BOOK. P.EVIEWS

Socialization: the approach from Social Anthropology. A.S.A. conference edited
by Philip Mayer. £1.50p paperback. London, Tavistock Publicgtions.

This collection of essays presented at the A.S.A. conference in 1967
aims to clarify and elaborate the theme of 'socialization'and to reveal it
'as a fit subject for analysis in the British anthropological. tradition'.
Thankfully, the definition of 'socialization' given by Mayer, the convener
and editor, as 'the inculcation of the skills and attitudes necessary for
playing given social roles' is not systematically adhered to by the rest
of the contributors. One wonders how mauy of those anthropologists interested
in cognitive systems, categories and meaning would be attracted to 'socialw-
ization' studies if they had to be in terms of roles and role-systems,
1mply1ng the narrow perspectlve of functlonal adaptatlon and social conformity.

Audrey Richards, in one of the better essays, remlnds us of the history
of the term and its unfortvnate 358001at10n with the crude statements in

'culture-and-personﬂllty sivties, She ~iiempts to clarify the related but
distinct themes of 'SOCl&ll”"lon' Teul . pabterns','value systems' and
'basic personality'.’ 'Soci:. ization'f h;chards'includes the study of
education in, for example, ;aLitical vainzz, decision-making, economic values

and practices, magico-religious beliefs <aa associated ethical codes, the
meaning of symbols, and the'uje of sanciions both negative #nd positive.

She also shows how socializei)on studies could perhaps make a ‘major
contribution' to the prokla ~f symbolism and the stuily of cognitive and values
systems. It is a pity th=f tusr view is not shared by more of the contributors.

Forge and Loudon, whose articles deal respectively with 'Learning to see
in New Guinea' and 'Teasing and Socialization on Tristan da Cunha', make one
realize the difficulties of trying to limit the boundaries of 'socialization';
surely every aspect of life has some influence in the process and each aspect’
may be viewed as being significant in different ways by different people?
Perhaps the first job of those interested in 'socialization' is to observe
more case studies and to try out different analyses before generalising
about 'socialization' &s a whole.

G. Jahoda advocates more co-operation between anthropology and psychology.
One problem is that psychologlsts do not yet have a store of universally valid
generalisations to which anthropologiests can turn when they want to interpret
thelr material. And when psychological generalisations are made (for example
by Lloyd in her paper 'Yoruba Mothers' Reports of Chlld-rearlng ) ,anthropologists
remain suspicious of words like 'permissiveness' or 'aggression' and of the
tests and approaches which are the psychologists' stock-in-trade. Not surprisingly,
the psychological explanations used in Socialization are not very illuminating.
Spencer, for example, uses a behaviourist theory to explain how Samburu elders
menage to persuade young men to accept a socially marginal status. His
explanation, however, is a normal functional statement in the Radcliffe-Brownian
tradition, combined with interpretation in terms of 'conditioned responses'.
(Honour for them could have become what the sound of trickling water was for
Pavlov's dogs', Wilder's article p. 144). We are left with little information
about the actual contents of the rites, their symbolic meaning, or the concerns
of the people involved.

For 'socialization' studies to progress as they should, we must go beyond common-
sense and the type of functionalism which Ward, for example, naintains when she links
the playing down of aggression, the institutionalised treatment of temper tantrums
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and the abllity of the Chinese to live irn crowded- eomditions. - o
One hopes that Richard's and Forge's contributions will not .gew- -
lost amongst the unlnsplrlng articles Wthh tend to reduce the

attraction of the book.
Charlotte Hardman

Marxism and 'Primitive'Sdcieties.'ATwo Studies: Eminanuel Terray.

Translated by Mary Klopper. Nonthly Review Press. London

Two years have now passed since Banaji's succinct exposure of
-the endogenous corisis of British social anthropology and his declara-—
tion that its only salvation lies in the use of the ‘concepts and
method of historical materialism. Terray's Le Marxisme devant les
sociétés 'primitives! has been a basis for many radical pronounce-
ments of this &ort, and this English translation is welcome, despite
its unfortunate weaknesses - 'superdetermlned' for 'overdetermined!

is a prlme example,

In his flrst essay Terray examines Morgan's Ancient Society,
distinguishing the various supposed misinterpretations and criticisms
of this work which led to the increasing confusion of the anthropological
tradition. Terray concludes: "it is not sSo.much Morgan's results that
are of interest as his intentions, not so much the theses he put forward
‘but the concepts and methods he used to establish them," In his
gecond essay Terray evaluates and, more significantly, elaborates
upon Meillassoux's L'Anthropologie Economigue des Gouro de Coéte d'Ivoire
(1964) Terray regards this as the first rigorous application of
historical materialism to a concrete 'prlmltlve' society. MNeillassoux
examines the effect of colonial domination on a 'self-subsistence!
geconomy - the transition from’a traditional mode of production to a
new mode., It is with the analysis of the particular traditional mode
of the Gouro that Terray is concerned., Whilst praising Meillassoux's
initial contribution, Terray points out that a fundamental error
in this analysis is the confusion - noted by Marx in Capital -
of the geéneral description of an economy with the analysis.of the
mode of production. Meillasoux's study is limited to the former,
whereas Terray sets out the three aspects of a socioeconomic formation;
the economic infrastructure, the juridical and political- superstructure,
and the ideological superstructure. In this his analysis is not con-
stricted by crude Marxist 'economic determinism', but rather t!the
relations of productlon are represented in the 1deologlca1 and political
relatlons which result from the articulation of the elements of its
superstructure on the ecopomic base of the mode of productlon concerned,

Levi-Strauss recently proposed that kinship and marriage in
'primitive'! societies have an operational value equal to that of
economic phenomena in our society (1mply1ng that the role of the
economic infrastructure should be dlsregarded in favour of concern
with kinship relatlons) Terray suggests, on the contrary, that the
so-called theoretical entity of kinship is no better than the notion
of 'totemism' which Lévi-Straus rightly condemns. ' The point being
that societies where kinship relations dominate (in Althusserian terms
kinship relations are 'overdetermlned’) are merely to be associated
~with the presence of particular modes of production. Terray takes

kinship relations to manifest essentially the salie characteristics as
class relations. Both are overdetermined 'because their nature can
only be understood by invoking the structural causality of the three
‘levels in society, economic, political, and ideological. - This
structural causality takes the form of a conjunction of the three
structural determinants in a single obJect and in the varlatlon of
the dominant element w1th1n thls congunctlon. :
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Examining Terray's publication it is evident that the French
Marxist school of anthropology has developed a more-viable theory
‘and methodology than their supposed British Marxist counterparts—who
have based their claim to Marxism on their use of concepts like con-
flict, exploitation, domination, .and a greater awareness of the
realities of -colonialism. Terray is concerned to demonstrate the
applicability of the categories of historical materialism to the
analysis of ‘primitive! societises, Categories which apply equally
“'to pre-capitalist socioeconomie formationg - including segmentary
“lineage~based societies which some anthropologists have regarded
as their special preserve — as to contemporary Western Capitalist
:society. .Nevertheless, Terray admits,.thé concepts and method of
historical materialism are not yet fully worked out:'I do not yet
- have the tools to achieve this (complete) analysis?t, Theory and
" praxis go hand in hand, and it is only by further analyses along
these lines that a greater appreciation of the.validity of-historical
materialism will become more general among British anthropologists.

Bob Heath
Judy Brett -

Belief, Language, and Dxperience. Rodney Needham
Basil Blackwell., Oxford 1972. &£3. 75p.

~ Recent 'rethinkings' in anthropology will have exhausted the
patience  of - the more pragmatical, During a recent ASA conference,
indeed, one prominent figure felt compelled to invent a new
ontologlcal proof.to refute the analytical dissolution of kinship:
it must exist because he himself had taught it, Colleagues with such
an outlook are not going to be over-pleased by Dr, Needham s latest

booka

Belief, Language, and Experience suggests that anthropologists,
including the author himself, have displayed insufficient self-scrutiny
on matters of fundamental 1mportance. Though aware of the difficulties
of using culture-bound concepts such as 'marriage!, 'priest' and so on,
they have employed concepts such as 'belief! quite unreflectingly:
they have uncritically adhered to that Western philosophy of mind
embedded in the language they use. But this, Needham argues, is simply
to assume that the faculties common to all men have already been
adequately established by comparative research. Philosophers, however,
after centuries of inquiry do not agree on ‘their analyses of belief,
and a detailed 1nvest1gat10n does not provide any criteria with which
to recognise-any experience or discriminable mode of consciousness
to correspond to the verbal concept. All we have, it seems, is the
word itself, subject to the most diverse employment. A search into
~ the.empirical grounds of this cultural concept does.not give us. any

-reasons for including 'pelief! in a universal . psychological vocabulary,

Thls is an, 1mpr9351ve and stimulating piece of work. . Draw1ng
heav11y upon the writings of Wittgenstein, Hampshire, Lévy-Bruhl and
others, indeed, it has an importance going far beyond the particular
subject matter of belief, for it offers us-a conception of anthropology
as an activity contributing to an empirical philosophy. The book
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does not leave one with the impression of Boethius waiting for his

end and deriving consolation from the visits of- Phllosophwa, but
rather of a -discipline invigorated by its relatlonshlps with other
branches of scholarship. Images of the: disintegration of anthropology
do not make sense, Belief, Language, and BExperience suggests that
_far from dylng, anthropology is only now belng concelved

‘v Malcolm Crlck

' . The British School 1922-1972
Allen Lane/ Penguin. £3.50.

Adam:Kuper, London.

This is a puzzling book. On the one hand, we have an author
of evident confidence and ability. On the other, a point of view of
remarkable limitations. It is tempting to explain the: resulting gap
by the same biographical methods that Dr. Kuper uses on his own
anthropological subjects. This is, for exemple, a very 'African' view
of social anthropology. Even the Toral traditions! used express this.
The gossip is rather dusty - anecdotes that might have been told by
Profeassor Isaac Schapera or the like on trips to South Africa in the
*fifties. The news about the Oxford of Evans-Pritchard is nudgingly
a matfer of conversiond to Roman Catholicism., (Those damned R.C.'s! -
as a London lady called them - were barely a majority even fifteen
years ago; the pregent score is two out of elghb) By 1964 Kuper's
_ 1nformants also favoured other stereotypes, as he wrote in a reviews

'The "0xford group" features in the gossip of other ollques '
of anthrop01001sts, and has kept itself a trifle removed
from other British schools, perhaps because .so many of the

. Oxford men are upper-upper.' (Afrlcan btudles 1964, p. 34)

In the present volume only Leach nOW‘gets-thlsvgloss of class (zerely

tupper-middle*) .
Otherwise the chief connotation of "Y0xford! for this book is
the evanescent Oxford of the late 'thirties and the 'forties: the’

"world of African Political Systems, and.of Fortes and:Gluckman:before

- they moved elsewhere. A ghost category of '0xford structuralism! is

- get up for that period, from which the most incempatible people are
later traced, like the descent of nations from the sons of Noah,

"It will sometimes help to read Kuper's 'structuralism' as 'late.
funetionalism! (tﬂe 'structural-functionalism! of some) "What most
people know as 'structuralism® Dr. Kuper calls ‘'neo-structurdlism',
But the basic problem is that the whole Oxford development is fore-
shortened into the ‘early unstable period of tne false start under
'Radollffe-Brown. :

_ The Oxford sections of the book would not be of particular
moment, save for the light they throw on its general peculiar bias.
As a history it reads entertainingly ond often informatively for the
period up to the end of the second World War. There are .chapters on
- colonialism and the post-iar professionalization of the discipline.
About there the scene freezes, In some earlier recension of the text,
what looks like an originally final chapter was then added, .in which
Leach and Gluckman emerged as the coming men, their self-evident '
- differences from each other being obscured by the distant perspective,
‘and by a chapter sub-title: !Beyond Orthodoxy' (the orthodoxy being
the mythic 'Oxford Structurallsm‘) Then, as if added in another
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seriptorium (possibly in London rather than Johannesburg, but in the
same .monkish hand), comes an extra rather uneven. chapter on. Lévie
Strauss and British. 'neo—structurallsm', in which-a different character
also called Leach appears. One more addendum to the text then follows
called *1972'. In this the author remarks' 'I do not know what the
future of, 3001a1 anthropology will be, If I did I would be . there
alreadyt. But he does reveal: 'If there are signs of a new departure,
M, G. Smith is probably the man to watch', BEven in 1972', the ill-
assorted Goody, Lloyd, and Smith are still referred to as a 'devel=
opment from Oxford' - although two at least of those mentioned may
well be tempted to initiate actiops for libell

Enough has been said to suggest that this is a book of curious
idiosyneracies. This is a pity, because there is plenty to commend
in individual chapters, The relationship of anthropologists to the
colonial governments is sen51bly dlscussed, and the author sketches
in the story of the Malinowski. generation w1th s ympathy and insight.
But these were not just avuncular figures.- No consideration is given
,to why the pattern of chalr-allocatlon fell out precisely as it did
in the !forties. .By what consensus did Flrtn emerge as the successor
-of Malinowski? Vhy should Schapera rather than (say) Audrey Richards
hayve taken the second (African) chair at LSE? Bach of the postw
Malinowskian departments- ook on a. partlcular form, but some. loomed
more importantly than others on the gossipw-cirouits in the outposts,
Why did so many Africanists eventually fail to- foresee the major
- developments in the subject (with the result that many in. the string
- of names given by Dr. Kuper-in this field are now of mlnor 51gn1flcance)°
Why is the tradition that (for example) Professor Fortes will leave,

of a different scope, interest or influence from that bequeathed by
Bvans~Pritchard? Both men are for Kuper (1nev1tably) 'pre-war Oxford
structuralists'. Why is Gluckman (contrary to the author's judgment)
surely. not credlbly summed: up as 'Beyond Orthodory'? These questions
are not asked, and they require for their amswer much more thought
Athan we are offered here. :

Dr. Kuper's frequently readable history does not account in any
way -for the present - not even for his fragmented version of it in
t1972Y, TFor example, the book finishes with a consideration of Worsley's
paper 'The End of Anthropology', first given in 1966, and Needham's
paper of 1970 on'The Future of Social Anthropology: Disintegration
or Metamorph081s'ﬂ. The author does not. ask himself. why he finds him-
self having to deal in his conclusion with these particular figures.
Where do they: spring from -to raise such doubts? And do their papers
- gtart from the same premisses, predlct the same doom?- Hardly.
.Mprsley's 1966 doom is merely the death of ! ctural—funbtlonallsm'
(his usage) which was an event in the past/wrlen he wrote, MNeedham's
future of anthropology is barely comprehensiblé in such terms; it
essentially warns that the subject may become too difficult for some
kinds of practitioner it once attracved, if it is not already. There
are no tips in it about wmen to. watch, or anything of that sort, It
. probably falls into Kuper's category of 'the odd bld for grandeur'

(the author's phrase for contributions chat are. 'defused by scept1c1sm'
or: 'pollte 1nattentlon’)

. Flnally, Dr. Kuper, in a passage Wlth whose drlft few W111 digm
agree, eontrasts social anthropology favourably with sociology -

'sociology as it is rather than it might have been'. Almost his last

- @entence is: 'The anthropological contribution to sociological under-—

standing constitutes a-standing reproach to those prissy methodologists
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and excitable reformists who have made modern sociology so boring and
sterile's Yet in 1951 an eminent social anthropologist declared.his
subject to be a branch of sociology - sociology as.it was. Vhat
happened? Clearly. something of importance. No history of it is to
be found in this book. Dr. :Kuper's final scene is a crowded tableau
of familiar and, no doubt;, well~loved faces with the older generation
noddlng approval in the Wlngs. Cheers drown any-distant sound of
dissidence. :

Edwin- Ardener

Chiefship in Western Tanzania. Ayluard Shorterw. Clarendon Press, 1972,
' £7.50

Students of Bast African peoples cannoL fail to be impressed by
the wealth of historical material contained in many of their oral
traditions. In 1961, at Manchester Unrver81tv, mvans—Prltchard
entered a plea for more interest to be taken by social anthropolodlsts
in such hlstorlcal traditions, and argued strongly that it was their
1eo1t1mate business to do so. Shorter too, in the book under review,
has briefly noted that the social anthropolomlst 1s_probebly in the
best position to interpret oral material. But the pendulum has swung
far in East Africa from the day when Evans-Pritchard delivercd that
lecture, and smergent nations are themselves eagerly. seceking to estab-
lish a broader place in history for their pcoples than the colonial
chapters written in Buropean history books, Independent governments
have- promoted the drive; historians of their universities have
w1lllngly taken up the challenge; and the various groups . of peoples
themselves are now freely disclosing their oral tradltlons in order
to ensure their identity and 1nclu81on in the overall plciure.. With
the richness of material at hand, and the indirect. pressures exerted,
the question is no longer whether the social anthropologist should
engage at all in the examination of oral history, but where his
emphasis should lie: whether, in fact, he should use an historical
knowledge for a proper perspective in the analysis of contemporary
social institutions, or an anthropological tralnlng for an illuminating
reconstructlon of unwrltten hlstory.

Shorter has chosen the latter course, and the book will therefore
be of most interest to historians of Africa, and students of traditional
African political institutions. Nevertheless, since social anthropolo-
gists cannot ignore political institutions, it also prov1des a useful
case~study for them.

On the whole, the book is concerned with the prolifération of

Kimbu chiefdoms, and the nature of their political and rituwal associ-
ations subsequent to fission, Shorter concludes that proliferation
-occured in Ukimbu mainly through competition from foreign invaders,

or from other associations of chiefdoms, acting within a physical
environment whiclh, coupled to a paucity of population, encouraged far-
flung, isolated settlement that could lay claim to wide tracts of
country. Wakiubu, in short, would block the entry of an invader by

s more effective occupation of their own country. Chicfdoms with a
gomnon - anceatry formed an asgoclation; but the major associations wore
politically independent of each othér, although linked by ritual values.
‘Jithin each association the founder chiefdom had a limited political
influence on its own immediate daughter chiefdoms; an influence which
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became more attenuated as the daughter chiefdoms divided in their turn.
The book contains several minor faults and some of- consequdnce.
For example, Shorter quite rightly attaches great importance to the
distribution of conus=shells (in this context an emblem of chiefship
with religious associations), but states that "ultimately, what
counts in the internal relationship of.ZZhlequé7 associations is
the pattern of distribution of conus-shells and not dynastic relation-
ships", and "The asgociations are distinct because there is no link
between them in the distribution of regalia® (p. 128) I am left
“wnconvinced that a symbol generates its own criteria for distribution.
Furthermore, when he suggests that the Sagara peoples, who he also re-
merks may have founded the large Sagari group of chiefdoms in Unyamwezi,
were connected with the origin of the conus emblems in western Tanzania
(p. 18), it is perhaps necessary to consider that the senior chiefdom
of the Sagari group does not use a conus-shell as the main emblem of
chiefship, but the horns of a small antelope.

I would also challenge the accuracy of many of his references to
the Wanyamwezi on the basis of my own ficld research, For example,
the Bagota society is not, as he states, a society of midwives for
delivering twins (p. 28), but ritual specialists dealing with grave
danger to the chiefdom engendered by the birth of twins and breach-
presentations. On the other hand, it is only fair to say that the
majority of these references are made in an effort to establish a
gseparate identity for the Wakimbu, and in this respect I am in agree~
ment with his general conclusion, even though I have arrived at his
p081t10n by a different route.

The queries I have made do not seriously reflcct upon Shorter's
" main thesis; and I would consequently thoroughly recommend the book
as a fascinating discliasure of Kimbu political history, and a&s a
constructive lesson in the contributions social anthropolowlsts can
uake to historical accounts.

J¢ D. H, Collinson

From Sywbolism to Structurallum. LeV1-SLrauss in a theragy 2 )
Tradition. Jamnes A. Boon. . OXford, Basil Blackwell, 1972 £3
— : .

I must confess that I found this book severely dlsapp01nt1ng.
A preliminary inspection had led me to optimism for a number of reasons:
the approach from literature, particularly poets like Baudelaire and
Mallarmé; the concentration on the concept of 'texts'; the use of
Merleau~Ponty (actually one of the originators of structuralism - e.g.
. La_Structure du Comportement, 1942 - though rarely cited in English
works on.the subject).. All augured well for a stimulating book with
a partly new approach._- . :

‘But in - fact the book is an unprepossess1ng mixture of detail
'and overview, with the implications of each for the other rarely
worked out satisfactorily. The author provides us with a number
of" contragting statements of the book's aims (e.g. p.16, p.113%, pp.
230-1), which serve only to confirm what is already apparent from the
main text: that the author is not sure of what he is doing. Agreed,
he admits this himself (1n the Preface and the Introductlon) but
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were we to accept all the disclaimers in these tWo Sections, we would
be  forced to the conclusion that the bodk was written by an‘idiot
settlnrr himéelf a sort ‘of elaborate crossword puzzle W1thout -a solutlon.

It is never quite clear whether Boon's main aim is to understand
Lévi-Strauss the better by looking at what he calls the symbolists
' (v1z. Baudelaire, Mallarmé, and Proust)- ‘or to undérstand the: synbolists
the better by comparing them with Lévi-Strauss; or. to-see what affinities
lie between these previously uncomnected people; or just to confront
the two sets of ideas, and see whether some kind of magical dialectic
can't. produce an . 1nterest1ng synthe51s._\”hus he spends most of his.

time explicating Lévi-Strauss, but occasionally remembers his title.
Thus, after over ten pages on Lévi~-Strauss and semantics, dwring which
the symbolists are relegated to something like. a dream-memory, Boon

‘ ~ suddenly interpolates the following (and in brackets too.) ‘"So as .

not to forget the Symbolists, it should be suggested-that such a
gemantic bedrock was precisely what many of them were after." (p 88)

So in the end we have what is s1mply another exp051t10n of Lev1—
Strauss!t thought (often less clear than- Levi-Strauss ‘himself, or ex-
plicit where Lévi-Strauss is deliberately obscure), which too often
degenerates into an impassioned defense.of the gurw on all subgects
and against all-comers (1nclud1ng, on one ocoas1on, the master hlmself)
No mention, though, from this devotee, of Levi—Strauss’ rejection of
any fundamental similarity betwcen myth and poety ( €uge the_@xerture
in: Le Cru et Le Cuit.) _ S

It the general approach is, 1nadequate,,so is the treatment of
detailed points. To introduce us to the technique of structurallsm,
.Boon provides us with a sixteen-page paraphrase (pp. 38-54) of Lévi=-
Strauss. and Jakobson's (s1xteen—page) article on Les Chats - the
orlglnal is better, both as analysis of the poem and as expos1t10n of
the method,. . The two central chapters ('Poetlc Bveryman! and 'Poetic
Straw Man'). are convoluted. discussions which lead to nothing of
significance. Moreover in these two chapters, which constitute “the.
body of the book, the symbolists are almost always primarily represented
by Baudelaire - Proust and Mallarme figure. significantly only in
chapter five ('Critical Ramifications'), while others. such as Rimbaud
- and Verlaine are used to reinforce the argument rather than add to .
it. By using 'text! as a denotatlve term: (and a broad one at that)
rather than an analytlc or connotative. concept, he reduces its potent1a1
s1gn1flcance to a minimum. His treatment of the problem of conscious-
ness is sporadic and 1ncomplete' unable to get to the crux of the
iproblem, he dismisses it as relatively unimportant. . ..

, Thls is symptomatlc of . the general. fallure to come to terms with
the philosophical problens . asked, and sometlmes answered in Levie
Strauss! endeavour. The problems of translatlon, communlcatlon, and
meaning are implicit in Levi-Strauss? exploratlons, but, more than
Levi-Strauss himself, Boon skirts these questions). masking them with
the concepts of .!transformation', *correspondence!, and 'signification'.
Only once. does he approach thesge problems in anythlng like a meaning-
ful way, and this in a single sentence: "And so it is that in, language,
art, or enything else, communicability lies somewhere between reproduc=-
tion and randomness; therefore, communicability. .cannot be exact, yet
neither can it: be absent " (p. 85)

- The style too, 11Pe the content, is for ‘the. most part clumsy and
‘pretentious. At times it ‘obtrudes in self-conscious. display, at others
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it is even more depressingly absent., One part of Boon's general ~
theory is worthwhile, if not outstandingly new: that Levi-Strauss ™~
uses the processes he uncovers to uncover those processes; that
Mythologigues is a myth; that, given its premisses, structuralism is
essentially a methpd. But in the end, one has to accept the import
of all the self-~deprecating remarks of the Preface and Introduction =
that the book was written without purpose, without meaning, and with
little understanding.

-

Martin Cantor

Concepts and Society. I.C. Jarvie. Rdﬁtledge-& Kegan Paul, 1972, £2.50

Jarvie bélieves in the explanatory force of what he calls 'situational
logic', 'an approach more commonly known as the 'means~end action schema'
or simply as methodologlical individualism. Unfortunately, Jarvie tries to
combine this essentially unobjectionable way of interpreting social life
‘with a rather extreme variety of positivism- 'If today we have any
knowledge at all it can only be found among the current theories of
science' (137). Consequently, he is unable to agree with those methodo-
logical individualists who account for social action by &pecifying those
participant beliefs which serve to relate means and ends. Jarvie feels he
should evaluate participant explanations against what the social scientist
knows actually to be the case. He follows his mentor, Popper, in
arguing that words like 'war' are hypotheses applied by social actors
and social scientists to explain what they see to be the case (in this
example, to quote Popper, 'the many who are killed; or the men and women
in uniform, etc'). Since such words function as hypotheses, there is
nothing to prevent the soclal scientist coming along and telling the
soclal actors 'well, you might think you are at war, but I know better'.
Several people,’ including Winch, have objected that there is an intrinsic
or essential connection between being at war and saying that .one is at
war. Jarvie has to accept this: remarks like 'in the social sciences we
are entirely concerned with relationships and meanings as they give
"significance to things and behaviour' and 'the reality fof social class]
"is a'product of the ideology' (186) show the extent to which he belisves
that there is no independent social reality against which hypotheses can
be applied. In other words, if participant words like 'war' create the
reality of being at war and give social meaning to things:like wearing
uniforms, then the social sclentist camnot then come aléng and say that i -
this is a false hypothesis. ‘ - o

Jarvie cannot have it both ways: if soclal reality is largely the
product of social ideology, one cannot criticise the ideology without
criticising and replacing the reality; but Jarvie wants to criticise the

ideology in terms of some 'mind-independent'’ (1261473 social reality ageinst
which he can judge participant explanations; if one finds such a reality
then one necessarily has to break with the' initial assumption.,

Exactly the' same confusions appear in Jarvie's confrontation with
Winch. Crosscultural value judgements - saying that some participant
accounts are false - have to rely on the existence of an 'extra-linguistic!
reality (53), but 'how society is conceived to be by its members consider=-
‘ably influénces How it is' (69). It seems to me that either one follows
Winch and the rest, explaining social behaviour in terms of beliefs which
can be ascribed to, social participants, or one says that men do not
always act for the reasons they give,which impliés that one has to
relinquish the subjective means-end action sbhema and apply something
other than Jarvie's version of situational logic.

Jarvie raises some interesting questions, particularly those concerning
the ontological status and explanatory powers of participants' beliefs,
but he nowhere shows us how to get to the type of social reality demanded
" by his ethnocentric scientism. For this reasom,  Concepts and Society
' does not provide the uséful development ©Of methodological individualism
(or perhaps essentialism) that he hopes for.

P, Heelas




