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ABSTRACT

t

MIRROR FOR ANTHROPOLOGY:
A CULTURAL ANALYSIS OF THE
STUDY OF MAN AND CULTURE

by R. Clyde McCone

Mirror For Anthropology is an investigation of

the discipline of anthropology in the framework of its
own basic concept, culture. Anthropology is regardedd
in this study as an intellectual subculture within the
general culture complex of Western civilization--and
specifically of England and the United States.

The method chosen for this analysis is an ethno-
history of world view. The conceﬁt of world view is
developed from Redfield's presentation of it in The
Primitive World and Its Transformations. Redfield's

concept of world view has been interpreted and struc-
tured in this study to consist of: 1) a triad of cat-
egories of things confronted--Man-Nature-God; and

2) a triad of confrontations--history-science-
Philosophy. The first triad is regarded as the onto-
logical aspect of the world view and the second the
methodological aspect. World view was further
sharpened as an analytical tool by designating world
View-eidos as the existential aspect and world
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view-ethos as the normative aspect. By using the two
world view triads, the ethnohistory of world view was
traced in the perspective of three world view revolu-
tions designated in this study as 1) the Greek trans-
formation, 2) the revolution of science (17th century),
and 3) the convolution of evolution (19th century).
These three developments in world view outline the cul-
tural foundations of anthropology in Western civiliza-
tion.

From an investigation of the world views in-
volved in the Greek, 17th century science, and the 19th
century evolutionist postulates, there was developed
the heuristic hypothesis that there are basic logical
incompatibilities between the world view of the evolu-
tionist postulate and the world view of science upon
which it was constructed. This heuristic hypothesis
was used to briefly investigate the development of a
century of anthropological thought and also %o analyze
the theoretical position of four modern anthropologists:
A. L. Kroeber, Leslie White, Raymond Firth, and E. E.
Evans-Pritchard. These four were chosen because of
polar differences in their positions.

Sketching the outlines of the history of anthro-
pology, revealed an historical pattern of responses to
the hypothesized incompatible elements in the world

Views involved. An investigation of the theoretical
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positions of the four selected anthropologists showed
that the basic issues which their positions represent,
stem from contradictory elements between the world views
of the evolutionist man-and-culture-in-nature postulate
and the Greek-scientific foundations upon which it was
built.

This study, by assuming a number of human uni-
versal categories, and by investigating some of the
world views of anthropolégy‘in the greater cultural
context of Western civilization, is suggestive of an
anthropological approach to the differing and conflict-

ing ideologies which are current in the modern world.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This dissertation ié an investigation of the‘éul-
tural and scientific foundations underlying the dis-
cipline of anthropology. Whitehead (1956:18) expressed
the need for every science to investigate the assumptions
upon which it builds, "If science is not to degenerate
into a medley of ad hoc hypotheses, it must become phil-
osophical and must enter upon a thorough criticism of its
own foundations."”

However valid this statement of Whitehead's may be,
the author does not have the training to conduct a philo-
sophical critique of the discipline of anthropology.

This investigation rests rather upon the proposition that
anthropology is in the unique position of possessing cer-
tain tools by which to study its own foundations. This
characteristic anthropology shares with philosophy. Dil-
they said of philosophy, "We must make philosophy itself
an object of philosophical study" (as quoted in Bidney
1949:490). Dilthey continues by making a statement that
indicates that the anthropological concept of culture may
be important in investigating the foundations of

1



philosophy (Loc. cit.):
Thus from all the enormous labour of the metaphysical
mind there remains the historical consciousness, which
repeats that labour in itself and so experiences in it
the unscrutable depths of the world.
Bateson (1959:294) also recognizes the interdisciplinary
connections between anthropology and philosophy and ether
fields:
It seems to me that a science has dignity and value in-
sofar as it contributes to the next more abstract
corpus of insights which lie behind it. The value of
anthropology, in my estimation, lies in its contribu-
tion to general biological theory, to ethics, and to
epistemology.
If the anthropological concept of culture is relevant to
an investigation of philosophy, it should be useful also
in analyzing the philosophical foundations of anthropblogy
itself. The following considerations may suggest the rel-
evance which the culture concept has for an analysis of
the basic postulates of anthropology:

l. A central aspect of every culture is its assump-
tions regarding the nature of man and of his
universe.

2. All of the approaches to knowledge (and cultural
anthropoldgy is a system of knowledge) have basic
agssumptions about the observer, the observed uni-
verse, and the relations between them.

3. Science is a specialized approach to knowledge
developed in the culture of Western civiligation

which has specific assumptions about the observer,
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his observed universe, and his relation to it.
(Most cultural anthropologists regard their dis-
cipline as a science.)

It is the intention of this dissertation, as
Herskovits once guggested, to turn the spotlight of an-
thropological theory on the development of the discipline
of anthropology. (See Herskovits 1960:561) 1In this
study anthropology is considered'as an intellectual sub-
culture of Western civilization. Its historical roots
are sketched as well as a century of its development,
finally coming to focus on four modernm anthropologists:
A. L. Kroeber, Leslie White, Raymond Firth, and E. E.

Evans-Pritchard.t

In 8o far as these four anthropolo-
gists represent a number of polar positions in anthropol-
ogy, they provide one framework against which the field
of anthropology may be viewed.
The immortalized Scottish poet expressed a need

for an individualistic intra-cultural mirror saying:

O wad some Pow'r the giftie gié us

To see oursels as ithers see us!

It wad frae mony a blunder free us,

And foolish notion:

Somewhat in contrast, this study is a search for an inter-
cultural mirror for a discipline and -- by a rhyme ruin-
ing paraphrase of Burns -- "some Pow'r the giftie gie us,

to see oursels as we see ithers."



4
JUSTIFICATION OF STUDY

Over twenty years ago Kluckhohn (1939:335, 343)
suggested the need for a cultural analysis of the postu-

late foundation of anthropology:

There is great need, I feel sure, for constant crit-
ical re-examination of the postulates basic to the
several aspects of anthropological studies. There-
fore, it seems justifiable that some anthropologists
should devote some part of their research time budgets
to an intensive study of these theoretical approaches
and their relations to the wider horizons of thought.
e+s The role of ideological complexes in the formation
of anthropological theories seems to me to have been
(to varying degrees) meglected in almost all of the
discussions of anthropological theory which have been
published thus far. An anthropological approach how-
ever, to anthropological theories would seem to con-

sist precisely in the attempt to see anthropological
Eﬁeofges in Egé‘broa&’framework of cultural perspec-
tive. ... 1t would seem that anthropologists have
Deen insufficiently aware of the dominance which has
been exercised over its theoretical conceptions by

certain sets of pestulates which seldom enter into
the explicit discussion of anthropological theory.

The "anthropological approach to amthropological theories”
defines the perspective within which this study is con-
ducted. f

The discipline of anthropology, with focus on cul-
tural anthropology, is herein considered as an intellec-
tual sub-culture within Western civilization, in terms of
its basic postulates and theory. The validity of so con-
sidering anthropology is recognized by anthropologists
and by sociologists of knowledge. Redfield (1955, :ix)
obgerves, "Anthropology, as a body of methods and intel-
lectual interests, is itself a heritage..." From a
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sociological point of view Stark (1958:31, 32) regards a
professional discipline as an "intermal sub-system” with-
in the "external system" of society which develops "cul-
tures, as well as habits and norms of action etc."
Bateson (1959:296) expresses the interrelations between
the subculture of anthropology and the greater cultural
context of which it is a part:

Our theories are themselves products of complex inter-

active processes, resultants of our interactions with

other scientists, with philosophers, and with the
multicultural world in whiéh we live.

DEVELOPMENT OF METHODOLOGY
Outline of Approach
The methodology of the study hinges on the selec-

tion, development and use of an anthropological tool for
the study of anthropology. ‘fhe tool selected is an ethno-
history of world view. An ethnohistory provides a per-
spective from which an anthropologist may step aside from
his present involvement in his discipline and thereby get
some objective estimation of his ewn intellectual founda-
tions. History, as a discipline, shares with science a
common value which is an objective attitude toward events.
History, as here conceived, follows the distinctions made
by Ernst Cassirgy (1953:223-226):

History does not aim to disclose a former state of the

physical world but rather a former stage of human life

and culture. ... History cannot predict the events to

come; it can only interpret the past... a new under-
- standing of the past gives us at the same time a new
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An ethnohistory may include world view, technologital
traits, social structure, language, and other aspects of
a culture as they have persisted or changed over time.
However, in this study ethnohistory is concerned only
with world view.

World view is a conceptual tool of the amthropolo-
gist not unrelated to the concept of culture. Redfield
(1953:85, 86) makes the distinction that, "If ‘culture’
suggests the way a people look to an anthropologist,
'world view' suggests how everything looks to a people..."
Yet the world view is an important part of the culture
which the anthropologist "sees‘ and describes. Culture
may be considered as the more inclusive concept. In this
sense it includes world view, social orgamization, tech-
nology, language, and other aspects of a way of life.
Both concepts are involved in the problem of cross cul-
tural communication and therefore the author does not con-
ceive the difference of perspective between them to be as
sharp as does Redfield. Since the present author views
culture in much the same sense as does Paul Bohannan,
world view becomes a very central aspect of it. The fol-
lowing statement by Bohannan makes clear this conceptual
relationship (1959:294):

«es the heart of anthropology remains its concern with

the ideas of people and (when we include archeology
and museology) with the tangible results of these
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ideas, or tools and materials by which they are given
expression--what we sum up as "culture."

Nevertheless, world view does make it possible to focus on
the world as "seen" and "felt" by a people or an individ-
ual, while the perspective of history is designed to give
this subjective cultural phenomenon an objective or crit-
ical treatment.

Anthropologists are professionally interested in
the world view of other peoples. They are also aware of
the problem of describing and interpreting the world
views of tribal cultures to an audience whose world views
are those of Western civilization. Bohannan (Loc. cit.)
outlines a scheme whereby the anthropologist ma& take into
account the world views of Western civilization as well as
those of primitive cultures:

This particular form of translation is the anthropol-
ogist's chief problem. He must explain alien concepts
in English without assimilating them to western con-
cepts which would destroy them. The task can be
achieved in only one way: erection of an "analytical
system" -- a "theory," ... by means of which the Anglo-
American or Western notions can be compared with the
exotic ones in such a way that neither of them loses
its individualizing traits...
The anthropologist must thus develop a specialized world
view by which he may describe and interpret the world
views of tribal cultures for those sharing the world view
of wWestern civilization. The author in dealing with the
world views of anthropologists, while not involved in the

problem of cress cultural communication, since he is
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addressing himself to anthropologists, must also develop
and express a world view -- a still more limited or per-
sonal world view. As the author "looks out upon" the
world views of the specialists of world views, he is try-
ing to comprehend and develop some working adjustment to
the sub-culture of anthropology that has become his own
immediate intellectual environment.2

The concept of world view employed throughout this
dissertation is the analytical tool as developed by Red-

f£ield in The Primitive World and Its Transformations.3

As defined by Redfield (1955'a=88) world view encompasées
both the aspect of the cognitive as well as the affective
and normative. The distinction between existential be-
lief and attitudes is made in two questions to be asked
of world views, "(1) What does man confront? and (2) What
is the relation he sees between himself and that which is
confronted?" (Redfield 1953:96). Ethos is perceived as
a concept very similar to that of world view but is dis-
tinguished in that it "is a conception in which the norm-
ative aspect of human experience is in advance given
priority..." (Redfield 19553:86). Yet ethos is included
in world view. "World view can be seen as a character-
istic attitude of obligation toward that which man finds
in his universe" (Redfield 1955:99). Throughout this
study the distinction between the reality outlook and the

affective-normative outlook shall be conceptualized under
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the terms world view-eideos and world view-ethos. Eidos
and ethos are used only in conjunction with the term
world view and that to make an analytical distinction
within it. .

World view, while having many aspects shared .
throughout the culture, has a certain individualistic
character. Furthermore, as Radin has emphasiged, there

are some individuals who are more reflective than others

and give more attention to constructing some coherent
system from their world view. The result is a cosmology.
Redfield (1953:89, 88) observes "...the gap between the
ordinary man's world view and the scientist's cosmology

is very great indeed,"” and also "Ethnology is itself a
building of world views into cosmologies." As the world
view-eidos is constructed and presented by the writer, it
then becomes a cosmology.

Redfield extends the analytical character of world
view by observing that essentially it is a product of a
human universal which G. H. Mead conceptualized in terms
of the I, Me, and Generalized Other. Also, all people in
looking out on thé world make some basic distinctions.
The first is between that which is man and that which is
not man. Of that which is man, oﬁe's own group is dis-
tinguished from not one's own group. Within the Not-man,

basic distinctions are made between visible and invisible
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entities or beings.

World view-eidos provides am analytical tool dis-
tinguishing between different world views, focusing at-
tention on two sets of relationships. The first is re-
garding how Man, Nature, and God4 are defined, distin-
guished or related (Ibid:l04). God, as here used by Red-
field, is merely a term of Westerm civilization used to
designate an area found in all world views which is de-
voted to one category of the Not-man. It¥ is a category
variously differentiated from the secomu category of the
Not-man called Nature, as being-either invisible, spirit-
ual, or unexplainable. These qualities may or may not be
conceptualized in terms of a personal being or beings.5

The second set of confrontations in his world view
and which shall later be shown to have crucial inter-
relations, are history, existing order, and the rationale
or locus of orderliness (Ibid: 87, 100, 101). In Western
civilization these have formed three systems commonly
called history, science, and philosophy. The first triad
may be called the ontological aspect of the world view
while the second is primarily methodological and may or
may not correlate with the ontological distinctions.

For the world view-ethos, Redfield (Ibid:100)
suggests "three distinguishable attitudes toward the Not-
man: to maintain it, to obqy it, or to act upon it."
Varying emphasis may be placed upon these. World
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view-ethos also includes attitudes toward Man. This is
indicated in his treatment of the develepment of ethical
judgement. The primitive is pictured as very much a cap-
tive of his cultural order while in Western civilization
he regards Man as consciously having the opportunity and
moral responsibility of cultural change in his hands.

Temporal and Spaéial orientation involve both the
eidos and ethos aspects of the world view (Ibid:86):

World view can hardly be conceived without some dimen-
sion of time, some idea of past and future; and the
phrase is large enough and loose enough to evoke also
the emotional "set" of a people, their disposition to
be active, or contemplative or resigned, to feel them-
selves distinct from what is 'out there,' or to iden-
tify themselves closely with the rest of the cosmos.

The ways in which Man, Nature, and God are defined
and related; the ways in which history, science, and
philesophy are perceived and related; and the attitude
with which the world is confronted shall provide thé
fulcrum of the analysis of anthropology and its cultural
foundations in Western civilization.

While the events of history may not be subject  to
confirmation by reproduction in a laboratory, still they
are accessible to critical review by many observers and
may receive a degree of confirmation by "reconstruction."
That is, a number of independent scholars when arriving
at similar reconstructions -- or at least not contra-

dictory -- may by their consensus establish the factual-
ity of historical events. Three events in the history
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of the world view of Western nan'have been chosen to pro-
vide the structure of the historical perspective. These
"*events" -- s0 conceived -~ appear to enjoy a firm con-
sensus in modern thought. Furthermore, each event is
recognized as a revolution in the manner of man's
thought, attitude, and behavior. The first of these
events is the transformation from the world view of myth
to that of Greek civilization. The second event is the
revolution of science centering around Galileo but en-
compassing Copernicus, Kepler, Harvey, Newton and many
others. The third climactic event focused in Darwin,
Tylor, Morgan and others, which conceived of man and his
culture as natural phenomena in an evolutionary frame-
work. That these events are focal climaxes in the cul-
tural history of Western man is witnessed to by scholars
of many disciplines (See Russell 1945, Frankfort 1949,
Singer 1959, Redfield 1953, Simpson 1960, Butterfield
1951, Cassirer 1953, Stark 1958).

Assumptions

The use of world view as an analytical concept
rests upon a number of assumptions. These are here made
explicit to aid the reader in following the argument of
the thesis:

1. "Everybody looks out on a world from a viewpoint
which he identifies with that being toward which,
alone, he finds himself looking when he looks
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inward" (Redfield 1953:91).

2. All peoples, as they look out upon the external
world, have a common desire “to come to terms
with reality,;to live in an ordered universe..."
(Cassirer 1955:17).

3, The "ordered universe" or world view of all
peoples is historically produced in the process
of social interaction which continues over the
time dimension of succeeding generations.

4, The wdrld view as an ideological or belief-value
system may be analytically considered apart from
behavior or the action system. The study there-
fore is not concerned with behavioral elements
but rather with the logical elements of what men
saYy.

5. Since the world view is the product of an histor-
ical process and is an integral element of social
interaction, it is regarded as having some con-

tinuity over time.

LIMITATIONS

Only by recognizing and accepting the following
limitations has the author presumed to attempt an investi-
gation of the discipline of anthropology.

The study is not a philosophical or normative

critique of the assumptions of anthropology but rather
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treats these assumptions as cultural phenomena. It is not
designed as an exhaustive history of the discipline of
anthropology but attempts the construction of a frame-
work of its development centering on the development of
its poétulate foundations expressed in its world views,
and that chiefly in England and America.

The study selects four recent anthropologists as
representative of a limited number of polar positioms,
whose works may structure a perspective for the works of
the many not mentioned in this study. The study does not
attempt an exposition of the ethnographic works of the
four anthropologists chosen but focuses only on their
theoretical works, and then chiefly uronm the postulate
underpinnings of these theoretical works.

The study is not concerned with any of the psycho-
logical dimensions of choice relative to the positions
taken by the four selécted anthropologists. Nor is the
important sociological dimension of the social structure

included in this more strictly cultural investigation.
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NOTES

The author is currently engaged in a research project
in which the theoretical positions of A. L. Kroeber,
Leslie White, and Raymond Firth are being analyzed in
the framework of the Processually Articulated Struc-
tural Model of C. P. Loomis. This model, called the
PAS Model may be found in C. P. Loomis, Social stems:

Essays on Their Persistence and Chan e. Princeton:
D. 3 Nostrand Company, inc. 19

The aspect of the author's own world view was one
which his major professor, Dr. Iwao Ishino, persis-
tently kept before him.

A research paper comparing the positions of A. L.
Eroeber, Robert Redfield, and Leslie White, done in
a special readings course directed by Dr. Richard
Adams, laid the groundwork for the idea of a compar—
ative study of anthropologists.

Man, Nature, and God are capitalized when they call
special attention to Redfield's categories.

The selection of Redfield's concept of world view no

doubt reflects the interest, due to his theological
training, which the author brings te this study.-

15



CHAPTER II

PRE-ANTHROPOLOGY: THE GREEK TRANSFORMATION
OF WORLD VIEW

Culture, by definition, is diachronic phenomena.
Culture without a past is hardly conceivable.‘ The
problem then arises in a concern with cultural phe-
nomena of how far into the past shall the investigator's
interest lead him. One logical choice that is open to
him is that he must either concern himself with the or-
igins of culture itself or he must settle on some
shorter perspective in terms of a particular_culture or
group of cultures. Even if the latter is chosen, how
far into the history of its cultural development he will
go is a decision that can be determined only by the re-
searcher's interest or problem.

In cGnsidering anthropology as an intellectual,
sub-cultural development of Western Civilization édf‘
concern is limited to the beginnings of Western Civil-
ization. This is not to say that this civilization,
which to a large degree took shape on the Ionian Penin-
sula in the Aegean Sea, was not heavily indebted to its
predecessors in Crete, Egypt, and Babylon. What is sig-

nificant to the problem at hand is that fundamental

16
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cultural differences were developed here among these
Greek people which perceptibly distinguish Western
Civilization from both Eastern Civilization and from the
many primitive cultures. And further, that anthropology
owes its origins to these unique elements in Western Civ-
ilization. These fundamental differences and 'unique
elements® are to be found in their world view.

Archeological research has done much to recon-
struct the history of the events of early Greece. Many
specific details remain unknown; however, the main out-
lines are quite clear. The general process was one of
successive waves of migration from the north, each in
its turn suffering cultural disorganization in its con-
tacts with Minoan and Mycenaean civilization; and each
in its turn thus producing new cultural characteristics
(See Brinton 1950:31 and Russell 1945:7). Another im-
portant acculturation factor was the extensive sea born
contacts with Egypt and with the outer reaches of the
Persian Empire. The eventual result of centuries of
change was a number of small city states that produced
a cultural legacy which sets off Weséérn Civilization
from the rest of the world. Later the conquest of ‘Philip
of Macedon served to unite the people of this culture
into a common political unit. The conquests of his son,
Alexander, resulted in the 'Helenization' of the former

civilizations south and east of Greece. Upon his death,
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Alexander's empire soon fell apart but the intellectual
legacy of the Greeks has been passed down through time,
despite the rise and fall of emperors and empires.
Central to the cultural distinction produced by

the early Greeks was a way of relating themselves to
their world--essentially a way of thinking-- Crane Brin-
ton (1950:32) calls it "objective reasoning". Or as Bid-
ney (1949:411) observes:

What is significant in the case of historical Greek

society is that the appeal against tradition was

made in the name of human reason and logic rather

than in the name of the Gods.
Characteristic of the Greek manner of thought is the
sharp dichotomy between observer and observed in the
knowiﬁg process--a subject-object relationship as being
fundamental to all understanding. The forefathers of
the Greeks had been tradition bound by an“identity with
their total world in the tight web of their cultural
myths. In the encompassing world view of myth man is
bound to nature with a subjective identity (Cassirer
1955:544). He is bound to his past by a time perspective
that fuses together past, present, and future (Cassirer
1953%:219; McCone 1956), and he is bound within his own
system of cultural knowledge by an uncritical, uncon-
scious and emotional acceptance of its premises

(Cassirer 1955:52). The tribal myths nad been shattered

as migratory waves of their bearers had washed up on the
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shores of eipanding civilizations. Yet, out of succeed-
ing levels of the debris of myth controlled cultures
rose a new way of life destined for world hegemony for
millenniums to come. There arose a new world view in
which there was a fundamental detachment of the viewer.
The sentiment based substratum of myth had broken
(Cassirer 1953:108). These ‘'culture pioneers' shared
with their forefathers--whoever they were

the same desire of human nature to come to terms

with reality, to live in an ordered universe, and

to overcome the chaotic state in wnich things and

thoughts have not yet assumed a definite shape

and structure (Cassirer 1955:16, 17).
This desire, however, was to be fulfilled in a radically
different manner. A manner that was to have seemingly
unlimited avenues and degrees of fulfillment, nor was it

to respect geographic, racial or social boundaries in

its persistent world conquest.
WORLD VIEW-EIDOS

Man-Nature-God

In The Primitive World and Its Transformations,

Redfield has sketched the transformation of a mythical
world view to that developed by the early Greeks. Be-

ginning with the primitive he states (Redfield 1953:104):

If later world views might be compared with ref-
erence to a triangle of these three conceptions--
Man, Nature, God--the primary world view was one
in which the triangle itself was not very apparent.
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This unitary character of the cosmos in the case
of the folk peoples is recognized on the onme hand
when it is said that the world of the folk is per-
" vaded with sacredness. On the other hand, it is
recognized when it is said that the world of the
folk is personal. The two ideas, put together,
refer to the hardly separable interpenetration
of Man, Nature, and God in that which the pre-
civilized man confronted.

This mutual involvement of Man, Nature and God as "looked
out upon" of course takes in the viewer himself. Thus,
referring to the observations of the Frankforts, Red-
field (Ibid:105) says that:
In this primitive world view the thing confronted
is unique, ... it is known directly inarticulately
and without detachment... This primary indistinc-
tion of personal, natural, and sacred qualities is

the first characteristic to be asserted of the. world
view of primitive man.

Directly related to this first characteristic is the sec-
ond, - the universe is a moral order.

The radical transformation of the mythical world
view is regarded as the combined achievement of the
Hebrews and the Greeks (Ibidsl02):

The radical achievement of the Hebrews in putting
God entirely outside of the physical universe and
attaching all value to God is recognized as an
immense and unique achievement. And the fresh
beginning of Greek science in conceiving a universe
in which order was immanent without any reference
to God at all is also recognized as exceptional

and extraordinary.

Cassirer points out, however, that "... nature is,
after all, only the periphery of the mythical world; it

is not its center." 1Its real center is found in its



21

gods. Two opposite forces in Greek philosophy, Hera-
clitus' philosophy of "Being" and the eleatic philosophy
of "Becoming" had rid nature of its gods. Xenophanes
of the eleatic school "insisted that a plurality of gods
is inconceivable and contradictory." The result was a
conception of nature in which deity did not even provide
a rationale for order, and that was also free from all
"mythical and anthropomorphic thought." But as Cassirer
(1955:65) emphasizes:

«ses all these victories of rational thought remained

precarious and uncertain so long as myth was still

in undisputed possession of its firmest stronghold.

Myth was not really defeated so long as it had full

sway over the human world and dominated man's
thoughts and feelings about his own nature and

destiny.

The ‘'de-mything' of nature was but the first step
in producing the world view of the Greeks. It paved the
way for the attack on the mythical conception of history
by Herodotus and Thucydides and development of political
philosophy er the exercise of conscious control of
the social order. As expressed by Cassirer (;9;9:61, e2),
"The new conception of nature became the common ground
for a new conception of man's individual and social life."”
Opposing philosophical schools--Socrates and the sophists
--agreed that "a rational theory of human nature was a
desideratum of any philosophic theory." But while the
sophists opposed the myths with rational explanations,

Socrates opposed it with the method of self examination.
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Human nature must be seen critically in an "ethical light"
rather than in the subme;ging light of myth. The Greeks
thus came to confront a néture distinct from supernature,
possessing its own inherent principle of order. Their
origins were not the historical origins of myths. They
did not even look for an ‘origin' in the sense of an ini-
tial condition which was superceded by subsequent states
of being. The Ionians asked for an immanent and lasting
ground of existence. The Greek (Ap)cn/ ) means origin,
not as 'beginning' but as 'sustaining principle' or
'first cause' (Frankfort 1959:251). God was separated
from both man and nature so that he was not a first cause
to nature; to man he was significantly distant, irrele-
vant and unknown. That these philosophical cosmologies
were far in advance of the world view_of the 'Greek on
the street' is communicated to us through the apostle
Paul's observation made in his sermon to the philosophers:
on Mars Hi;l. In this classic utterance he needled the
philosophers by pointing out the religiousness of the
people of Athens as evidenced by their extensive idolatry
and concern about the gods (Bible: Acts, Chapter 17).

In terms of Redfield's triad of Man-Nature-God,
Man was confronted by the philosophers as distinct from
Nature and God, the understanding of which was the foun-
dation of all knowledge. To turn again to Cassirer
(1955:66) their goal was to "humanize philosophy, to
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turn cosmogony and ontology into anthropology..."

History-Philosophy-Science

From the fundamental observer-observed detach-
ment and the concomitant Man-Nature-God separation in
the world view, the Greeks came to segregate their con-
frontations of different aspects of their world. As a
result, the world view came to be composed of four quite
distinct intellectual streams, each to a large degree
Greek innovations. Bertrand Russell (1945:3) refers to
each one of these in a single sentence:

They (the Greeks) invented mathematics and science
and philosophy; they first wrote history as opposed
to mere annals; they speculated freely about the

nature of the world and the ends of life, without
being bound in the fetters of any inherited ortho-

doxy.

The critical self consciousness which had a dynamic birth
here in the area of the Aegean was focused on man's phys-
ical environment, upon his own social order, upon his
own knowledge and thought processes, and upon past human
experience. What had previously been undifferentiated
and unconsciously accepted in myth (See Schelling as re-
ferred to in Cassirer 1955:4, 5) now became objects of
critical concern and serious questioning.

It is not here being presumed that Russell con-
ceives each one of these--science, philosophy, mathem-

atics or abstract systems of conceptualization, and
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history as culturally autonomous, or conflicting systems
of thought. On the contrary it is apparent that each
took shape somewhat concurrently within a common cul-
tural milieu. Still, despite the common cultural inter-
relations and shared cultural characteristics which they
might have, certain analytical differences in the concern
of each justify their being spoken of as distinct
streams of cultural innovation.

If world view is the meaningful order which man
in society constructs from and for the events of his en-
vironment, then something may be said for each of these
Greek innovations as a system of meanming comnstructions.
Science developed as a method of interpreting the events
of a fixed order, as the order of the physical universe
was conceived. History became an approach to the past
events of a changing order, the order of human exper-
ience. Philosophy was not concerned directly with
events as such, but rather with problems of the origins,
nature, and ends, of the orders in which events take |
(and took) place. This'includes both the order of phys-
ical nature and of socio-cultural man. It seems to this
author that mathematics, dealing as it does with an ab-
stract system of numerical symbols and space-time cat-
egories, may be regarded as a manner of confronting the
events of the mind. However in the primitive societies

with mythical culture these events are at least held in
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abeyance, they are not 'there' to require interpenetra-
tion or explanation. Thus in the Greek world view these
'events' will not be considered in the same ontological
sense as those of history and science.

Russell (1945:3) observes that philosophy and
science were born together as expressed in the works of
Thales of Miletus (624-565 B.C.). It will be remembered
that Thales not only predicted the eclipse in 858 B.C.
but he was also concerned with the philosophical ques-
tion of the nature of material reality. His answer was
water. Those of the Milesian school who followed Thales--
Anaximander and Anaximenes, though scientists, also spec-
ulated on the essential nature of material reality.
Anaximenes held that it was to be found in the air.
Democritus who was not of the Milesian school, rather
than speculating about the nature of reality postulated
merely that everything was composed of physically indi-
visible units called atoms. The problems of philosophy
were further disposed of when he simply denied the ex-
istence of the mind as a separate entity. Democritus was
contemporary with Socrates. Socrates was as influential
in divorcing philosophy from science as Democritus was in
divorcing science from philosophy. Singer speaks of Soc-
rates as "associated with a great intellectual revolution"

and quotes his pupil Xenophon as saying of him (Singer
1959:%6):
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eeoo 88 for learning the courses of the stars, oc-
cupying oneself with the planets or inquiring
about their distance from the earth or about their
orbits or the causes of their movements, to all
these he strongly objected as a waste of time.
He dwelt on the contradictions and conflicting
opinions of the physical philosophers... and,
in fine, he held that speculators on the universe
and on the laws of the heavenly bodies were hardly
better than madmen.

Mathematics was conceived as a section of man's
confrontation of his world by the Greeks. Numbers "were
held to have a real separate existence outside our minds"
(Ibid:23). There was also a "consciousness of a corres-
pondence between the workings of our'minds and the work-
ings of nature...* (Loc. cit.). That mathematics--in the
sense we are using it--should have its birth in psychic
association with religion rather than empirical science
may seem strange to the modern mind, but this is the case.
0f Pythagoras, Russell states, "Mathematics, in the sense
of demonstrative deductive argument, begins with him, and
in him is intimately connected with a peculiar form of
mysticism." He goes on to characterize Pythagoras "as a
combination of Einstein and Mrs. Eddy" (Russell 1945:28,
31). In accounting for the reasonableness of what super-
ficially appears to be a strange intellectual combination,
Russell makes some very insightful observations which will
serve to illuminate the distinction which is here made in
setting an abstract systeﬁ of conceptualization apart

from science, philosophy and history as a distinct
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intellectual stream. To quote at length (Ibid:37):
Mathematics is, I believe, the chief source of the
belief in eternal and exact truth, as well as in
a super-sensible intelligible world. Geometry
deals with exact circles, but no sensible object
is exactly circular... This suggests the view
tha exact reasoning applies to ideal as op-
posed to sensible objects; it is natural to go
further, and to argue that thought is nobler than
those of sense perception. Mystical doctrines as
to the relation of time to eternity are also rein-
forced by pure mathematics, for mathematical ob-
jects, such as numbers, if real at all, are eternal

and not in time. Such eternal objects can be con-
ceived as God's thoughts.

Quite in contrast to "religious, mystical and other
worldly" Pythagorus, Herodotus, the father of history,
perhaps would find more attitudes in common with the sci-
entist. That is, he was "empirical, rationalistic, and
interested in acquiring knowledge of a diversity of facts.'
These facts were however not of the present order of the
material world but of the course of past events which
people had experienced. History--so named by the Greeks
who developed it (ldtcfhso means literally inquiry or
investigation, so radically opposed to the myth which it
supplanted. The 'cultural' ground work was prepared for
Herodotus:

Xenophanes, the philosopher, who had denounced the
myths of Homer and Hesiod because such miraculous
occurrences are impossible in the face of the reg-
ularity of the laws of nature (Shotwell 1939:168).

The status of philosophy in its differentiation

from history and science and from the world view of myth

deserves further elucidation. The world view of Western
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Civilization as traced here seems to focus around or stem
from two interrelated aspects. First, there is a funda-
mental detachment of man within the world view itself and
second, there is a parallel detachment of the individual
as he looks out upon the world. These basic characteris-
tics lead to a break in the uncritical acceptance of tra-
dition and at the same time set the stage for a number of
choices and decisions to be made in the process of criti-
cal speculation which is necessary to build a coherent
cosmology. In the mythical world view the ontological
premises and@ the ultimate values are implicit and are
accepted uncritically. As expressed by the Frankforts
(1959:251):

A cosmogonic myth is beyond discussion. It describes

a sequence of events, which one can either accept or

reject. ... myth claims recognition by the faithful,

not Justification before the critical.
The philosophy of myth is not differentiated from events.
The critical detachment of the Greeks was in terms'ﬁf
their own knowledge as well as their own history. Hence,
philosophy became for them a critical concern with their
own world view and their cosmologies were more than spec-
ulating on the basis of world view, it became rather a
conscious and critical construction of world view. In
this sense philosophy truly had its origins with the
Greeks, though the Hebrews developed a certain detaéhment

without the speculative approach. The basic detachment in
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the world view of the Greeks leaves the individual with
a number of alternative premises between which he must
make a critical choice.

Out of the basic detachment in the Greek world
view have developed at least three sets of philosophical
positions to be critically accepted or rejected, as op-
posed to the uncritical acceptance of primitive myth.
With respect to the ontological character 6f the observed
world three altermative assumptions were presented, com-
monly called Mind, Matter, and Dualist. With respect to
the relationship of knowledge to observed reality three
categories of assumptions or epistemological postulates
have developed. The realist postulates assume that real-
ity is found in universals; the nominalist that reality
is found in the concrete particular and that classs terms
are but classifying names. COngeﬁﬁuglésm is a third and
intermediate postulate which holds that universals are
concepts which exiéf in the mind and express real simi-
larities to the things themselves. A third set of as-
sumptions may be called methodological postulates in-as-
much as they address themselves to the question, "How is
the observed related to the observer through knowledge?"
Of these the intuitionist postulates focus on the activity
of the mind in unlocking the secrets of the observed
world. On the other hand, for the empiricist postulates,
the mind is more like a blank plate upon which the



30
empirical world makes its sensory impressions. A third .
postulate category is that of idealism which holds that
the mind of the observed and the object hold a position
of entire dependence on each othef as "warp and woof."
These critical decision areas are the cultural heritage
of the Greek world view. Upon these postulates, criti-
cally chosen, rather than traditionally and unconsciously
received have been constructed the cosmologies of western
philosophers. (Ehe fundamental detachment of men as ob-
server from the observed world has been both the fulcrum
which gave rise to the intellectual advance of Western
Civilization as it has beem the focus about which the
critical issues have been structured for its cosmology
builders. This brief sketch of some of the metaphysical
postulate areas serves to emphasize the fact that phil-
osophy was structured by the Greeks around basic axes of
assumption and choice relative to the interpretation of
the "orders" which man constructs out of and for the
events which he observes.

Modern anthropology owes much to the early Greek
origins of each of the four cultural streams. The sci-
entific approach to phenomena, abgtract systems of con-
ceptualization, a critical concern with one's own society,
knowledge and history all are essential prerequisites to
the development of a cross cultural understanding of the

human reality. In fact, Singer, the historian of science,
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hails Herodotus as the father of anthropology as he is
also the father of history (Singer 1959:22). With this
Kroeber, the anthropologist, concurs (1948:13):
Herodotus, the 'father of history,' devoted half of
his nine books to pure ethnology. ... until nearly
two thousand years after these ancients, in neither
chemistry nor geology nor biology was so serious an
interest developed as in anthropology.

WORLD VIEW-ETHOS

The Greek transformation is maemifest in the world
view-ethos also. In the world of myth the attitude with
which man confronted Not-man was one of "placation or
appeal or coercion... The obligation is felt to do what
falls to one in maintaining the whole of which man is a
part"” (Redfield 1953:106). In contrast, the Greek atti-
tude toward Nature was oné of control, mastery and exploi-
tation. No doubt the "city states™ as they developed
among the Greek may be regarded as a form of social con-
trol--a degree of mastery and regulation of Man by man.
This possibility was not open to primitive man. He was
within a self regulating system of Man-Nature-God. 1In
civilizations prior to the Greeks only by a claim to a
certain agency of God could man exercise control over
fellowman. Here then, among the Greeks in their societal
self control were laid the foundations of modern democ-
racy. In most of the Greek cosmologies God was far re-

moved. It would seem that the Greeks were intent on
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focusing their cosmologies on Nature and Man and hence in
the world view-ethos, God was regarded with indifference
and as lacking significance.

Related to both world view-ethos and world view-
eidos is the new temporal orientation which emerged when
history was extraced from myth. In fact Cassirer sug-
gests that myth had provided the answer to primitive man's
question about the origins of things, about the physical
world and about his social world. In other words, phil-
osophy, science and history were all bound together in
myth. The result is a time perspective radically differ-
ent from that bequeathed to western man by the Greeks.
Cassirer (1953:219) describes the time perspective of
myth as follows:

The past, present; and future are still tied up to-
gether; they form an undifferentiated unity and an
indiscriminate whole. Mythical time has no definite
structure; it is still an "eternal time." From the
point of view of the mythical consciousness the past
has never passed away; it is always here and now.
When man begins to unravel the complex web of the
mythical imagination he feels himself transported
into a new world; he begins to form a new concept

of truth. }

The emergence of history from myth, along with sci-
ence and philosophy, and their detachment from each other
produced a new time perspective. History, confined to
the available facts of the past, left the problems of or-
igins to philosophy and time became a limited measureable

reality. As history was developed by Herodotus and
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Thycydides, time was structured by the substantiated
events of a not too distant past. As historians, their
concern was not with a "world of physical objects but
a symbolic universe--a world of symbols.” From this uni-
verse 8o limited in time the orientation of time devel-
oped. How different from the primitive is the msmmer
,

in which past, present, and future are related in the\
Greek view.

History cannot predict the events to come; it can

only interpret the past... a new understanding of

the past gives us at the same time a new prospect

of the future, which in turn becomes an impulse

to intellectual and social life (Cassirer 1953:

225, 226).

It is not strange that the science and history of
the Greeks shared a common time perspective as they
emerged from the bonds of myth. In the primitive world
view of eternal existence the unmeasureable past defined
reality and value, and gave meaning to the world of ex-
perience. The Milesian founders of science were to con-
sider the past in terms of the observable world in which
they liveu. It had to be then a past that was "in sight,”
within reach as it were of their powers of observation.
Their time perspective was limited and measureable--if not
measured (Cornford 1957:21):

In the first place the Milesian proceed on tacit
assumption which it never occurs to them to state,
because they are taken over from poetical cosmogony
eee The chief question they answer is: How did

the present world order, with the disposition of
the great elemental masses and the heavenly bodies,
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come to exist as we now see it? Here at once it

is assumed that the world had a beginning in time.

The Ionians also asserted that it would some day

come to an end, and be superceded by another world.
The Greeks did not try to meaéure all of measureable time.
This would have joined history and philosophy again. They
d¢id, however, live in a world with a limited or circum-

scribed time perspective.



CHAPTER III
PROTO-ANTHROPOLOGY: THE REVOLUTION OF SCIENCE

The basic cultural elements of Greek civilization

found continuance in their Roman inheritors--but not a
significant development of them. The Latin world was more
practical minded and gave greater adherence to Stoic and
Epicurian creeds. Hence, the beginnings of Greek science,
history, philosophy and logico -mathematical knowledge did
not flourish far beyond their original level. Singer
(1951:103) explains:

Thus, in place of knowledge accumulating progressively

on the basis of a wide and far reaching theory we get

under Stoicism, either a type of exact but intellect-

ually motiveless observation, or a rejection of all

knowledge not of practical importance. The dogmatism

of Epicurianism was even less favorable to scientific

research...

With the fall of the Roman Empire the influences of

Greek civilization went into at least partial eclipse.
It was preserved in a somewhat static sense by scholars
or copyists in the Roman Catholic monasteries (Sarton
1960:38) and by the physical preservation of the written
page itself. Arabic scholars did more to advance know-
ledge than did those of the west. Yet it remained quite

detached from the dynamic on going way of life of the

35
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middle or "dark" ages. The culture of the feudal soci-
eties within the 'Holy Roman Empire' was essentially a
product of a continued and complex process of accultura-
tion. Gaulic, Frankish, Teutonic and other tribes had
first either come under the dominion of the Roman Empire
or lived on its outermost boundaries. The breakdown in
their tribal cultures produced the "barbarian" powers
that eventually overran the empire itself. The, by now
highly traditionalized, form of Christiamity which had
become the religion of the empire, proved to be an impor-
tant factor in the acculturation process which followed.
The result was the strongly traditionalized feudal system
of the middle or "dark" ages. The rediscovery of the
primitive truths of Christianity led to the reformation
and did much to challenge the hold of traditionmalism on
the minds of the people. It led also to the counter ref-
ormation in the Roman Church. The rediscovery of the
basic intellectual founadations of Greek civilization
sparked the renaissance. Here the cultural heritage of
a somewhat distant past as it came to life in the cultural
milieu of feudal Europe found in it the soil, the environ-
ment or cross fertilization which produced a tremendous
growth and development--in fact it produced our modern
"Western" culture. Whitehead isolates certain ingredients
in this %s0il®": a rising interest in mathematics, belief

in a detailed order of nature and an unbridled rationalism
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(Whitehead 1923:39). The development of the four intel-
lectual streams observed in Greek civilization, flourished
in this'period and combined to lay the cultural fouﬁda-
tions of amthropology.

As séience led the way under Thales for the trans-
formation from the world view of myth to the logos of
the Greeks, so also the significant development of the
Renaissance has been called by some the scientific rev-
olution and by others the Galilean-Newton revolution
(Singer 1959:418).

The Renaissance was indeed'a rebirth of the Greek
cultural heritage. It was a rebirth, however, that soon
produced a revolution in world view. The change was not
a transformation as from primitive mythog'to Greek logos,
but rather a radical development taking place on the foun-
dations laid by the Greeks. The scientific revolution
which took place within the historical scope of Coperni-
cus, Galileo and Newton, Whitehead hails as "the greatest
single intellectual success which mankind has achieved."
This revolution along with the reformation to which it
was related developed out of the rebirth of the Greek
world view (Whitehead 1925:9):

The Reformation and the scientific movement were two
aspects of the revolt which was the dominant intel-
lectual movement of the later Renaissance. The appeal
to the origins of Christianity, and Francis Bacon's
appeal to efficient causes as against final causes,
were two sides of one movement of thought.
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It is the 'science' side of the thought coin that
shall receive attention in this study. That science
brought about a pervading revolution in world view is at-
tested by other scholars (Butterfield 1951:viii):

Since it changed the character of men's habits and
mental operations even in the conduct of the non-
material sciences, while transforming the whole dia-
gram of the physical universe and the very texture

of human life itself, it looms so large as the real
origin of the modern world and of the modern mental-
ity that our customary periodization of European
history has become an anachronism and an encumbrance.

In observing the same historical phenomenon, Singer
points to the ethos as well as the eidos character of the
development. Regarding Galileo he speaks of "the initia-
tion of a new attitude toward the objective universe"
(Singer 1959:230) and further adds (Ibid:259):

Galileo founded a new conception of the world--he
almost founded a mood in which to regard it. In
doing se he certainly affected the religion of all
men who are able to accept or partake of his mood.

In this chapter the character of the cosmology de-
veloped in the scientific revolution shall be sketched.
The revolution in world view shall be seen as scientific
cosmology passed into a generalized world view and as
further developments took place in the following three

centuries.
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WORLD VIEW-EIDOS
Man-Nature-God

The 17th century revolution in world view came
about through a focus on nature. Nature was taken to be
the physical universe. Whether nature encompassed all of
reality depended upon the ontological postulate which was
chosen--mind, matter, or a dualism; a choice imperative
which was inherited from the Greeks. Newton perceived
Nature apart from both Man and God, in no wise "natural-
izing” nor negating the latter by his focus upon nature.
In whichever mammer the relatiomship of Nature-Man-God
was to be conceived relative to the postulates of know-
ledge the revolutionary change that was to take place in
the concept of nature was to make its impact felt on the
concept of Man and God and their interrelationships in
the world view. The development of science then proved
to be a revolutionary factor in the development of world
view. In the words of a philosopher and historian
(Russell 1945:525):

Almost everything that distinguished the modern world
from earlier centuries is attributable to science
which achieved its most spectacular triumphs in the
seventeenth century.

It was chiefly in Aristotle that the Greek world

view had been preserved by the theologians of the Roman

Church. The basic distinction made between the heavens
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and the earth was thought to have confirmation in the
Scripture. Aristotle's concept of an unlimited universe
was modified to fit a theologically acceptable position.

Copernicus was one of the sparks which 1lit the rev-
olutionary conflagration of change. The change from a
geocentric universe to a heliocentric universe was a rad-
ical development as well as having latent in it the chal-
lenge to the whole Aristotlean system as it has been mod-
ified by the church. Copernicus laid the foundation for
doubting the basic distinction between celestial and ter-
restrial mechanics. The removal of the idea of an outer
sphere within which the universe existed, opened the door
to a concept of an infinite universe. Entering through
this door led Bruno in 1600 to the flames of the counter-
conflagration, the inquiéition of the Roman Church.

For Copernicus the heavenly bodies, though moving
around the sun as a center still moved in perfect circles.
It was Kepler who reduced farther the distinction between
the heavenly bodies and the earth. Following the relig-
ious minded mathematician, Pythagoras, Aristotle had per-
ceived that there was a perfection in the heavens and
their' movement was according to different principles than
movement on the imperfect earth. Motion in the heavens
was in perfect circles, on earth motion was rectilinear.

Of course the earth itself did not move. But now
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advancing from Copernicus, Kepler discovered that neither
the earth nor the heavenly bodies moved in perfect cir-
cles but in elliptic orbits. The unearthly perfection of
the heavens had diminished and earthly and heavenly bodies
seemed to behave very much alike. In fact, kepler was
able to discover three laws which encompassed the sun and
its planets, including the earth. They were: 1) The
planets describe eliptic orbits of which the sun occupies
one focus, 2) The line joining a planet to the sun
sweeps out equal areas in equal times, and 3) The square
of the period of revolution of a planet is proportionate
to the cube of its average distance from the sun (Russell
1945:530). It became obvious that mathematics with its
absolute, perfectionistic character might find some ser-
vice in the sensual order observed by man; that it might
help to order the total universe under his sensory gaze.

Galileo was to carry the torch of the scientific
revolution for such a distance that it is sometimes
called the Galilean revolution. His challenge of Aris-
totle began in terms of falling bodies. Aristotle held
that bodies on earth fall with velocities in proportion
to their weight and inversely proportionate to the medium
through which they were falling. Galileo denied the re-
lation between weight and velocity of fall and developed
the idea of acceleration. The velocity of all bodies,
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if resistance of the medium is removed, is 32 feet per
second at the end of the first second of fall, of 64 feet
per second at the end of the next second, 96 feet per
second the third, etc. Empirical demonstration gave con-
vincing weight to his argument. Galileo added to this a
second challenge and that is, all bodies on earth and in
the heavens in motion tend naturally to move in a straight
line. Aristotle had thought that moving bodies implied
some force moving them, assuming the natural state of
matter to be at rest. Galileo generalized the law of in-
ertia that a body at rest tends to remain at rest and a
body in motion to remain in motion. While all three of
these generalizations or *laws*® were opposed to Aristotle,
what gave them revolutionary dimensions comes from two
uses or applications of them. First, the forces of ac-
celeration, fall, and inertia were related by a principle
which holds that when more than one force is acting upon
a body at the same time the result is as if they each
acted separately and in turn. Second, the generalization
of these principles and laws to all bodies and motion in
the universe. If the overthrow of the Aristotelian dis-
tinction between the heavens and the earth was not com-
plete, it was completed when Newton took the mathematical
formula of Kepler and the law of Galileo and from them
brought forth the universal law of gravitation: "Every
body attracts every other with a force diredtly
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proportional to the product of their masses and inversely
proportional to the square of the distance between them."
The world also waited until Newton for an explicit posi-
tion regarding the heresy of Bruno--a boundless universe.
Newton did not hesitate to take this logical step which
seemed to have such a firm foundatiom in so many ideas
having empirical confirmation. Thus the revolution that
was the basic and beginning of great intellectual advances
was complete. Nature was a determinate, mechanically law-
ful universe including heavens and earth, boundless, and
expressible mathematically. It was no longer geocentric,
not even heliocentric, in fact one is led to ask, "How
can that which is without boundaries have a center at all?

It must be remembered that the sciemtific revolu-
tion as described so far was really an abstract cosmology
focused solely upon nature. What is important for the
problem of this thesis is the generalized world view that
arose from it.

In contrast to the early culture of the Greeks the
cosmologies of the pioneers of science had a very wide
sphere of influence. The printing press, more extensive
participation in intellectual pursuits and possibly the
fact that more ideas had empirical confirmation and appli-
cation resulted in a wider impact on the population and a

deeper influence on the world view. Its influence has
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continued to broaden over time as Whitehead (1925:2) had
attempted to show:
... this quiet growth of science has practically re-
colored our mentality so that modes of thought which
in former times were exceptional are now broadly
spread through the educated world. ...It had altered
the metaphysical presuppositions and the imaginative
content of our minds; so that now the o0ld stimuli
provoke a new response.

There is a crucial shift made however, as the cos-
mologies of Copernicus, Galileo, and Newton gave birth to
the world view of modern man. Galileo and Newton as sci-
entists were dealing with phenomena by which the material
world was made known to man. Treating phenomena in an
abstract manner, they were able to arrive at generaliza-
tions which described the regularities which were observed.
These were laws of motion, not laws of moving bodies.

The conception of the scientists were however "forced in-
to the framework of existing ideas." As a result:

no sooner was the conception of inert bodies pas-

sively following the dictates of blind forces seen

to be applicable to the motion of mass-points, then

it was immediately generalized into a world-

philosophy (Singer 1959:420).
In this manner a world view dominated by a nature, char-
acterized by the principle of universal determinism arises
from what is only "a generalized statement of certain
particularly simple notions." Singer further observes
here that it was this new world-view rather than the cos-
mologies of the scientist that was at the base of much of

the religion versus science conflict that took place from
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the time of Newton until the middle of the nineteenth
century.

Whitehead, before Singer, had observed the same
metamorphosis as the cosmologies of the scientific
pioneers passed over into the world view of a scientific
age. He conceptualized this change under the term of the
"Fallacy of Misplaced Concreteness" (Whitehead 1925:252).
From laws produced by generalizations of abstracted reg-
ularities observed in phenomena came the determinate
forces conceived quite apart from concrete bodies which

account for the order found in concrete reality.

History-Science-Philosophy

In the intellectual development of this period the
fourfold distinction in early Greek culture can be ob-
served. A survey of a few of the classic accomplishments
of the four centuries from 1460-1860 reveals quite dis-
tinctly the early Greek pattern of distinction between
science, philosophy (including social), mathematics and
history. In various men and in some of their works lim-
ited combinations of these find expression.

In the works of Machiavelli, More, Bodin, Hobbes,
Locke, Vico, Hume,Montesquieu, Rousseau, Von Herder,
Condorcet, and many others there is a continuing line

of social philosophy. Speculation about the nature of
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social man, the origin and nature of society, the pro-
cess of its development and the solution of its problems
characterizes the works of these men. They took up the
problems of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. nge were
also historians. Cassirer (1953:219) observes that, "the
concept of history first reached maturity in the works of
Vico and Herder." 1In several of these there was develop-
ing an evolutionistic social philosophy. Vico posited
three stages of history; the divine, the heroic, and the
stage of man. Turgot developed a philosophy of history
which was a theory of cultural evolution resulting from
the interaction of geographical, biological, and psycho-
~logical factors. Herder held that the historical develop-
'ment of man was strictly determined by natural forces.
The driving forces of history were innate tendencies of
man as a manifestation of organic nature. Some of them,
as has been noted, attempted to wed philosophy and his-
tory in a common explanation of the past.

Copernicus, Ga;ileo, vewton and Harvey are out-
standing names among others whose achievement may be
classed as scientific discoveries. Whatever metaphysical
propositions may have been involved in their thinking,
they produced explanations of the observable world that
could be subjected to empirical test and proof. They
carried the tradition of Thales and Democritus far beyond

the horizons established by these early Greqk scientists.,
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They did not concern themselves with how the order came
to be, nor why it was, nor yet what it was. They ad-
dressed themselves only to phenomena and the how of its
behavior.

The mantel of Pythagoras fits well the person of
John Napier, whose attempts to systematize algebraic know-
ledge led eventually to the conception of the principles
of logarithms. He also attemptéd by his mathematics an
interpretation of the book of Revelation. Others who
followed in the development of conceptual schemes worked
them out in conjunction with more immediate empirical
problems. Newton (and Liebnitz) developed the calculus
dealing with curves, to demonstrate that the value of the
*fall of the moon" in its orbit was that required by his
theory of gravitation. Thus, while mathematics as purely
logical activity may have had a rather autonomous origin
from empirical science, it soon became in many ways in-
separably wedded to the development of scientific discov-
ery. Implicit in this historical fact is a strong argu-
ment for at least some level of harmony between matter and
mind. In fact, from now on we will not be able to con-
sider the stream of scientific knowledge as separate from
its logico-mathematical component. Though science became
thus wedded to rational thought, it maintained a separa-
tion from philosophy. Whitehead (1925:17) observes re-

garding science:
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What reasoning it wanted, has been borrowed from

mathematics... Science repudiates philosophy. In

other words, it has never cared to justify its faith

or to explain its meanings; ...
Also (Ibidsl45) "after the close of the seventeenth cen-
tury science took charge of the materialistic nature and
philosophy took charge of cogitating minds." Other con-
ceptual systems were developed such as the classification
systems of Limmeaus and Lamarck which were more directly
suggested by the empirical phenomena itself. A classifi-
cation system is however, as Whitehead (Ibid:30) says, a
halfway house between immediate concreteness and the com-
pleté abstraction of mathematical notions.

History also found a rebirth in the Renaissance and

the Reformation (Shotwell and Jacobs 1955:595):

The Reformation, with its heated controversies, seems

a strange starting point for science, yet it, even

more than the Renaissance, brought out scientific

methods of historical investigation.
Many of the historians of these four centuries concerned
themselves with the Roman Empire and with the Roman Cath-
olic Church. Yet, in all of these from Matthias Flavius
Illyricum to Von Ranke there is an increasing development
of a critical approach to history. The critical approach
to human history was developed by divorcement of the
Augustinian philosophy of providence from history. For

some time history maintained a relative degree of autonomy

from philosophy or the science of nature. Even though
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there was some foreshadowing of evolutionary theory in
Voltaire's Essai surles moeurs, "neither the philosophe

historians nor David Hume nor Edward Gibbon arrived at a
constructive principle in history which could take the
place of the providence that they had rejected."
(Ibid:597)

In observing four quite distinct streams of intel-
lectual development taking shape first in Greek culture
and then coming to greater "florescence® in the four cen-
turies following 1460, is not to put forth the impression
that they developed each in isolation from the other.

Two important aspects of their interrelationships deserves
attention. First, each of the four streams developed con-
currently within a common cultural milieu, not only in
early Greek civilization but in its later rebirth.

Second, in the works of some men, the streams which are
analytically distinct, and as we have observed may be
historically distinct, are brought together in varying
combinations to produce still further cultural advances.
Thus it was a great achievement of Newton to fit together
an abstract system of mathematical relationships with ob-
served empirical regularities and the Ylaw of gravitation®
was given mathematical expression. The calculus served to
demonstrate the possibility of extending this harmony of

*mind and matter.® Both Linneaus and Lamarck developed
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conceptual systems by which to order the empirical phe-
nomena of life, yet both also stoutly rejected the phil-
osophical evolutionary ideas which were current. Despite
the cleavage of science and philosophy, each found in
mathematics an agreeable and useful associate. Whitehead
(1925:31) observes, "It was an age of great physicists
and great philosophers; and the physicists and philoso-
phers were alike mathematicians."

In the works of such men as Buffon ana Hutton the
séientific ®"empirical® discoveries of order in the compo-
sition of the earth were wedded with a philosophical as-
sumption concerning origins to account for and explain
the observed order. At the same time history concerned
itself with nature--rather than limiting itself to the
human social symbolic order as with the Greeks. In the
uniformitarian assumption of Lyle the events of natural
history and the philosophical assumptions of order are mno
longer sharply distinguished. Buckle attempted to find
law in human history and tnus sought to bring history and
science together. Thus he states (as quoted in Cassirer
1944:250):

Rejecting, then, the metaphysical dogma of free will,
.o« we are driven to the conclusion that the actioms
of men, being determined solely by their antecedents
must have a character of uniformity, that is to say,

must, under precisely the same circumstances, always
issue in precisely the same results.
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In spite of these developments, history remained distinct
from philosophy and for the most part without "law."

In summary then, in the world view that developed
out of the Renaissance and the scientific revolution sci-
ence, history, and philosophy remained quite distinct
confrontations of the world. There developed, however,
strong efforts to unite them in various combinations.
History was extended to the material world and as such
accepted philosophical assumptions of Buffon and Lyle to
account for the physical order of the earth. A scientific
approach to human history in the sense of developing his-
torical laws can hardly be said. to héve been widely ac-
cepted. Nor did evolutionary social philosophy take on
the status of history. Still there seems to be evidence
as the 19th century is approached, that there are strains
or efforts to bring these diverse streams together. As
outlined in this study, they are strains against the fund-

amental distinctions inherent in the Greek world view.
WORLD VIEW-ETHOS

In this study world view-eidos has focused on
"what" man confronts or the existential aspects of the
world view. wérld view-ethos has focused on the relation
man sees between himself and that confronted or the norm-
ative aspect of world view. However, world view-ethos is

not something apart from world view-eidos, it is only
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considered separately. To say that one precedes or ac-
counts for the other is not the position taken in this
study. To say they are aspects of a world view that have
mutual coexistence is the position taken here. Max
Scheler's (in Stark 1958:116) argument may be construed
that the ethos logically and historically precedes the
eidos:

Each new object realm which science has conquered in

her history, has had first to be seized in an access

of affection. ... A new natural science presupposes

for thid reason a new feeling for nature--a new eval-

uation of nature. ... Each of the mental schemata

is ushered in by a specific ethos, by a living system

of the positive and negative ranking of values...

nothing can better illustrate these laws than the

social and historical origin of the modern world-view.
Yet it is hard to say whether a new perception or concep-
tion leads to new "affection® or vice versa. Perhaps the
difficulty here is in creating a falsely, mutually-
exclusive character of the ethos and eidos aspect of
world view. Rather they may be conceived as continuously
reciprocal and mutually supplementary aspects of the world
view in the process of its change.

Whatever the relation between the existential and
normative aspects of the world view is in the process of
development, the character of the world view-ethos is in
the new scientific outlook quite clearly established.
There is an interest in nature as a worthy end in itself.

The interest in nature was, however, not the interest of the
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passive or cooperative primitive. It was the interest of
master and exploiter. To understand was to control and
govern, to bring into the service of the man unlocking her
secrets. Scheler expresses (Ibid:117) this character of
the world view in its relations to the other elements:

It is the idea and value of human power and freedom

vis-a-vis nature which inspires the great centuries

of discoveries and inventions, not merely the idea

of utility... We are confronted with a change of

direction in the will to power, away from God and

men towards things...
Stark points out the reciprocal relation between the eidos
and the ethos of world view. "... for it is only when he
learns to think of nature as a quasi-machine that man can
also learn to dominate it." Stark (Ibid:118) goes on to
make a concise statement of the world view-ethos of sci-
ence:

Surely, in the Western order of values the desire to

understand (and control) Nature has in the last three

hundred years predominated mightily over the desire

to understand God and man, and the result has been

a world-view, a working philosophy, no less fundament-

ally determined by scientific conceptions (and pre-

judices!) tham was the imago mundi of the middle ages,

for instance, by religion.

The cosmologies of science as they were taken over
into the world view had a tremendous impact upon the time
perébective. Galileo and Newton, studying in an abstract
manner the phenomena of nature could not from this arrive
at any conceptions of its origin. In fact, the idea of

boundedness in space or time is not derivable from nature
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through any process of abstraction from it. In this sense
science is seen as independent of philosophy. It may
pursue its process of abstraction without basic assump-
tions about origins or the limitation of time and sp;ce.
However, as the abstract concepts of boundless time and
space became a part of a world philosophy of concrete
reality, they became the historical basis of a new phil-
osophy, a new time perspective of eternal time. This
change in temporal orientation was both a revolution in
terms of the Greek cultural heritage and a challenge to
that of traditional Christianity--Protestant amd Roman
Catholic. In fact, on this point the Judeao-Christian
and the Greék world view had enjoyed a point of mutual
reinforcement from the time of their original contact.
Now a challenge was presented to both in the name of
science; science, that unchallengeable belief system that
had proven so many former traditions to be false, and
could always prove its position--or so it seemed to the
now cnanged‘ﬁentality of modern man. Yet, as both Singer
and Whitehead have shown the challenge was coming from an
emerging philosophy, a philosophy built upon the fallacy
of misplaced concreteness.

The change in time perspective is of great impor- .
tance to world view-ethos because the orientation toward

the past and the manner of projection into the future and
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how both are related to the present is the foundation of
the value structure in every society. Through its bound-
less time science indirectly had produced a value based
factor threatening change in the world view-ethos. In the
world view-eidos evidences were observed of efforts to
bring together the three distinct systems of outlook--
history, science, and philosophy. Now with the funda-
mental time perspective coming into question the stage

is set for the 19th century revolution in world view.



CHAPTER IV

BIRTH OF ANTHROPOLOGY: THr CONVOLUTION OF EVOLUTICON

The third great revolution in world view has been
called the 19th century or the 'Darwinian' revolution.
The climax was reached in Darwin's QOrigin of Species.

A number of disparate trends had been developing prior

to mid 19th century. Evolutionary social philosophy had
occupied the thinking of many philosophers. Some histor-
ians such as Buckle had been seeking laws of history.
History still laéked a philosophy, that is, some meaning-
ful foundation and structure through which it could be
®"understood." Scienée in a sense had indirectly produced
its own philosophic foundations by its transformation of
the general world view, but still it had not been able to
"justify its faith or explain its meanings." Though
Darwin's work focused on biological man, it provided the
key which brought these desparate conditions together for
a common resolution; and presented a new world view. At
this point Julian Huxley's words (19603;18; 1960b:251)

are most pertinent and descriptive:

ees the window that Darwin opened into the world of
life permitted a new and an evolutionary view of
other subjects. Men began studying the evolution
of nebulae and stars, of languages and tools, of
chemical elements, of social organizations.

56
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Eventually they were driven to view the universe at
large sub-specie evolutionist, and so to generalize
the evolutionary concept 1n fullest measure. The ex-
tension of Darwin's central idea--of evolution by
natural means--is giving us a new vision of the cosmos
and of our human destiny.

Darwin opened the passage leading to a new pattérn
of ideological organization--an evolution centered
organization of thought and belief.

Darwin's work may be described as a climax in a;
circular movement of man's concept of history. In the
work of Buffon history was extended beyond socio-symbolic
phenomena to include the earth which had been considered
only within the province of science. The result was
natural history. ILyle's postulate of uniformitarianism
accepted by natural history gave to it a committed meta-
physical position--a philosophical connection. Philos-
ophy took a positive concern with the scientist's world
when LaPlace and Kant tried to imagine how the solar sys-
tem had come about and devised a nebular hypothesis in
explanation of its history. Vesalius had advanced the
science of the human body at about the same time that
Copernicus was revolutionizing the science of terrestrial
and celestial bodies. Darwin's extension of natural his-
tory to include biological man by means of an evolutionary
philosophy brought history the full circle around so that
now as natural history it was focused again on the course
of man's socio-symbolic development. This can be said

because culture itself was the crowning achievement of the
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evolutionary process and Darwin "did not hesitate to ex-
tend his argument to cover man's distinctive mental
capacities, intellectual, aesthetic and moral" (Huxley
1960a:11). History had not only attached all phenohena
in its cultural entourage, it had been able to identify
itself with science and philosophy in the course. For
this and other reasons which shall be established in this
chapter the "Darwinian revolution" has herein been re-
named the Convolution of Evolution in contrast to the
Revolution of Science.

Darwin developed no evolutionary theory of culture;
it was for others to visualize culture within the evolu-
tionary order. Tylor, Morgan and others entered "the
world of Darwin" and constructed the cosmologies which in-
cluded the phenomena of culture. It is with the work of
these men that the birth of -anthropology must be con-
sidered. Kroeber (1900:10) lists the first works that

may be truly called anthropology:

1861: Bachofen, The Matriarchate

1861: Maine, Ancient Law

1864: Fustel de Coulanges, The Ancient City

1865: McLennan, Primitive Marriage

1865: Tylor, Researches Into the Early History
of Mankind

1870: ZLubbock, Origin of Civilization
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1871: Morgan, Systems of Consanguinity

1871: Tylor, Primitive Culture

1877: Morgan, Ancient Society

The author is aware that Tylor and the other evol-
utionary anthropologists did not receive their ideas
from nor build their explanations on Darwin. Their in-
tellectual debt was chiefly to their precursors, the
evolutionary social philosophers. However, Darwin's work
more than anything else had elevated the status of the
idea of evolution to that of a scientific concept. Qnife
apart from any direct influence of Darwin on Tylor and
the other anthropologists, the establishment of the sci-
entific status of evolution in the minds of many people
did have much to do with the writings of these men and
also with the acceptance and interpretation of them by
their readers. It may also be observed that Darwin and
these anthropologists were alike influenced by the evol-
utionist ideas which were spawning in their day.

WORLD VIEW-EIDOS

Man-Nature-God

The Galilean revolution transformed the world view
by its new outlook on nature. "The Darwinian revolution
changed the most crucial elements in man's world--his

concept of himself" (Simpson 1960:966). The radical
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change in a concept of himself is directly related, how-
ever, to the view of Nature which developed from the cos-
mologies of Galileo and Newton. The acceptance of evol-
ution as a fact served to place Man within the mechan-
istic-determinist nature which was thought to be the
world view of science. This new world view is a complete
world view for it includes all three of thg confronta-
tions suggested by Redfield--Man-Nature-God. As in the
myths of the primitive, Man is a part of Nature, but it
is a different Nature. It is a Nature of mechanistic
order--and if an order of mystery at least a mystery that
yields up her secrets to the man who is now conceived as
a part of her. It is not a sacred order but an order of
forces governing all.hovements and existence within it
but at the same time exploitable. It is not a personal
order--it doesn't care, it does not have designs for good
or bad. ‘

The modern evolutionist, Simpson, recognizes the
similarity which the evolutionary world view has with
primitive myth in that both identify cultural man in
Nature. Because of this common characterization,

Simpson holds the primitive (lower superstititions) up
in a favorable light as compared to the 'higher super-
stitions' of western religions (Ibid:967). The:'mythical'

character of the evolutionist man-in-nature postulaté is
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further attested by its cultural affinity with the world
views of nonwestern culture (Veith 1960:1):

In contrast to the Western world the far eatern

philosophers thought of creation in evolutionary

terms. ... once concepts of creation had been formed

early in China's recorded history, they remained un-

changed and fundamental throughout the Far East un-

til the introduction of Western evolutionary theories,

and these actually proved considerably less alien to

traditional Chinese cosmogonic ideas than to those

of the West.
However, the world view of the founders of anthropology
in other ways is to be contrasted with that of the prim-
itive. The identity of Man-Nature-God in the primitive
world view resulted in a Nature that at once partook of
the qualities of the personal and the supernatural. The
"nature" of Darwin, Huxley, and Tylor "naturalized® man
rather than man "personalizing® nature. As the world
philosophy which developed in part through the "fallacy
of misplaced concreteness," was extended to encompass the
total world view of man, a "religious-anti-religious"
position was incorporated in the world view. When a
materialistic naturalistic philosophy was extended to
encompass the total world view, including God; rather
than a "spiritual® Nature as in the primitive outlook,
there was a "natural® God. Evidence of this character-
istic of the world view is found in a quotation from T.

"H. Huxley (in White 1949:55):
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Anyone who is acquainted with the history of sci-

ence will admit that its progress has, in all ages,

meant and now more than ever means, the extension

of the province of what we call matter and causa-

tion, and the concomitant gradual banishment from

all regions of human thought of what we call spirit

and spontaneity.
Leslie White's charting the cultural course of ideolog-
ical history from belief in animism and supernaturalism
to a philosophy of naturalism gives evidence that he
shares at least this aspect of the evolutionist world
view.

| There were some, such as Morgan, who at least de-
ferred to prevailing religious beliefs, allowing that the
whole course of evolution was under the direction of
providence. Thus, if materialist philosophy was not
presented, God remained distinct from Nature, but as a
supernatural power. The mechanistic determinism which
for the materialist and naturalist was immanent could
thﬁs be made trgnséendant and located in the person of
God. In this manner some religious thinkers attempted
%o reconcile evolution and religion into a theistic
evolution. These efforté, however, were at best compro-
mises. In the ontological aspect of the evolutionist
world view the sharp distinctions characterizing the
Greek world view were not present. Man and his culture

were seen as phenomena in Nature and "God® became phe-

nomena in the socio-cultural order.
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History-Science-Philosophy

In the basic world view of Western civilization up
to this time, history, science, and philosophy had mani-
fested some degree of autonomy though trends noted above
developed in the 18th and early 19th century toward con-
vergences. The assumption of culture as natural phe-
nomena by the evolutionists led to the confrontation of
culture and nature in such a manner that history, sci-
ence, and philosophy became a single intertwined outlook
upon reality. In the words of Butterfield (1951:172),
"The new sciencg and the new_history.Joined hands and
each acquired a new power as a result of their mutual
reinforcement:" But it was more than mutual reinforce-
ment. Both history and science received a new character
by the philosophy which joined them together and also
joined together with them. "Science and history had come
together to present the idea of the whole of nature ad-
vancing slowly but relentlessly to some high goal"
(Ibid:174).

A further similarity is recognized between the
evolutionary and the mythical world views. In pre-Greek
myth, origin accounts, ultimate goals, history, the pre-
sent order and the assumptions underlying it are all
undifferentiated in one explanation of reality. The

world view rising from the assumption of man and culture
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in Nature, ties natural history to human history and
finds in the present order of nature the key to its own
origin and history; and at the same time it accounts for
the present order of Nature in terms of its own history.
The order given to life by an homologous classification
becomes the key to its origin and development. This
same origin and development becomes the explanation of
the order and the whole historical process has a ration-
ale--a plan. So likewise, a similar principle was ap-
plied to the culture of man Sut the systems of classi-
fication in no wise compared to that comstructed for
biology by Linneaus and Lamarck. Complex modern civil-
ization was the recent end of the process and those
simple "primitive"™ societies suggested the most remote
condition of man.

From its intertwining with philosophy and science,
history became at once law abiding and meaningful. 1Its
course was determined, directionally oriented and con-
sistent. History and philosophy combined to account for
the order in nature which science confronted. History
and science combined to give substantive or factual
character to what otherwise were the assumptions of
philosophy. The origins that the Greeks had trans-
formed from mythical beginnings to:ggkdfl(metaphysical
and logical assumptions of reality) in the evolutionist

assumptions became historical "facts" of origins. When
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I.yvell's uniformitarian postulate that all events in the
past have taken place in terms of the processes we now
s ee operating, and the evolutionary postulates were in-
txoduced into an explanation of the origim ¢f the present
o xder then the "forces" of the present order were made
t o account also for its origin and the fallacy of mis-
P laced concreteness was extended. That is, the abstract
generalizations of the order of nature not only are made
T o be concrete forces upholding its preéent orderliness
but they become concrete facts which account for the
Ooxigin and development of that order. It is this sense
in which philosophy receives a concrete, factual or
ewent content of science and history, and metaphysics
is transformed into physics.
A third approach to the problem of the world view

resulting from an inclusion of man and culture in Nature
Comes from focusing on the culture aspect of this postu-
late. If world view is the way people look out on their
World, then it must be in this sense that the culture
has empirical reality and is conceived by the anthropol-
Ogist as existing in the world of nature. While it is
& gecond logical step to hold that the anthropologist's
€@Xxplanation must then also exist in the sphere of nature,
| the postulate is primarily assuming the outlook on the
world which exists in the minds of the people being
8tudied as natural phenomena. Yet in each instance,
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whether it is the world view of the people studied or
that of the anthropologist doing the studying--the one
looking out as well as their outlook becomes a part of
that nature. From this it follows that nature becomes
a self existent, self conceived, self knowing reality.

Science as an explanation of culture becomes a product

- of +the culture which it explains. In this manner the

me thodological strands that the Greek tramsformation of
woxr1d view had so clearly differentiated out of primi-

tiwve myth, again were interwoven in man's approach to
his world.

WORLD VIEW-ETHOS

Redfield shows how primitive msn with a world
View in which man @nd God are both identified with
nature, acted out of a sense of participation. The
"Greeck transformation" and the scientific revolution
brou.gh’c about a great change in terms of world view-
¢thos (Redfield 1953:110):

But gradually man comes to stand aside and look
Ffirst at God-nature, then in the case of the
Hebrews, God-without-nature, and then beginning
with the Ionian philosophers 'who moved in a
curious borderland,' at nature without God.

The subsequent development of a world view in
which God and man are both separated from nature,
and in which the exploitation of material nature
comes to be a prime attribute, may be attributable
to our Western world almost entirely, and so might
be regarded, as Sol Tax has suggested, as a par-
ticular 'cultural invention.'
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To Redfield's observation it might be added that under
the Greeks the state itself became a means of man's con-
txol of man. This possibility was not open to the prim-
i tive and in the civilizations prior to the Greeks, man
oxrrly as an agent of deity could control fellow man. The
iAdea of self government reflects both man's detachment
Ffxom nature and the Greek de-emphasis of God. In this
sense democracy finds common cultural rootage with sci-
; exnice, philosophy and history.

Redfield suggests three distingnighable attitudes
toward the Not-Man: maintain it, obey it, act upon it.
Pxrimitive man's participation called for emphasis on
maintenance or obedience. Exploitative action upon
nature characerizes the world view-ethos of Western
Civilization. Does thg evolutiona:éy anthropologist's
assumption that man and culture are phenomena of nature
hawve any implications for his world view-ethos? It is
to be remembered that the range of cultures from prim-
1 tive to Western civilization with their different at-
Ti tudes toward nature are regarded as natural phenomena
as is the course of their development and change. The
Placing of the "exploitative" culture of Western civil-
ization within a mechanistic-deterministic conceived
Nature might appear to leave the anthropologist-with

confused attitudes. At least he is called upon to
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reconcile what appears to be conflicting attitudes. He
is at once endowed with the resources of science in its
conquest over nature with human destiny in his hands
only to find that he is confronted with the laws of
nature governing his own cultural destiny.

Perhaps the solution is found on the aspect of
the new world view which the anthropologist seeks to
focus. Perhaps as observer scientist he exempts himself
momentarily from his own theory. Still further, it may
be that by a distinction between the scientist and cit-
izen roles, he is able to maintain the fundamental Greek
and scientific concept of detachment. Or, in some mys-
tical way may feel that scientific detachment is in
harmony with the moral “engulfment" of man by nature.
However this problem may be solved by individual anthro-
pologists, certain problematical implications of the
new world view are in evidence for the culture at large.
Russell (1925:728, 729) focuses our attention on them
in the following words:

There thus arises, among those who direct affairs
or are in touch with those who do so, a new belief
in power; first the power of man in his conflicts
with nature, and then the power of rulers as
against the human beings whose beliefs and aspir-
ations they seek to control by scientific propo-
ganda, especially education. The result is a
diminuation of fixity; no change seems impossible.
Nature is raw material; so is that part of the
human race which does not effectively participate
in government. There are certain old beliefs

which represent men's belief in the limits of
human power; of these the two chief are God and
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truth. (I do not mean that the two are logically
connected.) Such conceptions tend to melt away;
even if not explicitly negated, they lose impor-
tance, and are retained only superficially. This
whole outlook is new, and it is impossible to say
how mankind will adapt itself to it. It has al-
ready produced immense cataclysms, and will no -
doubt produce others in the future. To frame a
philosophy capable of coping with men intoxicated
with the prospect of almost unlimited power and
also with the apathy of the powerless is the most
pressing task of our time.
From this statement by Russell it would seem that the
nineteenth century evolutionist world view has tended
to differentiate itself among its shareholders. Some
are in the controlling position and others are the con-
trolled.

Time perspective is also an important aspect of
the world view-ethos. It is to be remembered that the
scientific revolution in world view regarding nature led
to an abstract conception of nature as boundless in
space and in time. The introduction of the phenomena of
man and culture into nature introduced the problem of
history and change that is foreign te the abstract con-
siderations that led to the idea of boundless space and
time in the first place. The concept of boundless space
and time was a product of an abstract perspective of
reality taken from a fixed order and therefore based on
"being" as opposed to the evolutionist perspective of
"becoming." The postulate of the evolution of man and

culture as phenomena in nature resulted in a world view



70

of concrete reality characterized by a boundless and
eternal becoming in contrast to Galileo's and Newton's
abstract concept of boundless space and time. Kroeber
(1960:7) confirms the position that "Greek science also
cheerfully confined itself to a fixed world" and also
"... the Copernican overturn, Kepler's laws} Galileo and
Newton did not alter this basic outlook.” The world of
these men was a dynamic world but it operated in a fixed
order. The evolutionary view attempted to encompass the
origin, development and change of order itself. Where-
as in the pre-Greek mythical worldé man lived in an eter-
nal world of being, a new world view now takes shape in

which he lives in an eternal world of becoming.
CONCLUSION

Thus far it has been observed that the world view
of evolutionist anthropology has in several ways re-
turned to the world view of ancient myth--but in each
instance has maintained also a critical difference.

The world view resulting from assuming man and culture

as phenomena of nature has led to a similarity with prim-
itive myth in which the fundamental observer-observed
detachment of Western civilization has become problem-
atical. The identification of Man and Nature in the
world view is the first of these. Second, if knowledge

becomes a natural phenomenon, the critical aspect of the
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observer-observed relationship again becomes problemat-
ical. Finally it has been shown that the concept of
nature within which man and culture were assumed to be
phenomena and which resulted in an eternal time perspec-
tive of becoming rests, at one point, on the fallacy of
misplaced concreteness. This concept of Whitehead's
consists of the failure to distinguish abstract know-
ledge from the thing known and so again is problematical
in terms of the observer-observed detachment.

The cultural foundations of modern anthropology
have been traced to its Greek base, to the 17th century
scientific revolution, and to the evolutionist man and
culture in nature hypothesis. It has been observed
that a world view developed out of the scientific reveo-
lution which gave evidence to certain tendencies to
change in a direction that was not in complete conform-
ity with the methodological distinction of the Greek
world view as described in this thesis. That is, the
fundamental distinctions between history-science-
philosophy gave some indications of breaking down. It
has been further observed that the evolutionist man-and
culture-in-nature postulate involves a world view in
which these methodological distinctions are no longer
sharply maintained; and further, the ontological dis-
tinctions (Man-Nature-God) are not differentiated as in

the Greek world view. Some of the outlines of world



72
view change have thus been discovered as the cultural
foundations of anthropology have been investigated.

At this point it is important to observe that while the
Greek world view broke sharply with the primitive myth,
each succeeding world view rests upon some of the ele-
ments of the preceding world view. This fact indicates
a certain persistence and continuity despite the process
of change. At the same time logically incompatible ele-
ments between them have been observed. It must be re-
membered, however, that insofar as these world views
exist at different points in time there is no problem

of logically incompatible elements. On the other hand,
insofar as each succeeding world view does in some sense
rest upon the preceding world view there is the possibil-
ity of the persistence of elements that may present log-
ical dilemmas within the existing world view of anthro-
pology.

The possibility that the evolutionist man-and
culture-;n-nature world view may present certain logical
incompatibilities with persisting elements from former
world views of Western Civilization presents a heuristic
hypothesis by which a century of anthropology will be
reviewed and by which four anthropologists shall be

compared.



CHAPTER V
A CENTURY OF ANTHROPOLOGY

The origins of anthropology have hete been con-
ceived in terms of the convergence of three distinct
streams of intellectual development unique in Western
Civilization as they came to focus on man. This con-
vergence was accomplished by the acceptance of a postu-
late which regards man aﬁd his culture as phenomena of
nature. The concept of nature as here defined was the
17th century mechanistic concept of Galileo and Newton,
reified into a generalized world philosophy. To this
deterministic world of nature was added a diachronic
dimension by the uniformitarian postulate of Charles
Lyell. The evolutionary assumption of the social phil-
osophers placed psychic man and his cultural history
within the order of natufe thus defined. It was not
long, however, before serious strains began to develop
in the methodological aspects of the evolutionist world
view. In fact, the history of anthropology from Tylor
and his contemporaries unto the present may be struc-
tured in terms of responses to fundamental problems

that succeeding generations of anthropologists

73
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perceived to exist in the lack of differentiation be-
tween history-science and philosophy which character-
ized the 19th century evolutionist positionm.

The history of anthropology has been viewed from
various vantage points and in terms of various criteria.
In 1948 Siegel gave a short reveiw from the perspective
of the values of anthropologists. Tax's interest in
social organiégtion led him to scan the historical de-
velopment of the analysis of kinship (Tax 1955). White
and Kluckhohn have written historical perspectives in
terms of the development of evolutionary theory (White
1959, Kluckhohn 1959). Most recently Voget (1960) has
traced the history of anthropology in terms of the
shifts in the definition of man's relation to culture
and in the definition of the culture concept itself.
Regardless of the vantage point, interest or position
of the anthropologist as he looks back over the past
development of his discipline, there is considerable
agreement on the general outlines of the course of its
history. The historical periods of the development of
anthropological thought as outlined by Voget has con-
siderable agreement in the literature. They are as
follows:

First period: Psychogenic evolutionism 1860-1900
Second period: Historical interactionism 1900-1925



75

Third period: Culturalism-functionalism-wholism
1925-1940

Recent period: Synthetic interactionism 1940-
present

These periods, however, are only convenient and some-
what arbitrary divisions in the history of the develop-
ment of anthropological thought. They, of course, do
not actually have sharply demarkated beginnings or end-
ings, and also the development in England and America
have been either complementary or diverse rather than
parallel. Intellectual inventions may be dated with
some historical accuracy, but they seldom come to an
abrupt demise. They continue on, being developed, mod-
ified, qualified, or adapted to new situations or find-
ings. Sometimes, in conflict with rival systems, they
may contribute to the rise of still newer inventions of
thought. It shall be the procedure of this chapter to
consider the continuing development of important
positions and the new positions taken in reaction to
them without conceiving of periods having terminal
points. This procedure is more in line with an ethno-

history.
THE EVOLUTIONISTS

Whether the history of anthropology is divided
into periods or is viewed as shall be done here, one

must begin with the early evolutionists. Tylor, Morgan,
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Maine, Bachofen, and many other of their contemporaries
relied upon the evolutionist man and-culture-in-nature
postulate as the key which could unlock the secrets of
man's unknown past, interpret his present existence,
and give some insight and prediction into his future.
The titles of the works of many of these pioneers re-
veal that they perceived that they had been able to
join natural science and human history in a new under-

standing of man. Tylor wrote Researches Into the Early

History of Mankind. Sir John Lubbock called his work

The Origin of Civilization, while McLennan'’s two vol-

umes were unostentatiously titled Studies in Ancient

History. Goldenwieser (1925:220) observed that the
evolutionist was‘a "believer in fixed historic laws and
unilinear development... To him (each) phase was never
merely a historic event but a link in a deterministic
chain." But history had at long last received a phil-
osophy--even more social philosophy had become identi-
fied with history. History had a principle and meaning
as well as being lawful and determined. Origins and
the evolutionary stages of development served to explain
the nature of observed social reality and also pointed
to normative goals in the process of history.

Abstract systems of thought or mathematics did

not form a conspicuous place in the cultural development
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of anthropology as it had in the hands of Newton im his
approach to the empirical world of physical reality.
Logical classification systems, an order of simplicity
to complexity, and some rather mystic faith in the num-
ber three are the main elements of the abstract system
of thought in the development of evolutionary anthropol-
OgY .

Culture was given its classic definition by Tyler
who is more than any other claimed as the Father of
Mo&ern Anthropology. He defined culture as "“that com-
plex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals,
law, customs, and any other capabilities and habits ac-
- quired by man as a member of society"(Tyler 1873:1).

Whitehead lists four ideas whose cumulative ef-
fort transformed the mid 19th century into an»“orgy of
Scientific triumph." They were: 1) a field of physical
activity pervades all.spaée, 2) Dalton's idea of
atomicity of matter, 3) the conservation of energy,
and 4) the doctrine of evolution. It was an orgy,
however, that did not continue~through to the century's
end. In the words of Whitehead (1925:103):

Then almost suddenlg, a pause occurred; and in its
last twenty years the century closed with one of

the dullest stages of thought since the time of
the First Crusade.

Whatever, the reason may have been, the new intellectual

outlook of man experienced difficulties resulting 'in a
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period of relative sterility. What Whitehead observes
in the culture at large seems to be true of anthropology
in particular. In fact, from the perspective of history,
new developments in anthropology awaited the turn of the
century and Franz Boas. When new developments did come
they took the form of a reaction against the evolutionist
hypotheses which had bound history, philosophy and sci-
ence together. The scientific or law governed histories
of man did not often agree even if the philosophy in-
volved in them did. Sir Henry Maine, the Scot, traced
the origin of social life fo the patriarchal family.
Bachofen, the Swiss, on the other hand, saw the origin
of social life in promiscuity, later developing into the
matriarchal family; the patriarchal family being on the
most recent end of the evolutionary history of man.
Furthermore, the scientific tradition with its demand
for evidence, testing and proof began to raise some
questions concerning the affinity of science with its
cultural bedfellow--social philosophy. Both historical
and current evidence of change did not always fit the
cultural law determined stages of the evolutionists,
Environmental factors and cultural contact appeared to
introduce important evidence that challenged the fixed
historical laws. Some societies were observed to pass

from savagery to civilization without going through the
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intervening stages or substages. Still others were ob-
served to go in an "unlawful" direction as when a monog-
amous society developed polygamy. It is true that those
who raised these questions were dealing with specific
cultures and not just with culture, but the generalized
principle had been expected to be substantiated by the
particular rather than be challenged by it. History
also showed some evidence that the relation provided for
it with social philosophy and science by the evolution-
ary assumptions were not exactly comfortable. Golden-
wieser observes (1952:221):
The historic period did not invite evolutionary
analysis. There was too much complexity, too many
facts, the 'disturbing' agencies of historic con-
tacts were busily at work and marred the picture.
«ee The very paucity of data, especially the lack
of historic depth in this primitive material,
fitted it admirably to serve as grist for the
evolutionist's mill. He who attempted to read
evolution into the archives of recorded history
was lost.
The theory of evolution, however, had been a (Loc. cit.):
"formula" for primitive societies whereby a "chain
of chronological zeros became transformed into a
quasi-historic record of events by being placed on
end, in time, with the First Origin as the beginning
and the Dawn of History as the end. .
While Goldenwieser is a product of "Historicalism"
it is to be observed that White, the evolutionist, rec-
ognizes that the reaction which developed against evol-
ution was in terms of the history-science issue, albeit,

in his estimation a psuedo issue (1959:111).
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That the evolutionary hypotheses were a cohesive
factor in the development of a science of man is at
least suggested by the fact that reactions against it
were followed by centrifugal directions of development.
Fortes (1953:15) speaks of the "bundle of interests held
together by the evolutionary frame of thought." The
questioning of these hypotheses led to conceptual and
theoretical specialization and division. Evolution had
focused the concern of early anthropologists and sociol-
ogists on both 'primitive' and modern man. No sharp
conceptual differentiation was made between society and
culture (Kroeber and Parsons 1958:582). Sociologists
and anthropologists today find common historical inter-
est in Durkheim, Morgan, Spencer, Comte, and others.
When internal strains developed between history, sci-
ence, and social philosophy and a reaction set in
against the postulates of cultural evolution, just
before 1900, sociology preempted the substantive ter-
ritory of "modern civilization" and anthropology chose
"primitive" cultures. Further, sociology came to a con-
ceptual focus on society, social relations or social
systems, while American anthropologists in contrast
developed the concept of culture. A social psychology
began to develop some degree of autonomy from either of

these disciplines. 1In fact, Tarde, the French social
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psychologist represents a reaction against the evolu-
tionist position. Lowie (1937:107) observes of Tarde
that, "Here is no trace of smugness, no suggestion that
in 1885 man had reached a peak from which he might look
down pityingly, if not scornfully on his predecessors."
Tarde relied upon historical and contemporameous data
and focused his attention on the emotional or irrational
in human behavior. His work greatly influenced the
anthropologist, Boas. Still further, anthropology de-
veloped more of a natural history approach while soc-
iology was more inclined to develop a theoretical social
science approach. In England, on the other hand, there
developed quite a sharp distinction between ethmnology
and social anthropology. For the early evolutioﬁists
"all of these centrifugal interests remained bound to-
gether within the framework provided by their major

postulates.
THE NATURAL HISTORY REACTION: FRANZ BOAS

Franz Boas led the reaction of this period
against the position of the evolutionists. His influ-
| ence was greater in America than in England or in his
former homeland, Germany. The intellectual training of
Boas had been in physics and mathematics. His scien-
tific interest had been characterized by an empiricist

attitude, being exceedingly wary of philosophical
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assumptions involved in system and theory building.
Possessed of a wide intellectual curiosity the post
doctoral activity of Boas took him to the Baffin
Islands, studying the Eskimo. From here on his sci-
entific interests focused on humen phenomena. Keesing
(1958:145) observes that Boas was:
influenced strongly by two scientific traditions
accumulating outside the evelutionary viewpoint:
one a German ‘geographic' approach, the other the
American 'field work' approach.
The result was an analysis of specific culture histories.
In a classic article which was written in 1898
Boas outlines the issues he takes against the evolu-
tionists*' positions. Examples from totemic societies
and family organizationm are cited to support his posi-
tion. A few excerpts are presented here (Boas 1940:
275):
Thus we recognize that the fundamental assumption
which is so often made by modern anthropologists
cannot be accepted as true in all cases. We can-
not say that the occurrence of the same phenomenon
is always due to the same causes, and that thus it
has proved that the human mind obeys the same laws
everywhere... The comparative studies of which I
have been speaking here attempt to explain customs
and ideas of remarkable similarity which are found
here and there. But they pursue also a more am-
bitious scheme of discovering the laws and the
history of the evolution of human society.
Boas supports his position by showing how dissimilar
causes may lead to the same phenomenon and that dis-

gsimilar phenomena may result from similar causes.
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The evolutionist postulate was rejected not only

as giving a false lawfulness to history but also be-
cause it represented an unreliable theory which biased
the observer (Ibid:277):

Forcing phenomena into the strait jacket of theory

is opposed to the inductive process by which the

actual relations of definite phenomena may be de-

rived. The latter is no other than the much

ridiculed historical method.
By rejecting the evolutionary assumptions, science and
history became for Boas two distinct intellectual pro-
cesses. Boas recognized each as a valid approach to
phenomena, but having a differential applicability to
different phenomena and to different problems (Smith
1959:55):

Boas always emphasized that the data of anthropology

were different in many respects from those of the

natural sciences notably because of the presence

of historical factors.
Boas did not concern himself with the broad stretches
of time but mainly with the historical character of his
phenomena. His empircist approach could be consistently
applied to both synchronic phenomena of matter and dia-
chronic phenomena of mind while keeping the distinction
between them clear. His rejection of the philosophic
foundations of evolutionary theory left history and
science as inherently distinct orders of knowledge--

distinct because the differences in the phenomena of

nature required difference of "scientific" approach.
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Kroeber, a student of Boas, developed the idea
of the threefold distinction in nature of inorganic,
organic, and superorganic. Historical and scientific
activity are also distinguished (Kroeber 1953:63):

Historical activity is essentially a procedure of
integrating phenomena as such; scientific activity,
whatever its ultimate syntheses, is essentially a
procedure of analysis, of dissolving phenomena in
order to convert them into process formulations.
The superorganic is conceived ‘as yielding more fruit-
fully to the natural history approach and the inorganic
to the natural science approach (Kroeber 1952:63):
It is the nature of things--I do not pretend to
explain why--that in the inorgamic realm the pro-
cessual approach of science has yielded most re-
sults, but as we pass successively into the realms
of the organic, psychic, and social-cultural-
‘historical,' this approach encounters more and
more difficulties and its harvest diminishes.

In the American school of Boas the natural his-
tory approach led to a concern with 'local cultures' in
contrast to culture itself and to a divorcement of cul-
ture from psychology. Goldenweiser,(1925:230) a stu-
dent of Boas, explains that the basic assumption of the
psychic unity of mankind held by the evolutionists was

accepted:

As our familiarity with primitive life increased,
it became ever more evident that culture could not
be explained by psychology, that the only road to-
wards the comprehension of cultural individuality
led through patient and intensive exploration of
restricted local cultures in their historico-
geographical settings.



85
The position of Boas, disentwining the strands of evol-
utionary social philosophy, science and history, thus led
also to a modification of the concept of culture and in-
troduced a problem as to the relation of the individual
to culture. This problem is emphasized in subsequent de-
velopments in the positions of the followers of Boas.
Kroeber took the polar position of dealing with culture
in complete abstraction from behavior, the individual,
personality, or society (Kroeber 1952:8). For Kroeber

this was a methodological position in no wise denying
the reality or importance of the individual or of society,
but still regarding culture as phenomena to be understood
in terms of itself. Boas maintained a concern with the
individual as Sapir quotes him as saying (Goldschmidt
1959:146):
«+es the dynamics of social life can be understood
only on the basis of the reaction of the individual
to the culture in which he lives and of his influ-
ence upon society... An error of modern anthro-
pology, as I see it, lies in the over-emphasis on
historical reconstruection, the importance of which
should not be minimized, as against a penetrating
study of the individual under the stress of the cul-
ture in which he lives.
While concern is with the individual, it is a matter of
the "individual and his culture." This perspective is
foreign to the evolutionists with culture regarded more
as the psychic development of man and in no wise bounded

by particular societies. It is not strange then that
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some of the followers of Boas chose to focus on the cul-
ture aspect of the ‘culture and individual' relation-
ship as did Kroeber; and that others should concern
themselves with either the individual or the individual
in his relation to culture as d4id Sapir. For Sapir
(in Kessing 1958:157):
the true locus of culture is in the interaction of
specific individuals and, on the subjective side,
in the world of meaning which each one of the in-
dividuals may unconsciously abstract for himself
from his participation in these interactions.

Sapir (1917:441) protests Kroeber's elimination
of the "peculiar influence of individuals on the course
of history, even if by that term is understood culture
history..." While Sapir supports the separation between
sciencé and history, he feels that Kroeber d&istinguished
them in a false manner. Kroeber has designated the
method of natural history as more applicable to super-
organic phenomena which to him is superpsychic. Sapir
admits to a distinction between the organic level and
the level of consciousness but denies any superpsychic
force. Sapir holds that an historical science versus
an experimental science of the psychic world of man dis-
tinguishes anthropology from psychology which is a
natural science or conceptual approach to the psychic
world of man. He thus distinguishes histdry and natural

science as different approaches to the same level of

phenomena holding that geology is in a similar manner
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tq be distinguished from physics and chemistry.

Boas maintained with the evolutionmists that human
phenomena was natural phenomena. His rejection of the
evolutionary social philosophy not only was anti-
theoretical but also differentiated between the histor-
ical and the natural science approach to human phenom-
ena. He chose the approach of natural history. The
natural history approach necessarily was concerned with
particular cultures which called then for some kind of
definition of the relation of culture and the individ-
ual. While admitting of course that culture exists only
in individuals, his student, Kroeber, finds the locus
of forces concerned with the development of culture
apart from any particular individuals. Sapir solved
this problem in the alternative manner finding the
locus of culture forces in the psychic character of in-
dividuals. Radin, a third student of Boas, solves the
problem presented by the position of Boas in a third
manner. Radin opposes dealing with "the data of
ethnology as though they were comparable to those of
biology and physics." He opposes treating cultural
phenomena as phenomena of nature. By doing so, culture
and the individual do not become problematical dis-
tinctions which call for some definition of relation-
ship. History presents individuals in their social be-

havior over time. Radin introduces his Method and
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Theory of Ethnology with the statement from Maitland,

"By and by anth?opology will have a choice between being
history or nothihg." In surveying the history of ethno-
logical theory, he reaches the conclusion that "any in-
terpretation of ethnological data wishing to make claim
to adequacy must unite the true historical with the
psychological approach" (Radin 1932:22). That he ob-
serves his position as at least a second step removed
from the evolutionary position is indicated by his out-
lining three attitudes toward obtaining a complete ac-
count of an aboriginal culture. There is first the evol-
utionary position of reconstructing stages in the evol-
ution of culture. Second, the natural history approach
of Boas demonstrating the diversity in forms of culture
developed since the beginning of time. And third, the
position of his own in which (Radin 1933:xii):
it need properly have no purpose, any more than a
description of the civilization of Greece or England
has a purpose, over and above that of being a
specific account of a given culture.
The historical approach is carried farther as Radin does
not share Kroeber's concern with cultural dynamics séat-
ing that to follow either this course or that of seeking
for historical laws "confusion and mischief will follow
in its wake." Radin's position may be regarded as a more

radical rejection of the evolutionist world view and the

problems which he felt still remained in Boas' position.
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Radin saw the difficulty in first of all differentiating
cultural facts from physical facts and then practicing a
scientific approach to both. His criticism is then that
(Radin 1933:5):

In spite of manifold and manifest differences between

the evolutionist and anti-evolutionist approach, they

do share one thing in common, viz. that they treat

the data of ethnology as though They were comparable

to those of biology or physics.
He adds (Radin 1933:11, 12):

The only legitimate inference is that, in contrast

to the culture historian, Boas is scientifically

minded... he instinctively treats every discipline

as if it were a natural or mathematical science.
Radin éees an ontological difference in ethnographical
data that does not permit the scientific approach to it.
He holds that by treating cultural facts as though we are
"beside" or "above" them, they are reduced to physical
facts; an objectivity is introduced into cultural phe-
nomena that is impossible and destructive. Radin then
is carrying the separation of science and history one
step farther. Basic ontological differences, and
epistemological problems mean that only the historical
method is to be applied to cultural phenomena because
it is not natural phenomena. Science is a valid approach
only to biological and physical phenomena. He has
viewed Boas' position one of wavering inconsistency be-
tween that of natural science and history. He concludes

that (Radin 1933:23):
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«ee these three representative American ethnologists
(Boas, Kroeber, Wissler) are exceedingly eclectic
in their methods. Sometimes it is an approximation
to an historical, at other times to a scientific,

method; then it becomes psychological and ends
finally as a fullfledged sociological approach.

THE REACTION OF NATURAL SCIENCE:
RADCLIFFE-BROWN AND MALINOWSKI
The English structural-functionalist reaction to

cultural evolutionism came later than the American His-
toricalism of Boas. It was none-the-less a response to
evolutionary theory. Fortes (1953:16) writes:

ees by 1932, the evolutionary bundle had fallen to

pieces, and of the scattered members social anthro-

pology had emerged as the basic discipline concerned

with custom and social organization in the simpler

societies.
In contrast to the historicalism of the American school,
Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown took a natural science
position either denying or de-emphasizing the importance
of history. The character of the historical work of the
extreme diffusionists, Perry and Smith, may have been a
factor of the English choice of natural science. For
Malinowski, history was important only as it existed in
the living present. It is interesting to observe that
Malinowski's concept of origins is quite pérallel to the

) ’

Greek £ PX N .

I believe that ultimately we will accept the view

that "origins" is nothing else but the essential

nature of an institution like marriage or the nation,
the family or the state, the religious congregation
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or the organization of witchcraft (Malinowski
1944:16)0

Malinowski does denounce any attempt to 'reconstruct’
history through evolutionary assumptions but holds that
if functionalist considerations had been taken into ac-
count, the works of the evolutionists might not have
suffered from many of their pitfalls. He says (ILoc.
cit.):

We would, however, have to make any evolutionary

scheme of successive developmental strata either

very general or else valid only for certain re-

gions and under certain conditions.
Malinowski (1941:183) has an institutional concept of
culture defining it as:

eee the minimum mechanism for the satisfaction of

the most elementary needs of man's animal nature,

and also an ever-developing, ever-increasing system

of new ends, new values, and new creative possibil-

ities. .

In focusing his attention on society Radcliffe-

Brown says a science of culture is not possible since
it is only a characteristic of the social system. Here
the diachronic phenomena of history is excluded from
culture and from Radcliffe-Brown's concern. The
natural science issue is foremost (Radcliffe-Brown
1957:3):

The problem with which we are to be concerned is

that of the possibility of a natural science of

human societies, that is, of applying to the

phenomena of the social life of mankind--its

moral, religious, juridicial, political, and

economic institution, and the arts and sciences,
and langusge--the same logical methods that are
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applied in the physical and biological sciences,

and by that means to attain to scientifically

exact formulations of significant and probable

generalizations.
Radcliffe-Brown joins Boas in opposing a science of cul-
ture. "Is a science of culture possible? Boas says it
is not. I agree"” (Ibid:106). But where Bdés epposes
a science of culture because of the historical dimen-
sion of culture, Radcliffe-Brown opposes it because cul-
ture shorn of the historical dimension is only an as-
pect of the social system. In contrast Malinowski,
ignoring the historical dimension of culture, attempts
to build a science of culture by tying it to a psycho-
logical and biological base. While the British social
anthropologists went in the direction of natural science
and the American ethnologists more in the direction of
natural history, they both distinguished the historical
method from the scientific method, the fusion of which
by the evolutionists they felt was confusion. Radcliffe-
Brown referred to this fusion as theoretical or ccua-
jectural history. Looking back he said (1958:13):

The older anthropologists... were not quite sure

whether they wished to reconstruct the history of

civilization or to discover its laws, and often

tried to do the two things at once.
A distinction is made between synchronic and diachronic
problems which is "absolutely necessary to study sep-

arately" (Radcliffe-Brown 1957:88). Radcliffe-Brown
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distinguishes social morphology, social physiology and
problems of development. The latter is what he regards
as the legitimate area of social evolution. Thus he
comes to a threefold distinction in anthropology (Ibid:
85-89):

1) Ethnology which is a geographical, historical
approach to the vocal, language and cultural
differences of people,

2) Social anthropology which is a natural science
approach to human societies, and

3) Culturology which is the evolutionary explana-
tion of organized development.

The first two are regarded as approaches to cultural
facts, Radcliffe-Brown preferring the second. The third
receives only mention and by inference, if it is not an
approach to culture facts, may be called philosophical.
Leslie White (1959:111) recognizes the divorcement of
history and science as an anti-evolutionary positions

Anthropologists who diverge as widely as Boas,

Radcliffe-Brown, Redfield, Kroeber, Lowie, Chapple

and Coon, Tax, and Radin on certain points are

nevertheless in agreement in accepting the history-

or-science dichotomy.
White's chief objection to the history-science dichotomy
is "that it fails to take account of evolution."
Radcliffe-Brown's recognition of the evolutionary ap-
proach, having separated history and science from it,
leaves little more than a social philosophy of the or-
igins and nature of social reality. Thus from the view-
points of the evolutionist, Boas is anti-theoretical

because of his concern with specific culture histories.
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Radcliffe-Brown, on the other hand, in his theoretical
science approach to society, does not treat the dia-
chronic phenomena of history. A disciple of Radcliffe-
Brown confirms this position (Evans-Pritchard 1950:120):

What is new in this restatement of the theory is
the insistence that a society can be understood
satisfactorily without reference to its past...
The modern version of a naturalistic study of
society, even if 1lip service is sometimes paid

to the possibility of the scientific study of
social change, claims that for an understanding
of the functioning of a society there is no need
for the student of it to know anything about its
history, any more than there is for a physiologist
to know the history of an organism to understand
it. Both are natural systems and can be described
in terms of natural law without recourse to history.

Fortes (1953:30) very clearly presents the functionalist
position regarding history and science in anthropology:
eeo leaving aside ﬁhe blind alley of conjectural

history (evolutionism), we must distinguish be-
tween two roads in the study of social life.

e+ Whereas history aims at establishing partic-
ular sequences and combinations, social anthropology
aims at discovering verifiable 'general laws or
tendencies' in the particular case. The two are

not opposed but complementary, and essential to

each other. All the same they must be disting-
uished so as to avoid confusion.

Radcliffe-Brown defines culture as a standardiza-
tion of behavior in a certain group of human beings in
a certain society. It is only an aspect of the social
system not concrete social phenomena. Culture is then
a set of rules for behavior which have phenomenal
reality only as it exists in the minds of individuals.

Culture may also be considered in terms of the behavior
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component and for this Radcliffe-Brown uses the term
social usage. Three aspects of culture are: a set
of rules, a body of commonly shared symbols and commonly
shared attached meaning, and a body of commonly shared
sentiments and beliefs. 1In this sense culture is an as-
pect of two systems, the psychological system of in-
dividuals and the social system, but is not what
Radcliffe-Brown.calls a conceptually isolable system
in and of itself. His position is understandable be-
cause natural systems as such do not take into aqcount
the diachronic phenomena of history. Radcliffe-Brown
is then able to deal with a social system apart from
psychology and the individual, yet culture is still an
aspect of the individual not something apart from him.
He strongly opposes separatinéJcnlture from the individ-
ual as a reification of the .concept. Since culture is
only a name for the standardization of behavior or for
the standards held in men's minds, it cannot be con-
ceived as being a force apart from them bringing about
standardization (Radcliffe-Brown 1957:47):

Culture continues by the fact that individuals are

subjected to the acts of other people on them, not

to acts of culture. If you say that an individual

is acted upon by his culture, you are again in one

of those logical impasses which renders all dis-

cussion impossible.

At least two reactions to the natural science

approach of Radcliffe-Brown are to be found in the
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development of British social anthropology. These re-
actions are expressed in two disciples of Radcliffe-~ e
Brown, Raymond Firth and Evans-Pritchard. While these
two sharply diverge on some issues, both find themselves
moved to a concern with the diachronic dimension of cul-
ture. Ffirth, finding the structural position of
Radcliffe-Brown inadequate to deal with the phenomena
of change introduces the concept of social organization
to handle change at least in terms of short range pro-
cess. This reaction characterizes the more recent de-
velopments in British anthropology (Firth 1956:61):

The air of enchantment which for the past two decades

has surrounded the 'structuralist' point of view

has now begun to be dispelled. ... All British

social anthropologists are structuralists in their

use of the analytical principles developed by this:

method. But the rigidity and limitations of a

simple structuralism have come to be more widely

perceived.
Firth perceives the limitation of structuralism in terms
of its abstract static character. He feels that it is
unable to present dynamic concrete reality nor to take
into account the important dimension of time. These are
the reasons which lead Boas to choose the empirical ap-
proach to history rather than an abstract natural
science approach. While favorably critical of social
anthropologists' efforts to treat social change, Firth

(1954:15) admits:
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The significance of the time factor in social
anthropology has been epitomized by Fortes...
Yet it cannot be said that our handling of

the time dimension of our material is satis-
factorye...

Most of this work has obvious methodological lim-
itations. It is apt to be dual synchronic rather
than truly diachronic, comparative at separate
periods and ignorant of intervening events which
might modify the interpretation of trends.

‘"Firth goes farther, admitting that the structural-

functional treatment change has come short of the phe-

nomena of history (Ibid:16):
With all this, we are hardly yet on the threshold
of any general theory of a dynamic kind which will
enable us to handle comprehensively the range of
material within our normal anthropological sphere.
We cannot ignore that the 'social change' of the
anthropologist is only a facet of the great process
of human history. It is a dimension of our subject
matter rather than a division of it.

Firth prefers to keep "this dimension of our sub-
ject matter" on a micro scale rather than the macro
diachronic approaches of Sorokin, Toynbee, or even
Kroeber. The reason is easily discernable in his ap-
proach. Firth has sought to maintain the natural sci-
ence approach of Radcliffe-Brown and to also take into
account the dimension of time. To do this the comple-
mentarity of the concepts social structure and social
organization are presented. The ambiguity of the re-
lation and distinction between these two terms in
Firth's usage indicates that the union which‘he has

sought to accomplish is at least problematical. The
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conceived complementarity is handled in at least three
different manners. First of all they are presented as
representing complementary approaches to phenomena.
Structure is the abstract approach of natural science.
Organization is the approach to the concrete phenomena
of social relations which includes the consequences of
individual decision and choice and the diachronic di-
mension of change. Second, they are treated as comple-
mentary aspects of social relations. Structure deals
with form or the persistence, continuity and repetitive
aspects of social relations. Organization is concerned
with the processes in social life, the adaptation of
behavior to given ends. Thus organization is able to
explain such things as the allocation of rights and
duties among persons, ranges of social recognition and
social control which structure cannot. Third, they are
used as related elements within the phenomena of social
relations. In this sense Firth says that the structure
provides the framework for action and within this frame-
work the organization of decision and choice takes
place. Organization, however, may be carried beyond
the structural framework and in which case if this re-
mains permanent, may result in change in the structure
itself. This empirical distinction between structure
and organization is emphasized when Firth (1956:12)

writes, "But socleties which do not have structural
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mechanisms must rely entirely on organizational ones.,"
If structure and organization are both complementary
approaches to phenomena and complementary aspects of the
phenomena, then the question arises, Can the structural
approach deal only with the structural aspect and the
organizational approach only with the organizational
aspect? If this is true, the scientific and the histor-
ical approaches remain sharply demarcated, dividing
the phenomena itself. If they are complementary ele-
ments within the phenomena of social relations then they
cannot be regarded as abstract vs. concrete approaches
to the phenomena., It is probably the third sense that
is born out in practice by Firth. The first two
positions allow him to claim his identity with the
natural science approach of the structural functionalist
whilé using the third concept of social organization to
deal more satisfactorily with the historical phenomena
of culture. (See Firth 1956, Chapters 3-8)

By recognizing that the anthropologist has a
choice between three emphases in his approach to social
relations, Firth shows his interest in culture. These
three emphases are: social structure, social organiza-
tion, and values. In values the focus is upon the
quality and ends of social relations--the material for

choice and decision--the preferences and standards of
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judgement applied. Structure is primarily the form of
action, values give the meaning of action. They are
the basis for the individual choice and decision that is
so crucial for Firth in the operation of social organ-
ization.

Firth then may be seen as at once attempting to
maintain the natural science structural functional
position of Radcliffe-Brown but concerned with the his-
torical dimension of culture with which it was inad-
equate to deal. He defines culture as all learned be-
havior which has been socially acquired. It is both a
regulation of and an incentive to action, since choice
and decision are always the expression of individuals on
the basis of held values. Radcliffe-Brown had located
culture in the individual but had excluded both from his
analysis by taking the natural science approach to
social structure. Firth (1954:12) however, in admitting
the historical dimension of culture also modifies
Radcliffe-Brown's exclusion of the individual and
psychology: |

Of recent years psychology has become rather a
scare-word for social anthropologists in this
country, and we have tended to practice a ritual

avoidance of it. But I think we have created un-
necessary difficulty for ourselves.

The individual is of concern to Firth's analysis then
insofar as his acts, choices, and decisions have social

consequence. Since social organization which is a
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result of human choice and decision in search of cul-
turally defined ends (values), and since these may take
place within the structure or may modify it, it would
seem that Firth perceives that culture is a dynamic as-
pect of personality and also that the individual may in-
fluence the culture of the group.

The natural history approach as originated by
Boas and the natural science approach as presented by
Radcliffe-Brown, though both are reactions challenging
the evolutionary position, both tend to separate history
from science ontologically and/or methodologically, yet
both agree with the evolutionists that man and culture
is natural phenomena. Just as Radin in America reacted
to the problems of the historicalists by refusing to
treat culture as natural phenomena, 80 Evans-Prtichard
has responded to the problems raised by the natural
science position by refusing to treat culture as phe-
.nomena of nature. In a Presidential lecture of the
Royal Anthropological Institute he took a position which
in the words of Raymond Firth "had his fellow anthro-
pologists reaching for their guns." In this lecture
Evans-Pritchard had gone much farther than Firth in at-
tempting to take into account the 'historical' dimen-
sion of culture. Clearly stated, he said, (Evans-

Pritchard 1950:123):
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The thesis I have put before you, that social
anthropology is a kind of historiography, and
therefore ultimately of philosophy or art, implies
that it studies societies as moral systems and not
as natural systems, that it is interested in de-
sign rather than process, and that it therefore
seeks patterns and not scientific laws, and in-
terprets rather than explains.
It is not strange that both Radin and Evans-Pritchard
quote Maitland's statement "by and by anthropology will
have the choice between becoming history or nothing."
In contrast to Radin, however, Evans-Pritchard (1945:
45) focuses his attention on the social system and not
the individual:
Psychology ana social anthropology study different
kinds of phenomena and what one studies cannot
therefore be understood in terms of conclusions
reached by the others. Psychology is the study
of the individual. Social anthropology is the
study of social life.
It must be remembered that Evans-Pritchard is not ex-
plicitly interested in culture as such. Though he ad-
mitted the dimension of history and though the social
system is a moral system and not a natural system, still
it is the structure of the social system that is his
concern. It seems consistent to conclude that culture
is the framework within which he focuses his interest
on the social structure. Therefore although his ap-
proach is not one of natural science, it is abstract,
in which the individual and psychological consideration
are eliminated in favor of a moral system of social

relations. The relation of the individual and culture
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is therefore not a problem to him.
REACTION OF 20th CENTURY EVOLUTION:
WHITE AND STEWARD
That the union of history and science with social

philosophy into a single cultural discipline of knowledge
possessed some evident strains is further evidenced.by
the more recent efforts to carry on the evolutionary
tradition in anthropology. White (1959:ix) views his
work as being directly in line with Tylor saying:

The theory of evolution set forth in this work does

not differ one whit in principle from that expressed

in Tylor's Anthropology in 1881, although of course

the development, expression, and demonstration of
the theory may--and does--differ at some points.

Evidently from White's view there has been no fundamental
mutation in the evolution of cultural evolutionary
theory since Tylor. White does however see a departure
from the fundamental evolutionary position in the works
of Julian Steward for in Steward's works White sees
history and science, but evolution is found in only a
part. This fatal step (to White) is taken when Steward,
along with both the historicalists and the functional-
ists, interests himself in particular cultures rather
than in culture per se. This step leads Steward in the
direction of historicalism. Thus White's criticism

(19590:116);
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Since Steward is interested in both history and
evolution as he understands these terms, he de-=
fines evolution--after he has transformed it into
multilinear evolution--as a kind of history.
'Multilinear evolution' he says 'is inevitably
concerned with historical reconstruction... it
is interested in particular cultures'.... Thus
he manages to have the cake of evolutionism
while he eats the cake of history.

White has attempted to carve out a valid evolu-
tionary approach as distinct from both natural science
and history. History, science and evolution are each
presented as valid scientific approaches to natural phe-
nomena but are differentiated in terms of context. His-
tory has a particularistic temporal context; science has
a non-temporal generalizing context; evolution has a
generalizing temporal context. There are valid problems
for each context. When zea mays was first domesticated,
if and when it was introduced into America or Asia, is
an historical problem. TIhe relationships between the
aspects of a culture are conceived as problems of sci-
ence. The explanation of the origins of clan organiza-
tion, writing, or currency are of evolutionary concern
(White 19590:111). Seemingly without realizing it White
in an effort to preserve evolutionary tradition and in
an argument against the science-history dichotomy has,
in limiting evolution to the problem of origins, gone
along with the science-history dichotomy and left to

cultural evolution the problems of social philosophy
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which receive a functional explanation. This is hardly
the evolution of Tylor and if White held consistently to
it, would allow the history and science of the early
evolutionists to fall apart as surely as the positions
of Boas and Radcliffe-Brown. White's origins and stages
in development are regarded as historical events how-
ever vaguely pinpointed. GSteward on the other hand, in
recognizing history has attempted to tie it to a scien-
tific consideration of the structure of society without
developing any "laws of history." Law and order of his-
torical development are considered in terms of ecology
and level of social organization rather than on the
basis of the social philosophy regarding origins and the
idea of progress. 1In Steward's work the approaches of
history and natural science become interrelated by ab-
straction and generalization rather than fused together
by a social philosophy.
White's evolution is hardly the psychogenic evol-

ution of Tylor; between culture and the individual is a
crucial distinction. White (1949:139, 140) defines cul-
ture as:

an organization of phenomena... acts ... objects...

ideas... and sentiments... that is dependent upon

the use of symbols. ...Culture is therefore a

symbolic, continuous, cumulative, and progressive

process.

The concept of culture is expanded into a thermo dynamic

system, powered with energy from the sun, and which
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evolves as the amount of energy available increases and
as the efficiency in its use, provided by a developing
technology, increases. The relation of cultﬁre and the
individual becomes a very dogmatic position with White.
In a more recent definition White (l959a:234) says,
"culture, then is a class of things and events, depend-
ent upon symbolizing consi@ered in an extra-somatic con-
text." When symbols are cénsidered in the somatic con-
‘text the field is culturology. Therefore culture exists
in the individual but when considered in the extra-
somatic context deterministic lais are perceived as op-
erating. The individual has no control over these laws
but they are determinative of his behavior. White makes
a strong issue of this in arguing against free will. It
is not just clear how the bistories of particular cul-
tures do not invalidate the generalizations of cultural
evolution when their course does not fit it, when the
behavior of individuals is culturally determined;--
belief in free will being evidence of "culture evolu-
tionary lag."

From these considerations there may be summarized
three major departures from the early cultural evolu-
tionary position, the historicalism of Boas, the func-
tionalism of Radcliffe-Brown and Malinowski, and the
modern evolutionists, White and Steward. In each the

fusion, of social philosophy, history, and science has
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tended to disintegrate.

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

Many anthropologists perceive the recent devel-
opments in anthropology to be in the direction of inte-
gration and synthesis of positions. Some regard the in-
fluence of the phenomena of culture change and of soci-
eties in contact as contributing greatly to this trend.
Redfield's (1955:27) own work with peasant cultures
leads him to feel that anthropology is coming to be the
study of "all peoples, primitive or civilized." Voget,
has seen recent developments growing out of a concern
with acculturation and applied anthropology, as leading
to a "growing realization that the concepts and tech-
niques of any single social science were inadequate to
the task," thus calling for greater interrelations be-
tween the disciplines. A third and related recént de-
velopment is the attempt to bring together the ap-
proaches of the "historicalists" and the "natural
science" approaches to superorganic phenomena. Kroeber

(1959:404) recognized this trend rather reluctantly:

Generalizations no longer suffice; we are taught to
worship abstraction; sharp sensory outlines have
melted into logico-verbal ones. As our daily bread
we invent hypothesis in order to test them, as we
are told is the constant practice of the high tribe
of physicists.
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Kroeber had felt that (See Redfield l955c:xi):
It is hard to see good coming out of a mixture of
approaches whose aims are different. They need
intellectual differentiation, precisely because
we shall presumably penetrate further in the end
by two approaches than one.
Lggan (1955:485) expresses the desireability of inte-
grating the approaches of natural science and natural
history:
Indeed, some of us have come to believe that we need
to adopt the structural-functional approach of Brit-
ish social anthropology and to integrate it with our
traditional American interests in culture process
and culture history.
It was observed above that Firth's position may be a
step in this direction from the side of the British
social anthropologists. Redfield (1955:25) was of a
similar opinion:
I will nevertheless venture to suggest that with
the recognition of compound systems we now begin to
take up again the long historical dimension that was
abandoned by many in the second period, and come to
relate our social and cultural units to their place
in regional and world history.
Though Evans-Pritchard has turned his back on the natural
science position, he is concerned with both social struc-
ture and history. In America Geertz has approached the
problem by treating both the social system and the cul-
tural system as synchronic systems but the dynamic
interrelations between the two provide for explanation
of the diachronic dimension of change. While it appears

to some that he may be seeking empirical relationship
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between abstract systems, the work of Geertz is an at-
tempt to integrate abproaches.

Kluckhohn (1959:149) takes the position that
there is "an equally legitimate place in our subject for
detailed culture histories... and for cultural evolu-
tion..." Redfield (1955:30) holding that both societies
and cultures may be regarded as natural systems, sees
anthropology moving in the direction of evolutionary
theory:

We come, almost full circle, to consider anew the
evolution of whole cultures and societies: the reg-
ularities in their transformation which are of such
magnitude as to allow us to regard the later forms
as 'emergent,' as representing a new level of ex-
istence. Once more our interest is both historical
and generalizing.

It seems that modern anthropologists are con-
fronted with the problem of relating in some way the
historical and natural science apprbaches. Are they to
be considered distinct but complementary approaches to
socio-cultural phenomena? Or, are they to be fused to-
gether by social philosophy or by some as yet unfound
means into a single intellectual attack on the phenomena
of man? At any rate, present day efforts reflect a
search for the unities which characterized the period
of the founding fathers. Penniman as early as 1935 ob-

served these tendencies toward reintegration as similar

to that just before 1859 and expressed the hope that
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some "new Darwin" Qould arise and bring "order to the
chaos" of specialized and factionated intellectual ac-
tivities characterizing the twentieth century world view
(Penniman 1952:242). Meanwhile the detached and con-
sciously critical position of the early Greeks is to be
reckoned with by the modern myth as conceived by Darwin,
Tylor, and others. The conscious attempt to produce
something similar to the unconscious primitive order
which was destroyed has not yet succeeded.

Two developments outside of anthropology deserve
mention since they have some bearing on the evolutionist
world view. The fifst is that the development of
genetics in biology has given to cultural anthropology
a different model of evolutionism than the structural
models of social philosophy. The second is that the
development of field theory in physics has revolution-
ized the seventeenth century mechanistic concept of
nature. How these may influence the world view of
anthropologists is only beginning to be manifest (See
Thompson 1961).

Evidence presented in this chapter points to
unsolved problems in the world view of modern man--
problems which call for some kind of solution. This
generalization is made from the foregoing sketch of a
century of anthropological history. The history of

cosmologies built upon the world view of anthropologists
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is an indication of fundamental problems or conflicts.
Western man's fundamental detachment from nature in the
world view of the Greeks laid the foundation for a
further revolution in his concept of nature. At the
same time the original detachment now creates problems
for his attempt to conceive of himself in nature. Phil-
osophy, history, and science have not been able to merge
in a unitary explanation of Man, Nature and God. On the
other hand, this aspiration, though unrealized continues

as a cultural legacy of "Darwin's world."
CONTINUATION OF STUDY

The history of one hundred years of anthropology
as sketched in this chapter indicates the development
of certain polarites in the various world views as held
by anthropologists. Four modern anthropologists,
Kroeber, White, Firth and Evans-Pritchard, are repre-
sentative of a number of these polarites though they by
no means exhaust them. If, however, these four are rep-
resentative of a number of polarites, historically de-
veloping out of responses to the original world view of
evolutionist anthropology, they should provide a frame-
work into which other anthropologists could be located
or at least against which they can be compared. The
succeeding chapters will deal with these four anthro-

pologists in the framework and perspective developed
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thus far in the study.

In constructing cosmologies from the world views
of anthropologists, the focus is on man. The lipitation
to cultural anthropologists gives sharper definition to
the focus in that the concern is with man as a culture
produced, bearing, and producing animal. From this
shall come a consideration of the concept of man, the
definition of culture, the relation of man ana culture,
the relation of man and culture to nature, and the re-
lation in the total triad of Man-Nature-God. The
- History-Philosophy-Science outlook will be considered
chiefly as they pertain to man and culture.

The world view-ethos of the anthropologist as an
anthropologist will be approached in a threefold manner.
First, his orientation as an anthropologist toward the
vphenomena of culture. Second, his orientation as an
anthropologist toward cultures; his own and others.
Third, his orientation as an anthropologist regarding

universal and/or absolute values.



CHAPTER VI
A. L. KROEBER

A. L. Kroeber, for some time before his death in
1960, was regarded as the dean of American anthropolo-
gists. He was born in 1876 in Hoboken, New Jersey. ﬁis
childhood experience gave him a background for a later
in?erest in linguistics. He says of himself (Wilson
1958:236):

I was raised bilingual, English and German, my

father being an immigrant from Cologne, Germany

as a boy of ten in 1850, and the language of the

household being German, of the street English.
His father was a wholesale dealer in clocks.

Kroeber received his B.A. degree from Columbia
University in 1897; his Masters degree in English
Literature came one year later. He continued graduate
work at Columbia, studying under Franz Boas, receiving
a Ph.D. in anthropology in 1901. Kroeber Jjoined the
staff of the University of California in 1901. This
connection he maintained throughout his long academic
career, being professor emeritus at the time of his
death. His works deal with broad historical studies
of civilizations as well as primitive ethnographies.

He did extensive field work among the Indians of

113
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California, New Mexico, Mexico and Peru.
WORLD VIEW-EIDOS

Man-Nature-God

It is difficult to define separately the Man and

Nature of Kroeber's world view because the significance
of each is defined in terms of the other. Nature takes
a position that is logically =s well as historically
prior to man. God does not play a role as God, though
Kroeber does not take the militant attitude that God
must necessarily be eliminated from the world view of a
scientist. In response to Leslie White's position he
states:

If Bidney can leave room for God and prayer in his

interpretation of culture, or Toynbee for God and

free will in his history--well, I do not operate

that way, but I do not see why I should be con-

cerned over their doing so, at least not until

it is evident that their attitude affects the re-

sults of their studies (1952:115, 116).
Kroeber's focus of world view as a scientist of man then
does not admit God but on the other hand is not adverse
to this inclusion, providing this inclusion does not
meke a significant difference to the man and nature
world view constructed without God.

The ‘'nature' of Kroeber is the mechanistic de-

terministic nature of the 17th century world view,

though greatly extended in its scope, and as shall be
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shown, in one sense modified. Itfis a nature within
which are three important ontological distinctions. That
is, nature is represented by three levels of organiza-
tion: the inorganic level of nomn-living matter, the
organic level of life including man, and the superorganic
which is the superpsychic level of culture. Inherent in
this concept of nature is the relation of man to nature,
culture to nature, and man to culture which will be con-
sidered later. It is important to observe that while
Kroeber is a consciously committed determinist, he
rejects determination on the diachronic dimension of
natural history, which for him includes man. This is
the crux of Kroeber's rejection of the evolutionist
postulate. Though Kroeber accepts the evolutionist ex-
planation of biological man as legitimating man's
position in nature, he hastens to add:

This is not an insinuation that there was any pre-

determination of such a sequence of developmental

steps leading to ourselves. That the steps hap-

pened is all that we can say... Conceivably, a

quite different series of evolutionary advances

might have made possible the coming on the stage

of a type as skilled, intelligent, and successful

as man, Oor even superior to him, but different

from him (1948:14).
Kroeber's rejection of evolutionary laws on the level of
culture is consistently held. Referring to prehistoric

stages of human development, he wrote that "these do not

represent any law of nature, but only a statistical
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average of variable events in total human history"
(Ibid:632). 1In a comprehensive treatment of the his-
torical data of several civilizations he concluded,
"..o I see no evidence of any true law in the phenomena
dealt with. Nothing cyclical, regularly repetitive, or
necessary"” (Kroeber 1944:761). His position was un-
changed in 1957 when he presented patterns of change in
the style of American women's dress. Kroeber consciously
refused to generalize from these patterns to style |
changes in any other culture and added, "Nor would it
be sound to assert that we had here an invariable law
of history" (1957:23).
Man is defined as a natural phenomena--natural as

opposed to any spiritual concept (Kroeber 1948:841):

Man, to every anthropologist, is an animal in a

given world of nature: that »nd nothing more--not

an animal with a soul or immortality or destiny

or anything else attached to him beforehand...
This position seems to Kroeber to be necessary to the
scientific world view. Yet having once thus identified
Man with the lower animals in the world of Nature a dif-
ference in kind is recognized between them. It ié cul-
ture rather than the 'soul' which differentiates them
(Kroeber 1952:27):

The distinction between animal and man which counts

is not that of the physical and mental, which is one

‘'of relative degree, but that of the organic and

- social which is one of kind. The beast has mentality,
and we have bodies; but in civilization man has
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some thing that no animal has.
In Kroeber's thinking man has a psychic-organic
superiority over the animal which is only a difference
in degree--but it is a difference that produces culture
and as a culture bearing animal he is different in kind.
Yet there seems to be a problem here. The difference in
kind is between the orgamic and the social, i.e. cul-
tural, but man occupies both.
It is necessary now to consider Kroeber's def-
inition of culture (1952:136, 137):
The essential characteristic things about a culture
are its forms and patterns, the interrelations of
these into an organization, and the way these parts,
and the whole, work or function as a group of human
beings lives under them. A culture is a way of
habitual acting, feeling, and thinking channeled by
a society out of potential ways of living. ...The
combined affect-idea system of a culture at once
reflects the habitual ways of action of members of
the society, validates these ways to themselves, and
to an extent controls and modifies the ways. It is
in this affect-laden idea system that in a certain
sense, the core of a culture is usually considered
to reside: in it lodge its values, norms, and
standards--its ethos and its eidos.
Since culture occupies the level of the superorganic
(superpsychic) in nature and it works and functions as
human beings live under it, there arises the problem of
the relation of man to culture. Kroeber explicitly
states that the locus of culture is in the minds of
individuals living in society. "There is little doubt

that the active causes of history must reside chiefly
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in persons" (Ibid:148). "... Culture ultimately exists,
or 'resides,' only in the behavior, the ideas and feel-
ings, and the products of the societies of mam"
(Eroeber 1948:619). In spite of the personal locus of
culture it is held to have a superpersonal character be-
yond any éxplanation on the purely psychological level.
Thus the concentration of genius in periods of history
is interpreted in terms of culture florescence rather
than a superior genetic endowment of individuals. Since
culture may have a continuity over time unbroken by the
coming and going of individuals, and even of societies,
it is regarded by Kroeber as having an ontological
status distinct from either though empirically it is
only found in association with both. The question arises
then, Is the relation between culture and the individual
a deterministic one? Kroeber (1952:8,9) indicates that
this has been somewhat problematical to him:
With long range, the individual, even the outstand-
ing one fades from view... With this a deterministic
view tends to creep in. Before long, one finds him-
self a determinist, like Tolstoy. I was consciously
so, for decades. I am less sure now... My own
theory of deterministic pattern realization and
exhaustion contains a concealed factor of striving
and will, in the individuals through whom the
realization is achieved.
A further statement, "my own comparison of culture to a

coral reef should have warned me against too facile a

determinism," indicates that the non-deterministic
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relation between the individual and culture is related
to the denial of any diachronic determinism. Thus
Kroeber denies determinative causes in the development
of culture and any determinative relationship between
culture and the individual yet, "in spite of (culture's)
highly special properties it must always be construed as
within nature" (1952:10). This is the crux of Kroeber's
position. Free humanistic creativity is quite accept-
able so long as it is regarded in nature. This is the
basic question Kroeber (1956:299) raises in regards to
Bidney's free will position:
It is therefore not because I wish to deny creativ-
ity that I raise the point of what Bidney means with
the use of the term... one wonders whether he is not
accepting free creativity as something outside the
realm of nature. Such a view was once traditional
in the humanities... If there are any anthropolo-
gists or other scientists that hold this position,
they are few. I think Bidney owes us an answer to
the question: 1Is his free humanistic creativity in
nature or outside it?
Kroeber is then seen to reject the deterministic char-
acter of the seventeenth century 'Nature' when the dia-
chronic dimension of natural history--biological and
cultural man--is introduced into it. Evolution is re-

garded as a natural but not determined process.

History-Science-Philosophy

Kroeber (1952:18, 19) most explicitly rejected
the fusion of history, science, and philosophy in the



120

evolutionist world view:

Every explanation of an origin in anthropology is

based on three processes of thought which are un-

objectionable logically but are contrary to evol-

utionary principles and the countless facts that

support these principles. First is the assumption,

implied in the word origin, that, before the begin-

ning of the phenomena explained, itself and its

cause were absent; second is the belief that a

suddenly arising cause singly produced the phe-

nomenon; and third is the idea that this cause

ceased as suddenly as it had sprung up and that

its product has remained, unaffected by other

causes, unaltered but for wear and tear, to the

present day.
Here is an explicit refusal to allow a philosophical
position to encompass the diachronic dimension of cul-
ture history into the determinate, mechanistic world
view. This statement makes clear that Kroeber perceives
the problem involved in fusing elements of history,
philosophy, and science. His writings--which span three
score years--show that he consistently holds to differ-
entiating history and science as distinct methodological
approaches. Philosophy also plays its own specialized
role.

The refusal to accept the diachronic determinism
which evolution had introduced into anthropology plus
making the ontological difference in levels of nature
preserved the distinction in the methodological ap-
proaches of the pre-Darwinian world view for Kroeber.
That is, he observes that the natural history approach

is most fruitful on the superorganic level while the
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natural science approach is most fruitful on the inor-
ganic level. Quite clearly science as an approach to
the physical world and history as an approach to man is
preserved here despite their both being presented as
'natural' phenomena. Psychic man is detached from mater-
ial reality as he is also from the historical phenomena
of culture. Kroeber has clung to the man-and-culture-in-
nature contribution of the evolutionist while rejecting
determinism on the diachronic dimension of history. He
has thus escaped the situation in which the present order
becomes the key to the explamation of its own origin but
has held on to the legitmation of studying man "as the
astronomer studies stars" etc. It is quite evident that
Eroeber has maintained the basic distinction of the world
view of the Greeks and of science in opposition to that
of the evolutionists.

The avoidance of philosophy, typical of science,
also characterizes Kroeber, which for his focus on the
superorganic level results in his negative position rel-
ative to theory. Philosophical assumptions are impor-
tant in the development of theory but Kroeber (1952:3)
says, "... 1 am not a formal theoretician." The accep-
tance of the man-and-culture-in-nature postulate of the
evolutionist, since he rejects evolution as a determinate

historic process, has resulted in maintaining the basic
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distinqtion of the Greeks and of the 17th century world
view but arranged now in a redefined nature. It leaves
him, however, with a recognized but unresolved problem
in his world view. Within this nature of man, culture,
rocks, stars and electrons there seems to be different

or heterogeneous ‘'natures' (Ibid:63):

It is in the nature of things--I do not pretend to
explain why--that in the inorganic realm the pro-
cessual approach of science has yielded most results,
but as we pass successively into the realm of the
organic, psychic, and social-cultural-"historical,"
this approach encounters more and more difficulties
and its harvest diminishes.

WORLD VIEW-ETHOS

The attitude with which Kroeber approaches the
phenomena of culture is that of the natural scientist.
For Kroeber a common attitude identifies him with the
biologist (Kroeber 1948:841):

This attitude may be called an insatiable curiosity,
a thirst for knowledge... they agree in wanting to
find out about these works and bodies as they actu-
ally exist in the world of nature, without precon-
ceptions and without primary ulterior motive of ex-
isting philosophy, theology, politics, or phil-
anthropy.
Kroeber's 'scientific' orientation consists chiefly in
his detachment from the phenomena and in regarding it as
natural as opposed to supernatural. His cautious or con-
servative, if not negative, attitude toward philosophi-
cal assumptions, abstraction and theorizing indicates

that he is as he says himself a "natural historian of
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culture." This feeling about the study of culture he
méintained throughout his career and is manifest in re-
‘sponse to recent developments in anthropology (Kroeber
1959:414):
Now, matﬁrity has stolen upon us... we find our-
selves classified with the social sciences... we
are taught to worship abstraction... As our daily
bread we invent hypotheses in order to test them,
as we are told is the constant practice of the high
tribe of physicists. If at times some of you, like
myself, feel somewhat ill at ease in the house of
social science, do not wonder: we are changelings
therein; our true paternity lies elsewhere.

Kroeber's attitude toward specific cultures and
their values is expressed first of all by the objectiv-
ity of description which his natural history approach
requires. Theoretical breconceptions and philosophical
assumptions are guarded against as potential biases.
Secondly, his detachment as an anthropologist is mani-
fest in his non-applied position. He spezks of himself
as,

one who spent his life following anthropology as
a purely intellectual pursuit and has conscient-
iously avoided active practical decisions based

on professional equipment--"action research"...

(1952:150).

The difficult--if not impossible--position of
complete value neutrality when posed against its op-
posite the anthropologically tabooed 'ethnocentrism'
also has some implications for the ethos of the anthro-
pologist. That is ethnocentrism is recognized as char-

acterizing all primitive cultures, and possibly to some
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extent all others as well, is for the anthropologist a
"wrong"” atititude. It violates the scientific value of
objectivity. Furthermore, as a member of Western Civil-
ization he would like to make a positive contribution by
the modification if not the elimination of these atti-
tudes. But even in so doing the "non-ethnocentric"
value becomes automatically either transcultural or an
extra-cultural or a culturally superior criteria of
progress. Since anthropologists as human beings are
products of a culture and as a professional subculture
are studying another culture, and since they must com-
municate their understanding of a foreign culture into
the understandings of their own, they might be expected
to have some position regarding transcultural univer-
sals and/or extra cultural absolutes. This position
should in some sense be a part of their ethos. Cultural
relativity is a position to which Kroeber attaches a
positive value (1952:137):

An absolute standard involves two qualities. First

it must be extra-natural, or supernatural, to be an

a priori absolute. And second, ethnocentricity is

implied in the elation of any one actual standard

as absolute. By contrary, standards or value systems

conceived as parts of nature are necessarily, tempor-

al and spatial, phenomenal, relative and comparative.

That the first condition to a scientific study of

culture is the barring of ethnocentrism has been a
basic canon of anthropology for three quarters of

a century.

Yet Kroeber does hold to some value positions

that he does not regard as ethnocentric. After
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admitting that progress is an idea held in Western cul-
ture but not shared by primitive cultures (Kroeber 1948
296, 346, 347) three criteria for progress for cultures
viewed transculturally--that is across space and over
time--are presented.

The first of these is the ability to distinguish
subjective experience from objective. Primitive peoples
either fail to make the distinction or give subjective
experiences a surrealistic interpretation. Since in our
culture only psychotic peoples do this, Kroeber argues
we have;here an 'objective' criterian of progress
(1948:298).

The second criterion for the evaluation of pro-
gress which is negative toward primitive cultures is
their unabashed preoccupation with bodily functions and
the disregard for human life. Kroeber observes that
modern religions have a tendenqy to rise above this
primitive level. Finally the cumulative aspects of
technology, mechanics and science favor modern cultures
as against the primitive. It does not appear that
Kroeber regards his criteria of progress as either
ethnocentric nor relativistic. Though giving an ex-
plicit statement of a relativistic position, his treat-
ment of progress leaves his readers at least to infer
that there are standards of judgement not wholly
limited to a single cultural context. Logically
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following from this implication is either that Western
civilization as a culture has some transcultural ab-
solutes or that these absolutes are in some sense extra-
cultural. Kroeber (1952:6) is quite aware of this prob-
lem for he states:
ees There is a real and profound problem: that of
fixed panhuman, if not absolute values. This problem
is only beginning to come to the consciousness of
anthropologists, who have done most to stress a rel-
ativist principle. It is touched only by implica-
tion in this book. My conviction is that value-
judgments as between the values of various cultures
are possible... The important requisite in this
problem of transcending values would seem paradox-
ically to be prolonged and increasing deep compar-
ison of value systems--in other words of cultures.
It may be concluded from this statement of Kroeber's
- that the transcending value can come only from the
"culture" that can pursue such a comparative study. A
later statement would indicate that Kroeber believes
that there are universal transcultural values of in-
herent validity, as opposed to universal values estab-
lished by mere cross cultural statistical commonality
(1956:301):
I believe the probability is high that there are
universal human values; I distrust the motivation
in seeking them; I do not believe they can be
established by random enumeration.
It is evident that Kroeber finds it difficult to hold to
a consistent ethos in terms of his statement of cultural

relativity.
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CONCLUSION

Kroeber's world view may be briefly summarized by
saying that he has preserved the basic characteristics
and distinctions of the Greek and scientific world view
while essentially rejecting the evolutionist view, de-
spite his devotion to the man-ana-culture-in-nature
postulate of the evolutionists. For him history and
science remain quite distinct methodological approaches
to one's world and philosophical considerations are kept
distinct frem both. History is at least a more fruitful
approach to man, while science is more successful in con-
fronting the aspect of the world that the Greeks and
Galileo called nature. Kroeber's "le;els of nature,”
rejection of determinism on the diachronic dimension of
culture and his distinction between man and culture have
served to solve the dilemma of world views in favor of
the Greek foundation, and development of science as op-
posed to the convolution of evolution. His including
all within nature only makes for a different nature--
though in Kroeber a clear comprehensive difinition of
nature is not evident. Kroeber shares the ethos of evol-
utionary progress but this is one point of harmony be-
tween the foundations of Western world view and that of

the evolutionists.



CHAPTER VII
LESLIE WHITE

Leslie White's early intellectual interests were
in physics and astronomy. Barnes (1960:xv) speaks of the

encouragement which his father gave him in this direc-

tion:

These desires and decisions he developed from read-
ing a small book his father had used in college,
Natural Philosophy, then the usual designation for
physics... About the same time, his father took
him outdoors one night on the family farm near
Lane, Kansas, to show and explain to him Halley's
Comet, which was flaming across the sky in 1910.

His experiences in the navy in World War I turned his

" interest toward psychology and the social sciences and
the desire "to find out why peoples behave the way they
do" (Ibid:xvi). During his first two years at Louisiana
State University he majored in history and political
science but did not find the answers to his problems.

He then transferred to Columbia University and to psy-
chology, sociology and philosophy. He continued in these
fields of study at Columbia, receiving his Bachelor's
degree in 1923 and his Masters degree in 1924. During
this time he took some courses at The New School for
Social Research in New York City and it was here he began
his studies in anthropology under one of Boas's former

128
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students, Alexander Goldenweiser. White did his doctoral
work at the University of Chicago. where his interest
eventually shifted from sociology to anthropology, and
here he studied under two more of Boas' former students,
Fay-Cooper Cole and Edward Sapir. After receiving his
Doctorate in Anthropology, a number of factors (See
Barnes 1960) led him to turn from the Boasian tradition
and to become the leading protagonist of evolutionarist
anthropology. His field work has been done among the
Pueblos of the Southwest.

WORLD VIEW-EIDOS
Man-Nature-God

The world view of White is Nature dominated; a
nature materialistically, and deterministically conceived.
White (1959:ix) regards his own view as basically identi-
cal with that of the founding fathers of anthropology:

The theory of evolution set forth in this work

does not differ one whit in principle from that
expressed in Tylor's Anthropology in 188l...

White has made a conscious effort to incorporate the dia-
chronic dimension of culture history into the mechanistic
world view which we have shown to be the cultural heritage
of seventeenth century science. Also he has attempted to
maintain the basic detachment of the Greek foundations of

science.
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The choice of materialist ontological assumptions
may appear to eliminate God from the triad of White's
world view. God has ontological existence only in nature
and that in the form of a cultural belief. Even this ex-
istence is regarded as characterizing a low level of cul-
tural development and is due to ultimate extinction by
the operation of the evolutionary processes of nature.
Regarding this element of his world view, White carries
on a dedicated crusade against any expression of cul-
tural regression as for example "With the re-introduction
of God into ethnological theory, Bidney sets a new low in
the present trend toward regression" (White 1949&‘108’
109).

The. domination of Nature which characterizes all
of his theory is expressed relative to Man as well as
God. This comes out when he is at all confronted with
ultimates as in the following statement (Ibid:391):

The cosmos does little know nor will it long re-

member what man has done here on this tiny planet.

The eventual extinction of the human race--for

come it will sometime--will not be the first time

that a species has died out, nor will it be an

event of very great terrestrial significance.
Implied is,fhat the cosmos or nature will go on in its
own'eternal way. Nature produced man and then through
man, God; theip temporal creation as well as eventual ex-

tinction is conceived as expressions of nature's eternal

dominion. Nature creates a new part of itself and
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ultimately destroys that'pért which it creates, i.e., man
and God; the rest is uncreated or eternal.

White follows Kroeber in conceiving of three levels
in nature: the inorganic, the organic, and the super-
organic. The organic and the superorganic, however, are
conceived as products of the evolutionary processes of
nature--and they too are conceived as subjects of ulti-
mate doom. The inorganic alone is viewed as without be-
ginning and without end.

It is important that we pause at this point to ob-
serve that White's 'inorganic level' is basically the
nature of Galileo and Newton, and that its eternal char-
acter rises from two complementary sources, the postulate
of materialism and the world view of a universe unbounded
in space and time. To this "basic nature" with all of its
"forces" governing the movement or behavior of all bodies
within it, White has added the phenomena of life, man and
culture. He has accepted the man-and-culture-in-nature
postulate;‘ By adding, thus, a diachronic dimension the
"forces" which account for the order in inorganic matter
must now account also for the development of new levels
of order and, as we shall see, new "forces" which account
for the order on higher levels. Insofar as these evolu-
tionary developments in nature are temporal developments,
as opposed to the eternal source, man and culture stilllat

least hold a basic distinction from the inorganic.
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The 'Nature' of White's world view is character-
ized by a thorough going determinism--determinism with a
vengeance. The following aspects of determinism can be
analyzed from his writings:

1) The eternal order of the inorganic is a self
determinate order.

2) The development of the organic and superorganic
within nature is the product of the determinant
forces of nature which necessarily must have ex-
isted before these levels were brought into ex-
istence.

3) Bach of these levels, inorganic, organic and
superorganic now represent deterministic forces
regarding the concrete bodies within their
spheres.

4) Development within the superorganic or cultural
is governed and determined by the "cultural
forces" operating on this level.

5) The behavior of the human individual is a product
of determinism on the organic and the super-
organic levels (White 1949a’161)'

We interpret White's world view as conceiving man under
secondary and tertiary orders of determinism in nature.
That is, the organic level is a product of determinative
forces operating on the inorganic level. But with the

production of the organic level were introduced a new
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determinative system of forces which directed the course
of organic evolution to the next level attained in man
(White 1959,:3, 5):
In the course of the evolution of primates man ap-
peared when the ability to symbol had been developed
and became capable of expression... Man and culture
originated similtaneously; this by definition.
Thus man owes his existence as a bio-cultural being to
organic evolutionary forces; he owes his cultural state
to the operation of cultural evolutionary forces and both
combine to determine his present behavior. Culture "is
governed by its own laws" (White 19498:540) but culture
determines the behavior of individuals as when the Jap-
anese general commits hara-kiri (Ibid:97).

White's theory of evolutionary development within
the superorganic contains a theory of the development of
world views. This most clearly characterizes his own
world view because he feels that his culturology rests
at the pinnacle of this development. White confesses
this--albeit in a modest manner--(White 1949a:556):

It should be made clear that if an édequate under-
standing should come about as a consequence of a
science of culture it would not have been "us" who
achieved it but our culture.
White describes the primitive world view as being char-
acterized by a fundamental attachment between the ob-
server and the observed. This is similar to the mythical

world view as described by Redfield and as presented in
this study. Yet White regards all belief in
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supernatural beings as mythical and does not recognize
as does Redfield the fundamental detachment regarding
the deity as expressed among the Hebrews. He theorizes
that man's primitive attachment is in the form of pro-
jecting his own ego on the external world. Thus (Ibids
398, 399):
The first men interpreted things and events in terms
of their own psyches. They were not aware of their
standpoint of interpretation, however; on the con-
trary, they insisted emphatically that the minds to
which the events of their experience were attributed
were not their own, but those of spirits, of geds
or demons. They were, however, a projection of
the human ego upon the world. Thus the whole cosmos,
the entire range of experience, was interpreted as
the expression of mind and spirit, of desire, will
and purpose.
The evolution of world view which is synonymous with the
growth of science becomes a matter of progressive detach-
ment of the self from the not self. Its development is
conceived in the terms of the following law (Ibid:69):
Science emerges first and matures fastest in fields -
where the determinants of human behavior are weakest
and most remote; conversely, science appears latest
and matures slowest in those portions of our exper-
ience where the most intimate and powerful determin-
ants of our behavior are found.
Because of this law the sciences are said to have de-
veloped in the following order. Astronomy, physics,

chemistry, anatomy, physiology, psychology, sociology

and last of all culturology. While our purpose at this
point is to present White's world view rather than to

make criticism of it, one point here is difficult to
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understand. The projection of man's ego on to the phys-
ical world about him could understandably result in the
"animation" of that world. A detachment then would re-
sult in the de-animation of this sphere of the world view.
But, what is projected into what to account for man's an-
imate and mentalistic concept of himself? Just what the
'‘ego' is in White's usage is not clear. White conceives
the progressive detachment of the observer to finally in-
clude culture. The parallel de-animation, de-supernatural-
ization and de-mentalization of the explanation of the
universe is held to be synonomous with the naturalization
of its explanation and as a mark of the self-other detach-
ment of the scientific approach.- The course of this de-
tachment follows Comte's three stages: theoiogical,
metaphysical, scientific. The theological is the myth-
ical or attached stage. The metaphysical stage, "en-
tities, essences and principles were called upon" to take
the place of spirits and minds to account for events.
Yet here, White is referring only to the answers to the
why question of philosophy. He does not state that these
principles are the projection from the psyche of'the ob-
server, but only that they are the second stage of de-
tachment. At least the final stage of detachment is
science where events are explained in terms of other
events and the detachment of the observer is held to

be complete. The course of the evolution of world view
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reaches its highest point then with the development of
a science of culture. That is when man attains an ob-
jective detachment from that which "is the most intimate
and powerful determinate of his behavior." Observer-
object detachment from zulture then is the peak of cul-
tural development--a world view of complete detachment.

In White's theory of culture the development of
world view is geared into more basic cultural levels--
the sociological and the technological, the latter pro-
viding the fundamental dynamics of culture change.
Philosophies are determined by technologies 1) directly
and 2) indirectly through social systems (White l959b:24).
Through the concept of energy the technological level is
tied to the organic level of nature whose dependence upon
the sun in turn, dynamically relates it to the inorganic
level.

Culture is an organization of phenomena dependent
upon symbeling. Its place in nature is clearly outlined
(white 1949a:166, 167):

Culture is an elaborate mechanism whose function is
to make life secure and continuous for groups of
human beings. In order to perform these functions
culture must harness energy and put it to work...
Culture is therefore a thermodynamic system in a
mechanical sense. Culture grows in all its aspects--
ideological, sociological, and technological--when
and as the amount of energy harnessed per capita

per year is increased, and as the means of expending

energy is improved... A culture is therefore a
dynamic system (powered by the natural forces which
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it harmesses) that behaves and grows in terms of its
own principles and laws... It may be regarded as a
system sui generis.

Culture then is not only a product of evolution progres-
sing from the lower levels of nature but the laws of its
own present development rest upon and are empowered by
the organic and inorganic. Since the world view or
ideological aspect of culture represents the top level
of culture and the ultimate development here is the funda-
mental observer-object detachment, we may generalize
White's evolutionary world view into the following state-
ment: The ultimate in evolution of nature is a funda-
mental detachment within itself. The implications of
this for a consistent world view will be reserved for
the conclusion to this dhapter.

Two observations must be made regarding White's
concept of the relation of man and culture to dispell
false impressions that are sometimes left from an in-
complete reading of his works and may possibly result
from the treatment here. The first erroneous impression
is that culture is a force mystically governing the
actions of men while having no real connection with them
or locus in them. White's symbol based concept of cul-
ture discredits that incorrect view (1959a:251):

When things and events dependent upon symbolizing
are considered and interpreted in terms of their re-
lationship to human organisms, they may properly be
called human behavior... When things and events




138

dependent upon symboling are considered and inter-

preted ... in terms of their relations to one another

eees We may call them culture.
White does not deny the psychological connection of cul-
ture, "... in activity culture is inseparable from human
beings” (Ibid:242). Culture however is more than a meth-
odological construct for White because "context of con-
sideration” i.e. symbols with symbols, is an ontological
reality having its own laws of development.

Perhaps White is at fault for leaving the impres-
sion that he believes man to be a passive puppet within
the controlling forces of culture. His arguments against
free will may sometimes be taken this way. In fact, he
speaks of Bidney as "the passive medium" of a reactionary
cultural trend (l949a:96). But White does not conceive
of man as an automaton. The fact that he does not be-
lieve man free to manipulate and change his culture does
not lead to a choiceless being within culture (Ibid:174):

To take this view of the relation between the in-

" dividual and the culture process is not to regard
the former as an organism, as a purely passive thing...
We are merely saying that a consideration of the dy-
namic character of this organism does not help us to
explain the form and content of its reactions and
responses. The organism does the reacting, of course.
But, in human behavior, the specific nature of its

reactions is determined not by the organism but by
cultural elements serving as stimuli.,

History-Science-Philosophy

White regards science as a "kind of human behavior"

and therefore speaks of it as sciencing. It is a dealing
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"with experience according to certain assumptions and with
certain techniques”" (White 19493:5). Science is to be
distinguished from art in that science deals with partic-
ulars in terms of universals while art deals with uni-
versals in terms of particulars. Both art and science
..8erve to "render experience intelligible" and thus are
aspects of world view. Science is viewed as "a way of in-
'terpreting reality, rather than as an entity in itself,
as a segment of that reality" (Ibidi:6). All reality is

conceived as structural in terms of space and time. As

a result sciencing takes on three forms (Ibid:8)s "One
waich grasps the space-time property of reality in its
entirety" (evolution) "and two subsidiary and derivative
waysS..." which are history and structural functionalism
(called by others science). History deals with the time
dimension alone, while what is ordinarily called science
deals with the non-temporal dimension alone. For White,
history and science are but two subsidiary approaches to
all phenomena of which evolution is the combinatory ap-
proach, and they all are 'sciencing.' White's sciencing
encompasses history, science, and philosophy. Thus he
says (Ibid:9):

There is no antagonism nor even distinction between

history and science: history is simply one way of
sciencing whether it be geology or in sociology.
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White thus recognizes the difference between the temporal
and the nontemporal approach but in contrast to Kroeber
feels that each are equally applicable to the three levels
of nature. A difference in the success of approach is not
a function of ontological differences in nature but a
lack of cultural development in the observer. The com-
bined temporal formal approach of evolution is held to be
an ultimate in sciencing (Ibid:21):

As social science matures, the basic concept of

science and philosophy, that reality is temporal-

formal in character, will win its way on the cul-

tural level as it has upon the biological and

inanimate levels.
Since White leaves the specific problems of history, and
those of the structural functional out of the generaliz-
ing, temporal-formal approach of evolution he is left
with little more than such problems as those of origins
and development, nature of reality, the ultimate course
or direction of history--all of which are quite dis-
tinctly philosophical problems. It is in this sense
that the history-science-philosophy triad remains quite
distinct confrontations in White's world view in contrast
to the early evolutionists. The features of the Greek

foundations of world view show through most clearly at

this point.
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WORLD VIEW-ETHOS

White's world view-ethos is similar to Kroeber's -
in that the detachment ideal is paramount with respect
to the phenomena of culture. He regards the phenomena
of culture as similar to the weather, i.e. something that
can be predicted but not controlled (White 1949,:355):

If the trend of cultural evolution is away from
private property and free enterprise why strive
to perpetuate them? If it could be shown that
international wars will continue as long as in-
dependent, sovereign nations exist, then certain
delusions now popular would find less nourishment
and support.
One cannot help but conclude here that knowledge of the
evolutionary process is to become a part of the process
and yet even this consciousness cannot be directive of
the process. White has no logical problem about his
theory introducing biases into his observation and ex-
planation of reality as does Kroeber of Boas, because
culturology is itself the farthest advance in scientific
detachment.

White shares with Kroeber a non-applied attitude,
yet there is here a difference. Kroeber's interest is
in knowledge for knowledge sake. White, on.the other hand,
values the usefulness of the knowledge of culture so that
man may better adjust to reality; though not for the pur-
pose of effecting any change in social reality. The

latter for White is an impossibility (Ibids334, 343):
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It may seen remarkable that a great class of cit-
izens who cannot even control the dimensions of
their own skirts will nevertheless organize them-
selves into clubs, to administer the affairs of
the world.
To call upon science, the essence of which is ac-
ceptance of the principles of cause and effect and
determinism, to support a philosophy of free will,

is fairly close to the height of absurdity... The
belief that man can work his will upon nature and

man alike if onl¥ he has the right formulas once

flourished 1n primitive socie as magic.
Quite clearly White does not share the observer attach-
ment to nature characteristic of the primitive mythical
world view. Yet he mistakes magic as a matter of manip-
ulation over nature forgetting that for the primitive
this is within 'nature.' Considering in this light
White's attitude is also one of subservience and adjust-
ment to the 'nature' of his own world view even as the
primitive attitude was one of maintaining and obeying
his. However, if White's view is in truth the farthest
advance toward objective reality, then his judgement of
primitive attachment is neither ethnocentric nor ego-
ecentric judgement.

This consideration leads us directly to attitudes
relative to transcultural or extra-cultural universals
and/or absolutes. White does not hesitate to brand any
mythical-religious world view as one of delusion and his
own as a reality which squares with the facts. The evol-
ution of world view is conceived as movement from delu-

sion to reality, therefore an absolute reality exists in
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the course of cultural development. No naturalistic ex-
planation is given why or how culture should originate in
the error of myth. In White's world view absolute reali-
ty becomes the basis for the ultimate good. The highest
value is found in perfect adjustment to the reality of
nature. This reality can be known only in cooperating
with the evolutionary process of world view leading to a
totally detached and unbiased position of the observer.
Here again a reader of White may raise the question as
to why man in his 'original' state is such a self de-
ceiver as to ﬁopulate his own world with gods who in turn
distorf and bias his conception of reality. At any rate
White can, with sglf congistency, apply the absolute
standard of reality and value to all cultures without
being ethnocentric, for his evolutionary framework pro-
vides him with a universal, transcultural absolute, i.e.
the absolute toward which all cultures in all places and

times have moved and are moving by the laws of nature.
CONCLUSION

In White is found a dedicated effort to find in
the cultural legacy of the Greek transformation, the
seventeenth century revolution, and the convolution of
Darwin and Tylor a comprehensive, consistent world view.
The result has been twofold. First, the basic elements
of the Greek and scientific foundations of Western
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civilization have prevailed to the modification of the
evolutionary position. And, second, insofar as the evol-
utionary postulates have been joined with the basic fac-
tors of the Western world view they have produced incon-
gruencies within White's system.

The modification in the basic position of the early
cultural evolutionists has been observed to be at least
twofold. The first is the fundamental detachment of man
and culture. For Tylor culture was a psychogenic phe-
nomenon--as it was even for Boas. But for Tyler its de-
velopment was in terms of the laws of psychic development;
for White culture evolves according to cultural laws with-
out consideration of psychic man. Secondly, White con-
ceives of a history whose course may not conform to the
generalizations of evolution and a science that is dis-
tinct from history in its approach to all nature includ-
ing man. His evolutionary approach becomes neither his-
tory nor 'structural functional! science. Thus the
history-philosophy-science convolution is not truly main-
tained.

The basic incongruencies in White's wprld view
show up between his ontological position and his metho-
dological position. Ontologically, White has succeeded
consistently in conceiving all phenomena within a common
order of nature. The distinctions of levels within this

order represent no necessary incongruence. Herein he
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has followed the evolutionary postulate in a materialist
framework consistently. Methodologically, White has
persistently held to the position of science as a “way
of behaving, as a way of interpreting reality, rather
than as an entity in itself, as a segment of that real-
ity," which is characterized by a sharp self-object de-
tachment. His methodological position is a consistent
development of the Greek and seventeenth century founda-
tions of the world view of modern western man. White
attempts to weave his methodological and ontological
positions together in a cultural evolutionary theory of
the development of scientific, self-object detachment,
When this theory joiﬁs together the evolutionary onto-
logical view with the scientific methodological view
sciencing becomes at once behavior that is governed by
culture and yet not "a segment of that reality which it
is interpreting.”

White has spun a net which he admits encompasses
himself, his activity as a scientist, and the product of
his activity, i.e. culturology; all within the world of
nature. At the same time he stands detached in a funda-
mental self-external world detachment. It does not solve
the problem to merely distinguish the methodological
position from the ontological--which is a valid methodo-
logical procedure--because his theory encompasses both

in one grand ontological net. The methodological fiction
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used by Kroeber and many others would in White's system
be itself a distortion of the reality of nature. It does
not seem to solve the problem to ask of White, "What is
this self, this ego, which stands detachedr" This is an
ontological question and the only answer we can receive
from White is that it isn't mind, for mind is only a mis-
nomer, a nominalization of the activity of minding. And
if the self has ontological status it must exist in the
world of nature. However, from White's writings we can
conclude that the self is something which has a world
view because it may either have a world view based upon
its own projection into the external world or one based
on a detachment from it. One may also infer from white
that this self has existed in nature for some time out of
tune with the nature of which it was a part, in fact, is
inherently incongruous with nature for the projection of
itself onto this nature, according to White, results in
a distortion or a departure from the reality of nature.
In other words, White has implicit difficulties in his
attempt to encompass the observer in nature. These in-
congruities of world view proceed from White's evolgtion—
ist attempt to place man and culture within nature when
the framework of the world view of western man is in-

volved.



CHAPTER VIII
RAYMOND FIRTH

Raymond Firth, a native of New Zealand was born in
1901. Unlike Kroeber or White who did their undergrad-
uate work in other fields, Firth began his anthropological
studies at the undergraduate level at Auckland University
College. Studies for his doctorate were done at the
London School of Economics when he and Evans-Prichard
were Malinowski's first two pupils. Except for twe years,
1930-1932, which were spent at the University of Sidney,
Firth's academic position has been at the London School
of Economics where since 1944 he has been Professor.

In 1928-1929 Firth did field work in the Solomon
Islands including Tikopia. Social research surveys were
conducted in West Africa in 1947, in New Guinea in 1951,
ana in Tikopia in 1952. Firth served in the Naval In-
telligence Division of the Admirality from 1941-1944.

WORLD VIEW-EIDOS

Nature-Man-God

Raymond Firth makes a role distinction between him-

self as an anthropologist and as a member of society which

147
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is impoertant in considering his world view. This distinc-

tion is explicitly drawn as he considers the role of the
anthropologist in his .approach to religion (1959:136):
But while as private citizens we have the right te
discretion, to keep our own counsel in these matters,
as anthropologists whose job is to link conclusions
to premises by processes of logical reasoning, we
can claim no immunity for our premises... as far as
an anthropologist's own approach is involved, we are
more interested in the assumptions he actually makes
for the purposes of his analysis than with his own
personal view point.
In attempting to construct a cosmology from the world view
of Firth the concern will be limited to that of Firth as
an anthropologist. This, I would conclude, is in con-
trast to White whose citizen and scientist roles require
no sharp differentiation. In speaking of "assumptions
for purposes of analysis" a character of Firth's world
view is suggested that will be born out by further ob-
servation and that is the methodological aspect of his
world view receives much stronger emphasis than the on-
tological. For this and other reasons he does not find
himself in the kind of problems as does White. One of
these other reasons is that he does not commit himself
to a monistic philosophy of materialism.
As a student of Radcliffe-Brown and Malinowski,
Firth is part of an intellectual tradition that flatly
rejected cultural evolution as "conjectural history."

One may infer from reading his works that the issue is



149
so settled as to not deserve attention. Yet, he lists as
one of anthropology's three debts to T. Huxley (Firth
1959:129):
his classic work, Man's Place in Nature (1863) helped
to free anthropologists to study human beings by the

same methods which had already been used to study
other animals...,

However, it will be observed that nature for Firth is
little more than verbal legitimation for a scientific ap-
proach to the study of man.

The works of Radcliffe-Brown and Malinowski in Eng-
land, as well as Boas in America, greatly modified the
usage of the concept of nature as used by Darwin, Tylor,
Huxley and others,and the crux of this difference is found
in the philosophy of the evolutionary pestulate. The as-
sumptions of Tylor and others had given a diachronic
dimension to the determinate order of nature. Culture
was phenomena in this over all order. By rejecting the
evolutionist assumption the focus shifts from culture as
phenomena in nature to societies and cultures as natural
systems. Redfield (1955:19) commenting on this shift
observes:

In the first decades of this century anthropologists
shifted their attention from a consideration of cul-
ture in a total sense to the study of particular
cultures or societies, and as they did so they came
to conceive of each as a natural system. In the more
general treatices on anthropology by Tylor (1871) and

by Marett (1912) one reads nothing about the order
intrinsic to any particular society or culture...
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The shift in focus is from the order in nature to the

natural order of a particular system. Its 'nature' is
found in its system and if it is a system it can be

studied Dby the methods of science. Thus Firth affirms,

"The notion of a system is basic to our study of society."
Firth is aware that "system" is hardly more than a meth-

odological postulate and where a model is constructed of

it, it has no necessary connection with empirical reality.

After observing Radcliffe-Brown's "emphasis... upon the
formal qualities inherent in the structure of groups as
systems" he goes on to say (Firth 1951b:481):

Here comes in the question of theoretical models for
analysis. One of the difficulties of much British
structural analysis in social anthropology so far

has been the unwillingness or inability of the the-
orist to state clearly how far he was describing
himself, and how far he intended his analysis to
describe the behavior of people in an actual named
society at a given period of time.

Later he wrote (Firth 1954:7):

The problem of correspondence of the model with
reality is one which economists have on the whole

met fairly and squarely. They now see that the con-
cepts and relations chosen for the construction of

the model are not given by nature, but are largely
the invention of the investigator.

The methodological character of the "natural system" is
evidenced not only by the fact that empirical facts may
depart from it but also because "the general principles
elucidated by the sociologist are not rigid in their

application and have not a necessary deterministic



151

character..." (Firth 1951b:484). That the affinity of

social anthropology with the natural sciences is chiefly

methodological is openly stated (Ibid:479):

Generalizations in the natural sciences are assumed
to be valid for a wide field of phenomena without

the need for testing every instance, because exper-
ience has shown the homogeneity of the field repre-
sented. A similar assumption is commonly made in
social anthropology.

Regarding the "similar methodological assumption" which
is ﬁiaae in social anthropology there are certain broad
cultural features that may justify making it and many
others which do not and therefore, Firth says, "Now the
issue of homogeneity demands a common sense approach"
(Loc. cit.).

Firth (1952:38), in a critical review of Evans-
Pritchard's position that épcial systems are not natural
systems makes his criticism on purely methodological

grounds.

But how real is the distinction between the ‘natural’
and the 'social' system? If the 'laws' which account
for the behavior of a 'natural' system are noet in-
variable principles but statements of probability,
attempts to reduce the area of uncertainty in the

understanding of a field of phenomena, then the
difference is not fundamental.

In his criticism of Evans-Pritchard's rejection of soc-
iety as a natural system Firth holds that any system from
which can be abstracted principles of order independent

of the observer's presence is by definition a 'natural’

systen, In the social anthropology of Firth "perception
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of order is then fundamental to our inquiry" not an onto-

logical postulate of nature and man's relationship to it.

Firth's usage of the term nature is usually in dis-

tinction from man and his socio-cultural order. A chapter
entitled "Man and Nature" in Human Types is concerned with

man and his bio-physical environment.

cation he makes such statements as,

In another publi-

"0.. Significant re-
lationships of people to one another, singly and in

groups, and of people to natural phenomena®" (1959:134).

These references to natural systems and nature lead
to the conclusion that nature as a mechanistic determinant
order and within which man and his culture are conceived

does not characterize the world view of Firth. Nature as

the environment of man is conceived as separate from him

and as an external influence on man's culture. Otherwise
nature has only methodological significance in Firth's

study of human phenomena. And yet, it has this same sig-

nificance for all observable events--whether they occur
in physical, biological, psychological or social systems.
God, or the supernatural, as an existence separate
from Man or Nature is not a part of Firth's methodolog-
ical world view. Beliefs in the supernatural are impor-

tant facts in the anthropologist's study of human soci-

eties and cultures. But they are regarded as symbolic

of "tensions, incompatibilities, conflicts in the struc-

ture of the society” (Ibid:135). The referent of ‘the
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symbolic statements (Loc. cit.):

must lie in the field of human and physical relationms,
and there alone. We do not believe in the validity
of witchcraft, in the sense of the autonomous exist-

ence of invisible, personally controlled evil powers
of the order described by our informants.

Firth is careful to limit the anthropologist role as that
of giving the explanation of social phenomena and as such

he is not concerned vﬁth the validity of religious be-
liefs.

In the anthropological world view of Firth the

focus is on man. Nature is quite distinct and only of

methodological importance. God is a projection or func-

tion of the social order of man. With these conceptions

of nature and social system the relation of man to the

society or the culture is not beset with any problems of

determinism vs. free will. The relation of man to man,

man to nature, and man to himself represent three areas
that are mediated by human values or culture. Culture is
then not something distinct or apart from man but rather

is the character of his relations with all else. Culture

has no determinant laws governing its development nor is
it a determinate system governing the behavior of man.

In fact, Firth has become interested much more than
Radcliffe-Brown in the individual and in psychology. The
rather hypothetical concept of social structure as a

social system made possible a companion construct of
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social organization to conceptualize the order of choice
and decision. And for Firth (1954:12) "It is to the act
of decision and its social consequences that we look pri-
marily for our material."

These observations of the Man-Nature-God aspect of
Firth's world view indicate that in contrast to White and
EKroeber the emphasis and focus is on Man. Man's socio-
culture order has a nature of its own within it. The
nature of the bio-physical world only provides the nec-
essary prerequisites and environment in which the socio-

cultural order develops.

History-Philosophy-Science

The rejection by the British social anthropologists
of the philosophical assumption of the evolutionists left
them with a choice between science and history in their
approach to the socio-cultural phenomena of man. They
chose science. The preceding section outlines the manner
in which Firth defined and followed this course. Yet
throughout his work Firth manifests a response to a felt
lack. His concern with values points to the need to deal
with culture more specifically. The concept of social
organization was introduced to deal with the more con-
crete aspects of human phenomena in the time dimension
of change. [his indicates that Firth feels there is
something about socio-cultural order that the methodology
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of abstract theoretical science camnnot handle. The unsat-
isfactory handling of the time dimension he holds is due
"partly to obscurities in our methodology" (Firth 1954:15)
It cannot be said that Firth has developed an historical
approach; in fact, he prefers to leave the broad general-
izations over macro-time to Sorokin and Toynbee. He has
come to recognize that history, "is a dimension of our
subject matter not a division of it" (Ibidsl6).

The division of history and science for Firth is
not in terms of the phenomena tq which they address them-
selves, i.e. histofy to man, science to nature. For
nature has its historical approaches--geology and astron-
omy--and the social order may be studied scientifically
(Firth 1951b:484). But the human order is conceived as
having an historical dimension that the structural func-

tional approach of social science is inadequate to handle.
WORLD VIEW=-ETHOS

Rather than culture being something that one
stands apart from and may have an attitude teward,
detached or otherwise; one's attitudes and beliefs are
his culture. They are a part of the individual and the
individual being a social product they are a part of the
social relations of which he is a part. Thus, at least
it appears to this author, is Firth's attitude. The
anthropologist stands apart from culture only in the
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sense or degree that he stands apart from other people.
This he may do as an observer but even as observer he must
establish a relation of confidence and rapport. As such’
culture is a regulator of action and an incentive to
action. It is the accumulated and inherited resources of
the past which finds expression in individuals. For Firth
culture is not the determinant natural phenomena of White
that the anthropologist as well as citizen stands impotent
before. nNor is it delicate to approach reality of Boas
and Kroeber, the perception of which is so liable to dis-
tortion by anthropological abstraction and theorizing.
The cultural phenomena approached is well able to put to
test the models which the anthropologist holds up to it.
If this writer is able to 'feel' the 'feeling' of Firth
relative to culture, it is essentially man confronting
himself. As his world view-eidos is man centered so is
his world view-ethos. Man or the self is no necessary
distortion of reality--though this is a possibility with-
in his faculties--yet in a sense man becomes the measure
of reality and the quest for knowledge is the quest to
come to know himself. And this is his activity; not the
activity of an impersonal nature, nor yet of a de-
individualized culture, nor yet of a transcendental

supernatural power.
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Several rather generalized attitudes are expressed
by Firth in regards to particular cultures. The first
pertains to Firth as a member of Western civilization and
as anthropologist in his study of primitive cultures.
This attitude arises from the fact that he does not share
their beliefs and values but that he does desire to ob-
tain an unbi;sed or accurate description of them. There-
fore in his working among primitive peoples in reporting
his findings he assumes the As-If attitude (Firth 1959:
137):

Basically, confidence on the one side and sympathy
on the ether are very important. Contradiction, or
any other contra-action, by the anthropologist would
impair rapport with his informants or coe-participants.
He behaves then, in word and deed, as if he believes
in the religious system he is observing, as if it were
true.
What is true of his attitude toward the religious aspects
of the culture is no doubt true, at least to a lesser
extent of several other aspects of the cﬁlture.

Second, Firth is not fearful of distorting the
picture of social reality by a theoretical approach. Yet
he is careful to get an accurate description by recog-
nizing the social reality involved in his own contact.
Further, as an anthropologist, he feels that anthropeo-
logical knowledge is of value in its application teo
intra-cultural and inter-cultural problems. He is

committed to the value of applied anthropology. Firth
(1958:160-166) outlines four contributions which the
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anthropologist's knowledge of culture may make to
society:

1) helps toward a general understanding of native
custom and of the importance of native attitudes

2) understanding promotes greater tolerance by
those in adminstrative positions

3) basic analysis may indicate causes of inter-
cultural problems and point the way to their
solution :

4) As a cultural subject it may broaden the edu-
cation of a person of a mature mind

The position of an applied scientist in terms of
socio-cultural phenomena may appear to be a self contra-
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