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PREFACE

hesesix lectures were given on the Third Programme

I of the B.B.C. in the winter of 1950. Except for a few

minor verbal alterations they are printed as they

were delivered. I thought it unwise to change, or add to,

what was written to be spoken within the limits imposed

by the medium of expression and for a particular purpose
and audience.

Social anthropology is still little more than a name to
most people, and I hoped that broadcast talks on the
subject would make its scope and methods better known.
I trust that their publication as a book will serve the same
purpose. As there are few brief introductory guides to
social anthiropology I believe that this book may also be
of use to“students in anthropological departments in
British and American universities. I have therefore
added a short bibliography.

I have expressed many of the ideas in these lectures
before, and sometimes in the same language. I am
grateful for permission to use them again to the Delegates
of the Clarendon Press and to the Editors of Man, Black-
Sfriars, and Africa.l

I thank Mr. K. O. L. Burridge for assistance in the
preparation of the lectures and my colleagues at the
Institute of Social Anthropology at Oxford and Mr.
T. B. Radley of the B.B.C. for critical comments on them.

E. E. E-P.

1 Social Anthropology, an Inpaugural Lecture delivered before the
Umvers1ty of Oxford on 4 Fcbruary 1948, the Clarendon Press,
1948; ‘Social Anthropology: Past and Present’, the Marett Lecture,
delivered in Exeter College Hall, Oxford, on 3June 1950, Man, 1950,
No. 198; ‘Social Anthropology’, Blackfriars, 1946; ‘Applied Anthr;l

pology’, a lecture given to the Oxford University Anthropologic
Society on 29 November 1945, Africa, 1946.
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I

THE SCOPE OF THE SUBJEGT

shall endeavour in these lectures to give you a general
Iaccount of what social anthropology is. I am aware

that even among well-read laymen there is a good deal
of haziness about the subject. The words seem to arouse
vague associations of either apes and skulls or strange
rites of savages and curious superstitions. I do not think
that I shall have any difficulty in convincing you, that
these associations are misplaced.

My treatment of the subject must be guided by this
awareness. I must assume that some of .you are frankly
ignorant of what social anthropology is, and that others
believe it to be what it is not. Those who have some
acquaintance with the subject will, I hope, forgive me if,
therefore, I discuss it broadly and in what may appear to
them an elementary way.

In this, my first, lecture I shall tell you what is the
general scope of the subject. In my second and third
lectures I shall trace its theoretical development. In my
fourth lecture I shall discuss that part of its research we
call fieldwork. In my fifth lecture I shall illustrate the
development of both theory and fieldwork by giving you
some examples of modern studies. In my final lecture I
shall discuss the relation of social anthropology to prac-
tical affairs.

I shall throughout restrict my account as far as possible
to social anthropology in England, chiefly in order to
avoid difficulties in presentation, for were I to give also
an account of the development of the subject in continen-
tal countries and in America I should be compelled so to
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SOCIAL ANTHROPOLOGY

compress the material that what would be gained in
comprchcnsivcness would not compensate for what
would be lost in clarlty and continuity. This restriction
matters less than it would perhaps do in many other
fields of learning because social anthropo]ogy has to a
large extent dcveloped independently in England. I
shall, however, mention foreign writers and tendencies
where these have markedly affected the thought of
English scholars.

Even within these limits it is not easy to give you a
clear and simple account of the aims and methods of
social anthropology, because there is often lack of agree-
ment about them among social anthropologists them-
‘'selves. There is, of course, substantial agreement about
many matters, but about others there are divergent
opinions, and these, as often happens in a small and new
subject, tend to become entangled with personalities,
for scholars are perhaps more, rather than less, prone
than other people to identify themselves with their
opinions.

Personal preferences, when it is necessary to express
them, are harmless if openly acknowledged. Ambiguities
are more dangerous. Social anthropology has a very
limited technical vocabulary, so that it has to use every-
day language and this, as we all know, is not very
precise. Such words as ‘society’, ‘culture’, ‘custom’,
‘religion’, ‘sanction’, ‘structure’, ‘function’, ‘political’,
and ‘democratic’ do not always convey the same meaning
either to different people or in different contexts. It
would be possible for anthropologists to introduce many
new words or to give a restricted and technical meaning
to words in common use, but apart from the difficulty of
gettmg their colleagues to agree to these usages, were this
done on a large scale anthropological writings would
soon become a jargon intelligible only to professional
scholars. If we have to choose between steering close to
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THE SCOPE

the obscurities of everyday speech and the obscurities of
speaialist jargon I would prefer to risk the lesser perils of
everyday speech, for what social anthropology has to
teach concerns everybody and not only those who study
it professionally.

»Social anthropology is a title used,in England and to
some extent in the United States, to designate a depart-
ment of the larger subject of anthropology, the study of
man from a number of aspects. It concerns itself with
human cultures and societies. On the continent a differ-
ent terminology prevails. There when people. speak of
anthropology, which to us is the entire study of man,)
they have in mind’ only what we in England call physical
anthropology, that is to say, the biological study of p-=a.
What we call social anthropology would be weferred to
on the continent as either ethnology or sociology.

Even in England the expression ‘social anthropology’
has only very recently come into use. The subject has
been taught, under the names of anthropology or
ethnology, since 1884 at Oxford, since 1900 at
Cambridge, and since 1908 in London, but the first!
university chair which bore the title of social anthropolog 'y
was the honorary professorship held by Sir James Frazer
at Liverpool in 1908. The subject has recently received
wider recognition and social anthropology is now taught
under that name in a number of universities in Great
Britain and in the Dominions.

Being a branch of the wider subject of anthropology,
it is generally taught in connection with its other
branches: physical anthropology, ethnology, prehistoric
archaeology, and sometimes general linguistics and
human geography. As the last two subjects seldom figure
in degree and diploma courses in anthropology in this
country I say no more about them; and all I need say
about;physical anthropology, since it has a very limited
overlap with social anthropology at the present time, is

3



SOCIAL ANTHROPOLOGY
that it is a branch of human biology and comprises such

interests as heredity, nutrition, sex differences, the ¢om-
parative anatomy and physiology of races, and the
thcory of human evolution.’

It is with ethnology that we have our cJosest ties. To
understand why this is so it is necessary to know that
while social anthropologists consider that their subject
embraces all human cultures and societies, including our
own, they have, for reasons I will mention later, for the
most_part given their attention to those of primitive
peoples. Ethnologlsts are dealing with the same peoples,
and there is consequently a considerable overlap between
the two subjects.

Ig s important to appreciate, however, that though
ethnology and social anthropology make their studies
very largely among the same range of peoples they
make them with very different purposes. Consequently,
though in the past no clear distinction was made between
ethnology and social anthropology, they are today
regarded as separate disciplines. The task of ethnology is
to classify peoples on the basis of their racial and cul-
tural characteristics and then to explain their distri-
bution at the present time, or in past times, by the
movement and mixture of peoples and the diffusion of
cultures. :

The classification of peoples and cultures is an essential
preliminary to the comparisons which social anthrgo-
pologists make between primitive societies, because it is
highly convenient, and even necessary, to start by com-
paring those of the same general cultural type—those
which belong to what Bastian long ago called ‘geo-
graphical provinces’.! When, .however, ethnologists
attempt to reconstruct the history of primitive peoples,
for whose past historical records are lacking, they are
compelled to rely on inferences from cucumstantlal

! Adolf Bastian, Controversen in der Ethnologie, 1893
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THE SCOPE

evidence to reach their conclusions, which, in the nature
of the case, can never be more than probable recon-
structions. Sometimes a number of different, and even
contrary, hypotheses fit the facts equally well. Ethnology
is thus not history in the ordinary sense, for history tells
us not that events may have happened, but that they did
happen, and not merely that events have taken place,
but how and when they happened, and often why they
happened. For this reason, and because ethnology can
in any case tell us little about the past social life of
primitive peoples, its speculations, as distinct from its
classifications, have limited significance for social anthro-
pologists.

Prehistoric archaeology is best regarded as a brangh <f
ethnology. It attempts to reconstruct the history of
peoples and cultures from human and cultural remains
found by excavation in geological deposits. It also relies
on circumstantial evidencd and, like ethnology, can tell
social anthropologists little about the ideas and institu-
tions, in which they would be interested, of the peoples
whose bones and artifacts it discovers and classifies.
Another branch of anthropology, comparative techno-
logy, in the main the comparative technology of primitive
peoples, is, as it is usually taught, an adjunct of ethnology
and prehistory.

Social anthropology has quite a different task to per-
form. Tt studies, as I shall soon demonstrate, social
behaviour, generally in institutionalized forms, sucH as
the family, kinship systems, political organization, legal
procedures, religious cults, and the like, and the relations
between such institutions; and it studies them either in
copdemporaneous societies or in historical societies for
which there is adequate information of the kind to make
such studies feasible.

So, whereas some custom of a people, when plotted on
a distribution map, is of interest for the ethnologist as
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SOCIAL ANTHROPOLOGY

evidence of an ethnic movement, of a cultural drift, or
of past contact between peoples, it is of interest ta the
social anthropologist as part of the whole social life of the
people at the present time. The mere probability that
they may have borrowed it from some other, people is not
very significant for him since he cannot know for certain
that they did borrow it and, even if they did, he does not
know when, how, and why they borrowed it. For ex-
ample, certain peoples in East Africa take the sun for
their symbol of God. This to some ethnologists is evidence
of Ancient Egyptian influence. The social anthropologist,
knowing that it cannot be proved whether this hypo-
thesis is right or wrong, is more concerned to relate the
selar symbolism to the whole systems of belief and cult of
these peoples. Thus, while the ethnologist and the social
anthropologist may make use of the same ethnographic
data, they use them for different purposes.

The curricula of university courses in anthropology
may be figured by three intersecting circles representing
biological studies, historical studies, and sociological
studies, the overlapping sections of which are physical
anthropology, ethnology (including prehistoric archaeo-
logy and comparative technology), and social anthro-
pology. Although these three anthropological disciplines
have a common field in primitive man they have, as we
have seen, very different aims and methods, and it is
through historical circumstances, largely connected
with the Darwinian theory of evolution, rather than as a
result of a carefully thought out plan, that they are
taught together in varying degrees in the universities and
are jointly represented in the Royal Anthropological
Institute. .

Some of my colleagues have indeed expressed them-
selves dissatisfied with the present arrangement. Some of
us would prefer to see social anthropology brought into a
closer teaching relationship with psychology or with the

6
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so-called social sciences, such as general sociology, eco-
nomigcs, and comparative politics, and others of us with
other subjects. The question is complex, and this is not
the occasion to discuss it. I will only say that the answer
given to it much depends on the view taken of the nature
of social anthropology, for there is a broad division of
opinion between those who regard social anthropology:
as a natural science and those, like myself, who regard it
as one of the humanities. This division is perhaps at its’
sharpest when relations between anthropology and history
are being discussed. I shall leave consideration of this
issue till a later lecture, because it is necessary to know
something about the early development of the subject to
perceive how the division of opinion has come about, - -

I have briefly, and in an inevitably discursive.manner,
outlined the position of social anthropology as a university
subject. Having cleared the ground to some extent by so
doing, I can now devote myself wholly to social anthro-
pology, for that is the topic I am here to discuss and the
only one I am competent to discuss. When therefore for
convenience I speak in future of anthropology without
the qualification ‘social’ it must be understood that it is
to social anthropology that I refer.

I had better deal right away with the questions ‘What
are primitive societies?” and ‘Why do we study them?’
before telling you more precisely what we study in them.
The word ‘primitive’ in the sense in which it has become
established in anthropological literature does not mean
that the societies it qualifies are either earlier in time or
inferior to other kinds of societies. As far as we know,
primitive societies have just as long a history as our own,
and while they are less, developed than our society in
some respects they are often more developed in others.
This being so, the word was perhaps an unfortunate
choice, but it has now been too widely accepted as a
technical term to be avoided.

7
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I It suffices to say at this stage that when anthropologists
use it they do so in reference to those societies which are
small in scale with regard to numbers, territory, and
range of social contacts, and which have by comparison
with more advanced societies a simple technology and
economy and little specialization of social function.
Some anthropologists would add further criteria, particu-
larly the absence of literature, and hence of any systema-
tic art, science, or theology.}f

- We are sometimes criticized for giving so much of our
time to the study of these primitive societies. It is sug-
gested that inquiry into problems of our own society
might be more useful. This may be so, but for various
seasons primitive societies have long held the attention
of those ,interested in the study of social institutions.
They attracted the notice of philosophers in the eighteenth
century chiefly because they furnished examples of what
was supposed to be man living in a state of nature before
the institution of civil government. They engaged the
attention of anthropologists in the nineteenth century
because it was believed that they provided important
clues in the search for the origins of institutions. Later
anthropologists were interested in them because it was
held that they displayed institutions in their simplest
forms, and that it is sound method to proceed from
examination of the more simple to examination of the
more complex, in which what has been learnt from a
study of the more simple would be an aid.

.This last reason for interest in primitive societies
gained in weight as the so-called functional anthropology
of today developed, for the more it is regarded as the task
of social anthropology to study social institutions as inter-
dependent parts of social systems, the more it is seen to be
an advantage to be able to study those societies which are

1 Robert Redfield, ‘The Folk Society’, The American Fournal of
Sociology, 1947.
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structurally so simple, and culturally so homogeneous,
that they can be directly observed as wholes, before
attempting to study complex civilized societies where this
is not possible. Moreover, it is a matter of experience that
it is easier to,make observations among peoples with
cultures unlike our own, the otherness in their way of life
at once engaging attention, and that it is more likely that
interpretations will be objective.

. Another, and very cogent, reason for studying primi-
tive societies at the present time is that they are rapidly
being transformed and must be studied soon or never.
These vanishing social systems are unique structural
variations, a study of which aids us very considerably in
understanding the nature of human society, because in a
comparative study of institutions the number of'societies
studied is less significant than their range of variation.
Quite apart from that consideration, the study of primi-
tive societies has intrinsic value. They are interesting in
themselves in that they provide descriptions of the way of
life, the values, and the beliefs of peoples living without
what we have come to regard as the minimum require-
ments of comfort and civilization. .

We therefore feel it an obligation to make a systematic
study of as many of these primitive societies as we can
while there is still an opportunity to do so. There are a
vast number of primitive societies and very few indeed
have yet been studied intensively by anthropologists, for
such studies take a long time and anthropologists are a
very small body.

But though we give chief attention to primitive
societies I must make it clear that we do not restrict our
attention to them. In America, where social anthropology
is better represented in the universities than in the British
Empire, a number of important studies of more advanced
societies have already been made by American or
American-trained anthropologists—in Ireland, in Japan,
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in China, in India, in Mexico, in Canada, and in the
United States itself. I shall give you in a later lecture
some account of one of these studies, that by Arensberg
and Kimball in Southern Ireland.

For various reasons, among them shortage of personnel
and the great number of primitive peoples in our colonial
empire, British anthropologists have lagged behind in
this matter, but they also are broadening their studies to
include peoples who cannot in any sense be described as
primitive. During the past few years students of the
Institute of Social Anthropology at Oxford have been
engaged in studies of rural communities in India, the
West Indies, Turkey, and Spain, of the Bedouin Arabs of
Nozth Africa, and of English village and urban life.

Also, though not to the same extent in recent years,
studies have been made by anthropologists, or from an
anthropological point of view, in historic societies,
literary sources here taking the place of direct observa-
tion. I am thinking of such writings as those of Sir James
Frazer on the ancient Hebrews and on certain aspects of
Roman culture, of Sir William Ridgeway and Jane
Harrison on Hellenic subjects, of Robertson Smith on
early Arabian society, and of Hubert on the history of
the Celts. ‘

I must emphasize that, theoretically at any rate, social
anthropology is the study of all human societies and not
merely of primitive societies, even if in practice, and for
convenience, at the present time its attention is mostly

iven to the institutions of the simpler peoples, for it is
evident that there can be no separate discipline which
restricts itself entirely to these societies. Though an
anthropologist may be carrying out research among a
primitive people, what he is studying among them are
language, law, religion, political institutions, economics,
and so forth, and he is therefore concerned with the same
general problems as the student of these subjects in the

10
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great civilizations of the world. It must be remembered
also shat in interpreting his observations on primitive
societies the anthropologist is always, if only implicitly,
comparing them with his own.)

Social anthropology can therefore be regarded as a
branch of sociological studies, that branch which chiefly
devotes itself to primitive societies/When people speak of
sociology they generally have in mind studies of particular
problems in civilized societies. If we give this sense to the
word, then the difference between social anthropology
and sociology is a difference of field, but there are also
important differences of method between them. The
social anthropologist studies primitive societies directly,
living among them for months or years, whereas sogio-
logical research is usually from documents and largely
statistical. The social anthropologist studies societies as
wholes. He studies their oecologies, their economics,
their legal and political institutions, their family and kin-
ship organizations, their rcligions, their technologies,
their arts, efc. as parts of general social systems. The
sociologist’s work, on the other hand, is usually very
specialized, being a study of isolated problems, such as
divorce, crime, insanity, labour unrest, and incentives in
industry. Sociology is very largely mixed with social
philosophy at one end and social planning at the other.
It seeks not only to discover how institutions work but to
decide how they ought to work and to alter them, while
social anthropology has mostly kept apart from such
considerations.;

However, it is not in this sense that I speak of sociology
in these lectures, but in the broader sense in which it is
regarded as a general body of theoretical knowledge
about human societies. It is the relation of this general
body of theory to primitive social life which constitutes
the subject of social anthropology. This will be evident
when I give you some account of its history because much

11
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of our theoretical, or conceptual, knowledge is derived
from writings which are in no way, or only indirectly,
concerned with primitive societies at all. Therefore I will
ask you to keep in mind throughout these lectures two
interconnected developments, the growth,of sociological
theory, of which anthropological theory is only a part,
and the growth of knowledge about primitive societies to
which sociological theory has been submitted and re-
formulated as a specialized body of knowledge relating
to them.

I must now give you, in the light of this discussion
about the place of social anthropology as a department
in a wider field of learning, a clearer idea of the kind of
proplems social anthropologists investigate. A good way
of doings this is to tell you some of the subjects about
which post-graduate students of anthropology at Oxford
have written theses during the last few years.

I give you the titles of a few which have been awarded
degrees recently: “The position of the chief in the modern
political system of Ashanti (West Africa), A study of the
influence of contemporary social changes on Ashanti
institutions.’; “The social function of religion in a South
Indian communlty (the Coorgs); “The political organiza-
tion of the Nandi’ (East Africa); ‘The social structure of
Jamaica, with special reference to racial distinctions’;
“The function of bridewealth in selected African societies’;
‘A study of the symbolism of political authority in Africa’;
‘A comparative study of the forms of slavery’; “The social
organization of the Yao of southern Nyasaland’ (Central
Africa); ‘Systems of land tenure among the Bantu peoples
of East Africa’; ‘The status of women among the southern
Bantu’ (South Africa); ‘An investigation into the social
sanctions of the Naga tribes of the Indo-Burma border’;
“The political system of the Murle’ (East Africa); “The
political organization of the Plains Indians’ (North
America); ‘A study of inter-state boundary litigation in

12




THE SCOPE

Ashapti’ (West Africa); ‘Aspects of rank in Melanesia’;
‘The* social organization of the central and eastern
Eskimo’; ‘Delict in primitive law’ (Indonesia and Africa).

You will, I hope, gain from this sample a general
impression of she kind of work social anthropologists do.
You will note in the first place that there is nothing very
exciting about the subjects of these theses, no seeking
after the strange or colourful, no appeal to antiquarian
or romantic interests. All are matter-of-fact inquiries into
one or other type of social institution.

You will observe also that in so far as the theses discuss
particular peoples or series of peoples, they are distributed
over all parts of Africa, Southern India, Jamaica, the
Indo-Burma frontier, North America, the Polar Regions,
islands of the Pacific, and Indonesia. I draw attention
to this geographical spread because the vastness of the
anthropological field, while offering opportunities for
research for the most diverse interests, involves, as I will
explain later, certain difficulties in teaching and, to an
increasing extent, regional specialization. In the narrow-
est interpretation of its province it includes the Poly-
nesian and Melanesian peoples of the Pacific, the aborigi-
nals of Australia, the Lapp and Eskimo peoples of the
Polar regions, the Mongolian peoples of Siberia, the
Negro peoples of Africa, the Indian peoples of the
American continent, and the more backward peoples of
India, Burma, Malay, and Indonesia—many thousands
of different cultures and societies. On a wider interpreta-
tion its boundaries include also the more advanced, but
still relatively simple, peoples of near and further Asia,
north Africa, and parts of Europe—an almost limitless
number of cultures and- sub-cultures and societies and
sub-societies.

You will also note that the sample includes studies of
political institutions, religious institutions, class dis-
tinctions based on colour, sex, or rank, economic in-
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stitutions, legal or quasi-legal institutions, and marriage,
and also of social adaptation, and of the entire social
organization, or structure, of one or other people. Social
anthropology thus not only covers societies round the
globe but also a number of different studigs. Indeed, any
adequately staffed department of anthropology tries to
cover in its courses of lectures on primitive societies at
least the minimum and essential topics of kinship and the
family, comparative political institutions, comparative
economics, comparative religion, and comparative law,
as well as more general courses on the study of institutions,
general sociological theory, and the history of social
anthropology. It gives also special courses on the societies
‘of selected ethno-geographical regions; and it may pro-
vide courses besides on such particular subjects as morals,
magic, mythology, primitive science, primitive art,
primitive technology, and language, and also on the
writings of particular anthropologists and sociologists.

It stands to reason that though an anthropologist may
have a general knowledge of all these different ethno-
graphic regions and sociological disciplines, he can be an
authority in only one or two of each. Consequently, as in
all fields of learning, as knowledge increases there takes
place specialization. The anthropologist becomes a
specialist in African studies, in Melanesian studies, in
American Indian studies, and so forth. He then no longer
attempts to master the detall of regmns other than those
of his choice, except in so far as it is embodied in mono-
graphs explicitly devoted to general problems, perhaps
religious or legal institutions, in which he is particularly
interested. There is already a sufficiently abundant
literature on, for example, the American Indians or the
African Bantu for a scholar to devote himself exclusively
to the one or the other. )

The tendency towards specialization becomes yet more
marked when the peoples concerned have a literature or

14
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belong to a wider culture with a literary tradition. If one
has any regard for scholarship one cannot be a student of
Arab Bedouin or peasants without a knowledge not only
of their spoken language but also of the classical language
of their cultural hinterland, or of Indian peasant com-
munities without having some knowledge both of the
literature of their language and of Sanskrit, the classical
language of their ritual and religious tradition. Also, the
anthropologist, besides restricting his researches to cer-
tain regions has to devote himself primarily to one or two
topics if he is to be master of them and not a jack of all
trades. One cannot adequately make a comparative
study of primitive legal systems without a good back-
ground of general law and jurisprudence, or of primitive-
art without being well-read in the literature of agt. )
The circumstances I have related make social anthro-
pology difficult to teach, especially when, as for the most
part at Oxford, it is taught at the post-graduate and re-
search level. When a large number of students are work-
ing on material in widely separated parts of the world and
on a wide variety of problems it is often impossible to
give them more than very general supervision. Sir
Charles Oman tells us that the same situation confronted
those Regius Professors of History at Oxford who tried,
unsuccessfully, to conduct classes for post-graduates, for,
as he wistfully remarks, ‘post-graduate students wander
at their own sweet will’.! However, the situation is not so
difficult in social anthropology as it is in history, for social
anthropology is more able to generalize and has a body
of general theory which history lacks. There are not only
many overt similarities between primitive societies all
over the world but they can, at any rate to some extent,
be classified by structural analysis into a limited number
of types. This gives a unity to the subject. Social anthro-
pologists study a primitive society in the same way
1 Sir Charles Oman, On the Writing of History, 1939, p. 252.
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whether it is in Polynesia, Africa, or Lapland; and what-
ever they are writing about—a kinship system, a re-
ligious cult, or a political institution—it is examined in
its relation to the total social structure in wHich it is
contained.

Before considering, even in a preliminary manner,
what we understand by social structure I will ask you to
note a further characteristic of these theses, because it
brings out a significant problem in anthropology at the
present time and one which I shall discuss again in later
lectures. They are all written on sociological themes, that
is to say, they deal fundamentally with sets of social rela-
tions, relations between members of a society and be-
tween social groups. The pomt I want to make here is
that they are studies of societies rather than of cultures.
There is an extremely important difference between the
two concepts which has led anthropological research and
theory in two different directions.

Allow me to give a few simple examples. If you go into
an English church you will see that men remove their
head-dress but keep their shoes on, but if you enter a
mosque in a Muslim land you will observe that men
remove their shoes but keep their head-dress on. The
same behaviour is customary when entering an English
house or a Bedouin tent. These are differences of culture
or custom. The purpose and function of the behaviour
is the same in both cases, to show respect, but it is ex-
pressed differently in the two cultures. Let me give you a
more complex example. Nomadic Bedouin Arabs have
in some, and basic, respects the same kind of social
structure as some of the semi-nomadic Nilotic peoples of
East Africa, but culturally the two peoples are different.
Bedouin live in tents, Nilotics in huts and windscreens;
Bedouin herd camels, Nilotics cattle; Bedouin are Mus-
lims, Nilotics have a different kind of religion; and so
forth. A different sort of example, and an even more
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complex one, would be the distinction we make when
we speak of Hellenic or Hindu civilization and Hellenic
or Hindu society.

We ate here dealing with two different concepts, or
two different gbstractions from the same reality. Though
the definitions which should be given to each and their
relation to one another have often been discussed, they
have seldom been systematically examined, and there is
still much confusion and little unanimity about the
matter. Among the older anthropological writers, Mor-
gan, Spencer, and Durkheim conceived the aim of what
we now call social anthropology to be the classification
and functional analysis of social structures. This point of
view has persisted among Durkheim’s followers in.
France. It is also well represented in British anthropology
today and in the tradition of formal sociology in Ger-
many.! Tylor on the other hand, and others who leant
towards ethnology, conceived its aim to be the classifica-
tion and analysis of cultures, and this has been the
dominant viewpoint in American anthropology for a
long time, partly, I think, because the fractionized and
disintegrated Indian societies on which their research
has been concentrated lend themselves more easily to
studies of culture than of social structure; partly because
the absence of a tradition of intensive fieldwork through
the native languages and for long periods of time, such
as we have in England, also tends towards studies of
custom or culture rather than of social relations; and
partly for other reasons. .

When a social anthropologist describes a primitive
society the distinction between society and culture is
obscured by the fact that he describes the reality, the
raw behaviour, in which both are contained. He tells
you, for example, the precise manner in which a man

1 Georg Simmel, Soziologie, 1908; Leopold von Wiese, Aligemeine
Soziologie, 1924.
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shows respect to his ancestors; but when he comes to
interpret the behaviour he has to make abstragtions
from it in the light of the particular problems he is
investigating. If these are problems of social structure he
pays attention to the social relationships of the persons
concerned in the whole procedure rather than to the
details of its cultural expression.

Thus one, or a partial, interpretation of ancestor
worship might be to show how it is consistent with
family or kinship structure. The cultural, or customary,
actions which a man performs when showing respect to
his ancestors, the facts, for instance, that he makes a
sacrifice and that what he sacrifices is a cow or an ox,
require a different kind of interpretation, and this may
be partly both psychological and historical.

This methodological distinction is most evident when
comparative studies are undertaken, for to attempt both
kinds of interpretation at the same time is then almost
certain to lead to confusion. In comparative studies what
one compares are not things in themselves but certain
particular characteristics of them. If one wishes to make
a sociological comparison of ancestor cults in a number
of different societies, what one compares are sets of
structural relations between persons. One necessarily
starts, therefore, by abstracting these relations in each
society from their particular modes of cultural expression.
Otherwise one will not be able to make’the comparison.
What one is doing is to set apart problems of a certain
kind for purposes of research. In doing this, one is not
making a distinction between different kinds of thing—
society and culture are not entities—but between differ-
ent kinds of abstraction. .

I have spoken earlier of social anthropology’s studying
the cultures and societies of primitive peoples, because
I did not want at that stage to introduce this difficulty.
I have stated it, and I shall have to leave the matter
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there, only asking you to bear in mind that there is still
uncertainty and division of opinion about it and that it is
a very difficult and complex problem. I shall only say
further that the study of problems of culture leads, and
I think must,lead, to the framing of them in terms of
history or psychology, whereas problems of society are
framed in terms of sociology. My own view is that while
both kinds of problems are equally important, structural
studies ought to be made first.

This brings me back to the theses once again. Had you
read them you would have noted that they have this in
common, that they examine whatever it is they set out to
examine—chieftainship, religion, race distinctions, bride-
wealth, slavery, land tenure, the status of women, social
sanctions, rank, legal procedures, or whatever it may be
—mnot as isolated and self-contained institutions but as
parts of social structures and in terms of these structures.
What then is a social structure? I shall have to be rather
vague and inconclusive in answering this question in my
introductory lecture. I shall discuss it again in later
lectures, but I may as well say right away that, here
again, there is much divergence of opinion on the matter.
This is inevitable. Such basic concepts cannot be given
precise definition. However, if we are to proceed further,
I must give you at any rate a preliminary indication of
what is generally implied by the term structure.

It is evident that there must be uniformities and
regularities in social life, that a society must have some
sort of order, or its members could not live together. It is
only because people know the kind of behaviour expected
of them, and what kind of behaviour to expect from
others, in the various situations of social life, and co-
ordinate their activities in submission to rules and under
the guidance of values that each and all are able to go
about their affairs. They can make predictions, antici-
pate events, and lead their lives in harmony with their
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fellows because every society has a form or pattern which
allows us to speak of it as a system, or structure, within
which, and in accordance with which, its members live
their lives. The use of the word structure in this sense
implies that there is some kind of consistency between its
parts, at any rate up to the point of open contradiction
and conflict being avoided, and that it has grfater
durability than most of the fleeting things of human life.
The people who live in any society may be unaware,
or only dimly aware, that it has a structure. It is the task
of the social anthropologist to reveal it.

A total social structure, that is to say the entire
structure of a given society, is composed of a number of
subgidiary structures or systems, and we may speak of its
kinship system, its economic system, its religious system
and its political system.

The social activities within these systems or structures
are organized round institutions such as marriage, the
family, markets, chieftainship, and so forth; and when
we speak of the functions of these institutions we mean
the part they play in the maintenance of the structure.

I think that all social anthropologists would accept,
more or less, these definitions. It is when we begin to ask
what kind of abstraction a social structure is and what
precisely is meant by the functioning of an institution
that we meet with difficulties and divergence of opinion.
The issues will, I think, be better understood after I have
given some account of the theoretical development of
social anthropology.
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THEORETICAL BEGINNINGS

I propose to give you some account of the history of

social anthropology. I do not intend to present you
with a mere chronological arrangement of anthropolo-
gists and their books, but to attempt to trace the develop-
ment of its general concepts, or theory, using some of these
writers and their works as illustrations of this deve]op-
ment.!

In this, my second, lecture and in the following lecture

subject in the sense that it has only recently been taught
in our universities, and still more recently under that
title. In another sense it may be said to have begun with
the earliest speculations of mankind, for everywhere
and at all times men have propounded theories about the
nature of society. In this sense there is no definite point
at which social anthropology can be said to have begun.
Nevertheless, there is a point beyond which it is hardly
profitable to trace back its development. This nascent
period of our subject was the eighteenth century. It is a
child of the Enlightenment and bears throughout its
history and today many of the characteristic features of
its ancestry.

In France its lineage runs from Montesquieu (1689-
1755). His best known book, De L’Esprit des Lois (1748),

1 General accounts of the history of anthropology can be found in
A. C. Haddon, History of Anthropology, revised edit., 1934; Paul
Radin, The Method and Theory of Ethnology, 1933; T. K. Penniman,
A Hundred Years of Anthropology, 1935; and Robert H. Lowie, The
History of Ethnological Theory, 1937.
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a treatise on political, or perhaps social, philosophy, is
best remembered for some rather odd notions Montes-
quieu had about the influence of climate on the character
of peoples and for his remarks on the separation of powers
in government. But what is of chief interast to us is that
he had the idea of everything in a society and its ambient
being functionally related to everything else. One can
only understand international, constitutional, criminal,
and civil law by considering them in relation to each
other and also in relation to the physical environment of
a people, their economy, their numbers, their beliefs,
their customs and manners, and their temperaments.
The object of his book is to examine ‘all these interrela-
tiongs: they form taken together that which one calls the
Spirit of the Laws’.

Montesquieu used the word ‘laws’ in a number of
different senses, but in a general sense he meant ‘the
necessary relations which derive from the nature of
things’,? that is to say, the conditions which make human
society possible at all and those conditions which make
any particular type of society possible. Time will not
allow me to discuss his argument in detail, but it should,
I think, be noted that he distinguished between the
‘nature’ of society and its ‘principle’, its ‘nature’ being
‘that which makes it to be what it is’ and its ‘principle’
being ‘that which makes it function’. ‘The one is its
particular structure, and the other the human passions
which make it work’ 8 He thus distinguished between a
social structure and the system of values which operate in
1t.

From Montesquieu the French lineage of social anthro-
pology runs through such writers as D’Alembert, Con-
dorcet, Turgot, and in general the Encyclopaedists and

! De L’Esprit des Lois, edited by Gonzague Truc, Editions Garnier
Fréres,n.d., p. 11.

2 Ibid., p. 5. 3 Ibid., p. 23.
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Physiocrats, to Saint Simon (1760-1825), who was the
first to propose clearly a science of society. This descen-
dant of an illustrious family was a very remarkable
person. A true child of the Enlightenment, he believed
passionately in, science and progress and desired above
all to establish a positive science of social relations, which
were to him analogous to the organic relations of physio-
logy; and he insisted that scientists must analyse facts
and not concepts. It is understandable that his disciples
were socialists and collectivists, and perhaps also that the
movement ended in religious fervour and finally evapo-
rated in a search for the perfect woman who would play
the part of a female messiah. Saint Simon’s best known
disciple, who later quarrelled with him, was Augyste
Comte (1798-1857). Comte, a more systematio thinker
than Saint Simon, though just as eccentric a person,
named the proposed new science of society ‘sociology’.
The stream of French philosophical rationalism which
comes from these writers was later, through the writings
of Durkheim and his students and Lévy-Bruhl, who were
in the direct line of Saint Simonian tradition, to colour
English anthropology strongly.

Our forbears in Great Britain were the Scottish moral
philosophers, whose writings were typical of the eight-
eenth century. The best known names are David Hume
(1711-1776) and Adam Smith (1723-1790). Most of
them are very little read today. They insisted that
societies are natural systems. By this they meant in
particular that society derives from human nature and
not from a social contract, about which Hobbes and
others had written so much. It was in this sense that they
talked about natural morality, natural religion, natural
jurisprudence, and so forth.

Being regarded as natural systems or organisms,
societies must be studied empirically and inductively,
and not by the methods of Cartesian rationalism. Thus,
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the title of Hume’s thesis of 1739 was A Treatise of Human
Nature: Being an Attempt to introduce the experimental Method
of Reasoning into Moral Subjects. But they were also hlghly
theoretical thinkers and were chiefly interested in the
formulation of what they called general principles and
what would today be called sociological laws.!

These philosophers had also a firm belief in limitless
progress—what they called improvement and perfecti-
bility—and in laws of progress. To discover these laws
they made use of what Comte was later to call the com-
parative method. As they used it, it implied that, human
nature being fundamentally everywhere and at all times
the same, all peoples travel along the same road, and by
uniform stages, in their gradual but continuous advance
to perfection; though some more slowly than others.

It is true that there is no certain evidence of the
earliest stages of our history but, human nature being
constant, it may be assumed that our forefathers must
have lived the same kind of life as the Redskins of
America and other primitive peoples when they lived in
similar conditions and at a similar level of culture. By
comparing all known societies and arranging them in
order of improvement it is thus possible to reconstruct
what the history of our own society, and of all human
societies, must have been, even though it cannot be known
when or by what events progress took place.

Dugald Stewart called this procedure theoretical, or
conjectural, history. It is a kind of philosophy of history
which attempts to isolate broad general trends and
tendencies and regards particular events as mere inci-
dents. Its method is admirably set forth by Lord Kames:
‘We must be satisfied with collecting the facts and cir-
cumstances as they may be gathered from the laws of
different countries: and if these put together make a
regular system of causes and effects, we may rationally

! Gladys Bryson, Man and Society, 1945, passim.
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conclude, that the progress has been the same among all
nations, in the capital circumstances at least; for accidents,
or the singular nature of a people, or of a government,
will always produce some peculiarities.’

Since there are these laws of development and there is a
method by which they can be discovered it follows that the
science of man these philosophers proposed to establish is
a normative science, aiming at the creation of a secularist
ethics based on a study of human nature in society.

We have already in the speculations of these eighteenth-
century writers all the ingredients of anthropological
theory in the following century, and even at the present
day: the emphasis on institutions, the assumption that
human societies are natural systems, the insistence that
the study of them must be empirical and inducdve, that
its purpose is the discovery and formulation of universal
principles or laws, particularly in terms of stages of
development revealed by the use of the comparative
method of conjectural history, and that its ultimate
purpose is the scientific determination of ethics.

It is on account of their attachment to the formulation
of general principles and because they dealt with
societies and not with individuals that these writers are
of particular interest in the history of anthropology. In
seeking to establish principles their concern was with
institutions, their structural interrelations, their growth,
and the human needs they arose to satisfy. Adam
Ferguson, for example, in his An Essay on the History of
Civil Society (1767) and other works writes of such matters|
as the manner of subsistence, varieties of the human race,
the disposition of men to society, the principles of popu-
lation growth, arts and tommercial arrangements, and
ranks and social divisions. '

The importance of primitive societies for the questions
which interested these philosophers is evident, and they

! Lord Kames, Historical Law-Tracts, vol. i, 1758, p. 37.
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occasionally made use of what was known of them, but,
outside their own culture and time, Old Testament and
classical writings were their main sources. Little was, in
any case, as yet known about primitive societies, though
the voyages of discovery in the sixteenth century had
even in Shakespeare’s time led to a general representa-
tion of the savage in educated circles, portrayed in the
character of Caliban; and writers on politics, law and
custom were already beginning to be aware by that time
of the great diversity of custom presented by peoples
outside Europe. Montaigne (1533-1592), in particular,
devoted many pages of his Essays to what we would today
call ethnographic material.

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries philoso-
phers cited primitive societies in support of their argu-
ments about the nature of rude society in contrast to civil
society, that is to say, society before the establishment of
government by contract or acceptance of despotism.
Locke (1632-1714) especially, refers to these societies in
his speculations about religion, government and property.
He was familiar with what had been written about the
hunting Redskins of New England, and the fact that his
knowledge was restricted to only one type of American
Indian society much biassed his account.

French writers of the time drew their picture of man
in a state of nature from what had been published about
the Indians of the St. Lawrence, especially Gabriel
Sagard’s and Joseph Lafitau’s accounts of the Hurons
and Iroquois.! Rousseau’s portrait of natural man was
largely drawn from what was known of the Caribs of
South America.

1 Gabriel Sagard, Le Grand Voyage du' Pays des Hurons, 1632; Joseph
Frangois Lafitau, Moeurs des Sauvages Ameriquains comparées aux Moeurs
des Premiers Temps, 1724. For a general discussion of the influence of
ethnographical writings on political philosophy see J. L. Myres,
Presidential Address to Section H., British Association for the Advance-
ment of Science, Winnipeg, 1909.
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I have mentioned the use made of accounts of primi-
tive peoples by some writers of the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, because we can see in it the begin-
nings of that interest in the simpler societies as valuable
material for theories about the nature and improvement
of social institutions which in the middle of the nine-
teenth century was to develop into what we now call
social anthropology.

The writers I have named, both in France and Eng-
land, were of course in the sense of their time philosophers,
and so regarded themselves. In spite of all their talk
about empiricism they relied more on introspection and
a priori reasoning than on observation of actual societies.
For the most part—Montesquieu should perhaps ,be
excepted from this stricture—they used facts to #lustrate
or corroborate theories reached by speculation. It was
not till the middle of the nineteenth century that systema-
tic studies of social institutions were made. In the de-
cade between 1861 and 1871 there appeared books
which we regard as our early theoretical classics:
Maine’s Ancient Law (1861) and his Village-Communities in
the East and West (1871), Bachofen’s Das Mutterrecht
(1861), Fustel de Coulanges’ La Cité Antique (1864),
McLennan’s Primitive Marriage (1865), Tylor’s Researches
into the Early History of Mankind (1865) and his Primitive
Culture (1871), and Morgan’s Systems of Consanguimty and
Affinity of the Human Family (1871).

Not all these books were concerned primarily with
primitive societies. Maine wrote about the early institu-
tions of Rome and, more generally, of the Indo-European
peoples, and Bachofen was chiefly interested in the
traditions and mythologies of classical antiquity; but
those which were least concerned with them dealt with
comparable institutions at early periods in the develop-
ment of historical societies and they dealt with them, as
I shall show, in a saciological manner.
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"It was McLennan and Tylor in this country, and
Morgan in America, who first treated primitive societies
as a subject which might in itself engage the attention of
serious scholars. It was they who first brought together
the information about primitive peoples from a wide
range of miscellaneous writings and presented it in
systematic form, thereby laying the foundations of social
anthropology. In their writings the study of primitive
societies and speculative theory about the nature of
social institutions met.

These authors of the middle of the nineteenth century,
like the philosophers before them, were anxious to rid
the study of social institutions of mere speculation.
They, also, thought that they could do this by being
strictly emplrlcal and by rigorous use of the comparative
method. We have noted that this method was utilized,
under the title of hypothetical or conjectural history, by
the moral philosophers. It was given a new and more
precise definition by Comte in his Cours de Philosophie
Positive (1830) As we shall see, it was later to be restated
without its historicism by modern anthropology as the
functional method/

According to Comte, there is a functional relation
between social facts of different kinds, what Saint Simon
and he called series of social facts, political, economic,
religious, moral, ¢fc. Changes in any one of these series
provoke corresponding changes in ‘the others. The
.establishment of these correspondences or interdepen-
dencies between one kind of social fact and another is the
aim of sociology. It is attained by the logical method of
concomitant variations, since in dealing with very com-
plex social phenomena, in which simple variables cannot
be isolated, this is the only method which can be pursued.

Using this method, not only the writers to whom I
have referred, but also those who came after them,
wrote many large volumes purporting to show the laws
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of the origin and development of social institutions:
the development of monogamous marriage from promis-
cuity, of property from communism, of contract from
status, of industry from nomadism, of positive science
from theology,of monotheism from animism. Sometimes,
especially when treating religion, explanations were
sought in terms of psychological origins, what the philoso-
phers had called human nature, as well as in terms of
historical origins.

The two favourite topics for discussion were the

development of the family and the development of
religion. Victorian anthropologists were never tired of
writing about these two subjects, and a consideration of
some of their conclusions about them will help ug to
understand the general tone of anthropology at #hat time,
for though they disputed violently among themselves
about what could be inferred from the evidence, they
were agreed about the aims and methods to be pursued.
v Sir Henry Maine (1822-1888), a Scot, a lawyer, and the
founder, in England, of comparative jurisprudence, held
that the patriarchal family is the original and universal
form of social life and that the patria potestas, the absolute
authority of the patriarch, on which it rests has produced
everywhere at a certain stage agnation, the tracing of
descent through males exclusively. Another jurist, the
Swiss Bachofen, reached a precisely opposite conclusion
about the form of the primitive family; and it is curious
that he and Maine published their conclusions in the
same year. According to Bachofen, there was first every-
where promiscuity, then a matrilineal and matriarchal
social system, and only late in the history of man did this
system give way to a patrilineal and patriarchal one.

A third lawyer and another Scot, J. F. McLennan
(1827-1881), was a great believer in general laws of
social development, though he had his own paradigm of
stages and ridiculed those of his contemporaries. In his
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view, early man must be assumed to have been promis-
cuous, though the evidence shows him first as living
everywhere in small matrilineal and totemic stock-
groups which practised the blood feud. These hordes
were politically independent of one ancther and each
was an exogamous group on account of the custom of
female infanticide, which made it necessary for its men-
folk to obtain wives from other tribal groups. These early
societies eventually developed, by way of polyandry, a
patrilineal, in the place of a matrilineal, system of
descent, while the family slowly emerged in the form to
which we are accustomed. First comes the tribe, then the
gens or house, and lastly the family. McLennan’s thesis
wag taken over by yet another Scot, the Old Testament
scholar and one of the founders of comparative religion,
William Robertson Smith (1846-1894), who applied it
to the early records of Arab and Hebrew history.!

That versatile man Sir John Lubbock (1834-1913),
later Baron Avebury, also traced the development of
modern marriage from a state of pristine promiscuity?—
it was an obsession of writers of the period. The most
complicated, and in some respects the most fantastic,
product of the comparative method was the construction
of the American lawyer L. H. Morgan (1818-1881), who
postulated, among other things, no less than fifteen stages
of the development of marriage and the family, bcgmnmg
with promiscuity and ending with monogamous marriage
and the family of western civilization. This fanciful scheme
of progress has been incorporated, through Engels, into
the official Marxist doctrines of communist Russia.

In their reconstructions, these writers made much of
the idea of what McLennan called ‘symbols’ and Tylor
called ‘survivals’. Social survivals were compared to the
rudimentary organs found in some animals and to mute

1 Kinship and Marriage in Early Arabia, 1885.
2 The Origin of Civilization, 1870.
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letters in words. They are functionless, or at any rate, if
they have a function, it is secondary and different to their
original one. Being relics of a preceding age they enable
us, these*writers thought, to show that a series of social
stages which has been worked out by logical criteria is in
fact an historical series; and the order of stages being so
determined we can attempt to estimate what were the
influences which caused development from one stage to
the next. For example, Robertson Smith considered, like
McLennan before him, that the custom of the levirate is
evidence of a- preceding state of society in which poly-
andry was practised. Likewise, Morgan thought that
classificatory systems of kinship nomenclature in which
a man calls all male kinsmen of his father’s generation
‘father’ and all kinswomen of his mother’s generation
‘mother’, the children of these people ‘brother’ and
‘sister’, and their children ‘son’ and ‘daughter’, were
evidence that sex relations in these societies were at one
time more or less promiscuous.

When we turn to the treatment of religion by nine-
teenth-century anthropologists we find the same aim and
method exemplified, though here, as I have mentioned,
there is generally a blend of speculations of both an
historical and a psychological kind, assumptions about
human nature being introduced into the argument. Thus
Sir Edward Tylor (1832-1917), who on the whole was
more cautious and critical than most of his contempo-
raries and avoided their stage-making proclivities, tried
to show that all religious belief and cult have developed
from certain mistaken inferences from observation of
such phenomena as dreams, trances, visions, disease,
wakmg and sleeping, and life and dcath

V'Sir James Frazer (1854—1941), whose literary talent
first introduced social anthropology to the general read-
ing public, was another great believer in sociological
laws. He postulated three stages of development through
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which all societies pass: magic, religion, and science.
According to him, early man was dominated by magic,
which, like science, views nature as ‘a series of events
occurring in an invariable order without the intervention
of personal agency.’! But though the magician, like the
scientist, assumes laws of nature, a knowledge of which he
believes enables him to influence it for his own ends, they
are in his case not real, but imaginary, laws. In course of
time the more intelligent members of society came to see
that this was so, and in the resulting state of disillusion-
ment they conceived of spiritual beings with powers
superior to man’s, who could be induced by propitiation
to alter the course of nature to his advantage. This is the
stage of religion. Eventually this was also seen to be an
illudion and man entered the final, the scientific, stage
of his development.

These Victorian anthropologists were men of out-
standing ability, wide learning, and obvious integrity.
If they over-emphasized resemblances in custom and belief
and paid insufficient attention to diversities, they were
investigating a real, and not an imaginary, problem when
they attempted to account for remarkable similarities in
societies widely separated in space and time; and much
of permanent value has come out of their researches.
Their use of the comparative method allowed them to
separate the general from the partlcular and so to
classify social phenomena.

Thus to Morgan we owe the inception of the compara-
tive study of kinship systems which has since become so
important a part of anthropological research. McLennan
not only brought together a great mass of evidence to
show how common is the rite of marriage by capture in
the wedding ceremonies of the s1mpler s¥cieties, but he
was also the first to show that exogamy (he invented the

1 Sir J. G. Frazer, The Golden Bough. The Magic Art, 3rd ed., 1922,
vol.1, p. 51.
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word) and totemism are widespread features of primitive
societies and thereby to give us two of our most important
concepts; and to him and to Bachofen is due the credit of
being the first to draw attention, against the overwhelm-
ing bias in favpur of patriarchal origins of the family at
that time, to the existence of matrilineal societies in all
parts of the world, and of recognizing their great socio-
logical importance. Tylor, among many other achieve-
ments, showed the universality of animistic beliefs and
established the term animism in our vocabulary. Frazer
likewise showed the universality of magical beliefs and
that their logical structure can be reduced by analysis to
two elementary types, homoeopathic magiq and con-
tagious magic; and he brought together a great number
of examples of divine kingship and of other ingtitutions
and customs, and by so doing brought them into relief as
widespread social and cultural patterns.

Moreover, their research was much more critical than
that ef their predecessors. They had, of course, more
knowledge from which to generalize, but, in addition to
that, they used their knowledge more systematically than
the philosophers, of whom Maine complained: ‘The
inquiries of the jurist are in truth prosecuted much as
inquiry into physics and physiology was prosecuted be-
fore observation had taken the place of assumption.
Theories, plausible and comprehensive, but absolutely
unverified, such as the Law of Nature or the Social
Compact, enjoy a universal preference over sober research
into the primitive history of society and law.’?

Philosophical speculations were of little value when
unsupported by factual evidence. It was the ‘sober re-
search’ of Maine and his contemporaries that opened away
to an understanding of social institutions. Their sifting and
classification of the material provided an indispensable
corpus of ethnographic fact, hitherto lacking, from

! Ancient Law, 1912 ed., p. 3.
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which significant theoretical conclusions could be, and
were, drawn and by which they could be tested.

Another virtue found in most of the nineteenth-
century writers I have mentioned was that they studied
institutions sociologically, in terms of spcial structure,
and not in terms of individual psychology. They avoided
arguing deductively, as the philosophers often did, from
postulates about human nature, and attempted to ex-
plain institutions in terms of other institutions found with
them in the same society at the same time or at an earlier
period of its history.

Thus when McLennan sought to understand exogamy,
he explicitly rejected a biological or psychological de-
terminant of the incest taboo and tried to explain it by
reférence to the customs of female infanticide and the
blood feud and to totemic beliefs. He did not look in
human nature for an explanation of the rite of marriage
by capture but showed how it can be related to rules of
exogamy and how it might be a survival of actual rapine.
Likewise he suggested how patriliny might have de-
veloped out of matriliny through a combination of the
customs of polyandry and patrilocality; and how the
worship of animal gods and plant gods and their symbols,
and their hierarchical relationship to one another, among
the Jews, in India, and in ancient Greece and Rome
might have developed out of totemism and a totemic
tribal structure. ‘

McLennan rigidly adhered to the thesis that social
institutions are functionally interdependent. For in-
stance, he tells us that ‘a full explanation of the origin of
exogamy requires it to be made out that wherever
exogamy prevailed, totemism, prevailed; that where
totemism prevailed, blood-feuds prevailed; that where
blood-feuds prevailed, the religious obligation of ven-
geance prevailed; that where the religious obligation of
vengeance prevailed, female infanticide prevailed; that
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where female infanticide prevailed, female kinship pre-
vailed. A failure to make good any one of these particu-
lars would be fatal to the entire argument.’

Maine, likewise, was interested in sociological ques-
tions—such as the relation of law to religion and morality,
the social effects of the codification of law in various
historical circumstances, the effect of the development of
Rome as a military empire on the legal authority of the
father in the family, the relation between the patria
postestas and agnation, and the movement in progressive
societies from law based on status to law based on con-
tract. In his treatment of such problems Maine was
forthright in advocating a sociological method of analysis
and in condemning what would today be called psygho-
logical explanations. “What mankind did in thesrimitive
state’, he argues, ‘may not be a hopeless subject of in-
quiry, but of their motives for doing it it is impossible to
know anything. These sketches of the plight of human
beings in the first ages of the world are effected by first
supposing mankind to be divested of a great part of the
circumstances by which they are now surrounded, and
then by assuming that, in the condition thus imagined,
they would preserve the same sentiments and prejudices
by which they are now actuated,—although, in fact,
these sentiments may have been created and engendered
by those very circumstances of which, by the hypothesis,
they are to be stripped.’?

In other words, primitive institutions cannot be inter-
preted in terms of the mentality of the civilized inquirer
into them because his mentality is a product of a different
set of institutions. To suppose otherwise is to fall into
what has been called ‘the psychologists’ fallacy’, so often
to be denounced later by Durkheim, Lévy-Bruhl, and
other French sociologists.

1 Studies in Ancient History (The Second Series), 1896, p. 28.
2 Ancient Law, 1912 ed., pp. 266—7.
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I am not suggesting that the theories of these Victorian
anthropologists were sound. For the most part they are not
accepted by any anthropologist today, and some of them
now appear to be silly not only in the light of our present
knowledge but also in the light of the knowledge available
at the time they were put forward. Nor am I upholding
the method of interpretation. I am merely trying to
estimate the significance of these writers for an under-
standing of the social anthropology of the present day.
To appreciate it, and them, we must, I think, bear in
mind that the social changes taking place in Europe at
the time directed the attention of many thinkers, particu-
larly of philosophers of history, economists, and statisti-
cians, to the role in history of masses, rather than of
individuuls, and of broad trends, rather than of particular
events, and led them to the quest of uniformities and
regularities.! The study of institutions lent itself easily to
this approach, especially when the institutions were those
of early man, for which only the outline and direction of
development could be surmised, and not the part played
in it by individuals or by accidental events, inasmuch as
these could not be reconstructed by the comparative
method or any other.

But although in some respects these nineteenth-
century anthropologists had much the same point of view
as those of today, in other respects it differed widely, so
widely that it is often difficult for us to read their theo-
retical constructions without irritation; and at times we
feel embarrassed at what seems complacency. In part the
difficulty lies in the changes which have taken place in
the content of the words used, due, in addition to a
general change in outlook, to changes in the meaning of
concepts brought about by increase of knowledge; for it
must be understood that very little indeed was then

1 G. P. Gooch, History and Historians in the Nineteenth Century, 1949,
Chap. XXVIII et passim.
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known about primitive societies and what were taken for
facts were often not facts at all but superficial observa-
tions or prejudiced opinion. But even if we make allow-
ance for that, we see now that their use of the compara-
tive method for the purpose of historical reconstructions
led them into unjustifiable, and totally unverifiable,
conclusions.

These anthropologists of the last century considered
that they were writing history, the history of early man,
and they were interested in primitive societies not so
much in themselves as for the use they could make of
them in the hypothetical reconstruction of the earliest
history of mankind in general and of their own institutions
in particular. Maine’s Ancient Law has the sub-title_ Its
Connection with the Early History of Society, and its Relation to
Modern Ideas. The title of Tylor’s first book was Researches
into the Early History of Mankind. Sir John Lubbock’s con-
tribution to these studies was called The Origin of Civiliza-
tion. McLennan’s essays were brought together in two
volumes as Studies in Ancient History.

It is not surprising that they wrote what they regarded
as history, for all contemporaneous learning was radically
historical. The genetic approach, which had borne im-
pressive fruits in philology, was apparent in law, theology,
economics, philosophy, and science.! There was every-
where a passionate endeavour to discover the origins of
everything—the origin of species, the origin of religion,
the origin of law, and so on—an endeavour, almost an
obsession, to explain always the nearer by the farther.?

I mention briefly a few of the major objections to the
method pursued in these attempts to explain institutions
by seeking to reconstruct their development from sup-
posed origins, for it is important that it should be under-

1 Lord Acton, A Lecture on the Study of History, 1895, pp. 56-8.

2 Marc Bloch, Apologie pour L’ Histoire ou Métier d’Historien, 1949,
P-5-
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stood why social anthropologists in England have turned
away from the kind of interpretations set forth by their
predecessors.

We would, I think unanimously, hold today that an
institution is not to be understood, far les¢ explained, in
terms of its origins, whether these origins are conceived of
as beginnings, causes, or merely, in a logical sense, its
simplest forms. To understand an institution one is
certainly aided by knowing its development and the
circumstances of its development, but a knowledge of its
history cannot of itself tell us how it functions in social
life. To know how it has come to be whatitis, and to know
how it works, are two different things, a distinction I shall
disquss further in my next lecture.

But in. the case of these nineteenth-century anthro-
pologists we are not offered critical history, not even as it
was understood in the middle of the century, when it was
still regarded as a literary art and was in no way the
systematic study of sources it has become today. Even
then history was at least based on documents and monu-
ments totally lacking for reconstruction of the develop-
ment of the institutions of early man. In that field
historical reconstruction had to be almost entirely con-
jectural, and it was often little more than plausible
guesswork. If one accepts that man is descended from
some ape-hkc creature it may be reasonable to suppose
that at one time his sexual relations must have been in
some degree promiscuous, and to ask further how it has
come about that monogamous marriage has developed
from this condition; but the supposition and reconstruc-
tion of development are purely speculatlve They are not
history.

It must be noted also that thc comparative method,
even when it was used merely to establish correlations,
without attempting further to give them a chronological
value, had, when applied to social institutions, serious
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weaknesses which not even the learning and industry of
Tylor, or the statistical methods he summoned to his aid,
could overcome. The facts submitted to analysis were
generally inaccurate or insufficient, and they were also
often wrenchedfrom the social contexts which alone gave
them meaning. Furthermore, it was found exceedingly
difficult, if not impossible, when dealing with complex
social phenomena to establish the units to be submitted to
analysis by the method of concomitant variations. It is
easy to ask how constantly are totemism and clans found
together but it is very difficult to define ‘totemism’ and
‘clan’ for the purpose of the inquiry. It is even more
difficult to give precise definition to such concepts as
‘property’, ‘crime’, ‘monogamy’, ‘democracy’, ‘slavery’
and many other terms.

A further difficulty in these investigations, complicated
by the spread of institutions and ideas, was to decide what
was to be regarded as an instance of the occurrence of a
social fact. Does the occurrence of polygamy throughout
the Muslim world count as one instance of polygamy or
as many? Are parliamentary institutions derived from,
and modelled on, the British system in many parts of the
world to count as one instance of them or as many?

It will be clear to you from what I have already said
that in two important respects nineteenth-century
anthropology differed from that of today. It sought to
interpret institutions by showing how they might have
originated and by what steps they might have developed.
We may here leave for further consideration the question
of the relevance of historical development for sociological
inquiry where the history is known. Most of us would
certainly take the view that, since the history of the
institutions of primitive peoples is not known, a systematic
study of them as they are at the present time must pre-
cede any attempt at conjecturing how they may have
originated and developed. We would also hold that how
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they originated and developed is in any case a problem
which, however relevant to the problem of how they
function in society, is a different problem and one that
has to be separately 1nvest1gated by a different technique.

Another way of expressing this point would be to say
that social anthropology and ethnology were regarded
by the nineteenth-century anthropologists as a single
discipline whereas they are regarded today as distinct.

The second main difference I would like to draw your
attention to is only now beginning to emerge clearly in
anthropology. In my first lecture I referred to the differ-
ence between culture and society. This distinction was
scarcely made by the anthropologists of last century.

'Had they made it, most of them would have regarded
culture,-and not social relations, as the subject matter of
their inquiries; and culture was for them something con-
crete. They thought of exogamy, totemism, matriliny,
ancestor worship, slavery, and so forth as customs—
things—and it was an inquiry into these customs, or
things, that they regarded themselves as pursuing. Con-
sequently their concepts had always to carry such a heavy
load of cultural reality that comparative analysis was
bogged down at the outset.

It was not till the end of the century that anthro-
pologists began to classify societies on the basis of their
social structures, rather than of their cultures, as a first
essential step towards making comparative studies
profitable. Social anthropology besides having now
separated itself from ethnology has also defined its subject
matter as social relations, rather than culture, and has
consequently been able to reach a clearer appreciation
of its problems and to fashion a method of inquiry into
them: Its method is still a comparative method, but it is
used for a different purpose and in a different way, and
what it compares is different.”

Apart from these differences in method one feels also a
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moral separation from the anthropologists of last century
—or at least I do. Their reconstructions were not only
conjectural but evaluatory. Liberals and rationalists,
they believed above all in progress, the kind of material,
political, social; and philosophical changes which were
taking place in Victorian England. Industrialism, demo-
cracy, science, and so forth were good in themselves.
Consequently the explanations of social institutions they
put forward amount, when examined, to little more than
hypothetical scales of progress, at one end of which were
placed forms of institutions or beliefs as they were in
nineteenth-century Europe and America, while at the
other end were placed their antitheses. An order of stages
was then worked out to show what logically might have
been the history of development from one end ofithe scale
to the other. All that remained to be done was to hunt
through ethnological literature for examples to illustrate
each of these stages. For all their insistence on empiricism
in the study of social institutions, the nineteenth-century
anthropologists were therefore hardly less dialectical,
speculative, and dogmatic than the moral philosophers of
the preceding century, even though they felt that they had
to support their constructions with a wealth of factual
evidence, a need scarcely felt by the moral philosophers.
We are less certain today about the values they
accepted. In part, at any rate, the turning away from the
construction of stages of development which so occupied
them, and the turning towards inductive functional
studies of primitive societies, must be attributed to the
growth of scepticism whether many of the changes taking
place in the nineteenth century can be wholly regarded
as improvement; for, whatever the opinion of those who
pursue it may be, modern social anthropology is con-
servative in its theoretical approach. Its interests are
more in what makes for integration and equilibrium in
society than in plotting scales and stages of progress.
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However, 1 think that the major cause of confusion
among nineteenth-century anthropologists was not so
much that they believed in progress and sought a method
by which they might reconstruct how it had come about,
for they were well aware that their schemata were
hypotheses which could not be finally or fully verified.
It is rather to be looked for in the assumption they had
inherited from the Enlightenment that societies are
natural systems, or organisms, which have a necessary
course of development that can be reduced to general
principles or laws. Logical connections were in con-
sequence presented as real and necessary connections and
typological classifications as both historical and inevitable
courses of development. It will readily be seen how a
combinasion of the notion of scientific law and that of
progress leads in anthropology, as in the philosophy of
history, to procrustean stages, the presumed inevitability
of which gives them a normative quality. Naturally, those
who believed that social life could be reduced to scientific
laws concluded that similar forms of institutions must
have sprung from similar forms and they from similar
prototypes. In my next lecture I shall discuss this point
further and in relation to the social anthropology of
today. '
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LATER THEORETICAL
DEVELOPMENTS

n my last lecture I gave you an account of the main
Icharacteristics of the writers of the eighteenth and

nineteenth centuries who can be regarded in some
measure as having studied social institutions in an anthro-
pological way. In both centuries the approach was
naturalistic and empirical in intention, if not in practice;
generalizing, and above all genetic. Their thought whas
dominated by the notion of progress, of improvement of
manners and customs from rudeness to civility, from
savagery to civilization; and the method of investigation
they elaborated, the comparative method, was chiefly
employed by them for the purpose of reconstructing the
hypothetical course of this development. It is in this
respect that the anthropology of today is most at variance
with that of yesterday.

The reaction against the attempt to explain social
institutions by their reconstructed past, to explain what
we know something about by what we know next to
nothing about, came at the end of last century; and it
was particularly directed against those schemes of
parallel, seen ideally as unilinear, development which
had been so much in favour. Though this genetic anthro-
pology, often, but unfortunately, called evolutionary
anthropology, was recast and re-presented in the writings
of Steinmetz, Nieboer, Westermarck, Hobhouse,! and

1S.R. Steinmetz, Ethnologische Studien zur ersten Entwicklung der Strafe,
1894; H. J. Nieboer, Slavery as an Industrial System, 1900; Edward

Westermarck, The Origin and Development of the Moral Ideas, 1906;
L. T. Hobhouse, Morals in Evolution, 1906.
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others, it had finally lost its appeal. Some anthropolo-
gists, and in varying degrees, now turned for inspiration
to psychology, which at the time seemed to provide
satisfactory solutions of many of their problems without
recourse to hypothetical history. This attempt to
construct social anthropology on the foundations of
psychology has proved to be, then and since, an attempt
to build a house on shifting sands.

There is an undercurrent of psychological assumptions
in the stream of anthropological theory in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, but though assumptions about
human nature were made, and inevitably made, by the
writers of the time they did not suggest that customs and
institutions could be understood by reference to individual
feelings #nd impulses. Indeed, as we have seen, they often
explicitly rejected the suggestion. It must be remembered
that there was not at that time anything which could be
called experimental psychology, so that when anthro-
pologists even as recent as Tylor and Frazer looked to
psychology for aid it was to associationist psychology that
they looked; and when this kind of psychology went out
of fashion they were left in the outmoded intellectualist
interpretations they derived from it.

Other anthropologists were later left in a similar way
in the fashion of introspective psychology. I am thinking
particularly of writings’ on such subjects as religion,
magic, taboo, and witchcraft—by Marett, Malinowski
and others in this country, and by Lowie, Radin, and a
number of other anthropologiste in America.! These
writers all, in one way or another, tried to account for
social behaviour pertaining to the sacred in terms of
feelings or emotional states—of hate, greed, love, fear,

1R. R. Marett, The Threshold of Religion, 1909; B. Malinowski,
‘Magic, Science and Religion’, Science, Religion and Reality, 1925;
R. H. Lowie, Primitive Religion, 1925; Paul Radin, Social Anthropology,
1932.
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awe, amazement, a sense of the mysterious or extra-
ordinary, wonder, projection of will, and so on. The
behaviour, arises in situations of emotional stress,
frustration, or intensity and its function is cathartic,
expletive, or stimulating. The development of various
modern experimental psychologies showed all such inter-
pretations to be confused, irrelevant, or meaningless.
Nevertheless, undeterred by the fate of their predecessors,
some anthropologists, especially in America, now attempt
to state their findings in that mixture of behaviouristic
and psycho-analytical psychologies which is called per-
sonality psychology or the psychology of motivations and
attitudes.

There are various and particular objections to eack of
these successive attempts to explain social facts by in-
dividual psychology; and there is one common objection
to all of them. Psychology and social anthropology study
different kinds of phenomena and what the one studies
cannot therefore be understood in terms of conclusions
reached by the other. Psychology is the study of individual
life. Social anthropology is the study of social life.
Psychology studies psychical systems. Social anthropology
studies social systems. The psychologist and the social
anthropologist may observe the same acts of raw be-
haviour but they study them at different levels of
abstraction.

Let me give you a simple example. A man on trial
for a crime is found guilty by twelve jurymen and is
sentenced by a judge to be punished. The facts of
sociological significance are here the existence of a law,
the various legal institutions and procedures brought into
play by a breach of it, and the action of the political
society through its representatives in punishing the
criminal. Throughout the process the thoughts and
feelings of the accused, the jurymen, and the judge
would be found to vary in kind and degree and at differ-
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ent times, just as their ages and the colour of their hair
and eyes would be found to vary, but these variations
would not be of any concern, or at any rate pot of any
immediate concern, to the social anthropologist. He is
not interested in the actors in the drama as individuals
but as persons who play certain roles in the process of
justice. On the other hand, to the psychologist, who is
studying individuals, the feelings, motives, opinions, and
so forth, of the actors are of first importance and the legal
procedures and processes of secondary interest. This
essential difference between social anthropology and
psychology is the pons asinorum in the learning of social
anthropology. The two disciplines can only be of value
—>aud they can be of great value—to each other if each
pursues “independently its own research into its own
problems and by its own methods.

Apart from the criticisms of the so-called evolutionary
theories of nineteenth-century anthropology implied in
the ignoring of them by those who sought psychological
explanations of customs and beliefs, these theories were
attacked from two directions, the diffusionist and the
functionalist.

The criticisms of those who became known as diffusion-
ist anthropologists were based on the very obvious fact
that culture is often borrowed and does not emerge in
similar forms in different societies by spontaneous growth
due to certain common social potentialities and common
human nature. Where we know the history of an inven-
tion, whether in technology, art, thought, or custom, we
almost invariably find that it has not been made in-
dependently by a number of peoples in different places
and at different times but by orie people in one place and
at a particular moment of their history, and that it has
spread, wholly or in part, from this people to other peoples.
When we look into the matter further we find that there
have been a limited number of centres of important
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cultural development and diffusion, and also that in the
process of borrowing and incorporation into other
cultures the diffused traits may undergo all sorts of
modifications and changes. Since it can be shown that the
inventions for the history of which we have reliable
evidence have almost invariably diffused in this manner
it is not unreasonable to suppose, when we find similar
artifacts, ideas, and customs among primitive peoples in
different parts of the world, that these have in the same
way spread from a limited number of points of cultural
advancement, even though there is no other evidence of
their having done so than that contained in their simi-
larity and their geographical distribution; especially if
the traits are at all complex and are also found in
association.

The bearing of this argument on the genetic theories of
the anthropologists of last century, which it did so much
to discredit, is obvious. If it could be shown that an
institution of some people had through the accidents of
history been taken over by them from another people it
could then hardly be regarded as a natural and inevitable
development of their previous institutions and cited as
evidence of some law of growth.

Diffusionist