Evans’later research agenda.He argued that there are three levels of anthropology inquiry of increasing abstraction，each with direct parallels in historical methods（Evans-Pritchard 1950：122）.First，the anthropologists attempt to understand another society and translate it to his own.The only difference between anthropology and history is that the anthropology’s data are produced from direct fieldwork experience while historian relies on the written record；this was merely“a technical，not a methodological，difference”.Second，the anthropologist and historian attempt to make their subjects“sociologically intelligible”.The anthropology“seeks also to discover the structural order of the society，the patterns which，once established，enable him to see it as a whole，as a set of interrelated abstractions”）Finally，“the anthropologist compares the social structures his analysis has revealed in a wide range of societies”（Evans-Pritchard 1950：121-122）.

Further readings：

1.Marcel Mauss，Excerpts from the Gift（1925）

2.A.R.Radcliffe-Brown，The Mother’s Brother in South Africa（1924）
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1.Excerpts from The Gift
 
[1]

 Marcel Mauss（1872-1950）

［Our reprint of Mauss’work opens with section three of Chapter 2.In sections one and two of that chapter；comprising about 5，000 words，Mauss describes the rules of generosity on the Andaman Islands and the Kula trade inMelanesia，as well as other associated exchange practices.These exchanges，he believes，are the material expressions of Emile Durkheim’s social facts.They are used to forge and maintain alliances，and they replicate the divisions between the people involved in them.The interdependence of the exchange network increases social solidarity.He continues here with a discussion of potlatch among Native Americans.］

3.HONOUR AND CREDIT

（NORTH-WEST AMERICA）

From these observations on Melanesian and Polynesian peoples our picture of gift economy is already beginning to take shape.
 
[2]

 Material and moral life，as exemplified in gift exchange，functions there in a manner at once interested and obligatory.Furthermore，the obligation is expressed in myth and imagery，symbolically and collectively；it takes the form of interest in the objects exchanged；the objects are never completely separated from the men who exchange them；the communion and alliance they establish are well-nigh indissoluble.The lasting influence of the objects exchanged is a direct expression of the manner in which sub-groups within segmentary societies of an archaic type are constantly embroiled with and feel themselves in debt to each other.

Indian societies of the American North-West have the same institutions，but in a more radical and accentuated form.
 
[3]

 Barter is unknown there.Even now after long contact with Europeans it does not appear that any of the considerable and continual transfers of wealth take place otherwise than through the formality of the potlatch.*We now describe this institution as we see it.

First，however，we give a short account of these societies.
 
[4]

 The tribes in question inhabit the North-West American coast—the Tlingit and Haida of Alaska，*and the Tsimshian and Kwakiutl of British Columbia.*They live on the sea or on the rivers and depend more on fishing than on hunting for their livelihood；but in contrast to the Melanesians and Polynesians they do not practice agriculture.Yet they are very wealthy，and even at the present day their fishing，hunting and trapping activities yield surpluses which are considerable even when reckoned on the European scale.They have the most substantial houses of all the American tribes，and a highly evolved cedar industry.Their canoes are good；and although they seldom venture out on to the open sea they are skillful in navigating around their islands and in coastal waters.They have a high standard of material culture.In particular，even back in the eighteenth century，they collected，smelted，molded and beat local copper from Tsimshian and Tlingit country.Some of the copper in the form of decorated shields they used as a kind of currency.Almost certainly another form of currency was the beautifully embellished Chilkat blanket-work still used ornamentally，some of it being of considerable value.*The peoples are excellent carvers and craftsmen.Their pipes，clubs and sticks are the pride of our ethnological collections.Within broad limits this civilization is remarkably uniform.It is clear that the societies have been in contact with each other from very early days，although their languages suggest that they belong to at least three families of peoples.*

Their winter life，even with the southern tribes，is very different from their summer life.The tribes have a two-fold structure：at the end of spring they disperse and go hunting，collect berries from the hillsides and fish the rivers for salmon；while in winter they concentrate in what are known as towns.During this period of concentration they are in a perpetual state of effervescence.
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 The social life becomes intense in the extreme，even more so than in the concentrations of tribes that manage to form in the summer.This life consists of continual movement.There are constant visits of whole tribes to others，of clans to clans and families to families.There is feast upon feast，some of long duration.On the occasion of a marriage，on various ritual occasions，and on social advancement，there is reckless consumption of everything which has been amassed with great industry from some of the richest coasts of the world during the course of summer and autumn.Even private life passes in this manner；clansmen are invited when a seal is killed or a box of roots or berries opened；you invite everyone when a whale runs aground.

Social organization，too，is fairly constant throughout the area though it ranges from the matrilineal phratry（Tlingit and Haida）to the modified matrilineal clan of the Kwakiutl；but the general characters of the social organization and particularly of totemism are repeated in all the tribes.They have associations like those of the Banks Islanders of Melanesia，wrongly called“secret societies，”which are often inter-tribal；and men’s and women’s societies among the Kwakiutl cut across tribal organization.A part of the gifts and counterprestations
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 which we shall discuss goes，as in Melanesia，*to pay one’s way into the successive steps*of the associations.Clan and association ritual follows the marriage of chiefs，the sale of coppers，initiations，shamanistic seances and funeral ceremonies，the latter being more particularly pronounced among the Tlingit and Haida.These are all accomplished in the course of an indefinitely prolonged series of potlatches.Potlatches are given in all directions，corresponding to other potlatches to which they are the response.As in Melanesia the process is one of constant give-and-take.

The potlatch，so unique as a phenomenon，yet so typical of these tribes，is really nothing other than gift-exchange.
 
[7]

 The only differences are in the vio-lence，rivalry and antagonism aroused，in a lack of jural
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 concepts，and in a simpler structure.It is less refined than in Melanesia，especially as regards the northern tribes，the Tlingit and the Haida，*but the collective nature of the contract is more pronounced than in Melanesia and Polynesia.*Despite appearances，the institutions here are nearer to what we call simple total prestations.Thus the legal and economic concepts attached to them have less clarity and conscious precision.Nevertheless，in action the principles emerge formally and clearly.

There are two traits more in evidence here than in the Melanesian potlatch or in the more evolved and discrete institutions of Polynesia：the themes of credit and honour.*

As we have seen，when gifts circulate in Melanesia and Polynesia the return is assured by the virtue of the things passed on，which are their own guarantees.In any society it is in the nature of the gift in the end to being its own reward.By definition，a common meal，a distribution of kava，
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 or a charm worn，cannot be repaid at once.Time has to pass before a counterprestation can be made.Thus the notion of time is logically implied when one pays a visit，contracts a marriage or an alliance，makes a treaty，goes to organized games，fights or feasts of others，renders ritual and honorific service and“shows respect，”to use the Tlingit term.*All these are things exchanged side by side with other material objects，and they are the more numerous as the society is wealthier.

On this point，legal and economic theory is greatly at fault.
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 Imbued with modern ideas，current theory tends towards a priori notions of evolution*and claims to follow a so-called necessary logic；in fact，however，it remains based on old traditions.Nothing could be more dangerous than what Simiand
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 called this“unconscious sociology.”For instance，Cuq could still say in 1910：“In primitive societies barter alone is found；in those more advanced，direct sale is practiced.Sale on credit characterizes a higher stage of civilization；it appears first in an indirect manner，a combination of sale and loan.”*In fact the origin of credit is different.It is to be found in a range of customs neglected by lawyers and economists as uninteresting：namely the gift，which is a complex phenomenon especially in its ancient form of total prestation which we are studying here.Now a gift necessarily implies the notion of credit.Economic evolution has not gone from barter to sale and from cash to credit.Barter arose from the system of gifts given and received on credit，simplified by drawing together the moments of time which had previously been distinct.Likewise purchase and sale—both direct sale and credit sale—and the loan，derive from the same source.There is nothing to suggest that any economic system which has passed through the phase we are describing was ignorant of the idea of credit，of which all archaic societies around us are aware.This is a simple and realistic manner of dealing with the problem，which Davy
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 has already studied，of the“two moments of time”which the contract unites.*

No less important is the role which honour plays in the transactions of the Indians.Nowhere else is the prestige of an individual as closely bound up with expenditure，and with the duty of returning with interest gifts received in such a way that the creditor becomes the debtor.Consumption and destruction are virtually unlimited.In some potlatch systems one is constrained to expend everything one possesses and to keep nothing.*The rich man who shows his wealth by spending recklessly is the man who wins prestige.
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 The principles of rivalry and antagonism are basic.Political and individual status in associations and clans，and rank of every kind，are determined by the war of property，as well as by armed hostilities，by chance，inheritance，alliance or marriage.*But everything is conceived as if it were a war of wealth.*Marriage of one’s children and one’s position at gatherings are determined solely in the course of the potlatch given and returned.Position is also lost as in war，gambling，*hunting and wrestling.*Sometimes there is no question of receiving return；one destroys simply in order to give the appearance that one has no desire to receive anything back.*Whole cases of candlefish or whale oil，*houses，and blankets by the thousand are burnt；the most valuable coppers are broken and thrown into the sea to level and crush a rival.Progress up the social ladder is made in this way not only for oneself but also for one’s family.Thus in a system of this kind much wealth is continually being consumed and transferred.Such transfers may if desired be called exchange or even commerce or sale；*but it is an aristocratic type of commerce characterized by etiquette and generosity；moreover，when it is carried out in a different spirit，for immediate gain，it is viewed with the greatest disdain.*

We see，then，that the notion of honour，strong in Polynesia，and present in Melanesia，is exceptionally marked here.On this point the classical writings made a poor estimate of the motives which animate men and of all that we owe to societies that preceded our own.Even as informed a scholar as Huvelin felt obliged to deduce the notion of honour—which is reputedly without efficacy—from the notion of magical efficacy.*The truth is more complex.The notion of honor is no more foreign to these civilizations than the notion of magic.*Polynesian mana itself symbolizes not only the magical power of the person but also his honour，and one of the best translations of the word is“authority”or“wealth.”*The Tlingit or Haida potlatch consists in considering mutual services as honours.*Even in really primitive societies like the Australian，the“point of honor”is as ticklish as it is in ours；and it may be satisfied by prestations，offerings of food，by precedence or ritual，as well as by gifts.*Men could pledge their honor long before they could sign their names.
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The North-West American potlatch has been studied enough as to the form of the contract.But we must find a place for the researches of Davy and Adam in the wider framework of our subject.For the potlatch is more than a legal phenomenon；it is one of those phenomena we propose to call“total.”It is religious，mythological and shamanistic because the chiefs taking part are incarnations of gods and ancestors，whose names they bear，whose dances they dance and whose spirits possess them.*It is economic；and one has to assess the value，importance，causes and effects of transactions which are enormous even when reckoned by European standards.The potlatch is also a phenomenon of social morphology；the reunion of tribes，clans，families and nations produces great excitement.People fraternize but at the same time remain strangers；community of interest and opposition are revealed constantly in a great whirl of business.*Finally，from the jural point of view，we have already noted the contractual forms and what we might call the human element of the contract，and the legal status of the contracting parties—as clans or families or with reference to rank or marital condition；and to this we now add that the material objects of the contracts have a virtue of their own which causes them to be given and compels the making of counter-gifts.

It would have been useful，if space had been available，to distinguish four forms of American potlatch：first，potlatch where the phratries and chiefs’families alone take part（Tlingit）；second，potlatches in which phratries，clans，families and chiefs take more or less similar roles（Haida）；third，potlatch with chiefs and their clans confronting each other（Tsimshian）；and fourth，potlatch of chiefs and fraternities（Kwakiutl）.But this would prolong our argument，and in any case three of the four forms（with the exception of the Tsimshian）have already been comparatively described by Davy.*But as far as our study is concerned all the forms are more or less identical as regards the elements of the gift，the obligation to receive and the obligation to make a return.

4.THE THREE OBLIGATIONS：GIVING，RECEIVING，REPAYING
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THE OBLIGATION TO GIVE

This is the essence of potlatch.A chief must give a potlatch for himself，his son，his son-in-law or daughter*and for the dead.*He can keep his authority in his tribe，village and family，and maintain his position with the chiefs inside and outside his nation，*only if he can prove that he is favorably regarded by the spirits，that he possesses fortune*and that he is possessed by it.*The only way to demonstrate his fortune is by expending it to the humiliation of others，by putting them“in the shadow of his name.”*Kwakiutl and Haida noblemen have the same notion of“face”as the Chinese mandarin or officer.*It is said of one of the great mythical chiefs who gave no feast that he had a“rotten face.”*The expression is more apt than it is even in China；for to lose one’s face is to lose one’s spirit，which is truly the“face，”the dancing mask，the right to incarnate a spirit and wear an emblem or totem.It is the veritable persona which is at stake，and it can be lost in the potlatch*just as it can be lost in the game of gift-giving，*in war，*or through some error in ritual.*In all these societies one is anxious to give；there is no occasion of importance（even outside the solemn winter gatherings）when one is not obliged to invite friends to share the produce of the chase or the forest which the gods or totems have sent；*to redistribute everything received at a potlatch；or to recognize services*from chiefs，vassals or relatives*by means of gifts.Failing these obligations—at least for the nobles—etiquette is violated and rank is lost.*

The obligation to invite is particularly evident between clans or between tribes.It makes sense only if the invitation is given to people other than members of the family，clan or phratry.*Everyone who can，will or does attend the potlatch must be invited.*Neglect has fateful results.*An important Tsimshian myth*shows the state of mind in which the central theme of much European folklore originated：the myth of the bad fairy neglected at a baptism or marriage.
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 Here the institutional fabric in which it is sewn appears clearly，and we realize the kind of civilization in which it functioned.A princess of one of the Tsimshian villages conceives in the“Country of the Otters”and gives birth miraculously to“Little Otter.”She returns with her child to the village of her father，the chief.Little Otter catches halibut with which her father feeds all the tribal chiefs.He introduces Little Otter to everyone and requests them not to kill him if they find him fishing in his animal form：“Here is my grandson who has brought for you this food with which I serve you，my guests.”Thus the grandfather grows rich with all manner of wealth brought to him by the chiefs when they come in the winter hunger to eat whale and seal and the fresh fish caught by Little Otter.But one chief is not invited.And one day when the crew of a canoe of the neglected tribe meets Little Otter at sea the bowman kills him and takes the seal.The grandfather and all the tribes search high and low for Little Otter until they hear about the neglected tribe.The latter offers its excuses；it has never heard of Little Otter.The princess dies of grief；the involuntarily guilty chief brings the grandfather all sorts of gifts in expiation.The myth ends：“That is why the people have great feasts when a chief ’s son is born and gets a name；for none may be ignorant of him.”*The potlatch—the distribution of goods—is the fundamental act of public recognition in all spheres，military，legal，economic and religious.The chief or his son is recognized and acknowledged by the people.

Sometimes the ritual in the feasts of the Kwakiutl and other tribes in the same group expresses this obligation to invite.*Part of the ceremonial opens with the“ceremony of the dogs.”These are represented by masked men who come out of one house and force their way into another.They commemorate the occasion on which the people of the three other tribes of Kwakiutl proper neglected to invite the clan which ranked highest among them，the Guetela who，having no desire to remain outsiders，entered the dancing house and destroyed everything.*

THE OBLIGATION TO RECEIVE

This is no less constraining.
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 One does not have the right to refuse a gift or a potlatch.*To do so would show fear of having to reply，and of being abased in default.One would“lose the weight”of one’s name by admitting defeat in advance.*In certain circumstances，however，a refusal can be an assertion of victory and invincibility.*It appears at least with the Kwakiutl that a recognized position in the hierarchy；or a victory through previous potlatches，allows one to refuse an invitation or even a gift without war ensuing.If this is so，then a potlatch must be carried out by the man who refuses to accept the invitation.More particularly，he has to contribute to the“fat festival”in which a ritual of refusal may be observed.*The chief who considers himself superior refuses the spoonful of fat offered him：he fetches his copper and returns with it to“extinguish the fire”（of the fat）.A series of formalities follow which mark the challenge and oblige the chief who has refused to give another potlatch or fat festival.*In principle，however，gifts are always accepted and praised.*You must speak your appreciation of food prepared for you.*But you accept a challenge at the same time.*You receive a gift“on the back.”You accept the food and you do so because you mean to take up the challenge and prove that you are not unworthy.*When chiefs confront each other in this manner they may find themselves in odd situations and probably they experience them as such.In like manner in ancient Gaul and Germany，as well as nowadays in gatherings of French farmers and students，one is pledged to swallow quantities of liquid to“do honor”in grotesque fashion to the host.The obligation stands even although one is only heir to the man who bears the challenge.*Failure to give or receive，*like failure to make return gifts，means a loss of dignity.*

THE OBLIGATION TO REPAY

Outside pure destruction the obligation to repay is the essence of potlatch.*Destruction is very often sacrificial，directed towards the spirits，and apparently does not require a return unconditionally，especially when it is the work of a superior clan chief or of the chief of a clan already recognized as superior.*But normally the potlatch must be returned with interest like all other gifts.The interest is generally between 30 and 100 percent a year.If a subject receives a blanket from his chief for a service rendered he will return two on the occasion of a marriage in the chief ’s family or on the initiation of the chief’s son.But then the chief in his turn redistributes to him whatever he gets from the next potlatch at which rival clans repay the chief’s generosity.

The obligation of worthy return is imperative.*Face is lost for ever if it is not made or if equivalent value is not destroyed.*

The sanction for the obligation to repay is enslavement for debt.This is so at least for the Kwakiutl，Haida and Tsimshian.It is an institution comparable in nature and function to the Roman nexum.
 
[18]

 The person who cannot return a loan or potlatch loses his rank and even his status of a free man.If among the Kwakiutl a man of poor credit has to borrow he is said to“sell a slave.”We need not stress the similarity of this expression with the Roman one.*The Haida say，as if they had invented the Latin phrase independently，that a girl’s mother who gives a betrothal payment to the mother of a young chief“puts a thread on him.”

Just as the Trobriand kula is an extreme case of gift exchange，so the potlatch in North-West America is the monster child of the gift system.In societies of phratries，amongst the Tlingit and Haida，we find important traces of a former total prestation（which is characteristic of the Athabascans，a related group）.Presents are exchanged on any pretext for any service，and everything is returned sooner or later for redistribution.*The Tsimshian have almost the same rules.*Among the Kwakiutl these rules，in many cases，function outside the potlatch.*We shall not press this obvious point；old authors described the potlatch in such a way as to make it doubtful whether it was or was not a distinct institution.*We may recall that with the Chinook，one of the least known tribes but one which would repay study，the word“potlatch”means“gift.”*

5.THE POWER IN OBJECTS OF EXCHANGE

Our analysis can he carried farther to show that in the things exchanged at a potlatch there is a certain power which forces them to circulate，to be given away and repaid.

To begin with，the Kwakiutl and Tsimshian，and perhaps others，make the same distinction between the various types of property as do the Romans，Trobrianders and Samoans.They have the ordinary articles of consumption and distribution and perhaps also of sale（I have found no trace of barter）.They have also the valuable family property—talismans，decorated coppers，skin blankets and embroidered fabrics.*This class of articles is transmitted with that solemnity with which women are given in marriage，privileges are endowed on sons-in-law，and names and status are given to children and daughters’husbands.*It is wrong to speak here of alienation，for these things are loaned rather than sold and ceded.
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 Basically they are sacra
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 which the family parts with，if at all，only with reluctance.

Closer observation reveals similar distinctions among the Haida.This tribe has in fact sacralized，in the manner of Antiquity，the notions of property and wealth.
 
[21]

 By a religious and mythological effort of a type rare enough in the Americas they have managed to reify an abstraction：the“Property Woman，”of whom we possess myths and a description.*She is nothing less than the mother，the founding goddess of the dominant phratry，the Eagles.But oddly enough—a fact which recalls the Asiatic world and Antiquity—she appears identical with the“queen，”the principal piece in the game of tip-cat，the piece that wins everything and whose name the Property Woman bears.This goddess is found in Tlingit*country and her myth，if not her cult，among the Tsimshian*and Kwakiutl.*

Together these precious family articles constitute what one might call the magical legacy of the people；they are conceived as such by their owner，by the initiate he gives them to，by the ancestor who endowed the clan with them，and by the founding hero of the clan to whom the spirits gave them.*In any case in all these clans they are spiritual in origin and nature.*Further，they are kept in a large ornate box which itself is endowed with a powerful personality；which speaks，is in communion with the owner，contains his soul，and so on.*

Each of these precious objects and tokens of wealth has，as amongst the Trobrianders，its name，*quality and power.*The large abalone shells，*the shields covered with them，the decorated blankets with faces，eyes，and animal and human figures embroidered and woven into them，are all personalities.”The houses and decorated beams are themselves beings.*Everything speaks—roof，fire，carvings and paintings；for the magical house is built not only by the chief and his people and those of the opposing phratry but also by the gods and ancestors；spirits and young initiates are welcomed and cast out by the house in person.*

Each of these precious things has，moreover，a productive capacity within it.*Each，as well as being a sign and surety of life，is also a sign and surety of wealth，a magico-religious guarantee of rank and prosperity.*Ceremonial dishes and spoons decorated and carved with the clan totem or sign of rank，are animate things.*They are replicas of the never ending supply of tools，the creators of food，which the spirits gave to the ancestors.They are supposedly miraculous.Objects are confounded with the spirits who made them，and eating utensils with food.Thus Kwakiutl dishes and Haida spoons are essential goods with a strict circulation and are carefully shared out between the families and clans of the chiefs.

6.MONEY OF RENOWN（RENOMMIERGELD）*

Decorated coppers*are the most important articles in the potlatch，and beliefs and a cult are attached to them.With all these tribes copper，a living being，is the object of cult and myth.*Copper，with the Haida and Kwakiutl at least，is identified with salmon，itself an object of cult.*But in addition to this mythical element each copper is by itself an object of individual belief.*Each principal copper of the families of clan chiefs has its name and individuality；*it has also its own value，*in the full magical and economic sense of the word which is regulated by the vicissitudes of the potlatches through which it passes and even by its partial or complete destruction.*

Coppers have also a virtue which attracts other coppers to them，as wealth attracts wealth and as dignity attracts honours，spirit-possession and good alliances.*In this way they live their own lives and attract other coppers.*One of the Kwakiutl coppers is called“Bringer of Coppers”and the formula describes how the coppers gather around it，while the name of its owner is“Copper-Flowing-Towards-Me.”*With the Haida and Tlingit，coppers are a“fortress”for the princess who owns them；elsewhere a chief who owns them is rendered invincible.*They are the“flat divine objects”of the house.*Often the myth identifies together the spirits who gave the coppers，the owners and the coppers themselves.*It is impossible to discern what makes the power of the one out of the spirit and the wealth of the other；a copper talks and grunts，demanding to be given away or destroyed；*it is covered with blankets to keep it warm just as a chief is smothered in the blankets he is to distribute.*

From another angle we see the transmission of wealth and good fortune.*The spirits and minor spirits of an initiate allow him to own coppers and talismans which then enable him to acquire other coppers，greater wealth，higher rank and more spirits（all of these being equivalents）.If we consider the coppers with other forms of wealth which are the object of hoarding and potlatch—masks，talismans and so on—we find they are all confounded in their uses and effects.*Through them rank is obtained；because a man obtains wealth he obtains a spirit which in turn possesses him，enabling him to overcome obstacles heroically.Then later the hero is paid for his shamanistic services，ritual dances and trances.Everything is tied together；things have personality，and personalities are in some manner the permanent possession of the clan.Titles，talismans，coppers and spirits of chiefs are homonyms and synonyms，having the same nature and function.*The circulation of goods follows that of men，women and children，of festival ritual，ceremonies and dances，jokes and injuries.Basically they are the same.If things are given and returned it is precisely because one gives and returns“respects”and“courtesies”.But in addition，in giving them，a man gives himself，and he does so because he owes himself—himself and his possessions—to others.
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7.PRIMARY CONCLUSION

From our study of four important groups of people we find the following：first，in two or three of the groups，we find the potlatch，its leading motive and its typical form.In all groups，we see the archaic form of exchange—the gift and the return gift.Moreover，in these societies we note the circulation of objects side by side with the circulation of persons and rights.We might stop at this point.The amount，distribution and importance of our data authorize us to conceive of a regime embracing a large part of humanity over a long transitional phase，and persisting to this day among peoples other than those described.We may then consider that the spirit of gift exchange is characteristic of societies which have passed the phase of“total prestation”（between clan and clan，family and family）but have not yet reached the stage of pure individual contract，the money market，sale proper，fixed price，and weighed and coined money.
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［The Gift，in its entirety，is a reasonably short essay（only about 80 pages plus extensive notes in the Norton Library edition）.The passage you have just read is the conclusion of Chapter 2.Chapter 3 is titled “Survivals in Early Literature” and discusses written evidence for Mauss’s theory of gift-giving from ancient Roman law，ancient Hindu legal documents，early Germanic society，and，very briefly，Chinese law.Chapter 4 is titled“Conclusions.”The first two sections，which we have excluded here，are moral conclusions and political and economic conclusions，they consist of about 4，750 words and 23 footnotes.We rejoin the text with the sociological and ethical conclusions with which Mauss ends his essay.］

8.SOCIOLOGICAL AND ETHICAL CONCLUSIONS

We may be permitted another note about the method we have used.We do not set this work up as a model：it simply proffers one or two suggestions.It is incomplete：the analysis could be pushed farther.*We are really posing questions for historians and anthropologists and offering possible lines of research for them rather than resolving a problem and laying down definite answers.It is enough for us to be sure for the moment that we have given sufficient data for such an end.

This being the case，we would point out that there is a heuristic element in our manner of treatment.
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 The facts we have studied are all“total”social phenomena.The word“general”may be preferred although we like it less.Some of the facts presented concern the whole of society and its institutions（as with potlatch，opposing clans，tribes on visit，etc.）；others，in which exchanges and contracts are the concern of individuals embrace a large number of institutions.

These phenomena are at once legal，economic，religious，aesthetic，morphological and so on.They are legal in that they concern individual and collective rights，organized and diffuse morality；they may be entirely obligatory，or subject simply to praise or disapproval.They are at once political and domestic，being of interest both to classes and to clans and families.They are religious；they concern true religion，animism，magic and diffuse religious mentality.They are economic，for the notions of value，utility，interest，luxury，wealth，acquisition，accumulation，consumption and liberal and sumptuous expenditure are all present，although not perhaps in their modern senses.Moreover，these institutions have an important aesthetic side which we have left unstudied；but the dances performed，the songs and shows，the dramatic representations given between camps or partners，the objects made，used，decorated，polished，amassed and transmitted with affection，received with joy，given away in triumph，the feasts in which everyone participates—all these，the food，objects and services，are the source of aesthetic emotions as well as emotions aroused by interest.*This is true not only of Melanesia but also，and particularly，of the potlatch of North-West America and still more true of the market-festival of the Indo-European world.Lastly，our phenomena are clearly morphological.Everything that happens in the course of gatherings，fairs and markets or in the feasts that replace them，presupposes groups whose duration exceeds the season of social concentration，like the winter potlatch of the Kwakiutl or the few weeks of the Melanesian maritime expeditions.Moreover，in order that these meetings may be carried out in peace，there must be roads or water for transport and tribal，inter-tribal or international alliances—commercium and connubium.*
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We are dealing then with something more than a set of themes，more than institutional elements，more than institutions，more even than systems of institutions divisible into legal，economic，religious and other parts.We are concerned with“wholes，”with systems in their entirety.We have not described them as if they were fixed，in a static or skeletal condition，and still less have we dissected them into the rules and myths and values and so on of which they are composed.It is only by considering them as wholes that we have been able to see their essence，their operation and their living aspect，and to catch the fleeting moment when the society and its members take emotional stock of themselves and their situation as regards others.Only by making such concrete observation of social life is it possible to come upon facts such as those which our study is beginning to reveal.Nothing in our opinion is more urgent or promising than research into“total”social phenomena.
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The advantage is twofold.Firstly there is an advantage in generality，for facts of widespread occurrence are more likely to be universal than local institutions or themes，which are invariably tinged with local color.But particularly the advantage is in realism.We see social facts in the round，as they really are.In society there are not merely ideas and rules，but also men and groups and their behaviours.We see them in motion as an engineer sees masses and systems，or as we observe octopuses and anemones in the sea.We see groups of men，and active forces，submerged in their environments and sentiments.
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Historians believe and justly resent the fact that sociologists make too many abstractions and separate unduly the various elements of society.
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 We should follow their precepts and observe what is given.The tangible fact is Rome or Athens or the average Frenchman or the Melanesian of some island，and not prayer or law as such.Whereas formerly sociologists were obliged to analyze and abstract rather too much，they should now force themselves to reconstitute the whole.This is the way to reach incontestable facts.They will also find a way of satisfying psychologists who have a pronounced viewpoint，and particularly psycho-pathologists，since there is no doubt that the object of their study is concrete.They all observe，or at least ought to，minds as wholes and not minds divided into faculties.We should follow suit.The study of the concrete，which is the study of the whole，is made more readily，is more interesting and furnishes more explanations in the sphere of sociology than the study of the abstract.For we observe complete and complex beings.We too describe them in their organisms and psychai as well as in their behavior as groups，with the attendant psychoses：sentiments，ideas and desires of the crowd，of organized societies and their sub-groups.We see bodies and their reactions，and their ideas and sentiments as interpretations or as motive forces.The aim and principle of sociology is to observe and understand the whole group in its total behavior.

It is not possible here—it would have meant extending a restricted study unduly—to seek the morphological implications of our facts.It may be worth while，however，to indicate the method one might follow in such a piece of research.

All the societies we have described above with the exception of our European societies are segmentary.Even the Indo-Europeans，the Romans before the Twelve Tables，the Germanic societies up to the Edda，and Irish society to the time of its chief literature，were still societies based on the clan or on great families more or less undivided internally and isolated from each other externally.All these were far removed from the degree of unification with which historians have credited them or which is ours today.Within these groups the individuals，even the most influential，were less serious，avaricious and selfish than we are；externally at least they were and are generous and more ready to give.In tribal feasts，in ceremonies of rival clans，allied families or those that assist at each other’s initiation，groups visit each other；and with the development of the law of hospitality in more advanced societies，the rules of friendship and the contract are present—along with the gods—to ensure the peace of markets and villages；at these times men meet in a curious frame of mind with exaggerated fear and an equally exaggerated generosity which appear stupid in no one’s eyes but our own.In these primitive and archaic societies there is no middle path.There is either complete trust or mistrust.One lays down one’s arms，renounces magic and gives everything away，from casual hospitality to one’s daughter or one’s property.It is in such conditions that men，despite themselves，learnt to renounce what was theirs and made contracts to give and repay.

But then they had no choice in the matter.When two groups of men meet they may move away or in case of mistrust or defiance they may resort to arms：or else they can come to terms.Business has always been done with foreigners，although these might have been allies.The people of Kiriwina said to Malinowski：
 
[29]

 “The Dobu man is not good as we are.He is fierce，he is a man-eater.When we come to Dobu，we fear him，he might kill us！But see！I spit the charmed ginger root and their mind turns.They lay down their spears，they receive us well.”*Nothing better expresses how close together lie festival and warfare.

Thurnwald describes with reference to another Melanesian tribe，with genealogical material，an actual event which shows just as clearly how these people pass in a group quite suddenly from a feast to a battle.*Buleau，a chief，had invited Bobal，another chief，and his people to a feast which was probably to be the first of a long series.Dances were performed all night long.By morning everyone was excited by the sleepless night of song and dance.On a remark made by Buleau one of Bobal’s men killed him；and the troop of men massacred and pillaged and ran off with the women of the village.“Buleau and Bobal were more friends than rivals，”they said to Thurnwald.We all have experience of events like this.

It is by opposing reason to emotion and setting up the will for peace against rash follies of this kind that peoples succeed in substituting alliance，gift and commerce for war，isolation and stagnation.

The research proposed would have some conclusion of this kind.
 
[30]

 Societies have progressed in the measure in which they，their sub-groups and their members，have been able to stabilize their contracts and to give，receive and repay.In order to trade，man must first lay down his spear.When that is done he can succeed in exchanging goods and persons not only between clan and clan but between tribe and tribe and nation and nation，and above all between individuals.It is only then that people can create，can satisfy their interests mutually and define them without recourse to arms.It is in this way that the clan，the tribe and nation have learnt—just as in the future the classes and nations and individuals will learn—how to oppose one another without slaughter and to give without sacrificing themselves to others.That is one of the secrets of their wisdom and solidarity.

There is no other course feasible.The Chronicles of Arthur*relate how King Arthur，with the help of a Cornish carpenter，invented the marvel of his court，the miraculous Round Table at which his knights would never come to blows.Formerly because of jealousy，skirmishes，duels and murders had set blood flowing in the most sumptuous of feasts.The carpenter says to Arthur：“I will make thee a fine table，where sixteen hundred may sit at once，and from which none need be excluded...And no knight will be able to raise combat，for there the highly placed will be on the same level as the lowly.”There was no“head of the table”and hence no more quarrels.Wherever Arthur took his table，contented and invincible remained his noble company.And this today is the way of the nations that are strong，rich，good and happy.Peoples，classes，families and individuals may become rich，but they will not achieve happiness until they can sit down like the knights around their common riches.There is no need to seek far for goodness and happiness.It is to be found in the imposed peace，in the rhythm of communal and private labor，in wealth amassed and redistributed，in the mutual respect and reciprocal generosity that education can impart.

Thus we see how it is possible under certain circumstances to study total human behavior；and how that concrete study leads not only to a science of manners，a partial social science，but even to ethical conclusions—“civility，”or“civics”as we say today.Through studies of this sort we can find，measure and assess the various determinants，aesthetic，moral，religious and economic，and the material and demographic factors，whose sum is the basis of society，and constitutes the common life，and whose conscious direction is the supreme art—politics in the Socratic sense of the word.
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2.The Mother’s Brother in South Africaa
 
 
[31]

 A.R.Radcliffe-Brown（1881-1955）

Amongst primitive peoples in many parts of the world a good deal of importance is attached to the relationship of mother’s brother and sister’s son.
 
[32]

 In some instances，the sister’s son has certain special rights over the property of his mother’s brother.At one time it was usual to regard these customs as being connected with matriarchal institutions，and it was held that their presence in a patrilineal people could be regarded as evidence that that people had at some time in the past been matrilineal.
 
[33]

 This view is still held by a few anthropologists and has been adopted by Mr.Junod in his book on the BaThonga people of Portuguese East Africa.Referring to the customs relating to the behavior of the mother’s brother and the sister’s son to one another，he says：“Now，having enquired with special care into this most curious feature of the Thonga sysem，I come to the conclusion that the only possible explanation is that，in former and very remote times，our tribe has passed through the matriarchal stage.”（Junod，The Life of a South African Tribe，1913，Vol.I，p.253.）
 
[34]



It is with this theory that I wish to deal in this paper；but I do not propose to repeat or add to the objections that have been raised against it by various critics in recent years.Purely negative criticism does not advance a science.The only satisfactory way of getting rid of an unsatisfactory hypothesis is to find a better one.I propose，therefore，to put before you an alternative hypothesis，and if I am successful，not in proving my hypothesis，but in showing that it does give a possible explanation of the facts，I shall at least have refuted the view of Mr.Junod that the explanation he accepts is the“only possible”one.

For many African tribes we have almost no information about customs of this kind.Not that the customs do not exist，or are not important to the natives themselves，but because the systematic and scientific study of the natives of this country has as yet hardly begun.I shall，therefore，have to refer chiefly to the customs of the BaThonga as recorded by Mr.Junod.These are to be found in the first volume of the work quoted above（pp.225et seq.，and pp.253 et seq.）.Some of the more important of them may be summarized as follows：

1.The uterine nephew
 
[35]

 all through his career is the object of special care on the part of his uncle.

2.When the nephew is sick the mother’s brother sacrifices on his behalf.

3.The nephew is permitted to take many liberties with his mother’s brother；for example，he may go to his uncle’s home and eat up the food that has been prepared for the latter’s meal.

4.The nephew claims some of the property of his mother’s brother when the latter dies，and may sometimes claim one of the widows.

5.When the mother’s brother offers a sacrifice to his ancestors the sister’s son steals and consumes the portion of meat or beer offered to the gods.

It must not be supposed that these customs are peculiar to the BaThonga.
 
[36]

 There is evidence that similar customs may be found amongst other African tribes，and we know of the existence of similar customs amongst other peoples in various parts of the world.In South Africa itself customs of this kind have been found by Mrs.Hoernle
 
[37]

 amongst the Nama Hottentots.The sister’s son may behave with great freedom towards his mother’s brother，and may take any particularly fine beast from his herd of cattle，or any particularly fine object that he may possess.On the contrary，the mother’s brother may take from his nephew’s herd any beast that is deformed or decrepit，and may take any old and worn-out object he may possess.

What is particularly interesting to me is that in the part of Polynesia that I know best，that is，in the Friendly Islands（Tonga）and in Fiji，we find customs that show a very close resemblance to those of the BaThonga.
 
[38]

 There，also，the sister’s son is permitted to take many liberties with his mother’s brother，and to take any of his uncle’s possessions that he may desire.And there also we find the custom that，when the uncle makes a sacrifice，the sister’s son takes away the portion offered to the gods，and may eat it.I shall，therefore，make occasional references to the Tongan customs in the course of this paper.

These three peoples，the BaThonga，the Nama，and the Tongans，have patrilineal or patriarchal institutions；that is，the children belong to the social group of the father，not to that of the mother；and property is inherited in the male line，passing normally from a father to his son.The view that I am opposing is that the customs relating to the mother’s brother can only be explained by supposing that，at some past time，these peoples had matrilineal institutions，such as are found today amongst other primitive peoples，with whom the children belong to the social group of the mother，and property is inherited in the female line，passing from a man to his brother and to his sister’s sons.

It is a mistake to suppose that we can understand the institutions of society by studying them in isolation without regard to other institutions with which they coexist and with which they may be correlated，and I wish to call attention to a correlation that seems to exist between customs relating to the mother’s brother and customs relating to the father’s sister.
 
[39]

 So far as present information goes，where we find the mother’s brother important we also find that the father’s sister is equally important，though in a different way.The custom of allowing the sister’s son to take liberties with his mother’s brother seems to be generally accompanied with an obligation of particular respect and obedience to the father’s sister.Mr.Junod says little about the father’s sister amongst the BaThonga.Speaking of a man’s behavior to this relative（his rarana）he says simply：“He shows her great respect.However，she is not in any way a mother（mamana）”（op.cit.，p.223）.About the Nama Hottentots we have better information，and there the father’s sister is the object of the very greatest respect on the part of her brother’s child.In Tonga this custom is very clearly defined.A man’s father’s sister is the one relative above all others whom he must respect and obey.If she selects a wife for him he must marry her without even venturing to demur or to voice any objection；and so throughout his life.His father’s sister is sacred to him；her word is his law；and one of the greatest offenses of which he could be guilty would be to show himself lacking in respect to her.

Now this correlation（which is not confined，of course，to the three instances I have mentioned，but seems，as I have said，to be general）must be taken into account in any explanation of the customs relating to the mother’s brother，for the correlated customs are，if I am right，not independent institutions，but part of one system；and no explanation of one part of the system is satisfactory unless it fits in with an analysis of the system as a whole.

In most primitive societies the social relations of individuals are very largely regulated on the basis of kinship.This is brought about by the formation of fixed and more or less definite patterns of behavior for each of the recognized kinds of relationship.There is a special pattern of behavior，for example，for a son towards his father，and another for a younger brother towards his elder brother.The particular patterns vary from one society to another；but there are certain fundamental principles or tendencies which appear in all societies，or in all those of a certain type.It is these general tendencies that it is the special task of social anthropology to discover and explain.
 
[40]



Once we start tracing out relationship to any considerable distance the number of different kinds of relatives that it is logically possible to distinguish is very large.
 
[41]

 This difficulty is avoided in primitive society by a system of classification，by which relatives of what might logically be held to be of different kinds are classified into a limited number of kinds.The principle of classification that is most commonly adopted in primitive society may be stated as that of the equivalence of brothers.In other words if I stand in a particular relation to one man I regard myself as standing in the same general kind of relation to his brother；and similarly with a woman and her sister.In this way the father’s brother comes to be regarded as a sort of father，and his sons are，therefore，relatives of the same kind as brothers.Similarly，the mother’s sister is regarded as another mother，and her children are therefore brothers and sisters.The system is the one to be found amongst the Bantu tribes of South Africa，and amongst the Nama Hottentots，and also in the Friendly Islands.By means of this principle primitive societies are able to arrive at definite patterns of behavior towards uncles and aunts and cousins of certain kinds.A man’s behavior towards his father’s brother must be of the same general kind as his behavior towards his own father and he must behave to his mother’s sister according to the same pattern as towards his mother.The children of his father’s brother or of the mother’s sister must be treated in very much the same way as brothers and sisters.
 
[42]



This principle，however，does not give us immediately any pattern for either the mother’s brother or the father’s sister.It would be possible，of course，to treat the former as being like a father and the latter as similar to a mother，and this course does seem to have been adopted in a few societies.A tendency in this direction is found in some parts of Africa and in some parts of Polynesia.But it is characteristic of societies in which the classificatory system of kinship is either not fully developed or has been partly effaced.
 
[43]



Where the classificatory system of kinship reaches a high degree of development or elaboration another tendency makes its appearance：the tendency to develop patterns for the mother’s brother and the father’s sister by regarding the former as a sort of male mother and the latter as a sort of female father.This tendency sometimes makes its appearance in language.Thus，in South Africa the common term for the mother’s brother is malume or umalume，which is a compound formed from the stem for“mother”—ma—and a suffix meaning“male”.Amongst the BaThonga the father’s sister is called rarana，a term which Mr.Junod explains as meaning“female father”.In some South African languages there is no special term for the father’s sister；thus in Xosa，she is denoted by a descriptive term udade bo bawo，literally“father’s sister”.In Zulu she may be referred to by a similar descriptive term or she may be spoken of simply as ubaba，“father”，just like the father’s brothers.In the Friendly Islands the mother’s brother may be denoted by a special term tuasina，or he may be called fa’e tangata，literally“male mother”.
 
[44]

 This similarity between South Africa and Polynesia cannot，I think，be regarded as accidental；yet there is no possible connection between the Polynesian languages and the Bantu languages，and I find it very difficult to conceive that the two regions have adopted the custom of calling the mother’s brother by a term meaning“male mother”either from one another or from one common source.
 
[45]



Now let us see if we can deduce what ought to be the patterns of behavior towards the mother’s brother and the father’s sister in a patrilineal society on the basis of the principle or tendency which I have suggested is present.
 
[46]

 To do this we must first know the patterns for the father and the mother respectively，and I think that it will，perhaps，be more reassuring if I go for the definition of these to Mr.Junod’s work，as his observations will certainly not have been influenced by the hypothesis that I am trying to prove.
 
[47]



The relationship of father，he says，“implies respect and even fear.The father，though he does not take much trouble with his children，is，however，their instructor，the one who scolds and punishes.So do also the father’s brothers”（op.cit，p.222）.Of a man’s own mother he says：“She is his true mamana，and this relation is very deep and tender，combining respect with love.Love，however，generally exceeds respect”（op.cit.，p.224）.Of the mother’s relation to her children we read that “She is generally weak with them and is often accused by the father of spoiling them.”

There is some danger in condensed formulae，but I think we shall not be far wrong in saying that in a strongly patriarchal society，such as we find in South Africa，the father is the one who must be respected and obeyed，and the mother is the one from whom may be expected tenderness and indulgence.I could show you，if it were necessary，that the same thing is true of the family life of the Friendly Islanders.

If，now，we apply the principle that I have suggested is at work in these peoples it will follow that the father’s sister is one who must be obeyed and treated with respect，while from the mother’s brother indulgence and care may be looked for.But the matter is complicated by another factor.If we consider the relation of a nephew to his uncle and aunt，the question of sex comes in.In primitive societies there is a marked difference in the behavior of a man towards other men and that towards women.Risking once more a formula，we may say that any considerable degree of familiarity is generally only permitted in such a society as the BaThonga between persons of the same sex.A man must treat his female relatives with greater respect than his male relatives.Consequently the nephew must treat his father’s sister with even greater respect than he does his own father.（In just the same way，owing to the principle of respect for age or seniority，a man must treat his father’s elder brother with more respect than his own father.）Inversely，a man may treat his mother’s brother，who is of his own sex，with a degree of familiarity that would not be possible with any woman，even his own mother.The influence of sex on the behavior of kindred is best seen in the relations of brother and sister.In the Friendly Islands and amongst the Nama a man must pay great respect to his sister，particularly his eldest sister，and may never indulge in any familiarities with her.The same thing is true，I believe，of the South African Bantu.In many primitive societies the father’s sister and the elder sisters are the objects of the same general kind of behavior，and in some of these the two kinds of relatives are classified together and denoted by the same name.
 
[48]



We have deduced from our assumed principle a certain pattern of behavior for the father’s sister and for the mother’s brother.Now these patterns are exactly what we find amongst the BaThonga，amongst the Hottentots，and in the Friendly Islands.
 
[49]

 The father’s sister is above all relatives the one to be respected and obeyed.The mother’s brother is the one relative above all from whom we may expect indulgence，with whom we may be familiar and take liberties.Here，then，is an alternative“possible explanation”of the customs relating to the mother’s brother，and it has this advantage over Mr.Junod’s theory that it also explains the correlated customs relating to the father’s sister.This brings us，however，not to the end but to the beginning of our enquiry.It is easy enough to invent hypotheses.The important and difficult work begins when we set out to verify them.It will be impossible for me，in the short time available，to make any attempt to verily the hypothesis I have put before you.All I can do is to point out certain lines of study which will，I believe，provide that verification.

The first and most obvious thing to do is to study in detail the behavior of the sister’s son and the mother’s brother to one another in matriarchal societies.Unfortunately，there is practically no information on this subject relating to Africa，and very little for any other part of the world.Moreover，there are certain false ideas connected with this distinction of societies into matriarchal and patriarchal that it is necessary to remove before we attempt to go further.

In all societies，primitive or advanced，kinship is necessarily bilateral.The individual is related to certain persons through his father and to others through his mother，and the kinship system of the society lays down what shall be the character of his dealings with his paternal relatives and his maternal relatives respectively.But society tends to divide into segments（local groups，lineages，clans，etc.），and when the hereditary principle is accepted，as it most frequently is，as the means of determining the membership of a segment，then it is necessary to choose between maternal or paternal descent.When a society is divided into groups with a rule that the children belong to the group of the father we have patrilineal descent，while if the children always belong to the group of the mother the descent is matrilineal.

There is，unfortunately，a great deal of looseness in the use of the terms matriarchal and patriarchal，and for that reason many anthropologists refuse to use them.If we are to use them at all，we must first give exact definitions.A society may be called patriarchal when descent is patrilineal（i.e.the children belong to the group of the father），marriage is patrilocal（i.e.the wife removes to the local group of the husband），inheritance（of property）and succession（to rank）are in the male line，and the family is patripotestal（i.e.the authority over the members of the family is in the hands of the father or his relatives）.On the other hand，a society can be called matriarchal when descent，inheritance and succession are in the female line，marriage is matrilocal（the husband removing to the home of his wife），and when the authority over the children is wielded by the mother’s relatives.

If this definition of these opposing terms is accepted，it is at once obvious that a great number of primitive societies are neither matriarchal nor patriarchal，though some may incline more to the one side，and others more to the other.Thus，if we examine the tribes of Eastern Australia，which are sometimes spoken of as matriarchal，we find that marriage is patrilocal，so that membership of the local group is inherited in the male line，the authority over the children is chiefly in the hands of the father and his brothers，property（what there is of it）is mostly inherited in the male line，while，as rank is not recognized，there is no question of succession.The only matrilineal institution is the descent of the totemic group，which is through the mother，so that these tribes，so far from being matriarchal，incline rather to the patriarchal side.Kinship amongst them is thoroughly bilateral，but for most purposes kinship through the father is of more importance than kinship through the mother.There is some evidence，for example，that the obligation to avenge a death falls upon the relatives in the male line rather than upon those in the female line.

We find an interesting instance of this bilateralism，if it may be so called，in South Africa，in the OvaHerero tribe.The facts are not quite certain，but it would seem that this tribe is subdivided into two sets of segments crossing one another.For one set（the omaanda）descent is matrilineal，while for the other（otuzo）it is patrilineal.A child belongs to the eanda of its mother and inherits cattle from its mother’s brothers，but belongs to the oruzo of its father and inherits his ancestral spirits.Authority over the children would seem to be in the hands of the father and his brothers and sisters.

It is now clear，I hope，that the distinction between matriarchal and patriarchal societies is not an absolute but a relative one.Even in the most strongly patriarchal society some social importance is attached to kinship through the mother；and similarly in the most strongly matriarchal society the father and his kindred are always of some importance in the life of the individual.

In Africa we have in the south-east a group of tribes that incline strongly to patriarchy，so much so，in fact，that we may perhaps justifiably speak of them as patriarchal.Descent of the social group，inheritance of property，succession to chieftainship，are all in the male line；marriage is patrilocal，and authority in the family is strongly patripotestal.In the north of Africa，in Kenya and the surrounding countries，there is another group of strongly patriarchal peoples，some of them Bantu-speaking，while others are Nilotic or Hamitic.Between these two patriarchal regions there is a band of peoples stretching apparently right across Africa from east to west，on the level of Nyasaland and Northern Rhodesia，in which the tendency is towards matriarchal institutions.Descent of the social group，inheritance of property，and succession to the kingship or chieftainship are in the female line.In some of the tribes marriage seems to be matrilocal，at any rate temporarily if not permanently，i.e.a man on marriage has to go and live with his wife’s people.

It is about these people and their customs that we urgently need information if we are to understand such matters as the subject of this paper.Of one tribe of this region we have a fairly full description in the work of Smith and Dale（The Ila-speaking People of Northern Rhodesia，1920）.Unfortunately，on the very points with which I am now dealing the information is scanty and certainly very incomplete.There are，however，two points I wish to bring out.The first concerns the behavior of the mother’s brother to his sister’s son.We are told that“the mother’s brother is a personage of vast importance；having the power even of life and death over his nephews and nieces，which no other relations，not even the parents，have；he is to be held in honor even above the father.This is avunculi potestas，which among the Balla is greater than patria potestas.
 
[50]

 In speaking of the mother’s brother，it is customary to use an honorific title given to people who are respected very highly”（op.cit.，Vol.Ⅰ，p.230）.This kind of relation between the mother’s brother and the sister’s son is obviously what we might expect in a strongly matriarchal society.But how then，on Mr.Junod’s theory，can we explain the change which must have taken place from this sort of relation to that which now exists among the BaThonga？
 
[51]

 This brings me to another point which it will not be possible to discuss in detail hut which has an important bearing on the argument.We have been considering the relation of the sister’s son to his mothers brother；but if we are to reach a really final explanation，we must study also the behavior of a man to his other relatives on the mother’s side，and to his mother’s group as a whole.Now in the Friendly Islands the peculiar relation between a sister’s son and a mother’s brother exists also between a daughter’s son and his mother’s father.The daughter’s son must be honoured by his grandfather.He is“a chief”to him.He may take his grandfather’s property，and he may take away the offering that his grandfather makes to the gods at a kava ceremony.The mother’s father and the mother’s brother are the objects of very similar behavior patterns，of which the outstanding feature is the indulgence on the one side and the liberty permitted on the other.Now there is evidence of the same thing amongst the BaThonga，but again we lack the full information that we need.Mr.Junod writes that a grandfather“is more lenient to his grandson by his daughter than his grandson by his son”（op.cit.，p.227）.In this connection the custom of calling the mother’s brother kokwana（grandfather）is significant.
 
[52]



Now here is something that it seems impossible to explain on Mr.Junod’s theory.In a strongly matriarchal society the mother’s father does not belong to the same group as his grandchild and is not a person from whom property can be inherited or who can exercise authority.Any explanation of the liberties permitted towards the mother’s brother cannot be satisfactory unless it also explains the similar liberties towards the mother’s father which are found in Polynesia，and apparently to some extent in South Africa.This Mr.Junod’s theory clearly does not do，and cannot do.
 
[53]



But on the hypothesis that I have put forward the matter is fairly simple.In primitive society there is a strongly marked tendency to merge the individual in the group to which he or she belongs.The result of this in relation to kinship is a tendency to extend to all the members of a group a certain type of behavior which has its origin in a relationship to one particular member of the group.Thus the tendency in the BaThonga tribe would seem to be to extend to all the members of the mother’s group（family or lineage）a certain pattern of behavior which is derived from the special pattern that appears in the behavior of a son towards his mother.Since it is from his mother that he expects care and indulgence he looks for the same sort of treatment from the people of his mother’s group，i.e.from all his maternal kin.On the other hand it is to his paternal kin that he owes obedience and respect.The patterns that thus arise in relation to the father and the mother are generalized and extended to the kindred on the one side and on the other.If I had time I think I could show you quite conclusively that this is really the principle that governs the relations between an individual and his mother’s kindred in the partriarchal tribes of South Africa.I must leave the demonstration，however，to another occasion.I can do no more now than illustrate my statement.

The custom，often miscalled bride-purchase and generally known in South Africa as lobola，is，as Mr.Junod has well shown，a payment made in compensation to a girl’s family for her loss when she is taken away in marriage.Now，since in the patriarchal tribes of South Africa a woman belongs to her father’s people，the compensation has to be paid to them.But you will find that in many of the tribes a certain portion of the“marriage payment”is handed over to the mother’s brother of the girl for whom it is paid.Thus，amongst the BaPedi，out of the lenyalo cattle one head（called hloho）is handed to the mother’s brother of the girl.Amongst the BaSotho a portion of the cattle received for a girl on her marriage may sometimes be taken by her mother’s brother，this being known as ditsoa.Now the natives state that the ditsoa cattle received by the mother’s brother are really held by him on behalf of his sister’s children.If one of his sister’s sons or daughters is ill he may be required to offer a sacrifice to his ancestral spirits，and he then takes a beast from the ditsoa herd.Also，when the sister’s son wishes to obtain a wife，he may go to his mother’s brother to help him to find the necessary cattle and his uncle may give him some of the ditsoa cattle received at the marriage of his sister，or may even give him cattle from his own herd，trusting to being repaid from the ditsoa cattle to be received in the future from the marriage of a niece.I believe that the Native Appeal Court has decided that the payment of ditsoa to the mother’s brother is a voluntary matter and cannot be regarded as a legal obligation，and with that judgment I am in agreement.
 
[54]

 I quote this custom because it illustrates the sort of interest that the mother’s brother is expected to take in his sister’s son，in helping him and looking after his welfare.It brings us back to the question as to why the mother’s brother may be asked to offer sacrifices when his nephew is sick.

In south-east Africa ancestor worship is patrilineal，i.e.a man worships and takes part in sacrifices to the spirits of his deceased relatives in the male line.Mr.Junod’s statements about the BaThonga are not entirely clear.In one place he says that each family has two sets of gods，those on the father’s side and those on the mother’s；they are equal in dignity and both can be invoked（op.cit.，Ⅱ，p.349，and I，p.256，note）.But in another place it is stated that if an offering has to be made to the gods of the mother’s family this must be through the maternal relatives，the malume（op.cit.，Ⅱ，p.367）.Other passages confirm this and show us that ancestral spirits can only be directly approached in any ritual by their descendants in the male line.

The natives of the Transkei are very definite in their statements to me that a person’s maternal gods，the patrilineal ancestors of his mother，will never inflict supernatural punishment upon him by making him sick.（I am not quite so sure about the Sotho tribes，but I think that they probably have similar views.）On the other hand a married woman can receive protection from the ancestral spirits of her patrilineal lineage，and so can her young children as long as they are attached to her.For children are only fully incorporated in their father’s lineage when they reach adolescence.So in the Transkei a woman，when she marries，should be given a cow，the ubulunga cow，by her father，from the herd of her lineage，which she can take to her new home.Since she may not drink the milk from her husband’s herd during the early period of her married life she can be provided with milk from this beast that comes from her lineage.This cow constitutes a link between herself and her lineage，its cattle，and its gods，for cattle are the material link between the living members of the lineage and the ancestral spirits.So if she is sick she can make for herself a necklace of hairs from the tail of this cow and so put herself under the protection of her lineage gods.Moreover，if one of her infant children is sick，she can make a similar necklace which is thought to give protection to the child.When her son is grown up he should receive an ubulunga bull from his father’s herd，and thereafter it is from the tail of this beast that he will make a protective amulet；similarly the daughter，when she marries，is detached from her mother，and may receive an ubulunga cow from her father.
 
[55]



But though，according to the statements made to me，the maternal ancestors will not punish their descendant with sickness，they can be appealed to for help.When，therefore，a child is sick the parents may go to the mother’s brother of the child，or to the mother’s father if he is still living，and ask that a sacrifice shall be offered，and an appeal for help made to the child’s maternal ancestors.This，at any rate，is stated as a practice in the Sotho tribes，and one of the purposes of the ditsoa cattle that go from the marriage payment to the mother’s brother of the bride is said to be to make provision for such sacrifices if they should be needed.

This brings us to the final extension of the principle that I have suggested as the basis of the customs relating to the mother’s brother.The pattern of behavior towards the mother，which is developed in the family by reason of the nature of the family group and its social life，is extended with suitable modifications to the mother’s sister and to the mother’s brother，then to the group of maternal kindred as a whole，and finally to the maternal gods，the ancestors of the mother’s group.In the same way the pattern of behavior towards the father is extended to the father’s brothers and sisters，and to the whole of the father’s group（or rather to all the older members of it，the principle of age making important modifications necessary），and finally to the paternal gods.

The father and his relatives must be obeyed and respected（even worshipped，in the original sense of the word），and so therefore also must be the paternal ancestors.
 
[56]

 The father punishes his children，and so may the ancestors on the father’s side.On the other hand，the mother is tender and indulgent to her child，and her relatives are expected to be the same，and so also the maternal spirits.

A very important principle，which I have tried to demonstrate elsewhere（The Andaman Islanders，Chapter V），is that the social values current in a primitive society are maintained by being expressed in ceremonial or ritual customs.
 
[57]

 The set of values that we here meet with in the relations of an individual to his kindred on the two sides must，therefore，also have their proper ritual expression.The subject is too vast to deal with at all adequately here，but I wish to discuss one point.Amongst the BaThonga，and also in Western Polynesia（Fiji and Tonga），the sister’s son（or in Tonga also the daughter’s son）intervenes in the sacrificial ritual.Mr.Junod describes a ceremony of crushing down the hut of a dead man in which the batukulu（sister’s children）play an important part.They kill and distribute the sacrificial victims and when the officiating priest makes his prayer to the spirit of the dead man it is the sister’s sons who，after a time，interrupt or“cut”the prayer and bring it to an end.They then，among the BaThonga clans，seize the portions of the sacrifice that have been dedicated to the spirit of the dead man and run away with them，“stealing”them（op.cit.，I，p.162）.

I would suggest that the meaning of this is that it gives a ritual expression to the special relation that exists between the sister’s son and the mother’s brother.When the uncle is alive the nephews have the right to go to his village and take his food.Now that he is dead they come and do this again，as part of the funeral ritual，and as it were for the last time，i.e.they come and steal portions of meat and beer that are put aside as the portion of the deceased man.

The same sort of explanation will be found to hold，I think，of the part played in sacrificial and other ritual by the sister’s son both amongst the Bantu of South Africa and also in Tonga and Fiji.As a man fears his father，so he fears and reverences his paternal ancestors，but he has no fear of his mother’s brother，and so may act irreverently to his maternal ancestors；he is，indeed，required by custom so to act on certain occasions，thus giving ritual expression to the special social relations between a man and his maternal relatives in accordance with the general function of ritual，as I understand it.

It will，perhaps，be of help if I give you a final brief statement of the hypothesis I am advancing，with the assumptions involved in it and some of its important implications.

1.The characteristic of most of these societies that we call primitive is that the conduct of individuals to one another is very largely regulated on the basis of kinship，this being brought about by the formation of fixed patterns of behavior for each recognised kind of kinship relation.

2.This is sometimes associated with a segmentary organization of society，i.e.a condition in which the whole society is divided into a number of segments（lineages，clans）.

3.While kinship is always and necessarily bilateral，or cognatic，the segmentary organization requires the adoption of the unilineal principle，and a choice has to be made between patrilineal and matrilineal institutions.

4.In patrilineal societies of a certain type，the special pattern of behavior between a sister’s son and the mother’s brother is derived from the pattern of behavior between the child and the mother，which is itself the product of the social life within the family in the narrow sense.

5.This same kind of behavior tends to be extended to all the maternal relatives，i.e.to the whole family or group to which the mother’s brother belongs.b


6.In societies with patrilineal ancestor worship（such as the BaThonga and the Friendly Islanders）the same type of behavior may also be extended to the gods of the mother’s family.

7.The special kind of behavior to the maternal relatives（living and dead）or to the maternal group and its gods and sacra，is expressed in definite ritual customs，the function of ritual here，as elsewhere，being to fix and make permanent certain types of behavior，with the obligations and sentiments involved therein.

In conclusion，may I point out that I have selected the subject of my contribution to this meeting because it is one not only of theoretical but also of practical interest.
 
[58]

 For instance，there is the question as to whether the Native Appeal Court was really right in its judgment that the payment of the ditsoa cattle to the mother’s brother of a bride is not a legal but only a moral obligation.So far as I have been able to form an opinion，I should say that the judgment was right.

The whole subject of the payments at marriage（lobola）is one of considerable practical importance at the present time to missionaries and magistrates，and to the natives themselves.Now the study of the exact position in which a person stands to his maternal relatives is one without which it is impossible to arrive at a completely accurate understanding of the customs of lobola.One of the chief functions of lobola is to fix the social position of the children of a marriage.If the proper payment is made by a family，then the children of the woman who comes to them in exchange for the cattle belong to that family，and its gods are their gods.The natives consider that the strongest of all social bonds is that between a child and its mother，and therefore by the extension that inevitably takes place there is a very strong bond between the child and its mother’s family.The function of the lobola payment is not to destroy but to modify this bond，and to place the children definitely in the father’s family and group for all matters concerning not only the social but also the religious life of the tribe.If no lobola is paid the child inevitably belongs to the mother’s family，though its position is then irregular.But the woman for whom the lobola is paid does not become a member of the husband’s family；their gods are not her gods；and that is the final test.I have said enough，I hope，to show that the proper understanding of customs relating to the mother’s brother is a necessary preliminary to any final theory of lobola.

NOTES


a
 A paper read before the South African Association for the Advancement of Science，9 July 1924，and printed in South African Journal of Science Vol.XXI，pp.542-55.


b
 This extension from the mother’s brother to the other maternal relatives is shown in the BaThonga tribe in the kinship terminology.The term malume，primarily applied to the mother’s brother，is extended to the sons of those men，who are also malume.If my mother’s brothers are dead it is their sons who will have to sacrifice on my behalf to my maternal ancestors.In the northern part of the tribe the term malume has gone out of use，and the mother’s father，the mother’s brother，and the sons of the mother’s brother are all called kokwana（grandfather）.However absurd it may seem to us to call a mother’s brother’s son，who may be actually younger than the speaker，by a word meaning“grandfather”，the argument of this paper will enable us to see some meaning in it.The person who must sacrifice on my behalf to my maternal ancestors is first my mother’s father，then，if he is dead，my mother’s brother，and after the decease of the latter，his son，who may be younger than I am.There is a similarity of function for these three relationships，a single general pattern of behavior for me towards them all and this is again similar in general to that for grandfathers.The nomenclature is，therefore，appropriate.




 [1]
 From Chapters 2 and 4 of The Gift（1925）


 [2]
 The parts of Mauss’essay reproduced here contain more than one hundred notes.Space limitations prevent us from reproducing them here，but asterisks have been included to give the reader an idea of the volume of notes Mauss wrote.The intrepid reader can look them up in a complete version of The Gift.


 [3]
 Mauss implies here that the purpose of these practices cannot be explained simply by economics.If their root purposes were economic，they would have disappeared with European contact.


 [4]
 The next several paragraphs provide a broad ethnographic description of the potlatch customs of several Northwest Native American groups，much of which is drawn from Franz Boas’work.Mauss’description is a catalogue of material culture，but his real interests lie in examining patterns of social interaction.


 [5]
 For Durkheim and his followers，members of the L’Année Sociologique school，the idea of periods of“effervescence”was critical in the binary separation of sacred and profane.For example，discussing the Australian Aborigines in The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life，Durkheim wrote that sacred times，when people assemble，were marked by“a sort of electricity...which transports them to exaltation.Every sentiment expressed finds a place without resistance in all the minds...each re-echoes the others，and is re-echoed by the others....How could such experiences as these...fail to leave［an individual convinced］that there really exist two heterogeneous and mutually incomparable worlds？”（1965：245-50）.


 [6]
 Mauss’work deals with a class of phenomena he calls prestations，which are a type of gift exchange between groups.They appear“disinterested and spontaneous”but are，in reality，neither.Rather，they are obligatory and enacted under a highly specific system of reciprocity.


 [7]
 Mauss followed Durkheim’s idea of social evolution from mechanical to organic solidarity.Simple societies，such as those he is describing，are characterized by mechanical solidarity，which means that their social institutions are not separated，as in complex society.Instead，a few phenomena—called total social phenomena—simultaneously express a great many institutions.Potlatch exchange，as Mauss details below，is such a phenomenon.


 [8]
 Jural：legal.


 [9]
 Kava：a Polynesian ritual beverage consumed to produce a euphoric state.Made from the roots of the kava plant，Piper methysticum.


 [10]
 Here Mauss takes aim at simple linear evolutionary schemes.Durkheim and Mauss were hostile to Darwinian models of social evolution，which stressed conflict and competition.In Durkheim’s model，social evolution is driven by the need to achieve social solidarity at greater levels of population density and complexity.


 [11]
 Franois Simiand（1873-1935）was a French economic historian.A student of Durkheim and a socialist，he was critical of scholars of his day and suggested that history could not be studied apart from social and economic structures.


 [12]
 Georges Davy（1883-1955）was a member of the L’Année Sociologique school and a specialist in the sociology of law.He made extensive use of Mauss’analysis of the potlatch in describing the transition from statute to contractual law.


 [13]
 For Mauss，neither psychology nor economics could explain the vast destruction of property caused by the potlatch or the seemingly illogical behavior of its participants.Instead，he believed that potlatch was about the status of groups，their maintenance of internal cohesion，and their relations with each other.


 [14]
 Here，and in other passages，Mauss attacks simplistic understandings of primitive people as morally inferior to Europeans.Although optimistic about the future of civilization，he was highly critical of his own society and，to some degree，romanticized the primitive.In the conclusion to The Gift，he wrote，“Hence，we should return to the old and elemental.Once again we shall discover...the joy of giving in public，the delight in generous artistic expenditure，the pleasure of hospitality in the public or private feast....We can visualize a society in which these principles obtain....For honour，disinterestedness and corporate solidarity are not vain words，nor do they deny the necessity for work”（1967：67）.


 [15]
 In this section，Mauss describes what he believes is a fundamental pattern underlying prestations.Since prestations are total social phenomena，this same pattern must also underlie other aspects of society.This insight was of crucial importance in the development of Lévi-Strauss’French structural anthropology.Lévi-Strauss said，on reading The Gift，that his mind was“overcome by the certainty as yet undefinable of assisting in a decisive event in the evolution of science”（quoted in Harris 1968：484）.


 [16]
 The comparison of the Tsimshian myth to European folklore here presupposes an evolutionary framework.Mauss，like many other social thinkers，saw primitive cultures as living fossils.Given this premise，it followed that current Tsimshian myths were equivalent to ancient European folktales.


 [17]
 Notice that，while Mauss has said that prestations do sometimes serve an economic role，his discussion of potlatch is not economic.Instead，the potlatch is seen as symbolic of social relations between groups，which is why he can say that the obligation to receive is“no less constraining”than the obligation to give.


 [18]
 The nexum was a system of contracting a loan in ancient Rome in which the loan was made in the presence of five witnesses.Debtors could be held in bondage for failure to repay.


 [19]
 Mauss’comment on alienation illustrates his insistence that the transactions he describes are not economic—that is，they are not driven by the desire to maximize material profit or minimize loss.Therefore，he believed that the term alienation（frequently used by Marxist economists）was not appropriate.


 [20]
 Sacra：Latin for objects of devotion.


 [21]
 Durkheim and his followers divided the cultural world into the sacred and profane.Here，Mauss demonstrates the sacred nature of gift-giving.Twenty years later，Lévi-Strauss and his followers emphasized the binary division of sacred and profane employed by L’Année Sociologique thinkers along with the use of binary opposition by structural linguists.


 [22]
 In this paragraph，Mauss claims that the goods given in potlatch are，in essence，indistinguishable from the people giving them.The goods have personalities and are members of households.Giving them is then spiritually the same as the movement of people from household to household.Later，in his first major work，Les Structures Elémentaires de la Parenté（1949）（The Elementary Structures of Kinship），Lévi-Strauss expanded this line of argument by analyzing the exchange of women between groups as a fundamental social phenomenon.


 [23]
 This conclusion points once again to the evolutionary nature of Mauss’thinking.


 [24]
 In this paragraph and below，Mauss provides a comprehensive definition of total social phenomena，suggesting that the investigation of such phenomena provides an outstanding pathway for developing an understanding of society in general.Mauss claims that total social phenomena are morphological.That is，they reveal the underlying structure of the groups practicing them.


 [25]
 Commercium and connubium：Latin for commerce and intermarriage.


 [26]
 Here Mauss seems to emphasize the holism that was part of American anthropology of his era，particularly Boas’thought.Mauss cites Boas’work many times in the present article.However，the application of holism to total social phenomena is distinctly his own.Boas and his followers did not believe that total social phenomena existed；they tended to believe that the different aspects of culture were of equal importance.


 [27]
 Mauss relies on Durkheim’s idea of a social fact.For Durkheim，sociology was the analysis of social facts.He defines these as“every way of acting，fixed or not，capable of exercising on the individual an external constraint；or again，every way of acting which is general throughout a given society，while at the same time existing in its own right independent of its individual manifestations”.


 [28]
 At the turn of the century，academic disciplines were not divided the same way they are today.One of Durkheim’s concerns，here echoed by Mauss，was to show that sociology is a discipline with its own area of study and is distinct from history or psychology.The concern of modern anthropologists is frequently the reverse.Recent theorists such as Renato Rosaldo have explored how history and psychology provide fundamental insights into anthropology.


 [29]
 Mauss refers to anthropologist Bronislaw Malinowski，best known for his work in the Trobriand Islands.Richard Thurnwald（1869-1954），mentioned in the next paragraph，led research expeditions to the South Pacific in the early twentieth century.he was the founder of the journal Sociologus and a key voice in midcentury German anthropology.


 [30]
 According to Durkheim’s ideas about evolution，primitive mechanistic solidarity gives way to modern organic solidarity.In this scheme，there is constant progress toward interdependence，and society reaches ever higher levels of integration.Rather than segments of society being opposed to each other in class warfare，as Marxist analysts claim，or engaged in a Malthusian struggle for survival，as Spencerians believed，every part of society should be seen as working for the peace and benefit of the whole.

Although Durkheim believed that social evolution would be characterized by a progression of ever better social forms，Mauss’life was tragic.His mentor Durkheim died in 1917.Few of the members of L’Année Sociologique，many of whom were his close friends，survived World War I.When The Gift was published，in 1925，conditions in Europe were far from stable.These concluding paragraphs to The Gift must be read in this context.They are，at the same time，an affirmation of Durkheim’s belief in progress and a plea for peace and harmony in the aftermath of war.


 [31]
 1924.


 [32]
 This essay is one of Radcliffe-Brown’s earliest statements of functionalism and has several features of his later work.It tries to treat anthropological investigations as scientific and to show general laws of social organization.


 [33]
 The idea that some social customs were survivals of an early matrilineal and matriarchal stage of society was a common part of nineteenth-century evolutionism.Morgan proposed an evolutionary scheme for the family that began with the matrilineal clan and proceeded to the nuclear family.Johann Jakob Bachofen argued that societies moved from concubinage（“hetairism”）to matriarchy and then to patriarchy.Bachofen’s and Morgan’s ideas on the evolution of the family have been rejected by modern anthropology but remain part of popular culture，appearing in the work of a few feminist writers and in Robert Graves’（1895-1985）influential The White Goddess（1948）.


 [34]
 Henri Junod（1863-1934）was a missionary who lived among the BaThonga and wrote a detailed description of them that relied on historical reconstruction to explain BaThonga kinship behavior.Radcliffe-Brown proposes to offer an explanation that does not rely on history.British functionalist thinkers believed that it was impossible to accurately reconstruct the history of preliterate societies and so restricted their analysis to the structure of current societies.


 [35]
 A uterine nephew is a sister’s son.


 [36]
 At the time he wrote this essay，Radcliffe-Brown lived in South Africa.Much of his life was spent as an academic nomad.He worked in South Africa，Australia，the United States（where he held a chair at the University of Chicago），and several other nations.


 [37]
 Agnes Winnifred Hoernle（1885-1960）was a South African anthropologist who trained at Cambridge with Haddon and Rivers and studied with Durkheim at the Sorbonne.She was a close friend of Radcliffe-Brown during his tenure at the University of Cape Town（1921-1926）and became a powerful spokesperson for his ideas.Her students included Max Gluckman（1911-1975）and Hilda Kuper（1911-1992）.Beginning in 1912，she conducted extensive fieldwork among the Nama.Radcliffe-Brown is most likely referencing a draft of her article“The Social Organization of the Nama Hottentots of Southwest Africa”（1925）published the year after his essay.


 [38]
 During World War I，Radcliffe-Brown was the director for education on Tonga，then a British colony.Earlier，he had done fieldwork on the Andaman Islands in the Sea of Bengal（between India and Malaysia）.


 [39]
 Radcliffe-Brown used the organic analogy developed by Spencer.He understood a society as composed of many interrelated，smoothly functioning parts and insisted that aspects of society could not be studied in isolation.Consistent with this analogy，he viewed the proper function of social institutions as the smooth maintenance of society.As with an organism，when society is healthy，everything functions well together.


 [40]
 Unlike the Boasians，functionalists like Radcliffe-Brown were concerned with the discovery of scientific laws that would be valid for all societies.


 [41]
 Radcliffe-Brown was profoundly influenced by his reading of Durkheim.In this passage，he relies on some of the insights of Durkheim and Mauss’work on classification.


 [42]
 Notice Radcliffe-Browns use of the idea of logic in this passage.For the functionalists，social systems were eminently rational，logical，and explicable.


 [43]
 In mentioning systems not fully developed or partly effaced，Radcliffe-Brown reflects a view that kinship systems come in ideal types，though societies may，for various reasons，deviate from them.


 [44]
 In relying here on native terms，Radcliffe-Brown is using the same type of data Morgan and Junod used to suggest an earlier matrilineal phase for these societies.However，Radcliffe-Brown is using it to suggest a cross-cultural law of social relationships.


 [45]
 Notice that diffusionism is mentioned here but given little attention or importance.While extreme diffusionists such as Elliot Smith and Rivers（one of Radcliffe-Brown’s teachers）were very active at this time，Radcliffe-Brown had no interest in their theories.Like the evolutionists，diffusionists were vitally concerned with historical relations between societies.Radcliffe-Brown was not.


 [46]
 Radcliffe-Brown was guided in part by his teacher Rivers.Rivers，a medical doctor who had joined the 1898 Torres Straits expedition，devised what he called the“genealogical method，”suggesting that a truly scientific anthropology could be achieved through the systematic study of kinship（Rivers 1910）.Though his reputation was diminished by his association with Elliot Smith and diffusionism，he played a critically important role in early British social anthropology.


 [47]
 Note the use of“hypothesis”and“prove”and“formula”.Radcliffe-Brown is writing in a scientific idiom，using the language of science to lay claim to the accuracy and precision associated with the hard sciences.


 [48]
 Radcliffe-Brown’s work，like most anthropology until the recent past，is written entirely from a male perspective.This passage is a good example.We hear nothing about relations between nieces and others.Males are the focus of attention，the actors；females are passive，“the objects of...behavior.”How does a woman behave toward her mother’s brother？Radcliffe-Brown does not raise the issue，let alone answer it.The male perspective was largely unchallenged in anthropology until the 1970s.


 [49]
 Radcliffe-Brown speaks here in scientific language but then announces that he will rely on anecdotal evidence.He makes claims such as“I think I could show you quite conclusively.”but declines to offer the proof to which he alludes.The critics of British functionalism claimed that while functionalism had scientific pretenses and used scientific language，in actuality it produced very little data or theory that was scientifically valid.


 [50]
 Avunculi potestas：Latin for uncle’s power.Patria potestas：Latin for father’s power.


 [51]
 Thus，Radcliffe-Brown asks：If we follow Junod’s theory that the BaThonga were matriarchal in the past，how did relations between mother’s brother and sister’s son change from extreme respect to extreme familiarity？


 [52]
 Notice Radcliffe-Brown’s analysis through these passages：He discusses structural relations between positions in social hierarchies.Individuals are merely placeholders in the structures；the structures themselves are social facts，parts of the collective conscious（which he derives from Durkheim and the L’Année Sociologique school）.Contrast this with Malinowski’s work.Whereas Malinowski focused on the biological and psychological needs of individuals，Radcliffe-Brown focused almost exclusively on impersonal positions within the social structure.


 [53]
 Radcliffe-Brown constructs his arguments based almost exclusively on his reading of the ethnographic reports of others.His own fieldwork is rarely mentioned.He had done fieldwork among the Andaman Islanders and among the Kariera in Australia，but he is not known for his ethnographic talents and had little interest in writing ethnography.He did not publish The Andaman Islanders，his account of his 1906-1908 fieldwork，until 1922.It is not widely read today.


 [54]
 The Native Appeal Court decision demonstrates how information derived from functionalist ethnography（in this case kinship）could be applied by the colonial administrators who permitted and sometimes financed fieldwork.


 [55]
 Compare Radcliffe-Brown’s linking of the ubulunga，religion and kin with Durkheim’s treatment of totem in The Elementary Forms of Religious Life.Here，cattle link individuals to their lineages and to the supernatural world.In Durkheim’s analysis，the same function is performed by the totem.


 [56]
 Note here again that，like Durkheim，Radcliffe-Brown sees kinship relations reflected in religion.


 [57]
 When Radcliffe-Brown did his fieldwork in the Andaman Islands，he intended to write a historical reconstruction.However，when he returned from the field，he read Durkheim and was profoundly influenced by him.The first half of The Andaman Islanders is a conventional historical account，but the second half（chapters 5 and 6）relies heavily on Radcliffe-Brown’s reading of Durkheim，particularly The Elementary Forms of Religious Life.


 [58]
 Note Radcliffe-Brown’s concern with practical application.He had been a colonial administrator himself.Many of the functionalists saw service to the colonial administrations of their research areas as one aim of their work.Malinowski argued，in an article entitled“Practical Anthropology”（1929a），that this should be a key goal.Then（as today）access to funding was an important reason for stressing the applied aspects of anthropological research：Much of the money that funded research projects came from the Colonial Social Science Research Council.In general，the functionalists did not question the basic fact of colonization or the subservient position of the colonized.Both paternalism and social evolutionism were implied in their writings.They believed that benevolent colonialism offered the native the chance of progress.On the other hand，they considered themselves friends of those they studied and argued on their behalf before colonial administrations.The same Malinowski who authored“Practical Anthropology”also wrote the preface to Jomo Kenyatta’s Facing Mount Kenya：The Traditional Life of the Gikuyu （1979［1938］）.Kenyatta was one of Malinowski’s students but is better remembered as a leader of Kenya’s fight for independence and that nation’s first president.


Chapter 4 Cultural Ecology，Materialism and Neoevolutionary Theories

Against the background of America in 1930s such as economic crisis，evolutionism reoccurred in there，which definitely opposed to Boas’anthropological ideas and covertly based on Marxism due to the social political condition at that time.In contrast to Boasian historical anthropology，the twentieth-century evolutionists attributed cultural changes to different spheres of material existence trying to find scientific general laws that governing these phenomena.So for them，culture is culture not cultures as Boas proposed.

The twentieth-century evolutionists’key contribution was a concern with the causes of change.Their causal explanations are materialist，in contrast to idealist or historical.Changes in the modes of production，whether caused by economic reorganizations or fluctuation in the environment，have consequences in other arenas of culture，and thus material factors have causal priority.Although claiming antecedents in Morgan and Tylor，or Max and Engels，the so-called neo-evolutionists stressed the significance of providing causal explanations rather than historical reconstructions（Moore 2009：176）.

Leslie White：Evolution Reemergent and Culturology

To establish a science of culture which he called“culturology”，in his The Evolution of Culture，White first deemed that culture is only the creation of mankind：“Man is unique；he is the only living species that has a culture.By culture we mean an extrasomatic，temporal continuum of things and events dependent upon symboling”（White 1959：3）.Furthermore，he was sure that culture had a“suprabiological character”：“Although culture is produced and perpetuated only by the human species，and therefore has its origins and basis in the biological make-up of man...after it has come into existence and become established as a tradition，culture exists and behaves and is related to man as if it were nonbiological in character”（White 1959：12，emphasis in the original）for it still exists in a certain society whether individuals are born or die.Newly born baby has to learn culture from other individuals to survive because culture can not be passed on genetically，but this does not mean that culture has no biological functions.Actually，just as White said：“The purpose and function of culture are to make life secure and enduring for the human species”and“Man employs the extrasomatic tradition that we call culture in order to sustain and perpetuate his existence and give it full expression.Specifically，the functions of culture are to relate man to his environment—his terrestrial habitat and the circumambient cosmos—on the one hand and to relate man to man，on the other”（White 1959：8）.

To help human beings adapt to their environments，it seems natural that culture should include the way that people use to transform energy—technology.And the evolution of cultures could be judged by energy that people obtained as well as the efficiency to use it，which underline White’s theory of evolution.First of all，he classified culture into three subsystems：technological，sociological，and ideological.

The technological system is composed of the material，mechanical，physical and chemical instruments，together with the techniques of their use，by means of which man，as an animal species，is articulated with his natural habitat...The sociological system is made up of interpersonal relations expressed in patterns of behavior，collective as well as individual.The ideological system is composed of ideas，beliefs，knowledge，expressed in articulate speech or other symbolic form.（White 1949：362-363）

This idea about culture is very much like that of Karl Marx which emphasizes two elementary aspects of society—economic base and superstructure and regards material parts of culture as the basis（Chinese students are familiar with Marxism）.Similarly，White viewed technology as the foundation on which social and ideological systems are raised.He said，

The technological system is basic and primary.Social systems are functions of technologies；and philosophies express technological forces and reflect social systems.The technological factor is therefore the determinant of a cultural system as a whole....This is not to say，of course，that social systems do not condition the operation of technologies，or that social and technological systems are not affected by ideologies.They do and are.But to condition is one thing；to determine，quite another.（White 1949：366）

So technology itself determines the nature of social and ideological systems：

The social organization of a people is not only dependent upon their technology but is determined to a great extent，if not wholly，by it both in form and content....The activities of hunting，fishing，gathering，farming，tending herds and flocks，mining，and all the processes by means of which raw materials are transformed and made ready for human consumption are not merely technological processes；they are social processes as well.（White 1959：19-20）

Citing White’s examples，technology also determines people’s understanding of beauty：“In cultures where technological control over food supply is slight and food is frequently scarce as a consequence，a fat woman is often regarded as beautiful.In cultures where food is abundant and women work little，obesity is likely to be regarded asunsightly［！］”（White 1959：21）

From White’s point of view，“Culture thus confronts us as an elaborate thermodynamic，mechanical system...The functioning of culture as a whole therefore rests upon and is determined by the amount of energy harnessed and by the way it is put to work”（White 1949：367-368）.Therefore，the difference of cultures could be measured in terms of horsepower or kilocalories or another unit of measure according to the energy in all kinds of states：as human effort，as fossil fuel，as falling water，as explosive，and so on.

The degree of cultural development，measured in terms of amount of human need-serving goods，and services produced per capita，is determined by the amount of energy harnessed per capita and by the efficiency of the technological means with which it is put to work.We express this concisely and succinctly with the following formula：E×TC，in which C represents the degree of cultural development，E the amount of energy harnessed per capita per year，and T the quality of efficiency of the tools employed in the expenditure of energy.We can now formulate the basic law of cultural evolution：Other factors remaining constant，culture evolves as the amount of energy harnessed per capita per year is increased，or as the efficiency of the instrumental means of putting the energy to work is increased.Both factors may increase simultaneously of course.（White 1949：368-369）

If this is true，how should we understand the popular low-carbon lifestyle？Could we think this culture or lifestyle is backward compared with the one consumes more energy？So，all the theory is relatively correct to a certain degree.

By explaining his theory of evolution，White concluded his science of culture somehow at the same time：（1）it should be science；（2）it should be about culture，not cultures；and（3）it should be deterministic，i.e.，denying appeals to free will，the individual，or to any cause other than Culture（Moore 2009：187）.He further tells the difference between art and science—the two basic ways for human to deal with experience：“The purpose of science and art is one：to render experience intelligible，”But“Art deals with universals in terms of particulars”（White 1949：3），and on the contrary，science deals with particulars from universals.Hence，the task of the science of culture is to discover and delineate the universal principals that explain particular phenomena，which is opposite to Boas’particularism.

Julian Steward：Cultural Ecology

and Multilinear EvolutionAs Moore（2009：194）argued：“His（Julian Steward）ideas were a bridge between the historical particularism of Boas and Kroeber and the cultural evolution of Leslie White.On the one hand，Steward criticized the particularist approaches as nonexplanatory，arguing that clear similarities between different cultures could be explained as parallel adaptations to structurally similar natural environments.On the other hand，he contented that not all societies passed through similar stages of cultural development and that unilineal models of evolution were，therefore，too sweeping to be interesting”.

Above analysis declared Julian Steward’s main anthropological achievements：cultural ecology and multilinear evolution.“Cultural ecology，”Steward explained，“is the study of the processes by which a society adapts to its environment.Its principal problem is to determine whether these adaptations initiate internal social transformations of evolutionary change”（Steward 1968：337）.And in his point of view，the environment refers to both natural and cultural realities：

Cultural ecology is broadly similar to biological ecology in its method of examining the interactions of all social and natural phenomena within an area，but it does not equate social features with biological species or assume that competition is the major process.It distinguishes different kinds of sociocultural systems and institutions，it recognizes both cooperation and competition as processes of interaction，and it postulates that environmental adaptations depend on the technology，needs and structure of the society and on the nature of the environment.It includes analysis of adaptation to the social environment.（Steward 1968：337）

Steward even sketched three basic steps for a cultural-ecological investigation.“First，the interrelationship of explorative and productive technology and environment must be analyzed，”that means the relationship between material culture and natural resources.“Second，the behavior patterns involved in the exploration of a particular area by means of a particular technology must be analyzed”（Steward 1973：40-42），that is to say，the behavior patterns are determined by the types of the resources and the technology used.The third step of the analysis is to see how“behavior patterns entailed in exploiting the environment affect other aspects of culture”（Steward 1973：41）.By his logic，the cultural core is“most closely related to subsistence activities and economic arrangements”（Steward 1973：37）and cultural ecology is not a form of unilinear evolution，but an attempt“to explain the origin of particular cultural features and patterns which characterize different areas rather than to derive general principles applicable to any cultural-environment area”（Steward 1973：36）.So，Steward’s concept of cultural evolution based on two fundamental statements：“First，it postulates that genuine parallels of form and function develop in historically independent sequences or cultural traditions.Second，it explains these parallels by the independent operation of identical causality in each case”（Steward 1973：14）.Thus，his understanding of cultural evolution involved discovering“parallels and similarities which recur cross-culturally”and proposing“law-like”statements about the causes of such parallels（Steward 1973：14）.For example，he had compared the prehistoric patterns of development in five independent centers of ancient civilization—Mesopotamia，Egypt，China，Mesoamerica，and the Andes and drew the conclusion that the evolutionary similarities in these five ancient civilizations are not because there were universal stages of cultural development or due to the diffusion of civilization between regions，but because these five cultural traditions emerged in similar arid and semiarid environments where floodwater agriculture could thrive.

Marvin Harris：Cultural Materialism

In the introduction of The Rise of Anthropology Theory，Harris regarded cultural materialism as the sociocultural analogue of Darwinian natural selection and defined it as nonidealist and evolutionary.He put forward：

The principle of techno-environmental and techno-economic determinism.This principle holds that similar technologies applied to similar environments tend to produce similar arrangements of labor in production and distribution，and that these in turn call forth similar kinds of social groupings，which justify and co-ordinate their activities by means of similar systems of values and beliefs.Translated into a research strategy，the principle of techno-environmental and techno-economic determinism assigns priority to the study of the material conditions of sociocultural life，much as the principle of natural selection assigns priority to the study of differential reproductive success.（Harris 1968：4）

And in the book Cultural Materialism：The Struggle for a Science of Culture （1979）that is thought most expressed his theory，he further outlined the epistemological basis for cultural materialism which also became Harris’main contribution to anthropology.

Alone among the things and organisms studied by science，the human“object”is also a subject；the“object”have well-developed thoughts about their own and other people’s thoughts and behaviors.

No aspect of a research strategy more decisively characterizes it than the way in which it treats the relationship between what people say and think as subjects and what they say and think and do as objects of scientific inquiry.（Harris 1979：29）

So，Harris insisted，we should make two sets of distinctions：“First，the distinction between mental and behavioral events，and second，between emic and etic events.”Behavioral events are“all the body motions and environmental effects produced by such motions，large and small，of all the human beings who ever lived.”Mental events，on the other side，“are all the thoughts and feelings that we humans experience within our minds”（Harris 1979：31-32）.The second distinction is between emic and etic.Emic perspectives express a participant’s point of view；etic perspectives refer to the viewpoints from observers.These two ways of knowing mean different research approaches and agendas：

Emic operations have as their hallmark the elevation of the native informant to the status of ultimate judge of the adequacy of the observer’s descriptions and analyses.The test of the adequacy of emic analyses is their ability to generate statements the native accepts real，meaningful，or appropriate.

Etic operations have as their hallmark the elevation of observers to the status of ultimate judges of the categories and concepts used in descriptions and analyses.The test of the adequacy of etic accounts is simply their ability to generate scientifically productive theories about the causes of sociocultural differences and similarities.Rather than employ concepts that necessarily real，meaningful，and appropriate from the native point of view，the observer is free to use alien categories and rules derived from the data language of science.Frequently，etic operations involve the measurement and juxtaposition of activities and events that native informants may find inappropriate or meaningless.（Harris 1979：32）

Sequentially，Harris created a tripartite scheme of etic behaviors：infrastructure，structure，and superstructure and upheld the principle of infrastructure determinism.“Infrastructure，”He wrote，“is the principal interface between culture and nature，the boundary across which the ecological，chemical，and physical restrains to which human action is subject interact with the principal sociocultural practices aimed at overcoming or modifying those restains”（Harris 1979：57）.But this does not mean that structure and superstructure“are insignificant，epiphenomenal reflexes of infrastructural factors”（Harris 1979：72）.In brief，to understand Harris’cultural patterns，we need explain phenomena in terms of infrastructure—the culture/nature interface，as expressed by such dimensions as subsistence，settlement，population，demography，and so on—and then comprehend how such changes reshape structure and superstructure.Harris employed this strategy in an evolutionary sketch of world history（Harris 1979：79-113）and noted that：

Infrastructural，structural and symbolic-ideational features are equally necessary components of human social life.It is no more possible to imagine a human society without a symbolic-ideational or structural sector than it is possible to imagine one without a mode of production and reproduction.Nonetheless，these sectors do not play a symmetrical role in influencing the retention or extinction of sociocultural innovations.（Harris 1992：297）

Rather，the realm of infrastrucuture is determinant.That’s the reason why Marvin Harris is taken as the representative of cultural materialism.

Further reading

1.Marvin Harris，The Cultural Ecology of India’s Sacred Cattle（1966）
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1.The Cultural Ecology of India’s Sacred Cattle
 
[1]

 Marvin Harris（1927-2001）

In THIS PAPER I attempt to indicate certain puzzling inconsistencies in prevailing interpretations of the ecological role of bovine cattle in India.My argument is based upon intensive reading—I have never seen a sacred cow，nor been to India.As a non-specialist，no doubt I have committed blunders an Indianist would have avoided.I hope these errors will not deprive me of that expert advice and informed criticism which alone can justify so rude an invasion of unfamiliar territory.
 
[2]



I have written this paper because I believe the irrational，non-economic，and exotic aspects of the Indian cattle complex are greatly overemphasized at the expense of rational，economic，and mundane interpretations.

My intent is not to substitute one dogma for another，but to urge that explanation of taboos，customs，and rituals associated with management of Indian cattle be sought in“positive-functioned”and probably“adaptive”processes of the ecological system of which they are a parta
 ，rather than in the influence of Hindu theology.
 
[3]



Mismanagement of India’s agricultural resources as a result of the Hindu doctrine of ahimsab
 ，especially as it applies to beef cattle，is frequently noted by Indianists and others concerned with the relation between values and behavior.Although different antirational，dysfunctional，and inutile aspects of the cattle complex are stressed by different authors，many agree that ahimsa is a prime example of how men will diminish their material welfare to obtain spiritual satisfaction in obedience to nonrational or frankly irrational beliefs.

A sample opinion on this subject is here summarized：According to Simoons（1961：3），“irrational ideologies”frequently compel men“to overlook foods that are abundant locally and are of high nutritive value，and to utilize other scarcer foods of less value.”The Hindu beef-eating taboo is one of Simoons’most important cases.Venkatraman（1938：706）claims，“India is unique in possessing an enormous amount of cattle without making profit from its slaughter.”The Ford Foundation（1959：64）reports“widespread recognition not only among animal husbandry officials，but among citizens generally，that India’s cattle population is far in excess of the available supplies of fodder and feed ...At least 1/3，and possibly as many as 1/2，of the Indian cattle population may be regarded as surplus in relation to feed supply.”Matson（1933：227）writes it is a commonplace of the“cattle question that vast numbers of Indian cattle are so helplessly inefficient as to have no commercial value beyond that of their hides.”Srinivas（1952：222）believes“Orthodox Hindu opinion regards the killing of cattle with abhorrence，even though the refusal to kill the vast number of useless cattle which exist in India today is detrimental to the nation.”

According to the Indian Ministry of Information（1957：243），“The large animal population is more a liability than an asset in view of our land resources.”Chatterjee（1960）calculates that Indian production of cow and buffalo milk involves a“heavy recurring loss of Rs 774 crores.This is equivalent to 6.7 times the amount we are annually spending on importing food grains.”Knight（1954：141）observes that because the Hindu religion teaches great reverence for the cow，“there existed a large number of cattle whose utility to the community did not justify economically the fodder which they consumed.”Das and Chatterji（1962：120）concur：“A large number of cattle in India are old and decrepit and constitute a great burden on an already impoverished land.This is due to the prejudice among the Hindus against cow killing.”Mishra（1962）approvingly quotes Lewis（1955：106）；“It is not true that if economic and religious doctrines conflict the economic interest will always win.The Hindu cow has remained sacred for centuries，although this is plainly contrary to economic interest.”Darling（1934：158）asserts，“By its attitude to slaughter Hinduism makes any planned improvement of cattle breeding almost impossible.”According to Desai（1959：36），“The cattle population is far in excess of the available fodder and feeds.”
 
[4]



［In a 400-word passage eliminated from this edition，Harris continues his catalog of experts and government agencies that have declared Indian cattle practices uneconomic.］

In spite of the sometimes final and unqualified fashion in which“surplus，”“useless，”“un-economic，”and“superfluous”are applied to part or all of India’s cattle，contrary conclusions seem admissible when the cattle complex is viewed as part of an eco-system rather than as a sector of a national price market.Ecologically，it is doubtful that any component of the cattle complex is“useless，”i.e.，the number，type，and condition of Indian bovines do not per se impair the ability of the human population to survive and reproduce.Much more likely the relationship between bovines and humans is symbioticc
 instead of competitive.It probably represents the outcome of intense Darwinian pressures acting upon human and bovine population，cultigens，wild flora and fauna，and social structure and ideology.Moreover presumably the degree of observance of taboos against bovine slaughter and beef-eating reflect the power of these ecological pressures rather than ahimsa；in other words，ahimsa itself derives power and sustenance from the material rewards it confers upon both men and animals.
 
[5]

 To support these hypotheses，the major aspects of the Indian cattle complex will be reviewed under the following headings：（1）Milk Production，（2）Traction，（3）Dung，（4）Beef and Hides，（5）Pasture，（6）Useful and Useless Animals，（7）Slaughter，（8）Anti-Slaughter Legislation，（9）Old-Age Homes，and（10）Natural Selection.

MILK PRODUCTION

In India the average yield of whole milk per Zebu cow is 413 pounds，compared with the 5，000-pound average in Europe and the U.S.d
 （Kartha 1936：607；Spate 1954：231）.In Madhya Pradesh yield is as low as 65 pounds，while in no state does it rise higher than the barely respectable 1，445 pounds of the Punjab（Chatterjee 1960：1347）.According to the 9th Quinquennial Livestock Census（1961）among the 47，200，000 cows over 3 years old，27，200，000 were dry and/or not calved（Chaudri and Giri 1963：598）.

These figures，however should not be used to prove that the cows are useless or uneconomic，since milk production is a minor aspect of the sacred cow’s contribution to the eco-system.Indeed，most Indianists agree that it is the buffalo，not the Zebu，whose economic worth must be judged primarily by milk production.Thus，Kartha（1959：225）writes，“the buffalo，and not the Zebu，is the dairy cow.”This distinction is elaborated by Mamoria（1953：255）：

Cows in the rural areas are maintained for producing bullocks rather than for milk.She-buffaloes，on the other hand，are considered to be better dairy animals than cows.The male buffaloes are neglected and many of them die or are sold for slaughter before they attain maturity.

Mohan（1962：47）makes the same point：

For agricultural purposes bullocks are generally preferred，and，therefore，cows in rural areas are primarily maintained for the production of male progeny and incidentally only for milk.

It is not relevant to my thesis to establish whether milk production is a primary or secondary objective or purpose of the Indian farmer.Failure to separate emits from etics（Harris 1964）contributes greatly to confusion surrounding the Indian cattle question.
 
[6]

 The significance of the preceding quotations lies in the agreement that cows contribute to human material welfare in more important ways than milk production.In this new context，the fact that U.S.cows produce 20 times more milk than Indian cows loses much of its significance.Instead，it is more relevant to note that，despite the marginal status of milking in the symbiotic syndrome，46.7% of India’s dairy products come from cow’s milk（Chatterjee 1960：1347）.How far this production is balanced by expenditures detrimental to human welfare will be discussed later.

TRACTION

The principal positive ecological effect of India’s bovine cattle is in their contribution to production of grain crops，from which about 80% of the human calorie ration comes.Some form of animal traction is required to initiate the agricultural cycle，dependent upon plowing in both rainfall and irrigation areas.Additional traction for hauling，transport，and irrigation is provided by animals，but by far their most critical kinetic contribution is plowing.

Although many authorities believe there is an overall surplus of cattle in India，others point to a serious shortage of draught animals.According to Kothavala（1934：122），“Even with ...overstocking，the draught power available for land operations at the busiest season of the year is inadequate....For West Bengal，the National Council of Applied Economic Research（1962：56）reports：

However，despite the large number of draught animals，agriculture in the State suffers from a shortage of draught power.There are large numbers of small landholders entirely dependent on hired animal labour.

Spate（1954：36）makes the same point，“there are too many cattle in the gross，but most individual farmers have too few to carry on with.”Gupta（1959：42）and Lewis and Barnouw（1958：102）say a pair of bullocks is the minimum technical unit for cultivation，but in a survey by Diskalkar（1960：87），18% of the cultivators had only 1 bullock or none Nationally，if we accept a low estimate of 60，000，000 rural households（Mitra 1963：298）and a high estimate of 80，000，000 working cattle and buffaloes（Government of India 1962：76），we see at once that the allegedly excess number of cattle in India is insufficient to permit a large portion，perhaps as many as 1/3，of India’s farmers to begin the agricultural cycle under conditions appropriate to their techno-environmental system.

Much has been made of India’s having 115 head of cattle per square mile，compared with 28 per square mile for the U.S.and 3 per square mile for Canada.But what actually may be most characteristic of the size of India’s herd is the low ratio of cattle to people.Thus，India has 44 cattle per 100 persons，while in the U.S.the ratio is 58 per 100 and in Canada，90（Mamoria 1953：256）.Yet，in India cattle are employed as a basic instrument of agricultural production.

Sharing of draught animals on a cooperative basis might reduce the need for additional animals.Chaudhri and Giri point out that the“big farmer manages to cultivate with a pair of bullock a much larger area than the small cultivators”（Chaudhri&Giri 1963：596）.But the failure to develop cooperative forms of plowing can scarcely be traced to ahimsa.If anything，emphasis upon independent，family-sized farm units follows intensification of individual land tenure patterns and other property innovations deliberately encouraged by the British（Bhatia 1963：18 on）.Under existing property arrangements，there is a perfectly good economic explanation of why bullocks are not shared among adjacent households.Plowing cannot take place at any time of the year，but must be accomplished within a few daylight hours in conformity with seasonal conditions.These are set largely by summer monsoons，responsible for about 90% of the total rainfall（Bhatia 1963：4）.Writing about Orissa，Bailey（1957：74）notes：

As a temporary measure，an ox might be borrowed from a relative，or a yoke of cattle and a ploughman might be hired...but during the planting season，when the need is the greatest，most people are too busy to hire out or lend cattle.

According to Desai（1948：86）：

...over vast areas，sowing and harvesting operations，by the very nature of things，begin simultaneously with the outbreak of the first showers and the maturing of crops respectively，and especially the former has got to be put through quickly during the first phase of the monsoon.Under these circumstances，reliance by a farmer on another for bullocks is highly risky and he has got，therefore，to maintain his own pair.

Dube（1955：84）is equally specific：

The cultivators who depend on hired cattle or who practice cooperative lending and borrowing of cattle cannot take the best advantage of the first rains，and this enforced wait results in untimely sowing and poor crops.

Wiser and Wiser（1963：62）describe the plight of the bullock-short farmer as follows，“When he needs the help of bullocks most，his neighbors are all using theirs.”And Shastri（1960：1592）points out，“Uncertainty of Indian farming due to dependence on rains is the main factor creating obstacles in the way of improvements in bullock labor.”

It would seem，therefore，that this aspect of the cattle complex is not an expression of spirit and ritual，but of rain and energy.
 
[7]



DUNG

In India cattle dung is the main source of domestic cooking fuel.Since grain crops cannot be digested unless boiled or baked，cooking is indispensable.Considerable disagreement exists about the total amount of cattle excrement and its uses，but even the lowest estimates are impressive.An early estimate by Lupton（1922：60）gave the BTU equivalent of dung consumed in domestic cooking as 35，000，000 tons of coal or 68，000，000 tons of wood.Most detailed appraisal is by National Council of Applied Economic Research（1959：3），which rejects H.J.Bhabha’s estimate of 131，000，000 tons of coal and the Ministry of Food and Agriculture’s 1 12，000，000 tons.The figure preferred by the NCAER is 35，000，000 tons anthracite or 40，000，000 tons bituminous，but with a possible range of between 35-45，000，000 of anthracite dung-coal equivalent.This calculation depends upon indications that only 36% of the total wet dung is utilized as fuel（p.14），a lower estimate than any reviewed by Saha（1956：923）.These vary from 40%（Imperial Council on Agricultural Research）to 50%（Ministry of Food and Agriculture）to 66.6%（Department of Education，Health and Lands）.The NCAER estimate of a dung-coal equivalent of 35，000，000 tons is therefore quite conservative；it is nonetheless an impressive amount of BTU’s to be plugged into an energy system.

Kapp（1963：144 on），who discusses at length the importance of substituting tractors for bullocks，does not give adequate attention to finding cooking fuel after the bullocks are replaced.The NCAER（1959：20）conclusion that dung is cheaper than coke seems an understatement.Although it is claimed that wood resources are potentially adequate to replace dung the measures advocated do not involve ahimsa but are again an indictment of a land tenure system not inspired by Hindu tradition（NCAER 1959：20 on；Bansil 1958：97 on）.Finally，it should be noted that many observers stress the slow burning qualities of dung and its special appropriateness for preparation of ghi and deployment of woman-power in the household（Lewis and Barnouw 1958：40；Mosher 1946：153）.
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As manure，dung enters the energy system in another vital fashion.According to Mujumdar（1960：743），300，000，000 tons are used as fuel，340，000，000 tons as manure，and 160，000，000 tons“wasted on hillsides and roads.”Spate（1954：238）believes that 40% of dung production is spread on fields，40% burned，and 20%“lost.”Possibly estimates of the amount of dung lost are grossly inflated in view of the importance of“roads and hillsides”in the grazing pattern（see Pasture）.Similarly artificial and culture-or even class-bound judgments refer to utilization of India’s night soil.It is usually assumed that Chinese and Indian treatment of this resource are radically different，and that vast quantities of nitrogen go unused in agriculture because of Hindu-inspired definitions of modesty and cleanliness.However，most human excrement from Indian villages is deposited in surrounding fields；the absence of latrines helps explain why such fields raise 2 and 3 successive crops each year（Mosher 1946：154，33；Bansil 1958：104）.More than usual caution，therefore，is needed before concluding that a significant amount of cattle dung is wasted.Given the conscious premium set on dung for fuel and fertilizer，thoughtful control maintained over grazing patterns（see Pasture），and occurrence of specialized sweeper and gleaner castes，much more detailed evidence of wastage is needed than is now available.Since cattle graze on“hillsides and roads，”dung dropped there would scarcely be totally lost to the ecosystem，even with allowance for loss of nitrogen by exposure to air and sunlight.Also，if any animal dung is wasted on roads and hillsides it is not because of ahimsa but of inadequate pasturage suitable for collecting and processing animal droppings.The sedentary，intensive rainfall agriculture of most of the subcontinent is heavily dependent upon manuring.So vital is this that Spate（1954：239）says substitutes for manure consumed as fuel“must be supplied，and lavishly，even at a financial loss to government.”If this is the case，then old，decrepit，and dry animals might have a use after all，especially when，as we shall see，the dung they manufacture employs raw materials lost to the culture-energy system unless processed by cattle，and especially when many apparently moribund animals revive at the next monsoon and provide their owners with a male calf.
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BEEF AND HIDES
 
[10]



Positive contributions of India’s sacred cattle do not cease with milk-grazing，bullock-producing，traction，and dung-dropping.There remains the direct protein contribution of 25，000，000 cattle and buffalo which die each year（Mohan 1962：54）.This feature of the eco-system is reminiscent of the East African cattle area where，despite the normal taboo on slaughter，natural deaths and ceremonial occasions are probably frequent enough to maintain beef consumption near the ecological limit with dairying as the primary function（Schneider 1957：278 on）.Although most Hindus probably do not consume beef，the eco-system under consideration is not confined to Hindus.The human population includes some 55，000，000“scheduled”exterior or untouchable groups（Hutton 1961：Ⅶ），many of whom will consume beef if given the opportunity（Dube 1955：68-69），plus several million more Moslems and Christians.Much of the flesh on the 25，000，000 dead cattle and buffalo probably gets consumed by human beings whether or not the cattle die naturally.Indeed，could it be that without the orthodox Hindu beef-eating taboo，many marginal and depressed castes would be deprived of an occasional，but nutritionally critical，source of animal protein？

It remains to note that the slaughter taboo does not prevent depressed castes from utilizing skin，horns and hoofs of dead beasts.In 1956，16，000，000 cattle hides were produced（Randhawa 1962：322）.The quality of India’s huge leather industry—the world’s largest—leaves much to be desired，but the problem is primarily outmoded tanning techniques and lack of capital，not ahimsa.

PASTURE

The principal positive-functioned or useful contributions of India’s sacred cattle to human survival and well-being have been described.Final evaluation of their utility must involve assessment of energy costs in terms of resources and human labor input which might be more efficiently expended in other activities.

Direct and indirect evidence suggests that in India men and bovine cattle do not compete for existence.According to Mohan（1962：43 on）：

...the bulk of the food on which the animals subsist...is not the food that is required for human consumption，i.e.，fibrous fodders produced as incidental to crop production，and a large part of the crop residues or byproducts of seeds and waste grazing.

On the contrary，“the bulk of foods（straws and crop residues）that are ploughed into the soil in other countries are converted into milk”（p.45）.

The majority of the Indian cattle obtain their requirements from whatever grazing is available from straw and stalk and other residues from human foodstuffs，and are starved seasonally in the dry months when grasses wither.

In Bengal the banks and slopes of the embankments of public roads are the only grazing grounds and the cattle subsist mainly on paddy straw，paddy husks and ...coarse grass....（Mamoria 1953：263-64）.

According to Dube（1955：84，“...the cattle roam about the shrubs and rocks and eat whatever fodder is available there.”This is confirmed by Moomaw（1949：96）：“Cows subsist on the pasture and any coarse fodder they can find.Grain is fed for only a day or two following parturition.”The character of the environmental niche reserved for cattle nourishment is described by Gourou（1963：123），based on data furnished by Dupuis（1960）for Madras：

If faut voir clairement que le faible rendement du bétail indien n’est pas un gaspillage：ce bétail n’entre pas en concurrence avec la consommation de produits agricoles ...ils ne leur sacrifient pas des surfaces agricoles，ou ayant un potential agricole.
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NCAER（1961：57）confines this pattern for Tripura：“There is a general practice of feeding livestock on agricultural by-products such as straw，grain wastes and husks”；for West Bengal（NCAER 1962：59）：“The state has practically no pasture or grazing fields，and the farmers are not in the habit of growing green fodders ...livestock feeds are mostly agricultural by-products”；and for Andhra Pradesh（NCAER 1962：52）：“Cattle are stall-fed，but the bulk of the feed consists of paddy straw....”

The only exceptions to the rural pattern of feeding cattle on waste products and grazing them on marginal or unproductive lands involve working bullocks and nursing cows：

The working bullocks，on whose efficiency cultivation entirely depends，are usually fed with chopped bananas at the time of fodder scarcity.But the milch cows have to live in a semi-starved condition，getting what nutrition they can from grazing on the fields after their rice harvest（Gangulee 1935：17）.At present cattle are fed largely according to the season.During the rainy period they feed upon the grass which springs up on the uncultivated hillsides....But in the dry season there is hardly any grass，and cattle wander on the cropless lands in an often halfstarved condition.True there is some fodder at these times in the shape of rice-straw and dried copra，but it is not generally sufficient，and is furthermore given mainly to the animals actually working at the time（Mayer 1952：70）.

There is much evidence that Hindu farmers calculate carefully which animals deserve more food and attention.In Madras，Randhawa，et al.（1961：117）report：“The cultivators pay more attention to the male stock used for ploughing and for draft.There is a general neglect of the cow and the female calf even from birth....”Similar discrimination is described by Mamoria（1953：263 on）：

Many plough bullocks are sold off in winter or their rations are ruthlessly decreased whenever they are not worked in full，while milch cattle are kept on after lactation on poor and inadequate grazing....The cultivator feeds his bullocks better than his cow because it pays him.He feeds his bullocks better during the busy season，when they work，than during the slack season，when they remain idle.Further，he feeds his more valuable bullocks better than those less valuable....Although the draught animals and buffaloes are properly fed，the cow gets next to nothing of stall feeding.She is expected to pick up her living on the bare fields after harvest and on the village wasteland....

The previously cited NCAER report on Andhra Pradesh notes that“Bullocks and milking cows during the working season get more concentrates....”（1962：52）.Wiser and Wiser（1963：71）sum up the situation in a fashion supporting Srinivas’（1958：4）observation that the Indian peasant is“nothing if he is not practical：

Farmers have become skillful in reckoning the minimum of food necessary for maintaining animal service.Cows are fed just enough to assure their calving and giving a little milk.They are grazed during the day on lands which yield very little vegetation，and are given a very sparse meal at night.

Many devout Hindus believe the bovine cattle of India are exploited without mercy by greedy Hindu owners.Ahimsa obviously has little to do with economizing which produces the famous phooka and doom dev techniques for dealing with dry cows.
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 Not to Protestants but to Hindus did Gandhi（1954：7）address lamentations concerning the cow：

How we bleed her to take the last drop of milk from her，how we starve her to emaciation，how we ill-treat the calves，how we deprive them of their portion of milk，how cruelly we treat the oxen，how we castrate them，how we beat them，how we overload them....I do not know that the condition of the cattle in any other part of the world is as bad as in unhappy India.

USEFUL AND USELESS ANIMALS

How then，if careful rationing is characteristic of livestock management，do peasants tolerate the widely reported herds of useless animals？Perhaps“useless”means one thing to the peasant and quite another to the price-market-oriented agronomist.It is impossible at a distance to judge which point of view is ecologically more valid，but the peasants could be right more than the agronomists are willing to admit.

Since non-working and non-lactating animals are thermal and chemical factories which depend on waste lands and products for raw materials，judgment that a particular animal is useless cannot be supported without careful examination of its owner’s household budget.Estimates from the cattle census which equate useless with dry or non-working animals are not convincing.But even if a given animal in a particular household is of less-than-marginal utility，there is an additional factor whose evaluation would involve long-range bovine biographies.The utility of a particular animal to its owner cannot be established simply by its performance during season or an animal cycle.Perhaps the whole system of Indian bovine management is alien to costing procedures of the West.There may be a kind of low-risk sweepstakes which drags on for 10 or 12 years before the losers and winners are separated.

As previously observed，the principal function of bovine cows is not their milk-producing but their bullock-producing abilities.Also established is the fact that many farmers are short of bullocks.Cows have the function primarily to produce male offspring，but when？In Europe and America，cows become pregnant under well-controlled，hence predictable，circumstances and a farmer with many animals can count on male offspring in half the births.In India，cows become pregnant under quite different circumstances.Since cows suffer from malnutrition through restriction to marginal pasture，they conceive and deliver in unpredictable fashion.The chronic starvation of the inter-monsoon period makes the cow，in the words of Mamoria（1953：263），“an irregular breeder.”Moreover，with few animals，the farmer may suffer many disappointments before a male is born.To the agriculture specialist with knowledge of what healthy dairy stock look like，the hot weather herds of walking skeletons“roaming over the bare fields and dried up wastes”（Leake 1923：267）must indeed seem without economic potential.Many of them，in fact，will not make it through to the next monsoon.However，among the survivors are an unknown number still physically capable of having progeny.Evidently neither the farmer nor the specialist knows which will conceive，nor when.To judge from Bombay city，even when relatively good care is bestowed on a dry cow，no one knows the outcome：“If an attempt is made to salvage them，they have to be kept and fed for a long time.Even then，it is not known whether they will conceive or not”（Nandra，et al.1955：9）.

In rural areas，to judge a given animal useless may be to ignore the recuperative power of these breeds under conditions of erratic rainfall and unpredictable grazing opportunities.The difference of viewpoint between the farmer and the expert is apparent in Moomaw’s（1949）incomplete attempt to describe the life history of an informant’s cattle.The farmer in question had 3 oxen，2 female buffaloes，4 head of young cattle and 3“worthless”cows（p.23）.In Moomaws opinion，“the three cows ...are a liability to him，providing no income，yet consuming feed which might be placed to better use.”Yet we learn，“The larger one had a calf about once in three years”；moreover 2 of the 3 oxen were“raised”by the farmer himself.（Does this mean that they were the progeny of the farmer’s cows？）The farmer tells Moomaw，“The young stock get some fodder，but for the most part they pasture with the village herd.The cows give nothing and I cannot afford to feed them.”Whereupon Moomaw’s non sequitur：“We spoke no more of his cows，for like many a farmer he just keeps them，without inquiring whether it is profitable or not”（p.25）.

The difficulties in identifying animals that are definitely uneconomic for a given farmer are reflected in the varying estimates of the total of such animals.The Expert Committee on the Prevention of Slaughter of Cattle estimated 20，000，000 uneconomic cattle in India（Nandra，el al..1953：62）.Roy（1955：14）settles for 5，500，000，or about 3.5%.Mamoria（1953：257），who gives the still lower estimate of 2，900，000，or 2.1%，claims most of these are males.A similarly low percentage-2.5%-is suggested for West Bengal（NCAER 1962：56）.None of these estimates appears based on bovine life histories in relation to household budgets；none appears to involve estimates of economic significance of dung contributions of older animals.
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Before a peasant is judged a victim of Oriental mysticism，might it not be well to indicate the devastating material consequences which befall a poor farmer unable to replace a bullock lost through disease，old age，or accident？Bailey（1957：73）makes it clear that in the economic life of the marginal peasantry，“Much the most devastating single event is the loss of an ox（or a plough buffalo）.”If the farmer is unable to replace the animal with one from his own herd，he must borrow money at usurious rates.Defaults on such loans are the principal causes of transfer of land titles from peasants to landlords.Could this explain why the peasant is not overly perturbed that some of his animals might turn out to be only dung-providers？After all，the real threat to his existence does not arise from animals but from people ready to swoop down on him as soon as one of his beasts falters.Chapekar’s（1960：27）claim that the peasant’s“stock serve as a great security for him to fall back on whenever he is in need”would seem to be appropriate only in reference to the unusually well-established minority.In a land where life expectancy at birth has only recently risen to 30 years（Black 1959：2），it is not altogether appropriate to speak of security.The poorest farmers own insufficient stock.Farm management studies show that holdings below 2/3 of average area account for 2/5 of all farms，but maintain only 1/4 of the total cattle on farms.“This is so，chiefly because of their limited resources to maintain cattle”（Chaudhri and Giri 1963：598）.

SLAUGHTER

Few，if any，Hindu farmers kill their cattle by beating them over the head，severing their jugular veins or shooting them.But to assert that they do not kill their animals when it is economically important for them to do so may be equally false.This interpretation escapes the notice of so many observers because the slaughtering process receives recognition only in euphemisms.People will admit that they“neglect”their animals，but will not openly accept responsibility for the etic effects，i.e.，the more or less rapid death which ensues.The strange result of this euphemistic pattern is evidenced in the following statement by Moomaw（1949：96）：“All calves born，however inferior，are allowed to live until they die of neglect.”In the light of many similar but，by Hindu standards，more vulgar observations，it is clear that this kind of statement should read，“Most calves born are not allowed to live，but are starved to death.”

This is roughly the testimony of Gourou（1963：125），“Le paysan conserve seulement les veaux qui deviendront boeufs de labour ou vaches laitieres；les autres sont ecartes ...et meurent d’epuisement.”
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 Wiser and Wiser（1963：70）are even more direct：

Cows and buffaloes too old to furnish milk are not treated cruelly，but simply allowed to starve.The same happens to young male buffaloes....The males are unwanted and little effort is made to keep them alive.

Obviously，when an animal，undernourished to begin with，receives neither food nor care，it will not enjoy a long life（compare Gourou 1963：124）.Despite claims that an aged and decrepit cow“must be supported like an unproductive relative，until it dies a natural death”（Mosher 1946：124），ample evidence justifies belief that“few cattle die of old age”e
 （Bailey 1957：75）.Dandekar（1964：352）makes the same point：“In other words，because the cows cannot be fed nor can they be killed，they are neglected，starved and left to die a ‘natural’death.”

The farmer culls his stock by starving unwanted animals and also，under duress，sells them directly or indirectly to butchers.With economic pressure，many Indians who will not kill or eat cows themselves：

are likely to compromise their principles and sell to butchers who slaughter cows，thereby tacitly supporting the practice for other people.Selling aged cows to butchers has over the centuries become an accepted practice along side the mos that a Hindu must not kill cattle（Roy 1955：15）

Determining the number of cattle slaughtered by butchers is almost as difficult as determining the number killed by starvation.According to Dandekar（1964：351），“Generally it is the useless animals that find their way to the slaughter house.”Lahiry（n.d.：140）says only 126，900 or 9% of the total cattle population is slaughtered per year.Darling（1934：158）claims：

All Hindus object to the slaughter and even to the sale of unfit cows and keep them indefinitely....rather than sell them to a cattle dealer，who would buy only for the slaughter house，they send them to a gowshala or let them loose to die.Some no doubt sell secretly，but this has its risks in an area where public opinion can find strong expression through the panchayat.
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Such views would seem to be contradicted by Sinha（1961：95）；“A large number of animals are slaughtered privately and it is very difficult to ascertain their numbers.”The difficulty of obtaining accurate estimates is also implied by the comment of the Committee on the Prevention of Slaughter that“90% of animals not approved for slaughter are slaughtered stealthily outside of municipal limits”（Nandra，et al.1955：11）.
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An indication of the propensity to slaughter cattle under duress is found in connection with the food crisis of World War Ⅱ.With rice imports cut off by Japanese occupation of Burma（Thirumalai 1954：38；Bhatia 1963：309 on），increased consumption of beef by the armed forces，higher prices for meat and foodstuffs generally，and famine conditions in Bengal，the doctrine of ahimsa proved to be alarmingly ineffectual.Direct military intervention was required to avoid destruction of animals needed for plowing，milking，and bullock-production：

During the war there was an urgent need to reduce or to avoid the slaughter for food of animals useful for breeding or for agricultural work.For the summer of 1944 the slaughter was prohibited of：1）Cattle below three years of age；2）Male cattle between two and ten years of age which were being used or were likely to be used as working cattle；3）All cows between three and ten years of age，other than cows which were unsuitable for bearing off-spring；4）All cows which were pregnant or in milk（Knight 1954：141）.

Gourou（1963：124-25），aware that starvation and neglect are systematically employed to cull Indian herds，nonetheless insists that destruction of animals through starvation amounts to an important loss of capital.This loss is attributed to the low price of beef caused by the beef-eating taboo，making it economically infeasible to send animals to slaughter.Gourou’s appraisal，however，neglects deleterious consequences to the rural tanning and carrion-eating castes if increased numbers of animals went to the butchers.Since the least efficient way to convert solar energy into comestibles is to impose an animal converter between plant and man（Cottrell 1955），it should be obvious that without major technical and environmental innovations or drastic population cuts，India could not tolerate a large beef-producing industry.This suggests that insofar as the beef-eating taboo helps discourage growth of beef-producing industries，it is part of an ecological adjustment which maximizes rather than minimizes the calorie and protein output of the productive process.

ANTI-SLAUGHTER LEGISLATION AND GOWSHALAS
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It is evident from the history of anti-slaughter agitation and legislation in India that more than ahimsa has been required to protect Indian cattle from premature demise.Unfortunately，this legislation is misinterpreted and frequently cited as evidence of the anti-economic effect of Hinduism.I am unable to unravel all the tangled economic and political interests served by the recent anti-slaughter laws of the Indian states.Regardless of the ultimate ecological consequences of these laws，however，several points deserve emphasis.First it should be recalled that cow protection was a major political weapon in Gandhi’s campaign against both British and Moslems.The sacred cow was the ideological focus of a successful struggle against English colonialism；hence the enactment of total anti-slaughter legislation obviously had a relational base，at least among politicians who seized and retained power on anti-English and anti-Moslem platforms.It is possible that the legislation will now backfire and upset the delicate ecological balance which now exists.The Committee on the Prevention of Slaughter claimed that it：

actually saw in Pepsu（where slaughter is banned completely）what a menace wild cattle can be.Conditions have become so desperate there，that the State Government have got to spend a considerable sum for catching and redomesticating wild animals to save the crops（Nandra，et al.1955：11）.

According to Mayadas（1954：29）：

The situation has become so serious that it is impossible in some parts of the country to protect growing crops from grazing by wandering cattle.Years ago it was one or two stray animals which could either be driven off or sent to the nearest cattle pound.Today it is a question of constantly being harassed day and night by herds which must either feed on one’s green crops，or starve.How long can this state of affairs be allowed to continue？

Before the deleterious effects of slaughter laws can be properly evaluated，certain additional evolutionary and functional possibilities must be examined.For example，given the increasing growth rate of India’s human population，the critical importance of cattle in the eco-system，and the absence of fundamental technical and environmental changes，a substantial increase in cattle seems necessary and predictable，regardless of slaughter legislation.Furthermore，there is some indication，admittedly incomplete but certainly worthy of careful inquiry；that many who protest most against destructiveness of marauding herds of useless beasts may perceive the situation from very special vantage points in the social hierarchy.The implications of the following newspaper editorial are clear：

The alarming increase of stray and wild cattle over wide areas of Northern India is fast becoming a major disincentive to crop cultivation....Popular sentiment against cow slaughter no doubt lies at the back of the problem.People prefer to let their aged，diseased，and otherwise useless cattle live at the expense of other people’s crops（Indian Express，New Delhi，7 February 1959）.

Evidently we need to know something about whose crops are threatened by these marauders.Despite post-independence attempts at land reform，10% of the Indian agricultural population still owns more than 1/2 the total cultivated area and 15，000，000，or 22%，of rural households own no land at all（Mitra 1963：298）.Thorner and Thorner（1962：3）call the land reform program a failure，and point out how“the grip of the larger holder serves to prevent the lesser folk from developing the land....”Quite possibly，in other words，the anti-slaughter laws，insofar as they are effective，should be viewed as devices which，contrary to original political intent，bring pressure to bear upon those whose lands are devoted to cash crops of benefit only to narrow commercial，urban，and landed sectors of the population.To have one’s cows eat other people’s crops may be a very fine solution to the subsistence problem of those with no crops of their own.Apparently，in the days when animals could be driven off or sent to the pound with impunity，this could not happen，even though ahimsa reigned supreme then as now.

Some form of anti-slaughter legislation was required and actually argued for，on unambiguously rational，economic，and material grounds.About 4% of India’s cattle are in the cities（Mohan 1962：48）.These have always represented the best dairy stock，since the high cost of feeding animals in a city could be offset only by good milking qualities.A noxious consequence of this dairy pattern was the slaughter of the cow at the end of its first urban lactation period because it was too expensive to maintain while awaiting another pregnancy.Similarly，and by methods previously discussed，the author calf was killed after it had stimulated the cow to“let down.”With the growth of urban milk consumption，the best of India’s dairy cattle were thus systematically prevented from breeding，while animals with progressively poorer milking qualities were preserved in the countryside（Mohan 1962：48；Mayadas 1954：29；Gandhi 1954：13 on）.The Committee on the Prevention of Slaughter of Cattle（Nandra，et al.1955：2）claimed at least 50，000 high yielding cows and she-buffaloes from Madras，Bombay，and Calcutta were“annually sent to premature slaughter”and were“lost to the country.”Given such evidence of waste and the political potential of Moslems being identified as cow-butchers and Englishmen as cow-eaters（Gandhi 1954：16），the political importance of ahimsa becomes more intelligible.Indeed，it could be that the strength of Gandhi’s charisma lay in his superior understanding of the ecological significance of the cow，especially in relation to the underprivileged masses，marginal low caste and out caste farmers.Gandhi（p.3）may have been closer to the truth than many a foreign expert when he said：

Why the cow was selected for apotheosis is obvious to me.The cow was in India the best companion.She was the giver of plenty.Not only did she give milk but she also made agriculture possible.

OLD-AGE HOMES

Among the more obscure aspects of the cattle complex are bovine old-age homes，variously identified as gowshalas，pinjrapoles，and，under the Five-Year Plans，as gosadans.Undoubtedly some of these are“homes for cows，which are supported by public charity，which maintain the old and derelict animals till natural death occurs”（Kothavala 1934：123）.According to Gourou（1963：125），however，owners of cows sent to these religious institutions pay rent with the understanding that if the cows begin to lactate they will be returned.The economics of at least some of these“charitable”institutions is，therefore，perhaps not as quaint as usually implied.It is also significant that，although the 1st Five-Year Plan called for establishment of 160 gosadans to serve 320，000 cattle，only 22 gosadans servicing 8，000 cattle were reported by 1955（Government of India Planning Commission 1956：283）.

NATURAL SELECTION

Expert appraisers of India’s cattle usually show little enthusiasm for the typical undersized breeds.Much has been made of the fact that 1 large animal is a more efficient dung，milk，and traction machine than 2 small ones.“Weight for weight，a small animal consumes a much larger quantity of food than a bigger animal”（Mamoria 1953：268）.“More dung is produced when a given quantity of food is consumed by one animal than when it is shared by two animals”（Ford Foundation 1959：64）.Thus it would seem that India’s smaller breeds should be replaced by larger，more powerful，and better milking breeds.But once again，there is another way of looking at the evidence.It might very well be that if all of India’s scrub cattle were suddenly replaced by an equivalent number of large，high-quality European or American dairy and traction animals，famines of noteworthy magnitude would immediately ensue.Is it not possible that India’s cattle are undersized precisely because other breeds never could survive the atrocious conditions they experience most of the year？I find it difficult to believe that breeds better adapted to the present Indian ecosystem exist elsewhere.

By nature and religious training，the villager is unwilling to inflict pain or to take animal life.But the immemorial grind for existence has hardened him to an acceptance of survival of the fittest（Wiser and Wiser 1963）.

Not only are scrub animals well adapted to the regular seasonal crises of water and forage and general year-round neglect，but long-range，selective pressures may be even more significant.The high frequency of drought-induced famines in India（Bhatia 1963）places a premium upon drought-resistance plus a more subtle factor：A herd of smaller animals，dangerously thinned by famine or pestilence，reproduces faster than an equivalent group of larger animals，despite the fact that the larger animal consumes less per pound than 2 smaller animals.This is because there are 2 cows in the smaller herd per equivalent large cow.Mohan（1962：45）is one of the few authorities to have grasped this principle，including it in defense of the small breeds：

Calculations of the comparative food conversion efficiency of various species of Indian domestic livestock by the writer has revealed，that much greater attention should be paid to small livestock than at present，not only because of their better conversion efficiency for protein but also because of the possibilities of bringing about a rapid increase in their numbers.

CONCLUSION
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The probability that India’s cattle complex is a positive-functioned part of a naturally selected eco-system is at least as good as that it is a negative functioned expression of an irrational ideology.This should not be interpreted to mean that no“improvements”can be made in the system，nor that different systems may not eventually evolve.The issue is not whether oxen are more efficient than tractors.I suggest simply that many features of the cattle complex have been erroneously reported or interpreted.That Indian cattle are weak and inefficient is not denied，but there is doubt that this situation arises from and is mainly perpetuated by Hindu ideology.Given the techno-environmental base，Indian property relationships，and political organization，one need not involve the doctrine of ahimsa to understand fundamental features of the cattle complex.Although the cattle population of India has risen by 38，000，000 head since 1940，during the same period，the human population has risen by 120，000，000.Despite the anti-slaughter legislation，the ratio of cattle to humans actually declined from 44：100 in 1941 to 40：100 in 1961（Government of India 1962：74；1963：6）.In the absence of major changes in environment，technology or property relations，it seems unlikely that the cattle population will cease to accompany the rise in the human population.If ahimsa is negative-functioned，then we must be prepared to admit the possibility that all other factors contributing to the rapid growth of the Indian human and cattle populations，including the germ theory of disease，are also negative-functioned.
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NOTES


a
 The author（1960）suggested that the term“adaptive”be restricted to traits，biological or cultural，established and diffused in conformity with the principle of natural selection.Clearly，not all“positive-functioned，”i.e.，useful，cultural traits are so established.


b
 Ahimsa is the Hindu principle of unity of life，of which sacredness of cattle is principal sub-case and symbol.


c
 According to Zeuner（1954：328），“Symbiosis includes all conditions of the living together of two different species，provided both derive advantages therefrom.Cases in which both partners benefit equally are rare.”In the symbiosis under consideration，men benefit more than cattle.


d
 The U.S.Census of Agriculture（1954）showed milk production averaging from a low of 3，929 pounds per cow in the Nashville Basin sub-region to 11，112 pounds per cow in the Southern California sub-region.


e
 Srinivas（1962：126）declared himself properly skeptical in this matter：“It is commonly believed that the peasant’s religious attitude to cattle comes in the way of the disposal of useless cattle.Here again，my experience of Rampura makes me skeptical of the general belief.I am not denying that cattle are regarded as in some sense sacred，but I doubt whether the belief is as powerful as it is claimed to be.I have already mentioned that bull-buffaloes are sacrificed to village goddesses.And in the case of the cow，while the peasant does not want to kill the cow or bull himself he does not seem to mind very much if someone else does the dirty job out of his sight.”
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 [1]
 （1966）


 [2]
 In the 1960s，ethnographic experience was the cornerstone of authority in American anthropology（and to some extent still is today）.Harris’upfront admission that he had never been to India was a challenge to this prevailing anthropological opinion and is related to his views on the emic-etic debate that was raging within the profession at this time.（For more on emics and etics，see later footnote.）


 [3]
 Harris makes his materialist and neofunctionalist position clear in the opening paragraphs of this essay，As a materialist，Harris presumes that Indian beliefs about the sacredness of cattle have a rational economic explanation that takes precedence over references to Hindu theology.Additionally，Harris’statement that the explanation for Indian cattle management can be found in the“adaptive processes of the ecological system of which they are a part”clearly demonstrates the influence of the cultural ecology of Julian Steward.His claim that he does not wish to substitute one dogma for another is disingenuous—Harris is brilliant，but he is one of the more polemic writers in anthropology.


 [4]
 Harris’materialist point of view has been so successful in the last few decades that it should be noted that Westerners really used to think that Indian cattle usage was irrational.In fact，the view that non-Western people’s traditional practices were irrational formed one of the cornerstones of colonial ethnocentrism.From the Western point of view，the irrationality of Indian culture was demonstrated by the failure of Indians to conform to European notions of animal husbandry，a failure that confirmed the British in their self-perceived civilizing mission.So，while Harris is doing a cultural-materialist analysis，he is also working in a form of analysis that would have made Franz Boas proud.


 [5]
 Harris’debt to the cultural ecology of Steward is clear in this paragraph.Although Harris’materialism is derived from Karl Marx via Leslie White，his statement that the features of the cattle complex are the consequence of Darwinian pressures within an ecological system sounds very much like Steward’s concept of the cultural core.Harris doesn’t spell out exactly how these pressures operate，but the invocation of Darwin increases the scientific feel of the article by associating it with a well-established scientific position.


 [6]
 The terms emic and etic were coined in 1954 by the missionary-linguist Kenneth Pike（1912-）.Emic statements refer to meaning as it is perceived by the natives of a culture，and emic anthropologists tried to outline the models by which natives understood their society.By definition，emic understanding is culture-bound.In contrast，etic meanings are those arrived at by empirical investigation.Etic anthropologists aim at producing generalizations that are cross-culturally valid using methods of investigation that can be verified and replicated by anyone using a similar investigative process.Etic analyses are typically perceived to be more scientific，and Harris’analysis of cattle in India is an etic study.Harris believes that many studies mix etic and emit data together，thus confounding the analysis.Here he says the same problem“contributes greatly to confusion surrounding the Indian cattle question.”Harris claims that when the situation is examined from an etic perspective（energy contribution of cows versus energy expenditures of cows within an overall ecosystem），it is clear that the treatment of cattle in India is adaptive.


 [7]
 Harris was taking a fairly radical position at this time，therefore he presents quotation after quotation supporting his views when one or two would suffice.Note that he relies almost exclusively on statistical rather than ethnographic data.True to his etic perspective，Harris provides the reader with a statistical portrait of Indian society.It is also instructive to examine Harris’writing style.Although not as polemical an author as Marx，who called one of his opponents“Saint Max”，Harris undercuts his opponents through rhetorical style as well as scientific argument.Throughout this section—as he does here—Harris concludes points by saying，in effect，you do not need religion to explain this.The cumulative effect is to make the position he is opposing look silly.


 [8]
 Harris’statement about“a land tenure system not inspired by Hindu tradition”is an allusion to British colonialism.As Friedman points out in his 1974 critique of Harris’analysis，Harris never really deals with the cultural context in which the traditions he analyzes take place—i.e.，centuries of British colonial rule.

Chi，or ghee，is clarified butter made from the butterfat of milk.


 [9]
 Since the publication of Leslie White’s “Energy and the Evolution of Culture”in 1943，energy has had a significant role in American anthropology.Harris’discussion of dung as an energy source is an early example of the type of analysis that became a mainstay of the ecological and evolutionary approaches in cultural anthropology.


 [10]
 This section may be the weakest in Harris’argument.Notice the absence of statistical support in his discussion of beet eating and the leather industry.He writes，“The quality of India’s huge leather industry—the world’s largest—leaves much to be desired，but the problem is primarily outmoded tanning techniques and lack of capital，not ahimsa.”But one could easily argue that it is precisely ahimsa that keeps the industry outmoded since，because of ahimsa，no one with prestige or capital will invest in tanning.Treating hides is the domain of the lowest castes.This point does not really damage his argument，but it is typical of Harris’dogmatism：He will allow no explanatory power to ahimsa at all.


 [11]
 The translation of this passage is：“One needs to see clearly that the small return of Indian cattle is not waste：these beasts do not compete for the consumption of agricultural produce ...neither fields nor areas that could be used for agriculture are sacrificed to them.”


 [12]
 The“famous”phooka and doom dev techniques Harris refers to are procedures Indians use to stimulate a cow’s flow of milk.As described by Harris in his 1974 book Cows，Pigs，Wars，and Witches，phooka is blowing air into the cow’s uterus through a hollow pipe；doom dev refers to stuffing the cow’s tail into its vagina.


 [13]
 Harris’concern is for the economics of cattle at the level of the Indian peasant household，but the statistics he cites are national or state-level figures.Millions of starving cattle wandering around might present state-level problems not experienced by an individual farmer—the level at which a problem is examined affects one’s analysis.Both Harris and the government figures he cites may be correct，but in different ways.The only macro-level view Harris takes is farther down，when he discusses the political significance of cattle slaughter bans.


 [14]
 The translation of this quotation is“The peasant only saves those cows that will become traction animals or milk cows.The others are taken away and die of starvation.”


 [15]
 Gowshala：an“old age home”for cattle；panchayat：a village council.


 [16]
 One thing to keep in mind while reading all these statements is that cattle slaughter is a sensitive political topic in India；those making the statements may be politically motivated to take one or another position.It is possible that such statements are more revealing of Indian politics than the conditions of Indian cattle.Currently，in most Indian states cattle slaughter is illegal.


 [17]
 Having discussed the utility of ahimsa to Indian peasant farmers，Harris turns to a discussion of the social and political ramifications of the practice.Here he injects an element of class conflict into his argument.Discussing the disparity between wealthy landowners and the landless he writes，“To have one’s cow eat other people’s crops may be a very fine solution to the subsistence problem of those with no crops of their own.”However，while Harris sees conflict，he doesn’t make it the engine of cultural change.The system he describes is essentially static.A true Marxist would bring this conflict to the center of the analysis.


 [18]
 At the time Harris wrote this essay，an approach called ethnoscience，or the new ethnography，was very popular.With a focus on the emic perspective，an underlying assumption of ethnoscience was that culture was a mental model that people acted out.One goal of ethnoscience was to recreate these models so that anthropologists could understand the world in the same way as their informants.Harris，however，disagrees strongly with this view of culture，arguing against it in The Rise of Anthropological Theory.According to Harris，culture should be defined as behavior that is determined by techno-environmental factors.Harris’article is both an example of a materialist perspective and a challenge to ethnoscience.


 [19]
 Harris is certainly one of the most colorful and polemical figures in contemporary anthropology.For the last thirty years，while other perspectives have come and gone，Harris has stood firm as one of the leading proponents of cultural materialism and the etic approach.Starting as an intellectual approach to cultural analysis，his advocacy of cultural materialism has taken on a moral-ideological dimension.For example，in the introduction to his book America Now，Harris writes：The task of this book is to reassert the primacy of rational endeavor and objective knowledge in the struggle to save and renew the American dream....Anthropologists regard it as their solemn duty to represent the hopes and fears，values and goals，beliefs and rituals of different groups and communities seen from within，the way people who belong to these groups and communities perceive them to be，and the way they want them to be seen by others.But that can be only half the job.The other half is to describe and explain what people are actually saying and doing from the standpoint of the objective study of culture and history （Harris 1981：15）.


Chapter 5 Structures，Symbols and Meaning

Since 1960s，anthropological theories became more complex and diversified.No single theory could dominate the field any more.Yet，certain themes run through anthropological theories at that time.There has been a general trend away from materialist theories that treat culture as humanity’s principal means of adaptation to the physical and social environment.And there is an increasing emphasis on the individual’s role that played in the creation and changes of cultures.Among them，the search for the symbolic meanings of culture was in the spotlight.As Moore realized，“a symbolic approach to culture inevitably leads to a concern with meanings：If culture is symbolic，then it follows that it is used to create and convey meanings since that is the purpose of symbols.If meanings are the end products of culture，then understanding culture requires understanding the meanings of its creators and users.And if that is true，then culture is unknowable to the etic observer，since the meanings are only obtainable from the emic insider’s point of view”（Moore 2009：228）.The symbolic analysis of cultures surely results in a subtle atomization of theoretical models“and since symbols contain multiple layers of meaning，explaining cultural behavior becomes an interpretative task in which the anthropologist unravels tangled skeins of significances as seen from the insiders’points of view”（Moore 2009：228）.

This academic shift is well embodied in the works of Claude Lévi-Strauss，Victor Turner，Clifford Geertz，and Mary Douglas.

Claude Lévi-Strauss：Structuralism

As the founder of structuralism，Lévi-Strauss views culture as the symbolic expression of the human mind.For him，culture contains various communicative exchanges in the domains of kinship，myth and language.Although they are different superficially，all these exchanges follow a relatively small set of basic forms or“deep structures”which reflects a universal grammar（or structure）of culture that“nestled”in the subconscious properties of the human mind and exposes the principles by which humans classify.Lévi-Strauss argued，“social anthropology is devoted especially to the study of institutions considered as systems of representations”（Lévi-Strauss 1963：3）.Lévi-Strauss’s“representations”mean beliefs，sentiments，norms，values，attitudes，and meanings.Those institutions are cultural expressions that are usually not scrutinized by their users；in the narrow sense，anthropology deals with the unconscious foundations of social life：“Anthropology draws its originality from the unconscious nature of collective phenomena”（Lévi-Strauss 1963：18）.To search for the underlying structures of social life，Lévi-Strauss explored three principal areas：systems of classification，kinship theory，and the logic of myth.

Structuralism is not the echo of the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis，Lévi-Strauss does not state that language shapes cultural perceptions in that direct manner（Lévi-Strauss 1963：73，85）.Actually，he argued that there are parallels between language and certain aspects of culture such as kinship，exchange，and myths，because they are all forms of communication：

In any society，communication operates on three different levels：communication of women，communication of goods and services，communication of messages.Therefore kinship studies，economics，and linguistics approach the same kinds of problems on different strategic［that is，methodological］levels and really pertain to the same field.（Lévi-Strauss 1963：296）

Consequently，a kinship system，like language，“exists only in human consciousness；it is an arbitrary system of representations，”but representations whose organizations reflect unconscious structures（Lévi-Strauss 1963：50），and，the unconsciousness activity of the mind consists in imposing forms upon content，and if these forms are fundamentally the same for all minds—ancient and modern，primitive and civilized（as the study of the symbolic function，expressed in language，so strikingly indicates）—it is necessary and sufficient to grasp the unconscious structure underlying each institution and custom.（1963：21）

Following this principle，Lévi-Strauss offered a summary of kinship systems in The Elementary Structures of Kinship and centered on the deep structure of it：kinship systems are in nature in relation to the exchange of women，defining the types of feasible spouses and forbidden mates.“Marriage is thus a dramatic encounter between nature and culture，between alliance and kinship....［M］arriage is an arbitration between two loves，parental and conjugal”（Lévi-Strauss 1969a：489）.Lévi-Strauss demonstrated his theory by the analysis of relationship between a young man（Ego）and his maternal uncle，generally known as avunculate，which not only expressed a system of kin terminology，but also a system of attitudes for Lévi-Strauss.He had said：“avunculate covers two antithetical systems of attitudes”：one in which the uncle is feared and respected and one in which the relationship is easy and familiar（Lévi-Strauss 1963：40）.Furthermore，there is an opposite relationship in the attitudes between Ego and his mother’s brother and Ego and his own father；that is，when the relationship between Ego and his maternal uncle is familiar，the relationship between Ego and his father is official，and vice versa.Interestingly，Lévi-Strauss thought the relationships between Ego and father and that between Ego and maternal uncle are also related to the relationships between Ego’s father and Ego’s mother or husband and wife and between Ego’s mother and Ego’s maternal uncle.To make it simple：the relationships between Ego and Father and Ego and Maternal Uncle are inversely correlated，and the relationships between Husband and Wife and Mother and Mother’s Brother also are inversely correlated.In a word，avunculate“expresses the fundamental relationships of consanguinity，affinity，and descent in a formal，structured manner”（Moore 2009：240）.

Lévi-Strauss continued his search for structure by the study of myth.For him，“the myth is certainly related to given facts，but not as a representation of them.The relationship is of a dialectic kind，and the［social］institutions described in the myths can be the very opposite of the real institutions”（Lévi-Strauss 1976：172）Hence，we should not take myths as the reflections of social reality，and“The conception of the relation of myth to reality，no doubt limits the use of the former as a documentary source.But it opens the way for other possibilities；for，in abandoning the search for a constantly accurate picture of ethnographic reality in the myth，we gain，on occasions，a means of unconsciousness categories”（Lévi-Strauss 1976：173）.In The Raw and the Cooked，Lévi-Strauss explicated his hypothesis：

Mythology has no obvious practical function：unlike the phenomena previously studied，it is not directly linked with a different kind of reality，which is endowed with a higher degree of objectivity than its own and whose injunctions it might therefore transmit to minds that seem perfectly free to indulge their creative spontaneity.And so，if it were possible to prove in this instance too ［as in the case with kinship classifications］that the apparent arbitrariness of the mind，its supposedly spontaneous flow of inspiration，and its seemingly uncontrolled inventiveness imply the existence of laws operating at a deeper level，we would inevitably be forced to conclude that when the mind is left to commune with itself and no longer has to come to term with objects，it is in a sense reduced to imitating itself as an object.（Lévi-Strauss 1969b：10）

That is to say，the unconscious structures found in myth may reflect the existence of fundamental mental structures that provide the organizing categories of cultural phenomena（Moore 2009：241）.

Victor Turner：Symbols and Pilgrims

For Victor Turner，we should learn a few concepts that are genuinely developed by him and are very popularly used in anthropological researches，for example，symbol，and pilgrim.

Compared with other anthropologists that talked about symbols，for instance，Leslie White had written：“The symbol is the universe of humanity”（White 1949：22），Turner’s contribution was to consider symbols within specific fields of social action.In analyzing Ndembu ritual，Turner said，

I found I could not analyze ritual symbols without studying them in a time series in relation to other“events”，for symbols are essentially involved in social processes.I came to see performances of ritual as distinct phases in social processes whereby groups become adjusted to internal changes and adapted to their external environment.From this standpoint the ritual symbol becomes a factor in social action，a positive force in an activity field.The symbol becomes associated with human interests，purposes，ends，and means，whether these are explicitly formulated or have to be inferred from the observed behavior.The structure and properties of a symbol become those of dynamic entity，at least within its appropriate context of action.（Turner 1967：20）

Thus symbols may take on various meanings in different contexts，in other words，the image is the same，but meanings associated with it are changeable.For example，the color of red means happiness during a wedding ceremony in China while on a traffic light，it denotes“stop”and the red base is a revolutionary base in current Chinese language environment.

At the same time，Turner regards cultural symbols as“originating in and sustaining processes involving temporal changes in social relations，and not as timeless entities”（Turner 1974：55）Generally speaking，symbols are cluster of meanings，“Many things and actions are represented in a single formation”（Turner 1967：28）For example，Turner had analyzed the meanings related to Ndembu’s hunting shrine“chishing’a”.According to him，the shrine represented the social relationships between hunters and nonhunters，the hunter’s immediate family and matrikin，toughness of mind and body，piety to the hunter’s ancestors，fertility，skill in the use of weapons，and fairness in the distribution of meat—about fifteen different meanings directly associated with this shrine.“This is but a single example of the mighty synthesizing and focusing capacity of ritual symbolism，”Turner said，“It might almost be said that the greater the symbol，the simple its form”（Turner 1967：298）Here，we can prove this conclusion with a short Chinese story：Long time ago，four young men wanting to know who among them will succeed in the imperial examination went to see the fortune-teller.This man said nothing to them，only putting up one finger.Confused，these young men took the examination and came back to see the fortune-teller again.Finally，the man told them the truth：“when one of you succeeds，my finger means one；if two of you succeed，my finger means half；on condition that three of you succeed，my finger means one of you fails；and in the worst situation that all of you are failed，my finger means none of you will succeed.So，we can see the complex meanings of one single finger.Hence，symbols are“‘multivocal，’susceptible of many meanings”（Turner 1974：55）that speak to different people in different ways；the construction and reconstruction of meaning occurs with specific，dynamic contexts of social process although the meanings tend to bush around two extremes of a continuum；at one end，there is always a cluster of meanings based on physiological and natural phenomena，and at the other end，meaning are often about social relations.

Inspired by Van Gennep’s concept of liminality，Turner developed his own concept of liminality to understand the special phases in social life when transition is striking.“If our basic model of society is that of a ‘structure of positions，’we must regard the period of margin or ‘liminality’as an interstructural situation”（Turner 1967：63）.Periods of transition

...are neither here not there；they are betwixt and between the positions assigned and arrayed by law，custom，convention，and ceremonial.As such，their ambiguous and indeterminate attributes are expressed by a rich variety of symbols in the many societies that ritualize social and cultural transitions.（Turner 1969：95）

Full of changes and characterized by the suspension of normal social relationships，liminal periods are not only in and out of time but also“in and out of social structure”（Turner 1969：96），which hints the existence of two major models of human relationships：

The first is of society as a structured，differentiated，and often hierarchical system of politico-legal-economic positions with many types evaluation，separating men in terms of“more”or“less”.The second，which emerges recognizably in the liminal period，is of society as an unstructured or rudimentarily structured and relatively undifferentiated communitas，community，or even communion of equal individuals who submit together to the general authority of the ritual elders.（Turner 1969：96）

There are a number of binary oppositions among these two kinds of societies as Turner exampled：transition/state，equality/inequality，anonymity/systems of nomenclature，silence/speech，absence of status/status，and so on（Turner 1969：106-107）which not just characterized the rites of passages in traditional societies，but also symbolized some vital special moments in the major religions，especially during pilgrimages.

Pilgrimages are liminal phenomena exhibiting the quality of communitas in their social relations（Turner 1974：166-167）and they use symbols emphasizing the merger and inversion of normal social rankings.Such liminality can be realized by eliminating the outward symbols of social differences：

It is often believed that the lowest castes and classes in stratified societies exhibit the greatest immediacy and involuntariness of behavior.This may or not be empirically true，but it is at any rate a persistent belief....Those who would maximize communitas often begin by minimizing or even eliminating the outward signs of rank as，for example，Tolstoy and Gandhi tried to do in their own persons.In other words，they approximate in dress and behavior the condition of the poor.（Turner 1974：243）

Clifford Geertz：An Interpretive Anthropology

Clifford Geertz proposed an interpretive anthropology that is somewhat away from symbolic anthropology.His approach to culture“was based on the idea that understanding another culture is always an act of interpretation，an inquiry that involves placing a cultural act—a ritual，a game，a political campaign，and so on—into the specific and local contexts in which the act is meaningful”，（Moore 2009：260）which is very similar to Boas’idea about culture that cultures can only be understood in its own context.He expressed this idea in his early book The Interpretation of Cultures（1973）.The second thing we should know is that unlike early ethnographers，“Geertz and his contemporaries conducted their research in the new Third World nations that appeared after World War Ⅱ.As independence movements transformed former colonial subjects into new national citizens，intergroup conflicts intensified as power was reconfigured and new governments exerted their control.In the face of such change，the idea of functionally integrated societies was difficult to maintain since there were no isolated societies and little evidence of equilibrium”.（Moore 2009：260）So you can see the change of the academic trend of anthropology is closely related to the change of the society，which could explain why Fei’s Peasant life in China is highly praised by Malinowski.（Why？It showed a change of anthropological studies from tribe society to a transforming civilized society.）The anthropologist’s role had changed accordingly；instead of studying an isolated society for a year or more as a representative of one colonial government，anthropologists，a kind of academic experts，seem to be treated more unfriendly by the newly independent citizens.The relationship between anthropologists and informants also changed for the informants now have more agencies.

Geertz’s anthropological approach was set out in“Thick Description：Toward an Interpretive Theory of Culture，”the introductory essay to the collection，The Interpretation of Cultures.The essay clearly outlines Geertz’s view of culture and the nature of anthropological perceptions，for example，it offers Geertz’s definition of culture that has been popularly quoted：

The concept of culture I espouse，and whose utility the essays below attempt to demonstrate，is essentially a semiotic one.Believing，with Max Weber，that man is an animal suspended in webs of significance he himself has spun，I take culture to be those webs，and the analysis of it to be therefore not an experimental science in search of law but an interpretive one in search of meaning.（Geertz 1973：5）

Based on semiotics that analyzes signs and symbols，Geertz argues that cultural behavior is the interactive creation of meaning with signs：“Human behavior is seen as ...symbolic action-action which ，like phonation in speech，pigment in painting，line in writing，or sonance in music，signifies”（1973：10）.In consequence，as Geertz contends，

Doing ethnography is like trying to read（in the sense of“construct a reading of”）a manuscript—foreign，faded，full of ellipses，incoherencies，suspicious emendations，and tendentious commentaries，but written not in conventionalized graphs of sound but in transient examples of shaped behavior.（1973：10）

In The Interpretation of Cultures，Geertz outlined the notion of thick description using Gilbert Ryle’s example.He points out that one could see parodies of winks，practice parodies of winks，fake winks，and so on，producing multiple possibilities with even such a simple form of communication；unraveling and identifying those context and meanings requires“thick description”，which is in accord with Turner’s assertion that symbols speak to different people in different ways；the construction and reconstruction of meaning occurs with specific，dynamic contexts of social process.A joke is a good example to explain Geertz’s thick description：A man always goes shopping with his wife hand in hand.One friend of him signed：“how deeply in love you are！”This man responded awkwardly：“Once I let go，she will buy something very quickly”.Hence，we should know the nature or truth of human behaviors by thick description.

Claiming that“culture，this acted document，thus is public”，Geertz argued that debates over whether culture is materialist or idealist，subjective or objective are misconceived：culture consists of created sighs that are behaviors，and anthropologist’s task is“sorting out the structures of signification”in order to determine“their social ground and import”（Geertz 1973：9-10）.What makes other cultures different is a lack of familiarity with the imaginative universe within which their acts are signs，and the goal of an analysis is to make those sings interpretable（Geertz 1973：13）.So culture is not focusing on technology and infrastructure or any other conception of the nature/culture interface as White think.Culture consists of“socially established structures of meaning”（Geertz 1973：11-12）with which people communicate；it is inseparable from symbolic social discourse.

Javanese funeral：the implications of interpretation are exemplified in Geertz’s analysis of a funeral in Java，a case of social discourse in which shifting political divisions and their symbolic expressions affected core rituals and emotions surrounding death（1973）.Here we should know his division between social system and culture.In this book，Geertz first criticized functionalism’s inability to deal with social change，and then sketched the distinction between culture and social system.“The former as an ordered system of meaning and of symbols，in terms of which social interaction takes place；and to see the latter as the pattern of social interaction itself.”（Geertz 1973：144）

Culture is the fabric of meaning in terms of which human beings interpret their experience and guide their action；social structure is the form that action takes，the actually existing network of social relations.Culture and social structure are then but different abstractions from the same phenomena.（Geertz 1973：145）

Such distinctions of culture and social system“become important in the Javanese funeral when changing associations between symbols and political parties create dissonance in the integration of culture and disrupt the organization of society”（Moore 2009：267）.To put it in a simplest way，peasant religion in Java had been a syncretic mix of Islam and Hinduism overlain on an indigenous Southeast Asian animism.“The result”，Geertz said，“was a balanced syncretism of myth and ritual in which Hindu gods and goddesses，Moslem prophets and saints，and local spirits and demons all found a proper place”（Geertz 1973：147）.“This balance has been upset increasingly during the twentieth century as conservative Islamic religious nationalism crystallized in opposition to a secular，Marxist nationalism that appealed to pre-Islamic，Hinduist-animist“indigenous”religions.Those positions became sufficiently distinct that the difference between the self-conscious Muslim and self-conscious ‘nativist’（combing Hindu and native elements with Marxism）became polarized as types of people，santri and abangnan.In postindependence Indonesia，political parties formed along these dividing lines.These differences were epitomized at a specific Javanese funeral”（Moore 2009：267）.“The mood of a Javanese funeral is not one of hysterical bereavement，unrestrained sobbing，or even of formalized cries of grief for the deceased’s departure，”Geertz argued.“Rather it is a calm，undemonstrative，almost languid letting go，a brief ritualized relinquishment of a relationship no longer possible”（Geertz 1973：154）.This had depended on the smooth execution of a proper ceremony that seamlessly combines Islamic，Hindu，and indigenous beliefs and rituals.Javanese believe that it is the suddenness of emotional turmoil that cause damage—“it is ‘shock’not the suffering itself which is feared”（Geertz 1973：154）—and that the procedure should smoothly and quickly show the end of the life.But in the particular case，the deceased body was a boy that comes from a household loosely affiliated with the party of anti-Islamic mix of Marxism and nativism（Permai），and when Islamic village religious leader was asked to conduct the ceremony，he refused for he thought it was wrong to perform the ceremony of“another”religion which indicated by a Permai political poster on the door.At that moment，the self-willed and culturally defined composure surrounding the death—unraveled.Geertz describes the emotional chaos that ensured，tracing its roots to a central ambiguity：religious symbols had become political symbols and vice versa，which combined sacred and profane and created“an incongruity between the cultural framework of meaning and the patterning of social interaction”（Geertz 1973：169）.

And for Geertz，“theory grows out of particular circumstances and，however abstract，is validated by its power to order them in their full particularity，not by stripping that particularity away”（Geertz 2000：138）.The process of interpreting those particular circumstances is the essence of ethnography.“Once ethnography is beyond simple listing，interpretation is involved as the ethnographer provides a gloss of the gloss that informants provide”（Moore 2009：268）.

Mary Douglas：Pollution and Purity

Followed Durkheim，Douglas tried to probe into the systems of classification and the bases of social experience by analyzing a common，yet marvelously complex，subject：dirt.In her eyes：

we are left with the old definition of dirt as matter out of place.This is a very suggestive approach.It implies two conditions：a set of ordered relations and a contravention of that order.Dirt then，is never a unique，isolated event.Where there is dirt there is system.Dirt is the by-product of a systematic ordering and classification of matter.（Douglas 1966：35）

Starting from this point，she then expanded her study into the broader problem of purity and pollution and their classification that are closely related to the social order or conventions.

“Holiness means keeping distinct the categories of creation”Douglas wrote，（Douglas 1966：53）among the distinctions，the conceptions of purity and pollution are of great importance.To a certain degree，they are the core of religious classifications.

There are two things inspired Douglas’s interest in pollution and purity.The first one is that some early anthropologists such as Tylor，Frazer，and Durkheim had discussed it.The second one，maybe more important，is that the Lele，her research subject（during 1949-1953），were deeply concerned with pollution（Douglas 1966：Ⅶ，1955）.For them，Buhonyi is the virtue of propriety expressed in shyness，modesty，and shame.Buhonyi imbues all status relationships and personal functions.In contrast，all bodily dirt（hama）is shameful，the material antithesis of buhonyi.The Lele say that insulting a man is like rubbing excrement（tebe）in his face（Douglas 1975：9-13）.The elusion of hama expanded to corpses，blood，excrement，maggots，used clothing，and sexual intercourse.The Lele feared to drink milk and eat eggs for they are body products and then hama.

Furthermore，Lele“rules of cleanliness largely amount to an attempt to separate food from dirt”（Douglas 1975：13），and the classification of edible and disguised foods is referenced to the contrast between buhonyi and hama.Carnivores，dirty feeders，rats，snakes，and smelly animals like jackals are hama.Women will eat most types of monkeys，except for one species that eats the secretions of palm trees；since vegetable secretions，like animal excrement，are called tebe，that one species of monkey is also hama（Douglas 1975：13-15）.

Actually，according to Douglas，Lele’s cleaning conception is a system of symbolic classifications that literally distinguish clean/dirty，human/animal，male/female，village/forest，upstream/downstream，and so on，and spans both secular and religious symbols.The Lele’s understanding of cleanliness is somewhat different from that of Douglas’society on one hand；on the other，they share something in common which attracts more attention of Douglas.As Douglas argued：

Lord Chesterfield defined dirt as matter out of place.This implies only two conditions，a set of ordered relations and a contravention of that order.Thus the idea of dirt implies a structure of idea.For us dirt is a kind of compendium category for all events which blur，smudge，contradict，or otherwise confused classification.The underlying feeling is that a system of values which is habitually expressed in a given arrangement of things has been violated.（Douglas 1968：338）

Quoting the dietary rules in Leviticus，one chapter of the Old Testament and the important source of the idea of pollution in West，the detailed contents are as followed：

These are the living things which you may eat among all the beasts that are on the earth.Whatever parts the hoof and is cloven-footed and chews the cud among the animals，you may eat.Nevertheless among those that chew the cud or part the hoof，you shall not eat these：The camel，because it chews the cud does not part the hoof，is unclean to you.（Leviticus 11：2-4）

Douglas thought that the dietary laws are found on a model of God as One，Complete，and Whole.“To be holy is to be whole，to be one：holiness is unity，integrity，perfection of the individual and of the kind”（Douglas 1966：64）.Unclean animals transgress the boundaries of different realms：the things live in the water but lack both fins and scales（eels，shellfish），the birds of the air that live in the water（pelicans，gulls），and any land animal that lacks both characteristics of the paragon of domestication—the cow—chewing the cud and the cloven hoof.“By rules of avoidance holiness was given a physical expression in every encounter with the animal kingdom and at every meal”（Douglas 1966：57）.

In the last part of Purity and Danger，Douglas turned her focus to the relationships between ritual and social systems，the theme that had been discussed by Durkheim.For example，Douglas found the rituals designed to protect human body from outside contamination are mirrored in ceremonies designed to protect the external boundaries of society（Douglas 1966：114-128）.“beliefs which attribute spiritual power to individuals are never neutral or free of the dominant patterns of social structure”（Douglas 1966：112）.So she outlined a hypothesis：

Where the social system explicitly recognizes positions of authority，those holding such positions are endowed with explicit spiritual power，controlled，conscious，external and approved—powers to bless or curse.Where the social system requires people to hold dangerously ambiguous roles，these persons are credited with uncontrolled，unconscious，dangerous，disapproved powers—such as witchcraft and evil eye.

In other words，where the social system is well-articulated，I look for articulate powers vested in the points of authority；where the social system is ill-articulated，I look for inarticulate powers vested in those who are a source of disorder.（Douglas 1966：99）

Further reading：

1.Clifford Geertz，Deep Play：Notes on the Balinese Cockfight（1973）
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1.Deep Play：Notes on the Balinese Cockfight
 
[1]

 Clifford Geertz（1926-2006）

THE RAID

Early in April of 1958，my wife and I arrived，malarial and diffident，in a Balinese village we intended，as anthropologists，to study.
 
[2]

 A small place，about five hundred people，and relatively remote，it was its own world.We were intruders，professional ones，and the villagers dealt with us as Balinese seem always to deal with people not part of their life who yet press themselves upon them：as though we were not there.For them，and to a degree for ourselves，we were nonpersons，specters，invisible men.

We moved into an extended family compound（that had been arranged before through the provincial government）belonging to one of the four major factions in village life.But except for our landlord and the village chief，whose cousin and brother-in-law he was，everyone ignored us in a way only a Balinese can do.As we wandered around，uncertain，wistful，eager to please，people seemed to look right through us with a gaze focused several yards behind us on some more actual stone or tree.Almost nobody greeted us；but nobody scowled or said anything unpleasant to us either，which would have been almost as satisfactory.If we ventured to approach someone（something one is powerfully inhibited from doing in such an atmosphere），he moved，negligently but definitely，away.If，seated or leaning against a wall，we had him trapped，he said nothing at all，or mumbled what for the Balinese is the ultimate nonword—“yes”.The indifference，of course，was studied；the villagers were watching every move we made，and they had an enormous amount of quite accurate information about who we were and what we were going to be doing.But they acted as if we simply did not exist，which，in fact，as this behavior was designed to inform us，we did not，or anyway not yet.

This is，as I say，general in Bali.Everywhere else I have been in Indonesia，and more latterly in Morocco，when I have gone into a new village，people have poured out from all sides to take a very close look at me，and，often an all-too-probing feel as well.In Balinese villages，at least those away from the tourist circuit，nothing happens at all.People go on pounding，chatting，making offerings，staring into space，carrying baskets about while one drifts around feeling vaguely disembodied.And the same thing is true on the individual level.When you first meet a Balinese，he seems virtually not to relate to you at all；he is，in the term Gregory Bateson and Margaret Mead made famous，“away.”*Then—in a day，a week，a month（with some people the magic moment never comes）-he decides，for reasons I have never quite been able to fathom，that you are real，and then he becomes a warm，gay，sensitive，sympathetic，though，being Balinese，always precisely controlled，person.You have crossed，somehow，some moral or metaphysical shadow line.Though you are not exactly taken as a Balinese（one has to be born to that），you are at least regarded as a human being rather than a cloud or a gust of wind.The whole complexion of your relationship dramatically changes to，in the majority of cases，a gentle，almost affectionate one—a low-keyed，rather playful，rather mannered，rather bemused geniality.

My wife and I were still very much in the gust-of-wind stage，a most frustrating，and even，as you soon begin to doubt whether you are really real after all，unnerving one，when，ten days or so after our arrival，a large cockfight was held in the public square to raise money for a new school.

Now，a few special occasions aside，cockfights are illegal in Bali under the Republic（as，for not altogether unrelated reasons，they were under the Dutch），largely as a result of the pretensions to puritanism radical nationalism tends to bring with it.The elite，which is not itself so very puritan，worries about the poor，ignorant peasant gambling all his money away，about what foreigners will think，about the waste of time better devoted to building up the country.It sees cockfighting as“primitive，”“backward，”“unprogressive，”and generally unbecoming an ambitious nation.And，as with those other embarrassments—opium smoking，begging，or uncovered breasts—it seeks，rather unsystematically，to put a stop to it.

Of course，like drinking during Prohibition or，today，smoking marihuana，cockfights，being a part of“The Balinese Way of Life，”nonetheless go on happening，and with extraordinary frequency.And，as with Prohibition or marihuana，from time to time the police（who，in 1958 at least，were almost all not Balinese but Javanese）feel called upon to make a raid，confiscate the cocks and spurs，fine a few people，and even now and then expose some of them in the tropical sun for a day as object lessons which never，somehow，get learned，even though occasionally，quite occasionally，the object dies.

As a result，the fights are usually held in a secluded corner of a village in semisecrecy，a fact which tends to slow the action a little—not very much，but the Balinese do not care to have it slowed at all.In this case，however，perhaps because they were raising money for a school that the government was unable to give them，perhaps because raids had been few recently，perhaps，as I gathered from subsequent discussion，there was a notion that the necessary bribes had been paid，they thought they could take a chance on the central square and draw a larger and more enthusiastic crowd without attracting the attention of the law.

They were wrong.In the midst of the third match，with hundreds of people，including，still transparent，myself and my wife，fused into a single body around the ring，a superorganism in the literal sense，a truck full of policemen armed with machine guns roared up.Amid great screeching cries of“pulisi！pulisi！”from the crowd，the policemen jumped out，and，springing into the center of the ring，began to swing their guns around like gangsters in a motion picture，though not going so far as actually to fire them.The superorganism came instantly apart as its components scattered in all directions.People raced down the road，disappeared headfirst over walls，scrambled under platforms，folded themselves behind wicker screens，scuttled up coconut trees.Cocks armed with steel spurs sharp enough to cut off a finger or run a hole through a foot were running wildly around.Everything was dust and panic.

On the established anthropological principle，“When in Rome，”my wife and I decided，only slightly less instantaneously than everyone else，that the thing to do was run too.We ran down the main village street，northward，away from where we were living，for we were on that side of the ring.About halfway down another fugitive ducked suddenly into a compound—his own，it turned out—and we，seeing nothing ahead of us but rice fields，open country，and a very high volcano，followed him.As the three of us came tumbling into the courtyard，his wife，who had apparently been through this sort of thing before，whipped out a table，a tablecloth，three chairs，and three cups of tea，and we all，without any explicit communication whatsoever，sat down，commenced to sip tea，and sought to compose ourselves.

A few moments later，one of the policemen marched importantly into the yard，looking for the village chief.（The chief had not only been at the fight，he had arranged it.When the truck drove up he ran to the river，stripped off his sarong，and plunged in so he could say，when at length they found him sitting there pouring water over his head，that he had been away bathing when the whole affair had occurred and was ignorant of it.They did not believe him and fined him three hundred rupiah，which the village raised collectively.）Seeing me and my wife，“While Men，”there in the yard，the policeman performed a classic double take.When he found his voice again he asked，approximately，what in the devil did we think we were doing there.Our host of five minutes leaped instantly to our defense，producing an impassioned description of who and what we were，so detailed and so accurate that it was my turn，having barely communicated with a living human being save my landlord and the village chief for more than a week，to be astonished.We had a perfect right to be there，he said，looking the Javanese upstart in the eye.We were American professors；the government had cleared us；we were there to study culture；we were going to write a book to tell Americans about Bali.And we had all been there drinking tea and talking about cultural matters all afternoon and did not know anything about any cockfight.Moreover，we had not seen the village chief all day；he must have gone to town.The policeman retreated in rather total disarray.And，after a decent interval，bewildered but relieved to have survived and stayed out of jail，so did we.

The next morning the village was a completely different world for us.Not only were we no longer invisible，we were suddenly the center of all attention，the object of a great outpouring of warmth，interest，and most especially，amusement.Everyone in the village knew we had fled like everyone else.They asked us about it again and again（I must have told the story，small detail by small detail，fifty times by the end of the day），gently，affectionately，but quite insistently teasing us：“Why didn’t you just stand there and tell the police who you were？”“Why didn’t you just say you were only watching and not betting？”“Were you really afraid of those little guns？”As always，kinesthetically minded and，even when fleeing for their lives（or，as happened eight years later，surrendering them），the world’s most poised people，they gleefully mimicked，also over and over again，our graceless style of running and what they claimed were our panic-stricken facial expressions.But above all，everyone was extremely pleased and even more surprised that we had not simply“pulled out our papers”（they knew about those too）and asserted our Distinguished Visitor status，but had instead demonstrated our solidarity with what were now our covillagers.（What we had actually demonstrated was our cowardice，but there is fellowship in that too.）Even the Brahmana priest，an old，grave，halfway-to-heaven type who because of its associations with the underworld would never be involved，even distantly，in a cockfight，and was difficult to approach even to other Balinese，had us called into his courtyard to ask us about what had happened，chuckling happily at the sheer extraordinariness of it all.

In Bali，to be teased is to be accepted.It was the turning point so far as our relationship to the community was concerned，and we were quite literally“in”.The whole village opened up to us，probably more than it ever would have otherwise（I might actually never have gotten to that priest，and our accidental host became one of my best informants），and certainly very much faster.Getting caught，or almost caught，in a vice raid is perhaps not a very generalizable recipe for achieving that mysterious necessity of anthropological field work，rapport，but for me it worked very well.It led to a sudden and unusually complete acceptance into a society extremely difficult for outsiders to penetrate.It gave me the kind of immediate，inside-view grasp of an aspect of“peasant mentality”that anthropologists not fortunate enough to flee headlong with their subjects from armed authorities normally do not get.And，perhaps most important of all，for the other things might have come in other ways，it put me very quickly on to a combination emotional explosion，status war，and philosophical drama of central significance to the society whose inner nature I desired to understand.By the time I left I had spent about as much lime looking into cockfights as into witchcraft，irrigation，caste，or marriage.
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OF COCKS AND MEN

Bali，mainly because it is Bali，is a well-studied place.Its mythology，art，ritual，social organization，patterns of child rearing，forms of law，even styles of trance，have all been microscopically examined for traces of that elusive substance Jane Belo called“The Balinese Temper.”*But，aside from a few passing remarks，the cockfight has barely been noticed，although as a popular obsession of consuming power it is at least as important a revelation of what being a Balinese“is really like”as these more celebrated phenomena.*As much of America surfaces in a ball park，on a golf links，at a race track，or around a poker table，much of Bali surfaces in a cock ring.For it is only apparently cocks that are fighting there.Actually，it is men.

To anyone who has been in Bali any length of time，the deep psychological identification of Balinese men with their cocks is unmistakable.The double entendre here is deliberate.It works in exactly the same way in Balinese as it does in English，even to producing the same tired jokes，strained puns，and uninventive obscenities.Bateson and Mead have even suggested that，in line with the Balinese conception of the body as a set of separately animated parts，cocks are viewed as detachable，self-operating penises，ambulant genitals with a life of their own.*And while I do not have the kind of unconscious material either to confirm or disconfirm this intriguing notion，the fact that they are masculine symbols par excellence is about as indubitable，and to the Balinese about as evident，as the fact that water runs downhill.

The language of every day moralism is shot through，on the male side of it，with roosterish imagery.Sabung，the word for cock（and one which appears in inscriptions as early as A.D.922），is used metaphorically to mean“hero”，“warrior”，“champion”，“man of parts”，“political candidate”，“bachelor”，“dandy”，“lady-killer”，or“tough guy”.A pompous man whose behavior presumes above his station is compared to a tailless cock who struts about as though he had a large，spectacular one.A desperate man who makes a last，irrational effort to extricate himself from an impossible situation is likened to a dying cock who makes one final lunge at his tormentor to drag him along to a common destruction.A stingy man，who promises much，gives little，and begrudges that，is compared to a cock which，held by the tail，leaps at another without in fact engaging him.A marriageable young man still shy with the opposite sex or someone in a new job anxious to make a good impression is called“a fighting cock caged for the first time.”*Court trials，wars，political contests，inheritance disputes，and street arguments are all compared to cockfights.*Even the very island itself is perceived from its shape as a small，proud cock，poised，neck extended，back taut，tail raised，in eternal challenge to large，feckless，shapeless Java.*

But the intimacy of men with their cocks is more than metaphorical.Balinese men，or anyway a large majority of Balinese men，spend an enormous amount of time with their favorites，grooming them，feeding them，discussing them，trying them out against one another，or just gazing at them with a mixture of rapt admiration and dreamy self-absorption.Whenever you see a group of Balinese men squatting idly in the council shed or along the road in their hips down，shoulders forward，knees up fashion，half or more of them will have a rooster in his hands，holding it between his thighs，bouncing it gently up and down to strengthen its legs，ruffling its feathers with abstract sensuality，pushing it out against a neighbor’s rooster to rouse its spirit，withdrawing it toward his loins to calm it again.Now and then，to get a feel for another bird，a man will fiddle this way with someone else’s cock for a while，but usually by moving around to squat in place behind it，rather than just having it passed across to him as though it were merely an animal.

In the houseyard，the high-walled enclosures where the people live，fighting cocks are kept in wicker cages，moved frequently about so as to maintain the optimum balance of sun and shade.They are fed a special diet，which varies somewhat according to individual theories but which is mostly maize，sifted for impurities with far more care than it is when mere humans are going to eat it，and offered to the animal kernel by kernel.Red pepper is stuffed down their beaks and up their anuses to give them spirit.They are bathed in the same ceremonial preparation of tepid water，medicinal herbs，flowers，and onions in which infants are bathed，and for a prize cock just about as often.Their combs are cropped，their plumage dressed，their spurs trimmed，and their legs massaged，and they are inspected for flaws with the squinted concentration of a diamond merchant.A man who has a passion for cocks，an enthusiast in the literal sense of the term，can spend most of his life with them，and even those，the overwhelming majority，whose passion though intense has not entirely run away with them，can and do spend what seems not only to an outsider，but also to themselves，an inordinate amount of time with them.“I am cock crazy，”my landlord，a quite ordinary afficionado by Balinese standards，used to moan as he went to move another cage，give another bath，or conduct another feeding.“We’re all cock crazy.”

The madness has some less visible dimensions，however，because although it is true that cocks are symbolic expressions or magnifications of their owner’s self，the narcissistic male ego writ out in Aesopian terms，they are also expressions—and rather more immediate ones—of what the Balinese regard as the direct inversion，aesthetically，morally，and metaphysically，of human status：animality.

The Balinese revulsion against any behavior regarded as animal-like can hardly be overstressed.Babies are not allowed to crawl for that reason.Incest，though hardly approved，is a much less horrifying crime than bestiality.（The appropriate punishment for the second is death by drowning，for the first being forced to live like an animal.）*Most demons are represented—in sculpture，dance，ritual，myth—in some real or fantastic animal form.The main puberty rite consists in filing the child’s teeth so they will not look like animal fangs.Not only defecation but eating is regarded as a disgusting，almost obscene activity，to be conducted hurriedly and privately，because of its association with animality.Even falling down or any form of clumsiness is considered to be bad for these reasons.Aside from cocks and a few domestic animals—oxen，ducks—of no emotional significance，the Balinese are aversive to animals and treat their large number of dogs not merely callously but with a phobic cruelty.In identifying with his cock，the Balinese man is identifying not just with his ideal self，or even his penis，but also，and at the same time，with what he most fears，hates，and ambivalence being what it is，is fascinated by—“The Powers of Darkness.”

The connection of cocks and cockfighting with such Powers，with the animalistic demons that threaten constantly to invade the small，cleared-off space in which the Balinese have so carefully built their lives and devour its inhabitants，is quite explicit.A cockfight，any cockfight，is in the first instance a blood sacrifice offered，with the appropriate chants and oblations，to the demons in order to pacify their ravenous，cannibal hunger.No temple festival should be conducted until one is made.（If it is omitted，someone will inevitably fall into a trance and command with the voice of an angered spirit that the oversight be immediately corrected.）Collective responses to natural evils—illness，crop failure，volcanic eruptions—almost always involve them.And that famous holiday in Bali，“The Day of Silence”（Njepi），when everyone sits silent and immobile all day long in order to avoid contact with a sudden influx of demons chased momentarily out of hell，is preceded the previous dlay by large scale cockfights（in this case legal）in almost every village on the island.

In the cockfight，man and beast，good and evil，ego and id，the creative power of aroused masculinity and the destructive power of loosened animality fuse in a bloody drama of hatred，cruelty；violence，and death.It is little wonder that when，as is the invariable rule，the owner of the winning cock takes the carcass of the loser—often torn limb from limb by its enraged owner—home to eat，he does so with a mixture of social embarrassment，moral satisfaction，aesthetic disgust，and cannibal joy.Or that a man who has lost an important fight is sometimes driven to wreck his family shrines and curse the gods，an act of metaphysical（and social）suicide.Or that in seeking earthly analogues for heaven and hell the Balinese compare the former to the mood of a man whose cock has just won，the latter to that of a man whose cock has just lost.
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THE FIGHT

Cockfights（tetadjen；sabungan）are held in a ring about fifty feet square.Usually they begin toward late afternoon and run three or four hours until sunset.About nine or ten separate matches（sehet）comprise a program.Each match is precisely like the others in general pattern：there is no main match，no connection between individual matches，no variation in their format，and each is arranged on a completely ad hoc basis.After a fight has ended and the emotional debris is cleaned away—the bets have been paid，the curses cursed，the carcasses possessed—seven，eight，perhaps even a dozen men slip negligently into the ring with a cock and seek to find there a logical opponent for it.This process，which rarely takes less than ten minutes，and often a good deal longer，is conducted in a very subdued，oblique，even dissembling manner.Those not immediately involved give it at best but disguised，sidelong attention；those who，embarrassedly，are，attempt to pretend somehow that the whole thing is not really happening.
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A match made，the other hopefuls retire with the same deliberate indifference，and the selected cocks have their spurs（tadji）affixed—razor-sharp，pointed steel swords，four or five inches long.This is a delicate job which only a small proportion of men，a half-dozen or so in most villages，know how to do properly.The man who attaches the spurs also provides them，and if the rooster he assists wins，its owner awards him the spur-leg of the victim.The spurs are affixed by winding a long length of string around the foot of the spur and the leg of the cock.For reasons I shall come to presently，it is done somewhat differently from case to case，and is an obsessively deliberate affair.The lore about spurs is extensive—they are sharpened only at eclipses and the dark of the moon，should be kept out of the sight of women，and so forth.And they are handled，both in use and out，with the same curious combination of fussiness and sensuality the Balinese direct toward ritual objects generally.

The spurs affixed，the two cocks are placed by their handlers（who may or may not be their owners）facing one another in the center of the ring.*A coconut pierced with a small hole is placed in a pail of water，in which it takes about twenty-one seconds to sink，a period known as a tjeng and marked at beginning and end by the beating of a slit gong.During these twenty-one seconds the handlers（pengangkeb）are not permitted to touch their roosters.If，as sometimes happens，the animals have not fought during this time，they are picked up，fluffed，pulled，prodded，and otherwise insulted，and put back in the center of the ring and the process begins again.Sometimes they refuse to fight at all，or one keeps running away，in which case they are imprisoned together under a wicker cage，which usually gets them engaged.

Most of the time，in any case，the cocks fly almost immediately at one another in a wing-beating，head-thrusting，leg-kicking explosion of animal fury so pure，so absolute，and in its own way so beautiful，as to be almost abstract，a Platonic concept of hate.Within moments one or the other drives home a solid blow with his spur.The handler whose cock has delivered the blow immediately picks it up so that it will not get a return blow，for if he does not the match is likely to end in a mutually mortal tie as the two birds wildly hack each other to pieces.This is particularly true if，as often happens，the spur sticks in its victim’s body，for then the aggressor is at the mercy of his wounded foe.

With the birds again in the hands of their handlers，the coconut is now sunk three times after which the cock which has landed the blow must be set down to show that he is firm，a fact he demonstrates by wandering idly around the ring for a coconut sink.The coconut is then sunk twice more and the fight must recommence.

During this interval，slightly over two minutes，the handler of the wounded cock has been working frantically over it，like a trainer patching a mauled boxer between rounds，to get it in shape for a last，desperate try for victory.He blows in its mouth，putting the whole chicken head in his own mouth and sucking and blowing，fluffs it，stuffs its wounds with various sorts of medicines，and generally tries anything he can think of to arouse the last ounce of spirit which may be hidden somewhere within it.By the time he is forced to put it back down he is usually drenched in chicken blood，but，as in prize fighting，a good handler is worth his weight in gold.Some of them can virtually make the dead walk，at least long enough for the second and final round.

In the climactic battle（if there is one；sometimes the wounded cock simply expires in the handler’s hands or immediately as it is placed down again），the cock who landed the first blow usually proceeds to finish off his weakened opponent.But this is far from an inevitable outcome，for if a cock can walk，he can fight，and if he can fight，he can kill，and what counts is which cock expires first.If the wounded one can get a stab in and stagger on until the other drops，he is the official winner，even if he himself topples over an instant later.

Surrounding all this melodrama—which the crowd packed tight around the ring follows in near silence，moving their bodies in kinesthetic sympathy with the movement of the animals，cheering their champions on with wordless hand motions，shiftings of the shoulders，turnings of the head，falling back en masse as the cock with the murderous spurs careens toward one side of the ring（it is said that spectators sometimes lose eyes and fingers from being too attentive），surging forward again as they glance off toward another—is a vast body of extraordinarily elaborate and precisely detailed rules.
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These rules，together with the developed lore of cocks and cockfighting which accompanies them，are written down in palm-leaf manuscripts（lontar；rontal）passed on from generation to generation as part of the general legal and cultural tradition of the villages.At a fight，the umpire（saja komong；djuru kembar）—the man who manages the coconut—is in charge of their application and his authority is absolute.I have never seen an umpire’s judgment questioned on any subject，even by the more despondent losers，nor have I ever heard，even in private，a charge of unfairness directed against one，or，for that matter，complaints about umpires in general.Only exceptionally well trusted，solid，and，given the complexity of the code，knowledgeable citizens perform this job，and in fact men will bring their cocks only to fights presided over by such men.It is also the umpire to whom accusations of cheating，which，though rare in the extreme，occasionally arise，are referred；and it is he who in the not infrequent cases where the cocks expire virtually together decides which（if either，for，though the Balinese do not care for such an outcome，there can be ties）went first.Likened to a judge，a king，a priest，and a policeman，he is all of these，and under his assured direction the animal passion of the fight proceeds within the civic certainty of the law.In the dozens of cockfights，I saw in Bali，I never once saw an altercation about rules.Indeed，I never saw an open altercation，other than those between cocks，at all.

This crosswise doubleness of an event which，taken as a fact of nature，is rage untrammeled and，taken as a fact of culture，is form perfected，defines the cockfight as a sociological entity.A cockfight is what，searching for a name for something not vertebrate enough to be called a group and not structureless enough to be called a crowd，Erving Goffman has called a“focused gathering”—a set of persons engrossed in a common flow of activity and relating to one another in terms of that flow.*Such gatherings meet and disperse；the participants in them fluctuate；the activity that focuses them is discrete—a particulate process that reoccurs rather than a continuous one that endures.They take their form from the situation that evokes them，the floor on which they are placed，as Goffman puts it；but it is a form，and an articulate one，nonetheless.For the situation，the floor is itself created，in jury deliberations，surgical operations，block meetings，sit-ins，cockfights，by the cultural preoccupations—here，as we shall see，the celebration of status rivalry—which not only specify the focus but，assembling actors and arranging scenery，bring it actually into being.
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In classical times（that is to say，prior to the Dutch invasion of 1908），when there were no bureaucrats around to improve popular morality，the staging of a cockfight was an explicitly societal matter.Bringing a cock to an important fight was，for an adult male，a compulsory duty of citizenship；taxation of fights，which were usually held on market day，was a major source of public revenue；patronage of the art was［the］stated responsibility of princes；and the cock ring，or wantilan，stood in the center of the village near those other monuments of Balinese civility—the council house，the origin temple，the marketplace，the signal tower，and the banyan tree.Today，a few special occasions aside，the newer rectitude makes so open a statement of the connection between the excitements of collective life and those of blood sport impossible，but，less directly expressed，the connection itself remains intimate and intact.To expose it，however，it is necessary to turn to the aspect of cockfighting around which all the others pivot，and through which they exercise their force，an aspect I have thus far studiously ignored.I mean，of course，the gambling.

［We have omitted a 2，200-word section with 7 footnotes called“Odds and Even Money”in which Geertz gives a detailed explanation of cockfight betting patterns，He identifies two types of bets in a cockfight，the main bet between the principals who own the fighting cocks and peripheral bets between members of the audience.The principal bets are large collective wagers involving coalitions of bettors；they are quietly arranged with the umpire in the center of the ring.The second type of bet is typically small and is arranged impulsively by individuals shouting back and forth across the ring.

Because center bets are always for even money，participants typically arrange fair matches.The more evenly matched the cocks，the higher the center bets.The side bets vary wildly according to the odds individual bettors are willing to give.The larger the center bet，the more frenzied the side betting.These fights are considered more interesting because more is at stake in them.In a highstakes fight，men are risking money and social prestige，as well as valuable fighting cocks.When a match ends，all bets are immediately paid.

We return to Geertz’s narrative at the last paragraph in the section，where he introduces the notion of“depth”in the analysis of culture.］

The Balinese attempt to create an interesting，if you will，“deep”，match by making the center bet as large as possible so that the cocks matched will be as equal and as fine as possible，and the outcome，thus，as unpredictable as possible.
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 They do not always succeed.Nearly half the matches are relatively trivial，relatively uninteresting—in my borrowed terminology，“shallow”—affairs.But that fact no more argues against my interpretation than the fact that most painters，poets，and play-wrights are mediocre argues against the view that artistic effort is directed toward profundity and，with a certain frequency，approximates it.The image of artistic technique is indeed exact：the center bet is a means，a device，for creating“interesting”，“deep”matches，not the reason，or at least not the main reason，why they are interesting，the source of their fascination，the substance of their depth.The question of why such matches are interesting—indeed，for the Balinese，exquisitely absorbing—takes us out of the realm of formal concerns into more broadly sociological and socialpsychological ones，and to a less purely economic idea of what“depth”in gaming amounts to.*

PLAYING WITH FIRE

Bentham’s concept of“deep play”is found in his The Theory of Legislation.*By it he means play in which the stakes are so high that it is，from his utilitarian standpoint，irrational for men to engage in it at all.If a man whose fortune is a thousand pounds（or ringgits）wages five hundred of it on an even bet，the marginal utility of the pound he stands to win is clearly less than the marginal disutility of the one he stands to lose.In genuine deep play，this is the case for both parties.They are both in over their heads.Having come together in search of pleasure they have entered into a relationship which will bring the participants，considered collectively，net pain rather than net pleasure.Bentham’s conclusion was，therefore，that deep play was immoral from first principles and，a typical step for him，should be prevented legally.
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But more interesting than the ethical problem，at least for our concerns here，is that despite the logical force of Bentham’s analysis men do engage in such play，both passionately and often，and even in the face of laws revenge.For Bentham and those who think as he does（nowadays mainly lawyers，economists，and a few psychiatrists），the explanation is，as I have said，that such men are irrational—addicts，fetishists，children，fools，savages，who need only to be protected against themselves.But for the Balinese，though naturally they do not formulate it in so many words，the explanation lies in the fact that in such play，money is less a measure of utility，had or expected，than it is a symbol of moral import，perceived or imposed.

It is，in fact，in shallow games，ones in which smaller amounts of money are involved，that increments and decrements of cash are more nearly synonyms for utility and disutility，in the ordinary，unexpanded sense—for pleasure and pain，happiness and unhappiness.In deep ones，where the amounts of money are great，much more is at stake than material gain：namely，esteem，honor，dignity，respect—in a word，though in Bali a profoundly freighted word，status.*It is at stake symbolically，for（a few cases of ruined addict gamblers aside）no one’s status is actually altered by the outcome of a cockfight；it is only，and that momentarily，affirmed or insulted.But for the Balinese，for whom nothing is more pleasurable than an affront obliquely delivered or more painful than one obliquely received—particularly when mutual acquaintances，undeceived by surfaces，are watching—such appraisive drama is deep indeed.

This，I must stress immediately，is not to say that the money does not matter，or that the Balinese is no more concerned about losing five hundred ringgits than fifteen.Such a conclusion would be absurd.It is because money does，in this hardly unmaterialistic society，matter and matter very much that the more of it one risks，the more of a lot of other things，such as one’s pride，one’s poise，one’s dispassion，one’s masculinity，one also risks，again only momentarily but again very publicly as well.In deep cockfights an owner and his collaborators，and，as we shall see，to a lesser but still quite real extent also their backers on the outside，put their money where their status is.

It is in large part because the marginal disutility of loss is so great at the higher levels of betting that to engage in such betting is to lay one’s public self，allusively and metaphorically，through the medium of one’s cock，on the line.And though to a Benthamite this might seem merely to increase the irrationality of the enterprise that much further，to the Balinese what it mainly increases is the meaningfulness of it all.And as（to follow Weber
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 rather than Bentham）the imposition of meaning on life is the major end and primary condition of human existence，that access of significance more than compensates for the economic costs involved.*Actually，given the even-money quality of the larger matches，important changes in material fortune among those who regularly participate in them seem virtually nonexistent，because matters more or less even out over the long run.It is，actually，in the smaller，shallow fights，where one finds the handful of more pure，addict-type gamblers involved—those who are in it mainly for the money—that“real”changes in social position，largely downward，are affected.Men of this sort，plungers，are highly dispraised by“true cockfighters”as fools who do not understand what the sport is all about，vulgarians who simply miss the point of it all.They are，these addicts，regarded as fair game for the genuine enthusiasts，those who do understand，to take a little money away from—something that is easy enough to do by luring them，through the force of their greed，into irrational bets on mismatched cocks.Most of them do indeed manage to ruin themselves in a remarkably short time，but there always seems to be one or two of them around，pawning their land and selling their clothes in order to bet，at any particular time.*

This graduated correlation of“status gambling”with deeper fights and，inversely，“money gambling”with shallower ones is in fact quite general.Bettors themselves form a sociomoral hierarchy in these terms.As noted earlier，at most cockfights there are，around the very edges of the cockfight area，a large number of mindless，sheer-chance-type gambling games（roulette，dice throw，coin-spin，pea-under-the-shell）operated by concessionaires.Only women，children，adolescents，and various other sorts of people who do not（or not yet）fight cocks—the extremely poor，the socially despised，the personally idiosyncratic—play at these games，at，of course，penny ante levels.Cockfighting men would be ashamed to go anywhere near them.Slightly above these people in standing are those who though they do not themselves fight cocks，bet on the smaller matches around the edges.Next，there are those who fight cocks in small，or occasionally medium matches，but have not the status to join in the large ones，though they may bet from time to time on the side in those.And finally，there are those，the really substantial members of the community，the solid citizenry around whom local life revolves，who fight in the larger fights and bet on them around the side.The focusing element in these focused gatherings，these men generally dominate and define the sport as they dominate and define the society.When a Balinese male talks，in that almost venerative way，about“the true cockfighter，”the bebatoh（“bettor”）or djuru kurung（“cage keeper ”），it is this sort of person，not those who bring the mentality of the pea-and-shell game into the quite different，inappropriate context of the cockfight，the driven gambler（potét，a word which has the secondary meaning of thief or reprobate），and the wistful hanger-on，that they mean.For such a man，what is really going on in a match is something rather closer to an affaire d’honneur（though，with the Balinese talent for practical fantasy，the blood that is spilled is only figuratively human）than to the stupid，mechanical crank of a slot machine.
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What makes Balinese cockfighting deep is thus not money in itself，but what，the more of it that is involved the more so，money causes to happen：the migration of the Balinese status hierarchy into the body of the cockfight.
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 Psychologically an Aesopian representation of the ideal/demonic，rather narcissistic，male self，sociologically it is an equally Aesopian representation of the complex fields of tension set up by the controlled，muted，ceremonial，but for all that deeply felt，interaction of those selves in the context of everyday life.The cocks may be surrogates for their owner’s personalities，animal mirrors of psychic form，but the cockfight is—or more exactly，deliberately is made to be—a simulation of the social matrix，the involved system of cross-cutting，overlapping，highly corporate groups—villages，kingroups，irrigation societies，temple congregations，“castes”—in which its devotees live.*And as prestige，the necessity to affirm it，defend it，celebrate it，justify it，and just plain bask in it（but not，given the strongly ascriptive character of Balinese stratification，to seek it），is perhaps the central driving force in the society，so also—ambulant penises，blood sacrifices，and monetary exchanges aside—is it of the cockfight.This apparent amusement and seeming sport is，to take another phrase from Erving Goffman，“a status bloodbath.”*

The easiest way to make this clear，and at least to some degree to demonstrate it，is to invoke the village whose cockfighting activities I observed the closest—the one in which the raid occurred and from which my statistical data are taken.

Like all Balinese villages，this one—Tihingan，in the Klungkung region of southeast Bali—is intricately organized，a labyrinth of alliances and oppositions.But，unlike many，two sorts of corporate groups，which are also status groups，particularly stand out，and we may concentrate on them，in a part-for-whole way，without undue distortion.

First，the village is dominated by four large，patrilineal，partly endogamous descent groups which are constantly vying with one another and form the major factions in the village.Sometimes they group two and two，or rather the two larger ones versus the two smaller ones plus all the unaffiliated people；sometimes they operate independently.There are also subfactions within them，subfactions within the subfactions，and so on to rather fine levels of distinction.And second，there is the village itself，almost entirely endogamous，which is opposed to all the other villages round about in its cockfight circuit（which，as explained，is the market region），but which also forms alliances with certain of these neighbors against certain others in various supravillage political and social contexts.The exact situation is thus，as everywhere in Bali，quite distinctive；but the general pattern of a tiered hierarchy of status rivalries between highly corporate but various based groupings（and，thus，between the members of them）is entirely general.

Consider，then，as support of the general thesis that the cockfight，and especially the deep cockfight，is fundamentally a dramatization of status concerns，the following facts，which to avoid extended ethnographic description I shall simply pronounce to be facts though the concrete evidence，examples，statements，and numbers that could be brought to bear in support of them，is both extensive and unmistakable：
 
[13]



1.A man virtually never bets against a cock owned by a member of his own kingroup.Usually he will feel obliged to bet for it，the more so the closer the kin tie and the deeper the fight.If he is certain in his mind that it will not win，he may just not bet at all，particularly if it is only a second cousin’s bird or if the fight is a shallow one.But as a rule he will feel he must support it and，in deep games，nearly always does.Thus the great majority of the people calling“five”or“speckled”so demonstratively are expressing their allegiance to their kinsman，not their evaluation of his bird，their understanding of probability theory，or even their hopes of unearned income.

2.This principle is extended logically.If your kingroup is not involved you will support an allied kingroup against an unallied one in the same way，and so on through the very involved networks of alliances which，as I say，make up this，as any other，Balinese village.

3.So，too，for the village as a whole.If an outsider cock is fighting any cock from your village，you will tend to support the local one.If，what is a rarer circumstance but occurs every now and then，a cock from outside your cockfight circuit is fighting one inside it，you will also tend to support the“home bird.”

4.Cocks which come from any distance are almost always favorites，for the theory is the man would not have dared to bring it if it was not a good cock，the more so the further he has come.His followers are，of course，obliged to support him，and when the more grand-scale legal cockfights are held（on holidays，and so on）the people of the village take what they regard to be the best cocks in the village，regardless of ownership，and go off to support them，although they will almost certainly have to give odds on them and to make large bets to show that they are not a cheapskate village.Actually，such“away games”，though infrequent，tend to mend the ruptures between village members that the constantly occurring“home games”，where village factions are opposed rather than united，exacerbate.

5.Almost all matches are sociologically relevant.You seldom get two outsider cocks fighting，or two cocks with no particular group backing，or with group backing which is mutually unrelated in any clear way.When you do get them，the game is very shallow，betting very slow，and the whole thing very dull，with no one save the immediate principals and an addict gambler or two at all interested.

6.By the same token，you rarely get two cocks from the same group，even more rarely from the same subfaction，and virtually never from the same sub-subfaction（which would be in most cases one extended family）fighting.Similarly，in outside village fights two members of the village will rarely fight against one another，even though，as bitter rivals，they would do so with enthusiasm on their home grounds.

7.On the individual level，people involved in an institutionalized hostility relationship，called puik，in which they do not speak or otherwise have anything to do with each other（the causes of this formal breaking of relations are many：wife-capture，inheritance arguments，political differences）will bet very heavily，sometimes almost maniacally，against one another in what is a frank and direct attack on the very masculinity，the ultimate ground of his status，of the opponent.
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8.The center bet coalition is，in all but the shallowest games，always made up by structural allies——no“outside money”is involved.What is“outside”depends upon the context，of course，but given it，no outside money is mixed in with the main bet；if the principals cannot raise it，it is not made.The center bet，again especially in deeper games，is thus the most direct and open expression of social opposition，which is one of the reasons why both it and matchmaking are surrounded by such an air of unease，furtiveness，embarrassment，and so on.

9.The rule about borrowing money——that you may borrow for a bet but not in one——stems（and the Balinese are quite conscious of this）from similar considerations：you are never at the economic mercy of your enemy that way.Gambling debts，which can get quite large on a rather short-term basis，are always to friends，never to enemies，structurally speaking.

10.When two cocks are structurally irrelevant or neutral so far as you are concerned（though，as mentioned，they almost never are to each other）you do not even ask a relative or a friend whom he is betting on，because if you know how he is betting and he knows you know，and you go the other way，it will lead to strain.This rule is explicit and rigid；fairly elaborate，even rather artificial precautions are taken to avoid breaking it.At the very least you must pretend not to notice what he is doing，and he what you are doing.

11.There is a special word for betting against the grain，which is also the word for“pardon me”（mpura）.It is considered a bad thing to do，though if the center bet is small it is sometimes all right as long as you do not do it too often.But the larger the bet and the more frequently you do it，the more the“pardon me”tack will lead to social disruption.

12.In fact，the institutionalized hostility relation，puik，is often formally initiated（though its causes always lie elsewhere）by such a“pardon me”bet in a deep fight，putting the symbolic fat in the fire.Similarly，the end of such a relationship and resumption of normal social intercourse is often signalized（but，again，not actually brought about）by one or the other of the enemies supporting the other’s bird.

13.In sticky，cross-loyalty situations，of which in this extraordinarily complex social system there are of course many，where a man is caught between two more or less equally balanced loyalties，he tends to wander off for a cup of coffee or something to avoid having to bet，a form of behavior reminiscent of that of American voters in similar situations.*

14.The people involved in the center bet are，especially in deep fights，virtually always leading members of their group—kinship，village，or whatever.Further，those who bet on the side（including these people）are，as I have already remarked，the more established members of the village—the solid citizens.Cockfighting is for those who are involved in the everyday politics of prestige as well，not for youth，women，subordinates，and so forth.

15.So far as money is concerned，the explicitly expressed attitude toward it is that it is a secondary matter.It is not，as I have said，of no importance；Balinese are no happier to lose several weeks’income than anyone else.But they mainly look on the monetary aspects of the cockfight as self-balancing，a matter of just moving money around，circulating it among a fairly well-defined group of serious cockfighters.The really important wins and losses are seen mostly in other terms，and the general attitude toward wagering is not any hope of cleaning up，of making a killing（addict gamblers again excepted），but that of the horse-player’s prayer：“Oh，God，please let me break even.”In prestige terms，however，you do not want to break even，but，in a momentary，punctuate sort of way，win utterly.The talk（which goes on all the time）is about fights against such-and-such a cock of So-and-So which your cock demolished，not on how much you won，a fact people，even for large bets，rarely remember for any length of time，though they will remember the day they did in Pan Loh’s finest cock for years.

16.You must bet on cocks of your own group aside from mere loyalty considerations，for if you do not people generally will say，“What！Is he too proud for the likes of us？Does he have to go to Java or Den Pasar［the capital town］to bet，he is such an important man？”Thus there is a general pressure to bet not only to show that you are important locally，but that you are not so important that you look down on everyone else as unfit even to be rivals.Similarly，home team people must bet against outside cocks or the outsiders will accuse them—a serious charge—of just collecting entry fees and not really being interested in cockfighting，as well as again being arrogant and insulting.

17.Finally，the Balinese peasants themselves are quite aware of all this and can and，at least to an ethnographer，do state most of it in approximately the same terms as I have.Fighting cocks，almost every Balinese I have ever discussed the subject with has said，is like playing with fire only not getting burned.You activate village and kingroup rivalries and hostilities，but in“play”form，coming dangerously and entrancingly close to the expression of open and direct interpersonal and intergroup aggression（something which，again，almost never happens in the normal course of ordinary life），but not quite，because，after all，it is“only a cockfight.”

More observations of this sort could be advanced，but perhaps the general point is，if not made，at least well-delineated，and the whole argument thus far can be usefully summarized in a formal paradigm：

The more a match is ...

1.Between near status equals（and/or personal enemies）

2.Between high status individuals

The deeper the match.

The deeper the match ...

1.The closer the identification of cock and man（or，more properly，the deeper the match the more the man will advance his best，most closely-identified-with cock）.

2.The finer the cocks involved and the more exactly they will be matched.

3.The greater the emotion that will be involved and the more the general absorption in the match.

4.The higher the individual bets center and outside，the shorter the outside bet odds will tend to be，and the more betting there will be overall.

5.The less an“economic”and the more a“status”view of gaming will be involved，and the“solider”the citizens who will be gaming.*

Inverse arguments hold for the shallower the fight，culminating，in a reversed-signs sense，in the coin-spinning and dice-throwing amusements.For deep fights there are no absolute upper limits，though there are of course practical ones，and there are a great many legendlike tales of great Duel-in-the-Sun combats between lords and princes in classical times（for cockfighting has always been as much an elite concern as a popular one），far deeper than anything anyone，even aristocrats，could produce today anywhere in Bali.

Indeed，one of the great culture heroes of Bali is a prince，called after his passion for the sport，“The Cockfighter”，who happened to be away at a very deep cockfight with a neighboring prince when the whole of his family—father，brothers，wives，sisters—were assassinated by commoner usurpers.Thus spared，he returned to dispatch the upstart，regain the throne，reconstitute the Balinese high tradition，and build its most powerful，glorious，and prosperous state.Along with everything else that the Balinese see in fighting cocks—themselves，their social order，abstract hatred，masculinity，demonic power—they also see the archetype of status virtue，the arrogant，resolute，honor-mad player with real fire，the ksatria prince.*
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FEATHERS，BLOOD，CROWDS，AND MONEY

“Poetry makes nothing happen，”Auden says in his elegy of Yeats，“it survives in the valley of its saying ...a way of happening，a mouth.”
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 The cockfight too，in this colloquial sense，makes nothing happen.Men go on allegorically humiliating one another and being allegorically humiliated by one another，day after day，glorying quietly in the experience if they have triumphed，crushed only slightly more openly by it if they have not.But no one’s status really changes.You cannot ascend the status ladder by winning cockfights；you cannot，as an individual，really ascend it at all.Nor can you descend it that way.*All you can do is enjoy and savor，or suffer and withstand，the concocted sensation of drastic and momentary movement along an aesthetic semblance of that ladder，a kind of behind-the-mirror status jump which has the look of mobility without its actuality.
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Like any art form—for that，finally，is what we are dealing with—the cockfight renders ordinary，everyday experience comprehensible by presenting it in terms of acts and objects which have had their practical consequences removed and been reduced（or，if you prefer，raised）to the level of sheer appearances，where their meaning can be more powerfully articulated and more exactly perceived.The cockfight is“really real”only to the cocks—it does not kill anyone，castrate anyone，reduce anyone to animal status，alter the hierarchical relations among people，or refashion the hierarchy；it does not even redistribute income in any significant way.What it does is what，for other peoples with other temperaments and other conventions，Lear and Crime and Punishment do；it catches up these themes—death，masculinity，rage，pride，loss，beneficence，chance—and，ordering them into an encompassing structure，presents them in such a way as to throw into relief a particular view of their essential nature.It puts a construction on them，makes them，to those historically positioned to appreciate the construction，meaningful—visible，tangible，graspable—“real”，in an ideational sense.An image，fiction，a model，a metaphor，the cockfight is a means of expression；its function is neither to assuage social passions nor to heighten them（though，in its playing-with-fire way it does a bit of both），but，in a medium of feathers，blood，crowds，and money，to display them.

The question of how it is that we perceive qualities in things—paintings，books，melodies，plays—that we do not feel we can assert literally to be there has come，in recent years，into the very center of aesthetic theory.*Neither the sentiments of the artist，which remain his，nor those of the audience，which remain theirs，can account for the agitation of one painting or the serenity of another.We attribute grandeur，wit，despair，exuberance to strings of sounds；lightness，energy，violence，fluidity to blocks of stone.Novels are said to have strength，buildings eloquence，plays momentum，ballets repose.In this realm of eccentric predicates，to say that the cockfight，in its perfected cases at least，is“disquietful”does not seem at all unnatural，merely，as I have just denied it practical consequence，somewhat puzzling.

The disquietfulness arises，“somehow”，out of a conjunction of three attributes of the fight：its immediate dramatic shape；its metaphoric content；and its social context.A cultural figure against a social ground，the fight is at once a convulsive surge of animal hatred，a mock war of symbolical selves，and a formal simulation of status tensions，and its aesthetic power derives from its capacity to force together these diverse realities.The reason it is disquietful is not that it has material effects（it has some，but they are minor）；the reason that it is disquietful is that，joining pride to selfhood，selfhood to cocks，and cocks to destruction，it brings to imaginative realization a dimension of Balinese experience normally well-obscured from view.The transfer of a sense of gravity into what is in itself a rather blank and unvarious spectacle，a commotion of beating wings and throbbing legs，is effected by interpreting it as expressive of something unsettling in the way its authors and audience live，or，even more ominously，what they are.
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As a dramatic shape，the fight displays a characteristic that does not seem so remarkable until one realizes that it does not have to be there：a radically atomistical structure.*Each match is a world unto itself，a particulate burst of form.There is the matchmaking，there is the betting，there is the fight，there is the result——utter triumph and utter defeat—and there is the hurried，embarrassed passing of money.The loser is not consoled.People drift away from him，look around him，leave him to assimilate his momentary descent into nonbeing，reset his face，and return，scarless and intact，to the fray.Nor are winners congratulated，or events rehashed；once a match is ended the crowd’s attention turns totally to the next，with no looking back.A shadow of the experience no doubt remains with the principals，perhaps even with some of the witnesses of a deep fight，as it remains with us when we leave the theater after seeing a powerful play well-performed；but it quite soon fades to become at most a schematic memory—a diffuse glow or an abstract shudder—and usually not even that.Any expressive form lives only in its own present—the one it itself creates.But，here，that present is severed into a string of flashes，some more bright than others，but all of them disconnected，aesthetic quanta.Whatever the cockfight says，it says in spurts.

But，as I have argued lengthily elsewhere，the Balinese live in spurts.*Their life，as they arrange it and perceive it，is less a flow，a directional movement out of the past，through the present，toward the future than an on-off pulsation of meaning and vacuity，an arrhythmic alternation of short periods when“something”（that is，something significant）is happening，and equally short ones where“nothing”（that is，nothing much）is—between what they themselves call“full”and“empty”times，or，in another idiom，“junctures”and“holes”.In focusing activity down to a burning-glass dot，the cockfight is merely being Balinese in the same way in which everything from the monadic encounters of everyday life，through the clanging pointillism of gamelan
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 music，to the visiting-day-of-the-gods temple celebrations are.It is not an imitation of the punctuateness of Balinese social life，nor a depiction of it，nor even an expression of it；it is an example of it，carefully prepared.*
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If one dimension of the cockfight’s structure，its lack of temporal directionality，makes it seem a typical segment of the general social life，however，the other，its flat-out，head-to-head（or spur-to-spur）aggressiveness，makes it seem a contradiction，a reversal，even a subversion of it.In the normal course of things，the Balinese are shy to the point of obsessiveness of open conflict.Oblique，cautious，subdued，controlled，masters of indirection and dissimulation—what they call alus，“polished”，“smooth”—they rarely face what they can turn away from，rarely resist what they can evade.But here they portray themselves as wild and murderous，with manic explosions of instinctual cruelty.A powerful rendering of life as the Balinese most deeply do not want it（to adapt a phrase Frye has used of Gloucester’s blinding）
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 is set in the context of a sample of it as they do in fact have it.*And，because the context suggests that the rendering，if less than a straightforward description，is nonetheless more than an idle fancy；it is here that the disquietfulness—the disquietfulness of the fight，not（or，anyway，not necessarily）its patrons，who seem in fact rather thoroughly to enjoy it—emerges.The slaughter in the cock ring is not a depiction of how things literally are among men，but what is almost worse，of how，from a particular angle，they imaginatively are.*

The angle，of course，is stratificatory.What，as we have already seen，the cockfight talks most forcibly about is status relationships，and what it says about them is that they are matters of life and death.That prestige is a profoundly serious business is apparent everywhere one looks in Bali—in the village，the family，the economy，the state.A peculiar fusion of Polynesian title ranks and Hindu castes，the hierarchy of pride is the moral backbone of the society.But only in the cockfight are the sentiments upon which that hierarchy rests revealed in their natural colors.Enveloped elsewhere in a haze of etiquette，a thick cloud of euphemism and ceremony，gesture and allusion，they are here expressed in only the thinnest disguise of an animal mask，a mask which in fact demonstrates them far more effectively than it conceals them.Jealousy is as much a part of Bali as poise，envy as grace，brutality as charm；but without the cockfight the Balinese would have a much less certain understanding of them，which is，presumably，why they value it so highly.

Any expressive form works（when it works）by disarranging semantic contexts in such a way that properties conventionally ascribed to certain things are unconventionally ascribed to others，which are then seen actually to possess them.To call the wind a cripple，as Stevens does，to fix tone and manipulate timbre，as Schoenberg does，or，closer to our case，to picture an art critic as a dissolute bear，as Hogarth does，is to cross conceptual wires；
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 the established conjunctions between objects and their qualities are altered，and phenomena—fall weather，melodic shape，or cultural journalism—are clothed in signifiers which normally point to other referents.*Similarly，to connect—and connect，and connect—the collision of roosters with the divisiveness of status is to invite a transfer of perceptions from the former to the latter，a transfer which is at once a description and a judgment.（Logically，the transfer could，of course，as well go the other way；but like most of the rest of us，the Balinese are a great deal more interested in understanding men than they are in understanding cocks.）

What sets the cockfight apart from the ordinary course of life，lifts it from the realm of everyday practical affairs，and surrounds it with an aura of enlarged importance is not，as functionalist sociology would have it，that it reinforces status discriminations（such reinforcement is hardly necessary in a society where every act proclaims them），but that it provides a metasocial commentary upon the whole matter of assorting human beings into fixed hierarchical ranks and then organizing the major part of collective existence around that assortment.Its function，if you want to call it that，is interpretive：it is a Balinese reading of Balinese experience，a story they tell themselves about themselves.
 
[23]



SAYING SOMETHING OF SOMETHING

To put the matter this way is to engage in a bit of metaphorical refocusing of one’s own，for it shifts the analysis of cultural forms from an endeavor in general parallel to dissecting an organism，diagnosing a symptom，deciphering a code，or ordering a system—the dominant analogies in contemporary anthropology—to one in general parallel with penetrating a literary text.If one takes the cockfight，or any other collectively sustained symbolic structure，as a means of“saying something of something”（to invoke a famous Aristotelian tag），then one is faced with a problem not in social mechanics but social semantics.*For the anthropologist，whose concern is with formulating sociological principles，not with promoting or appreciating cockfights，the question is，what does one learn about such principles from examining culture as an assemblage of texts？
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Such an extension of the notion of a text beyond written material，and even beyond verbal，is，though metaphorical，not，of course，all that novel.The interpretatio naturae tradition of the middle ages，which，culminating in Spinoza，attempted to read nature as Scripture，the Nietzschean effort to treat value systems as glosses on the will to power
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 （or the Marxian one to treat them as glosses on property relations），and the Freudian replacement of the enigmatic text of the manifest dream with the plain one of the latent，all offer precedents，if not equally recommendable ones.*But the idea remains theoretically undeveloped；and the more profound corollary，so far as anthropology is concerned，that cultural forms can be treated as texts，as imaginative works built out of social materials，has yet to be systematically exploited.*

In the case at hand，to treat the cockfight as a text is to bring out a feature of it（in my opinion，the central feature of it）that treating it as a rite or a pastime，the two most obvious alternatives，would tend to obscure：its use of emotion for cognitive ends.What the cockfight says it says in a vocabulary of sentiment—the thrill of risk，the despair of loss，the pleasure of triumph.Yet what it says is not merely that risk is exciting，loss depressing，or triumph gratifying，banal tautologies of affect，but that it is of these emotions，thus exampled，that society is built and individuals are put together.Attending cockfights and participating in them is，for the Balinese，a kind of sentimental education.What he learns there is what his culture’s ethos and his private sensibility（or，anyway，certain aspects of them）look like when spelled out externally in a collective text；that the two are near enough alike to be articulated in the symbolics of a single such text；and—the disquieting part—that the text in which this revelation is accomplished consists of a chicken hacking another mindlessly to bits.

Every people，the proverb has it，loves its own form of violence.The cockfight is the Balinese reflection on theirs：on its look，its uses，its force，its fascination.Drawing on almost every level of Balinese experience，it brings together themes—animal savagery，male narcissism，opponent gambling，status rivalry，mass excitement，blood sacrifice—whose main connection is their involvement with rage and the fear of rage，and，binding them into a set of rules which at once contains them and allows them play，builds a symbolic structure in which，over and over again，the reality of their inner affiliation can be intelligibly felt.If，to quote Northrop Frye again，we go to see Macbeth to learn what a man feels like after he has gained a kingdom and lost his soul，Balinese go to cockfights to find out what a man，usually composed，aloof，almost obsessively self-absorbed，a kind of moral autocosm，feels like when，attacked，tormented，challenged，insulted，and driven in result to the extremes of fury，he has totally triumphed or been brought totally low.The whole passage，as it takes us back to Aristotle（though to the Poetics rather than the Hermeneutics），is worth quotation：

But the poet［as opposed to the historian］，Aristotle says，never makes any real statements at all，certainly no particular or specific ones.The poet’s job is not to tell you what happened，but what happens：not what did take place，but the kind of thing that always does take place.He gives you the typical，recurring，or what Aristotle calls universal event.You wouldn’t go to Macbeth to learn about the history of Scotland—you go to it to learn what a man feels like after he’s gained a kingdom and lost his soul.When you meet such a character as Micawber in Dickens，you don’t feel that there must have been a man Dickens knew who was exactly like this：you feel that there’s a bit of Micawber in almost everybody you know，including yourself.Our impressions of human life are picked up one by one，and remain for most of us loose and disorganized.But we constantly find things in literature that suddenly coordinate and bring into focus a great many such impressions，and this is part of what Aristotle means by the typical or universal human event.*

It is this kind of bringing of assorted experiences of everyday life to focus that the cockfight，set aside from that life as“only a game”and reconnected to it as“more than a game，”accomplishes，and so creates what，better than typical or universal，could be called a paradigmatic human event—that is，one that tells us less what happens than the kind of thing that would happen if，as is not the case，life were art and could be as freely shaped by styles of feeling as Macbeth and David Copperfield are.

Enacted and re-enacted，so far without end，the cockfight enables the Balinese，as，read and reread，Macbeth enables us，to see a dimension of his own subjectivity.As he watches fight after fight.with the active watching of an owner and a bettor（for cockfighting has no more interest as a pure spectator sport than does croquet or dog racing），he grows familiar with it and what it has to say to him，much as the attentive listener to string quartets or the absorbed viewer of still life grows slowly more familiar with them in a way which opens his subjectivity to himself.*

Yet，because—in another of those paradoxes，along with painted feelings and unconsequenced acts，which haunt aesthetics—that subjectivity does not properly exist until it is thus organized，art forms generate and regenerate the very subjectivity they pretend only to display.Quartets，still lifes，and cockfights are not merely reflections of a pre-existing sensibility analogically represented；they are positive agents in the creation and maintenance of such a sensibility.If we see ourselves as a pack of Micawbers，it is from reading too much Dickens（if we see ourselves as unillusioned realists，it is from reading too little）；and similarly for Balinese，cocks，and cockfights.It is in such a way，coloring experience with the light they cast it in，rather than through whatever material effects they may have，that the arts play their role，as arts，in social life.*

In the cockfight，then，the Balinese forms and discovers his temperament and his society’s temper at the same time.Or，more exactly，he forms and discovers a particular facet of them.Not only are there a great many other cultural texts providing commentaries on status hierarchy and self-regard in Bali，but there are a great many other critical sectors of Balinese life besides the stratificatory and the agonistic that receive such commentary.The ceremony consecrating a Brahmana priest，a matter of breath control，postural immobility，and vacant concentration upon the depths of being，displays a radically different，but to the Balinese equally real，property of social hierarchy—its reach toward the numinous
 
[26]

 transcendent.Set not in the matrix of the kinetic emotionality of animals，but in that of the static passionlessness of divine mentality；it expresses tranquillity not disquiet.The mass festivals at the village temples，which mobilize the whole local population in elaborate hostings of visiting gods—songs，dances，compliments，gifts—assert the spiritual unity of village mates against their status inequality and project a mood of amity and trust.*The cockfight is not the master key to Balinese life，any more than bullfighting is to Spanish.What it says about that life is not unqualified nor even unchallenged by what other equally eloquent cultural statements say about it.But there is nothing more surprising in this than in the fact that Racine and Molière were contemporaries，or that the same people who arrange chrysanthemums cast swords.*
 
[27]



The culture of a people is an ensemble of texts，themselves ensembles，which the anthropologist strains to read over the shoulders of those to whom they properly belong.There are enormous difficulties in such an enterprise，methodological pitfalls to make a Freudian quake，and some moral perplexities as well.Nor is it the only way that symbolic forms can be sociologically handled.Functionalism lives，and so does psychologism.But to regard such forms as“saying something of something，”and saying it to somebody，is at least to open up the possibility of an analysis which attends to their substance rather than to reductive formulas professing to account for them.

As in more familiar exercises in close reading，one can start anywhere in a culture’s repertoire of forms and end up anywhere else.One can stay，as I have here，within a single，more or less bounded form，and circle steadily within it.One can move between forms in search of broader unities or informing contrasts.One can even compare forms from different cultures to define their character in reciprocal relief.But whatever the level at which one operates，and however intricately，the guiding principle is the same：societies，like lives，contain their own interpretations.One has only to learn how to gain access to them.*
 
[28]
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 [1]
 From The Interpretation of Cultures（1973）


 [2]
 The work of symbolic anthropologists like Victor Turner and Mary Douglas was concerned with demonstrating what Devons and Gluckman（1964）called the“logic of the irrational”（quoted in Kaplan and Manners 1972：121）.One motive underlying their work was to demonstrate how institutions that seemed irrational to the observer are actually rational，even if the natives themselves are unaware of the cultural logic behind their behavior.Turner and Douglas accounted for this hidden rationality by penetrating the surface behavior and explanations to look for concealed layers of meaning.This form of inquiry ultimately led analysts to resort to psychological explanations of behavior，or semimetaphysical concepts such as social facts or the collective conscience.Geertz，although he too is concerned with the interpretation of cultural symbolism，follows a very different approach：He wishes to provide the reader with an empathic understanding of another society.Geertz believes that culture is acted out in public symbols such as the cockfight and is the mechanism by which members of a society communicate their worldview.He is not trying to uncover the hidden symbolic meaning of the Balinese cockfight，for he believes the Balinese understand the symbolism of the contest as well as anyone.Instead，in this analysis Geertz attempts to situate readers of the essay within the Balinese system in order to facilitate their understanding of the meaning of the cockfight.This is not，in any sense，a scientific goal.His observations are not replicable.Someone else trying to do the same work might well have a very different set of insights.

Geertz’s original article is accompanied by 43 voluminous footnotes，which space limitations do not allow us to reprint.Asterisks have been used to show readers the placement of his footnotes in the text.


 [3]
 This is one of the most famous stories in anthropology and almost any anthropologist in the United States could tell it to you.Why？First，it is an adventure and a fieldworker’s fantasy：Confused anthropologists find empathy and acceptance.Second，it highlights the strength of Ceertz’s writing style.Not only is it interesting because it is self-revealing，but Geertz is one of the finest writers in anthropology today.The essay is full of action and humor.Interestingly，the essay was first published in Daedalus，a literary journal；it is aimed at a highly educated audience but not one composed exclusively of anthropologists.

Ceertz’s self-relevatory style was unusual for ethnographic writing at this time.Although the style is common now，compare his descriptions of the police raid with earlier ethnographic work.Can you imagine Kroeber or Radcliffe-Brown writing an account of their escape from the police?This story is not only fun to read，but Ceertz’s writing helps a reader visualize the events.He addresses the reader directly：“You have crossed，somehow，some oral or metaphysical shadow line.Though you are not exactly taken as Balinese...you are at least regarded as a human being”（The Interpretation of Culture 1973：413）.

The story with which Geertz begins this essay is crucial to his analysis as well.Due to a more or less chance occurrence，Geertz gained a particular position in Balinese society that enabled him to make certain kinds of observations.A decade before postmodernism became a serious endeavor within anthropology，Geertz，in this article，discussed his position within Balinese society and the insights it afforded him.


 [4]
 Although Geertz is attempting a very different kind of symbolic analysis than Freud or Lévi-Strauss，the influence of their work is apparent here.The symbolic link between the fighting birds，genitals，and male status is obviously Freudian.Although Geertz is not a structuralist，the binary constructions—man-beast，good-evil，creation destruction—are based on Lévi-Strauss’nature-culture dichotomy.The human cultural world is repulsed by the animal-natural world，but the two spheres of existence meet in cocks and the cockfight.


 [5]
 Geertz describes the cockfight and patterns of betting that take place in great detail.He attempts to re-create the context in which the action takes place in order that the reader may share，as much as possible，in the context in which Balinese cultural meaning is created.Ceertz describes this form of analysis as“thick description”（1973：6），which he identifies as uncovering the layers of meaning surrounding an event.


 [6]
 One criticism of Geertz’s work is that his interpretation is intuitive，making it difficult for others to replicate.Indeed，one could say that the power of Geertz’s analysis is based on his compelling writing style.For example，you may not have noticed that Geertz is not presenting us with a description of one cockfight but rather with a literary construct based on his experience of at least fifty-seven matches.


 [7]
 In this paragraph，you get a sense of Geertz’s definition of culture：a shared code of meaning that is acted out publically.Unlike the ethnoscientists，Geertz believes that culture is not a mental model，but exists between people，created by their social actions.Additionally Geertz was interested in the sociology of religion.His reference to Erving Goffman（1922-1982），an important sociologist of the 1960s，gives a clue to the sociological influence on his work.Goffman viewed individual actions as performances and was concerned with delineating the rules governing nonverbal interaction.You can see Goffman’s influence in these paragraphs，as Geertz describes people’s actions at cockfights.


 [8]
 For Geertz，the secret of decoding the cockfight lies in viewing it as a representation of Balinese society.The long discussion of cockfight betting in the next section leads to a discussion of how betting patterns recapitulate the divisions of the larger society.This insight hearkens back to Durkheim and the structural functionalists，but Geertz does not use his analysis for their purposes.


 [9]
 Jeremy Bentham（1748-1832）was an English philosopher and social theorist best known for his doctrine of Utilitarianism，the principles of which are outlined in his 1789 book An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation.Utilitarianism is the belief that the aim of society should be to create the greatest level of happiness for the greatest number of people.Bentham believed that correct conduct was determined by the balance of pleasure over pain that a given act would produce，and that pain and pleasure could be quantitatively measured.Thus legislative decision making could be reduced to a quasimathematical science.Among Bentham’s best-known intellectual followers were John Stuart Mill（1806-1873）and Herbert Spencer.


 [10]
 Geertz claims Max Weber as one of the major influences in his intellectual development.He was first exposed to Weber by one of his professors，Talcott Persons（1902-1979），while a graduate student at Harvard University.For more information on Geertz’s career and academic life，see Handler’s 1991 interview with Geertz in Current Anthropology.


 [11]
 The cockfight is not about winning or losing money；it is a simulation of the social interactions between various groups in the community.Geertz contends that this is why the matches are so“deep”to the Balinese.


 [12]
 For Geertz，the cockfight is a symbolic key to Balinese personality because it is the ritual through which the Balinese express their values.Geertz uses the phrase the“migration of the Balinese status hierarchy into the body of the cockfight”to characterize his idea that one can observe the stratification of Balinese society in the organization of people within and around the cockfight area.


 [13]
 Geertz’s discussion is reminiscent of Mauss’analysis of the potlatch.The potlatch was a competition for status between individuals representing their kin groups and communities.In the same way，the Balinese cockfight is a competition for status，with men always betting on the birds owned by kinsmen or men of their communities who are competing with people from other communities.A major difference between Geertz and Mauss，however，is that Mauss thought the potlatch was a real competition for status——a defeat in a potlatch meant the loss of a position of leadership.On the other hand，Geertz’s point is that the cockfight does not really change anything.In fact，status in Bali is ascribed and cannot change.Although Geertz’s analysis is interpretive，the discussion of betting and kin are structural-functionalist in tone.Durkheim or Radcliffe-Brown would have said that the function of the cockfight is to create and reinforce solidarity between these competing kin groups.


 [14]
 The discussion of puik is a good place to make another point about Geertz’s analysis.Because his work is interpretive，Geertz is often criticized by anthropologists who work in materialist traditions.However，some of Geertz’s earlier work was concerned with economics，religion，and ecology.See，for example，his books Agricultural Involution：The Processes of Ecological Change in Indonesia（1963a）and Peddlers and Princes：Social Development and Economic Change in Two Indonesian Towns（1963b）.Here，in one of his most famous works，Geertz does not rule out materialist interpretations；he just is not interested in them.Geertz repeatedly insists that nothing really happens at a cockfight—the conflicts，alliances，wins，and losses are all symbolic of things that happen elsewhere.Puik，for example，are not caused by cockfight bets；rather，they signal deeper-level conflicts.In the cockfight，all action is symbolic.The real causes lie elsewhere，presumably in material circumstances.


 [15]
 Despite the skill with which Geertz draws his picture of Balinese culture，the feminist critique of ethnographic writing applies here.In his footnote，Geertz writes that the cockfight is unusual in that it is a single-sex activity，yet he talks about cockfighting as a key to Balinese society.Perhaps it is a key only for male Balinese society.


 [16]
 W.H.Auden（1907-1973）was a British-born American poet.William Butler Yeats（1865-1939）was an Irish poet and nationalist.


 [17]
 In a 1991 interview（Handler 1991），Geertz stated that a weakness of anthropology before the 1960s was that anthropologists read only other anthropologists.His point was that intellectual development in anthropology is based on knowledge in a wide range of fields.As you read，look at the diversity of literature that Geertz ties into his work：Balinese sources，poetry，sociology，psychology，mythology，art，and philosophy，to name just a few，all have a place in his thought.Conversely，Geertz is one of the few anthropological theorists widely read by scholars of literature and history.


 [18]
 Geertz views culture as shared codes of meaning that are publicly acted out，which makes his analysis a method of dramatic interpretation.The cockfight is like a play the Balinese perform for themselves，and its importance is artistic.Geertz says it has“aesthetic power”because it forces layers of significance，what he calls“diverse realities”，together.It expresses what the Balinese are in a way that is“normally well obscured from view.”


 [19]
 Gamelan is a type of Southeast Asian music using chimes and gongs.


 [20]
 Geertz has led us back from the details of the cockfight to his definition of culture.He stresses that culture does not exist apart from individuals；instead，it is created in people’s interpretations of events around them and bound up in public symbols and communication（Applebaum 1987：485）.Here he says the cockfight is not a depiction，expression，or example of Balinese life；rather，it is Balinese life.


 [21]
 Northrop Frye（1912-1991）was an influential literary critic who was particularly concerned with the relationship of literature to myth and society.Gloucester’s blinding occurs in Shakespeare’s King Lear，where the Earl of Gloucester is punished for aiding Lear by having his eyes gouged out.Frye says that the audience does not want to see a real experience（a man’s eyes put out）；they want a vicarious experience from the point of view of the imagination.The fact that the blinding does not really happen is crucial to the psychological experience（Frye 1964：98-99）.


 [22]
 Wallace Stevens（1879-1955）was an American poet，Arnold Schoenberg（1874-1951）an Austrian composer，and William Hogarth（1697-1764）an English painter and lithographer.


 [23]
 Although rarely discussed in this light，Ceertz’s article is an attack on structural functionalism.A young generation of American anthropologists including Geertz，David Schneider，and Eric Wolf butted heads with a group of British anthropologists，including Max Gluckman and Meyer Fortes，at a conference in Cambridge，England，in 1963.In this essay，Geertz has performed an analysis that could have come straight from the pen of a British structural-functionalist ethnographer.In the last few sections，however，he turns the structural-functionalist position upside down，saying that functionalist conclusions are meaningless for the Balinese.Instead he points to an existentialist conclusion.That is，the cockfight is not about social divisions，it is about understanding what it means to be human in Bali and the being and nothingness that are its temporary results.


 [24]
 In this final section，Geertz summarizes his argument and explains how the cockfight attains personal significance for Balinese participants.Up to now the analysis has been very particular，but his conclusions try to say something universal about the nature of culture：that cultures are a form of text.


 [25]
 Baruch Spinoza（1632-1677）was an influential philosopher in the rationalist tradition.In one of his best-known works，Ethics，he set out a geometrical program of definitions，axioms，postulates，and theorems that he proposed was a systematic procedure for the perfection of human nature.His work influenced many later scholars，including Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel.Friedrich Nietzsche was a German philosopher whose work was influential in the development of existentialism.His book，The Birth of Tragedy （1956［1872］），was important in the work of Ruth Benedict.Geertz’s comment concerning the“will to power”refers to a concept Nietzsche developed in his most famous work，Thus Spake Zarathustra（1954［1883-1885］）.


 [26]
 Numinous：mysterious，surpassing comprehension.


 [27]
 This paragraph is important because it shows that Geertz was moving away from the popular image of culture as an organic whole toward the postmodern vision of culture as the intersection of competing views and interests.Geertz emphasizes that rather than presenting a consistent，integrated message，culture is full of competing voices and messages that are at odds with each other.Jean Racine（1639-1699）and Jean-Baptiste Molière（1622-1673）were French playwrights：the first a great writer of tragedies，the latter famous for his comedies.The last line of the paragraph refers to Ruth Benedict’s study of Japanese national character，The Chrysanthemum and the Sword （1946）.


 [28]
 The notion that a culture is a collection of texts that anthropologists read over the shoulders of those who live them had a powerful impact on the next generation of anthropological theorists.In particular，this idea led anthropologists to borrow some of the tools of textual analysis from literary criticism.Geertz’s work provided part of the foundation for postmodernism.

This essay was published at a time when the works of modern French critical thinkers such as Roland Barthes（1915-1980）and Jacques Derrida（1930-）were becoming available in English.Among their critical insights is the notion that texts are systems of symbols that reveal the assumptions of particular cultures at particular times.As Geertz was writing this essay，the whole idea of deconstructing texts，or culture，was transforming the field of literary criticism.This essay is a critical bridge between literature and anthropological theory.


Chapter 6 Structures，Practices and Agency

With the great changes of world politics and of social structures，new anthropological views and researches had been developing since the mid-1970s.By the end of the twentieth century，it was broadly recognized that culture is not unitary and anthropological paradigms and frameworks shaped or distorted understanding the social experiences of others for people realized that the world became more fragmented and interconnected and anthropologists’assumptions and methods were influenced by their own history，culture，and intellectual，social and political milieus.Thus，in the early twenty-first century，just as Moore（2004：293）summarized：“anthropological theories exhibit a set of common concerns—the need to examine both shared patterns and individual practices，the essential requirement to look at the different groups and positions within a culture，the imperative to view the connections between cultures，and the scrutiny of anthropological inquiry.A final，diffuse conclusion emerged：understanding culture was infinitely more complex than it had once seemed”.

Sherry Ortner：Symbols，Gender，Practice

As a female and a feminist anthropologist，Sherry Ortner’s research and writings mainly focus on the cultural dynamic between symbolic meaning and social inequality based on gender，status，ethnicity and wealth and tried to bridge the realms of human ideas and human action via the analysis of symbolic schemes and social practice.In Making gender：The Politics and Erotics of Culture，Ortner clearly proposed：“the purpose of this exercise in turn is to attempt to draw practice theory more fully into the orbit of feminist and other subaltern theorizing...”（1996b：4） ，which showed her contribution in the theory of practice emphasizing relationships of gender，ethnicity，and power.

Greatly influenced by her doctoral supervisor，Clifford Geertz，Ortner’s early work paid close attention to symbolism—“a guide，or program，or plan for human action in relation to certain irreducible and recurrent themes or problems of the human conditions as conceptualized in particular cultures”（Ortner 1973：49-50）.Unlike Durkheim and Douglas who took symbols as the reflections of social order，Ortner argued“a system of symbols...as encoding a program for action vis-à-vis certain problems of the human condition”（Ortner 1973：55），using the examples of Sherpa whose divinity and purity is attained by avoiding natural and polluting things.So，similar to Geertz’s understanding of symbolic systems as both“models of social existence at a given historical moment” and also“model for appropriate action”（Ortner 1975：134-135），Ortner held the idea that symbols are not reflections of deep structures or social orders but provide statements about and models for cultural actions.These early achievements in symbolic studies naturally opened up her later explorations in the theory of practice and her findings of the gendered imbalances of purity and pollution in Sherpa are sprouts of her feminist anthropology.

Generally speaking，feminist anthropology experienced three stages of development.The first stage is women studies，the second one is gender studies and the third one is feminist studies.These are all based on Simone de Beauvoir’s assertion that“One is not born，but rather becomes，a woman”in her 1949 treatise The Second Sex.Beauvoir insisted that woman is socially constructed as the Other and her inferiority is not a natural phenomena but a patriarchal invention designed to promote male dominance：“Thus humanity is male and man defines woman not in herself but as relative to him...He is the Subject，he is the Absolute—she is the Other”.（［1949］1989：ⅩⅫ）In her well-known paper“Is Female to Male as Nature is to Culture？”（Ortner 1996a），Ortner continued Beauvoir’s ideas about men and women and contented that women are universally devalued，in some degree considered inferior to men in all cultures.（Ortner 1996a：23-24）Furthermore，this universal subordination of women is not due to nature nor because“biological facts are irrelevant，or that men and women are not different，but that the facts and differences only take on significance of superior/inferior within the framework of culturally defined value systems”.（Ortner 1996a：24）Ortner explained that“every culture，or，generically，‘culture’，is engaged in the process of generating and sustaining systems of meaningful forms（symbols，artifacts，etc.）by means of which humanity transcends the givens of natural existence，bends them to its purpose，controls them in its interest.We may thus broadly equate culture with the notion of human consciousness，or with the products of human consciousness（i.e.systems of thought and technology），by means of which humanity attempts to assert control over nature”（Ortner 1996a：25-26），that is to say，all cultures are human beings’success on nature，so most societies accord greater prestige to culture.Concretely，women are regarded more closer to nature in terms of three dimensions：（1）women’s body and its functions，more involved in more of the time with“species life”...in contrast to man’s physiology，which free him more completely to take up the projects of culture；（2）woman’s body and its function restrict her in the social roles that in turn are thought more close to nature，the domestic realm；（3）woman’s traditional social roles，imposed by her body and its functions，give her a special psychic structure，which is seen as being closer to nature（Ortner 1996a：27），so women are universally devalued based on the socially constructed relationship between culture and nature.“Ultimately”，Ortner argued，“it must be stressed again that the whole scheme is a construct of culture rather than a fact of nature.Woman is not ‘in reality’any closer to（or further from）nature than man—both have consciousness，both are mortal...The result is a（sadly）efficient feedback system：various aspects of woman’s situation（physical，social，psychological）contribution to her being seen as closer to nature，while the view of her as closer to nature is in turn embodied in institutional forms that reproduce her situation”.（Ortner 1996a：41）

In a retrospective essay，Ortner（1996c）made some corrections and revisions of her early article according to subsequent criticism and her own self-examinations.First，she admitted that gender equality is more difficult to assess than she had considered for cultures are more“disjunctive，contradictory，and inconsistent”than she had presumed（Ortner 1996c：175）.Second，Ortner realized that the nature/culture dichotomy is not always characteristic of“culture”being superior to“nature”although the distinction is world-wide.“Nature”can be a category of peace and beauty，or of violence and destruction，or of inertia and unresponsiveness and“culture”will have concomitant variations—but the dichotomy remains and the women are more associated with nature than culture.Finally，Ortner notes that her research interests had shifted from a concern with universals to trying to understand the dynamics of how such symbolic systems are enacted.

While I do think there are such things as structures...large existential questions that all human beings everywhere must cope with，I also think that the linkage between such structures and any set of social categories—like female/male—is a culturally and politically constructed phenomenon.From early on after the publication of“Is Female to Male...”my interests lay much more in understanding the politics of the construction of such linkages，than in the static parallelism of the categories.（Ortner 1996c：180）

After Durkheim proposed“social facts”to show the society’s control over the member of it，the relationship between individual and society（or culture）has long been the focus of social scientific researches.Ortner deals with this question with“a loosely structured”social actor“who is prepared—but no more than that—to find most of his or her culture intelligible and meaningful，but who does not necessarily find all parts of it equally meaningful in all times and places”（Ortner 1989：198）.So，different actors have unlike relationships to their culture，even they employ the same symbols from a cultural repertoire.Moreover，those relationships change as new social configurations appear and people attempt to“find meaning where one did not find it before（or indeed changing or losing meaning as well）”（Ortner 1989：199）.The most important problem is not whether cultural meanings are irrelevant or embedded，but to understand“how people react to，cope with，or actively appropriate external phenomena，on the basis of the social and cultural dynamics that both constrain and enable their responses”（Ortner 1989：200）.

Those responses are enabled and constrained by key scenarios（or“cultural schemes”as Ortner called it）.Key scenarios/cultural schemes are

preorganized schemes of action，symbolic programs for the staging and playing out of standard social interactions in a particular culture...［E］very culture contains not just bundles of symbols，and not even just bundles of larger propositions about the universe（“ideologies”），but organized schemas for enacting（culturally typical）relations and situations.（Ortner 1989：60）

But such key scenarios or cultural schemes frequently crystallize around a society’s internal contradictions according to Ortner.For example，most of us now believe that China is becoming more rich and prosperous，if we find something not unfavorable，we rationalized it with key scenarios that we are just in the primary stage of socialism and everything will become better with the development of the society and reforms take time.We explain the contradiction by reference to a scenario，one that makes cultural sense and describes a course of action.Cultural schemas are durable because“they depict actors responding to，and resolving（from their point of view），the central contradictions of the culture”（Ortner 1989：61）Human weave all kinds of key scenarios into larger social discourses and practices.Ortner said，

The general contradiction，and its specific variants within specific relational contexts，are at once reflected in，mediated by，and constituted through meaningful cultural forms...The contradictions and the schema together constitute a hegemony，a mutually sustaining universe of social experience and symbolic representation through which Sherpa actors would tend to understand themselves，their relationships，and their historical circumstances.（1989：125）

Most importantly，key scenarios are not invariant codes because they are employed by social actors who—sometimes in a calculated fashion，other times unthinkingly—may emphasize some cultural schemas，downplay others，or actively change the key scenarios，which dynamics comprise practices（Moore 2009：320），just as Ortner said：

A theory of practice is a theory of history.It is a theory of how social beings，with their diverse motives and their diverse intentions，make and transform the world in which they live.It is a theory for answering the simplest-seeming，and yet largest，questions that social science seeks to answer：Why does a given society have a particular form at a particular moment—that form and not some other？And how do people whose very selves are part of that social form nonetheless sometimes transform themselves and their society？It is a theory that allows social and cultural analysts to put all their various methodological tools to work—ethnographic and historical research；structural，interpretive，and“objectivist”analytic approaches—in ways that enhance and enrich the effectiveness of each.（1989：193）

In another paper，Ortner（1996d）updated her practice theory：

Practice theory represents one of several kinds of theoretical response to earlier structural determinisms—Parsonian systems theory and related functionalisms，Lévi-Straussian structuralism，certain kinds of mechanistic Marxism.Within a practice framework，there is an insistence，as in earlier structural-determinist models，that human action is constrained by the given social and cultural order（often condensed in the term“structure”）；but there is also an insistence that human action makes“structure”—reproduces or transforms it，or both.Despite the label，practice theory is not really“a theory”，in part because it does not pretend to some sort of formal unity，and in part because it lacks two key characteristics of classic social theory：an underlying narrative（for example，the march of modernization），and an underlying norm of the social order（as in functionalism’s assumed norms of homeostasis and integration）.There is only as it were an argument—that human action is made by“structure”，and at the same time always makes and potentially unmakes it.（1996d：2）

In sum，the most consistent theme of Ortner’s research is the contradictions between cultural patterns（or structures or schemas or order）and human agency.She summarized her theoretical interest in“the ways the cultural categories both facilitated and constrained agency，and at the ways in which agents faithfully enacted or radically stretched the cultural categories”（1996b：227）.

Pierre Bourdieu：Practice and Habitus：

an Anthropology of PracticeFor quite a long time，anthropologists dispute on the basic question about the relationship between culture and individuals.At one extreme is the idea that self-aware individuals with free will construct the social universe and the explanation of their behavior is found in their own accounts of reality.The opposite point of view is that the social universe is regulated by general rules instead of individual choice and consciousness.These positions formed different anthropological traditions.In the first position，the measure of an accurate ethnographic account is its loyalty to“native”experience and its ability to translate that experience to an outsider.The opposite position will think an ethnographic analysis worthy if it elucidates patterned regularities or explains social behavior in terms of underlying codes or variables，which may or may not be recognized by an informant.For example，Marvin Harris differentiated the emic insiders’accounts from the etic outsiders’scientific hypotheses—and obviously preferred the latter one.Lévi-Strauss thought the cultural classifications（binary opposition，for example）indicate innate，deep structures of the human mind，while Geertz would argue that any such reduction distorts the vey essence of culture.（Moore 2004：325）

Facing this situation，the French social scientist Pierre Bourdieu tried to escape from this endless dichotomy and proposed an alternative position，a theory of practice（praxis）.He argues that culture is neither the exclusive product of free will nor of underlying principles，but is actively constructed by social actors from cultural dispositions and structured by previous events.We can give an example to simplify Bourdieu’s concept and theory of practice.When playing a piece of music，a pianist should play according to the music score for this is the rule of his performance，but he never played in the same way in accordance with his mood，the reactions of audience and even the decoration of the music halls.At the same time，previous experiences can also affect his later show.And finally，the outcome of a specific performance—though limited by rules such as music score，conducted by the same person with previous experiences—is not all predetermined.The social universe of practice，Bourdieu held the idea，is gamelike in its stubborn fusion of rules，individual behavior，and strategy.The anthropologist should pay attention to all these dimensions rather than the rules of behaviors（Moore 2009：326）.To make this point clearer，Bourdieu took language as an example and in his mind，language does not equal to linguistic structures and relies on additional factors—the status relationships between speakers，the formality or casualness of their relationships，their mutual comfort or antagonistic competitiveness，the setting in which speech occurs，and on and on—that are not coded in grammar or syntax but are nonetheless essential to speech.Bourdieu argues that to confuse language with linguistic codes neglects“the functional properties the message derives from its use in a determinate situation and，more precisely，in a socially structured interaction”（1977：25）.It is also true of kinship“systems”.Bourdieu classified the systems into“official kinship”and“practical kinship”.The former refers to the abstract statements that are publically articulated and socially formalized，their positions occupied by generic agents in specific roles.Practical kinship is kinship in practice，the strategies and resources employed by an individual or a group.Kin relations cannot be reduced to underlying rules or a code.Kin relations are“something people make，and with which they do something”（Bourdieu 1977：35，emphasis in the original）.All in all，Bourdieu argued that the social universe can not be reduced to a series of rules or a code and the proper focus is the realm of practice.So，a theory of practice，according to Bourdieu，must examine the“objective structures”that anthropologists have long identified，the motives and actions of individuals，and the strategies and functions of practical knowledge（Bourdieu 1977：4）.

But what is the common origin of the practices that are shared by members of a particular group—and distinct from those of another group？The answer is found in the concept of habitus，Bourdieu suggested.As the product of historical antecedents，Habits has“an endless capacity to engender products—thoughts，expressions，actions—whose limits are set by the historically and socially situated conditions of its production”（Bourdieu 1977：95）.Habitus is not the objectivist’s rules and roles under another name.To use jazz as an analogy，habitus is like a thematic riff that jazz musicians improvise upon，produce countermelodies against，or restate in a different key，but it is not a precoded musical score.It provides a coherent thread to the musician’s play，but they are active creators of a previously unheard cultural experience.And the resulting music cannot be reduced to a score，a recording of the improvisation made by an onlooker，the individual players，or their instruments.The music is the jazz—it is the practice—created by a group of musicians who elaborate upon a theme（habitus），known to all and thus available for modification（Moore 2004：334）.The word disposition seems particularly suited to express what is covered by the concept of habitus（defined as a system of dispositions）.It expresses first the result of an organizing action，with a meaning close to that of words such as structure；it also designates a way of being，a habitual state（especially of the body）and，in particular，a predisposition，tendency，propensity，or inclination（Bourdieu 1977：214 no.1）.

Thus，because habitus is，as its name suggests，a product of a history，the instruments of construction of the social that it invests in practical knowledge［i.e.，knowledge employed in practice］of the world and in action are socially constructed，in other words structured by the world that they structure.It follows from this that practical knowledge is doubly informed by the world it informs：it is constrained by the objective structure of the configuration of properties that the world presents it；and it is also structured through the schemes，resulting from the incorporation of the structures of the world，that it applies in selecting and constructing these objective properties.In other words，action is neither“purely reactive”in Weber’s phase，nor purely conscious and calculated.（Bourdieu 2000：148）

Wacquant accurately pointed out that “Bourdieu’s theoretical approach proceed from a thoroughgoing relationalism which grasps both objective and subjective reality in the form of mutually interpenetrating systems of relation”，a position“designed to capture the fundamentally recursive and relational nature of social life”（Wacquant 1993：236）.

Further reading：

1.Sherry Ortner，Is Female to Male as Nature is to Culture？（1974）
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1.Is Female to Male as Nature Is to Culture？Sherry B.Ortner（1941—）

Much of the creativity of anthropology derives from the tension between two sets of demands：that we explain human universals，and that we explain cultural particulars.By this canon，woman provides us with one of the more challenging problems to be dealt with.The secondary status of woman in society is one of the true universals，a pan-cultural fact.Yet within that universal fact，the specific cultural conceptions and symbolizations of woman are extraordinarily diverse and even mutually contradictory.Further，the actual treatment of women and their relative power and contribution vary enormously from culture to culture，and over different periods in the history of particular cultural traditions.Both of these points—the universal fact and the cultural variation—constitute problems to be explained.

My interest in the problem is of course more than academic：I wish to see genuine change come about，the emergence of a social and cultural order in which as much of the range of human potential is open to women as is open to men.The universality of female subordination，the fact that it exists within every type of social and economic arrangement and in societies of every degree of complexity，indicates to me that we are up against something very profound，very stubborn，something we cannot rout out simply by rearranging a few tasks and roles in the social system，or even by reordering the whole economic structure.In this paper I try to expose the underlying logic of cultural thinking that assumes the inferiority of women；I try to show the highly persuasive nature of the logic，for if it were not so persuasive，people would not keep subscribing to it.But I also try to show the social and cultural sources of that logic，to indicate wherein lies the potential for change.

It is important to sort out the levels of the problem.The confusion can be staggering.For example，depending on which aspect of Chinese culture we look at，we might extrapolate any of several entirely different guesses concerning the status of women in China.In the ideology of Taoism，yin，the female principle，and yang，the male principle，are given equal weight；“the opposition，alternation，and interaction of these two forces give rise to all phenomena in the universe”（Siu，1968：2）.Hence we might guess that maleness and femaleness are equally valued in the general ideology of Chinese culture.a
 Looking at the social structure，however，we see the strongly emphasized patrilineal descent principle，the importance of sons，and the absolute authority of the father in the family.Thus we might conclude that China is the archetypal patriarchal society.Next，looking at the actual roles played，power and influence wielded，and material contributions made by women in Chinese society—all of which are，upon observation，quite substantial—we would have to say that women are allotted a great deal of（unspoken）status in the system.Or again，we might focus on the fact that a goddess，Kuan Yin，is the central（most worshiped，most depicted）deity in Chinese Buddhism，and we might be tempted to say，as many have tried to say about goddess-worshiping cultures in prehistoric and early historical societies，that China is actually a sort of matriarchy.In short，we must be absolutely clear about what we are trying to explain before explaining it.

We may differentiate three levels of the problem：

1.The universal fact of culturally attributed second-class status of woman in every society.Two questions are important here.First，what do we mean by this；what is our evidence that this is a universal fact？And second，how are we to explain this fact，once having established it？

2.Specific ideologies，symbolizations，and social-structural arrangements pertaining to women that vary widely from culture to culture.The problem at this level is to account for any particular cultural complex in terms of factors specific to that group—the standard level of anthropological analysis.

3.Observable on-the-ground details of women’s activities，contributions，powers，influence，etc.，often at variance with cultural ideology（although always constrained within the assumption that women may never be officially preeminent in the total system）.This is the level of direct observation，often adopted now by feminist-oriented anthropologists.

This paper is primarily concerned with the first of these levels，the problem of the universal devaluation of women.The analysis thus depends not upon specific cultural data but rather upon an analysis of“culture”taken genetically as a special sort of process in the world.A discussion of the second level，the problem of cross-cultural variation in conceptions and relative valuations of women，will entail a great deal of cross-cultural research and must be postponed to another time.As for the third level，it will be obvious from my approach that I would consider it a misguided endeavor to focus only upon women’s actual though culturally unrecognized and unvalued powers in any given society，without first understanding the overarching ideology and deeper assumptions of the culture that render such powers trivial.

The Universality of Female Subordination

What do I mean when I say that everywhere，in every known culture，women are considered in some degree inferior to men？First of all，I must stress that I am talking about cultural evaluations；I am saying that each culture，in its own way and on its own terms，makes this evaluation.But what would constitute evidence that a particular culture considers women inferior？

Three types of data would suffice：（1）elements of cultural ideology and informants’statements that explicitly devalue women，according them，their roles，their tasks，their products，and their social milieux less prestige than are accorded men and the male correlates；（2）symbolic devices，such as the attribution of defilement，which may be interpreted as implicitly making a statement of inferior valuation；and（3）social-structural arrangements that exclude women from participation in or contact with some realm in which the highest powers of the society are felt to resideb
 .These three types of data may all of course be interrelated in any particular system，though they need not necessarily be.Further，anyone of them will usually be sufficient to make the point of female inferiority in a given culture.Certainly，female exclusion from the most sacred rite or the highest political council is sufficient evidence.Certainly，explicit cultural ideology devaluing women（and their tasks，roles，products，etc.）is sufficient evidence.Symbolic indicators such as defilement are usually sufficient，although in a few cases in which，say，men and women are equally polluting to one another，a further indicator is required—and is，as far as my investigations have ascertained，always available.

On any or all of these counts，then，I would flatly assert that we find women subordinated to men in every known society.The search for a genuinely egalitarian，let alone matriarchal，culture has proved fruitless.An example from one society that has traditionally been on the credit side of this ledger will suffice.Among the matrilineal Crow，as Lowie（1956）points out，“Women ...had highly honorific offices in the Sun Dance；they could become directors of the Tobacco Ceremony and played，if anything，a more conspicuous part in it than the men；they sometimes played the hostess in the Cooked Meat Festival；they were not debarred from sweating or doctoring or from seeking a vision”（p.61）.Nonetheless，“Women［during menstruation］formerly rode inferior horses and evidently this loomed as a source of contamination，for they were not allowed to approach either a wounded man or men starting on a war party.A taboo still lingers against their coming near sacred objects at these times”（p.44）.Further，just before enumerating women’s rights of participation in the various rituals noted above.Lowie mentions one particular Sun Dance Doll bundle that was not supposed to be unwrapped by a woman（p.60）.Pursuing this trail we find：“According to all Lodge Grass informants and most others，the doll owned by Wrinkled-face took precedence not only of other dolls but of all other Crow medicines whatsoever ...This particular doll was not supposed to be handled by a woman”（p.229）.c


In sum，the Crow are probably a fairly typical case.Yes，women have certain powers and rights，in this case some that place them in fairly high positions.Yet ultimately the line is drawn：menstruation is a threat to warfare，one of the most valued institutions of the tribe，one that is central to their self-definition；and the most sacred object of the tribe is taboo to the direct sight and touch of women.

Similar examples could be multiplied ad infinitum，but I think the onus is no longer upon us to demonstrate that female subordination is a cultural universal;it is up to those who would argue against the point to bring forth counter examples.I shall take the universal secondary status of women as a given，and proceed from there.

Nature and Cultured


How are we to explain the universal devaluation of women？We could of course rest the case on biological determinism.There is something genetically inherent in the male of the species，so the biological determinists would argue，that makes them the naturally dominant sex;that“something”is lacking in females，and as a result women are not only naturally subordinate but in general quite satisfied with their position，since it affords them protection and the opportunity to maximize maternal pleasures，which to them are the most satisfying experiences of life.Without going into a detailed refutation of this position，I think it fair to say that it has failed to be established to the satisfaction of almost anyone in academic anthropology.This is to say，not that biological facts are irrelevant，or that men and women are not different，but that these facts and differences only take on significance of superior/inferior within the framework of culturally defined value systems.

If we are unwilling to rest the case on genetic determinism，it seems to me that we have only one way to proceed.We must attempt to interpret female subordination in light of other universals，factors built into the structure of the most generalized situation in which all human beings，in whatever culture，find themselves.For example，every human being has a physical body and a sense of nonphysical mind，is part of a society of other individuals and an inheritor of a cultural tradition，and must engage in some relationship，however mediated，with“nature”，or the nonhuman realm in order to survive.Every human being is born（to a mother）and ultimately dies，all are assumed to have an interest in personal survival，and society/culture has its own interest in（or at least momentum toward）continuity and survival，which transcends the lives and deaths of particular individuals.And so forth.It is in the realm of such universals of the human condition that we must seek an explanation for the universal fact of female devaluation.

I translate the problem，in other words，into the following simple question.What could there be in the generalized structure and conditions of existence，common to every culture，that would lead every culture to place a lower value upon women？Specifically，my thesis is that woman is being identified with—or，if you will，seems to be a symbol of—something that every culture devalues，something that every culture defines as being of a lower order of existence than itself.Now it seems that there is only one thing that would fit that description，and that is“nature”in the most generalized sense.Every culture，or，generically，“culture”，is engaged in the process of generating and sustaining systems of meaningful forms（symbols，artifacts，etc.）by means of which humanity transcends the givens of natural existence，bends them to its purposes，controls them in its interest.We may thus broadly equate culture with the notion of human consciousness，or with the products of human consciousness（i.e.systems of thought and technology），by means of which humanity attempts to assert control over nature.

Now the categories of“nature”and“culture”are of course conceptual categories—one can find no boundary out in the actual world between the two states or realms of being.And there is no question that some cultures articulate a much stronger opposition between the two categories than others—it has even been argued that primitive peoples（some or all）do not see or intuit any distinction between the human cultural state and the state of nature at all.Yet I would maintain that the universality of ritual betokens an assertion in all human cultures of the specifically human ability to act upon and regulate，rather than passively move with and be moved by，the givens of natural existence.In ritual，the purposive manipulation of given forms toward regulating and sustaining order，every culture asserts that proper relations between human existence and natural forces depend upon culture’s employing its special powers to regulate the overall processes of the world and life.

One realm of cultural thought in which these points are often articulated is that of concepts of purity and pollution.Virtually every culture has some such beliefs，which seem in large part（though not，of course，entirely）to be concerned with the relationship between culture and nature（see Ortner，1973，n.d.）.A well-known aspect of purity/pollution beliefs cross-culturally is that of the natural“contagion”of pollution；left to its own devices，pollution（for these purposes grossly equated with the unregulated operation of natural energies）spreads and overpowers all that it comes in contact with.Thus a puzzle—if pollution is so strong，how can anything be purified？Why is the purifying agent not itself polluted？The answer，in keeping with the present line of argument，is that purification is effected in a ritual context；purification ritual，as a purposive activity that pits self-conscious（symbolic）action against natural energies，is more powerful than those energies.

In any case，my point is simply that every culture implicitly recognizes and asserts a distinction between the operation of nature and the operation of culture（human consciousness and its products）；and further，that the distinctiveness of culture rests precisely on the fact that it can under most circumstances transcend natural conditions and turn them to its purposes.Thus culture（i.e.every culture）at some level of awareness asserts itself to be not only distinct from but superior to nature，and that sense of distinctiveness and superiority rest precisely on the ability to transform—to“socialize”and“culturalize”—nature.

Returning now to the issue of women，their pan-cultural second-class status could be accounted for，quite simply，by postulating that women are being identified or symbolically associated with nature，as opposed to men，who are identified with culture.Since it is always culture’s project to subsume and transcend nature，if women were considered part of nature，then culture would find it“natural”to subordinate，not to say oppress，them.Yet although this argument can be shown to considerable force，it seems to oversimplify the case.The formulation I would like to defend and elaborate on in the following section，then，is that women are seen“merely”as being closer to nature than men.That is，culture（still equated relatively unambiguously with men）recognizes that women are active participants in its special processes，but at the same time sees them as being more rooted in，or having more direct affinity with，nature.

The revision may seem minor or even trivial，but I think it is a more accurate rendering of cultural assumptions.Further，the argument cast in these terms has several analytic advantages over the simpler formulation；I shall discuss these later.It might simply be stressed here that the revised argument would still account for the pan-cultural devaluation of women，for even if women are not equated with nature，they are nonetheless seen as representing a lower order of being，as being less transcendental of nature than men are.The next task of the paper，then，is to consider why they might be viewed in that way.

Why Is Woman Seen as Closer to Nature？

It all begins of course with the body and the natural procreative functions specific to women alone.We can sort out for discussion three levels at which this absolute physiological fact has significance：（1）woman’s body and its functions，more involved more of the time with“species life”，seem to place her closer to nature，in contrast to man’s physiology，which frees him more completely to take up the projects of culture；（2）woman’s body and its functions place her in social roles that in turn are considered to be at a lower order of the cultural process than man’s；and（3）woman’s traditional social roles，imposed because of her body and its functions，in turn give her a different psychic structure，which，like her physiological nature and her social roles，is seen as being closer to nature.I shall discuss each of these points in turn，showing first how in each instance certain factors strongly tend to align woman with nature，then indicating other factors that demonstrate her full alignment with culture，the combined factors thus placing her in a problematic intermediate position.It will become clear in the course of the discussion why men seem by contrast less intermediate，more purely“cultural”than women.And I reiterate that I am dealing only at the level of cultural and human universals.These arguments are intended to apply to generalized humanity；they grow out of the human condition，as humanity has experienced and confronted it up to the present day.

1.Woman’s physiology seen as closer to nature.This part of my argument has been anticipated，with subtlety，cogency，and a great deal of hard data，by De Beauvoir（1953）.De Beauvoir reviews the physiological structure，development，and functions of the human female and concludes that“the female，to a greater extent than the male，is the prey of the species”（p.60）.She points out that many major areas and processes of the woman’s body serve no apparent function for the health and stability of the individual；on the contrary，as they perform their specific organic functions，they are often sources of discomfort，pain，and danger.The breasts are irrelevant to personal health；they may be excised at any time of a woman’s life.“Many of the ovarian secretions function for the benefit of the egg，promoting its maturation and adapting the uterus to its requirements；in respect to the organism as a whole，they make for disequilibrium rather than for regulation—the woman is adapted to the needs of the egg rather than to her own requirements”（p.24）.Menstruation is often uncomfortable，sometimes painful；it frequently has negative emotional correlates and in any case involves bothersome tasks of cleansing and waste disposal；and—a point that De Beauvoir does not mention—in many cultures it interrupts a woman’s routine，putting her in a stigmatized state invoking various restrictions on her activities and social contacts.In pregnancy many of the woman’s vitamin and mineral resources are channeled into nourishing the fetus，depleting her own strength and energies.And finally，childbirth itself is painful and dangerous（pp.24-27 passim）.In sum，De Beauvoir concludes that the female“is more enslaved to the species than the male，her animality is more manifest”（p.239）.

While De Beauvoir’s book is ideological，her survey of woman’s physiological situation seems fair and accurate.It is simply a fact that proportionately more of woman’s body space，for a greater percentage of her lifetime，and at some—sometimes great—cost to her personal health，strength，and general stability，is taken up with the natural processes surrounding the reproduction of the species.

De Beauvoir goes on to discuss the negative implications of woman’s“enslavement to the species”in relation to the projects in which humans engage，projects through which culture is generated and defined.She arrives thus at the crux of her argument（pp.58-59）：

Here we have the key to the whole mystery.On the biological level a species is maintained only by creating itself anew;but this creation results only in repeating the same Life in more individuals.But man assures the repetition of Life while transcending Life through Existence［i.e.，goal-oriented，meaningful action］;by this transcendence he creates values that deprive pure repetition of all value.In the animal，the freedom and variety of male activities are vain because no project is involved.Except for his services to the species，what he does is immaterial.Whereas in serving the species，the human male also remodels the face of the earth，he creates new instruments，he invents，he shapes the future.

In other words，woman’s body seems to doom her to mere reproduction of life;the male，in contrast，lacking natural creative functions，must（or has the opportunity to）assert his creativity externally，“artificially”，through the medium of technology and symbols.In so doing，he creates relatively lasting，eternal，transcendent objects，while the woman creates only perishables—human beings.

This formulation opens up a number of important insights.It speaks，for example，to the great puzzle of why male activities involving the destruction of life（hunting and warfare）are often given more prestige than the female’s ability to give birth，to create life.Within De Beauvoir’s framework，we realize it is not the killing that is the relevant and valued aspect of hunting and warfare；rather，it is the transcendental（social，cultural）nature of these activities，as opposed to the naturalness of the process of birth：“For it is not in giving life but in risking life that man is raised above the animal；that is why superiority has been accorded in humanity not to the sex that brings forth but to that which kills”（ibid.）.

Thus if male is，as I am suggesting，everywhere（unconsciously）associated with culture and female seems closer to nature，the rationale for these associations is not very difficult to grasp，merely from considering the implications of the physiological contrast between male and female.At the same time，however，woman cannot be consigned fully to the category of nature，for it is perfectly obvious that she is a full-fledged human being endowed with human consciousness just as a man is；she is half of the human race，without whose cooperation the whole enterprise would collapse.She may seem more in the possession of nature than man，but having consciousness，she thinks and speaks；she generates，communicates，and manipulates symbols，categories，and values.She participates in human dialogues not only with other women but also with men.As Lévi-Strauss says，“Woman could never become just a sign and nothing more，since even in a man’s world she is still a person，and since insofar as she is defined as a sign she must［still］be recognized as a generator of signs”（Lévi-Strauss 1969a：496）.

Indeed，the fact of woman’s full human consciousness，her full involvement in and commitment to culture’s project of transcendence over nature，may ironically explain another of the great puzzles of“the woman problem”—woman’s nearly universal unquestioning acceptance of her own devaluation.For it would seem that，as a conscious human and member of culture，she has followed out the logic of culture’s arguments and has reached culture’s conclusions along with the men.As De Beauvoir puts it（p.59）：

For she，too，is an existent，she feels the urge to surpass，and her project is not mere repetition but transcendence towards a different future—in her heart of hearts she finds confirmation of the masculine pretensions.She joins the men in the festivals that celebrate the successes and victories of the males.Her misfortune is to have been biologically destined for the repetition of Life，when even in her own view Life does not carry within itself its reasons for being，reasons that are more important than life itself.

In other words，woman’s consciousness—her membership，as it were，in culture—is evidenced in part by the very fact that she accepts her own devaluation and takes culture’s point of view.

I have tried here to show one part of the logic of that view，the part that grows directly from the physiological differences between men and women.Because of woman’s greater bodily involvement with the natural functions surrounding reproduction she is seen as more a part of nature than man is.Yet in part because of her consciousness and participation in human social dialogue，she is recognized as a participant in culture.Thus she appears as something intermediate between culture and nature，lower on the scale of transcendence than man.

2.Woman’s social role seen as closer to nature.Woman’s physiological functions，I have just argued，may tend in themselves to motivatee
 a view of woman as closer to nature，a view she herself，as an observer of herself and the world，would tend to agree with.Woman creates naturally from within her own being，whereas man is free to，or forced to，create artificially，that is，through cultural means，and in such a way as to sustain culture.In addition，I now wish to show how woman’s physiological functions have tended universally to limit her social movement，and to confine her universally to certain social contexts which in turn are seen as closer to nature.That is，not only her bodily processes but the social situation in which her bodily processes locate her may carry this significance.And insofar as she is permanently associated（in the eyes of culture）with these social milieux，they add weight（perhaps the decisive part of the burden）to the view of woman as closer to nature.I refer here of course to woman’s confinement to the domestic family context，a confinement motivated，no doubt，by her lactation processes.

Woman’s body，like that of all female mammals，generates milk during and after pregnancy for the feeding of the newborn baby.The baby cannot survive without breast milk or some similar formula at this stage of life.Since the mother’s body goes through its lactation processes in direct relation to a pregnancy with a particular child，the relationship of nursing between mother and child is seen as a natural bond，other feeding arrangements being seen in most cases as unnatural and makeshift.Mothers and their children，according to cultural reasoning，belong together.Further，children beyond infancy are not strong enough to engage in major work，yet are mobile and unruly and not capable of understanding various dangers；they thus require supervision and constant care.Mother is the obvious person for this task，as an extension of her natural nursing bond with the children，or because she has a new infant and is already involved with child-oriented activities.Her own activities are thus circumscribed by the limitations and low levels of her children’s strengths and skillsf
 ：she is confined to the domestic family group；“woman’s place is in the home”.

Woman’s association with the domestic circle would contribute to the view of her as closer to nature in several ways.In the first place，the sheer fact of constant association with children plays a role in the issue；one can easily see how infants and children might themselves be considered part of nature.Infants are barely human and utterly unsocialized；like animals they are unable to walk upright，they excrete without control，they do not speak.Even slightly older children are clearly not yet fully under the sway of culture.They do not yet understand social duties，responsibilities，and morals；their vocabulary and their range of learned skills are small.One finds implicit recognition of an association between children and nature in many cultural practices.For example，most cultures have initiation rites for adolescents（primarily for boys；I shall return to this point below），the point of which is to move the child ritually from a less than fully human state into full participation in society and culture；many cultures do not hold funeral rites for children who die at early ages，explicitly because they are not yet fully social beings.Thus children are likely to be categorized with nature，and woman’s close association with children may compound her potential for being seen as closer to nature herself.It is ironic that the rationale for boys’initiation rites in many cultures is that the boys must be purged of the defilement accrued from being around mother and other women so much of the time，when in fact much of the woman’s defilement may derive from her being around children so much of the time.

The second major problematic implication of women’s close association with the domestic context derives from certain structural conflicts between the family and society at large in any social system.The implications of the“domestic/public opposition”in relation to the position of women have been cogently developed by Rosaldo（1974），and I simply wish to show its relevance to the present argument.The notion that the domestic unit—the biological family charged with reproducing and socializing new members of the society—is opposed to the public entity—the superimposed network of alliances and relationships that is the society—is also the basis of Lévi-Strauss’argument in the Elementary Structures of Kinship（1969a）.Lévi-Strauss argues not only that this opposition is present in every social system，but further that it has the significance of the opposition between nature and culture.The universal incest prohibitiong
 and its ally，the rule of exogamy（marriage outside the group），ensure that“the risk of seeing a biological family become established as a closed system is definitely eliminated；the biological group can no longer stand apart，and the bond of alliance with another family ensures the dominance of the social over the biological，and of the cultural over the natural”（p.479）.And although not every culture articulates a radical opposition between the domestic and the public as such，it is hardly contestable that the domestic is always subsumed by the public；domestic units are allied with one another through the enactment of rules that are logically at a higher level than the units themselves；this creates an emergent unit——society—that is logically at a higher level than the domestic units of which it is composed.

Now，since women are associated with，and indeed are more or less confined to，the domestic context，they are identified with this lower order of social/cultural organization.What are the implications of this for the way they are viewed？First，if the specifically biological（reproductive）function of the family is stressed，as in Lévi-Strauss’s formulation，then the family（and hence woman）is identified with nature pure and simple，as opposed to culture.But this is obviously too simple；the point seems more adequately formulated as follows：the family（and hence woman）represents lower-level，socially fragmenting，particularistic sort of concerns，as opposed to interfamilial relations representing higher-level，integrative，universalistic sorts of concerns.Since men lack a“natural”basis（nursing，generalized to child care）for a familial orientation，their sphere of activity is defined at the level of interfamilial relations.And hence，so the cultural reasoning seems to go，men are the“natural”proprietors of religion，ritual，politics，and other realms of cultural thought and action in which universalistic statements of spiritual and social synthesis are made.Thus men are identified not only with culture，in the sense of all human creativity，as opposed to nature；they are identified in particular with culture in the old-fashioned sense of the finer and higher aspects of human thought—art，religion，law，etc.

Here again，the logic of cultural reasoning aligning woman with a lower order of culture than man is clear and，on the surface，quite compelling.At the same time，woman cannot be fully consigned to nature，for there are aspects of her situation，even within the domestic context，that undeniably demonstrate her participation in the cultural process.It goes without saying，of course，that except for nursing newborn infants（and artificial nursing devices can cut even this biological tie），there is no reason why it has to be mother—as opposed to father，or anyone else—who remains identified with child care.But even assuming that other practical and emotional reasons conspire to keep woman in this sphere，it is possible to show that her activities in the domestic context could as logically put her squarely in the category of culture.

In the first place，one must point out that woman not only feeds and cleans up after children in a simple caretaker operation;she in fact is the primary agent of their early socialization.It is she who transforms newborn infants from mere organisms into cultured humans，teaching them manners and the proper ways to behave in order to become fullfledged members of the culture.On the basis of her socializing functions alone，she could not be more a representative of culture.Yet in virtually every society there is a point at which the socialization of boys is transferred to the hands of men.The boys are considered，in one set of terms or another，not yet“really”socialized；their entree into the realm of fully human（social，cultural）status can be accomplished only by men.We still see this in our own schools，where there is a gradual inversion in the proportion of female to male teachers up through the grades：most kindergarten teachers are female;most university professors are male.h


Or again，take cooking.In the overwhelming majority of societies cooking is the woman’s work.No doubt this stems from practical considerations——since the woman has to stay home with the baby，it is convenient for her to perform the chores centered in the home.But if it is true，as Lévi-Strauss has argued（1969b），that transforming the raw into the cooked may represent，in many systems of thought，the transition from nature to culture，then here we have woman aligned with this important culturalizing process，which could easily place her in the category of culture，triumphing over nature.Yet it is also interesting to note that when a culture（e.g.，France or China）develops a tradition of haute cuisine—“real” cooking，as opposed to trivial ordinary domestic cooking—the high chefs are almost always men.Thus the pattern replicates that in the area of socialization—women perform lower-level conversions from nature to culture，but when the culture distinguishes a higher level of the same functions，the higher level is restricted to men.

In short，we see once again some sources of woman’s appearing more intermediate than man with respect to the nature/culture dichotomy.Her “natural”association with the domestic context（motivated by her natural lactation functions）tends to compound her potential for being viewed as closer to nature，because of the animal-like nature of children，and because of the infrasocial connotation of the domestic group as against the rest of society.Yet at the same time her socializing and cooking functions within the domestic context show her to be a powerful agent of the cultural process，constantly transforming raw natural resources into cultural products.Belonging to culture，yet appearing to have stronger and more direct connections with nature，she is once again seen as situated between the two realms.

3.Woman’s psyche seen as closer to nature.The suggestion that woman has not only a different body and a different social locus from man but also a different psychic structure is most controversial.I will argue that she probably does have a different psychic structure，but I will draw heavily on Chodorow’s paper（this volume）to establish first that her psychic structure need not be assumed to be innate：it can be accounted for，as Chodorow convincingly shows，by the facts of the probably universal female socialization experience.Nonetheless，if we grant the empirical near universality of a“feminine psyche”with certain specific characteristics，these characteristics would add weight to the cultural view of woman as closer to nature.

It is important to specify what we see as the dominant and universal aspects of the feminine psyche.If we postulate emotionality or irrationality，we are confronted with those traditions in various parts of the world in which women functionally are，and are seen as，more practical，pragmatic，and this-worldly than men.One relevant dimension that does seem pan-culturally applicable is that of relative concreteness vs.relative abstractness：the feminine personality tends to be involved with concrete feelings，things，and people，rather than with abstract entities;it tends toward personalism and particularism.A second，closely related，dimension seems to be that of relative subjectivity vs.relative objectivity：Chodorow cites Carlson’s study（1971），which concludes that“males represent experiences of self，others，space，and time in individualistic，objective，and distant ways，while females represent experiences in relatively interpersonal，subjective，immediate ways”（this volume，p.56，quoting Carlson，p.270）.Although this and other studies were done in Western societies，Chodorow sees their findings on the differences between male and female personality—roughly，that men are more objective and inclined to relate in terms of relatively abstract categories，women more subjective and inclined to relate in terms of relatively concrete phenomena—as“general and nearly universal differences”（p.48）.

But the thrust of Chodorow’s elegantly argued paper is that these differences are not innate or genetically programmed；they arise from nearly universal features of family structure，namely that“women，universally，are largely responsible for early child care and for（at least）later female socialization”（p.48）and that“the structural situation of child rearing，reinforced by female and male role training，produces these differences，which are replicated and reproduced in the sexual sociology of adult life”（p.44）.Chodorow argues that，because mother is the early socializer of both boys and girls，both develop“personal identification”with her，i.e.diffuse identification with her general personality，behavior traits，values，and attitudes（p.51）.A son，however，must ultimately shift to a masculine role identity，which involves building an identification with the father.Since father is almost always more remote than mother（he is rarely involved in child care，and perhaps works away from home much of the day），building an identification with father involves a“positional identification，”i.e.identification with father’s male role as a collection of abstract elements，rather than a personal identification with father as a real individual（p.49）.Further，as the boy enters the larger social world，he finds it in fact organized around more abstract and universalistic criteria（see Rosaldo，this volume，pp.28-29；Chodorow，p.58），as I have indicated in the previous section；thus his earlier socialization prepares him for，and is reinforced by，the type of adult social experience he will have.

For a young girl，in contrast，the personal identification with mother，which was created in early infancy，can persist into the process of learning female role identity.Because mother is immediate and present when the daughter is learning role identity，learning to be a woman involves the continuity and development of a girl’s relationship to her mother，and sustains the identification with her as an individual；it does not involve the learning of externally defined role characteristics（Chodorow，p.51）.This pattern prepares the girl for，and is fully reinforced by，her social situation in later life；she will become involved in the world of women，which is characterized by few formal role differences（Rosaldo，p.29），and which involves again，in motherhood，“personal identification”with her children.And so the cycle begins anew.

Chodorow demonstrates to my satisfaction at least that the feminine personality，characterized by personalism and particularism can be explained as having been generated by social-structural arrangements rather than by innate biological factors.The point need not be belabored further.But insofar as the“feminine personality”has been a nearly universal fact，it can be argued that its characteristics may have contributed further to the view of women as being somehow less cultural than men.That is，women would tend to enter into relationships with the world that culture might see as being more“like nature”—immanent and embedded in things as given—than“like culture”—transcending and transforming things through the superimposition of abstract categories and transpersonal values.Woman’s relationships tend to be，like nature，relatively unmediated，more direct，whereas man not only tends to relate in a more mediated way，but in fact ultimately often relates more consistently and strongly to the mediating categories and forms than to the persons or objects themselves.

It is thus not difficult to see how the feminine personality would lend weight to a view of women as being“closer to nature”.Yet at the same time，the modes of relating characteristic of women undeniably play a powerful and important role in the cultural process.For just as relatively unmediated relating is in some sense at the lower end of the spectrum of human spiritual functions，embedded and particularizing rather than transcending and synthesizing，yet that mode of relating also stands at the upper end of that spectrum.Consider the mother-child relationship.Mothers tend to be committed to their children as individuals，regardless of sex，age，beauty，clan affiliation，or other categories in which the child might participate.Now any relationship with this quality—not just mother and child but any sort of highly personal，relatively unmediated commitment—may be seen as a challenge to culture and society“from below”，insofar as it represents the fragmentary potential of individual loyalties vis-a-vis the solidarity of the group.But it may also be seen as embodying the synthesizing agent for culture and society“from above”，in that it represents generalized human values above and beyond loyalties to particular social categories.Every society must have social categories that transcend personal loyalties，but every society must also generate a sense of ultimate moral unity for all its members above and beyond those social categories.Thus that psychic mode seemingly typical of women，which tends to disregard categories and to seek“communion”（Chodorow，p.55，following Bakan，1966）directly and personally with others，although it may appear infracultural from one point of view，is at the same time associated with the highest levels of the cultural process.

The Implications of Intermediacy

My primary purpose in this paper has been to attempt to explain the universal secondary status of women.Intellectually and personally，I felt strongly challenged by this problem；I felt compelled to deal with it before undertaking an analysis of woman’s position in any particular society.Local variables of economy，ecology，history，political and social structure，values，and world view——these could explain variations within this universal，but they could not explain the universal itself.And if we were not to accept the ideology of biological determinism，then explanation，it seemed to me，could only proceed by reference to other universals of the human cultural situation.Thus the general outlines of the approach—although not of course the particular solution offered—were determined by the problem itself，and not by any predilection on my part for global abstract structural analysis.

I argued that the universal devaluation of women could be explained by postulating that Women are seen as closer to nature than men，men being seen as more unequivocally occupying the high ground of culture.The culture/nature distinction is itself a product of culture，culture being minimally defined as the transcendence，by means of systems of thought and technology，of the natural givens of existence.This of course is an analytic definition，but I argued that at some level every culture incorporates this notion in one form or other，if only through the performance of ritual as an assertion of the human ability to manipulate those givens.In any case，the core of the paper was concerned with showing why women might tend to be assumed，over and over，in the most diverse sorts of world views and in cultures of every degree of complexity，to be closer to nature than men.Woman’s physiology，more involved more of the time with“species of life”；woman’s association with the structurally subordinate domestic context，charged with the crucial function of transforming animal-like infants into cultured beings；“woman’s psyche”appropriately molded to mothering functions by her own socialization and tending toward greater personalism and less mediated modes of relating——all these factors make woman appear to be rooted more directly and deeply in nature.At the same time，however，her“membership”and fully necessary participation in culture are recognized by culture and cannot be denied.Thus she is seen to occupy an intermediate position between culture and nature.

This intermediacy has several implications for analysis，depending upon how it is interpreted.First，of course，it answers my primary question of why woman is everywhere seen as lower than man，for even if she is not seen as nature pure and simple，she is still seen as achieving less transcendence of nature than man.Here intermediate simply means“middle status”on a hierarchy of being from culture to nature.

Second，intermediate may have the significance of“mediating”，i.e.performing some sort of synthesizing or converting function between nature and culture，here seen（by culture）not as two ends of a continuum but as two radically different sorts of processes in the world.The domestic unit—and hence woman，who in virtually every case appears as its primary representative—is one of culture’s crucial agencies for the conversion of nature into culture，especially with reference to the socialization of children.Any culture’s continued viability depends upon properly socialized individuals who will see the world in that culture’s terms and adhere more or less unquestioningly to its moral precepts.The functions of the domestic unit must be closely controlled in order to ensure this outcome;the stability of the domestic unit as an institution must be placed as far as possible beyond question.（We see some aspects of the protection of the integrity and stability of the domestic group in the powerful taboos against incest，matricide，patricide，and fratricide.i
 ）Insofar as woman is universally the primary agent of early socialization and is seen as virtually the embodiment of the functions of the domestic group，she will tend to come under the heavier restrictions and circumscriptions surrounding that unit.Her（culturally defined）intermediate position between nature and culture，here having the significance of her mediation（i.e.performing conversion functions）between nature and culture，would thus account not only for her lower status but for the greater restrictions placed upon her activities.In virtually every culture her permissible sexual activities are more closely circumscribed than man’s，she is offered a much smaller range of role choices，and she is afforded direct access to a far more limited range of its social institutions.Further，she is almost universally socialized to have a narrower and generally more conservative set of attitudes and views than man，and the limited social contexts of her adult life reinforce this situation.This socially engendered conservatism and traditionalism of woman’s thinking is another—perhaps the worst，certainly the most insidious—mode of social restriction，and would clearly be related to her traditional function of producing well-socialized members of the group.

Finally，woman’s intermediate position may have the implication of greater symbolic ambiguity（see also Rosaldo，this volume）.Shifting our image of the culture/nature relationship once again，we may envision culture in this case as a small clearing within the forest of the larger natural system.From this point of view，that which is intermediate between culture and nature is located on the continuous periphery of culture’s clearing；and though it may thus appear to stand both above and below（and beside）culture，it is simply outside and around it.We can begin to understand then how a single system of cultural thought can often assign to woman completely polarized and apparently contradictory meanings，since extremes，as we say，meet.That she often represents both life and death is only the simplest example one could mention.

For another perspective on the same point，it will be recalled that the psychic mode associated with women seems to stand at both the bottom and the top of the scale of human modes of relating.The tendency in that mode is to get involved more directly with people as individuals，and not as representatives of one social category or another；this mode can be seen as either“ignoring”（and thus subverting）or“transcending”（and thus achieving a higher synthesis of）those social categories，depending upon the cultural view for any given purpose.Thus we can account easily for both the subversive feminine symbols（witches，evil eye，menstrual pollution，castrating mothers）and the feminine symbols of transcendence（mother goddesses，merciful dispensers of salvation，female symbols of justice，and the strong presence of feminine symbolism in the realms of art，religion，ritual，and law）.Feminine symbolism，far more often than masculine symbolism，manifests this propensity toward polarized ambiguity—sometimes utterly exalted，sometimes utterly debased，rarely within the normal range of human possibilities.

If woman’s（culturally viewed）intermediacy between culture and nature has this implication of generalized ambiguity of meaning characteristic of marginal phenomena，then we are also in a better position to account for those cultural and historical“inversions”in which women are in some way or other symbolically aligned with culture and men with nature.A number of cases come to mind：the Siriono of Brazil，among whom，according to Ingham（1971：1098）：“nature，the raw，and maleness”are opposed to“culture，the cooked，and femaleness”j
 .Nazi Germany，in which women were said to be the guardians of culture and morals；European courtly love，in which man considered himself the beast and woman the pristine exalted object—a pattern of thinking that persists，for example，among modern Spanish peasants（see Pitt-Rivers，1961；Rosaldo，this volume）.And there are no doubt other cases of this sort，including some aspects of our own culture’s view of women.Each such instance of an alignment of women with culture rather than nature requires detailed analysis of specific historical and ethnographic data.But in indicating how nature in general，and the feminine mode of interpersonal relations in particular，can appear from certain points of view to stand both under and over（but really simply outside of）the sphere of culture’s hegemony，we have at least laid the groundwork for such analyses.

In short，the postulate that woman is viewed as closer to nature than man has several implications for further analysis，and can be interpreted in several different ways.If it is viewed simply as a middle position on a scale from culture down to nature，then it is still seen as lower than culture and thus accounts for the pan-cultural assumption that woman is lower than man in the order of things.If it is read as a mediating element in the culture-nature relationship，then it may account in part for the cultural tendency not merely to devalue woman but to circumscribe and restrict her functions，since culture must maintain control over its（pragmatic and symbolic）mechanisms for the conversion of nature into culture.And if it is read as an ambiguous status between culture and nature，it may help account for the fact that，in specific cultural ideologies and symbolizations，woman can occasionally be aligned with culture，and in any event is often assigned polarized and contradictory meanings within a single symbolic system.Middle status，mediating functions，ambiguous meaning—all are different readings，for different contextual purposes，of woman’s being seen as intermediate between nature and culture.

Conclusions

Ultimately，it must be stressed again that the whole scheme is a construct of culture rather than a fact of nature.Woman is not“in reality”any closer to（or further from）nature than man—both have consciousness，both are mortal.But there are certainly reasons why she appears that way，which is what I have tried to show in this paper.The result is a（sadly）efficient feedback system：various aspects of woman’s situation（physical，social，psychological）contribute to her being seen as closer to nature，while the view of her as closer to nature is in turn embodied in institutional forms that reproduce her situation.The implications for social change are similarly circular：a different cultural view can only grow out of a different social actuality；a different social actuality can only grow out of a different cultural view.

It is clear，then，that the situation must be attacked from both sides.Efforts directed solely at changing the social institutions—through setting quotas on hiring，for example，or through passing equal-pay-for-equal-work laws—cannot have far-reaching effects if cultural language and imagery continue to purvey a relatively devalued view of women.But at the same time efforts directed solely at changing cultural assumptions—through male and female consciousness-raising groups，for example，or through revision of educational materials and mass-media imagery—cannot be successful unless the institutional base of the society is changed to support and reinforce the changed cultural view.Ultimately，both men and women can and must be equally involved in projects of creativity and transcendence.Only then will women be seen as aligned with culture，in culture’s ongoing dialectic with nature.

NOTES


a
 It is true of course that yin，the female principle，has a negative valence.Nonetheless，there is an absolute complementarity of yin and yang in Taoism，a recognition that the world requires the equal operation and interaction of both principles for its survival.


b
 Some anthropologists might consider this type of evidence（social-structural arrangements that exclude women，explicitly or de facto，from certain groups，roles，or statuses）to be a subtype of the second type of evidence（symbolic formulations of inferiority）.I would not disagree with this view，although most social anthropologists would probably separate the two types.


c
 While we are on the subject of injustices of various kinds，we might note that Lowie secretly bought this doll，the most sacred object in the tribal repertoire，from its custodian，the widow of Wrinkled-face.She asked 400 for it，but this price was“far beyond［Lowie’s］means，”and he finally got it for 80（p.300）.


d
 With all due respect to Lévi-Strauss（1969a，b，and passim）.


e
 Semantic theory uses the concept of motivation of meaning，which encompasses various ways in which a meaning may be assigned to a symbol because of certain objective properties of that symbol，rather than by arbitrary association.In a sense，this entire paper is an inquiry into the motivation of the meaning of woman as a symbol，asking why woman may be unconsciously assigned the significance of being closer to nature.For a concise statement on the various types of motivation of meaning，see Ullman（1963）.


f
 A situation that often serves to make her more childlike herself.


g
 David M.Schneider（personal communication）is prepared to argue that the incest taboo is not universal，on the basis of material from Oceania.Let us say at this point，then，that it is virtually universal.


h
 I remember having my first male teacher in the fifth grade，and I remember being excited about that—it was somehow more grown-up.


i
 Nobody seems to care much about sororicide—a point that ought to be investigated.


j
 Ingham’s discussion is rather ambiguous itself，since women are also associated with animals：“The contrasts man/animal and man/woman are evidently similar ...hunting is the means of acquiring women as well as animals”（p.1095）.A careful reading of the data suggests that both women and animals are mediators between nature and culture in this tradition.
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Chapter 7 Research Methods in Anthropology

In this part，the editor will deal with the key concepts in anthropological research methods including the different levels of methods，the basic procedure of research and the simple descriptions of qualitative and quantitative analysis and so on.

Different Levels of Methods

First，let’s begin with the different levels of research methods.As Bernard（2006：3-4）explained：at the most general level，method means epistemology，or the study of how we know things.At a still-pretty-general level，it’s about strategic choices，like whether to do participant observation fieldwork，dig up information from libraries and archives，do a survey，or run an experiment.These are strategic methods，which means that they comprise lots of methods at once.At the most specific level，method is about choice of technique-whether to stratify a sample or not，whether to do face-to-face interviews or use the telephone，whether to take notes and so on.When it comes to epistemology，you should decide whether you accept the philosophical principles of rationalism or empiricism.Rationalism is the idea that human beings achieve knowledge because of their capacity to reason.From the rationalist perspective，there are a priori truths，which，if we just prepare our minds adequately，will become evident to us all.From this perspective，progress of the human intellectual over the centuries has resulted from reason instead of experiences.On the contrary，for the empiricists，human beings are born with a“clean slate.”What they come to know is the result of their experiences written on that slate.David Hume（1711-1776）elaborated the empiricist philosophy of knowledge：We see and hear and taste things，and，as we accumulate experience，we make generalizations.We come，in other words，to understand what is true from what we are exposed to.So，empiricism holds the idea that people learn their values and the values are therefore relative while rationalism thinks there are universal truths about right and wrong.

Then，these philosophical principles laid the logical foundations for the two traditions in social science：positivism and humanism.The central position of positivism is that experience is the basis of knowledge.We record what we experience—what we see others do，what we hear others say，what we feel others feel.The quality of the recording，then，becomes the key to knowledge.Humanism is an intellectual tradition both in anthropology and other social and humanistic sciences that originated from Protagoras’（485-410BC）famous dictum that“Man is the measure of all things，”which implies that truth is not absolute but is decided by individual human judgment.Humanism has been historically at variance with the philosophy of knowledge represented by science（Bernard 2006：18-21）.Different from positivism that upholds general rules in scientific studies，humanists emphasize the uniqueness of humanity and the need for a nonscientific method for studying human beings.Furthermore，we still have the hermeneutic tradition that comes into the social societies with the close and careful study of all free-flowing texts.In anthropology，the texts may be myths or folk tale，letters，phone records and so on.According to Bernard（2006：23），the hermeneutic approach would stress that：（1）the myths contain some underlying meaning，at least for the people who tell the myths；and（2）it is our job to discover that meaning with the cognition that meaning can change over time and also be different for subgroups within a society.Then，the hermeneutic approach—the discovery of the meaning of texts through constant interpretation and reinterpretation—is easily extended to the study of any body of texts：sets of political speeches，letters from soldiers in battle to their families at home，transcriptions of doctor-patient interactions.The idea that culture is“an assemblage of texts”is the basis for the interpretive anthropology of Glifford Geertz（1973）.

Next，we will move to the part of the foundations of social research which includes the fundamental concepts of social research：variables，measurement，case and effect，theory and soon.

Variables

A variable is something that can take more than one value.The values can be words or numbers.For example，if you ask a woman what’s her monthly income，the answer will be a number，but if you ask her about her occupation，the answer will be a word（“teacher”，“attendant”or“doctor”and so on）（Bernard 2006：28）.Similarly，for Barbbie（2003：29），variables have what social researchers call attributes or values.Attributes are characteristics or qualities that describe an object such as a person.Examples include female，Asian，alienated，conservative，dishonest，intelligent，and farmer.Anything you might use to describe yourself or someone else involves an attribute.So，variables are actually logical groupings of attributes.Male and female are attributes and the variables sex or gender are composed of these attributes.The variable occupation is composed of attributes such as nurse，worker，manager and lawyer.

According to Bernard（2006：28），social research is based on defining variables，looking for association among them，and trying to understand whether—and how—variation in one thing cause variation in another.Some common variables in social research are age，sex，ethnicity，race，education，occupation，social relations，income，marital status，and social class.Barbbie（2003：29）also contended that social research involves the study of variables and their relationships.Social theories are written in a language of variables，and people get involved only as the“carriers”of those variables.

Variables can be unidimensional or multidimensional.If you measure a unidimensional variable，one value or attribute is enough while the multidimensional variable must be measured by more than one value.Height，weight，birthday，age，gender and marital status are unidimensional variables that are relatively easy to measure.But social class is a multidimensional variable and is a little difficult to measure.

Variables can also be classified into dependent variable and independent variable to show the relationships between variables.Generally speaking，the independent variable is the cause and the dependent variable is the effect.For example，if we explore the relationship between gender and longevity，longevity is the dependent variable because it depends on sex.In other words，how long you live does not have any effect on your sex.To do a research，you should deal with at least two variables and identify which one is independent variable and which is the dependent variable.

As abstract concepts，variables must be measured in order to be analyzed.They are measured by their indicators，and indicators are defined by their values.To put it in other way，measurement is deciding which value to record.Some concepts are easy to be measured while others are complex and difficult to measure.From anthropological perspective，you have to test（and，if necessary，adapt）every measure of every variable in every new culture where you want to use it.So，the measurement of variables is the most difficult step of anthropological research.Some scholars inclined to use mature indicator systems that have been testified many times to measure their variables.For instance，when you want to measure sex-role identity，you can use BSRI（Bem Sex Role Inventory）.

Preparing for Research

To prepare for a research，you should first find a problem to develop a topic according to your interests，research goal，your social network，money，time，resources and so on.This problem or topic can be found based on your own social experiences or former literatures.So，Bernard（2006：69-70）argued，the ideal research process will include four steps：problem，method，data collection&analysis and supporting or rejecting a hypothesis or theory.That means，first，a theoretical problem is formulated；next，an appropriate site and method are selected；then，data are collected and analyzed；finally，the theoretical proposition with which the research was launched is either challenged or supported.Something should be emphasized is that only you have sketched your study and have a related hypothesis in your mind could you packaged for fieldwork，which will surely save your time and make your research more efficient.However，you should also avoid being constrained by the hypothesis and neglecting the social facts in fieldwork at the same time.To help the beginner start a research，Bernard（2006：89-90）summarized four research topics in his book：（1）the nature-nurture problem，（2）the evolution problem，（3）the internal-external problem，and（4）the social facts or emergent properties problem：

1.The nature-nurture problem.This is an age-old question：how much of our personality and behavior is determined by our genes and how much by our exposure to different environments？Many diseases（cystic fibrosis，Tay-Sachs，sickle-cell anemia）are completely determined by our genes，but others（heart disease，diabetes，asthma）are at least partly the result of our cultural and physical environment.

2.The evolution problem.Studies of how groups change through time from one kind of thing to another kind of thing are in this arena.Societies change very slowly through time，but at some point we say that a village has changed into a city or that a society has changed from a feudal to an industrial economy.All studies of the differences between small societies—Gemeinschaften—and big societies—Gesellschaften—are in this arena.So are studies of inexorable bureaucratization as organizations grow.

3.The internal-external problem.Studies of this way in which behavior is influenced by values and by environmental conditions are in this arena.Studies of response effects（how people respond differently to the same question asked by a woman or by a man，for example）are in this arena，too.So are studies of the difference between what people say they do and what they really do.

4.The social facts，or emergent properties problem.The name for this problem comes from Emile Durkheim’s（1933［1893］）argument that social facts exist outside of individuals and are not reducible to psychological facts.A great deal of social research is based on the assumption that people are influenced by social forces that emerge from the interaction of humans but transcend individuals.Many studies of social networks and social support，for example，are in this arena，as are studies that test the influence of organizational forms on human thought and behavior.

Besides the theoretical and academic preparations mentioned above，the researchers going outside for fieldwork must have reviewed all the related literatures，completed the investigation outline consisting of many questions focus on the theme，known the field sites as much as possible（including their social and natural environments）and taken all the goods individual needed such as identity card，official letter of introduction，medicine，electronic devices（camera，digital voice recorder），and so on before their leaving.

The Literature Search

Also called literature review，literature search is the very important part of all social scientific researches，and anthropology is no exception.Bernard（2006：96）has mentioned：the first thing to do after you get an idea for a piece of research is to find out what has already been done on it，which will help to double-check your research topic and elaborate the significance of it.So，literature research is not to show that how many books and articles you have read but to use former related literatures to develop your own ideas.According to Bernard（2006：96-106），there are three main documentation resources：people，review articles and bibliographies，and a host of online databases.

With the great developments of new technology and the appearance of lots of online databases，it is now relatively easy for us to find research materials and information while the difficult thing is how to get useful materials efficiently.Just as Bernard had advised：“Begin by asking everyone and anyone whom you think has a remote chance of knowing something about the topic you’re interested in if they can recommend some key articles or books that will get you into the literature on you topic”（Bernard 2006：96），an expert can help you a lot especially at the very beginning of your research by offering you networks，inspiring your thinking and so on.Next，we will move to review articles and bibliographies.Most of the review articles are written by experts in their fields who have always digested many research materials related to the articles or books that they reviewed，and therefore can get you right into the middle of a topic in a minute，which reduces your efforts to read through the whole articles or even the books.At the same time，you can also find useful references in an article or a book（similar to your topic）’s bibliography for it generally lists the documentations the author had searched for his study that can also be referred to by you.

For the online databases，some of them are free while many of them are commercial products only available by subscription.Easy to search and good to use，online databases are worth recommendation.The best choice may be Web of Science，but still others should not be neglected.

Web of Science：The Thompson Institute for Scientific Information，or ISI（http：//www.isinet.com）developed the Science Citation Index Expanded （the SCI），the Social Science Citation Index（the SSCI），and the Arts and Humanities Citation Index（the A&HCI）.These three indexes together comprise the Web of Science，the necessary resource for doing a literature research.

Anthropological Index Online：Beginning as a quarterly journal，Anthropological Index （AI）is published by the Royal Anthropological Institute in London，and as an index of the periodicals in Museum of Mankind Library of the British Museum.AI became published online in 1997 and is a free service.The website of it：http：//aio.anthropology.org.uk/aio/AIO.html.AI covers the major journals for cultural anthropology and archeology，however，it also covers many journals that are not the objects of any other indexing service，especially small journals from developing countries and eastern Europe.

Anthropological Literature：The Tozzer Library in the Peabody Museum of Archeology and Ethnology（Dr.Rubie Waston had been the curator of Comparative Ethnology for the Peabody Museum.）at Harvard University is the largest collection of anthropological literature in the world.Beginning in 1979，Tozzer started to publish Anthropological Literature，a quarterly journal that indexes all the books and articles that come into the library.Besides the library holdings，Anthropological Literature indexes about 850 journals across the whole field of anthropology and in related fields such as demography，economics，and psychology.AL is particularly good for finding older materials on North American，Middle American，and South American archeology and ethnology.

Sampling

When you want to test your blood type，the nurse will collect several drops of your blood instead of drawing all of it from you.This is a kind of sampling similar to that used in anthropological research，which means it is impossible for anthropologists to observe or interview all the study objects，so a necessary step is to choose objects.“By ‘scientifically drawn’，I mean random selection of cases so that every unit of analysis has an equal chance of being chosen for study.”（Bernard 2006：146）

There are two kinds of data for anthropologists：individual attribute data and cultural data.They need different ways of sampling.The former requires probability sampling and the latter requires nonprobability sampling.Probability sampling includes random samples，systematic random sampling，stratified sampling，cluster sampling and so on.If you can get it，the first thing for a good sampling is to find the sampling frame.“A sampling frame is a list of units of analysis from which you take a sample and to which you generalize.”（Bernard 2006：149）

If you deal with something sensitive or cultural data，nonprobability sampling is more appropriate for only the experienced person or experts can offer you detailed information.For example，will you ask every sample about their wedding ceremony or just inquire an expert about it？In this case，an expert is enough.The main nonprobability sampling methods are：quota sampling，purposive or（judgment）sampling，convenience（or haphazard）sampling，and chain referral（including snowball and respondent-driven）sampling.Sometimes，these experts can become your key informants with whom you，an ethnographer，developed close relationships and he then would like to share all his knowledge about his culture with you.In the study of cultures，good key informants are people whom you can talk to easily，who has the ability to understand what you need and respond accordingly，and who are glad to give it to you or get it for you.

Interviewing

“Interviewing”covers a lot of things，from totally unstructured interactions，through semistructured conversations，to highly formal interactions with informants.Interviewing can be done on the phone，in person or face to face，by mail or email——even by computer.There is a continuum of interview situations based on the degree that the researchers controlled the informants.The different types of interviews produce different kinds of data that fit for researches with various purposes.

“Characterized by a total lack of structure or control”（Bernard 2006：211），informal interviews are always done in a relatively casual way and the respondents may not realize that they are interviewed，but it is really helpful to get the research start by building great rapport.Throughout the whole ethnographic fieldwork，informal interviews can also be used to detect new topics or information that has been neglected.

Unstructured interviewing is based on a clear plan that the researchers have made according to their aims，but it has the minimum control over the informants’responses，which means to let the people open up and express their own ideas in their own words，and at their own pace revolving the research topics that have been set.

Participant Observation

According to Bernard，“Participant observation fieldwork is the foundation of cultural anthropology.It involves getting close to people and making them feel comfortable enough with your presence so that you can observe and record information about their lives.”（Bernard 2006：342）He believed that participant observation is both a humanistic method and a scientific one.It produces the kind of experiential knowledge that lets the researcher talk convincingly to others about his findings for he had gone there and his eyes have it.Specifically，

Participant observation involves going out and staying out，learning a new language（or a new dialect of a language you already know），and experiencing the lives of the people you are studying as much as you can.Participant observation is about stalking culture in the wild—establishing rapport and learning to act so that people go about their business as usual when you show up.If you are a successful participant observer，you will know when to laugh at what people think is funny；and when people laugh at what you say，it will be because you meant it to be a joke.Participant observation involves immersing yourself in a culture and learning to remove yourself every day from that immersion so you can intellectualize what you’ve seen and heard，put it into perspective，and write about it convincingly.When it’s done right，participant observation turns fieldworkers into instruments of data collection and data analysis.（Bernard 2006：344）

Compared with other anthropological methods such as experiments and so on，participant observation provides researchers with the opportunities to experience the cultures by themselves.It is said seeing is believing，so experiencing can’t be substituted for in anthropological researches.Only by staying with the informants for quite a long time，could you understand them and their cultures deeply and completely；only by seeing and experiencing the cultural phenomena by yourself，could you record it clearly and vividly.

Brief Introduction to Qualitative and Quantitative Analysis

If you are doing a qualitative analysis of qualitative data（interpretive studies of texts are of this kind），that means you need to tell the story you saw and try to find the themes and the relationships among different but related themes or to look for the hidden，deeper meaning or multiple meanings in the story.On the contrary，the quantitative analysis of quantitative data refers to numerical or statistical analysis of numerical data.Almost all the data about human behavior can be measured and became numbers.For the qualitative analysis of quantitative data，it involves the search for patterns using visualization methods，and the seek for，and the presentation of meaning in the results of quantitative data processing.At last，the quantitative analysis of qualitative data will turn the data from words or images into numbers.In short，just as Bernard said：“most quantitative analysis in the social sciences involves reducing people（as observed directly or through their texts）to numbers；most qualitative analysis involves reducing people to words——your words about the meaning of their words or actions or artifacts.”（Bernard 2006：452）

Then，we come to the question：what’s analysis at all？Bernard had mentioned：“analysis is the search for patterns in data and for ideas that help explain why those patterns are there in the first place”（Bernard 2006：452）.As for me，anthropological analysis aims to find rules among the data collected from fieldwork or literature research by sorting and comparing them based on the theme.The conclusion may testify the hypothesis you made before or falsify it.The followed are some guidelines about analysis summarized by Bernard（Bernard 2006：454）：

3.Be open to negative evidence rather than annoyed when it pops up.When you run into a case that doesn’t fit your theory，ask yourself whether it’s the result of（a）normal intracultural variation，（b）your lack of knowledge about range of appropriate behavior，or（c）a genuinely unusual case.

4.As you come to understand how something works，seek out alternative explanations from key informants and from colleagues，and listen to them carefully.American folk culture，for example，holds that women left home for the workforce because of what widely called“feminism”and“women’s liberation”.That’s poplar emic explanation.An alternative explanation is that feminist values and orientations are supported，if not caused，by women being driven out of their homes and into the workforce by the hyperinflation during the 1970s that drove down the purchasing power of their husband’s incomes（Margolis 1984）.Both the emic，folk explanation and the etic explanation are interesting for different reasons.

5.Try to fit extreme cases into your theory，and if the cases won’t fit，don’t be too quick to throw them out.It is always easier to throw out cases than it is to reexamine your own ideas，but the easy way out is hardly ever the right way in research.
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Chapter 8 Ethnic Group and Ethnicity

In modern society，ethnic group has becoming a very important concept，especially after the founding of new nation-states.For the students majoring in ethnology or anthropology，they should know something about the concepts of ethnicity，the relationships between language，religion and ethnic group and so on.

The Concepts and Theories of Ethnicity

Richard Schermerhorn：An ethnic group is defined here as a collectivity within a larger society having real or putative common ancestry，memories of a shared historical past，and a cultural focus on one or more symbolic elements defined as the epitome of their people-hood.Examples of such symbolic elements are：kinship patterns，physical contiguity（as in localism or sectionalism），religious affiliation，language or dialect forms，tribal affiliation，nationality，phenotypical features，or any combination of these.A necessary accompaniment is some consciousness of kind among members of the group.

［Comparative Ethnic Relations （New York：Random House，1970），12.］

Max Weber：The belief in group affinity，regardless of whether it has any objective foundation，can have important consequences especially for the formation of a political community.We shall call“ethnic group”those human groups that entertain a subjective belief that in their common descent because of similarities of physical type or of customs or both，or because of memories of colonization and migration；this belief must be important for the propagation of group formation；conversely，it does not matter whether or not an objective blood relationship exists.Ethnic membership（Gemeinsamkeit）differs from the kinship group precisely by being a presumed identity，not a group with concrete social action，like the latter.In our sense，ethnic membership dose not constitute a group；it only facilitates group formation of any kind，particularly in the political sphere.On the other hand，it is primarily the political community，no matter how artificially organized，that inspires the belief in common ethnicity.This belief tends to persist even after the disintegration of the political community，unless drastic differences in the custom，physical type，or above all，language exist among its members.

［‘Ethnic groups’，in G.Roth and C.Wittich（eds.），Economy and Society，Vol.I（Berkeley and Los Angeles：University of California Press，1978），389-395］

Clifford Geertz：People of the new states are simultaneously animated by two powerful，thoroughly interdependent，yet distinct and often actually opposed motives—the desire to be recognized as responsible agents whose wishes，acts，hopes，and opinions ‘matter’，and the desire to build an efficient，dynamic modern state.The one aim to be noticed：it is a search for an identity，and a demand that that identity be publicly acknowledged as having import，a social assertion of the self as ‘being somebody in the world.’The other aim is practical：it is a demand for progress，for a rising standard of living，more effective political order，greater social justice and beyond that of ‘playing a part in the larger arena of world politics，’of ‘exercising influence among the nations.’....［But there are some tensions between these two aims for］people’s sense of self remains bound up in the gross actualities of blood，race，language，locality，religion，or tradition，and because of the steadily accelerating importance in this century of sovereign state as a positive instrument for the realization of collective aims.Multiethnic，usually multilinguistic，and sometimes multiracial，the populations of the new states tend to regard the immediate，concrete，and to them inherently meaningful sorting implicit in such ‘natural’diversity as the substantial content of their individuality.To subordinate these specific and familiar identifications in favor of a generalized commitment to an overarching and somewhat alien civil order is to risk a loss of definition as an autonomous person，either through absorption into a culturally undifferentiated mass or，what is even worse，through domination by some other rival ethnic，racial or linguistic community that is able to imbue that order with temper of its own personality....The insistence on recognition as someone who is visible and matters and the will to be modern and dynamic thus tend to diverge，and much of the political process in the new states pivots around a heroic effort to keep them aligned....［At the same time，］the new states are abnormally susceptible to serious disaffection based on primordial attachments.By a primordial attachment is meant one that stems from the ‘gives’—or，more precisely，as culture is inevitably involved in such matters，the assumed ‘gives’—of social existence：immediate contiguity and kin connection mainly，but beyond them the givenness that stems from being born into a particular religious community，speaking a particular language，or even a dialect of a language，and the following particular social practices....The general strength of such primordial bonds，and the types of them that are important，differ from person to person，from society to society，and from time to time.But for virtually every person，in every society，at almost all times，some attachments seem to flow more from a sense of natural—some would say spiritual—affinity than from social interaction.

［‘The integrative revolution’，in C.Geertz（ed.），Old Societies and New States（New York：Free Press，1963），108-113］

Ethnicity，Religion，and Language

Anthony D.Smith：It is worth remembering，however，that ethnic communities can，and have，survived over long periods without political autonomy，without a homeland of their own，even without a common language—as the linguistic divisions in Switzerland remind us—though this is rare.In such cases，other social and psychological factors appear to compensate for these absences.

This suggests that we need to pay more attention to the subjective elements in ethnic survival，such as ethnic memories，values，symbols，myths and traditions.The reason is that long-term ethnic survival depends，in the first place，on the active cultivation by specialists and others of a heightened sense of collective distinctiveness and mission.The members of an ethnic community must be made to feel，not only that they form a single ‘super-family’，but that their historic community is unique，that they possess what Max Weber called ‘irreplaceable culture values’，that their heritage must be preserved against inner corruption and external control，and that the community has a sacred duty to extend its culture values to outsiders.Persians，Armenians，Poles，Russians，Chinese，Koreans，Japanese，Americans，Irish，English and French，to name but a few，have all cultivated this sense of uniqueness and mission by nurturing ethnic values and traditions，through myths of distant origins and symbols and memories of a golden age former glory.
 
[1]



We can go further.Myths of common ancestry and memories of a golden age may unite and inspire the members of an ethnic community over several generations.Yet what is even more important for ethnic survival is to cultivate a myth of ethnic election.Those communities that managed to formulate and cultivate such a belief have succeeded in prolonging the specific collective life of their members over many generations.The creation and dissemination by specialists of the belief that ‘we are a“chosen people”，has been crucial for ensuring long-term ethnic survival.

［‘Chosen peoples：why ethnic groups survive’，Ethnic and Racial Studies，15：3（1992），440-9］

Cynthia Enloe：The kind of religion—along these lines of distinction—as part of an ethnic group’s communal package will determine how porous the ethnic boundaries are，how capable a group is of withstanding outside pressure to assimilate，and how prone the group will be to absorb outsiders through intermarriage or conversion.The type of religion confessed by group actors is also a significant factor in interethnic dynamics.The most tense interethnic relationship occurs when two ethnic groups confess different religions，each religion is theologically and organizationally elaborate and explicit，and when those religions have generated taboos operative in the routine aspects of life，for instance diet.The intensity is increased when each religion has a tradition of evangelism.This situation approximates the situation in contemporary Lebanon but it is not applicable to the situation between Malays and Chinese in Malaysia，between Walloons and Flemings in Belgium，or between Great Russians and Ukrainians in Soviet Union.

Therefore，when assessing what religion adds to ethnic identification and inter-ethnicrelations，it is essential to note that there are critical differences among religions which bear directly on how ethnicity is expressed and maintained collectively.It is not simply a matter of ‘religion’being a part of the boundary setting package，but which religion
 
[2]

 .To add another complexity the boundaries may often be affected by a sect of a major religion.Some ethnic boundaries persist when persons are all Muslims，all Hindus or all Christians but the distinction between Sunni and Shiite Muslims is a salient factor in Iraqi ethnic politics；and there are divisions between Lebanese Christians—Maronite，Orthodox and Catholic.

Ethnic communalism does not appear to be lessened when groups are distinguished by sectarian differences rather than by major religious confessional orientations.Interethnic hostility，however，may be particularly acute when each group is convinced that its own interpretation of the basic theology is correct while the other’s is corrupted.Moreover，when the religious beliefs of two ethnic groups are relatively close the other differences may become especially important since they are necessary for boundary maintenance.Richard Gambino observes that Italian-Americans traditionally felt more antagonism toward Irish-Americans than against Jews or Protestants because of what they perceived to be the deviations of Irish Catholicism.
 
[3]

 This suggests that when ethnic boundaries are firmly established on extrareligious grounds，group members who appear to be religiously identical will have a stake in denying religious homogeneity.

［‘Religion and ethnicity’，in P.Sugar（ed.），Ethnic Diversity and Conflict in Eastern Europe（Santa Barbara：ABC-Clio，1980b），350-60.］

Ethnicity in the Modern World

Nathan Glazer and Daniel P.Moynihan：Perhapsthe meaning of ethnic labels will yet be erased in America.But it has not yet worked out this way in New York.It is true that immigrants to this country were rapidly transformed，in comparison with immigrants to other countries，that they lost their language and altered their culture.It was reasonable to believe that a new American type would emerge，a new nationality in which it would be a matter of indifference whether a man was of Anglo-Saxon or German or Italian or Jewish origin，and in which indeed，because of the diffusion of populations through all parts of the country and all levels of the social order，and because of the consequent close contact and intermarriage，it would be impossible to make such distinctions.This may still be the most likely result in the long run.After all，in 1960 almost half of New York City’s population was still foreign-born or the children of foreign-born.Yet it is also true that it is forty years since the end of mass immigration，and new processes，scarcely visible when our chief concern was with the great masses of immigrants and the problems of their ‘Americanization，’now emerge to surprise us.The initial notion of an American melting pot did not，it seems，quite grasp what would happen in America.At least it did not grasp what would happen in the short run，and since this short run encompasses at least the length of a normal lifetime，it is not something we can ignore.

It is true that language and culture are largely lost in the first and second generations，and this makes the dream of ‘cultural pluralism’—of a new Italy or Germany or Ireland in America，a League of Nations established in the New World—as unlikely as the hope of a ‘melting pot’.But as the groups were transformed by influences in American society，stripped of their original attributes，they were recreated as something new，but still as identifiable groups.Concretely，persons think of themselves as members of that group，with that name；they are thought of by others as members of that group，with that name；and most significantly，they are linked to other members of the group by new attributes that the original immigrants would never have recognized as identifying their group，but which nevertheless serve to mark them off，by more than simply name and association，in the third generation and even beyond.

The assimilating power of American society and culture operated on immigrant groups in different ways，to make them，it is true，something they had not been，but still something distinct and identifiable.The impact of assimilating trends on the groups is different in part because the groups are different—Catholic peasants from Southern Italy were affected differently，in the same city and the same time，from urbanized Jewish workers and merchants from Eastern Europe.We cannot even begin to indicate how various were the characteristics of family structure，religion，economic experience and attributes，educational experience and attitudes，political outlook that differentiated groups from such different backgrounds.Obviously，some American influences worked on them in common and with the same effects.But their differences meant they were open to different parts of American experience，interpreted it in different ways，used it for different ends.In the third generation，the descendants of the immigrants confronted each other，and knew they were both Americans，in the same dress，with the same language，using the same artifacts，troubled by the same things，but they voted differently，had different ideas about education and sex，and were still，in many essential ways，as different from one another as their grandfathers had been.

［Beyond the Melting Pot（Cambridge，Mass.：MIT Press，1963），12-17］

Daniel Bell：Most societies in the world today are‘plural societies’.By plural societies，I simply mean the existence of segmental sociological groups which can establish effective cultural and political cohesion within the society and make cultural，economic，or political claims on the society，on the basis of that group identity
 
[4]

 .Sometimes these cohesions are direct and primordial；sometimes these cohesions are created out of adversary conflicts.

In most countries，and this has been true historically，the plural society was a product of conquest in which various minority groups were subjugated by force and incorporated into a society.In North America，however，the plural society was created largely out of the free mingling of peoples through immigration，and with impressed black slaves brought by traders
 
[5]

 .

Until fairly recently，there was little overt competition between these plural groups.In colonial countries or empires，an open system of overt domination kept most of the indigenous peoples subjected.In multigroup societies such as the United States，the oldest settler segment exercised customary social and economic dominance.But with the destruction of imperialist rule in former colonial countries，and the erosion of the older authority structures in the industrial west，competition between the plural groups today has become the norm.

Except where minorities（or majorities even）are openly repressed（for example，South Africa，Angola），competition between plural groups takes place largely in the political arena.The reason is simple.Status competition is diffuse and lacks a specific site.Economic competition is dispersed between interests and occupations.But political competition is direct and tangible，the rewards are specified through legislation or by the direct allocation of jobs and privileges.The very nature of interest-group rivalry，where the plural groups are evidently distinct，makes it certain that the political arena becomes the most salient in the competition for the chief values of the society.

There is a second general reason why the political arena has become so salient.This is the ‘shrinkage’of the economic order in advanced industrial societies.For two centuries，as Emile Durkheim pointed out seventy years ago，‘Economic life has taken on an expansion it never knew before.From being a secondary function，despised and left to inferior classes，it passed on to one of first rank.We see the military，governmental and religious functions falling back more and more in face of it.’
 
[6]

 In effect，the economic order ‘swelled up’as if to encompass，almost，the entire life of society and the ‘horizontal’divisions of the economic order，that of capitalist and worker，became the central socio-political division of the society as well.But now，as I have pointed out earlier，the economic order in almost all advanced industrial societies has become increasingly subordinated to the political system：first，because of the need to manage the economic system；and second，because the rise of noneconomic values（environment，ecology，health，culture，freer personal styles—elements subsumed under that phrase ‘the quality of life’）has led to the demand for the control of economic production.

The third major reason for the centrality of the political order is that the major processes of modernization—the transformation of societies—in Africa，Asia，the Soviet Union，and to some extent，Latin America，are being carried out ‘from the top’，by elites，and through the force and coercion available only through the political system.Marx may have felt that social change is initiated in society in the economic substructure，but the most striking fact of the industrialization of the Soviet Union and the transformation of peasant agriculture into communes in China is that these are ‘directed’efforts，carried out by political means.

［‘Ethnicity and social change’，in N.Glazer and D.P.Moynihan（eds.），Ethnicity：Theory and Experience（Cambridge，Mass：Harvard University Press，1975），160-71.］
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 For Weber’s phrase see M.Weber，Economy and Society，vol.I，ed.G.Roth and C.Wittich（New York，1968），Ⅲ，ch.3，p.926.For the Swiss case，see J.Steinberg，Why Switzerland？（Cambridge，1976）.For a discussion of myths of the ‘golden age’，see A.D.Smith，‘National identity and myths of ethnic descent’，Research in Social Movements，Conflict and Change，7（1984）.
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 Donald E.Smith，Religion and Political Development（Boston：Little，Brown & Co.，1970），33-56.
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 Richard Gambino，Blood of My Blood：The Dilemma of The Italian Americans（New York：Anchor Books，1975），235-7.


 [4]
 The range and extent of such plurality are striking.The largest countries in the world，India，the Soviet Union，the United States，and China，are plural societies，as are most countries in Asia，Africa，and Latin America.In fact，the relatively homogeneous society is the rare exception in the world—Japan（though it has a despised caste，the Eta），the Scandinavian countries，France（though with a strong Breton separatist movement），Italy（if we include Sicily as culturally ‘Italian’and if we minimize regional particularism）—and even where there have been strong and established national political institutions，as in Great Britain，we find distinctive nationalist movements such as the Scottish and the Welsh，and the predictions that within a decade there may be a new federal structure to British political life，rather than the present-day control from Westminster.For a review of the problems of plural societies，see the issue of International Social Science Journal，‘Dimensions of the Racial Situation，’23：4（1971），especially the review article by Leo Kuper，‘Political Change in Plural Societies，’594-607.
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