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Preface and Acknowledgments

“You see, my friend,” Mr. Bounderby put in, “we are the
kind of people who know the value of time, and you are the
kind of people who don’t knew the value of time.” “I have
not,” retorted Mr. Childers, after surveying him from head
to foot, “the honeur of knowing you —but if you mean that
you can make more meney of your kme than I can of mine,
I sheuld judge from your appearance that you are about
ﬁghl: A

Charles Dickens Hard Times

WHEN THEY APPROACH the problem of Time, certain
philosophers feel the need to fortify themselves with a ritual
incantation. They quote Augustine: “What is time? If no
one asks me about it, I know; if I want to explain it to the
one who asks, I don’t know” (Confessions, book XI). In fact,
I have just joined that chorus.

It is difficult to speak about Time and we may leave it
to philosophers to ponder the reasons. It is not dithcult to
show that we speak, fluently and profusely, through Time.
Time, much like language or money, is a carrier of signifi-
cance, a form through which we define the content of rela-
tions between the Self and the Other. Moreover-—as the
conversation between Mr. Bounderby, the factory owner,
and Mr. Childers, the acrobat, reminds us—Time may give
form to relations of power and inequality under the condi-
tions of capitalist industrial production.

It occurred to me that this could be the perspective for
a critique of cultural anthropology. These essays, then, are
offered as studies of “anthropology through Time.” The
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reader who expects a book on the anthropology of Time—
perhaps an ethnography of “time-reckoning among the
primitives"—will be dtsappointed. Aside from occasional
references to anthropological studies of cultural concep-
tions of Time, he will find nothing to satisfy his curiosity
rabout the Time of the Other. I want to examine past and
ipresent uses of Time as ways of construing the object of our
«discipline. If it is true that Time belongs to the political
‘economy of relations between individuals, classes, and na-
«tions, then the construction of anthropology’s object through
‘temporal concepts and devices is a political act; there is a
“Politics of Time.”

I took an historical approach in order to demonstrate
the emergence, transformation, and differentiation of uses
of Time. This runs counter to a kind of critical philosophy
which condemns recourse to history as a misuse of Time.
According to a famous remark by Karl Popper, “The his-
toricist does not recognize that it is we who select and order
the facts of history” (1966 2:269). Popper and other theo-
rists of science inspired by him do not seem to realize that
the problematic element in this assertion is not the consti-
tution of history (who doubts that it is made, not given?)
but the nature of the we. From the point of view of anthro-
pology, that we, the subject of history, cannot be presup-
posed or left implicit. Nor should we let anthropology sim-
ply be used as the provider of a convenient Other to the we
(as exempliﬁed by Popper on the first page of the Open So-
ciety where “‘our civihization” is opposed to the “tribal” or
“closed society,” 1966 1:I).

Critical philosophy must inquire into the dialectical
constitution of the Other. To consider that relation dialec-
tically means to recognize its concrete temporal, historical,
and political conditions. Existentially and politically, critique
of anthropology starts with the scandal of domination and
exploitation of one part of mankind by another. Trying to
make sense of what happens---in order to overcome a state
of atfairs we have long recognized as scandalous—-we can in
the end not be satisfied with explanations which ascribe
Western imperialism in abstract terms to the mechanics of
power or aggression, or in moral terms to greed and
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wickedness. Aggression, one suspects, is the alienated bour-
geois’ perception of his own sense of alienation as an inevi-
table, quasi-natural force; wickedness projects the same
inevitability inside the person. In both cases, schemes of ex-
planation are easily bent into ideologies of self-justification.
1 will be searching—and here I feel close to the Enlighten-
ment phdosophes whom [ shall criticize later on—for an
“error,” an intellectual misconception, a defect of reason
which, even if it does not offer the explanation, may free
our self-questioning from the double bind of fate and evil.
That error causes our societies to maintain their anthropo-
logical knowledge of other societies in bad faith. We con-
stantly need to cover up tor a fundamental contradiction:
On the one hand we dogmatically insist that anthropology
rests on ethnographic research involving personal, pro-
longed interaction with the Other. But then we pronounce
upon the knowledge gained from such research a discourse
which construes the Other in terms of distance, spatial and
temporal. The Other’s empirical presence turns into his
theoretical absence, a conjuring trick which is worked with
the help of an array of devices that have the common intent
and function to keep the Other outside the Time of anthro-
pology. An account of the many ways in which this has been
done needs to be given even if it is impossible to propose,
in the end, more than hints and fragments of an alternative.
The radical contemporaneity of mankind is a_project. The-
oretical reflection can 1dentT_ ‘obstacles; only changes in the
praxis and politics of anthropological research and writing
can contribute solutions to the problems that will be raised.

Such are the outlines of the argument I want to pursue.
It lies in the nature of this undertaking that a great mass of
material had to be covered, making it impossible always to
do justice to an author or an issue. Readers who are less
familiar with anthropology and its history might first want
to look at the summary provided in chapter 5.

I don'’t want te give the impression that this project was
conceived principally by way of theoretical reasoning. On
the contrary, it grew out of my ordinary occupations as a
teacher working mainly in institutions involved in the re-
production of Western society, and as an ethnographer
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trying to understand cultural processes in urban-industrial
Africa (see Fabian 1971, 1979). [n the act of producing eth-
nographic knowledge, the problem of Time arises con-
cretely and practically, and many anthropologists have been
aware of the temporal aspects of ethnography. But we have
rarely considered the ideological nature of temporal con-
cepts which inform our theories and our rhetoric. Nor have
we paid much attention to intersubjective Time, which does
not measure but constitutes those practices of communica-
tion we customarily call fieldwork. Perhaps we need to pro-
tect ourselves by such lack of reflection in order o0 keep our
knowledge of the Other at bay, as it were. After all, we only
- seem to be doing what other sciences exercise: keeping ob-
Ject and subject apart.

Throughout, I have tried to relate my arguments to ex-
isting work and to provide bibliographic references to fur-
ther sources. W. Lepenies’ essay the “End of Natural His-
tory” (1976) is closely related to my views on the uses of
Time in earlier phases of anthropology (although we seem
to differ on what brought about the phenomenon of “tem-
poralization”); P. Bourdieu has formulated a theory of Time
and cultural practice (1977) in which 1 found much agree-
ment with my own thought. H. G. Reid has been, to my
knowledge, one of the few social scientists to employ the
notion of “politics of time” (see 1972). My indebtedness to
the work of Gusdorf, Moravia, Benveniste, Weinrich, Yates,
Ong, and others is obvious and, | ho?e properly acknowl-
edged. I made an attempt, within the limitations of libraries
at my disposal, to read up on the topic of Time in general.
The literature I consulted ranged from early monographs
on primitive time reckoning (Nilsson 1928) to recent studies
of time-conceptions in other cultures (Ricucur 1975); from
philosophical (Whitrow 1963) to psychological (Doob 1971)
standard works. 1 looked at interdisciplinary projects from
the “Time and its Mysteries” series (1936-1949) to the work
inspired by J. T. Fraser and the International Society for
the Study of Time he founded (see Fraser 1966, Fraser et
al., eds., 1972 ff). Special issues of journals devoted to Time
have come to my attention from History and Theory (Beiheft
6:1966) to Caliers Internationaux de Socwlogre (1979). 1 should
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mention several highly original treatments of the topic, ex-
emplified by G. Kubler’s The Shape of Time (1962) and the
work of M. Foucault (e.g., 197‘%) The one bibliography 1
found (Zelkind and Sprug 1974) lists more than 1,100 titles
of time research but is badly in need of completing and up-
dating.

As could be expected, many of the questions I raise oc-
cupied other writers at about the same time. This werk came
to my attention after these essays were completed (in 1978),
too late to be commented on at length. Most important
among these writings is undoubtedly Edward Said’s Orien-
talism (1979 [1978}). Similarities in intent, method, and oc-
casionally in formulations between his study and mine con-
firmed me in my ideas. I hope that my arguments wall
complement and, in some cases, elaborate his theses. Quite
possibly, M. Foucault’s influence explains why there is so
much convergence between our views. There may also be
deeper analogies in our intellectual biographies, as we found
out in Jater conversations. I believe we both struggle to re-
store past experiences, which were buried under layers of
“enculturation” in other sacieties and languages, to a kind
of presence that makes them critically fruitful.

A remarkable study by Ton Lemaire (1976) provides
background and much detail to chapters 1 and 2. Le-
maire’s is one of the best recent critical evaluations of cul-
tural anthropology; unfortunately it is as yet not available
in English.

Justin Stagl achieved in my view a breakthrough in the
historiography of anthropology with his studies on early
manuals for travelers and on the origins of certain social-
scientific techniques, such as the questionnaire-survey (1979,
1980). His findings demonstrate a connection which I only
suspected, namely a direct influence of Ramist thought in
giving “method” to our knowledge of the Other. Much of
what I discuss in chapters 3 and 4 takes on added signifi-
cance in the light of Stagl’s writings.

Stagl drew on the seminal work of W. Ong, as did ‘;
Goody in his book The Domestication of the Savage Mind (1977)
which provides valuable illustrations to issues treated in
chapter 4, especially regarding the role of the visual in the
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presentation of knowledge. The section on Hegel's theory
of symbols in that chapter is complemented by F. Kramer’s
essay “Mythology and Ethocentrism™ (1977:15-64).

Some of the points I make in chapters 3 and 4 receive
support from a recent study by Arens (1979) on cannibal-
ism, one of the most persistent topics in anthropology, which
1s shown to have been primarily an “oppressive mental con-
struct” derived from cosmological ideas about other times
and places.

Finally, I found much confirmation, albeit of a negative
sort (from the position taken in this book) in the work of G.
Durand (1979; see also Maffesol, ed., 1980). He seems to
emerge as the major proponent of a neohermetic move-
ment in French anthropology whose strategy itis to play the
“imaginary” against prosaic positivism and pseudoscientific
evolutienism. The effect is to revitalize “orientalism” and to
reinstate the visualist rhetoric whose history has been criti-
cally studied by Yates and Ong (see chapter 4).

With few exceptions I shall not refer to these and other
recent publications in the text or in the notes. I mention
some of them now because they confirm my conviction that
we are on the threshold of some major change in our con-
ceptions of the history and present role of anthropology.
Elements of a new understanding are being formulated here
and there; mine is one attempt to show how they might be
put together.

Much as I am indebted to readings, I owe most to my
conversations with African workers and intellectuals. I hope
that V. Y. Mudimbe, P. Laléyé, Wamba-dia-Wamba, M.
Owusu, and many others will recognize in these essays some
of the exchanges we had through the years. A version of
chapter 1 (including the plan for the book) was first read at
the Department of Anthropology at Harvard University and
I want to thank Michael Fisher for giving me the opportu-
nity to forrnulate my thoughts. Perhaps even more impor-
tant was to me another occasion when 1 presented these ideas
in a panel discussion with the African philosopher M. Towa
at the National University of Zaire in Kinshasa. I discussed
chapter 3 with J. Habermas and his collaborators at the Max-
Planck-Institute in Starnberg.

Preface and Acknowledgments XV

To Wesleyan University 1 am grateful tor a sabbatical
leave giving me time to write, and to students at Wesleyan
University and the University of Bonn for letting me try out
my thoughts in courses on the History of Anthropological
Thought.

Ilona Szombati-Fabian helped generously with sugges-
tions and critical respense. Fredric Jameson, Martin Silver-
man, Bob Scholte, and Walter Ong read the manuscript and
encouraged me. Although this may come as a surprise to
him, I think that the time of close collaboration with Hay-
den White at the Center for the Humanities at Wesleyan
University was important in giving shape to this project.

I want to thank Valborg Proudman and Hanneke Kos-
sen for help and competent assistance of which typing ver-
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Chapter One/ Time
and the Emerging Other

Apart from ttme there is one other means to bring about im-
pertant change—force. If one wovks too slawly, the ather
widl do it faster.

Georg Christoph Lichtenberg?

Of course the history and prae-history of man take therr
proper places in the geneval scheme of knowledge. @f course
the doctrine of the world-long evelution of civilisation is
one which philosephic minds unil take up with eager inter-
est, as a thene of abstract science. But beyend this, such re-
search has its practical side, as & seurce of pourer destined te
anfluence the course of modern idaas and actions.

Edward Burnett Tylor®

KNOWLEDGE IS POWER. That commonplace applies to
anthropology as much as to any other field of knowledge.
But commonplaces usually cover up for not-so-common
truths. In this first chapter I want to set down some of the
terms for an argument to he pursued throughout these es-
says: Anthropology’s claim to power originated at its roots.
It belongs to 1ts essence and 1s not a matter of accidental
misuse. Nowhere is this more clearly visible, at least once we
look for it, than in the uses of Time anthropology makes
when it strives to constitute its own object—the savage, the
primitive, the Other. It is by diagnosing anthropology’s
temporal discourse that one rediscovers the obvious, namely
that there is no knowledge of the Other which is not also a
temporal, historical, a political act.
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Perhaps this covers too much ground; political can mean
anything from systematic oppression to anarchic mutual
recognition. The epigrams chosen for this chapter are to
indicate that our attention will mostly be directed to the op-
pressive uses of Time. Anthropology’s alliance with the
forces of oppression s neither a simple or recent one, as
some moralizing critics would have it, nor is it unequivocal.
The brief sketches of some of the historical contexts m which
anthropological uses of Time developed have the main pur-
pose of recounting a story whose conclusion is open-ended
and contradictory. Anthropology may, during the period
covered here, have succeeded in establishing itself as an ac-

ademic discipline; it failed to come to a rest vis-a-vis a clearly
defined Other.

From Sacred te Secular Tvme: The Philosophical Traveler

In the Judeo-Christian tradison Time has been conceived
as the medium of a sacred history. Time was thought, but
more often celebrated, as a sequence of specific events that
befall a chosen people. Much has been said about the linear
character of that conception as opposed to pagan, cyclical
views of Time as an éternel retour.® Yet such spatial meta-
phors of temporal thought tend to obscure something that
15 of more immediate significance in an attempt to sketch
the ancestry of Time’s anthropological uses: Faith in a cov-
enant between Divinity and one people, trust in divine
providence as it unfolds in a history of salvation centered
on one Savior, make for sacred conceptions of Time. They
stress the specificity of Time, its realization in a given cul-
tural ecology—the Eastern Mediterranean, ‘first, and the
circum-Mediterranean with Rome as its hub, later.

Decisive steps towards modernity, those that permitted
the emergence of anthropological discourse, must be sought,
not in the invention of a linear conception, but in a succes-
sion of attempts to secularize Judeo-Christian Time by gen-
eralizing and universalizing it.

Different degrees of universalizing Time had of course
been achieved in an abstract form by earlier philosophical

bt
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thought. In fact, “universal Time” was probably established
concretely and politically in the Renaissance in response to
both classical philosophy and to the cognitive challenges
presented by the age of discoveries opening up in the wake
of the earth’s circumnavigation. Nevertheless, there are good
reasons to look for decisive developments, not in the mo-
ments of intellectual rupture achieved by Copernicus and
Galileo nor, for that matter, by Newton and Locke, but in
the century that elaborated the devices of discourse we now
recognize as the foundations of modern anthropology—the
Age of Enlightenment.*

If we follow G. Gusdorf we may locate the starting point
of these developments, a sort of barrier that had to be bro-
ken through, in one of the last attempts during the seven-
teenth century to write a universal history from the Chris-
tian viewpoint, Bossuet's Disceurs sur U'histeire universelle (first
published in 1681).> Perhaps it is too simplistic to put Bos-
suet at the other side of a premodern/modern watershed,
for in many ways he anticipated the Enlightenment genre
of “phllosophlcal history.” His opposition to modernity is
not so much in the detail of his methodological prescrip-
tions as it is in the position that integrates his views: faith in
the evangelical specificity of all of history as history of sal-
vation. A brief reading of the introduction to the Discours,
entitled “The General Plan of this Work,” will illuminate
the importance of Bossuet’s treatise.

Bossuet's professed aim is to alleviate confusion caused
by the multitude of historical fact. This is to be accom-
phshed by teaching the reader to “distinguish different times
(temps)” with the help of “universal history,” a device which
“is to the histories of every country and of every people
what a general map is to particular maps” (1845:1, 2). In
this analogy the universal is aligned with the general, which
signals a certain -ambiguity (one which, incidentally, is still
with us m anthropology's quest for universals). Universals
appears to have two connotations. One is that of totality; in
this sense, universal designates the whole world at all times.
The other is one of generality: that which is applicable to a
large number of instances.® The important point, borne out
by the body of the Discours, is that Bossuet does not thema-
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tize the first connotation. His account does not cover the
world, it never leaves the circum-Mediterranean. Writing
within the horizon of the history of, Christian religion, he
does not see his perspective, nor does he look beyond his
horizon. The former is self-evident as an article of faith, the
latter is bounded by his political position at the French court
of Louis XIV, whose succession to the Christian Roman
Empire he takes for granted. Perspective and horizon ef the
Biscours are tied together by the all-pervadmg mtention to
validate (albeit not uncritically) the political realities of his
day by a history that is universal because it expresses the
omnipresent signs of divine providence.

In contrast, Bossuet is quite conscious of problems im-
plicit in the second connotation of universal. How can one
present history in terms of generally valid principles? He
argues that such a project rests on the ability to discern 1n
the “sequence of things” (suite des cheses) the “order of times.”
Methodologically this calls for an “abbreviation” of se-
quences in such a way that order can be perceived “at a
glance” (comme d’un coup d’oeil, 1845:2). A long history of the
“art of memory” is behind this remark, and a history of the
visual reduction of temporal sequence—its “synchronic” un-
derstanding—Ilies ahead of it.”

A methodological device that opens the view over Time
is the epoch, conceived, not in its currently most common
understanding of a period or interval of time, but in a tran-
sitive sense derived from its Greek root. An epoch is a point
ploring the past; every step he makes is the passage of an age”
as tfrom a place of rest, all that happened before or after, so
that one may avoid anachronisms, that is, a kind of error
which results in confusing the times.” In exposing universal
history one proceeds by treating a “small number of ep-
ochs” in sccular and religious history, the outecome of which
will be—and here Bossuet’s methodology rejoins his faith-—
to make visible the “PERPETUAL DURATION OF RELIGION, ANB
. . . THE CAUSES OF THE GREAT CHANGES IN THE EMPIRES”’
(1845:3, 4). Thus both, the external, spatial bsundaries of
history and its inner continuity are of religion. Where mere
sequence might cause confusion, the distinction of times in

Time and the Emerging Other 5

~ the light of divine providence creates order. 1t demon-
~ strates the omnipresent work of salvation.

O. Ranum, the editor of a recent English version, re-

~ minds us that Bossuet used the term disceurse in the title of
~ his work deliberately. He wanted to break with conventions
- according to which highly stylized secular and religious his-
- tories were produced during the seventeenth century (see
- Ranum 1976:xviii). Bossuet asserted his freedom to abbre-
- wiate, condense, and emphasize without being bound by the
. then Hrmly established canon of historical facts each histo-
~ rian was expected to report. In this he anticipated the “phil-
- osophical history” which Voltaire opposed to mindless
~ chronicling and out of which the first projects of medern

anthropology were to grow. less obvious, but equally im-

- portant, is the model set by Bossuet for what one might call
- sermonizing history, which is another possible connotation
- of disco rse. Bossuet wrote his work for the enlightenment
- and education of the Dauphin (and his father, the Sun King).
It was meant as a refutation of attacks on the literal under-
- standing of the Bible and as a defense of a Gallican, French-
centered, reformed Catholicism. In short, his “distinction of

times” is embedded in concrete political-moral concerns. He

_expressed himself through discursive devices that were rhe-

‘torical in the classical sense: aimed to move and convince
‘the reader. His political intent and its rhetorical form were

- to influence the writing of the phi{esephes and to become part
- of anthropology’s heritage as, in Tylor’s words, a “reform-

er’s science.”

We set out to show in Boussuet's Discours an example
for a premodern treatise on universal history; now we seem
to end up with more similarities than dissimilarities if we
compare his method and devices to those of the Englighten-
ment philosophical historics. We are confronting here a well-
known problem in the interpretation of eighteenth-century
thought. On the whole, the philosophes, whom we recognize
In many respects as our immediate ancestors, achieved only
a sort of negative modernity. In the words of Carl Becker:
“Their negations rather than their affirmations enable us to
treat thern as kindred spirits” (1963:30). Or, as Gusdorf puts
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it, these thinkers replaced Bossuet’s Christian myth with the
“myth-history of reason” which, by and large, continued to
use the conventions and devices of earlier periods. If one
wants to show how Time became secularized m the eigh-
teenth century and onward he must concentrate on the
transformation of the message of “umversal history” rather
than on the elements of its code. The latter display a re-
markable continuity with preceding periods down to the
Greco-Roman canons of the arts of memory and rhetoric.
The transformation of the message had to be operated on
what we identified as the specificity of Christian “universal-
ity.” Change also had to occur on the level of political mtent
or “judgment.” It was on that level that the philosophes had
to overcome Bossuet who “was never reluctant to judge all
of the past in the light of the single most important event
of all time: the brief passage of the man-god Jesus through
a life on earth” (Ranum 1976:xxvi).

In fact, among the many expressions of change one
could cite is the very transtormation of one man’s all-
significant passage on earth into the topos of travel. In the
Christian tradition, the Savior’s and the samts’ passages on
earth had been perceived as constituent events of a sacred
history. To be sure, this had eccasioned much travel to
foreign parts in the form of pilgrimages, crusades, and mis-
sions. But for the established bourgeoisie of the eighteenth
century, travel was to become (at least potentially) everv
man’s source of “philosophical,” secular knowledge. Religi-
ous travel had been t the centers of religion, or to the souls
to be saved; now, secular travel was from the centers of
learning and power to places where man was to find no-
thing but himself. As S. Moravia had shown in his brilliant
studies, the idea and practice of travel as science, prepared im
Didcrot’s encyclopedia (1973:125-132), was dehnitively es-
tablished toward the end of the eighteenth century, espe-
cially among the thinkers known as “ideologues” (see
Moravia 1976). Two names, those of |. M. Degérando and
C. F. Volney, are of special interest in this connection of
travel and the secularization of Time.

It was Degérando who expressed the temporalizing
ethos of an emerging anthropology in this concise and pro-

< et
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grammatic formula: “The philosophical traveller, sailing to
Ithe ends of the earth, is in fact travelling in time; he is ex-

1

‘ploring the past; every step he makes is the passage of an

‘|age” (Degérando 1969 [1800]: 63). In this statement, the attrib-
~ute philosophicel echoes the militant enthusiasm of the preced-
- ing century for a science of man 1o be conceived by man and

for man. one in which religious and metaphysical searches
for mankind’s origin and destiny were to give place to a
radically immanent vision of humanity at home in the entire
world and at all times. Now man is, in Moravia's words,

~ “placed, without residue, inside of a world-horizon which is
his own . . . to travel means, in this framework, not only to
_quench the thirst for knowledge; it also signifies man’s most

intimate vocation” (1967:942). It is in this sense of a vehicle
for the self-realization of man that the topos of travel sig-
" nals achieved secularization of Time. A new discourse is built
on an enormous literature of travelogues, collections and
syntheses of travel accounts.®
The manifest preoccupation in this literatu e, in its
popular forms as well as in its scientific uses, was with the
description of movemens and relations in space (“‘geog-
raphy”) based primarily on visual observation of foreign
places. However, this does not contradict the contention that
elaborating a secular conception of Time was its underlying
‘concern. Precisely because secular Time was its presupposi-
tion, logically speaking, or its signified, in semiotic parlance,
the new discourse had (with exceptions to be mentioned
later) no need to thematize Time. (Philosophical History, as
is well known, was strangely ahistorical). Such distinction
between intent and expression is an important principle of
interpretation which will be more fully elaborated in chap-
ter 3. It also invites consideration of the reverse case: A dis-
course in which Time is thematized may be about an atem-
poral referent.® As we shall see, nineteenth-century
evolutionism is a case in point. At any rate, “philosophical
travel,” that is, the conception of travel as science, could leave
the problem of Time theoretically implicit because travel it-
self, as witnessed by Degérando’s statement, is insttuted as
a temporalizing practice.
Why this should be so is explaimed by the subsumption
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of travel under the reigning paradigm of nawral history.
Moravia has shown that the project of scientific travel was
consciously conceived to replace an earlier, enormously
popular, genre of mostly sentimental and aesthetisizing tales
of travel. The new traveler “criticized the philosophes: the
reality of lived experience and of things seen was now op-
posed to a reality distorted by preconceived ideas”
(1967:963). One also begins to reject the linkup, unques-
tioned by earlier voyagers, between travel in foreign parts
and military conquest. According to La Pérouse, one of the
most famous figures in this story, “the modern navigators
only have one objective when they describe the customs of
new peoples: to complete the history of man” (cited in Mo-
ravia 1967:964 f).

There is a significant double entendre in the verb to
complete. As used by La Pérouse, it signifies belief in the ful-
fillment of human destiny: travel is the self-realization of
man. It also has a more literal, methodological meaning and
might then be translated as filling out (as in “to complete a
questionnaire”). In the episteme of natural history'® the ex-
ercise of knowledge was projected as the filling of spaces or
slots in a table, or the marking of points in a system of co-
ordinates in which all possible knowledge could be placed.
It is therefore not surprising that with the nse of an ethos
of scientific travel we also see the emergence of a genre of
scientific preparation for travel quite different from the in-
structiones European potentates used to give to the early nav-
igators and conquistadors. We know its modern offspring,
the Notes. and Queries en Anthropology which accompanied
generations of anthropologists to the field.!! Only recently
have we rediscovered and come to appreciate such prede-
cessors as Degérando’s The @bservation ef Savage Pe#ples, is-
sued from the short-lived activities of the Société des Obser-
vateurs de 'Homme. It is most revealing to find that a model
of the genre was conceived by that natural historian par ex-
cellence, Linnaeus (/nstitutio Perigrinatoris, Uppsala, 1759).!2
This confirms, if confirmation is needed, beyond any doubt
the roots of the new science of travel in natural-historical
projects of observation, collection and classification, and de-
scription.

The new travelers did not mindlessly subscribe to em-
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piricism and pure, positive description. Volney, one of the
most eminent representatives of the genre, is also the one
rho advocated a critical stance based (and in this he is closer
0 the Romantic revolt against the Enlightenment) on ex-
olicitly historical. i.e., temporal considerations. During his
voyages in Egypt and Syria he constantly had to face the
“dilapidated monuments of a once glorious past. Contrasting
past and present became an intellectual concern as well as a
terary device pervading his writings (see Moravia
1967:1008 ). It was elevated to a poetic-philosophical vi-
2sion in his Les Ruines au Méditation sur les Révolutions des Em-
pires. Better than any commentary, the opening page from
“Ruines will illustrate the poignancy of contradictory experi-
“ences of past and present and the political nature of Vol-
~ney’s concern with Time:

JIn the eleventh year of the reign of Abd-ul-Hamid,
n of Ahmed, emperor of the Turks, at a time when

1ople, I was travelling in the empire of the Otto-
rans, and 1 traversed the provinces which once had
"been the kingdoms of Egypt and Syria.
~ Carrying with me my attentiveness to every-
“thing that concerns the well-being of man in socety,
I entered the cities and studied the customs of their
inhabitants; 1 ventured into the palaces and ob-
- served the conduct of those who govern; I lost my-
- self in the countryside and examined the conditions
- of those who work the land. Seeing everywhere
~nothing but pillage and devastation, nothing but
‘tyranny and misery, my heart was heavy with sad-
“ness and indignation. Everyday 1 found on my road
: 'gzmdnned fields, deserted villages, and cities in
ruins; often I encountered ancient monuments and
temples reduced to debris; palaces and fortresses,
columns, aqueducts, tombs. This spectacle turned
My spirit to medidating about times past, and it
‘caused in my heart thoughts that were grave and
- profound. (Volney 1830:2] f)

When he later draws the “lessons from times past for
times present” (thus the title of chapter 12) he finds conso-
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lation in a thought that rings with the optimism of the ph:!-
osophes:

It is a man’s folly that makes him lose himself; it is
up to man’s wisdom to save him. The peoples are
ignorant, may they instruct themselves: their rulers
are perverted, let them correct and better them-
selves. Because that is the dictate of rature: Since e
euvils of sociekes come frem cundity and ignorance, man-
kind will not cease to be tormented unél it becomes enlight-
ended and wise, until they practice the art of justice,
based on the knowledge of their relations and of the
laws of their organisation. (/bid. 90)

The difference between this new faith in reason and
Bossuet’s old faith in salvation could not be expressed more
clearly. Bossuet preached understanding of a past that con-
tained a history of salvation and divine providence. Volney
preaches, too, but has no recourse from the history of man.
To him, knowledge of the past is a sort of Archimedian
point from which to change an otherwise hopeless present.
There certainly is an element of romantic pessimism and
nostalgia in his reveries on the Orient’s glorious past. At the
same time, if we consider the context and message of Ruines
in its entirety, we find, beneath the image of a dream which
the writer conveys to his readers, the pragmatic assertion
that it is Ais, the educated French traveler’s, knowledge of
the past that counts. It is a superior knowledge, for it is not
shared by the Orientals caught in the present of their cities,
either deserted and dilapidating, or overpopulated and pu-
trid. Bossuet had evoked the same topos at the end of his
Discours, albeit with a different conclusion: “Egypt, once so
wise, stumbles along drunken, dizzy, because the Lord has
spread giddiness in its designs; she no longer knows what
she is doing, she is lost. But peoples should net feol them-
selves: When it pleases Him, God will straighten out those
who err” (1845:427).

_ Prefigured in the Christian tradition, but crucially
transformed in the Age of Enlightenment, the idea of a
'knowledge of Time which is a superior knowledge has be-
.come an mtegral part of anthropology’s intellectual equip-
Jment. We recognize it in an outlook that has been charac-
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geristic of our discipline through most of its active periods:

The posited authenticity of a past (savage, tribal, peasant)
serves to denounce an inauthentic present (the uprooted,
#olués, acculturated). “Urban anthropology,” inasmuch as it
exposes counterimages to the pristine wholeness of primi-

tive life, was in an obvious sense the byproduct of an ad-

vanced stage of colonization abroad and an advanced stage
of urban decay at home. On a deeper level, as Volney's ex-
ample reminds us, it was the point of departure for our
discipline in that it expressed the consciousness and con-
cerns of its urban, bourgeois founders.

From History to Evolution: The Naturalization of Time

Thanks to studies such as those by Burrow, Stocking, and
Peel, our understanding of evolutionism, the paradigm un-
der which, at least in England, anthropology gained its sta-
tus as an academic discipline, is much improved. Neverthe-
less, there remains much confusion, some of it revived and
perpetuated in various ferms of neoevolutionary anthropol-
ogy whose historical awareness does not seem to go beyond
Leslie White.? A failure to distinguish between Darwin’s and
Spencer’s views of evolution is responsible for a great deal
of equivocal back-and-forth tracking between biological and

‘sociocultural applications. On the other hand, an admixture

of the two cannot simply be dismissed as an error. It stems
from a tradition of equivocation fostered by Spencer him-
self (see Peel 1971:ch. 6) and perhaps by Darwin in his later
stages. One way to get a grip on this slippery issue is to

‘examine it in the light of a critique of anthropology’s uses

of Time.

If our conclusions in the preceding section are correct,
the starting point for any attempt to understand evolution-
ary temporalizing will be the achieved secularization of Time.
It resulted in a conception which contains two elements of
particular importance to further developments in the nine-
teenth century: 1) Time is immanent to, hence coextensive
with, the world (or nature, or the universe, depending on
the argument); 2) relationships between parts of the world
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(in the widest sense of both natural and sociocultural enti-
ties) can be understood as temporal relations. Dispersal in
space reflects directly, which is not to say simply or in ob-
vious ways, sequence in Time. Given the sociopolitical con-
text of these axiomatic truths in the industrializing and col-
onizing West, it seems almost inevitable that social theorists
would begin to look for scientific frames in which to place
ideas of progress, improvement, and development they had
inherited from the fpheiosophes This is the straightforward
story as it is most often told. In reality, the history of early
evolutionism is replete with puzzles, paradoxes, and incon-
sequential reasoning.

Theories of social evolution and vague ideas of biologi-
cal evolution were around before Darwin proposed his spe-
cific theories of the origin of species. @nce his theory gained
popular acceptance it, or elements of it, were incorporated
in views of social evolution even by those who, like Spencer,
had formed their basic convictions independently of Dar-
win. What they did was to redistill from Darwin’s theory of
biological evolution those doctrines that were social to begin
with (Malthusianism, utilitarianism). Paradoxically, the uti-
lization of Darwin became possible only on the condition
that a revolutionary insight that had been absolutely crucial
to his views, namely a new conception of Time, had to be,
if not eliminated, then altered and emasculated. Only then
could it be applied to various pseudoscientific projects sup-
posed to demonstrate the operation of evolutionary laws in
the history of mankind.

Numerous developmental and protoevolutionary
schemes had been tried before; and there was Vico, a dis-
turbing figure when it comes to periodizations of modern-
ity.'* But the qualitative step from medieval to modern time
conceptions could not have been made without a break-
through based essentially on a guantitative change. This was
the demise of Bishop Ussher’s biblical chronology, prepared
by earlier skeptics by fully established only when Charles
Lyell published his Principles of Geology (1830).'® Its 1mpor-
tance is stated by Darwin in a passage “@n the Japse of Time”
in The Origin of Species: “He who can read Sir Charles Lyell’s
grand work on the Principles of Geology, which the future

Time and the Emerging Other 13

historian will recognize as having produced a revolution in
the natural sciences, yet dees not admit how incomprehen-
sibly vast have been the past periods of time, may at once
close this volume” (1861 {Third Edition):111). Lyell’s con-
cern was with wnformitariamsm, a theory which was to ac-
count for the present shape of the world without recourse
to unique, simultaneous creation or to repeated acts of di-
vine intervention (“catastrophes”). As summarized by him,
it posited that “all former changes of the organic and phys-
ical creation are referable to one uninterrupted succession
of physical events, governed by laws now in operation”
(quoted in Peel 1971:293n9).

That was the basis for nineteenth-century attempts to
formulate specific_theories of evolution. Geological Time
endowed them with a plausibility and a scope which their
eighteenth century predecessors could not have had. Fur-
thermore, while it is true that the new conception prov1ded
first of all a vast quantitative expansion_of Time, its real
significance was of a qualitative nature. The problem with
calculations based on the Bible was not only that they did
not contain enough time for natural historv. That sort of
problem could have been dealt with (and is dealt with, I
imagine, by present-day fundamentalists) by redoing the
calculations and extending the chronology. The true reason
why biblical chronology had to be abandoned was that it did

-g_bt contain the nght kind of Tume. Bemg calculated as the

me af ter creation as it was revealed in the Scriptures, this

‘was Bossuet’s Time of salvation. It was Time relaying sig-

nificant events, mythical and historical, and as such it was

chronicle as well as chronology. As a sequence of events it
was linear rather than tabular, 1.e., it did not allow for Time

10 be a variable independent of the events it marks. Hence
it could not become part of a Cartesian system of time-space
coordinates allowing the scientist to plot a multitude of un-
meuZ data over neutral time, unless it was frst natural-
ized, i.e., separated from events meaningful to mankind.!®
Let us for a moment return to Darwin in order to clar-
ify two further issues. @ne is Darwin’s own keen awareness
that Time, once it was naturalized, could and should not be
rehistorized (which was precisely what the social evolution-
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ists would try to do). He could not have been clearer than
in the following passage in which he rejects tendencies to
read some sort ot inner necessity or meaning into the tem-
poral dimension of evolution:

The mere lapse of time by itself does nothing either
for or against natural selection. I state this because
it has been erroneously asserted that the element of
time s assumed by me to play an all-important part
in natural selection, as if all species were necessarily
undergoing slow modifcation from some innate
law. (1861:110 f)

Second, Darwin had more than a first inkling of the
epistemological status of scientific chronologies as a sort of
language or code (an idea we will encounter later on in its
Lévi-Straussian version):

For my part, following Lyell's metaphor, I look at
the natural geological record, as a history of the
world imperfectly kept, and written in a changing
dialect; of this history we possess the last volume
alone, relating only to two or three countries. Of
this volume, only here and there a short chapter
has been preserved; and of each page, only here
and there a few lines. Fach word of the slowly-
changing language, in which the history is written,
being more or less different in the successive chap-
ters, may represent the apparently abruptly
changed forms of life, entombed in our consecutive,
but widely separated formations. (1861:336 f)

Unlike old sacred Time, or even its secularized form in the
“myth-history of reason,” the new naturalized Time was no
longer the vehicle of a continuous, meaningful story; it was
a way to order an essentially discontinuous and fragmentary
geological and paleontological record. The social evolution-
ists, as 1 mentioned before, had to emasculate the new vision
on all the three accounts in which it diftered from earlier
conceptions. They could not use its vastness because the his-
tory of mankind, recorded or reconstructed, occupied a
negligible span on the scale of natural evolution (and 1 am
not sure whether this has changed now that we count hu-

“instance, Morgan stated: *
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man time in millions rather than thousands of years). Nor
could the social evolutionists accept the stark meaningless-
ness of mere physical duration. They were too full of the
conviction that Time “accomplished” or brought about things
n the course of evolution. And finally, they had, as yet, no
use for a purely abstract methodological chronology; theirs
‘was a preoccupation with stages leading to civilizaton, each
of them as meaningful as a sentence leading toward the
conclusion of a story.

: Because they had no use for the positive implications
of naturalized Time, the social evolutionists accepted it In
the end as a mere presupposition of natural history. In fact,
‘some took the consequences and discarded Time altogether
from their speculations about human social evolution. For
‘It does not affect the main result
that different tribes and nations on the same continent, and

‘even of the same linguistic family, are in different condi-

tions at the same time, the condition of each is the material
fact, the time being immaterial” (1877:13). From Morgan’s
timeless “condition” to the later topos of cultural “config-
urations” was but a small logical step. In postulating the
radical irreducibility of “superorganic” history, militant an-
tievolutionists such as A. Kroeber in his “Eighteen Profes-
sions” became executors of the legacy of naturalized Time."”

After all these observations on what evolutionist an-
thropologists did not do with Time we can now state what
they did do to it: they spatalized Time. We may illustrate
this by going back to Spencer. J. D. Y. Peel notes that Spen-
cer visualized evolution, not as a chatn of being, but as a tree:
“That this image holds true for societies as well as organ-
isms, and for between them as well as for social greupings
within them, is clear from the opening to the final volume
of the Sociology where he says ‘social progress is not linear
but divergent and redivergent’ and speaks of species and
genera of societies” (1971:157). What this describes (a point
not developed by Peel who in this context gets bogged down
in the spurious issue of unilinear vs, multilinear evolution) is
a taxonomic approach to socie-cultural reality. The tree has
always been one of the simplest forms of constructing clas-
sificatory schemes based on subsumption and hierarchy. We
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are back to Linnaeus and eighteenth-century natural his-
tory. In other words, the socio-cultural evolutionists accom-
plished a major feat of scientific conservatism by saving an
older paradigm from what M. Foucault called “the irrupuve
violence of time” (1973:132). The implications of this will
be spelled out at length in the chapters that follow. Let us
retain at this point that the temporal discourse of ap_t_.hro—
pology as it was formed decisively under the paradigm of
evolutionism rested on.a conception of Time that was not
only secularized and nawralized but also thoroughly spa-
ttialized. Ever simce, [ shall argue, anthropology’s efforts to
ionstruct relations with its Other by means of temporal
devices implied affirmation of difference as distance.

The ingredients of evolutionist naturalization of Time
were Newton's physicalism as well as Lyell’s (and to a lesser
extent Darwin's) unifermitarianism. In the historiography
of anthropology things are usually left at that. Tylor or
Morgan are for many anthropologists still the uncontested
founders of their discipline and, while most of their *artifi-
cial constructs” may now be rejected, the naturalization of
Tume which was evolutionism’s crucial epistemological stance
remains by and large unquestioned. That, I submit, betrays
a good measure of naiveté. The use of Time in evolutionary
anthropology, modeled on that of namral history, undoubt-
edly was a step beyond premodern conceptions. But it can
now be argued that whelesale adoption of models (and of
their rhetorical expressions in anthropological discourse)
from physics and geology was, for a science of man, sadly
regressive_ intellectually, and quite reactionary pelitically.

Let me explain. I consider regressive the fact that an-
thropology achieved its scientific respectability by adopting
an essentially Newtonian physicalism (Time being a univer-
sal variable in equations describing nature in motion) at a
moment near the end of the nineteenth century when the
outlines of post-Newtonian physics (and pest-“natural his-
tory” history) were clearly visible. Radical naturalization of
Time (i.e., its radical dehistorization) was of course central
to the most celebrated scientific achievement of that period,
the comparative method, that omnivorous intellectual ma-
chine permitting the “equal” treatment of human culture at
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times and in all places. The enthusiasm and euphoria
“generated by this toy made it easy to overlook that, while
he data fed into the machine might have been selected with
positivist neutrality and detachment, its products—the eve-
utionary sequences—were anything but historically or polis-
cally neutral. By claiming to make sense of contemporary
ociety in termns of evolutionary stages, the natural histories
evoluuonism reintroduced a kind of specificity of time
and place—in fact a history of retroacuve salvation—that has
s closest counterpart in the Christian-medieval vision con-
ested by the Enlightenment.
This was pelitically all the more reactionary because it
dretended to rest on strictly scientific hence universally valid
nciples. In fact little more had been done than to replace
th in salvation by faith in E)rogress and industry, and the
editerranean as the hub of history by Victorian England.
‘The cultural evolutionists became the Bossuets of Western
mperialism.
For better or worse, these were the epistemological con-
litions under which ethnography and ethnology took shape;
and they were also the conditions under which an emerging

e linked to colonialism and imperialism. One cannot insist
much that these hinks were epistemological, not just
moral or ethical. Anthropology contributed above all to the
intellectual justification of the colonial enterprise. It gave to
litics and economics—beth concerned with human Time—
firm belief in “natural,” i.e., evolutionary Time. It pro-
oted a scheme in terms of which not only past cultures,
- but all living societies were irrevocably placed on a temporal
,ﬁiklopc, a stream of Time—some upstream, others dowmn-
;iw,stream. Civilization, evoluson, development, acculturation,
modernization (and their cousins, industrialization, urbani-
g.zation) are all terms whose conceptual content derives, in
- ways that can be specified, from evolutionary Time. They
a1 all have an epistemological dimension apart from whatever
- ethical, or unethical, intentions they may express. A dis-
# course employing terms such as primitive, savage (but also
tribal, traditional, Third World, or whatever Cuphemism.is

- current) does not think, or observe, or critically study, the
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“primitive”; it thinks, observes, studies :n terms of the prim-
itive, Primitive being essentially a temporal concept, is a cat-
egory, not an object, of Western thought. AN ST
~ One last point needs to be made before we consider
Time in the context of modern anthropology. Evolutionism,
the very paradigm that made of anthropology a science
worthy of academic recognition, was soen violently rejected
on both sides of the Atlantic. One might be tempted to as-
sume that this rejection included its use of Time. This, how-
ever, was not the case. Little needs to be said in this regard
about the diffusionist opponents of evolutionism. Superfi-
cially at least, their basic assumptions were so much like those
of evolutionism that their disputes could not have resulted
in any major reorientation. The categorical frame of natu-
ralized Time had become so powerful by the end of the
nineteenth century that it easily absorbed ideas which the
Kulturkreis people had inherited from the romantics.

This applies, for instance, to Graebner's textbook dif-
fusionism. Throughout his Methede der Ethnologie (1911)
“culture history” is predominantdy construed from spatial
distribution. That he accepted the evolutionist equation of
time and change is implied in the following example of his
reasoning: “If I can demonstrate that the total culture, in a
given span of time, did not change at all, or only in minor
aspects, then I am entitled to interpret dates which fall into
this period more or less as if they were contemporaneous”
(1911:62). In other words, in the study of “unchanging”

rimitive culture, temporal relations can be disregarded in
avor of spatial relations. When Graebner frequently talks
about temporal sequence {Zeitfolge), or temporal depth (Zex-
tiefe) this expresses an Aristotelian notion of effective cau-
sality; temperal sequence was indispensible for arguments
concerning cultural causation. Still, diffusionism amounted
to a project of writing a history without Time of peoples
“witheut history.” !# i

On the other hand, Graebner and other theoreticians
of diffusionism should be read against the background of
earlier culture-historical and culture-geographical writing,
whose intellectual substance had not yet been diluted by
postivist methodologization. A document for that period is
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an extraordinary essay by Friedrich Ratzel, “History, Eth-
nology and Historical Perspective” (1904). Half of the paper
is addressed to questions of Time and temporal sequences

‘and, in this case, romantic historism and natural history
il

yroduce arguments that seem to run side by side. Ratzel
begins with remarks on the theory of science, rejecting the
evolutionist metaphor of a developmental tree. Such a tax-
onomic and hierarchical view obscures the radical common-
ality and cguality of all sciences. Because all disciplines ulti-
“mately study phenomena that are on and of the earth they
all are earth sciences (see 1904:488). With acknowledge-
ments to Herder, Ratzel makes it clear that this geograph-
rn assumes a cotemporal community of mankins. Priority
'L ias given to the study of specific cultural identities under-
'stood as the outcome of processes of interaction between a
“population and its environment. Emphasis on real space
(ecology) precluded concern with temporal grading of soci-
eties on evolutionary scales according to postulated general
laws.

Nevertheless, in the century between Herder and Ratzel
the episteme of natural history had established a hold on
ethnology. When Ratzel turns to the question of “facts and
temporal sequence” he advocates a “genetic” interpretation
of cultural facts but affirms that the foundation of such an

‘approach must be (natural-historical) collection, description,
- and classification of culture traits (see 1904:507). Impercep-
- ibly, real ecological space is being replaced by classificatory,

tabular space: distribution wins over growth and process.
Ratzel is aware of this and describes contemporary infatua-

~tion with conjectural history, somewhat ironically, as fol-

lows: “It sounds very simple: Since all historical events oc-
Cur in space, we must be able to measure the time they
needed to spread by the distances that were covered: a
reading of time on the clock of the globe” (1904:521). Al-

- Mmost immediately he doubts that in the realm of human
~ history such simple translation of distribution in space into
- Sequence in time will ever be “scientifically” possible. Espe-

cially, the determination of origins in developmental se-
quences 15 a matter of “practical” rather than scientific so-
lutions (I hear in prackcal at least a connotation of political).
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Within the human community (@kumene) it is impossible to
decree a specific period or area of cultural origins. Being
situated on one and same earth, “no country is privileged
over another™ (1904:523).

The reason and excuse for this digression is te register
at least one instance of anthropological uses of Time which
hesitated to follow the main line of naturalization and tem-
poral distancing. Its failure to influence mainstresam anthro-
pology in the twentieth century certainly was in part self-
inflicted. It is hard to recognize Herder in Graebner’s
pedantry. The deeper reason, however, might be that the
dominant trends in anthropology could not accommodate the
anti-Enlightenment heritage that was at the roots of the cul-
ture-historical orientation.

Several discernible paradigms succeeded the evolution-
ist and diff usionist Grinderzeit. For the sake of brevity let us
refer to them as (British) functionalism, (American) cultur-
alism, and (French) structuralism. The early functionalists,
notably Malinowski, simply rejected evolutionism on the
grounds that it was armchair historical speculation. Notice
however that he objected, not to its being too naturalist or
rationalist in dealing with human society, but rather to its
not being naturalist enough. Functionalism, in its fervor to
explore the mechanisms of living societies, simply put on ice
the problem of Time. Synchronic analysis, after all, presup-
poses a freezing of the time frame. Similar postulates were
formulated by de Saussure and French sociologists such as
Mauss and Durkheim. Eventually this made possible the rise
of hyphenated functionalism-structuralism whose powerful
hold on social anthropology, and, indeed, on sociology tes-
tifies to the unbroken reign of evolutionist epistemology. Its
open, explicit revival in the later writings of Talcott Par-
sons, in debates on the history of science (Kuhn, Toulmin,
Campbell, and others), and even in the latest twist of critical
theory (Habermas and his opponent Luhmann), shows that
it has not lost its attraction among Western intellectuals.'*

[ronically, the supposedly radical break with evolution-
ism propagated by Boasian and Kroeberian cultural anthro-
pology had little or no effect on these epistemological pre-
suppositions. True, culturalism proclaimed ‘*history” a
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main irreducible to natural history. It relativized human,
ltural tume and left universal time to biological evolution.
ith that the Enlightenment project was in fact ignored and
slegated to the natural sciences. Practically, concentration
cultural configurations and patterns resulted in such
werwhelming concern with the description of states (albeit
‘dynamic” states) that the eighteenth-century élan in the
_-_'fi%arch for a theory of universal human progress was all but
abandoned.”® In sum, functionalism, culturalism, and struc-
turalism did not solve the problem of universal human Time;
'y ignored it at best, and denied its significance at worst.

me Uses of Time in Anthropologicel Discowrse

®ne might be tempted to conclude from all this that not
much has changed since anthropology first emerged. Yet in
~ at least one respect contemporary anthropology differs from
_its eighteenth and nineteenth century predecessors. Irre-
~ spective of theoretical orientation, field research has been
‘established as the practical basis ot theoretical discourse.
“That fact alone makes the problem of Time in modern an-
thropology complex and interesting.

. If one compares uses of Time in anthropological writ-
g with the ones in ethnographic researck he discovers re-
~markable divergence. 1 will refer to this as the schizogenic
~use of Time. I believe it can be shown that the anthropolo-
~gist in the field often employs conceptions of Time quite
~different from those that inform reports on his findings.
- Furthermore, 1 will argue that a critical analysis of the role
Time is allowed to play as a condition for producing eth-
nographic knowledge in the practice of fieldwork may serve
as a starting point for a critique of anthropological dis-
- Course in general. But before that argument can be devel-
- oped we should be more specific about the notions of Time
- whose use in anthropological discourse we want to criticize.
- We must briefly survey uses of Time as they appear in an-
thropological discourse, i.e., in the writing of monographs;
In synthetic and analytical works covering different ethno-

- graphic areas, or diff erent aspects of culture and society over
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several areas; and, finally, in textbooks presenting the sum
of our present knowledge. To shorten that task 1 propose
to distinguish three major uses of Time, each characteristic
of a genre of discourse, keeping in mind, however, that these
distinctions are not mutually exclusive.

Let us call the first one Physical Time. Lt serves as a sort
of parameter or vector in describing sociocultural process.
[t appears in evolutionary, prehistorical reconstruction over
vast spans but also in “objective” or “neutral” time scales
used to measure demographic or ecological changes or the
recurrence of various social events (economic, ritual, and so
forth). The assumption is (and this is why we may call it
physical) that this kind of Time, while it is a parameter of
cultural process, is itself not subject to cultural variation. At
times, the nature of our evidence forces us to acknowledge
that a given chronology might be “relative”; but that means:
relative to chosen points within a sequence, not culturally
relative. Relativity of this kmd is considered a flaw, which is
why carbon 14 and a host of other physical methods of dat-
ing caused so much enthusiasm when they first appeared.?'
Notonly were these thought to provide better, more correct
placement of human developments in Time; as far as hu-
rnan evolution is concerned they lead to a temporal explo-
sion comparable to the one that did away with biblical chro-
nology. Most importantly, though, these metheds of dating
appeared to anchor human evolution and a vast amount of
cultural material once and forever in objective, natural, i.e.,
Noncultural Time. To a great deal of anthropological writ-
ing they conveyed an aura of scientific rigor and trustwor-
thiness that previously was reserved to well-documented
histories of the recent past.

Of course, neither evolutionary theory, nor prehistory,
nor archaeology are confined to plotting data on temporal
scales. This leads us to considering a second use of Time in
anthropological discourse which makes its appearance in two
related forms. One 1 will call Mundane Time, the other Ty
polegical Time. Mundane connotes to me a kind of world-wise
relation to Time which, while resting assured of the work-
ings of Physical Time in natural laws governing the uni-

i
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verse, has no taste for petty chronologizing. Instead, it in-
. dulges in grand-scale periodizing. It likes to devise ages and
’stages But unlike belief m the Millennium or the Gelden
Age, it keeps a cool distance to all times. The rhetoric of its

] Adlscourse can therefore serve equally well the construction

of imposing visions of the “human career” and the mainte-

‘nance of cocktail talk about primitive mentality.

o In another, more serious form this stance manifests it-
- self as Typological Time. It signals a use of Time which is
" measured, not as time elapsed, nor by reference to points

‘on a (Imear) scale, but in terms of sococulturally meaning-

3'- ...-Tvpologlca] Time underlies such qualifications as prehter-
" ate vs. literate, tradinonal vs. modern, peasant vs. industrial,

and a host of permutations which include pairs such as tribal
- vs. feudal, rural vs. urban. In this use, Time may almost

~ totally be divested of its vectorial, physical connotations. In-

stead of being a measure of movement it may appear as a
quality of states; a quality, however, that is unequally dis-
tributed among human populations of this world. Earlier
talk about peeples without history belongs here, as do more

~ sophisticated distinctions such as the one between “hot” and

“cold” societies.

In fact, constructs which appear (and often are pro-
cdaimed by their authors and users) to be purely “system-
atic” do in fact generate discourse on Time and temporal
relations. This is obvious in the case of ¢lass (see, e.g., its use
in the nineteenth century; Peel 1971:60 f); it is central in
Max Weber's typology of authority. Systematizers such as
Talcott Parsons did not succeed—and, God knows, they
tried—in purifying Weber’s brilliantly condensed analytical
categories and type-constructs from their historical, tem-
poral substance. After all, Weber cannot be read as if his
central concern, the l)rocess of rationalization, did not exist.
Rationalization clearly is a close relative of the Enlighten-
ment idea of philosophical history. At any rate, not even the
tightest formalizations of the *social system” were able to
stop the logical leak kept open by the concept of charisma.
[n Weber’'s own writings about it temporal references
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abeund: The notion of Alltag is used to define, by contrast,
the nature of charismatic authority. As a process, charisma
undergoes “routinization” Veralltiglichung). Duration (Dauer,
dauerhaft, 1964:182), emergence (entstehen, m statu nascend:
182, 184), flow (miinden, 186), succession (passim), are all
temporal, directional qualifications which signal fundamen-
tal links between typologizing and temporalizing. These
connections were quite apparent to Weber’s contemporar-
ies. Hans Freyer noted in 1931: “Sociology grew out of the
philosophy of history. Almost all of its g‘)yunders regarded
sociology as the legitimate heir to historical-philosophical
speculations. . . . Not only historically, but with logical ne-
- cessity, sociology includes problems of types and stages of
culture; at least, it always leads up to that problem”
(1959:294 f).

Inasmuch as some kind of typologizing is part of almost
any anthropological discourse I can think of, notions of Ty-
pological Time are all-pervasive.

Finally, time has informed anthropological discourse in
a third sense. For lack of a better label, I shall speak of it as
Intersubjective Time. The term points back to one of its phil-
osophical sources in phenomenological thought, as exempli-
ﬁedp in Alfred Schutz's analyses of intersub jective time and
in a few applications to anthroPology, such as in Geertz's
Person, Time and Conduct in Bali.** More importantly, the at-
tribute intersubjective signals a current emphasis on the com-
municative nature of human action and interaction. As soon
as culture is no lon ger primarily conceived as a set of rules
to be enacted by individual members of distinct groups, but
as the specifit way in which actors create and produce be-
liefs, values, and other means of social life, it has to be rec-
ognized that Time is a constitutive dimension of social real-
ity. No matter whether one chooses to stress “diachronic” or
“synchronic,” historical or systematic approaches, they all are
chronic, unthinkable without reference to Time. Once Time
is recognized as a dimension, not just a measure, of human
activity, any attempt to eluminate it from interpretive dis-
course can only result in distorted and largely meaningless
representations. The irony is that fortnal models. which are

)
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~ often presented as the most “scientific” form of anthropo-

logical discourse, try in fact to ignore the one problem, Time,
which has been recognized as the greatest challenge by
- modern natural science.

al‘

u,,

' {T aking Stock: Anthropological Discourse

and 1he Denial of Coevalness

=

1['1Thls sketch of major ways in which conceptualizations of

- Time inform anthropological thought and discourse shows
. %IOW enormously complicated our topic could get, especially

f we would now go into further differentiations and into the
'imany combinations in which Physical, Typological, and In-
~tersubjective Time may be used. However, even if it were

I ;possnble te write something like a complete “grammar of

- Time” for anthropological discourse, it would only show us
 how anthropologists use Time in constructing their theories
and composing their writings. Findings from such analyses
~ would ultimately pertain to questions of style and literary
. form; they are of great interest but do not as such raise the

- epistemological question which must ask whether and how
a bedy of knowledge is validated or invalidated by the use
of temporal categorizations.

~ We must ask what it is that anthropologists try to catch
wnth their manifold and muddled uses of Time. (Or, which

~is the same, what they are trying to escape from by employ-

" ing a given temporal device). Let me indicate the direction
-~ of my argument by fortnulating the following thesis: It is
~ not the dtspersal of human cultures in space that leads_an-
th‘opology to temporallze (something that is maintained
~in the image of the “philosophical traveler” whose roaming
in space leads to the discovery of “ages”); it is naturalized-

- spatialized Time which gives meaning (in fact a variety of

p ecific meanings) to the distribution of humanity in space.
iThe history of our discipline reveals that such use of Time
lmost invariably is made for the purpose of distancing those

‘* who are observed from the Time of the observer. I will il-

lustrate this first by taking another look at the historical
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break we attributed to Enlightenment thought. Then I will
give a more detailed account of how distancing works in
current anthropological discourse.

Enlightenment thought marks a break with an essen-
tially medieval, Christian (or Judeo-Christian) vision of Time.
That break was from a conception of time/space in terms of
a history of salvation to one that ultimately resulted in the
secularization of Time as natural history. For the present
argument it is important to realize that this not only en-
tailed a change in the quality of Time (sacred vs. secular)
but also an important transformation as regards the nature
_ of temporal relations. In the medieval paradigm, the Time

of Salvation was conceived as inclusive or incorporative: **
The Others, pagans and inhdels (rather than savages and
primitives), were viewed as candidates for salvation. Even
the con'quista, certainly a form of spatial expansion, needed
to be propped up by an ideology of conversion. One of its
persistent myths, the search for Prester John, suggests that
the explorers were expected to round up. so to speak, the
pagan world between the center of Christianity and its lost
periphery in order to bring it back into the confines of the
flock guarded by the Divine Shepherd.**

The naturalization of Time which succeeded to that view
defines temporal relations as exclusive and expansive. The
pagan was always already marked for salvation, the savage is
not yet ready for civilization. Graphically (see figures 1.1 and
1.2} the difference between these views can be illustrated by
contrasting two models. One consists of concentric circles of
proximity to a center in real space and mythical Time, sym-
bolized by the cities of Jerusalem and Rome. The other is
constructed as a system of coordinates (emanating of course
also from a real center—the Western metropolis) in which
given societies of all times and places may be plotted in terms
of relative distance from the present.

To anticipate an objectien: evolutionary sequences and
their concomitant political practice of colonialism and im-
perialism may look incorporative; after all, they create a uni-
versal frame of reference able e accommodate all societies.
But being based on the episteme of natural history, they are
founded on distancing and separation. There would be no
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Figure 1.1. Premedern time/space: incerporation
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There
Civilization Now =
England Here
sk L TR Y o Savage
Then y Society

Figure 1.2. Medern wme/space: distancing

\ raison d’étre for the comparative method if it was not the

classification of entities or traits which first have to be sepa-

- rate and distinct before their similarities can be used to es-
tablish taxonomies and developmental sequences. To put this

more concretely: What makes the savage significant to the

. evolutionist's Time is that he lives in another Time. Little

needs to be said, I assume, about separation and distancing
in colonialist praxis which drew its ideological justification

~ from Enlightenment thought and later evolutionism.

L
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We can now examine how Time is used to create dis-
tance in contemporary anthropology. But before we get 10
distancing itself we should note that anthropology, like all
scientific discourse, inevitably involves temperalization (an in-
sight which will be developed in chapter 3). We must nec-
essarily express whatever knowledge we have of an object
in termns of temporal categorization. This is emphatically not
only the case when we give “historical” accounts; Time is
involved in any possible relationship between anthropologi-
cal discourse and its referents. The referent shared by var-
ious subdisciplines of anthropology is strictly speaking not
an object, or a class of objects, but a relationship. This is a
cautious, insufficient term (I would prefer contradiction). In
any giwen piece of anthropological writing the referent usu-
ally s a particular aspect of the relationship between ele-
ments or aspects of a culture or society; but all particular
ethnography is ultimately about general relationships be-
tween cultures and societies. In fact, if we remember the
history of our discipline, it is in the end about the relation-
ship between the West and the Rest.*®

By now it is generally admitted that all particular eth-
nographic knowledge we may have acquired is affected b
historically established relations of power and domination
between the anthropologist’s sociéty and the one he studies.
In that sense, all anthropological knowledge is political in
nature. However, it seems possible to me to carry our self-
questioning further by focusing on Time as a key category
with which we conceptualize relationships between us (or
our theoretical.constructs) and our objects (the Other). How
exactly temporal categorizations contribute to defining and,
in fact, constituting our object depends on the kind of time-
use in a given anthropological discourse.

Physical Time may define seemingly objective distance
between the researcher’s culture and, say, the findings from
an archaeological excavation or a record reconstructed from
oral tradition. If an object can be located in 2000 s.c., or an
event in 1865, they are definitely, irrevocably past. Such de-
finitive anchoring in the past gives logical and psychological
firmness to the standpoint of the researcher; this is why
chronological dating, in itself purely mechanical and quan-
titative, can bestow scientific significance on a vast array of
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particular data. To be sure, chronology is only a means to
an ulterior end. The temporal distancing it involves is
needed to show that natural laws or law-like regularities op-
erate in the development of human society and culture.

1t may seem that the use of Physical Time is politically
innocuous. If anything is “value-free” in science it should be
the measurement of physical duration. On the other hand,
one is tempted to invoke relativity theory as evidence for
the inescapably positional relativity (Standpunktbezogenhezt],oﬂ
the experience of Time. Physicists commenting on the wider
implications of relativity theory have done this; occasionally,
social philosophers have attempted to relate their argu-
ments for a multiplicity of cultural times to relativity the-
ory.2® T doubt that these connections can amount © much
more than analogies or metaphors. After all, relativity the-
ory is called for only in the realm of extremely h 1_gh_“v§:lqc1-
ties. It is hard to see how it could be directly relevanton the
level of culturally shared experiences. It might even be said
that relativity theory is aiming too low in that it theorizes
from the reference point of individual observers. Socially
mediated “relativity” of Physical Time would have to be
identified, rather, in historical processes of mechanization
(the technology of clocks) and standardization (the accep-
tance of universally recognized units of measuring). In this
latter sense of Western clock titne, anthropologists have used
Physical Time as a distancing device. In most ethnographic
studies of other time conceptions the difference between
standardized clock time and other methods of measuring
provides the puzzle to be resolved.

Furthermore, the idea of Physical Time is part of a sys-
tem of ideas which include space, bodies, and motion. 1n
the hands of ideologues such a time concept is easily trans-
formed into a kind of political physics. After all, it is not
difficult to transpose from physics to politics one of the most
ancient rules which states LEat it is impossible for twe bodies
o occupy the same space at the same time. When in the
course of colonial expansion a Western body politic came
to occupy, literally, the space of an autochthonous hody,
several alternatives were conceived to deal with that viola-
tion of the rule. The siunplest one, if we think of North
America and Australia, was of course to move or remove
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the other body. Another one is to pretend that space is being

divided and allocated to separate bodies. South Africa’s rul.
ers cling to that solution. Most often the preferred strategy
has been simply to manipulate the other variable— Time.
With the help of various devices of sequencing and distanc-
ing one assigns to the conquered populations a different
Time. A good deal of such Aristotelean political physics is
reflected in the schemes of evolutionists and their cousins,
the diffusionists.?”

Physical Time is seldom used in its naked, chronologi-
ca form. More often than not, chronologies shade into
Mundane or Typological Time. As distancing devices, catego-
rizations of this kind are used, for instance, when we are
told that certain elements in our culture are “neolithic” or
“archaic”; or when certain living societies are said to prac-
tice “stone age economics”; or when certain styles of thought
are identified as “savage” or “primitive.” Labels that con-
note temporal distancing need not have explicitly temporal
references (such as cyclical or repetitive). Adjectives like myth-
ical, ritual, or even tribal, will serve the same function. They,
too, connote temporal distancing as a way of creating the
objects or referents of anthropological discourse. To tise an
extreme formulation: temporul distance is objectivity in the
minds of many practitioners. This, by the way, is reflected
with great accuracy and exasperating predictabili y in the
popular image of our discipline. I am surely not the only
anthropologist who, when he identifies himself as such to
his neighbor, barber, or physician, conjures up visions of a
distant past. When popular opinion identifies all anthropol-
ogists as handlers of bones and stones it is not in error; it
grasps the essential role of anthropology as a provider of
temporal distance.

To recognize Intersubjective Time would seem to pre-
clude any sort of distancing almost by definition. After all,
phenomenologists tried to demonstrate with their analyses
that social mteraction presupposes intersubjectivity, which
in turn is inconceivable without assuming that the partici-
pants involved are coeval, i.e. share the same Time. In f act,
turther conclusions can be drawn from this basic postulate
to the pomt of realizing that for human communication to
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occur, coevalness has to be creatqd. Commumcgtlop lls].oltxl:l-l
matel‘y, about creating shared Time. Such fa lxlflevg 1s e’
that outlandish to anthropologisis who, fo O?Titgual g3
heim’s lead, have probed into the sngmﬁ?zlmce 0im -2t
the creation of sacred T}me. On.e cqqld also poh Sy
creased recognition of intersubjectivity In such SALLy
plines as ethnomethodology and the ethnography " rg(e)del
ing. But, on the whole, the dqn}ma.nt communicatio E
remains one in which objecuvity t15 S‘t\lil 1;1:3 tIo b(;:iren& s
istancing between the participants. At )
(iil?ﬁpfiecig in the widely aioeptgd dlsq(;l;:n[(l)]r;s l;gge::l sgrfldtt;lx;
nd receiver. Leaving asi (
r;)lg:::g:, (E;Imd the code), these r:nodels pro_;lect, bect)\év}::ee:
sender and receiver, a temporal dis ance (or s ?pec)l. g
wise communication could not be conceptualize oy
transfer of information. In sum, even In .com}rlxlgn(lj i
centered approaches that seem to recognize share
we can expect to find devices of temporal d]’Stlanm'rrllgt.of e
These examples all lead up to the crucia hpoii' i e
argument: Beneath ,th@ir.bfe_wﬂ e;mg__\:a_réféiﬁ ree : ullstal wi]gl
ices that we can idenufy produce a . b
(cj:ﬁll"%fimzmt _oLpogydw_m*s. By that 1 mean Ag_pgxslg{g_rg_ g;_zdfg;:
temakc tendency to place the referent(s) of anthrop}o ) gyl_za__ Lo
other than the fresent of the preducer of anthropological dus: curse.
” What I am aiming at is covered by the Cermand i
gleichzritig and Gleichzleétiglmt. The um[l]sgéa;: ct?)a;?é,e rall]) e[fjé)en
1ally noun coevalness, express a ‘
‘s::fc“I: élltl)esely related notions as synchronous/smultaneo:; r:'li?ld
contemporary. 1 take synchroneus to refere to events ocurrencg
at the same physical time; contemporary asserts co-é)_cc iigh
in what I called typological time. Coevzf‘l, according dura}-/
pocket Oxford dictionary, covers both (“of same age. e
tion, or epoch”). Beyond th.at, 1t is to connoteha c.orx:)nl ; ;;
active “occupation,” or sharing, of time. But t a(; lsi[h ¥n
starting point; it will be elaborated as 1 proceed w y
argu’i’nlfz:ltt.coevalness may be denied with the f(ijguresf o_f
Physical and Typological Time needs, in my e tL;I;i
ther elaboration. But there remai 1s the difficulty we (ri](:hat
in regard to Intersubjective Time. It might be argue
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this temporal category precludes the kind of ideological ma-
nipulation suggested by the notion that anthropologists
.‘make use".qf Time. If coevalness, sharing of present Time,
1s a condition of communication, and anthropological
knowledge has its sources in ethnography, clearly a kind of
commumncaton, then the anthropologist que. ethnographer
is not free to “grant” or “deny” coevalness to his interlocu-
tors. Either he submits to the condition of coevalness and
produces ethnographic knowledge, or he deludes himself
into temporal distance and misses the object of his search.

. This is the reasoning that underlies some of the most
radical critques of anthropology. It is implied when we are
told that all anthropological knowledge is dubious because
It is gained under the conditions of colonialism, imperial-
1sm, and oppression (views that were forcef ully expressed in
Dell Hymes’ Reinventing Anthropology, 1974, and more thor-
oughly explored in a volume edited by Huizer and Mann-
heim, '1979), ‘

Maxwell Owusu, in an essay “Ethnography in Africa”
(1978) argues, on the basis of evidence contained in writings
considered exemplary, that almost all the “classical” ethnog-
raphers failed to meet one basic condition: command of the
language of the peoples they studied. As far as I can see,
Owusu does not draw an explicit connection between com.-
municative deficiencies and the denial of coevalness. He
does, however, denounce the “essential anachronism”
(1978:321, 322, 326) of ethnographic data collection aimed
at savage society in its original state, but carried out under
the political economy of colonialism. Our analysis of time
distancing in anthropological discourse will reveal that this
is perhaps not going far enough. Anachronism signifies a

fact, or statement of fact, that 1s out of tune with a given
time frame; it is a mistake, perhaps an accident. I am trying
to show that we are facing, not mistakes, but devices (existen-
tial, rhetoric, political). To signal that difference I will reter
to the denial of coevalness as the allochronism of anthropol-
ogy,

The critique of anthropology is too easily mistaken for

moral condemnation. But at least the more clearheaded
radical critics know that bad intentions alone do not invali-
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date knowledge. For that to happen it takes bad epistemol-
ogy which advances cognitve interests without regard for
their ideological presuppositions. At any rate, what is inter-
esting (and hope-inspiring) about ideological uses of Time
is that they have not, or not yet, led our discipline into total
self-delusion. To insist on field research as the fundamental
source of anthropological knowledge has served as a pow-
erful practical corrective, in fact a contradiction, which,
philosephically speaking, makes anthropology on the whole
an aporetic enterprise.

Let me explain. On the one hand, gthr}ographers, es-
pecially those who have taken communicauve approaches
{and that includes most ethnographers of value) have al-
ways acknowledged coevalness as a condition without which
hardly anything could ever be learned about another cul-
ture. Some have struggled consciously with the categories
our discourse uses to remove other peoples from our Time.
Some needed breaks in that struggle—see Malinowskl’s di-
ary;?® some gave poetic expression to what is essentially an
epistemological act-—see the type of amhropologlga! writing
exemplified by Turnbull’s Forest People and the Lévi-Strauss
of Tristes Treprgues. But when it comes to producing anthro-
pological discourse in the forms of description, analysis, and
theoretical conclusions, the same ethnographers w:l! often
forget or disavow their experiences of coevalness with the
people they studied. Worse, they will talk their experiences
away with ritualistic invocations of “participant observation
and the “ethnographic present.” In the end, they will or-
ganize their writing in terms of the categories of Physical or
Typological Time, if only for fear that their reports might
otherwise be disqualified as poetry, fiction, or political pro-
paganda. These disjunctions between experience and sci-
ence, research and writing, will continue to be a festering
epistemological sore in a discipline whose self-image—and
that is another heritage from the Enlightenment philo-
sophes-—is one of aggressive health and optimism.

Having diagnosed the illness as the denial of coeval-
ness, or allochronism, we can begin asking ourselves what
might be done abeut it. This will not be easy. An en-
trenched vocabulary and obstinate literary conventions alone
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are formidable obstacles. Moreover, coevalness is a mode of
temporal relations. It cannot be defined as a thing or state
with certain properties. It is not “there” and cannot be put
there; it must be created or at least approached. As an
epistemological condition it can only be inferred from re-
sults, i.e., from the different ways in which recognition or
denial of coevalness inform anthropological theory and
writing. A Kantian category of thought, or even a Durkhei-
mian collective representation, are by definition “necessary”
(otherwise they could not be categorical). As such, it would
seem that the category of shared Time cannot be ques-
tioned; it is not subject to choice between recognition and
denial, at least not within the frame which produces and
uses it. Here is a dilemma with which we must struggle and
[ see no other way out of it but to focus on ideological me-
diations of scientific discourse such as the uses of Time we
have examined hete.

First of all, that it seems possible to refuse coevalness to
another person or another people suggests that coevalness
is neither a transcultural fact nor a transcendental condition
of knowledge. The term_coecvainess was chosen te mark a
central assumption, namely that all temporal relations, and
therefore also contemperaneity, are embedded in culturally
organized praxis. Anthropologists have little difficulty ad-
mutting this as long as it is predicated on a specific culture,
usually one that is not their own. To cite but two examples,
relationships between the living and the dead, or relation-
ships between the agent and object of magic operations,
presuppose cultural conceptions of contemporaneity. To a
large extent, Western rational disbelief in the presence of
ancestors and the efficacy of magic rest on the rejection of
ideas of temporal coexistence implied in these ideas and
practices. So much is obvious. It is less clear that in order to
study and understand ancestor cult and magic we need to
establish relations of coevalness with the cultures that are
studied. In that form, coevalness becomes the ultimate as-
sault on the protective walls of cultural relativism. To put it
bluntly, there is an internal connection (one of logical equiv-
alence and of practical necessity) between ancestor cult or
magic and anthropological research qua conceptualizations
of shared Time or coevalness. Paraphrasing an observation
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by Owusu, I am tempted to say that the Western anthro-
pologist must be haunted by the African’s “capricious ances-
tors” as much as the African anthropologist is “daunted” by
“Malinowski, Evans-Pritchard, Fortes, Mair, Gluckman,
Forde, Kabbery [sic}, Turner, Schapera, and the Wilsons,
among others” (1978:326).

Obviously, we are now getting into deep philosophical
waters. Our examination of the_uses of Time in anthropo-
logical discourse has led us 1o state their general effect or
thrust as the denial of coevalness to the cultures that are
studied. The most interesting finding, however, was one that
precludes a simple, overalt indictment of our discipline. This
was the discovery of an aporetic split between recognition
of coevalness in some ethnographic research and denial of
coevalness in_most anthropological theorizing and writing.
There is a split between a recognizable cognitive necessity
and a murky, ultimately political practice. That 1s, however,
not an accident or simply a theoretical weakness. Such
schizogenic use of Time can be traced to certain choices that
were made at a time when anthropology emerged as a sci-
ence. There is nowadays much talk about the political and
moral complicity of our discipline with the colonial enter-
prise. Much remains to be said about cognitive complicity.
To be sure, the logical connections between, say, British
evolutionism and the establishment of the British Empire
are obvious. But our critique of these connections is bound
to miss its mark as long as it does not unearth some of the
deeper links. The distance between the West and the Rest
on which all classical anthropological theories have been
predicated is by now being disputed in regard to almost
every conceivable aspect (moral, aesthetic, intellectual, polit-
ical). Little more than technology and sheer economic ex-
ploitation seem to be left over for the purposes of “explain-
ing” Western superiority. It has become foreseeable that
even those prerogatives may either disappear or no longer
be claimed. There remains “only” the all-pervading demal
of coevalness which ultimately is expressive of a cosmologi-
cal myth of frightening magnitude and persistency. It takes
imagination and courage to picture what would happen to
the West (and to anthropology) if its temporal fortress were
suddenly invaded by the Time of its Other.



Chapter Two/Our Time,
Their Time, No Time:

Coevalness Denied

Aluny rate, the primacy of space over time ts an infallible

sign of reuctienary (anguage.
Ernst Bloch?

It was then that I learnt, perhaps for the first kme, how
thoroughly the noken of truvel has become corrupted by the
nokon of power.

Claude Lén-Strauss *

COEVALNESS ISANTHROPOLOGY'S problem with Time.
Trying to bring that idea into focus, I have pushed the ar-
gument to a point where the next step would be to form-
ulate a theory of coevalness. This will be a dif ficult task be-
cause the problem is not just “there”; it is continuously
generated at the intersection of contradictions in anthropo-
logical praxis. As a project, a theory of coevalness must
therefore be conceived in constant confrontation with an-
thropological cliscourse and its claims. Above all, we must
seek to clarify the tertns and purpose of the project by ex-
amining more closely “uses of Time” in the contexts of fully
developed anthropology. For the past history of allochronic
discourse is not the only obstacle on the road toward a the-
ory of coevalness.

What was asserted about the allochronic, or schizo-
chronic tendencies of emerging anthropology will now be
extended to an analysis of two major strategies that have
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been employed by the established discipline. One is to cir-
cumvent the question of coevalness through the uses of cul-
tural relativity; the other greempts that question with the help
of a radically taxonomic approach, Fach strategy will be
documented from the writings of anthropologists (especially
M. Mead, E. T. Hall, and C. Lévi-Strauss) whose claims to
speak for established anthropology are widely accepted. The
mode of presentation will be polemical, that is, one whose
primary obajective is to advance or expound an argument.
Such a mode must respect historical accuracy in the choice
and interpretation of sources but it does not seek historio-
graphic completeness. In no way is this chapter to be mis-
" taken as an historical account of the schools it touches upon.
The evidence for allochronism I am going to assemble
should, therefore, be read as reasons for a thesis and not so
much (at least not yet) as evidence against an adversary.

At any rate, the polemic will become accentuated as I
move on in later chapters. In the end, I cannot accept what
I appear to be granting now: that anthropology could ever
legitimately or even just factually circumvent or preempt the
challenges of coevalness.

To oppose relativity to taxonomy may cause a logical
brow to rise. In what sense are the two opposed? Here the
terms are taken merely as convenient labels evoking distinc-
tive orientations toward culture and knowledge. The trends
they designate correspond roughly to the Anglo-American
and French “epistemic paradigms” analyzed by B. Scholte
(1966). These paradigms are undoubtedly in practical op-
position (and competition) even though, or perhaps be-
cause, they share a common ancestry. But it is of course
possible to combine a relativist outlook on culture with a
taxonomic approach to it. This is the case with various eth-
noscientific or ethnosemantic schools to which, for practical
reasons, we will not pay much attention in these essays.?

Circumuvenking Coevalness: Cultural Relativity

In Thought and Change, a book which treats explicitly of the
uses of Time in anthropological theory, Ernest Gellner
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comments on the critique of evolutionism. As a theory, in-
cidentally, he considers it “quite dead in academic philoso-
phy, which is now superbly umeless . . . [and] virtually dead
in sociology . . . [while] in formal thought only defended
by very occasional biologists and historians” (1964:11). Not-
ing that the conflict between evolutionary-genetic (time-
centered) and structural (timeless) theories of explanation
was fought out most dramatically in British social an-
thropology, he observes:

Systematic study of “primitive’” tribes begun first

in the hope of utilizing them as a kind of time-

machine, as a peep into our own historic past, as
providing closer evidence about the early Imks in the
great Series. But real pregress was achieved when
this supposed time-machme was used with redou-
bled vigour but without any concern for reconstruct-
ing the past: when the tribal groupings were stud-
ied for their own sakes and explaned in terms of
themselves, and not as ‘survivals’ from a past sup-
posedly even further back. (Gellner 1964:18 f)

If structuralism-functionalism showed disregard for
Time (i.e., for Time as past) this does not mean that anthro-
pology ceased to serve as a time-machine. Just because one
condemns the time-distancing discourse of evolutionism he
does not abandon the allochronic understanding of such
terms as fmrmuzve. On the contrary, the time-machme, freed
of the wheels and gears of the historical method, now works
with “redoubled vigour.” The denial of coevalness becomes
intensified as time-distancing turns from an explicit concern
into an implicit theoretical assumption.

What happened, and how did it happen? The cele-
brated progress of anthropology from Enlightenment cul-
tural chauvinism toward treating other societies “in their own
terms” (notice: not on their own terms) was made possible
theoretically by logical and sociological positivism and its
radical rejection of “historicism.” As regards anthropology,
this meant above all that the task of our discipline was de-
creed to be the “explanation” of systems or “structures” (in
Radcliffe-Brown’s use of the term). Explanation was said to
be possible only within the frame of a present, synchronic
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set of relationships. It matters little whether that frame is
metaphorized as a logical arrangement of structures, a me-
chanical or biological coordination of elements in an organ-
ism, or, somewhat later, as Popper’s “logic of the situa-
tion.”! We know now that extreme antihistorism has been
difficult to maintain, Malinowski himself was led to concede
that the functional method must admit the “time element”s
and Evans-Pritchard was eventually moved to formulate a
full rehabilitation in his essay “Anthropology and History”
(1962 [1961]). British functionalist anthropology is quite in-
teresting in this respect because it shows that to get rid of
Time as “past” (theoretically) is not equal to conquering
Time altogether. Even if these thinkers could convince
themselves that temporal relations between a given socio-
cultural order or system and its antecedent forms have no
explanatory value they could not ignore the problem of
Time and temporal relations within a given order.

Talcott Parsons was aware of that in The Social System:
Secial action and interaction crucially involve “time rela-
tions” in such forrns as time of action, “location in time™ of
actors, and “interpersonal time” (1963 [1951]:91 f). Con-
cerned as he was to show the social system as equilibrium
maintaming, he links Time to the problem of deviance. He
speaks of “time allocation” in the form of time schedules for
certain kinds of action (251), “time off” tor others (see
254n2, 302). Time is internally connected to deviance by
virtue of the fact that Time is a “possession” (120), i.e., an
inherently limited resource for an actor or a society. Time
being an essential condition for “goal attainment,” misallo-
cation of time is at the bottom of most deviant behavior.
Properly allocated, Time is a means to keep out conflict and
mterference. But then Parsons notes, cranking up the time
machine, while time allocation is a task for all societies (rel-
ative to each society) it is more crucial in our own complex
mdustrial world {which makes Time more relative to our
society). After all, “we know that in many societies the mo-
tivational prerequisites for fitting into such a time orienta-
tion do not exist.”®

Parsons illustrates the effect which the logic of func-
tionalism had on thought about culture and Time: Time

Our Time, Their Time, No Time 41

\alias encapsulated in given social systems. This made possi-
_ble or, at any rate, reflected an ethnograpic praxis which

‘asserted the importance of studying Time within cultures,
white it virtually exercised Time from the study of relations be-
pyeen cultures. “Theories of Time" held by various cultures
could now be studied with “timeless” theory and i ethod.
This is what 1 mean by circumventing coevalness: Time as
a dimension of intercultural study (and praxis) was “brack-
eted out” ot the anthropological discourse. '

~ To be exact, functionalist encapsulation of Time had

~two effects, and critical analvsis must focus on the relation-
~ ship between the two.

‘;g.\ First, in the view of its adherents, the funct_ion:aiist-
structuralist approach actually favored ethnographic study

‘of Time. To be sure, culturally different conceptualizations

‘of Time, recognizable in language, symbols, and norms of
behavior and in material culture had been studied for a long
time (not only by anthropologists but also by classicists, his-
torians of religion, and psychologists). Yet to the extent that
their perspective was “comparative,” these studies were out
to establish “contrast”-—between, say, Western linear Time
and primitive cydical Time, or between modern Time-

" centeredness and archaic timelessness. Functionalism made it

possible to avoid these stereotypes of comparative discourse
and to examine instead the specific, of ten contradictory uses
of Time by a given society or culture. Even when the nation
of Time is not explicitly discussed it clearly is touched upon
in such classics as Malinowski’s Dynamics of Culture Change,
Leach’s Political Systems of Highland Burma, Gluckman's Order
and Rebellion in Tribal Africa, as well as in much of the work
of Evans-Pritchard, M. Fortes, the Wilsons, Mary Douglas,
and especially in Victor Turner’s analyses of ritual process.”

Liberating and productive as it may have been ethno-
graphically, functionalist emphasis on system-internal Time
stood on questionable theoretical ground. This brings us to
the secong effect of “encapsulating” Time. As it turns out,
the richness of relativistic ethnography of Time has its price.
It must apparently be paid fer with epistemological naiveté
and lo%'ical inconsistency on a higher theoretical level. Na-
iveté often characterizes talk about the “cultural construc-



42 Our Time, Their Time, No Time

tion” of Time. The very notion of cultural construction (un-
less it is backed up by a theory of symbolization, which it
was not in classical functionalism) implies that cultural en-
coding works on some precultural, i.e., “natural” or “real”
expertence of Time. By relegatingthat problem to philosophy
or to the psychology of perception, cultural relativism not
only does net solve the question of human time experi-
ence; it does not even raise it. Much of the study of “cul-
tural transformation” of human experience remains sterile
because it is not capable (or unwilling) to relate cultural var-
iation to fundamental processes that must be presumed to
be constituktve of human Time experience.

In that respect the problem with Time resembles, and
bears on, the problem with language and communication.
This was observed recently by Maurice Bloch in an essay
critical of structuralist-functionalist presuppositions about the
relativity of Time experience. Taking note of debates in-
volving British anthropologists and philosophers, Bloch re-
Jects the arguments for relativity, all of which ultimately
break down in the face of two facts: 1) “Anthropology itself
bears witness to the fact that it is possible, within certain
limits, to communicate with all other human beings, how-
ever different their culture” and 2) “If other people really
had different concepts of Time we could not do what we
patently do, that is to communicate with them” (1977:283).

The first observation is the weaker one. It either rests
on an equivocal use of communication (one that would have
to accommodate such instances of patent noncommunica-
ton as the denial of coevalness in anthropological dis-
course); or it is naively positivistic in that it tries to convince
us that the success of a project legitimizes the means or even
explains how it works. But I do believe that Bloch touches
the heart of the matter in his second observation. Time, in
the sense of shared, intersub jective Time, is a necessary
condition of communication.? As such it is the inescapable
counterpole to any investigation into culturally different no-
tions of time, not only logically but also practically.

Bloch came to his position by way of analyzing the log-
ical difficulties structuralist-functionalist theory had with ex-
plaining change. Radical functionalism in the line of Durk-
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heim and Radcliffe-Brown asserts the essentially social, that
is, system-relative nature of categories of thought. 1f fol-
Jlowed through to its ultimate consequences, this means that
social theory can account neither for new rules nor for new
cencepts; because “if all concefpts and categories are deter-
mme(f by the social system a fresh look is mpossible since
all cognition & already moulded w0 fit what is to be criti-
cized.” Or, “if we believe in the s cial detert "nation of con-
cepts - . . this leaves the actors with no language to talk
about their society and so change it, smce they can talk only
within 1t” (Bloch 1977:281). Paraphrasing that last state-
ment, one might continue to reason that the anthropologist,
inasmuch as he succeeds in entering another s ci-
ety/culture and comprehending it from within (which is the
“avowed ideal of cultural relativists), would be incapable of
saying anything about it. Such re ucte ad absurdum has of
‘course always been countered by insisting on “universal
translatability.” But unless one can come up with a theory
of translatability, all talk about it is just begging the ques-
tion.

Bloch’s own way out of the dilemma does not offer a
viable solution either. His attempt is unsuccessful because
he formulates a critique that accepts the terms of his adver-
saries. Not surprisingly, this leads him ultimately back to
the same empiricism and naive realism we identified earlier
as the hidden assumption of cultural relativism. If I under-
stand him correctly, his argument can be summarized as
follows: If conceptions and categories of Time are socially
determined we must ask how it is possible to study them
critically. We can avoid the logical impasse if we insist, first
of all, that the problem with Time is a problem with percep-
tion of Time. Bloch then postulates two types of time per-
ception (using, it seems to me, percepkon almost synony-
mously for conceptualizatien) There are perceptions of Time
that are close to nature and others that are removed from
it. He then asserts (criticizing- but in fact reaffirming Durk-
heim’s distinction of profane and sacred reality) that Time-
close-to-nature is found in one kind of cultural knowledge,
that which serves in “the organization of practical activities,
especially, productive activities.” Time-removed-from-



44 Our Time, Their Time, No Time

nature is involved in “ritual communication.” It is in practical
contexts that we find universal categories of Time, while in
ritual contexts we can expect to encounter the kind of rela-
tive conceptualizations studied by the structuralist-function-
alist {(see 1977:285, 287). That, 1 fear, will not do. Bloch’s
solution does accommodate universality and relativity but
only at the price of compartmentalizing human praxis.
Granted, his intention is to contribute a critique of ideolog-
tcal uses (that is, misuses) of Time, something, as he ob-
serves correctly, that was precluded by structuralist-
functionalist theory. But by aligning rational use with prac-
tical activities and nonrational use with ritual he in fact seems
to relapse into a Cemtean sequence of developmental stages,
a device whose Time-distancing function is obvious. These
consequences cannot be avoided by insisting that praxis is
here invoked in the Marxist sense. Marx was keenly aware
that to oppese religious or ideological appearance (Schein)
to soctoeconomic and political reality (Wirklichkeit) is in itself
a practical act of revolutionary emancipation. Hence, the
temporal conditions of critically understanding “ritual” and
“practical” conceptions of Tine are essentially the same. 1t
is a positivist strategy to make of religion and ideology ob-
Jjects suz gemeris, epistemologically, while at the same time re-
ducing them to their social functons, ontologically.

Appeals to basic, universal human needs not withstand-
ng, structuralism-functionalism promotes a kind of relativ-
ism whose neglect for the epistemological significance of
Time becomes visible in unsurmountable logical inconsis-
tencies. These have been demonstrated over and over.® In
fact little could be added to a much earlier incisive critique
by another Bloch, Ernst, of another relativism, Spengler’s.
Here we find in one condensed passage all the major ele-
ments that should make us anthropologists constantly re-
consider our allegiance to a doctrine which we know to be
untenable in our heads even if we continue to cling to it
with our hearts. This is how E. Bloch summarizes the ef-
fects of relativism:

The very process of history is broken up into Gar-
dens of Culture or “Culture Souls.” These are as
unrelated to each other as they are without connec-

WLics
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te Man and human labor (which is the _pervad-
natter of history) or to nature. . . . Quite art-
_ historical relativism is here turned into
omething static; it is being c_aught in cultural el
ads, that is, culture souls without windows, with no

inks among each other, yet full of mirrors facing
ide, (1962 [1932]:326)

'-h’s critique is aimed at Spengler, but it does hlt chh
ser to home. There is now an anthropology which is fas-
ated with “symbolic™ mirrors (signs, signitiers, symbols)
ng the inside walls of “cultures” and reflecting all in-
pretive discourse inside the confines ol the chosen object.
hese reflections give to an anthropological observer the 11(-i
ion of objectivity, coherence, and density (perhaps echofe
ﬁ}eertz‘ “thick description™: in shor.t, .the! acc_our}} or
ch of the pride anthropelogy takes in its ?IaSSI al” eth-
raphies. One is tempted to continue Bloch’s metaphori-
reverie and to muse over the fact that §uch mirrors, if
‘placed at propitious angles, also have the miraculous power

o make real objects disappear—the analyst of strange cul-
es as magician or sideshow operator, 2 role that is no(;
irely foreign to many a practitioner of anthropology an
>ne that is most easily assumed under the cover of cultural

relativism. : ]

e A critique of relativism could of course easily take up
ost of this book, especially if we were to pay closer atten-
~tion to its crucial role in the development of American an-
'E.hr-opology. Such is not the purpose of these essays. But be-
- fore we turn to another form of denying coevalness the peint
‘needs to be made that relativisic circumvention of the
problem on a theeretical level did by no means lead its pro-
ponents to ignore Time and temporal relations as they af-
fect practical relations between cultures.

Se far we have commented on forms of cultural relativ-
ism whose roots must be sought in theories of sociocultural
integration stressing the social origins of cognitive catego-
ries (the Durkheimian approach in French and British an-
thropology). E. Bloch’s critique of Spengler points to other
sources in romanticism and Nietzschean ideas, and numer-
ous influences from Gestalt psychology to linguistics. This

[
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second trend, exemplified and popularized by Ruth Bene-
dict's Patterns of Culture (1934) proposed to study culture
with the help of aesthetic concepts such as pattern, style,
and configuration. Both movements, however, converged in
their intense concern for the unifying ethas, the common
morality that accounts for regularities in the behavior of the
members of a culture. In the United States, these research
efforts found their conceptual focus in such notions as “na-
tional character” and in the debates about *values.” Insti-
tutes and programs (for instance at Columbia and Harvard)
brought anthropologists together with psychologists, sociol-
ogists, and political scientists and spawned unprecedented
interdisciplinary efforts.

To assess their bearing on the problem of coevalness,
we must recall for a moment the political context of these
studies, situated as they were during and soon after World
War 11. Because intellectual-scientific and political preoccu-
pations were so intimately connected in the minds and daily
activities of these researchers, much of the work of that pe-
riod now seems dated and destined for oblivion. Yet, many
of the senior anthropologists who continue to influence and
shape the discipline today (and who are by no means to be
found in the same theoretical or political corners) spent their
formative years with culture-and-personality, national-char-
acter, and value studies. Taking into account the usual de-
lay of one generation it takes for scientific insights and con-
cerns to percolate to the level of popular consciousness, one
realizes that a particular brand of wartime cultural relativ-
ism- continues to inform the outlook of a good deal of an-
thropology.!® It certainly cannot be overlooked in this criti-
cal examination of anthropological uses of Time.

Of special interest in this context is the clash between
extreme value-relativism in anthropological theory and the
perceived necessity to pass value judgments in political
practice. Perhaps there was never a stronger methodologi-
cal emphasis on explaining entire nations in terms of their
basic values and patterns of socialization and institutionali-
zation than during that period of war against Germany and
Japan and in the cold war against the Soviet block which
followed victory over the enemy of mankind. With historical
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hindsight we note the paradoxical nature of an enterprise
in which relativistic studies of values were to produce
knowledge that would help to bring the enemy down and,
soon after, establish effective control and assure transfor-
mation of these values toward the model of the anthropol-
ogist’s society. i

Such an alliance between theoretical relativ'sm and fight
for a cause perceived as l-gust and necessary was neither new
(it resembles fermally, if not historically, the links between
colonial expansion and functionalist anthropology), nor was
it much of a logical problem. To see this we need only be
aware of an obvious implication of all cultural relativism:
Once other cultures are fenced off as culture gardens or, in
the terminology of sociological jargon, as boundary-main-

taining systems based on shared values; once each culture is
_perceived as living its Time, it becomes possible and indeed

necessary to elevate the interstices between cultures to a
methodological status. At that moment the study of cultures
“from a distance,” clearly a vice in terms of the injunction
demanding empirical research through participant obser-
vation, may turn into a theeretical virtue. A situation of pe-
litical antagonism may then be rationalized epistemologi-
cally as the kind of objective distance that allows the
anthropologist to view another culture 1n its enarety. A cul-
tural holism is born which, in spite of terminological sini-
larities, has little in common with the emphasis on totality
that originates in dialectical thought (whose constituting acts
are negations of cultural distance and of concomitant notions
of scientistic objectivity). It is therefore not at all surprising
to find relativistic and holistic orientations in the service of
methodological projects which spurn time-consuming de-
scriptive and comparative study in favor of projects de-
signed to get at the jugular of other cultures, that is, at their
central values and vital characteristics.'' The spirit of the
times is aptly expressed in “Assignment: Japan,” the intro-
ductory chapter in Ruth Benedict’s The Chrysanthemum and
the Sword. “Tough-minded” acceptance of radical cultural
difference is there opposed to soft sentiments about One
World and Universal Brotherhood (see 1967 [1946]:14 f).
Benedict fully realizes that pursuit of national identity may
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be intimately connected with the exercise of power over
others, but that does not cause her to question the legiti-
macy of “being American to the hilt” (see 1967:12, 15), let
alone consider the epistemological implications of a nation-
centered theory of culture.

National character was one of the unifying concepts in
these endeavors. The scholars who under the early leader-
ship of Ruth Benedict participated in studies of national
character eventually produced a manual significantly titled
The Study of Culture at a Distance (Mead and Métreaux 1953).
The book ts a document for an important period in the his-
tory of anthropology. Its purpose is stated in the first para-
graph of Margaret Mead’s introduction:

This Manual is concerned with methods that have
been developed during the last decade for analyz-
ing the cultural regularities in the characters of in-
dividuals who are members of societies which are
inaccessible to direct observations. This inaccessibil-
ity may be spatial because a state of active warfare
exists—as was the case with Japan and Germany in
the early 1940s; or it may be—as is now the case
with the Soviet Union and Communist China—due
to barriers to travel and research. Or the inaccessi-
bility may be temporal, since the society we wish to
study may no lenger exist. (1953:3)

In another contribution to the volume, M. Mead speaks
of the political applications of studies of culture at a dis-
tance;

The approach described in this Manual has been
used for a variety of political purposes: to imple-
ment particular governmental programs within a
country, to facilitate relationships with allies, to
guide relationships with partisan groups in coun-
tries under enemy control, to assist in estimating
enemy strengths and weaknesses, and to provide a
rationale for the preparation of documents at the
international level. All these uses involve diagnosing
the cultural regularities in the behavior of a partic-
ular group or groups of people that are relevant to
the proposed action—whether this be the dissemi-

Qur Time, Their Time, No Time 49

ation of a propaganda statement, issuing an order
st fraternizadon, a threat of a certain type of

the purpose of facilitating some specific plan or pol-
oy, and at least implicitly, includes predictions of
expected behavior that may make such a plan or
policy successful or unsuccessful. (/bd. 397)

- It would be fascinating to subject this and similar pas-
es Lo closer conceptual analysis. They illustrate the con-
tion that anthropological approaches based on cultural
lativism are easily put to work for such nonrelativist pur-
)ses as national defense, political propaganda, and out-
ght manipulation and control of other societies. Having
‘made that much clear, we must now ask a more pointed
stion: How does this particular amalgam of science and

er cultures in thetr terms (and, incidentally, the ease with
iich theories and methods developed for the study of

eloped” nations and to groups and classes within our own
Dciety) are subtle and not always obvious. Reading, for in-
ance, through Mead’s introduction one cannot help but be
impressed by the intelligence and differentiated views she
Drings to her task, especially when she comments on con-
Crete problems encountered in the practice of anthropo-
~logical research. In this she is representative of her genera-
‘tion of eminent ethnographers. One gets the distinct
‘impression of a decline toward crudeness and simplification
in much of what is currently written about ethnographic
method, even, and sometimes especially, by those who rightly
criticize the ethical, political, and intellectual presupposi-
tions of their predecessors.
Awareness of problems with Time could be a case in
~ point. To begin with, M. Mead makes it clear that cultural
distance is a problem of Time as well as space. In the brief
statement on political applications she notes the importance
of Time and tirming in relations between cultures, cognitive
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or political. The passages where she makes recommenda-
tions for fieldworkers contain numerous observations on the
importance of native attitudes toward Time which must be
matched by the researchers’s temporal awareness. After all,
if the aim of such research is to observe “regularities” of
behavior exhibited by individual members of a culture, some
notion of Time and temporal sequence and, consequently,
some methodological consideration of these temporal as-
pects must be an integral part of the approach. The pi-
oneering work of Mead and Bateson (the latter also con-
tributed to the manual) on the use of ethnographic hlm
certainly gives evidence for a keen awareness of the tem-
poral flow of human action.

In sum, the sort of cultural relativism which guided
American anthropologists involved in the study of culture
at a distance seems to put to a test our global thesis that
anthropology has been constructing its object—the Other—
by employing variousdevices of temporal distancing, negat-
ing the coeval existence of the object and subject of its dis-
course.'* At the very least, we would have to credit numer-
ous cultural relativists with awareness of the role of Time in
shaping cultural behavior and, consequently, interaction be-
tween cultures (including field research).

This is the moment when a brief look at E. T. Hall's
The Silent Language will show that ethnographic sensitivity to
Time alone dees not at all guarantee awareness of the preb-
lem of coevalness. The opening paragraph of chapter 1,
(“The Voices of Time”) exemplifies the rhetorical appeal of
Hall's writing. It also manages to pack numerous theoretical
assumptions into a few lapidary sentences: “Time talks. It
speaks more plainly than words. The message it conveys
comes through loud and clear. Because it is manipulated
less consciously, it is subject to less distortion than the spo-
ken language. It can shout the truth where words lie”
(1959:15). Read in the light of elaborations in the later
chapters, this opening statement describes Hall’s position as
follows: Time is not a mere measure, or vector, of culture; it
is one of its constituents. Time contributes to the makeup of
a culture because it is one of the most important means of
communication. Conceptualizations of Time belong to the
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?.%fe of beliefs and values which account for the identity of a
ulture.
~ Taken at face value, such could indeed be the starting
point for a theery of culture that would assign crucial epis-
‘temological significance 1o temporal relations. But closer
analysis soon reveals that Hall is not concerned with episte-
mology- He does not raise the problem of knewledge in terms
“Tume; nor does he ask how temporal relations and condi-
ns aftect the validity of anthropological findings. His in-
terest is 1n methodology and leads him to examine cultural

“use” of Time. The book is replete with examples and com-

arisons between how we use time and how they use time.

- Hall’'s opening statement also contains a theoretical as-
sumption about culture in general, namely that it shapes
and regulates behavier through unconscious mechanisms or
‘rules. That implies in turn the methodological axiom that
f-"ié'i_i'thropolog,fy’s major task is to reveal the unconscious forces
_?-culting through the layers of deceptive conscious behav-
tor. In short, the study of Time in culture is valuable be-
cause it reveals what is hidden beneath the “lies” of spoken
words. Truth and conscious awareness are here aligned with
the knower, the anthropologist; dissimulation and submis-
sion te unconscious powers are on the side of the Other. No
swonder that the theoretical notion of an unconscious cul-
ture and the methodological prescriptions that go with it
easily turn into schemes 10 influence, control, and direct
others; the anthropology of Time becomes the politics of
Time. As one reads through The Silent Language one realizes
that the many perceptive observations and examples illus-
trating how they use Time turn into so many recipes for how
to use that knowledge so that the:r behavior can be tricked
Into serving our goals. Hall's frequent criticism of American
boorishness and intransigence in dealing with other cultures
cannot hide the fact that his book, too, is a “manual” for
People who want to get things done (diplomats, expatriate
managers and supervisors, salesmen and economic advi-
sors).'? Nowhere does his awareness of the role of Time in
communication lead him to question the premises of cul-
tural relativism. Because Hall holds an instrumental view of
communication, The Silent Language is about temporal strat-
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egies, not about the role of Time in processes of cultural
creation. Nor can it be said that Hall's persuasive and infln-
ential treatment of the subject is merely a political exten-
sion, or perhaps perversion, of anthropological insights. The
political act is built into the very theory. The axiomatic as-
sumption that much of culture is inaccessible to the con-
sciousness of the “average member”'* is already expressive
of a political praxis where true knowledge abeut the work-
ings of society is the privilege of an elite. The point of that
observation is not to deny the existence of unconscious mo-
tives but to question the strategy of a discourse which, with
the help of distancing devices, places the threat of the un-
conscious somewhere outside its own present.

Preempting Coevalness: Cultural Taxonomy

As Ernst Bloch observed, cultural gardens lie behind the
walls of relativism. The anthropologist may watch them grow
and change but whatever happens behind the walls occurs
in a Time other than his. Whether he moves, temporarily,
inside the walls, or whether he considers a culture garden
from afar, the very notion of containing walls and bounda-
ries creates order and sense based on discontinuity and dis-
jitance. But this sort of relativism which circumvents the
iproblem of common Time by postulating a multiplicity of
! tmes and spatial coexistence is not thc only way of avoiding
| the question of coevalness and temporal coexistence. We will
| now consider a trend or paradigm which goes much far-
 ther. Rather than walling-in the Time of others so that it
j.cannot spill over into ours, this school simply preempts the
question of coevalness. Its strategy is to elimmate Time as a
| significant dimension of either cultural integration or eth-
| nography. To this trend we usually affix the label of struc-
\turalism and we see it exemplified in the work of Lévi-Strauss.
For the sake of simplicity I will follow that practice, fully
realizing, however, that structuralism is at best a crude in-
dex of a highly complex intellectual tradition whose world-
wide success became paradoxically linked to the idiosyncra-
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o of the intelligentsia of one country and, for all that
atrers, of one city.
. By now numerous critical readings and appraisals of
évi-Strauss’s work are available.’® The only excuse for
ing my own observations to this literature is that no cri-
e of the uses of Time in anthropology can ignore a
ement whose proponents like to pomt out that they have
se for Time.
‘To begin with, I do not think that musings about the
on of structure are helpful in approaching structural-
. The term simply has too wide a currency in anthropol-
especially in the kind of relativist discourse we dis-
d in the preceding section. Lévi-Strauss has taken great
ains to set himself apart from these a%proaches on the
ounds that they are guilty of too much empiricism, i.e.
ive trust in that which is immediately observable. Follow-
ig Durkheim’s and de Saussure’s leads he disdains search
I connections between cultural isolates and a reality out-
de. As a science of culture, anthropology is for him the
study’ of relations between cultural isolates and of the rules
I laws governing these relations. In such an enterprise it is
futile to expect explanations either from history (asking how
given isolate came about) er from psychology (asking what

~motivates their behavior). '
I The fundamental assumptions of structuralism are best
{understood as a radically taxanomic approach to culture.!®
JAn analysis of the temporal aspects of structuralist dis-
~leourse must therefore concentrate on the problem of Time
fand taxonomy. Among the many possible points of depar-
~ ture in Lévi-Strauss’ writings I have chosen the following
_-ni':'emarks, which are part of his famous attack on Sartre’s
‘1dea of history in The Savage Mind. Nothing illustrates better

the peculiar mixture of luadity and duplicity characteristic
- of structuralist talk about Time.'”

In style with his fundamental convictions regarding the

- dl

~ bmary organization of all knowledge, Lévi-Strauss begins by

positing a “symmetry” between the preoccupations of the
historian and those of the anthropologist: “The anthropol-
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ogist respects history, but he does not accord it a special
value. He conceives it as a study complementary to his own:
one of the them unfurls the range of human societies in
time, the other in space.” He asserts that “distribution in
space and succession in time afford equivalent perspectives”
and rejects the claims of those who posit that history consti-
tutes an irreducible and indeed privileged approach “as if
diachrony were to establish a kind of intelligibility not merely
superior to that provided by synchrony, but above all more
specifically human” (see 1966:256).

An unattentive reader may be lulled into taking this for
a conciliatory view, emphasizing complementariness, sym-
metry, and even equivaﬂtnce (Which? None of these terms
simply implies the others). Such is not at all Lévi-Strauss’
intention. His structuralist duplicity rests on a not-so-subtie
trick he operates in these passages. Ostensibly he sets up an
argument with an opponent holding a view different from
his own. In reality he has already reduced the opponent’s
position to his and from then on his argument is nothing
but an elaboration of his own views. His ruse is to substitute
diachrony for history. That sleight of hand is supported,
much like the diversions all illusionists try to create while
operating their magic, by dlrectmg the readers attention to
something else, in this case to the “opposition” of Space and
Time.

[évi-Strauss leads us to believe that space here could
mean real space, perhaps the space of the human geogra-
phers who became the ancestors of anthropological schools
that define themselves as historical. He permits the seous-
entendwu that his concern with space is expressive of attempts
to understand human distribution in space as a reflex of
ecological variation, of the emergence of different modes of
production, or of geopolitical arrangements. In fact, he has
little interest in understanding the role of real space in the
genesis of human differences and conflict. Space for Lévi-
Strauss is what M. Foucault likes to call “tabular” space, i.e.,
the kind of taxonomic space that must be postulated if cul-
tural differences are to be conceived as a system of semio-
logical constructs, organized by a logic of oppositions. Lévi-
Strauss’ thought does not inhabit a world; it lives in a matrix
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at allows him, not just to place, but to plot any and all
ltural isolates in a logical grid.

At this point, those who are familiar with Lévi-Strauss’
ritings might object that he constantly sets his structural
alysis of myth against the background of the spatial dis-
butions of variants. But the point is that he perceived his
ork as a radical break with “historical” reconstruction based
the geographic distribution of culture traits. Even when
ostensibly uses hard data on the ecology of the honeybee

of the porcupine, his ultimate goal remains to show that

- connections of which historical-geographic research knows
- nothing. Often one cannot help but feel that he deliberately

~ on the locatlon of vanants in space serlously so that, later,
W } e can show the irrelevance of such informationto a deeper
v/ Emderstandmg All along, he knows that the distribution
- maps on which culture historians and folklorists locate var-
~ lants in the hope of translating spatial relations into histor-
~ ical sequences are just that---maps. Maps are devices to clas-
: lrmf y data. Like tables and diagrams they are taxonomic ways
- of ordering cultural isolates with the help of categories of
* contrast and o position: source vs. variant, center vs. pe-
- riphery, pure form vs. mixed variant, displaying criteria of
~ quality vs. those of quantity, or whatever else diffusionists
use to map the traits of culnires. All of them are as taxo-
- nomic as the oppositions used in structural analysis, the dif-
- ference being in whether or not one attributes the location
of an isolate to conscious activities and historical events (such
as borrowing, migration, and diffusion) or whether one ac-
counts for it in terms of the operation of unconscious rules
or laws.

Diachrony serves a similar strategy. In the context of
[évi-Strauss’ attacks on Sartre one is led to believe that
diachrony could mean the same as history. This is mani-
festly not the case. Ever since de Saussure canonized the
opposition between synchrony and diachrony it served, not
as a distinction of temporal relatons (as one might expect
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from the presence of the component chreny in both terms),
but as a distinction agamst Time.?® The possibility of iden-
tifying and analyzing semiological systems is unequivocally
said to rest on the elimination of Time and, by implication,
of such notions as process, genesis, emergence, production,
and other concepts bound up with “history.” Diachrony does
not refer to a temporal mode of existence but to the mere
succession of semiological systems one upon another.
Succession, strictly speakmg presupposes Time only in the
sense of an extraneous condition affecting neither their syn-
chronic nor their diachronic constitution. Thus_structural-
ism, while accusing its opfwonents of reifying TMI
of mythical power, is guilty of ultimate reification. Time is
remox«ed from the realms of cultural praxis and ggren its
place in that of pure logical forms. Of course, he who ex-
orcises the devil must somehow believe in him, which is why
structuralist exorcism of Tiune deserves serious attention,'
For a radical structural anthropology, Time (as Physmal
Tune?) i1s a mere prerequisite of sign systems; its real exis-
tence, if any, must be sought where Lévi-Strauss likes to lo-
cate the “real:” in the neural organization of the human
brain being part of nature. Structuralism thus illustrates one

of the ideological uses of Time I identified in chaptel;.l_n_

naturalizes Time by removing it from the sphere of con:
scious cultural producuon Lévi-Strauss, quoting Engels in
support of his position, maintains that ferms of thought re-
flect natural laws. Consequently, it is futile to use our (cul-
tural) conceptions of temporal relation for the purpose of
explaming relationships between things (see 1969:451). To
expect meaning from Time would be Hegelian idealism; at
any rate, it would run against the Saussurean Principles on
which structural anthropology is based . In L'Origine des man-
teres de table Lévi-Strauss gives a succinct summary of the
differences between the historical and his own approach.
‘Where the former seeks “to make out contingent links and
-the traces of a diachronic evolution,” the structuralist dis-
‘covers “a system that is synchronically intelligible™:

In doing this we have merely put into practice a les-
son by Ferdinand de Saussure . . . : As one con-
siders the sub ject matter of linguistics more deeply
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ne _gets more and more convinced . . . of a truth
hich gives us much to think, namely that the link

ne establishes between things pre-exists . . . the
}a gs themselves and serves te determine lhem
£8:216)

_lS is clear enough. If the proper subject matter of an-
ropology is the study of relationships between cultural
olates, and if these relatlonshlps rest on prmaples or laws
at pre-exist their actualization in “contingent™ history, then
ime 15 effectively removed from anthropological consid-
Fation. ?® Lévi-Strauss’ attitude toward Time is firmly roeted
t 'mneteenth -century notions of natural history, a fact which
asts considerable doubt on his claim to be the legitimate
eir ol the eighteenth century. Admittedly, Enlightenment
inkers were mterested in history for “philosophical” rea-
ons. Above all they saw history as the theater of moral
yrinciples ultlmately traceable to “constant laws of nature.”

£ the historian was to show the temporal unf oldmg of its
orinciples. The radical distinction between contingent hu-
aan history and necessary natural history was drawn in the
nineteenth century. To maintain, as Lévi-Strauss does, that
nthropology tout court belongs to natural history is to deny
e Enlightenment origin of our discipline.
= Asif it were not clear enough that the equivocation of
“history and diachrony implies the rejection of historical
.: e ime, Lévi-Strauss seems to feel the need to rub this in, so
- 1o speak. He sets out to demonstrate that even chronology—
g(.v conceptualization of Time one might accept as the objec-
tive residue after all the mystifications of the historical school
uhave been cleared away—is nothing but a classificatory, tax-
~ onomic device. “History,” we are told, “does not . . . escape
the common obligation of all knowledge, to employ a code
te analyse its object, even (and especnally) if a continuous
~ reality ;s attributed to that object.” For history, “the code
~ consists 1n a chronology” (1966:258). Predictably, this view
of the conceptualization of Time leads straight back to its
reduction to taxonomic space:

Given that the general code consists not in dates
which can be ordered as a linear series but in
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classes of dates each furnishing an autonomous sys-
tem of reference, the discontinueus and classifica-
tory nature of historical knowledge emerges clearly.
It operates by means of a rectangular matrix . . .
where each line represents classes of dates, which
may be called hourly, daily, annual, secular, millen-
ial for the purposes of schematization and which to-
gether make up a discontinuous set. In a system of
this type, alleged historical continuity is secured
only by dint of fraudulent outlines. {1966:26@ f)

One cannot help but be astounded by the temerity of this
argument. A banal fact, that classification is one of the tools
of knowledge, perhaps even a tool of all knowledge at some
point of its production, is made into a transcendental rule.
Structuralism’s own creature, the code, is promulgated as a
standard, in fact a “common obligation” of all knowledge (a
formula that rings with Durkheimian assumptions). This is
metaphysics of the worst sort, the one which is mixed with
moralism. So paralyzing is this self-righteousness of the tax-
onomist that one almost forgets to question the insinuation
that history of any kind could ever amount to chronology—
as if historians of all persuasions, at least since the eigh-
teenth century, had not always insisted that chronology is
but a scaffold or tool for ordering what remains to be
understood. The same goes for history’s alleged fixation on
continuity. Where is the historian after Hegel and Marx who
would dare to think continuity without discontinuiry? Cer-
tainly [évi-Strauss cannot find him in Sartre, against whom
he argues in this context.

But let us for a moment grant Lévi-Strauss his péculiar

view of history and admit that historians are indeed con-

cerned with establishing chronologies and determining con-
tinuities. Such continuities, we are given to understand, are
fabricated by a deceptive use of Time. The remedy Lévi-
Strauss prescribes is to concentrate on space and discoatin-
uous distribution. If the historian’s use of Time may be a
deception—and it is the argument of this book that such is
the case in much of anthropology—then Iévi-Strauss’ use
of space is a deception upon a deception. As we have just
seen, he himself has no dithculty packing chronological Time
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into a spatial matrix. But as one need not accept the claim
that a temporalizing usage, such as talk about the primitive,
is innocent of spatialization (in the form of distancing) so it
would be naive to believe that when setting up a spatial tax-
onomic matrix of human culture one does not temporalize.
|At any rate, structuralism, to my knowledge, does not pro-
In'de us with criteria to cheose between a deception that im-
poses continuity on the discontinuous and one that cuts up
the conunuous into discontinuous isolates. Worse. by virtue
of its self-assurance and faith that, with its own advent, such
criteria are no longer needed, structuralism has in effect
functioned to freeze and thereby preserve earlier historical
and temporalizingethnology. It is in such ethnology, after
all, where Lévi-Strauss mines the building blocks for his
monumental edifices. Behind the structural ramparts of his
mythologiques he peruses and digests enormous amounts of
et nography without showing signs of being disturbed by
the possibility that maost of it mi%ht be corrupted to the core
by the temporalizing 1deological interests for which he has
so much contempt. Why is he so impatient with Sartre when
he has so much tolerance for the histories told by his an-
thropological forerunners and colleagues? He assures us
thatit “is not a bad thing . . . to borrow a quotation from a
writer {W. ]J. Perry] whose work is generally denounced as
an extravagant abuse of this historical method” (1969:122
f). He is, as I said, safe and does not need a true critique of
bourgeous historism because “luckily, structural analysis
makes up for the dubiousness of historical reconstructions”
(1969:169).
~ In the end, one comes to suspect that Lévi-Strauss’ flail-
ing attack on history might really be instigated bv his difh-
culties with another problem. He is troubled by the role of
subjectivity in_the production of both culture and kngwi-
edge about culture. In The Savege Mind, from which I have
€en quoting, this shows up repeatedly. Sartre, the existen-
trahist, obviously irritates him more than Sartre, the Marxist.
Lévi-Strauss' pesition on history and subjectivity, I believe,
can be read in two ways: either as a rejection of history qua
ldeological prop for a misconceived subjectivity; or as a re-
Jection of subjectivity for fear that history—and with it
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Time—- might pierce the armor of scientific anthropology.
Be that as it may, it is important for our larger argument
that structuralism’s problem with Time is in various ways
linked up.with areluctance to admit conscious, intentional,
and therefore subjective activity as. a source of knoswledge,
native or_anthropological. Perhaps one needs to be re-
minded constantly that this position grew out of a critique
of a rival camp on the French intellectual scene; otherwise
one fails to appreciate the urgency with which it is ad-
vanced. But it 1s truly intriguing in the international context
of anthropology that rejection of subjectivity did not lead to
contempt for ethnographic “observation,” to use Lévi-
Strauss’ favorite term for fieldwork. The structuralists, at
least those who practice anthropology, do not escape the
aporia arising from the conflicting demands of coeval re-
search and allochronic discourse any more than their histor-
ical and relativist predecessors and contemporaries.

Having outlined ways in which structuralism con-
tributes to the Time-distancing conventions of anthropo-
logical theorizing and writing, we must now briefly examme
its struggle with the other horn of the dilemma, the tem-
poral demands on personal, participant research. Once
again, Lévi-Strauss likes to confuse us. He may ridicule dog-
matic fixation on fieldwork i situ as when he declares futile
the hope of the ethnographer in the Malinowskian tradition
“to grasp eternal truths on the nature and function of social
institutions through an abstract dialogue with his little tribe’”
(1967:12). But he never discards ethnography as a basis of
all anthrepological knowledge, neither explicitly (as we will
see presently from a number of statements regarding the
role and importance of fieldwork) nor implicitly (as is clear
from his untiring use of ethnography, his own and that of
other anthropologists). Furthermore, he is aware of inti-
mate links between the praxis of fieldwork and what we
called anthropology’s problem with Time.

On at least one occasion, Lévi-Strauss invokes fieldwork
precisely in the problematic sense I try to explore in this
book. A chapter in The Elementary Structures of Kinship is ti-
tled “The Archaic Illusion.” In it he criticizes the wide-
spread tendency, especially among psychologists, to draw
parallels between the minds of children and lunatics and
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he ‘primitive mind.” This old evolutionist strategy of ar-
ing from ontogeny to phylogeny (and back) is of course
ical example for “methodofogical” abuses of Titne:
itive thought illuminates the thought of Western chil-
n because the o are equidistant from Western adult
ght. Both represent early stages in a developmental se-
nce. Lévi-Strauss is quick to denounce this as an insult
th, our children and primitive adults, and he calls on
ethnographer as a witness. He especially rejects onto-
enetic-phylogenetic arguments which would make primi-
e children even more infantile than our own: “Every
eldworker who has had concrete experience of primitive
lldren will undoubtedly agree that the opposite is more
kely to be true and that in many regards the primitive child
pears far more mature and positive than a child in our
wn s ciety, and is to be compared more with a civilized
dult.” (1969:92)
©  Even more important than the specific context of this
mark is the strategy of invoking the fieldworker and his
concrete experience” as an instance from which to judge
the claims of a temporahizing discourse. Unfortunately, it
oon turns out that a critique of temporal distancing is by
0 means central to his argument. Foremost in Lévi-Strauss’
mind is the role of heldwork in distinguishing the anthro-
- pologist from the historian (it being understood that for him
~ the latter is always the “culture historian” fascinated by cul-
|.+lllf ure traits and their spatial distribution). He must, there-
fore, find a rationale for fieldwork which not only asserts
the ethnographer’s subjective experience as the ultimate in-
- stance of anthropology but also claims superior objectivity
"l-_‘ such knowledge. Somehow there must be a way of show-
~ing that one person’s immersion in the concrete world of
- another culture accomplishes the scientific feat of reducing
- that concrete world to its most general and universal prin-
cigles. Living in the Time of the primitives, the ethnogra-
- pher will be an ethnographer only if he outlives them, 1.e.,
. If he moves through the Tine he may have shared with them
- onto a level on which he finds anthropology:

\ |

Indeed, such is the way the ethnographer proceeds
when he goes into the field, for however scrupulous
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and objective he may want to be, it is never himself,
nor is it the other person, whom he encounters at
the end of his invesugation. By superimposing
himself on the other, he can at most claim to extri-
cate what Mauss called facts of general functioning,
which he showed to be more universal and to have
more reality. (19768 f)

Such feats of transcendence as Lévi-Strauss expects from
the ethnographer turn out to be variously linked to the
achievement of “distance” conceived, not as a mere fact, but
as a methodological teol in a manner that reminds us of its
uses In relativist discourse. Much like American culturalism,
French structuralism manages to turn denial of coevalness
into a positive teol of scientific knowledge. A few examples
will show this.

Let us return, 6rst, te Lévi-Strauss’ critique of the “ar-
chaic illusion” in The Elementary Structures of Kinship. Draw-
mg parallels between Western children and primitives, he
argues, is an insult to all involved except, as it turns out, to
the Western adult mind (which is responsible for drawing
those parallels in the first place). To our surprise, Western
thought is in the end acquitted of the crime of ideological
Time distancmg which ontogenetic-phylogenetic arguments
seem to perpetrate on the primitive. The reasoning is as
follows: We do have a valid point after all when we observe
that the priniitives appear to think like (our) children. Call-
ing the primitive childlike is to “generalize” him as someone
with whom we share a common transcultural basis. Analo-
gies between socialization into a culture and learning a lan-
guage supposedly demonstrate this.

Lévi-Strauss assumes (much like the American cultural
relativists) that a culture takes shape and identity by select-
ing a tew among a practically infinite number of possibilities
(as a language selects its significant sounds from an infinite
number of possible sounds). Such a view is not just medh-
otlological—proposing that culture is best described taxo-
nomically—it is also ontological when it maintains that cul-
ture is cveated by selection and classification. It is a concept
of culture devoid of a theory of creativity or production,
because in a radically taxonomic frame it makes no sense to
raise the question of production. By extension, we never

Mﬂf“‘:‘;_‘-?
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: -';_'éppreciate the primitive as a producer; or, which is the same,
" in comparing ourselves to the primitive we do not pro-
nounce judgment on what he thinks and does, we merely
classify ways how he thinks and acts.”’ When Western man
calls the primitive childlike, this is for the structuralist not a
statement on the nature of primitive man. That particular
conceptualization of a relationship..between us_and the
Otber, we are assured, is merely taxonombic. All we do in
“calling primitives infantile is class perceived similarities: The
choices primitive societies have not yet made are analogous
~ to the choices children in our societies have not yet made
~ (see 1969:92 f).
- lévi-Strauss’ demonstration of taxonomic innocence
“leaves us with questions that must be asked. Are we to ac-
‘cept his contention that in our own society relations be-
“tween adults and children merely reflect different degrees

~ of “extension” of knowledge? Are we to overlook that adult-

~ child relations are also, and sometimes primarily, fraught
* with barely disguised attitudes of power and practices of
" repression and abuse? Even worse, are we to forget that talk
- about the childlike nature of the primitive has never been

* just a neutral classificatory act, but a pewerful rhetorical fig-

~ ure and motive, informing colomal practice in every aspect

- from religious indoctrination to labor laws and the granting

-~ of basic political rights? Is apartheid, one might ask, ten-

© dentiously but not without justification, only a classificatory
~ scheme? Aside from the evolutionist figure of the savage
~ there has been no conception more obviously implicated in

~ political and cultural oppression than that of the childlike
native. Moreover, what could be clearer evidence of tem-
poral distancing than placing the Now of the primitive in
the Then of the Western adule?

My comment on these passages from The Elementary
Structures of Kimship was occasioned by Lévi-Strauss’ invoking
the fieldworker as a witness against Time-distancing. What
became of that testimony in the course of a few pages of
structuralist argument®> With remarkable ease, fieldwork ex-
perience w asneutralized by an overriding taxonomic con-
cern to justify one of the more despicable devices of anthro-
pological and Western political discourse.

So that it may not appear as if the only objection to
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taxonomic subterfuge was a political one (although in the
end all objections are political, even those that are made on
“logical” grounds) let us take a look at ancther example.
Once again the issue appears to be the role of fieldwork.
Twice in his essay “History and Anthropology™ Lévi-Strauss
is impelled to note the paradoxical nature of their relation-
ship. Commenting on Boas’ valuation of fieldwork he states:

Knowledge of social facts must be based on induc-
tion from individualized and concrete knowledge of
social groups localized in time and space. Such spe-
cific knowledge, in turn, can be acquired only from
the history of each group. Yet such is the nature of
the subject-matter of ethnographic studies that in
the vast majority of cases history lies bevond reach.
(1967:9)

Later on he sums up the struggle of anthropology with his-
tory in this paradoxical formula:

The criticism of evolutionist and diffusionist inter-
pretations showed us that when the anthropologist
believes he is doing historical research, he is doing
the opposite; it is when he thinks that he is not
doing historical research that he operates like a
good historian, who could be limited by the same
lack of documents. (1967:16 f)

To solve that paraaox one must first realize [haéttrl;iﬁgggd
historian” and.the anthropologist are really con with
one and the same problem: otherness (see 1967:17). It is a
.secondary matter that for the historian otherness normally
'-[means remoteness in Tune, whereas the anthropologist is
concerned with cultural difference as it appears in spatial
idistance and distribution. The historian finds his sources of
knowledge in documents which he uses as best he can to
understand the actual, specific genesis of an institution or
society. The anthropologist relies on fieldwork instead of
histerical documents which are lacking for most of the so-
cieties he studies. But there is more to fieldwork than its
being a substitute for lacking documents. Nor is it adequate
to thmk of fieldwork as piecemeal induction: “forms of so-
cial existence cannot be apprehended simply from the out-
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ide—the investigator must be able to make a personal re-
nstruction of the synthesis characterizing them, he must
merely analyze their elements, but apprehend them as
"2 whole in the form of a personal experience—-his own”
&19,67:37. f).
~ So we are back to personal experience, and one begins
ts- wonder how the same scholar who shows such relentless
‘contempt for subjectivity in his attacks on Sartre could as-
ign epistemnological significance to fieldwork as a subjective
wvity. Our doubts are soon put to rest when we discover
at, once again, in affirming fieldwork, Lévi-Strauss gets
round the Eroblem with Time. As expected, he posits that
e fieldworker’s personal, concrete encounter with another
Iture is of a taxonomic nature. This is how the argument
ns: The researcher’s task is to make the otherness of the
ieties he studied available to his own as experience. He
hieves this by enlarging “a specific experience to the di-
g nsions of a more general one” (1967:17). Most impor-
. tant, a “transition from the conscious to unconscious is as-
- sociated with progression from the specific to the general”
: &z’d. 21). The fieldworker’s experience, while personal and
- concrete, is not subjective but objective, inasmuch as he rea-
“sons

~on the basis of concepts which are valid not merely
“for an honest and objective observer, but for all
possible observers. Thus the anthropologist does
not simply set aside his own feelings; he creates new
mental categories and helps to introduce notions of
space and time, opposition and contradiction, which
are as foreign to traditional thought as the concepts

met with today in certain branches of the natural
sciences. (1967:361)

The key to understanding this view of empirical objec-
tivity is its glorification of distance hased on a denial of the
conditions of shared Time. The structuralist can continue
to insist on the importance of concrete experience without
much of a problem because personal experience is in this
view nothing but the vehicle or medium for the epiphany
of the “general” and “unconscious.”?? Like rays focused by



66 Our Time, Their Time, No Time

a lens, like the spirit’s voice speaking through the medium,
bjective knowledge of the unconscious appears through the
Fthnographer’s {conscious) activity, but it is not a result of
iit. Anthropological knowledge, like myth, thinks the anthro-
pologist, not the other way round. He takes on his role as
the priest and missionary of the transsubjective, scientific,
speak taxonomic, structures that govern the universe.

The most disconcerting fact about such a view of field
research is that it leaves no instance for appeal or critique.
There may be bad anthropologists (as there are bad priests)
but, structuralism seems to hold, that does not affect the
role and validity of the discipline they celebrate. Being the
apprehension of the general and unconscious, anthropol-
ogy is once and forever removed from the lowly regions of
political struggle, from intellectual contestation, and from
outright abuse, in short, from the dialectic of repression and
revolt that makes up the real context in which it appeared
as an academic discipline.

Still, as if unable to lind acquiescence in the exorcism
of the subjective, concrete, and conscious, Lévi-Strauss ap-
pears to struggle with a recalcitrant residue in his theory of
ethnographic objectivity. He is, after all, not only a theore-
tician but also a Eractitioner of anthropology as an ethnog-
rapher and teacher. He recognizes that fieldwork experi-
ence involves in many cases a conversion, an “inner
revolution that will really make [the ethnographer] into a
new man” (1967:371). But apparently he has no difficulty
at all in separating the effects of field experience from their
significance. The fact of personal conversion does not cause
him to reconsider his epistemological stance. He takes the
easy way out, which is to insist on the social function of the
personal experience. With disarming frankness he qualifies
it as a kind of initiation whose function it is to admit adepts
to the discipline and to provide a selected few with legiti-
macy and a license to practice. In fact, he compares the eth-
nographers’ field experience to training analysis among psy-
choanalysts and goes on to recommend ‘“personal”
supervision in the training of the novice, suggesting that
close contact with someone who has had the experience be-
fore might expedite conversion in the apprentice.
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The observation that notions such as conversion and

:_:i initiation smack of religio-mystical thought is easily made

~ but perhaps not quite so easily understood.?* In pointing

out these resemblances 1 have no interest in joining the
chorus of critics who claim to recognize in that monuinental

“inkblot which is Lévi-Strauss’ oeuvre almost every major in-

tellectual movement in history (including gnosis, the Ka-
bala, and similar esoteric pursuits). But there are serious
reasons for dwelling on his way of turning apparent empha-

_sis on the personal into affirmations of the trans-sub jective,

the ritual and institutional: The researcher’s personal en-

* counter, we are told, is the objective working of science be-
~ cause it is posited as a sort of pure channel through which
~ ethnography passes into ethnology and anthropology. Closer

examimation of the many statements Lévi-Strauss makes

‘about the nature of fieldwork reveals that the one notion
" which for him characterizes this activity more than any other
" is observation. He does not seem to have much use for the

qualifier participant, customarily attached to the term. Even

" less does he consider communicative interaction, an idea

currently much discussed in theories of fieldwork. For Lévi-

' Strauss the ethnographer is first and foremost a viewer (and

perhaps voyeur). Observation conceived as the essence of
fieldwork implies, on the side of the ethnographer, a con-
templative stance. It invokes the “naturalist” watching an
experiment. It also calls for a native society that would, ide-
ally at least, hold still like a tableau vivant. Both images are
ultimately linked up with a visual root metaphor of knowl-
edge. In this, structuralism rejoins the aestbeticizing atu-
tudes of the cultural relativists. In both movements, the i-
lusion of simultaneity (as between the elements of a picture
that is contemplated, or between the visual object and the
act of its contemplation) may lead to utter disregard for the
active, productive nature of field-work and its inevitable im-
plication in historical situations and real, political contradic-
tions.

Another strategy of escape from Time and history
common te beth movements has been to declare the uncon-
scious the true object of anthropological research. But no-
where are these convergences clearer and more directly sig-
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nificant for the problem of Time-distancing and the denial
of coevalness than in the valuation of cultural difference as
distance. In the Mead-Méwreaux volume this remained rather
implicit and vague; it is spelled out clearly by Lévi-Strauss:
Social anthropology “apprehends” its objects, i.e., semiolog-
ical facts as defined by de Saussure, “either in their most
remote manifestations or from the angle of their most gen-
eral expression” (1976:10). The point 1s, as could be shown
from ether contexts, that the two are interchangeable. Dis-
tance is the prerequisite for generality as the study of prim-
itive society is the road toward uncovering the universal
structures of the human mind.

It is insofar as so-called primitive societies are far
distant from our own that we can grasp in them
those “facts of general functioning”™ of which Mauss
spoke, and which stand a chance of being “more
universal” and having “more reality.” . . . This ob-
servation which has the privilege of being distant,
no doubt implies some differences of nature be-
tween these societtes and our own. Astronomy not
only demands that celestial bedies be far away but
also that the passage of ame have a different
rhythm there, otherwise the ear h would have
ceased to exist long before astronomy was boyn.
(1976:28)

Statements like this leave little room for speculation.
Distance in space and time and, in fact, a different Time
are made the prerequisites not only for certain ways of doing
anthropology but for its very existence. With that, the tem-
poral is finally and totally removed to the level of meta-
physical presuppositions; it no longer can be a problem in
the exercise ofP anthropology as a “science.”

The pains taken by structuralism to remove Time and
the problem of coevalness from anthropological praxis and
discourse should of course be evaluated historically; its al-
lochronic escape is a response te its own secial and political
context. Far from expressing the coming-to-rest of a trou-
bled discipline on a solid scientific basis and an unassailable
logtc, structuralism indicates (by virtue of opposition) that
something might be basically wrong with Western concep-

Our Time, Their Time, No Time 69
s of scientific rationality. Politically, .Lévi-Strauss’ rise to
sminence and the quanutauve explosion of amhropolog}'

e United States coincide with the period of “decoloni-
: 1" ie., the demise of direct colonization demanding
ersonal and direct involvement in the oeuvre civilisatrice.
“American anthropology and French structuralism, each
_having developed ways to circumvent or preempt coeval-
ness, are potential and actual contributors to 1(.ieo|ogles apt
sustain the new, vast, anonymous, but terribly effective
imen of absentee colonialism.?*

0o



Chapter Three/ Time
and Writing About the Other

Even of [an observer]is in commurnication with other 0b-
savers, ke can only hear what they have seen i their ab-
solute pasts, at times which are also his absolute past. So
ihether Rnouledge originates i the expenience of a group
q’ people or of a society, it must always be based on what is
past and gone, al the moment when it is under considera-
David Bohm'
La vawson du plus fort est tou jours la meilleure: Nous lal-
fons montrer tout ¢ [keure.
ik La Fontaine®

SO FAR, EXAMPLES of temporal distancing between the
subject and the object of anthropology were invoked to sup-
port the argument that the temporal conditions experi-
enced in fieldwork and those expressed in writing (and
teaching) usually contradict each other. Productive empiri-
cal research, we hold, is possible only when researcher and
researched share Time. Only as communicative praxis does
ethnography carry the promise of vielding new knowledge
about another culture. Yet the discourse that pretends to
mterpret, analyze, and communicate ethnographic knowl-
edge to the researcher’s society is pronounced {rom a “dis-
tance,” that is, from a position which denies coevalness to
the object of inquiry. Is this contradiction real or only ap-
parent? To make sure that we are not losing our time with
a false problem we must name the conditions under which,
in our understanding of the term, a real contradiction arises.
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Contradiction: Real or Apparent

First, the two activites under examination—field research
and the communication of findings in writing and teach-
ing—must in fact be part of a discipline claiming a unified
existence. This was certainly not always the case. After all,
travelogues and armchair syntheses coexisted side by side
during most of the early history of anthropology without
being practically united in the same person or institution.?
Even today the degree to which empirical research is em-
phasized over theoretical and synthetic work varies from
country to country and from practitioner to practitioner. But
wherever anthropology presently is recognized as an aca-
demic discipline (albeit often under different names, or in
conjunction with qualifiers indicating specialization within
the field) its representatives insist on the necessity of both
empirical research and theoretical interpretation of some
sort.*

Second, for a contradiction to arise between two activi-
ties there must be an issue, a problem with regard to which
contradictory attitudes or effects can be identified. We found
such an issue in the contradictory uses of Time. But there
remains a question that will need much further thought and
clarification. It could be argued that to accept shared Time
in personal fieldwork is a matter of convenience, something
that goes with the prevalent lore of our discipline. Denying
coevalness need not affect in principle the production of
ethnographic knowledge. Or one might posit that because
prose narrative is the literary genre of most anthropological
writing, devices of temporal sequencing and distancing are
simply inevitable aspects of literary expression.

If the first objection holds, our contention that there is
a contradictory, indeed schizoid and often hypocritical prac-
tice in need of careful analysis and critique would be seri-
ously weakened. Many anthropologists insist that there is
nothing to the mystique of fieldwork. All it does, and it mat-
ters little how, is to produce data. Data may be used, se-
lected, and manipulated to verify the theories formulated in
anthropological discourse in any shape and manner the
theoretician sees fit. The conditions under which data were
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brained, as long as certain basic rules were followed, nei-
er validate nor invalidate theories. Validity rests on logical
iteria of consistency, parsimony, elegance, and so forth.
i .-“fact to be at all admissible as evldence, data are reqmred
_some canons of scientific i 1nqu1ry (those that rule quanti-
tative approaches and certain structural methods) to come
m bits and pieces, preferably selected at random and
ansed from possible contamination by lived experience
‘and the personal bias such experience might intreduce. Such
- a view of social scientific inquiry could not possibly admit a
0 _adlc[lol‘l between the temporal conditions of research
id writing. The only thing that could contradict the prop-
sitions formulated in writmg would be contrary evidence.
ich counterevidence, however, would not in principle be
ferent from evidence supporting the explanations that

ns of a method. If coevalness were recognized by the pos-
vist, he would presumably relegate the problem to psy-
log'v or philosophy.

K 'mcnst ethnography have been w1dely discussed in re-
cent years.> Here 1 want to concentrate on the argument
“that the idea of a contradiction between research and writ-

peral distancing and denial of coevalness are not fauits, but
ditions of Eossibilily of anthropological discourse? An-
hropologists, like other scientists, are expected to produce
a discourse of facts and not of fiction. The SJactum is that
which was made or done, something that inevitably is “past”
~in relation to the acts of recording, interpresing, and writ-
~ing. In view of its obligations to facticity, how could there be
any claims on anthropological discourse to heed the de-
mands of coevalness qua copresence of talk and of that which

1S talked about?

Because these questions bear on the theory of literary
productlon in general they may lead us into an area too vast
~ to be adequately covered in these essays. Yet if we continue

. to identify (and denounce) denial of coevalness in anthro-
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pological discourse we must at some point ask how such de-
nial can be identified on the level of texts. We should be
able to adduce semantic, syntactic, and stylistic examples of
allochronism. As will be seen presently, it is not difficult to
point out the workings of such devices here and there.
However, to do this in a systematic fashion one would have
to submit the eeurre of a number of representative anthro-
pologists to linguistic and literary analysis, a task of vast
proportions and one for which no smgle critic can claim
adequate competence. We must settle here for something
more modest and more general. 1 will first ask to what ex-
tent anthropological discourse actually rests on temporali-
zation and whether such temporalization inevitably results
in temporal distancing. Following that, I will take up a more
specific problem, namely, the mherently autobiographic na-
ture of much anthropological writmg. Finally, I will once
more confront the claims of “taxonomic” discourse with re-
spect to temporalization.

Temporalization, being an object of inquiry in these es-
says, cannot be defined axiomatically at thie outset. In my
understanding, it connotes an activity, a complex praxis of
encoding Time. Linguistically, temporalization refers to the
various means a language has to express time relations. Se-
miotically, it designates the constitution of sign relations with
temporal referents. Ideologically, temporalization has the
effect of putting an object of discourse into a cosmological
frame such that the temporal relation becomes central and
topical (e.g., over and against spatial relations). Finally, temn-
Poralizing, like other instances of speech, may be a deictic
unction. In that case a temporal “reference” may not be
identfiable except in the intention and circumstances of a
speech-act.

Temporalization: Meauns or End?

A rapid review of the most common temporal operators in
anthropological prose could follow customary (but some-
what questionable) distinctions between lexical, (morpho- )
syntactic, and stylistic levels of discourse. On the level of the
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Jexicon: anthropolqgical language is of cou Ise crowded with
&Prcssions which in one way or another signal conceptual-
on of Time and temporal relations {such as sequence,
duration, interval or period, origins, and development). We
already commented on some of these terms, as well as on
the fact that a term need not be manifestly “temporal” in
order to serve as a Time-distancing device. In fact, expres-
sions that have a clear temporal referent (a date, a time span,
an indication of past, present, or future) are probably less
important, quantitatively as well as qualitatively, than those
whose temporalizing function derives from the context in
‘which they are used. With regard to our special interest in
‘the critique of allochronic discourse we would have to con-
centrate, in semiological parlance, on connotation rather
than denotation. The Time-distancing effect may, for in-
ince, be achieved by the moral-political connotations of
tensibly pure temporal terms, or by the temporal conno-
‘tations of “strictly technical,” classificatory terms.
' Take a word like savagery. As a technical term in evo-
lutionary discourse it denotes a stage in a developmental
sequence. But no degree of nominalist technicality can purge
the term of its moral, aesthetic, and political connotations.
Cumulatively, these result in a semanuc function that is
everything but purely technical As an indication of rela-
tionship between the subject and the object of anthropo-
'ﬁ)_gical discourse, it clearly expresses temporal distancing:
Savagery is a marker of the past, and if ethnographic evi-
dence compels the anthropologist to state that savagery ex-
ISts in contemporary societies then it will be loc ated, by dint
of some sort of horizontal stratigraphy, in ther Time, not
ours.

Kwmship, on the surface one of the most innocent de-
scriptive terms one could imagine, is fraught with temporal
connotations. From the early debates on “classificatory” kin-
ship systems to current studies of its continued importance
in Western society, kmnship connoted “primoridal” ties and
origins, hence the special strength, persistence, and mean-
Ing attributed to this type of social relation. Views of kin-
ship relations can easily serve to measure degrees of ad-
vancement or modernization. By comparing the relative




76  Time and Writing About the Other

importance of kinship bonds in different societies or groups
one can construct developmental, i.e., temporal scales. In
this context of connotative, symbolic function one would also
have to examine the use of metaphors and other tropes.*
1évi-Strauss’ distinction between hot and cold societies be-
longs here (see 1966:232 f) as do observations such as the
one where he aligns the synchronic with the diurnal and the
diachronic with the nocturnal (see 1968:156).

We need not go into further detail to make the point
that counts: An examination of the temporal lexicon inev-
itably leads critical analysis beyond the lexicon, to higher
levels of discourse and to wider contexts. In the words of
Roland Barthes: “As for the signified of connotation, its
character is at once general, global and ditfuse; it is, if you
like, a fragment of ideology” (1970:91).

One would come to similar conclusions if one were to
examine the syntactic means by which anthropological dis-
course signifies temporal aspects and relations. Verbal and
adverbial temporal markers abound in ethnographic ac-
counts and theoretical syntheses. As we shall see, studies of
the use of tense soon converge on such conventions as the
“ethnographic present” which, although achieved by syntac-
tic means, is evidently used to stylisac ends. In other words,
the “meaning” of the ethnographic present cannot be ascer-
tained simply from the ways in which the present tense ex-
presses conceptions of Time and temporal relations through
the construction of sentences. Rather, it must be derived
from the intentions and functions of a tetal discourse of
which sentences are parts. In sum, a critique of allochronic
discourse needs to be carried out from top to bottom, so to
speak, although it may involve constant checks and reflec-
tions in the other direction.

There is, for instance, one kind of anthropological dis-
course which understands itself as historical. Unless one re-
jects the legitimacy of such an understanding, it would seem
that, in all fairness, one cannot hold the use ol temporal
devices against it. That some or all of these devices not only
indicate, refer to, or measure Time, but also signify tem-

 poral distance between the writer and the object, would then
\be a problem internal to the production of anthropological
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iscourse and would have no bearing on relationships be-
.en anthropologists and their “informants” as moral and
ylitical agents.
el Such a view would have to be taken if one chooses to
approach a given social-scientific discourse as a self-con-
ined sign system. In that case, temporalization would have
‘be evaluated strictly with respect to its semiotic function.”
One assumes that temporal signs, like all signs, are consti-
tuted as signifiers and sigmtfieds, keeping m mind that ac-
gordmg to serniotic theory the referent (or object) of a dis-
rse 1s part of a sign relation; it is constituted, so to speak,
ide the discourse. Expressions and content are but two
ects of one and the same semiotic system (or semiotic
pcess, depending on which aspect one wishes to stress).
‘Above all, the semioticians tell us, one must avoid conf using
content” with the real world. Accordingly, anthropological
course about the “primitive” or “savage” is not about
oples in a real world, at least not directly. First and im-
liately, it is about the primitive as internal referent of a
yurse or as a scientifically constituted object of a disci-
. The articulation of such a semiotic system with the
l world (with its “external referent”) is a different matter
ogether.
- We will ask later whether such a position is tenable. At
Is pomt 1 want to follow the semiotic view and pursue its
nplications for the problem of temporalization. In his es-
dy about scientific discourse in the social sciences, A. ].
sréimas contrasts historical discourse with an “ideological
‘humanistic discourse.” The latter projects its referent on an
‘a-temporal mythical plane of eternal presence” (1976:29).
ﬁhro'pology, we may extrapolate, differs from such an
ronic humanism in that its discourse refers to, speaks
fib'ou_[, human culture and society as it exists and develops
In Time (and space). In this sense all anthropology is histor-
lcgl (but not to be confused with the discourse of a disci-
Pline called istery). Greimas goes on to state:

Now, historical discourse introduces two new pre-
Suppositions in that it, first, replaces the concept of
achronicity with that of temporality. At the same
time it assumes that the signifier of the text which is
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in the present has a signified in the past. Then it
reifies its signified semantically and takes it for a re-
ferent external to the discourse. (1976:29)

In other words, temporalization is not an incidental
property of historical discourse; temporality constitutes such
a semniotic system by providing its signifiers with a signified.
According to Greimas, this works “through the mechanistm
of temperal uncoupling, which mechanism consists ef stipulat-
ing present statemnents (énoncés) as being situated in the past,
thus creating a temporal illusion. In its turn, the reification of
the signified is recognized as a procedure producmg the re-
ferential illusion (ibrd.).”

In this sense, Time is used to create an ob]ect The con-
sequence of that “pesitivist illusion” is a naive realism ex-
pressing the unfounded claim that “the lexemes and phrases
of historical texts really represent the objects of the world
and their. interrelationships.” Furthermore, because of this
sort of realism the positivist illusion leads to relativism: “The
best historical discourse which has as its ‘referent’ a given
society can, through the lexicological interpretation of its
sources, only reproduce the ‘categorizations of the world’
proper to that society as they manifest themselves in the
way the society covers its universe with lexemes” (1976:30).°

Once again, and in an unsuspected context, we find that
relativism in anthropological discourse and temporal dis-
tancing are internally conmected. Moreover, it is now posm-
ble to read that connection in both directions: Historical dis-
course (of the positivist variety) is mcapable of giving more
than relativistic reproductions of the soaeties and cultures
that are its referents. Conversely, relativistic discourse (such
as structuralism-functionalism or American culturalism, or,
for that matter, remote descendants such as “ethnoscience”)
can always be expected to rest, epistemologically, on tem-
poralizations, even if it professes a lack of interest in his-
tory.

How can temporal, positivist illusions be shattered? In-
terestingly enough, Greimas proposes that this can only be
achieved by anthropology (see 1976:30). Ta understand him
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ope has to realize that his “anthropological discourse” is
identical to French structuralist anthropology. He can
therefore postulate that

only a structural comparative method (comparatisme)
js capable of giving historical science a axonomic
medel of human societies or, which comes to the
same, of providing the methodological tools for a
taxonomic enterprise (faire taxmomique) which his-
tory could employ to construct its semiotic objects,
after which it would be free O relegate them to the

past. (1976:39)

A truly elegant solution (one that echoes Lévi-Strauss’):
Faxonomy purifies historical discourse from its illusionary uses

of Time. But is the “ideological machine” (Greimas 1976:31)

of historical discourse as simple as that? What, apart from

‘the taxonomic satisfaction of having classed away historical

discourse, is accomplished by showing that temporalizing is

‘afo nof signifying? Greimas himself insists that 51gn rela-
- ionships should be considered as processes and action, not

only as systems. Even a strictly “linguistic” approach to so-

‘aial scientific discourse cannot ignore its subject, the “pro-

ducer of discourse,” a notion which would seem to anchor
a discourse in the real world (even if its referent is merely
semiotic). I am not sure, however, that production means to
Greimas more than an “ensemble of mechanisms by which
language i1s made into discourse” (1976:11). In that case, his
“producer” would be but a concept strictly within the system
of sign relations, a mere auxnhary notion permitting to speak
of process even if the system “proceeds” nowhere in the real
world. Be it as it may, to me production signals the necessity
© go beyond the confines of established sign systems; it
evokes the labor involved in creating knowledge and the
elements of a discourse capable of conveying knowledge.
From that perspective, semietic analysis of temporalization
can do little more than prepare the ground for a critique of
s epistemological and political implications.?
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Time and Tense: The Ethnographic Present

In conversations about the planning of this book, the “eth-
nographic present” was often brought up as an example for
the uses of Time in anthropological discourse. To my
knowledge, there does not exist a well-documented history
of this literarv convention. If it were to be written, such a
study would probably retrace the use of the present te the
very first instances of ethnogrephy. Herodotus gave his ac-
counts of strange peoples in the present tense. In recent
times, however, anthropologists appear to have been trou-
bled by this venerable tradition.® The ethnographic present
certainly should be an issue of debate as soon as the act of
writing ethnography is perceived to have temporal 1mplica-
tions. Yet neither the exact problem with the use of the pre-
sent tense in ethnographic accounts nor its bearing on tem-
poralization are easy to define. One needs to take a
considerable deteur through linguistics and epistemology if
one wants to get a grip on the problem.

In simple terms, the ethnographic present is the prac-
tice of giving accounts of other cultures and societies in the
present tense. A custom, a ritual, even an entire system of
exchange or a world view are thus predicated on a group
or tribe, or whatever unit the ethnographer happens to
choose. Intradisciplinary critique of that practice may aim
at two implications, one logical, the other ontological, both
bearing on the referential validity of statements in the pre-
sent tense.

In the sentence ‘The X are mawrilineal,’ the present tense
copula are (especially if taken in conjunction with the defi-
nite article the) may give rise to doubts concerning the sta-
tistical validity of the assertion. To be sure, the present is
the proper tense in which to report the results of counts or
the value of correlations. But without qualifying or quant-
fying modifiers (“most X,” or “70 percent of all X' ques-
tioned”), the present unduly magnifes the claim of a state-
ment to general vaidity. In principle, the same criticism
could of course be raised if the statement were m the past
tense (“The X were matrilineal”). But in that form it ap-
pears less offensive to empirically or statistically mmded
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zaders because the stated fact would no longer be sub ject
 direct verification or falsification. It now poses a problem
f historical accuracy and would have to be judged by cri-
a which by their nature are indirect. Historical accuracy
5a matter of the “critique of sources.” Furthermore, histor-
al accuracy no longer is a strictly referential criterion. It is
quality of metastatements about statements and accounts.
ertainly, these few remarks hardly scratch the surface of
logical problems of historical inquiry; but they may help
 understand why the present tense in ethnographic ac-
nts 1s troubling in ways in which the past tense is not.
" Another type of objection to the use of the ethno-
aphic present may identify itself as historical but in fact it
orimands the ethnographer for ontologica reasons. In that
, the statement “the X are matrilineal” is taken to imply
static view of society, one that is unattentive to the fgct
iat all cultures are constantly changing. What is objected
) is not so much that the X may no longer be matrilineal
pthe time their ethnography is published; rather the charge
dne of projecting a categorica view on their society. At
€ very least, say these critics, the present tense “freezes” a
Xiety at the time of observation; at worst, it contains as-
mptions about the repetitiveness, predictability, and con-
rvatism of primitives.
~ Both objections, logical-statistical and ontological, are
asily met by disclaimers. The ethnographic present may be
eclared a mere literary device, used to avoid the awkward-
1€ss of the past tense and of constant doubling up in the
m of numeric or temporal qua ifiers; that sort of prob-
~f€m can be dealt with once and for all in a methodological
appendix. In this way, intradisciplinary critique of the eth-
graphic present quickly completes a full circle: something
Dothers us about a literary practice and we alleviate our
~doubts by finding out that it is “just” a literary practice.
~ That will not do for the critique of one of the most
_Pervasive characteristics of anthropological discourse. As we
urn to linguistics for illumination we find that matters are
~much more complicated and also more interesting. In the
_ﬁ)recedmg sechions on temporalization in social-scientific dis-
‘course we came to an important conclusion: Relations be-
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tween a given type of temporal discourse and its referent as
well as relations between specific temporal operators and
their signifieds are seldom, if ever, plainly referential. What
temporalizing discourse and temporal devices have to say
about Time and temporal relations must almost always be
ascertained in a context that ts wider, and on a level that s
higher than the one in which uses of Time can frst be iden-
tiied. The term primikve, for instance, is not (only) tempor-
alizing qua lexical item. Itis the key term of a temporalizing
discourse.''

If the devices of temporalizing discourse have little ref-
erential value—i.e., say little or nothing akout real Time or
real temporal relations— this may appear to weaken the case
against allochronism in anthropology. Allochronic expres-
sions might “for all practical purposes” be neglected; practi-
cal being what anthropology “really” does by way of manip-
ulating concepts of Time in setting up relations between Us
and Them. The contrary is the case. If any, there is an in-
verse relationship between referential function and practi-
cal importance. The power of language to guide practical-
political action seems to increase as its referential function
decreases.

Does this also hold true for the use of tense? Following
a ground-breaking essay by E. Benveniste (1971 [1956]:205-
2922) and a thorough study by H. Weinrich (1973[1964]) we
may retain these crucial findings before we focus again on
the problem of the ethnographic present: Neither semanti-
cally (regarding their conceptual “content”) nor syntactically
(regarding their function in structuring utterances) can
temporal verb forms be adequately understood. Linguistic
analysis must concentrate on their role in constituting com-
municative situations whose ob ectified Eroducts are texts,
not words or sentences (see Wemrlch 1973:25 f). Temporal
forms are one of the ways in which a speaker (writer) com-
municates with a hearer (reader); they are signals ex-
changed between the participants in complex situations and
“it would be wrong to reduce {temporal forms] to simple in-
formations about Time” (Weinrich 1973:68).

If we examine occurrence of temporal forms in given
texts we discover that certain among them are infrequent

i
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,@g g. dates, adverbial expressnons) while others occur at a
.'lﬂte of about one per line of written text. The latter are the
b forms. Exactly what kind of verb ferm is used varies to
?ﬁ;me extent from language to language but in the texts of
y language one may expect that the distribution of tem-
ral verb forms—tense—is not random. Benveniste writ-
«tng only, and Weinrich mainly, about the French verb found
 that (ertam tenses tend to be associated with each other,
"'_"rmmg groups,” and these groups appear to correspond
p two fundamental categories of speaking/writing: dis-
course vs. history (Benveniste), or commentary vs. story
~ (Weinrich). Dominance of a certain tense in a text signals
directly the “locutionary attitude” (or the rhetorical intent)
of the speaker/author Tense only has indirect reference to
lime in the “real world” outside the communicative situa-
~tion of the text. Hence, to write ethnography in the present
tense despite the fact that it is descriptive of experiences
~and observations that lie in the author’s past, would be in-
“different because tense does not locate the content of an
account in Time. All the same, the present tense does signal
~ the writer’s intent (at least in French and related languages)
1o gve a discourse or commentary on the world. Ethnographic
~accounts in the past tense would prima facie situate a text
*'&n the category of history or story, indicating perhaps a hu-
‘manistic rather than scientific intent on the part of the
“wniter. That, however, is not a satisfying solution. It could
~ be easily shown that anthropologists of a scientific bent may
"\vrlte ethnography in the past tense while others who pro-
fess a humanistic-historical orientation may write in the
~ present.

There remains ambiguity even if one accepts the basic
“distinctions of locutionary attitude discovered by Benveniste
and Weinrich because—as these authors point out—tem-
poral verb forms are verd forms. Their temporal signifi-
cance must not be separated from other types of informa-
tlon carried by, or associated with, verb forms, such as person.

- The occurrence of pronouns and person markers is as obsti-
Rate, a term Weinrich borrows from music (estinato) to des-
ignate both frequency and repetitiveness, as that of verb
forms. Person and pronouns may have important temporal
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functions. Ideally and typically, the first person singular /
should co-occur with tenses marking the genre dis-
course/commentary, e.g., the present. This would reflect the
locutionary attitude or communicative situation where a
speaker conveys directly and purposefully to a listener whai
he believes to be the case or what he can report as a fact. In
contrast to this, history/story would be

the mode of utterance that excludes every “autobio-
graphical” linguistic form. The historian will never
say je or tu or maintenant, because he will never
make use of the formal apparatus of discourse [or
“commentary.”] which resides primarily in the rela-
tionship of the persons je:tu. Hence we shall ind
only the forms of the “third person” in a historical
narrative strictly followed. (Benveniste 1971:206 f)

Now if this is so, a good deal of anthropological discourse
confronts us with a paradox in the form of an anomalous
association of the present tense and the third person: “they
are (do, have, etc.)” is the obstinate form of ethnographic
accounts.

There are at least two ways to explain such co-occur-
rence. One is to probe more deeply into the significance of
verb person and pronouns. the other is to trace the locu-
tionary function of the present tense in ethnographic ac-
counts beyond the confines of its immediate communicatve
situatron, revealing its roots in certain fundamental assump-
tions regarding the nature of knowledge.

Fer the first argument we draw again on Benveniste’s
observations contained in his essays on relations of person
in the verb and on subjectivity in language. Philosophically,
his findings are not new but they are of special interest be-
cause they are derived from linguistic analyses of the ways
of speaking (and writing) rather than from abstract specu-
lation. Keep in mind that our problem is to understand the
obstinate use of the third person in a genre which, by the
dominance of the present tense, is clearly marked as dis-
course/commentary pronounced by an /, first person sin-
gular. As it turns out, thc problem may not be one of con-
tradiction but of confusion. The fundamental communicative
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tion _which —encompasses the genres of dis-
e/commentary is dialagical: An I addresses (reports to)
. But only the first and second persons are distin-
ed along the axis of personness. The grammarian’s
d person” is opposed to the first and second person as
nonparticipant in the dialogue. The “ ‘third erson’ is not
‘person;; it is really the verbal form whose function is to
ipress the non-person” (Benveniste 1971:198). The connec-
on between the first two and the third persons is a “cor-
ation of personahty.” First and second person are in a
orrelation of sub jectivity” (1971:201 f):

t differentiates “I" from “you” is first of all the
Ict of being, in the case of “1,” internal to the state-
ent and extenal 1o “you”; but external in 4 man-
r that does not suppress the human reality of
logue. . . . One could thus define *“you” as the
-subjective person, in contrast to the subjective
rson that “I” represents: and these two “persons”
‘together opposed to the “non-person” form

€). (1971:201)

en what does the obstinate use of the nonperson “third
erson” in ethnographic accounts whose present tense sig-
Is that they are dialogical tell us about the relationship
tween the subject and object of anthropological dis-
irse? If we go along with Benveniste we must conclude
hat the usc of the third person marks anthropological dis-
ourse in terms of the “correlation of personality” (person
¥8. nonperson). The ethnographer does not address a you
“€xcept, presumably, in the situation of fieldwork when he
~ @SKs questions or otherwise participates in the life of his
- Subjects. He need not explicitly address his ethnographic ac-
-~ fount to a you because, as discourse/commentary it is already
s ufficiently placed in a dialogic situation; ethnography ad-
_--!’,resses a reader. The dialogic Other (second person, the
~other anthropologist, the scientific community) is marked
my the present tense; pronouns and verb ferms in the third per-
- 90n mark an Other outside the dialogue. He (or she or it) is not
- SPoken to but po ited (predicated) as that which contrasts
with the personness of the participants in the dialogue.

¥
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“Removal from the dialogic situation” is, in my view,
another way to describe denial of coevalness, a conclusion
which, however, could not be drawn if we were to follow
Benveniste’s linguistic theory of subjectivity to the end. To
declare, as he does, that the dialogic situation is a mere
pragmatic consequence of certain fundamental linguistic
oppositions (see 1971:224, 225) amounts to making both the
participants and the events of communication epiphenom-
enal to language; personal consciousness and social praxis
are reduced to linguistic phenomena. 1 agree with Benve-
niste when he rejects the notion that language is only an
(instrument (see 1971:223 f) butil cannot go along with his
blatant idealism, which would have us conclude that the op-
position of Self and Other and the preference for a certain
‘tense in anthropological discourse are but general facts of
‘language. On the contrary, these facts of language are but
special instances in which self-assertion, imposition, subju-
gation and other forms of human alienation manif est them-
'selves. Because Benveniste (with de Saussure) is convinced
of the “immaterial nature” of language (1971:224) he is in-
capable of relating a certain discursive practice to political
praxis. His (and Weinrich’s) detailed and ingenious analyses
of the workings of tense and person constantly rebound
from the inner walls of language qua system (or of speaking
qQua locutionary situation).

Much as we can learn from linguistics about the intri-
cate workings of tense, in the end we must leave the con-
fines of linguistic analysis, especially if we take language se-
riously.- The ethnographic present represents a choice of
expression which is deterinined by an epistemological posi-
tion and cannot be derived from, or explained by, linguistic
rules alone. Anticipating an argument to be developed in
the next chapter, the following hypothesis may be ad-
vanced: The use of the present tense in anthropological dis-
course not only marks a literary genre (ethnography) through
the locutionary attitude of discourse/commentary; it also re-
veals a specific cognitive stance toward its object, the monde
commenté (Weinrich). 1t presupposes the givenness of the ob-
ject of anthropology as something to be observed. The present
tense is a signal identifying a discourse as an observer’s language.
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~ Such a language provides glosses on the world as seen. It
~ depicts and re-presents another culture; it is its re-produc-
~ tion by linguistic (symbolic) means. All this corresponds to a
~ theory of knowledge construed around a visual root meta-

- phor. Historically, anthropology has been linked up with the

I_'_.t"raditi.on of “natural history,” with its ethos of detached ob-
- servation and its fervor to make visible the hidden relations
. between things. It is in that direction that we will have to

- probe further. To remonstrate that the ethnographic pres-

~ ent is an inappropriate temporal form is beside the point,

s{We accept the linguists verdict that tense in itself has no
- temporal reference. What must be critically investigated is

il g s o)
 the peculiar ncidence of atemporal modes of expression in

- a discourse which, on the whole, is clearly temporalizing.

||]n s . . .

-'-H-«-Buttmg it bluntly, we must attempt to discover the deeper
~ connections between a certain type of political cosmology
~ (dehning relations with the Other in temporal terms) and a

d

~ certain type of epistemology (conceiving of knowledge as the
- reproduction of an observed world).

[n My Time: Ethnography and the Autobiographic Past

3 Anthropological discourse often exhibits (or hides, which is

- the same) conflict between theoretical-methodological -con-

ventions and lived experience. Anthropological writing may -
- be scientific; it is also inherently autobiographic. This is not«
limited to the trivial observation that ethnographic reports
- are sometimes cluttered with anecdotes, personaf)asides, and
other devices apt to enliven an otherwise dull prose. In fact,
‘until recently anthropologists were anxious to keep auto-
biography separate from scientific writing. The strictures of
Positvism account for this, although they may have been
operating indirectly. Somehow the discipline “remembers”,
that it acquired its scientific and academic status by climbing ,
on the shoulders of adventurers and using their wravel.,
ogues, which for centuries had been the appropriate liter-
dry genre in which to report knowledge of the Other. In
many ways this collective memory of a scientifically doubtful
Past acts as a trauma, blocking serious reflection on the epis-
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temological significance of lived experience and its autobio-
graphic expressions. How would such reflection have to
proceed?

Once more we begin with the supposition that anthro-
pology is based on ethnography. All anthropological writing
must draw on reports resulting from some sort of concrete
encounter between individual ethnographers and members
of other cultures and societies. The anthropologist who does
not draw on his own experience will use accounts by others.
Directly or vicariously, anthropological discourse formulates
knowledge that is rooted in an author’s autobiography. If
this is seen together with the convention that fieldwork
comes first and analysis later, we begin to realize that the
Other as object or content of anthropological knowledge is
necessarily part of the knowing subject’s past. So we find
Time and temporal distance once again linked up with the
constitution of the referent of our discourse. Only now tem-
poralization clearly is an aspect of a praxis, not just a mech-
anism in a systemn of signification. That praxis includes all
the phases of the production of anthropological knowledge;
Time is not just a device but a necessary condition for that
process to occur. In a general way, the same holds true, of
course, for any type of literary preduction. The writer of a
novel uses his or her past experiences as “material” for the
literary project. However, the anthropologist makes the pe-
culiar claun that certam experiences or events in his past
constitute facts, not fiction. What else could be the sense of
invoking ethnographic accounts as “data’?

Our inevitably temporal relation to the Other as object
of knowledge is by no means a simple one. In a most basic
sense (one that is, I suspect, quite acceptable to the positiv-
ist) temporal distance might be a sort of minimal condition
for accepting any kind of observation as a fact. A frame for
such a view was sketched out in a note on *co-apperception
of time” by C. F. von Weizsicker. His reflection is all the
more interesting because it comes from a natural scientist
and philosopher venturing to make a contribution to “his-
torical anthropology.” Von Weizsicker states:

That which 1s past is stored in facts. Facts are the
possibilities of the appearance of that which is past.
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~ Possibilities are founded on facts. . . . One could
"say that the present is the one-ness [Einheit] of
time. But here the concept of the present does not
“explain the one-ness of time, rather it is the other
round. Similarly, the concept of past does not
explain facticity . . . rather, that which is past is the
‘presently factual (1977:315).

S|

~ Fact and past are not interchangeable, nor is their rela-

‘tionship primarily one that points from the writer’s presents
ato the object’s past. As I understand him, von Weizsicker ,
~asserts the inverse: The object’s present is founded in the
~writer's past. In that sense, facticity itself, that cornerstone
f scientific thought, is autobiographic.'? This, incidentally,
§ why in anthropology objectivity can never be defined in
opposition to subjectivity, especially if one does not want to
andon the notion of facts.

. Against the background of these abstract and ditficult
thoughts about Time and facticity we may now consider
‘temporal distancing in a more concrete, hermeneutic frame.

dameneukc signals a self-understanding of anthropology as
interpretive (rather than naively inductive or rigorously de-
ctive).'®* No experience can simply be “used” as naked
ita. All personal experience is produced under historical

awareness and with constant attention to its authoritative
aims. The hermeneutic stance presupposes a degree of
tancing, an objectification of our experiences. That the
thropologist’s experienced Other is necessarily part of his
st may therefore not be an impediment, but a condition
an interpretive approach.* This is true on several levels.
. Fieldwork, demanding personal presence and involving
- several learning processes, has a certain time-economy. The
‘anthropological rule of thumb—one full cycle of seasons—
may not be its exact measure but it recognizes at least that
a certain passage of time is a necessary prerequisite, not just
‘an annoying expenditure. More time, often much more time,
~ i5 necessary to analyze and interpret experience recorded in
texts. In sum, doing anthropology needs distance, temporal
and often also spatial.
At this point, after all the critical remarks we addressed
to positive valuation of “distance” in relativist and structur-
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alist anthropology, a warning signal should go off. Are we
not admitting now, by a detour through hermeneutics, what
we found questionable earlier?> Not at all. In the first place,
the distance just invoked is essentially temporal. It is, so to
speak, only supplemented by spatial distance. Moving from
one living context to another in the course of anthropolog-
ical work merely underscores the necessity of objectifying
our experiences. However, it is imaginable that an ethnog-
rapher constantly “on the move” may lose his ability to make
worthwhile ethnographic experiences altogether, for the
simple reason that the Other would never have the &me to
become part of the ethnographer’s past. Time is also needed
for the ethnographer to become part of his interlocutor’s
past. Many anthropologists have noted and reported dra-
matic changes in the attitudes of their “informants” on sec-
ond or subsequent visits to the field. Often these are inter-
preted in psychological or moral terms of increased trust,
deepened friendship, or plain getting used to each other. If
it 5 true that ethnography, in order to be productive, must
be dialogical and therefore to a certain degree reciprocal,
then we begin to appreciate the epistemological significance
of Time.

Secondly, hermeneutic distance is called for by the ideal
of reflexivity which is always also self-reflexivity. Affirma-
tion of distance is in this case but a way of underlining the
importance of subjectivity in the process of knowledge.
Hermeneutic distance is an act, not a fact. It has nothing in
common with the notion (such as Lévi-Strauss’, see above,
chapter 2) that distance be somehow the source of more
general, hence more “real” knowledge. It may be useful to
mtroduce a convention which distinguishes between reflexion
qua subjective activity carried out by and revealing, the eth-
nographer, and reflection, as a sort of objective reflex (like
the image in a mirror) which hides the observer by axio-
matically eliminating sub jectivity.

[ can think of at least two reasons for advocating a re-
flexive over a reflective stance. First, attempts to eliminate or
hide the subject in anthropological discourse too often re-
sult in epistemological hypocrisy. Consider, for instance, the
following innocuous looking statement in The Savage Mind.
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Phe context is Lévi-Strauss’ assertion that primitives, much
e ourselves, rely on observation and interpretation of nat-
ral phenomena: “The procedure of the American Indian
who follows a trail by means of imperceptible clues . . . is
" po different from our procedure when we drive a car. . . .
- (1966:222)
~ Now, it seems to me, that the qualifier mperceptible here
s an intriguing function. Upon closer exammation it turns
t that it cannot possibly be used in a denotative, referen-
al manner; an impercepable clue is a logical impossibility.
jut perhaps that is being too rigorous. Imperce ptible may
e a manner of speaking and a reader famihiar with the lan-
age can be expected to correct nonperceptible as scarcely
eptible. But that way out is too easy. | weuld argue that
mperceptible here functions as an mdex revealing (or hiding)
“the fact that not one but two sub jects inhabit the semantic
space of the statement. One is the Indian who “follows a

jan’s clues are imperceptible. Such literary sleight-of -hand
mouflages the second subject in order to mark the obser-

- The “imperceptible clue” is only one example for the
nany conventionalized hgures and images that pervade eth-
ographic and popular reports on encounters with Others.
‘When it is said that primitives are stolid this translates as *I
Ej never Fot close enough to see them excited, enthusiastic, or

perturbed.” When we say that “they are bern with rhythm”
" we mean “we never saw them grow, practice, learn.” And so
- on and so forth. All statements about others are paired with

-

~ the observer’s experience. But why would hiding the Self in
- statements about the Other make ethnography more objec-
- tive?

~ There is another reason for preferring reflexion over
reflection. Reflexivity asks that we “look back” and thereby

let our experiences “come back” to us. Reflexivity is based

- On memory, i.e., on the fact that the location of experience:
~ Inour past is notirreversible. We have the ability to present
~ (make present) our past experiences to ourselves. More than

~ that, this reflexive ability enables us to be in the presence of
~ others precisely inasmuch as the Other has become content
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of our experience. This brings us to the conditions of pos-
sibility of intersubjective knowledge. Somehow we must be able
te share each other's past in erder to be knowingly in each alher's
pfesént. “If our experience of Time were nonreflexive, uni-
directional, we would not have anything but tangential
knowledge of each other, on the level of interpersonal com-
munication as well as on the collective level of social and
political interaction. When much or most of apl_hrppolggy 1s
indeed perceived as tangenual (beside the point, irrelevant)
by those who have been its ohjects, this points to a severe
breakdown of “collective reflexivity”; it is yet another symp-
tom of the denial of coevalness.

Needless to say, these thoughts about reflexive distance
would not be universally accepted. Some social scientists want
to measure the reactions of experimental subjects, or the
distribution and frequency of certain kinds of quantifiable
behavior. They could in principle work without temporal
distance, as seon as data are fed mto the analytical machine.
At any rate, the time which even the most operationally
minded social scientist must spend on devising his “instru-
ments” (e.g. questionnaires), on collecting, coding, and
counting responses and then often on “cleaning up” his data,
1s to himn a practical nuisance, not an epistemological neces-
sity. More sophisticated techniques and faster computers of-
ter the prospect of cutting down on time to the point where
we can conceive research setups (such as used to determine
television ratings) where large numbers of subjects are
hooked up directly to analytical machinery—the statisti-
cian's dream, perhaps, but our nightinare.

In this context one should also examine the temporal
implications of data storage. a notion that tempts many an-
thropologists who seem to be troubled by the burden of ac-
cumulated ethnography. Are our data banks simply more
sophisticated archives of the kind societies have kept from
the beginning of historical times? Is the term bank really just
an innocent metaphor for a depository? Not at all. Data
banks are banks, not only because things of value are stored
in them, but because they are institutions which make pos-
sible the circulation of information.?

So far, anthropology has done little more than toy
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around with such crude data banks as the Human Relations
rea File and with low-power statistical operations on doult-
) samples. There is no sign that operationalism will deter-
jine a significant part of the discipline in the near future.
‘machine tune were, at some goint, to replace (not just
ssist) human time, and if our observations on the role of
‘ime in constituting the object of our discourse are correct,
we would expect anthropolegy to disappear. For the time
eing, ethnographic objectivity remains bound up with re-
exion, an activity which will call for Time as long as it in-
olves human subjects.
. Tosay that reflexive distance is necessary to achieve ob-
getification does not mean that the Other, by virtue of being
cated in our past, becomes thinglike, or abstract and gen-
pal. On the contrary, an ethnographic past can become the
10st vivid part of our present existence. Persons, events,
uzzlements, and discoveries encountered during fieldwork
1ay continue to occupy our thoughts and fantasies for many
€ars. This is probably not just because our work in ethnog-
aphy constantly turns us toward the past; rather it is be-
dUse our past ts present in us as a project, hence as our
tunire. In fact, we would not have a present to look back
from at our past if it was not for that constant passage of
ur experience from past to future. Past ethnography is the
dresent of anthropological discourse inasmuch as it is on
he way to become its future.
- Such are the general outlines of the processes in which
anthropological conscieusness emerges. In any concrete case,
jowever, consciousness of the ethnographic past may be as
- deformed and alienated as other types of consciousness.
. 1ake, for example, one of the most irritating of our profes-
- sional habits which 1 will call the possessive past. There is a
- tnivial and probably harmless form of that affliction. Those
- who suffer from it show the symptoms of an irrepressible
}‘Jrge_ to recall, refer te, cite, and recount experiences with
- their natives.” Sometimes they are just conversational bores;
"fﬁ.hey often resemble former soldiers who are unable to sep-
~ arate their present lives from memories of “their war.” For
% many anthropologists, fieldwork obviously has this effect of

- an intensified, traumatic period which remams an mtellec-

1

i-.
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tual and emotional reference point throughout their lives.
Whenever experience becomes so much part of an individ-
ual's psychological history that a reflexive distance can no
longer be generated, neither the person involved nor those
to whom he reports his experiences can be sure of the na-
ture and validity of his accounts and insights. To some ex-
tent, such psychological ingestion and appropriation (Lévi-
Strauss would call it cannibalism) of the Other may be a nor-
mal and inevitable condition for the production of ethno-
graphic knowledge, but it may verge on the pathological (as
there are indeed links between psychopathology and an ex-
aggerated exoticism).

Such ‘allophagy’ is seldom critically analyzed or even
noted because of an institutionalized fear of being accused
of unscientific autobiographic divagation. Intellectual dis-
honesty may then take its revenge in the form of utter cen-
fusion when it comes to taking a stand on such disturbing
cases as Pere Trilles or Carlos Castaneda. I doubt that the
experts on American Indian religion who have all but dis-
mantled Castaneda’s credibility as an ethnographer realize
that he probably parodied and exaggerated {with enviable
commercial success) the little disputed privilege of the pos-
sessive past which the conventions of anthropological dis-
course grant to all practitioners.'® How many are the an-
thropologists for whom the aura of “empirical research” has
served to legitimize as fieldwork varving pertods spent on
getting over culture shock, fighting loneliness and some hu-
miliating tropical illness, coping with the claims of the local
expatriate community, and learning about corruption in the
local bureaucracy—all this before finally getting together
some meager, secondhand information? Or what about those
who quite simply invented or faked their ethnographies,
perhaps because that was the only way in which they could
live up to the expectations of degree-granting departments
and funding agencies to “deliver” within the time allotted

for research in the field? One shudders at the thought of

what time pressure may have done to the vast body of eth-
nography produced in the most expansive period of our
discipline.

The point of these questions is not to cast vague suspi-
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~ gon on moral integrity. More insidious than individual
~moral failure is a collective failure to consider the intellec-
- wal effects of scientific conventions which, by censoring re-
~ flexions on the autobiographic conditions of anthropologi-
‘a'.al knowledge, remove an important part of the knowledge
;PT ocess from the arena of criticism.

- To make it clear that moral indignation at the sins of
P@thnographers is not enough, one only needs to consider
another aspect of what we called the possessive past. Figures
“ fspeech—the use of possessive pronouns, first person sin-
jular or plural, in reports on infermants, groups, or trikes-—
ire the signs in anthropological discourse of relations that
timately belong to political economy, not to psychology or
thics. After all, dogmatic insistence on fieldwork, personal
and participative, coincides with the virulent period of col-
ization. Participant observation, however, was not canon-
zed to promote participation but to improve observation.
rsonal presence was required for the collecting and re-
rding of data prior to their being deposited and pro-
essed in Western institutions of learning. In structure and
intent these conventions of our discipline have been analo-
ous to the exploitation of natural resources found in colo-
nized oountries. Talk of “geopolitics” and the predomi-
nance of spatial images such as Western “expansion” cloud
ﬂhe fact that our exploitative relations also had temperal as-
cts. Resources have been transported from the past of

apitalist economy. A temporal conception of movement has

ﬁi‘helr ‘backward” locations to the present of an industrial,

always served to legitimize the colonial enterprise on all lev-
* els. Temporalizations expressed as passage from savagery to
 civilization. from peasant to industrial society, have long
~ served an ideology whose ultimate purpose has been to jus-
tlfy the procurement of commodities for our markets. Af-

~ rican copper becomes a commodity only when it is taken
. possession of by removing it from its geological context,

¥

; placing it into the history of Western commerce and indus-
. trial production. Something analogous happens with “prim-
tive art.”!”

The idea of a commodification of knowledge owes much
of its conceptual clarity to Marx. But the basic insight on
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which it rests is by no means a recent one. When Georg
Forster, one of the founders of modern anthropology, once
contemplated the hustle and bustle of Amsterdam harbor
he was moved to the following meditation:

The eagerness of greed was the origin of mathe-
matics, mechanics, physics, astronomy and geog-
raphy. Reason paid back with interest the effort in-
vested in its formation. It linked faraway continents,
brought nations together, accumulated the products
of all the different regions—and all the while its
wealth of concepts increased. They circulated faster
and faster and became more and more refined.
New ideas which could not be processed locslly
went as raw material to neighboring countries.
There they were woven into the mass of already ex-
istent and applied knowledge, and sooner or later
the new product of reason returns to the shores of
the Amstel. (1968: [1791] :386)

If analogies (or homologies) between the colonial enter-
prise and anthropology hu::lg1 one would have to admit that
ethnography, too, may become a commodity. Its commodi-
fication would require a similar temporal passage of data
(the goods) from their historical context in societies con-
sidered primitive to the present of Western science. In the
idiom of our economic philosophies, anthropology is an “in-
dustry” with the peculiar trait that anthropologists are both
workers who produce commodities, and entrepreneurs who
market them, albeit in most cases at the modest profit of
academic salaries.'®

This is a disquieting conclusion indeed, one that could
hardly be expected from a review of some of the literary
conventions of anthropological discourse. If it is correct it
would mean that precisely the autobiographic origins of the
ethnographer’s possessive past link his praxis to the political
economy of Western domination and exploitation. That link
is by no means just one of moral complicity, easily dis-
avowed by repenting on the ways of our colonialist prede-
cessors. The connection is 1de0|0g|ca] and even epistemo-
logical; it regards conceptions of the nature of
anthropological knowledge, not just of its use. Most impor-
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intly it confirms that temporal manipulations are involved
y working out our relationship to the Other.

e autoblographlc past. Now we must face once more the
aims of “timeless” structuralism. After all, in his semiotic
palysis of social scientific discourse, Greimas promised sal-
tion from the evils of temporalizing in the form of afawe
momique which is (Lévi-Straussian) anthropology. Any in-
cation of anthropology as a savior or deus ex mnachine should
ake us suspicious. It only makes more urgent the task of
caming how Time is used in defining relations with the
ferent of our discourse.

~ In an attempt to understand what exactly taxonomy
oes we may begin by considering the following proposi-
on: Whether taxonomy is carried out in the structuralist
ein or in more modest varieties (such as in ethnoscience
id various structural approaches to folklore) taxonomic
escription always consise of rewriting our ethnographic
jotes or texts. At the very least (and leaving aside its tech-
lical understanding propagated by N. Chomsky) the proj-
Ct of rewriting rests on two presuppositions, one being a
presumption o? fact, the other amounting to a kind of judg-
ment. The presumption of fact holds that there &5 a text to
e rewritten. This is ultimately an ontological statement, one
that anchors the taxonomic enterprise in a real world of
- texts and writers. Even the most abstract logico-mathemati-
" cal reduction of an ethnographic text is still writing. It re-
- mains within the confines of discourse qua activity carried
“out by a subject. Belng produced by a sub ject (and granting
~ that “production” often is nothing but reproduction of cog-
‘nitive templates and literary conventions) taxonomic dis-
ceurse stays linked with other forms of discursive expres-
sion. Taxonomic description is therefore not a revolusonary
- alternative to other forms of anthropological discourse. It is
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but a taxon, a class of writings in a taxonomy, a view we
encountered earlier as Lévi-Strauss’ way of “reconciling” an-
thropology and history.

However there is, secondly, a suggestion of judgment
in the idea of rewriting—as if taxonomic description were
to make up fer deficiencies in the original text, it being per-
haps too confused, too cryptic, too exotic or simply too long
to surrender its mea ing upon simple inspection. In this
respect, “scientifiic” structuralism is undoubtedly akin to
hermeneutic and historical philology which it wishes to sur-
pass and replace. Both are pervaded by an urge to restore,
to provide a better reading of, the original text. It makes
little difference whether the aim is the philologist's Usform,
or the structuralist's form towt court, both traditions are
shaped by an ethos developed in the course of searching for
the “authentic” meaning of the sacred texts of our tradi-
tion.!'? I &vi-Strauss obviously sensed this. Because he wanted
to dissociate himself at all cost from the enterprise of a his-
torical hermeneutic he took his famous escape when he pro-
nounced that anthropological discourse is but a myth upon
a myth (1969b:6). He can feel free of the burden of having
to justify his own rewriting of myth as a (judgmental) act of
liberating the original from its existence in obscurity. Of
course, he also leaves unanswered the question why anthro-
pology needs t write over its ethnographic texts at all. If
the hermeneutic stance is to extrac¢t meaning from a text,
structuralist construction of a myth upon a myth appears to
work by imposition. Models that map basic and derived rela-
tionships are laid upon the native text. Where the herme-
neutic approach envisages its task as work, structuralism sees
it as play, as a game whose rules are the elegance and par-
simony displayed in “matching” text and model.

But this is only part of the story. Taxonomic rewriting
never is just a purely contemplative, aesthetic game of re-
ducing messy data to elegant models. It is a drawn-out, se-
rious game in the course of which pieces of ethnography,
isolated and displaced from their historical context, are used
in a series of moves and countermoves, following certain
basic rules (those of binary opposition, for example) until a
poi t is reached where the pieces fall into place. The game
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15 over when the solitary player, the anthropologist, has ex-

~ hausted the moves permitted by the rules. Now one may
“invoke (following Lévi-Strauss’ example) the analogy of the
me in order to characterize the playfulness of taxonomic
scription. But one should not forget that behmd the mask

~ Winning the taxonomic game consists of demonstrating
' chronic relatiens of order beneath the flux and confu-
~sion of historical events a d the expressions of personal ex-
- perience. The temporally contingent is made to reveal un-
~derlying logical necessity. The Now and Then is absorbed
: oy the Always of the rules of the game. And one must never
Mforget that structuralist discourse accomplishing these feats
i not just a discourse which has taxonomies as its referent.
1t defines itself as a taxonomic feire. Far from merely re-
flecting relations of order, it creates them. The founding
~classificatory act, the first binary opposition (or in Bateson's
'_' amous terms, the difference that makes the difference) is

‘course about that text. Two steps follow: one is to declare
"e native text itself taxonomic (by opposing its constituent
classificatory relationships to real relations, culture vs. na-
“ture); the other is to posit the taxonomic, speak scientific,
~nature of anthropological discourse as being opposed to the
lumanistic, speak hermeneutic-historical, approach.
- The outcome of all this is not at all a structural ar-
Irfmlﬂgement of oppositions suspended in an equilibrium, nor
it just a classificatory schema innocently construed in a
game of imposing arbltrary models on reality. What we get
1S a hierarchy made up of relationships of order which are
'sequentlal and irreversible; hence the seriousness of the tax-
- onomic game. If we take Lévi-Strauss (and for that matter,
the cognitive anthropologists) seriously we find that their
‘theory of science is out to mtegrate anthro -::tlt:)g'nr itself at
seme pomnt in the sequence of “transformations” to be de-
- 1ived from certain basic oppositions such as nature and cul-
ture, form and content, sign and reality, and so forth. A

;2;\' to visualize this in a taxonomic idiom would be figure
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Occidental Discourse

sciences (H) humanities (G)

science of nature (F) science of culture (E)

anthropology

ethnology ethnography

l

taxonomic models native texts

o] (C}

signified
raal refatons

signifier
taxonomic [classificatory)
relations
discontinuous, spatia —~ =~ oentinuous, tempotal
cuiture nalure
(B) {A)

Figure 3.1: The place of anthropology in a taxonomy of relations

Undoubtedly this is not the only way to draw the dia-
gram; another form could include different kinds of science
or humanities, kinds of native texts, and even different ways
to set up the oppositions on the lowest level. But even in its
fragmentary form it illustrates the crucial point; because the
nodes are arranged hierarchically, the relationships that
constitute taxonomic discourse are sequential and can also
be presented as a string of points (steps, stages) on a line or
arrow: -

X XX X XX ) NeaX 2

ABCDET FGHI
or as two strings emanating from an opposition:

H/G
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scause the arrangement is hierarchical, movement within
e parallelopposed strings is always either ascent or de-
ent. This would seemingly not affect relations of Opposi-
n. But that is not really the case as soon as one takes into
count the ontological assumptions of taxonomic ap-
aches in anthropology. The “oppositions” AB, CD, EF (and
2, for that matter) are expressive of evolutionary devel-
ment; they are directional, in fact one-way relations: Na-
ire precedes Culture (at least in the minimal sense that it
‘there before people existed); ethnography precedes
nology (according to the canons of anthropologlcal
is); and the humanities precede the sciences (in the his-
'y of Western thought). Again, it matters little that any of
se assumptions might be debated as soon as a context is
icihed. The point is that a taxonomic conception of them
ot but present them in chains and, in the words of M.
eres, none of these chains “can be thought without time”
377:81).%° The logic of these relationships of opposition
d inclusion generates the rules of the game which is a
re texinomique. 1f that game is, according to Greimas and
vi-Strauss, the “constitution of the semiotic ebject” then it
clear that such constitution is arrived at in a sequence of
nporally ordered steps. Viewed from that angle, taxo-
1omic anthropology is indistinguishable from approaches it
ismisses as historical and subjective.
. Following Serres (who in turn follows mathematical no-
ns regarding “relations of order”) we can now more ac-
Urately characterize the nature of relations which taxo-
omic discourse attempts e establish between the subject
nd object of its discourse.
~ The relationships whose concatenation amounts to a
axonomy of anthropological knowledge are nonreflexive.
e of the members in the chain that makes up the struc-
re represented in our diagram can precede or succeed
- itself; it is always predecessor or successor of another mem-
er in the chain. For example, a discourse having posited
that the lexicon for a certain cognitive domain consists of

nalvsxs is the ordered system of relationships between la-
 bels, ‘will not go back on itself and reexamine the assumption
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that the imposition of labels is indeed arbitrary. Similarly,
the structural analysts of pieces of ethnography (myths, kin.
ship systems) will proceed by reducing them to models,
There it will either come to rest, or it will seek further re.
finements, or more encompassing models, until it comes to
rest. But it will not, at the same time, question the method
it employs. Science, as T. S. Kuhn and many others seem te
tell us, cannot be done critically, that is, reflexively when and
while it is being done. Critique needs the extraordinary time
of crisis—extraordinary meaning outside the established re-
lationships of order.

Implied in the chainlike arrangement is also that rela-
tionships between any two members cannot be symmetrical. 1f
A precedes B, B cannot precede A. One might object that this
neglects the possibility that, within the two parallel chains,
movement may be either ascending or descending. For in-
siance, ethnological theory may, depending on circum-
stances, precede as well as succeed ethnography. Or events
m nature such as ecological and demographic changes may
precede as well as succeed cultural change. Nevertheless, the
rule demands that no two members of the chain can pre-
cede and succeed each other at the same time. Therefore it
is ruled out that taxonomic discourse could ascend and de-
scend the relations of order in the same act. This does not
mean that in taxonomic anthropology ethnography should
not be “mixed” with ethnology, or autobiography not with
scientific analysis, or structural analysis not with history. Any
given instance of taxonomic discourse may contain juxta-
positions of all of those “opposed” elements. But the rule of
nonsymmetry does carry an injunction against reciprocal and
dialectical conceptions, both of which would presuppose that
two members of the chain coexist m Time.

Finally, the chain of relationships of order implies that
if A precedes B and B precedes C then A precedes C. In
other words, the entire structure is trensitzve. 1f culture mas-
ters nature, and if the anthropologists master culture, then
science, through anthropology, masters nature. Perhaps it is
the other way round; but never both at the same time or,
in analogy to the game, never in the same move.

To object that such an interpretation of relations of or-
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¢ confuses logical sequences with temporal séquences 1s
itous unless one deludes oneself into acceptmg the un-
le position that taxonomic discourse 1s outside the
— of human action. The demonstrable fact that dis-
se qua spatiotemporal action can be described in purely
al-taxonomic terms in no way justifies the belief that it
isis of logical relations. A theory that holds this is guilty
he same confusion of method and substance, means qnd
~ which Greimas found to be the fallacy of historical
‘ourse unredeemed by taxonomy (1976:30). Marx, whom
ucturalists now like to claim as lfhéll‘ ancestor, saw and
sided the fallacy when he criticized Hegel aqdﬁ Feuer-
“h: To be able to distill from history the “Jogic” of the
~cess or to find the “law” that the dominating class will
'tably be overthrown by the oppressed clais does not

solve the analyst (as spokesman for “history ) from the
ecessity to translate logic into revolutionary projects. To
ke a position on “logical relations” is always also a political

" Which finally brings us to the moment when the wolf
‘enters the story. In La Fontaine’s fable he comes to a river
o drink and accuses the lamb of troubling the water. But
he lamb is positioned downstream. In M. Serres’ interpre-
tion of the “game of the wolf,” the wolf is the scientist, 1n
our case the taxonomic anthropologist. In the story, much
a5 in our diagram, he is placed in a chain of relations of
‘order in such a way that he is upstream, up the temporal

~ slope. Yet his posture is to accuse the laml?, that 1, to ques-
* tion the “lamb”~—the primitive or the native text _whtch he
" takes as his “problem”—as if the two were engaged in a game
~ allowing moves in both directions. He acts as if there were
5 give and take; as if what is valid_m thf; time of the lamb
' (there and then) could be made visible in the ume of the
~ wolf (here and now). As it is the avowed aim Qf taxonomic
‘discourse to establish relations that are always and every-
- where valid, the story must end with the wolf absm:blng h1§-
~ torical time into his time—he will eat the lamb. This fable ts
_an “operational definition of hypaocrisy” (Serres 1977:94)

~ because the wolf appears placed in the middle of the cham.
The anthropologist proclaims himself to be m the service of
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science, to be nothing but an executor of the laws of nature
or reason. He uses the taxonomic cover to hide his relent-
less appetite for the Time of the Other a Time to be in-
gested and transformed into his own . “He has taken the
place of the wolf, his true place. Western man is the wolf of
science’ (Serres 1977:104).

What we take the fable to illustrate is an ideology of re.
lations, a game that defines its own rules. A crucial strategy
in this game 1s to place the plavers on a temperal slope.
That the time of the lamb is not the time of the wolf is
postulated, not demonstrated.|{An evolumonary view of re-

 lations between Us and the Other is the point of departure,

not the result of anthropology. A taxonomic approach in-
serts itself effortlessly into that perspective. Its ostensibly
achronic stance turns out to be a flagrant example of allo-
chronic discourse.
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@l [the Uioughts of man) ave everyone a Tepresenta-
) appeatrance of some quality, or ether accident of a
B withowut us, which is commonly called an ebject.

i Thomas Hobbes *

_j__". jor defect of materialism up othisday . . . has

f_,.,l 'of an object of conzcmplauan not as sensuous-human

v, praxis, net subjectively.
Karl Marx?

3 ENERATIONS OF ANTHROPOLOGY students setting
it to do their first fieldwork have received, and followed,

ivice to learn the language, if possible before beginning
h research, and to start their inquiries on the spot by
lapping settlernents, countmg heuseholds, and drawing up
,nealogles of the inhabitants.? This is sensible advice. Much
time is saved if one comes to the field prepared linguisti-
eally. Maps, censuses, and kinship charts are the quickest
way to get a grip on the shape and composition of a small
mmumty If the seciety studied keeps records which can
‘be used for these projects, all the better. No one expects this
sort of work to be without snags and dif ficulties; but neither
“have most anthropologists considered the possibility that
‘Such simple and sensible methods or techniques might be
biased toward a certain theory of knowledge whose claims

' to validity are not beyond questioning.
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Method and Vision

These conventional prescriptions contain at least three un.
derlying assumptions deserving critical attention:

First, they recommend the native language as a tool, as
a means to extract information. Somehow, what one seeks
is thought to exist separately from language and the activity
of speaking. To be sure, anthropologists have, before and
after Whorf, maintained that the language of a people of-
fers clues, perhaps even the key, to its culture. In one re-
spect, however, the views of those who saw in the native
language a mere vehicle of research, and others, who pro-
claimed it the depository of culture, converged: neither
considered seriously that the “usefulness” of the native lan-
guage might rest on the fact that it draws the researcher
Into a communicative praxis as a result of which metaphors
such as tool, vehicle, or receptacle might be difficult to main-
tain. All these images encourage a manipulative use of lan-
guage derived from visual and spatial conceptualizations
whose long history will occupy us throughout this chapter.

Second, the recommendations to use maps, charts, and
tables signals convictions deeply ingrained in an empirical,
scientific tradition. Ultimately they rest on a corpuscular,
atomic theory of knowledge and information.! Such a the-
ory in turn encourages quantification and diagrammatic
representation so that the ability to “visualize” a culture or
society almost becomes synonymous for understanding it. I
shall call this tendency visualism and because visualism will
play a role in our argument comparable to that of denial of
coevalness or temporalization, some sort of descriptive
statement is in order. The term is to connote a cultural,
ideological bias toward vision as the “noblest sense” and to-
ward geometry qua graphic-spatial conceptualization as the
most “exact” way of communicating knowledge. Undoubt-
edly, the social sciences inherited that bias from rationalist
thought (based on Descartes’ distinction of res cogitans and
res extensa) and from the empiricists (see Hobbes’ fascination
with geometry). However, deeper and more remote sources
will be considered in the sections that follow, as well as the
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aradoxical possibility that visualism may be a symptom of
the denaturation of visual experience.
. Visualism® may take different directior}s—towarq the
athematical-geometric or toward the pictorial-aesthetic. In
fatter case, its idolanous tendency 1s often mitigated by
recept to approach culture not.as a picture but as a
ertainly there has been progress in anthropology from
ére counting and mapping of cultural traits toward ac-
unts of culture which are attenave to context, symbols,
d semantics. Still, sooner or later on€ will come upon
ntheses of knowledge whose organizing metaphors,
dels, and schemes are thoroughly visual and spatial. This
‘obvious in such terms as trait, pattern, conﬁgurauon,
acture, model, cognitive map; it is apre.supposed.m no-
ons such as system, integration, orgamization, function, re-
tion, network, exchange, transaction, and many others
thich cannot be purified from reference to bodies, parts of
C _'Iies, ensembles, machines, and_ points in space; in shqrt,
3 objects of knowledge whose primary mode of perception
g visual, spatial, er tangible. Theré€fore it is not surprising
hat anthropologists of all persuasions have been in over-
helming agreement that their knowledge is based upon,
nd validated by, observation.
. Third, even the most simple and seemingly common-
sical recommendations of the kind which served as a
soint of departure for these remarks carr'y notions of speed,
r expeditiousness of procedure. In other words, Lh_ey are
e(rflt instituting a time-economy for anthropological re-
search. Not only is the total time for heldwork convention-
“ally fixed, it is also thought (and often said) that the field-
’ 'orker “saves time” by learning the language beforehand:
that he “gains time” through the use of techniques and de-
“vices. Advice may take a moral twist, when the student is
told to make good use of time by never letting the sun set
~on untyped field notes. In all this it is the researcher’s time
“which is thought to atfect the production of knowledge. This
“observation is not invalidated by recommendations to take
" note of native ideas of Time, either as exFlicitly formulated,
" or as inferred from the organization of ritual and practi-
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cal activities. As an object of knowledge, the Time of the
natives will be processed by the visual-spatial tools any
methods invoked earlier,

Anthropologists who have gone through the experi.
ence of field research, and others who are capable of imag.
ining what happens to a stranger entering a society with the
intention of learning something about it, are likely to be put
off by this account. Why did extrapolations from simple and
sensible advice regarding methodp result in a caricature of
ethnography? Because these recommendations not only ex.
aggerate (the visual), they omit dimensions of experience.
No provision seems to be made for the beat of drums or the
blaring of bar music that keep you awake at night; none for
the strange taste and texture of food, or the smells and the
stench, How does method deal with the hours of waiting, with
maladroitness and galfes due to confusion or bad timing?
Where does it put the frustrations caused by diffidence and
mtransigence, where the joys of purposeless chatter and
conviviality? Often all this is written oft as the “human side”
of our scientific activity. Method is expected to yield objec-
tive knowledge by filterimg out experiential “noise” thought
to impinge on the quality of information. But what makes a
(reported) sight more ol;jective than a (reported) sound,
smell, or taste? Our bias for one and against the other is a
matter of cultural choice rather than universal validity. It
derives from a scientific tradition which was firmly estab-
lishcd by the time J. Locke formulated the ernpiricist canons
of modern social science. “The perception of the mind,” he
maintained, is “most aptly explained by words relating to
the sight” (1964 [1689]:227). Among all the tenets of empi-
ricsm this one seems to have been the most tenacious.

Even if detached observation is regarded positively as a
means to lift oneself above the immediacy of fleeting sounds,
meffable odors, confused emotions, and the How of Time
passing, the anthropologist so inclined should give, at the
very least, some thought to the cultural determmedness of
his quest for distance. Evidently, such critical reflection will
have a bearing on arguments regarding anthropology’s uses
of Time and what 1 termed its denial of coevalness. For it
remains to be shown what sort of theory of knowledge
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ueht about, or facilitated, a discourse whose visual-spa-
O ncepts, models, and type-constructs always seem to

against the gram of temporal continuity and coexis-
between the Knower and the Known.

and Memory: Topot of Discourse

the Art of Memory, Frances Yates gives an account of the
sth and complexity of Western preoccupation with visual
spatial root-metaphors of knowledge. Her findings seem
e supported by historians of science who concur with
‘thesis that Western science derives from an earlier art
hetoric, chronologically (i.e., with regard to the sequence
evelopments in our tradition), as yvell as systematically
garding the nature of scienufic activity). Paul Feyerabend
s as far as declaring that propaganda belongs to the es-
ce of science, a view also held, but less outrageously for-
lated, by T. S. Kuhn in his theory of scientific para-
ms$ Far from dismissing science as mere rhetoric---a
seless attempt in view of its practical and technological
aphs-—this position states the obvious fact that all sci-
ces, including the most abstract and mathematlzqd disci-
s, are social endeavors which must be carried out
gh the channels and means, and according to thgalrules,
mmunication available to a community of practitioners
d to the widcr seciety of which they are a part.
As such, the observaton that all science rests on rheto-
- is a very general one and would not add much to our
aderstanding unless it is possible to show that the rhetoric
voked here is a specific product of our Western tradition
 well as the principal channel through which sciences are
eeding back” into Western culture. Yates finds that tradi-
j0n in the “art of memory.” It began as a set of prescrip-
“tions, rules, and techniques developed by Greek and Roman
etoricians to enable the ancient orator, who spoke without
manuscript, to recall the points and arguments of a speech
~She describes in detail several sources in the Latin tradition
{1866:ch. 1) whose common element was a meth(_)d of join-
‘ng the principal parts of a speech to objects in various places
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in a real or imagined building. While he delivers his
tron, the speaker’s mind is supposed to walk through :}T
rooms or parts of the building, stopping to consider g,
things onto which he previously (and habitually) conferreé
ptl;g) status of “places” of memory (hence the Greek term to.

1).

Such are, in the briefest possible terms, the outliney of
a conception of rhetoric which was to have consequences
reaching far beyond its apparently simple, mnemotechp,
function. For the theory of “places” did not merely eid
memory and recall; as it was developed in more and more
complex ways during the Middle Ages and the Renaissance
1t served to define the nature of memory, and, through i
the nature of any kind of knowledge which is communi.
cated with an mtent to convince, to win over an audience.

Most teachers of rhetoric also prescribed techniques
based on sound and hearing (such as rote learning by rep-
etition and phonic association). Nevertheless, there seems to
have developed very early a consensus that the higher and
more exclusive art of memory was tied, by natural gift and

traming, to an ability to visualize the points of a speech. a
Foem, or any other text destined for rhetorical use. In the
orms in which they are reported, these theories were by no
means just rudimentary prephilosophical epistemologies. |
The classical rules of the art of memory as summarized by
Yates are based on numerous philosophical assumptions, |
none of them simple. !

First, the visualized objects (such as statues or parts of
them, f:urnishings, and elements of architecture) were not
simple images of the points to be memorized. They were
assumed to work best when they were somehow “striking”
and when the connection between image and point of an
oration was an arbitrary one, decreed by the orator. “Places”
were thought of as products of the art of memory, not as
actual images of the content of a speech. What set the skill-
ful orator apart from other mortals was precisely his ability
to_wisualize without actually picturing the contents of his

mmd; the use of illustrative pictures and images belonged ~ thropology began to construct its Other in terms of topoi

to delivery, not to the foundation of rhetoric. This is prob- ~ “implying distance, difference, and oppositien, its mtent was

ably where we have to seek the roots of increasingly suc- ~above aﬁ, but at least also, to construct ordered Space and

al attempts to represent the parts of speeches, and later
arts of speech and the structures of propositions and
ts through “signs.”
ermore, the rules of the art of memory did not
prescribe visualization. Inasmuch as they spoke of
ements between “places” of memory they called for spa-
tion of censciousness. The rhetor’s art consisted in his
y to present to himself the temporal flux of lve speech
spatial topography of pomts and arguments. This, I
¢, entitles us to trace the spatializatien of Time, of which
some examples in earlier chapters, to the rules of an
ant art of memory. In Bossuet’s historical method, the
of epochs (“places to stop and look around”) is un-
edly identifiable as a theory of topei devised to give
foundations to his discourse, i.e., his oration on his-
The same holds for Enlightenment philosophical his-
' which prided itself in being topical and not merely
1ological. Which leads us to the doorstep of modern
opology: Culture traits and cycles, patterns and con-
ations, national character and evolutionary stages, but
classical monographs,” compel us to attach our argu-
its to the Kwakiutl, Trobriands, Nuer, or Ndembu. They
0 many topoi, anchorings in real or mental space, of
hiropological discourse.”
'Finally, the art of memory not only employed “places,”
, a topography, but also an architecture of memory. The
ator’s tepoi were to be found in a house, preferably a
g€, public building. In the Renaissance this architectural
iception led to actual construction of “theaters” of mem-
ylknowledge (see Yates 1966:chs. 6 and 7). Vast projects
systematize knowledge were also based on astrological
mbols and charts. The space of rhetoric was ultimately
0-logics! and this may pomt to some of the historical roots
those uses of Space and Time in anthropology which we
ualified earlier as a “political cosmology.” As images, places,
and spaces turn from mnemotechnic aids into topoi they
ecome that which a discourse is about. When modern an-

e ——
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Time-—a cosmos—for Western society to inhabit, rather thyy,
“understanding other cultures,” its ostensible vocation.

Among the most suggestive lessons to be learned frop,
Y ates’ The Art of Memory is the evidence that links the pre.
history of Western science to an artfully cultivated tendency
to visualize the contents of consciousness. ®f equal impor-
tance are some of the effects which an image-theory of
knowledge may have on social practice. Stressing visualiza-
tion in terms of arbitrarily chosen “reminders” makes mem.
ory an “art” and removes the foundations of rhetoric from
the philosophical problematic of an accurate account of
reality. The main concern is with rhetorical effectiveness and
success in convincing an audience, not with abstract dem-
onstration of “truth.” This prepares the nominalist tradition
in Western thought out of which empiricism was to grow.

To recognize this may hellg us to get away from at-
tributing the development of the Western scientific mind
mainly to literacy or, at any rate, to our kind of literacy.
The arbitrariness of the memory-images was not the same
as that of phonetic script. The symbols used in writing were,
once they had been agreed upon, constrained in thewr com-
binations and seﬁuence by the sounds of the spoken lan-
guage. The visual images and topoi of the art of memory
provided much freedom of combination and invention, pre-
cisely because their manipulation was thought of as an art
quite different from the simple skill of reading and writing.
Yates describes in her account successful systems of what
might be called combinatorial mnemonics, up to the inven-
tion of calculus by Leibniz. Modern mathematics thus has
its roots, at least some of them, in the same tradition of
visualized, spatialized, and ultimately cosmological thought
to which we can trace Enlightenment philosophical history
and the modern origins of the social sciences.®

Finally, the view of memory/knowledge as an “art” fa-
vored pretentions to exclusive and arcane knowledge. As
the memory images and topoi proliferated and as various
kinds of gnostic, magical, and astrological schemes came to
be used for the purpose of systematizing this wealth of im-
ages, the art of public orators turned into the secret posses-
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1 of esoteric groups. Perhaps Yates’ fascination with her-
etic-magic origins of Western science gets too close to a
acy theory of intellectual history, but her findings

dany other developments had to occur before anthro-
and similar disciplines staked out their exclusive ter-
s, devised technical languages, and gained profes-
nal recognition. These developments may be understood
iologically and we can generalize t.hem as instances (?f
actional specialization and role differentiation within
ger institutions and soctal systems. Only, such generali-
ons are often too abstract and at the same time naive. In
sir fixation on goal-oriented behavior a.nd adaptive f unc-
onality they tend to overlook the expressive, playful origins
*social forms and institutions. Deep historical connections
ich as those between the modern sciences and the ancient
t of memory provide us with the means to correct and
unterbalance sociological utilitarianism or functionalism in
= history of science. I am convinced, and the following
ection will offer further reasons, that some very important
spects of anthropological discourse must be understood as
e continuation of a long tradition of rhetoric with a pe-
liar cosmological bent. Conceiving outlandish images and
“moving in strange space, mostly imaginary, was a preoccu-

pation of savants long before actual encounter with exotic
eople and travel te foreign parts, and for reasons to which
actual encounter seems to have added very little. The de-
tour through past and current concerns in anthropology
“which we took in the first three chapters has shown that the
“hold of a visual-spatial “logic” on our discipline is as strong
‘as ever; the bodies or organisms of functionalism, the cul-
“ture gardens of the particularists, the tables of the quanti-
~ fiers, and the diagrams of the taxonomists all project con-
~Ceptions of knowledge which are organized around objects,

' . . . . .
| Or unages of objects, in spatial relation to each other.
i
[
5
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Loge as Arrangement. Knouwledge Visible

Pierre de la Ramée, or Petrus Ramus (1515-1572), was ,
scheolman, a logician and dialectician who taught at the
University of Paris. He is perhaps rightly forgotten as a r.
nor philosopher. Yet, as the work of W. J. Ong has shown
some time ago (1958), he was a major figure as a theoret-
cian of the teaching of knowledge. His writings, which were
published in many languages and countless editions, and the
pedagogical movement associated with his name had an .
calculable influence on Western intellectual history. The fact
that his theories soon became anonymous (precisely because
they were thought to be synonymous with pedagogical
method) only underlines the importance of Ramism. In
many circles, especially among the Protestant educators of
Germany, England, and its colonies in North America, the
precepts of Ramism gained such a degree of acceptance that
they virtually disappeared in the undisputed practice of
Normal Science, to use Kuhn’s term.

The sources of Ramism were medieval “quantitative”
logic and contemporary forms of the art of memory as it
was expounded in the works of Renaissance and Humanist
thinkers. They are far too numerous and complex even to
attemnpt a summary. Suffice it to state that, for Ramus, the
most pressing problem about knowledge—any kind of
knowledge-—became its teachability. This concern placed him
firmly in the tradition of rhetoric to which he addressed
most of his polemical disquisitions. He was to become a key
figure in transmitting some of the deepest convictions of
that tradition—those concerning visual images and spatial
ordering—to the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century
thinkers whom we recognize as immediate precursors of
modern science.!?

The outlook of Ramism is best summarized in the fol-
lowing passage from Ong’s work:

Ramist rhetoric . . . is not a dialogue rheteric at all,
and Ramist dialectic has lost all sense of Socratic
dialogue and even most sense of scholastic dispute.
The Ramist arts of discourse are monologue arts.
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' -develop the didactic, schoolroom outlook

*h descends from scholasticism even more than
pon-Ramist versions of the same arts, and tend
ly even to lose the sense of monologue in pure
rammatics. This orientation 1s very profound

§ of a piece with the orientation of Ramism to-
d an object world (associated with visual percep-
) rather than toward a person world (associated
 voice and auditory perception). In rhetoric,
pusly someone had to speak, butin the charac-
tic outlook fostered by the Ramist rhetoric, the
g is directed to a world where even persons
d only as objects—that is, say nothing back.
1958:287)

'Ramus was a transitional figure in another, even more
ortant, respect. The beginning of his career coincided
he period immediately preceding the invention of the
press. His systems reached their maturity and had their
ous popular success in the beginning of the Guten-
g era. Ong goes as far as depicting Ramus as one of the
eologues whose thoroughly visualized, spaualized, and
mbinatory conception of knowledge prepared the break-
rough (noting that all the technological requisites had been
ailable for some time before typography was finally “in-
ited”). The connections are far reaching:

patial constructs and models were becoming in-
f€asingly critical in intellecmal development. The
anging attitude manifested itself in the develop-
nt of printing, in the new Copernican way of
inking about space which would lead to Newton-

n physics, in the evolution of the painter’s vision
maxed by Jan van Eyck’s use of the picture frame
 a diaphragm, and in the topical logics of Ru-
olph Agricola and Ramus. (1958:83; see also 89)

Letter printing made possible mass reproduction with a
sreat degree of reliability; which in turn favored mass cir-
ulation of what Ramus considered his major contribution
0 “method”: his ambitious renditions of teaching matter
poems, philosophical texts, biographies, and others) in the
form of diagrams based on a dichotomization of its con-
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tents. These figures (some of which are reproduced by Qng, |
bear an uncanny resemblance to generations of visual de.
vices used by anthropologists, from earlier evolutionary tree; |
to contemperary ethnosemantic paradigms and structuralig
arrangements of binary oppositions. If one reflects, for in.
stance, on the nature of kinship charts (of the genealogic
grid type) one finds that, ultimately, they are limited only
by the size of the paper on which they are drawn or printed.
Having learned more about the connections between print.
ing and diagrammatic reduction of the contents of thought
one is tempted to consider the possibility that anthropolog.
ical kinship theories (at least the ones that take off from
data collected with River’s chart) are actually detertnined by
the presentability of whatever knowledge they may contain
in terms of diagrams that fit onto a conventional printed
page. In other words, it is the mode of storing, reproduc-

ing, and disseminating knowledge in print (in articles, mon- |

ographs, and textbooks) which, in ways that may have to be
specified in much more detail than it is possible here,'! pre-
judge the What and How of large portions of ethnography.

Perhaps the most important lesson to be learned from
the study of Ramism and from similar critical analvses of
forgotten or suppressed periods in Western intellectual his-
tory is that methods, channels, and means of presenting
knowledge are anything but secondary to its contents.'> An-
thropologists show varying degrees of awareness of this when
they allow themselves to be drawn into debates about
whether or not their formal reductions of culture reflect ar-
rangement of ideas in “the heads of the natives.” Not many
realize that this question makes little sense, not so much be-
cause we cannot actually look into the heads of natives (psy-
chologists might disagree with this) but rather because our
diagrams are unquestionably artifacts of visual-spatial con-
ventions whose function it 15 to give “method” to the dis-
semination of knowledge in our society.

Ramism and its belated reincarnations (did not Chom-
sky’s trees descend, via Port Royal, from that tradition)
equate the knowable with that which can be visualized, and
logic, the rules of knowledge, with orderly arrangements of
pieces of knowledge 1n space. In that tradition, scientific ob-
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y was to be guaranteed by the kind of dispassionate
nspection and measurement practiced in the sciences
ature. Once the source of any knowledge worthy of that
e is thought primarily to be visual perception of objects
space, why should it be scandalous to treat the Other—
o1 societies, other cultures, other classes within the same
ety—comme des cheses? To be sure, Durkheim did not coin
famous principle because he wanted persons or the
al and spiritual aspecs of society treated as things; but
did postulate in that context that the social and cultural
it assume, through observation, quantification, and sys-
tic generalization, the same facticity that is exhibited by
» choses in our field of vision. Behind all this is what S.
ravia called a méthodologie du regard, which Enlighten-
it philosophes and their positivist successors inherited
m ancient sources and which, as in these sources, re-
ained tied to rhetoric.!?
" Later, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, this
nce became more pedantic and more generally effective.
storic developed and hardened when the pursuit of
owledge became inextricably part of its standardization,
hematization, and comparunentalization in the vastly ex-
nded rhetoric enterprise of academic teaching.
In the light of connections that are revealed by the
udies of Yates and Ong our present self-understanding as
hropologists appears historically and theoretically shal-
ow. It is all the more urgent to remedy that situation be-
use, among the sciences that share common sources in the
thetoric of images and topoi and which employ pedagogical
“methods of visualizing knowledge, anthropology occupies a
- Peculiar position. It patrols, so to speak, the frontiers of
Western culture. In fact, it has always been a Grenzwissen-
sthaft, concerned with boundaries: those of one race against
“another, those between one culture and another, and fnally
i}?;ose between culture and nature. These liminal concerns
~ have prevented anthrepology from settling down in any one
. Of the accepted domains of knowledge other than in the
residual field of “social science.” There, many of us live in
~ hiding from biologists, paleontologists, geneticists, psychol-
~ ogists, philosophers, literary critics, linguists, historians and,

LSS
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alas, sociologists on whose territories we are inevitably led
without being able to offer any excuse except that the “study
of man” must embrace all these fields. That situation alone
makes synopticism-~the urge to visualize a great multitude
of pieces of information as orderly arrangements, systems,
and ableaux—a constant temptation. There are reasons why
we should resist that temptation. Some are political, others
epistemological; both kinds will direct the discussion back to
the principal theme of these essays—Time and the Other.

Vide et Impera: The Other as Object

Ong’s principal intent is expressed in the subtitle of his work
on Ramus: “Method and the Decay of Dialogue.” Through-
out the book he deplores the antipersonalist orientation ol
visualism. In this respect he anticipated themes which were
taken up in the debates of the sixties and seventies when
critics of sociology and anthropology began to denounce the
dehumanizing effects of overly scientisic methods. A com-
mon complaint was that social scientists treated their sub-
jects as objects, that is, as passive targets of various struc-
tural, behaviorist, and often quantitative schemes of
explanation, and this to the detriment of “understanding”
the motives, values, and beliefs of their sub jects as persons.

The study of Ramism reveals some deep historical rea-
sons for linking visual-spatial reduction of knowledge with
the ethos of scientific explanation, Undoubtedly, modern
science progressed as a result of this alliance but, according
to Ong, such progress had its price:

Ramusm specialized in dichotomies, in “distribution”
and “collocation” . . . , in “systems” . . . and in
other diagrammatic concepts. This hints that Ramist
dialectic represented a drive toward thinking not
only of the universe but of thought itself in terms
of spatial models apprehended by sight. In this con-
text, the notion of knowledge as word, and the per-
sonalist orientations of cognition and of the uni-
verse which this notion implies, is due te atrophy.
Dialogue itself will drop more than ever out of di-
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ctic. Persons, who alone speak (and in whom
ne knowledge and science exist), will be eclipsed
ofar as the world is thought of as an assemblage
he sort of things which vision apprehends-—ob-
cts and surfaces. (1958:9)

5 an alternative, Ong invokes the world of the “oral and
ditory” which is also “ultimately existential” (1938:110).
1 have doubts ubout this solution. Ong (and the critics
the social sciences who echo his views} rightly denounce
halist reductions. One can only applaud his inspiring ef-
ts to think through the consequences which conceptions
| knowledge could have that are based on auditory rather
n visual root metaphors.’* But to equate the aural with
e personal and to identify both with the “existential” and
mane comes dangerously close to a kind of antiscientism
aich feeds on moral indignation and nostalgia for “dia-
ue,” rather than on epistemological arguments.
- To begin with, aural perception and oral expression
ither presuppose nor guarantee a more “personal” idea
F use of knowledge. That the spoken word is more fleet-
1g. and that it lends itself less easily to apersonal forms of
Xation and transmission than images or print, can no longer
held as a truism. New techniques available to record (and
‘ocess) spoken language and to translate it directly into
rint via electronic signals rather than type and font make
e old divisions harder to maintain (even if one does not
ire to go along with Derrida’s reversal of relations between
eaking and writing as he expounds it in his Grammatol-
¥).'*> We may be approaching the point where the ex-
“hange of spoken words will be distinguishable from the cir-
culation of printed messages and images mainly because the
time cconomy of the former must respond, not so much to
personal, but to interpersonal conditions of communication.
Dhalogue is perhaps too weak a term to cover the nature of
‘oral communication. The aural and oral must be invoked
for epistemological reasons because they may provide a bet-
“ter starting point for a d:electical concept of communication.
Knowledge may be “depersonalized” orally as much as
through visual-spatial reduction. Why should mindless oral
. repetitons of standardized formulae or, for that matter,
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skillful manipulation of a store of tautological terms as the
occur in teaching, in religious sermons, or in politicy|

speeches be any less depersonalizing than the peddling ¢f

printed words, diagrams, and images? If by persenal ene
means something more specific than a vague reference tg
humane ways; if one wants to designate with this term
greater degree of personal awareness and of individual con.
trol, a sharpened sense for authorship and for knowledge
as a possession or tool, then it seems obvious to me thai
visuahization and spatialization of knowledge signal a greater,
not a lesser, emphasis on the knower as an individual.

In short, to invoke personalism in this and similar de-
bates creates confusion. Perhaps it can be avoided if one
rejects too simple an opposition between the visual and the
aural. A step into that direction might be to consider Time
and especally those temporal relations that must be in-
volved in interpersonal and, a for#eri, in intercultural pro-
duc ion and communication of knowledge.

Limiting ourselves to anthropology, we can link the
findings of the previous chapters to the question at hand:
Visualism alone is notto blame for what 1 called a political
cosmology. That vision is the noblest, most comprehensive.
and most reliable of the senses has been an article of faith
since the beginning of our philosophical tradition. As ‘phe-
nomenalism,” this emphasis on vision became part of empi-
nast and pesitivist theories of knowledge. But before it could
assume the political twist which we ascribe to anthropologi-
cal discourse, visualism had to be expounded in spatial
schemes. Empiricist phenomenalism does presuppose that
Nature, at any rate expertenced Nature, is atomis ic and that
knowledge is derived from myriads of sense impressions,
especially visual impressions. Because knowledge was
thought to operate by collecting, comparing, and classifying
impressions, the notion of the mind as a naturalist’s collec-
tion or cabinet encouraged further extension of the visual
bias toward the spatial. Not only the sources of knowledge,
but also its contents were imagined to be visible. Add to this
the rhetorical intent of teaching such knowledge, and the
transformation from visible source to visible content is com-
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sted. Taught knowledge became arranged, ordered knowl-
pe, casily representable in diagrammatic or tabular form.
" To use an extreme fonnulation, in this tradition the
ject of anthropology could not have gained scientific sta-
‘until and unless it underwent a double visual fixation, as
rceptual image and as illustration of a kind of knowledge.
th types of objectification depend on distance, spatial and
ral. In the fundamental, phenomenalist sense this
s that the Other, as object OF knowledge, must be sep-
e, distinct, and preferably distant from the knower. Ex-
¢ otherness may be not so much the result as the prereq-
of anthropological inquiry. We do not “find” the
pagery of the savage, or the primitivity of the primitive,
posit them, and we have seen in some detail how anthro-
logy has managed to maintain distance, mostly by manip-
ating temporal coexistence through the denial of coeval-
. Visualizauvon and spatialization have not only been
pints of departure for a theory of knowledge, they become
‘program for the new discipline of anthropolo y. There
a8 a time when this meant, above all, the exhibition of the
ic in illustrated travelogues, museums, fairs, and expo-
lions. These early ethnological practices established sel-
pm articulated but firm convictions that presentations of
owledge through visual and spatial images, maps, dia-
ams, trees, and tables are particu arly well suited to the
scription of primitive cultures which, as everyone knows,
e supremely “synchronic” objects for visual-esthetic per-
ption. Underlying this may be an even older association,
which Ong directs our attention. The rise of topical logic
nd the use of outlines and dichotomized tables, he points
dut, was a natural outcome given the necessities of teaching
ohilosophy to teenagers (1958:136 f). It is commonly be-
eved that the visual-spatial is more germane to the infan-
e and adolescent mind than to mature intelligence.
Whether such is indeed the case may be for the psychologist
@ decide. However it is easy to see how arguing from on-
ftogenetic to phylogenetic visualism may turn pedagogical
principles into political programs. Concretely speaking, we
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must at least admit the possibility that striking images, sim-
pliied outlines, and overwrought tables were fed to stu.
dents in order to impress them with a degree of orderlinegg
and cohesiveness which the fields of knowledge taught by
these methods never possessed. Not the students’ simplicity
but the teacher’s determination to maintain his superior po.
sition may have to be blamed. The same goes mutatis mutan.
dis for the preponderance of visual-spatial presentation of
the Other in anthropology. The hegemony of the visual as
a mode of knowing may thus directly be linked to the potit-
ical hegemony of an age group, a class, or one society over
another. The ruler’s subject and the scientist’s object have,
in the case of anthropology (but also of sociology and psy-
chology), an intertwined history.

If this 1s true, it would allow us to see the dogma of
empirical fieldwork in a new light. It was already noted that,
as a systematic pursuit, it emerged as a symptom of anthro-
pology’s professionalization.!®* But we can ask now, what is
behind the professionalization of anthropology? In some way
or other it reflects the organization of a segment of bour-
geois society for the purpose of serving that society’s inner
continuity (through teaching and writing). Professionally re-
quired field research also contributes to maintaining the po-

‘sition of that society vis-a-vis other societies. It is in this role

that ethnography came t0 be defined predominantly as ob-
serving anfl;gathen'ng, i.e., as a visual and spatial activity. It
has been the enactment of power relations between societies
that send out fieldworkers and societies that are the field.
Observing reason (Beobachtende Vernunft) seems to be impli-
cated in victimage, an insight which, long before Levi-
Strauss, was candidly expressed by one of the great ethnol-
ogists of the nineteenth century: “For us, primitive societies
(Naturvolker) are ephemeral, i.e., as regards our knowledge
of, and our relations with, them, in fact, inasmuch as they
exist for us all. At the very instant they become known to
us they are doomed” (Bastian 1881:63 f). This was said in a
political treatise pleading for the recognition of ethnology
as a scientific discipline and proposing to create ethno-
graphic museums as its principal research institutions.

At the risk of repeating myself, I must insist that [ have
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‘using “visualism” to designate an wdeologecal current in
ern thought. 1 am not trying to argue, by way of naive
ation, that vision, visual experience, and visual expres-
 of experience should be removed from the agenda of
pological thought and discourse. As an ideological
especially if it is true that there is collusion between
h a bent and allochronic tendencies, visualism functions
| cognitive style that is likely to prejudice the study of all
s of cultural expression, including those that pertain to
experience in general and to visual aesthetics in par-
ar- The visualist bias that is brought to the visual pro-
ons of other cultures is no less in need of critique than
list reductions of, say, language, ritual, dance and mu-
£ social relations, or ecological conditions.
i_All this applies, of course, to the emerging i_i.eld _of VIS-
nthropology. Its evaluation in terms of the visualist and
ronic tendencies we are explormg in this chapter would
jire more than a note in passing. My feeling is that, par-
ically, we may have a movement here which is directed
st the limiting effects of visualism on a theory of
ledge. At least some visual anthropologists affirm the
ortance of intersubjective experience of Time and ex-
ore hermeneutic approaches to visual data (see Ruby 1980
d further references in that article). Needless to say, vis-
I ethnography lends itself to methodologization, in some
tances of the most excessive kind (see the heroic attempts
[ graphic reduction and formal analysis in proxemics, ki-
2sics, and related fields).

Che Symbol Belongs to the Ovient”: Symbolic Anthropology
i Hegel's Aesthetic

Vhen one criticizes epistemological and political implica-
tons of visualism and spatialism, allegations of abuse should,
course, be weighed in a larger context of use. One must
ask what the convictions and reasons are that make anthro-
" pology accept visual-spatial reductions as legitimate modes
of knowledge. We have done this for the periods when cul-
lural anthropology emerged under the episteme of natural
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history and developed its relativist and taxonomic discourse,
It would be impossible to conclude this account withoy
considering how a trend in current anthropology which useg
the notion of symbo! as a unifying concept fits into eur yr.
gument regarding allochronic discourse. Because “symWolic
anthropology” is of more recent origin and an ongoing con-
cern it defies easy summation; it also lacks a single towering
figure on whose oeuvre one could concentrate as being rep-
resentative of the symbolic approach. Compared to the his-
torical and critical literature on, say, evolutionism or struc-
turalism, there is as yet little to build on.

The notion of symbol may have to be counted among
those allochronic devices whose use entails or encourages
denial of coevalness between the subject and the object of
anthropological discourse. This is not a verdict but a point
for debate. At any rate, it would be extremely difficult to
demonstrate this fully if only because the sources from which
anthropologists have been borrowing their ideas are 100
varied. Between “symbolist” poeu'y and American “symbolic
mnteractionist” sociology, a critique of symbolic anthropol-
ogy would have to cover vast areas of intellectual history,
not to mention further complications that arise from dis-
senting views within symbolic anthropology.*’

The pragmatist heritage of symbolic anthropology has
caused its best representatives to preserve a critical distrust
for the kind of absuract formalizations to which French
structuralists are given (even though connections between
the two have by no means been severed, see Leach 1976). It
has, abave all, led them to recognize concrete experience
and communicative interaction as principal sources of eth-
nographt knowledge. Suill, deciding on the symbol as a key
notion has far-reaching consequences and there are reasons
for arguing that contemporary symbolic anthropology is part
of a tradition of thought which constructs its objects with
the help of a visual-spatial rhetoric. System, order, models,
blueprints, and similar terms which reg larly occur in these
writings signal a visualist epistemology. They are character-
1stic of an anthropological discourse whose self-definition
oscillates between semioscs (French-Saussurian) and semiol-
ogy (American-Peircean). In either case, the symbolic an-
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ologist is inclined to “view” the Other as an object of
tic contemplation. “In the country of the blind,” says
Geertz, “the one-eyed is not king but spectator”
379:228). The example of M. Sahlins will show that this
ay be carried to the point where the ardor to defend a
mbolic approach even leads a bonafide materialist to af-
aesthetic “autonomy” of culture. The detour
gh the symbolic study of primifivé ctlture leads one
over a universal and transhistorical mode of existence
all culture: religion, art, and even ideology will then be
clared “cultural systems” and nothing should in principle
ent science, politics, and economics from being re-
d by such panculturalism.
" In sum, the symbolic carries a heavy load indeed. But
ose load is it? Is the subject of anthropological discourse
rdened with it or is it carried by the object? When we ask
ese questions we note the ambiguity of symbolic in symbolic
hropology. Is it the primitive whose way of thinking, ex-
ng, or being is symbolic, or is anthropology s lic
‘the sense that it projects onto its Other symbolic mean-
85 and understandings, much as the ancient artists of
emory populated their consciousness with esoteric images
signs? Is the symbolic, as a mode of being, an object of
nquiry or does it constit te a method? If it is a mode of
altural existence then it is a problem for us; if it is a mode
t inquiry then it is a problem generated by us, a load with
thich we burden those whom we analyze “symbolically.”
hese questions, to be sure, contain age-old philosophical
puzzles which have eluded definitive solutions and are likely
0 elude them in the future. But they also touch on history
nd politics. It makes sense to ask them, for instance, in the
aght of what we called allochronic discourse. In what sense
'does talk of symbols and the symbolic foster a tendency in
anthropological discourse to pl ce its Other in a Time dif-
ferent from our own?
At the risk of inc rring the wrath of both symbolic an-
thropologists and historians of philosophy, I will illustrate
‘how symbol may be used as a temporalizing device by com-
menting briefly on some passages in the first and second
‘parts of Hegel's Lectures on Aesthetics.'® There are striking

L
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resemblances between these philosophical texts and certain
positions held by contemporary analysts of cultural symbols
(perhaps expressive of historical connections via Royce,
Pewrce, and other American pragmatists). Moreover, as-
sumptions that are usually hi(fden in anthropological dis-
course are exphcitly stated by Hegel, who was unhampered
by cultural relativism and its conventions of intercultural ci-
vility.

Hegel proposes his theory of the symbol in order to
distinguish between three major art fortns: symbolic, classic,
and romantic. As is characteristic of him, he makes these
distinctions in such a way that they not only yield a system.
atic typology but also a developmental sequence. The sym:-
bolic mode precedes the classic and romantic forms by log-
ical necessity, not by mere historical accident. The historical
meanmg of syinbolism and its logical position in a system of
relations are therefore interchangeable.

To analyze the logic of symbolism is the purpose of an
mtroductory section to the second part of the Aesthetic with
the predictable title “On the symbol as such.” It begins with
a statement whose temporalizing intent could not be ex-
pressed more clearly:

In the sense In which we are using the word, sym-
bol marks, conceptually as well as historically, the
origin of art; therefore it should be, as it were, re-
garded only as pre-art, belonging mainly to the @ri-
ent. Only after many transitions, transformations
and mediations does it lead to the authentic reality
of the idqa of a classical artform. (1:393)

Such is the real meaning of symbol as opposed to a secon-
dary, “external” use according to which certain modes of
presentation that can occur in any of the three art forms
may also be called symbolic.

In these few sentences, Hegel summarized many of the
assumptions that have been guiding inquiries into (tempo-
rally or spatially) remote expressions of culture. Most im-
portantly, he sets a precedent for an extraordinary claim,
namely that symbolic could be at once analytical (“logical”)
and historical: that it marks a type of relation between con-
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and form, reality and expressions, presumably charac-
tic of all culture, as well as a specific form or a peculiar
e of expressien characteristic of certain cultures. These
Is, at least im their authentic state, at the early stages
ization, outside of his own Western vgorlt:.i, in the
ent.” That which is past is remote, that which is remote
sst: such is the tune to which figures of allochronic dis-

emselves to afhrmations of temporal distance. They had
'elaborate on the logic of distance lest placing the sym-
lic in the past might remove it altogether from serious
nsideration. Our temporal dismissal of the Other is always
ch that he remains “integrated” in our spatial concepts of
(such as order, difference, opposmoq). Hegpl, there-
proceeds in his Aesthetic to shore up his position. Con-
ptually, it must be guarded against confusion of the sym-
Jlic mode of expression with other types of sign relations;
storically, the symbolic must be shown to cause in the con-
mporary spectator reactions that are unlike those we ex-
ct from more familiar art forms.
~ Hegel, accordingly, first distinguishes symbols from
ther signs, e.g., linguistic signs. Whereas the latter are ar-
rarily assigned to the sounds or meanmgs they represent,
e relationship between symbols and what they express ts
ot “indifferent.” The symbol suggests by its external ap-
yearance that which it makes appear, not 1n its concrete and
inique existence, however, but by expressing “a general
pality of its meaning” (see 1:3985). Furthermore, symbolic
sxpression and symbolized content are not reducible to each
other. They lead, so to speak, an independent existence:
one symbol can have many contents, one content is capable
of being expressed by different symbols. Hence symbols are
sssentially ambiguous; they leave the viewer necessartly
" “doubtful’ (1:397). If and when ambiguity 1s .rer‘n0ved and
" doubts are assuaged, then a symbolic relationship in the strict
‘sense no longer obtains. What remains of the symbol is “a
" mere image” whose relation to the content 1t depicts 1s that
of an analogy or simile (see 1:398; the terms are Vergleichung
. and Glewchns).
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Hegel insists that doubtfulness and insecurity vis-a-vis
the symbolic are not limited to certain cases. Rather, they
are the response

to very large areas of art; they apply to an im-
mense material at hand: the content of almost all
oriental art. Therefore, when we first enter the
world of ancient Persian, Indian, or Egyptian fig-
ures (Gestalten) we feel uneasy. We sense that we are
walking among fasks; in themselves, these forms do
not strike us; their contemplation does not immedi-
ately please or satisfy us. But they contain a chal-
lenge to go beyond their external appearancel], to
their meaning, which must be something more and
something more profound than these images. (1:400)

In a manner reminiscent of relativist appeals to the unity of
mankmd, Hegel then notes that a symbolic interpretation is
called for because we simply cannot dismiss as childish the
productions of peoples who may be in their childhood, but
who ask for “more essential content.” Their true meaning
must be “divined” beneath their “enigmatic” forms (ib:d.).

All this sounds quite modern and is in fact ritually as-

serted by contemporary anthropologists, especially the no-
tion that the non-Western poses a “problem” (eine Aufgabe,
in Hegel’'s words). Being alerted by the fable of the wolf and
the lamb to a certain kind of hypocrisy whenever the Other
1s said to be p oblematic, one suspects Hegel of duplicity.
He seems to be driven by an effort to give us a theory of the
symbolic as a special type of sign relation. Ambiguity and
doubtfulness appear to be a “logical” property of the sym-
balic. In reality, they are caused by actual historical con-
frontation with non-Western forms of cultural expression.
Ambiguity and doubtfulness are the primary datum; they are
the task or problem, not the symbolic images by which they
are triggered. The symbolic approach is that part of a gen-
eral theory of signs which functions most directly as an anx-
iety-reducing method.

One might argue that it is mere pedantry to hold Hegel
(and perhaps symbolic anthropology) to the actual sequence
of st ps by which they arrive at a theory of symbolic expres-
sion. Not at all, because sequence may make a conside able
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rerence when one wishes to examine ideological and pl(])-
ical implications of symbolic aﬁpmaches. As 1Is oftelrn t e1
< (and Hegel would be the first to say so), the ogm((;a
ructure of an argument may contan assumptlons,for e-
s, of developmental, evolutionary sequence. In fact, mf
egel’s case it is quite clear that he proposes his the(;lry o
he symbolic as a (part of a) theory of history. As suc 1{, is
heory about Time, one that “temporalizes” relations Ue-
-een West rn and non-West rn cultures by placing the lat-
er in the time of origins. Given the resemblances between
Jegel's views and those of present-day symbologists (not tg
seak of convergences between Hegel and Comte b:gll
Surkheim) one cannot help but suspect that the symbolic
ontinues to serve essentially as a time-distancing device.
" Hegel and modern symbolic anthropology part com-
hany as far as the extension of their symbol-theories are
soncerned. Hegel, whose dialectic thought always mpveihto-
ward the concrete and who, n the Agsthettc_ as in his ol. er
works, proposes to account for specific, historical drc;:la iza-
ons of the spirit, rejects the notion that al_l art, and hence
all culture should be approached as symbolic. He admits (in
‘some comments on symbolic theories fashionable at his
‘time) '? that such a view mig_ht be construed, but h1's mter:}a]st
‘goes in the opposite dir ction. ngw:_ap__t_s\_to__show that _the
Symbolic was, necessarily, a historical mode of art produc-
tion, As such it is part of a typology within which it contrasts
“with two other ma jor forms, called classic and romantic (see
_'.4051){1 later sections of his Aesthetic, Hege_l elaborates on this
" typology and names the g ounds on which the three tl);p s
| are to be distinguished. The common criterion 1n all t red
" forms is the relation of form and content, expression ant
' meaning. The symbolic, “the stage of the orign of art” is
" characterized by an inherent ambiguity of that relation.
~ Meaning and expressio.n are, so to .speak, me_rely uxtt:a:—
. posed; the human spirit is stll-groping for umty OGsu k
. stance and expression. Classic art, exex}:lphfled by Gree
~ sculpture, achieved unity, albeit 1n an c}_cternal, imper-
. sonal form (see 11:13 ff). Such extemql umty was, to use a
" Hegelian term not invoked by Hegel in this context, mere
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antithesis to symbolic juxtaposition and ambiguity. Only Ro.
mantic art accomplishes the synthesis of form and content
as inner unity, as the subjectve realization of the Spiri
From it springs a new and “modern” creativity; in its

pantheon all gods are dethroned, the flame of sub-
jectivity has destroyed them, and instead of plastic
polytheism [i.e. a multitude of symbolic figures} art
now knows only one God, one Spirit, one absolute
autonomy. Art is constituted in free unity as its own
absolute knowledge and will, it no longer is divided
into specific traits and functions whose only connec-
tion was the force of some dark necessity. (11:130)

Similar schemes of final identity are expounded in Hegel's
Phenomenology of the Sprrit and in his writings on the philos-
ophy of history and law. But nowhere are his arguments as
“anthropological” as in his Aesthetzc. For one thing, he soon
overcomes earlier hesitation and extends his typoﬁ)gy of art

forms to all culture (see 11:232). His theory of art is a theory
of culture:

These ways of viewing the world constitute religion,
the substantial spirit of peoples and times. They
permeate art as much as all areas of a given living
present. As every human being is in all his activities,
be they political, religious, artistic, or scientific, a
child of his time and has the task to work out the
essential content and necessary form of his time, so
is art destined to find the artistic expression appro-
priate to the spirit of a people. (1:232)

The symbolic, however, clearly is the Other. Classic art
appears as a transitory stage, a pale “logical” projection in
this tripartite typology. It is admirable but does not inspire
“uneasiness.” The symbelic is the problem. It is in practical
opposition to the romantic, and the romantic clearly serves
as a description of Hegel's own nineteenth-century con-
sciousness and sensibiliues. The sovereign individual, free
from the constraints of “natural” forms and aesthetic con-
ventions, is the ideal of contemperary, modern man. To
overcome the symbolic, historically and by conceptual anal-

The Other and the Eye 131

constitutes a “task” for modern man: his self-constitu-

" The symbolic-visual mode of expression is said to dom-
the early stages of culture; it 1s ambiguous and ten-
always in danger of turning into mere imagery or un-
olled fancy. This is Hegel's counterimage Lo a culturg
b has achieved “inner unity” of form and content. By
logic of contrast and opposition one expects him to ex-
ore audial-verbal modes as appropriate expressions of ro-
ntic art. Such is indeed the case: “1f we want to summa-
Ce in one word the relationship of content and form in the
ihantdc . . . we may say that its basic tone is . . . musical
d . . . lyrical” (11:141). He develops this insight system-
ally and in great detail in the third part of Aesthetic (mi
ters on romantic music and poetry). There he speaks
ime as that which is “dominant In music (111:163)., a
sht which links his theory of art to an idea pervadlr;g
entire philosophical system. Tt has been said that Hege s
ilosophy of the human spirit is a philosophy of Time.
deed, among the most beguiling of his insights are those
Jat contrast Time with Space, as Sound with Slght‘,‘ History
ith Nature. In the Encyclopedia Hegel formulates: The au-
ble and temporal, and the visible and spagnalﬂeach havs
heir own basis. They are, at first, equally valid. Bu‘t‘—_zlml
1 this context he opposes writing and speaking—"visible
anguage relates to sounding (tonend) language only as a
ion.” The catch is in the only: “true expression of the mind
ccurs in speech” (see 1969:374, par. 459). We can, and must

g

0 beyond signs and symbols.

e Other as Icon: The Case of “Symbolic Anthropology”

Contemporary symbolic anthropology can probably not be
‘blamed for (nor credited with) a historizing theory ot; the
‘symbolic. On the whole, it seems to have accepted White-
" head’s verdict that symbolism as a culturally specific style (as
- in_“oriental symbolism,” or “medieval symbolic architec-
" ture”) is “on the fringe of life” (1959 [1927]:1). It opted for
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an alternative that was rejected by Hegel, namely that the
symbolic ought to be taken as a mode of all perception in-
sofar as it is cultural.

It appears, hewever, if we let ourselves be guided by
Whitehead's classical text, that a transhistorical theory of
symbolization shares many of the assumptions we ascribed
to a relativist, taxonomic, and generally visualist outlook. The
constitutive act of knowledge—"selfproduction” in White-
head’s terminology---consists of bringing together into one
sign-relation what was apart (1959:9). The temperal coex-
istence of perceptions and expressions is not considered
problematic. It is an external, physical fact (see 1959:16, 21);
what counts is the “scheme of spatial relatedness of the per-
ceived things to each other and to the perceiving sub ject”
(1959:22). This echoes Ramist epistemology and, as one
might expect, has strong affinities to a classificatory, taxon-
omic stance. Spatial relations and sense data are both “ge-
neric abstactions” and

The main facts about presentational immediacy are:
@) that the sense-data involved depend on the per-
cipient organism and its spatial relations to the per-
ceived organisms; (ii) that the contemporary world
is exhibited as extended and as a plenum of organ-
isms; (111) that presentational immediacy is an im-
portant factor in the experience of only a few high-
grade organisms, and that for the others it is em-
bryonic or entirely negligible. Thus the disclosure
of a contemporary world by presentational immedi-
acy s bound up with the disclosure of the solidarity
of actual things by reason of their participation in
an mpartial system of spexal extension. (1959:23; my
emphasis)

These premises are ingeniously developed until they
lead to the conclusion that “Ultimately all observation, sci-
entific or popular, consists in the determination of the spa-
tual relation of the bodily organs of the observer to the lo-
cation of ‘projected’ sense data” (1959:56). Furthermore,
there is only a small step from spatialism to what I will refer
to as the iconism of symbolic approaches: “Our relation-
ships to these bodies are precisely our reactions to them.
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he projection of our sensations is nothing else than thfe
ssration of the world in partial accordance with the sys-
natic scheme, in space and time, to which these reactions
aform” (1959:58; my emphasis). Finally, l?‘)' way of as-
mnptions concerning the spatial-geographic “umnity oi; s0-
ties and the role of language as the most important “na-
al symbolism” (see 1959:64, 66 f.) Whitehead’s argument
ds with statements of a political nature which today sound

uch like the commonplaces one is likely to encounter in
nthropological and sociological texts:

members to function in conformity with its
eds, we discover that one important operative
cy is our vast system of inherited symbolism.

"~ The self-organisation of society depends on
mmonly dif fused symbols evoking commonly dif-
sed ideas, and at the same time indicating com-

Whitehead is not the sole philosophical ancestor of
mbelic anthropology, perhaps not even its most important
1e. And there is much more to his thought and the essay
from which I quoted than its being an example of visual-
m.21 Sill, it is fair to say that Symbolism: Its Meaning and
£t contains some of the basic presuppositions of the sym-
olic approach in current anthropology. It holds that sym-
wls are the mode of knowledge of the cultures we stu_g!y, in
‘fact of culture feut court, and that symbolic ir}gl}js__l_g_ or inter-
‘pretation _provide anthropalogy. with adequate methods. of
describing and understanding other cultures. Symbolic an-
thiropola gy shares with structuralism its contempt for crude
‘empiricism; it is less enthusiastic ?bout its concerns for clas-
sification and taxonomic description. I say “less” because the
ste for taxonomies is not enurely absent. For instance, V.
urner’s proposal to chart a symbol system n terms of
ominant and instrumental symbols (196 :30 £.) clearly pre-
~ supposes classificatory and hierarchical ordering which, as a
" method of description, could easily be presented as a tax-
' onomy of symbols. Incidentally, Turner provides us with a
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striking example of an ethnographic translation from tem.
poral to spatial schemes. At one point he notes that each of
the symbols he identified as “dominant” is described by the
Nderpbu as mukulumpi, elder, senior (1967:31: see also 30)
Relations based on seniority (especially when they are con.
cretized as fliation or generation) and relations based on
subsumption and dominance are of different types entirely
Of course it is the juxtaposition of the Ndembu term ang
its ethnographic gloss-—a trace of field work carried out up-
der conditions of coevalness-—which permits this critique.

Symbolic anthropologists advocate hermeneutic ap-

jproaches and perfer “thick” ethnographic accounts over
anemic diagrams and tables. Very likely, they come closer
than other schools to treating Others not Jjustin but also on
:thenr own terms. Yet symbolic anthropology continues te
speak not only of symbols but of symbol-systems; it strives
to lay bare the symbolic structures and props of a culture.
On the whole, it orients its discourse on root metaphors de-
mived from vision. Consequently it exhibits more af finities to
'spatial order than to temporal process.
. Rather than trying to confg'ont symbolic anthropology
In terms of its numerous philosophical and social-scientific
sources, I will discuss one example documenting the iconic
bent and then examine some further consequences in a re-
cent case of conversion to symbolic anthropology.

My first example is James Boon’s The Anthropological Ro-
tmance of l?alz' (1977), a thoughtful and (in a positive sense)
self-conscious work in the symbolic orientation. Boon’s proj-
ect 1s carried out with elegance and persuasiveness. His cen-
tral concern might in fact be quite close to the one pursued
in these essays: The ethnography of Bali must be under-
stood in the context of “temporal perspectives” (thus the
title of part 1) which, successively and cumulatively, have
contributed to constituting “Bali” as a topos, i.e., a striking
and significant place of retrn and reference in Western
anthropological discourse. From the time of its discovery as
a “paradise” by the Dutch, to Mead and Bateson’s dclight at
finding its people superbly photogenic (1977:10, 67), down
to the touristic (packaging of the island in our days, there
runs a history of visualization whose explicitness and inten-
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» affords us an extreme example of stereotypical knowl-
e of an exotic people. Bali's ecological compactness, its
king relief, and the profusion of visual-spatial symbolism
ped by its culture contributed further 1o making the
emincndy suited to ethnographic description replete
isual rhetoric. Beon is critically aware that his own
pgraphic research inserts itself mto that history. He
that he must work either with or against the trans-

mation of Bali into an emblem of exoticism.
' The image of Bali derives from visual-spatial reduction
ich is at the same time toe concrete and too abstract: too
te, inasmuch as it depicts the Balinese clothed in a
sing plethora of symbols; too abstract when it wrongly
a hieratic continuity onto their troubled history.

ipite reports on virulent political strife, and disregarding
dence of historical process in the pronounced syncreusm
its religious beliefs and social institutions, the Western
age of timeless Bali was maintained with unwavering te-
. It spawned a long series of ever more daring visual
ctions, including attempts to read the system of
ching irrigation canals literally as diagrams of kinshi{)
social structure (see Boon 1977:40). In sum, anthropol-
al discourse on Bali has been given to excesses of visu-
s which have the cumulative effect of temporal distanc-
g: Bali is paradisiacal, hieratic, emblematic—everything but
peval with the Western observer.

When Boon sets out to undo these delusions, however,
hoeses a strategy whose prospects for breakmg with the
adition he criticizes are not very good. This is not imme-
iately apparent from his methed of playing concepts de-
ved from literary criticism against the iconism of earlier
nography; the verbal serves here as an nstance against
the visual. He applies the conceptual apparatus used to dis-
nguish between the genres of romance and epic to Ba-
inese history, ancient and recent, and succeeds in convey-
ing an impression of a highly flexible and dynamic culture.
Details of his account need not concern us here. Suffice it
® say that Boon's sensitivity to the effects of visualizing and
spatializing devices in anthropological discourse comes to the
' point where he almost raises the issue of coevalness.
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But, and there is a but, it is not likely that Boon yjj
raise that problem in a fundamental way as long as he re.
mains within the theoretical and methodological frame of
symbolic anthropology. True, he denounces facile visual-
spatial reduction. Yet his own approach is topical in the sense
of a place-logic that permits him to attach his account to ,
few striking themes (those of romance and epic and a series
of features, styles, and recurrent motifs which are used to
define these genres). He thus constructs an architecture of
interpretations whose rhetoric appeal bears more than a su-
perficial resemblance to the “art of memory.”22 The result
1s an account which rises above its crudely visualist anteced-
ents. If successful, such description moves the ethnogra.
pher’s audience to approval or rejection, as the case may be,
but it avoids calling the Knower and the Known into the
same temporal arena. Like other symbolic anthropologists,
Boon keeps his distance from the Other; in the end his cri-
tique amounts to posing one image of Bali against other
images. This is inevitable as long as anthropology remains
fixed on symbolic mediations whose importance no one
denies but which, after all, shoutd be the field of encounter
with the Other in dialectical terms of confrontation, chal-
lenge, and contradiction, not the protective shield which
cultures hold up against each other. So far, it seems, fixa-
tion on the symbolic favored maintaining the stance of the
viewer, observer, perhaps the decipherer of cultural “texts”;
The Other remains an object, albeit on a higher level than
that of empiricist or positivist reification. The following pas-
sage from Boon confirms this beyond any doubt:

A major interest in the art of ethnology is to convey
a sense of the whole society, to typify itin some
vivid, compelling manner. Like any essentially met-
aphorical procedure, ethnology thus resembles the
arts of visual illusion, if one realizes there is no such
thing as simple “realism” and no possible one-to-
one correspondence between that which is “illu-
sioned to” and the perceptual or conceptual appa-
ratus by which illusion is perpetrated. (1977:18)

Having moved to a higher level of visual-spatial reduc-
tion, and hence of temporal distancing, symbolic anthropol-
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¢ may in fact be quite immune to the problem of coeval-
%, As an ideology it may widen and deepen the gap
tween the West and its Other. At least, this is how I read

, following statement from the introduction to a reader

mbolic anthropology:

amental to the study of symbolic anthropology
'the concern with how people formulate their
ality. We must, if we are to understand this and
late it to an understandimg of their (and our own)
on, examine thetr culture, not our theories (and if
study our theories, we must study them as “their
ure”); study their systems of symbols, not our ad
joc presumptions about what it might or should be.
Dolgin et al. 1977:34)

Jne can applaud the authors’ intent when, in the same
sage, they call for a study of culture as praxis rather”than
orm. All the same, to insist on keeping “their cu{]ture. _%nd
ur theories™ apart countermands the call for “praxis.” A
braxis that does not include the one who studies it can only
be confronted as an image of itself, as a representation, and
with that, anthropology is back to the interpretation of
mbolic) forms.

This is exemplified by Marshall Sahlins in the account
his conversion to symbolic anthropology, Culture and
vactical Reason (1976). The book is devoted to demonstrat-
ng the difference between symbolic culture and practical
ssponses to life’s necessities or the prospects for profit. It
s of special interest here because it not only opposes two
nodes of knowledge and action (in this it is hardly unique)
dut it aligns these modes, very much in the manner of He-
el, with the differences between what Sahlins calls the West
nd the Rest.

In his arguments Sahlins makes ample use of the term
drimative. It turns out, however, that he is not much inter-
‘ested in evolutionary distancing and perhaps even less in
romantic idealizing. He goes farther than both these forms.
Where the former projects developmental or historical dis-
- tance and the latter a utopian-critical distance from Western
society, Sahlins introduces an ontological difference: As
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symbolic and prgctical reason are two irreducible mode

thought and action, so are being primitive and being ;i '
Hized two irreducible modes of existence. Consciously or i
Sahlins and other symbolic anthropologi'sts promote fun:im'
mental oppositions which have left traces in almost ey "
ideological camp of our discipline. Certainly the natue}y
culture dualism of the saructuralists seems to be a le 'tim'] o
heir to nineteenth century disjunctions. It creates 5‘;(:}";:1&
mies, first by attributing central importance to classiﬁcau'o(Jw
and exchange in primitive society in contrast to labor an:t]
proclucuam in Western sodety; second, hy opposing hister;
cal (“hot™) to ahistorical (“cold™) societies and claimin thl-
latter as the proper domain of anthropology. i

_But let us take a closer look at Sahlins’ reasoning. T

begin with, he cannot be accused of naiveté about the (%i »
and effect of such dichotomizing: &

One evident matter—for bourgeois society as much
as the so-called primitive—is that materiaj aspects
are not usefully separated from the social, as if the
first were referable to the satisfaction of needs by
the exploitation of nature, the second to prohlen.ls
of the relations between men. Having made such a
Fateful differentiation of cultural components

we are forced to live forever with the intellectual -
consequences. . . .

Much of anthropology can be considered as a
sustamed effort at synthesizing an original segmen-
tation of Its object, an analytic distinction of cultural
domaims it made without due reflection, if clearly

on the madel! presented b g Lk
(1976:205) @ Yy our own society.

So far, so good. But the history of anthro logy does not
contain its own justification. The energy aJII;;edl;y spent on
resynthesizing does not guarantee the success of t}l:se ef-
forts. 'Sahlm.s himself illustrates this by the way he carries
out his project. [Three-fourths of his book is devoted to
showing that varieties of practical reason, in particular his-
torical materialism, generate theories that are only applica-
ble to Western society. Primitive societies, we are toll) are
guided by, and must be understood in terms of, “cultural
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e
bolic) reason.” If this were taken to its radical conclu-
s one would have to assert that sense and meaning are
 found in primitive societies only, whereas Western civ-
tion is but the result of economic mechanisms and prag-
i¢ ad justments.??

Sahlins does not pose the problem in such a radical
24 The remainder of his book is devoted to uncovering
semiotic dimensions of our economy” (1976:165; my
hasis). In other words, he proposes to show that even
emporary American society has “culwre,” ie, is in some

s governed by symbolic reason whose logic is not reduc-

practical concerns. With that he takes back what his

ral thesis states.

"This attempt at synthesizing cultural and practical rea-

iwas doomed from the beginning because Sahlins tries

7 it out in terms of the disjunction it was supposed to

rcome. Throughout, he clings to the notion of primitive

sty. In fact it is quite clear that he cannot do without it

e is to take the first step in his argument fer culture

pnst practical reason. To identify, as he does, in Western
the continued existence of symbolic representauons

eristic of primitive society was a favorite strate y of
eenth-century evolutionist comparative method: one is
ed to state that Sahlins resurrects the doctrine of sur-
s. Little if anything, is gained for our understanding of
ymbolic if it is opposed to the practical.

. M. Foucault observed, in the Order of Tiungs (1973), that
ce Ricardo and certainly since Marx, economic theory
ent through a profound change. At one time, the relation-
NP between value and laber had been seen as one of rep-
esentation or si nification. Value was conceived as a sign of
uman activity (axiom: “A thing is representable in units of
vork”). Ricardo and Marx redefined the relationship as one
Of origin and result: “Value has ceased to be a sign, it has
become a product” (Foucault 1973:253). If this observation
15 correct it throws further light.on current anthropological
dichotomies. Culture, according to_predominant opinion,
relates to human activitity in_symbolic or semiotic ways; it
Tepresents practical activities but is not studied as their prod-
t. Sablins and other symbolic anthropologists who sub-

e
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scribe to this view and who are out to assert the autone.
mous, irreducible character of symbolic culture,
themselves off from human praxis, which alone can acceun:
for the emergence and existence of cultural orders. Illus-
trating Marx’s First Thesis on Feuerbach, with which I pre-
faced this chapter, they advocate an anthropology for which
culture remains an “object of contemplation.”

To criticize such “symbolism™ is not to deny all useful-
ness to semiotic approaches. What should be re Jjected s the
ideological closure of semiotic and symbolic types of anthry.
pological analysis. That closure is usually achieved by as-
serting the functional autonomy of symbolic relations and
systems, and by relegating all questions that regard their
production, their being anchored in a nonrepresentational
world of real space and time, to economics {as in Sahlins’
“practical reason”) or to neurophysiology (as in Lévi-Strauss’
*human mind”).

To insist on production besides, or against, represen-
tation 1s not to assert an ontological difference between the
two. There is no antological necessity to regard culture as a
product rather than a sign. The distinction_must be main-
tained for epistemological reasons. Proclaiming the sym-
bolic autonomy of culture and practicing some sort of se-
miotic analysis on aspects of it really works only within one's
own culture (as demonstrated brilliantly by R. Barthes and
J. Baudrillard). When the analyst participates in the praxis
that produces the system he analyzes, he may bracket out
the question of production without doing too much harm
to his material. Semiotic analysis applied to other cultures
(especially when it is carried out without immerson into the
praxis of these cultures) can only be realized as a form of
arbitrary imposition--all it constructing the myth of a myth
(as Levi-Strauss dehnes the task of the anthropologist) or
applying Occam’s razor (as it is often put by his empiricist
counterparts). Arbitrary imposition works—witness the out-
put of various semiotic and symbelic schools in anthropol-
ogy-—but only on the condition that the one who employs it
exercises a kind of epistemological dictatorship reflecting the
real political relations between the society that studies and
societies that are studied.
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“With these remarks, our critique of symbolic anthro-
ogy converges with P. Bourdieu’s objections to what he
s Objectivism in anthropology (aiming mainly at French
-turalism). Most of the issues are summartzed in this
sage from his Ouwtline of a Theory of Practice:

sctivism constitutes the social world as a specta-
sresented to an observer who takes up a “point
jew” on the action, who stands back so as to ob-
e it and, transferring into the object the princi-
f his relation to the object, conceives of it as a

intended for cegnition alone, in which all
ractions are reduced to symbolic exchanges.

point of view is the one afforded by high posi-
in the social structure, from which the social
rld appears as a representation (in the sense of
st philosophy but also as used in painting or
eatre) and practices are no more than “execu-
s,” stage parts, performances of scores, or the
plementing of plans. (1977:96)
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t pse petrified relations must be forced o dance by singing

thew their ewn meledy.
Kar{ Marx!

i knowiledge, taken at the moment of its canskitution, ts

lemnical knowledge.
1 Gaston Bachelard ®

FORMUILATED AS A QUESTION, the topic of these es-
ays was: How has anthropology been defining or constru-
_g its ob ject—the Other? Search for an answer has been

" mo&ed from the presem of the s Ipeakm writing subject.
] trified relation” is a scandal. Anthropology’s Other
1S ulumately, other people who are our contemporaries. No
matter whether its intent is historical (ideographic) or gener-
alizing, (nomothekc), anthropology cannot do without an-

or societies; otherw ise it would no longer be anthropology
‘but metaphysical speculation disguised as an empirical sci-
'nce As relationships between peoples and societies that
'study and those that are studied, relationships between an-
thropology and its object are inevitably political; producnon
‘of knowledge eccurs in a public forum of intergroup, inter-
| class, and international relations. Among the historical con-
" ditions under which our discipline emerged and which af-
fected its growth and differentiation were the rise of
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capitalism and its colonialist-imperialist expansion into the
very societies which became the target of our inquiries. For
this 1o occur, the expansive, aggressive, and oppressive so.
cieties which we oollectively and inaccurately call the Weg;
needed Space te occupy. More profoundly and problemati-
cally, they required Time to accomodate the schemes of u
one-way hlstory _progress, development modernity (and
their negative mirror images: stagnatlon underdevelop-
ment, tr admon) In short, geapolitics has its ideological foun.
dations in chronopolitics.

Retrospect and Summary

Neither political Space nor political Time are natural re-
sources. They are ideologically construed instruments of
power. Most critics of imperialism are prepared to admit
this with regard to Space. It has long been recognized that
imperialist claims to the right of occupying “empty,” under-
used, undeveloped space for the common good ot mankind
should be taken for what they really are: a monstrous lic
perpetuated for the benefit of one part of humanity, for a
few societies of that part, and, in the end, for one part of
these societies, its dominant classes. But by and large, we
remain under the spell of an equally mendacious fiction:
that interpersonal, intergroup, indeed, international Time
s “public Time”---there to be occupied, measured, and al-
lotted by the powers that be.

There is evidence—-to my knowledge not touched upon
by historians of anthropology—that such a political idea of
public Time was developed 1n the years after World War II,
with help from anthropology. Perhaps it was needed to fill
the interstices between relativist culture gardens when, after
cataclysmic struggle between the great powers and Just be-
fore accession to political independence of most former col-
onies, it became impessible to maintain temperal pluralism
in a radical way. Theoreticians and apologists of a4 new in-
ternational order perceived the need to safeguard the posi-
tion of the West. The necessity arose to provide an objec-
tive, transcultural temporal medium for theories of change
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were to dominate Western social science in the decades
followed.?

F. S. C. Nor throp was an important figure during that
Tiod. As a thinker who had achieved an astounding com-
and and synthesis of logic, philosophy of science, political
eory, and international law, he radiated the optimism of
jestern science on the threshold of new discoveries. It is
ipossible to do justice to his prolific writings by quoting a
passages. Nevertheless, to recall some of Northrop’s
as will help to clarify our argument about political uses
ime and the role anthropology was to play in this. The
ene may be set, as it were, by quoting from his program-
atic essay, "A New Approach to Politics”:

e political proslems of today’s world, both do-
stic and international, center in the mentalities
d customs of people and only secondarily and
ierwards in their tools—whether those tools be
onomic, military, technological or eschatological
the sense of the Reverend Reinhold Niebuhr.
fice custems are anthropelogical and socielegical, con-

wporary pelikics must be elso. (1960:15; my emphasis)

Northrop expected much from anthropology and took
latives to prod anthropologists into formulating their
ntributions to a new theory of international relations. At
time when he served as the mederator of a symposium on
ross-Cultural Understanding”* he professed to be guided
¥ two premises. One was the anthropological doctrine of
tltural relativism which he accepted as an appropriate
hilosophical and factual foundation of international plu-
ism. The other was his interpretation of the epistemolog-
al consequences of Einstein’s space-time postulates. In a
ormula he also uses in other writings Nerthrop describes
these consequences as “anyone’s knowledge of the publicly
‘meaningful simultaneity of spatially separated events”
(1964:10). While the premises of cultural relativism posed
1¢ problem (the multiplicity of cultures as spatially sepa-
ted events), the Einsteinian conception of relativity sug-
gested to Northrop the solution. “Public” Time provided
meaningful simultaneity, i.e., a kind of simultaneity that is
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natural because it is neural and independent of ideology
individual consciousness.® With that solution (which, I he.
lieve, is identical with Lévi-Strauss’ recourse to neural strug.
ture) coevalness as the problematic simultaneity of different,
conflicting, and contradictory forms of consciousness was
removed from the agenda of international relations. An.
thropology, of whose accomplishments Northrop had the
highest regard, was to continue its role as the provider of
cultural ditterence as distance. Distance, in turn, is what the
forces of progress need so that it may be overcome in fime.

That is the frame for an autocritique of anthropology
which might have a chance to amount to more than a global
confession of guilt or to ad hoc adjustinents in theory and
method designed to fit the neocolonial situation. Let me now
recapitulate my attempts to draw at least the outlines of the
task that lies before us.

In chapter 1 the terms of the argument were laid down.
The rise of modern anthropelogy s inseparable from the
emergence of new conceptions of Time in the wake of a
thorough secularization of the Judeo-Christian idea of his-
tory. The transformation that occurred involved, first, 2

neralization of historical Time, its extension, as it were,
rom the circum-Mediterranean stage of events to the whole
world. Once that was achieved, movement in space could
become secularized, too. The notion of travel as science, that
is, as the temporal/spatial “completion” of human history,
emerged and produced, by the end of the eighteenth cen-
tury, research projects and institutions which can be called
anthropelogical in a strict sense. Precursors of modern an-
thropology in the eighteenth century have been called “time
voyagers,”® a characterization which is acceptable as long as
one keeps in mind that their fascination with Time was a
prerequisite as much as a result of travels in space. It would
be naive to think that Enlightenment conceptions of Time
were the simple result of empirical induction. As the “myth-
history of reason,” they were ideological constructs and pro-
jections: Secularized Time had become a means to occupy
space, a title conferring on its holders the right to “save”’
the expanse of the world for history.
The secularization of Judeo-Christian Time was a mild

-~
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ye, however, compared to its eventual naturalization
had been under way for several generations until it
me finalized in the first third of the nineteenth century.
ralization of Time involved a quantitative explosion of
er chronologies so as to make ava lable enough time to
nt for processes of geological history and biological
tion without recourse to supernatural intervention.
itatively, it completed the process of generalization by
lating coextensiveness of Time and planetary (or
ic) Space. Natural history—a notion unthinkable until
coextensiveness of Time and Space had been ac-
ed—was based on a thoroughly spatialized conception
‘Time and provided the paradigm for anthropology as
e science of cultural evoluuon. Its manifest concerns were
ess and “history,” but its theories and methods, in-
d by geology, comparative anatomy, and related scien-
disciplines, were taxonomic rather than genetic-proces-
Most importantly,lby allowing Time to be resorbed by
 tabular space of classification, nineteenth-century an-
opology sanctioned an ideological process by which rela-
ins between the West and s Other, between anthropol-
y and its object, were conceived not only as difference,
as distance in space and Time. Protoanthropologists of
Renaissance and Enlightenment phiosophes often ac-
ted the simultaneity or temporal coexistence of savagery
d civilization because they were convinced of the cultural,
rely conventional nature of the differences they per-
el J;? evolutionary anthropologists made difference *“nat-
al,” the inevitable outcome of the operation of natural
aws. What was left, after primitive societies had been as-
igned their slots in evolutionary schemes, was the abstract,
merely physical simultaneity of natural law.
. When, in the course of disciplinary growth and differ-
entiation, evolutionism was attacked and all but discarded
the reigning paradigm of anthropology, the temporal
once ptions it had helped to establish remained unchanged.
They had long become part of the common epistemological
ground and a common discursive idiom of competing
schools and approaches. As conceptions of Physical, Typo-
logical and Intersubjective Time informed anthropologcal
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writing in turn, or in concert, each became a means towarq
the end of keeping anthro ology’s Other in another Time,

There was one historical development, though, which
prevented anthropology from finally dissolving into a “ter.
poral illusion,” from becoming a hallucinatory discourse
about an Other of its own making. That was the undisputeg
rule requiring field research carried out through direct,
personal encounter with the Other. Ever since, ethnogra.
phy as an activity, not just as a method or a type of infor-
mation, has been regarded as the legitimation of anthropol.
ogical knowledge, no matter whether, in a given school,
rationalist-deductive or empiricist-inductive conceptions of
science prevailed. The integration of fieldwork into anthro-
pological praxis had several consequences. Sociologically.
tield research became an institution which consolidated an-
thropology as a science and academic discipline; it was to
serve as the principal mechanism of training and socializing
new members. Epistemologically, however, the rule of field-
work made anthropology an aporetic enterprise because it
resulted in a contradictory praxis. This remained by and
large unnoticed as long as ethnographic research was
thought to be governed by positivist canons of “scientific ob-
servation.” As soen as it is realized that fieldwork is a form
of communicative interaction with an Other, one that must
be carried out coevally, on the basis of shared intersubjec-
tive Time and intersocietal contemporaneity, a.contradic-
tion had to appear between research and writing because
anthropological writing had become suffused with the strat-
egies and devices of an allochronic discourse.® That ethnog-
raphy involves communication through language is, of
course, not a recent insight {Degérando insisted on that
point; see 1969:68 {t). However, the importance of lan-

uagc was almost always conccived methodologically. Because
%inguistic method has been predominantly taxonomic, the
“turn to language” actually reinforced allochronic tenden-
cies in anthropological discourse.

There are ways to sidestep the contradiction. One can
compartmentalize theoretical discourse and empirical re-
search; or one defends the contradiction aggressively, insist-
ing that fieldwork is a requisite of the prof essionalization of
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thropology, a ritual of initiation, a social mechanism that
y has incidental cennections with the substance of an-
ological thought. Both strategies provide a cover-up,
ey do nothing to resolve the contradiction. Worse, they
pruct critical insight into the possibility that those ritually
itive confrontations with the Other which we call field-
rk may be but special instances of the general struggle
ween the West and its Other. A persistent myth shared
perialists and many {Western) critics of imperialism
e has been that of a single, decisive conquista, occupa-
n, or establishment of colonial power, a myth which has
complement in similar notions of sudden decolonization
d accession to independence. Both have worked against
ing proper theoretical importance to overwhelming evi-
nce for repeated acts of oppression,® campaigns of pacifi-
n, and suppression of rebellions, no matter whether
> were carried out by military means, by religious and
icational indoctrination, by administrative measures, or,
s more common now, by intricate monetary and eco-

imic manipulations under the cover of foreign aid. The
eological function of schemes promoting progress, ad-
ncement, and development has been to hide the temporal
ntingency of imperialist expansion. We cannot exclude the
3ssibility, to say the very least, that repetitive enactment of
research by thousands of aspiring and established
titioners of anthropology has been part of a sustained
t to maintain a certain type of relation between the West
its Other. To maintain and renew these relations has al-
required coeval recognition of the Other as the ob ject
wer and/or knowledge; to rationalize and ideologically
_these_relations has always needed schemes of allo-
nic distancing. The praxis of field research, even in its
‘toutinizéd and professionalized conception, never
ed to be an objective reflex of antagonistic political re-
ns and, by the same token, a point of departure for a
ical critique of anthropology.'®
There is a need to formulate these conclusions simply
d brutally. At the same time, one must avoid the mis-
ke of concluding from the simplicity of effect to a simplic-
of intellectual efforts that brought it about. In chapter 2
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I analyzed two major strategies for what 1 called the denial
of coevalness. Relativism, in its functionalist and culturalig
varieties, undoubtedly has its roots in romantic reactions
against Enlightenment rational absolutism. But romantic
ideas regarding the historical uniqueness of cultural crea.
tions were only too vuinerable to chauvinistic perversion.
What started perhaps as a movement of dehance, of an a
propruation of “our Time” by peoples (and intellectuals) re.
sisting French intellectual imperialism, seon became a way
of encapsulating Time as “their Time” or, in the form of
taxonomic approaches to culture, a plea for ignoring Time
altogether. The purpose of that chapter was to illustrate ac-
complished forms of the denial of coevainess as these ex-
press dominant trends in modern anthropology. Continued
efforts to counteract these dominant trends were, therefore,
not given adequate attention and this remains, of course, a
historical gap. I doubt that it will be closed soon. As long as
the historiography of anthropology continues to be the story
of those schools and thinkers who can be credited with the
“success” of our discipline we cannot expect to find much in
it that allows us to appreaate its failure.

Having demonstrated allochronism as a pervasive strat-
egy of anthropological discourse, I tried in chapter 3 to ad-
dress the problem in a more pointed fashion. Above all, my

uestions were directed 0 one of the more powerful de-
‘tlenscs construed at about the same tune that anthropology’s
aggressive allochronism became entrenched: Can we accept
the claim that anthropology’s allochronic conception of its
object may be carried out with impunity because that object
is, after all, “only” semiotic? If the Other is but a semiotic
Other, goes the argument, then he remains internal to the
discourse; he is signified in sign relations and must not be
confused with the victim of “real” relations. We found that
a semiotic approach is useful, up te a point, when it comes
to analyzing the intricacies of temporalization. Yet when we
proceeded from general considerations to reflexions on two
specific discursive practices—the ethnographic present and
the autobiographic past—we found serious limitations. In
both cases, semiotic, i.e., self-contained linguistic explana-
tions proved to be afflicted by logical “leaks™ causing critical
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lysis to consider links between communicative practices
iterary conventions) and the political economy of sci-
ific activities: Time, the real Time of human action and
action, does seep into the systems of signs which we
truct as representations of knowledge. We may even
ve to consider, following a suggestion by M. Serres, that
stting up a semiotic relation, especially if it is part of a tax-
snomy of relations, is itself a temporal act. While pretend-
ag to move in the flat space of classification, the taxonomist
1 fact takes a position on a temporal slope—uphill, or up-
s;am, from the object of his scientfic desire.

. The allegation that sign theories of culture inevitably
est on temporal distancing between the decoding subject
ind the encoded object can obviously not be demonstrated
semiotically;” such a project would necessarily get lost in
in infinite regress of sign-relations upon sign-relations.
[here is a point at which sign-theories must be questioned
spistemologically. What sort of theory of knowledge do they
resuppose, or: what sort of theory of knowledge can be
ferred from the history of sign-theories bearing on an-
hropology? Chapter 4 attempts to probe into such deeper
connections by tracing the current prominence of semiotics
and semiology to a long history of visualist and spatialist
‘conceptions of knowledge. Specifically, 1 situated “symbolic
anthropology” in a tradition dominated by the “art of mem-
ory” and Ramist pedagogy. The %:IS[ of that argument was
that sign-theories of culture are theories of representation,
not of production; of exchange or “traffic,”*! not of crea-
tion; of meaning, not of praxis. Potentially, and perhaps
inevitably, they have a tendency to reinforce the basic prem-
es of an allochronic discourse in that they consistently align
' the Here and Now of the signifier (the form, the structure,
‘the meaning) with the Knower, and the There and Then of
- the signiﬁcg (the content, the function or event, the symbol
. or icon) with the Known. It was this assertiveness of visual-
- spatial presentation, its authoritative role in the transmis-
.~ sion of knowledge, which 1 designated as the ‘“rhetoric of
" vision.” As long as anthropology presents its object primar-
. ily as seen, as long as ethnographic knowledge 1s conceived
- primarily as observation anglor representation (in terms of
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models, symbol systems, and so forth) it is likely to persisg
in denying coevalness to its Other.

Issues for Debate

I expect that the sweeping character of this account of tem.
poral distancing might be disturbing to many readers. My
intent has net been o express a summary repudiation of
anthropology. Rather, 1 wanted to outline a program for
dismantling identifiable ideological devices and strategies
which have been functioning (o protect our discipline from
radical epistemological critique. [ do believe that allochron.
ism consists of more than occasional lapses. It is expressive
of a political cosmology, that is, a kind of myth. Like other
myths, allechronism has the tendency to establish a total grip
on our discourse. 1t must therefore be met by a “total” re-
sponse. which is not to say that the critical werk can be ac-
complished in one fell swoop.

Such a project must be carried out as a polemic. How-
ever, polemic is not just a matter of style or taste—bad taste
by some canons of academic civility. Polemic belongs to the
substance of arguments if and when it expresses intent on
the part of the writer to address opponents or opposing
views in an antagonistic fashion; it is a way of arguing thar
does not dress up what really amounts to dismissal of the
other as “respect” for his position; nor does it reject the
other view as dépassé. The ideal of coevalness must of course
also uide the critique of the many forms in which coeval-
ness 1s denied in anthropological discourse. This is perhaps
a utopian goal. I realize that certain ways of summarily des-
ignating trends and approaches as so many isms border on
allochronic dismissal. For instance, anthropologists have used
the term emmism (which they invented in orcF:- to separate
primitive mentality from modern rationality) as a means te
indicate that an opponent is no longer in the contemporary
arena of debate.’* That sort of arguing from upstream of
historical progress is unproductive; it merely reproduces al-
lochronic discourse. In contrast, polemic irreverence is, or
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ht to be, an acknowledgment of the coeval conditions of
production of knowledge.

i Above all, polemic is future oriented. By conquering
past, it strives to imagine the future course of ideas. It
conceived as a project and it recognizes that many of the
as it needs to overcome have been both self-serving, in-
st oriented and objective, project oriented. Evolutionism
blished anthropological discourse as allochronic, but was
' an attempt to overcome a paralyzing disjunction be-
en the science of nature and the science of man. Diffu-
ism ended in positivist pedantry; it also hoped to vindi-
s the historicity of mankind by taking seriously its
tidental” dispersal in geographic space. Relativist cultur-
encapsulated Time in culture gardens; it derived much
ts élan from arguments for the unity of mankind against
ist determinisms,’? a project that, in a somewhat differ-
t fashion, is carried on by taxonomic structuralism.

All these endeavors and struggles are present and co-
ent with this critique of anthropology. To incorporate
into an account of the history of allochronism makes
past, not passé. That which is past enters the dialectics
the present—if it is granted coevalness.

. Another objection could be formulated as foliows:
ren’t you in fact compounding allochronism by examining
athropology's uses ofp(!l' ime while disregarding time-con-
ptions in other cultures? There is no simple way to counter
jat objection. [ am not ready to accept the categorical ver-
ct that Western anthropology is so corrupt that any fur-
exercise of it, including its critique by insiders, will only
ggravate the situation. 1 also believe that the substance of
| theory of coevalness, and certainly coevalness as praxis,

ill ha

have to be the result of actual confrontation with the.
e of the Other. I am not prepared to offer an opinion
on how much of this has been accomplished by extant eth-
lographies of Time. If there is any merit to my arguments
one would expect that anthropology, in studying Time as
much as in other areas, has been its own obstacle against

peval confrontation with its Other. This is putting it mildly,
for denial of coevalness is a political act, not just a discursive
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fact. The absence of the Other from our Time has been his
mode of presence in our discourse—as an object and victim.
That is what needs to be overcome; more ethnography of
Time will not change the situation.

Other questions are even more vexing. Is not the the-
ory of coevalness which is implied (but by no means fully
develo%ed) in these arguments a program for ultimate tem-
poral absorption of the Other, just the kind of theory needed
to make sense of present lustory as a “world-system,” totally
dominated by monopoly- and state-capitalism? '* When we
allege that the Other has been a political victim; when we,
therefore, assert, that the West has been victorious; when
we then go on to “explain” that situation with theories of
social change, modernization, and so forth, all of which
identify the agents of history as the ones that hold eco-
nomic, military, and technological power; in short, when we
accept domination as a fact, are we not actually playing into
the hands of those who dominate? Or, if we hold that the
political-cognitive interests of Western anthrepology have
been manipulation and control of knowledge about the
Other, and if it is true (as argued by critics of our discipline)
that precisely the sciensstic-positivistic orientation which
fostered domineering approaches has preventzd anthropol-
ogy from ever really “getting through” to the Other, should
we then conclude that, as a by and large unsuccessful at-
tempt to be a “science of mankind,” Western anthropology
helped to save other cultures from total alienation?

Are there, finally, criteria by which to distinguish denial
of coevalness as a condition of domination frem refusal of
coevalness as an act of liberation?

Answers to these questions, if there are any at the pres-
ent time, would depend on what can be said, positively, about
coevalness. If it meant the oneness of Time as identit), coc-
valness would indeed amount to a theory of appropriation
(as, for instance, in the idea of gne history of salvation or
one myth-history of reason). As it is understood in these es-
says, coevalness aims at recognizing cotemperality as the
condition for truly dialectical confrontation between per-
sons as well as societies. It militates against false conceptions
of dialectics—all those watered-down binary abstractions
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which are passed off as oppositions: left vs. right, past vs.
pr esent, pnmmve vs. modern. Tradition and modermty are
"F opposed (except semiotically), nor are they in “con-
" All this is (bad) metaphorical talk. What are opposed,
onﬂlct in fact, locked in antagonistic struggle, are not
the same societies at different stages of development, but
fferent societies facing each other at the same Time. As J.
vignaud, and others, are reminding us, the ° savage and
letarian” are in equivalent positiens. vis-a-vis. domi-
on (see 1973:ch. l) Marx in the nineteenth century may
_cxcused for not giving enough theoretical recognition to
hat equivalence; certain contemporary “Marxist” anthro-
ologists have no excuse.
. The question of Marxist anthropology is not resolved
n my mind.’® In part this is so because we have (in the
Nest) as yet little Marxist praxis on the level of the produc-
of ethnographic knowledge. As long as such a practical
basis is lacking or badly developed, most of what goes by
the name of Marxist anthropology amounts to little more
ithan theoretical exercises in the style of Marx and Engels.
‘These exercises have their merits: the sest among them have
helped to confound earlier approaches and analyses. They
are bound to remain disconnected forays, however, as long
their authors share with bourgeois positivist anthropol-
certain fundamental assumptions concermng the na-

An even more serious problem with Marxist anthropol-
‘ogy appears when we view it in the perspective of this book:
the construction of anthropology’s object. In what sense can
“Marxist anthropology be said to offer a counterposition to
'i he deep rooted allochrenic tendencies that inform our dis-

urse? Do allochronic periodizations of human history wich
play such an important role in Marxist analyses belong to
 the substance of Marxist thought or are they just a matter
~of style inherited from the nineteenth century? How is the
Other construed in the anthropological discourse generated
in societies which are not part of the West-and-the-Rest
‘complex? Antagonism with the capitalist world notwith-
. standing, these societies have built analogous spheres of co-
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lonial expansion and, more recently, of foreign aid and de.
velopment. Does the routinized world revolution construe ,
different Other than the capitalist world market? '¢

Coevalness: Points of Departure

Those who have given the matter some thought developed
outlines of a theory of coevalness through critical confron.
tation with Hegel. Here I can offer little more than a few
comments on what I consider significant steps in the devel-
opment of Hegel’s insights. In doing so I want to indicate
points of departure, not solutions; appeals to the history of
philosophy as such will not save the history of anthropol-
ogy. There is no need for a “Hegelian” anthropology. What
must be developed are the elements of a processual and ma-
terialist theory apt to counteract the hegemony of taxonomic
and representational approaches which we identihed as the
principal sources of anthropelogy’s allochronic orenta-
tion.'* Affirmations of coevalness will not “make good” for
the denial of coevalness. Critique proceeds as the negation
of a negation; it calls for deconstructive labor whose aim
cannot be simply to establish a Marxist “alternative” to
Western bougeois anthropology, one that would have to beg
for recognition as just another paradigm or scientific cul-
ture garden.

This being said, what are the points of departure for a
theory of coevalness? A first step, I believe, must be to re-
cuperate .the idea of totality. Almost all the approaches we
touched on in these essays affirm such a notion-—up to 2
point. This explains why the (totalizing) concept of culture
coulld have been shared by so many different schools. Prac-
tically cverybody agrees that we can make sense of another
society only to the extent that we grasp it as a whole, an
organism, a configuraten, a system. Such holism, however.
usually misses its professed aims on at least two accounts.

First, by insisting that culture is a system (ethos, model,
blueprint, and so forth) which “informs™ or “regulates™ ac-
tion, holistic social science fails to provide a theory of praxis:
it commits anthropology forever to imputing (if not out-
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ght imposing) motives, beliefs, meanings, and functions to
e societies it studies from a perspective outside and above.
aral compliance, aesthetic conformity, or systernic integra-
n are, as bad substitutes for dialectic conceptions of pro-
8, projected onto other societies. As demonstrated by
seber, T. Parsons, and more recently by M. Sahlins, cul-
will then be ontologized., i.e., given an existence apart.
so-called holistic approaches to culture result in a
alistic theory of society which, in turn, invites spurious
utions of the kind represented by M. Harris’ cultural ma-
SIT1.
econd, failure to conceive a theory of praxis blocks the
ssibility, even for those who are prepared to reject a pos-
istic epistemological stance, to perceive anthropology as
tivity which is part of what it studies. Scientistic objec-
n and hermeneutic textualism often converge.'® The We
thropology then remains an exclusive We, one that
aves its Other outside on all levels of theorizing except on
e plane of ideological obfuscation, where everyone pays
) service to the “unity of mankind.”
. Among the most scandalizing of Hegel's pronounce-
ats have been those that affirm the all-inclusiveness of
torical process—its totality—and, as a consequence, the
resence of the different “moments” through which the
tv realizes itself. In the Phenomenology of the Spirit he
tated: “Reason (Vernunft) now has a general interest in the
forld because it is assured to have presence in the world,
r, that the present is reasonable (verninfig)’ (1973
1807]:144).
. To be sure, that sort of equation of the reasonable and
he present can serve to justify evolutionist Realpolitik, which
vould argue that a state of affairs must be accepted because
'is a present reality. Marx criticized Hegel for just that. At
he same time he insisted, with Hegel, on the present as the
ame for historical analysis. Here the present is conceived,
et as a point in time nor as a modality of language (i.e. a
lense) but as the copresence of basic acts ef production and
feproduction-—eating, drinking, providing shelter, clothes,
and several other things.” In the German Ideology Marx rid-
icules German historians and their penchant for “prehis-
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tory” as a field of speculation, an area outside of present his-
tory. Research into the principles of social organization must
not be relegated to a mythical time of origins, nor can it be
reduced to the construction of stages. Forms of social dif-
ferentiation must be seen as “moments” which, “from the be-
ginning of histor , and ever since human beings lived, have
existed sunudtaneously and still determine history” (1953:355 f:
my emphasis; see also 354 f.). This is the “materalist con-
nection among human beings which is conditioned by their
needs and the mode of production and is as old as mankind
itself” (tid. 356). To be sure, there are problems with the
concept of needs; and Marx did return to phases, periods,
and stages (even in the text from which we just quoted) but
the point is that a Hegelian view of the totality of historical
forces, including their cotemporality at any given time, pre-
pared Marx to conceive his theory of economy as a political
gne. The same awareness underlies his critique of Proud-
on:

The relations of production of every seciety form a
totality. Mr. Proudhon looks at economic relations
as so many social phases generating one another
such that one can be derived from the other. . . .
The only bad thing about this method is that Mr.
Proudhon, as soon as he wants to analyze one of
these phases separately, must take recourse 0 other
social relations. . . . Mr. Proudhon goes on to gen-
erate the other phases with the help of pure reason,
he pretends to be facing newborn babies and for-
gets that they are of the same age as the first one.
(1953:498; my emphasis)

_ This is the passage—from The Poverty of Philosophy—
which was to be a cornerstone for L. Althusser’s arguments
for a structuralist interpretation of Marx. In Reading Capital
he concluded “that it is essential to reverse the order of re-
flection and think first the specific str cture of totality in
order to understand both the form in which its limbs and
constitutive relations co-exist and the peculiar structure of
history (1970 [1966}.98). The valid point in Althusser’s
reading i1s to have demonstrated that Marx cannot be dis-
missed as just another historicist. Marx’s contribution to
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critical social thought has been his radical presentism which,

1 spite of all the revolutionary talk to which Marx and es-

secially Engels resorted, contained the theoretical possibility

a negation of allochronic distancing. What else is coe-

valness but recognizing that all human societies and all ma-

aspects of a human society are “of the same age” (a dis-

tinctly romantic idea, incidentally, if we remember Herder

and Ratzcl (see chapter 1). This does not mean that, within

the totality of human history, developments did not occur
which can be viewed in chronological succession. T. Adorno,
in a reflection on Hegel, summarized the difference be-

‘tween allochronic historism and a dialectical conception of
coevalness in one of his inimitable aphorisms: “No universal
history leads from the savage to humanity, but there s one
‘that leads from the slingshot to the megabomb” (1966:312).

. Hegel and some of his critical successors % opened up
"a global perspective onto questions which we raised from
the particular vantage point of anthropology. If allochron-
ism is expressive of a vast, entrenched political cosmology,
if it has deep historical roats, and if it rests on some of the
| fundamental epistemological convictions of Western cul-
| ture. what can be done about it? If it is true that ulumate
justification is provided by a certain theory of knowledge, it
" would follow that critical work must be directed to episte-
" molog , notably to the unfinished project of a materialist
| conception of knowledge “as sensuous-human activity [con-
" ceived as] praxis, subjecively.” Concrete, practical contra-
~ diction between coeval research and allochronic interpreta-
~ tion constitutes the crux of anthropology, the crossroads, as
. it were, from which critique must take off and to which it
| must return. We need to overcome the contemplative stance
~ (in Marx’s sense) and dismantle the edifices of spatiotem-
| poral distancing that characterize¢ the contemplative view.
* Is fundamental assumption seems to be that the basic act
of knowledge consists of somehow structuring (ordering,
classifying) ethnographic data (sense data, fundamentally, but
" there are levels of infortnation beyond that). 1t matters little
whether or not one posits an objective reality beneath the
phenomenal world that is accessible to experience. What
counts is that some kind of primitive, original separation
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between a thing and its appearance, an original and its re-
preduction, provide the starting point. This fateful separa-
tion is the ultimate reason for what Durkheim (following
Kant, up to a point) perceived as the “necessity” of cultur-
ally structuring the material of primitive perception. It is
the necessity 0 impose order and the necessity of whatever
order a society imposes. From Durkheim’s theory of the sa-
cred and the profane, to Kroeber’s nomon of the superor-
ganic and Malmowski’s culture as “second nature” down to
[€v1-Strauss’ ultimate “opposition” of nature and culture—-
anthropology has been asserting that mankind is bound to-
gether in communities of necessity.

So much is clear and readily admitted by most anthro-
pologists who care to be explicit about their theories of
knowledge. But one issue is usually left in the dark of un-
disputable assumptions and that is the l.ockean phenome-
nalism shared by empiricists and rationalists alike. No mat-
ter whether one professes belief in the inductive nature of
ethnography and ethnology or whether one thinks of an-
thropolegy as a deductive, constructive science (or whether
one posits a sequence of an inductive ethnographic phase
and a constructive theoretical phase), the primitive assum p-
tion, the root metaphor of knowledge remains that of a dif -
ference, and a distance, between thing and image, reality
and representation. Inevitably, this establishes and rein-
forces models of cognition stressing difference and distance
between a beholder and an object.

From detaching concepts (abstrackon) to overlaying in-
terpretive schemes (smposition), from lmking together (corre-
lation) to matching (isomorphism)—a plethora of visually-spa-
tially derived notions dominate a discourse founded on
contemnplative theories of knowledge. As we have seen, he-
gemony of the visual-spatial had its price which was, first, to
detemporalize the process of knowledge and, second, to
promote ideological temporalization of relations between the
Knower and the Known.

Spatialization is carried on and completed on the next
level, that of arranging data and tokens in systems of one
kind or another. In this respect there is little that divides
otherwise opposed schools of anthropology, be they com-
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‘mitted to a superorganic concept of culture, to a Saussurean
‘modcl, or to Max Weber's Eigengeset;lz'ghkeit. In fact, even

\ lgar biological and economic determinism shpu}d be ac_lded

'to the list. Nor does it really matter—and this is certain to

' scandalize some—-that several of these schools profess to fol-

Jow an historical, even processual approach to culture (as

‘opposed to those that stress systemic and synchronic analy-

“sis). All of them have strained, at one time or anogher, to

attain scientific status by protecting themselves against the

" “irruption of Time,” that is, against the demands of ceeval-

" hess which would have to be met if anthropology really took

its relation to its Other to constitute a prexis. Anthropology’s
allochronic discourse is, therefore, the product of an idealist

| position (in Marxian terms) and that includes practically all
' forms of “materialism,” from nineteenth-century bourgeois
lzf‘-evolutionism to current cultural ma.terialism. A first and
" fundamental assumption of a materialist theory of knowl-
' edge, and this may sound paradoxical, is to make conscious-
| ness, individual and collective, the starting point. Not
" disembodied consciousness, however, but “consciousness with
" a body,” inextricably bound up with language. A funda-
" memal role for language must be p(_)stulated, not becgiqse
. consciousness is conceived as a state internal to an mdl:'ld-
ual organism which would then need to be “expressed” or
. “represented” through language (taking that term in the
. widest sense, including gestures, postures, att!tudes, and so
" forth). Rather, the only way to think of consciousness with-
| out separating it from the organism or banning it to some
~ kind of forum internum is to insist on its sensuous nature,
. and one way to conceive of that sensuous nature (above the
~ level of motor activities) is to tie consciousness as an activity
to the production of meaningful sound. Inasmuch as the
production of meaningful sound involves the labor of trans-
forming, shaping matter, it may still be possible to distin-
guish form and content, but the relasionship between the
two will then be constitutive of consciousness. Only in a sec-
~ ondary, derived sense (one in which the conscious organism
is presupposed rather than accounted for) can that relation-
ship be called representational (significative, symbohg:), or
informative in the sense of being a tool or carrier of infor-
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mation. It may come as a surprise but on this account I find
myself in agreement with N. Chomsky when he states:

it is wrong to think of the human use of language
as characteristically informative, in fact or in inten-
tion. Human language can be used to inform or
mislead, to darify one’s own thoughts or to display
one’s cleverness, or simply for play. If I speak with
no concern for modifying your behavior or
thoughts, I am not using language any less than if 1
say exactly the same things w2th such intention. If
we hope to understand human language and the
psychological capacities on which it rests, we must
first ask what it is, not how or for what purpose it is
used. (1972:70)

Man does not “need” language; man, in the dialectical, tran-
sitive understanding of ¢ be, is language (much like he does
not need food, shelter, and so on, but & his food and house).

Consciousness, realized by the [producing} meaningful
sound, is self-conscious. The Self, however, is constituted
fully as a speaking and hearing Self. Awareness, if we may
thus designate the first stirrings of knowledge beyond the
registering of tactile impressions, is fundamentally based on
hearing meaningful sounds produced by self and others. If
there needs to be a contest for man’s noblest sense (and
there are reasons to doubt that) it should be hearing, not
sight that wins, Not solitary perception but social commu-
nication is the starting point for a materialist anthropology,
provided that we keep in mind that man does not “need”
language as a means of communication, or by extension,
soclety as a means of survival. Man & communication and
society.

What saves these assumptions from evaporating in the
clouds of speculative metaphysics is, 1 repeat, a dialectical
understanding of the verb % be in these propositions. Lan-
guage is not predicated on man (nor is the “human mind”
or “culture”). Language produces man as man produces
language. Production is the pivotal concept of a materialist
anthropology.

Marx was aware of the material nature of language as
well as of the material link between language and conscious-

Conclusions 163

" ness. In the light of what has been argued so far, the follow-
;-ing two passages need no comment:

. The element of thought itself —the element of
thought s living expression—language—is of a sen-
- suous nature. The social reality of nature, and hu-
. maen natural science, or the natural science about man,
" are identical terins. (Marx 1953%:245 f.) Translation
- from The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of

- 1844 1964:143),

Only now, after having considered four moments,
four aspects of the fundamental historical relation-
ships, do we find that man also possesses “con-

- sciousness”; but, even so, not inherent, not “pure”
. consciousness. From the start the “spirit” is afflicted
" with the curse of being “burdened” with matter,
-which here makes its appearance in the form of

| agitated layers of air, sounds—in short of language.
. Language is as old as consciousness; language is

- practical consciousness, as it exists for other men,

* and for that reason is really beginning to exist for
‘me personally as well (see Marx 1953:356 f. Trans-
lation quoted from Marx and Engels 1959:251)

A production theory of knowledge and language (in
. spite of Engels and Lenin) cannot be built on “abstraction”
| or “reflection” (Widerspregelung) or any other conception that
il postulates fundamental acts of cognition to consist of the
. detachment of some kind of image or token from perceived
- objects. Concepts are products of sensuous mnteraction; they
- themselves are of a sensuous nature inasmuch as their for-
~ mation and use is inextricably bound up with language. One
cannot insist enough on that point because it is the sensuous
nature of language, its being an activity of concrete orga-
nisms and the embodiment of consciousness in a material
medium—sound—which makes language an eminently fem-
. poral phenomenon. Clearly, language is not material if that
| were to mean possessing properties of, or in, space: volume,
shape, color (or even opposition, distribution, division, etc.).
[ts materiality is based on articulation, on frequencies, pitch,
tempo, all of which are realized in the dimension of time.
These essentially temporal properties can be translated, or
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transcribed, as spatial relations. That is an undisputable
fact—this sentence proves it. What remains highly disput-
able is that visualization-spatialization of consciousness, and
especially historically and culturally contingent spatializa-
tions such as a certain rhetorical “art of memory,” can be
made the measure of development of human consciousness.

The denial of coevalness which we diagnosed on sec-
ondary and tertiary levels of anthropological discourse can
be traced to a fundamental epistemological issue. Ultimately
it rests on the negation of the temporal materiality of com-
munication through language. For the temporality of
speaking (other than the temporality of physical meve-
ments, chemical processes, astronomic events, and organic
growth and decay) implies cotemperality of producer and
product, speaker and listener, Self and Other. Whether
detemporalized, idealist theory of knowledge is the result of
certain cultural, ideological, and political positions, or
whether it works the other way round is perhaps a moet
question. That there is a connection between them which is
in need of critical examination, is not.

At one time [ maintained that the project of disman-
tling anthropology’s intellectual imperialism must begin with
alternatives to positivist conceptions of ethnography (Fabian
1971). I advocated a turn to language and a conception of
ethnographic objectivity as communicative, intersubjective
objectivity. Perhaps 1 failed to make it clear that I wanted
language and communication to be understood as a kind of
praxis in which.the Knower cannot claim ascendancy over
the Known (nor, for that matter, one Knower over an-
other). As 1 see it now, the anthropologist and his interlo-
cutors only “know” when they meet each other in one and
the same cotemporality (see Fabian 1979a). If ascendancy—
rising to a hierarchical position---is precluded, their rela-
tionships must be on the same plane: they will be frontal.
Anthropology as the study of cultural difference can be
productive only if differenee is drawn into the arena of di-
alectical contradiction. To go on proclaiming, and believing,
that anthropology is nothing but a more or less successful
ettort to abstract general knowledge from concrete experi-
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| ence and that, as such, it serves universal goals and human
interests, should be difficult if the arguments advanced in
these essays are valid. In order to claim that primitive soci-
' eties (or whatever replaces them now as the object of an-
- thropology) are the redlity and our conceptualizations the
' theory, one must keep anthropology standing on its head.
|If we can show that our theories of their societies are our
praxis-—the way in which we produce and reproduce knowl-
‘edge of the Other fer our societies--we may (paraphrasing
'Marx and Hegel) put anthropology back on its feet. Re-
‘newed interest in the history of our discipline and disci-
plined inquiry into the history of confrontation between an-
' thropology and its Other are therefore not escapes from
empiry; they are practical and realistic. They are ways to
meet the Other on the same ground, in the same Time.
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. Trme and the Emerging Other

1. ‘Ausser der Zeit gibt es noch ein anderes Mittel, grosse Veranderungen
ervorzubringen, und das ist die—Gewalt. Wenn die eine 7u langsam geht. so tut

2. Tylor 1958:529.
3. The wmost influential modern swtement of this idea was Mircea Eliade’s
\Mythe de Ueternel retour (1949). How much the lioear-cyclical opposition continues
to dominate inquiry into conceptions of time is shown in a more recent cellection
of essays edited by P. Riceeur (19753). Similar in outleok and somewhat broader in
scope was the volume Man and Time (1957).
\ 4. The point that philosophy and the sooal sctences missed the Copemican
irevolutien or, at any rate, failed t produce their Copernican revolution was mide
[‘by G. Gusdort: ‘Ainsi la Renaissance est viaiment, peur les sciences humaines, une
| occasion manquée’ (1968:1781. sce also 1778).
; 5. For Gusdorf™s discizssion of Bossuet see 1973:379 fI. See also an essay by
' Koselleck, on “History, Stories, and Farmal Structures of Time” in which he points
‘1o the Augustinian origins of Bossuet’s “order of times" (1973:211-222) and a
' study by Klempt (1960).
£ 6. These are cennotations, not strict definitions of ureversal. Theyindicate wo
| major tendencies or intentions behind anthropoloegical search for universais of cul-
" ture. ®@ne follows a rationalist tradition and often takes recourse to linguistics. The
other has an empiridist orientation and seeks statistical prdof for universal occur-
rence of certain traits, institutions, or customs. The most obvious example for the
 former is the work of Lévi-Strauss (especially his writing on the elementary struc-
tures of kinship and on totemism). For a statement of the problem from the point
of view of anthropological linguistics see the chapters on “synchronic universals”
and “diachronic generalization” in Greenberg 1968:175. A major representative
of the “generalizing” search for universals has been G. P. Murdock (1949).
7. The continued influence of both traditions will be discussed in chapter 4.
- On the rhetorical devices used by Bossuet see O. Ranwm in his introduction 10 a
recent English edition of the Biscowrs (1976:xxi-xxvi).
8. Cencise and informative overviews over the opening of “human space” and
the processing of that information in a vast literature during the eighteenth cen-
tury may be found in the first two chapters of Micheéle Duchet’s work on anthro-
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pelogy and history during the Enli (1971:25
velogy ghienment (1971:25-136). See al i
uon.g T"l:]e ('z:ography of the Philosophes” by Broc (1972). : o7, i
. W. Lepenies does not seem to mke into account this ibility in his i
not seer possibility in his im.
t:)):'.:antth es;ay okn }:emp?lrahzauon in the eigheenth century (1976). As 'h:e tel:: :}Tc
¥, the breakthrough into the ditnension of time res “ iTh
& ponded w “empinical pre;.
:u‘;:iaj(g;{ alrunhmu isd:rzck): thci u;ass of avaslable dam could no longer be c%nminfdem
; schemes. I do not find this very convincin iall 1
case ol anthropology, where it is manifest tf e e
ol ; \ 5 : 1at temperal devices have b i
1”!(1‘4;:)1.‘ ’?Ifdla[ed' never direct responses to experienced reality >
A e term cpisteme was nnoduced by M. Foucauis Mlu'ch i
: ¥ Gpisteme was int : - of what I w
}Cl,a';;:r to ;ab: about spau'al.lzed Time has been inspired by a reading ofahis 'lell:
“qf 3 ngs (19?3: orfgmally published as Les Mots et les choses 1966).
By ! tr’slt pub!ls‘}led in 1874 by the Biitish Association for the Advancemenr
3 tence. he project goes back to the work of a committee of three physicians
() initiated in 1839 (see Voger 1975:105). - i
2 ; ; ‘
Jami:;‘ (d)n{ thE Seciété, see Stocking 1968: ch. 2. Moravia 1973:88 ff, Copans and
TR n.d. .1948]. On Degérando (ulse written de Gérando) see F. C. T'. Moote's
: i:nlgag;r gs_l;tr[?ducuon to the English edition (1969). On the /nsktutis, sce Mor';
:938. Lepenies also mentions this work and links it \ Bl
1o later t
Elumenbaﬁl}, Lamarck, and Cuvier (1976:55). As recent work b:]erSt:;lm:lf;‘? ’
owever, Linaeus was by no means an “ancestor.” H in 2 ished
tradition whose roots must be soughr i SETTEAS alind <l
g s seught in humanist educational treatises i
method (Stag] 1980). On Ramism see chapter 4. T <
X lfi L.. White sTh‘: Euolzftzon of Cuddure (1959} has been hailed as “the modern
3(30 V\v sa }:z:l ?ftllvforgans Ancient Seciety” by M. Harris wha, in the same sentence
| w little 1t mazters 10 him that Morgan’s historical ite differ-
ent from White’s. We are told that the * : e acomt et W Anflcliter-
: ‘ . onlv difference” between th
the updating of some of the ethnogiaph ST
of ography and the greater consist
culturai-materialist thread” (1968:643). This i } e
A ; :643). Ths is typical of Hamis” histoniography
:2: tah_? olf amh.ropoiogy 15 Fonf essional, aggressiv'e, and often enlerlainiﬁg pblit’
- mc’:u:;ac. 3::Ill(|f and Service's Evoluson and Cultuve (1960) and Julian Stew;rd's
] ulture Change (1955) have been am i i
b s s e ong the most influential statements
1#. Numerous publications atest w a i L
us renewed interest in Vico; see f -
stance _the coll.qctnons of essays assembled in two issues of the Journal Social R g u;r
{Giorgio Tagliacozao, ed., 1976). iy
15. Perhaps there is a tendency, f i )
¥, fostered by Darwin, to give too much credi
o a“ oy " = 3 . ¥
tlg :;?ielll‘. IThe_ Iqxs:s of chronology" goes back to the sixteenth century and courag::
vy nk 1r}11 milliens of yeurs was demonstrated by Kantand Buffen, among whers
imp;er :.lg[ i;alenth celntury' (see Lepenies 1976:9-15,42 ££). Nevertheless, it remail;s.
ant that evolutionist theught owed its temporal liberati ed i
. . tion to geology, a sci-
;;we w}?)c‘h perh?ps mone.tha.n any other, astronemy excepted. cognstruge)s( Time
om ;patlal relation and distribution. On predecessors of Lyell, see Eiseley 1961
L] ; 2 }l:eel uses mtumhzz_ng in a similar sense. Although' he does not aeve]oia
: is further, his statemenll. 1s worth quoting here: “In an obvious sense secial evo-
lution is easily the most time-oriented style of seciology, and many writers, Coll-
:::g;v“dfdnd Toulmin among then, have scen the dominance of l:volu-lJi(‘maW
es of thought as a sign of the conquest of science by history. Up to a poinll
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his is doubtless se: but it must netbl'ud us to a profoundly anti-historical bias in
evolution. For in one respect evolution was not so much a vicwery of the
torical style of explanation as a denaturing, or rather naturalization, of the proper
udy of society and history” {1971:158).
" 17. Kroeber attacks those who invoke biological or mechanical causality in
rder o explain histosy ( his term for cultural anthropology). But when he says (in
ofession 16) “Hisory deals with conditions sine qua non, not wth cawses” (1915:287),
_ seems to concur with Morgan.
. 18. A fair histerical and hisioriographic appreciation of what is customarily
wmped together as “German diffusionism’ is another matter. Remarks on that
ihool in recent wxibooks usually betray a dismal ignorance of its intellectual ssurces
ind background. Close links between German Kulturkrets-thought and early Amer-
antwopology areall but [orgotten, as is Edward Sapir’s work, Time Perspectve
W Aboriginal Amevican Culture: A Study ™ Methad, published only five vears after
Braebner’s Methode (in 1916).
| 19. For Parsons see the beek edited by J. Toby (Patsens 1977). Peei discusses
he revival of evolutionism in contemporary saciology and anthropology (1971:ch.
10); Toulmin coauthored a major work on conceptions of Time (see Toulmin and
Joodfield 1961); Donald T. Campbell stated his positton i an essay tided “Natu-
ral Selection as an Epistemolegical Model” (1970). Much of the Habermas-Luhman
ontroversy and the literature it generated remains all but inaccessible because it
\is expressed in « forbidding jargon. ¥or a statement of the irnpottance of evolu-
tionary arguments sce an e€ssay by Klaus Eder (1979). Halfmann (1979) identifies
the opponents as Darwinists vs. critical theories ol development.
20. However, when the necessity to consider Time arises, anthropologists in
‘the culturalist tradition remember the eighteenth century. D. Bidney states inThs-
retical Anthropology: “The problem still remains, however, as to the reladon of
orical, evolutionary cultire © human nature. 1f culture is a direct, nesessary
lexpression of human nature, hew 1s one to explain the evolution of culture pat-
erns in time? In my opinion the problem remams insoluble as long as one does
ot admit that buman nature. )i e culture, evolves or unfolds in time, This may
be understood on tbe assumptica that while the innate bi logical potentialities ol
‘man remain more or less constant the actual, effective psych physical powers and
" capabilities are subject to development in time. What 1 am suggesting is compara-
' ble to the eighteentbcentury notion of the perfecubility of human nature, which
" seems to have dropped out of the picture in contemporary ethnological thought”
.| (!953:76).
3 91. Radiocarbon dating was fully estahlished by W. F. Libby (1949); its wider
' acceptance in anduovpelegy was aided by symposia and publications sponsored by
the Wetner-Gren Foundation. By 1964 (the date of publicaion of works by Oak-
. ley and Butzer) it had attained “nermal sciendfic” status (in T. S. Kuhn's terms)
. on the level of textboeks. While it was revolutionary in the sense of providing
'. hitherto unattainable chronometric certainy, it changed little as regards certam
| long-established convictions about the relatively "timeless” nature of early human
. evolution. Compare the following statement by Oakley with the passage from
" Graebner (1911) quoted above: “At the present time, in almost all parts of the
world, cultures of many kinds ad varying levels of complexity coeur within short
dissances of one another, but befere the Neolithic Revolution this was not se. The
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cultures of the early hunters and foodgatherers evolved slowly and their traditiong
spread widely long before there was any marked change. Where a pa eolithic cul.
ture can be defined and identified on the basis ef sufficiently large assemblages of
artifacts, it is legitimate to regard #s “industries” as approximately contempora.
neous throughout their area of distribution. {’ntil recently this view was based
wholly on theery, but radiocarbon dat'ng of early archeolegical hosrizons in Africa
at least supports the conclusion that in pre-Neolithic times cultural evoluion was
proceeding contemporaneously over very large areas. To that extent paleolithic
industries may be used as means of approximase synchronic dating of Pleistocene
deposits” (1961:9). Of ooursc, bath Grackicr and Qakley base their statements on
the little disputed assumption that material, technical products of culture (“indus-
tries”)- those that result in a record of spatia! distribution--are key indicators of
the evolution of human culture fout cetirt.

22. Originally published in 1966 and reprinted in Geertz 1973: ch. 14. An
analysis of time conceptions in Zulu myth and ritual, based on Schut¢, was made
by 1. Szombati-Fabian (1969). Among the writings of A. Schutz see especially 1967.
One of bis more accessible essays, ‘Making Music Together’ (criginally publishex!
in 1951), was reprinted in the reader Symbelic AnMropalogy (J. L. Dolgin et al, eds,
1977:106-119). Whereas Husserl and Heidegger were primarily concerned with
Time as it needs to be thoughtin the context of human perception and “internal
consciousness,” Schutz analyzed its role in communication. He states in the conchi-
sion of the essay just cited: “It appears that all possible communication presup-
poses a mutual tuning-in relationship between the communicator and the addres-
see of the communicavon. This relationship is established by the reciprocal sharing
of the Other’s flux of experiences in inner time, by living through a vivid present
together, by experiencing this togetherness as ‘We’” (Schutz 1977:118). It is in
this context of intersubjectivity and of the problem of shared Time chat some of
the insights of phenomenological philosophy continue to influence anthropology,
sociology, and also linguistics. Examples fer this are R. Rorometveit's incisive cri-
tuque of generativist hegemony in linguistcs (1974) and my own reappraisal of
sociolinguistics {Fabian 1979a). This paper should be consulted by readers who
are interested in the practical-ethnographic problematacs of intersub jective Time.

23. In a thoughtful book on the mtellectual hissory of anthropological re-
search among Australian “aborigines,” K. Burridge develops this point at greater
length (1973:13 ff). However, where I sce breaks and discominuity, he regards
the Christian conception of otherness as the main continuous source of anthro-
pological curiosity. This leads him to ascribe a fundamental role to missionary
practice as a model for anthropology (1973:18, 83 f}. I don't think that his view is
borne out by the history of our discipline. throughout. Burridge stresses moral
commitment as the common element of religi'ous and scientific encounter with the
Other which, in my view, prevents him from properly appreciating the intellectual.
cognitive side of it.

24. K. G. Jayne notes that Prince Henry the Navigator used the myth of Pres-
ter John to justify an enterprise designed te “outflank™ Islam through the circum-
navigation of Africa (1970[1910]:13). For an historical and literary analysis of the
Prester John myth as a “spatial” dream and a utopia before Moore see ch. 5 in
F. M. Rogers (1961; with references to the voluminous literature on the subject).
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The story came to a conclusion ef soris with a Portugese mission to Ethiopia 1n
1520, the acceunt of which was written by Father Francisco Alvares, an extraor-
dinary document for the transition from myth to ethnography (see Beckimgham
nd Hunangford 1961). : Y

95. Marshall Sahlins uses this formula with disarming fran&ness in 'hlsyreoem
attempt to set up a basic opposition between “practical reason (the West's) and
“culture” (the Rest’s), see Sahlins 1976 and my comments in chapter.4.

96. David Bohm states in a textbook on relativity t?)eorf. “'I'hg nouon that
ere is one unique universal order and measure of l.ifne is onlz' a habit of thouylllt
built up in the limited domain of Newtonian 'mccham:s" (1965:175). Ernst Bloc ,f
iting developments in physics and mathematics, prop?s.ed' to extend _thc; notion o
elativity to human time. W e mustrecognze its “elastcity” ar}d multpticity. This,
‘he argﬁes, will be the only way to subsume Africa and Asrfa under a common
‘buman history without stretching them over the Western linear conception of
p e 1963:176-203), ] )
rOg;;S S,A(.:paremly it is not dead in philosophy eilh?r, ‘?t legst to judge from K.
\ Wagn's What Tane Boes (1976). For an especially lucid “outline of the argument
| from time to space” see Lucas 1973:99 {t. ]
| 98 Malinowski's candid revelation about his obsession Wlt}'l sex, drl.lgs, race
nd pelitical chauvinism caught the prurient interest when the diary was lirst pub-
Uished. Its importance as an epistemological doct_lment was overlookec_l by mest
|{but not by C., Geertz, see 1979:225 f). Malmowski carefully‘ recorded his struggle
with “the uncreative demon of escape from reality” by re.:admg novels rather fhan
| pursuing his research work (1967 :86). At least twenty times he reports on suua-
lions where the present with its demands became 00 much.Lo bear. Once‘he notes:
““Profound intellectual laziness; I enjoyed things retrospectively, as expenences Te-
‘corded in memory, rather than immediately, because of my l.fnserable state
(1967:35). All this, 1 believe. is not only evidence of_ Malmov‘fskls psya?hologu:a]
' problems with Reldwork, it documen= his struggle with an epistemological prob-

em—coevalness.

2. Our Time, Their Tisue, No Time: Cocvolness Denied

1. Ulberhaupt st der Primat des Raumes uiber die Zeit ein untrugliches
| Kennzeichen reaktonirer Sprache’ (E. Bloch 1962:322).

| 2. LéviStrauss 1963:39. e

3. In my own development, critical questioning of ethnoscientific p(oc.edures
" as 10 their ability to deal with the “irruptive force of ume” has been crucial. My
_ views are expressed in an essay “Taxonomy and ldeology” (1975), one reason why
" 1 do not want to address this issie again. M. Durbin’s paper “Models of Slrpul-
" taneity and Sequentiality in Human Cognition” (1975) in .the same volume mlg}ft
" be read as an attempt to raise the problem of Time within the confines of a tax-
" onomic approach. o ]

E 4. For a critical appraisal of functonalist inability to dea.l with change and a
. plea for the Popperian approach see Jarvie (1964). In his partisan defense oflfunc-
| tionalism (“Without any doubt, the single most significant body of theory m the
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secial sciences in the present cenwry™) R. A. Nisbet ignores critigues such as Jar-
vie’s and speaks of functionalism under the heading of Nee-Evolutionism (see
1969:223 ff).

5. See Malinowski 1945:34. Atthe same ume he relegates that element to the
study of change which, with the straightforwar dness that was characteristic of hump,
he identifies as anthropology’s response to problems of mainmining political power
over colonized populations (see 1945:4 f).

6. Georges Gurwvitch, one of the few soaologiss comparable in stawre to T,
Parsens, surmamarized his views in a treatise on sociaf time. His “dialectical” orien-
tation preduced insights ol gicat Jepil and couprehensiveness. But he, wo, slang
from an unquestdoned assumption: Some societies are “promcthean,” i.e., history-
and time-centered, while others, notahly those that are studied by “ethnography.”
are not (see 1964 [1962):6). In the end his typolegical approach ta the problem
leads him to assert a relativist “temporal pluralism.” Similar in approach and intent
is the excellent, if fragmentiry, essay “On Secial Time” by V. Giescia (1971). Gio-
scia, however, is aware of the political nature of social conceptiens of Time as wel
as of the visualist bias resulting in theeretical suppression of Time (see chapter 4).

7. A valuable summary of different genres of anthropological studies of Time
iincluding a bibliography containing references to mest of the important articles
and monographs) may be found in the essay “Primitive Time-Reckon'ing as a Sym-
bolic System” by D. N. Maltz (1968). R. J. Maxwell’s contribution to the Yaker
volume is less useful (1971). To the list of Frazetian cempilations of cultural con-
ceptions of Time one could add the three volumes of F. K. Ginzel’s “Manual of
Mathematical and Technical Chronology” (1906, 1911, 1914)--a misleading title
because the work examines only early historical, ethnographic, and felkloric evi-
dence. A paper by W. Bogoras (1925) is remarkable mainly fer an early attempt
to show similarities bet ween relativity theory and primitive Time cencepts. Among
more recent work one could cite Bourdieu {1963}. a volume elited by lacroix
(1972), an important paper by Turton and Ruggles {1978), and an essay by Kra-
met (1978). The list is by no means complete.

8. For a succinct summary of philosophical argumenss relating to tme and
communication see Lucas 1973:44 ff.

9. For instance by D. Bidney i his critique of Hesskovits {1953:423 ff} and
more recemly in a devastating essay by Nowell-Smith (1971). Retevant writings by
Herskovits were republished, with a positive introduction, by B. T. Campbell
{Herskovits 1972). Book-length appiaisals were given by Rudolph (968) and Ten-
nekes (1971) and above all by Lemaire (1976). Serisus counterarguments continue
lo be formulated with respect to the question of linguistic relativity; see the volume

of essays edited by Pinxten (1976). See also Hanson’s proposal lor “contextuahsm”
as a mediaton bewween relativism and objectivism (1979).

10. And, one might add, the cutlook of American politics: “We cannot hope
to discharge satisfactorily to ourselves or to other peoples the leadership that his-
tory has forced upon us at this £ me unless we act upon reasoned and clearly stated
standards of evaluation. Finally, all talk of an eventual peaceful and orderly world
is but pionis cant or sentimental Fantasy unless there are, in fact, seme simple but
pewerful beliefs to which all men hold, somme ecdes or canons that have or can
obtain universal acceptance.” This is not an American president preaching his dec-
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trine of human rights n 1982, but Chde Kluckhohn in a cold war essay “Educa-
fion, Values, and Anthropologiseal Relativity” (1962[19523:286 f).
. 1L Iuis intriguing to note that a coherent critical account of the “war effort”
i American anthropology is eonspicuously absent from M. Harris’ history of an-
thropology, although he gives a cursory review of some studies of that period
i %8:4[ 3-418). The same holds for Honigman, who mentions “national cbarac-
ter’ in connection with Vico, Montesquieu, Hume, and Herder (1976:99 f), and
or Voget who does, however, provide an informadve section on Kluckhohn’s
Dro _)ect of “covert” value studies in five cultures of the Southwest (1975:414-421).
t is cven morc surprising that, as far as 1 can see, none of the conurbutors tn
Hymes' Reinventing Anthrepology 11974) felt the need w drag that particular skele-
on out of the closet. Incidentally, no reference is made in these bookste the Mead
d Métreaux manual on which I will comment below. One important critical ap-
praisal, focusing on snidies of Japanese national character by W. La Barr, was
rec ntly made by P. T. Suzuki (1980).
. 12. Buc this is only a pessing impressien. Elsewhere M. Mead stated: “These
tem porary national character studies of culture at a dismnce resemble attempts
1o reconstruct the cultural character of societies of the past . . . in which the study
of documents and monuments has to be substituted for the direct study of individ-
sals interacting in observable secial situations. However they ditfer from historical
reconstruction in that, whether thev are done at a distance or through field-work
in the given nation, they are based primarily on interviews with and observation
of living human beings” (1962:396). Note that the allochronic intent of the state-
ment is reinforced. not mitigated by reference to living human beings.
* 13. This intent is expressed in the title of a paper by Hall and William Foete
hyte (1966): “Intercuitural Communication: A Guide to Men of Action” The
tion on time provides a catalog of how-to recommendations for American busi-
‘nessmen having to deal with Lawn Americans, Greeks. Japanese, and Indianis and
oncludes with this anthropological malapropos: “If you haven't been needled by
an Arab, you just haven’t been needled™ (1966:570).
_ I4. Margaret Mead formulated that presupposition as follows: “Cultural un-
‘derstanding of the sort discussed in tus Manual can only be achieved within a
ame of reference thatresognaes the interal consistency of the premises of each
“human culture and also recognizes that much of this consistency is unconsdous;
‘that is, is 1ot available to the average member of the culture” (Mead and Métreaux
1 1953:399 f).
15. Perhaps one should not even attempt a bibliographic note (a useful work-
- ing bibliography on Lévi-Strauss and his critics—containing 1,384 titlesl—is now
available: Lapointe and Lapointe 1977}, Nevertheless, here are soiuc titles, all pri-
- marily concerned with a systematic interpretation of Lévi-Strauss’ work, which I
. would recommend for consultadon. In English: Leach (1970)--readable but to be
| taken with caution; Scholte (1974a), the most concise and differentiated introduc~
' tlon by an anthropologist; Rossi (1974); and most recently Jenkins (1979). In French:
~ Simonis (1968) and Marc-Lipianski (1973), the latter being mainly a study guide.
" In German: Lepenies and Ritter (1970), a collective volume especially valuable as
" a study of Lévi-Strauss’ intellecal sources and affinities. Generally, 1 have found

- F. Jamesen's The Prison House of Language (1972) to be a most convincing critique
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of structuralismm (including related movements such as Russian formnalism and the
Prague school). He is espedially insightful with regard to the problem of Time,

16. See Lévi-Strauss 1976:12. It should be clear that tazmomic is here being
used to designate an episteme (see Foucault 1973 and Lepenies 1976) and not in
a narrow technical sense of one type of classification (see Durbin 1975).

17. See also the excellent essay on Lé&vi-Strauss and Sartre by Rosen (1971).

18. One of Léw-Strauss’ most famous satements should be quoted here.
Speaking of myth and music, he observes that both tequire “a temporal dimensien
in which to unfold. But this relation o time is of a rather special nature: it is as if
music and mythology needed time only in order te deny it. Both, indeed. are
instrumens for the obliteration of tme” (1970 {1964]:15 f}. Incidentally, when
Lévi-Strauss later tries to eorrect misunderstandings with regard to the distinction
of synchrony and diachrony he reaffirms the antitemporal intent; see 1976:16 f.

19. G. Bachelard argues similarly and concludes: “Subrepiicement, on a rem.
lacé la locution durer dans le temps par la locuton demeurver dans lespace et Clest
Iinwition grossiere du plein qui donne limpression vague de plénitude. Voila le
prix dont il faut payer ia consinuité éwablie entre la connaissance objective et I
connaissance subjectve” (1950:27).

20. In this respect, Lévi-Strauss’ position is identical to L. H. Morgan’s (sec
the quotation from Morgan, chapter 1). Appropriately, The Elementary Struciures of
Kinship is dedicated to Morgan.

21. Absence of a theotry of production is not a mere side effect of a radically
axonome approach. Structuralism is a theory of non-production: ostensibly, be-
cause it is a theory tailared to non- or preindustrial societies which are based on
symbolic exchange; in reality, because it is a theory produced by a society whose
“indusarial” phase has long been terminated by what Baudrillard calls the “end of
producsion.” As the writings of Baudriliard show (see especilly 1976) structural-
ism as the theary of the “simulation of the code™ can be put to use for ashamering
critique of late capitalist “culture” bart only at the expense of primit've society from
which it must continuously extract its insights. Lévi-Strauss expresses awareness of
this in his famous bon mot on anthropology as entropalogy (1963:397).

22. See also a statement from the introduction to The Raw and the Ceokad:
“Throughout, my intention remains unchanged. Starting from ethnographic ex-
perienee, 1 have always aimed at drawing up an mventory of mental patterns, Lo
reduce apparently arbitrary data to some kind of order, and 1o attain a level at
which a kind of necessity becomes apparent, undeilying the illusion of liberty”
(L&vi-Smrauss 1970:10).

23. Elsewhere 1 aigue that the silence and secrecy suriounding the ethno-
graphic act are comparabie to the removal of fundamental retigious acts from the
everyday sphere. 1 ther ask: “Could it be that in anthropology, as in many reli-
gious movements, there is a censoring-out of its canstnutive acts, expressing cos-
scious or unconscious efforw w protect the discipine from realizing that, after ail
it resw on z historically situated praxis, 2 mode of producing knowledge in which
personal mediation is essential and must be ‘accounted for' instead of being simply
presumed in such fuzzy axioms as ‘anthropology should be based on field work' "
(Fabian 1979b:25).

24. The eolonial involvement of British anthropology has been well docu-
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" mented, which is one reason why it will be little discussed in these essays. See Asad
11973, Leclerc 1971, Kuper 1973.

Time and Writing About the @ther

I. Bohm 1965:175 f.

2. La Fontaine 1962:Fable X.

3. Evans-Pritchard found it “surprising that, with the exception of Morgan’s
" study of the Iroquois [1851] not a single anthropologist conducted field studies till
i he end of the ninetcenth century.” He undoubtedly exaggcrated but his obser-

to the piaxis of anthropology was not so much due w0 a need for empirical
‘confirmatien as it was expressive of the professionalization of a discipline: “An-

4, For a recent statement of this sce an othewwise disappointing essay by
. A. Salamone (1979, with useful bibliographic references to the literature on

1964) toward the communicau've jegitimation of anthropological knowledge.

5. My own contribution to this debate was an essay, “Language. History and
nthropology” (1971), which occasiened an article by Jarvie (1975). Bob Scholte
‘contributed several important essays (see 197 1, 1974b) as did K. Dwyer (1977, 1979),
ﬁ . P. Dumont (1978), B. Jules-Roseite (1978), and D. Tedlock (1979), among others.
.~ 6. This can be done in a cntical and fruitful fashion, as, e.g., by Hayden
' White (1973). His analyses of historical discourse in terms of metaphorical strate-
- gies permit, at the very least, interesing comparisons between different historians.

han analyeed, as metaphorical the results can be swmitifying; see Nisbet {1969).
Used judiciously or not, 1 find metaphor 10 be of limited use for the critical project
of this book. No doubt many allochronic devices are metaphoric-—but that s, 1 am
| tempted to say, no excuse.

/ 7. This has been assetted, incidentally, about “Time and Physical Language.”
" Accordmng te Schumacher, who qualifies special relativity as a “rule of communica-
- Gon” in a frame separating subject and object, “the idea of the progress of time is
. an outgrowth of the linguistic forms for physical communicatons™ (see 1967:196.
20 3).

i 8. What Greimas has in mind seems e beillustrated by Evans-Pritchard when
* he states: “Every kind of social relationship, every belief, every technadlogical pro-
. cess—in fact ever ything in the Iife of the natives—is exprcsscd in words as well as
. In action, and when one has fully understood the meaning of all the words of their
¢ language and all their situations of reference one has finished one’s study of the
| socety” (1962a:79 f).

' 9. For a radical cridque of claims that historical discourse might, or shouid be,
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viewed as selfcontained see Mairet (1974), A similar concern, combined with 3
critique of the “positivist illusion” akin to that expressed by anthropologists {see
note 5 above). characterizes the werk of B. Verhaegen (see 1974). The many fac-
ets of the problem of history qua discourse are discussed in a cellective volume
edited by Koselleck and Stempel (1973; see also Greimas’ essay “Sur Thistoire év-
énementielle et I'histoire fondamentale” in that collecdion).

10. Two sentences from Heredatus’ Histeries, chosen at random, illustrate this.
Notice that they could also occur in m  ern ethnographies: “The only deities to
whom Egyptians consider it proper to sacrifice pigs are Dionysus and the Moon”
{1972:148); "It is the custem [of the Lybian tribes], at a man’s first mainizye, to
give a party, at which the bride is enjoyed by each of the guests in turn. . . .*
(1972:329). On early ethnological theorizing, sce Miiller 1972. Examples of recent
criticism in anthropological textbooks are Vansina (1970, see p. 165 where he calls
the ethnographic present a “zero-time fiction”) and Anderson (1973:205 f).

I1. This dees not cancel earlier remarks on terminological allochronism; it
makes them more precise. A further point of clarthcation: What is gained or
changed if primitive is used in quomtion marks, or preceded Wy so-called and sim-
ilar disclaimers (see some random examples in Lévi-Strauss which are representa-
tive of a widespread usage: 1966:222, 243, 267, 1976:19 [in his Inaugural Lec-
ture])? Perhaps these modifiers signal the label-character of the term, its
conventional, ¢lassificatory function in a sechnical vecabulary. But disclaimers may
be indexical rather than referential. In that case they point to the position of the
primitive in anthropological discourse. Who calls the primitive so-calied? Anthro-
pologists. In that case the modifier may net dissociate its user from anthropologi-
cal praxis; nor does it soften the blow of allochronism. Because the use of primi-
tive is not just a matter of defim'tion but expressive of a historically estabhshed
praxis, the term may become a starting point for fruitful philosophical analysis
(see Dupré 1975:16 ff) and. indeed, for a general critique of Western sosiety (see
Biamond 1974), an intention that must also be granted to kévi-Strauss. Yet there
remains the question to what extent the political conditions of esablished anthro-
pologicat praxis legitimate the use epistemologically, even if ethical intentions are
bevond doubt. For the wider history of primitivism see the standard work edited hy
Lovejoy et al. (1935).

12. T beheve that thisisillustrated by a statement from one of anthropologys
ancestors: “I have studied men, and I think I am a fairly good observer. But all
the same I do not know how to see whatis before my eyes; I can enly sce clearly
in retrospect, it is only in my memories that my mind can work. I have neither
feeling nor understanding for anything that is said or done or that happens before
my eyes. All that strikes me is the external manifestation. But afterwards it al
comes back to me, I remember the place and the time, nothing escapes me. Then
from whata man has done or said I can read his thoughts, and I am rarely mis-
taken” (J.]J. Rousseau 1977 [1781}:114).

18. Hevmeneutics (much like phenomenology) retains a distincdy European-
continental flavor. When it crosses the Adantic it seems to asrive as a fashionable
jargon rather than a style of thought with serious practical consequences. Never-
theless, there are now signs that it begins to have substantial influence on the secial
sciences in the English-speaking world. G. Radnitsky’s Continental Schesls of Metus-
cignce (1968, with later editions), K. O. Apel's Analytic Philosophy of Language and
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¢ Geisteswissenschaften (1967), and Palmer’s Hermeneutics (1969) provide clear and
ompact introductions in English. Two recent publications, an historical study by
Bauman (1978) and a reader edited by Rabinow and Sullivan (1979), attest to
reception of hermeneutics in the secial sciences, including anthropology.
14. See also the reflections on fieldwork and time by J. P. Dumont (1978:47 f)
t notice his taking recourse to visual-spatial representation when he reports on
“Social Time and Social Space as Context” (#4id, ch. 5). Dumont illustrates my
pint regarding “contradictions™ between temporal sensibility in doing research
d visualist distancing in writinganthropelogy (see ch. 4).
. 15. The precess by which meney and language, merchandise and informa-
, become less and less distinguishable had been observed by thinkers at least
nce the seventeenth century. Kant’scritic, . G. Hamann noted (with a reference
Leibniz): “Money and language are two things whose study is as profound and
hstract as their use is general. Both are more closely related than one would
spect. The theory of one explains the theory of the other;it appears, therefore,
at they derive from common grounds” (1967 [1761]:97). Incidentally, this was
tten almost a century and a haif before de Saussure found in the economic
‘theory of value a model for his suwuctural linguistics (see, e.g., 1975 [1916]:114 f,
1157). Data storage and computer use in anthropology are discussed in a velume
edited by Dell Hymes (1965).
' 16. On Trille’s fraudulent eshnography of West-African pygmies see Piskaty
{1957); fer a useful survey of the muddled debates concerning Castaneda see
Murray (1979).
~17. For a theoretical discussion of this last point see our essay “Folk Art from
‘an Anthropological Perspective” (Fabian and Szembati-Fabian 1980).
3 18. Dell Hymes considers this in his introducton to Reinventing Anthropology
(1974:48 ff) and quotes . Galtung on “scientific colonialism™ “There are many
“ways in which this can happen. One is to claim the right of unlimited access to
‘data from other countries. Another is to export data absut the country to one’s
wn home country for precessmg inte ‘manufactured goods,’ such as books and
lartcles. . . . This sessentially similar to what happens when raw materials are
| exported ata low price and reimpsried as manufactured geods ata very high cost”
Galtung 1967:296). See also the introduction to A. Wilden (1972, “The Scientific
Discourse: Knowledge as a Commodity”).
. 19. G. Gusdorf gives an account of the rise of modern linguistie in a context
' of struggle between old and new interpretations of the Western “tradition” (1973:
. part 3}. See also Gadamer on the connection between theological and philological
" hermeneutics(1965:162 {f; basedon an earlier study by Dilthey). Gadamer notes that
. the origins of the modern concept of “system” must be sought in attempts &0 rec-
' oncile the old and the new in theology and in a phase that prcpared the separation
3 ‘of science from philosophy (1965:16412). In other words, “sysseem” always has served
| as a figure of thought related e Time. I& currency in taxonomic amhropolog}
* (and other approaches siressing the scientific character of our discipline) is indic-
tive of allochronic tendencies. {We will have more ta say about these connections
in the following chapter).
20. The following reflections were inspired %y my reading of an essay by Michel

& Serres, “Le Jeu du Loup” (1977:89-104). 1 am grateful to Josué¢ V. Harari who
& brought the piece te my attention. He has since published an English version of
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Serres’ essay which includes the text of La Fontaine's fable “The Wolf and the
Lamb" (see Harari 1979:260-276).

4. The Other and the Eye: Tume and the Rheteric of Visien

1. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathon (1962 {16511:21).

2. Karl Marx, “First Thesis on Feuerbach™ (1953:339).

3. Without attempung to document here what is by now a considerable liter-
ature ou fiddwork sl methults one may note a2 development from the catalogue-
genre of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (see chapter 1, note 12} toward
more and mere “graphic” instructions. Thus Marcel Mauss declared in his Manue!
d'Ethnographie: Le premier point dans l'étude d'une société consiste a savoir de
qui l'on parle, Pour cela, on établira la cartographie compléte de la seciété ob-
servée” (1974:13). Notice the massing of visual-graphic and tabular material in the
sections on field methods in the Narell and Cohen (1970: part 2) and the Honig-
mann handbooks (1976: ch. 6); alse in the more recent manual by Cresswell and
Godelier (1976). Much less frequently dees one come upen statements like “Un-
gerstanding in field research is very much like the aural learning of a language”
{Wax 1971:12). But Rosalie Wax does not develop her insight and her own ac-
count is dominated by the spatial image eof inside’outside.

4. See Givner’s essay “Scientific Preconceptiens in Locke's Philosophy of l.an-
guage” (1962).

5. On“The Sense of Vision and the Origins of Medern Science” see Lindberg
and Steneck (1972); see also L'uwdberg’s book Theories of Visiom from Al-Kind: to
Kepler (1976).

6. See Feyerabend 1975:157 (with a reference to Koyré’s studies of Galileo);
Kuhn 1970 [1962}:47 f seems to restrict the impertance of “debates” to prepara-
digm periods. Wilden analyses “binansm” fashionable in anthropology and else-
where under the heading “The Scientific Discourse as Propaganda” (1972: ch. 14)

7. Perhaps one should distinguish several ways in which topoi and topcal
logic inform anthropological diseourse: (1} Through time, often with astonishing
continuity down to the beginnings of recerded Western intellectual history, phi-
losophers, fikilosophes, and anthropologists have returned to the same common places
{often copying from each other)-—savagery, barbarism, cannibalism (see the latest
fashien in books on that topos) and certain tenacious elements of ethnographic
lere (see Vajda 1964). (2) A¢ any given #ime, anthropolegists have been visiting and
revisiting famitar intellectual places—matnachy, couvade, mana, incest, totem and
taboo, culture heroes, kula, potlatch, Crow kmship systems, anc so on. (3) Finally,
there have been attempts to chart topoi—Murdeck’s ethnographic sample, pre-
ceded by Tylor's classical study of marriage and descent, is an instrument for sta-
tistical calculatens but also an a¢/as mappmg wopoi (see Tylor 1889, Murdock 1949:
app. A). The Hall and Trager inventory may e read as a sort of periodic char:
of culture elements; its mnemonic character is obvieus (Hall 1959:174 I'. Even
Hymes' “SPEAKING"-—the mnemonic summary of components in a speech event—
may belong here (Hymes 1972:65 ff).

B. For further references w the ars mnemonice, te the history of scentific il-
lustration and related currents in the eighteenth century, see Lepenies 1976:32 ff.
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9. This had ancient precedents in the Pythagorean and {(neo- ) Platenic tra-
.dmons Iamblichos (who died around 33@ ap) reports in his book on Pythagoras
at the master “called geometry ‘hiswry.’ ™ He also notes that his followers avoided
‘common and popular expressions in their publications; rather, “follewing the
' command of Pythagoras to be silent about divine mysteries, they chose figures of
- speech whose meaning remained incomprehensible to the non-initiated and they
protected their discussions and writings through the use of agreed-upon symbols”
(see lamblichos 1963:97, 111: my emphasis).

. 10. Notice that in this chapter I concenwate on tracing a general hissory of
' visualism. For an account of Renaissance attempts 1o incorporate the newly found
| savage into such visual-spatial schemes as the “chain of being” see Hodgen 1964:
- ¢ch. 10 (espeaally the tree- and ladder-diagrams of hierarchy, pp. 399, 401, both
' from works by Raymond Lull, ene of Ramus' precursors).

11. See Goody (1977) on tables, lists, formulae, and other devices.

12. This evokes, of course, the “medium-is-the-message” slogan to which M.
‘McLuhan’s brilliant insights seem to have been reduced by now. Ong, by the way,
‘acknowledges intelleciual debts to Mel.uhan who in turn builds on Ong's studies
'in his The Guienberg Galaxy (1962:144 £f, 139 f., 162 £.).

. 13. Because methodology remained tied to the business of disseminating and
| transmitting knowledge. Rhetoric aspédagegie, incidentally, was the “narrow door”
* (M. Halbwachs) through which Durkheim—and with him sociology—gained ad-
" mission to the Sorbonne, He was fust hired to teach education. His lectures on the
" history of higher education in France up to the Renaissance were later published
:l as a book (Durkheim 1938).

: 14. Especially in his The Presence of the Werd (Ong 1970 [1967]) to which 1
" have paid litde attention in these essays.

15. See Derrida 1976, especially part 2, ch. 1. At tuwns point, I am not pre-
pared to confront Derrida’s undoubtedly imporsant theses regarding writing and
“violence. Inasmuch as he seems © equate writing with taxonomy (see 1976:109 f.)
‘our arguments may converge. As regards his charge of “epistemological phonol-
ogism” (against Lévi-Strauss) I would think that his critique is aimed in the same
direction as my views on visualism.

16. On the ritual-'mitatory character of fieldwork see chapter 2; on its rela-
tively late appearance as a required practice, see chapter 3. Notoe that in both
 these contexts the point was to stress the institution of field vesearch as a routne,
as somethin g that was almost nicideutal to the rise of anthropology. This indicated
the tenuous prectieal integration of empiry and theory. Ideologically, it became all
the more important to insist on a tough, visualist ideal of scientific observaton.
However, this was ideologization with a vengeance insofar as our clinging to field-
work also produced the aporetic situation which allowed us to identify denial of
coevalness as the key to anthropology's allochronism (see chapter 1).

17. T. Tedorev (1977) traces theorics of symbels to the origins of our West-
ern tradition. |. Beon explores connectons between symbelism and French struc-
turalism (1972). R. Firth's smudy is the most comprehensive attempt by an anthre-
polegist to provide a systematic weatise on symbels (1973). Works by Victor Turner
(e.g. 1967) and Mary Douglas (1966), as well as the writings of C. Geeriz (e.g.,
1973), among others, have been influential. Geerw, espedally, acknowledges the
influence of Susanne K. Langer (e.g., 1951 {1942]). There exists a reader on sym-
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bolic anthropology (Dolgin et al. 1977), perhaps a symptom of its aspiring to nor-
mal scientific status. Several works document the many peints of contact and cen-
trast between structuralism and symbolic approaches, see Sperber (1975), and Basse
and Selby (1976). The latter. incidenzally, evokes a related trend, expressive of the
influence of K. Burke, which eoncentrates on the notion of metaphor and on rhet-
oric models for cultural analysis (see the seminal article by Fernandez, 1974, and
the cellection of essays edited by Sapir and Crocker, 1977). A coucise overview of
“symbolic interactionism,” a movement closely related to symbolic anthropology,
was given by Meluer et al. 1975, On symbol in social anthropology see Skorupski
1976.

I18. I am using the three-volume study edition, Hegel, Varlesungen iber die
Aesthetik (1970) referred to in the following as Aeszhetic 1, at, 11,

19. Hegel refers to Friedrich von Schlegel and to Friedrich Creuzer. Kramer
traces Creuzer's influence in creating the “myth of the Orient” (1977:20 ff.).

20. See the commentary by Kejeve (1969:134 £f.) especially the important re-
mark on Hegel's historical Time being conceived as a movement that swrts with
the future and moves through the past into the present. Kojeve notes “It may be
that the Time in which the Present takes primacy & cosmic or physical Time,
whereas biological Time would be charactetiz.ed by the primacy of the Past’
(1969:13-4n21).

21. In fairness to Whitehead and to contemporary symbolic anthropologists
one must acknowledge acntical intent directed against crude empiricism and pes-
itivism. As has been noted by others (e.g.. Apel 1970, Habennas 1972: chs. 5
and 6} there are many points of contact between pragmatic philosephy, herme-
neutics, and critical theory inspired by a Marxist theory of praxis. Roy Wagner's
original and insightful approach to symbplization {e.g.. 1975) exemplilies criucal
and autocritical symbolic anthropology. See also V. Turner’s essay reviewing cur-
rent symbolic studies (1975).

22. TIronically, in view of the critique expressed here, I must express my grat-
ttude to J. Boon for having brought to my attention, with much emthusiasm, the
work of Frances Yates. I also know of his interest in the history and semietics of
ethnographic illustration and I look forward to the results of his research.

23, For a critique of a similar argument expounded in another account of
conversien to symbolic anthropology see my review of R. Rappaport's Ecology.
Meaning, and Religion (1979), Fahian 1982.

24. That is done in the writings of J. Baudrillard {(whom Sahlins quotes), es-
pecially in his LEchange symbelique et la mort (1976). To realize that Baudrillard,
too, feeds on the primiti've-civilized dichototny is perhaps the best anadote against
the spell cast by this brilliant new proponent of *philosophy with a hamumer” (see
S. K. Levine's review of Baudrillard’s afirver of Production, Levine 1976).

5. Conelustons

1. “Man muss diese versteinerten Verhaltnisse dadurch zum Tanzen zwingen,
dass man ihnen thre eigene Melodie vorsingt!" (Marx 1953:311).

2. “Toute connaissance prise au moment de sa constituu’'on est une connais-
sance pelémique” (Bachelard 1950: 14).

3. A document for the spirit of that time is an essay by Julian Huxley titled
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. “Unesco: 1ts Purpose and its Philosophy” (1949). He had been the executive sec-
~ retary of the Preparatory Commission o Unesco in 1946. Although he insists that
. he isspeaking only for himself he clearly was influential in shaping policies and,
- above all, in providing them with a temporal perspeciive. The ob jective basis for
. international cultural politics, he argues, must be an “evolutionary approach” based

on “scientific method,” ie., a transcultural theory of change. He undoubtedly had
anthropology in mwd when he stated that “the necessary bridge between the realm
of fact and the realm of value . . . can be strengthened by those social sciences
which utilize the scienuic method but endeavor 10 apply it to values” (1949:315).
4. Northrop presumably qualified for that role as the author of The Mesting

| of East and West (1946) and editor of /deelegical Bijferences and World Order (1949).
. The latter included contribusions by D. Bidney (“The Concept of Meta-Anthro-
. pology”) and C. Kluckhohn (“The Philosophy ef the Navaho Indians”).

5. MNorthrop’s view is expressed obliquely in this remark about Bergson: “Jt

| was because Bergson assumed that a publicly meaningful neurological epistemic
. correlate of introspected memory is impossible to find that he relapsed into his

purely intuitive philosophy wwhich accounted for impressionistic art and the intro-

. spected private flow of time which he confused with public time and called ‘du-
" rée,” but which left no meaning for public space and time, the public events and

ebjects in it or a publi¢ self, all of which he called ‘falsifications of fact' or the
‘misuse of the mind’ " (1960:51). The quotation is from the essay “The Neurolog-

| ical Epistemic Correlates of Introspected Ideas.”

6. This is the heading of a chapter on De Maillet. Buffon, and others in Ioren

Eiseley's Darurn’s Century (1961).

7. Remember that Montaigne ended his essay “Bes Cannibales” (based, inci-

. dentally, on conversations with one of them) with this ironical remark: “Afll this
. isn't so bad but, imagine, they don't wear breeches” (“Tout cela ne va pas trop
" mal: mais quoy! ils ne portent point de hault de chausses.” See Montaigne 1925
. [1595):248). Two centuries later, Georg Forster noted: “We never consider how
. similar we are to the savages and we call, quite improperly, everyone by that name

who lives on a different continent and does not dress according to Pasisian Fash-
ion” (“denn wir bedenken nie, wie ahnlich wir den Wilden sind und geben diesen
Nzmen sehr uneigentlich allem, was in einem anderen Weltteile nicht parisisch

gekleidet is." See Forster 1968 [1791]:398 f).

8. On “Linguistic Method in Ethnography” see Hymes 1970; on “Ethnogra-

\ phy of Communication” see Schmitz 1975. On epistemological problems with the
. “ethnography of speaking™ see my paper “Rule and frocess” (1979a).

9. Although this was rccognized by F. Fanon and ethers there is a need to
remind ourselves of the fact that colonial regimes “aim at the repeated defeat of
vesistance” (see Wamba-dia-Wamba in an essay on philosophy in Africa, 1979:225).

. On the general issue of sustained oppression see S. Amin 1976.

10. This was noted bv many crities of anthropology, especially in France; see
the critical account of African Studies by Leclerc (1971) and of ethtiology in Latin

 America by Jaulin (1970). In a similar vein are the essays by Duvignaud (1973)

and Copans (1974). More recently, a collection of artides {many of them discussing
the thesis of Jaulin) was edited by Amseile (1979).

11. C. Geertz {with a reference to G. Ryle) posited that thought consists of “a
raffic 1n significant symbols,” a view which “makes of the study of culmire a posi-
tive science like any other” (1973:362). I suspect that he would rather not be re-
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minded of statements such as the one just quoted since he has been advocating a
hermeneutic stance in recent writings. Whether one really can hold both, a rep-
resentational theory of culture and a hermeneutic approach in the sense in which
it is intended, for instance, by Cadamer (1965} is in my view an open queszon.

12. A. Kroeber and L. White used animism as an invective in their debates
(see Bidney 1953:110). Lévi-Strauss says about Sartre’s notion of the practico-inert
that it “quite simply revives the language of animism” (1966:249), and in the same
context he dismisses Sartre’s Critique de la raison dialectigue as a myth and therefore
an “ethnographic document’ (What does this make of Sartre—a “primitive”? See
also Scholte’s comments on this, 1974a:648).

13. 1 am sure that the glaring absence of the issue of race from these essays
will be noted. It would be foolish to deny its importance in the rise of anthropol-
ogy (see Stocking 1968). Upon reflection, my fajlure to discuss race may have
something to do with the fact that it was not considered a problem in the training
1 received (and that may be indicative of the rift between academe and the wider
Amencn society). Apart from offering the lame excuse that one cannot speak
about everything, I would argue that a cdear concepaon of allochronism is the
prerequisite and frame for a critique of racism. Refutations of racist thought from
genetics and psychology are useful, but they will not as such do away with race as
an ideological and, indeed, cosmological concept.

14. Without any doubt, the politics of Trme which provided a motor for the
development of anthropology is somehow connected with the phenomena ana-
lyzed by I. Wallerstein (1974). But I sece 2 major difficulty in the notion of system
iself. Can it ever accommodate coevalness, i.e., a dialecical concept of Time:
N. Luhmann seems to think so but I find his arguments inconclusive to say the
least. See his important essay “The Future Cannot Begin: Temporal Structures in
Modern Sodety” (1976).

15. And itremains problematic in the minds of anthropologists whose oeuvre
is commonly recognized as Marxist; see the preface to Godelier 1973; see the vol-
ume edited by M. Bloch (1975; especially R. Firth’s contribution), and the first
chapter in Abeles 1976.

16. As far as Soviet ethnology is concerned, the situation is unclear to say the
least. We owe to Stephen and Ethel Dunn an important Introduction to Seviet Eth-
nography (1974) but their interpretations kave been hody disputed by Soviet émigré
anthropologists such as David Zilberinan (see 1976, including replies by the Dunns).

17. There are signs that anthropologists have begun to develop elements of
such a theory, see Bourdieu (1977) on a theory of practice, Friedrich (1980) on
the material-chaotic aspects of languuge, Geedy (1977) on the material condit’ons
of communication, to name but three examples.

18. In this respect, Bourdieu’s quasi-synonymous use of herineneutic inter-
pretation and structuralist decoding is justified {see 1977:1). 1t is another quest'on
whether this does justice 0 recent propesals for a critical herineneutic.

19. E. Bloch formulated thoughts onGladkeringheit and Ungleichzeitigheit which
are too complex to be dealt with in this context. 1 want to note, though, that
totality was central to him and that he anticipated the critique of visuahsm when
he insisted that use of the concept of “totality must not only be critical, but above
all non-contemplative” (1962 {1932):125).



References Cited

Abeles, Marc. 1976. Anthropologie et marxisme. Brussels: Editions Com-
plexe.

Adams, Charles R. 1979. “Aurality and Consciousness: Basotho Produc-
tion of Significance.” In Bruce T. Grindal and Dennis M. Warren, eds.,
Essays m Humanistic Anthropology: A Festschrift in Honor of David Bidney,
pp- 303-325. Washington, D.C.: University Press of America.

Adorno, Theodor W. 1966. Negatue Dialekstk. Frankfurc Subrkamp.

Althusser, Louis and Etienne Balibar. 1970. Reading Capitel. London: NLB.

Amin, Samir. 1976. Unequal Development: An Essay on the Social Formations
of Peripheral Capitalism. Sussex: Harvester Press.

Amselle, Jean-Leup, ed. 1979. Le Sauvage a4 la mode. Paris: Editions le
Sycomore.

Anderson, James N. 1973. “Ecological Anthropology and Anthropolog:-
cal Ecology.” In John ). Honigman, ed., H andbook ef Sociel and Cultural
An#hropology. pp. 179--239. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Apel, Karl-Otto. 1967. Analykc Philosephy of Language and the Gesteswissen-
schaften. Dordrecht: Reidel.

1970. “Szientismus oder transzendentale Hermeneutik?” In Rudlgcr
Bubner, Konrad Cramer, and Reiner Wiehl, eds., Hermeneutsk und B
alekt:k, 2:105-144. Tibingen: |. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck).

Arens, W. 1979. The Man-Eating Myth. Anthropology and Anthrepephagy. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Asad, Talal, ed. 1973. Anthropology and the Colenial Encounter. New York:
Humanities Press.

Bachelard, Gaston. 1950. Le Dialecque de la durée. Paris: PUF.

Barthes, Roland. 1970. Writing Degree Zere and Elewents of Semielogy. Bos-
ton: Beacon.

Basso, Keith H. and Henry A. Selby, eds. 1976. Meaning in Anb‘zropo!ogy
Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.

Bastian, Adolf. 1881. Be Vorgeschichte der Ethnologe. Beutschlands Denk-
Sreunden gewidmet fiir eine Mussestunde. Berlin: Dimmler.

Baudrillard, Jean. 1976. L’Echange symbolique et la mort. Paris: Gallimard.

Bauman, Zygmunt. 1978. Hermeneutics and Social Scrence. New York: Co-
lumbia University Press.




184 References Cited

Becker, Carl L. 1963 (1932). The Heavenly City of the Eighteenth-Century
Philosophers. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Beckingham, C. F. and G. W. Huntngford, eds. 1961. The Prester John of
the Indies. 2 vols, Cambridge: Cambridge Un'wversity Press.

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

1967 [1946]). The Chrysanthemum and the Sword: Patterns of Japanese
Culture. Cleveland: World.

Benveniste, Emile. 197 1 [1956]. Problems in General Linguistics. Coral Ga-
bles: University of Miami Press.

Bidney, David. 1953. Theoretical Anthvopology. New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press.

Bloch, Ernst. 1962 [1932]. “Ungleichzeitigket und Pflicht zu ihrer
Dialektik.” In Erbschaft dieser Zeit, pp. 104-126. Frankfurt: Suhr-
kamp,

— 1863 Titinger Einfeitung in die Philosophie, vol. 1. Frankfurt: Suhr-.
kamp.

Bloch, Maurice. 1977. “The Past and the Present in the Present.” Man
(N.S.), 12:278-292.

Bloch, Maurice, ed. 1975. Marxist Analyses and Secial Anthropolegy. Lon-
don: Malaby Press.

Bogoras, Waldemar. 1925. “Ideas of Space and Time in the Conceptien
of Primitive Religion.” Amenican Anthropelogist 277:205—266.

Bohm, Dasid. 1965. The Special Theory ef Relakuity. New York: W. A. Ben-
jamin,

Boon, James. 1972. From Symbolism to Structuralism. New York: Harper
Torchbooks.

—— 1977. The Anthropological Romance of Bali, 1597-1972. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Bossuet, Jacques Bénigne. 1845. Discours sur Lhistotre universelle. Paris; Fir-
min Didot Freres.

—— 1976. Discourse on Universal Hestory. O. Ranum, ed., trans. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1963. “The Attitude of the Algerian Peasant Toward
Time.” In J. Pitt-Rivers, ed., Mediterranean Countrymen: Essays in the So-
cial Anthropelogy of the Mediterranean., pp. 55-72. Paris: Mouton.

-—— 1977. Outiine of a Theory of Practice. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Broc, Numa. 1972. La Géographie des philosophes: Géographes et voyageurs
francais au XV{11¢ siécle. Lille: Service de reproduction des théses.

Burridge, Kenelm. 1973. Encountering Aberigines. New York: Pergamon
Press.

Burrow, J. W. 1966. Evoluton and Society. A Studyin Victorian Social Theory.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

References Cited 185

Butzer, Karl W. 1964. Envirenment and Archaeology: An Introduction to Pleis-

. tocene Geography. Chicago: Aldine.

Calers I'nternationaux de Sociologie. 1979. Issues on “Tenips et société” and

.~ “Temps et pensée.”

' Campbell, Donald T. 1970. "“Natural Selection as an Epistemological
Medel.” In Raoul Naroll and Ronald Cohen, eds., A Handbook of Method
in Cultural Anthropology, pp. 51-85. Gaiden City, N.Y.. Natural History
Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 1972. Langusge and Mind. Enlarged edition. New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Copans, Jean. 1974. Crisiques et politiques de U'anthrapologie. Paris: Maspéro.

.\ —— and Jean Jamin. 1978. Aux onigines de lanthropologie frangaise. Paris:

~ Editions le Sycomore.

anthropelegiques. Paris: Maspéro.
. Darwin, Charles. 1861. On the Ongin of Species by Means of Natural Selec-
kon. 3d ed. London: J. Murray.

F. C. T. Moore, ed. and Berkeley: University of California Press.

Derrida, Jacques. 1976. @f Grammatology. Gayatri Chakravarty Spivak,

trans. Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press.

. Diamond, Stanley. 1974. {n Search of the Primitive: A Critique of Civilizatien.

New Brunswick, N.].: Transaction.

1 Dolgin, Janet L., David S. Kemnitzer, and David M. Schneider, eds. 1977.

Symbolic Anthropology: A Reader in the Study of Symbols and Meaming. New

York: Columbia University Press.

" Doob, L. W. 1971. Patterming of Time. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Douglas, Mary. 1966. Punty and Danger. London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul.

. Duchet, Michele. 1971. An#hropologie et histoire au siécle des lumiéres. Paris:

Maspéro.

Dumont, Jean-Paul. 1978. The Headman and I: Ambiguity and Ambrualence
in the Field:vorking Experience. Austin: University of Texas Press.

Dunn, Stephen P. and Ethel Dunn, eds. 1974. Inéroduction to Soviet Eth-
nography. Berkeley: Highgate Socal Science Research Station.

Dupré, Wilhelm. 1975. Religion in Primikve Cultures. A Study in Ethnophi-

lesophy. The Hague: Mouton.
Durand, Gilbert. 1979. Science de 'homme et tradition. Paris: Berg Interna-
tional.

. Durbin, Marshall, 1975. “Models of Simultaneity and Sequentiality in

Human Cognition.” In M. Dale Kinkade, Kenneth L. Hale, and Os-
wald Werner, eds.. Linguistics and Anthropology: In Honor of C. F. Voege-
lin, pp. 113-135, Lisse: Peter de Ridder.



186 References Cited

Durkheim, Emile. 1938. L'Evolution pédagogique en France des erigines d la
Renaissance. Paris: Félix Alcan.

Duvignaud, J. 1973. Le Language perdu. Essai sur la différence anthropalo-
gique. Paiis: PUF.

Dwyer, Kevin. 1977. “On the Dialogic of Field Work.” Dialectical Anthro-
pology 2:143-151.

—— 1979. "The Dialogic of Ethnology.” Bialectical Anthropelogy 4:205-
224.

Eder, Klaus. 1973. “Komplexitat, Evolution und Geschichte.” lu Frane
Maciejewski, ed., Theorie der Gesellschaft oder Sozialtechnelogie. Theorie Dus-
kussien, supplement 1, pp. 9-42. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.

Eiseley, Loren. 1961. Darwin's Centcry: Evelution and the Men Who Discov-
ered It. New York: Doubleday Anchor.

Eliade, Mircea. 1949. Mythe de U'éternél retour. Paris: Gallimard.

Evans-Pritchard, E. E. 1962a. “Fieldwork and the Empirical Tradition.”
In Social Anthropelegy and Other Essays, pp. 64-85. New York: Free Press.

1962b. “Anthropology and History.” In Social Anthropology and Other
Essays, pp. 172-191. New York: Free Press.

Fabian, Johannes. 1971. “Language, History, and Anthropology.” Philos-
ophy of the Social Sciences 1: 19-47.

—— 1975. “Taxonomy and Ideology: On the Boundaries of Concept-
Classification.” In M. Dale Kinkade, Kenneth L. Hale, and Oswald
Werner, eds., Linguistics and Anthrepology: In Honor of C. F. Voegelin, pp.
183-197. Lisse: Peter de Ridder.

—— 1979a. “Rule and Process: Thoughts on Ethnography as Commu-
nication.” Philosephy of the Social Sciences 9:1-26.

1979b. “The Anthropology of Religious Movements: from Expla-

nation © Interpretation.” Social Research 46: 4~35.

1982. “On Rappaport’s Ecelegy, Meaning, and Religren,” Current An-
thropology 23:205-209.

Fabian, Johannes and Ilona Szombati-Fabian. 1984. “Felk Art from an
Anthropological Perspective” In M. G. @uimby and Seott T. Swank,
eds., Perspectives on American Folk Art, pp. 247-292. New York: Norton.

Fernandez, James W. 1974. “The Mission of Metaphor in Ewpressive Cul-
ture.” Current Anthyopelogy 15:119-145.

Feyerabend, Paul. 1975. Against Method: Qutline of an Anarchistic Theory of
Kneuwledge. London: NLB.

Firth, Raymond, 1973. Symbols: Public and Private. London Allen and Un-
win,

Forster, Georg. 1968. [1791]. Ansichten vom Niederrhein. Collected Works.
Vol. 2 Gerhard Steiner, ed. Berlin: Aufbau Verlag.

Foucault, Michel. 1973. The Order of Things: An Archeology of the Human
Science. New York: Vintage Beoks.

Fraser, ]J. T., ed. 1966. The Voices of Time: A Cooperative Survey of Man’s

References Cited 187

Views of Time as Expressed by #re Sciences and by the Humanaties. New York:
George Braciller.

Fraser, ]J. T., F. C. Haber, and G. H. Muller, eds. 1972. The Study of Time.
Vol. 1. New York: Springer. (Vols. 2-4 published 1975-1979).

. Freyer, Hans. 1959 [1931]. “Typen und Stufen der Kultur.” In A. Vier-

kandt, ed., Handwérterbuch der Sozologie, pp. 294-308. Stuttgart: Fer-
dinand Enke.

Friedrich, Paul. 1980. “Linguistic Relativity and the Order-to-Chaos Con-
tinuum.” In Jacques Maquet, ed., On Linguiskc Anthrepoiogy: Essays in
Hener of Harry Hoijer 1979, pp. 89-139. Malibu: Undina Publications,

'.f_' Gadamer, Hans-Georg. 1963. Wahrheit und Methode. Second edition. Tub-

ingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck).

Galtung, Johann. 1967. “After Camelot.” In Irving L. Horowitz, ed., The
Rise and Fall of Preject Camelst: Studies in the Relationship Between Secial
Scicnce and Practical Politics, pp. 281-312. Cambridge: MIT. Press.

Geertz, Clifford. 1973. The Intevpretation of Cultures. New York: Basic
Books.

—— 1979. “From the Native’s Point of View: On the Nature of Anthro-
pological Understanding.” In Paul Rabinow and William N. Sullivan,
eds., Interpretive Social Science: A Reader, pp. 225-241. Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press.

Gellner, Ernest. 1964. Theught and Change. Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press.

Ginzel, F. K. 1906, 1911, 1914. Handbuch der mathematischer wnd tech-
nischen Chronologie: Bes Zeitrechnungsuwesen der Vilker. 3 vols. Leipzig:
J. C. Hinrich.

Gioscia, Victor. 1971. “On Secial Time.” In Henri Yaker, Humphry Os-
mond, and Frances Cheek, eds., The Future of Time, pp. 73-141. Gar-
den City, N.Y.: Doubleday.

Givner, David A. 1962. "Sciendfic Preconceptions in Locke’s Philosophy
of Language.” Journal for the Histery of ldeas 23:340-354.

Gluckman, Max. 1963. Order and Rebellion in Tribal Africa. London: Cohen
and West.

| Godelier, Maurice. 1973. Horizens, trajects marxistes en anthropologie. Paris:

Maspéro.

E Goody, Jack. 1977. The Demestication of the Savage Mind. Cambridge: Cam-

bridge University Press.

Graebner, Fritz. 1911. Methode der Ethnologie. Heidelberg:C. Winter.

Greenberg, J. H. 1968. Anthropologicat Linguistics: An Introductien. INew
York: Random House.

Greimas, Algirdas Julien. 1973. “‘Sur I'histoire événementielle et I'histoire
fondamentale.” In Reinhart Koselleck and Wolf-Dieter Stempel, eds.,
Geschichte—Ereignis und Erzéhlung, pp. 139-153, Munich: Wilhelm Fink.

—— 1976. Sémiotique et sciences seciales. Paris: Seuil.



188 References Cited

Gurvitch, Georges. 1961. La Muitiplicité des temps seciaux. Paris: Centre de
Decumentation Universitaire.
1964. The Spectrum of Socmal Time. Dordrecht: Reidel.

Gusdorf, Georges. 1968. “Ethnologie et métaphysique.” In Jean Poirier,

ed., Ethrologiegénérale, pp. 1772-1815. Paris: Gallimard.

1978. L'Avénement des sciences humaines au siécle des lumiéres. Paris:
Payel.

Habermas, Jurgen. 1972, Knowledye umd Human {nterests. london:
Heinemann.

Halfmann, Jost. 1979. “Wissenschaftliche Entwickiung und Evolutions-
theorie.” Europdisches Archiv fiir Soziologie 20: 245-298.

Hall, Edward T. 1959. The Silent Language. Greenwich, Conn.: Fawcett.

Hall, Edward T. and William Foote Whyte. 1966. “Intercuttural Com-
munication: A Guide to Men of Action.” In Alfred G. Smith, ed., Com-
munication and Culture, pp. 567-576. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and
Winston.

Hamann, Johann Georg. 1967. Schriften zur Sprache, Wolfgang Rodel, ed.
Frankfurt: Suhkamp.

Hanson, F. Allan. 1979. “Does God Have a Body? Truth, Reality and
Cultural Relativism.” Marn (N.S.), 14:515-529.

Harari, Josué V., ed. 1979. Textual Strategies. Perspectives in Pest-Structur-
elist Criticism. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press.

Harris, Marvin, 1968. The Rise of Anthrofological Theory. New York: Themas
Y. Croweil.

Hegel, G. F. W. 1969 {1830]. Enzyklopidie der philasophischen Wissenschaften
im Grundrisse. Friedhelm Nicolin and Otto Poggeler, eds. Berlin: Aka-
demie Verlag.

—— 1970 {1835]. Vorlesungen tiber die Aesthewk. 3 vols. Frankfurt: Suhr-
kamp.

—— 1973 [1807}. Phanomenologie des Geistes. Gerhard Gohler, ed. Frank-
fure: Ullstein.

Herodotus. 1972. The Hiswories. Aubrey de Sélineourt, trans. Baltimore:
Penguin Books.

Hcerskevits, Mclvitle J. 1972, Cultural Relatrevism: Perspectives m Cultural
Pluralism, Frances Herskovits, ed. New York: Random House.

History anid Theuvry. 1966. History and the Concept of Time. Beiheft 6. Middle-
towr, Conn.: Wesleyan University Press.

Heobbes, Thomas. 1962 [ 1651]. Leviathan or the Mciter, Forine and Power of
a Commonweaith Ecclesistical and Crvil. Michael @akeshott, ed. New York:
Collier.

Hodgen, Margaret E. 1964. Early Anthropology in the Sixteenth and Seven-
teenth Centuries. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Honigmann, John J. 1976. The Development of Anthrepelegical {deas. Home-
woad, 111.: Dorsey.

References Cited 189

3 Huizer. Gerrit and Bruce Mannheim, eds. 1979. The Politics of Anthrepol-

ogy- The Hague: Meuton.

. Huxley, Julian. 1949. “Unesco: Its Purpose and its Philosophy.” In

F. S. C. Novthrop, ed., ideological Differences and World Order, pp. 305~
322. New Haven: Yale I'mversity Press,

- Hymes, Dell. 1970. “Linguistic Method in Ethnography: Its Development

in the United States.” In Paul L. Garvin, ed.. Method and Theory in Lin-
guntio, pp. 249-325. The Hague: Mouton.

. —— 1972. “Models of the Interaction of Language and Socid Life.” In

John J. Gumperz and Dell Hymes, eds., Directons i Soctolinguistics, pp.
35-71. New York: Hotu Rinehart and Winston.

. Hymes. Dell, ed. 1965. The Use of Computers in Anthropology. The Hague:

Mouton.

_. —— 1974. Reinventing Anthrepulegy. New York: Random House, Vintage

Books.

. lamblichos. 1963. Pythageras. Michael von Albrecht, ed., trans. Zirich:

Artemis.

:' Jameson, Fredric. 1972. The Prisen House of Language: A Critical Account

of Structuralism and Russian Formaksm. Princeton: Princeton University
Press. -

‘ Jarvie, Ian C. 1964. The Revelution in Anthropology. New York: Humanities

Press.

. —— 1975. “Epistle to the Anthropelogists.” American Anthropologist 77:253—

266.
Jaulin, R. 1970. La Pax bianche. Paris: Seuil.

. Javne, K. G. 1970 [1910) Vasco de Gama and His Successors 1460-1580.

New York: Barmes and Noble.

‘ Jenkius, Alan. 1979. The Socal Theory of Claude Lén-Strauss. london:

Macmillan.

. Jules-Rosette. Benneua. 1978. “The Veil of Objectivity: Prophecy, Divi-

nation and Socal Inquiry.” American Anthropolagist 80:549-570.

Klerupt, Adalbert. 1960. Bie Sakulurisierung der universal-histovischen Auf-
fassung. Zum Wandel des Geschichisdenkens an 16. und 17. Jahrhundert.
Corttimgen: Musterschmidt.

Kluckhohn, Clyde. 1962. Culture and Behavior. Richard Kluckhohn, ed.
New York: Free Press.

Kojeve, Alexandre. 1969. Iniroduction to the Reoding of Hegel. New Yark:
Basic Boeks. -

Koselleck, Reinhart. 1973. “Geschichte, Geschichten und formale Zeit-
struckturen.” In Reinhart Koselleck. and Wolf-Dieter Stempel, eds.,
Geschichte—Ereignis und Evzifdung, pp. 211-222. Munich: Wilhelm
Fink.

Koselleck, Reinhart and Wolf-Dieter Stempel, eds. 1973. Geschiclite—Er-
eignts und Erzahlung. Munich: Wilhelm Fink.



190 References Cited

Kramer, Fritz. 1977. Verkehrte Wellen. Zur imagindren Ethnographie des 19.
Jakrhunderts. Frankfurt: Syndikat.

— 1978. “Uber Zeit, Genealogie und solidarische Beziehung.” In Fritz
Kramer and Christan Sigrist, eds., Gesellschaf ten ofme Staat. Vol 2: Ge-
nealogie und Sokidanitit, pp. 9-27. Frankfurt: Syndikat.

Kroeber, Alfred. 1915. “The Eighteen Professions.” American Anthropolo-
gest 17:283-289.

Kubler. George. 1962. The Shape of Time. Remarks on the History of Things.
New Haven: Yale University Press.

Kuhn, Thomas S. 1970. The Structure of Scienh fic Revolutions. Second en-
larged edition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Kuper, Adam. 1973. Anihropelogists and Anthropology. The British School,
1922 -1972. London: Allen Lane.

Lacroix, Pierre-Francis, ed. 1972. L'Expression du temps dans quelques lan-
gues de Louest africam. Paris: Selaf.

La Fonraine. 1962. Fables choisies mises en vers. Paris: Garnier Fréres.

Langer, Susanne K. 1951. Philosophy 172 a New Key. A Study i the Symbolism
of Reasen, Rite, and the Arts. New York: Mentor Books.

Lapeinte, ¥rangois H. and Claire C. Lapointe. 1977. Claude Lévi-Strauss
and His Critics. New York: Gailand.

Leach, E. R. 1954. Political Systems of Highland Burma: A Study of Kachin
Social Structure. London: Cohen and West.

1970.Cleude Lévi-Strauss. New York: Viking.

1976. Culture and Commurication. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Leclerc, Gerard. 1971. Anthropologie et colonialisme: Essar sur Uhistotre de
Uafricanisme. Paris: Fayard.

1979. L'Observation de "homme: Une histoire des enquétes sociales. Paris:
Seuil.

Lemaire, Ton. 1976. Over de waarde van kulturen. Baarn: Ambo.

1epenies, Wolf. 1976. Das Ende der N atur geschickte. Mun'ch: C. Hanser.

Lepenies, Wolf and H. H. Ritter, eds. 1970. Orte des Wiiden Denkens. Zur
Anthropologie von Claude Lévi-Strauss. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.

Lévi-Strauss, Claude. 1963. Tristes Tropiques: An Anthropological Study of
Primistive Sociekes in Brazil. New York: Atheneum.

—— 1966. The Savage Mind. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

— 1967. Structural Anthropology. New York: Doubleday Anchor.

—— 1968. L’'Onigine des maniéres de table. Mythologiques I{1. Paris: Plon.

1969 (1949]. The Elementary Structures of Kinship. Boston: Beacon
Press.

—— 1970. The Raw and the Cooked. Introduction te a Science of Mytholegy 1.
New York: Harper Torchbooks.

—— 1976. Structural Anthropology I1. New York: Basic 8ooks.

References Cited 191

Levine, S. K. 1976, “Review of J. Baudrillard, The Mirror of Production.”
Dialectical Anthropolegy 1:395-397.

Libby, W. F. 1949. Radiocarbon Dakng. Chicago: Universsity of Chicago
Press.

Lichtenberg, Georg Christoph. 1975. Werke in einem Band. Hans Fried-
erici, ed. Berlin: Aufbau Verlag.

Lindberg, David C. 1976. Theories of Vision from Al-Kindi to Kepler. Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press.

Lindberg, David C. and Nicholas H. Steneck. 1972. “The Sense of Vision
and the Origins of Modern Science” In Allen G. Debus, ed., Saence,
Medicine end Society in the Renaissance: Essays to Honor Walter Pagel, 1:29-
45. New York: Science History Publications.

Locke. John., 1964 [1689]. An Essay Cencerning Human Understanding.
A. D. Woozley, ed. New York: Meridian.

Lovejoy, Arthur O., Gilbert Chinard, George Boas, and Ronald S. Crane,
eds. 1935. A Documentary History of Primitivism and Reloted Idees. Balu-
more, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Lucas, J. R. 1973. A Treatise on Time and Space. Lendon: Methuen.

Luhmann, Niklas. 1976. “The Futare Cannot Begin: Temporal Struc-
tures in Modern Seciety.” Socaal Research 43:130-152.

Lyell, Charles. 1830. Prinaples of Ceology. London: J. Murray.

Maffesoli, Michel, ed. 1980. La Galaxte de l'imaginare. Paris: Berg Inter-
national.

Mairet, Gérard. 1974. Le Discours et historigue. Essat sur la représentation
historienne du temps. Paris: Mame,

Malinowski, Bronislaw. 1945. The Dynamics of Culture Change: An Ingquiry
into Race Relations in Africa. Phyllis M. Kaberry, ed. New Haven: Yale
University Press.

—— 1967. A Diary in the Strict Sense of the Term. New York: Harcourt,
Brace, and World.

Maltz, D. N. 1968. “Primitive Time-Reckoning as a Symbolic System.”
Cornell Journal of Secial Relokons 3:85~111.

Man and Time. 1957. Papers from the Eranos Yearbooks 3. Bollingen Sertes 30.
New York: Pantheon Books.

Marc-Lipiansky, Mireille. 1973. Ze Structuraitsme de Lévi-Stawss. Paris:
Payot.

Marx, Karl. 1953. Die FrihscArif ten. Siegfried Landshut, ed. Stuttgart: A.
Kroner.

—— 1964. The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. Dirk Struik,
ed. New York: International.

Marx, Karl and Friedrich Engels. 1959. Marx and Engels: Basic Writings
on Polikics and Philosophy. Lewis S. Feuer, ed. Garden City, N.Y.: Dou-
bleday.



192 References Cited

Mauss, Marcel. 1974. Manuel d'ethnographie. Paris: Payot.

Maxwell, Robert J. 1971. “Anthropological Perspectives en Time.” In
Henri Yaker, Humphry Osmond. and Frances Cheek, eds., The Future
of Teme, pp. 36-72. Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday.

McLuhan, Marshall. 1962, T ke Gutenberg Galaxy. Toronto: University of
Toronto Press.

Mead, Margaret. 1962. “National Character.” In Sol Tax, ed., Anthropei-
0gy Today: Selacksrs, pp. 396—421, Chicago: University of Chicage Press.

Mead. Margaret and Rhoda Métraux, eds. 1933. The Study of Culture at a
Dustance. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Melizer, Bernard N., John W. Petras, and Larry T'. Reynolds. 1975. Sym-
bolic Interactionivm. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Montaigne. 1925 [1595]. Essays de Montaigne. M. J. V. leclerc. ed. Paris:
Garnier Freres.

Moravia, Sergio. 1967. “Philosophie et géographie a la fin du XVIII® sie-
cle” Studies on Vollaire and the Eighteenth Century. 57:937-1011.

-— 1973, Beobachtende Vernun ft. Philosophie und Anthropologre in der Auf-
klarung. Munich: C. Hanser.

-— 1976. “Les Idéologues et I'age des lumieres.” Studies en Voltaive and
#i¢ Eighteenth Century 151-155:1465-1486.

Morgan, L. H. 1877. Andent Socrety. New York: World.

Mtller, Klaus E. 1972. Geschichte der antiken Ethnographie und ethnologischen
Theoriebildung. Part 1: Von den Anfingen bis auf die byzantischen Historvo-
graphen. Wiesbaden: Franz Stener.

Muidock, G. P. 1949. Secel Structure. New York: MacMillan.

Murray, Stephen O. 1979. "The Scientific Reception of Castaneda.” Con-
temporary Sociology 8:189-196.

Naroll, Raoul and Ronald Cohen, eds. 1970. A Handbook of Method in
Cultural Anthropology. Garden City, N.Y.: Natural History Press.

Nilsson, Martin P. 1920. Primitive Time-Rechoning: A Study in the Origin and
First Development of the Art of Counting Time Among Primitive and Early
Culture Peoples. Oxtord: Oxford University Press.

Nisbet, Robert A. 1969. Social Change and History. Aspects of the Western
Theovy of Deuelopment. Oxtord: Oxtord University Press.

Northrop, F. S. C. 1946. The Meeting of East and West. New York: Mac-
mullan.

——— 1960. Phifosophical Anthropology and Practical Politics. New York: Mac-
millan.

Northrop, . S. C, ed. 1949. ldeological Differences and World Order: Studies
in the Philosophy and Science of the Wonld’s Cultures. New Haven: Yale
University Press.

Northrop, F. S. C. and Helen Livingston, eds. 1964. Cross-Cultural Under-
standing. Epistemnology in Anthropology. New York: Harper and Row.

References Cited 193

Nowell-Smith, P. H. 1971. “Cultural Relativism.” Phslosophy of the Social
Sciences 1:1-17.

| Oakley, Kenneth P. 1964. Framework for Dusmg Fossil Man. Chicago: Al-

dine.

Ong, Walter J. 1958. Ramus: Method and the Decay of Dialogue. Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press.

1970 [1967). The Presence of the Word. New York: Simon and Schus-
ter.

Owusu, Maxwell. 1978. “Ethnography of Africa: The Usefulness of the
Useless.” American Anthropologist 80:310-334.

Palmer, Richard E. 1969. Hermeneutics. Evanston: Northwestern Univer-
sity Press.

Parsons, Talcott. 1963. The Social System. New York: Free Press.

1977. The Evolukion of Societies. Jackson Toby, ed. Englewood Cliffs,
N _J.: Prentice-Hall.

Peel, J. D. Y. 1971. Herbert Spencer: The Evolution of a Sociologist. New
York: Bastc Books.

Pinxten, Rik, ed. 1976. Universalism Versus Relakvism i Language and
Thought. The Hague: Meuton.

Piskaty, Kurt. 1957. “Ist das Pygmaenwerk von Henri Trilles eine zuver-
lassige Quelle?” Anthropos 52:33-48.

Poirier, Jean, ed. 1968. Ethnologie générale: Encyclepédie de la Pleiade. Paris:
Gallimard.

Popper, Karl. 1966. The @pen Society and Its Enemies. 2 vols. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Rabinow, Paul. 1978. Reflectons on Fieldwork in Moarocco. Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press.

Rabinow, Paul and William M. Sullivan, eds. 1979. Interpretive Social Sci-
ence: A Reader. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Radnitzky, Gerard, 1968. Contemporary Schools of Metascience. Vol. 2: Con-
tinertal Schools of Metasaience. Goteborg: Akademietoviaget.

Ranum, Orest. 1976. “Editor's Introducdon.” In J. B. Bossuet, Discourse
on Universal History, pp. xiii-xliv. Chicago: L'niversity of Chicago Press.

Rappaport, Roy A. 1979. Ecology, Meaning, and Religion. Richmond, Calif .
North Atlanic Books.

Ratzel, Friedrich. 1904. “Geschichte, Volkerkunde und historische Per-
spektive.” In Hans Helmholt, ed., Kietne Schriften, 2:488-525. Munich:
R. Oldenbourg,

Reid, Herbert G. 1972. “The Politics of Time: Conflicting Philosophical
Perspectives and Trends.” The Human Conéext 4:456-483.

Ricoeur, Paul, ed. 1975.Les Cultures et le temps. Paris: Payot.

Rogers, Francis M. 1961. The Travels of the Inf ante Dom Pedro of Portugal.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.




194 References Cited

Rommetveit, Ragnar. 1974. On Message Structure. A Framework for the Study
of Languege and Cemmunication. London: Wiley.

Rosen, Lawrence. 1971. “Language, History, and the Logic of Inquiry in
Lévi-Strauss and Sartre.” History and Theory 10:269-294.

Rossi, Ino. 1974. The Unconscious in Culture: The Structuralism of Claude
Levi-Strauss. New York: Dutten.

Rousseau, Jean- Jacques. 1977 [1781]. Cenfessions. New York: Penguin
Classks.

Ruby, Jay. 1980. “Exposing Yourself: Reflexivity, Anthropology and Film.”
Semionca 30:153-179.

Rudolph, W. 1968. Der kulturelle Relativismus. Berlin: Duncker und Hum-
blot.

. Sahlins, Marshall. 1976. Culture and Prackcal Reason. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

Sahlins, Marshall and Elmer Service. 1960. Evolution and Culture. Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Said, Edward W. 1979. @rientalism. New York: Random House, Vintage
Books.

Salamone, Frank A. 1979. “Epistemological Implications of Fieldwork and
Their Consequences.” American Anthropologist 81:46-60.

Sapir, Edward. 1916. Time Perspective in Abeviginal Amevican Culture: A Study
in Method. Memoir 90, Geological Survey ot Canada, Anthropological
Series, no. 13. Ottawa.

Sapir, J. David and J. Christopher Grocker, eds. 1977. The Social Use of
Metaphor. Phtladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

de Saussure, Ferdinand. 1975. Cours de Lnguistque généraie. Tullio de
Mauro. ed. Paris: Payot.

Schmitz, Heinrich Walter. 1973. Ethnographie der Kommunikation. Kommu-
nikakonsbergriff und Ansitze zur Etf orschung von Komiunikationsphanome-
nen in der Volkerkunde. Hamburg: Helmut Buske.

Scholte, Bob. 1966. “Epistemic Paradigms: Some Problems :n Cross-Cul-
tural Research on Social Anthropological History and Theory.” Amen-
can Anthropolegist 68:1192-1201.

1271. “Discontents in Anthropology.” Sacial Research $8:777-807.

——~ 1974a. “The Structural Anthropology of Claude Lévi-Strauss.” In
J. J- Honigmann, ed., Handbook of Social and Cultural Antiropology, pp-
637-716. New York: Rand McNally.

-—— 1374b. “Toward a Reflexive and Critical Anthropology.' In Dell
Hymes, ed., Reinventing Anthropology, pp. 430-457. New York: Random
House, Viniage Books.

Schumacher, D. L. 1967. “Time and Physical Language.” in T. Gold and
D. L. Schumacher, eds., The Nature of Time, pp. 196-213. Ithaca, N.Y .:
Correll University Press.

|

References Cited 195

Schutz, Alfred. 1967. The Phenomenology of the Social World. Evanston, Iil.:
Northwestern University Press.

~-— 1977. "Making Music Togecher: A Study of Social Relationships.”
In Janet .. Dolgin, David S. Kemnitzer, and David M. Schneider, eds.,
Symbolic Anthropology, pp. 106-119. New York: Columbia University
Press.

Serres, Michel. 1977. Hermes 1V La distributieri. Paris: Minuit.

1979. “The Algebra of Literature: The Wolf’s Game.” In Josué V.
Harari, ed., Textual Strategws. pp. 260~-276. Ithaca: N.Y, Curnell Uni-
versity Press.

Simonis, Yvan. 1968. Claude Lévi-Strawss ou ‘la passion de Uinceste’: Intreduc-
tion eu strucksvalisme. Paris: Aubier-Montaigne.

Skorupski, John. 1976. Symbo! and Theery. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Sperber, Dan. 1975. Rethinking Symbolism. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Stagl. Justin. 1979. “Vom Dialog zum Fragebogen. Miszellen zur Ge-
schichie der Umfrage.” Kilner Zeitschrift fur Psychologie und Sozial psycho-
logie 31:611-638.

—— 1980. “Der wohl unterwiescne Passagier. Reisekunst und Gesell-
schaftsbeschreibung vom 16. bis zum 18, Jahrhundert.” In B. 1. Kras-
nobaev, Gert Nobel, and Herbert Zimmetrmann, eds., Rewen und
Retsebeschreitnmgen im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert als @uellen der Kulturbezie-
tungsforschung, pp. 353-384. Berlin: U. Camen.

Steward, Julian H. 1953. Theery of Culture Change. Urbana: University of
Illinois Press.

Stocking, George. 1968. Race, Culture, and Evolution. New York: Free
Press.

Suzuki, Peter T. 1980. “A Retrospective Analysis of Wartiine ‘National
Character’ Study.” Bialeciical Anthropology 5:33-16.

Szombati-Fabian, [lona. 1969. “The Concept of Time in Zuiu Myth and
Ritual: An Application of A. Schutz's Phenomenology.” M.A. thesis,
Department of Anthropology, University of Chicago.

Tagliacozzo, Giorgio, ed. 1976. Vico and Contemporary Theught, 1 and 2.
Social Research (Autumn and Wainwr), vol. 43,

'Fedlock, Dennis. 1979. “The Analogical Tradition and the Emergence of
a Dialogical Anthropology.”™ Jeurnal of Anthvepological Research 35:387-
400.

Tennekes, J. 1971. Anthropology, Reiatiism and Method: An Inquiry into the
Methodological Principles of a Science of Culture, Assen: Van Gorkum.

Tane and I'ts Mysteries. Series 1-3. 1936, 1940, 1949. New York: New York
University Press.

Todorov, Tzvetan. 1977. Théories du symbole. Paris: Seuil.




196 Reterences Cited

Toulmin, S. E. and June Geodfield. 1961. 7he Fabric of the Heavens. The
Development of Astronenty and Bynawmics. New York: Harper.

Turvbull, Colin M. 1962. The Forest People: A Study of the Pygmues of the
Congo. New York: Natural History Library-Anchor.

Turner, Victor. 1967. The Forest of Symbols. ithaca. N.Y.: Cernell Univer-
sity Press.

—— 1975. “Symbolic Studies.” In B. ]. Siegel et al, eds., Biennial Review
of Anthropology, Palo Alto: Annual Reviews.

Turton, David and Clive Ruggles. 1978. “Agieeing to Disagree: The
Measurement of Duration in a Southwestern Ethiopian Community.”
Current Anthropology 19:585-600.

Tylor, E. B. 1889. “On a Method of Investigating the Development of
Institutions: Applied to Laws of Marriage and Descent.” journel of the
Roval Anthropological Institute 18:245-269.

—— 1958 [1871]. Religion in Primikve Culture (Prinuttve Culture, vol. 2).
New York: Harper Torchbooks.

Vagdi, LaszI0. 1964. “Traditionelle Konzeption und Realitit in der Ethnol-
ogie.” In Festschnift fir Ad. E. Jensen, pp. 759-790. Munich: Klaus Ren-
ner.

Vansina, Jan. 1970. “Cultures Through Time.” In Raoul Naroll and Ron-
ald Cohen, eds., A Handbook of Methed in Cultural Anthrepolegy, pp. 165-
179. Garden City, N.Y.: Natural History Press.

Verhaegen, Benoit. 1974. Introduction a lhistore smmédiate. Gembloux: J.
Duculot.

Vogel, Fred W. 1975. A History of Ethmology. New York: Holt, Rinehart,
and Winston.

Voiney, C. F. 1830. Les Rurnres, ou msditakion sur les révolutions des empires.
sunvies de la lot neturelle. Brussels: Librairie Philosophique.

Wagn, Klaus. 1976. What Time Does. Munich: Caann Verlag.

Wagner, Roy. 1975, The Invention of Cufture. Englewoed Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall.

Wallerstein, limnanuel. 1974. The Modern World-System: Capitalist Agricul-
ture and the Ongins of the European World-Econemy in e Sixteenth Century.
New York: Academic Press.

Wamba-dia-Wamba. 1979. “La Philosophic en Afrique, ou les déhis de
I'Africain philesophe.” Revie Canadienne des Etudes Africaines 13:225-
244.

Wax, Resalie H. 1971. Doing Fieldwork: Warmings and Advice. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Weber, Max. 1964. Wirkchaft uni Gesellscheftl. Studienausgabe, Cologne:
Kiepenheuer und Witsch.

Weinrich, Harald. 1973. Le Tanps. Paris: Seuil.

Weizsiicker, Carl Friedrich von. 1977. Der Garten des Menschiichen. Beitrige
zur geschichtlichen Anthropelegie. Munich: C. Hanser.

Reterences Cited 197

White, Hayden. 1973. Metahistory: The Historical Imaginakon in Nineteenth-
Century Europe. Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press.
White, Leslie. 1959. The Evolwtion of Culture. New York: McGraw-Hill,

. Whitehead, Alfred North. 1959 {1927]. Symbolism: Its Mearang and Effect.

New York: Putnam.

. Whitrow, G. 1963. The Natural Philosephy of Time. New York: Harper and

Row.

\ Wilden, Anthony. 1972. System and Structure: Essays in Communication and

Exchange. London: Tavistock.
Yaker, Henri. Humphry Osmond, and Frances Cheek, eds. 1971. The
Future of Time. Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday.

. Yates, Frances A. 1966. Tke Art of Memery. Chicage: University of Chicago

Press.

'I Zelkind, Irving and Joseph Sprug, eds. 1974. Tine Research: 1172 Studies.

Metuchen, N.].: Scarecrow Press.
Zi'berman, David. 1976. “Ethnography in Soviet Russia.” Bialectical An-
thropology 1:135-153.



Index

Abeles, M., 182

' Achromicity, achronic, 77, 168

Adams, Ch. R, 183

Adorno, T.. 159

Agricels, 115

Allochronism, allochronic, 32, 33, 37-38,
49. 68, 74-75, 76, 82, 104, 123-24,
125, 127, 143, 148, 150, 152-33, 155,
156, 179

Althusser. L., 138

Alvares, Father Francisco, 171

Amm, S., 181

Amselle, L., 181

Anachronism, 4, 32

Anderson, J. M., 176

Aninu'sm, 152, 182

Anthropolegy: American, 38. 45-51, 62,
69, 169 isee alse Culturalism); British,
39-40,45, 174-75; critique of, x, 32-
33; French, 38, 45, 69. 79, 124, 141
(see alse Structuralisim); Gerinan. see
Diffusionism; and politics. 28, 48, 52,
64, 67, 68-69, 79, 95-96, 120, 143,
149; symbolic, 123-24, 133, 134-39,
151, 179-80: Tune and the object of,
28, 30 (er ulsu Oulier); visual, 123

Apel, K. O, 176, 180

Apereuc. 33, 35. 148,179

Areus. W, xsv

Asad, T.. 175

Augustine, ix, 167

Auobiegraphy, 84, 102; see alse Past,
autebiegraphic

Bachelard, G, 143, 174, 180
Barthes, R., 76, 140

Basso, K., 180

Bastian, A., 122

Bateson, G., 50,99, i34

Baudrillard. J., 140, 174, 180

Bauman, 7., 177

Becker, C. L., 5

Beckingham, C. F,, 171

Benedict, R., 46-48

Benveniste, £, xii, 82-86

Bergson, H.. 18I

Bidney, D., 169, 172, 181. 182

Bioch, B, 44-45,52, 171

Blech, M., 42-44, 182

Blumenbuch, J. F.. 168

Boas. F., 20, 64

Bogoras, W, 172

Bohm. D., 71, 171, L75

Been, ]., 134.36, 179, 180

Bessuet. }J. B., 3-6, 10, 111, 167

Bourdieu, P., xii. 141,172, 182

Broc, V., I68

Buffon, G.-L. Leclerc, comte de, 168.
181

Burke. K., 180

Burridge, K., 17¢

Burrew, J. w., L1

Butzer. K. W ., 169

Campbell, D. T, 20, 169, 172

Casmneda, C., 4

Cliange, 42-43, 144-45, 154, 171, 181

Chemsky, N., 97, 116, 162 :

Chronology, 13, 15, 22, 28-29, 111, 147.
159, 168, 172; bibhcal, 12, 13; as a
code, 14, 57-58; and dating, 22, 28,
169-70



200 Index

Class. and Timne, 23

Clock time, 29

Cocvalnes, coeval, 30-3 1, 34, 37, 3B, 68,
134-35, 146, 152, 156, 159, 161, 171,
179, 182: circumventuing, 41 (de-
fined); denial of, 25, 31 (delined}, 33,
34.39. 15, 50.62,65. 72, 86, 92. 108.
121, 124, 150, 152-53, 154, 1556, 179:
preempting, 52 (defined}

Colien, R, 178

Collingwood, R. G, 168

Colonialism, coloniauion, 17, 27. 29, 32,
47, 63, 69. 95-96, 144, 149. 155-56,
172. 174. 177

Commodificatwn, and Time, 95-96. 177

Communication: and ethnography, 32,
33,92, 12-, 148, 164, 181; and Time,
80-31, 32, 42-43, 50-51, 71,170, 172;
see ulse Dialog

Comparative method, 16-17,27, 139

Conmte, A.. 44, 129

Contemptaiion, contemplative, 67. 125,
182

Contemperaneity. conteinporary, xi, 31.
34, 143. 148, 152

Contradlienzons, m  anhropologica
praxis, x1. 33, 37, 72-73, 148-49, 159,
177

Copans, J.. 168, 181

Copernicus, 3, 115, 167

Cosmology, political, 35. 74, 87. 111,
113. 120, 152, 159. 182

Cresswell, R., 178

Creuzer, F., 180

Crecker, J. C., 180

Culwralism, 20-21, 78, 113, 150, 169

Cuvier, G., 1638

Darwin, C.. 11, 12, 13, 16, 168

Data, and Time. 72-73, 88. 92-93, 95.
132, 155, 159-60, 177

Degérando, J.-M., 6-7, 148, 168

Derrida, J.. 119, 179

Descartes, R, 13, 106

Devices: discursive, 5. methodological,
{; rhetorical, 5; of wmporal distanc-
ing,31. 32, 74, 78. 124-25, 129, 152

Diachrony, diachrome, 34, 55-36, 76,
167, 174

Diadectic, dialectical, 47, 119, 129, 136,
151-55, 157, 159. 162

Dialog, dialegic, 73, 85,90, 118-119, 175

Diamond. S., 176

Dickens, C., ix

Diderot, D, 6

Diltercnce, as dhstance.sge Mhistance, and
method

Diftusionisin, £8-20, 30, 55, 153. 169

Discourse: amhropeogical, 1,21, 28, 68,
97, 118; subject versus object of, 30,
50, 71. 75, 124-25, 113, 150-51; see
also Ceevalness, denial of ; Other

Distance, distancing: and hermencutics.
89: and method, 30, 17, 48-50, 52,62,
64, 65. 63, 76, 89. 92.93, 111, 160;
and Time, xi, 16, 23-26, 27, 29, 30.
32. 35, 49, 44, 62-63, 68, 72, 75, B8-
90. 111, 121, 129, 135.36, 147. 151,
159; and writing, 72. 89

Dolgin, ., 137, 170, 180

Doub. L. W.. xa

Douglas, M..4,41, 179

Duchet, M.. 167

Dumone, J.-P., 175, 177

Dunn. S. and E., 182

Duprée, W, 176

Durand, G., xiv

Durbin, M., 171, 174

Durkhenn. E.. 20, 31, 34, 42-44,45, 53,
58, 116, 129, 160, 179

Duvignaud, J., 155, 181

Dwyer, K., 175

Eder, K., 169

Einstein, A, 145, 175

Eiseley, L., 168, 181

Eliade, M.. 167

Empirtasm. 108, 112, 120, 133, 136,
160

Eangels, F., 56, 153, 150, 163

Enlightenment, x1,9, 10, 16, 17, 26,27,
39, 57, 111-12. 117, 146-47. 1638; se
ale Philosophes

Episiewe, epistemic. 26, 38, 123, 168

Episiemology, epistemological, 25, 33,
41, 51, 65, 79, 87, 90, 96, 118, 124,
140, 147, 152, 159, 175

Ethnography. ethnographic, xi,. 45,59,
60. RO, 83, 94, 108, 116. 134, 148,
160, 171. 174; und Time. xii.50, 61,
72, 107; of ‘l'ime, x, 1. 107-8, 153-
54, 172; see nlso Field research

Ethnography of speaking, 31. 181

Ethnomethodology, 31

EFthnoscience, 38, 78, 97, 116, 171

Evans-Pruchard, E. P., 40,41, 175

Evoludon, evolutiomsm, 11, 12. 13, 14,
18,20.22,27,30.35,39.56.61, 101,
104, 124, 129, 137, 139, 147, 153,
168, 169-70, 181

Evolutiowsts, social. 14-15, 169

Exoticism, 135

Fxperience, personal, 33. 61, 65, 73, 88-
89, 91-92, 99, 108, 124

Eyck,]an van, 115

Fabian, J., 164, 171, 174. 177, 180, 181

Fact, and past, 73. 88-89

Fanon, F., 181

Fernandez, J., 181

Fenerbach, 1.., 103, 140. 178

Feverabencl. P, 109, 178

Tield research, field work: and lan-
guage. 105-6; and professionaliv.a-
1won, 66-67, 122. 148, 175, 179:;
and Timme, 50, 63, 89.107, 177

Firth. R.. 179, 182

Forde, D.. 35

Forster, G.. 96, 181

Fortes, M., 35, 41

Foucault, M., x1ii, 54, 139, 168, 174

Fraser, J. T., xii

Frazer. J. G.. 172

Frever, H.. 24

Friedrich, P., 182

Functonalisim, 20, 42-43, 113, 150, {71-
72

Future, as projec[, 93, 153, 180

Gadamer, H.-G., 182
Galileo, 3, 178

Index 201

Galtung, ., 177

Geertz. C., 24, 45, 125, 170, 171, 179,
181-82

Gellner, E.. 38-39

Gestalt psychology, 45

Ginzel, ¥. K., 172

Giosca, V., 172

Givner. D. -\, 178

Cluckman, M., «tl

Godelier, M., 178, 182

Goody, J,, xiii, 179, 182

Graebner. F., 18-19,20, 169, 170

Greenberg, J., 167

Greimas, A, J., 77-79, 97, 101, 103, 175.
176

Gurvitch, G, 172

Gusdort, G., xii, 3, 5, 167, 177

Gutenberg, 115, 179

Habewnas, |., 20. 169, 180

Halbwachs, M., 179

Haifann, J.. 169

Hall, E. 1", 37, 50-52, 173, 178

Hamann, J. G., 177

Hanson, F. A,, 172

Harari, J., 177-78

Harus, M., 157, 168, 173

Hegel, hegehan, xiv, 56, 58, 103, 123,
125-31, 132, 137, 156-57, 159, 165,
180

Heidegger, M., 170

Herry the Navigator, 170

Herder, J. G,, 19. 20, 159, 173

Hermencua'e, 39 (defined), 90, 97. 134,
176-77, 180, 182

Hered otus, 80, 176

Herskovits, M.J‘, 178

Hierarchy, and order, 99-101, 133, 164,
179

History: versus anthropolegy, 40, 53-54.
59-60, 64, 98: natural, 8, 16, 26. 57,
87, 123-24; phitosophical, 5, 7. 23,
111-12; sacred, 2: and temporality,
77-78; universal, 3-6, 159

Hobbes. T, 105, 106, 173

Hodgen, M _E., 179

Honigmann, J. J., 173, 178



202 Index

Huzer, G., 32

Hume, D, 173

Huntingford, G. W., 171

Husserl, E., 170

Huxley, J.. 180

Hymes. D.,32, 173, 177, 178. 181

lamblichos, 179

Icon, iconism, 131-35

1deology, and Time, 74, 76, 104, 123,
137, 149

Imperialism, x, 17, 35, 149, 150

Jamesen, F., 173

" Jamin, ]., 168

Jarvie, 1. C, 171-72, 175
Jaulin, R., 181

Jayne, K. G, 170
Jenkins, A, 173
Jules-Roseute, B., 175

Kaberry, P., 35

Kam, [, 34, 160, 168, 177

Kinship, 116: as temporalizing concept,
75-76

Kiempt, A.. 167

Kluckhohn, C., 173, 181

Knowledge: anthropological, x, 28;
cthnographic, 21, 28, 32; theory of,
106, 108-9, 112, 121, 151, 159. 160

Kojeve, A, 180

Koselleck, R.. 16%, 176

Royré, A., 178

Kramer, F,, xiv, 172

Kreeber, A, 15, 20, 157, 160, 169, 182

Kubler, G., xiii

Kuhn, T. S, 20, 102, 109, 114, 178

Kuper, A., 174

La Barr, W, 173

lacroix, P.-F, 172

{a Fontaine, 71, 103-4, 175, 178

Lamarck, }.-B., 168

Langer, 8. K., 179

Language, 157, 161-62, 177: and Time,
ix, 1, 14,25,42, 50-51, 163

La Pérouse, J. F., 8

lapointe, F. H. and C. C,, 173

Leach, E., 41. 124, 173

Leclerc, G.. 174, 181

leibniz, G. W, 112, 177

Lemawe, T.. xii, 172

Lenin, W, [., 163

Lepenies, W.. xii, 168, 173. 178

Lévi-Sirauss, C., 14, 37, 38, 52.69, 9@-
91, 94,97,98,99, 101, 122, 146, 160,
167, 171, 173, 174, 176, 179, 182

levine, S, K.. 180

Libby, W. F., 169

Lichtenberg, G. C., 1, 167

Lindberg, D. C, 178

Linguisti'cs, 45, 56-57, 74, 79, 81, 84-86,
148, 15, 167, 170, 177. 181

Linnaeus {Carlvon Linné}, 8, 16, 168

Literature, Lterary, 33, 72. 74, 81, 86,
87-88, 96, 135, 151

Livingston, H., 175

Lecke, J., 3, 108, 160, 178

Lovejoy, A. @.. 176

Lucas, J. R, 171,172

Luhmann, N., 20, 169. 182

Lyel, C., 12-13, 14, 16, 168

McLuhan, M., 179

Maflesoli, M., xiv

Maillet, B. de, 181

Mair, L., 35

Mairet, G., 176

Malmowski, B., 20, 33, 35, 40, 41, 160,
171, 172

Maltz, D. M., 172

Mannheim, B., 32

Marc-Lipiansky, M., 173

Marx, marxism, 44, 58, 59, 95, 103, 105.
139-40, 143, 155-59, 162-63. 165, 1738,
180, 182

Materialism, materialist, 125, 138, 156.
158. 159, 161-63, 182

Mauss, M., 20, 62, 68, 178

Maxwell, ). R, 172

Mead, M., 38, 48-50, 134. 173

Meltzer, B. N.. 180

Memory. | 16; art of, 3, 109-13, 125,
136, 151, 164, 178; and refexion, 91-
92

Metaphor, 175, 180: visual-spatial, 45,

134, 160

Method, and printing, 173-16: sve also
Vision, and mtethod

Métreaux, R., 48, 68, 73

Montagne. M. Eyguem de, 181

Montesquieu, C. de Seawndat, baron de,
178

Moore, F. C. T., 168

Moruvia, S., xii, 6-7, 8, 117, 168

Morgan, L. H., 15, 168, 169, 174

Miiller. K_E.. 176

Murdock, G. P., 167, 178

Murray, $.0., 177

Narrell, R, 178

Mational character, 46, 173
Niebwuhr, R., 145

Mietzsche, F., 45

Nilssan, M. P, xii

Nisbet. R. A, 172, 175

Newton. 3, 16. 171

Northrop, F.S. C., 145-46, 175, 181
Nowell-Smith, P, !l., 172

Oakley, K. P.. 169-70

Objectivity,see Distance, and method

Observation, 25, 45, 60, 67. 86.87. 91,
107-8, 117, 122, 152, 136, 151, 179:
participant, 33, 60, 67, 95

Ong, W., xii, xiii, x1v, 114-22, 179

Orent, 10, 123, 126-27

Other, ix, xi, 2, 16, 51, 63, 64-65, 85-
86, 87-92, 121-22, 125, 127-23, 130,
136-37, 143, 148, 119. 152-54, 156,
157. 164, 165, 170:.5¢¢ alse Discourse.
sub ject versus ob ject of

Owusu, M., 32,85

Palmer, R. E,, 177

Parsons, T.. 20, 23. 40-41, 157, 169

Past: autobiographic. 87-97, 150. 176:
pussessive, 93-96; see also Fact, and
pest

Pecl. J. B. Y., 11, 12, 15, 23, 168-69

Peirce, C. S., 124, 126

Perry, W. J.. 59

Person, personalism, 119-20

Index 203

Philosophes, x1, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 117, 147,
168,178

Pirnixten, R., 172

Piskaty, K., 177

Plao, 179

Polemic, 38, 143, 152-53, 180

Popper,K , x, 40

Port Royal, 116

Power: and knowledge, 1. 48, 144, 145;
and Time, 1%, 28-29

Pragmauisin, 124, 126, 180

Prax1s, 137. 143, 156-57. 161, 165, 180;
see abo Contradictions, in anthropol-
ogical praxis

Present, ethnographic. 33, 76, 80 (de-
lined), 87, 97, 150, 176

Prester, Johu, 26, 170-71

Primiu've. 17-18, 30, 39, 54, 61, 77, 82,
91, 121, 137-39, 185, 176

Production, 59, 62-63, 97, 138, 162,
174; versus representation, 62, 79
(defived), 87, 137, 139-40, 151, 161-
63

Proudhon, P-J, 158

Pythagoras, 179

Ribinos, P.. 177

Race, 182

Radchffe-Brown, A. R, 39, 43

Radnitzky, G, 176

Ramus, Ramism, xin, 114-16, 118-22,
132, 151, 168, 179

Ranum, @., 5-6, 167

Rappaport, R,, 180

Ratzel, F., 19-20, 159

Raymond Luil, 179

Reid, H. G., xi

Reflexivity, 90-91, 101

Relativism, cujrwal, 34, 38-52, 62, 67,
78, 145, 150, 153, 172

Relatvity. 22,29, 38.145, 171, 175

Representation, see Producden, versus
representator

Rhetoric, visualist, xiv, 109-13, 114, 117,
120, 124, 136, 151, 179

Ricardo, B., 139

Ricoeur, P., xiii, 167

Rutter, H. H., 173



204 Index

Rivers, W. H. R, 116
Rogers, F. M., 170
Romanticism, 9. 18-19.45. 126. 129-31,
137. 159
Rotametveit, R., 170
Rosen, 1., 174
Rassi, 1., 173
Rousseau, |. J., 176
Ruby,}, 123
Rudolph, W., 172
Ruggles, CC., 172

Sahlins, M., 125, 13740, 157, 168, 171

Said, E., xui

Salamone. F. A., 175

Sapir, D, 180

Sapir, E., 169

Sartre, [.-1', 52, 55, 38, 59. 174, 182

Saussure, F. de, 20, 53, 55, 56, 68, 124,
161, 177

Savagery, savage. 17, 27, 30, 75, 77. 95,
121, 147

Schapera, 1., 35

Schlegel, F.von, 180

Schuz, H. W.. 181

Scholwe, B, 38, 173. 175, 182

Schumacher, D. L., 175

Schutz. A., 24. {70

Selby, 4. A., 180

Semivlogy, semiological, 68, 75, 124, 151

Semiotics, semiotic, 77-79. 124, 139,
150-51

Serres, M., 101-4, 151, 177-78

Service, E., 168

Sight. versus sound, 108, 110, 115, 119,
131, 176

Sign, 13, 77, 79. 127-28, 150-31

Signifier, signified, signification. 45, 77,
79.88. 150

Simonis, Y., 173

Simultaneity. simultaneous, 31, 67, 145-
16, 147

Skorupski, J., 189

Soviet ¢thnology, 182

Space: and consciousness, 111, 113, 132,
164; distribution in, 18-19, 25, 29, 54,
55. 58, 64, 168. 169-70; tabular, clas-

silicatory, taxonomic, 19, 34, 57, 116,
121, 1477

Spencer, H., 11, 12, 15

Spengler. O., 44-45

Sperber, )., 180

Sprug, J., xii

Stagl, J.. xiii, 168

Stempel. W.-D., 176

Swneck, N. H., 178

Stewinrd, J.. 168

Swecking, G., 11, 168

Souctusalism, 20, 32-69, 97-104, 116.
124, 133, 137, 153, 173-74, 179, 182

Structuralism-functionalism, 39-44, 78

Subjectivity. 59-60, 84-86, 88-89

Sull'man, W. M., 177

Suzuoki, P. T., 173

Symbol, symbolization, 45, 113, 123,
179-80, 181: Hegel's theory of, 125-
31

Synchrony, synchronic, 20, 31, 39-40,
54, 56, 76, 99, 121, 161. 167. 174

System, and Time, 177, 182

Szombau-Fabian, I, 170, 177

Tagliacozzo,G., 168

Taxonomy, taxonomic, 52, 5:1, 55, 57,
58, 62-63, 79, 97-104, 132, 147, 148,
151, 174; see also Structuralism: Tree,
taxonomic

Teaching. and visualism, 114, 117, 120-
22; see also Ramus

Tedlock, D, 175

I'emporal: illusion, 78, 148: phualism,
29, 144, 171, 172; reference versus
connotation. 74-75, 82; slope, 17, 103-
4,151, 152

‘lemporalizatioti. emporalizing, &, 7.
11, 24, 28, 39, 74 (defincd), 77-78, 79.
87, 95, 125-26, 129, 150, 160; lexical-
semantic. 75, 82; suylistic-textual, 76,
82: syntactic, 76, 82

‘lennekes, J., 172

Time: cyclical versus lincar conception
ol, 2, 41, 167 elimination of, 56-57,
68: encapsulation of, 41, 150; inter-
subjective, xii. 24, 30-31. 42. 92, 123,

147. 170: judeo-Christran conception
of, 2, 26, 146: mundane, 22-23, 30;
naturalization of, bl. 13. 14, 16, 25,
26, 36, 147, 168; percepiien of, 43;
physical, 22, 29-30, 56, 145-46, 147;
politics of, x, xii. 1-2, 28, 35, 46, 8-
00, 52, 69, 97, 144, 182 Ges also Co-
lonialism; Imperialism); public, 144-
45, 181; and relations between cul-
1ures, 43, 49-50, 145-46, 149; secu-
larization of, 6-7. 11, 26. 146; spatul-
ization of, 2, 16. 25, 58-59, 111, 147,
160, 168, and tense. 80, 82-87; typol-
ogical. 23-24, 3@. 33, 147; universali-
2ation of, 2-3: uses of, x, 21-23, 32,
34, 87,38. 44, 46,51. 56, 80, 145

Toby,]., 169

‘T'odorov, T., 179

Fopos, topet ol discourse, 109-10. 117,
136, 178

Totaluy, 47, 156-58, 182

Toulmin, §,,20, 168, 169

Trager. G. L., 178

Travel: as science. 6-9. 113, 116, 167-
68: as opus. 6. 113

Tree, wxonomic, 15, 19, 115, 121, 179

Tnlles, P., 94,177

Turnbuli, C.. 33

Turner, V., 41, 133-34, 179. 180

T'urton, D., 172

Tylor, E.B., 1, 5, 167.178

LUunconscious, 51-52, 63
LUwversals, universai, 3-4, 167
Ussher, Bishop, 12

Vajda, 1.., 178
Value swdies, 46-47, 173

Index 205

Vansing, J., 176

Verhaegen. B.. 176

Vico, 12,168.173

Vision: and methed, 106-9, 110, 117-
18, 119-20, 121-22, 178; and Spuce,
7, 106, 113; theories of, 178

Visualism, visual, 67, 87, 106 (dehned),
107, 11G-11, 118, 121, 134-35, 151,
179, 182; see also Observation; Sight,
versus sound

Voget, F. W., 168, 173

Voluey, C. F.. 6,9-10, 11

Voleure, 3

Wagn, K., 171

Wagner, R., 180

Wallerstein, E.. 182

Wamba-dia-Wamba, E., 181

Way, R, 178

Weber, M., 23. 24, 161

Weinrich, H., xii, 82-86

Weiesicker, C. F. von, 88-89

White, H., 175

White, L., 11, 168, 182

Whitehead. A. X., 132-33. 180

Whitrow, G., xi1

Whorf. B., 106

Whyte, W. F.. 173

Wilden, A, 177, 178

Wilson, G. and M., 35, 41

Writing, anthropological, and Tume, 21-
22, 71-72, 76, 80

Yaker, H.. 172
Yates, E., xii, xiv, 109-13, 117, 180

Zelkind, 1.. xiii
Zi'berman, D_, 182



ISBN 0-231-05591-9



	Contents
	Preface and Acknowledgments
	1. Time
and the Emerging Other
	From Sacred to Secular Time: The Philosophical Traveler
	From History to Evolution: The Naturalization of Time
	Some Uses of Time in Anthropological Discourse
	Taking Stock: Anthropological Discourse and the Denial of Coevalness

	2. Our Time,
Their Time, No Time:
Coevalness Denied
	Circumventing Coevalness: Cultural Relativity
	Preempting Coevalness: Cultural Taxonomy

	3. Time
and Writing About the Other
	Contradcition: Real or Apparent
	Temporalization: Means or End?
	Time and Tense: The Ethnographic Present
	In My Time, Ethnography and the Automographic Past
	Politics of Time: The Temporal Wolf in Taxonomic Sheep's Clothing

	4. The Other
and the Eye: Time
and the Rhetoric of Vision
	Method and Vision
	Space and Memory: Topoi of Discourse
	Language as Arrangement: Knowledge Visible
	Vide et Impera: The Other as Object
	"The Symbol Belongs to the Orient": Symbolic Anthropology in Hegel's Aesthetic
	The Other as Icon: The Case of "Symbolic Anthropology"

	5. Conclusions
	Retrospect and Summary
	Issues for Debate
	Coevalness: Points of Departure

	Notes
	References Cited
	Index


