CLAUDE LEVI - STRAUSS :

Y\/

CHAPTER /% V

Social Structurg

The investigations we may enter into, in treating this
subject, must not be considered as historical truths, but only as
mere conditional and hypothetical reasonings, rather calculated
to explain the nature of things, than to ascertain their actual
origin; just like the hypotheses which our physicists daily form
respecting the formation of the world.

J.-J. Rousseau, On the Origin of Inequality

T{E TERM “‘social structure” refers to a group of
problems the scope of which appears so wide and the definition so
imprecise that it is hardly possible for a paper strictly limired in
size to meet them fully. This is reflected in the program of this
symposium, in which problems closely related to social structure
have been allotted to several papers, such as those on “Style,”
“Universal Categories of Culture,” and “Structural Linguistics.”
These should be read in connection with the present paper.

On the other hand, studies in social structure have to do with
the formal aspects of social phenomena; they are therefore difficult
to define, and still more difficult to discuss, without overlapping
- other fields pertaining to the exact and natural sciences, where

problems are similarly set in formal terms or, rather, where the
formal expression of different problems admits of the same kind
of treatment. As a matter of fact, the main interest of social-
Structure studies seems to be that they give the ‘anthropologist
; hope that, thanks to the formalization of his problems, he may
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borrow methods and types of solutions from disciplines which
have gone far ahead of his own in that direction.

Such being the case, it is obvious that the term “social struc-
ture” needs first to be defined and that some explanation should
be given of the difference which helps to distinguish studies in so-
cial structure from the unlimited field of descriptions, analyses,
and theories dealing with social relations ar large, which merge
with the whole scope of social anthropology. This is all the more
necessary, since some of those who have contributed toward settin
apart social structure as a special field of anthropological studies
conceived the former in many different manners and even some-
times, so it Seems, came to nurture grave doubts as to the validity
of their enterprise. For instance, Kroeber writes in the second edi-
tion of his Anthropology:

“Structure” appears to be just a yielding to a word that has
a perfectly good meaning but suddenly becomes fashionably at-
tractive for a decade or so—like “streamlining”—and during its
vogue tends to be applied indiscriminately because of the pleas-
urable connotations of its sound. Of course a typical personality
can be viewed as having a structure. But so can & physiology, any
organism, all societies and all cultures, crystals, machines—in fact
everything that is not wholly amorphous has a structure. So what
“structure” adds to the meaning of our phrase seems to be nothing,
except to provoke a degree of pleasant puzzlement!

Although this passage concerns more particularly the notion of
“basic personality structure,” it has devastating implications as re-
gards the generalized use of the notion of structure in anthro-
pology.

Another reason makes a definition of social structure compul-
sory: From the structuralist point of view which one has to adopt
if only to give the problem its meaning, it would be hopeless to
try to reach a valid definition of social structure on an inductive
basis, by abstracting common elements from the uses and defini-
tions current among all the scholars who claim to have made “so-
cial structure” the object of their studies. If these concepts have a
meaning at al], they mean, first, that the notion of structure has
a structure. This we shall try to outline from the beginning as a
precaution against letting ourselves be submerged by a tedious
inventory of books and papers dealing with social relations, the
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mere listing of which would more than exhaust the limited space
at our disposal. At a further stage we will have to see how far and
in what directions the term “social structure,” as used by the dif-
ferent authors, departs from our definition. This will be done in
the section devoted to kinship, since the notion of structure has
found its chief application in that field and since anthropologists
have generally chosen to express their theoretical views also in that
connection.

DEFINITION AND PROBLEMS OF METHOD

Passing now to the task of defining “social structure,” there
is a point which should be cleared up immediately. The term “so-
cial structure” has nothing to do with empirical reality but with
models which are built up after it. This should help one to clarify

. the difference between two concepts which are so close to each

other that they have often been confused, namely, those of social
structure and of social relations. It will be enough to state at this
time that social relations consist of the raw materials out of which
the models making up the social structure are built, while social
structure can, by no means, be reduced to the ensemble of the so-
cial relations to be described in a given society.? Therefore, socia)
structure cannot claim a field of its own among others in the so-
cial studies. It is rather a method to be applied to any kind of social
studies, similar to the strucrural analysis current in other disciplines.

The question then becomes that of ascertaining what kind of
model deserves the name “structure.” This 1S not an anthropologi-
cal question, but one which belongs to the methodology of science
in general, Keeping this in mind, we can say that a structure con-
sists of a model meeting with several requirements.

First, the structure exhibits the characteristics of a system. It
is made up of several elements, none of which can undergo a
change without effecting changes in all the other elements.

Second, for any given model there should be 2 possibility of
ordering a series of transformations resulting in a group of models
of the same type.

Third, the above properties make it possible to predict how
the model will react if one or more of its elements are submitted
to certain modifications.
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Finally, the model should be constituted so as to make imme-
diately intelligible all the observed facts.?

These being the requirements for any model with structural
value, several consequences follow. These, however, do not per-
tain to the definition of structure, but have to do with the chief
properties exhibited and problems raised by structural analysis
when contemplated in the social and other fields.

Observation and Experimentation. Great care should be
taken to distinguish between the observational and the experimental
levels. To observe facts and elaborate methodological devices
which permit the construction of models out of these facts is not
at all the same thing as to experiment on the models. By “experi-
menting on models,” we mean the set of procedures aiming at as-
certaining how a given model will react when subjected to change
and at comparing models of the same or different types. This dis-
tinction is all the more necessary, since many discussions on social
structure revolve around the apparent contradiction between the
concreteness and individuality of ethnological data and the abstract
and formal character generally exhibited by structural studies.
This contradiction disappears as one comes to realize that these
features belong to two entirely different levels, or rather to two
stages of the same process. On the observational level, the main—
one could almost say the only—rule is that all the facts should be
carefully observed and described, without allowing any theoretical
preconception to decide whether some are more important than
others. This rule implies, in turn, that facts should be studied in
relation to themselves (by what kind of concrete process did they
come into being?) and in relation to the whole (always aiming to
relate each modification which can be observed in a sector to the
global situation in which it first appeared)

This rule together with its corollaries has been explicitly
formulated by K. Goldstein* in relation to psychophysiological
studies, and it may be considered valid for any kind of structural
analysis. Its immediate consequence is that, far from being con-
tradictory, there is a direct relationship between the detail and
concreteness of ethnographical description and the validity and
generality of the model which is constructed after it. For, though
many models may be used as convenient devices to describe and
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explain the phenomena, it is obvious that the best model will al-
ways be that which is #rue, that is, the simplest possible model
which, while being derived exclusively from the facts under con-
sideration, also makes it possible to account for all of them. There-
fore, the first task is to ascertain what those facts are.

Consciousness and Unconsciousness. A second distinction
has to do with the conscious or unconscious character of the
models. In the history of structural thought, Boas may be credited
with having introduced this distinction. He made clear that a
category of facts can more easily yield to structural analysis
when the social group in which it is manifested has not elabo-
rated a conscious model to interpret or justify it.* Some readers may
be surprised to find Boas’ name quoted in connection with struc-
tural theory, since he has often been described as one of the main
obstacles in its path. But this writer has tried to demonstrate that
Boas’ shortcomings in matters of structural studies did not lie in his
failure to understand their importance and significance, which he
did, as a matter of fact, in the most prophetic way. They rather re-
sulted from the fact that he imposed on structural studies condi-
tions of validity, some of which will remain forever part of their
methodology, while some others are so exacting and impossible to
meet that théy would have withered scientific development in any
field.®

A structural model may be conscious or unconscious without
this difference affecting its nature. It can only be said that when
the structure of a certain type of phenomena does not lie at a great
depth, it is more likely that some kind of model, standing as a
screen to hide it, will exist in the collective consciousness. For con-
scious models, which are usually known as “norms,” are by defini-
tion very poor ones, since they are not intended to explain the
phenomena but to perpetuate them. Therefore, structural analysis
is confronted with a strange paradox well known to the linguist,
that is: the more obvious structural organization is, the more diffi-
cult it becomes to reach it because of the inaccurate conscious
models lying across the path which leads to it.

From the point of view of the degree of consciousness, the
anthropologist is confronted with two kinds of situations. He may
have to construct a model from phenomena the systematic charac-
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ter of which has evoked no awareness on the part of the culture;
this is the kind of simpler situation referred to by Boas as provid-
ing the easiest ground for anthropological research. Or else the
anthropologist will be dealing on the one hand with _raw phenom-
ena and on the other with the models already constructed by the
culture to interpret the former. Though it is likely that, for the
reasons stated above, these models will ‘prove unsatisfactory, it is
by no means necessary that this should always be the case. As a
matter of fact, many “primitive” cultures have built models of
their marriage regulations which are much more to the point than
models built by professional anthropologists.” Thus one cannot
dispense with studying a culture’s “home-made” models for two
reasons. First, these models might prove to be accurate or, at least,
to provide some insight into the structure of the phenomena; after
all, each culture has its own theoreticians whose contributions de-
serve the same attention as that which the anthropologist gives to
colleagues. And, second, even if the models are biased or errone-
ous, the very bias and type of error are a part of the facts under
study and probably rank among the most significant ones. But
even when taking into consideration these culturally produced
models, the anthropologist does not forget—as he has sometimes
been accused of doing®—that the cultural norms are not of them-
selves structures. Rather, they furnish an important contribution to
an understanding of the structures, either as factual documents or
as theoretical contributions similar to those of the anthropologist
himself.

This point has been given great attention by the French soci-
ological school. Durkheim and Mauss, for instance, have always
taken care to substitute, as a starting point for the survey of native
categories of thought, the conscious representations prevailing
among the natives themselves for those stemming from the anthro-
pologist’s own culture. This was undoubtedly an important step,
which, nevertheless, fell short of its goal because these authors
were not sufficiently aware that native conscious representations,
important as they are, may be just as remote from the unconscious
reality as any other.?

Structure and Measure. It is often believed that one of the
main interests of the notion of structure is to permit the introduc-
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tion of measurement in social anthropology. This view has been fa-
vored by the frequent appearance of mathematical or semimathe-
matical aids in books or articles dealing with social structure. It is
true that in some cases structural analysis has made it possible to
attach numerical values to invariants. This was, for instance, the
result of Kroeber’s study of women’s dress fashions, a landmark -
in structural research,’® as well as of a few other studies which will
be discussed below.

However, one should keep in mind that there is no necessary
connection between measure and structure. Structural studies are,
in the social sciences, the indirect outcome of modern develop-
ments in mathematics which have given increasing importance to
the qualitative point of view in contradistinction to the quantita-
tive point of view of traditional mathematics. It has become pos-
sible, therefore, in fields such as mathematical logic, set theory,
group theory, and topology, to develop a rigorous approach to
problems which do not admit of a metrical solution. The outstand-
ing achievements in this connection—which offer themselves as
springboards not yet utilized by social scientists—are to be found
in J. von Neumann and O. Morgenstern, Theory of Games and
Economic Bebavior;** N. Wiener, Cybernetics;'* and C. Shan-
non and W. Weaver, The Mathematical Theory of Communica-
tion.t? ~

Mechanical Models and Statistical Models. A last distinction
refers to the relation between the scale of the model and that of
the phenomena. According to the nature of these phenomena, i
becomes possible or impossible to build a model, the elements of
which are on the same scale as the phenomena themselves. A model
the elements of which are on the same scale as the phenomena will
be called a “mechanical model”; when the elements of the model
are on a different scale, we shall be dealing with a “statistical
model.” The laws of marriage provide the best illustration of this
difference. In primitive societies these laws can be expressed in
models calling for actual grouping of the individuals according to
kin or clan; these are mechanical models. No such distribution
exists in our own society, where types of marriage are determined
by the size of the primary and secondary groups to which pro-
spective mates belong, social fluidity, amount of information, and
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the like. A satisfactory (though yet untried) attempt to formulate
the invariants of our marriage system would therefore have to de-
termine average values—thresholds; it would be a statistical model.
There may be intermediate forms between these two: Such is the
case in societies which (as even our own) have a mechanical model
to determine prohibited marriages and rely on a statstical model
for those which are permissible. It should also be kept in mind that
the same phenomena may admit of different models, some mechan-
ical and some statistical, according to the way in which they are
grouped together and with other phenomena. A society which
recommends cross-cousin marriage but where this ideal marriage
type occurs only with limited frequency needs, in order that the
system may be properly explained, both a mechanical and a statis-
tical model, as was well understood by Forde and Elwin.**

It should also be kept in mind that what makes social-
structure studies valuable is that structures are models, the formal
properties of which can be compared independently of their ele-
ments. The structuralist’s task is thus to recognize and isolate levels
of reality which have strategic value from his point of view,
namely, which admit of representation as models, whatever their
type. It often happens that the same data may be considered from
different perspectives embodying equally strategic values, though
the resulting models will be in some cases mechanical and in others
statistical. This situation is well known in the exact and natural
sciences; for instance, the theory of a small number of physical
bodies belongs to classical mechanics, but if the number of bodies
becomes greater, then one should rely on the laws of thermody-
namics, that is, use a statistical model instead of a mechanical one,
though the nature of the data remains the same in both cases.

The same situation prevails in the human and the social sci-
ences. If one takes a phenomenon such as suicide, for instance, it
can be studied on two different levels. First, it is possible by study-
ing individual situations to establish what may be called mechanical
models of suicide, taking into account in each case the personality
of the victim, his or her life history, the characteristics of the pri-

mary and secondary groups in which he or she developed, and the

like; or else one can build models of a statistical nature, by record-
ing suicide frequency over a certain period of time in one or more
socleties and in different types of primary and secondary groups,

Social Structure | 285

etc. These would be levels at which the structural study of suicide
carries a strategic value, that is, where it becomes possible to build
models which may be compared (1) for different types of suicides,
(2) for different societies, and (3) for different types of social
phenomena. Scientific progress comsists not only in discovering
new invariants belonging to those levels but also in discovering
new levels where the study of the same phenomena offers the
same strategic value. Such a result was achieved, for instance, by
psychoanalysis, which discovered the means to set up models in a
new field, that of the psychological life of the patient considered as
a whole.

The foregoing should help to make clear the dual (and at first
sight almost contradictory) nature of structural studies. On the
one hand, they aim at isolating strategic levels, and this can be
achieved only by “carving out” a certain constellation of phenom-
ena. From that point of view, each type of structural study appears
autonomous, entirely independent of all the others and even of
different methodological approaches to the same field. On the
other hand, the essential value of these studies is to construct
models the formal properties of which can be compared with, and
explained by, the same properties as in models corresponding to
other strategic levels. Thus it may be said that their ultimate end is
to override traditional boundaries between different disciplines and
to promote a true interdisciplinary approach.

An example may be given. A great deal of discussion has
taken place lately about the difference between history and an-
thropology, and Kroeber and others have made clear that the
time dimension is of minor significance in this connection.”® From
what has been stated above, one can see exactly where the differ-
ence lies, not only between these two disciplines but also between
them and others. Ethnography and history differ from social an-
thropology and sociology, inasmuch as the former two aim at
gathering data, while the latter two deal with models constructed
from these dara. Similarly, ethnography and social anthropology
correspond to two different stages in the same research, the ulti-
mate result of which is to construct mechanical models, while his-
tory (together with its so-called “auxiliary” disciplines) and soci-
ology end ultimately in statistical models. The relations between
these four disciplines may thus be reduced to two oppositions, one
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between empirical observation and model building, which charac-
terizes the initial stage of research, and the other between the sta-
tistical and the mechanical nature of models, which constitutes the
products of research. By arbitrarily assigning the sign.+ to the first
term of each opposition and the sign — to the second, we obtain the
following chart:

-

SOCIAL
] ETHNOG- ANTHRO~
HISTORY  SOCIOLOGY RAPHY POLOGY

empirical observation/
model building + - -+ —

mechanical models/
statistical models - — + 4

This is the reason why the social sciences, though they all
have to do with the time dimension, nevertheless deal with two
different categories of time. Anthropology uses a “mechanical”
time, reversible and non-cumulative. For instance, the model of, let
us say, a patrilineal kinship system does not in itself show whether
or not the system has always remained patrilineal, or has been pre-
ceded by a matrilineal form, or by any number of shifts from
patrilineal to matrilineal and vice versa. On the contrary, historical
time is “statistical”; it always appears as an oriented and non-revers-
ible process. An evolution which would take contemporary Italian
society back to that of the Roman Republic is as impossible to
conceive of as is the reversibility of the processes belonging to the
second law of thermodynamics.

This discussion helps to clarify Firth’s distinction between so-
cial structure, which he conceives as outside the rime dimension,
and social organization, where time re-enters.’* Also in this con-
nection, the debate which has been going on for the past few years
between followers of the Boasian anti-evolutionist tradition and of
Professor Leslie White!” may become better understood, The Boas-
ian school has been mainly concerned with models of a mechanical
type, and from this point of view the concept of evolution has no
operational value. On the other hand, it is certainly legitimate to
speak of evolution in a historical and sociological sense, but the
elements to be organized into an evolutionary process cannot be
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borrowed from the level of a cultural typology which consists of
mechanical models. They should be sought at a sufficiently deep
level to insure that these elements will remain unaffected by differ-
ent cultural contexts (as, let us say, genes are identical elements
combined into different patterns corresponding to the different ra-
cial [statistical] models) and can accordingly permit the drawing
of long statistical runs. Boas and his followers are therefore right
in rejecting the concept of evolution, since it is not relevant on the
level of the mechanical models which they employ exclusively. As -
for Leslie White, he is mistaken in his attempts to reintroduce the
concept of evolution, since he persists in utilizing models of the
same type as those of his opponents. The evolutionists would find
it easier to regain their position if they consented to substitute sta-
tistical for mechanical models, that is, models whose elements are
independent of their combinations and which remain identical
through a sufficiently long period of time.® ‘

The distinction between mechanical and statistical models has
also become fundamental in another respect; it makes it possible to
clarify the role of the comparative method in structural studies.
This method was greatly emphasized by both Radcliffe-Brown
and Lowie. The former writes:

Theoretical sociology is commonly regarded as an inductive
science, induction being the logical method of inference by which
we arrive at general propositions from the consideration of par-
ticular instances. Although Professor Evans-Pritchard . . . seems
to imply in some of his statements that the logical method of in-
duction, using comparison, classification and generalization, is not
applicable to the phenomena of human social life . . . I hold that
social anthropology must depend on systematic comparative
studies of many societies.??

Writing about religion, he states:

The experimental method of social religion . . . means that
we must study in the light of our hypothesis a sufficient number
of diverse particular religions or religious cults in relation to the
particular societies in which they are found. This is a task not for
one person but for a number.2°

Similarly, Lowie, after pointing out that “the literature of anthro-
pology is full of alleged correlations which lack empirical sup-
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port,” * insists on the need for a “broad inductive basis” for gen-
eralization.* It is interesting to note that by this claim for inductive
support these authors dissent not only from Durkheim—“When a
law has been proved by a well performed experiment, this law is
valid universally,” #*—but also from Goldstein, who, as already
mentioned, has lucidly expressed what may be called “the rules of
structuralist method” in a way general enbugh to make them valid
outside the more limited field in which they were first applied by
their author. Goldstein remarks that the need to make a thorough
study of each case implies that the amount of cases to be studied
should be small; and he proceeds by raising the question whether
or not the risk exists that the cases under consideration may be spe-
cial ones, allowing no general conclusions about the others. His
answer is as follows:

This objection completely misunderstands the real situation

. an accumulation of facts even numerous is of no help if these
facts were imperfectly established; it does not lead to the knowl-
edge of things as they really happen. . . . We must choose only
those cases which permit of formulating final judgments. -And
then, what is true for one case will also be true for any other.?*

Probably very few anthropologists would be ready to support
these bold statements. However, no structuralist study may be
undertaken without a clear awareness of Goldstein’s dilemma:
either to study many cases in a superficial and in the end ineffective
way; or to limit oneself to a thorough study of a small number
of cases, thus proving that in the last analysis one well done experi-
ment is sufficient to make a demonstration.

Now the reason for so many anthropologists’ faithfulness to
the comparative method may be sought in some sort of confusion
between the procedures used to establish mechanical and statistical
models. While Durkheim and Goldstein’s position undoubtedly
holds true for the former, it is obvious that no statistical model can
be achieved without statistics, that is, without gathering a large
amount of data. But in this case the method is no more comparative
than in the other, since the data to be collected will be acceptable
only insofar as they are all of the same kind. We remain, therefore,
confronted with only one alternative, namely, to make a thorough
study of one case. The real difference lies in the selection of the
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“case,” which will be patterned so as to include elements which are
either on the same scale as the model to be constructed or on a dif-
ferent scale.

Having thus clarified these basic questions revolving around
the nature of studies in social structure, it becomes possible to
make an inventory of the main fields of inquiry and to discuss
some of the results achieved so far.

SOCIAL MORPHOLOGY OR GROUP STRUCTURE

In this section, “group” is not intended to mean the social
group but, in a more general sense, the manner in which the phe-
nomena under study are grouped together.

The object of social-structure studies is to understand social
relations with the aid of models. Now it is impossible to conceive
of social relations outside a2 common framework. Space and time
are the two frames of reference we use to situate social relations,
either alone or together. These space and time dimensions are not
the same as the analogous ones used by other disciplines but consist
of a “social” space and of a “social” time, meaning that they have
no properties outside those which derive from the properties of
the social phenomena which “furnish” them. According to their
social structure, human societies have elaborated many types of
such “continuums,” and there should be no undue concern on the
part of the anthropologist that, in the course of his studies, he might
temporarily have to borrow types widely different from the exist-
ing patterns and eventually to evolve new ones.

‘We have already noticed that the time continuum may be
reversible or oriented in accordance with the level of reality em-
bodying strategic value from the point of view of the research at
hand. Many other possibilities may arise: The time dimension may
be conceived of as independent from the observer and unlimited
or as a function of the observer’s own (biological) time and lim-
ited; it may be considered as consisting of parts which are, or
are not, homologous with one another, etc. Evans-Pritchard has
shown how such formal properties underlie the qualitative distinc-
tions between the observer’s life span and history, legend, and
myth.? His basic distinctions have been found, furthermore, to be
valid for contemporary societies.”® '
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What is true of the time dimension applies equally well to

space. It has been Durkheim’s and Mauss’s great merit to call at-
tention for the first time to the variable properties of space which
should be considered in order'to understand properly the struc-
ture of several primitive societies.?” In this undeftaking they re-
ceived their inspiration from the work of Cushing, which it has
become fashionable in recent years to belittle. However, Frank
Hamilton Cushing’s insight and sociological imagination entitle
him to a seat on Morgan’s right, as one of the great forerunners
of social-structure studies. The gaps and inaccuracies in his descrip-
tons, less serious than the indictment of having “over-interpreted”
some of his material, will be viewed in their true proportions when
it is realized that, albeit in an unconscious fashion, Cushing was aim-
ing less at giving an actual description of Zuni society than at elabo-
rating a model (his famous sevenfold division) which would explain
most of its processes and structure.
. Social time and space should also be characterized accord-
Ing to scale. There is in social studies a “macro-time” and a
“micro-time”; the same distinction applies also to space. This ex-
plains why social structure may have to deal with prehistory,
archaeology, and diffusion processes as well as with psychological
topology, such as that initiated by Lewin or Moreno’s sociometry.
As a matter of fact, structures of the same type may exist on quite
different time and space levels, and it is far from inconceivable
that, for instance, a statistical model resulting from sociometric
studies might be of greater help in building a similar model in the
field of the history of cultures than an apparently more direct ap-
proach would permit.

Therefore, historico-geographical concerns should not be ex-
cluded from the field of structural studies, as was generally im-
plied by the widely accepted opposition between “diffusionism”
and “functionalism.” ? A functionalist may be far from a structur-
alist, as is clearly shown by the example of Malinowski. On the
other hand, undertakings such as those of G. Dumézil,?® as well as
A. L. Kroeber’s personal case of a highly structure-minded scholar
devoting most of his time to distribution studies, are proofs that
even history can be approached in a structural way.
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Since synchronic studies raise fewer problems than diachronic
ones (the data being more homogeneous in the first case), the sim-
plest morphological studies are those having to do with the qualita-
tive, non-measurable properties of social space, that is, the manner
in which social phenomena can be situated on a map and the regu-
larities exhibited in their configurations. Much might have been
expected from the researches of the so-called “Chicago school”
dealing with urban ecology, and the reasons for the gradual loss
of interest in this line of research are not altogether clear. It has
to do mostly with ecology, which was made the subject of an-
other paper in this symposium.*® However, it is not inappro-
priate to state at this point what kind of relationship prevails be-
tween ecology on the one hand and social structure on the other.
Both have to do with the spatial distribution of phenomena. But
social structure deals exclusively with those “‘spaces” the properties
of which are of a purely sociological nature, that is, not affected
by such natural determinants as geology, climatology, physiog-
raphy, and the like. This is the reason why so-called urban ecol-
ogy should hold great interest for the social anthropologist; the
urban space is small enough and homogeneous enough (from
every point of view except the social one) for all its differential
qualitative aspects to be ascribed mostly to the action of internal
forces accessible to structural sociology.

It would perhaps have been wiser, instead of starting with
complex communities hard to isolate from external influences, to
approach first—as suggested by Marcel Mauss*—those small and
relatively isolated communities with which the anthropologist us-
ually deals. A few such studies may be found,*® but they rarely and
then reluctantly go beyond the descriptive stage. There have been
practically no attempts to correlate the spatial configurations with
the formal properties of the other aspects of social life.

This is much to be regretted, since in many parts of the world
there is an obvious relationship between the social structure and
the spatial structure of settlements, villages, or camps. To limit
ourselves to America, the camp shapes of the Plains Indians have
long demanded attention by virtue of regular variations connected
with the social organization of each tribe; and the same holds true
for the circular disposition of huts in Ge villages of eastern and
central Brazil, In both cases we are dealing with relatively homo-
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geneous cultural areas where important series of concomitant
variations may be observed. Another kind of problem results from
the comparison of areas where different types of village structures
may be compared to different types of social relations, for ex-
ample, the circular-village structure of the Ge and the parallel-
layers structure of the Pueblo. The latter could even be studied
diachronically with the archaeologist’s \help, which would raise
questions such as the possible linkage of the transition from semi-
circular structures to parallel ones, with the shift of village sites
from valley to mesa top, of the structural distribution of clan
houses suggested by many myths to the present-day statistical one,
etc.

These few examples are not intended to prove that spatial
configuration is the mirror image of social organization but to call
attention to the fact that, while among numerous peoples it would
be extremely difficult to discover any such relation, among others
(who must accordingly have something in common) the existence
of a relation is evident, though unclear, and in a third group spatial
configuration seems to be almost a projective representation of the
social structure. But even the most striking cases call for a critical
study; for example, this writer has attempted to demonstrate that,
among the Bororo, spatial configuration reflects not the true, un-
conscious social organization but a model existing consciously in the
native mind, though its nature is entirely illusory and even con-
tradictory to reality.®® Problems of this kind (which are raised not
only by the consideration of relatively durable spatial configura-
tions but also in regard to recurrent temporary ones, such as those
shown in dance, ritual, etc.3*) offer an opportunity to study social
and mental processes through objective and crystallized external
projections of them.

Another approach which 'may lead more directly to a mathe-
matical expression of social phenomena starts with the numerical
properties of human groups. This has traditionally been the field of
demography, but it is only recently that a few scholars coming
from different fields—demography, sociology, anthropology—
have begun to elaborate a kind of qualitative demography, that is,
dealing no longer with continuous variations within human groups
selected for empirical reasons but with significant discontinuities
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evidenced in the behavior of groups considered as wholes and cho-
sen on the basis of these discontinuities. This “socio-demography,”
as it was called by one of its proponents,® is “on a level”. with
social anthropology, and it is not difficult to foresee that in the
very near future it will be called upon to provide ﬁr'm _ground§ _for
any kind of anthropological research. Therefore, it is surprising
that so little attention was paid in anthropological c1r<_:les to the
study by a demographer, L. Livi, of the formal properties charac-
teristic of the smallest possible size of a group compatible with its
existence as a group.** His researches, closely connected. w1§h
G. Dahlberg’s, are all the more important for anthropologlsts‘, in
that the latter usually deal with populations very close to Livi’s
minimum. There is an obvious relation between the functioning and
even the durability of the social structure and the.actual size of the
population.® It is thus becoming increasingly ev1c11ent that formal
properties exist which are immediately and directly related to t.he
absolute size of the population, whatever the group under 'con51d-
eration. These should be the first to be assessed and taken into ac-
count in an interpretation of other properties.

Next come numerical properties expressing, not the group
size taken globally, but the size and inter:%ction‘ of. s_ubsets of'the
group which can be defined by signiflcant dlscpnmnu1t1es. Two lines
of inquiry should be mentioned in this connection. o

There is, first, the vast body of research deriving from the
famous “rank-size law” for cities, which makes it possible to estab-
lish a correlation between the absolute size of cities (calculateq on
the basis of population size) and the position of each city within a
rank order, and even, it appears, to infer one of the elements from
the other.® .

Of a much more direct bearing on current anthropological
research is the recent work of two French demographers, who, by
using Dahlberg’s demonstration that the size of an isolate (that is,
a group of intermarrying people) can be‘computed from the fre-
quency of marriage between cross-cousins,®® have sgcceeded in
computing the average size of isolates in all F_renf:h departeme'nts,
thus throwing open to anthropological investigation theﬂ marriage
system of a complex modern society.* The average size 9f the
French isolate varies from less than 1,000 to over 2,800 individuals.
This numerical evaluation shows that even in a modern society the
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ne'twork of people united by kinship ties is much smaller than
rmghF be expected—about the same size as in primitive groups.
The mferen.ce is that, while the absolute size of the intermarrying
group remains approximately on the same scale in all human soci-
eties (the ratio of the French types in relation to the average prim-
luve types being about 10 to 1), a complex society becomes such
not so much because of an expansion of the isolate itself as on ac-
count of an expansion of other types of social links (economic,
political, intellectual); and these are used to connect a great num-
ber of isolates which, by themselves, remain relatively static.

But the most striking result of this research is the discovery
that the smallest isolates are found not only in mountain areas, as
was expected, but also (and even more) in areas including a large
urban center; the following départements: Rhéne (Lyon), Gi-
rqnde (Bordeaux), and Seine (Paris) are at the bottom of the list
w1.th the size of their isolates respectively 740, 910, and 930. In thé
Seine département, which is practically limited to Paris and its sub-
urbs, the frequency of consanguineous marriages is higher than in
any of the fifteen rural départements which surround it.

It is not necessary to emphasize the bearing of such studies on
§oc1al structure; the main fact, from the point of view of this paper
1s that they, at the same time, make possible and call for an immedi:
ate extension on the anthropological level. An approach has been
found which enables us to break down a modern complex society
mto smaller units which are of the same nature as those com-
monly studied by anthropologists; on the other hand, this ap-
proach remains incomplete, since the absolute size of the isolate is
on.ly a part of the phenomenon, the other one, equally important
be.mg the length of the marriage cycles. For a small isolate may adj
mit of long marriage cycles (that is, tending to be of the same size
as the isolate itself), while a relatively large isolate can be made u
of shorter cycles.4 This problem, which could be solved only with
the help of genealogies, points the way toward close cooperation
between the structural demographer and the social anthropologist.

Another contribution, this time on a theoretical level, may be
expected from this cooperation. The concept of isolate may help
to solve a problem in social structure which has given rise to a
controversy between Radcliffe-Brown and Lowie. The former
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has labeled as “a fantastic reification of abstraction’ the suggestion
made by some anthropologists, mostly in America, that anthro-
pology should be defined as the study not of society but of culture.
To him, “European culture is an abstraction and so is the culture
of an African tribe.” All that exists are human beings connected
by an unlimited series of social relations.** This, Lowie says, is “a
factitious quarrel.” ** However, the misunderstandings which lie at
its root appear to be very real, since they arose all over again on
the occasion of the publication of a book by White* and its criti-
cism by Bidney.* '

It seems that both the reality and the autonomy of the con-
cept of culture could better be validated if culture were treated,
from an operational point of view, in the same way as the geneti-
cist and demographer treat the closely allied concept of “isolate.”
What is called a “culture” is a fragment of humanity which, from
the point of view of the research at hand and of the scale on which
the latter is carried out, presents significant discontinuities in rela-
tion to the rest of humanity. If our aim is to ascertain significant
discontinuities between, let us say, North America and Europe,
then we are dealing with two different cultures; but should we
become concerned with significant discontinuities between New
York and Chicago, we would be allowed to speak of these two
groups as different cultural “units.” Since these discontinuities can

- be reduced to invariants, which is the goal of structural analysis,

we see that culture may, at the same time, correspond to an ob-
jective reality and be a function of the kind of research under-
taken. Accordingly, the same set of individuals may be considered
to be parts of many different cultural contexts: universal, con-
tinental, national, regional, local, etc., as well as familial, occupa-
donal, religious, political, etc. This is true as a limit; however,
anthropologists usually reserve the term “culture” to designate a
group of discontinuities which is significant on several of these
levels at the same time. That it can never be valid for all levels
does not prevent the concept of “culture” from being as funda-
mental for the anthropologist as that of “isolate” for the demogra-
pher. Both belong to the same epistemological family. On a ques-
tion such as that of the positivistic character of a concept, the
anthropologist can rely on a physicist’s judgment; it is Niels Bohr
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who states that “the traditional differences of [Thuman cultures]
in many ways resemble the different equivalent modes in which
physical experience can be described.” 46

SOCIAL STATICS OR COMMUNICATION STRUCTURES

A society consists of individuals and groups which communi-
cate with one another. The existence of, or lack of, communica-
tion can never be defined in an absolute manner. Communication
does not cease at society’s borders. These borders, rather, con-
stitute thresholds where the rate and forms of communication,
without waning altogether, reach a much lower level. This condi-
tion is usually meaningful enough for the population, both inside
and outside the borders, to become aware of it. This awareness
is not, however, a prerequisite for the definition of a given society.
It only accompanies the more precise and stable forms.

In any society, communication operates on three different
levels: communication of women, communication of goods and
services, communication of messages. Therefore, kinship studies,
economics, and linguistics approach the same kinds of problems
on different strategic levels and really pertain to the same field.
Theoretically at least, it might be said that kinship and marriage
rules regulate a fourth type of communication, that of genes be-
tween phenotypes. Therefore, it should be kept in mind that cul-
ture does not consist exclusively of forms of communication of its
own, like language, but also (and perhaps mostly) of rules stating
how the “games of communication” should be played both on the
natural and on the cultural levels.

The above comparison between the fields of kinship, eco-
nomics, and linguistics cannot hide the fact that they refer to
forms of communication which are on a different scale. Should
one try to compute the communication rate involved, on the one
hand, in the intermarriages and, on the other, in the exchange of
messages occurring in a given society, one would probably dis-
cover the difference to be of about the same magnitude as, let us
say, that between the exchange of heavy molecules of two viscous
liquids through a not very permeable film and radic communica-
tion. Thus, from marriage to language one passes from low- to
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parallel may seem, this formalism converges with certain aspects
of Marxian thought.™
Next—and as a consequence—it introduces for the first time
‘rnecham'cal‘ models which are of the same type as, and intermediate
between, those used in mathematical physics and in social anthro-
po}o'gy—-especially in the field of kinship. In this connection it is
striking that Von Neumann’s models are borrowed from the
theory of games, a line of thought which was initiated independ-
ently by Kroeber when he compared social institutions “to the
p!ay of earnest children.” % There is, true enough, an important
difference between games of entertainment and marriage rules:
The former are constructed in such a way as to permit each player
to extract from statistical regularities maximal differential values,
Wh4e marriage rules, acting in the opposite direction, aim at es-
tal?h§}ung statistical regularities in spite of the differential values
existing between individuals and generations. In this sense they
constitute a special kind of “upturned game.” Nevertheless, they
can be treated with the same methods. Besides, such being the
rules, each individual and group tries to play it in the “normal”
way, that is, by maximizing his own advantage at the expense of
the others (i.e., to get more wives, or better ones, whether from
the esthetic, erotic, or economic point of view). The theory of
com:tship is thus a part of formal sociology. To those who are
:afr:fxd that sociology might in this way get hopelessly involved in
individual psychology, it will be enough to recall that Von Neu-
mann has succeeded in giving a mathematical demonstration of the
nature and strategy of a psychological technique as sophisticated
as bluffing at the game of poker.5®
The next advantage of this increasing consolidation of social
anthropology, economics, and linguistics into one great field, that
of communication, is to make clear that they consist exclusively of
the study of rules and have little concern with the nature of the
partners (either individuals or groups) whose play is being pat-
tfarned after these rules. As Von Neumann puts it, “The game is
simply the totality of the rules which describe it.” 5 Besides that of
game, other operational notions are those of play, move, choice
and strategy.*® But the nature of the players need not be consideredj

Wh.at Is important is to find out when a given player can make a
choice and when he cannot.

i
|
|
i
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This outlook should open the study of kinship and marriage

to approaches directly derived from the theory of communication.
In the terminology of this theory it is possible to speak of the in-
formation of a marriage system by the number of choices at the
observer’s disposal to define the marriage status of an individual.
Thus the information is unity for a dual exogamous system, and,
in an Australian kind of kinship typology, it would increase with
the logarithm of the number of matrimonial classes. A theoretical
system where everybody could marry everybody would be a sys-
tem with no redundancy, since each marriage choice would not
be determined by previous choices, while the positive content of
marriage rules constitutes the redundancy of the system under
consideration. By studying the percentage of “free” choices in a
matrimonial population (not absolutely free, but in relation to
certain postulated conditions), it would thus become possible to
offer numerical estimates of its entropy, both absolute and rela-
tive.

As a consequence, it would become possible to translate stafis-
tical models into mechanical ones and vice versa, thus bridging the
gap still existing between population studies on the one hand and
anthropological ones on the other, thereby laying a foundation for
prediction and control. To give an example: In our own society
the organization of marriage choices does not go beyond (1) the
prohibition of close kin, (z) the size of the isolate, and (3) the ac-
cepted standard of behavior, which limits the frequency of certain
choices within the isolate. With these data at hand, one could com-
pute the information of the system, that is, translate our loosely
organized and highly statistical marriage system into a mechanical
model, thus making possible its comparison with the large series of
marriage systems of a “mechanical” type available from simpler so-
cieties.

Similarly, a great deal of discussion has been carried on re-
cently about the Murngin kinship system, which has been treated
by different authors as a seven-class system, or less than seven, or
four, or thirty-two, or three,*® before recent research resolved the
question in favor of the last number.*

In the preceding pages an attempt has been made to assess the
bearing of some recent lines of mathematical research upon an-
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thropological studies. We have seen that their main contribution
was to provide anthropology with a unifying concept—communi-
cation—enabling it to consolidate widely different types of in-
quiry into one, and at the same time providing the theoretical and
metthological tools to further knowledge in that direction. The
question which should now be raised is: To what extent is social
anthropology ready to make use of thesetools?

 The main feature of the development of social anthropology
in Fhe past years has been the increased attendon to kinship. This
is, indeed, not a new phenomenon, since it can be said that, with
his S.ystems of Consanguinity and Affinity of the Human Family
Lewis Morgan’s genius at one and the same time founded sociai
anthropology and kinship studies and brought to the fore the basic
reasons for attaching such importance to the latter: permanency
Systematic character, continuity of changes.®® The views outlineci
in the 'preceding pages may help to explain this fundamental in-
terest in l.cinship, since we have considered it as the anthropolo-
gist’s special and privileged share in the science of communication.

'Ur.xfortunately, despite the enormous development of kinship
studies in recent years, the amount of usable material in relation
to that actually collected remains small. This is clearly reflected
in the fact that, in order to undertake his survey, Murdock found it
pos-sib'le to retain information concerning no more than about 250
societies (from our point of view, a still overindulgent estimate)
out of the 3,000 to 4,000 distinet societies still in existence.®® It is
somewhat disheartening that the enormous work devoted in the
Ia.st fifty years to the gathering of ethnographic material has
yielded so little, although kinship has been one of the main con-
cerns of those undertaking this work.

Hoyvever, it should be kept in mind that what has brought
about this unhappy result is not a lack of coverage—on the con-
trary. If the workable material is small, it is rather on account of
the inductive illusion; it was believed that as many cultures as pos-
sible should be covered, albeit lightly, rather than a few thoroughly
enough to yield significant results. Accordingly, there is no lack of
consistency in the fact that, following their individual tempera-
ments, anthropologists have preferred one or the other of the al-
ternatives imposed by the situation. While Radcliffe-Brown, Eg-
gan, Spoehr, Fortes, and this writer have tried to consider limited
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areas where dense information was available, Murdock has fol-
lowed the complementary (but not contradictory) path of widen-
ing the field even at the expense of the reliability of the data, and
Lowie® has tried to pursue a kind of middle road between the two
approaches.

The case of the Pueblo area is especially. striking, since for
probably no other area in the world is there available such an
amount of data of such controversial quality. It is almost with
despair that one comes to realize that the voluminous material ac-
cumulated by Voth, Fewkes, Dorsey, Parsons, and, to some extent,
Stevenson is practically unworkable, since these authors have been
feverishly piling up information without any clear idea of what it
meant or, above all, of the hypotheses which it should have helped
to test. The situation changed when Lowie and Kroeber entered
the field, but the lack of statistical data on marriage choices and
types of intermarriages, which might have been gathered for more
than fifty years, will probably be impossible to overcome. This is
to be regretted, since Eggan’s book® presents an outstanding ex-
ample of what can be expected from intensive and thorough study
of a limited area. Here we observe closely connected forms, each
of which preserves a structural consistency, although they present,
in relation to one another, discontinuities which become significant
when compared to homologous discontinuities in other fields, such
as clan organization, marriage rules, ritual, religious beliefs, etc.

It is by means of such studies, which exhibit a truly “QGalilean”
outlook,™ that one may hope to reach a depth where social struc-
ture is put on a level with other types of mental structures, particu-
larly the linguistic one. To give an example: It follows from Eg-
gan’s survey that the Hopi kinship system requires no less than
three different models for the time dimension. There is, first, an
“empty” time, stable and reversible, illustrated by the father’s
mother’s and mother’s father’s lineages, where the same terms are
consistently applied throughout the generations; second, there is a
progressive, non-reversible time, as shown in (female) Ego’s lineage
with the sequence:

grandmother > mother > sister > child > grandchild;

and, third, there is an undulating, cyclical, reversible time, as in
(male) Ego’s lineage with the continuous alternation between sister
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and sister’s child. On the other hand, these three linear structures
are clearly distinct from the circular strucrure of the Zuni (female)
Ego’s lineage, where three terms, mother’s mother (or daughter’s
daughter), moth_er, and daughter, are disposed in a kind of ringlike
arrangement, this conceptual grouping being accompanied, as re-
gards the other lineages, by a greater poverty both of term’s inside
the acknowledged kin and of kin acknowledgrnent. Since time
aspects also belong to linguistic analysis, the question can be raised
}vhether or not there is a correlation between their manifestations
in language and kinship and, if so, at what leve] 62

Progress in this and other directions would undoubtedly have
been more substantial if general agreement had existed amon
social an'thropologists on the definition of social structure th%
goals which may be achieved by its study, and the methodolo’gical
principles to be applied at the different stages of research. Unfor-
tunately, this is not the case, but it may be welcomed as 2 promis-
ing sign that some kind of understanding can be reached, at least
on thf: nature and scope of these differences. This seem’s an ap-
propriate place to offer a rapid sketch of the attitude of the main
f:ontrlbutor§ to social-structure research in relation to the work-
ing assumptions which were made at the beginning of this paper

The term “social structure” is in many ways linked with ‘the
name of A. R. Radcliffe-Brown. Though his contribution is not
limited to the study of kinship systems, he has stated the goal of
these studies in terms which every scholar in the same field would
proba_bly be ready to underwrite. The aim of kinship studies, he
says, is (1) to make a systematic classification; (2) to underst,and
particular features of particular systems (a) by revealing the par-
pcular fe'atflre as a part of an organized whole, and (b) by shgw—
ing that it is a special example of a recognizable class of phenom-
ena; (3) to arrive at valid generalizations about the nature of
human societies. And he concludes: “To reduce this diversity (of 2
or 300 kinship systems) to some sort of order is the task of analy-

sis. ... Weecan ... find ... beneath the diversities, a limited
numb,e;r of general principles applied and combined in various
ways.” % There is nothing to add to this lucid program besides
pointing out that this is precisely what Radcliffe-Brown has done
in his study of Australian kinship systems, He brought forth a tre-
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mendous amount of material; he introduced some kind of order
where there was only chaos; he defined the basic operational terms,
such as “cycle,” “pair,” and “couple.” Finally, his discovery of the
Kariera system in the region, with the characteristics inferred from
the study of the available data previous to visiting Australia, will
forever remain one of the great results of socio-structural studies.®
His masterly introduction to African Systems of Kinship and Mar-
riage may be considered a true treatise on kinship; at the same time
it takes a step toward integrating kinship systems of the Western
world (which are considered in their early forms) into a world-
wide theoretical interpretation. Another capital contribution by
the same scholar, about the homologous structure of kinship ter-
minology and behavior, will be dealt with later on.

However, it is obvious that, in many respects, Radcliffe~
Brown’s conception of social structure differs from the postulates
which were set up at the outset of the present paper. In the first
place, the notion of structure appears to him as a means to link
social anthropology to the biological sciences: “There is a real and
significant analogy between organic structure and social struc-
ture.” ® Then, instead of “lifting up” kinship studies to put them
on the same level as communication theory, as has been suggested
by this writer, he has lowered them to the same plane as the phe-
nomena dealt with in descriptive morphology and physiology.®”
In that respect, his approach is in line with the naturalistic trend of
the British school. In contradistinction to Kroeber®® and Lowie,*
who have emphasized the artificiality of kinship, Radcliffe-Brown
agrees with Malinowski that biological ties are, at one and the same
time, the origin of and the model for every type of kinship tie.”

These principles are responsible for two consequences. In the
first place, Radcliffe-Brown’s empirical approach makes him very
reluctant to distinguish between social structure and social rela-
tioms. As a marter of fact, social structure appears in his work to be
nothing else than the whole network of social relations. It is true
that he has sometimes outlined a distinction between structure and
structural form. The latter concept, however, seems to be limnited
to the diachronic perspective, and its functional role in Radcliffe-
Brown’s theoretical thought appears quite reduced.™ This distinc-
tion was thoroughly discussed by Fortes, who has contributed 2
great deal to the distinction, quite foreign to Radcliffe-Brown’s
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outlook (and to which I myself attribute considerzble importance) ,

between “model” and “reality”: “Structure is not immediately vis-
ible in the ‘concrete reality.” . . . When we describe structure
. . . we are, as it were, in the realm of grammar and syntax, not of
the spoken word.” " - ’ '

In the second place, this merging of social structure and social
relations induces him to break down the former into the simplest
fc?rms of the latter, that is, relations between two persons: “The
kinship structure of any society consists of a number of . . .
dyadi.c relations. . . . Inan Australian tribe, the whole social struc-
ture is based on a network of such relations of person to per-
son. . . .7 ™ It may be questioned whether such dyadic relations
are the materials out of which social structure is built, or whether
they do not themselves result from a pre-existing structure which
should be defined in more complex terms. Structural linguistics has
a lot to teach in this respect. Examples of the kind of analysis
commended by Radcliffe-Brown may be found in the works of
Bateson and Mead. However, in Naven,™ Bateson has gone a step
further_ than Radcliffe-Brown’s classification™ of dyadic relations
accordlpg to order. He has attempted to place them in specific
categories, an undertaking which implies that there is something
more to social structure than the dyadic relations, that is, the struc-
ture itself.

_Since, it is possible to extend almost indefinitely the string of
dyadic relations, Radcliffe-Brown has shown some reluctance to-
ward the isolation of social structures conceived as self-sufficient
wholes (in this respect he disagrees with Malinowski). His is a phi-
losoPl.ly of continuity, not of discontinuity; this accounts for his
hOSFlhtY toward the notion of culture, already alluded to, and his
avoidance of the teachings of structural linguistics and of modern
mathematics.

All these considerations may explain why Radcliffe-Brown,
tbough an incomparable observer, analyst, and classifier, has some-
times proved to be disappointing when he turned to Interpreta-
tions. These, in his work, often appear vague or circular. Have
marriage prohibitions really no other function than to help per-
petuate the kinship system?? Are all the peculiar features of the
Crow-Omaha system satisfactorily accounted for when it has been
said that they emphasize the lineage principle? ™ These doubts, as
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well as many others, some of which will be mentioned later on in

this chapter, explain why the work of Radcliffe-Brown, to which

no one can deny a central place in social-structure studies, has often
iven rise to bitter arguments.

For instance, Murdock has called the kind of interpretation to
which Radcliffe-Brown seems to be addicted “mere verbalizations
reified into causal forces,” ™ and Lowie expressed himself in similar
terms.” As regards Murdock, the lively controversy which was
carried on between him and W. E. Lawrence,® on the one hand,
and Radcliffe-Brown,® on the other, may help to clarify the basic
differences in their respective positions. This was about the so-
called Murngin type of kinship system, a focal point in social-
structure studies not only because of its many intricacies but be-
cause, thanks to Lloyd Warner’s book and articles,” we possess a
thorough and extensive study of this system.*® However, Warner’s
study leaves some basic problems unanswered, especially the way
in which marriage takes place on the lateral borders of the system.

For Radcliffe-Brown, however, there is no problem involved,
since he considers any kind of social organization as a mere con-
glomerate of simple person-to-person relations and since, in any
society, there is always somebody who may be regarded as one’s
mother’s brother’s daughter (the preferred spouse among the
Murngin) or as standing in an equivalent relation. But the problem
is elsewhere: It lies in the fact that the natives have chosen to ex-
press these person-to-person relations in a class system, and War-
ner's description of this system (as acknowledged by himself)
makes it impossible in some cases for the same individual to belong
simultaneously to the right kind of class and to the right kind of
relation.

Under these circumstances, Lawrence and Murdock have tried
to invent some system which would fit the requirements of both
the marriage rules and a system of the same kind as the one de-
scribed by Warner. They invented it, however, as a sort of ab-
stract game, the result being that, while their system meets some of
the difficulties involved in Warner’s account, it also raises many

others. One of the main difficulties implied in Warner’s system 18
that it would require, on the part of the natives, an awareness of
relationships too remote to make it believable. Since the new sys-
tem adds 2 new line to the seven already assumed by Warner, it
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goes stll further in that direction. Therefore, it seems a good
hunch that the “hidden” or “unknown” system underlying the
clumsy model which the Murngin borrowed recently from tribes
with completely different marriage rules is simpler.than the latter
and not more complicated.? )

One sees, then, that Murdock favors a systematic and formal
approach, different from Radcliffe-Brown’s empirical and natural-
istic one. But he remains, at the same time, psychologically and
even biologically minded, and he can comply with the resulting
requirements only by calling upon other disciplines, such as psy-
choanalysis and behavioristic psychology. Thus he succeeds in un-
loading from his interpretations of kinship problems the empiri-
cism which still burdens Radcliffe-Brown’s work, though, perhaps,
at the risk of leaving them incomplete or having to be completed
on grounds alien to anthropology, if not contradictory to its goals.
Instead of seeing in kinship systems a sociological means to achieve
a sociological result, he rather treats them as sociological results
deriving from biological and psychological premises.

"T'wo parts should be distinguished in Murdock’s contribution
to the study of social structure. There is, first, a rejuvenation ofa
statistical method to test assumed correlations between social traits
and to establish new ones, a method already tried by Tylor but
which Murdock, thanks to the painstaking efforts of his Yale
Qross-Culrural Survey and the use of a more complex and exact-
ing technique, was able to carry much further than had his pred-
decessor.

Everything has been said on the manifold difficulties with
which this kind of inquiry is fraught,® and since no one is better
aware of them than its author, it is unnecessary to dwell upon this
theme. Let it only be recalled that while the uncertainty involved
in the process of “carving out” the data will always make any
alleged correlation dubious, the method is quite efficient in a nega-
tive way, that is, in exploding false correlations. In this respect
Murdock has achieved many results which no social anthropologist
can permit himself to ignore.

The second aspect of Murdock’s contribution is 2 scheme of
the historical evolution of kinship systems. This suggests a startling
conclusion, namely, that the so-called “Hawaiian type” of social
organization should be placed at the origin of a much greater
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number of systems than has generally been admitted since Lowie’s
criticism of Morgan’s similar hypothesis.*” However, it should be
kept in mind that Murdock’s scheme is not based upon the con-
sideration of individual societies taken as historico-geographical
units or as coordinated wholes, but on abstractions and even, if

one may say so, on abstractions “twice removed”: In the first

place, social organization is isolated from the other aspects of cul-
ture (and sometimes even kinship systems from social organiza-
tion) ; next, social organization itself is broken up into disconnected
elements which are the product of the traditional categories -of
ethnological theory rather than of the concrete analysis of each
group. This being understood, the method for establishing a his-
torical scheme can only be ideological; it proceeds by extracting
common elements pertaining to each stage, in order to define a
previous stage, and so on. Therefore, it is obvious that systems
placed at the beginning can be only those which exhibit the more
general features, while systems with special features must occupy
a more recent rank. It is as though the origin of the modern horse
were ascribed to the order of vertebrates instead of to Hipparion.
Regardless of the difficulties raised by his approach, Mur-
dock’s book should be credited with presenting new material and
raising fascinating problems, many of which are new to anthro-
pological thought. It is not doing him an injustice, then, to state
that his contribution consists more in perfecting a method of dis-
covering new problems than in solving them. Though this method
remains “Aristotelian,” it is perhaps unavoidable in the develop-
ment of any science. Murdock has at least been faithful to the best
part of the Aristotelian outlook by demonstrating convincingly
that “cultural forms in the field of social organization reveal a
degree of regularity and of conformity to scientific law not sig-
nificantly inferior to that found in the so-called natural sciences.” ®
In relation to the distinctions made in the first section of this
paper, it can be said that Radcliffe-Brown’s work expresses a dis-
regard for the difference between observation and experimenta-
tion, while Murdock shows a similar disregard for the difference
between mechanical and statistical models (since he tries to con-
struct mechanical models with the help of a statistical method).
Conversely, Lowie’s work seems to consist entirely in an exact-
ing endeavor to meet the question (which was acknowledged as a
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prerequisite for any study in social structure): What are the facts?
When he became active in research as well as in theoretical eth-
nology, the latter field was fraught with philosophical prejudices
and an aura of sociological mysticism; therefore, his Par;mount
contribution toward assessing the subject matter of so’éga} anthro-
pology has sometimes been misunderstood and thought of as
wholly oegzltive.89 But, although this situation made it imperative
at thz'lt time to state, in the first place, what the facts were 7n0t, the
creative energy liberated by his merciless destruction of arbi-
trary systems and alleged correlations has furnished, to a ver
large extent, the power used by his followers. I—Iis7 own posi>i
tive contributions are not always easy to outline on account of the
extreme modesty of his thought and his aversion to any kind of
w1de-.seope theoretical claim. He himself used the words “active
skepticism” to define his position. However, it is Lowie who, as
early_ as 1915, stated in modern terms the role of kinship studie; in
relation to social behavior and organization: “Sometimes the ver
essence of social fabric may be demonstrably connected with th}e
mode of classifying kin.” * In the same paper he was able to reverse
the narrow historical trend which, at that time, was blinding an-
thropological thinking to the universal action of structural fongCS'
Exogoroy was shown to be a scheme defined by truly genetic char.—
acteristics aod, whenever present, determining identical features of
soc1a1 orgamzation, without calling for historico—geocraphical rela-
tions. il
yzihen, a few years later, he exploded the “matrilineal com-
pler‘c, he achieved two results which are the fundamentals of
social-structure studies. First, by dismissing the notion that ever
so-called metrilineal feature was to be understood as an expressioi’l
or as a vestige of the complex, he made it possible to break it up
into several variables. Second, the elements thus liberated could be
used for a permutative treatment of the differential features of kin-
ship S}fstems.92 Thus he was laying the foundations for a structural
analysis of kinship on two different levels: that of the terminologi-
oal system, on the one hand, and, on the other, that of the correTa-
tion between the system of attitudes and terminology, thus reveal-
ing which later on was to be followed by others.*® o
. Lowie should be credited with many other theoretical con-
tribudons. He was probably the first to demonstrate the true bi-
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lateral nature of most of the so-called “ynilineal” systems.** He
made clear the impact of residence on descent.”® He convincingly
dissociated avoidance customs from incest prohibitions.96 His care
to interpret social organizatiou not only as a set of insritutionalized
cules but also as the outcome of individual psychological reactions,
which sometimes contradicted or inflected the rules, led to the
strange result that the same scholar who was so- abused for his
famous “shreds and patches” statement on culture was able to offer
some of the most thorough and well-balanced pictures we have of
cultures treated as wholes.?” Finally, Lowie’s role as a promoter
and exponent of South American social anthropology is well
known; cither directly or indirectly, through guidance and encour-’
agement, he has contributed toward breaking new ground.

SOCIAL DYNAMICS: SUBORDINATION STRUCTURES

Order of Elements (Individuals ot Groups) in the Social
Structure. According to this writer’s interpretation, which does
not need to be expounded systematicnlly since (in spite of
efforts toward objectivity) it probably permeates this paper, kin-
ship systems, marriage rules, and descent groups constitute 2
coordinated whole, the function of which is to insure the per-
manency of the social group by means of intertwining consan-
guineous and affinal ties. They may be considered as the blueprint
of a mechanism which “pumps" women out of their consan-
guineous families to redistribute them in affinal groups, the result
of this process being to create new consanguineous groups, and so
on.’® :

If no external factor were affecung this mechanism, it would
work indefinitely, and the social structure would remain static.
This is not the case, however; hence the aeed to introduce into the
theoretical model new elements to account for the diachronic
changes of the structure, on che one hand, and, on the other, for the
fact that kinship structure does not exhauast social structure. This

can be done in three different ways.

As always, the first step consists in ascertaining the facts.
Since the time when Lowie expressed regret that SO lirtle had been
done by anthropologists in the field of political organization,99
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some progress has been made; in the first place, Lowie himself has
clarified the issue by devoting most of his recent book to problems
of that sort and by regrouping the facts concerning the North
American area.’® A recent work has brought together significant
data concerning Africa.*®* To this day, the best way to organize the
still-confused material remains Lowie’s basic distinctions among
social strata, sodalities, and the state.2°2

The second type of approach would be an attempt to cor-
relate the phenomena belonging to the order first studied, that is,
km_shlp, with phenomena belonging to the new order but showing
a dxrecf connection ‘with the former. This approach raises, in turn,
two d%ﬁerent problems: (1) Can the kinship structure by itself
result in structures of a new type (that is, dynamically oriented)?
(2) How do communication structures and subordination struc-
tures interact with one another?

The first problem should be related to education, i.e., to the
fact that each generation plays alternately a submissive and a domi-
nant part in relation to the preceding and to the following gener-
ation. This aspect has been dealt with chiefly by Margaret Mead.1%

Another side of the question lies in the important attempt to
correlate static positions in the kinship structure (as defined by
t?:rmmology) with dynamic attitudes expressed, on the one hand, in
rights, fiuties, obligations and, on the other, in privileges, avoidance,
etc. It is impossible to go into the discussion of these problems, to
which many writers have contributed. Especially significant i’s a
protrgcted controversy between Radcliffe-Brown and others about
the kind of correlation, if any, which exists between the system
of terminology and the system of attitudes 1o

Acpording to Radcliffe-Brown’s well-known position, such a
correlation exhibits a high degree of accuracy, while his opponents
have‘: generally tried to demonstrate that it is neither absolute nor
detailed. In contrast to both opinions, this writer has tried to es-
tablish that the relation between terminology and atticudes is of a
dialectical nature. The modalities of behavigr between relatives ex-
press to some extent the terminological classification, and they pro-
v1de. at the same time a means of overcoming difficulties and con-
tradelons resulting from this classification. Thus the rules of
behavior result from an attempt to overcome contradictions in the
field of terminology and marriage rules; the functional unwedging
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—if one may call it that—which is bound to exist between the two
orders causes changes in terminology; and these, in turn, call for
new behavior patterns, and so on indefinitely.*%

The second problem confronts us with the kind of situation
arising when the kinship system regulates marriage exchanges not
between equals but berween members of a hierarchy (either eco-
nomic or political). Under that heading comes the problem of
polygamy which, in some cases at least, may be shown to pro-
vide a bridge between two different types of guarantees, one col-
lective and political, the other individual and economic,'®® and that
of hypergamy (or hypogamy). This deserves much more attention
than it has received thus far, since it is the doorway to the study of
the caste system™” and hence to that of social structures based on
race and class distinctions.

The third and last approach to our problem is purely formal.
Tt consists in an a priori deduction of the types of structures likely
to result from relations of dominance or dependency as they might
appear at random. Of a very promising nature for the study of
social structure are Rapoport’s attempts to formulate a mathe-
matical theory of the pecking order among hens.*®® It is true that
there seems to be a complete opposition between, let us say, the
pecking order of hens, which is intransitive and cyclical, and the
social order (for instance, the circle of kava in Polynesia), which
is transitive and non-cyclical (since those who are seated at the far
end can never sit at the top).*®® But the study of kinship systems
shows precisely that, under given circumstances, a transitive and
non-cyclical order can result in an intransitive and cyclical one.
This happens, for instance, in 2 hypergamous society, where a circu-
lar marriage system with mother’s brother’s daughter leaves at one
end a girl unable to find a husband (since her status is the highest)
and at the other end a boy without a wife (since no girl, except
his sister, has a status lower than his own). Therefore, either the
society under consideration will succumb to its contradictions, or
its transitive and non-cyclical order will be transformed into an in-
transitive and cyclical one, temporarily or locally.'*®

Thus, with the help of such notions as transitivity, order, and
cycle, which admit of mathematical treatment, it becomes possi-
ble to study, on a purely formal level, generalized types of socizl
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structure where both the communication and the subordination
aspects are fully integrated. It is also possible to enlarge the field
of inquiry and to integrate, for a given society, actual and potential
types 'o‘f order. For instance, in human societies the actual forms
of social order are practically always of a transitive and non-cyclical
type: If A is above B and B above C, then A is above C; and C
can.not”be above A. But most of the Ruman “potential” or’ “ideo-
Iog‘lc.al forms of social order, as illustrated in politics, myth, and
religion, are conceived as intransitive and cyclical; for instan;e in
tales about kings marrying lasses and in Stendhal’s indictment, of
American democracy as a system where a gentleman takes his or-
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objective reality and which we call the “supernatural.” These
“thought-of” orders cannot be checked against the experience to
which they refer, since they are one and the same as this experience.
Therefore, we are in the position of studying them only in their
relationships with the other types of “lived-in” orders. The
“thought-of” orders are those of myth and religion. The question
may be raised whether, in our own society, political ideology does
not belong to the same category.

After Durkheim, Radcliffe-Brown has contributed greatly to
the demonstration that religion is a part of the social structure. The
anthropologist’s task is to discover correlations between different

ders from his grocer.

_ Order of Orders. Thus anthropology considers the whole
social fabric as a network of different types of orders. The kinshi
System provides a way to order individuals according to certaig
rules; social organization is another way . of -ordering - individuals
and groups; §ocial stratifications, whether economic or political
provide us with a third type; and all these orders can themselves,
be ordered by showing the kind of relationships which exist amon
them, hovx./ they interact with one another on both the synchroni%
and the diachronic levels. Meyer Fortes has successfully tried to
construct models valid not only for one type of order (kinshi
social organization, economic relations, etc.) but where numerogs’
223:11_51 1flor all types of orders are themselves ordered inside a total

When dealing with these orders, however, anthropologists
are confronted with a basic problem which was taken u atg:he
begmnfng of this paper, that is, to what extent does thepmanner
according to which a society conceives its orders and their order-
mgbcorrespond to the real situation? It has been shown that this
E;gdkm can be solved in different ways, depending on the data at

All the models considered so far, however, are “lived-in”
orders: Fhey correspond to mechanisms which can ,be studied from
the outside as a part of objective reality. But no systematic studies
of these. orders can be undertaken without acknowledging the fact
that social groups, to achieve their reciprocal ordering, need to call
upon orders of different types, corresponding to a ﬁel’d external to

types of religions and different types of social organization.'**
Radcliffe-Brown failed to achieve significant results, however, for
two reasons. In the first place, he tried to link ritual and beliefs
directly to sentiments; besides, he was more concerned with giving
universal formulation to the kind of correlation prevailing between
religion and social structure than in showing the variability of one
in relation to the other. It is perhaps as a result of this that the study
of religion has fallen into the background, to the extent that the
word “religion” does not even appear in the program of this
symposium. The field of myth, ritual, and religion seemns neverthe-
less to be one of the more fruitful for the study of social structure;
though relatively little has been done in this respect, the results
which have been obtained recently are among the most rewarding
in our field.

Great strides have been made toward the study of religious
systems as coordinated wholes. Documentary material, such as

-P. Radin’s The Road of Life and Death'® and R. M. Berndt’s

Kunapipi** should help in undertaking, with respect to several
religious cults, the kind of ordering of data so masterfully achieved
by Gladys Reichard for the Navaho.'*® This should be comple-
mented by small-scale comparative studies on the permanent and
non-permanent elements in religious thought as exemplified by
Lowie.

With the help of such well-organized material it becomes pos-
sible, as Nadel puts it, to prepare “small-scale models of a compara-
tive analysis . . . of an analysis of ‘concomitant variations’ .
such as any inquiry concerned with the explanation of social facrs
must employ.” ¢ The results thus achieved may be small; they are,
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however, some of the most convincing and rigorous in the entre
field of social organization. Nadel himself has demonstrated a cor-
relation between shamanism and some aspects of psychological
development;**? using Indo-European comparative material bor-
rowed from Iceland, Ireland, and the Caucasus, Dumézil has inter-
preted an enigmatic mythological figure in relation to specific
features of social organization;'** Wittfogel and Goldfrank have
shown how significant variations in mythological themes can be
related to the socioeconomic background.’*® Monica Hunter has
established beyond doubr that the structure of magical beliefs may
vary in correlation with the structure of the society itself.**® These
results, together with some others (on which space prevents our
commenting), give hope that we may be close to understanding not
only what kind of function religious beliefs fulfill in social life
(this has been known more or less clearly since Lucretius’ tme)
but how they fulfill this function.

A few words may be added as a conclusion. This chapter was
started by working out the notion of “model,” and the same notion
has reappeared at its end. Social anthropology, in its incipient
stage, could only seek, as model for its first models, among those of
the simplest kinds provided by more advanced sciences, and it was
natural enough to seek them in the field of classical mechanics.
However, in doing so, anthropology has been working under some
sort of illusion, since, as Von Neumann puts it, “an almost exact
theory of a gas, containing about 10% freely moving particles, is in-
comparably easier than that of the solar system, made up of 9
major bodies.” ** But when it tries to construct its models, anthro-
pology finds itself in a situation which is neither the one nor the
other: The objects with which we deal—social roles and human
beings—are considerably more numerous than those dealt with in
Newtonian mechanics, and at the same time, far less numerous
than would be required to allow a satisfactory use of the laws of
statistics and probability. Thus we find ourselves in an intermediate
zone: too complicated for one treatment and not complicated
enough for the other.

The tremendous change brought about by the theory of com-
munication consists precisely in the discovery of methods to deal
with objects—signs—which can be subjected to a rigorous study
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despite the fact that they are altogether much more numerous than
those of classical mechanics and much less than those of the.rmody-
namics. Language consists of morphemes, a few‘ thousand in num-
ber; significant regularities in phoneme frequencies can be obtained
by limited counts. The threshold for the use of statxsu(.:al laws be-
comes lower, and that for operating with mechanical models
higher, than was the case when operating on other grounds. And,
at the same time, the size-order of the phenomena has become
significantly closer to that of anthropological data. .
Therefore, the present conditions of social-structure studies
can be summarized as follows: Phenomena are found to be.of
the same kind as those which, in strategics and communication
theory, were made the subject of a rigorous approach. Anthro-
pological facts are on a scale which is Suﬂicm}tly- cl.ose to that of
these other phenomena as not to preclude their similar treatment.
Surprisingly enough, it is at the very moment when anthropology
finds itself closer than ever to the long-awaited goal of becoming
a true science that the ground seems to fail where it was expected
to be the firmest: The facts themselves are lacking, either not nu-
merous enough or not collected under conditions insuring their
comparability. o
Though it is not our fault, we have been behaving hkc' ama-
teur botanists, haphazardly picking up heterogeneous specimerns,
which were further distorted and mutilated by preservation in our
herbarium. And we are, all of a sudden, confronted with the need
of ordering complete series, ascertaining original shades, and meas-
uring minute parts which have either shrunk or been lost. When
we come to realize not only what should be done but also what
we should be in a position to do, and when we make.at t_he same
time an inventory of our material, we cannot help feeling in a dis-
heartened mood. It looks almost as if cosmic physics were asked to
work with Babylonian observations. The celestial l?odies are still
there, but unfortunately the natve cultures from wh1cl'1 we used to
gather our data are rapidly disappearing and that Wf}lch they are
being replaced by can only furnish daFa of a very dxff_erent type.
To adjust our techniques of observation to a theo.retlc.al frme-
work which is far more advanced is a paradoxical situation, quite
opposite to that which has prevailed in the history of sciences.
Nevertheless, such is the challenge to modern anthropology.
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