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General remarks and
acknowledgements

It gives me pleasure to offer to students, colleagues, and possibly also the general reader, a
work containing biographies of a large number of ethnologists and anthropologists and a brief
institutional history of each of the national traditions. Suggestions for further reading are
given in the extensive chapter bibliographies.

In introducing the work, I must explain its limitations. For obvious reasons I have had to
be selective in my inclusion of authors and brief in my discussion of their works, and in
the cases of some of the national traditions I have only been able to point to a few salient
features. With rare exceptions anthropologists of what is generally called the Western world
are excluded. This will not please everyone; my reason for this policy is that, although the
discipline today probably produces more investigations of the ‘here’ than the ‘there’, this
book treats primarily of a period in which the former were scarce, and most often belonged
more properly to sociology or human geography or history than to anthropology.

The second limitation concerns the number of authors treated. Although the book contains
a fairly large number, I should have liked to include more. The selection process has necessarily
been determined by my incomplete knowledge of the discipline, but has also been partly
subjective. I have had to make choices, and apologize to readers whose choices would have
been different. One objective criterion was age, and I decided that Tim Ingold, Arjun
Appadurai, Rayna Rapp, Bruno Latour and many others were too young for inclusion. In
some instances I have had to abandon the idea of including a particular scholar quite simply
because even extensive research, letters and telephone calls failed to yield enough material for
an entry. I have made requests for curricula vitae, which some authors have been kind enough
to provide, and to them I must apologize for having, in all cases, used only a fraction of the
information they supplied. As the reader has no access to these sources, I have referred to
them simply as ‘correspondence with the author’.

As an Africanist with a deep attachment to Africa, where I grew up, I greatly regret not
having been able to gather sufficient material for a chapter on African anthropologists. Given
the state of the documentary evidence, the task of reconstructing the dynamic of research
centres such as Lagos, Dakar, Abidjan, Cairo, Bissau and Nairobi would have defeated me.
Furthermore, although Jomo Kenyatta published his Malinowski-supervised Ph.D. Facing
Mount Kenya: The Tribal Life of the Gikuynsin 1938, most African anthropologists belong to
the younger generation. The continent’s intellectuals long rejected anthropology, seeing it as
the ‘child of colonialism’, and even thereafter its development was hindered by financial
difficulties. It is nonetheless worth recalling that a Pan-African Anthropological Association
was established in 1988.

I have made use of most of the classic works on the prosopography and history of the
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discipline as well as several dictionaries and encyclopaedias, all of which are listed below and
subsequently cited in abbreviated form. Titles cited fully in the text of an entry are not
repeated in the bibliography beneath it. References to works which have not been published
in English translation are given in the original language in the bibliographies and in both
languages in the entries.

I should like to thank Sabine Gaillard-Starzmann for carefully reading the typescript before
it was passed on to the translator, and for sharing my life for so many years. At different
stages of my work I have benefited in various ways from the help of Jonathan Benthall, Chris
Beyers, Clara Carvalho, Mariza Corréa, Tony Chapman, Robert Deliege, Youssouf Diallo,
Mary O’Donnell, Beverley Emery, Scarlett Epstein, Carlos Fausto, Thomas Fillitz, Andre
Gingrich, Isabelle Henrion-Dourcy, Adam Jones, Nicolas Journet, Sergei Kan, Mori Kyoko,
Adam Kuper, Fran¢oise Lestage, Peter Limb, John Middleton, Sidney Mintz, Marc Poncelet,
George W. Stocking, Marilyn Strathern, William C. Sturtevant, Julie Velarde, Douglas White,
Eric Wolf, Jan de Wolf, Katsuhiko Yamaji, and Filippo Zérilli. None of them, of course,
necessarily agrees with my presentation, but their assistance has been invaluable. I should
also like to thank my colleagues at the University of Lille I, whose spirit of professional co-
operation has been exemplary. I am grateful to Routledge, particularly to Victoria Peters and
above all to Julene Barnes, who have been encouraging and understanding. Finally my thanks
go to my translator Peter James Bowman for embarking on his lengthy task, and to the past,
present and future students whose serious-mindedness, enthusiasm and determination give
real meaning to my duties as a teacher.

As well as the limitations consciously imposed on this work, there are doubtless a number of
unintentional and regrettable omissions. I apologize for these and for the errors of fact which
always creep into a book of this sort. To all those who would wish not to criticize but to
condemn this work, I reply with an extract from a letter Eric Wolf wrote to me after receiving
the French edition. He had been kind enough to read the American chapters in draft form,
and his widow Sydel Silverman has authorized me to quote this passage: ‘I am just coming
back home after surgery and hoping to write quickly, both to thank you very much for
sending me your Dictionnaire des ethnologues et des anthropologues, and to say how useful it
has been for me. I am preparing a lecture for the EASA meeting in Frankfurt in September on
the topic of anthropology’s relations to the institutional, national and international contexts
in which it finds itself; and your Dictionnaire proves to be invaluable for this endeavour’
(27 March 1998). Thank you Eric Wolf.

FREQUENTLY USED SOURCES

A. Aguirre, ed., 1982, Conceptos clave de la anthropologia cultural, Madrid, Daimon. T.
Barfield, ed., 1997, The Dictionary of Anthropology, Oxford, Blackwell. A. Barnard and J.
Spencer, eds, 1996, Encyclopedia of Social and Cultural Anthropology, London and New
York, Henry Holt. P. Bonte and M. Izard, eds, 1991, Dictionnaire de I’ethnologie et de
Panthropologie, Paris, PUF. J.O. Brew, ed., 1968, One Hundred Years of Anthropology,
Cambridge, Mass., Harvard UP. Regna Darnell, 2001, Invisible Genealogies. A History of
Americanist Anthropology, The University of Nebraska Press. M. Harris, 1968, The Rise
of Anthropological Theory, London, New York, Routledge. Sol Tax, ed., 1975, Fifth inter-
national directory of anthropologists, Chicago. Ute Gacs, ed., 1988, Women Anthropolo-
gists: A Biographical Dictionary, New York, Westport. G. Gaillard, 1988, Eléments pour
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servir a la constitution d’une histoire de "anthropologie frangaise de ces trente dernicres
années, EHESS, 10 volumes. G. Gaillard, 1990, Répertoire de ’anthropologie francaise,
1950-1970, Paris, CNRS, 2 vols. F. Gresle et al., 1990, Dictionnaire des Sciences Humaines,
Paris, Nathan. W. Hirschberg, Christian F. Feest, Hans Fischer, Thomas Schweizer, eds,
1988, Worterbuch der Volkerkunde, Berlin, Reimer. H. Kuklick, 1991, The Savage Within.
The Social History of British Anthropology 1885-1945, London, Cambridge. A. Kuper,
1973, Anthropology and Anthropologists, London and New York, Routledge. A. Kuper and
J. Kuper, eds, 1985, The Social Science Encyclopedia, London and New York, Routledge.
A. Kuper, 1988, The Invention of Primitive Society, New York, Harper and Row. D. Levinson
and M. Ember, eds, 1996, Encyclopedia of Cultural Anthropology, New York, Henry Holt and
Company. T. L. Mann, ed., 1988, Biographical Directory of Anthropologists born before
1920, New York and London, Garland. C. Seymour-Smith, 1986, Macmillan Dictionary
of Anthropology, London and Basingstoke, Macmillan Press. D.L. Sills, ed., 1968-1979,
International Encyclopedia of Social Sciences, New York. G.W. Stocking, 1987, Victorian
Anthropology, New York, The Free Press. G.W. Stocking, ed., 1983-, History of Anthropol-
ogy, 9 vols to date, London, Wisconsin UP. G.W. Stocking, 1995, After Tylor. British Social
Anthropology, 1888-1951, London, Athlone. G.W. Stocking, 2001, Delimiting Anthropol-
ogy, Wisconsin UP. EW. Voget, 1975, A History of Ethnology, New York, Holt, Rinehart
and Winston. C. Winter, ed., 1991, International Dictionary of Anthropologists, New York
and London, Garland.

Note

This translation is based on the author’s revision and updating of the original French text
(published in 1997). Chapters 11, IX, X and XTI are new chapters written and translated speci-
fically for the English edition. The author has also updated and amended the bibliographies
for the English edition.
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Abbreviations

American Anthropologist

American Anthropological Association

Associazione Italiana per le Scienze Etno-Antropologiche [Italian Association
for Ethnological and Anthropological Sciences]

American Museum of Natural History

American Museum of Natural History Press

Annual Report of the Burean of Ethnology (to the Secretary of the Smithsonian
institution)

Association of Social Anthropologists of the UK and the Commonwealth
Anthropology Today

Current Anthropology

Centre d’études et de recherches marxistes [centre for Marxist study and
research |

Centre de formation a la recherche ethnologique [training centre for ethno-
logical research ]

Centre national de la recherche scientifique [national centre for scientific
research |

Dipléme d’Etudes Approfondies [diploma of further studies ]

Dipléme d’études supérieures [diploma of advanced studies]|

Ecole frangaise d’Extréme-Orient [French school of the Far East]

Ecole des hautes études en sciences sociales [school of higher studies in the
social sciences]

Ecole nationale d’administration [ national school of administration |

Ecole nationale de la France d’Outre-Mer [national school for French
overseas territories |

Ecole normale supérieure [advanced standard school ]

Ecole pratique des hautes études [practical school of higher studies|

Food and Agricultural Organization

History of Anthropology (published by University of Wisconsin Press)
International African Institute

Institut frangais d’Afrique noire [ French Institute for Black Africa]

Institut national des langues at civilisations orientales (vivantes) [national
institute for (modern) oriental languages and civilizations |

Institut national d’études de développement [national institute for develop-
ment studies|
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INI
IRSAC

JRAI
JSA
LSE
ORSTOM

PUV
RAI
RAIN
RCP

SOAS
SVD
UCLA
UCPAAE
UNESCO

Instituto Nacional Indigenista [national indigenist institute |

Institut pour la recherche scientifique en Afrique Centrale [institute for scien-
tific research on Central Africa]

Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute

Journal de ln Société Asintique

London School of Economics

Office de la recherche scientifique et technique des territoires Outre-Mer
[bureau for overseas scientific and technical research]

Presses Universitaires de France

Royal Anthropological Institute

RAI News

Recherches coopératives sur programme (part of CNRS) [programme-based
cooperative research |

School of Oriental and African Studies

Societas Verbi Divini [Society of the Divine Word ]

University of California at Los Angeles

University of California Publications in American Archeology and Ethnology
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
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The nineteenth century
and the evolutionists

ORIGINS AND FORERUNNERS

The beginnings of anthropology and ethnology are many and various; thinkers such as
Rousseau, Ferguson and Desmoulin, as well as Herder, Edwards, Pritchard, Virchow,
Lyell and Darwin, are all associated with the discipline’s earliest development. And this is no
arbitrary list of names. It was Herder who created the genre of Volkskunde, and from it
Vilkerkunde. Volkskunde (science of the nation (cf. p. 41)) looks only at the popular traditions
and cultural practices of the Germanic peoples, their Kultur (a term he ‘introduced into
modern discourse’ (Kuper, 1999: 31)), whereas Volkerkunde is a form of geographical
ethnology. Pritchard, Edwards and Virchow were the founders of the first British, French and
German ethnological societies respectively. Finally, in a work aimed at students, an introduc-
tion to what Kroeber has called ‘the prodigious decade’ (1861-1871) would be incomplete
without a reminder of the role of Darwin, or indeed without some mention of Lyell and, in
his wake, the establishment of geology as the precondition of evolutionist ideas.

As with many other disciplines, the study of anthropology was initially pursued within
learned societies, and only later were museums provided by the state and professorships
endowed by universities. First the Ethnological Society of Paris was founded in 1839,
followed in 1843 by the Ethnological Society of London as an offshoot of the Quaker-
dominated Aborigines Protection Society, itself founded in 1837 (Chapman, 1985: 21). The
Ethnological Society of Paris did not survive the 1848 revolution, while the Ethnological
Society of London merged in 1871 with its rival the Anthropological Society of London to
form the Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland, which in turn became the
Royal Anthropological Institute (which now publishes Man and Anthropology Today). After
the demise of the Ethnological Society of Paris, France saw the appearance of a Society of
American and Oriental Anthropology, which became the Ethnographical Society of Paris in
1859 at the behest of L. de Rosny. At a meeting held on the same day, Broca founded
the Anthropological Society of Paris, which, unlike the Ethnographical Society, was intended
to concentrate entirely on physical anthropology. This is an unusual instance because the
Anthropological Society of Washington (1859), the Berlin Society of Anthropology,
Ethnology und Prehistory (1869), the Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland
(1871) and the Italian Ethnological Society (1871) were all concerned as much with physical
as with social and cultural anthropology, as much with linguistics as with prehistory and
archacology. The Anthropological Society of Vienna (Anthropologische Gesellschaft in Wien),
founded in 1870 and located in the Naturbistorisches Musenm, undertook to reconstruct the
history of the Austrian race (‘Osterreichische Rassenlehre’), and it still combines the various
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The nineteenth century and the evolutionists

parts of what was known as Volkerkunde in the nineteenth century: ethnology, physical
anthropology, archaeology, geography and prehistory (* Ur- und Friihgeschichte’).

The fundamental debate during this period set monogenists against polygenists. Drawing
on biblical narrative, monogenism stated that the various races descended from Adam and
that peoples were dispersed after the episode of the Tower of Babel. Current differences
between races could be explained in terms of environmental influences which caused degener-
ation in some of them. Conversely, for polygenists each race was a separate species (some
authors identified more than twenty). Noting that the ‘Blacks’ in Herodotus were identical
with those of their own day, and insisting that environmental factors could not effect redun-
dancy modifications in the physical human structure, polygenists asserted that races remained
essentially unchanged. Because of the perceived association between moral and physical
characteristics, races were held to differ radically and, in a sense, ontologically in their capacity
for civilization.

Following the victory of evolutionism and the affirmation of the fundamental psychic unity
of mankind (Bastian) without reference to theories of degeneration and biblical myth, a new
set of questions arose. With the exception of Lyell, who closes our consideration of the
discipline’s beginnings, the writers treated below are generally thought of as anthropologists
or as ethnographers. And yet they are as much descendants of the ancient voyagers or of
Montesquieu, Concordet and Comte, as of Cuvier, Boucher de Perthes, Lamarck or Darwin.
Regrettably, there is not the space here to deal with even such prominent names as T. Waitz,
A. Lang, C. Letourneau, W. Ellis, E. Hartland, and others besides. For the same reason, and
despite the enormous importance of their works, neither Durkheim nor Spencer (basically

sociologists) are treated here.

Herder, Johann Gottfried (1744-1803)

Born in Mohrungen in East Prussia, Johann
Gottfried Herder studied literature, law,
philosophy and theology before becoming a
pastor. He wrote more than thirty books, all
strongly influenced by the thought of Kant
and Lessing, including Fragmente iiber die
neuerve deutsche  Literatur | Fragments on
Recent German Literature] (1767) and other
essays of literary criticism. In 1774 his Awuch
eine Philosophie der Geschichte zur Bildung
der Menschheit [ A New Philosophy of History
for the Education of Humanity] took the
field ‘against the uniform universalism of
the Enlightenment (. . .) Each cultural com-
munity, or Volk, expresses in its own way an
aspect of humanity’ (Dumont, 1991: 23).
He also introduced into modern discourse
the word Kultur, taken from the Latin of
Cicero. But it is the publication in 1778 of
Stimmen der Vilker in Liedern [ The Voices
of Peoples in Their Somgs] a collection of

German folksongs, which makes him a pre-
cursor of anthropology. For Herder, popular
songs, fables, and legends construct the cul-
tural identity of a people. This is considered
to be the founding work of Volkskunde, or
‘science of the nation’ (cf. p. 41), and of
ethnological and folkloric studies in Ger-
many. These ideas were exported from
Germany when A. Bastian transmitted them
to Boas, the father of much of American
anthropology. Herder died in Weimar in
1803, but his work was carried forward by
the Brothers Grimm, who collected Ger-
manic myths from all the nations of North-
ern Europe (Deuntsche Mythologie, 1836).

Humboldt, Alexander von (1769-1859)

A Prussian baron born in Berlin, Alexander
von Humboldt was without doubt one of
the last savants to have possessed an overview
of all the learning of his day, including math-
ematics, chemistry, philosophy, astronomy,
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meteorology and botany. There was hardly
a subject on which he did not write. He stud-
ied at the universities of Frankfurt-an-der-
Oder and Gottingen and became an engineer
and then a state councillor responsible
for mines. At his mother’s death in 1796,
Humboldt inherited a fortune which allowed
him to give up paid employment and realise
his dream to travel. From 1799 to 1804 he
journeyed to the Spanish colonies in the
Americas; he stayed in Venezuela, Cuba,
Mexico, followed the Orinoco upstream,
crossed the equator, and entered Peru.
Before returning to Europe he travelled to
the USA, where he met Thomas Jefferson.
From 1808 to 1827 Humboldt lived in Paris,
where he wrote most of the thirty volumes
(fourteen of them on botany) of his Voyage
to the Equinoctial Regions of the New World,
undertaken in 1799, 1800 . . . by A. de Hum-
boldt and Aimé Bonpland, which appeared
between 1807 and 1834. In 1827 he
returned to Berlin, where Frederick William
IIT of Prussia entrusted him with leading a
commission for the advancement of scholars
and artists. During this period he gave his
famous lectures on the cosmos (1828) and
travelled to Russia and Central Asia (1829).
The rest of his life was divided between his
writings and various diplomatic missions.

As well as the geographical aspect of his
journey to the Americas (including his dis-
covery of the point of confluence of the
Amazon and Orinoco rivers), Humboldt
observed the diversity of the native Indian
populations, which he believed had origin-
ated from Asia 20,000 years ago. He made a
study of their economic life and customs,
described monuments in Mexico and Peru,
and drew up a chronology of the European
conquest.

Philippe Descola says of him:

When he studied a phenomenon as a
geologist or botanist, he always related it
to other observable phenomena in the
same environment and to historical and

sociological factors, and always then
sought to clarify the relationships he had
established by comparing them with
analogous sets of relationships in other
parts of the world. A. von Humboldt
followed the same practice in his investi-
gations into American Indians of the
Orinoco and of the high plateaux of the
Andes and Mexico: far from seeing them as
amiable or repulsive beings who made suit-
able subjects for philosophical parables, he
endeavoured to show how their develop-
ment was determined by land, climate
and vegetation, but also by migrations,
exchanges of goods and ideas, interethnic
conflicts and the vicissitudes, even if only
indirectly felt, of Spanish colonization. He
intuitively felt, in other words, that the
natural history of humanity was insepar-

able from the human history of nature.
[ Lecon inaugurale, Paris: College de
France, 2001 ]

Humboldt’s brother, Karl Wilhelm,
became a minister and was one of the
founders of modern linguistics.

Edwards, William (1776-1842)

Born the son of a planter in the British
colony of Jamaica, William Edwards studied
medicine at Bruges and then at Paris (1814).
In 1829, after a number of minor works,
he published a text entitled Des caractéres
physiologiques des races humaines considérées
dans lewrs vapports avec Phistoire. Lettre a M.
Amédés Thierry | The Physiological Charac-
teristics of the Human Races Considered in
Relation to History. Letter to M. Awmédés
Thierry]. A polygenist, Edwards took issue
with J. C. Pritchard’s monogenist idea that
different races emerge as a result of con-
ditioning by climate or of particular lifestyles.
Using a concept of ‘human mass’; he sought
to explain how the effects of racial inter-
breeding, brought about most notably by
migrations (which he called ‘invasions’),
were eliminated by sheer force of numbers.
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Hence races remain stable and self-identical,
and those existing in the present can be
found in identical form in the classical texts
of antiquity, so that notions of race and
nation are more or less interchangeable. In
1839 Edwards founded the Ethnological
Society of Paris and set it the task of deter-
mining the moral characteristics of races.

Pritchard, James Cowles (1786-1848)
James Cowles Pritchard first studied medi-
cine at Edinburgh, and then, having forsaken
Quakerism for Anglicanism, continued his
studies at Cambridge and Oxford (at the
time Anglican confession was a condition for
admittance to many universities). A number
of texts he published while working as a
general practitioner in Bristol culminated in
1813 in Researches into the Physical History of
Man. This work develops a monogenic con-
ception of mankind’s earliest appearance. In
Stocking’s view, Pritchard turned the biblical
paradigm into an ethnological paradigm in
which linguistics, culture and physical dit-
ferences were all linked (Stocking, 1973).
In 1843 Pritchard published The Natural
History of Man, in which the monogenist
thesis is taken wup again and further
developed. Racial differences are explained in
terms of degeneration or evolution, factors
conditioned less by physical environment
than by lifestyle adopted. Pritchard con-
structs a typology in which these lifestyles are
seen as stages of civilization corresponding to
racial types: hunter—gatherers, nomadic cul-
tivators, and farmers. The coarser races have
the capacity for successful self-transformation
(including  physical  self-transformation)
when they acquire settled living patterns and
moral norms. Pritchard was based in London
between 1845 and 1848, and became presi-
dent of the Ethnological Society of London,
which had been formed in 1837.

Lyell, Charles (1797-1875)
Although Charles Lyell was neither eth-
nographer, nor ethnologist, nor yet anthro-

pologist, a dictionary of these disciplines
must make mention of his Principles of
Geology, published in 1830-1833, and his
Ancient Existence of Man as proven by
Geology, with additional Remarks on Theories
relative to the Origins of Species by Variation,
published in 1863. The former work pro-
poses for the first time a gradualist history
of the planet. This dissents from the calcula-
tions of the Church, which on the basis of
biblical chronology asserted that the world
had been created 4,000 years ago, and
also from the then dominant catastrophist
theories, which explained the presence of
fossil remains in terms of the Great Flood
(thus assuming the existence of antediluvian
animal life). Lyell demonstrates in this work
that traces of life in the deepest geological
strata are very rare, and that above these are
found the vestiges of fish and reptiles,
followed by those of birds and quadrupeds,
and that only then, seemingly belatedly, do
human remains first appear. Darwin took
careful note of Lyell’s conclusions, became
his friend, and from 1842 confided to him
the broad outlines of his own theories.
Lyell’s second book is a popularized presen-
tation of the work of Boucher de Perthes,
Lamarck and Darwin. It also contains a
theory, later taken up by Teilhard de Char-
din, which conceives of evolution as a pro-
cess by which spirit progressively takes
precedence over matter. Together with the
American botanist A. Gray and the English-
men A. Wallace, T. Huxley, the archaeologist
J. Lubbock and the sociologist H. Spencer,
Lyell formed a clique which, though not
in agreement on all matters (Darwin
rejected Spencer’s extrapolations on social
Darwinism), gave evolutionism scientific
respectability.

Darwin, Charles (1809-1892)

Charles Darwin was no more an anthropolo-
gist or ethnologist than Lyell, but a natural-
ist, and it was as such that he undertook his
voyages aboard the Beagle between 1831 and
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1836. Darwin’s boat ranged along the coasts
of Brazil, Patagonia, the Galapagos Islands
and Tahiti, as well as Australia, allowing him
to gather the materials he would use for On
the Origin of Species by Means of Natural
Selection, or the Preservation of Favoured
Races in the Strugyle for Life, which appeared
in 1859 after Darwin had already produced
a number of other publications. This work
poses the by then classical problem of
evolution and develops the theory of natural
selection. Darwin clarified and developed his
thoughts in 1871 in The Descent of Man, and
Selection in Relation to Sex. In the face of
hostility from religious circles, he was able to
draw on an immense body of scientific proofs
which his predecessors, notably Lamarck,
had not provided. His work turned the scien-
tific thinking of his day upside down and
exerted a profound influence on the social
sciences. Darwin gave monogenism a scien-
tific foundation and replaced the notion of
theological purpose with that of utility, in
the sense of advantage, and this proved to
have applications to all of reality, possibly
including social reality.

Virchow, Rudolf (1821-1902)

Rudolf Virchow was appointed to professor-
ships of medicine at the universities of Wiirz-
burg (1849) and Berlin (1856). When, in
1865, Boas became an assistant curator at the
Vilkerkundemusenm, founded by A. Bastian,
he worked under the supervision of Virchow,
who taught him museology and the impor-

tance of statistical measurement. When Boas
later wrote his obituary for the journal
Science (n0.16: 441-445), he portrayed him
as the founder of modern German physical
anthropology. Virchow’s early interests were
in phrenological perspectives on ‘cretinism’,
but, as he became struck by physical vari-
ation in the human body, his attention
turned to races and to prehistoric skulls, and
thence to prehistory itself, which brought
him closer to the folklorists. Virchow’s most
significant achievement was to see through
the institutionalization of anthropology
in Germany. He participated very actively
in the founding of the German Society
of Anthropology and the Berlin Society of
Anthropology, Ethnology and Prehistory,
and also in the establishment of the Archiv
fiir Anthropologie. Through the impetus he
provided, these societies became the centre
of activity of German anthropology. The
first of the three was dedicated above all to a
study, carried out in schools across the whole
country, of the physical characteristics of
Germans, such as hair and eye colour and
build; in this way maps were drawn up which
permitted historical hypotheses. Virchow
then followed the same procedure for
Eastern Europe. According to Boas, while
Virchow held skull shapes to be true ethnic
characteristics (there were thus Slav skulls
and German skulls), he nevertheless main-
tained that these physical types did not
correspond to linguistic or cultural types
(Boas, 1902).

MUSEOLOGISTS AND EVOLUTIONISTS

From the Renaissance onwards all manner of cabinets of curios were assembled, containing
natural objects such as minerals and shells as well as objects later classified as ethnographic,
and these collections are generally considered to have been the germ from which museums
grew. However, the British Museum, founded in 1753 as the first of the great museums of the
Western world, contained no such collection, and it was not until the beginning of the
nineteenth century that what one might call ethnographic and anthropological artefacts were
brought together in special collections. Thus began the ‘museum period’ of anthropology,
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extending from the 1840s to 1890 (see Sturtevant), during which museums became the insti-
tutional homeland of anthropology, well before universities opened their doors to the subject.

In briefly outlining this history I should like to stress the role growing national conscious-
ness played in the development of museums. In Denmark the National Museum, founded in
1816, used a periodization comprising three ages of ancient history in the presentation of its
anthropological exhibits, which were set out as a separate ethnographical collection in 1840.
In Russia, the colonization of the interior gave the Academy of Sciences of Petrograd the
opportunity in 1836 of endowing a museum exhibiting artefacts taken from the different
populations of the empire. In the Netherlands, the Japanese collection of the diplomat and
geographer . F. B. von Siebold, on display from 1837, formed the basis for the establishment
of the very important Rijksmusenm voor Volkenkunde in Leiden, which saw its role as assisting
in the process of colonial expansion (Siebold, 1843). In Germany the ethnographic collec-
tions of the Royal Prussian Cabinet of Art were gathered together and entrusted to the
Museum of Antiquities in Berlin in 1829, allowing it to open a department of ethnology in
1856, and in 1868 A. Bastian transformed this department into the Kinigliches Museum
fiir Vilkerkunde (Royal Ethnological Museum). In the following year Leipzig endowed a
Kulturbistorische Sammiung, based in large part on the acquisition of the collection of
G. Klemm, and in Dresden a Museum of Anthropology and Ethnography was opened in
1874, followed by a similar institution in Hamburg in 1877.

In Austria-Hungary, the geologist Ferdinand von Hochstetter (1829-1884), who devoted
himself to ethnology following his exploratory mission on the ship La Novara, submitted a
plan in 1876 for the founding of the Naturhistorisches Musenm (Museum of Natural History).
This idea won the Emperor’s approval, and so the museum was formed from the collections
of the Zoologisches Hofkabinett (1852), whose contents included the ethnographic items in
the Emperor’s Hofnaturalienkabinett. The museum contained an anthropology and eth-
nography department comprising three sections: anthropology, prehistory and ethnography;
this department filled six halls when the museum was formally opened in 1884. Hochstetter
was succeeded by Franz Hegel (1853-1931), and then by the Americanist Fritz Rock (1879—
1953), who also considerably augmented the department’s collection, but it was not until
1920 that the Volkerkundemusenm (Ethnographical Museum) was granted its own display
area. Between 1870 and 1890 Sweden, Switzerland and Belgium endowed ethnographical
museums. In Portugal the Geographical Society of Lisbon, founded in 1875, endowed a
Museum of Ethnography, while the University of Coimbra inaugurated a professorship of
anthropology, human palacontology and prehistoric archacology in 1885. Attached to this
professorship were a laboratory and a collection of artefacts. In Italy L. Pigori created the
Prehistoric and Ethnographic Museum in 1874 following the holding of the International
Congress of Anthropology and Archacology in Rome three years earlier. In Spain Dr Pedro
Gonziles Velasco was financially ruined by the building of an edifice dedicated, in his words,
‘to the glory of anthropological science’, and which was inaugurated by the King in 1875
(Romero de Tejada, 1992: 13). In France, a chair in the anthropology of contemporary and
extinct human societies was endowed in 1858, to which the prehistoric, anthropological and
ethnographical collections of the Natural History Museum were attached. The next import-
ant step was taken on the occasion of the Paris Universal Exhibition by T. Hamy, who added
the holdings of the Naval Ministry and American items from the Louvre to these collections
to create the Musée d’ethnographie du Trocadéro, which was opened in 1878. In 1938 this new
collection was moved to a new home and became the Musée de ’Homme. In Great Britain the
rich ethnographical collections of Henry Christy were acquired by the British Museum on his
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death in 1865, and soon afterwards General Pitt Rivers offered his collections of weaponry
and prehistoric, anthropological and ethnographical artefacts to Oxford University, which
however did not formally accept them until 1883. A condition of the gift was that the collec-
tion should conserve its evolutionist presentation, the donor’s idea being that a ‘succession of
ideas’ could be retraced through the objects.

In the USA the major new foundations were the National Museum of Washington, linked
to the Smithsonian Institution, and the Peabody Museum of Archeology and Ethnology.
M. Peabody, who had made his fortune in the import-export business, had opened a museum
in London in 1850, and his archacologist nephew suggested he open another at Harvard.
When this museum duly opened in 1866, its management was entrusted first to J. Wyman, a
naturalist working on Amerindian prehistory, and then to F. Putnam in 1874. The museum
acquired rich holdings by purchasing European collections (such as that of the Frenchman
G. de Mortillet). In 1895, the American Museum of Natural History, founded in 1869,
opened an anthropological section, also curated by Putnam.

Bastian, Adolf (1826-1905) made a fresh journey to South America in
Born in Bremen, Adolf Bastian studied law at  1871. After his return he published The
the University of Heidelberg and medicine in =~ Civilized Countries of Ancient Awmerica
Berlin and Prague. He was engaged asanaval (3 volumes) between 1878 and 1899.
doctor after obtaining a doctorate in 1851, Having become the president of the Uni-
and then spent almost twenty years travelling  versity of Berlin, he opened the world’s most
around Africa, America and Asia, and later he  extensive ethnography department there in
returned alone to Asia to study Buddhism. 1886. Together with Virchow he founded
In 1859 he published Ein Besuch nach San  the Berlin Society of Anthropology, Ethnol-
Salvador [ A Visit to San Salvador], in which  ogy and Prehistory, which published the
he describes his voyage along the south-  Zeitschrift fiir Ethnologie. Bastian undertook
western coast of the African continent. In  further travels to Turkistan, India, Java and
1860 he published the three volumes of Der  Bali, and, back in Germany, planned a further
Mensch in der Geschichte: Zur Begriindung  voyage which was to have taken him to
einer psychologischen Weltanschanung [Man  Malaysia and Jamaica. However he only got
in History: Towards the Establishment of  asfar as Port of Spain, where he died in 1905.
a Psychological World View]. He reviewed From 1860 onwards he deduced from simi-
all ‘primitive’ religious phenomena, and larities he had observed between different
asserted that the savage makes no distinction  cultures an Elementargedanke — or elemen-
between subjective and objective worlds. tary psychic unity — of humanity, which
Bastian travelled to the Far East for four years  endures the modifications imposed upon it
in 1861, and this journey yielded his six- by the constraints of the ecological environ-
volume Peoples of East Asin, published ment. Bastian used this concept to oppose
between 1866 and 1871. In 1868 he was the absolute domination of diffusionist
appointed curator of the ethnographical theories, and it had a profound influence on
collections of the new Museum of Berlin, and  the early career of Boas, who worked as his
put out the watchword: ‘Above all, we must  assistant.

purchase in large quantities so as to save the

products of savage civilization from destruc-  Pitt Rivers, Augustus (1827-1900)

tion, and accumulate them in our museums’.  Born [Augustus Lane Fox] in Yorkshire, Pitt
It was in order to gather such items that he  Rivers studied at the Royal Military Academy
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and then pursued a career in the army. In the
1850s he served in Malta, Turkey and
the Crimea, where he was given particular
responsibility for training recruits in the use
of new weapons. It appears that a visit in
1851 to the Great Exhibition of the Works
of Industry of All Nations led him to expand
his collection of guns to include all forms of
weaponry and then other ethnographical
artefacts. Back in London, he joined the
Ethnological Society of London in 1861. In
1862 he discovered the work of Darwin
(Thompson, 1977: 113), and applied his
theories to artefacts. In 1870 he made a gift
of his enormous collection to Oxford Uni-
versity, which still has a Pitt Rivers Museum.
The contents of the collection, of which
Tylor became the first curator, were divided
along naturalist principles into classes, sub-
classes and varieties. The proposition under-
lying this arrangement was that artefacts
could be understood in the same way as bio-
logical species and classified according to a
schema of cultural evolution. The aim was to
retrace a ‘succession of ideas’ by progressing

from the simplest to the most complex
objects. The terms of the donation stipulated
that the collection must conserve the evo-
lutionist presentation chosen by the donor,
who in 1880 inherited the name Pitt Rivers
from an uncle (following a testamentary
stipulation). Included in the inheritance was
an immense estate, and its new owner used its
resources to pursue archaeological research,
of which he was one of the pioneers in Great
Britain. He later became secretary to the
committee which produced the first Nozes
and Queries for Travellers, Ethnologists and
other  Anthropological  Observers (1874)
(Stocking, 1987: 258). Among his most
important works is The Clash of Culture and
the Contact of Races: An Anthropological and
Psychological Study of the Laws of Racial
Adaptability, with Special Reference to the
Depopulation of the Pacific and the Govern-
ment of Subject Races (London: Routledge,
1927). His most important articles have
been collected by J. L. Meyers under the title
The Evolution of Culture and Other Essays
(Oxford, 1906).

THE PRODIGIOUS DECADE

In parallel with the advent of museology emerged a new mode of thinking known as evo-
lutionism. Embracing almost the entirety of contemporary learning, evolutionists sketched
out a notion of linear human evolution, in which so called ‘primitive’ societies constituted a
stage anterior to their own, modern society. Often this is all that is known of the evolutionists,
and judgements of them are therefore severe. Their theories are often described as erroneous
and, worse, as racist. It is necessary to revise this hasty judgement and acknowledge that
evolutionists built from scratch a new edifice of knowledge, sweeping away creationism and,
almost unanimously, defending the idea of the unity of the human race. Finally and most
importantly, they constructed human history as a history of progress.

As Kuper writes, a distinction must be made between two phases of evolutionism (Kuper,
1988). The first phase was that of the jurists who questioned the origins of law. As the modern
society of the nineteenth century was defined in terms of the boundaries of the state,
monogamous family relations and private property, it was assumed that primitive (and thus
original) society was ordered by blood links, and was sexually promiscuous and communist.
During the years 1870-1880 the dwindling power of the Church allowed questions relating
to the sources and nature of beliefs and religion to take precedence over questions concerning
juridical institutions and their origins. Evolutionists drew on ethnographic considerations
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regarding totemism, particularly recently discovered Australian totemism. Tylor and Frazer
were the champions of this second phase. Although this mode of thought long remained
current in the discipline, the period of its dominance closed in monumental fashion with the
publication in 1912 of Durkheim’s Elementary Forms of Religious Life. The key operative
term of evolutionists was ‘survival’.

The great classics on the history if this period are Burrow 1966, Hays 1958, Kuper 1999,
Stocking 1995.

THE INDO-EUROPEANISTS

The beginnings of Indo-Europeanism can be traced back to a paper given by the British
Orientalist Sir William Jones to the Royal Asiatic Society of Calcutta in 1798, which asserted
for the first time that the affinities between Greek, Sanskrit and ancient Persian could not be
fortuitous. The German linguist Franz Bopp went on to prove the validity of this observation
and substantiate the thesis of a common language and civilization. Within the context
created by this new paradigm were developed the disciplines of linguistics and comparative
grammar, and also mythological, religious and archaeological studies, all infused with the

rapidly spreading influence of evolutionist thought.

Bachofen, Johannes Jakob (1815-1887)

Born in German-speaking Switzerland,
Johannes Jakob Bachofen studied law in
Berlin, Paris and Cambridge, and in Rome
took up the fledgling subject of archaeology.
In 1844 he was appointed professor of
Roman law at the University of Basel. In
1851 he published a History of the Romansin
which he made use of mythical narratives.
In so doing he revived an approach rejected
ever since the publication in 1738 of L. de
Beaufort’s Considerations on the Uncertainty
of the First Five Centuries of Roman History,
which held that myths could not be used in
historical scholarship. Bachofen proposed the
rehabilitation of myths, which, he argued,
only make sense when interpreted (hence the
episode of the Rape of the Sabine Women is
to be seen not as historical fact, but as a myth
charged with the memory of the origins of
exogamy). Using this approach, Bachofen
gave a series of lectures in Stuttgart in 1856
on the ‘Rights of Women’. In 1859 he pub-
lished The Funeral Symbolism of the Ancients,
and in 1861 The Maternal Law. Drawing

essentially on Roman laws and Greek myths,
the latter work posits a reign of mothers, or
gynaecocracy, in ancient human society, a
system subsequently undone by male vanity.

In Bachofen’s view, human society was
originally characterized by an ‘Aphroditic’
promiscuity, which he sees as linked symbol-
ically to a ‘swamp-like fertility’. Women
revolt against this state, and the idea of
female descent then becomes established.
The first form of marriage is instituted under
the reign of the earth-mother goddess (the
Tellurische  Urmutter attested by steato-
pygous statues). This matriarchy purport-
edly contains three orders: first, a kinship
matriarchy — the Lycians, according to
Herodotus, named a child not after its father,
as did the Greeks, but exclusively after its
mother, and they used the mother’s social
rank alone to determine a child’s class; sec-
ond, a legal matriarchy — in the treaty of alli-
ance concluded between Hannibal and the
Gauls, arbitration in unresolved questions is
granted to Gallic mothers; and third, the
religious matriarchy — the sacrifice of virgins
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demonstrates that female sacrifice was con-
sidered more agreeable to the divinity.

The motivation for the passage from
‘swamp-like fertility” to matriarchy is two-
fold. On the one hand is the urge natural in
women, especially mothers, to devote their
efforts to developing their practical faculties
and enhancing material well-being. At the
same time they are worn nearly to death by
male lustfulness and feel, sooner and more
deeply than men, the imperative need for a
settled lifestyle and a better developed moral
code. The first stage towards matriarchy
involves offerings to an Aphroditic hetaerism
before rather than during marriage. The
second phase brings the constitution of a
special caste of sacred courtesans, with exten-
sive possessions which they contribute in
the form of a dowry. In the final stage, the
family is obliged to provide the dowry. At
this point the phase of Amazonism is entered
with its inhumanely rigid code attributable to
women’s resentment over the outrages they
have previously suffered. Matriarchy is sym-
bolically related to the night, the moon, the
left, earthly depths and Amazonism. In
reaction against Amazonism, the next era of
human society sees the development of a new
form of marriage under male hegemony.
This era is linked to the sun, the right, the
day and the mind. The Orestesn of Aeschylus,
and particularly the pursuit of the Erinyes,
provides Bachofen with an illustration for
the passage from matriarchy to patriarchy
and from the laws of subterranean forces to a
new law of ‘Jupiter the Olympian’, for the
victory of the ‘metaphysical principle’ over
the ‘physical principle’, and for the passage
from the religion of the earth-mother to that
of celestial deities. He repeatedly insists that
each stage is superior to that which preceded
it, and that it is under women’s leadership
that humanity makes its first great step
towards civilization.

In 1870 Bachofen published his last big
work, Die Sage von Tanaquil [ The Legend
of Tanaquil, or Rome and the Triumph of

Patriarchy over Oriental Gynaecocracy),
which develops the same argument. From
the phrases quoted above it is clear that The
Maternal Law is poetic in tone, and
McLennan calls its author a mystic.

Maine, Sir Henry Sumner (1822-1888)
Henry Sumner Maine studied Roman law at
Cambridge University and then taught the
subject there from 1847. In 1850 he was
called to the Bar and at the same time took
up journalism. One of the great issues of the
day was India; the crown annexed Punjab in
1849, followed by a number of other terri-
tories, and, even before the dissolution of the
East India Company in 1858, the question
arose of the form to be taken by future
British rule in the colony. While utilitarians,
following J. Bentham, proposed a dirigiste
but reforming code, Maine joined the Whig
party in opposing the extension of universal
suffrage and defending an aristocratic mode
of government.

Maine’s continued preoccupation with
these questions is evident in his writings.
After completing a lecture series on Roman
Law (Roman Law and Legal Education,
1856), he produced his Amncient Law: Its
Connection with the Early History of Society
and it Relations to Modern Ideas, published
in 1861. Drawing on the Old Testament and
classical sources, he asserted that human
beings were originally members of a family
or ‘corporate group’, ruled by a despotic
patriarch who possessed indivisible property.
For Maine, patriarchal authority then estab-
lishes the basis for more extensive groups,
which initially function as autonomous units
within larger federations. In the course of
time abandoned and vagrant children are
adopted by these groups, and territorial
associations gain in importance while the
principle of local patriarchal authority is
rapidly weakened. Societies based on kinship
are thus ultimately replaced by small state
units with territorial foundations, in which
the individual is constituted as a legal
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entity. The transition from blood to soil,
from status to social contract is, in Maine’s
view, the most significant revolution in
human history.

Maine’s undertaking was at once theor-
etical and purely empirical, and as such it
founded a science of man opposed to the
philosophy of Rousseau (who declared, ‘Let
us begin by getting rid of all the facts’), and
also to that of Hobbes, which was used as a
model for all the theories of natural law in
the classical age and for all those versions of
the social contract which, in their varying
modalities, put forward the view that pri-
mary social relationships were based on
contracts binding individuals with one
Hobbes,
Bentham present the individual as born free
and master of his destiny, and the state as a
constructed entity. Unlike them, Maine sees
the ecarliest societies as organised around
families, not individuals. These socicties
were unified by status rather than contracts,
with a ‘despotic patriarch’ ruling over a fam-
ily made up exclusively of males (a situation
Maine found among Southern slaves and in
India).

Maine must be seen as one of the
thinkers of Indirect Rule because of the way
he felt obliged to take a stance on the ques-
tion of the governance of India, where the
substitution of agnation by territoriality had
not yet taken place. In 1861 he was
appointed to the Council of India, in 1862
he became an advisor to the Viceroy of
Calcutta and in 1864 vice-chancellor of Cal-
cutta University. He returned to Oxford as
a professor in 1869, and in 1871 he gave a
lecture series entitled Village Communities
of the East and West, to which ave Added
Other Lectuves, Addresses and Essays, in
which he attempted to study the evolution
of castes. In 1875 he published his Lectures
on the Early History of Institutions and The
Effects of Observation of India on Modern
European Thought. He died in Cannes in
1888.

another. Rousseau and even

The most durable of his works is Ancient
Law, which A. Kuper (1988) considers even
more important than Darwin’s theory as a
common source for evolutionists. Although
most of his ideas have since been rejected,
Maine raised questions which were to
preoccupy his rivals and successors for
halfa century. With his categories blood /soil
and status/contract he
typological opposition which is found in
Morgan (‘societas’ /‘civitas’), in ToOnnies
(‘Gemeinschaft’ /¢ Gesellschaft’), and  in
Durkheim (‘solidarité organique’ / solidarité
mécanique’), and which endures right up
to the distinction of British Functionalists
between ‘lineal-segmentary societies’ and
‘state societies’.

constructed a

Miiller, Friedrich Max (1823-1900)

Born in Dessau in Germany, Friedrich Max
Miiller studied first at Leipzig (1841) and
then at Berlin (1843), where he read
philology and Orientalism with F. Bopp. In
1844 he published Hitopadesa: A Collection
of Ancient Indian Myths transiated for the
First Time from Sanskrit into German. After
spending a year in Paris in 1845 studying
comparative religion with E. Burnouf, he
emigrated to England in 1846. In 1850 he
took up a position at Oxford University,
where he spent the rest of his career, becom-
ing professor of comparative philology in
1868. In 1856 his Essay in Comparative
Mythology appeared, setting the course for his
research into religious anthropology, which
was crowned by success with the publication
of his Introduction to the Science of Religion
in 1873.

Rather as Morgan had done in the case of
kinship, Miiller looked at religion using the
philological model of comparative analysis
of languages, secking answers to three
questions: ‘What is religion?’, ‘What are its
origins?’, and ‘What are the laws of its his-
torical development?’. This was the first time
that the ‘science of religion’ was given a clear
identity as a scholarly discourse. It is worth
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remembering that the publication by Renan
of The Life of Jesusin 1863 cost him his pro-
fessorship at the Collége de France, and that
the encyclical Quanta Cura, followed by
Syllabus, issued by Pius IX in 1864, con-
demned the study of the history of religion
for transforming the sacred into an object of
knowledge like any other. Miiller advanced
the idea of a genealogy of the world’s reli-

gions, and gained considerable notoriety by
reviving the study of comparative mythology.
His works are still essential reading despite
the blemish of his enthusiasm for the theme
of sun worship and the myths derived from
it, which he saw as constituting a primary
religious principle. Miiller is also known for
his translation of Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason into English.

THE EVOLUTIONISTS

Klemm, Gustav (1802-1867)

In 1843 Gustav Klemm published the first
part of his Allgemeine Kulturgeschichte der
Menschheit (General History of Human
Culture), of which the tenth and final
volume appeared in 1852. In this work he
propounds the idea that the development of
human societies is divided into three phases:
savagery (Wildbeit), bondage (Zabmbeit),
and freedom (Freibeit). The differences
between the first two phases are technical and
social; gathering is succeeded by farming and
livestock rearing, and human hordes are suc-
ceeded by tribal groups which recognize a
sacerdotal form of authority in their leaders.
The second phase also sees the earliest use of
writing, but only in the third phase, in which
authority is secularized, can the potential of
writing be fully exploited, thereby permitting
man’s inventive capacity to flourish. Klemm
distinguishes between two racial types, active
and passive. The active races originate from
somewhere in Central Asia and are most
eminently represented by the Germanic race.
They submit the passive races (Mongoloid
and Negroid races, Egyptians, Finns, Hin-
dus) and in doing so permit them to develop.
According to Lowie, Klemm anticipates the
Tylorian definition of culture by identifying
it as a collection of ‘customs, information
and skills, domestic and public life in peace
and war, religion, science and art’ (Lowie,
The History of Ethnological Theory, 1937:
12). Moreover, as Harris notes, Tylor would

make ‘an extensive use of [his] ethnographic
compilation’ (Harris, The Rise of Anthropo-
logical Theory, 1968: 144). From the 1830s
Klemm built up a large collection of ethno-
graphic artefacts which later formed the basis
of the Museum of Leipzig’s collection.

Morgan, Lewis Henry (1818-1881)

Lewis Henry Morgan was born in Aurora in
New York State, and in his university years in
the 1840s he developed an interest in the
Iroquois, a ‘confederation’ of five different
nations living by Lake Erie. In 1844 he
became a lawyer and defended one of the
Iroquois clans, the Senecas, against the
Ogden Kand Company, which sought to
dispossess them of land belonging to their
reserves. The company had in effect bought
the signatures of a number of their chieftains
in order to acquire plots of land for $3.50
rather than the stipulated $35. Morgan got
up a petition which was sent to the US Senate
and prevented the ratification of this treaty
of cession. While it is true that Morgan spent
time in the field and that in 1846 he was
admitted by the Seneca to the Falcons of the
Tonawanda clan (E. Parker’s clan) under
the name Ta-ya-da-o-wuh-kuh (‘between the
two’), the legend, propagated by Engels
(1884) and then by Tylor (1897: 262) and
L. White (1961), of a man who spent the
larger part of his life amongst the American
Indians must be questioned. The investiga-
tion carried out by Trautmann (1987) and
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E. Tooker (AA, 1992: 358-59) reveals that
Morgan lived amongst the Iroquois about a
dozen times for a week or two, so for about
four months in total. He benefited above all
from the help of an Iroquois law student
called E. Parker. Morgan became a federal
official for Indian questions, and in 1879
was the first anthropologist to be elected
president of the American Association for the
Development of Science.

Morgan’s first article, a study of the visions
of an Indian shaman, appeared in 1844. At
the same time he began a voluminous ethno-
graphical correspondence with Gallatin, the
president of the Historical Society of New
York, and was given immediate encourage-
ment by Schoolcraft. In 1850 he wrote a
report on Indian collections belonging to
universities in New York State, and in 1851
he published League of the Ho-de-no-saunce,
o7 Iroguors, in which he described in minute,
purely ethnographical detail the history,
dance, religion, leadership principles,
material culture and marriage customs of the
Iroquois confederation. His investments in
railways and mining made him a prosperous
man of business, without detracting from his
status as a man of science. In 1857, at the
request of the American Association for the
Development of Science, he published an
article on the ‘System of Iroquois Kinship’,
and another on the ‘Laws of Descent among
the Iroquois’. Morgan died in Rochester in
1881.

It was in 1859 that Morgan discovered
that other Indians (the Ojibwa) of a different
language family from that of the Iroquois,
with a quite distinct lexis and grammar, none-
theless adhered to the same formal kinship
naming conventions. As he later wrote:
‘Every term of relationship was radically dif-
ferent from the corresponding term in the
Iroquois; but the classification of kindred
was the same. It was manifest that the two
systems were identical in their fundamental
characteristics’ (1871: 3). This discovery can
be said to mark the beginnings of the study

of kinship. In line with the polygenic view
current at the time, Morgan suggests that
this formal correspondence between dif-
ferent vocabularies points to a common
system which must have existed before the
Amerindians were dispersed over the Ameri-
can continent. This thinking emerges clearly
in a paper he gave entitled ‘System of Con-
sanguinity of the Red Race in its Relations
to Ethnology’, which proposes a systematic
comparison of the various Indian kinship
nomenclatures. At the annual congress of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences he
went further by advancing the thesis that the
discrepancy between existing family relation-
ships and the naming system used for them
results from the survival at a terminological
level of forms of relationships which had a
real existence in earlier times but have since
disappeared. Terminologies are thus ‘fossils’,
or what McLennan calls ‘symbols’, or what
Tylor, whose term has been adopted by the
discipline, calls ‘survivals’. If the Amerindians
originated from Asia, it follows that their
system should be found in other peoples
descended from the same source, and from
1859 onwards a missionary in India, Dr
H. W. Scudder, provided Morgan with indi-
cations of the existence of the Amerindian
system among the Tamils of Southern India.
In 1860 Morgan approached religious
organizations via the Smithsonian Institution
and, thanks to the support of the Secretary of
State, was permitted to distribute a question-
naire to government officials and missionar-
ies in all four corners of the world. He sent
out a few hundred questionnaires and
received 48 replies, and to these he added
information he had gathered himself to give a
total of 139 examples. In 1871 his Systems of
Consanguinity and Affinity of the Human
Family was published by the Smithsonian
Institution. This is the first ever comparative
study of systems of kinship, and in it Morgan
asserts that ‘all forms of consanguinity pre-
sented in the tables belong to one of two
types, the descriptive and the classificatory’
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(1871: 7). The latter, which corresponds to
various sorts of group marriage, comprises a
principal Indo-European form and two sub-
ordinate forms: the Malayan (of which the
Hawaiian form is typical) and the Eskimo.
The classificatory system is a survival from
the era of sexual promiscuity, when it was
impossible to determine the identity of a
person’s father, uncle, brother and nephew.
As civilization advanced, a distinction was
introduced between different members of
one family: this is the descriptive type. The
descriptive type resulting from monogamous
marriage characterizes the family groupings
of Aryans (in whom the Roman form of con-
sanguinity is typical), Semites, and Uralians
(who also display the divergent model of the
Chinese family).

It is important to remember that Morgan
did not conceive his book as being concerned
with the study of kinship systems, but as
taking the field under the banner of a then
new discipline of philology or the ‘science of
language’, whose principal methods had
been codified by F. M. Miiller. That Morgan
saw his work as contributing to this new dis-
cipline is made clear by the way information
is presented. Were it a book on kinship,
Dravidian systems would take a marginal
place alongside those of the American
Indians, but Morgan adds details of their
geography, philology and physical anthro-
pology so as to resolve the question of the
history of the human family.

Systems of Consanguinity and Affinity of
the Human Family was warmly received by
Darwin, Lubbock, Maine and Spencer, but
rejected by McLennan. After its publication
Morgan travelled to Europe, where he met
these intellectual luminaries (and was granted
a papal audience). On his return to the USA,
and under the influence of British intel-
lectuals, he expanded his field of investiga-
tion by taking in the history of institutions
and proposing to piece together the history
of the ‘arts of subsistence’ (i.e. techniques of
production), forms of property, family life

and statehood for the whole of mankind.
This came to fruition in Amncient Society,
or Researvches into Human Progress from
Savagery to Civilization via Barbarism, pub-
lished in 1877.

Morgan employed and popularized the
categories of savagery, barbarism and civiliza-
tion, and he subdivided the first and second
into three stages: lower, intermediate and
higher. The lower stage of savagery starts
with the beginnings of the human race and
lasts until the invention of fire, and it now
no longer exists. At the intermediate stage of
savagery the use of language is established,
property is held in common ownership
and sexual promiscuity has yet to give way
to a family structure; this stage is held to
be illustrated by the Australian Aborigines.
The invention of the bow and arrow takes
place during higher savagery (represented
by the Athabaskan Indians of Canada), and
pottery is developed during lower barbarism
(the Iroquois). It is only when these stages
have been succeeded by civilization that
monogamy becomes established and alpha-
bets are used.

Morgan does not clearly define the causes
of this evolution, which could be attributed
to technical inventiveness, growth in intelli-
gence or morality, or even demographic
expansion. One can see how such a typology
was open to a variety of criticisms, for
example by failing to account for a society
which practises monogamy but knows
nothing of farming.

Ancient Society was well received by
Maine, and Bachofen dedicated his last
book to Morgan. Darwin accepted Morgan’s
findings but questioned the idea of primitive
sexual  promiscuity, while McLennan
attacked Morgan for opposing the theory
of abduction. The book was enthusiastically
read by Marx and Engels, and The Origins of
the Family, Private Property and the State,
published by Engels in 1884, took up Mor-
gan’s schema and invested it with economic
determinism. As a result of this interpretation
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of his text, Morgan (who married his pious
cousin Mary Steele — apparently the only love
of his life, founded an orphanage for girls,
and accepted Darwinian evolutionism while
denying its applicability to the human race)
gained notoriety as a ‘red’. Scientific attacks
on him by F. Boas and his followers, espe-
cially R. Lowie, banished him from ethno-
logical tradition until L. White and then E.
Leacock restored him to his rightful place.
Finally, E. Terray has attempted to show
(1969) that the factual truth of the cor-
respondences suggested by Morgan was in
fact less important to him than setting out a
model to explain modes of production and
their infrastructures and superstructures.

It is perhaps also worth stressing that
Morgan rejected the thesis that savages are
the degenerate vestiges of earlier civiliza-
tions, and that his entire project, bolstered
by an evolutionist procedure, is informed by
a conviction that the various societies of the
‘human family’ constitute a unity which tran-
scends the diversity of civilizations and cul-
tures. For him, the history of mankind is one
in its source, its experience and its progress.

Engels, Friedrich (1820-1895)

Born in Barmen as the son of a textiles manu-
facturer, F. Engels joined the ranks of the
Left Hegelians in Berlin, where he met Marx
in 1842 and became the co-founder of Marx-
ism. Although the place and importance of
Engels’s work in anthropology is debatable,
mention must be made of his Origins of the
Family, Private Property and the State, pub-
lished in 1884, which was inspired by his
reading of Morgan’s Ancient Society. He
takes up Morgan’s data (and some of his
factual errors) in summarized form, to which
notes are added from Marx’s reading of
evolutionist texts. In his reading of Morgan’s
work, Engels presents the development of
the forces of production as the motor of
every facet of social life, sets out the genesis
of social classes, and insists that the existence
of societies as states is only transitory. It is

also worth noting that in the preface to the
second edition (1895) the description of the
theoretical positions taken by various foun-
dational thinkers of evolutionism constitutes
the best account of debates of this period.

McLennan, John Ferguson (1827-1881)
Born in Scotland as the son of an insurance
agent, J. F. McLennan obtained his MA
in 1849 and then began studies at Trinity
College, Cambridge. He spent the years
from 1853 to 1855 in literary circles in Lon-
don. In 1857 he composed the ‘Law’ article
for the ecighth edition of the Encyclopaedin
Britannica (vol. 13: 253-279) and was
called to the Bar; he continued to practise
until 1870, the year he became a member of
the Ethnological Society of London. Between
1857 and 1865 he published articles on a
range of subjects including law and Scottish
art, and, most significantly, in 1863 wrote a
general review of publications relating to
India entitled ‘Hill Tribes in India’ (1863,
North British Review, no. 38: 392-422).

In 1865 A. and C. Black published Primi-
tive Marriage, in which McLennan, like
Bachofen but without knowing his work, put
forward a thesis of primitive matriarchy as
the first stage of human society. In secking
to prove this he began by investigating the
existence of bride capture rites, which ‘fulfil
a contract’ within a marriage ceremony, and
which are encountered in a great variety
of periods and locations (from Spartans to
Romans, from Hindus to North Europeans).
McLennan rejects the psychological hypoth-
esis that this rite can be explained in terms of
‘feminine modesty’, stating that ‘women in
these coarse tribes are customarily depraved
and exposed to scenes of depravity from
their tenderest infancy’ (1970 (1865): 12).
He suggests instead that bride capture rites
accompanying a marriage ceremony should
be interpreted as a ‘symbol’ of the really
existing practice of abduction. This ‘symbol’
is a fossil of the social world, ‘just as the dis-
covery of a fossilised fish in hillside rock
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forces us to conceive of the whole surround-
ing country as having been under water’
(1970 (1865): 19). He remarks that ‘the
Dorians who invaded Greece were probably
not accompanied by their wives and chil-
dren’, that among ‘Caribs and other cannibal
nations, male captives become a means of
subsistence whereas women are kept as
spouses or items of luxury’, and finally that in
New Zealand, Fiji and other Pacific islands
‘the object of intertribal wars was the acquisi-
tion of women for marriage and of men
as food” (1970 (1865): 36). McLennan
deduces from all this that the system used by
certain tribes entailed capturing women — of
necessity women from other populations —
in order to marry them. The word he uses
to define this compulsion is ‘exogamy’,
the principle prohibiting marriage within the
tribe, and this is set against the opposing
principle of ‘endogamy’ (1970 (1865): 23).
Exogamy and bride capture are associated
because relations between savage tribes are
characterized by war and general hostility
(1970 (1865): 57), and because ‘the restric-
tion on marriage within the group is con-
nected with the relative scarcity of women
caused by the ancient practice of killing
female infants, which results in polyandry
within the state and the capture of women
outside it’ (1970 (1865): 58). First dis-
covered in India in 1857, the practice of
female infanticide is also found in Graeco-
Latin mythology and is explained by the
fact that ‘sons were a source of strength, both
for defence and in the search for food, while
daughters were a source of weakness’ (1970
(1865): 58).

According to McLennan,
between the sexes in early times was probably
free, transitory and to a degree promiscuous’
(1970 (1865): 67), and men held women in
common ownership like other goods, but as
a ‘scarce commodity’, and women were thus
provided with several husbands. An indi-
vidual was related to a group rather than to
other individuals, because the fact that his

‘the union

mother’s identity was certain while his
father’s was not engendered a ‘system of
kinship by women only’ (1970 (1865): 64).
McLennan distinguishes between two stages
of polyandry (the terms polyandry and
polygeny derive, like polygamy, from botany,
and were coined by Linnaeus). In the first
stage the husbands of a single wife are not
necessarily related, and he says that the
‘Blacks and Cossacks provide examples of
this.” Subsequently, feelings of close family
ties and the establishment of kinship through
women led to the formation of groups com-
posed of ‘the sons of a single mother’, as in
Tibet and amongst the ancient Bretons
(McLennan citing Caesar).

In the following stage, a wife would be
chosen by the eldest of a set of brothers, and
all her children would belong to him. This
form is already agnatic in that it introduces
the principle of ‘kinship through men’. The
practice of compulsory marriage between a
man and the widow of his deceased elder
brother (known as the levirate, although
McLennan does not use this term) is attested
in ancient times amongst the Hebrews,
Mongols and numerous other peoples. This
practice derives in McLennan’s view from
polyandry, and is followed by further stages
of polygamy before the monogamous couple
finally becomes predominant.

As well as the evolutionist schema it
proposes, Primitive Marviage advances the
notion of universal ‘rites of capture’ and the
concepts of symbol, exogamy and endogamy.
It is worth noting that H. Spencer took issue
with McLennan’s schema by asserting in
1895 that any shortage of women would
be offset by high levels of mortality in men.

In 1866 McLennan published ‘Kinship in
Ancient Greece’ in The Fortnightly Review
(vol. 4) in order to demonstrate that the
schema set out in Primitive Marriage is
applicable to the literature on Ancient
Greece. In a footnote he makes his first
mention of totemism as a stage through
which all societies have passed. In 1868 he
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wrote the “Totem’ entry in the first supple-
ment to Chamber’s Encyclopaedia (pp. 753—
754), and in 1869-1870 he developed this
topic in three instalments of an article
entitled “The worship of animals and plants’,
published by The Fortnightly Review. The
word ‘totem’ comes from the word ‘otote-
man’, meaning ‘he is of my family’, in Ojibwa
(an Algonkan language), and it was first used
by J. Lang in 1791 to describe the relation-
ship existing in a society between a set of
animals (or plants) and a human group.
McLennan looked into totemism in
Australia and America and defined it, in a
still well-known formulation, as fetishism
plus exogamy and matrilineal filiation. He
concluded that it formed an evolutionary
stage which all of mankind has since moved
beyond. He explored themes and ideas
already present in Primitive Marriage in
another article, “The Levirate and Polyandry’
(The Fortnightly Review, 1877, vol. 27, 694—
707), which gathers ethnographic examples
to prove that the levirate is a development
from polyandry, and also in ‘Exogamy and
Endogamy’ (The Fortnightly Review, 1877,
vol. 27, 884-895), in which he seeks to
clarify the meanings of these two terms,
which he felt had become opaque in
Spencer’s hands. McLennan died in 1881
while he was working on a book entitled The
Patriavchal Theory, in which this theory was
attacked; this final work was edited by his
younger brother and published in 1888.

Tylor, Sir Edward Burnett (1832-1917)

Tylor was born in Camberwell near London
into a Quaker family which owned a copper
smelting works. He went to school in
Tottenham, but could not study for a degree
as admittance to universities was restricted
to members of the Anglican Church. In
1855, when he was 23 years old, a dangerous
tubercular condition led doctors to prescribe
a sunny climate for him. He travelled to the
Antilles and Mexico in the company of
the amateur archaeologist and Darwinian

H. Christy. Tylor returned from Mexico
committed both to evolutionist thought
and to archaeology. In 1860 he published an
account of his journey, Anabuac or Mexico
and the Mexicano ancient and modern, in
which he comments on the persistence of
slavery in Cuba, describes Mexico and pro-
vides meticulous details of its ruins, and also
includes a history of the Aztecs. After his
marriage to a fellow Quaker, A. Fox, he set
up home in Oxford, where he remained for
the rest of his life.

In 1865 Tylor published Researches into the
Early History of Mankind and the Develop-
ment of Civilisation (3rd edn 1878), which
maintains the thesis of the psychic unity of
the human race. The book opens with a
reflection on sign language as used by the
deaf-and-dumb, and goes on to investigate
the ethnography of this mode of communica-
tion. He writes: ‘Gesture-language, a natural
mode of expression common to all mankind
[...], is good evidence of similarity in the
mental processes communicated to the out-
side world. As the gesture-language appears
not to be specifically affected by differences
in the race or climate of those who use it,
the shape of their skulls and the colour of
their skins, its evidence, so far as it goes, bears
against the supposition that specific differ-
ences are traceable among the various races
of man, at least in the more elementary pro-
cesses of the mind” (Tylor, 1964 (1878): 46—
47). Enriched by pre-Columbian evidence,
Tylor traces the evolution of the process of
symbolization in graphic representation and
in the earliest writing. He takes up the cate-
gories of savagery, barbarism and civiliza-
tion, delimited respectively by a use of stone
tools and gathering, the practice of farming
and metallurgy, and the first development
of writing. All the same, his thought differs
from unilinear evolutionism because he sees
the increasing complexity of a single trend,
namely that ‘there has been from age to age a
growth of man’s power over nature’ (Tylor,
1964 (1878): 166), as running in parallel
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with the succession of various cultures, some
of which must ‘degenerate’ (‘which explains
how they are met in their current state’
(Tylor, 1964 (1878): 166)). As Fabian has
shown, it is Tylor’s unwillingness to break
free from the evolutionist idea of a single
natural temporality which necessitates this
recourse to notions of cultural degeneration
(or decline) (Fabian, 1983).

Tylor proposes a division between ‘myths
of observation’, which record facts, and ‘pure
myths’, which are products of fiction (Tylor,
1964 (1878): 168). He notes themes which
the myths of America and those of Oceania
and Asia hold in common (Tylor, 1964
(1878): 231), but takes a cautious line on
the question of the diffusion process, stating
that ‘unless coincidences exceed the limits of
ordinary probability, it is more prudent to
register particular phenomena as belonging
to independent traditions’ (Tylor, 1964
(1878): 148).

McLennan had already used the word
‘symbol’ to designate ‘fossilised usages and
social representations’, but it is to Tylor that
we owe the more durable term ‘survival’.
Derived like McLennan’s term from geology,
the ‘survival’ provides vestigial evidence from
which a complete picture of ancient society
can be reconstructed. The institution of cou-
vade, in which a husband plays the wife’s role
(sometimes going as far as to simulate giving
birth) is an example of a ‘survival from the
time when matrilineal and patrilineal descent
were still struggling for predominance, and
the husband endeavoured to attract his child
to himself and his line’ (Tylor, 1889: 260).

In the two volumes of his Primitive Cul-
ture (1871), Tylor takes up the word
‘culture’ as used by German historians, and
defines it as ‘a complex whole encompassing
knowledge, beliefs, art, morality, laws and
any other arrangements and customs
acquired by man’ (Tylor, 1871: 1). This
constitutes a radical break with the more
restricted use of the word and generates
the first definition of anthropology as the

‘science of culture’. The accent is placed on
the study of folklore, legends, superstitions
and myths as the most precious repositories
of the past. The second volume is devoted
entirely to the origins and evolution of
religion, which Tylor had already considered
in “The Religions of Savages’, published by
The Fortnightly Review in 1866. He suggests
that the principle of separating spirit from
flesh, image from reality, introduces a duality
which is resolved by the notion of the soul
understood as a phantasmagorical double, as
a universal human reaction to such phenom-
ena as death, dreams, visions and mirror
images. ‘Savages’, who are as imaginative as
children, are unable to distinguish clearly
between the real and the imaginary. Tylor
gives such beliefs definition by adopting the
term ‘animism’ from Stahl, who used it
specifically to mean the identification of the
cognizant soul with the vital principle, and to
indicate that man is immersed in nature
‘animated’ by supernatural forces and beings
which he must win over. This theory of the
origins of religious feeling offers an alterna-
tive to the ‘naturism’ of F. M. Miiller and the
‘manism’ of H. Spencer. The next stage
would be the ascribing of doubles to animals
as well as humans, as attested by the placing
of horses or cats in tombs, and then to
objects (an object’s double would be used in
the next world by the deceased). The cult of
manes, divine or daemonic creators of souls,
is a further stage leading to a belief in souls
existing in certain individuals and ancestors
(the cult of saints in modern religions would
be a survival of the latter). This is followed by
the cult of spirits, known as fetishism, before
souls are ascribed to objects (idolatry). With
polytheism, and before the appearance of
monotheism, naturally occurring phenom-
ena become spirits of nature. Tylor’s evo-
lutionism involved him in controversy
with supporters of the clergy, who saw an
unbridgeable gap between primitive religions
and the religion of civilized man.

Such was the success of Primitive Culture
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that Tylor, not yet forty, was elected as a
member of the Royal Society, and in 1875
he was granted an honorary degree by
Oxford University. From 1878 he intro-
duced diffusionism into his thinking by com-
paring the Hindu game of Pachisi with the
Mexican Patolli. He continued this line of
enquiry in 1898 by turning his attention
to resemblances between Mexican games and
those of South-East Asia. He soon con-
cluded, in a phrase that has remained famous,
that “civilisation is a plant which has more
often propagated itself than grown’. In 1881
Tylor published Anthropology: An intro-
duction to the study of man and civilisation,
which the journal American Anthropologist
in 1917 called the first handbook of anthro-
pology (R. Lowie, 1917: 263), and which
White as late as 1960 describes as “still one
of the best introductions to the discipline’
(White, 1960: iii). In this work Tylor reviews
all fields of culture — technological, social,
aesthetic — and closes with reflections on the
entry of the world into modern civilization
which, in bringing about revolutionary
transformations, risks destroying good things
without replacing them with better. This is
why knowledge derived from anthropology
could serve to ‘guide us in our duty of
leaving the world better than we found it’,
the phrase with which he finishes the book
(Tylor, 1960 (1881): 275).

When the Pitt Rivers Museum, which
aimed to display the evolution of mankind,
was established at Oxford University in
1883, it was placed under the charge of
Tylor, who was appointed to a lectureship
at the University. In 1885 he returned to
Mexico and travelled as far as the territory of
the Pueblo Indians. He introduced statistical
method into anthropology in his article ‘On
the Methods of Investigating the Develop-
ment of Institutions applied to Laws of
Marriage and Descent’, published in 1889
in volume 18 of the Jowrnal of the Royal
Anthropological Institute (pp. 245-272).
After declaring that the discipline needed a

method comparable to ‘the operations of
mathematics, physics, chemistry and bio-
logy’, applied to ‘the formation of laws of
marriage and descent’ (1889: 245), Tylor
suggested that correlations (what he called
‘adherences’) be established in matters of
residence, descent and couvade for 350 soci-
eties. He begins by looking at the practice of
avoidance, a barbarian etiquette stipulating
that a husband and his in-laws should neither
look upon nor speak to one another (1889:
246), which he relates to types of residence.
In this way, in cases of a husband’s settling
permanently in his wife’s family (65 cases out
of 350), while the law of numbers would
produce only nine cases of avoidance, in fact
there are fourteen. Conversely, where the
husband takes his wife into his own family
(141 cases out of 350), one would expect to
find eighteen cases of avoidance between him
and his in-laws, whereas there are actually
only nine (1889: 247). Having linked avoid-
ance to type of residence, Tylor turns to the
practice of naming parents after the child,
for which he coins the term ‘teknonymy’. He
finds that this phenomenon correlates closely
to ‘residence of the husband with his wife’s
family’ and to ‘the practice of ceremonial
avoidance by the husband of the wife’s
relatives, occurring fourteen times where
accident might have given four’ (1889: 248).
Having demonstrated that ‘adherences’ are
not matters of simple statistical chance, Tylor
uses graphs showing different customs in
conjunction in an attempt to discern the
phases of their development. Consequently,
the adherence of the levirate and couvade to
the three stages he calls ‘maternal’, ‘maternal—
paternal” and ‘paternal’ (terms he says he pre-
fers to ‘matriarchal’ and ‘patriarchal’ (1889:
252)) would indicate that couvade belongs
not to the ‘maternal stage’, but, ‘arising in
the maternal-paternal, at once takes its
strongest development of twenty cases; in
the paternal the number falls to eight cases,
leading to the inference that here it is only
kept up in dwindling survival’ (1889: 255). A
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comparison with ties of adoption in the
ancient world shows that couvade must
have preceded true patrilineality. The fact,
as Tylor tells us, that the ‘maternal’ stage
exhibits neither the inheritance of widows
nor couvade can be taken to prove that it
comes before the ‘paternal’ stage, for other-
wise such customs would have survived
(1889:257). Finally, Tylor demonstrates the
much larger correlation existing between
cross-cousin  marriage, classificatory ter-
minologies and exogamy. We may recall his
well-known remark that populations were
faced with ‘the simple practical alternative
between marrying-out and being killed
out’, which is a recasting of a biblical verse:
‘then will we give our daughters unto you,
and we will take your daughters to us, and
we will dwell with you, and we will become
one people’ (Tylor, 1889: 267). Without
coming to any conclusions about the rela-
tionship between exogamy and totemism,
Tylor establishes the correlation between
the dual organization of exogamy and the
classificatory naming system, between types
of residence and avoidance taboos, and
between couvade and an intermediate social
organization which can be called ‘maternal—-
paternal’. The fundamental objection to this
raised by Galton, known as ‘Galton’s
problenm?’; is that its validity would only be
ascertainable if traits engendered independ-
ently had been separated from those acquired
by diffusion.

In 1891 Tylor became the first president
of the Anthropological Society (later the
Royal Anthropological Society). Further-
more he contributed to the writing of the
research guide Notes and Queries on Anthro-
pology, of which the first edition was pub-
lished in 1874. In “The Matrilineal Family
System’, published in 1896 by the journal
Nineteenth Century (XL: 81-96), he exam-
ined psychological aspects of kinship. Having
taught at Oxford University since 1884,
Tylor was appointed professor of anthro-
pology in 1896 (at the age of 64) after con-

fessional restrictions governing appoint-
ments were relaxed. He remained in this post
until 1909, was given a knighthood in 1912,

and died on 2 January 1917.

Lubbock, Sir John (1834-1913)

Naturalist and botanist, then prehistorian,
anthropologist and politician, John Lubbock
was born in London in 1834. He was clected
a member of the Royal Society in 1857 and
became one of Darwin’s most ardent
defenders and faithful disciples. In 1864, as
president of the Royal Anthropological
Society and of the Ethnological Society of
London, he gave a series of lectures on man
in ancient times, which he published in the
following year in modified form as Prehistoric
Times, as Hlustrated by Ancient Remains and
the Manners and Customs of Modern Savages
(London, 1869). Having noted that stone
tools found in the deepest deposits were
cruder than others, he introduced the terms
Palaceolithic (early stone age) and Neolithic
(later stone age).

In 1870, based on the same lecture series,
he published The Origins of Civilisation and
the Primitive Condition of Man: The Mental
and Social Condition of Savages (ed. by
Peter Riviere, Chicago, 1978). He opposed
theories of degeneration still predominant in
the Anglican Church of the time and built up
a picture of the evolution of religious ideas.
In order, these are atheism (the absence of an
idea), totemism (defined as the cult of natural
objects), shamanism (higher deities access-
ible to magician-shamans), idolatry (gods
accessible to men), and monotheism (a single
divinity). The book also supports the thesis
that moral and intellectual progress accom-
panies technical development. This belief in
human progress led to Lubbock’s involve-
ment in politics. He was elected to Parlia-
ment as a Liberal in 1870, and subsequently
joined the Liberal-Unionists (1880-1900).
He published The Use of Life (1894), which
was translated into fifteen languages and
sold more than 250,000 copies. He also

20



The nineteenth century and the evolutionists

undertook pioneering research into social
insects (ants and bees). Lubbock was ele-
vated to the peerage as Baron Avebury in
1899, published Marriage, Totemism and
Religion (London, 1911), and died on
13 May 1913.

Smith, William Robertson (1846-1894)

Born the son of a minister in the Church of
Scotland in 1846, William Robertson Smith
studied Hebrew at Aberdeen and Edinburgh,
where he became associated with McLennan.
In 1870 he himself became a church minister
and also professor of Hebrew at Aberdeen.
Under the influence of German thought he
proposed a philological reading of the text of
the Bible and established scholarly criticism
of'its sources. He composed the ‘Bible’ entry
in the ninth edition of the Encyclopaedia Bri-
tannica (1870), which led to his suspension
by the church for having denied that the bib-
lical text was written under divine inspiration.
While the ecclesiastical tribunal deliberated
on his fate, Smith spent two years learning
Arabic and travelled to Italy, Egypt and the
Middle East in search of traces of matriarchy
and totemism. The tribunal’s verdict of
April 1880 delivered only a reprimand, but
Smith’s fate was sealed by another article he
published soon afterwards in the Jowrnal
of Philology, in which he examined zoolatry
amongst the Arabs of the Old Testament,
considering the social functions of beliefs
rather than their theological aspect, and
regarding the evolution of religious ideas as
historically determined, but without enquir-
ing into their veracity; this article led to his
dismissal from the ministry in 1881. He then
succeeded S. Baynes as editor-in-chief of
the Encyclopaedia Britannica, and in 1883
Cambridge University offered him a lecture-
ship in Arabic which had become vacant after
its previous incumbent had been murdered
in the Sinai. His Kinship and Marriage in
Early Arabia (Cambridge UP) was published
in 1885. A forerunner of the ideas of Durk-
heim, Smith thought of religion as rooted in

the moral life of a collective and concentrated
on public rites (particularly totemic feasts)
and beliefs rather than theological questions.
In 1888 he was invited to give a lecture
course in Aberdeen, and this was published
the following year as Lectures on the Religion
of the Semites (1889). Smith’s reflections on
sacrifice and the periodical consumption of
totemic animals are of momentous impor-
tance for the development of anthropology.
He developed tuberculosis in about 1888
and died in 1894.

Frazer, Sir James George (1854-1942)
James George Frazer was born in Glasgow
into a cultivated family of Presbyterians. His
father, D. Frazer, a pharmacist who built
his own chemical factory, was the author of
two books on the history of his region. After
studying at Glasgow University, Frazer went
up to Trinity College, Cambridge, in 1874,
and there studied law to please his father and
classical literature to please himself. In 1879
he gained a doctorate with a thesis on Plato,
and then took a teaching position. Apart
from an interlude at Liverpool University,
where a chair of sociology and anthropology
was created for him in 1907 but which he
filled for only one year, he passed his life in
Cambridge. He made it clear that it was his
reading of Tylor’s Primitive Culture and the
influence of W. R. Smith which gave him his
vocation. Following a meeting with Smith,
Frazer turned to folklore and anthropology,
and they inspired what was to become a sub-
stantial and extraordinarily celebrated work.
At Smith’s request Frazer wrote a number
of entries, including ‘Taboo’ and “Totemism’,
for the ninth edition of the 24-volume
Encyclopaedia Britannica (begun in 1875
and completed in 1888). He spent seven
months on these articles, which became far
too long for their purpose. On Frazer’s
behalf Smith asked for a dispensation from
the publisher Black, who then suggested
publishing the articles in book form, and so
Frazer’s Totemism and Exogamy (4 volumes)
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appeared in 1887 and subsequently went
through four revised editions. The book
expounds the hypothesis that mankind, in
ignorance of the biological processes of
reproduction, attributes it to a totem; this
replaces explanations in terms of phases of
family structure (matriarchy, patriarchy)
with a dynamic of religious thought. Thus
couvade is not analysed, as it was by Tylor,
as a mode of asserting agnatic rights over
children and as a survival in patriarchal
regimes, but in terms of homeopathic magic
and contagious magic, which became
Frazer’s main operative concepts.

Frazer believed he had discovered two
intellectual laws: the law of similarity, by
which like engenders like (thus drawing
an injured animal inflicts injury on a real
animal); and the law of contact or contagion,
by which treatment of matter detached from
a whole (for example hair and nail cuttings)
continues remotely to exert an influence on
that whole.

While successive editions of this work were
appearing, Frazer embarked on his life’s
major work, The Golden Bough, of which the
first edition was published in two volumes in
1890. The work’s title was inspired by a
painting by the English artist Turner, which
is described at the opening of the book:
‘Who does not know Turner’s picture of the
Golden Bough? The scene, suffused with
the golden glow of imagination in which the
divine mind of Turner steeped and trans-
figured even the fairest natural landscape, is a
dream-like vision of the little woodland lake
of Nemi’. The subject of the painting is the
Roman myth of the slave who breaks off a
branch of the sacred tree and then murders
the priest of the Lake of Nemi and takes his
place. Frazer’s consideration of the sacred
tree and the sacred grove leads him to study
the meaning of the sacrifice of the divine
priest-king, associated with fertility and
nature, who must be put to death when his
powers begin to decline. This stage is suc-
ceeded by another in which, instead of the

divine king himself, a scapegoat is sacrificed,
and this restores his strength. A second
edition, appearing in 1900 in three volumes,
was given the fuller title of The Golden Bough:
A Study of Comparative Religion, and it
contained data taken from The Native Tribes
of Central Australin by Spencer and Gillen.
The publication of a third edition of The
Golden Bough began in 1911, and when it
was completed in 1915 it had expanded to
twelve volumes.

general schema follows A.
Comte’s three stages. The first of these is the
magical stage, in which man believes he is

Frazer’s

able to dominate nature through empathy.
This gives way (albeit incompletely) to the
religious stage, in which man recognizes his
weakness and puts himself in the hands of the
gods. Finally, in the stage of civilization,
man effects a separation between science and
those areas where he is powerless. Mixing
ethnography with European folklore, myth-
ology with classical history, Orientalism with
biblical narrative, The Golden Bough brings
together the totality of contemporary know-
ledge. This synthesis is served up by Frazer in
an ecasily digestible form for a large reader-
ship. In the preface to the 1890 edition he
described his intention to order his material
in an artistic manner so as to appeal to
readers who might have balked at a more rig-
orously logical and systematic presentation.
In 1892 he even published an abridged
version in one 900-page volume with all
references removed. Striving for popular suc-
cess is not easily compatible with academic
status, and Frazer’s work did not meet with
scholarly approval. Lowie justified his brief
mention of it by describing its author as
‘a savant, but not a thinker’ (Lowie, 1937:
102). In 1918 Frazer published Folklore in
the Old Testament, which was, he said,
intended to follow in the footsteps of W. R.
Smith, and in which he reads the Old Testa-
ment in the light of a critique of the myths
and folklore of all peoples. Frazer was given
a knighthood in 1914. In 1931 he began to
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lose his sight. He died in Cambridge in 1941, agent, died just a few hours later following a
and his French wife, who had worked as his  heart attack (Ackerman, 1987: 308).
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Field workers and early informants

Throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, anthropologists constructed
evolutionist schemata using information gathered from the texts of classical antiquity (Cato,
Caesar, Herodotus, Plutarch, Tacitus, Xenophanes, etc.), to which an ever-growing body
of ethnographic data was gradually added. Important early nineteenth-century expeditions
included the voyage of Nicolas Thomas Baudin from Le Havre to the South Sea Islands,
begun in 1800 (J. Jamin and J. Copans, The Origins of French Anthropology: Memoranda of the
Society for the Observation of Man in Year VIII, Paris, 1979), and the mission undertaken by
Meriwether Lewis and William Clark in 1804 to explore the Missouri River and follow its
distributaries downstream to the Pacific Ocean. In the USA further expeditions followed that
of Lewis and Clark, many of them outside US territory. The most important of these was the
Wilkes Expedition to the South Pacific of 1837-1842. Important institutional developments
in America were Schoolcraft’s founding of the Algic Society in 1832, the creation by Albert
Gallatin of the American Ethnological Society in 1842, and the establishment of the Smith-
sonian Institution in 1846. In London, the Asiatic Journal first appeared in 1816, and in
1823 the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland was founded as a focus for interest
in the religious institutions, costumes, languages, literatures and arts of Asia. The Society
published a journal and also monographs devoted to Oriental subjects, and expanded with
the establishment of a Bombay branch in 1841 and a Ceylon branch (at Colombo) in 1845.
The year 1843 saw the emergence of the Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and
Ireland, which later gained a royal charter. The British Crown annexed Punjab in 1849,
dissolved the East India Company in 1858, and imposed indirect rule. In the same period J.
D. Cochrane crossed Siberia on foot, R. Caillié reached Timbuktu, and J. L. Burckhardt and
R. F. Burton wrote accounts of their celebrated voyages to Arabia and the Orient. In his
Systems of Consanguinity and Affinity of the Human Famaly, published in 1871, Morgan was
able to present the kinship nomenclatures of most of what he calls the ‘branches of the
human family’ on every continent, failing to do so only in the cases of the ‘Negroid nations’
and the Aborigines of Australia (1871: 467). While Sub-Saharan Africa was still little docu-
mented by the beginning of the twentieth century, Australia had already been extensively
studied by the end of the nineteenth. After having been rather unsuccessfully colonized by
British convicts from 1788 onwards, the Australian continent saw an inrush of thousands of
immigrants drawn by the discovery of gold in New South Wales. Some of these would take an
interest in the Aborigines and supply a rich ethnography of their social structures, of which
they were both the first and last scientific witnesses (L. R. Hiatt, Arguments about Aborigines:
Australin and the Evolution of Social Anthropology (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1996)).
Names not treated below include such writers on Australia as R. H. Matthews, C. Strehlow
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and A. Kremer, as well as the precursors of British Africanist anthropology: M. Kingsley
(1862-1900), who wrote Travels in West Africa (1897) and West African Studies (1899);
C. Kingsley Meek (1885-1965), a colonial administrator best known as the author of The
Northern Tribes of Nigeria (1925); and R. Rattray (1881-1938), author of the celebrated

Ashanti (1923).

Schoolcraft, Henry Rowe (1793-1864)
Born in Guilderland in New York State,
Henry Rowe Schoolcraft was appointed as a
government geologist in 1820, and in 1822
he became a government official for Indian
affairs and made his home by the Saint
Mary River, which connects Lakes Michigan
and Huron. Amongst other things he was
charged with ensuring that the peace
between the Chippewa and the Sioux was
kept. He struck up friendly relations with
the Chippewa, took a Chippewa wife, and,
turning his back on geology, became an
ethnographer and a protector of American
Indians, whose case he tirelessly pleaded. In
1832 Schoolcraft set up the Algic Society
dedicated to research on Amerindian lan-
guages and customs. In 1839 he published
two volumes of myths and legends entitled
Algic Researches, followed by Notes on the
Iroquois (1847) and Oneonta: The Indian in
bis Wigwam (1848). Between 1851 and
1858 his magnum opus appeared: Historical
and Statistical Information Respecting the
History, Condition and Prospects of the
Indian Tribes of the USA, Collected and
Preparved under the Direction of the Burean
of Indian Affairs, this six-volume work
contained everything known about the
American Indians at the time. In 1851
Schoolcraft published his Personal Memoirs
of a Residence of Thirty Years with the
Indians, and he was also the author of many
other works.

Parker, Ely (1828-1895)

An Iroquois American Indian and son of a
Seneca chief of the Tonawanda clan, Ely
Parker studied law and made the acquaint-
ance of Morgan, becoming his friend and his

first and principal informant. He fought in
the Civil War and was made a brigadier by
Ulysses Grant, and he also became a com-
missioner in the Bureau of Indian Affairs and
Grand Sachem of the Iroquois League.

Howitt, Alfred L. W. (1830-1908)

Alfred L. W. Howitt was born into a family
of writers who left London for Australia
in 1852 in search of gold. Their hopes
were soon dashed and they returned to
England, but Howitt himself stayed behind
in Australia, where he turned herdsman and
then explorer. He was appointed by the
government to lead an operation to rescue a
geographical mission lost in the desert, but
found only a single survivor who had been
picked up by Aborigines. His admiration for
their ability to survive in an environment
in which civilized men were doomed to per-
ish led him to begin studying the Aborigines.
The authorities made him an administrative
commissioner working with the Kurnai, and
during this period he read Fison’s works
and met Fison himself. Together they wrote
Kamilaroi and Kurnai: Group-Marriage
and Relationship and Marviage by Elope-
ment, Drawn Chiefly from the Usage of the
Australian Aborigines, published in 1880,
which showed that the Kamilaroi were matri-
lineal and the Kurnai patrilineal. Seeing the
community for which he was responsible
dwindle, as a result of alcoholism, venereal
disecase and tuberculosis, from 1,500 to
400 members in about thirty years caused
Howitt to give up his post in despair and
become an inspector of mines. In 1901 he
retired from this position and in 1904
published The Native Tribes of South East
Australin.
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Codrington, Robert Henry, Reverend
(1830-1922)

Born in Wroughton in England, Robert
Henry Codrington studied at Wadham
College, Oxford, and was ordained an
Anglican clergyman in 1855. In 1860 he was
appointed to the diocese of New Zealand
and then to St Barnabas, where he was
given responsibility for the Anglican mission
school. Working mainly in the Solomon
Islands and in the northeast of the New
Hebrides, Codrington became the first
linguist and ethnographer of Melanesia. He
produced numerous articles and a translation
of the Bible, but his major works were The
Melanesian Language (1885) and a collec-
tion entitled The Melanesians: Studies in
their Anthropology and Folklore (1891). He is
remembered above all as being the first to
report on the Polynesian notion of ‘Mana’,
a force prevailing across the universe which
impregnates inanimate objects and imposes
its stamp on certain human beings, who, he
says, then exist on the edge of the spirit
world. He defines Mana a “force distinct from
physical strength which acts for better or for
worse and which it is highly beneficial to
harness and control’ (1891).

Fison, Lorimer, Reverend (1832-1907)

Born in Barningham, England, Lorimer
Fison studied at Gonville and Caius College,
Cambridge, but left without a degree and
moved to Australia as a gold prospector in
1856. For two years he searched in vain, and
then, after the death of his father, he became
a Methodist missionary. He was posted to
Fiji and lived there from 1864 to 1871 and
from 1875 to 1884, also acting as Morgan’s
informant for this part of the world from
1869. He wrote an article on the matri-
monial systems and kinship terminologies on
the islands of Fiji and Tonga, published in
the Journal of the Anthropological Institute,
and a collection of stories (Tales of Old Fiji,
London, 1904). Back in Australia in 1871,
he began working on the customs of the

Kamilaroi Aborigines, and collaborated with
A. L. W. Howitt from 1873. After a number
of articles the two men published Kamilaros
and Kurnai: Group-Marriage and Relation-
ship and Marvriage by Elopement (1880),
which provides the first description of the
dualist system in Australia. Under Morgan’s
influence the authors interpreted orgiastic
rites as a survival of group marriage. This
work was one of the main sources of
Durkheim’s Elementary Forms of Religious
Life. Fison gave up anthropology after having
published several more articles but main-
tained an active correspondence with Tylor
and Frazer and offered advice to younger
researchers such as Spencer and Gillen.

Kropotkin, Pyotr Alekseyevich
(1842-1921)

Born in Moscow into a family of princely
rank and schooled in elite institutions, Pyotr
Alekseyevich Kropotkin served as a military
geographer and geologist in Siberia, and
then undertook an exploration of Finland.
Despite having made a name for himself with
his publications, he abandoned scientific
pursuits for politics in 1871 and became a
major anarchist leader. He was imprisoned in
both Russia and France, and then settled in
England, where he remained until the revo-
lution of 1917. On the basis of an analysis of
various societies, his central thesis was that
social evolution is determined by functional
co-operation rather than, as social Darwin-
ism would have it, by competition (Mutual
Aid, 1902). Kropotkin met Radcliffe-
Brown prior to his admission to Cambridge
University and exerted a certain fascination
over him; later Radcliffe-Brown would claim
that he owed the anarchist ideas of the early
part of his career to the Russian.

Miklukho-Maclay, Nicolai Nicolaevich
(1846-1888)

Born into a family of the minor nobility
in a village in the province of Novgorod,
Miklukho-Maclay studied at the University
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of St Petersburg and became a revolutionary
under the influence of the democratic ideas
of Zerishevsky. This led to his expulsion from
university, and he completed his studies in
the natural sciences and political economy at
the universities of Heidelberg, Leipzig and
Jena. Maclay then worked as assistant to
the Darwinian zoologist Ernst Haeckel, and
accompanied him in 1867 to the Canary
Islands, Sicily and the Red Sea. Back in
Russia in 1868, he became closely associated
with the zoologist, ecthnographer and
physical anthropologist Karl von Baer, who
took a monogenist approach. Maclay wished
to ascertain what links existed between
Papuans and the rest of mankind, and to this
end the Russian Geographical Society agreed
to convey him New Guinea. He arrived there
in September 1871 accompanied by a Poly-
nesian servant, who died soon afterwards,
and a Swedish mariner named Will Olsen
(Radcliffe-Brown Swedish
sailor of the same name for his Australian
expedition of 1910). He dwelt for fifteen
months in a hut just outside a Papuan village
near Astrolabe Bay, and bit by bit won the
trust and learnt the language of the villagers,
who on his first arrival had attacked him with
spears. Caring little for questions of religion
and social organization, he directed all his
attention to problems pertaining to physical
anthropology. In December 1871 a boat sent
by the Grand Duke Konstantin, president
of the Geographical Society, arrived in New
Guinea to pick Maclay up, and after a visit
to the Negritos of the Philippines, he was set
down in Java, where he spent seven months
at the invitation of the Governor of the Dutch
East Indies. In 1874 he set oft anew and set-
tled on the southeast coast of New Guinea,
and there the raids on the island’s population
by slave traders led him to take his first
public stand. Maclay subsequently carried
out research on the Malaysian Peninsula,
measuring the skulls of Aboriginal Negritos,
and then arrived in Singapore in 1875. In
February 1876 he returned to Astrolabe Bay

recruited a

in an attempt to prevent, as he put it, ‘the
terribly pernicious consequences for the black
population of their encounter with European
colonisation’ (quoted by Tumarkin, 1982:
25). He travelled via Yap Island, where he
took notes, and sojourned in Astrolabe Bay
from June 1876 to November 1877. Before
departing he assembled the chiefs to warn
them against other white men who might
arrive in the area. Back in Australia Maclay
married the granddaughter of a Scottish
savant, but he set off again in 1879 for the
Solomon Islands and the New Hebrides, and
on his return journey visited the Trobriand
Islands. In 1882 he returned to Russia after
a vain attempt to persuade the British to
institute Papuan self-government, which he
would have served as a counsellor (“There
was the late-nineteenth-century fantasy of
the White man who became the ruler and
god of the primitive people’ (Webster,
1984: 348, quoted by Stocking 1991:
231)). Equally unsuccessful were his protests
against the German annexation of the Maclay
Coast. His final journey took him back to
Australia to be reunited with his family, and
he finished his life in St Petersburg preparing
his manuscripts for publication. Maclay has
entered legend as the White Papuan, and in
1947 the Institute of Ethnography of the
Soviet Academy of Sciences was renamed the
Nicolai Miklukho-Maclay Institute.

Hunt, George (1854-1933)

A half-caste American Indian born in British
Columbia, G. Hunt was raised by the
Kwakiutl. He acted as interpreter during
Johan Jacoben’s expedition of 1881-1883.
He was trained by F. Boas, whom he met in
1886, and became his principal collaborator
(Boas never mastered Kwakiutl). Hunt
posted him regular reports, and L. White has
written that Hunt and W. H. Tate (Boas’s
second informant) were responsible for
4,000 of the 10,000 pages of Amerindian
texts published by Boas.
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Gillen, Francis James (1856-1912)

An Irishman who emigrated to Australia,
Francis James Gillen found work as a tele-
graphy agent responsible for transmissions
between the north and south of the con-
tinent. He was based at Charlotte Waters in
the barren centre of the country, where he
was also charged with protecting the Abori-
gines. Lacking a university education, Gillen
nonetheless spent twenty years amassing
observations on the Arunta, the Warramunga
and the Luritja. W. B. Spencer, a professor
at Melbourne University, met him while on
a mission to the interior of the territory.
Together they spent some months with the
Arunta and then crossed the continent,
and they co-authored The Native Tribes of
Central Australia (1899) and The Northern
Tribes of Central Australia (1904). From
their examination of totemic classes they
deduced that the Aborigines practised
multiple marriages. They are remembered
for their descriptions of the impressive
Aboriginal initiation ceremonies (notably
those of the Arunta), and also for stating
the importance of totemism in Australia and
of ‘alcheringa’ or dream time.

Spencer, Sir William Baldwin
(1860-1929)

Born in Manchester, W. B. Spencer studied
biology and zoology at Oxford University,
where he then worked under Tylor’s influ-
ence on the classification of the Pitt Rivers
collections. After submitting his thesis he
found a position as professor of zoology at
Melbourne University (1887-1919). During
an expedition in 1894 in search of a newly-
discovered marsupial mole, Spencer met
F. J. Gillen and studied the Aborigines with
him. Together they published The Native
Tribes of Central Australinin 1899, followed
in 1904 by The Northern Tribes of Central
Australin. Spencer went on alone to write
two travel works, Across Australin (1912)
and Wanderings in Wild Australin (1928).
He left his university chair in 1919 to become

a government official with responsibility for
indigenous populations. Later, in 1927, he
published The Arunta: A Study of a Stone
Age People (London, 2 vols), which he co-
signed with F. J. Gillen, who had died in
1914. Having decided to retrace Darwin’s
voyage, he died in Tierra del Fuego in 1929.

Junod, Henri-Alexandre (1863-1934)
Born near Neuchitel in Switzerland in
1863, H.-A. Junod studied theology and
then worked as a missionary in Mozambique
and South Africa, where he lived almost
uninterruptedly from 1880 to 1923. He
wrote a number of works, and is best known
for his Life of a South African Tribe, first pub-
lished in 1912 and republished in a revised
and expanded version in 1927 (2 vols). One
of the first truly scientific ethnographic
studies, this book describes systematically
all aspects of Bantu life on the basis of the
questionnaire prepared by J. Frazer. Junod’s
work inspired Lévy-Bruhl as well as Lowie
and Radcliffe-Brown, whose appointment
to the Cape he nonetheless opposed.

Nimuendaja, Curt Unkel (1883-1946)

Born in Jena in Germany, Curt Unkel
Nimuendaji (known simply as Nimuendaji)
moved to Brazil in 1903 without having
been to university. He lived in S3o Paolo and,
from 1913, in Belém. From 1905 he was in
contact with the American Indians and made
ever longer and more frequent stays amongst
them, until in 1906 they performed a cere-
mony naming him Nimuendaja. It was not
until 1914 that his first article appeared
in the Zestschrift fiir Ethnologie. As the fore-
most specialist on the Apapocuva-Guarani,
Tukuna, Kaingang, Apinaye and Canecla
Indians, the ‘Malinowski of Brazil’, as
Cardoso de Oliveira called him (Interview
with M. Corréa, CA, 32 (1991): 334-343)),
was employed by the Paulista Museum
and by various government departments.
He took charge of exploration, cartography,
pacification, ethnology and archacology,
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all areas in which he produced significant
work, especially by means of his contri-
bution to the Handbook of South American
Indians edited by Steward. Despite
warnings from doctors that another period
living in the Amazonian forest would have
fatal consequences for his already declining
health, he set off again but died among the
Tukuna Indians of Brazil on 10 December

1945.

Ishi (>-1916)

In 1961 Theodora Kroeber (Krakow 1897-
1979) published the life story of Ishi, the last
of the Yana American Indians of California,
under the title Ishi in Two Worlds: Biography
of the Last Wild Indian in North America.
The book relates an inside view of the rapid
destruction of Ishi’s world after the first
encounter with Whites who had come to
speculate for gold. The massacre of the Yahi
reduced their numbers to a mere handful,
and in the end Ishi remained as the sole sur-
vivor of his people. He took flight and lived
off the land for a while, but eventually
gave himself up in 1911. At first he was
imprisoned, then placed in a psychiatric
asylum until A. Kroeber and Waterman
secured his release. Before his death in 1916
Ishi spent five years as an attendant in the
Berkeley Museum. The book fed into the
American anti-Establishment movement of
the 1960s, and also the American Indian
cultural renaissance. The ethics of the rela-
tionship of Kroeber (and that of anthro-
pology in general) with Ishi have become
topics of discussion in recent times (Nancy
Rockefeller and Orin Starn, ‘Ishi’s Brain’,

Current  Anthropology, vol.40  (1999):

413-415). Notable contributions to this dis-
cussion include the publication in Anthro-
pology News (vol.40, (7 October 1999): 3-6)
of two items by Kroeber’s children (one
by U. K. Le Guin, a renowned writer of
futuristic fiction), together with a global
summing-up by George M. Foster.

Valero, Helena (1928-?)

In 1939 a group of Yanodma attacked a
White family and abducted Helena Valero,
a girl of eleven able to read and write. She
lived with the Yanodma until 1961, and
during this time was married twice and bore
four sons. She was recovered by a Venezuelan
forester and entrusted to the Salesian mis-
sion, where she gave a full and unvarnished
account of her adventure recorded onto
tape by Ettore Biocca, a doctor working for
the Italian National Research Council.
Biocca retold Valero’s story in his Yanodma:
The Narrative of a White Girl Kidnapped by
Amazonian Indians, which was published
in Italian in 1965, in French in 1968 and in
English in 1970. Valero’s acculturation
provided the most vivid testimony to date
on the living patterns of the Yanoima at
this time. For although she spoke a great
deal of herself, her sufferings and her inte-
gration into her new life, her staggering
account gave a good idea of the social for-
mation of the group. Her reminiscences
placed particular emphasis on endocan-
nibalistic and shamanic rituals, the almost
constant state of war, the ‘circulation’ of
women, and lastly on interpersonal relations
within a Yanoima group and the political
relations between group members and their

chief.

THE CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY EXPEDITION
TO THE TORRES STRAITS
AND OXFORD AND CAMBRIDGE RESEARCHERS

‘On the eve of the 1898 Expedition to the Torres Straits, British anthropology was in search
of self-definition [...] it was struggling for legitimacy in the academy while lacking both
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recognisable boundaries and a unifying paradigm’ (Herle and Rouse, 1998: 1). Under the
leadership of the zoologist and ethnologist A. C. Haddon, the expedition brought together
the following men: W. H. Rivers, a physician and psychologist; Charles S. Meyers and
W. McDougall, both former students of Haddon and Rivers and both physicians, the first
interested in the sense of hearing and music and the second specializing in the sense of touch;
Sidney H. Ray, a primary school teacher with a passion for the study of Oceanic languages,
who was responsible for linguistic research; Anthony Wilkin, another of Haddon’s students,
who had acquired archaeological experience in Egypt and who became the expedition’s
photographer, as well as being responsible under Haddon’s direction for construction tech-
niques and land tenure; and finally Charles G. Seligman, a physician specializing in tropical
diseases. The expedition set off in March 1898 and arrived on 22 April 1898 in the Torres
Straits, where it remained until October of that year. British New Guinea became the
expedition’s base for the first months, before most of'its members left to spend several months
in Borneo. The results of the expedition were set out in a report which ran to six volumes,
and which was not fully published until thirty-five years later (1901-1935: vol.1: General
ethnography (including geography and history), 1935; vol.2: Physiology and psychology,
1901, 1903; vol.3: Language, 1907; vol.4: Arts and crafts, 1907; vol.5: Sociology, magic
and religion of the Western Islanders, 1904; vol.6: Sociology, magic and religion of the
Eastern Islanders, 1908). The expedition also yielded several hundred photographs, a short
ethnographical film, cylinder records and a rich harvest of indigenous artefacts, although it
was twenty years before some of the cases were opened (Hays, 1958). An interesting dis-
covery in the research was that the performances of Papuans in psychological tests were on a
par with those of undergraduates at Cambridge University who served as the control group,
which ran counter to the conventional wisdom concerning the racial aspect of modes of
perception (the largest differences concerned eyesight, which was better in the Papuans than
in Europeans). But the expedition also established that differences did not derive from bio-
logical inheritance, but were products of learning, and that perceptions of space and colour
were thus culturally conditioned (see Kuklick 1991: 146-148). Finally, it was during this
expedition that Rivers invented the ‘genealogical method” and the signs which are used to
describe kinship to this day. ‘Indeed, it is just as appropriate to describe the Torres Straits
Expedition as the culmination of a tradition of research as it is to see it as a revolutionary
break’, writes Kuklick (Ibid. 140). The emphasis placed on direct observation and first-hand
collection of data ‘provided the basis for the development of intensive fieldwork as the essen-
tial methodology of anthropology — the “ethnographic method”’ (Herle and Rouse, 1998:
15), and ‘marks a clear break in anthropology between the amateur and antiquarian of the
nineteenth century, and the development of the professional anthropologist who combines
field-based observation with theoretical analysis’ (Ibid. 17).

Haddon, Alfred Cort (1855-1940) financial support for a visit to the Torres
Alfred Cort Haddon was born in London = Straits to pursue studies of coral reefs and
as the son of a printer. In 1874 he began their fauna (1888-1889). He spent his
studying zoology at Cambridge University evenings among the Papuans, and on his
and, after a brief period as curator in the return published several articles followed
Cambridge Museum, took a teaching by two books: The Decorative Art of British
position at the Royal College in Dublin in  New Guinea (1894) and Evolution in Art
1880. With Huxley’s help he obtained (1895), an important work recognized as his
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main contribution to theory. As of 1894
Haddon taught physical anthropology
part-time at Cambridge, obtaining a science
Ph.D. in 1897, and, thanks to Frazer’s help,
was chosen two years later to lead the group
expedition to the Torres Straits (1898-
1899). There he concentrated on surveying,
the study of decorative art, and collecting
‘customs’, and he made a particular effort
to reconstruct ancient ceremonies and
collect myths. While resuming his teaching in
Dublin he was also, again thanks to Frazer’s
support, appointed to a part-time lecturing
position in the ethnology department of
London University in 1904. He went on to
become reader in ethnology between 1909
and 1926, but it was not until 1933 that a
chair was endowed for him. Haddon directed
the publication of the expedition report, and
himself mainly wrote on the Sarawak and
the Papuans, following a classical diffusionist
perspective by making human migration his
primary interest. He also deserves recogni-
tion for producing one of the first histories
of the discipline, History of Amnthropology
(with A. H. Quiggin, 1910, revised edition
1934), which brings together the develop-
ment of prehistory, linguistics, ethnology,
and physical anthropology. He carried out a
further investigation in the Torres Straits in
1914.

Rivers, William Halse R. (1862-1922)

Born at Hope Hall near Bramham Park
in Yorkshire, William H. R. Rivers studied
medicine and then neurology, developing a
strong interest in psychology in around
1890. He was appointed reader in physiology
and experimental psychology at Cambridge
University in 1897. In 1898-1899 he took
part in the Cambridge University Torres
Straits Expedition, during which he carried
out psychological tests, relating particularly
to eyesight, on the indigenous populations
he encountered. His knowledge of Galton’s
work led him to think it would be useful
to establish a relationship between these

tests and genealogical investigations. Thus he
invented the ‘genealogical method’, which
permitted the organized collection of kinship
nomenclatures. Rivers set this approach out
theoretically in The Genealogical Method of
Anthropological Inquiry (1910), in which he
devised a descriptive language which is still
in use, thereby generating the second revolu-
tion in kinship studies following Morgan’s
innovations of forty years earlier. With the
help of a grant from the Percy Stade Trust,
Rivers travelled to India in 1901-1902 to
study a polyandric society there and to
test McLennan’s hypotheses regarding the
evolution of family structures; this became
The Todas (London: Macmillan, 1906). One
outcome of these experiments was that he
became an opponent of evolutionist hypoth-
eses, and in a statement made to the British
Association for the Advancement of Science
in 1911 he formally allied himself with
diffusionist theories. In 1907 he went to
Melanesia, and by 1910 was already able to
publish The History of Melanesian Society,
which developed a thesis drawing on the
pan-Egyptianist theories of Smith. In this
work Rivers interprets the two exogamous
halves of the Melanesian peoples as deriving
from two distinct population strata, with a
dark-skinned people having been invaded
by an originally light-skinned people. This
second group he held to have introduced a
megalithic Egyptian civilization, which then
regressed as it was culturally absorbed. While
the notion of Egyptian origin is fanciful, the
book provided contemporaries with a very
useful picture of Melanesian cultures.
Alongside his anthropological work Rivers
continued his psychological researches,
and in 1903 founded the British Journal of
Psychology (with James Ward). He also carried
out experiments on nerve regeneration in
collaboration with H. Head. While working
as a psychiatrist during the First World War
he developed an interest in psychoanalysis
and tried to develop a psychologized anthro-
pology, but his premature death brought this
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undertaking to a halt, to be replaced by
those of Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown.
It should also be noted that ‘he is as well
remembered in literary history — as Siegfried
Sassoon’s doctor during First World War and
as the subject of a remarkable trilogy of novels
by the British writer Pat Barker —as in anthro-
pology’ (Barnard and Spencer, 1996: 588).

Seligman, Charles Gabriel (1873-1940)

Born in London, Charles Gabriel Seligman
studied medicine with pathology as his
specialism (1896), and then took part at his
own expense in the Cambridge University
Torres Straits Expedition (1898-1899), in
which he was in charge of the study of
illnesses and traditional medicine. Back in
London he resumed his research into
pathology at St Thomas’s Hospital, but
returned into the field in 1904 at the head
of the Major Cooke Daniels Ethnographical
Expedition to New Guinea (named after its
wealthy American sponsor). There Seligman
collected the materials he needed to write
The Melanesians of British New Guinea
(London, 1910), a vast and pioneering work
of comprehensive classification for this part
of the world. In 1905 he married Brenda Z.

Salamon, who thereafter worked as his
collaborator. The Seligmans travelled to the
Veddas of Ceylon (Sri Lanka) in 1906, and
in 1911 Seligman published The Veddas, a
description of this Ceylonese population,
which was considered particularly primitive
although it cultivated yams. In 1909 he
made his first visit to the Sudan, to which
he devoted his attention from then on
(1909-1910, 1911-1912, 1921-1922), and
he collected substantial documentation
from the Shilluk people on their view of
the divinity of kings (according to which the
king, as the central point in the cosmos, must
be killed once his powers start to decline).
After already having worked at the London
School of Economics (LSE) as a part-time
lecturer, Seligman was professor there
between 1913 and 1934, and his students
included Malinowski, Evans-Pritchard,
Firth, Nadel and Fortes. He played an
important role by assigning Malinowski to
‘verify the pertinence of Freudian hypotheses
to his Trobriand fieldwork’ (Pulman, 1991:
660), but the novelty of the approach
developed by his protégé from 1922, also at
the LSE, would soon overshadow Seligman’s
own work.
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11
The turn of the century

The diffusionist schools

Diffusionism holds that the phenomenon of diffusion of cultural elements forms the principle
by which civilizations develop. Inspired by museological techniques for the classification
of artefacts and the analysis of stylistic affinities, diffusionist methods acquired definition in
Germany at the beginning of the twentieth century and won a large following in the USA and
Great Britain after the First World War. In this way the label ‘diffusionism’ came to be applied
to three principal currents of thought, each corresponding to a ‘national’ tradition. The first,
German tradition, known as Kulturgeschichte (cultural history), was conceived by its
adherents as a discipline unto itself, and the Cologne geographer F. Graebner is considered
to be its founder. The second, American tradition was initiated in part by Boas and took the
form of historical particularism, and it was practised by, among others, the first generation of
Boas’s students. American diffusionism, typified by the work of. C. Wissler, was moderate
and had geographically limited ambitions. The third, British tradition led to the movement’s
climax in the hyperdiffusionism of G. E. Smith and W. J. Perry. Using various types of
evidence these writers tried to prove that the origin of all cultures was to be found in ancient
Egypt, whereas until then neither evolutionary theory nor visions of the psychic unity of
mankind could account for where and when it happened.

For all their extreme diversity, diffusionists shared one common position. From the turn
of the twentieth century it was clear that the ethnographical data accumulated were too
contradictory to permit the view of unilinear evolution to be coherently maintained. What
diffusionists would call ‘cultural traits’ already existed in evolutionist terms as ‘survivals’,
although these were far rarer (for they involved explaining phenomena which seemed strange
to the Western mind: teknonymy, the levirate, kinship nomenclature, etc.) and were isolated
from their contexts (as relics and testimonies of earlier times).

Those who identified errors in evolutionist schemata were then faced with the problem of
how to organize and present ethnographical data in a more apt manner. If the final version
of Frazer’s Golden Bough now makes for rather embarrassing reading, it is less because of
its thesis of the spiritual evolution of mankind or its factual errors than because it gives the
impression of an immense list of exotic curiosities grouped under various headings (e.g. sixty
consecutive pages are devoted to examples of naming taboos and dozens of pages to examples
of sympathetic magic). The evolutionist argument is but a tenuous thread linking one chapter
to the next, and the question with which the work opens is a mere pretext for the following
twelve volumes. It is not raised again until the last chapter of the work, where it is treated in a
few short lines.

The new findings of the diffusionists were located at the nexus of three factors: the
cultural trait, the complex culture area or circle, and the cultural centre. Their use of these
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concepts permitted diffusionists to account for the entirety of ethnographical information
by addressing a new problematics (that of diffusion). The ablest of them could thus conceive
of a ‘proliferating’ history which did not ignore involutions and seeming discrepancies
(for example among technical phenomena themselves or between technical and social
phenomena).

In speaking of the passage from evolutionism to diffusionism, one must make mention of
the enormous progress made by linguistics, archacology and physical anthropology. But
the tide of new information they provided was not all beneficial. The findings of linguistics
and archaeology gave spurious authority to hare-brained fancies based on homophonies and
homologies. As for physical anthropology, its use of measuring instruments (taken farthest by
the Frenchman Paul Broca) in combination with the notion of averages opened the way for
a determination of racial types based on scientific methods. The lowest point was reached in
the associations made between race, language and culture. The American Boas must be given
credit for delivering anthropology from a fatal temptation by demonstrating the separateness
of these categories throughout his work, and a similar effect was achieved by Durkheim’s
creation of a ‘primitive sociology’ from which physical anthropology was banished.

GERMAN SCHOLARS AND THE KULTURKREIS

Ethnology and anthropology in German-speaking countries were divided between Volkskunde
(science of the nation), initially dedicated to the study of Germanic cultures and inseparable
from the rise of nationalism, and the exotically connoted Vilkerkunde (science of nations),
which was associated from its origins with the diffusionist tradition and contained a significant
clement of geography. Herder (1744-1803) is generally considered the father of Volkskunde
and Alexander von Humboldt (1769-1859) the father of Vilkerkunde. For reasons explained
in the preface, we shall consider only the latter discipline. In 1868 A. Bastian transformed the
ethnology department of the Berlin Museum of Antiquities into a Museum of Ethnology; in
1869 the city of Leipzig endowed a Kulturhistorische Sammlunyg, in 1874 a Museum of
Anthropology and Ethnography opened in Dresden; Hamburg followed suit in 1877; and at
the turn of the century Willy Foy (1873-1929) opened the Museum of Cologne. Lastly, in
Vienna a department of anthropology and ethnology was created as part of the Museum of
Natural History in 1884. From the moment they opened all these institutions became bases
for research activity which went far beyond the study of artefacts. It was Bastian who estab-
lished Vilkerkunde as an academic discipline, and B. Ankermann (1859-1943) and above all
Graebner who gave currency to the idea of the Kulturkreis. A specifically ‘national’ feature, as
Dostal and Gingrich have noted, was that ‘evolutionism did not play any significant role in
late nineteenth-century German-speaking anthropology’ (Dostal and Gingrich, 1996: 264).
There is no doubt that the Museum fiir Vilkerkunde in Berlin was Germany’s most active
centre of anthropological research until Nazi rule, and it sent a large number of missions into
exotic regions. Important figures who worked at this museum include the Americanist E.
Seler (1849-1922) from 1844 until his death; the Americanist and then Oceanian K. von
Steinen (1855-1929) from 1890; Graebner from 1899 to 1906; Ankermann (1859-1943)
until the end of his life; K. T. Preuf’ (1869-1938) from 1895 until his death; W. Lehmann
(1878-1939) from 1903 to 1909; W. Krickeberg (1885-1963) from 1906 until his retire-
ment; Baumann from 1921 to 1938; E. Brauer (1895-1942) until he fled to Palestine; and
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Leonhard Adam (1891-1960). Meanwhile, at the University of Berlin, Felix von Luschan
(1854-1924) occupied the anthropology chair from 1909 to 1922, and the ex-missionary
Westermarck taught from 1908 in the Seminar for Oriental Languages and in 1925 obtained
the chair in African languages and cultures. The Africanist and linguist Carl Meinhof
(1857-1944) was offered the post of Ordentlicher Professor when the University of Hamburg
was established in 1919. At the Museum of Cologne J. E. Lips (1895-1950) worked as
Graebner’s assistant and then succeeded him in 1928. He also created an anthropology
department at the University of Cologne in 1927 and was appointed professor there in 1930.
A member of the Social Democratic Party, Lips fled to the USA in 1934.

Ratzel, Friedrich (1844-1904)

Born in Karlsruhe, Friedrich Ratzel studied
zoology and geography and then became the
American correspondent of the Kolnische
Zeitunyg (a Cologne daily), visiting the USA,
Cuba and Mexico. From 1875 he taught
in the sciences faculty of the University of
Munich, where he was appointed professor in
1880, and then at the University of Leipzig
between 1886 and 1904. His best-known
work is Volkerkunde, published in three and
subsequently two volumes (1885, 1886,
1888, new edition 1894-1895), which first
appeared in English translation in 1896.
Although more than one of its volumes is
taken up with descriptions of races and sub-
races, Ratzel does maintain the thesis of a
unity of the human race, with each different
type seen as more or less dependent on its
natural environment. However, certain types
(the Kulturvilker) have emancipated them-
selves from nature more than others (the
Naturvolker). Ratzel conceives the history
of mankind in terms of his theory, already
present in his Anthropogeographie (1882), of
an evolution from the monogamous family
attached to a plot of land via the polygamous
family to the clan and then the state. His
contribution to anthropology has been well
summarized by Lowie (1937: 123) in three
major points: first, he offered the earliest
complete delineation of the geographical
distribution of different peoples; second,
although he did not invent the principle of
diffusion (already used by Tylor and Pitt-
Rivers), he provided a theory for it; and

third, a strong environmentalist, he advanced
moderate propositions on the subject of
determinism rather than exaggerating its
weight.

Ratzel’s theory can be summed up in two
principles: first, the world is a small place;
and second, the same places have been passed
through many times, causing repeated cul-
tural diffusion. In this way the spatial distri-
bution of similar material elements of culture
can be explained in terms of previous migra-
tion from a few centres. Ratzel examines in
diffusionist terms the distribution of artefacts
of material culture (for example the bow
and arrow in Africa) and deduces from this a
Formbkriterium (a formal type allowing com-
parison). Other aspects of his work admit of
more unfortunate interpretations. Nations
and states possess a sum of ‘energy for living’
(Lebensenergie) determined by type (espe-
cially maritime or continental), and are
born, grow old and die in a ‘living space’
(Lebensranm). The task of the geographer
and politician is to discover the laws govern-
ing these developments and to acquire a
sense of space (Rawumsinn). While it is easy
to imagine what became of such ideas, it
would however be wrong to conclude that
Ratzel had a racist cast of mind. It would
be more accurate to see in him a German
with a romantic longing for the expanses of
American and Chinese territory awaiting
colonization ( Die chinesische Auswanderuny,
1876). From Anthropogeographic (1882)
onwards he asserts that contemporary
peoples are all products of intermixing and
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that this promotes progress. Thus he held
that the exploitation of territories bordering
Hudson Bay was made possible by the
union of European trappers and Amerindian
peoples, and the same could be said for
humid zones of the union of Amerindians
and Black slaves.

Frobenius, Leo Viktor (1873-1938)

Born in Berlin as the son of an officer, Leo
Viktor Frobenius worked in an export
business in Bremen and at the same time read
Bastian and Ratzel. In 1893 he was made an
assistant in Bremen’s Municipal Museum
of Trades and Primitive Peoples, and then
moved to Leipzig to study with Ratzel. To
the maps designed by Ratzel showing the
distribution of types of bow, Frobenius
added details of other material items (shields,
projectiles, musical instruments, etc.) which
could be viewed in terms of quantity, and
this led him to propose the concept of the
Kulturkreis. He made use of the enormous
quantities of data he had assembled in Die
Masken wund Gebeimbiinde Afrikas (1898)
[trans. The Voice of Africa, 2 vols, 1968] and
The Origin of African Civilizations (Wash-
ington, Smithsonian Report for 1898)
[extended trans. of Der Ursprung der afrika-
nischen Kulturen, 1899-1901]. He scraped
together enough money to finance an
expedition to the Yoruba region only to see
the British occupy the kingdom of Benin
and remove its bronze sculptures (1898).
With a small sum granted by the Museum
of Hamburg he undertook his first mission to
the Congo, bringing home eight thousand
artefacts. On the strength of this success
Frobenius organized another expedition,
supported this time by the Museum of
Hamburg, the Museum of Leipzig and the
Ministry of the Colonies, and this was fol-
lowed by a series of further missions to Africa
up to 1916. His research was then inter-
rupted by the war, but he resumed it between
1925 and 1933, travelling to North, East and
West Africa. During his excavation of a site

in Nigeria in 1910, he discovered statuettes
of polished stone, terracotta and bronze
which reminded him of Hellenistic sculp-
tures. These discoveries led him to make
connections between African civilizations
and the Mediterranean. He also brought
to light the rupestrian paintings of the
Bushmen. Frobenius used the wide range
of material he had catalogued as the basis for
the Institute of Cultural Morphology, which
he founded in Munich in 1922 and then
transferred to the University of Frankfurt
in 1925 (it became the Frobenius Institute
after his death). From 1925 he taught at
Frankfurt, eventually gaining a professorship
in 1932. In 1934 he founded the Ethno-
graphical Museum of Frankfurt and a journal
entitled Paidenma. He died in 1938 in
Biganzolo (Italy).

Frobenius took up Spengler’s idea that
both natural and cultural processes are iso-
morphic, each being constituted of birth,
life and death. Like biological organisms,
cultures pass through a cycle which deter-
mines their successive stages, from infancy
to maturity and thence to decline. In this way
they resemble organisms, living through a
Paidenwma (soul) which animates each of
their limbs and gives meaning to their work-
ing. He gives this theory its fullest formula-
tion in The Destiny of Civilizations (Munich,
1924). Frobenius wrote an immense
amount, and some of his work still awaits
publication. He was also the first to divide
Africa into four culture areas.

Graebner, Robert Fritz (1877-1934)

Born in Berlin, Robert Fritz Graebner
studied history, found work as an assistant
curator in the Royal Ethnological Museum
of Berlin in 1899, and in 1901 defended
his thesis. He was employed by the museum
to compile a catalogue of its collections,
and his observation of similarities between
items was inspired by the technique of
Ratzel. In a lecture given to the Berlin
Society of Anthropology, Ethnology and
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Prehistory in 1904, he proposed the
notion of Kulturkreisiehre, already used by
Frobenius in 1898, to designate the way
small islands of original culture generated
complex cultural units by means of diffusion.
In so doing he used three criteria: form
(independent of matter or function),
quantity and continuity (the distance
through which an object has been diffused).
From 1907 he worked in the Museum of
Cologne, which had opened in 1906, where
he founded the journal Ethnologica. In 1911
his postdoctoral thesis was accepted and he
published Methode der Ethnologie, the bible
of German diffusionism. In this work he
rejects any attempt to determine the source
and diffusion of a single object, and instead
of this approach he posits the constitution
of a Kulturkreis (culture circle) comprising
a whole set of associated elements (e.g.
Polynesia, head restraint and scraper),
and this became the central concept of
the Viennese school. Borrowing is never
automatic, and some societies are more apt
to borrow than others, operating selectively
and often modifying the object borrowed
to the extent that it is unrecognizable. But

the elementary prudence of this theory,
deriving from the conviction that human
beings have little capacity for invention,
did not prevent Graebner indulging in
some rather fanciful notions. One such
was his refusal to accept the idea that the
civilizations of Mexico and Peru originated
separately, and another was his connection
between the so-called ‘bow’ culture of
Melanesia and that of Neolithic Central
Europe on the grounds that both featured
houses built on piles, rectangular plots of
land, the same sorts of pottery, and finally
identically shaped spoon handles and axes
(Graebner, 1923: 464). Like Malinowski
and others, Gracbner was in Australia attend-
ing the International Congress of Anthropo-
logical Sciences when war broke out in the
summer of 1914. Graebner was the only
scholar to be kept in semi-captivity for five
years for having concealed certain docu-
ments. On his return to Germany he taught
at the University of Bonn, becoming a
professor there in 1921 and director of the
Museum of Cologne in 1925. He ceased
working after suffering a heart attack in
1928.

THE VIENNA SCHOOL OF CULTURAL-HISTORICAL
ETHNOLOGY

The peculiarity of the ethnological tradition of Austria is that the country never possessed
colonies, and that research was instead stimulated by missions undertaken to enrich the
collections of the royal family. In 1884 the Museum of Ethnography (Vilkerkunde-
musenm) was opened in Vienna, acquiring its own building in 1920 (see Museologists
and Evolutionists, pp. 5-8), and it owed much of its collection to voyagers such as
A. Bernatzik.

In 1892 Michael Haberlandt (1860-1940), an assistant curator in the anthropology and
ethnography department of the museum, was appointed as a Privatdozent in ethnography at
the University of Vienna. He was joined in 1901 by the Africanist and Orientalist Wilhelm
Hein (1861-1903). Rudolf Poch (1870-1921), a physician who gained a postdoctoral
degree in anthropology and ethnology in 1910, was appointed in 1913 to the first chair in the
discipline, which still incorporated both physical anthropology and ethnology. Otto Reche
succeeded Poch after his death.

The year 1870 saw the founding of the journal Mitteslungen der Anthropologischen
Gesellschaft in Wien (see Ch. 1, Origins and Forerunners pp. 1-4). In 1875 the Missionary
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Society of the Divine Word (Soczetas Verbi Divini — SVD) was founded in the Austrian Tyrol
by the Salesian Fathers. Father Wilhelm Schmidt, who in 1895 was appointed professor in
the St Gabriel of Modling Seminary near Vienna, gave a strong impetus to ethnographical
studies accompanying religious proselytization, and in 1906 he founded the journal Anthropos:
Internationale Zeitschrift fiir Volker- und Sprachenkunde. He taught linguistics at the Uni-
versity of Vienna from 1900 and ethnology from 1912, and in 1921 was made a Privatdozent.
The focus provided by Father Schmidt and Anthropos, and by the concepts of the Kulturkreis
and Kulturkreisiehre, inspired such missionaries and anthropologists as Fathers Gusinde,
Koppers and Schebesta. Soon one could speak of a Viennese school of ethnology ( Wiener
Schule). A major symposium on totemism held in 1914 allowed this new school to demon-
strate its international credentials (with contributions by F. Boas, W. R. Rivers, J. Swanton
and others).

Koppers was appointed Dozent at the University of Vienna in 1928 and occupied the first
chair devoted entirely to ethnology. In 1929 an Institute of Ethnology (Imstitut fiir
Vilkerkunde) was installed in the Hofburg (imperial palace) close to the Museum of
Ethnology, with Koppers as its director. Schmidt taught there while keeping his professorship
at the SVD’s seminary of St Gabriel. With the Anschluss (1938) and the war, the institute
remained in Vienna but the journal Anthroposand its contributors (including Father Schmidt)
took refuge in Switzerland, while Heine-Geldern, another important diffusionist, chose exile
in the USA.

Father Schmidt took up the notion of Kulturkreise but considerably modified the methods
associated with it (particularly as regards the criteria held to be relevant), and with the agree-
ment of Koppers made the Kulturkreisiehre the foundation of the Viennese school. The
school’s aim was to bring to light a cultural history of societies without writing, using not
regional histories but Kulturkreise (culture circles), and allowing a relational chronology to be
established on the assumption that such societies were constituted in large part from elements
borrowed from other cultures. One of the dominant features of the school was its bias against
Morgan’s evolutionism, which it considered too materialistic.

Schmidt, Wilhelm, Father (1868-1954)

Born in Horde in Westphalia, Wilhelm
Schmidt joined the Society of the Divine
Word (Societas Verbi Divini — SVD) in
1883 and was ordained in 1892. Between
1893 and 1895 he studied Semitic languages
at the University of Berlin and was then
appointed professor at the St Gabriel of
Modling Seminary near Vienna. He became
a member of the Anthropological Society
of Vienna and published in Mitteilungen
der Anthropologischen Gesellschaft in Wien,
making a name for himself from 1899
with his work on Austronesian languages.
Working with the testimonies of travellers,
missionaries and anthropologists, and carry-
ing forward the work of Graebner, Schmidt

attempted to reconstruct ‘original civiliza-
tions’, or Urkulturen in Herder’s term. The
non-specializing hunter—gatherers of the
Urkultur supposedly spread from specific
geographical centres ( Kulturkreise), dividing
themselves as they did so into primary
circles with specialized features, such as
hunter—fishermen, either totemic or
exogamous, patrilineal nomadic herdsmen
and exogamous matrilineal cultivators. These
primary circles then split again into second-
ary circles which combined features of these
different groups. Schmidt’s major work is
Der Ursprung der Gottesidee [The Origin of
the Idea of God] (Minster, 12 volumes
published between 1912 and 1955), which
studies the genesis of the idea of the divine
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and provides a description of religious
images. In making and analysing connections
between religions, and in his examination of
ethnographical data, particularly relating to
the Pygmies, Australians and other hunter—
gatherers, Schmidt sought to demonstrate
the universality of the idea of the divine and a
primordial monotheism ( Urmonotheismus).
This explains why he first sent researchers
(Schebesta, Koppers, Gusinde) to sociceties
belonging to primitive Kulturkreise. He con-
jectured that monotheism degenerated in the
hands of nomadic priests and then disap-
peared. Schmidt taught at the University of
Vienna from 1910 and became a Privatdoz-
ent there in 1921. His first courses were
entitled: ‘The early development of society
(marriage, family, clan state, cultural
groups)’, and ‘Introduction to the history
and method of ethnology’ (Henninger,
1956: 36). The main founder of the Vien-
nese ethnological school, Schmidt in 1906
also established the journal Anthropos, which
was largely sustained with texts written by
missionaries of various nationalities whose
active collaboration had been sought (Le
Roy, 1906: 10). He founded the Anthropos-
Institut at St Augustin near Bonn in 1932,
and directed the Lateran Papal Ethnology
Museum between 1927 and 1939. Although
mildly anti-Semitic himself, he took refuge in
Switzerland when the Nazis seized power in
Austria in 1938 (Conte and Essner, 1995),
becoming a professor at the University of
Fribourg in 1941. He gave up his director-
ship of the Anthropos-Institut in 1950 and
died in Fribourg in 1954.

Koppers, Wilhelm, Father (1886-1961)

Born in Menzeln in Germany, Wilhelm
Koppers studied at the Salesian Institute of
St Gabriel of Modling near Vienna. He was
an ordained priest when he joined the journal
Anthropos in 1913, and after gaining a doc-
torate in 1921 he became its editor-in-chief
in 1923. He carried out investigations
amongst the Fuegians in 1921-1922 (1924)

(according to Schmidt the Fuegians,
together with the Pygmies, represented the
least deformed ‘original cultures’), and
then with Schmidt co-authored Volker und
Kulturen (Regensburg), the bible of the
Viennese school. From 1924 Koppers taught
at the University of Vienna, was made a
Dozent in 1928 and director of the Institute
of Ethnology on its foundation in 1929.
Koppers was alone among German-speaking
anthropologists in attacking Nazi precepts,
most notably in an article of 1935 in which
he criticizes the idea that the Indo-Germanic
race originated in the north and shows how it
in fact migrated from the east, particularly
from Turkey. He lost his post in 1938
and travelled among the Bhil in India (Die
Bhil in Zentralindien, Vienna, 1948). In
1940 he joined the Anthropos-Institut based
in Fribourg (Switzerland), and after the
war directed the Ethnological Institute
of the University of Vienna (Imstitut fiir
Vilkerkunde) until his retirement in 1957,
providing it with vigorous impetus but
also recognizing the failure of the Kultur-
kreislelre project. He was the supervisor of
Kluckhohn’s thesis (Fuchs, 1991: 360).

Gusinde, Martin, Father (1886-1969)

Born in Breslau, Martin Gusinde was sent
by the SVD as missionary and teacher to
Santiago in Chile in 1912. He completed
four journeys to Tierra del Fuego (1918-
1924), and is rumoured to have been
initiated during the second of these. On his
return to Europe in 1924 Koppers took him
to the International African Congress at the
Hague and then encouraged him to submit
his thesis, entitled ‘Einige Resultate meiner
Expeditionen durch das Feuerland” (1924).
He worked in Rome and then became
Schmidt’s assistant. With Lowie’s support
he was invited to the USA in 1928 and visited
the American Indian reserves. He then suc-
cessfully defended his postdoctoral thesis
‘Ethnologie der Naturvolker Amerikas’ in
1930. From 1949 he was visiting professor
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at the Catholic University of Washington.
He is best remembered as an ethnologist
of the Selknam, the Alakaluf and the
Yamana, of which only about two hundred
remained at the time of his visits to Tierra del
Fuego.

Schebesta, Paul Joachim, Father
(1887-1967)

Born at Peterwitz in Germany, Paul Joachim
Schebesta studied at the Salesian Institute of
St Gabriel of Modling near Vienna. He was
ordained a priest in 1911 and sent as a
missionary to Mozambique, where he carried
out ethnographic and linguistic investiga-
tions, submitting his results to the journal
Anthropos (1919). He formally joined the
Viennese school in 1918, acted as the guid-
ing force behind Anthropos between 1920
and 1923, and gained a doctorate in 1926.

After a period with the Mbuti Pygmies on
his first African visit, he conducted research
among the Semang of Malaysia to test a
number of historical and cultural hypotheses
(1924-1925, 1939), and then returned
to the Pygmies (1929-1930, 1934-1935),
visited the Negritos of the Philippines
(1938-1939) before returning again to
the Pygmies (1949-1950, 1954-19506).
Schebesta produced some rather speculative
theoretical models which sought to deter-
mine the most ancient Kulturkreise and,
above all, to show that an original mono-
theism degenerated into polytheism, but
more importantly he became the foremost
specialist on the hunter—gatherer populations
he studied, submitting them to ethnographic
and above all to linguistic study for the
first time. He taught at both St Gabriel of
Modling and the University of Vienna.

THE BRITISH: DIFFUSIONISM AND HYPERDIFFUSIONISM
EVOLUTIONISM AND DIFFUSIONISM

Marett, Robert Ranulph (1866-1943)

Born on Jersey, Robert Ranulph Marett
studied law at Oxford University and joined
the Jersey Bar in 1891, but gave this up in
favour of a teaching post offered to him
in the same year by Exeter College, Oxford.
Initially he specialized in moral philosophy,
but after early work on primitive morality
his interest turned to the study of religion
and magic. He became a disciple of Tylor,
whose theories on the origins of religions
he developed (The Threshold of Religion,
1909), while also reproaching both him and
Lang for the assumption of reflectiveness
in their theory of the origins of religious
feeling. For Marett, a savage reflecting on
the nature of dreams, doubles and hallucin-
atory experiences was harder to imagine than
one who was subject to immediate, non-
intellectualized fears of particular phenom-
ena. Hence he constructed a theory, which
he called Pranimism, that the origins of

religion were in physiological and emotional
experiences (such as instinctive horror and
violent passion). He made great play of the
notion of Mana as a force, and this allowed
him to put forward a minimal definition of
religious sentiment. In 1909 Marett
founded the Anthropological Society of
Oxford, and in 1910 succeeded Tylor as a
reader at Oxford University. Between 1912
and 1915 he devoted himself to archacology
and gained a science doctorate in 1913,
after which he became rector of Exeter
College.

Hocart, Arthur Maurice (1883-1939)

Born near Brussels as the son of a pastor,
Arthur Maurice Hocart read history from
1902 to 1906 at Exeter College, Oxford,
where he was a fellow student of Evans-
Pritchard, and then briefly studied phil-
osophy and psychology at the University of
Berlin. In 1908-1909 he took part in the
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mission to the Solomon Islands led by
D. S. Trust, assisted by W. Rivers. Thanks to
Haddon’s support, he became a headmaster
in the Lau Islands in Fiji from 1909 to 1912.
In 1912 a bursary from Oxford University
enabled him to concentrate on ethnography
and carry out research in Fiji, Wallis, Samoa
and Tonga. He returned to Oxford in 1914,
but it was not until after the war that he had
the opportunity to study languages (Sanskrit,
Tamil, Pali). Between 1915 and 1919 he
served in the light infantry. In 1921 he was
appointed director of the British Archaco-
logical Mission to Ceylon, concentrating
particularly on restoration. He returned to
England for health reasons in 1928 and
married his nurse E. Graham Hearn in 1930.
He taught at University College London as
a colleague of Smith and Perry in 1932-
1934, and then succeeded Evans-Pritchard
in the chair of sociology at the University
of Cairo, where he died of an infection
contracted in Upper Egypt in 1939.

Hocart produced five books among
almost two hundred publications. The es-
sential characteristic of his work was its

reconstruction of the history of culture and
social institutions using the methods of
Tylor and Frazer, despite the fact such
approaches had been abandoned by the cur-
rent and even part of the previous generation
(Rivers or Seligman). Almost fifteen years
after the publication of Malinowski’s The
Argonauts in 1922, Hocart produced Kings
and Councillors (1936), which is doubtless
his best-known work. Completely original,
this contribution sought the origins of the
state in rituals of life and fertility, for ‘it is
clear that the king’s raison d’#tre is not to
coordinate, but to be head of the ritual’
(Hocart, 1970 (1936): 137). He held that
towns emerged not for defensive or com-
mercial reasons, as authors like H. Pirenne
had suggested, but as centres of cults and div-
ine worship. Institutions were then estab-
lished free of any deliberate intention
(Hocart, 1970 (1936): 299). If Hocart’s
style is rather unaccommodating (particu-
larly the way he overloads his writing with
examples), his texts are nonetheless enriched
by the innumerable reflections he weaves
into them.

HYPERDIFFUSIONISM

The beginnings of hyperdiffusionism can be dated from 1911. In this year Elliot Smith
published Ancient Egyptians and their Influence upon the Civilization of Europe (London),
in which he asserted that the discovery of copper spread from Egypt around the world, and
with it a megalithic Egyptian culture was disseminated to the Atlantic and Mediterranean
seaboards. He reiterated this argument at the Congress of the British Association and
broadened it to take in Asiatic, American and Oceanian monuments. At the same time Rivers
announced his own conversion to ethnology, which at the time was synonymous with
diffusionism. While the London School of Economics became the centre for Seligman and
for the functionalism of Malinowski, University College London became the home of
hyperdiftusionism with the appointments of Elliot Smith in 1919 and W. J. Perry in 1924. At
the beginning of the 1920s, hyperdiffusionism enjoyed great popular acclaim bolstered by
a succession of archaeological discoveries. As Kuklick notes, it is significant that ‘the Encyclo-
paedia Britannica commissioned Elliot Smith to write the article on anthropology for its
1922 volumes; the author of the entry in the 1910 edition had been E. B. Tylor, and
Bronislaw Malinowski would be selected in 1926’ (Kuklick, 1991: 130). However, although
Rivers made it known in 1915 that he was a supporter of heliolithic theory (Stocking, 1995:
213), nonetheless ‘the president of the Royal Anthropological Institute had a difficult time
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preventing Elliot Smith’s resignation in 1922 as a protest against alleged censorship of his
ideas’ (Kuper, 1973: 4), and when in 1927 the Rockefeller Foundation decided not to give
Elliot Smith additional funds for anthropological research, one could say that the scholarly
community saw functionalism as the only truly scientific form of anthropology (Kuklick,

1991: 211).

Smith, Sir Grafton Elliot (1871-1937)

Born in Grafton (Australia), G. E. Smith
studied medicine at Sydney, where he
became an assistant anatomist and published
a number of articles on the neurology of
marsupials. In 1896 he moved to London
and then worked in a physiology laboratory
at Cambridge University. In 1900 he was
offered the first chair in anatomy at the Uni-
versity of Cairo. He returned to England
in 1909 as professor at the University of
Manchester with a reputation as a world
expert on the cerebral evolution of primates
(later Raymond Dart would study under
him). Rivers’s journey to Egypt in 1901 led
Elliot Smith towards anthropology by
prompting him to study the remains of the
ancient Egyptians (Kuklick, 1993 (1991):
128). In 1903 he carried out research into
techniques of mummification, and then led
an enquiry into the evolution of the physical
characteristics of the ancient Egyptians which
had to be completed before dozens of burial
places disappeared under water as a result of
the construction of a dam: this work involved
excavating 20,000 tombs. Elliot Smith
became the first to X-ray the royal mummies
(The Royal Mummies, Cairo, 1912), an
achievement which gained him wide public
recognition. Appointed to the chair of
anatomy at the University of Manchester in
1909, he made comparisons of Malay skulls
contained in British collections with those
of Egyptian mummies, and argued that the
practices associated with their deformation
were the products of diffusion. In 1911 he
published The Ancient Egyptians and their
Influence upon the Civilization of Europe
(London), soon followed by The Migrations
of Early Cultures (1915), in which he asserts

that mummification, encountered in several
parts of the world (including among the
Papuans of the Torres Straits) is too complex
to have been discovered several times, and
advances the thesis that Egypt is the source
of all cultures. Given man’s uninventiveness,
only exceptional circumstances could explain
such a substantial cultural evolution. The
appearance of hybrid forms of wheat on
the flood plains of the Nile points to the
development of irrigation canals permitting
the explosion of Egyptian civilization, which
then spread its culture across the world
(Smith 1928: 20-31). Originating in Egypt,
the heliolithic culture complex, bringing
together sun and snake worship, megalithic
monuments, the swastika symbol, skull
deformations, the practice of tattooing, the
divine origin of kings, and the myth of
the flood were diffused from the Nile to
India, from India to Malaysia, from Malaysia
to Oceania, and thence to the Americas.
Elliot Smith thus identifies in the existence
of Australian totemic clans a degraded and
modified form of the adoption of strangers
practised by the Egyptians (1928: 25, 67).
The skills and customs of ‘savage’ peoples are
similarly held to be decadent relics of those
of ancient Egypt. It is interesting, as G. W.
Stocking points out (1995: 208-212), that
well before hyperdiffusionism Egypt had
long been the focus of theoretical speculation
on the origins of culture. Despite its con-
siderable popular success, Elliot Smith’s
theory, extreme in its refusal to accept any
independent inventions by non-Egyptian
cultures, was rejected in its entirety by
professional ethnologists. He was appointed
professor of anatomy at University College
London in 1919.
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Perry, William James (1889-1949)

The son of an Anglican clergyman, William
James Perry went up to Cambridge Uni-
versity in 1906 to read mathematics, but
switched to anthropology after hearing
lectures by Rivers and Haddon (Langham,
1981: 153) and found employment as a
teacher in Yorkshire in 1911. He remained
in close contact with Rivers, who in 1913
suggested that he work on the distribution
of megalithic monuments and sun worship
in Indonesia, which was supposed to be a
crossing point in the passage of the heliolithic
culture complex to Oceania (Stocking,
1995: 214). The Megalithic Culture of
Indonesin (Manchester) was published in
1918. Perry became the principal propagator
of the theses of Elliot Smith, and was
appointed reader in comparative religion
at the University of Manchester, where he
developed Elliot Smith’s published proposi-

tions on the origins of religion in The
Children of the Sun: A Study in the Early
History of Civilization (1923). Perry’s
Darwinian and Mendelian argument is that
only a particular combination of circum-
stances, occasioned by the presence of
casily exploitable copper resources, the Nile
floods and the natural crop of barley, can
explain the rapid spread of ancient Egyptian
civilization (Kuklick, 1993 (1991): 120).
An Asiatic (Armenoid) population, the
‘Children of the Sun’, then appeared,
bringing sun worship with them, and they
travelled around the world in search of
gold, pearls and other precious objects and
thereby spread this civilization across South
Asia, North America and the Pacific, where
their metal tools always assured them the
status of sovereigns. Perry was made a reader
in cultural anthropology at University
College London in 1924.
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vV
American anthropology

The stimulus for the development of American anthropology was the presence, in all their
variety, of the American Indians, and the new discipline fixed as its object of study their
linguistic, physical, cultural and historical-archacological characteristics. Anthropologists took
up these four fields, but without ever being able to move beyond juxtaposing them as separate
areas of knowledge. So today one may be an archaeologist, an expert on lemurs or an
ethnologist, but rarely two or all three at once. Nevertheless, a student in the USA is often
required to gain a broad-based knowledge of the discipline, so that he may, if he wishes, keep
abreast of progress in areas other than his own.

My thesis here is that, for historical reasons, anthropology in the USA has from the outset
been a receptacle of protest movements and social struggle, thereby occupying a place similar
to that held in France by philosophy. More than any other discipline in America, anthro-
pology has provided a space, like the one created by philosophy in France, in which dialogue
can take place between the nation and its intellectuals. At a national level, the significance of a
Mead is only comparable with that of a Sartre, and vice versa.

LAYING THE FOUNDATIONS. THE AMERICAN
ETHNOLOGICAL SOCIETY, THE AMERICAN ANTIQUARIAN
SOCIETY AND THE BUREAU OF AMERICAN ETHNOLOGY

Thomas Jefferson, himself the author of a small treatise on the vocabularies of Amerindian
languages, was an early patron of research and ordered the major expedition of Clark and
Lewis, in which the painter G. Catlin (1774-1809) also participated. In 1842 the American
Society of Ethnology was founded, and, like many others set up during this and the following
decade, it pursued both scientific and ideological ends. The battle against slavery and
assessments of material culture, the protection of American Indians and the classification of
languages, were all on its agenda.

After eight years of debate, the Smithsonian Institution was founded by Congress in 1846
with a bequest from James Smithson to the USA Treasury, to which a clause was attached by
which the US government undertook to add 6% of interest to the capital each year. At the
Smithsonian’s first meeting Schoolcraft presented a plan for the investigation of American
ethnology, and in 1868 opened the American Museum of Natural History. In the same year
the Smithsonian also organized a mission for the exploration of the Grand Canyon directed by
J. W. Powell. In 1879 this mission turned into a permanent research project as the American
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Geographical and Geological Information-gathering Mission for the Rocky Mountain
Region, and at the same time the Bureau of American Ethnology was created within the
framework of the mission. Powell emphasized the importance of fieldwork from the outset.
And while evolutionism was the official doctrine of the Bureau, this did not stand in the
way of its collecting large quantities of ethnographical data (as Hinsley points out, 1981).
Cushing, Bandelier, Gastschet, ].O. Dorsey and Mooney were the Bureau’s first researchers,
and they were soon joined by La Flesche. In 1902 W. H. Holmes succeeded Powell as head of
the Bureau.

In 1866, George Peabody set up a fund to build the Peabody Museum of Archeology and
Ethnology at Harvard University, to endow a professorship, and to purchase artefacts. The
archaeologist J. Wyman became the museum’s first curator, to be replaced by F. W. Putnam
in 1875. In 1877 a new museum building opened, in 1882 A. C. Fletcher became the first
cthnologist to join the staff, and in 1897 the Museum became a fully integrated part of
Harvard University, which opened its own anthropology department. R. B. Dixon worked as
assistant curator at the museum from 1897, and continued his career at Harvard as lecturer in
anthropology (1901) and then as professor (1915). He was joined in 1901 by A. Tozzer,
a linguist and archaeologist of Central America, and in 1913 by the physical anthropologist
E. A. Hooton.

A third focus was constituted by the anthropology department of the Field Museum
of Chicago, which was curated by W. H. Holmes from 1894 until 1897, when he left to
take charge of the anthropology department of the US National Museum—Smithsonian
Institution. Holmes was succeeded at the Field Museum by George Amos Dorsey, who
remained in post until 1915. An anthropology course was launched at Columbia University
by F. Boas, who had taught at Clark University from 1889 to 1892. In 1899 Boas became a
professor at Columbia, and in 1902 anthropology, which had led a joint existence there with
psychology, gained its own department. And in the West, Putnam created an autonomous
anthropology department in 1903 at the University of California at Berkeley, where Kroeber
had already been teaching since 1901. These, then, were the headquarters of American
anthropology at the turn of the century.

Hale, Horatio Emmons (1817-1896) Iroquois, and in the Irogquois Book of Rites he
Born at Newport, Horatio Emmons Hale describes their beliefs and funeral rites.
studied Oriental languages and law at Har- He was president of the anthropological
vard University, where he began compiling section of the American Association for the
an Algonquin lexicon, published in 1834. He  Advancement of Science and of the American
participated as a linguist and ethnographerin  Folklore Society. Having worked for a
the celebrated US Exploratory Expedition period in the 1850s in British Columbia, he
(also called the Wilkes Expedition), under- supervised Boas’s missions in the same area
taken between 1838 and 1842 and focusing between 1888 and 1894 on behalf of the
mainly on the South Pacific. Hale contri- committee of the British Association for
buted to the writing of the expedition the Advancement of Science, which provided
report, published in 1846, and also compiled  the necessary funding.

the first Fijian grammar. In the years that

followed he practised as a lawyer while still  Gastschet, Albert Samuel (1832-1907)
devoting himself to Amerindian linguistics.  Born in Switzerland, Albert Samuel Gastschet
His research concentrated particularly on the  studied linguistics at the universities of Berne
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and Berlin. In 1867 he published his first
book, a description of the etymology of Swiss
toponyms, and then, after a year spent in
Paris and London, he emigrated to the USA.
There he almost at once became one of the
pioneers of Amerindian linguistics. Powell
secured a position for him at the Bureau
of American Ethnology as soon as it
opened in 1879, and he worked there until
his retirement in 1905. While maintaining
his research into linguistics Gastschet also
became a notable ethnographer with a special
interest in the Klamath Indians, and was the
author of a very large number of articles.

Powell, John Wesley (1834-1902)

Born at Mount Morris in New York State,
John Wesley Powell studied at Indiana
College and volunteered for service in the
Civil War, in which he lost an arm. In
1869 he led an exploratory mission to the
Colorado Grand Canyon, which turned into
a permanent research project as the American
Geographical and Geological Information-
gathering Mission for the Rocky Mountain
Region. In 1879 the Mission was combined
with two others of that same type operating
in other regions, with all three under the con-
trol of a new institution directed by Powell
between 1880 and 1894. In 1879 the three
information-gathering missions were fused,
and Powell used the institution he had
created to found the Bureau of American
Ethnology, which he headed until 1902.
For a long time the Bureau remained the
most important centre for anthropological
research in the USA. Powell is also remem-
bered as the
societies, and as one of Darwin’s most
fervent American supporters.

founder of several learned

Mason, Otis Tufton (1838-1908)

Born in Maine, Otis Tufton Mason studied
at George Washington College (then called
Columbia College). He obtained his BA
in 1861 and began teaching in the following
year. His early interests were in the Eastern

Mediterranean, but he later turned his atten-
tion to the American Indians, and between
1874 and 1884 took an unpaid position at
the Museum of the Smithsonian Institution.
Finally, in 1884, he was offered the post of
curator in the ethnology department of
the National Museum of Washington. Mason
postulated a category of human material
needs which must be met by the production
of artefacts, and stated that these artefacts
should be catalogued in terms of families,
genres and types. On this basis he organized
the Museum collections following the
chronological order in which individual
artefacts on display were invented. In so
doing he took his cue from the procedure
proposed by Klemm, to whom he acknow-
ledged his debt (‘The Leipzig Museum
of Ethnology’, Swmithsonian Report, 1973:
390-410). In 1887 Boas opened a polemic
against this mode of presentation in an
article for the journal Natwure, in which he
argued the case against such technological
classification and in favour of an ethnic clas-
sification based only on the specificity of each
culture (Science, vol.9: 485-486). Mason
responded to this (Science, vol.9: 534-535),
and then J. W. Powell concluded the
debate (Science, vol.9: 612-614). Mason was
the first editor of the journal Awmerican
Anthropologist and  contributed to the
founding of the Anthropological Society of
Washington.

Fletcher, Alice Cunningham (1838-1923)
Alice Cunningham Fletcher was born in
Cuba of American parents. After a long
period of travelling she settled in Boston,
where, as she herself said, she decided to
improve herself by becoming a regular visitor
to the Peabody Museum. In 1880 she began
lending small sums of money to American
Indians who wished to buy land and visited
their encampments in South Dakota and
Nebraska. From 1881 she took a specialist
research interest in the Plains cultures,
especially that of the Omaha. In 1882 she
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joined the staft of the Peabody Museum as a
volunteer, and was granted the title of
assistant curator in 1886. In 1911 her classic
text The Omahba Tribe appeared, which she
wrote with the assistance of her adopted
Omaha son F. La Flesche. During Fletcher’s
time with the Peabody, it was reordering its
collections according to the stages set out by
Morgan, and she herself studied the process
of acculturation. However, her progressive
bent did not save her from one of the
ideological errors of the age. Working as a
government agent allotting reservation land
to individual Indians, and holding strong
assimilationist views, she was convinced that
parcelling reservations into small units to be
farmed by family groups would lead to the
establishment of private property and thus
allow the Indian population to escape from
its economic distress. The fruit of this policy
was the General Allotment Act of 1887,
which enforced a division of land and
resulted in the impoverishment of the Indian
tribes. A. Fletcher held several important
positions of responsibility, including the
presidencies of the Women’s Anthropo-
logical Society and of the American Folklore
Society.

Putnam, Frederic Ward (1839-1915)

Born in Salem in Massachusetts, Frederic
Ward Putnam was an ornithologist before he
became the ‘father of American archaeology’.
In 1856 he went to Harvard University,
where he became a naturalist. In 1875 he was
appointed curator of the Peabody Museum
of American Archeology and Ethnology,
which in 1897 was formally incorporated
into Harvard University, and he organized its
collections in terms of the ethnic periodiza-
tion advocated by Morgan. He employed
Boas as his principal assistant, first at the
World’s Columbian Exhibition at Chicago
(1893), and then in the anthropology
department of the American Museum of
Natural History, which he organized and
directed from 1894 to 1903. In 1903

Putnam became the first professor of anthro-
pology at the University of California and the
director of its Anthropological Museum. He
contributed significantly to the populariza-
tion of anthropology and was the author of
more than 400 articles.

Matthews, Washington (1843-1905)

Born near Dublin in Ireland, Washington
Matthews emigrated with his father to the
USA in 1847, where after studies in medicine
at the University of Iowa he became a mili-
tary surgeon. He spent time with the Ameri-
can Indians and soon became an expert on
the Hidatsa and other Plains Indians, and
also on the Navajo. He studied Indian rituals
and myths, on which he wrote numerous
articles, and also made anthropometric
measurements.

Holmes, William Henry (1846-1933)
Born near Cadiz in Ohio in 1846, William
Henry Holmes took up drawing, and in
1872 was recruited as a scientific illustrator
by the American Geological Information-
gathering Mission. In 1874 he became an
assistant geologist, and in 1875, while
working as such on a cadastral survey of the
region of San Juan, Colorado, he was able to
report the existence of an archacological site
of considerable importance. Between 1878
and 1880 Holmes studied art in Germany,
and then he worked for a while as curator
of ceramics at the National Museum before
being transferred to the Geological Infor-
mation-gathering Mission of the American
Bureau of Ethnology in 1889. After a period
running of the Field Museum of Chicago he
became director of the American Museum
of Natural History, and in 1902 succeeded
J. W. Powell at the head of the Bureau of
American Ethnology. He wrote approxi-
mately 200 articles.

Dorsey, James Owen (1848-1895)
Born in Baltimore, James Owen Dorsey
entered theological college and became a
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clergyman in 1871. After studies in the
classical languages he undertook research,
first among the Ponkas of Dakota, to whom
he was sent as a missionary, and then among
the Omaha of Nebraska, where he worked
under Powell’s direction as a linguist. He
was engaged by the Bureau of American
Ethnology when it was set up in 1879 and
worked with the Athabaskan, the Kusan
and the Takilman Indians. Dorsey’s best-
known works, all published by the Bureau
of American Ethnology, are: ‘Omaha Soci-
ology’ (ARBE, vol.3 (1884): 205-370),
which addresses questions of so-called
Omaha kinship nomenclatures and served
as the basis for J. Kohler’s Zur Urgeschichte
der Ebe (Stuttgart, 1897) and continues to
be discussed today (Barnes 1984); ‘Osage
Traditions’ (ARBE, 1888); ‘A Study of
Siouan Cults’ (ARBE, vol.11 (1894): 351-
544); and ‘Siouan Sociology’ (ARBE,
vol.15(1896): 205-244). These texts formed
part of the inspiration behind the famous
article ‘Primitive Forms of Classification’ by
E. Durkheim and M. Mauss.

Bandelier, Adolph Francis Alphonse
(1850-1914)

Born in Berne in Switzerland, Adolph
Francis Alphonse Bandelier emigrated to
the USA with his parents while still a child.
He took an interest in archaeology and
ethnology, read and became a follower of
Morgan, and in 1877 travelled to Mexico
and Central America. He published a succes-
sion of studies: On the Art of War and Mode
of Warfare of the Ancient Mexicans (1877),
On the Distribution and Tenure of Lands,
and the Customs with Respect to Inheritance,
amonyg the Ancient Mexicans (1878), On the
Social Organization and Mode of Govern-
ment of the Ancient Mexicans (1879), and On
the Sources for Aboriginal History of Spanish
America (1879). In the 1880s he studied
the Cholula pyramids and the festival of the
Quetzacoatl, used Morgan’s schema to look
at Aztec Society, and made the acquaintance

of Cushing among the Pueblo Zuni Indians
(1883). With Morgan’s support he obtained
the directorship of an American archaco-
logical institute which was charged with
undertaking historical, ethnographical and
archaeological work in the American South-
west, and in 1890 he published Contribu-
tions to the History of the Southwestern Portion
of the USA (1890). From 1882 to 1903
he lived in Peru and Bolivia, and between
1894 and 1906 worked for the American
Museum of Natural History. In 1911 he
was appointed associate researcher by the
Carnegie Institute of Washington with the
task of studying the history of the Pueblo
Indians using Spanish documents. He died
in Seville on 19 March 1914.

McGee, William John (1853-1912)

Born in Iowa, William John McGee educated
himself privately and then worked as a geolo-
gist, taking an interest in Amerindian
archaeological remains. Before long he was
given a post in the American Geological
Information-gathering Mission directed by
Powell, and in 1894 he joined the Bureau of
American Ethnology. In 1903 he left to work
for the Agriculture Department. The main
focus of his research were the American
Indians of the Mississippi Valley and of Cali-
fornia. His importance resides in his role as
one of the founders of the journal American
Anthropologist (1898), and his having been
the first president of the American Anthropo-
logical Association (AAA), founded in 1902
to succeed the Anthropological Society of
Washington. At the creation of the AAA
McGee clashed with Boas, who hoped it
would be an association of not more than
about forty professional anthropologists.
McGee’s aim was to establish a much more
broadly based and open association, and it
was his wishes that prevailed (R. B. Wood-
bury, ‘American Anthropological Associ-
ation’, in Levinson and Ember, Encyclopedia
of Cultural Anthropology, 1996, vol.l:
52-56).
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Cushing, Frank Hamilton (1857-1900)
Born in Medina in New York State, Frank
Hamilton Cushing has been described by
F. Eggan as probably the first professional
ethnologist (F. Eggan, ‘One Hundred Years
of Ethnology and Social Anthropology’,
in J. O. Brew, ed., One Hundred Years of
Anthropology, Harvard, 1968: 125). After a
brief period of study at Cornell University
Cushing became an ethnological assistant
at the Smithsonian Institution, and he took
part in the expedition sent by the National
Museum to the Zuni Pueblo Indians in
1879. The expedition itself lasted only three
months, but Cushing made a stay of two and
a half years, learning the language and being
initiated into the ‘Society of the Bow’. Under
Powell’s protection he was then transferred
to the Bureau of American Ethnology. In
1881 he wrote several articles which were the
source of a paper by Mauss and Durkheim
entitled ‘On Certain Primitive Forms of
Classification’ (1903). In Bandelier’s esti-
mation ‘Cushing was the only American
cthnologist who ever “saw beneath the
surface” of the Indians, who was able to
think as Indians thought’ (AA, vol.16
(1914): 349-358, p.353). Cushing died
on 2 April 1900, aged forty-two. He was the
author of a number of significant articles
published in the Awnnual Report of the
Burean of American Ethnology.

La Flesche, Francis (1857-1932)

Francis La Flesche was born into the Omaha
community in Nebraska, where his father,
himself the son of a French merchant and
an Indian woman, was one of the chiefs. La
Flesche attended a Presbyterian missionary
school while at the same time taking part in
the last great bison hunts. He was employed
by the Burecau of Indian Affairs from
1879 and obtained a law degree in 1893. In
1910 he joined the Burecau of American
Ethnology where he worked wuntil his
retirement in 1929, becoming the curator
of the Peabody Museum. A large part of

his output focuses on the Omaha, and he
worked together with A. C. Fletcher, whom
he met in 1881 and whose adoptive son he
became in 1891. A second, more personal
part of La Flesche’s work is devoted to Osage
culture.

Boas, Franz (1858-1942)

Franz Boas was born on 9 July 1858 in the
German town of Minden into a family of
secular Jews impregnated with the ideals
of the German revolution of 1848. He first
studied mathematics at Heidelberg, then
moved to Bonn and Kiel, where at twenty-
three he received his doctorate with a thesis
on physical geography entitled Contributions
to the Understanding of the Colour of
Water (his minor thesis was entitled On The
Necessity  of  Condemning  Contemporary
Operetta on Artistic and Moral Grounds). He
performed his military service as an officer
and then set off in 1883 on a voyage of
geographical study in Northern Canada with
the aim of drawing up maps of the region.
Boas spent several months in the Arctic in
extremely difficult conditions (he tells the
story in ‘A Journey in Cumberland Sound
and on the West shore of David Strait in
1883 and 1884’, Journal of the American
Geographical Society of New York, vol.14,
1884: 242-272). It was during this stay that
he came across the Inuit. G.W. Stocking has
pointed out that this, Boas’s first period in
the field, took place in the year in which
Malinowski was born, and that his last
fieldwork was carried out ten years before
Malinowski set off for the Trobriand Islands,
which gives us a good yardstick by which to
situate Boas historically. Fascinated by the
human capacity to adapt and keen to under-
stand what he saw as a common human
with geographically determined
variants, he turned to anthropology. Having
become the foremost specialist on the
American Indians of British Columbia, he
unsuccessfully sought employment in New
York during the winter of 1884-1885, and

nature
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then returned to Germany, where he found
work as assistant curator at the Volkerkunde-
musenm, founded by A. Bastian, as a
colleague of R. Virchow.

In 1886 he began to teach geography at
the University of Berlin and wrote Baffin-
land: Geographische Ergebnisse einer in den
Jabren 1833 und 1884 ausgefiibvten Forsc-
hungsreise (Petermanns Mitteilungen, 1885)
and The Central Eskimo (1888). After a
meeting with a group of Bella Coola Indians
from British Columbia who had been
brought to the Museum of Berlin, Boas
suggested to Bastian the idea of carrying out
fieldwork on the ethnic and racial relations
between the Inuit and the American Indians;
the study of migration and racial relations
through linguistics and physical anthro-
pology was a classic topos at that time
(Stocking, 1974: 84). Bastian then sanc-
tioned a trip by Boas to Vancouver Island
in British Columbia. However, obtaining a
position at the University of Berlin would
have required Boas to disavow Judaism,
which although not a practising Jew he
refused to do, and so he took the oppor-
tunity offered by this second mission to
renew his search for a post in the USA.

Boas found work in New York as assistant
editorial director of the journal Science. He
married Maria Krakowitzer, whom he had
already known in Germany, and obtained
American citizenship. In 1887 he published
‘Museums of Ethnology and their Classifica-
tion’ (Science, 9: 137-141), which attracted
notice by its criticisms of the then largely
dominant evolutionist presentation  of
ethnographical collections and its advocacy
of presentation in terms of culture areas. The

publication in 1888 of The Central Eskimo,
a substantial work of ethnography, assured
Boas’s burgeoning reputation. In one of the
very first books on the Inuit, Boas described
their geographical distribution, their material
culture, their mythologies, the determination
of their social structures by the seasonal
cycle, their religious imagery, etc.

Repudiating his German masters, he dis-
tanced himself from all finalist explanatory
models, instead holding that culture and
language are more weighty determining
factors than natural environment. In 1888
he was able to return to British Columbia to
study the Kwakiutl, Tsimshian and Chinook
Indians thanks to an award granted by a
committee of the British Association for the
Advancement of Science. This committee, of
which Tylor was an eminent member and
which in the USA was supervised by Hale,
was set up in 1884 to further research
into the tribes of Northwest Canada. The
committee gave Boas the opportunity to
make five trips to the Kwakiutl, amounting to
twelve months of fieldwork between 1884
and 1894 (‘Boas must be understood prim-
arily as a field researcher’, Lowie, 1937:131).
At the end of 1895 Boas lost his position
with the journal Sciemce. He was then
recruited by Clark University in Worcester,
Massachusetts, to open a psychology depart-
ment, in which anthropology was taught at
the suggestion of G. S. Hall, founder of the
American Journal of Psychology.

Boas was professor at Clark University
from 1889 to 1892. He supervised the
first Ph.D. in anthropology awarded in the
USA! before resigning in 1892 in the wake
of a student protest movement, soon to be

1 According to G.W. Stocking, Boas supervised the first anthropology Ph.D. in the USA (Stocking (1974: 58),
awarded in 1892 to Alexander Francis Chamberlain for a thesis entitled ‘The Language of the Mississaga
Indians of Skugog: A Contribution to the Linguistics of the Algonkian Tribes of Canada’ (Clark University),
while Hinsley asserts that the first American anthropology Ph.D. was awarded to George A. Dorsey by
Harvard University (C. Hinsley, ‘From Shell-heaps to Stelae: Early Anthropology at the Peabody Museum’,
HAO, vol.3: 72). Stocking investigated this claim and found that Dorsey in fact obtained his Ph.D. in
1894, but, as he writes: ‘Firsts, however, are always problematic, and it is not impossible (though very
unlikely) that another might be discovered sometime’ (e-mail 0of 22.02.01 to G. Gaillard).]
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followed by the new doctorate-holder, A. F.
Chamberlain. It was during this period at
Clark University that Boas dedicated himself
to linguistics and physical anthropology
and acquired what he called his ‘systematic
self-education’ (Lowie, 1934: 183).

Boas’s work touched on all areas of anthro-
pology (ethnology, linguistics, and physical
anthropology). However, he followed
Bastian in particular in making myths and
folklore his primary interest, taking up R.
Virchow’s statistical method and Herder’s
thesis that such narratives best embody
Vilkergedanken or ‘popular genius’. Having
fixed on skull shapes as a yardstick of the
variation caused by environmental influences
(‘Changes in the bodily form of immigrants’,
AA,vol.14,1912), he and thirteen assistants
measured the various skull forms of 17,821
subjects, and concluded that there were
differences between those of immigrants to
the USA and those of their descendants who
were born there.

In 1892-1893 Boas became the senior
assistant in the anthropology section of
the Field Museum of Chicago, and was
appointed its curator in 1895. A disagree-
ment with the management obliged him to
leave his post, and at the beginning of 1896
he became a part-time lecturer in physical
anthropology at Columbia University. In
this year he published his first important
theoretical article, in which he propounded
‘historical particularism’ (“The Limitations of
the Comparative Method of Anthropology’,
Science, vol.4 (1896): 901-904). This was
a great turning-point in American anthro-
pology. From 1883 he rejected all evolu-
tionist approaches, which he felt took too
broad a view of human cultures. He suggested
the collation of the maximum quantity of
all types of data (ethnographic observation,
physical measurement, languages, mythology,
etc.) and the avoidance of all hypotheses
based on generalizations. The essence of his
method is to gather together facts and only
facts, and to let them speak for themselves

without being made to fit any preconceived
theories. Any generalization could then
only be conjectured from this body of infor-
mation. What Boas proposes is a ‘historical
reconstruction’ which rejects the deductive
in favour of the inductive method. To this
end, he envisages the analysis of a number
of well-defined societal groups and a com-
parison of their processes of development.
He reproaches transformists and their ‘com-
parative method’ with attributing similar
social effects to identical causes, and con-
tends that because customs, characteristics
and beliefs which seem alike can have dif-
ferent origins it is always dangerous only to
compare the results of a social development.
General laws of social development cannot
be identified until the developmental pro-
cesses of delimited geographical regions
have been thoroughly studied. Each society
can only be understood in terms of its own
history, which is never more than a succes-
sion of accidents producing a ‘historical par-
ticularism’. In fact, Boas increasingly came to
reject generalizations of a any kind, including
those based in history, so that one may speak
of'a ‘Boasian nominalism’.

In 1897 Boas published one of his most
celebrated texts, The Social Organization and
the Secret Societies of the Kwakiutl Indians
(Washington, Report of the US National
Museum for 1895), in which he discussed
the potlatch for the first time. In the cere-
mony of the potlatch (a Nootka or Chinook
term), the chiefs of a clan battled with one
another for predominant social status by
means of extravagant expenditure, either
by imposing gifts on one another or even
by destroying objects of value: quilts were
distributed, copper badges were broken
or given away, and slaves had their throats
slit. Boas sees this as a classic economic
institution, because the underlying principle
is that of investment with interest, inasmuch
as the adversary must counter gifts and invi-
tations with even more generous offerings.
R. Benedict writes of usury, P. Radin of
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capitalist credit. Together with Malinowski’s
Kula, the potlatch without doubt became
one of anthropology’s central terms, inspir-
ing works such as Essai sur le don [ The Gift]
by M. Mauss (1922) and La Part maundite
[ The Accursed Portion] by G. Bataille (1949),
and these texts would be complemented by
C. Meillassoux’s interpretation of the same
phenomenon in 1972.

In 1898 Boas was appointed professor of
anthropology at Columbia University, and
remained in this post until his retirement
in 1936. From 1901 to 1905 he was also
curator of the ethnology and somatology
section of the American Museum of Natural
History, and from the Museum’s president,
M. Jesup, he obtained funding for the Jesup
Expeditions in the North Pacific. These took
place over six years and comprised fourteen
interdisciplinary missions, with ethnology
enjoying a predominant position. One essen-
tially geographical expedition to the Inuit of
Baffin Island brought American researchers
together with their Russian counterparts.
The latter were former revolutionaries who
had been living in exile in Siberia, where they
had studied local populations and published
their findings before being released by the
Czar. One of them, W. Bogoras, went on
to become a Bolshevik, and another,
V. Tochelsen, emigrated to the USA.

Appointed an ‘honorary philologist’ by
the Bureau of American Ethnology in
1901, Boas began a Guide to the Indians of
America, a large work in three volumes. He
was the editorial director of the Journal of
American Folklore from 1909 to 1925, and
continued his studies of Tsimshian, Kwakiutl
and Kutenai folklore. He founded the Inter-
national School of American Archeology
and Ethnology in 1910 in Mexico, where he
lived for one year, and in the same year he
was elected to the presidency of the New
York Academy of Sciences. He co-authored
Changes in the Bodily Form of Descendants of
Immigrants, which appeared in 1911. He
also wrote the first volume of the Handbook

of American Indian Languages (4 vols,
1911-1944), entitled The Mind of Primitive
Men. Boas’s volume was a collection of
articles he had published between 1894 and
1911, in which he took issue with the racist
doctrines of Gobineau and Chamberlain, and
also with the views of H. F. Osborn, the
director of the American Museum of Natural
History, and set out the general principles
of modern anthropology: the independent
development of race, culture and language,
and the fact that they are all acquired and
combined in an unstable way. In 1917 Boas
founded the Journal of American Linguistics.
His 1920 article ‘Methods of Ethnology’
(AA, vol.22: 311-322) was a turning-point
because of the way he takes a favourable view
of the new psychological approach, which
would become the key feature of the culture
and personality school, while showing little
enthusiasm for diffusionism.

Anthropology and Modern Life, another
collection of articles published in 1928,
considers such salient questions of the time
as education, eugenics and nationalism, but
White has observed (1966: 16) that Boas’s
presentation of modern life ignores the gulf
between labour and capital as well as the
Industrial Revolution and the Russian
Revolution.

Although overtly pro-German during the
First World War, Boas denounced the Nazi
regime well before the Second World War
and was one of the first American academics
to take a political position on the issue. He
gave a lecture on ‘race and civilization” at the
University of Kiel in 1931 on being awarded
an honorary doctorate (soon his books
would be burnt at this same institution). In
1933 he sent a letter to Hindenburg pro-
testing against Hitler’s accession to power
and resigned from the Munich Academy of
Sciences. He took part in creating the Com-
mission for Democracy and Intellectual
Freedom (1938-1939), which mobilized
American opinion against Nazism. In 1940
he published a selection of his major essays
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under the title Race, Language and Culture
(New York: Macmillan). He had his first heart
attack at the age of seventy-three in 1931, and
it was of a heart attack that he died a decade
later on 21 December 1942 during a lunch
given in the honour of P. Rivet in the Profes-
sors Club of Columbia University. After giv-
ing a speech against racism he collapsed into
the arms of the man sitting next to him, who
was none other than C. Lévi-Strauss. Boas
has over 600 articles to his name.

Mooney, James (1861-1921)

Born in Richmond in Indiana, James
Mooney developed a passionate interest in
the American Indians, and a meeting with
J. W. Powell led to his being offered a
research post at the Bureau of American
Ethnology in 1885. He became a specialist in
the Cherokee, the Cheyenne and the Kiowa
Indians. He is remembered as the author of
the classic study ‘The Ghost-Dance Religion
and the Sioux Outbreak of 1890° ( Fourteenth
Annual Report of the Burean of American
Ethnology, Part 1, 1896: 641-1110; repr.
1965). In this work Mooney examines the
ecstatic religious movement founded on the
prophecy that the dead would soon return
and that White man and his culture were at
the same time to be destroyed by a natural
cataclysm, which he sees as an adaptive
response to poverty and oppression. Mooney
also became involved in American Indian—
White intercultural relations and was one of
the founders of the American Anthropo-
logical Association.

Dorsey, George Amos (1868-1931)

Born in Hebron in Ohio, George Amos
Dorsey studied at Harvard University, where
in 1894 he obtained the second Ph.D. in
anthropology awarded in the USA. He was
first given employment by Putnam at the
Peabody Museum, and was curator of the
Field Museum of Natural History in Chicago
from 1896 to 1915. He was professor of
comparative anatomy at Northwestern

University and then associate professor of
anthropology at the University of Chicago.
He carried out research among the Plains
Indians, concentrating particularly on the
sun dance ceremonies of the Arapaho and
the Cheyenne. From 1909 to 1912 he took
unpaid leave and worked as an international
journalist. Thereafter he continued in this
line of work but at the same time returned to
teaching by taking a post at the New School
for Social Research in New York. He was a
popularizer of anthropology and achieved
great success with Why We Behave Like
Human Beings (1925). He was also active as
an adviser to President Wilson.

Curtis, Edward Sherriff (1868-1952)

A native of Wisconsin, Edward Sherriff
Curtis accompanied his father on a preaching
circuit to an Indian village near his home.
These visits must have made a deep impres-
sion on him, because in 1897, at the age of
twenty-nine, he began photographing the
American Indians. Like all photographers
of the time he made his subjects pose for the
camera. Thanks to the financial assistance of
J. P. Morgan, Curtis systematically photo-
graphed eighty tribes from 1905. His major
work, The North Amervican Indians, fills
twenty volumes. He took more then 40,000
photographs between 1897 and 1930.

Cooper, John Montgomery (1881-1949)

Born in Rockville in Maryland, John Mont-
gomery Cooper attended a Catholic school
and then completed his studies in Rome. In
1905 he obtained a Ph.D. and was at the
same time ordained a priest. He was assigned
to Washington, where his interest in science
and archaeology led him to become a fre-
quent visitor to the Smithsonian Institution.
He gave courses in religious studies at
the Catholic University of America, and in
1923 was invited to teach anthropology in
the same university’s sociology department.
Cooper was appointed professor of anthro-
pology in 1928 and became the first head of
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the newly created anthropology department
in 1935. He attended the first Indigenist
Interamerican Congress, held in Patzcuaro
(Mexico) in 1940, as a delegate of the US
government, and he also assumed a number
of other positions of responsibility. In 1941 a
coronary arterial sclerosis forced him to
reduce his workload. Cooper’s work often
shows a diffusionist influence (e.g. ‘Culture
Diffusion and Culture Areas in Southern
South America’, Proceedings of the Twenty-
First International Congress of Americanists,
pp-401-421). His central thesis is that
‘marginal cultures’ have hardly changed loca-
tion since prehistoric times. Cooper planned
and set out the theoretical framework of the
much-renowned Handbook of South Ameri-
can Indians, produced between 1946 and
1959 by the Smithsonian Institution under
the direction of J. Steward. As well as being
active as a member of the committee, made
up of Nordenskjold, Lowie and Spier and
himself, which initiated the Handbook pro-
ject in 1932, Cooper naturally contributed
numerous articles of his own to the work.

Cole, Fay-Cooper (1881-1961)
Born in Michigan but raised in California,

F.-C. Cole obtained a BA from North-
western University in 1903. He joined the
staff of the Field Museum of Chicago and
worked under the direction of G. A. Dorsey.
At Dorsey’s suggestion he studied at
Columbia University and in Berlin and
then, accompanied by his wife, carried out
fieldwork among the Tinguian of the Philip-
pines. He was awarded a doctorate in
1914 for his thesis A Study of Tinguian
Folklore. In 1924 he was engaged by the
University of Chicago, where he created a
department of sociology and anthropology
which counted among its carliest students
L. A. White (working on the Keresan) and
R. Redfield (working on Tepoztlin, a Mexi-
can village). He brought E. Sapir to Chicago
when an independent anthropology depart-
ment was created there in 1929, and
then replaced him with Radcliffe-Brown
when Sapir left for Yale University in 1931.
Cole himself retired in 1947. As well
as important work on Malaysia (Indonesia
and the Philippines) and his wide-ranging
involvement in military anthropology
during the Second World War, he made a
substantial contribution to American Indian
archaeology.

THE GENERATION OF BOASIANS

While Sturtevant has called the period running from 1880 to 1920 the ‘museological period’
in US anthropology, he also writes that the first two decades of the twentieth century
in American anthropology can be called the age of Boas, such was his domination of the
discipline (Mead and Bunzel, 1960: 400). For forty years Boas taught statistical theory and
Amerindian languages at the Columbia University. Although he insisted on ‘an uncom-
promising adherence to his own values’ (in the words of Kroeber), when he introduced a
study programme in 1901 he was able to attract large numbers of students, who can be
divided into two ‘waves’. The first wave included R. Swanton (Ph.D. 1900), A. Kroeber
(Ph.D. 1901), C. Wissler (Ph.D. 1909), R. Lowie (Ph.D. 1908), F. G. Speck (Ph.D. 1908),
E. Sapir (Ph.D. 1909), P. Radin (Ph.D. 1910), A. Goldenweiser (Ph.D. 1910), H. Hersko-
vits (Ph.D. 1923), E. C. Parsons (introduced to Boasian anthropology after obtaining his
Ph.D. in 1899), L. Spier (Ph.D. 1920), T. Michelsen, Reichard, Jacobs and others. These
scholars filled the first posts and university chairs at a period when professional anthropolo-
gists were still scarce.
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From 1900 to 1920 Boas’s influence led these researchers to make the historical reconstitu-
tion of American Indian societies their main interest. However, it would be wrong to assume
that they all remained faithful to Boasian ideas. From 1906 Wissler began to distance himself
from his master, Radin openly attacked the ‘pseudo-scientific historicist method’ and its
neglect of individual initiative (P. Radin, The Method and Theory of Ethnology, New York,
1933: 32), Kroeber made the opposite criticism that Boas’s relativism did not permit the
constitution of a scientific historical narrative, and Sapir broke with him in a polemic about
whether or not Amerindian languages had a common origin (see Greenberg). Another
defector was R. Dixon, who, on the basis of the geographical distribution of skull shapes,
constructed a racist history of mankind by interweaving race, nationality and cultural
inventiveness (Dixon, 1923, 1928).

For all these deviations, Boas’s students did form a school of American diffusionism, of
which Wissler, Sapir and Kroeber were the three masters. Untouched by the British and
German tendency to make fanciful connections between societies in two distant parts of
the world merely on the strength of a few perceived common features, they were practitioners
of a ‘moderate diffusionism’ (for example Kroeber accepted that the zero was invented
independently by the Maya and the Hindus).

After his polemic with Mason concerning museum presentation at the end of the century,
Boas’s strong advocacy of the German cause during the First World War and his violent
attack on anthropologists who contributed to the American war effort revived deep tensions
between him and the Establishment. Under pressure from Holmes, the American Anthropo-
logical Association censured Boas in 1919. There was a steadily increasing hostility between
Anglo-Saxon Protestants in Washington, who worked almost exclusively on the American
Indians, and the New York-based Boasian school, with its large German-Jewish contingent
(Lowie, Goldenweiser, Sapir, Kroeber, Benedict, etc.).

F. W. Voget writes that the work of R. Benedict (Ph.D. 1923) forms the link between the
first and second waves of Boas’s students (Voget, A History of Ethnology, 1975: 334). After
initially taking a historicist approach and analysing the issues surrounding acculturation ( The
Concept of the Guardian Spirit in North America, 1923), Benedict became a leading light in
the exploration of the interface between culture and personality. Sapir’s evolution followed
the same pattern, as to a lesser extent did that of Herskovits. This second wave of Boas’s
students, of whom M. Mead (Ph.D. 1925) is the best-known, founded the culturalist
approach and the so-called culture and personality school. As Boas writes: ‘Once I thought
that historical methods were firmly in place, I began, in about 1910, to stress the problems of
cultural dynamics, cultural integration and interaction between an individual and his society’
(Boas, ‘History and Science in Anthropology: A Reply’ (1936), reprinted in Race, Language
and Culture, New York, 1940: 311).

It should be noted that the second Boasian generation differs from the first not just in
its theoretical approach and main interests, but also in the regions where it carried out its
fieldwork. While the first generation made the American Indians its specialism, the second,
which came to anthropology during or soon after the First World War when, as we have seen,
Boas was on very poor terms with the Establishment, often chose to work in Pacific islands,
many of which were mandated to the United States.

Wissler, Clark (1870-1947) Wissler worked as a primary school teacher
Born in Wayne County, Indiana, Clark from 1887 to 1892, and then studied at
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Indiana University, gaining a BA in 1897.
He was appointed as tutor in psychology at
Ohio University, obtained an MA from Indi-
ana in 1899, and then enrolled at Columbia
University, where he worked as a teaching
assistant and obtained a Ph.D. in psychology
in 1901. Having attended Boas’s anthro-
pology courses, he joined the staft of the
American Museum of Natural History in
1902, where he worked under the direction
of Putnam and Boas, replacing the latter as
curator in 1906. He was assistant lecturer
and then in anthropology at
Columbia from 1903 until he quarrelled
with Boas in 1909. In 1924 Wissler began
teaching in the psychology department at
Yale University, where he was appointed
professor of anthropology when the depart-
ment opened in 1931. He held important
responsibilities as adviser to the Carnegie
Foundation, president of the American
Anthropological Association and president
of the Academy of Sciences of New York.
From 1902 he engaged in research among
the Blackfoot, the Sioux and the Dakota
Indians, and subsequently among other
Indian populations.

Of all American anthropologists Wissler
was the most consequential in his develop-
ment of diffusionism. At a time when Boas
was seeking to eradicate the evolutionist
style of museological presentation, Wissler
came up with the notion of ‘culture areas’, an
idea he applied in The American Indian: An
Introduction to the Anthropology of the New
World (1917). In 1914 he published “The
Influence of the Horse in the Development
of the Plains Culture’ (A4, vol.16: 1-25), a
major article in which he demonstrates
how the use of horses transformed social
organization to the point that matrilocal
was succeeded by patrilocal residence. He
also introduced the notions of the ‘age area’
and of concentric diffusion (later taken up
by Kroeber). According to Wissler, cultural
traits are diffused from a central point at a
constant speed, and so traits present at the
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periphery of an area are the longest-
established; in this way the spatial extension
of given traits can be said to correspond
to different temporal layers. This theory
has been specifically criticized for failing to
account for the possibility of innovations
originating at the periphery. Wissler draws
up a table setting out nine subdivisions
which, when combined, allow all the world’s
cultures to be described. This idea would be
revived in more elaborate form by Murdock
in the constitution of his Human Relations
Area Files. As well as a large number of
articles, Wissler produced two important
introductory guides to anthropology: Man
and Culture (New York, 1923) and An
Introduction to Social Anthropology (New
York, 1929), and he supported the efforts
of R. S. and H. M. Lynd to open a new per-
spective on the subject by writing an intro-
duction to their celebrated Middletown
(1929). He also helped M. Mead gain a
position at the American Museum of Natural
History and sent Lowie on his first fieldwork
project.

Swanton, John Reed (1873-1958)

Born in Gardiner in Maine, John Reed
Swanton was without doubt one of the most
prolific scholars of the period. He studied
at Harvard University and obtained a
Ph.D. in 1900. Employed by the Bureau of
American Ethnology, he became an expert
on the Haida Indians, but also worked on
the cultures of the Southwest (the Tunica,
the Chitimancha and the Atakapa), the
Northwest and the Southeast, often writing
as a historian of their ancient migrations.
Among other things, he is known for
producing the first classification of kinship
systems in North America in “The Social
Organization of American Tribes’ (AA,
vol.7 (1905): 663-673), which was not
supplanted until the publication in 1937 of
Social Anthropology of North American Tribes
by Radcliffe-Brown’s students Eggan and
Redfield.
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Dixon, Roland Burrage (1875-1934)

Born in 1875, Roland Burrage Dixon stud-
ied at Harvard University, and after obtain-
ing his BA in 1897 became assistant curator
in anthropology at the Peabody Museum.
In 1898 he took part in the famous Jesup
North Pacific Expedition organized by the
American Museum of Natural History,
directed by Boas. He was also a participant
in the Huntingdon Expedition to California
in 1899, and afterwards he worked among
the Californian Indians and gained his
doctorate on the language of the Maidu in
1900. He was engaged by Harvard Uni-
versity as lecturer in anthropology (1901),
then as assistant professor (1906-1915),
and finally as professor (1915). In the early
part of his career he published widely on the
Californian Indians, including his substantial
monograph Northern Maidu in 1905, and
with Kroeber established an important
typology of the Amerindian languages of
California. Subsequently he devoted himself
to writing vast works of synthesis aimed at
the popular market, all with a diffusionist
bias, of which the best-known are on the oral
traditions of Oceania (Oceanic Mythology,
1916), the physical measurement of races
(The Racial History of Mankind, 1923),
and human migration and diffusion (7he
Building of Cultures, 1928). Regrettably,
these works contain racist connotations.

Parsons, Elsie Clews (1875-1941)

Born in New York, Elsie Clews Parsons
studied at Barnard College (BA 1896) and
then read sociology at Columbia University,
where she gained a Ph.D. in 1899 with a
thesis entitled Educational Legislation and
Administration of the Colonial Governments.
She then taught at Barnard College until
1905, published The Family: An Ethno-
graphical and Historical Outline (19006),
and accompanied her husband, a reformist
Republican Congressman, on a world tour.
She then successively published The Old-
Fashioned Woman: Primitive Fancies about

the Sex (1913), Religious Chastity: An
Ethnological Study (1913), Fear and Con-
ventionality (1914), Social Freedom (1915),
and Social Rule (1916). These books all
adopted a feminist perspective and defended
non-conformist behaviour and individual
freedom. In 1915 she began twenty-five
years of research on the Pueblo Indians, on
whom she published an impressive series
of reports, books and articles. She also
took a keen interest in folklore, myths and
cosmologies, and studied acculturation pro-
cesses in Mexican and Ecuadorian villages.
Equally noteworthy is her association with
the New Republic Group and her assistance
in the founding of the New School for Social
Research. At her death she was president of
the American Anthropological Association.

Webster, Hutton (1875-1955)

Hutton Webster was primarily a sociologist,
but he was also the author of an important
anthropological study entitled Primitive
Secret Societies (1908), which contains the
thesis that male secret societies grew out
of initiation rites. Rather than analysing the
symbolism of these rites and ceremonies, he
stresses the division between the initiators
and the initiated, and demonstrates that the
importance of the payments and provisions
pledged by the younger men, and of the
services they were obliged to perform for
the initiators, was founded exclusively in
the need to mark differences of status.

Kroeber, Alfred Louis (1876-1960)

Alfred Louis Kroeber was born in Hoboken,
New Jersey, into a Protestant family
which was of German origin and still spoke
German. He was admitted to Columbia Uni-
versity in 1892 to study English literature,
and discovered anthropology by attending
the lectures on linguistics which Boas had
been giving since 1895. In 1897 he gained
his MA and then switched to anthropology.
He began fieldwork among the Arapaho and
published his first article on their folklore in
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1899. In 1901 he gained a doctorate with a
thesis on the decorative arts of the Arapaho
(the first Ph.D. in anthropology to be
awarded by Columbia). Kroeber then secured
a post in the newly opened anthropology
department of the University of California
at Berkeley. Although this department was
initially conceived exclusively as a research
institute, he provided it with a museum and
a teaching programme, and he continued to
teach until his retirement in 1946.

The Californian Indians had been little
studied by the beginning of the twentieth
century, and so Kroeber amassed a large and
varied body of archaeological, ethnological
and linguistic material, as well as details
of physical anthropology. In 1903 he and
R. Dixon produced the first classification
of the sixteen languages of the Californian
Indians, dividing them into three types,
and ten years later Kroeber established their
genetic filiations.

The publication in 1909 of an article
entitled ‘Classificatory Systems of Relation-
ship’ (JRAIL vol.39: 77-84) constituted
Kroeber’s first important theoretical contri-
bution. In 1907 Rivers, adopting a perspec-
tive shared with E. B. Tylor and J. Frazer,
proposed to draw together classificatory
nomenclatures, principles of exogamy and
marriage customs. However it had proved
difficult to explain the so-called Crow ter-
minology, by which Ego assigns his mother’s
brother’s children’s children to his own
children. Using a psychological perspective,
Rivers had interpreted this in terms of
the fact that Ego marries the widow of the
mother’s brother and thereby becomes the
adoptive father of his children. Kroeber
attacked this interpretation and went on to
denounce the ethnocentric nature of
Morgan’s classification and its separation of
classificatory kinship systems from descriptive
ones. He showed that Western kinship
models tend to contain fewer classes than the
classificatory Amerindian systems,
and proposed a typology of nomenclatures
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founded on eight criteria: distinction or
non-distinction between persons of the
same or different generations, the distinction
between direct and collateral relationships,
age distinctions within a single generation,
the gender of the relative, the gender of
Ego, the gender of the person through
whom the relationship exists (thus between
the father’s brothers and the mother’s
brothers, who in English would both be
called ‘uncles’), the distinction between
blood relatives and relatives by marriage,
and the status of the person through whom
the relationship exists (dead or alive, married
or unmarried, etc.).

Between 1918 and 1920 Kroeber practised
psychoanalysis, but although well-disposed
to Freud’s work he never sought to apply
it to anthropology. He first worked on
the chronology of different types of Zuni
pottery under the guidance of C. Wissler,
and then undertook research in Peru in
1922. In 1923 he published an introduction
to the discipline entitled Anthropology, and
in 1925 produced A Sowrcebook in Anthro-
pology, a volume of texts prepared in
collaboration with T. T. Waterman. Also in
1925 came the appearance of Kroeber’s
Handbook of the Indians of California, a
synthesis of all the anthropological literature
on the state. From 1936 he revisited the
topics examined by Wissler and investigated
them in greater depth, developing the notion
of the “culture area’ and associating it with a
‘level of cultural integrity’ (1936), thus pro-
viding a model for describing how a culture
constructs and maintains its cultural level.
This level is determined by the statistical
accumulation of cultural elements capable
of generating their own cultural models
and establishing relations between cultures.
Kroeber’s model is applied in 1939 in his
Cultural and Natural Areas of Native
North America, in which he emphasizes the
importance of ecological determinations and
divides North America into six large cultural
units and fifty-five regions. In 1950 he
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supported the Californian Indians in their
battle for recognition of their land rights.

From 1917 onwards Kroeber made much
of the notion of culture understood as a
‘superorganism’, an entity with its own
rationale above and beyond particular
societies and the individuals within them.
Configurations of Culture Growth, published
in 1944, describes the way civilizations suc-
ceed one another and looks into the causes
of their periods of innovation and decline. In
1948 he published a collection of his major
essays as The Nature of Culture, and issued a
revised edition of his manual Anthropology,
in which he places an even greater emphasis
on the idea of culture as a ‘superorganism’
into which individuals are incorporated,
and at the same time he rejects L. White’s
definition of this phenomenon. Shortly after-
wards Kroeber started working in association
with T. Parsons (Kroeber and Parsons,
1958), and they asserted that sociology is
the study of social structures while anthro-
pology is the study of culture. The project
they thereby outlined has provided the
orientation for American anthropology up to
the present day (Kuper, 1999). Kroeber was
responsible for organizing a symposium
entitled Anthropology Today: An Encyclopedic
Inventory (Chicago UP, 1953), which with-
out doubt provides the best picture of the
state of anthropology after the Second World
War. Kroeber died in Paris in October 1960
on returning from Austria, where he had pre-
sided at a colloquium on ‘Anthropological
Horizons’.

Goldenweiser, Alexander Alexandrovich
(1880-1940)

Alexander Alexandrovich Goldenweiser was
born in Kiev to a father of Jewish extraction,
who took him on his voyages across Europe
and America. Between 1900 and 1901 he
studied philosophy at Harvard University,
and then enrolled in the anthropology
department at Columbia University, headed
by Boas. In 1910 he obtained a Ph.D. with

his thesis Totemism: An Analytical Study,
which was published in the same year. An
examination of totemism in different parts
of the world, it showed that the comparative
method employed most notably by Frazer
to establish totemism as a system worked
merely by extrapolating original states from
end results. Goldenweiser contended that
clan organization, the attribution to clans of
animal and plant names and emblems, and
the belief in the relatedness of the clan and
its totem were reflected in one another, thus
formulating a deconstruction of the favourite
subject of anthropology at the turn of the
century and anticipating the more radical
arguments of Lévi-Strauss (Lévi-Strauss,
1974). Goldenweiser taught at Columbia
from 1910 to 1919, at the Rand School of
Social Science from 1915 to 1929, and at
the New School for Social Research between
1919 and 1928. He became a professor at
the University of Oregon, where he
remained until his death in 1940. Golden-
weiser was the editor of the first Inter-
national Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences
(published between 1930 and 1935).

Lowie, Robert Harry (1883-1957)

Robrt Harry Lowie was born in Vienna in
1883 as the son of a Hungarian merchant
and his German wife. His parents emigrated
with him to New York in 1893, and he was
educated at New York City College, publish-
ing an article on Edgar Allan Poe in the New
Yorker Review (1898) when he was only
fifteen years old. In 1904 he began studies in
psychology at Columbia University, where
he attended lectures by Boas and turned his
attention to anthropology. As well as Boas’s
course, Lowie followed lectures given by
A. Bandelier on Central America and went
on to work under C. Wissler as a volunteer
in the anthropology department of the
American Museum of Natural History.
Wissler was working at the time on the Black-
foot Indians, and sent Lowie to find informa-
tion he needed about their neighbours,
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the Shoshone. The Shoshone had been
established in reservations for about thirty
years and were already completely accul-
turated, living off rations distributed by the
government after attempts to set them up as
farmers had failed. Lowie perceived that the
aspects of their culture which had altered
the least were the ‘patterns of family life
and the nuances of social interaction’
(Murphy, 1972: 17). After a summer of
fieldwork he published ‘The Northern
Shoshone’ (American Museum of Natural
History paper, no.2 (1909): 165-203). An
anti-evolutionist, Lowie said that the Crow
had taught him that even a primitive society
was culturally very diverse, and that this
diversity was matched by a strong individual-
ism. The task, as he saw it, was thus to
separate culture as such from individuals and
their personalities.

In 1907 Lowie was taken on as a trainee
at the American Museum of Natural History,
where he remained for fourteen years,
becoming assistant curator in 1909 and
associate curator in 1912. In the spring of
1907 Wissler sent him to gather information
on a myth present among the Blackfoot and
the Crow, on whom he would work for the
rest of his life. As well as these peoples, Lowie
studied the Hidatsa of North Dakota, the
Southern Ute of Colorado, the Piaute of
Southern Nevada and Utah, the Piaute of
Northern Nevada, and the Hopi of Arizona.
In 1908 his thesis on questions of com-
parative mythology was published as an
article of about fifty pages in the Journal of
American Folklore. During the First World
War Boas and his disciples took up a pro-
German position, and in 1914 Lowie pub-
lished a short article in support of this view.

With his ‘Exogamy and the Classificatory
System of Relationship’, published in 1915
(AA, vol.17: 223-239), Lowie argued
against Kroeber in favour of the explanation
of exogamy and kinship nomenclatures
given in the psychologist theses of Rivers,
but without following him in the case of non-

generational systems. According to Lowie,
the particularities of these systems are fully
explained by the clan element, making
consideration of other possible forms of
determination unnecessary. In matrilineal
clans such as those of the Crow, the Hopi,
and a majority of other societies with a Crow
naming system, a man belongs to the same
clan as his mother’s brother, whom he
considers as his older brother and whose
children he considers as sons and daughters.
Conversely, on the patrilateral side of a
matrilineal society, a father and his sister are
considered together as being members of the
same clan. This is why ‘father’ and ‘father’s
sister” must in fact be seen as meaning the
male and female individuals belonging to the
father’s clan. This represents the principle of
solidarity of lineage later given more precise
definition by Radcliffe-Brown.

Lowie spent parts of 1916 and 1917
among the Hopi, and discerned that behind
their ethic of harmony, solidarity and co-
operation lay a society riven by hostility
between villages and rival factions within
cach village. The conclusions he drew from
this contradicted the Apollonian ideal which
R. Benedict claimed to find among the Zuni
and presented as characteristic of the Pueblo
Indians in general.

Soon after being invited to Berkeley by
Kroeber in 1917, Lowie published Culture
and Ethnology (New York: P. Smith, republ.
in 1929), in which he sought to give the
term ‘culture’, advanced by the Boasians, an
integrated signification embracing
siderations of environment and psychology.
In 1920 he was eclected president of the
American Society of Ethnology just as his
post at the American Museum of Natural
History was suppressed in a round of staff

con-

cuts necessitated by budgetary problems.
He also became a lecturer in primitive law at
Columbia University. The same year saw the
appearance of Primitive Society (1920), one
of the very earliest anthropological texts to
popularize the Boasian approach, in which
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Lowie is critical of Morgan’s idea of primitive
communism and of the incoherence of
the stages in his evolutionist theory (1920:
211-212), and in which, inspired by H.
Schurtz, he lays a quite new emphasis on
certain types of association which he per-
ceives as equalling kinship in importance. In
1921 he was appointed associate professor at
Berkeley, where he became a professor in
1925. As director of Berkeley’s anthropology
department between 1922 and 1946, his
most notable students were J. Steward, C.
Du Bois, H. Driver, T. McCown, C. Voege-
lin, D. Shimkin, R. Beals, R. Heizer, G.
Foster, R. Spencer, as well as R. Murphy,
who described his teacher as ‘an assiduous
attender of student parties during pro-
hibition, at which his performances of Crow
war dances were particularly appreciated’
(Murphy, 1972: 34). In 1927 Lowie pub-
lished The Origin of the State (New York:
Harcourt), which takes up Schurtz’s idea
that, contrary to evolutionist premises,
voluntary associations play a greater role
than clans in determining primitive political
organizations, and unties the classic triad of
territory, state and legitimate use of violence.
At the age of fifty, and only after the death of
his mother, Lowic married Luella Cole in
1933. In 1934 he published his Introduction
to Cultural Anthropology (New York: Farrar),
which calls for a general exhibition of cultural
anthropology such as it was taught in the
USA. The Crow Indians, which appeared
in 1935 (New York: Farrar and Rinehart),
represents the culmination of work begun in
1907 and opens with methodological state-
ments on questions such as observation
and informants which could still be read
with profit today by all researchers. Lowie
describes  the material culture, social
organization, associations, myths and beliefs
of the Crow, and shows that necither their
most ancient social order nor what he
observed during his first sojourn among
them is in any way more authentic than what
exists in the present.
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In The History of Ethmological Theory, pub-
lished in 1937 (New York: Farrar), Lowie
provides a history of the discipline, which for
all its personal character (his anti-Marxism
was such that he did not even permit the
inclusion of Marx and Engels in the book’s
index (Harris, 1968: 228)), was nonetheless
the first work of its kind to concentrate
exclusively on cultural anthropology, which
in previous accounts had been all but
obliterated by physical anthropology. In
1946 he resumed his anti-evolutionist
crusade, this time against L. White, by
revealing the contradictions in any closed
system (‘Evolution in Cultural Anthropol-
ogy: A Reply to Leslie White’, in AA, vol.48:
223-233).

In 1948 Lowie published Social Organiza-
tion, which brought Primitive Society up to
date with the addition of numerous ethno-
graphical examples and a new sophistication
in handling themes and concepts, but
without changing the essence of the earlier
work. He spent time teaching in Germany
and Central Europe after the Second World
War, and in 1945 produced The German
People: A Social Portrait to 1945. In 1950-
1951 he carried out six months of fieldwork
in Germany to study the effect of the war
on personality (Toward Understanding
Germany, 1954). Rejecting the notion of
‘national character’ proposed by R. Benedict,
he advanced a mosaic-like conception in
which German culture is comprised of a
large number of sub-cultural varieties but
does not contain a specific character pre-
disposing it to authoritarianism.

Although they sprang from the same
movement, Lowie should not be seen merely
as an adjunct to Kroeber, but as introducing
into American anthropology a degree of
specialization it had not previously known.
Describing his approach as ‘eclectic’, Lowie
wrote that the picture of human civilizations
is like a harlequin’s coat made of scraps of
material.

He taught at Berkeley until his retirement
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in 1950,
of Columbia, Harvard, Washington and
Hamburg, while continuing to hold annual
seminars at Berkeley, where he died of cancer
in 1957. In 1960 the University’s museum
was named after him.

and then at the universities

Radin, Paul (1883-1959)
Born at Lodz in Poland to a rabbi who then
emigrated with his family to the USA, Paul
Radin spent his childhood in New York.
He obtained a BA from New York City
College in 1902 and then studied history at
Columbia University. From 1905 to 1907 he
spent time at the universities of Munich
and Berlin and was then admitted to study
anthropology with E. Sapir and F. Boas,
and, after a period in the field studying the
Winnebago (1908), he gained his doctorate
in 1910. His fieldwork concentrated on the
Wappo of California, the Zapotec of Mexico,
the Ojibwa (whom he studied from 1913 to
1917 in the context of the geological survey
of Canada directed by Sapir), the Fox, the
Wintun and the Huave. Above all he devoted
himself to the Winnebago, to whom he
returned continually during his whole career
and amongst whom he discovered a social
organization both dualist and tripartite. The
Winnebago camps were divided into two
exogamous halves (highland and lowland),
and this was reflected in their spatial and
social organization. These halves were them-
selves divided into clans, with the lowland
half comprising two groups of four clans
(land people and water people), and the high-
land half comprising a single group of four
clans (sky people). This apparent contra-
diction of a social organization both dualist
and tripartite was interpreted by Radin first
in diffusionist terms (immigration of new
clans), and later according to the structuralist
paradigm. Radin lectured at Cambridge at
the invitation of Rivers from 1920 to 1925.
One of the central themes of Radin’s
work concerns the way in which the indi-
vidual subject responds to his immediate

social environment. In 1920 he published
The Autobiography of a Winnebago Indian
(U of California P), and in 1926 Crashing
Thunder: The Autobiography of an American
Indian (UCPAAE), thereby introducing a
new autobiographical genre which broke
with the tradition of anecdotal narratives
current in the USA since the beginning of
the nineteenth century (Lsfe of Black Hawk,
1934). These books gave ‘life stories’ scien-
tific character and set a trend followed by
such works as W. Dyk’s Son of Old Man Hat:
A Navabo Autobiography (1938) and L. W.
Simmons’s Sun Chief: The Autobiography of a
Hopi Indian (1942).

Radin’s best-known work is undoubtedly
Primitive Man as a Philosopher (New York:
Dover, (1927) 1957), which shows that indi-
vidual reflection is as prevalent in primitive
societies as elsewhere, and that it is indi-
viduals who construct cultures rather than
the other way round (the thesis of Kroeber
and culturalism). In Primitive Religion: Its
Nature and Oriypin (New York, 1937), he
demonstrates that in any culture the degree
of religious feeling in the individual varies
from indifference to great profundity, and
also that monotheism is universal and a
belief in transcendence inherent in human
thought. All these ideas are opposed point
for point to the then dominant theses of
Lévy-Bruhl. The Road of Life and Death:
A Ritual Drama of the Amervican Indians,
published in 1945, describes the beliefs
and rituals of the religious brotherhoods of
North American Indians. Radin also wrote a
book on the ‘trickster’, the persona of the
mischievous swindler who plays a central
role of demiurge and scourge, taking various
animal forms and consistent only in his
changeableness, including a  physical
instability. In his view the trickster, who is
present in myths across all North American
Indian territories, is also one of the oldest
mythologies in Eurasia and survives in
medieval buffoons and travelling acrobats.
While Radin sees this phenomenon as a
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symbol of the passage from the animal to
the human, Jung then adds the idea of
the developmental stages of a child and his
entry into the collective consciousness. E.
Desveaux notes that this figure plays no part
in the general system of transformation
linking all the mythologies of the New
World established by Lévi-Strauss in his
Mythologiques, and explains it as a key
which makes the construction of his narrative
possible (Desveaux, 1991).

Rather then making teaching his main
activity in his early career, Radin devoted
himself to applied anthropology, working
with a group of specialists who explored
Canada from a geological perspective. Later
he taught successively at the universities
of Berkeley and Chicago, before being
appointed director of the anthropology
department at Brandeis University, where he
stayed until the end of his career.

Gifford, Edward Winslow (1887-1959)

Born in Oakland, Edward Winslow Gifford
studied natural sciences and pursued his
rescarch in this subject in numerous
expeditions (Revillagigedo Island, Mexico,
1903; Galapagos Islands, 1905). He worked
for a while as an ornithologist and was
then appointed curator of the Museum of
Anthropology at the University of California
and lecturer in the university’s anthropology
department in 1920. In 1938 he became an
assistant professor and in 1945 a full pro-
fessor, and in 1947 he was appointed director
of the museum. He retired in 1955. Gifford
was one of the last scholars whose research
interests and publications spanned archae-
ology (after his work in Mexico he was one of
the first to practise this discipline in Oceania),
physical anthropology (‘California Anthro-
pometry’, UCPAAE, vol.22 (1926): 287-
390), and social anthropology (7Tonga
Society, B. P. Bishop Museum, 1929; “Cali-
fornia Kinship Terminologies’, UCPAAE,
vol.18: 1-285). He is best remembered
as the first to use the term ‘lineage’ in its

current sense (‘Miwok Lineages and the
Political Unit in Aboriginal California’, AA,
vol.28 (1926): 389-401). In this Gifford
anticipated Evans-Pritchard (who however
did not acknowledge him).

Spier, Leslie (1893-1961)

Born in New York City, L. Spier obtained
a B.Sc. in 1915 and then enrolled to study
anthropology at Columbia University under
Boas. Subsequently he worked as assistant
curator at the American Museum of Natural
History with C. Wissler and R. Lowie,
gaining a doctorate in 1920 with a thesis
entitled The Sun Dance of the Plains Indians:
Its Development and Diffusion (AMNH,
vol.16 (1921): 421-527). In this work he
tried to discern an original form of sun dance
by comparing the cultural traits of several
Plains peoples. Employing historicist and
diffusionist conceptions, his fieldwork
examined a wide variety of American Indian
populations, including the Zuni (1916),
the Salish (1921-1923), the Mohave (1931-
1932), but it is generally thought that his
resecarch on the Havasupai (1918-1921)
constitutes his major contribution to the dis-
cipline. Among other places Spier taught at
the universities of Washington (1920-1928),
where he was the first anthropologist,
Oklahoma (1927-1930), Chicago (1930-
1932), Yale (1932-1939), and finally New
Mexico (1939-1955), where he remained
until his retirement. In 1944 he founded The
Southwestern Journal of Anthropology.

Whorf, Benjamin Lee (1897-1941)
Benjamin Lee Whorf entered the chemistry
department of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology in 1915 and obtained his B.Sc.
there in 1918. He was then employed by an
insurance company as an inspector of fire
prevention precautions, and he occupied
various positions in the same firm until his
death.

His reading of Prescott’s The Conquest of
Mexico (1847) sparked his interest in Central
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American civilizations, while his reading of
A. Fabre d’Olivet’s La langue hébraique ves-
tituée (1817) led him to question the nature
and functioning of languages. These twin
stimulations soon fostered in him a fasci-
nation for Nahuatl (Aztec) and for other
Central American languages. Whorf met
Sapir at the International Congress of Amer-
icanists in 1928, by which time he already
knew his works, and followed the lecture
series on linguistics given by Sapir at Yale fol-
lowing his appointment there in 1931. In
1932 Sapir authorized Whorf to stay among
the Hopi, and in the mid-1930s Whorf set
out the so-called Sapir-Whorf hypothesis
(thus named although the two men never
wrote jointly). This hypothesis states simply
that all levels of thought are dependent on
language, that the structure of the language
employed has an impact on the apprehension
and comprehension of environment, and
that each language represents and creates a
distinct reality. This view has been strongly
criticized by Lenneberg (‘Cognition in
Ethnolinguistics’, Language, vol.26 (1953):
463-471) and by Feuer (‘Sociological
Aspects of the Relation between Language
and Philosophy’, Philosophy of Science, vol.20
(1953): 85-100); Lenneberg challenged
Whorf’s methodology and Feuer refuted his
arguments on the basis that survival is predi-
cated on correct perception of the physical
world, and that this must everywhere be
identical. Whorf died after a long illness on
26 July 1941 at the age of forty-four.

Kroeber-Quinn, Theodora (née Kracaw,
1897-1979)

Theodora Kroeber-Quinn was born in 1897
in Colorado to Emmett and Phebe Kracaw.
At the University of California she studied
clinical psychology, gaining an MA in 1920.
She was married to three different men;
Clifton Brown, Alfred Kroeber and John
Harrison Quinn, two of whom died before
her. In 1926 she wrote an article in collabora-
tion proposing a method of statistical

analysis of cultural relations in Polynesia.
A. Kroeber and others developed this idea
and applied it to American Indian cultures
in California under the general rubric ‘dis-
tribution of cultural data’. Also in 1926, she
married Kroeber and thenceforth devoted
herself to the education of her four children
(of whom U. Le Guin was to become a major
author of fantastic and futuristic fiction). In
1961 she published Ishi in Two Worlds: A
Biography of the Last Wild Indian in North
America (Berkeley, California UP), which
met with wide success.
See also: ISHI

Bunzel, Ruth Leah (1898-1990)

Although less well-known than R. Benedict
or M. Mead, R. L. Bunzel joins them to form
a trio of important women in the early stages
of Boasian anthropology. Born in New York,
she obtained a BA from Barnard College in
1918 and then worked with Boas. In 1924
she accompanied Benedict on a research trip
to the Zuni, and began to make a study of
their ceremonies and their pottery. She was
awarded a Ph.D. in 1929 for a thesis with a
diffusionist orientation entitled The Pueblo
Potter. She was appointed as a lecturer at
Columbia University in 1930 and became an
associate professor there in 1954. Bunzel
also carried out research in Guatemala and
Mexico. Turning her attention to the analysis
of psychological characterizations of whole
cultures, she took part in a research project
led by Benedict on contemporary cultures
and assisted A. Kardiner with his work on
this topic.

Hoebel, Edward Adamson (1906-1993)

Born in Madison in 1906, Edward Adamson
Hoebel studied sociology at the University
of Wisconsin, graduating with a BA in 1928.
He then enrolled in the sociology depart-
ment of New York University, where he
obtained an MA, and in the anthropology
department of Columbia University, where
he followed the courses of F. Boas and
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R. Benedict. When Hoebel signalled his
intention to write his thesis on the legal
systems of the Plains Indians, Boas directed
him to K. Llewellyn, a law professor at
Columbia and leader of the school of ‘legal
realism’. On the basis of fieldwork carried out
in 1933, Hoebel was awarded a Ph.D. in
1934 for a thesis which in 1940 he published
as a book: The Political Organization
and Law-ways of the Comanche Indians
(Menasha: AAA). He undertook research
on the Shoshone of the Northeast in 1934,
on the Cheyenne in 1935-1936, and on the
Pueblo Indians of New Mexico from 1945
to 1949, and he also worked in Pakistan.
He taught at New York University
(1929-1948), at the University of Utah
(1948-1954), and then at the universities
of Minnesota (1955-1972), Oxford and
Nijmegen. He wrote The Cheyenne Way
(Menasha: AAA) in collaboration with
K. Llewellyn, and its appearance in 1941
opened up new perspectives for legal anthro-
pology and attracted the attention of jurists.
Hoebel died on 23 July 1993.

A biography of Hoebel and a bibliography
of his work are available in a special, two-
volume number of the journal Studies in
Third World Societies entitled ‘The Anthro-
pology of Peace: Essays in Honor of E.
Adamson Hoebel’. Finally, it is worth noting
that Hoebel rejected Malinowski’s precept
that any form of social control is to be
seen as a law, adhering instead to the classic
definition which acknowledges the existence
of a law only when it can be enforced by
authorized agents.

Driver, Harold Edson (1907-1992)
Born in Berkeley, Harold Edson Driver

studied anthropology at the University of
California (BA 1930), where he became a
disciple of Kroeber and worked with him on
the compilation of a standardized cultural
element list (Driver and Kroeber, ‘Quantita-
tive Expression of Cultural Relationships’,
UCPAAE vol.31 (1932): 211-256). In 1936
he obtained a Ph.D. with his thesis The Reli-
ability of Culture Element Data (Berkeley:
University of California Anthropological
Records, vol.1, 1938). Driver was unable to
find employment in anthropology and so
worked for many years in the family trans-
port business. In 1948 he returned to the
discipline as a research volunteer before
gaining a bursary, a lectureship and finally
the post of professor at Indiana University,
which he held until his retirement in 1974.
He worked in North American Indian soci-
eties, and his output was both historical and
comparative. His major texts are Grls’
Puberty Rites in Western North America
(Berkeley, 1941), A Comparative Study of
North ~ American  Indians (with  C.
Massey, Philadelphia, 1957), ‘Geographical-
historical vs. Psycho-functional Explanations
of Kin Avoidances’ (Current Anthropology,
vol.7 (1966): 131-182), and a global analy-
sis of 280 societies written with James L.
Coffin: Classification and Development of
North American Indian Culture: A Stat-
istical Analysis of the Driver-Massey Sample,
Philadelphia, 1975). Also worth mentioning
are The Contribution of A. L. Kroeber to
Culture Avea Theory and Practice (Balt-
more, 1962), and ‘Correlational Analysis of
Murdock’s 1957 Ethnographic Sample’
(with K. E. Schnessler) (A4, vol.69 (1967):
332).
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The French tradition and the Institut
d’ethnologie

The accounts and testimonies of G. de Ruysbroeck (1294-1381), J. de Léry (1534-1613),
A. Thevet (1502-1590), J. Thévenot (1633-1664), and Lafiteau (1681-1746); the anthro-
pological reflections of Montaigne (1533-1592) and Enlightenment thinkers; the founding
of the Société des observatenrs de Phomme; and the publication of Considérations sur les diverses
méthodes a suivre dans Pobservation des peuples sauvages [ Reflections on the Various Methods to
be Followed in the Observation of Primitive Peoples] (1800) by J. M. de Gérando (1772-1842):
all of these factors could have permitted France to make early progress with a vigorous
programme of anthropological research, whereas in reality it was rather late in the day before
such research got underway. Mauss complained of this in 1913:

Such missions as were recognized by the state were nonetheless carried out thanks to
the generosity of individual benefactors, and those led by Prince R. Bonaparte, Bourg de
Bozas, Créqui-Montfort and Sénéchal de Grange, among others, yielded outstanding
ethnographic results, from which institutions like the Musée du Trocadéro and the Muséum
greatly profited. But ethnography as a whole led a Cinderella-like existence. Although
abundantly represented in the Commission des Missions, it was neglected in favour of other,
more established and well-endowed areas of learning: its budget for the last thirty years
does not exceed what is granted to archacological studies in a single year [ . . .] in contrast to
the federal government of the USA with its Bureau of American Ethnology.

(Mauss, 1969 (1913): 395-435)

Anthropology was not properly institutionalized in France until the opening in 1925 of the
Institut d’ethnologie at the University of Paris, created by Mauss, Rivet and Lévy-Bruhl;
prior to that, French anthropology was practised piecemeal in a myriad of unconnected
organizations. The period before the founding of the Institut can be seen in terms of five main
currents.

The first and predominant current was physical anthropology, which would be carried
forward by P. Rivet. In 1855 Quatrefages de Bréau (1810-1892) acceded to the chair of
anatomy and the natural history of man at the Musée d’bistoire naturelle, and in 1856 he
transformed this into a chair of anthropology, defining its role as the illumination of the
various human races from all possible perspectives. The idea contained in this project
of linking culture and physical anthropology was opposed by P. Broca (1824-1880), who
proposed that these two fields of knowledge be kept apart, albeit without succeeding in
separating them in the institutions he himself created: the Ecole d’anthropologie de Paris
and the Société d’anthropologie de Pavis, or indeed in the latter’s Bulletins et Mémoires
and its journal PAnthropologie. In 1878 Hamy (1842-1908), ‘while working as assistant to
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Quatrefages at the Muséum, created the Musée d’ethnographie du Trocadéro, partly with col-
lections from various parts of Paris, but mainly with the material assembled for the Exposition
universelle of 1878 (Mauss, 1969 (1913): 398). The Musée du Trocadéro and its management
were to remain attached to the anthropology chair of the Musée d’histoire naturelle. Hamy
was succeeded by R. Verneau (1852-1937), a specialist in the Gouaches and a cheerful
popularizer of the discipline, who in turn was replaced by P. Rivet in 1928.

The second current flowed from knowledge acquired through colonialism. From the
beginning of the colonial period, military men, administrators and churchmen gathered
a formidable quantity of documentation. Faidherbe (1818-1889) moved to Senegal in 1852
and rapidly set about writing linguistic studies and monographs on its peoples and regions.
This current gained the support of geographical societies, of which the first was founded in
Paris in 1821. By combining scientific endeavour with commercial ambition, these societies
acquired considerable importance by the turn of the century, and as early as 1886 the Lille
society contained 1,200 members.

The third current was the belles lettres tradition. From Napoleon’s Egyptian Expedition
onwards, a tradition of highly erudite research developed in France which had its focus in
the Institut des Langues Orientales (otherwise known as the Ecole des langues et civilisations
orientales vivantes), the Ecole frangaise d’Extréme-Orient, and the Institut fran¢ais de Damas.
This sort of research would subject archacological inscriptions found in Cambodia to
painstakingly meticulous analysis, but nothing or almost nothing would be said about the
country’s inhabitants.

A fourth current was made up of the extensive mass of information accumulated on French
folklore and society, from which the modern Institut d’ethnologie has retained but little.
The work of Herder (1744-1803) and the Brothers Grimm (Kinder- und Hausmdirchen
[ Fairy Tales for Childven and the Home], 1819, 1857) stimulated the practice of collecting
tales, folklore and popular beliefs. These investigations went hand in hand with the nationalist
movements which swept across the European continent and were often incorporated into
the quest for ethnic origins. In France these efforts bore fruit in the works of P. Sébillot
(1846-1918), who collected popular tales in Brittany from 1880 to 1908, Saint-Yves (1870—
1935), and A. van Gennep (1873-1957). In the provinces learned societies sprang up which
combined research into popular folklore, archacology and prehistory. These societies were
often drawn into the orbit of the Société d’ethnographie established in 1859, which published
the journal PEthnographie. This journal was later joined by the Revue de tradition populnire,
launched in 1886, and the Revue d’ethnologie et de traditions populaires, which appeared from
1920 to 1929.

The fifth and last current was that of the Ecole frangaise de sociologie, to which Lévy-Bruhl
and Mauss belonged. Often called ‘primitive sociology’, ethnography (and by the same token
ethnology) was the application to non-literate peoples of positivist Durkheimian sociology.
The importance of this area of sociological inquiry is indicated by V. Karady’s finding that 45%
of review articles published in L’Année sociologique were on ethnological or exotic subjects
(Karady, 1981). This work was focused above all on questions of ‘social morphology’, or, in
Mauss’s phrase, ‘social physiology’, that is the study of the categories operating in collective
psychologies (Mauss, 1969: 209). Promoted most strongly by Lévy-Bruhl and Mauss, this
line of research was notably pursued in Leenhardt’s fieldwork with the Kanak and in the work
of Griaule and his disciples, particularly their description of systems of representation.

French anthropology can thus be seen as a confluence of various currents of thinking and
research, each with a distinct spirit and style. The discipline merged the colonial explorations,
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the anthropology of the Musée d’histoire naturelle, the thought of the Ecole de Sociologie
frangaise and the erudite belles lettres tradition. The Institut d’ethnologie awarded both arts
and sciences degrees, and its founders became the discipline’s sole guardians, exercising their
authority by controlling the way it was taught, choosing what research to fund, and deciding
what to admit for publication in the series Travaux et mémoives de Plnstitut d’ethnologie
[ Papers and Memoranda of the Institute of Ethnology]. Van Gennep was doubtless the most
high-profile victim of this hegemony, as is borne out by the rapid collapse of his own
initiatives: the Institut ethnographique international de Paris, the Revue d’ethmographie et de
sociologie, which he launched in 1910-1911, and his dream of a Musée des civilisations
(promoted in a circular published by his institute’s own journal in 1911). Whatever the ill
effects of this concentration of power in their hands, it yet remains the case that the founders
of the discipline succeeded in giving French anthropology its institutional and conceptual
embodiment by anchoring its national characteristics in humanist principles. As J. Jamin
has shown, the Musée de ’Homme and the French anthropological tradition issued from the
Third Republic and the 1789 Revolution rather than from the natural sciences. Established
under the jurisdiction of E. Deladier (1884-1970), Minister for the Colonies, the Institut
d’ethnologie explicitly put itself at the service of colonialism (Lévy-Bruhl, 1926; P. Rivet,
1940). This accommodating approach was, however, only meagrely rewarded, and anthro-
pological missions had to rely mainly on funding from the banker A. Kahn (1860-1940) and the
Rockefeller Foundation. The solicitations made by ethnology to the colonial authorities were
numberless, the responses extremely few. Things are hardly any different today: ethnologists
endeavour to market their knowledge to development agencies, the state, local communities
and even private businesses, but the interest shown falls far short of fulfilling their aspirations.
With only a few exceptions, the colonial state tolerated rather than nurtured the school
founded by Rivet and Mauss.

A FORERUNNER

Fustel de Coulanges, Numa Denys City] (1864). Breaking with previous

(1830-1889)

Numa Denys Fustel de Coulanges was a
student at the ENS, and after a period spent
at the French School at Athens he obtained
his doctorate in 1858. He was appointed pro-
fessor at the University of Strasbourg, at the
Sorbonne, and finally at the ENS, where he
became director and counted Durkheim
among his pupils. He is known above all as
the author of La Cité antique [ The Ancient

approaches, he provided a comparative study
of the beliefs, family life (private space), and
the city (public space) in the Rome of Cicero,
the Athens of Pericles, and Sparta at its
zenith. The political history of Rome and
lastly the advent of Christianity fill the second
half of the book. Fustel de Coulanges
invented a theory of segmentarity which
would be developed by Durkheim and trans-
mitted via his work to the British School.

MEMBERS OF THE FRENCH SCHOOL OF SOCIOLOGY

In a work of this size only authors held to be of major importance can be treated, and so
neither H. Beuchat, co-author with Mauss of the celebrated article ‘Sur les variations saison-
nic¢res des sociétés eskimo’ [‘On Seasonal Variations in Eskimo Societies’], nor V. Larock,
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author of Essai sur la valeur sacrée de la valeur sociale des noms de pevsonnes dans les sociétés
inférienves | Essay on the Sanctity of the Social Value of Personal Names in Infevior Societies]
(1933), nor M. David are treated below. As Mauss has stated, the French School of Sociology
concentrated particularly on the social history of categories of the human spirit, so it is easy to

understand why it devoted considerable attention to ethnology.

Bouglé, Célestin (1870-1940)

Célestin Bouglé was one of the philosophers
whom Durkheim drew into the orbit of
PAnnée sociologique. In 1890 he enrolled at
the ENS, by 1909 he was an assistant profes-
sor of social economics at the Sorbonne, and
in 1919 he obtained tenure there. He was
appointed deputy director of the ENS in
1927 and its director in 1935. He died of
cancer in 1940. Bouglé attracted a great
many students into the social sciences and
recruited members of the French mission in
Latin America, such as Lévi-Strauss, Bastide
and Braudel. Furthermore he headed the
Centre de documentation sociale, which
existed from 1920 to 1940 and awarded
travel bursaries and other forms of assistance.
The Centre was incorporated into the ENS
and financed first by the banker A. Kahn and
then by the Rockefeller Foundation. Of
Bouglé’s works the best-known today is Les
Castes en Inde [ Castes in India], published in
1908, and although he himself never trav-
clled to India, his book remains one of the
best introductions to its subject. Bouglé was
the first to distinguish three main criteria
which define castes: group hierarchization
(the classification of individuals in different
castes from the top to the bottom of society),
hereditary specialization (professions are
fixed from birth, so that for example only
untouchables collect refuse), and mutual
repulsion (the prohibition of certain contacts
between castes on the grounds that they are
contaminating — ¢.g. water and meals cannot
be shared between members of different
castes). With his Bilan de la sociologie fra-
neaise [ Survey of French Sociology], published
by Alcan in 1935, Bouglé gave one of the
very first accounts of the French school and

thereby provided a useful pendant to the
study of G. Davy. His Les Sciences sociales en
France: Enseignement et vecherche [ The Social
Sciences in France: Teaching and Research] of
1937, published to coincide with the
Exposition universelle, offers an appraisal of
French ethnology of the period.

Lévy-Bruhl, Lucien (1857-1939)

Lucien Lévy-Bruhl was a philosophy student
at the ENS, where one of his fellow students
was J. Jaures. He shared Jaures’s convictions
and during this period he wrote for the
newspaper "Humanité. In 1884 he success-
fully defended two theses: L’Idée de responsa-
bilité [ The Iden of Responsibility] and Quid de
deo Seneca senserit, and by 1892 he occupied
a place on the agrégation jury alongside
Durkheim. In 1904 he was appointed to the
chair of history of modern philosophy at
the Sorbonne. Following the trail blazed by
A. Comte, on whom he wrote a book (La
Philosophie d’Auguste Comte [ The Philosophy
of Auguste Comte], 1900), Lévy-Bruhl pro-
duced works of sociological philosophy.
He was a republican and socialist, and in this
he followed E. Durkheim, to whom he paid
heartfelt homage in the opening pages of Les
Fonctions mentales dans les sociétés infévieures
[Mental Functions in  Inferior Societies]
(1910: 2-3). With an optimism typical of the
period, he endeavoured to construct a new
morality which would replace religious pre-
cepts and join the ranks of the sciences. These
ideas are expressed in La Morale et la science
des moeurs | Morality and the Science of
Morals] (1910), which Durkheim warmly
praised in a review in PAnnée Sociologique
(1902-1903). At a time when the young dis-
cipline of psychology was gaining acceptance
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in universities, Lévy-Bruhl turned to the
study of the influence of geographical and
historical factors on the way thought patterns
are constructed. As the philosopher Husserl
would write, philosophical thought ought to
be confronted ‘with all the possible variants
of “us” ’(letter to Lévy-Bruhl, 11 March
1935, publ. in Gradhiva, 4 (1988), pp. 63—
71 (p. 69)). Les Fonctions mentales dans les
soctétés inférienves (1910) was Lévy-Bruhl’s
first book on ethnology, and in it he seeks to
identify the specific features of the primitive
mentality using the ethnographic data then
available (he mainly refers to Australian
societies). He presents a dichotomy between
the rational cast of mind and a mystic, so-
called prelogical mentality which obeys a
principle of participation and is little attuned
to the principle of contradiction. By the end
of the second decade of the century Lévy-
Bruhl had acquired a worldwide reputation,
and in 1919 he gave a series of lectures
at universities outside France (Berkeley,
London, Brussels, etc.) which left a deep
imprint on ethnology in the English-
speaking world. In 1922 his La Mentalité
primitive [ The Primitive Mentality] returns
to the general theme of the opposition
between primitive and civilized thought. His
L’Ame  primitive [ The Primitive Soul] of
1927 is a study of the representation by
‘primitives’ of their own individuality, and
it also addresses topics such as the duality
of the individual subject, reincarnation, and
the status of the dead. A ‘card-carrying
Sorbonnard’ (Karady, 1982: 18), Lévy-Bruhl
contributed with P. Rivet and M. Mauss to
the founding of the Institut d’ethnologie in
1925, and in the speech he gave at its open-
ing in 1926 he described it as a tool at the
service of colonialism. In 1927 he became
cditor-in-chief of the Revue philosophique,
was clected to the Académie des sciences
morales et politiques, and retired from his
academic posts to devote himself fully to
writing. Le Surnatuvel et lo nature dans ln
mentalité primitive [ The Supernatural and

Nature in the Primitive Mentality], pub-
lished in 1931, looks at the principles of
mystic experience, prelogical thought and
the participatory system to explain how it was
that the primitive perceived the supernatural
where we would not, but did not perceive
it where we might expect him to do so.
This book was a turning-point because Lévy-
Bruhl pays less attention to the dualism
between primitive and logical mentalities
than to the study of the former in their own
right. The two works that followed, Mytholo-
gie primative [ Primitive Mythology] (1935)
and L’Expérience mystique et les symboles chez
les primitifs [ Symbols and Mystic Experience
amonyg Primaitives] (1938), are characterized
by the same approach. It should be noted
that, in Mauss’s view, Lévy-Bruhl was a phil-
osopher operating outside the tradition of the
Ecole de sociologie francaise. While expressing
gratitude to him for ‘adding so greatly to the
popularity of our work’, Mauss rejects his rad-
ical opposition between the two mentalities,
criticizes the application of the term ‘primi-
tive’ to diverse peoples and points to his
undeniable lack of historical method (Mauss,
1969 (1929), Ocuvres, vol.2: 131).
Although Lévy-Bruhl’s Posthumouns Note-
books, published in 1949 (in which the last
entry is for 2 February 1939) contain a rejec-
tion of the idea of the primitive mentality in
favour of the notion of two stable poles
which delimit the human spirit, his previous
use of such ideas and of terms like ‘inferior’ is
distasteful. He tried to justify his early
employment of such vocabulary by stating,
for example in a preface published in 1922,
that he had used expressions such as ‘mental-
ity’ and ‘primitive’ (in the sense of ‘primary’)
at a time when they had not yet become
established in everyday language. It is cer-
tainly the case that Lévy-Bruhl’s work must
be read in the context of its period. By affirm-
ing that the features of social reality are inter-
dependent and that any society will have its
own collective mentality, his evolutionism
linked mentality and its ‘logic’ to questions
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of environment, thereby boldly attacking the
basic question of the essence of the ‘other’.
He thus opened up a line of inquiry in which
Leenhardt, Griaule and Lévi-Strauss have
achieved brilliant results, and which is still
pursued by cognitive anthropology through
the alliance of ethnological method with lin-
guistics and the neurosciences. Finally, Lévy-
Bruhl, like Frazer, must be seen as a syn-
thesizer of the ethnographic material of his
period, and it is for this achievement that
scholars like Evans-Pritchard speak of ‘his
extraordinary brilliance’ (1943: 9). (Issue 4
of the Revue Philosophique 1989 is entirely
devoted to the world of Lévy-Bruhl.)

Hubert, Henri (1872-1927)

A student at the ENS, Henri Hubert
completed an agrégation in history and then
became interested in the sociology of religion.
With M. Mauss he shared responsibility for
the presentation of reviews on the sociology
of religion in PAnnée sociologique, and they
also wrote important essays together: Essas
sur la nature et la fonction du sacrifice [ Essay
on the Nature and Function of Sacrifice]
(1904), Esquisse d’une théorie générale de ln
maygie [ Sketch for a General Theory of Mayic]
(1909), and Mélanges d’histoire des religions
[ Miscellaneons Essays on the History of Reli-
yions]. Two further works by Hubert were
published posthumously: Les Celtes depuis
Pépoque de ln Tene et la civilisation celtique
[The Celts and Celtic Civilization from the
Age of La Tene] (Paris: Albin Michel, 2 vols,
1974) and Les Germains [ The Tentons] (Paris:
Albin Michel, 1952). Radcliffe-Brown
opened The Andaman Islanders with a quote
from Hubert.

Mauss, Marcel (1872-1950)

Marcel Mauss was a nephew of Durkheim
and fifteen years his junior; like him he was
born in Epinal and formed by the Third
Republic. In his youth Mauss associated
with C. Péguy, P. Janet, L. Lévy-Bruhl and
J. Jaures. He played an important role in

founding the newspaper L’Humanité and was
active in radical circles and as a Dreyfusard.
After an agrégation in history Mauss turned
to the history and sociology of religions,
a discipline which gained recognition as a
legitimate area of scholarly inquiry in around
1880 despite opposition from an authori-
tarian church. Another discipline becoming
established at this time was linguistics, and
Mauss immersed himself in the study of
Sanskrit. In 1897 and 1898 he spent time
in Great Britain, meeting J. G. Frazer and
building a bridge with the English school. In
1898 he replaced Foucher in the chair of
Indian religions in the religious studies
section of the EPHE (Section V), and in
1902 was made director of studies in the
religions of primitive peoples at the same
institution. He also taught at the College de
France from 1931 to 1941, when he was
stripped of his post following the enactment
of the Vichy government’s anti-Semitic laws.
His belief in progress having already been
severely dented by the 1914-1918 war,
Mauss never recovered from this new blow,
and produced no more work in the years pre-
ceding his death in 1950. He was a central
figure in the Ecole de sociologie frangaise, and
with G. Davy shared Durkheim’s intellectual
inheritance following his death in 1917:
Davy in the field of sociology, Mauss in
ethnology.

‘His work is brilliant, composed of a pro-
fusion of texts which reveal a mind of limit-
less intellectual curiosity but resolutely turned
towards concrete facts’ (Condominas,
1972). It is therefore not surprising that,
rather than large works, Mauss wrote
numerous articles published mainly in
PAnnée sociologique, which Durkheim had
founded in 1898. Particularly notable among
these is his Essaz sur le sacrifice | Essay on
Sacrifice] of 1898, which describes sacrifice
as a metonymy of religious phenomena.
This was followed in 1902 by De guelques
Sformes primitives de classification [ On Some
Primitive Forms of Classification], written in
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collaboration with E. Durkheim. The two
authors relate the conception of space found
among Australian Aborigines and American
Indians to their social organization, and state
that these peoples classify the natural world
in terms of their own clan structures. With
the Essai sur les vaviations saisonnicves des
sociétés eskimo [ Essay on Seasonal Vaviations
in Eskimo Societies|, written together with
Beuchat in 1905, Mauss for the first time
presents a society as an integrated whole,
and shows how the seasonal changes which
determine group formation (gathering
together and dispersing) find expression in
cults, economic life, laws and morality. This
integrated conception is used again in Essas
sur le don [ The Gift] (1924), in which Mauss
states that to describe a society fully would be
an infinite task unless one or several of its
features could convey it in its entirety, and he
develops the concept of the ‘essential social
phenomenon’ to designate a feature which is
at once religious, economic, political, mytho-
logical and juridical. He identifies such
phenomena in the potlatch of the Indians of
British Columbia and in the North of the
USA as described by Boas, and in the Kula
as described by Malinowski. These two
phenomena, one antagonistic and the other
pacific, work to the same goal of effecting
the cohesion, harmony and integration of
a whole society. Also worthy of mention is
Mauss’s demonstration in Les Techniques du
corps | Techniques of the Body] of 1935 that
swimming instruction, nursing techniques,
and modes of relaxation among Australian
soldiers are all culturally rooted; and also La
Notion de personne | The Notion of Selfhood]
of 1938, in which he examines ideas of
selthood among the Pueblo Indians, the
Australians and others, and then in Western
history. Lastly, D. Paulme has published a
Manunel d’ethnographie | Handbook of Eth-
nography] in 1947 based on Mauss’s lecture
notes.

As well as devoting considerable efforts to
publishing the posthumous works of friends

who lost their lives in the First World War,
Mauss was an important driving force behind
the discipline. He was able to arouse the
interest of his acquaintances in the Parisian
avant-garde in ethnology, then still a young
subject, and himself wrote a short Hommage
a Picasso [ Homage to Picasso] in 1930. He
played a central role in the founding of the
Institut d’ethnologie in 1925, and gave indi-
vidual attention to the students he trained,
who went on to become great figures in
French anthropology (including P. Mus, D.
Paulme, M. Griaule, M. Leiris, C. Lévi-
Strauss, L. Dumont, A. Leroi-Gourhan, G.
Dieterlen and J. Soustelle).

Hertz, Robert (1882-1915)

Born in Saint Cloud, Robert Hertz studied
at the ENS, where he was taught by
Durkheim, and then passed his agrégation in
philosophy in 1904 and joined the group
associated with PAnnée sociologique. In
1905-1906 he studied in London and
completed a thesis entitled ‘Le crime et le
péché, et comment et pourquoi la société les
efface-t-elle?” [‘Crime and Punishment, and
how and why Society eradicates Them?’]. In
1906-1907 he was a professor of philosophy
at Douai and then taught part-time in the
religious studies section of the EPHE (Sec-
tion V) until he was mobilized. In 1907 his
‘Contribution a une étude sur la représenta-
tion collective de la mort’ [‘Contribution
to a Study of the Collective Representation
of Death’] appeared in PAnnée sociologique
(vol.10: 48-137); using the ethnography
of the Dayak of Borneo, he sees such repre-
sentations as a sort of initiation comparable
to marriage or rites of birth. In 1909 he
published in Revue philosophique a paper
entitled ‘Prééminence de la main droite’
[“The Pre-eminence of the Right Hand’], a
phenomenon he judged to be a projection
onto the human body of the dualism
inherent in primitive thought. Another sig-
nificant work was his 1913 study of the cult
of Saint Besse, which he interpreted from
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a Durkheimian perspective. A collection of
his texts was edited posthumously in 1928
under the title Mélanges de sociologie
religieuse et de folklove | Miscellanies on the
Sociology of Religion and on Folklore], and
it was published in a new edition in 1970
by Presses universitaires de France with a
preface by G. Balandier. Following the out-
break of war Hertz was called up and he fell
in 1915, at the age of thirty-three, leading
his men in an attack on a German machine
gun position at Marchéville. He left an
unfinished thesis, which M. Mauss published
in 1922 in the Revue de Phistoirve et des
religions. This text was reprinted in 1988
as Le Péché et Pexpiation dans les sociétés
primitives [ Sin and Atonement in Primitive
Societies| with an introduction and notes by
M. Mauss and a preface by J. Jamin (Paris:
Jean-Michel Place). Mauss drew on Hertz’s
thesis for a series of lectures given from 1935
to 1938 at the College de France, and his notes
for these lectures have been published in the
journal Gradhiva, edited and annotated by
J. Jamin and F. Lupu (no.2, Summer 1987).

Granet, Marcel (1884-1940)

Marcel Granet was admitted to the ENS in
1904 and passed his agrégation in history in
1907. Having developed interests in feudal-
ism and then in Chinese history, he per-
suaded the Ministry of Public Instruction to
support his mission to China of 1911-1913,
which coincided with the establishment of
the First Chinese Republic in 1912. On his
return in 1913, he replaced E. Chavannes as
director of studies in Far Eastern religions in
Section V of the EPHE. Granet was
wounded in the 1914-1918 War and was
awarded the Croix de guerre. In 1920 he
obtained a doctorate for his two theses Fétes
et chansons anciennes de ln Chine [ Ancient
Chinese Festivals and Songs] (Paris: Leroux,
1919), which he dedicated to M. Mauss, and
La Polygénie sovorale et le sororar dans ln
Chine féodale [ Sovoral Polygyny and the Soro-
rate in Feudal China) (Paris: Leroux, 1920).

Breaking with the then dominant belles lettres
and scholarly approaches, Granet chose a
sociological focus rather than concentrating
on chronological history or the history of art.
He drew together elements taken from dif-
ferent bodies of information to reconstitute
ancient China in an almost ethnographical
manner. He examined games, economic
practices, dances, matrimonial customs, atti-
tudes of mind and other facets of Chinese
culture in an attempt to understand what
made it specifically Chinese. His theory of
kinship (1939) offers models of exchange
which Lévi-Strauss was to adopt, albeit not
without criticizing them (1949). From 1920
Granet lectured on Chinese civilization at the
Sorbonne, and in 1926 was appointed pro-
fessor at INALCO.

Cohen, Marcel (1884-1974)

Marcel Cohen gained an agrégation as a
grammarian and graduated from INALCO
and from Section V of the EPHE, where he
followed courses given by M. Mauss in
1909.1n 1910-1911 he carried out a mission
to Abyssinia financed by the Ministry of
Public Instruction, and on his return took a
post teaching Ambharic at INALCO. In 1920
he was appointed director of studies for
Semitic Ethiopian languages in the EPHE
(Section IV: history and philology). In 1924
he successtully defended his doctoral thesis
Le Systeme verbal sémitique et DPexpression
du temps: Couplets ambariques du choa [ The
Semitic Verbal System and its Expression of
Tense: Ambaric Couplets of the Choa] and
was then given a professorship at INALCO
in 1926. A close associate of Mauss, Cohen
took part in the founding of the Imstitut
d’ethnologie, becoming its first secretary and
taking responsibility for linguistics teaching.
In 1934 he and A. Meillet published Les
Langues du monde [ The Languages of the
Worid], the first scientific description of
the world’s languages and peoples, which
contained contributions from practically
every French ethnologist of the time.
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OTHER RESEARCHERS

Aside from those whose bibliographies are given below, researchers worthy of mention
include the folklorist P. Sébillot and L. Mariller, the first man to establish a study programme
on the religious history of non-civilized peoples. Other, less well-known or now forgotten
figures are E. Verrier, Schoebel, the sociologist C. Letourneau, the jurist R. Maunier, and
Georges Montondon, a naturalized French anthropologist of Swiss origin, a eugenicist, anti-
Semite and racist who in 1935 wrote Ologénése culturelle: Traité d’ethnologie cyclo-culturelle
et d’ergologie systématique | Cultural Hologenesis: Treatise on Cyclo-cultural Ethnology and
Systematic Ergology] (Paris: Payot). Montondon was a professor of ethnology at the Ecole
danthropologie de Paris, founded by Broca, and he launched the journal Ethnie francaise in
1941. During the Liberation he was executed for collaboration.

Marin, Louis (1871-1951)

After gaining a number of academic qualifica-
tions, Louis Marin turned to politics. As a
deputy he secured the passage of a consider-
able amount of social legislation, including
provisions for maternity leave and laws on
parental neglect. He was a minister several
times, founder of the newspaper La Nation,
president of the Société d’ethnographic de
Paris, and director of the Ecole d’anthro-
pologie de Paris, where he succeeded Broca.
He provided great assistance to French
anthropology in its early days and supported
the creation of the Musée de ’Homme, whose
library is named after him. He also wrote
many articles, all published in the journal
L’Ethnographie.

van Gennep, Arnold (1873-1957)

Born in Wiirttemberg in Germany, Arnold
van Gennep studied at the EPHE and then
taught in Neuchitel, where he directed the
Musée d’ethnographie (1912-1915). After
research on totemism in Madagascar (Tabon
et totémisme o Madagascar [Taboo and
Totemism in Madagascar], 1904) and Aus-
tralia (Mpythes et légendes d’Australie | Myths
and Legends of Australin], 1906), he spent a
lengthy period reflecting on religion before
writing Les Rites de Passage | Rites of Passage]
(1909), which remains one of the great
classics of ethnology. He invented the cate-

gory of the ‘rite of passage’, which he pre-
sented according to a typology — death,
withdrawal and rebirth — which has been
much used since. Although van Gennep took
an interest in North Africa and published
a series of important articles on Algerian
ethnography in the Revue d’ethnographie
et de sociologie, which he himself founded in
1911, the main focus of his work was French
folklore, on which he produced a vast
investigation published from 1943 to 1958.
N. Belmont (1974, 1975) has aptly written
that van Gennep’s work closes the period
of amateur scholarship and that he is the
founder of ethnography in France.

Rivet, Paul (1876-1958)

Born into a modest family in the Ardennes,
Paul Rivet entered military college in
Lyons as a means of improving his family’s
finances, and he graduated in 1897 at the
age of twenty-one. In 1901 he became the
physician to a French mission sent to
measure a meridian in Ecuador, where he
stayed for five years and amassed a collection
of artefacts and observations (Ethnologie
ancienne de PEquatenr [ The Ancient Eth-
nology of Ecuador], 1912). On his return in
1906 he was seconded by the Armed Forces
Ministry to the Musée d’histoive naturelle,
and in 1909 was appointed as its deputy
director. His research was devoted mainly to
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the American continent: its languages, pre-
Columbian metallurgy and ancient popula-
tions. In 1920 a coalition of socialists and
communists enabled him to defeat Colonel
Delarocque of the Croix de Fen in an election
in the fifth arrondissement of Paris and he
become a deputy. As secretary general of
the Société des Americanistes he initiated and
then directed its bibliographical work. He
also contributed material on Amerindian
languages to the seminal work Les Langues
du monde [The Languages of the World],
edited by Meillet and Cohen and published
in 1924, claborated several theories on
ancient migrations, and, most importantly,
founded the Institut d’ethnologie at the Uni-
versity of Paris with Lévy-Bruhl and Mauss,
becoming its first secretary general. After
an election in 1928 which appeared to pit
adherents of anatomical anthropology
against advocates of the integration of eth-
nology into anthropology, Rivet became the
fourth occupant of the chair of anthropology
at the Musée d’histoive naturelle, where he
succeeded R. Verneau. He renamed the post
‘chair of the ethnology of contemporary
and fossilized man’, and secured its merger
with the Musée d’ethnographie du Trocadéro.
Following the riots of 6 February 1934,
Rivet, already a member of the Ligue
contre Poppression coloniale et Pimpérialisme
(established in 1927) formed the Comité
de vigilence des intellectuels anti-fascistes
together with  Alain  (Emile-Auguste
Chartier, 1868-1951) and Paul Langevin
(1872-1946). Following the holding of the
Exposition universelle in Paris in 1937 he won
the necessary funds for the construction of
the new Musée de PHomme to replace the
Musée du Trocadéro (1938). He was then
forced to flee France by an order for the
arrest of those belonging to the network of
the Musée de PHomme, directed by B. Vildé,
and to this end he acquired a passport
through the good offices of the Abbé Breuil.
He moved to Columbia and then Mexico.
After the Liberation Rivet was elected as a

socialist deputy and reoccupied his old
chair until his retirement in 1950. During the
latter part of his career he developed a deep
interest in international relations, and he
particularly spoke up for French colonial rule
of Algeria in South America.

Leenhardt, Maurice (1878-1954)

Born in Montauban, M. Leenhardt gained a
baccalanréat in theology with his dissertation
Le Mouvement éthiopien an sud de PAfrique
de 1896 a 1899 [ The Ethiopian Movement in
Southern Africa from 1896 to 1899]. He was
ordained a pastor and sent as a missionary
to New Caledonia, where he lived for almost
twenty-five years (1903-1926). In 1909 he
published his first version of La Grande
Terre [ The Great Earth] and two articles
in the Bulletins et Mémoires de ln Société
A’ Anthropologie de Paris. In 1921, while in
France during his second leave of absence
from missionary duties, Leenhardt met
Lévy-Bruhl, with whom he remained in
contact thereafter. In 1922 he returned to
New Caledonia by boat, but en route spent
cighteen months in Africa and pioneered
African sociology of religion. On returning
again to France in 1927 he launched the
journal Propos protestants. In 1930 the Insti-
tut  d’ethnologie  published his  Notes
d’ethnologie néo-calédonienne | Notes on the
Ethnology of New Caledonia], and followed
this in 1932 with his Documents néo-
caledoniens | New Caledonian Documents).
While engaged in the translation of the Bible
into Houailou, a language on which he
was the foremost specialist (Vocabulaire et
grammaire de la langue honailon [ Vocabu-
lary and Grammar of the Houailow Lan-
yguage], 1935), Leenhardt took an interest
in the lived experience and the psychic repre-
sentations of the Kanak and subsequently of
other Melanesian peoples (Langues et din-
lectes de PAustro-Mélanésien [ Austronesian
Languages and Dinlects], 1946). He can be
said to have established Melanesian
anthropology, and he assembled a body of
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documentation which is still drawn on
today. From Ethnologie de la parole [ The
Ethnology of Speech] (1946) onwards he
became increasingly absorbed by the sub-
jective interiority of Melanesians (La
Personnalité mélanésienne | The Melanesian
Personality], 1942). In 1940 he
entrusted with directing the Oceanic
department of the Musée de ’Homme. When
the passing of the anti-Semitic laws of the
Vichy government deprived Mauss of his
teaching rights, he asked Leenhardt to take
over his teaching. He taught in Section V
of the EPHE until 1950, when he was suc-
ceeded by Lévi-Strauss. After the Liberation
Leenhardt introduced the teaching of
Houailou at INALCO and became
president of the newly founded Socsété
des Oceanistes. In 1947 he published his
best-known work: Do Kamo, la personne et
le mythe dans le monde néo-calédonien [ Do
Kamo: Individual and Myth in New Cal-
edonia] (Paris: Gallimard, 1971). This work
surveys representations of space, time,
social relations and the body in New Cal-
edonia, poses the question of the relation-

was

ship between ancient and modern mental-
ities, and secks to define how individuals
and myths ‘are supported by each other,
proceed from each other and justify each
other’ (1971 (1947): 255). After his
appointment as director of the new Institut
Frangais  d’Océanie, created under the
auspices of ORSTOM, he travelled to
Nouméa in New Caledonia for a year in
1948. In 1949 he published Lévy-Bruhl’s
Carnets posthumes | Posthumouns Notebooks],
for which he provided a preface. As a co-
founder of the International Committee
for Indian Ocean Territories, Leenhardt
became known for his repeated efforts on
behalf of indigenous populations confront-
ing the acculturation process. He was a
vigorous defender of the Kanaks against all
forms of colonial spoliation and appropri-
ation. He founded the journals Propos prot-
estants (1927) and Mondes non-chrétiens
(1947) as vehicles for scholarship and,
above all, as organs promoting association
among intellectuals with religious affili-
ations (L. Massignon, J. Poirier, J. Guiart,
P. Métais, etc.).

THE COLONIALISTS

This section is devoted to Maurice Delafosse, traditionally seen as the founder of Africanism
in France, and Henri Labouret, who followed up Delafosse’s work by supervising teaching
provision in languages and cultures for the Institut des Langues Orientales Vivantes, and
whose own published work appeared in the collection of the Institut d’ethnologie. My aim
here is to use these two names to convey the character of a considerable body of work
produced contemporaneously with that of the Durkheim school, which paid careful attention
to scholarship written in English and German but largely or completely ignored France’s own
colonial researchers. French Africa and Indochina were neglected by the academic establish-
ment, doubtless for reasons of epistemology as well as institutional strategy. Thus Durkheim
became interested in the ‘primitives’ of Tasmania and Australia but held back from Africanism,
while Mauss’s works analyse texts relating to Melanesia, the American Indians and India but
contain only a few short lines on Africa and French Indochina, and this despite the uniquely
rich body of source material contained in the pages of Faidherbe, Charles Monteil, Henri
Gaden, Louis Tauxier, Raymond Decary, Gilbert Vieillard, Cardaire, Marc, Clozel, Vidal,
Urvoy, Arcin and Father Tastevin.
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Delafosse, Maurice (1870-1926)

It was after hearing an emissary of Cardinal
Lavigerie denouncing the slave trade that
Maurice Delafosse decided to enrol in the
Institut des Freves armés du Sahara, whose
members sought to liberate slave caravans.
He was called up in 1891 and completed his
military service, after which he returned to
France to study Arabic under O. Houdas at
INALCO, graduating in 1894. He found
employment as a clerk working on indigen-
ous affairs in the Ivory Coast, and this was
followed by various positions, including a
period as vice-consul in Liberia before he
again returned to France in 1900. He was
then engaged to give a course on Sudanese
language and civilization at INALCO,
the first teaching post of its sort in France.
In 1901 he was appointed as head of the
French section of the Anglo-French mission
to fix the borders of the Ivory Coast, which
involved him tramping through more than
three thousand kilometres of forested
country on foot. From 1904 to 1907 he
was in charge of the Korhogo and Kong
circles, organized the Colonial Exhibition
in Marseille, married one of Houdas’s
daughters, and then departed again for the
Ivory Coast, where he was chosen by Clozel
to head the Bamako circle. Significantly,
he opposed the recruitment of Black troops
as advocated by Diagne. After failing to
secure the governorship of the Ivory Coast
he returned to France for good in 1917
and resumed teaching at INALCO. He
played a part in founding the Académic des

sciences d’Outve-Mer and the International
African Institute, which was co-directed by
Lord Lugard.

M. Delafosse’s writings are of major
importance, particularly in the field of lin-
guistics, but he is known above all for his
Haut Sénégal-Niger | Upper Senegal—Niger|
in three volumes (1912), the first historical
and ethnographic monograph on French
Sudan. Also noteworthy is his Broussard on
les états d’dme d’un colomial [ Life in the
Bush, or the Colonial’s State of Mind], a
collection of journalistic articles and eye-
witness accounts of contemporary Africa as
seen through an administrator’s eyes.

Labouret, Henri (1878-1958)

After joining the army at a very young age,
H. Labouret became an officer-cadet on com-
pleting legal studies and then a lieutenant in
fourth regiment of the Senegalese infantry in
French West Africa. In 1918 he was severely
wounded in the campaign against the Agba
and lost the use of one hand. He was sent on
secondment to the Lobi country, where he
learnt Lobi, and also Mandingue and Birifor.
He returned to France in 1926 and suc-
ceeded M. Delafosse in the Colonial School
and in his chair for the Sudanese language at
INALCO. He also replaced him as co-
director of the International African Institute
and of its journal Africa, and was a consistent
campaigner against granting independence
to the colonies. Most importantly, he was
the author of important monographs on the
people of Volta.
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Vi

The American tradition from the end of
the First World War to the 1950s

FROM RESEARCH ON THE LAST PRIMITIVES TO
INVESTIGATIONS INTO SOCIAL TRANSFORMATIONS

The pacification of the exotic world was completed a few years after the end of the First World
War, and from this moment missionaries were to be found everywhere in the world, often
providing support for ethnological research. It was at this time that American anthropology
gained access to newly acquired Pacific islands, which contained ‘resolutely’ primitive popula-
tions unlike the acculturated American Indians who had hitherto been its sole object of study.
In the words of Lévi-Strauss, ‘Ethnology has only consciously been practised for one century
and will only survive for one more century. One can predict that in the twenty-first century
the human race will be all but unified [...] During the course of two centuries and two
centuries only, one type of humanity will be succeeded by another’ ( Entretiens radiophoniques
avec Georges Charbonnier, 1959). This verdict defines the origins of ethnology, and great
emphasis was placed during this period on the need to study primitive societies before they
disappeared (Mead, Letters from the Field, New York: Harper, 1977). This spirit was dominant
until the eve of the Second World War, in which American anthropologists participated
actively (R. L. Beals, ‘Anthropology during the War and After: Memorandum Prepared by the
Committee on War Service of Anthropologists, Division of Anthropology and Psychology,
National Research Council’, 1943). With the coming of peace, research focused increasingly
on the social dynamics caused by colonization and by the acculturation process, although
research on the latter had in fact already been initiated by Linton, Herskovits and Redfield
in a memorandum of 1936.

By 1930 a number of universities possessed independent anthropology departments.
Harvard’s department originated from its incorporation of the Peabody Museum in 1897,
and its leading figures were Dixon (assistant professor 1897, professor 1915-1934), the
archaeologist Tozzer (assistant professor 1904, professor 1921-1948), the physical anthro-
pologist Hooton (1913-1954), Coon (1927-1948), and Kluckhohn (1936). Columbia had
had a department since 1902, which contained Boas (1898-1936), Wissler (assistant pro-
fessor 1903-1909), Goldenweiser (assistant professor 1910-1919), Lowie (lecturer 1920-
1921), Benedict (1924-1948), Linton (1936-1946), Strong (1936-1962), and Lesser
(1936-1950). Berkeley’s department dated from 1908, and included Putnam (1903-1915),
Kroeber (1908-1946), Gifford (1920-1955), and Lowie (1921-1950). The department at
Chicago opened in 1929, and among its members were Cole (1924-1947), Sapir (1925-
1931), Radcliffe-Brown (1931-1937), Redfield (1930-1958), Eggan (assistant professor
1931, professor 1936), Warner (a department member from 1935, but also active in the
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sociology department). Yale had a department from 1931, which contained Wissler (1924—
1940), Sapir (1931-1939), Spier (1933-1939), and Murdock (assistant professor 1931,
professor 1938-1960). The Catholic University of Washington’s department existed as of
1935, and contained Spier (1920-1929), and Cooper (1923-1941). Important figures in
the University of Pennsylvania’s department were Speck (1908-1950), and Hallowell
(1924-1962). Lastly, in 1928 Steward gave the first course in anthropology at the University
of Michigan, where White was appointed associate professor in 1930 and then professor in
1943, remaining in post until 1970.

It has not been possible to provide an exhaustive list of anthropologists, and so some of
those not treated below should at least be honoured with a brief mention: C. S. Coon, a
productive scholar and popularizer; G. Gorer, who made pioneering studies of ‘national
character’; A. Holmberg, author of a fine best-seller dedicated to a Bolivian hunter population
(Nomads of the Long Bow, 1950); Wolfenstein, a pioneer in the study of childhood;
A. Leighton, who charted the transition of the Navajo from tradition to modernity; L. Sharp,
who opened up Thailand and the Philippines to American anthropology; R. Métraux;
H. Powdermaker; D. Mandelbaum; the Pacific ethnohistorian D. Oliver; and the great
geographer O. Latimore.

THE AMERICAN CULTURALISTS

Between 1920 and 1930 Boas abandoned historicism and embraced a psychological approach
(Boas, 1930), but this position was itself then jettisoned by his own students, and the second,
‘culturalist’ Boasian wave was influenced less by Boas himself than by his first students,
especially E. Sapir and R. Benedict. The approach known as culturalism or the ‘culture and
personality school” was centred on the personalities of the members of a given society con-
sidered as the product of its culture. All human beings are thus products of features of the
culture to which they belong, and this culture takes the form not of a sum of cultural traits but
of'an organic totality.

To simplify rather drastically, it is possible to identify two stages of culturalism. The
first stage, under the influence of psychology, made the individual the primary object of
research. Modes of education in a society are examined and its norms and social values
are reconstructed on the basis of observation of individual behaviour. The work of Mead
and Du Bois is typical of this approach. Reviving a view of exoticism which dates back to
Montaigne and Montesquieu, the ethnographic text often serves as a sort of ‘ethno-pretext’
for an illumination and critique of contemporary American society, for example in Sapir’s
denunciation of materialism (Sapir, 1924). By means of the enormous popular success
enjoyed by some anthropological studies, the discipline was able (albeit with a slight time
lag) to play a central ideological role in the transformation of values and social relations
(the recognition of the legitimacy of sexual desire, the emancipation of the individual from
puritanical morality and from the absolute power of the church, the right to education and
health provision, the struggle against racist prejudice). The teaching handbooks of Dr Spock,
which in the 1950s reached sales figures in the millions, were the fruit of M. Mead’s work.
The figures who best represent the transition to the second stage of culturalism are doubtless
Kardiner and Benedict, who put forward the notions of ‘basic personality’ and ‘national
character’ (which both became basic cultural standards absorbed during training in the dis-
cipline), and used them to begin examining the conduct of the German, Japanese and then
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Soviet peoples. The most representative works of the second stage are those of Kluckhohn
and Linton, who researched into institutional behaviour (role, status, personality, etc.) and
modes of social and cultural integration. The culturalist school has sometimes been associated
with the work of Freud, but although the school’s members certainly knew his work, they
often had reservations about it. As early as 1917 Sapir expressed criticism of Freud’s
theoretical excesses and declared a preference for the Jungian model, which he considered
more readily applicable to anthropology (Sapir, 1917, 1923), while Benedict was as inspired
by Jung’s work as she was by her reading of Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy. Hays also notes that
W. E. Ogburn’s and A. Goldenweiser’s Social Sciences and their Interrelations, published in
1927, exhibits behaviourist tendencies, and that Freud’s name appears only once in a footnote
(Hays, (1958) 1967: 364). So while Freudian techniques left their mark on culturalism,
particularly in terms of its objects of investigation (e.g. the mother—child relationship),
it never incorporated Freudianism’s central discovery, the presence of the unconscious,
preferring instead to work with the notion of culture. In culturalist theory the social world
ranks higher than the deep structures of the human mind. Furthermore, Freud’s great
anthropological texts (Totem and Taboo, Moses and Monotheism) were ignored by all except
Malinowski, gradually becoming assimilated to the evolutionist tradition from which they
were in any case largely derived. This response is hardly surprising in the case of Mead, who
was not yet twenty-five years old when she wrote her first ‘psychological’ pages, but the case
of Kardiner, who worked closely with Freud for two years only then to come under the
influence of E. Fromm, requires more explanation. Ultimately, Kardiner chose the tests of
H. Rorschach rather than the work of Freud for his seminar introducing ethnologists
to psychoanalysis, and it was Rorschach’s approach that he transmitted. There is also the
question of the non-correspondence between fieldwork data and psychoanalytic categories,
all too clearly demonstrated by the history of conflictual relations between psychoanalytic
and fieldwork traditions. Rivers and Seligman were the first to investigate the potential
application of psychology to anthropology, but both rejected the importance accorded by
Freud to sexuality. Malinowski opened up the debate in earnest by looking seriously at
Freud’s work (at Seligman’s request). He examined his own Trobriand material in the light of
Freud’s theories, but criticized their failure to account for sociological variables. Roheim was
in fact the first and for a long time the only ethnologist to work with a strictly Freudian
perspective. Others who should be mentioned in this connection but cannot be considered
fully are W. La Barre, G. Gorer, R. A. LeVine, C. S. Coon, L. Wylie, A. F. C. Wallace, and
finally D. C. Leighton, a pioneer of medical anthropology.

Sapir, Edward (1884-1939)

Edward Sapir was born in Lauenburg in
Germany, and emigrated to the USA with
his family. A pianist and poet, he went to
Columbia University to study German, but
then switched under the influence of Boas to
anthropology and linguistics. He carried out
fieldwork among the Chinook (1905), the
Takelma (1906), and the Yana (1907-1908),
and obtained a Ph.D. in 1909 with a thesis on
the grammar of the Takelma Indians. From

1907 to 1908 he worked as assistant to
Kroeber at the University of California, and
then took up a teaching position at the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania, where he researched
on the Piaute Indians. In 1910 he was
appointed as director of the anthropological
division of the Geological Survey of Canada
and as curator in the anthropology depart-
ment of the Canadian National Museum in
Ottawa. During his fifteen years in Canada
Sapir studied Amerindian languages and
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criticized the shortcoming of various evo-
lutionist theories and of diffusionism. In
1916 he published one of his best-known
works, ‘Time Perspective in Aboriginal
American Culture: A Study in Method’
(Mandelbaum, 1949: 389-463), a diffusion-
ist study which draws up a list of obstacles
to the propagation of cultural traits. In 1921
his Language appeared, which remains one
of the best introductions to linguistics. In
this work Sapir introduced his theory of
linguistic drift, which states that grammatical
changes are never haphazard, but adhere
to systematic trends. His main example is
the drift undergone by most Indo-European
languages as they passed from complex
declension systems to a syntactic principle
based on word order. In 1925 Sapir accepted
a teaching post in the newly created anthro-
pology department at the University of
Chicago, and it was at this time that his most
original works appeared. In ‘Sound Patterns
in Language’ (1925) (Mandelbaum, 1949:
33-46), he demonstrated that the sounds
of language, rather than being exclusively
physical phenomena, have psychological
value, for in all languages each sound belongs
to a discrete unified system which functions
by contrasts, so that sound combinations are
determined by linguistic conventions and not
by physiological necessity. By emphasizing
the unconscious but real structure of the
phonological and grammatical features of
language, he developed the thesis that
cultures must be seen as individually learnt
models of convention (1927) (‘The Uncon-
scious Patterning of Behavior in Society’,
Mandelbaum, 1949: 544-560). A culture is
thus defined as a set of rules of behaviour
learnt by the individual rather than as a con-
sequence of the conventional behaviour of
that individual, for it is through language,
which organizes sensory experience, that a
culture imposes its conceptual categories on
individuals without their knowing it. This
thesis inspired the work of Benedict, and in
this way Sapir became, in La Barre’s words,

‘the founder of culture and personality
studies’ (1978: 282). Sapir also stresses that
culture implies an individual psychological
dimension. His first wife fell prey to a mental
illness which first manifested itself in 1916
(Darnell, 1986: 166), and from this date he
took a growing interest in psychiatry, which
he hoped would help him design a new
anthropological model. In his view the
individual must form the point of departure
for all social theory (1917), an approach
which offered an alternative to Kroeber’s
superorganic and to Murdock’s compara-
tism, and Sapir also differed from his col-
leagues in the ‘culture and personality’
school because of his insistence that indi-
viduals within a society realise their culture
in various ways, which amounts to thinking
in terms of ‘personality and culture’ rather
than the other way around (Darnell, 1986:
166). Sapir became professor of anthropol-
ogy and linguistics at Yale in 1931. In 1937
he suffered a first heart attack and he died
in 1939.

Benedict, Ruth Fulton (1887-1948)

Ruth Fulton was born in New York, where
her father worked as a surgeon, into an old
Baptist family of rural origins. She studied
English literature at Vassar College (1905-
1909), and after spending a year in Europe
taught English in a high school for girls. In
1914 she married the biochemist S. Benedict,
and then for five years devoted herself
to dance and poetry using the pseudonym
Anne Singleton. From 1919 to 1922 Ruth
Benedict studied anthropology at the New
School for Social Research in New York,
where she was taught by A. Goldenweiser
and E. C. Parsons. In 1922 she enrolled at
Columbia University, and while pursuing her
studies she also worked as Boas’s assistant
at Barnard College. At Kroeber’s instigation
she gained her first fieldwork experience
among the Serrano in Southern California,
and then under Lowie’s influence she carried
out comparative research into collections
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of visions among American Indians, and she
obtained a doctorate with her work on this
topic in 1923 (“The Concept of the Guardian
Spirit in North America’, Columbia Univ.
Memoirs of the AAA, No.29: 1-97). In
1927, while working on the Pima and the
Pueblo Indians of the Southwest, she con-
ceived the theory of a ‘cultural configuration’
proper to each group selected from among
the potentially immense variety of human
possibilities. She explained this theory and its
application to Amerindian cultures in a paper
to the Congress of Americanists in 1928. In
her best-known book, Patterns of Culture
(1934), Benedict uses the notion of cultural
personality to construct a typology based on
Nietzsche’s central distinction between the
Apollonian and the Dionysian in The Birth
of Tragedy. She contrasts the Apollonian
cultural model of the Pueblo, their calm
and balanced conduct (discreet prayers, the
absence of destructive activity, etc.), with
Dionysian cultures showing a preference for
excessive and violent behaviour. The latter
category includes the Pima, the Kwakiutl and
the Dobuan, who manifested paranoiac traits
and whose lives were dogged by endless
rivalries and antagonisms. In 1928 Benedict
founded the Journal of American Folklove,
which she edited for the rest of her life. She
taught at Columbia from 1924, and whilst
increasing deafness prevented her from
undertaking further fieldwork herself, she
nonetheless directed the work of others on
the Apaches of the Southwest (1930) and
the Blackfoot of the North Plains (1938).
She took a stand against racism during the
Second World War (1940) and, like her
colleague Mead, supported the entry of the
USA into the war in the struggle against
totalitarianism. The Army Information
Bureau commissioned her to study national
character in territories to which Americans
did not usually have access: Germany, the
Netherlands, Romania, Japan and Thailand.
In 1944 the War Department charged her
with writing a monograph on Japan (1946),

which aimed, among other things, to deter-
mine whether or not the Emperor should
remain in place. This work achieved con-
siderable success and made ‘shame’ (as
opposed to blame) into an anthropological
concept. After her appointment to the chair
of anthropology at Columbia, Benedict set in
motion an enormous comparative survey of
contemporary cultures (France, Syria, China,
the USSR, Eastern Europe, etc.), which drew
on the efforts of 120 full-time researchers
of 14 disciplines and 16 nationalities. Like a
number of others, this project was driven by
the idea that ‘wars are born in the first
instance in the minds of men’ (UNESCO),
and represented the adoption by cultural
anthropology of the responsibility for pre-
venting wars by assisting in the establishment
of comprehensive relations between nations.
Benedict visited Europe in 1948 and died
one week after her return in September of that
year. Although it has enjoyed great popular
success, Benedict’s work has been criticized
by professional scholars, less for her theory
of culturally determined personality and psy-
chological normality than for the excessive
simplicity of the oppositions which this
theory erected (e.g. Apollonian/Dionysian).

Kardiner, Abram (1891-1981)

Born in New York, Abram Kardiner studied
psychiatry at Cornell University and then
spent two years working with Freud in
Vienna (1921-1922). He taught at Cornell
and Columbia universities, and from 1922 to
1944 directed a seminar on the study of the
psychology of so-called ‘primitive’ societies,
which sought to effect a synthesis of anthro-
pology and psychoanalysis. This seminar was
incorporated into the teaching provided by
the Psychoanalytical Institute of New York
(set up in 1932 as the first body to teach
psychoanalysis in the USA). Kardiner played
an important role in the founding of the
so-called ‘culture and personality’ school,
and with Linton he developed the notion
of the ‘basic personality’. At various times
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Kardiner’s seminar was co-directed by Du
Bois and Linton, and its participants
included R. Benedict, E. Sapir and R
Bunzel. In 1939, he published The Indi-
vidual and His Society: The Psychodynamics
of Primitive Social Organization (New York:
Columbia UP, 1939). This was followed in
1945 by The Psychological Frontiers of Society
(New York: Columbia UP), and in 1947 by
Wayr Stress and Neurotic Illness (New York:
Norton). He is also known for his study on
Black Americans written in collaboration
with L. Ovesey (The Mark of Oppression: The
Psychological Study of the American Negro,
New York: Norton, 1951), and for his popu-
lar They Studied Man, a history of the dis-
cipline in the form of biographies of its
founders, co-authored by E. Prebble. Men-
tion should also be made of My Analysis with
Frend (New York, 1977).

Hallowell, Alfred Irving (1892-1974)

Born in Philadelphia, Alfred Irving Hallowell
obtained a BA in economics from the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania in 1914 and then
worked in the social sector while continuing
his studies in sociology and anthropology
under Speck, Goldenweiser and Boas. He
was awarded a Ph.D. by Columbia University
in 1924. In the 1920s he worked among
the Algonquins and in the 1930s among
the Cree and the Ojibwa in Canada. He
used projective tests to measure the relative
differences in personality accompanying
various degrees of acculturation. He was
appointed to a professorship at the University
of Pennsylvania, where he taught until 1962,
and subsequently worked in other institu-
tions, as well as holding a number of other
prestigious positions. His best-known work
is Culture and Experience (1955), in which
he offers an evaluation of the application of
Rorschach tests to the Ojibwa. Inspired by
the Sapir—-Whorf hypothesis, Hallowell main-
tained that the social and physical environ-
ment is a cultural construct rather than an
objective reality, and is only given meaning

by those operating within it (see Sapir,
Whorf. Although close to culturalism,
Hallowell’s position differs from it in that it
emphasizes the consciousness of self in
cach individual rather than the collective
unconscious. Issuing from a cultural sym-
bolic system in the process of mankind’s
emergence, Hallowell’s ‘self” is situated at
the conjunction of external environment and
those impulses, such as imagination, which
exist within the individual. The self protects
the social order by ensuring the regularity
of its functioning. And because individual
behaviour is dependent on metaphysical
principles (other human subjects, relations
with ancestors, etc.), kinship cannot be
understood as the foundation of the social
order.

Linton, Ralph (1893-1953)

Born into a Quaker family from Philadelphia,
Ralph Linton went to a Quaker school and
then entered Swarthmore College, where
one of his teachers, S. Trotter, took him to
visit archaeological digs in New Mexico and
Colorado (1912-1916), Guatemala (1912-
1913) and New Jersey (1915). Linton
obtained a BA in archacology in 1916. He
served as a corporal in the US Army and
saw action in France (where he suffered gas
poisoning), and his wartime experience
helped him in writing his first article on social
anthropology, which appeared in 1924:
“Totemism and the A. E. E’ (AA, vol.26:
296-315). Extricating totemic phenomena
from their mystical and exotic associations,
he showed how signs used by aviators
functioned in what can be called a totemic
fashion. After the war Linton resumed his
archaeological research in Colorado (1919),
Ohio (1924) and Wisconsin (1929-1933).
In 1920 he travelled to the Marquesas
Islands (where he laid out Gauguin’s tomb)
as an archaeologist, but in 1922 he came
away an ethnologist. He then found employ-
ment as an assistant curator in the Field
Museum of Natural History in Chicago,
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and from 1925 to 1927 carried out research
in Madagascar. In 1927 he obtained his
Ph.D. from Harvard University, and
between 1928 and 1937 taught at the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin. In 1933 he published
The Tanala, o Hill Tribe of Madagascar, in
which he expounded the opposition between
magicians and the possessed. After this he
worked in the field among the Comanche of
Oklahoma, and on his return published The
Study of Man: An Introduction (New York).
While Kroeber’s handbook of 1923 gives
considerable space to historical reconstruc-
tion and diffusionism, Linton’s work devotes
only two chapters to these topics. Instead he
endeavours to define culture as a process of
psychological transmission, and advances the
notions of pattern (model), status (inherited
or acquired), and role, understood as status
in its dynamic aspect (later sociologists such
as Morton and above all Goffman would
base a whole new approach on this concept
of role). He also noted the universality of
typical models of antisocial conduct. In
1936 Linton worked with Redfield and
Herskovits on a Memorandum for the Study
of Acculturation (Memorandum of the
AAA), in which he studied the effects of
acculturation on American Indians and Black
Americans, and this work also bore fruit in
Acculturation in Seven American Indian
Tribes (New York, 1940). In 1937 he suc-
ceeded Boas as head of the anthropology
department at Columbia University. In The
Individual and His Society (New York:
Columbia UP, 1939), which he wrote with
A. Kardiner, Linton returned to his earlier
description of the Tanala forest people and
compared them with the Betsileo rice culti-
vators, concluding that social conditions
determine a personality-type which itself
determines secondary institutions. The culti-
vation of rice according to the practice of
slash and burn, which is associated with
property held in common, engenders a
sense of security in the basic personality
of the Tanala, and therefore accusations of

witchcraft are rare and illnesses are attributed
to human error or possession by evil spirits.
Conversely, among the Betsileo, who use
irrigated rice fields, the existence of private
landholdings foments a psychological
insecurity which explains the perceived
importance of witchcraft and the view that
illnesses are always caused by magic spells.
In 1946 Linton joined the anthropology
department of Yale University. Here he
set up a seminar from which emerged The
Psychological Frontiers of Society, written
jointly by himself, Kardiner, Du Bois, and
J. West, and The Cultural Background of
Personality, which Linton wrote alone;
both appeared in 1945. The second book
examines the nexus which ties the individual
to society (the entire complex of institutional
relationships) and to culture (learnt
behavioural models organized as status and
role). The individual is seen as comprising
both a basic personality, that is to say
behaviour understood as normal, and a
statutory (group) personality which is super-
imposed on the basic personality. Personality
is thus an aggregate displaying subconscious
responses stimulated by concrete situations,
but the individual can choose between
several modes of adaptation and many forms
of conduct. At Linton’s death the manuscript
of his Tree of Culture lay unfinished, and it
was completed and published by his wife
Adelin Linton in 1955.

Mead, Margaret (1901-1978)

A specialist in Pacific cultures, an activist
and public figure, Margaret Mead played an
important role in increasing the familiarity of
the general public with the notion of culture.
She authored or co-authored forty-four
books, and the diversity and importance of
her work, and above all the influence it
exercised, made her without doubt the
major anthropologist of the American
school. Mead was born in Philadelphia,
where her father worked as an economics
professor at the University of Pennsylvania.
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Her mother was a teacher with a degree in
sociology, at a time when this subject was just
becoming established in university curricula
and when women generally did not pursue
higher education. In 1920 Mead began
studies in psychology at Barnard College,
where her teachers included F. Boas and
W. Ogburn, an advocate of the works of
Freud, Jung, Adler and Rivers. She gained
a BA in 1923 and an MA in 1924, married
L. Cressman, and then joined Barnard’s
anthropology department, directed by Boas
with the help of his assistant R. Benedict. All
her life Mead remained close to Benedict,
and after her death she edited her works and
wrote her biography. In 1925 a grant from
the National Research Council allowed her
to travel to Samoa to study the lives of
adolescent girls (1925-1926), a trip which
Boas sanctioned in the knowledge that a boat
put in there every three weeks. In Samoa,
Mead made what she believed was a new
discovery, namely that adolescent girls did
not experience the psychological tensions
suffered by American teenagers, and that
their transition to adulthood was a smooth
process. On her return she wrote Coming
of Age in Samon: A Psychological Study of
Primitive Youth for Western Civilization
(1928a), and her editor requested that she
add a chapter on the significance of her dis-
coveries. This was the first of Mead’s state-
ments seeking to influence public opinion,
and Kroeber was critical of her reflections
on the education given to American children
(Kroeber, 1931). It should be noted that in
1983 R. A. Goodman and D. Freeman both
published books denouncing the superficial-
ity of Mead’s ethnography and her con-
clusions on cultural relativism. Freeman also
made a film in 1988 which showed Mead’s
old informants admitting having lied to her
(Shankman, 1996). While Mead’s first book
presents absolutely no analysis of Samoan
social structures, she makes up for it in Social
Organization of Manw’a (1930), which is
entirely devoted to this topic (Honolulu:

Bishop Museum). She successfully defended
her thesis in 1928 and was appointed as
assistant curator in ethnology at the Ameri-
can Museum of Natural History. She then
won a research grant which allowed her to
travel to the Admiralty Islands with R. F.
Fortune, whom she married on the boat.
The couple stayed on Manus for six months
in 1928-1929 (Mead was to return there six
times between 1928 and 1975). In 1930 she
published Social Organization of Manw’n,
which in Firth’s opinion is ‘one of the best
systematic pieces of work on kinship then
published in the whole Oceanic field’
(Parking, ‘An interview with Firth’, CA,
vol.29/2 (1988): 327-341), and Growing
Up in New Guinea: A Comparative Study of
Primitive  Education (1930,  1975).
Mead was the first anthropologist to study
the education of children, and her con-
clusions challenged both the idea that the
problems associated with adolescence are
universal and the notion of a prelogical
mentality (see Lévy-Bruhl). But her novelty
also lay in her style of writing: like
Malinowski, and in the same period,
Mead produced a type of anthropology
that was easy and pleasant to read. Unlike
Malinowski, however, she does not speak
of ‘natives’, but mentions individuals who
recur in the study by name (Ngasu, Kawa,
Ngalowen, etc.). A further notable aspect of
Mead’s writing is the dichotomy she pro-
poses between the unfamiliar ‘them’ and the
American ‘us’, which in most cases aims to
reveal the positive, liberating and healthy
aspects of the former. The comparative analy-
sis between societies largely untouched by
‘foreign commerce’ and modern American
society is then expanded to take in three
New Guinea populations with very dissimilar
cultures, the Arapesh, the Mundugumor
and the Chambuli, among whom Mead
and Fortune lived from 1931 to 1933. Mead
published her findings in Sex and Tempera-
ment in Three Primitive Societies (New York:
William Morrow, 1935), in which she
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observes how cultural differences affect the
identities and personalities of women and
men, and their relationships with children.
This was the first anthropological study to
provide a comparative examination of the
situation of women. This theme emerges
most clearly in Mead’s dichotomy between
the Arapesh and the Mundugumor: among
the Arapesch, mothers and children have a
prolonged relationship, young boys are not
encouraged to Dbehave aggressively, men
help with childrearing tasks, and both sexes
have gentle natures, whereas among the
Mundugumor pregnancies are associated
with devastating taboos, aggressiveness is
encouraged, and women, who do all the hard
physical work, are as violent as the men. As
for the Chambuli, they are presented as a
society in which men are nominally in charge
of each collective but in reality submit to
their womenfolk. Her next mission took
Mead to Bali, where she stayed from 1936 to
1938 accompanied by G. Bateson, whom she
had met while working among the Chambuli
in 1933 and then married. Their shared
interest in psychology led them to study
trances and other forms of hypnosis, and
they made extensive documentary use of
photography. They took 38,000 photo-
graphs, from which they chose 759 for publi-
cation in 1942 in Balinese Character: A
Photographic Analysis (New York: New York
Academy of Sciences). In 1938 Mead
returned to the Iatmul of New Guinea and in
1939 gave birth to her only child, M. C.
Bateson. In 1941 R. Benedict asked her to
assume control of a committee on eating
habits in the army, and she also headed a
national investigation into American eating
habits before wartime rationing (1942). In
1944 she created the Institute for Inter-
cultural Studies, which she financed almost
entirely from her own pocket. In 1945,
the year of her divorce from G. Bateson,
she published American Troops in a British
Community, a study commissioned by the
Ministry of the Armed Forces which aimed

to foster understanding between British and
American communities. Mead joined the
anthropology department of Columbia Uni-
versity in 1947 but was not made a professor
there until 1954. In Male and Female: A
Study of the Sexes in a Changing World, pub-
lished in 1949, she returns to her comparison
of Pacific and American societies by contrast-
ing their construction of gender, and argues
that American prudishness and hypocrisy
prevent the possibilities of full adult sexuality
from being realized. More interestingly, as
the first ethnologist to describe such events as
birth and lactation in detail, Mead presents
the mother and child as forming a culturally
defined biological and psychological system
(a theme to which she would often return:
1957, 1958, 1967, 1974) and sketches out
an anthropological approach to the processes
of imprinting. She was appointed director
of the Research Program on Contemporary
Cultures after the death of Benedict and
wrote a book on the Soviet national character
(1951) using methods which she set out in
The Study of Culture at a Distance (1953). In
Mead’s view, individuals mature in a cultural
context constituted of an ideological system,
the expectations of those around them, and
techniques of socialization, all of which
condition their responses to situations and
even their psychic make-up. Mead also
became associated with the analysis of forms
of social and economic change as well as
forms of personality change (1949). During
the 1950s she worked within the framework
of UNESCO on questions of social trans-
formation and development (Mead, ed.,
Cultural Patterns and Technical Change,
UNESCO, 1955). In 1953, after an absence
of twenty-five years, she returned to the Peri
village where the children she had known in
1929 were now leaders of a community
exposed to the difficulties of transition to the
modern life they all seemed to desire. She
described this process in New Lives for
Old: Cultural Transformation — Manus
1928-1953 (1956). If from the 1930s

109



The American tradition from the end of the First World War to the 1950s

Mead’s work had always been a vehicle for
her preoccupation with the difficulties of
adaptation experienced by American youth,
in the 1960s she made this subject her
exclusive concern. Her Awnthropologists and
What They Do (1965), which was aimed at
students, describes her own student years
and, to a lesser extent, her fieldwork. She
discussed her fieldwork in more detail in
‘Field Work in the Pacific Islands, 1925-
1967’ (in Peggy Golde, ed., Women in the
Field: Anthropological Experiences, 1970).
Above all Mead campaigned for better
educational standards, greater autonomy for
students and a role in decisions regarding
their future. Culture and Commitment
(1969) begins to reveal this new engage-
ment, to which she returns in A Way of Seeing
(1970), which addresses problems such as
pollution, racism, the risk of war, over-
population and world famine, and her com-
mitments are revealed again in Blackberry
Winter: My Earvlier Years(1972). As well as at
Columbia, Mead taught at the universities
of Fordham, Cincinnati and Topeka, was a
member of numerous ethics and health
committees, and integrated an awareness of
the importance of cultural differences into
the growing anthropological element of the
training given to social workers. She was also
curator of the American Museum of Natural
History, where she established a new Pacific
section which opened in 1971. Mead died
on 15 November 1978 in New York of
cancer of the pancreas. It should be noted
that, apart from the controversy unleashed
by Freeman, she has often been criticized for
her neglect of quantitative approaches in
favour of a reliance on what has often been
called an anecdotal approach. She has thus
been accused of imposing on a collective an
approach founded on individual psychology,
and thereby ignoring historical and eco-
nomic factors.

Du Bois, Cora (1903-1991)
Born in New York, Cora Du Bois studied at

Barnard College under Boas and obtained
a BA in 1927. After an MA at Columbia
University in 1928 she enrolled at Berkeley,
where Lowie sent her to research the Wintu
of California in 1929-1930. She was
awarded a Ph.D. in 1932 for her thesis Wintu
Ethnography (Berkeley, 1935). In 1935 she
received a grant from the National Research
Council Fellowship to investigate how psy-
chiatric training might be used by profes-
sional anthropologists. She spent six months
at the Boston Psychopathic Hospital, and
then Kardiner invited her to lead a seminar
with him in the summer of 1936, which
brought together ‘Freudian sociology’ and
ethnological writing under the auspices of
the New York Psychoanalytic Society. The
seminar was continued into the following
year, and in 1938 Du Bois obtained funding
from the Research Council for Social
Sciences of Columbia University for a period
of fieldwork (while Linton took her place
with Kardiner in the seminar). In search of a
place which presented evidence of substantial
pathology, she chose Alor on the advice of
Josselin de Jong, without however finding
there the promised pathologies, known as
Arctic Hysteria or Amok. She remained there
until 1939, and in 1944 published The People
of Alor: A Social-Psychological Study of an
East Indian Island. The book aimed to
describe the evolution of the individual from
birth to adulthood, as well as treating other
themes, such as the psychology of religion
and biographical narratives, and presenting
the results obtained from projective tests
(Rorschach, free association, children’s draw-
ings). Each of Du Bois’s sections was closed
with a concluding chapter by A. Kardiner.
During the Second World War she joined the
Office of Strategic Services, working in the
resecarch and analysis branch as chief of
the Indonesia section. In 1944 she moved
from Washington DC to Ceylon (Sri Lanka)
to head the Southeast Asia Command. She
taught anthropology at Hunter College
(1936) and Sarah Lawrence College
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(1939-1942), and worked for the World
Health Organization (1942-1954), before
joining the anthropology department at
Harvard (1954-1969), where she held the
Zemurray-Stone Chair. At Harvard she initi-
ated a long-term research project on the
Indian temple city of Bhubaneswar. After her
retirement from Harvard she taught at Cor-
nell University between 1970 and 1975.

Kluckhohn, Clyde Kay Mayben
(1905-1960)

Born in Iowa, Clyde Kay Mayben Kluckhohn
began his studies at Princeton University
in 1922, but after he was diagnosed with
rheumatism his family sent him to live in a
dry region near a Navajo reserve. He was
inspired by his observation of the Navajo to
write his first book, To the Foot of the Rain-
bow, published in 1927. After Princeton he
studied at Wisconsin (BA 1928) before
spending 1931-1932 in Vienna, where he
discovered both the school of Father
Wilhelm Schmidt and psychoanalysis, and in
Oxford, where he studied under Marett and
obtained a Master’s degree in 1932. Back in
the USA he became assistant professor at
the University of New Mexico (1932-1934)
and was awarded a Harvard Ph.D. in 1936.
He taught at Harvard from 1935 and took
charge of a study project on the Navajo com-
munity of New Mexico from 1936 to 1948.
He instigated a new form of long-term, inter-
disciplinary research presenting a detailed
account of the culture of the Navajo, their
view of the world and problems in adapting
to modernity (1938, 1940, 1944, 1940).
Children of the People (1947) examines the
development of childhood personality using
psychological tests. During the Second
World War Kluckhohn worked for the US
administration on Japan with R. Benedict,
and afterwards, together with the sociolo-
gist T. Parsons, the social psychologist
G. Allport, and the psychoanalyst H. Murray,
he created the interdisciplinary department
of social relations at Harvard (Personality in

Nature, Society and Culture, 1949), which
was to play an important role in the future
of anthropology. In 1947 he organized the
Russian Research Center at Harvard (Kluck-
hohn, Inkeles and Bauer, 1956), and he was
also head of Harvard’s anthropology depart-
ment. He sought a synthesis of culturalism
while also trying to demonstrate that there
are fundamental human values shared by all
cultures. He died prematurely of a heart
attack in New Mexico in 1960.

Opler, Morris Edward (1907-1996)

Born in Buffalo, Morris Edward Opler
gained a BA and an MA from the State Uni-
versity of New York at Buffalo under White,
who then sent him to the University of
Chicago to be taught by Sapir and Radcliffe-
Brown. He obtained a Ph.D. from Chicago
in 1933 and taught there until 1935. In
1936-1937 he worked as an anthropologist
at the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and then
taught at Reed College (1937-1938) and
Claremont College (1938-1942). From
1930 to 1940 he spent time among the
Apaches and in 1941 published his most
famous work: An Apache Life-Way: The
Economic, Social and Religious Institutions
of the Chiricabua Indians (Chicago UPD).
Following a trail blazed by Linton and
Kluckhohn, the book belongs to a group of
works focusing on modes of social integra-
tion. Nonetheless, Opler opposed the notion
of monolithic transcendental values by stress-
ing that contradictory values are present at
the heart of a single society. He formulated
the concept of ‘theme’, defined as ‘a postu-
late or a position, declared or implicit, which
usually controls behavior or stimulates an
activity, and which is tacitly approved or
overtly advocated by a society’ (Opler, 1945:
198). These themes are actuated in two ways:
as existential modes, expressing the nature
of the world; and as normative principles
guiding social relations. Every society com-
bines several ‘themes’ to form an equilibrium.
An example of this in Hindu culture is the
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way the theme of the split between the spirit-
ual and the temporal, leading to detachment
from the self, is combined with the theme of
the active and responsible involvement of
the individual in his own life. A satisfactory
integration is thus produced by these two
complementary themes (Opler, 1948). By
comparing Chiricahua Apaches with Jicarilla
Apaches, and Jicarilla Apaches with Lipan
Apaches, Opler endeavours to show how the
combination and accentuation of themes in
a culture gives it its particular complexion
(1959). Opler is also noteworthy for his
contributions to the Handbook of North
American Indians (Berkeley: U of California
D, 1989). Particularly well-known is his long
analytical description of the longevity rites
performed by young Chiricahua girls during
puberty. During the Second World War,
Opler worked in Japanese POW camps in
California and offered his services to the
League of American Citizens of Japanese
Origin. He taught at Harvard University
(1946-1948) and was appointed professor
at Cornell University (1948-1969), where
he established and directed a programme of
Indian studies. After his retirement from
Cornell he taught at the University of
Oklahoma (1969-1977).

Voget, Frederick William (1913-1977)
Born in Salem to a father who had emigrated

from Germany, F. W. Voget gained a BA
from the University of Oregon and then
studied anthropology at Yale, where he
obtained a Ph.D. in 1947 with a thesis
entitled The Shoshoni-Crow Sun Dance
(Oklahoma UP, 1985). He wrote numerous
articles and became a world expert on the
Crow, with whom he spent every summer
in Montana. He was a professor successively
at McGill University in Montreal, the
University of Arkansas, the University of
Toronto, and Southern Illinois University
at Edwardsville. During his teaching years
he produced a History of Ethnology (New
York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1975),
a very detailed work written in the style of a
teaching handbook.

Opler, Marvin Kaufmann (1914-1981)
Born in Buffalo, Marvin Kaufmann Opler
obtained a Ph.D. in anthropology from
Columbia University in 1938. He served in
the armed forces from 1943 to 1946 and
then taught at various universities, including
Stanford and Harvard. In 1952 he joined
the department of medicine at Cornell Uni-
versity, where he made a study of mental
illnesses in urban environments, and then
moved to the anthropology department at
the State University of New York at Buffalo
in 1958. In 1957 he founded the Inter-
national Journal of Social Psychiatry.

THE CHICAGO SOCIOLOGICAL SCHOOL

Frederick Starr, a self-made anthropologist, occupied the first post created in the department
of sociology and anthropology in the newly founded University of Chicago and kept it until
his retirement in 1923. He was replaced by Fay-Cooper Cole, who had gained his Ph.D. from
Columbia University and worked for the Field Museum. With the financial support of the
Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial, Cooper-Cole expanded the department by appointing
Sapir in 1926 and Redfield in 1928. In 1929 he was able to create an independent anthro-
pology department, and with Sapir’s help persuaded the Rockefeller Foundation to subsidize
a five-year plan for anthropological research. Sapir left for Yale in 1931 and was replaced as a
linguistics specialist by one of his students, Harry Hoijer, and as a cultural anthropologist by
the social anthropologist Radcliffe-Brown, who remained in post until 1937.
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After Boas and his students had swept away evolutionism, American anthropology was
composed of two main movements. The first saw conjunctural history and culture as the main
determinant, and the second stressed the relationship between the individual and his culture;
both were forms of cultural anthropology. The social anthropology Radcliffe-Brown sought
to establish at Chicago differed from both in assigning the central role to the structure and
functioning of society.

Shortly after his arrival at Chicago, Radcliffe-Brown embarked on a comparative study
project on Amerindian kinship terminology. He trained two important anthropologists:
F. Eggan, who worked as a research assistant, and S. Tax. In 1937, together with W. L.
Warner, they published Social Anthropology of North American Tribes (Chicago: Chicago
UP), a work which formed a pendant to Radcliffe-Brown’s article distilling previous scholar-
ship on the social organization of Australian Aborigines. Radcliffe-Brown’s insistence on a
strictly ahistorical scientific method was an important factor in the general reorientation of
American anthropology. Under Robert Park’s influence, Redfield distanced himself from
Boasian historicism and moved towards a social anthropology with an evolutionist colouring.
When he became the third Dean of the Social Science Division at Chicago in 1934, Redfield
took the opportunity to expand the department and secured the services of Warner. Now
containing Redfield, Warner and Eggan, the Chicago department became the crucible of
American social anthropology. One notable example of its activity was the comparative study,
instigated by Redfield with financial support from the Carnegie Institution, of four com-
munities, of which the best-known was the Yucatan. Also significant were the investigations
which Sol Tax made in Guatemala in 1944 using the department’s resources. Cole, after

spending long years concentrating exclusively on archaeology, took retirement in 1947.

Redfield, Robert (1897-1958)

Born in Chicago, Robert Redfield enrolled at
the University of Chicago in 1915 to study
law. He served as a volunteer during the First
World War and then as an ambulance man
before returning to Chicago and gaining a
BA in 1921. While working in a law firm he
followed courses offered by one of the early
sociologists, R. Park (who became his father-
in-law). Redfield’s passion for the social
sciences was intensified by a journey he made
to Mexico in 1923. In 1925, he began teach-
ing sociology at the University of Colorado,
and, thanks to a grant from the National
Council for Social Studies, carried out his
first research in the Mexican village of
Tepoztlin in 1926 and 1927. He described
the internal divisions among the original
Indian inhabitants of the village, the effects
on them of modernization and modern
medicine, and the ideological values of each
group (Tepoztian, o Mexican Village: A Study

of Folk Life, Chicago: Chicago UP, 1930).
When he returned from the field in 1927,
Redfield enrolled in the anthropology depart-
ment at Chicago, now all but independent
of sociology. After receiving his doctorate in
1928 he became assistant professor, associate
professor (1930), professor (1934), and
finally head of the anthropology depart-
ment (1948) at Chicago. From 1930 to
1933 he studied the Maya village of Chan
Kom in Yucatan with the help of the village
primary school teacher, A. Villa, and they
co-authored Chan Kom: A Maya Village
(Washington: Carnegie, 1934). Redfield’s
next work, The Folk Culture of Yucatan
(Chicago: Chicago UP, 1941) compared the
effects of civilization on four communities
which shared the same Maya heritage.
Redfield worked as an adviser to the mili-
tary authorities during the Second World
War, took part in the conference which led
to the creation of UNESCO, directed the
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American Council for Race Relations, and
was president of the Council of the American
Broadcasting Company. He returned to
Chan Kom in 1948 and wrote A Village
that Chose Progress: Chan Kom Revisited
(Chicago: Chicago UP, 1950), which tells
of the adjustments made by the Mexican
peasants to the modern world since his first
visit, and observes that new features of life
have not destroyed their traditional culture.
The effect of technical and social change on
the peasant world is also the subject of his
theoretical work The Primitive World and its
Transformations (Ithaca: Cornell UP; 1953),
in which he sets out to describe the moral
conflicts which accompany the spread of
civilization. The subject of his last book, The
Little Community (Chicago: Chicago UPD,
1955), is the existence in India of the same
generic types he had found in Mexico. Red-
field set the ‘greater traditions’ embodied
in urban cultures and complex ways of life
against the ‘lesser traditions’ embodied in
peasant cultures with local knowledge.

Warner, William Lloyd (1898-1970)

Born in Redlands in California, William
Lloyd Warner first studied under Kroeber
and Lowie at Berkeley (BA 1925), before
moving to Chicago as a student of Radcliffe-
Brown. He worked as an assistant professor
at Harvard in 1929 and travelled to the
Murngin of Northwestern Australia (Arn-
hem), where he stayed for three years. In
1937 he published A Black Civilization:
A Social Study of an Australian Tribe (New
York), which depicts the highly subtle
Murngin kinship system. However, some
scholars, such as Jean Guiart, have felt that
the descriptive elements of the book need to
be reviewed, ‘which would quite simply cause
the system itself to disappear’ (Guiart, Clefs
pour Pethnologie, Paris: Seghers, 1971: 70).
An investigation undertaken by W. Shapiro
in Arnhem territory in 1969 (‘Miwuyt
Marriage: Social Structure Aspects of the
Bestowal of Females in Northeast Arnhem

Land’, Australian National University Ph.D.)
convinced many more that ‘the Murngin,
as they are defined in the literature of the
Murngin controversy, do not exist and have
never existed’ (J. A. Barnes, Three Styles in the
Study of Kinship, Berkeley: California UD,
1971: xxiii). Appointed by the University of
Chicago in 1935, Warner turned his atten-
tion to urban social anthropology. He
studied Yankee City in Massachusetts and,
with the help of thirty collaborators,
produced records on its 17,000 adult
inhabitants. The years from 1941 to 1947
saw the publication of the four volumes of
results yielded by Warner’s inquiry into the
‘American ideal’, which produced the finding
that this supposedly democratic ideal was
in fact founded on quite different principles.
In 1945 Warner made a study of Jonesville, a
Republican town of the Midwest, and then
extended his research to towns in Ireland and
Austria.

Eggan, Fred Russell (1906-1991)

Born in Seattle, Fred Russell Eggan studied
psychology at the University of Chicago
(BA 1927), where he followed courses given
by Sapir. In 1928 he submitted his Master’s
thesis, An Experimental Study of Attitudes
Toward Race and Nationality, written while
he was working as a schoolteacher. In 1930
he enrolled in the anthropology department
which Cole was in the process of
setting up at Chicago. When Radcliffe-
Brown moved to the department in 1931,
Eggan became his research assistant and at
his request undertook a comparative study of
Amerindian social structures. He took part in
a fieldwork training programme run by Leslie
White in the summer of 1932, and in 1933
gained a doctorate with his thesis The Kinship
System and Social Organization of the Western
Puceblos with Special Reference to the Hopi
Indians, which demonstrated that Hopi
kinship nomenclature was the basis for the
tribe’s rules of social interaction. Eggan
found that the principle of unity of descent
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advanced by Radcliffe-Brown was applicable
to the matrilineal system of the Hopi. The
male Ego distinguishes his mother’s brothers
from his own brothers and nephews, but
includes his mother’s mother’s brothers and
his sister’s daughter’s sons in the same cate-
gory as his immediate brothers. After his
doctorate Eggan was appointed as an associ-
ate researcher by the Chicago department and
examined processes of acculturation among
the Choctow of Mississippi, the Cheyenne,
and the Arapaho of Oklahoma. In 1934
Cole sent him to the Philippines,
where he had worked himself, to study the
social transformation of the Tinguin. On his
return from the field in 1936, Eggan took
up a teaching post at Chicago and in 1937
co-edited  Social Amthropology of North

American Tribes. He left the department
during the war to occupy various research
and teaching positions connected with the
army. In 1948 he was appointed professor,
and worked as head of department until
1952, when he became director of the
Research Centre on the Philippines. In 1953
Eggan proposed a method of controlled
comparison, which would compare the social
structures of societies which seem nearly
identical or at least resemble one another
very closely. He believed that, within such a
strongly homogeneous group, a meaningful
attempt could conceivably be made to dis-
tinguish universal from contingent features
in the formation and reproduction of soci-
cties by looking at the modalities of their
transformation (Eggan, 1954).

THE SUBSTANTIVIST SCHOOL

In 1940 Herskovits wrote the first handbook of economic anthropology, The Economic Life
of Primative Peoples (New York, rev. edn 1952), although the dialogue he thereby initiated
with economists was neither extensive nor particularly fruitful. It was not until after the
Second World War that economists such as G. Dalton and P. Bohannan began to look at the
economic lives of peoples from an anthropological perspective, and they thereby contributed
new conceptual tools to anthropology. This new trend led to the emergence of what became
known as the substantivist school, which took as its object of study the various institutions in
a society which provide the framework for exchange and for the distribution of goods.

Polanyi, Karl (1886-1964)

Karl Polanyi was born into a Jewish milieu
in Budapest (Hungary). He studied law and
philosophy in Budapest and in 1908 created
the Galilean Circle, which brought together
progressive thinkers who wished to reform
the semi-feudal condition of Hungary.
During the First World War Polanyi served in
the army and was wounded, and afterwards
he became a journalist with a Viennese daily
newspaper (1924-1933). In 1933 he emi-
grated to England, where he taught in
the Workers” Educational Association. This
provoked his interest in the origins of the
Industrial Revolution in Great Britain, and

he began writing The Great Transformation:
The Political and Ecomomic Origins of Our
Time (New York: Rinehart, 1944), in which
he studies the rise and fall of the global
economy and economic liberalism from their
inception in Britain to the advent of Hitler
in Germany. Having given conference papers
on this theme in the USA, he was appointed
professor of economic history at Columbia
University in 1947. As Polanyi’s wife, who
had been a member of the Hungarian
Communist Party, was refused a US visa, the
couple settled in Canada. Until 1953 Polanyi
taught at Columbia, continually shuttling
back and forth from his home in Canada, and
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during this period he co-directed a seminar
with C. M. Arensberg and H. W. Pearson,
the proceedings of which were later pub-
lished as Trade and Market in the Early
Empives: Economies in History and Theory
(New York: Free Press, 1957). In 1944 he
defined an economy as an institutionalized
process of interaction between man and his
environment, which takes the form of the
provision of material goods he requires
for the satisfaction of his needs, and he con-
trasted societies governed by economic
institutions with societies shaped by institu-
tions of other sorts. He asserts that while the
aim of a capitalist market economy is profit,
the institutions of exchange in primitive
societies function in a quite different way. In
such societies the local market has fixed
prices and fulfils the function of integrating
different social groups otherwise riven by
permanent rivalries. Trading ports establish
relations between mercantile and non-
mercantile economies and answer both the
military and political needs of the state.
Functionaries rather than traders are in
charge of commerce with foreigners, and
contact with other cultures is kept to a
minimum. Formal economic theory applies
only to the capitalist market system in which
the economy is free, whereas elsewhere it is
embedded in religious or kinship structures,
in which the replication of relationships
and not profit is the prime motive force for
individuals.

Following the sociologist Weber, Polanyi
proposes a distinction between three
empirically constituted models of social
integration: reciprocity, redistribution and
exchange. Reciprocity assumes the existence
of symmetrical groups woven together by
balanced relations of exchange. This involves
intervention both in production (provision
of services, periodical allocation of land)
and in the distribution of products (gifts
offered and received). Redistribution requires
a centralized institutional model, in which
the centre (priest, state, suzerain, notable)

collects products, stores them and redistri-
butes them in such a way that its own agents
are rewarded and the social order is upheld.
In the market system, the means of pro-
duction, land and labour are types of
merchandise subject to the laws of the
market. These analyses divide the circulation
of goods into distinct spheres of exchange:
substance, matrimonial goods, prestigious
goods, market goods (see Bohannan;
Barth). It would be fair to say that
Polanyi is the true founder of economic
anthropology.

Arensberg, Conrad Maynadiner
(1910-1997)

Born in Pittsburgh, Conrad Maynadiner
Arensberg studied at Harvard University,
gaining a BA in 1931 and a Ph.D. in 1934.
His thesis, entitled The Irish Countryman:
An Anthropological Study, was published in
1937. While at Harvard he also took part
in William Lloyd Warner’s Yankee City
project. After the completion of his studies,
Arensberg’s posts were successively as assist-
ant professor at the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology (1938-1941), associate pro-
fessor in the sociology and anthropology
departments of Brooklyn College (1941-
1946) and Barnard College (1946-1952),
and finally associate professor in the anthro-
pology department of Columbia University
(1953-1980). In his early career Arensberg
was an expert on rural Ireland, and then, in
addition to participating extensively in the
work of UNESCO, he increasingly devoted
his attention to the anthropological study
of the Middle East, India and a number of
other regions, as well as making a substantial
contribution to the development of urban
anthropology. He also joined Polanyi in
running the Interdisciplinary Project on the
Economic Aspects of Institutional Growth,
which resulted in a study entitled Trade and
Mavket in the Early Empires: Economies in
History and Theory (New York: Free Press,
1957).
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THE NEO-EVOLUTIONISTS

Alongside the movements of Boasian relativism and culturalism, the period after the First
World War saw a renewal of evolutionism (known as neo-evolutionism), the principal
characteristics of which were the revival of totalizing approaches to human history and the
rejection of the psychologization of social phenomena.

Two currents can be discerned: the main protagonist of the first was G. P. Murdock, critic
of historicist particularism and instigator of the Human Relations Area Files; the second,
less clearly defined, was represented by V. G. Childe, K. Wittfogel, L. White and J. Steward.
Childe popularized the idea that the prehistoric evolution of mankind was founded on eco-
nomic production, Wittfogel advanced the hypothesis that hydraulic civilization lay at the
origin of the modern state, White considered culture and its evolution from an ‘energetist’
perspective, and Steward developed a schema of polygenic evolution based on determination

by the natural environment.

Wittfogel, Karl August (1896-1988)

Born in Germany, Karl August Wittfogel
became an active member of the German
Communist Party and was associated with
the Institute of Social Research in Frankfurt.
He was briefly imprisoned after Hitler came
to power in 1933, and then fled to the USA,
where he soon became a virulent anti-
communist, albeit without giving up his deep
admiration for Marx’s work. He became an
American citizen in 1941, and in 1951 he
testified against the sinologist O. Latimore
during the communist-hunting McCarthy
trials. Wittfogel adapted the Marxist concept
of mode of production (condemned in the
Leningrad Congress of 1931) to develop his
own notions of ‘Oriental despotism’ and the
‘hydraulic society’, whose history he traced
in practice and theory from Montesquieu to
Marx and Stalin. He held that large public
works, such as irrigation projects in China,
promote a bureaucratic state centralism
which extends its power to all aspects of
social life, and he sees in this dynamic, which
he contrasts with the atomism of peasant
societies, the origin of the modern state.
Wittfogel became director of the Center
for Chinese Studies at Columbia University.
More information on Wittfogel can be found
in The Timesof 18 June 1988.

Murdock, George Peter (1897-1985)

George Peter Murdock was born near
Meriden, Connecticut, into a family of pros-
perous farmers. He served in the National
Guard on the Mexican border in 1916, and
then in the artillery when the USA became
involved in the First World War. He gained
a BA in American history from Yale in 1919
and entered the law faculty in 1920. After
interrupting his studies in 1922 to travel
around Asia and Europe, he enrolled in the
social sciences department at Yale, where he
came under the influence of A. G. Keller.
Keller was well known as the author of The
Science of Society (4 vols, New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1927), which, as a note
written by his mentor W. G. Summer has it,
‘carried forward Spencer’s grandiose plan for
a total picture of world evolution’ (Harris,
1968: 607). Murdock obtained a Ph.D. in
1925 for his critical translation of Julius
Lippert’s The Evolution of Culture. He taught
at the University of Maryland from 1926 to
1928 and then worked as Keller’s research
assistant at Yale from 1928 to 1931. From
1931 he occupied a post which straddled the
newly created departments of sociology and
anthropology at Yale. In the summers of
1932, 1934 and 1935, Murdock travelled to
the Haida on the Northeastern coast and to
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the Tenino of Oregon, and these were the
only fieldwork experiences of his career.
In 1934 he published Owur Primitive Con-
temporaries (New York: Macmillan), a work
intended for use in teaching. It was in 1937,
in a contribution to a Festschrift for Keller,
that Murdock set out for the first time his
ideas for a comparative methodology applic-
able to both sociology and anthropology (the
latter eschewing all biological data). These
ideas corresponded to the principles set out
in the Human Relations Area Files (HRAF),
which sought to identify and catalogue the
salient traits of all the cultures of the world.
In 1938 Murdock succeeded Sapir as the
head of the anthropology department at Yale
and published the first edition of Outline of
Cultural Materials, which would be system-
atically augmented with each new edition.
He was appointed professor of anthropology
at Yale in 1939 and served in the US Navy
during the Second World War as a lieutenant
(1943-1945) and then as a captain (1945-
1946). The Files project increased its scope
enormously thanks to financial support from
the navy, and in 1949 it became an inter-
university undertaking bringing together six-
teen institutions. The Files assembled details
of more than 2,500 codified cultures with
about one hundred variables, and they
provided Murdock with material for a large
number of articles (on the correlations
between matrilineal and patrilineal institu-
tions, on marital stability, on gender divisions
in work etc.) and for books such as Africa:
Its  Peoples and Their Cultural History
(New York: McGraw Hill, 1959). To provide
ethnographical nourishment for the Files he
founded the journal Ethnology in 1962. In
1949 he published Social Structure, which is
his major work (New York: Macmillan). On
the basis of an analysis of the functional rela-
tions between traits found in 250 societies,
he attempts to discover the underlying rules
for cultural change, most particularly in the
area of kinship. He sees the social world as
composed of layers of independent changes

and evolution as presenting a palette of
possibilities. Change is adopted most readily
in matters of residence, and this brings about
new rules of filiation leading to modifications
in kinship terminology. However, as Harris
observes, ‘if residence is the most powerful
determinant of kinship terminology, why
does an analysis of the coefficients show
that descent and marriage forms are more
“effective” in producing particular varieties of
kinship terminologies?’ (Harris, 1968: 620).
Murdock was an outstanding critic both of
the historical particularism of Boas (and even
of the quality of his ethnographical research
(see Murdock, 1949: xiv)), and of British
social anthropologists, whom in a celebrated
review he reproached for their dismissal of
the history of social transformations and for
the absence in their work of in-depth com-
parative study (Murdock, 1951). In 1960
he moved from Yale to the University of
Pittsburgh, and he died on 29 March 1985.

White, Leslie A. (1900-1975)

Born in Salida, Colorado, Leslie A. White
first studied history and political science
under T. Veblen at the State University of
Louisiana, and then switched to psychology
at Columbia University, where he was taught
by the behaviourist J. B. Watson and gained
an MA. He also attended courses given by
Goldenweiser at the New School for Social
Research. In 1925 he enrolled at the Uni-
versity of Chicago, where his professors
were Cole and Sapir, and it was at Sapir’s
suggestion that he carried out research
among the Acoma Pueblo Indians. White
obtained a Ph.D. in 1927 and then taught
anthropology at the State University of New
York at Buffalo and at the Buffalo Museum of
Science. He commenced work on the Seneca
Indians while still maintaining his interest in
the Pueblo, on whom he wrote five mono-
graphs. While studying the Seneca he reread
Morgan (later he would edit his Ancient
Society, his journal and his correspondence
with Bandelier) and reoriented his own
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resecarch towards a global evolutionary
perspective. A voyage to the Soviet Union
in 1929 and a temporary teaching post in
Beijing familiarized him with Marxism but
left him unimpressed with its dialectic. In
1930 he succeeded J. H. Steward as associ-
ate professor at the University of Michigan,
where he was given tenure in 1943. He
retired in 1970.

White believed that the human race, by
inventing symbols, brought into being a
superorganism known as culture. This idea is
already present in Kroeber and, to a lesser
extent, in Durkheim, but it was White who
invented culturology, the scientific study of
culture as a ‘suprapsychic’ instance, symbolic
in nature, with its own laws governing its
functioning, reproduction and evolution,
and taking the place occupied by sociology
in a Comtean tree of science. In ‘Energy
and the Evolution of Culture’, published in
1943, he put forward the idea that cultures
develop in line with the growth in energy
resources. ‘White’s Law’ states that cultural
evolution is dependent on the quantity of
energy available per capita. The Evolution of
Culture (New York: McGraw Hill, 1959)
brought together articles published between
1938 and 1949. Apart from those mentioned
already, White’s most important idea is that
individual human behaviour is determined
entirely by the cultural superorganism, and
this idealist view is allied to a materialism
which sees technology as the dominant factor
in any cultural system. A polemical opponent
of the Boasian school (1960), White trained
such cultural anthropologists as M. Sahlins,
M. Harris, E. Service, and R. Carneiro, and
the archaeologist L. Binford. He was elected
president of the AAA in 1964, retired in
1970 and died in 1975, leaving unfinished a
manuscript he had been working on for
twenty years: Modern Capitalist Culture.

Steward, Julian H. (1902-1972)
Born in Washington into a family of Chris-
tian Scientists, Julian H. Steward studied

anthropology at Berkeley under A. Kroeber,
R. Lowie and E. Gifford. After a research
trip to the Shoshone he moved to Cornell to
study zoology, gaining a BA in 1925, before
returning to Berkeley, where at that time
C. D. Forde was avisiting professor. He wrote
his first article, on archaeology, in 1927, and
in 1929 was awarded a Ph.D. in anthro-
pology for his thesis The Ceremonial Buffoon
of the American Indian (published in 1931
by the Michigan Academy of Sciences, Arts
and Letters). From 1928 he taught at the
University of Michigan, offering its first ever
anthropology course (Manners, 1973: 889),
and his subsequent posts were at the Univer-
sity of Utah (1930-1933), where he began
research on the Pueblo Indians, and then at
Berkeley (1933-1934). From 1935 to 1946
Steward worked in the Bureau of American
Ethnology of the Smithsonian Institution.
Dissatisfied by the way cultural relativism,
functionalism and historical particularism
took account only of singular phenomena, he
turned to comparative approaches and the
search for laws of causality, and set forth a
typology for the analysis of band types and of
the development of societies in the Southwest
from prehistoric times (1936, 1937). The
publication in 1938 of his Basin-Platean
AboriginalSociopolitical Groups (Washington:
Bureau of American Ethnology) founded an
ecological and cultural anthropology of an
evolutionist and environmentalist character.
In this work he proposed the idea of a ‘cul-
tural ecology’, stating that the combination
of environmental resources and available
technologies of pro-
duction, which in turn influence the social
system. Steward then carried out research in
British Columbia and the Peruvian and
Ecuadorian Andes, and in 1940 the Smith-
sonian Institution commissioned him to edit
the Handbook of South American Indians,
which he decided to arrange according to
cultural rather than geographical criteria.
This project, which Steward ran until his
departure from the Bureau, was divided into

determines forms
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six volumes which appeared from 1946 to
1949: 1) marginal tribes; 2) higher cultures;
3) the tropical rainforest; 4) Caribbean
peoples; 5) comparative ethnology; 6) index
(New York: Cooper Square). This project
offered the first complete description of
South American Indians, with contributions
from all Americanists of the time. Steward
himself wrote about a dozen of the articles,
and also produced a condensed version of the
handbook entitled The Native Peoples of
South America (New York: McGraw Hill,
1959), which he wrote together with L. A.
Faron. In 1943 he created the Institute for
Social Anthropology within the framework
of the Bureau to investigate problems of
modernization and cultural change, and this
gave him the opportunity to send anthropo-
logists to Columbia, Mexico, Peru and Brazil
to focus on new objects of anthropological
interest in these countries. In 1946 Steward
was appointed professor in the anthropology
department at Columbia University, where
he lectured on Latin America and cultural
dynamics (though according to Wolf these
courses were in fact given by David Bidney
and Paul Kirchhoff (sce E. Wolf, 1988,
‘Reply’ in CA, col.29(2): 307). At the same
time he joined the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
which allowed him to practise applied
anthropology and focus particular attention
on subcultures, a topic he introduced to the
discipline especially through a project on
Puerto Rico which he directed from 1948 to
1952 (1956). Steward was elected to the
National Academy of Sciences and received
the Viking Fund Medal, and in 1952 he
accepted a position as senior researcher at the
University of Illinois, where he took over the
Project of Study in Cross-cultural Regular-
ities financed by the Ford Foundation

(1952-1955). Dedicated to the comparative
analysis of causes and modes of change, the
project bore fruit in the publication of the
three-volume  Contemporary Change in
Traditional Societies (vol.1: Introduction and
Africa; vol.2: Asian Rural Societies; vol.3:
Mexican and Peruvian Communities;
Urbana: Illinois UP). The attention Steward
brought to bear on modernity was amplified
by another, more theoretical work on cul-
tural evolution. He stated that borrowing
does not adequately explain the passage from
one culture to another, and in 1953, and
again in 1955, he developed the thesis,
already present in his work of 1938, of a
multilineal evolution, using cross-cultural
comparisons to explain the diverse patterns
of development which societies may follow
towards greater complexity. This draws on
White’s approach (autobiographical state-
ment for the National Academy of Sciences,
quoted by Manners, 1973: 887), although
he also criticized White for his ultimately
functionalist version of history (1949). Stew-
ard’s schema retains White’s view of the pas-
sage from band to tribe to chiefdom to state,
but departs from his generalizing tendencies
by concentrating on a small number of cases,
all located in similar forest or desert
environments and all showing the same levels
of socio-cultural integration, but sufficiently
far apart from one another for resemblances
not to be attributable to diffusion. It was in
1951 that Steward first advanced this idea of
levels of socio-cultural integration, to which
his name has become attached, and which
asserts that families, rural socicties and states
actuate different levels of social and cultural
integration. From 1940 Steward suffered
from recurring stomach ulcers, and after a
twenty-year illness he died in February 1972.

THE SOCIAL QUESTION AND ACCULTURATION

From 1908 to 1946, Kroeber taught at the University of California at Berkeley, and in 1921
he was joined by Lowie, at first intermittently and then permanently. At Columbia, Boas took
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retirement in 1936 and three teachers were chosen to replace him: Linton, Steward and
Strong (the last two being former students of Kroeber). After the foundational work of Cole
at the University of Chicago, Radcliffe-Brown taught there from 1931 to 1937, Sapir
having moved to Yale, where he remained until 1938. During this period, American anthro-
pology maintained its interest in the reconstruction of ancient Amerindian cultures and in the
study of the last remaining primitive societies in the Pacific, but at the same time developed in
its major centres new research traditions examining American rural and urban communities
and the question of acculturation.

The sociologists H. Lynd and R. S. Lynd were the pioneers of the first approach. In 1925
they completed a study of a Midwest community which they named Middletown, ‘rather as
anthropologists approach a primitive tribe’ (C. Wissler, ‘Foreword’ to Middletown, 1956: vi).
After spending time with Australian Aborigines, W. L. Warner chose to study the small town
of Yankee City in Massachusetts, on which he and his thirty collaborators published four
volumes of research from 1941 to 1947. Lastly, J. Dollard and H. Powdermaker, the latter
having previously worked on Melanesia, began researching on the town of Cottonville in
Mississippi in 1936. Strict limitations of space make it impossible to look at these projects in
detail, but it should be noted that urban anthropology continued to expand.

As for acculturation, it was first defined by Graebner in 1880 as the study of modifications
resulting from contact between two populations with different cultures. A number of anthro-
pologists, notably Malinowski and those of the South African school, addressed this
question, but it assumed central importance only with the work of R. Redfield in the mid-
1920s. In 1935 a sub-committee was formed by the National Council for the Social Studies to
apply this new approach, and in 1936 Redfield, R. Linton and M. Herskovits published
a memorandum on the study of acculturation (AA, vol.38: 149-152). The war precipitated
these social transformations and anthropology claimed for itself the status of an applied
social science. The discipline set out to enlighten the military authorities during the war and
decision-makers in the peace that followed, and it soon grew into a largely anti-Establishment
science by making itself the mouthpiece of the poor and of ethnic minorities, particularly in
the writings of S. Tax and O. Lewis. Until the mid-1970s, funding was nevertheless provided
more or less in line with the discipline’s requirements, but the recession of the 1980s and
1990s and the return to dominance of economic liberalism ushered in much more difficult
times.

Herskovits, Melville Jean (1895-1963)

Born in Belle-Fontaine, Ohio, Melville Jean
Herskovits was a pioneer of Afro-American
studies. He studied first the University of
Chicago, where he was taught by E. C.
Parsons and T. Veblen, and then at Colum-
bia University, where his teachers were Boas
and Goldenweiser. He was awarded a Ph.D.
in 1923, and then worked at Northwestern
University in Evanston, where in 1927 he
established the first programme in African
studies in the USA. Much later, in 1961, he
would hold the first American chair in Afri-

can studies. He was also the founder and first
president of the Association of African Stud-
ies and the author of more than 500 articles.
His early work focused on defining African
culture areas (1924), and he introduced the
notion of the cattle complex to illustrate eco-
nomic irrationality in the husbandry of East-
ern and Southern Africa (‘The Cattle Com-
plex in East Africa’, AA, vol.28). This was
followed in 1928 by a field investigation car-
ried out with his wife Frances Herskovits
among the Bush inhabitants and among
urban dwellers in Surinam (1934, 1936). He
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also drew up the first ethnographic inventory
of rural societies in Haiti (1937) and Trini-
dad (1947). But it was the publication in
1941 of The Myth of the Negro Past (New
York: Harper) that constituted Herskovits’s
major contribution to the discipline. In this
work he followed in the footsteps of W. E. B.
Du Bois by stating not only that there were
clements in Black American subculture
which were properly African, but also that
some of these traits had been passed on to
White Americans. This thesis was attacked by
white liberals and by the Black middle class,
as both of these militantly anti-racist groups
saw in it an ideological assertion of the
inability of Black Americans to integrate into
the American melting pot. However, the
reclaiming by Black Americans of African cul-
ture in the 1960s and 1970s caused Hersko-
vits’s view to come very much into vogue.
His ideas made him a notable opponent of
absolute relativism. Herskovits worked in
New Guinea, Brazil, Haiti, and West Africa,
and he is known for his substantial research
on the ancient kingdom of Dahomey.
Another important facet of his work is its
focus on economic anthropology, on which
he wrote the first handbook. However, his
discussions with economists on this topic
failed to resolve differences of perspective.

Tax, Sol (1907-1995)

Sol Tax was introduced to anthropology by
Ralph Linton while a student at the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin. He gained his BA there
in 1931, submitting a dissertation entitled
‘A Re-interpretation of Culture, with an
Examination of Animal Behavior’, and
then moved to the University of Chicago.
Although Benedict supervised his first field-
work, carried out in 1931 as part of the
Summer Ethnology Program at the Mes-
calero Indian Reservation, Tax was most
strongly influenced at this time by Radcliffe-
Brown, who oriented him towards the study
of social structures. He was awarded a Ph.D.
in 1934 and then worked at the Carnegie

Foundation under the direction of Redfield,
who introduced him to research on the Maya
of Guatemala. Tax worked for eight years in
Guatemala and for four more in Mexico, and
from 1940 he was an associate professor at
the University of Chicago, where he became
professor in 1944 and succeeded Redfield
as head of the anthropology department.
Towards the end of the 1940s he launched
Action Anthropology, which aimed to place
anthropology at the service of the people it
studied. This approach, which soon became
known as interventionist anthropology,
aimed to shed light on the implications of
decisions taken by Amerindian communities
and defend their cultural identities. An advo-
cate of political autonomy for American
Indians, Tax coordinated the first National
Congress of American Indians at Lurie in
1961 and directed the cultural programme
of the Carnegie Foundation for the Indians
of Oklahoma from 1962 to 1967. In 1958,
at the request of the Wenner—Gren Founda-
tion, he founded Current Anthropology,
which has since become probably the world’s
most prestigious anthropology journal. Tax
was president of the University of Extension
from 1963 to 1968, and from 1968 to 1970
worked at the Center for Advanced Study in
the Behavioral Sciences of Princeton Univer-
sity. He died on 3 January 1995 in Chicago.

Wagley, Charles (1913-1991)

Born in Texas, Charles Wagley studied at
the universities of Oklahoma and Columbia
(BA 1936). He belonged to the very last
generation of students taught by Boas (who
died in 1942). Wagley gained his Ph.D. in
1941 for his research in Guatemala in 1937-
1938 (Economics of o Guatemalan Village,
Menasha, AAA, 1941). As Mercier has
observed in his Histoire de Panthropologie
(Paris: PUF, 1966: 189), Wagley, together
with Tax, was one of the first anthropologists
on the American continent to look at eco-
nomic conditions. While he was an assistant
professor at Columbia University, he co-
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wrote the articles on the Tenetehara and the
Tapirape with the Brazilian E. Galvio for
the third volume of the Handbook of South
American Indians edited by Steward (like
Wagley a professor at Columbia). Wagley and
Galvio went on to write a book together on
the Tenetehara (1949).

Wagley participated in UNESCO initia-
tives on the race question, especially by
editing 