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Author'!'s Note

- In May 1973, Professor Sol Tax, the President of the
IXth International Congress of Anthropological and Ethnolo-
gical Sciences (held in Chicago from August 28th to September
8th, 1973) invited me to be one of the discussants of
Professor Maurice Freedman's paper entitled "Social and
Cultural Anthropology" prepared for UNESCO as a Chapter in
International Study on the Main Trends of Researsh in The

Field of Social and Human Sciences, to be-published by
UNESCO, in 1973-74.
The paper was described by Professor Sol Tax as: "..

a remarkable cooperative achievement; and its breadth and
high gquality make it worthj of the fullest attention; and
its significance for anthropology also requires critical
discussion.” Because of its significance to the discipline
one full session was set aside for discussion of this paper.
The session was chaired by Professor Fred BEggan. My comments
were prepared for this session. Besides myself there were
29 other anthropologists (see Appendix A) selected from
different parts of the world who responded with written
comments on Professor Freedman's paper, All comments and
the results of the discuséion which took place during the
session devoted to the paﬁer will be published in one wvolume
by the Congress.




Towards a Dialectic Anthropology - A Comment on Professox
M. Freedman's Paper, Social and Cultural Anthropology,
presented at the IXth International Congress of Anthropo-
logical and Ethnological Sciences, Chicago, U.S.A. August-
September 1973, and to be published in Main Trends of

Research in the Social and Human Sciences, Part Two:
UNESCO/Mouton, 1973-74.

As several persons have been asked to comment on
Professor Freedman's paper, I presume that some of them will
be making specific comments in the particular sections or
fields, styles and methodology. My own comments will be
general in nature and related to some of the main pointe
made by Professor Freedman regarding Main Trends.

In a survey type of work such as this, one needs to
ask: does it cover new ground? - Or does it make a new :
convenient package of ideas on associated toplcs which
elsewhere have been scattered (in other words is 1t a sort
of‘general reader)? Or, does it take an innovative per=
spective which emanates from a basically different theoretical
thesis? Or is it simply a general summary-type overview
obtainable elsewhere? In fairness to the author one should
also keep in view the fact that this is a commissioned
have to be taken into account. Alsoc, one needs to know whe
is the intended public of this monograph: layman, academics,
or intellectuals in general. T shall address myself only %o
gome of these gquestions in my comments.

As regards the first set of questions raised above,
this paper is a package of associated ideas and topics
similar to several general surveys of social and cultural
anthropology which normally are read by anthropology under-
graduates. It covers little new ground., Tt primarily remains
a survey of Anglo-French-American anthropologies. This 1s
evident in the dichotomies used to identify the main trends;
in the description of the conceptual frameworks and issues
within the specific fields of anthropology, and from the
superficial treatment of topics which, for a combination of
reasons, elither do not interest the established Anglo-French-
American anthropologists, or are too complex to fit into

thelr neat theoretical frameworks.



Take for éxample the treatment of the topic "Culture
and Society" (pp. 16-18). Two pages only are devoted to
this topic and this is in, lest we forget, a survey of
Social and Cultural Anthropology to be published in a volume
entitled "Main Trends of Research in Social and Human

Sciences." Bven in these two pages the topic is treated in
an esoteric way. The distinction between culture and society
is of central imporbtance if one 1s to understand the tradi-
tions of cultural anthropology and social anthropology and
sociology. The discussion pertaining to this topic is a
sort of in~circle bull session of one senior established
anthropologist discussing loftily (but not always profoundly)
other senior anthwopologists., For those outside the exalted
and charmed circle it says very little indeed -~ 1t is decidedly
not informative., Members of the other social and human
sciences will remain baffled by the distinction under elab-
oration. And given the fact that this is an international
Study (what else one can call it, after all it is commissioned
by the UNESCO) and the author goes out of his way to indicate
how widely spread are his contacts and sources, then what do
we learn of the Fast Buropean, the Russian, and the Socialist
Chinese ideas of cuiture, i.e. their definitions and the
distinction they make between culture and soclety. What do
the Chinese, the Russians, the Bast Europeans think of
Tylor's definition or for that matter Levi-3trauss' or
Firth's definition of culture and other concepts like social
structure and function.

Professor Freedman points out, and I think correctly,
the narrowing of gaps between socilal anthropology and cultural

anthropology in the last ten years. How does this effect
the distinction between Society and Culture? He refers to
the distinction between sociology (study of Society) and
anthropology (study of culture) and asks: "is it really
possible to conceive sodiology that did not substantively
treat the facts of cultuie“? No, comes the answer. But
then how in the first place did the "old" Sociology and




Anthropology come into existence as academic disciplines,
T think in addition to whatever academic and historical
explanations we may have, we need to take into account one
fundamental factor in the distinction and separation of

these two subjects and that is: the institutionalization

-of knowledge and learning in the modern (and bureaucratized)

universities or educational systems of the modern societies.

Turning to the "trends" or "temsions" in contemporary
anthropology, I think the author has very appropriately )
(and to my mind objectively) brought together his knowledge,
experience and, most important of all, his intuitions to
identify the main btrends and tensions in anthropology today.
But by focusing on the present only in the discussion of these
trends I think we only are left simply with their description,
and mere description does not explain their genesis. Moreover,
in straightforward description of a situation one minimizes
the possibility of offending others as well as omeself (that
is if we are all moral beings).

- That anthropology is an ideology which bloomed and
blossomed as an instrument of ceolonialism is now generallf
recognized. Some of the major itrends in the discipline |
(study of primitive vs. advanced, self vs, others, outside
view of culture vs, inside view of culture and anthropological
methodology etc.) are the results of the changed politioaﬂ
circumstances in the world today. But unfortunately ;
decolonization of the world has not necessarily changed the
ideoclogical basis of anthropology (or of other social sciqnoes).
I think the importance of some of the main trends are vasfly
exaggerated in the discussion. Anthropology was and remains
an ideology with its deep roots in the former colonial powers.
Today it is an instrument more of the economic than the
political domination (if the two can be separated) of the
former colonial powers. It has changed only superfioiallj.

For example, the trend identified as the study of ngelfn
vs. M"others" in anthropology, to a large extent means the
study of socially, culturally and economically deprived




classes of one's own society by the western anthropologists.
One may ask why? I think my American colleagues should be
able to answer this question adequately. I would only add
that the study of these groups is a functional equivalent of
the "éxobtic" groups studied by the anthropologists in the
past., And like the old colonial days one finds 1% easier

to get govermment funds for the study of these poor groups
under the guise of a variety of morally acceptable programmes
initiated by the national Govermments, Perhaps I have not
yet made myself clear: let me state more explicitly. The
shift in the study of "one's own society" rather than the
former exotic and colonizl societies has not very much changed
the ideological basis of anthropology - instead of being an
instrument of intermational colonialism as in the past (and
often still is under a different disguise) it is increasingly
vecoming an instrument of intermal colonialism.

I should also argue that the study of far-off exotic
groups and societies is still very much evident in modern
anthropology. But the reasons for undertaking these studies
have somewhat changed. The study of "exotic" societies in
many cases is a form of protest by the western intellectuals
(and their counterparts elsewhere) against the increasing

impersonality, dehumanization and bureaucratization of their

own societies. It is a form of escapism combined with a sord
of missionary zeal (which one needs to live in many of these
"exotic" places) to save these societies from becoming the
New Yorks or chicagos of tomorrow. In doing so they are
becoming unwittingly the advocates for maintaining the
existing international stratification system. I could go on,
but I hope I have made my own reservations clear about at
least one "trend" identified by the author.

I find Professor Freedman's gloom about the possible
death of internmational anthropology as a result of growing
nationalism in the world somewhat puzzling. First of all,
it is an unfair indictment of the societies and nations the
world over which contimue to extend cooperation to anthro-




pologists from the outside. TUndoudbtedly in some insbtances
gsome countries have refused visas to western anthropologists
but do we care to know the reasons why these visas were denied.
Such cases still remain very insignificant compared to the
number who are extended the permission and hospitality by
the governments and peoples of various countries., Of course,
it is not as easy to go to other countries for field work as
it used to be two decades ago when the world was divided
between a few colonial powers. It is ironic to read that the -
emphasis on the inside view of culture is taken as leading to
the death of international anthropology.. I hope that no body
is so0 naive as to belleve that if the all sacred conceptual
frameworks of the Anglo-French-American Anthropology are not
applied in the study of local cultures it would lead to the
death of anthropology or that objectiviiy in anthropological
regearch is the sole monoply of ‘'non-native! anthropologists.
Furthermore it also implies that the "native" social scientists
many of whom were trained in the intellectual traditions of
the West are somehow not able to do "valid" and objective -
field work in their respective societies. I don't deny the
merits of "outsiders'" studying a particular socio-cultural
system, but it does not mean that only they (the outsiders)
are able to arrive at "valid" and objective understanding of
the socio-cultural systems,

I would like to conclude my remarks by acknowledging
the great efforts the author has put into preparing this
survey = which he calls a self-interrogation. But if this
self interrogation has been inadequate it is partly because
of the nature of the assignment, I think the problem of
Anthropology is that it has to shed some of its past, its
psuedo-scientific pride and its blind commitment to discover
universal cultural structures, and start taking very seriously
one of the concluding remarks of Professor Freedman: the need
to approach its subject matter with greater humility. To
this need might be added another, that of pericdic self-
interrogation by those inside and ocutside the exalted and




charmed circle. Professor Freedman himself suggests this

in the very beginning of this essay where he states: '"Indeed
it would be a fascinating exercise to match this survey with
one planned and carried out by a quite different set of
anthropologists around the world."

Acknowledgement: In writing these comments I have greatly
benefited from my discussions with my colleague Dr. Michael
Walter to whom I express my gratitude., I am, however, alone
responsible for the content of my comments. These comments

were also written in my individual capacity.
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